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CHAPTER l 

INTRODUCTION 

The 104th Congress and President Bill Clinton rediscovered block grants 

as an alternative to the more traditional type of federal spending known as 

categorical grant aid. Block grant aid became a cure-all cry for federal spending 

problems. Block grants also promoted a conservative ideotagy that transferred 

some federal power back to the states. The 104th Congress proposed 

consolidating 300 categorical grants into less than a dozen block grants (ACIR, 

Issue, 1895). The President proposed a consolidation plan of 271 categorical 

grants and proposed creating seven new block grants (AC t R, Issue, 1995). 

Block grants became a hot political topic on the Hill. Politicians debated 

creating a block grant to handle the huge Medicaid program (The Economist, 

Sept, 2,  1 995). Another area under block grant consideration was welfare 

reform. The Economist cites Peterson and Blank's finding that 'states with 

generous wlfare systems attract the poor* (March 25, 1995, p. 30). Republican 

governors in California, Wisconsin, and Michigan wanted to "get tough" with the 

poor. Block grants were the political and practical way to cap spending and to 

allow states greater opportunity to innovate welfare programs, specifically 

AFDC, benefits. 
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By the end of the 104th Congressional session, the block grant cries 

slowly softened. Medicaid reform by way of block grants completely faded when 

states realized the problem involved with capped spending of a Medicaid block 

grant (The Economist, Sept, 1995). Only one new block grant, the Temporary 

Assistance to Needy Families (TANF), was actually created by the 104th 

Congress and President Clinton (National Governor's Association, 1896). Two 

of the existing block grants, the Social Services Block Grant (SSBG) and the 

Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG), were modified. 

While the excitement and confusion about block grants have diminished, 

issues surrounding existing block grants remain. An important issue concerning 

block grants is balancing federal accountability with state and local government 

flexibility (GAO, Issues, 1995, p. 6). GAO recommends a result oriented 

approach that uses outcome measures to assess how well block grant funded 

programs (BGFP)worCr. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this research is to explore and describe what types of 

outcome measurements are currently used in two BGFP in the State of Texas. 

By exploring and describing outcome measures, this research can offer 

suggestions for understanding and developing outcome measures for both 

current and future BGFP. Additionally, this research explores a general 

confusion about the differences between output and outcome measures. 
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Chapter I1 provides a summary of block grants. A historical emphasis 

gives the context for upcoming chapters. Additionally, this chapter discusses the 

political trends involved with block grants. Chapter II also examines current 

BGFP. 

Chapter Ill examines the literature concerning outcame measures. 

Further, this chapter links outcome measures with block grant aid. Through this 

linkage, the research design and associated working hypotheses of this 

research is discussed. 

Chapter IVexamines block grants in Texas. More specifically, this 

chapter focuses on two BGFP in Texas, and the respective State of Texas 

agencies that administer these BGFP. In Chapter V, the research methodology 

is explained. Chapter V examines both document analysis and survey research 

related to this research. 

The final two chapters tie together the literature and conceptual 

framework of this research. The results and analysis of the document analysis 

and suwey research are discussed in Chapter VI. Each working hypothesis is 

examined. In the last chapter, Chapter VII, a research summary is provided. 

This summary includes both strengths and weaknesses of the research. 

Additionally, Chapter VII suggests improvements for BGFP. 
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CHAPTER ll 

BLOCK GRANT OVERVIEW 

The purpose of this chapter is to discuss block grant funded programs 

(BGFP). This chapter provides general information concerning block grants. 

The primary points of this chapter are distinguishing between block and 

categorical grants, observing the history of block grants, discussing funding 

ievels of block grants, and reviewing the nwst recent block grant program. 

Block Grant and Categorical Grant Differences 

The federal govemmnt administers primarily hnro types of grant aid: 

categorical and block (ACIR, characteristi=. 1 BQS)'. Categorical grants, the 

most common type of grant aid, target funds to specific programs and activities 

(ACIR, Characteristics, 1995, p. I I). Additionally, categorical grants require 

specific spending conditions for receiving and maintaining this type of 

assistance. ACIR further states that categorical grant aid is distributed in one of 

three ways: project, formula, and formulalproject. The Medical Assistance 

Program (Medicaid), an example of a formula grant, was the largest categorical 

grant in FY 1995 at $88.4 billion (AClR, Federal, 1995, p. E-I I). Medicaid is a 

formula grant because the distribution is based upon legislative or administrative 

1 General Revenue Sharing will be discussed more fully in the history section. Currently, 
General Revenue Sharing aid acccrunts for approximalely $1.8 billion of grant aid (ACIR, 
Characteristics. 1 995). 
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formula. Additionally, Medicaid distribution uses an open-reimbursement 

method. Open reimbursement allows for federal government matching of 

approved expenses without limiting those expenses. 

Block grants are a second type of federal grant aid that the federal 

government uses to distribute money to state and local governments. Block 

grants have six prevalent features (ACIR, 1995, 95-2). First, block grants are 

used for relatively broad purposes. Second, block grants permit some recipient 

spending discretion. Third, block grants promote administrative simplicity. 

Fom, block grant eligibility is written in statute. Fifth, block grant funding is 

distributed by formula. Sixth, block grants are appropriated for a specific 

amount. This is often called "capped spending,' Because of the flexibility and 

fewer strings attached to BGFP, there is a growing concern about how to 

maintain accountability in BGFP (GAO, Feb, 1995, p. 3). Consequently, 

ensuring block grant accountability lends itself to studying outcome measures of 

current BGFP. 

One similarity that block grant aid and categorical grant aid share is that 

both types of grant aid are distributed by formula (ACIR, Federal, 1995, p. 1 I). 

In contrast to categorical grant aid, block grant aid targets federal funds to broad 

programs associated with specific national goals (Stoffel, 1 982). These national 

goats are functional in nature and allow the recipient greater spending discretion 

than does categorical grant aid. Recipients generally have greater flexibility and 
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simplicity in the administration of related programs than they would with 

categorical grants (ACIR, Issue Brief, 1995). 

According to ACIR (1 995, lssue Brief), there are a few advantages in 

administering BGFP over categorical funded programs. Proponents believe that 

I block grants decrease administrative overhead. Block grants allow federal 

administrators and recipient administrators to engage in less stringent planning 

and fiscal reporting requirements. As a result, the federal government may be 

less responsible for the results of BGFP. Therefore, block grant recipients 

experience greater responsibility and control over specific program. Block 

grants can also be advantageous to recipients because multiple categorical 

grants can be consolidated into a single block grant. Folding a number of small 

categorical grants into one block grant saves administrative dollars and helps to 

prevent categorical grants from terminating. GAO (Feb, 1 995) also states that 

another advantage of block grants is that the design of block grants increases 

recipient innovation for programs and activities. 

A Historical Ovenriew 

Block grants are a fairly recent phenomenon in grant aid history in the 

United States. The history of grant aid reflects a rising conservative political 

philosophy called new federalism (Conlan, 1988)'. Conlan asserts that a new 

New federalism is an academimlly popular term applied to the federal gwemment giving 
p m r  and responsibilities back to state and local governments. New federalism is also called 
decentrali;talion. This paper will use t h e  terms interchangeably. 
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federalism sprang from the idea that a centralized, or liberal, federal government 

spending policy had failed in the past. The way in which federal government 

distributed grant aid reflects, in part, a centralized government philosophy. The 

tendency to centralize federal government spending during the 1940s, 1 950s, 

and 1860s emphasized categorical grant aid spending giving the federa! 

government control over federally funded programs. in contrast, the tendency of 

the federal government to decentralize spending, or increase state and local 

governments' spending discretion, is associated with block grant aid. 

Block grant aid emerged almost fifty years ago. The first block grant, 

proposed by the Hoover Commission in 1 949, consolidated a number of 

categorical grants into one block grant (ACIR, 1977). The idea of grouping the 

specific activities and program into a broader program may have emerged from 

the Hoover Commission. In 1950, legislation that would create more block 

grants failed to be enacted into law. Seventeen years later, the first block grant 

legislation, the Partnership for Health Act of 1966 (PtiA), became law. Figure 

2.1 displays a timeline of the federal fiscal year of effective dates of block grant 

aid. Block grant aid spans approximately a thirty year period in the United 

States beginning with the Partnership Health (PH) block grant. 
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Presidential Administrations and Block Grants 

From 1966 until the Nixon administration in the 1970s, except for the Safe 

Streets block grant, no block grants were created. During the Nixon 

administration, Congress passed legislation that created three block grants 

(GAO, Characteristics, 1995). Conlan maintains that the Nixon administration 

used block grants as a tool to formuiate a better intergovernmntal system. The 

Nixon philosophy emphasized decentralizing the federal government by 

expanding the authority of local governmental officials (The Brookings Institute, 

1 977). 

The decentralized nature of the Nixon philosophy depicts Nixon's 

endorsement of revenue sharing grants, a less restrictive type of grant aid that 

allocated federal funds directly to local governments. According to the Florida 

Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (FLACIR, 1 Q81 ), general 

rwenue sharing grant aid is the least restrictive type of grant aid. General 

revenue sharing, distributed by formula, has few or no limitations attached to the 

funds. Additionally, general revenue sharing grant aid requires no state 

matching funds (ACIR, 1976). Although Nixon's revenue sharing idea failed to 

be popular with Congress, the decentralized fiscal philosophy spurred support 

for a compromise. Block grant aid was the compromise between categorical 
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Figure 2.1 

Timeline for Fiscal Year Effective Dates of Block Grants 

ADMS 
LI HEAP 
MCHS 
PHHS 

F K Q A  PC CMHS 
SSBG JTPA CYA PTSA 
CDBG' FSLPEJ PATH STP 

PH SS CEifA LEA CSBG CPBG' CJA C C P ~ G ~  TAN? 

lnfomration compiled from AClR (Characteristics, 1995) and GAO (Feb., 1995) 

Abbreviations of Block Grants 

ADMS - Alcohol, Orug Abuse, and Mental Health Servicae Block Grant 
CCDBG - Child Care and Development Block Grant 
CDBG - Community [)gvelopmerrt Blod! Grant 
CETA -Compmhensive Employment & Tdnlng Act 
CJA - Criminal Justlce Assistance 
CMHS - Community MMental Health Services 
CSBG - Communrty S w i m  Block Grant 
CYA - Community Youth Activity 
FSLPEl - Federal, State, and total P m i p  for Educational Improvement 
fTCOA - Federal Transit Capital and Operating Mstance 
JTPA - Job Training Partnership Act 
LEA - Law Enfamement Assistance 
LIHEAP - Lwlncome Home Energy Assistance 
MCHS - Maternal& Child Heatth Services 
PATH - PFojects for Assistance in Transition from Hmelessness 
PH - Partnership for Heatth 
PHHS - Preventative Health & Health Sewices 
PC - Primary Care 
PT SA - Prevention and Treatment of Substance Abuse 
SS -Safe Streets 
STP - Surface Transportation Program 
SSBG Social Servim Blodc Grant 
TANF - Temporary Assistance for Needy Families 

3 

4 
Ciies Program 
State Pmgram 
Alw knwn as Payments to States for Day Care Assisdame. 
Infannation from the National Governor's Association (1 998) 
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grant aid and revenue sharing grant aid. 

After the Nixon administration, legislation creating block grants remained 

relatively dormant until the Reagan administration. In between the Republican 

administrations, only one block grant, the Law Enforcement Assistance (LEA) 

block grant, was created. The conservative Reagan administration of the early 

1980s supported decentralizing the federal government, but for a difhzrent 

reason than the Nixon administration. Nixon had wanted to increase the power 

base of local government. However, the Reagan administration wanted to use 

b l e  grants for eliminating the perceived over-extended involvement of the 

federal government (Conlan, 1 988). Perhaps what is more important, the 

Reagan administration supported block grant aid as an alternative to limiting 

federal spending for domestic programs (Bahl, 1 984). 

Both the Nixon and Reagan administrations found that supporting block 

grants could be politically advantageous (Block Grants, 1977). Block grants 

reduee the power and influence of special interest groups at the national level 

because block grant aid is administered by different jurisdictions. Presidential 

power is thus enhanced. Another political advantage in supporting block grant 

aid is that block grant aid appears to decentralize or limit bureaucracy 
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associated with big government, a theme that conservative politicians often 

embrace. 

Another political advantage of block grants is that Congress retains 

control over program goals. Congress retains the p m r  to redired the funding 

or change the intent of a block grant. While Congress continues to maintain 

some influence with block grants, communities have more control over spending, 

Theoretically, block grants are more democratic because local governmental 

control increases. 

Mandates are one concern that local governments have with 

Congressional control over program goals. Massey and Straussman (1 085) 

studied block grants, specifically Community Development Block Grants, to 

determine the extent that federal mandates are imposed upon local 

administrators. Massey and Straussman concluded that the congressional 

strings attached to block grants fail to severely limit the recipients of block grant 

aid. 

The Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981 

During the early part of the Reagan administration, the 1981 Omnibus 

Reconciliation Act (OBRA) was enacted (ACIR, Characteristics, 1995). OBRA 

created the largest cluster of new block grants in block grant aid history (GAO, 

Feb, 1995). Figure 2.1 shows the names of block grants created by OBRA in 
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1981. The General Accounting Office (GAO) indicates that three previously 

existing block grants, Partnership for Health, law Enforcement Act, and 

Comprehensive Employment & f raining Act, and 50 categorical grants were 

consolidated into the nine block grants under OBRA. 

The Effects of OBRA 

In retrospect, the OBRA block grants met only a few of the goals of 

OBRA. Give111 991) asserts that state and local governments acquired greater 

fiscal discretion with federal dollars and related federal programs. GAO (Feb, 

1 995) confirms that state and local governments were given greater flexibility in 

determining how federal dollars were spent under OBRA. GAO (Feb 1995, p. 

27) discusses another effect of OBRA block grants. OBRA legislation reduced 

federal funding and data collection and reporting requirements as compared to 

the previous categorical programs. 

Another legislative intent of OBRA was to reduce the administrative wsts 

of federally funded programs. Givet's (1 99 I, p. 1 77) study indicates that 

changes in the administrative roles of block grant funded program did indeed 

occur. Federal govern m n t  administrators' responsibilities decreased while local 

administrators' responsibilities increased. For example, rule-making trends for 

the Community Services Block Grant (CSBG) in Arizona, California, and Oregon 

resulted in decreasing the complexity of procedures and rules while increasing 
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community action and autonomy. Givel's case studies demonstrate a new trend. 

States decreased complex procedures and rules and increased local autonomy, 

especially in comparison to previous categorical grant rules. Given Givel's 

study, administrative responsibility was shifted to state and local governments. 

Hence, the Reagan administration increased decentralization of the federal 

government. 

However, block grants created under OBRAfailed to meet some of the 

goals of the legislation. One goal of block grant aid is to increase state and local 

government flexibility. According to Hayes and Danegger (1 995) block grant 

funded program flexibility actually decreased. Greves (GTC, 1996), for 

example, confirms that block grants created under OBRA over time have more 

"strings" attached. Consequently, the more strings attached to block grants the 

less flexible the block grant. GAO (Feb, 1995) asserts the reason for the 

decreasing flexibility of block grants was due to two predominate constraints, 

set-asides and cost ceilings. GAQ (1 992) research indicates that a total of 1 3 

setsside and cust-ceiling requirements were added in FY 1 982-1 991, and only 

9 set aside and cost-ceiling requirements were abolished. 

A theoretical goal of OBRA was to promote greater fiscal discretion for 

states. The states needed greater fiscal discretion to cope with an overall 12 

pereent reduction of funding from the categorical grants existing before OBRA 

{GAO, Feb, 1995). States coped with the loss of federal funds by shifting dollars 
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between block grant programs (Hayes & Danegger, 1995). Additionally, Hayes 

and Danegger assert that states managed block grant aid with greater fiscal 

discretion by using previous categorical payments for the new BGFP. States 

also used their own financial resources to adjust to block grant aid. Block grants 

requiring a federal match failed to substantially affect state spending. Except for 

the Social Services Block Grant and health related block grants, states failed to 

use their dollars to compensate for the loss of federal dollars (GAO, Feb, 1995). 

Furthermore, states handled fund losses by increasing taxes and fees. A 

financial method that states used to manage block grant aid was an intentional 

reassessment of financial priorities to handle fewer federal dollars. 

One problem with the BGFP passed in OBRA is that maintaining 

accountability became more difficult for states (Hayes & Danegger, 1 995). In the 

early 1980s, states failed to have a standard for reporting BGFP to the federal 

government. The 1984 Single Audit Act (W) was passed, at least in part, to 

remedy block grant aid reporting deficiencies. However, even after the SAA 

legislation, the federal government failed to monitor the relationship between 

program dollars and program resulk {GAO, Issues, 1995). This failure to 

adequately oversee the consequences of BGFP implies that accountability 

problem may have existed with BGFP. 

Finally, an interesting side effect of the block grants created by OBRA is 

what Hayes and Danegger (1995, p.16) call the categorical creep. Essentially, 



Page 15 

both the numbers of and the dollars of new categorical grants increased much 

more rapidly in the 1980s than did new block grants. Hayes and Danegger 

suggest that the new categorical grants of the 1980s were created to ofket what 

the block grants failed to handle. The 1980s block grants failed to address 

particular needs of a vocal minority, to provide ample federal dollars to alleviate 

economic and social problems, and to maintain fiscal accountability. 

Block Grant Aid After 1 88 1 

After OBRA, seven more block grants were created. Four block grants, 

including the largest block grant called the Surface Transportation Program 

(STP), were created in 1891. Different legislation, such as ISTEA, created these 

block grants. By 1995, 15 block grants existed. An interesting observation 

about BGFP is that these programs are offen very different from each other. In 

other words, no two BGFP are exactly alike. Because of the diversity of BGFP, 

all BGFP need to be separate and distinct from each other. For example, some 

block grants such as Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) and the 

Surface Transportation Program (STP), focus on economic development. Even 

though these block grants focus on economic development, they both have 

different roles. CDBG focuses, in part, on providing affordable housing, whereas 

STP focuses, in part, on providing highways and bridges. Other block grants, 

such as the Social Services Block Grant (SSBG) and the Maternal and Child 



Page 16 

Health Services block grant (MCH), provide human sewices to individuals and 

communities in need. However, MCH emphasizes health, but the SSBG does 

not. Table 2.1 shows the block grants grouped by the federal budget 

subfuctional classification system. 

Block Grant Fundina Levelg 

Along with the general history of block grant aid, an ongoing interest 

centers on whether block grant aid provides stable and adequate funding levels 

for recipients. Greeves (1 986) stated that one of the purposes of block grant aid 

is to cap federal spending. This begs the question: has funding for block grant 

aid decreased over time? The research evidence is mixed. 

From a broad perspective, that is, looking at all block grant funding over a 

thirty year period, block grant aid increased. ACIR (Characteristics; 1995) data 

examines block grant aid in a thirty year period. According to ACIR, federal 

block grant expenditures in 1975 totaled $4.6 billion. In 1995, block grant 

expenditures totaled $22.8 billion. This is a sizable increase of $18.2 billion. 

However, to account for inflation, ACIR also shows block grant expenditures in 

constant, or 1987, dollars. In constant dollars, the 1975 block grant outlays total 

approximately $9 billion and increased to about $1 8 billion by 1995. f he 

difference between current and constant dollars in 1995 outlays is 
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Table 2.1 

Federal Block Grants Funding Levels as of 1993 

(GAO, Feb, 1995)" 

approximately. $9 billion. Despite this difference, block grant outlays have 

almost doubled. 

Although block grant aid as a whole indicates funding increases, there are 

exceptions to specific programs. For example, GAO (Increases, 1 995) research 

compared 1981 to 1 982 block grant funding levels and found that BGFP, when 

totaled together, experieneed a drop in funding by approximately $1 billion. 

Data is unavailable. 
* Information provided by the National Govemds AssociaUon, 1998 
n 
10 

Figureg do not Meet change9 In funding do to the Personal Responsibility Act of 1998. 
Figures do not reflect changes in funding do to the Persanal Responsi bi€iity Act of 1 996. 
GAO sites: C a t a m  of fs&ml Domestic Aw'stam, Office of Management and Budget 

(1994). 
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Interestingly, GAO data indicates that some BGFP increased. For example, the 

Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Block Grant (LIHEAP) and CDBG (for 

small cities) experienced an increase in funding between 1981 and 1982. 

However, the remainder of BGFP in the 1980s lost funds a n w a r e  from 30 to 12 

percent due to a decrease in BGFP federal dollars. 

Research conducted by Stoffel (1 982) confirms GAO findings. Stoffel 

found a similar trend of decreased block grant aid occurred with the Elementary 

and Secondary Education block grant. StMel's research showed that the 

education block grant lost 20% of the original appropriations in 1 981 due to a 

change in reconciliation levels. Stoffel's research further concludes that the 

economic consequences and realities of block grants may be damaging to 

certain programs. 

Hayes and Danegger (1 995) reach a similar conclusion that block grant 

aid decreases over time, especially with social services spending categories. 

BGFP, according to Hayes and Danegger, have fewer amounts of available 

dollars to recipients over time because appropriation amounts for BGFP fail to 

account for infiation and cost of living adjustments. Additional factors that 

contribute to declining funding levels for block grant aid include: an unclear 

sense of national purpose, ambiguous reporting systems, increased federal 

controls, and difficulty in identifying the results of block grants. 
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Personal Responsi bilitv and Work Oo~ortunitv Reconciliation Act of 1 996 

The 1 04th Congress viewed BGFP as a popular political alternative to 

categorical grant aid (ACIR, Characteristics,1995). A recent U.S. statute, the 

Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1 996, was 

enacted August 1,1996 (National Governors' Association, 1996). In this 

legislation, the Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) block grant was 

created. This block grant is soon to be the second largest block grant in 

existence. TANF provides $16.38 billion to states for the fiscal years of 1997- 

2002. Interestingly, the creation of TANF restructured the distribution of funds 

for the Social Services Block Grant (SSBG) and the Child Care and 

Development Block Grant (CCDBG). For example, the SSBG has incurred a 

loss of funding by up to 30 percent (National Governor's Association, 1996). 

However, the Child Care and Development Block Grant has increased funding 

with TANF. 

Conclusion 

Block grant aid emerged as an alternative to categorical grant aid during 

the mid 1 970s and the early 1980s. Block grants encompass a wide spectrum of 

programs that include health, employment, crime, social senrices, and economic 

development. Most of the block grants of the mid 1970s failed to sunrive the 

1981 Omnibus Reconciliation Act. OBRA reflected a trend of decentralizing the 
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federal government and conversely increasing fiscal and management 

responsibilities of state and local governments for federal programs. One 

concern about block grant aid is whether federal funding levels decrease over 

time. Aggregated funding levels block for grant aid has increased during the last 

thirty years, howver a specific number of block grant prugrams have 

experienced decreases in federal dollars. 

There are a number of issues associated with block grant aid. One of the 

concerns addressed by Hayes and Danegger (1 995) is the issue that 

maintaining accountability with block grant aid becam more difficult for state 

and local governments. With increased fiscal and administrative flexibility and 

responsibility, state and local governments have had to become accountable for 

their actions. 

The next chapter, Chapter Ill, introduces and addresses accountability 

and BGFP. Specifically, Chapter III proposes how outcorn measures can help 

analyze BGFP. 
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CHAPTER Ill 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the literature concerning 

outcome measures and block grant aid. This chapter introduces outcome 

measures and block grant aid by first discussing accountability related to 

outcome measures. Next, this chapter discusses what outcome measures are. 

Finally, this chapter establishes categories of outcome measures for block grant 

aid that are useful in examining block grant funded programs (BGFP). 

Accountability and Outcome Measurements 

Why is accountability important in government? Accountability, a 

frequently used term, describes and identifies how public officials use money to 

improve society or implement programs (McKinney, 1 994). However, 

accountability goes beyond who is responsible. Accountability includes 

governmental procedures as well as the actions of governmental officials 

responsible for those procedures. McKinney advocates that public officials 

should consider their actions according to the peoples' will. Kettl (1994) further 

expands upon accountability in government. According to Kettl, notions of 

accountability should include governmental boundaries. These boundaries to 

are boundaries of governmental organizations, specifically the borders between 
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agencies, between levels of an agency, and between programs. Thus the scope 

of accountability includes who is responsible, what processes are identifiable, 

and which organizational areas are responsible for certain actions. 

Performance Measures Lead to Accountability 

Although oomplete governmental accountability is an admirable goal, both 

scholars and practitioners understand that the likelihood of obtaining 

accountability for all processes (individuals, organizations, and programs) is 

quite challenging. One attempt to increase accountability in government is to 

use a mathematical approach that quantifies specific governmental actions or 

products . 

Performance measurements do just this. Performance measurements are 

mathematical tools that report numerical values associated with certain actions. 

Another way of viewing performance measures is that performance measures 

help determine whether a governmental entity is able to do what the 

governmental entity is trying to do. Performance measurements are frequently 

stated in term of goals and objectives. Kravchu k and Schack (1 996) assert that 

in designing effective performance measures it is necessary to articulate a 

mission, strategies, and objectives. 

Using performance measures offers a few advantages to organizations. 

Alwin (1 994) believes performanee measures in and of themselves can be used 
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as a means to an end in analyzing governmental actions. Another advantage of 

using performance measurements is to pin point the accomplishments and 

activities of programs (McKinney, 1994). Additionally, using performance 

measurements and related information helps to explore problems in government 

(Hatry et al., 1990). The benefits of performance measures are that they 

generate early success or failure warnings, give incentives to workers, relay 

work quality, and decentralue decisions making (Campbell, 1 994). 

Beyond the scholarly literature that supports using performance 

measures, the federal government has sent a clear message about using 

perfotmance measurements by passing the Government Performance and 

Results Act of 1993 (GPRA) (CBO, 1993). GPRA will require, by the end of 

September of 1997, that every federal agency and department develop a five 

year strategic plan that is tied to measurable outcomes beginning with Fiscal 

Year 1999. It remains to be seen how GPRA will effect state and local 

governments. 

State Governments and Performance Measures 

Because the federal government seems to be slowly decentralizing, state 

and local governments have gradually taken on mom responsibilities (Cigler, 

1990). As a result, not only are performance measures becoming more 

widespread in federal agencies and departments, but state and local 
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governments frequently use performance measures (ACIR, Intergovernmental, 

1996). Performance measurements, which include outcome measurements, 

have become increasingly popular in a number of state governments, including 

Texas, during the last five years (Cobb, 1 996). Individual states seem to have 

had varying degrees of failures and successes with performance measures. 

The Congressional Budget Off~ce (CBO) (1 993) found that state 

governments with both a strong legislature and a strong governor that use 

perfomnce measures often have problem agreeing upon which performance 

measures to use. A power struggle between these two branches of government 

can be counter productive in creating usable performance measures. Another 

problem that states have in using performance measures is that performanee 

measures fail to be used to distribute state resources. For example, the General 

Accounting Office (GAO) (Characteristics, 1995) studied performanee budgeting 

and related performance measurements in the states of Connecticut, Hawaii, 

Iowa, Louisiana, and North Carolina. GAO concluded that these states failed to 

use performance measures in allocating resources during the budgetary 

process. 

Although a number of states have found performance measurements 

difficult to use, CBO (1 993) research indicates that Oregon has increased the 

use of performance measures in their budgeting process. For example, Oregon 

educates both employees and citizens about performance measures. State 
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agencies and employees are encouraged to develop and use performance 

measures. Oregon citizens are educated about how performance 

measurements can be used to help determine the public services that Oregon 

provides. 

Outcome Measures 

What are outcome measures? Outcome measures are a type of 

performance measure that reflect the results of stated goals and objectives in 

terms of the eonsequences of specific actions (Hatry et al. 1990). Campbell 

(1 994) believes that the best outcome statements include the following 

characteristics. First, who will be affected. Second, what the change wilt be. 

Third, how much change is expected. Fourth, when the change begins. 

To create meaningful outcome statements, they should be linked to 

outcome indicators (Hatry et at., 1981). It is the outcome indicators that provide 

the actual numbers that measure the results of the work (McKinney, 1894). 

Outcome indicators are quantifiable measures that attempt to measure how well 

a program is able to meet the mission and goals of a program or an 

organization. Infant mortality is an example of an outcome indicator. The infant 

mortality rate measures how many babies die, before age one, out of the total 

number of babies born to a specific population. The infant mortality rate is one 

outcome indicator that could be used to measure the effectiveness, or results, of 



Page 26 

a prenatal health care program. According to Campbell (1 994), outcome 

indicators should be evaluated according to predetermined standards. Thus the 

numbers from the outcome indicator are compared to a previously defined 

outcome indicator number to determine if the new outcome indicators fall within 

an acceptable range. 

Output Measures Versus Outcome Measures 

Often, it is difficult to distinguish between output and outcome measures 

(McKinney, 1994). Output measures quantify the senrims produced for a 

specific population (McKinney, 1994). Examples of output and outcome 

measures are shown in Table 3.1. Output measures a n  be thought of as the 

work of an organization, whereas outcome measures are the result of the work of 

an organization (Wilson, 1888, p. 158). CBO (1993) studies indicate that 

performance measures are used at all levels of government; however, the main 

thrust of p e ~ m n c e  measurements is on activities or outputs (1 993). 

In contrast to output measures, outcome measures can be thought of as 

the results of the work that an organization does (Wilson, 1 989). CBO research 

indicates that states fail to use outcome measurements because public 

programs are difficult to evaluate. To prevent the output and outwme confusion, 

McKinney suggests that outcome measures should be used cautiously. 
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Table 3.1. 

Examples of Programs Goals and Outputs and Outcomes 

Indicates that theae programs, outputs, and wtcomes am either directly derived or modified 
M C00 (1993). 

Perhaps one problem with distinguishing between output and outcome 

measures is that scholars and practitioners view these measurements as 

completely separate, but output and outcome measures may not be that easily 

distinguishable. Output and outcome measures may overlap into a gray area. 

Goals and objectives of an organization determine whether a measurement is an 

output or an outcome measurement. For example, if an organization wants to 

educate the public about the programs of an organization, the organization could 

distribute information to the public. If the goat is to distribute massive amounts 

of information, then output and outcome are the same: the number of 

pamphlets, for example, distributed to the public. However, if the goal is to 
I 
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educate the public, then numbers of pamphlets are the output, and number of 

informed citizens are the results. (An instrument that could be used as an 

indicator, such as a survey, would have to be created to measure whether the 

citizens are informed.) When the goal is to educate, merely distributing 

pamphlets does not ensure that the public is educated. First, there is no 

guarantee the information will be read. Second there is no guarantee that 

individuals will understand what is read. Therefore, the outcome measure is 

preferred over the output measurement because the outcorn measurement 

addresses whether the individual understands the information. 

An alternative way of viewing output and outcome is with a continuum. 

Figure 3.1 depicts such a continuum. At one end is output, the other outcome. 

The characteristics of each type of measurement are listed under the 

appropriate measurement. The beauty of a continuum is that it allows for gray 

areas. Thus it is possible for an outcome measure to also be an output measure 

depending upon the goals and objectives that are linked to the measurement. 

Accountability and Block Grant Funded Programs 

Hayes and Danegger (p. 24, 1995) predict that in order for BGFP to 

survive, such pragrams will need well-defined purposes, program goals, and 

objectives. The authors stress that accountability for BGFP should be 

determined from measurable results. GAO (Block Grants, 1 995) research 
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Figure 3.1 

Output and Outcome Continuum with Associated Characteristics 

output Outcome 

OMwt character is ti^ 
Tangible 
Qlfant ity 
The final product 
Tha HlWlr 
One dimensional 

O u t m  Characteristics 
Intangible 
Quality 
What the product does 
The end results 
T w  dimensional 

further discusses acocruntability issues and BGFP, The GAO conclusions 

emphasize reporting program outputs, outcomes, or other performance 

measures to maintain levels of accountability and credibility. Additionally, GAO 

asserts that federal policy makers have a responsibility to specify national goals 

and objectives. However, GAO cautions against only using financial incentives, 

or budget-based measurements, to ensure good program and agency 

performance. 

Before passing the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity 

Reconciliation Act of 1996, researchers addressed accountability and block 

grant aid in the anticipation that welfare reform would involve block grant aid. 

According to Gardner (1 9951, state and local governments need to prepare for 

greater discretion and accountability for results in dealing with block grant 
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funding (p. 15, 1995). Gardner believes that providers need to establish their 

outcorn measures since Congress has failed to focus on outcome measures. 

Furthermore, Gardner eontends that unless providers establish their outcome 

measures, budget offices and legislators will feel compelled to establish 

outcome measures for the providers. Additionally, Gardner predicts budget 

offices and legislators will fail to establish correct outcdme measurement for 

client specific programs. 

The Theory of the Ideal Type 

The literature provides a piecemeal approach in identifying the outcome 

measures most useful in assessing BGFP. Since formal categories of outcome 

measures fail to exist, it seems appropriate to create categories of outcome 

measures. Using Weberian theory, called the ideal type, a classification system 

for outcome measures is created (Weber, Max Weber, 1948). 

According to Weber, the ideal type involves creating utopian categories 

from a theoretical perspective. The ideal type, in the pure form, has no empirical 

basis or link to reality and is therefore considered a utopian classification system 

(Weber, The Methodology, W 9 ) .  However, this research does not create or 

classify outcome measures based upon utopian, or theoretical, categories. The 

literature indicates that different types of outcome measures do exist. 
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An important consideration d Webets ideal type is whether the utopian 

categories make sense. Implicit within Webets ideal typology is that the ideal 

type does indeed make practical sense (Weber, The Methodology, 1949). While 

there may fail to be an ideal type of outcome measures in the purest sense, a 

useable or practical ideal type can be derived from the literature. The literature 

helps to identify the most common outcome measurements used with BGFP. 

After identifying the categories for the practical ideal type, the typology 

can be compared to what Weber calls reality. Reality within the context of BGFP 

in Texas is the actual types of outcome measures that Texas agencies use to 

assess their respective programs. Using the ideal typology of outcome 

measures will help to provide a gauge with which to examine the reality of using 

outcome measures in BGFP. 

Types of Outcome Measures 

The literature indicates that three types of outcome measures, agency, 

budgetary, and client, are the most prevalent types of outcome measures. 

Agency outcome measures assess the result of the work that an organization or 

an agency perfom. (CBO, 993). Budgetary outcome measures examine the 

results of the work in terms of dollars. Client outcome masures examine the 

results of the work based upon the needs of the client. Table 3.2 shows the 
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three types of outcome measures as these outcome measures relate to the 

examples in Table 3.1. 

Arrenw-based Outcome Measures 

Agency-based outcome measures focus on how well an organization or 

program's objectives are met. CBO (1993) research found that using 

performance measurements worked best at an agency level. Agency-based 

outcome measurements have at least two primary benefits. First, agency-based 

outcome measurements motivate personnel (Hatry et al., 1 990). 

Table 3.2 

Examples of Types of Outwme Measures and Program Goals and Objectives. 

Indicates that these programs, outputs, and outmes are either directly derived or modified 
from CBO (1993). 

Program Goals and Objectives 
tncmasingthelitmqrateforhigh 
risk stud8nts.* 

Providing lmu cost quality health 
care at Smith Hosprtal 

Providing better police protection* 

Prwiding assistance to the poor.* 

Maintaining Roads* 

Providing adequate wast-er 
treatment to underdeveloped 
mmunities 

Out- Measure Example 
Testscoremutts 
High risk students enrolled in 
college 
Raadmission rates. 
Patient satisfaction. 
15% reduction of hospital bills 
Response rate 
Citizen satisfaction 
Solved - 
Applications processed in 45 days. 
Payment m r  rat- 
Increase in private donations 

No car damage due to poorly 
maintained roads. 
No sick family members because of 
unsanitary conditions. 

Type of Outcome Measure 
Client 
Agency 

Agency 
Client 
Budget 
AgencylClient 
Client 

Agency 

Agency 
Budget 
Client 

Client 
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Second, Hatry et al. assert that agency-based outcome measures help ensure 

the sewice quality that an agency provides by providing information on senrice 

quality. Millar et al. (1 977) believe that looking at specific services of an agency 

is quite useful for program planning. However, only looking at specific sewices 

may be too narrow a view of a senrice to determine service effectiveness. 

Budaet-based Outcome Measures 

Another type of outcome measurement is a budget-based outcome 

measure. Budget-based outcom measures focus on measuring results with 

dollars. Budget-based performance measures, such as program budgeting, 

performance budgeting, and target based budgeting are examples of 

governments' attempt to increase budget accountability (Khan 4% Hildreth, 1 994, 

p. vii). 

In general, performance measures are associated with the budget 

process of a governing body and/or an organization. This is because current 

budgetary and accountability techniques often work in congruence with each 

other (McKinney, 1 994). McKinney contends that clearly defined measurements 

are indispensable to budgeting systems. Interestingly, CBO's (1993) research 

found that it is difficult to find examples of states with sucmssful performance 

measures that are linked to the budgetary processes. Oregon, however, does 

link performance measures and benchmarks to their budget process. CBO 
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concludes that performance measures will be used more in government 

budgeting processes because the Government Accounting Standards Board 

(GASB) strongly advocates using performance measures. 

Budget-based outcome measures offer at least two advantages. Hatry, et 

al. (1S9O) believe that upper managers of organizations can use budget-based 

outcome measurements and related indicators to help explain policies and 

budgets to the Governor and the Legislature. Another advantage of budgetary- 

based measures is that it is often easier to oollect fiscal measurements than 

other types of outcome measures (Gardner , 1 995). 

Client-based Outcome Measures 

The third type of outcome measurement present in the literature is client- 

based. For example, in Table 3.2, test score results and patient satisfaction 

emphasize the needs of clients (as opposed to the needs of an agency). Client- 

based outcome measures are most frequently used in social services programs 

and organizations (Gardner, t 995). However, for the most part, client-based 

outcome measures are the least common type of outcome measurement used in 

government. Kravchuk and Schack (I 896) discuss the importance of designing 

performance measures that consider the customer(s) of a program (1 996). f his 

view is affirmed by Hatry et al. (I 981) who believe it is crucial to identify the 
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beneficiary of a program. Millar et al. (1977) propose classifying clients 

according to demographics and the needs and goals of the client. 

Governments may find it problematic to use client-based outcomes fur 

several reasons. One complicating aspect of client outcomes is that clients may 

have multiple problems. Clients may also be included in more than one group of 

clients therefore making it difficult to identify the client (Millar et a!., I 977, p. 4). 

Additionally, clients can be primary andlor secondary which can further 

complicate the process of identifying client outcome measures. Another difficulty 

with establishing and using client-based outcome measures is that it may be 

necessary to identify the citizens of an entire state (Hatry et al., 1981). Such a 

task could be challenging for a largely populated state and local governments. 

Finally, Hatry et al. recommend that, for some programs, it may be necessary to 

identify the future citizens as clients. 

Even though establishing client-based outcome measures is difficult 

there are at least two advantages of using client-based outcome measures. 

First, client-based outcome measurements help to motivate employees by using 

client measurements to create goals (Hatry, et al., 1990). Second, client-based 

outcome measurements are useful to social service organizations. Client-based 

outcome measures rather than the budgetary-based outcome measures assess 

the ability of the client to leave the social sewices system (Gatdner, 1995). 
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Working Hypotheses 

Weber's theory regarding the ideal type is not intended to be used as a 

hypothesis (Fry, 1989, p 21). However, Fry further interprets Weber's text by 

stating that the ideal type can lead up to or generate or fast a hypothesis. This 

ideallreality comparison can be accomplished by using working rather than 

formal hypotheses. 

Aaencv-based Outcome Measures 

After examining the ideal types of agency-based outcome measures, it 

seemed likely that the State of Texas used agency-based outcome measures 

more frequently than other types of outcome measures. This assumption is the 

premise of the following working hypotheses. 

WH la: The Texas appropriations process uses agency-based outcome 
measures. 

WH I b: Agencies in Texas that currently participate in block grant funded 
programs use agency-based outcorm measurements to measure BGFP. 

In order to explore the likelihood that agency-based outcome measures 

are used in agencies that administer BGF P (the reality), this research uses two 

sources of evidence. Working hypothesis l a  is linked to the formal Texas 

legislative outcome statements that are related to BGFP. These outcome 

statements are identified as agency-based outcome measures if they meet the 
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appropriate characteristics. The frequency of statements conwrning agency- 

based outcome measures in BGFP in Texas agencies is measured. Working 

hypothesis I b hypothesizes that agencies who administer BGFP in Texas use 

agency-based outcome measures to measure the results of BGFP work. A 

survey instrument measures whether individuals who administer block grants in 

Texas use agency-based outcome measures. 

Budget-based Outcome Measure8 

The justification of the working hypotheses for budget-based outcome 

measures is derived mostly from information in the literature. The literature 

indicates that budget-based performance measures are used extensively at all 

levels of government, and that budget-based performance measures are the 

easiest of these three types of outcome measures to quantify. Because the 

appropriation process in Texas distributes money to state agencies, it seems 

reasonable to assert that budgetary-based outcome measures are a tool that 

helps determine how agencies and programs acquire dollars. This assumption 

yields working hypothesis 2a. Further, it is reasoned that once dollars are 

appropriated to an agency by the Texas Legislature, the agency as a whole is 

more concerned with agency and client measures rather than budget measures. 

Working hypothesis 2b takes this reasoning into account. These assumptions 

lead to the following working hypotheses. 
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WH 2a: The Texas appropriations process uses budget-based outcom 
measures. 

WH 2b: Texas Agencies use fewer budgetary outcome measures than 
agency-based or client-based outcome measures. 

Research explores the budgetary-based outcome m s u r e s  as an ideal 

type. Working hypothesis 2a looks at the reality of whether formal budget-based 

outcome measures are used in the Texas Legislative process. The research 

further examines the reality of agency use of budget-based outcome measures 

h r  Texas BGFP by survey instrument. 

Cl ient-based Outcomes Measures 

The literature overwhelmingly indicates that client-based outcome 

measures are not used frequently in government. It seems likely that Texas 

agencies who administer BGFP fail to be an exception to government and 

academic research. Therefore, the client-based working hypotheses 3a and 3b 

are stated as follows. 

WH 3a: The Texas appropriations process does not use client-based 
outcome measures. 

WH 3b: Agencies in Texas that currently participate in block grant funded 
programs do not use client-based outcame measurements. 
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This study explores client-based outcome measures as an ideal type. In 

addition, the research investigates the reality of BGFP by categorizing client- 

based outcome measures and the frequency that this type of outcome measure 

is used by BGFP in Texas agencies. Working hypothesis 3a examines the 

formal Texas Legistative appropriation statements to determine if client-based 

measures are used. Working hypothesis 3b investigates whether administrators 

of Texas agencies who administer BGFP use client-based outcome measures. 

The Measurement Continuum 

The literature indicates that both output and outcome measures are useful 

performance measurement tools. One problem with the literature is that it tends 

to label measurements as either an output or an outcome. Outputs and 

outcomes are often viewed as mutually exclusive. Such distinctions fail to 

acknowledge the similarities between outputs and outcomes. Further, this 

restrictive view of output and outcome measures fails to emphasize the 

potentially changing relationship between goals and objectives with types of 

relevant measurements. To account for the gray areas, and the potentially 

changing nature of an output to an outcome measurement, a continuum working 

hypothesis is stated as follows. 

WH 4: tn practice, output measures and outcome measures are not 
mutually exclusive categories and fall within a continuum. 
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This study examines output and outcome measures in the Texas 

appropriations procass in terms of numbers and similarity of measurement 

statements. Other evidence to assess the mutual exclusiveness of output and 

outcome measures is derived from the survey instrument. 

Conclusion 

The literature indicates that there are three common types of outcome 

measurements that may be used to asses BGFP - agency, budgetary, and 

client. Using a Weberian approach to understanding the ideal type, these three 

types of outcome measures are determined to be the best practical ideal types of 

outcome  measure^'^. Additionally, the literature seems unclear if overlapping 

characteristics of output and outcome measures exist. The measurement 

continuum is constructed to allow for such similarities. This research uses four 

major categories of working hypotheses to explore block grant funded program 

outcome measurements in the State of Texas. 

The next chapter, Chapter IV, discusses the Texas agencies and the 

associated BGFP that have been selected for this research. 

" While it may seem antithetical to use the term and the m a t e d  mcept of the practical 
ideal type, the m i n g  behind Is based u p  the concept of pragmatism by John m. The 
goal is to find categories which can be used to sdve problems. In this paper, the thme t y p s  of 
outcome measures can be used to solve problems that the public administrat~ encounters. At 
some point It becames important to assess which -Me Megories, in this case of &come 
measures, could Ibe used, but are not being used by public administrators. 
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CHAPTER lV 

BLOCK GRANT FUNDED PROGRAMS IN TEXAS 

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a summary of block grant funded 

programs (BGFP) in Texas. Additionally, this chapter provides insight into the 

diverse nature of BGFP. The two block grants that this research discusses are 

the Surface Transportation Program (STP) and the Community Development 

Block Grant (CDBG). The Texas Department of Transportation (TXDOT) 

administers the STP. The Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs 

(TXDHCA) administers the CDBG program. 

Overview of Block Grants in Texas 

f exas currently administers fifteen of the federal BGFP listed in Table 2.1 

of Chapter f I. In 1997, Texas will begin administering its sixteenth block grant, 

the Temporary Needy Assistance for Families (TANF). TANF will then become 

the second highest dollar funded block grant program in Texas, Table 4.1 

shows eight of the largest appropriated BGFP in Texas and the appropriation 

amounts for each. Of the eight federal BGFP shown in Table 4.1, all but two 

block grants are handled by more than one Texas agency. Furthermore, state 

universities often receive a portion of a block grant funded program such as in 

the Surfaoe Transportation Program. Mapping the appropriation amounts to the 

different block grants and the different State agencies that administer these 

block grants can be an arduous task. For example, the funding of the Social 

Services Block Grant (SSBG) is distributed to the Texas Department of Health, 

Texas Department of Human Services, Texas Department of Protective and 
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Regulatory Services, and the Texas Workform Commission (Texas Department 

of Human Senrices, 1996). 

Table 4.1 

Block Grant Programs Administered by State of Texas Agency and Appropriation 

Amount 

Indicates that funds are also distributed within the Texas University System in addition to the 
agencies indicated. This research d w  not examine funds distributed in the University 
System. 

" Indicates the dollar amount d the initial appropriated funds shcmrn has not been itemized by 
all meiving agencies. 

Data provided by (Govern, 1996) 
l4 Since 1094, two additional agencies, the Texas Workforce Cwnmission and the Diqartment d 
Regulatory Services, also administer portions of the SSBG. 
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Block Grant Statutes 

Primarily, two l a w  in Texas address block granb.15 One law authorizes 

and allocates CDBG funds to eligible recipients (Vernon's, Gov H2306.098). A 

second law allows individuals who feel they have been denied services or 

benefits from the Social Services Block Grant to request an administrative 

hearing (Vernon's, Gov, O. Q 2 105.151). Both statutes were enacted for specific 

block grants. Interestingly, only two BGFP administered by Texas have statutes. 

Additionally, state law fails to confront the issue of using outcome measures in 

the administration of block grants. 

The Surface Transportation Program 

In 1991, the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) 

was enacted (U.S. Department of Transportation, 1 BQl ). Title I of ISTEA 

contains Section 1 007 that addresses the establishment, project eligibility, 

project location, appropriated fund allocation, the administration, and the 

obligation authority allocation for the Surface Transportation Program (STP) 

(U.S. Code, 1991). Interestingly, Title I fails to explicitly label STP as a block 

grant. 

The United States General Accounting Office (GAO, Block,1995, p. 23) 

states that STP is the largest block grant program in the United States. ACtR 

(Federal, t 995) indicates that STP is a block grant determined by formula. 

Additionally, the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT,1991) calls the STP 

a type of block grant program. Although both GAO and ACl R include the STP 

l5 A third Texas statute wlth minor refemms to Mock grants exists. The statute indicates Ihat 
the maof s COuncll mn appoint a board member to administer any exisint urban development 
block grant ( V m ' s ,  # HBS, C. 772.208) 
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in aggregated block grant data, administrators in both USDOT and TXDOT 

argue that STP is not a block grant. 

There are two reasons that transportation administrators believe that STP 

is not a block grant. First, administrators argue that states receive their funds 

through a reimbursement process that is not characteristic of a block grant. 

Second, transportation administrators argue that the complex budget proms$ 

associated with the administration of the STP makes it not a block grant. 

The debate whether STP is a block grant reflects the diversity and 

misperceptions about block grants. Because states receive actual dollars for 

STP after spending money, their flexibility is limited because states must have 

the revenues to pay for projects up front. If states fail to have sufficient dollars to 

invest initially in projects, the states can not use the flexibility of ST?. 

Additionally, the STP reimbursement process is cumbersome and may limit 

states' administrative simplicity in administering the program. 

Despite transportation administrators' argument that STP fails to be a 

block grant, GAO, ACIR, and the U.S. Department of f ransportation have 

documents showing STP as a block grant. Furthermore, GAO (Block 

Grants,1995) explains why STP is a block grant. Before ISTEA, the Federal 

Highway Administration determined federal funding by four road systems - 
primary, secondary, urban, and rural. STP "allows states and localities to use 

funds for construction or rehabilitation of virtually any kind of road. A portion of 

the funds may also be used for transit projects or other nontraditional highway 

uses" (GAO, Block Grants, 1995, p. 23). USDOT (1991, p. 9) adds that STP 

flexibility funding levels 'may be augmented by the transfer of funds from other 

programs and by the equity funds.. .which may be used as if they were STP 
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funds." Essentially, Title I of ISTE4 created greater flexibility for states to use 

highway funds than previous types of federal aid. GAO (Transportation, 1093) 

indicates that in Fiscal Year 1992, states and localities failed to use STP funds 

flexibly which ISTEA did permit. GAO research found that only .9% of STP 

funds were used for mass transit, and .3% of funds were used in nontraditional 

ways such as high occupancy vehicle lanes. Another indication that STP is a 

block grant is based upon ISTEA's spending cap. States have a limitation on the 

amount of funds that they receive despite the fact that STP reimburses states' 

for their dollars. 

Current STP funding is distributed based upon a formula share of national 

funding levels FY 1 987-1 991. States must meet certain funding requirements, 

according to the U.S. Deparbnent of Transportation {USDQT, 1991) data. Ten 

percent of state funding is set aside for safety mnstructjon. Another ten percent 

is set aside for transportation enhancements. Fifty pereent of the funds must be 

divided into areas with over 200,000 population. Finally, 30 percent can be used 

anywhere in the state. Additionally, poputations, with 5,000 or less, are 

guaranteed funding based upon previous secondary funding levels. 

ISTEA funding expires after 1 987. New legislation will have to be created 

in order to continue the STP. It remains to be seen whether the new legislation 

will be more or less flexible than the 1991 ISTEA. 
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The Texas Department of Transportation 

The Texas Department of Transportation (TXDOT) and the State 

Comptroller's ~flice'' receive funding from the Surface Transportation Program 

(STP) (Comptroller, 1 994). TXDOT handles the bulk of the Surface 

Transportation Program. STP is divided into six categories as specified by 

ISTEA shown in Table 4.2 (TXDOT, 19S6). STP, the largest block grant funded 

program in Texas, is appropriated approximately $1 billion from the federal 

government. Interestingly, the total TXDOT budget for fiscal year 1996 was 

approximately $3.19 billion (LBB, 1994). STP comprised about one third of the 

total revenues for TXDOT. 

The Community Development Block Grant 

State governments became administering agents of CDBGs for small 

cities and counties in their respective states under the 1981 Omnibus 

Reconciliation Act. Federal to state CDBG aid relies on state administrators to 

administer grant aid for nonentitled small cities and counties (FLACIR, 1981). 

Typical state agencies administering CDBGs are the department of community 

affairs, the department of economic and community development, the 

department of commerce, the department of housing, or a state planning agency 

(National Governor's Association, 1984). 

In addition to the formula funds, like local entitled governments, state 

CDBG administrators contribute to a discretionary fund (National Governor's 

Association). In 1984,23 states reserved about five percent of total allocations 

1B Based upon ths avai table sourn, Comptroller's (1 994), it is not possible to determine h w  
much funding the Comptroller's Office W v e s  from STP. TXDOT budget administrators 
indide the Comptmllets Office receives minimal STP funds. 
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Table 4.2 

Fund Categories of Texas Agencies Who Administer Block Grants 

Swrceg are from the Texas Department of Transportation (1 996) and the Texas Department of 
Housing and Community Affairs, (1 998). 

for discretionary CDBG projects. The purposes of the CDBG discretionary funds 

are to provide relief for natural disasters, to alleviate public healthfsafety threats, 

and to serve as an equalizer for funding projects that may have been 

overlooked. 

The Texas Department of Housinsr and Comrnunitv Affairs 

The Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs (TXDHCA) 

administers the CDBG for small cities and counties. In 1994, Texas 

expenditures to small cities and counties were approximately $90.3 million 

{Comptroller, 1 QW). Texas CDBG is divided into eight categories as depicted in 

Table 4.2. 
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Texas calls the CDBG program the Texas Community Development 

Program (TCDP). The TCDP participants include small cities and counties with 

populations less than 50,000 who Fail to qualify for funding in the CDBG 

entitlement program geared to large cities and counties (TXDHCA, 1996). The 

application for participation in the TCDP is more than 95 pages long, including 

lengthy appendices. Eligibility criteria for CDBG applicants reflect Texas CDBG 

priorities (TXDHCA, 1995). Applications are evaluated based on a community 

needs assessment point system. The total possible points are 700. There are 

five major scoring criteria. Community distress has a maximum possible score of 

55 points. Benefit to low and moderate income persons can be scored zero or 

thirty points since it is an all or nothing category. Minority hiring as the 

percentage of the proportion of a community's population has a maximum score 

of 25 points. f he project impact has a 165 point maximum, Matching funds has 

a total of 75 maximum points. Thus, the total possible state points are 350. The 

total possible regional points are 350. 

One interesting aspect of the CDBG program is that federal legislation 

requires citizen participation. In other words, states must elicit citizen 

participation according to federal statute. The political thinking concerning 

decentralization of federal grant aid returns power, specifically decision making 

authority, to local communities. Evidence from the National Governor s 

Association (1 984) indicates that the states went beyond legal requirements to 

work with local program designers to consider local needs. Certainly, the 

flexibility of the legislation allowing the states the freedom to design programs to 

meet the needs of the communities facilitated and encouraged local 

participation. 
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Conclusion 

In conclusion, Texas administers all of the federal funded block grant 

programs. This research focuses on two large BGFP, the Surface 

Transportation Program and the Community Development Block Grant. Each of 

these block grants is administered by one agency, the Texas Department of 

Transportation and the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs. 

The appropriations are quite large, and the administration of each program is 

complex. 

Figure 4.1 depicts the overall exploratory flavor of this research in 

examining two Block Grant Funded Programs in Texas. The practical ideal 

drives this research. The large end of the funnel shows the broad topics of 

outcome measures and block grants. As the research becomes more specific 

and includes, STP and CDBG, the reality of using outcorn measures with 

Texas' BGFP is determined. 

In the next chapter, Chapter V, the discussion focuses on the 

methodology, the document analysis and the survey instrument, of this 

research. Additionally, Chapter V states how the methodology will be used to 

gather information to examine the working hypotheses. 
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Figure 4.1 

Research Design 

The Practical Ideal 

kcarttiability Block Grants 

Overview 

outcomemeasures 
exist for Mmh grant 
funded programs in 

The reality of using outcome measures 
in Mock grant funded programs in 

Texas. 
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CHAPTER V 

METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the methodology used in this 

research. The methodology includes both document analysis and survey 

research. This chapter examines the methodologies used to test the working 

hypotheses. 

Because the research asks what should be, the ideal, and what is, the 

reality, it is necessary to first explore the ideal and then explore the reality of 

outcome measures of BGFP. The ideal types of outcome measures are derived 

from the literature review. The literature reviewd in Chapter I I  I identified the 

three most frequently used outcome measures - agency, budgetary, and client. 

Reading literature on this subject provides a method for discovering three types 

of outcome measures and formulating the measurement continuum. According to 

Babbie (1992, p. 471, obsewation, in this case through the literature, is 

necessary in science even if the obsenrations are less structured than more 

formal scientific obsenrations such as conducting experiments. 

Document Analysis 

The Texas Legislative Budget Board (LBB) publishes a document known 

as the General Appropriations Ad. The General Appropriations Act is passed by 

each legislature, in this case, the seventy-fourth Texas Legislature (LBB, 1994). 



Page 52 

The General Appropriations Act is divided by each Texas agency that receives 

state dollars. Within each Texas agency, a similar format exists throughout the 

General Appropriations Act. First, a goal is stated. Next, a list of outcorns 

follows a specific goal. After the outeorne masurement statements, a strategy 

statement follows. Next to the strategy are dollar amounts funded for that 

strategy. Following the strategy, is a list of outp~rts. Aibr all goals and 

associated outcomes, strategies, and outputs are stated, then the funding 

method indicates where the funding originates and the total amount of those 

dollars appropriated to each Texas agency. After the type of funding, a series of 

explanatory statements and other legislative requirements are provided. 

Appendices A. 1 and A.2 show goals, outcomes, strategies, outputs, and funding 

methods for the Surface Transportation Program (STP) and the Community 

Development Block Grant (CDBG). Omitted from the appendices are the 

explanatory statements and requirements. 

The General Appropriations Act provides an ex~ellent channel to examine 

formal outcome and output statements in order to measure the extent to which 

outcome measures are used. Part of the task involved with examining the 

outcome measures in the General Appropriations Act involves matching the 

correet outcome and output with a particular block grant funded program. In 

order to mate the correct measure with a block grant funded program, the 

Catalog of Domestic Assistance (CDFA) number was found for each block grant 
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(ACIR, Characteristics, 1995). Next, CDFA numbers were matched to agencies 

and programs from the Texas '94 Comprehensive Annual Fiscal Report. The 

CDFA for the Surface Transportation Program is 20.507, and the CDFA for the 

Community Development Block Grant is 14.228. 

The instrument 

Like the document analysis, the overall purpose of the survey research is 

to assess the reality of what types of outcome measures are used in BGFP. The 

sunrey examines the use of outcome measures in two ways. First, the survey 

research provides a mans to cross check the document analysis. Second, the 

survey research addresses whether individuals who administer these BGFP 

believe they use outcome measures. 

The survey research method was justified for the exploratory aspect of the 

overall research design because of the identifiable existence of the three 

categories of outcome measures. The instrument categorizes responses into 

'yes," 'no," 'don't know." The instrument fails to explore the attitudes that may 

exist among the thr# categories of responses (Babbie, I 992). 
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Response Rate 

The survey was sent to two State of Texas agencies - the Texas 

Department of Transportation (TXDOT) and the Texas Department of Housing 

and Community Affairs (TXDHCA). Small population samples of each agency 

Hlere obtained. The samples were intentionally small for three reasons. One, 

this research originally targeted three block grants. The overall approach was to 

aggregate the data from each block grant to derive a combined sample of 30. 

However, because of tracking problems related to the document analysis and a 

poor response rate of the Social Services Block Grant (SSBG), the SSBG was 

thrown out of the researchi7. Two, based on the complexities of this research, 

the assumption was that a limited number of administrators would have sufficient 

understanding of outcome measures to contribute meaningful date. Finally, the 

time constraints hampered efforts to survey a large population. 

At TXDOT the response to the survey was 60%. Originally, the survey 

was faxed to 14 District Engineers through out Texas. The District Engineers 

were selected from a list provided by TXDOT (TXDOT, 1996). Because only 

eight individuals responded, more respondents were solicited. The survey was 

faxed to six additional individuals. Four of the individuals responded. These 

four respondents included program administrators and budget personnel. 

l7 The poor response rate is attributed to administrators flat refusal to respond. The refusal is 
probably due to we& and a misunderstanding of the intent of this research. Additionally, the 
fact that SSBG was recently cut by as much as 30% by the Temporary &&stance to Needy 
Families Modc grant, may have soured administrators' willing- to participate. Additionally, 
the m e r  failed to have the inside c d a d s  which tends to facilitate suwey research. 
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Overall, the job class of the respondents was high. Eight of the respondents 

were job grade 23+, two were job grade 19-22, 1 was job grade 15-1 8, and 1 

respondent was I 1-1 4. 

Although the same instrument was submitted to TXDHCA, the sutvey was 

administered differently than at TXDOT. Fifteen surveys were sent to a contact 

person who handled distributing and collecting the surveys. The response rate 

was 86.8 %. Eleven of the respondents fell into the job class of 15-18. One 

respondent was grouped into the 1 9-22 job classification. One respondent was 

grouped into the 23+ job classification. The respondents were personnel who 

administered the various districts of the CDBG. 

The Questions 

The instrument (See Appendix B) consists of 11 questions. Ten of the 

eleven questions are used in this research. Question 4 was thrown out because 

it reiterated question 2. Additionally, by tossing out question 4, this allowed for 

the same number of questions to test working hypotheses I b, 2b, and 3b. Table 

5.1 shows which instrument questions match the working hypotheses. Three 

questions are linked to a specific outcome measure - agency, budgetary, or 

client. Of these three questions, one question is associated with working 

hypothesis related to the Texas appropriations process. Two questions are 
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associated with working hypothesis related to the agency use of outcome 

measures. The first question tests working hypothesis 4. 

Table 5.1 

Survey Questions and Corresponding Working Hypotheses. 

Along with the questions that are directly related to a working 

hypothesis indicated in Table 5.1, more information is either supplied or 

requested in the instrument. A definition of outcome and output was provided. 

The definitions are based upon Wilson's definitions of outcome and output 

measurements (1989). The instrument also asked the respondent if the 

respondent was interested in obtaining the results of the survey. Finally, 

respondents were asked to indicate their job classification level. 
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Evidence Linked to Working Hypotheses 

Below are the sources of evidence linked to previously discussed working 

hypotheses. Each working hypothesis matches a source if evidence. 

Additionally, there are four clusters of sources of evidence. Three of the four 

clusters of evidence focus on agency, budgetary, and client outcome measures. 

The fourth cluster of evidence examines the measurement continuum. 

Evidence for Agency-based Outcome Measures 

WH I a: Document analysis for Texas agencies that participate in BGFP. 

Look for and categorize types of outcome measures with agency-based outcome 

measures. Outcome measures are classified as agency-based if the outcome 

statement focus primarily on the needs of the agency. The seeond source of 

evidenee is the sunrey instrument. If administrators answer yes to question 10 

then they perceive that agency outcome measures are used in the Texas 

appropriation process. 

WH I b: The survey instrument is evidence to determine if administrators 

of BGFP believe they use agency-based outcome measures. If respondents 

answer yes to questions 2 and 7 then respondents believe that the agency- 

based outcome measures are used in their respective agencies. 
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Evidence for Bud~et-based Outcome Measures 

WH 2a: Document analysis for Texas agencies that participate in BGFP. 

Look for and categorize types of outcome measures with budgetaw-based 

outcome measurements. If outcome measures emphasize primarily budget 

needs, then the outcorn measure is classified as a budget-based outcome 

measure. The suwey instrument, for Texas agencies who administer BGFP, is 

the second souroe of evidence. If respondents answer yes to question 9, then 

administrators believe that the Texas appropriations process includes 

budgetary- based outcome measures. 

WH 2b: Survey instrument is the source of evidence to see if 

administrators of Texas agencies that participate in BGFP use budget-based 

outcome measures. If respondents answer yes to questions 3 and 6, then the 

respondents believe that the agency uses budget-based outcome measures. 

Evidence for Client-based Outcome Measures 

WH 3a: Document analysis is a source of evidence for Texas agencies 

that participate in BGFP. If the outcome measure primarily benefits the client's 

needs, then the outcome measure is classified as a client-based outcome 

measure. The survey instrument provides a second source of evidence. If the 

respondent answers yes to question 11, then the respondent believes that the 

Texas appropriation process includes client-based outcome measures. 
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WH 3b: Survey instrument for Texas agencies and respective personnel 

that participate in BGFP. If respondents answer yes to questions 5 and 8, then 

respondents believe that their agencies use client-based outcome measures. 

Evidence for the Measurement Continuum 

WH 4: The document analysis provides evidence that output and 

outcom measures are not mutually exclusive. The General Appropriations Act 

(LBB, 1994) provides the actual output and outcome statements for two BGFP, 

STP and CDBG. A set of rules associated with ten measurement characteristics 

are used to determine if output and outcome statements are not mutually 

exclusive. The rules used to identify the characteristics of either an output or 

outcorn measurement statements are the same. Table 5.2 shows the 

characteristic and the rule for each measurement statement. A measurement 

statement that includes any of the five output characteristics such as tangible, 

quantity, the final product, the work, or one dimensional, is assigned a value of - 
1 to a specific measurement characteristic. The total value for a "pure" output 

measurement is -5. If the masurement statement includes any of the five 

outcome characteristics, intangible, quality, what the product does, the end 

results, two dimensional, assign a value of 1 to each measurement characteristic 

for a particular measurement statement. The total value for a 'pure" outcome 

statement is 5. After each measurement statement is matched to any pertinent 
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measurement characteristics, the characteristic values associated with each 

statement are added to derive the measurement statement value. The 

Table 5.2 

Rules Used to Identify Measurement Statements for WH 4 

I Measument I Rule I 

Tangible The object(s) or indirect object($) of the statement 
I 

. . 

I that can be touched. I 
Quantity I The statement refers to numbers in m e  way. 
The final product I Find the produd in the statement. Determine if 

The muk 
One dimension 

the atatem& Mers to the flnat product. 
The statement dimly relalea to the jab)task. 
Tfie q-abfe of the statement uses 

Intangible 
simple abditlm. 
The olyect(s) or indirect o@ect(s) of the statement 

Quality 

What the product 

measurement statement value is plotted on the masurement continuum. Onoe 

that can not be twched. 
Statemmts that include either implicit or expliat 

@ 
The function and purpose of a product. 

does 
The end result 

Tm, dimensian 

all measurement statement values are plotted on the continuum, it will be 

Refers to completion. Ooes not include a subset 
of a m, ie 'mlmcted." 
The quantifiable aspct of the statement uses a 
formula, ie percent or average. 

determined how mutually exclusive the output and outwme statements are. 

The suwey instrument also provides evidence for WH4. If respondents of 

Texas agencies who administer BGFP answer yes to question I, then 

respondents believe that they can distinguish between output and outcome 

measures. "No" and "don't know" responses to question 1 indicate possible or 
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absolute confusion in respondents' ability to distinguish between output and 

outcome measures. 

Pretesting the Instrument. 

This instrument was pretested using one Director and two Associate 

Directors at The Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board (THECB). 

Although THECB does not participate in BGFP, THECB does use outcome and 

output measures for other programs. The respondents' comments were highly 

valued, and their suggestions were included in the final survey. Additionally, the 

post survey discussion with a few respondents indicated that confusion exists in 

understanding the difkrences between outcome and output statements- Upon 

further consideration of the pretest respondents and the literature, the final 

survey was modified to include a definition of outeome and output measures. 

In the next chapter, Chapter V1, the discussion focuses on the results of 

the document analysis and survey. Additionally, the results are analyzed in 

conjunction with the working hypothesis and the available evidence. 
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CHAPTER Vl 

RESULTS AND ANALYSIS 

The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the results from the document 

analysis and the survey. The three types of outcome measures, agency, 

budgetary, and client, and the three associated groups of working hypotheses, 

are the basis for interpreting the empirical portion of this research. Additionally, 

these results present information concerning the document analysis related to 

the measurement continuum. The final section of this chapter provides an 

analysis of the four groups of working hypotheses. 

Results 

The document analysis allows for a systematic review of the output and 

outcome measures in use by the Texas agencies that administer the Surface 

Transportation (STP) and the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG). 

Furthermore, the document analysis contributes to an understanding of which 

output and outcome statements are mutually exclusive with each other. The 

survey discussion adds insight as to which types measurement statements 

administrators may use, or perceive they use, while administering these block 

grant funded programs (BGFP). 
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Document Resultq 

The General Appropriations Act (LBB, 1994) is divided into one or more 

goals per Texas agencyd8. For example the Texas Department of Transportation 

(TXDOT) has two goals, A and 6. Each goal uses a specific label such as 

Transportation Services and Systems in the case of TXDOT or Affordable 

Housing in the case of Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs 

(TXDHCA). The label for the last goal of each agency is identified as 'Indirect 

Administration." 

TXDOT has one primary goal that is very broad. Because only one goal, 

Goal A, has outcum statements, Goal A is linked to the Surface Transportation 

Program (STP). Goal A reads: 'to provide the State of Texas with transportation 

services and systems that: - work together; - are safe, comfortable, durable, and 

affordable; - are environmentally sensitive; and - support economic and social 

prospei i  (LBB, 1994). Goal B, indirect administration, has no sentence as 

does Goal A. Goal 6 includes a series of strategy labels such as "central 

administrationn and "information resources." There are no outcome or output 

statements associated with indirect administration. Immediately following Goal B 

is "Method of Financing." This includes funding appropriations and a funding 

classification scheme identifying where dollars originate. 

la Appendim A.l and A.2 are the actual document dorrnload from the Legislative Budget Board 
(LBB) internet site. 
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In contrast, the (TXDHCA) has four goals, A, 8, C, and D. The 

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) is oonnected to goat 8. 

Specifically, goal B addresses communityleeonomic development. The goal is: 

"To better Texas communities by supporting community and economic 

development and by helping local governments to become more effective* (LBB, 

1994). Because goal B is associated with CDBG, the outcome measures 

associated with goat B are the only outcome measures examined in this 

research. Goal D, indirect administration, is exactly like goal B of TXDOT. 

TXDHCA also includes strategies such as 'central administration" and 

'information resources." There are no outcome or output statements associated 

with goal D. Immediately following goal D is 'Method of Financing." This 

includes funding appropriations and the names of the funds where dollars 

originate. 

Except for the last goal for both TXDOT and TXDHCA, outcome measures 

immediately preeede each goal in the General Appropriations Act. Like most of 

the goals, each outcome statement is a complete English sentence. Tables 6.1 

and 6.2 present modified wording of each outcome measure associated with 

each agency's block grant. Every type of outcome measure has general 

attributes as discussed in the Methodology chapter.lD Next to each outcome 

measure in Tables 6.1 and 6.2 is the type of outcome measure based upon the 

19 An qency-bEmed outcome measure focuses on the services that the agency provides. A 
budget-based o u t m  measure examines results in terms of dollars. Client-based outcome 
measures emphasize the mads of the g m p  or groups that the agencies service. 
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outcome measure attributes. In both the STP and CDBG, all the types of 

outcome measures have been classified as agency. These outcome measures 

focus on the senrice that the agency provides. The combined numbers of 

outcome measuremnts for both agencies related to BGFP, depicted in Table 

6.3, totals eight. One obsewation about the syntax of the outoome statements is 

that all outcome statements, for both TXDOT and TXDHCA, begin with 'percent.* 

Next to each outcume statement are two numbers. The percentages are either 

reported as numbers or change in numbers. The first number is for fiscal year 

1996 and the second number is for fiscal year 1997. 

Table 8.1 

Goats, Outcome Measures, and Outcome Types for the STP Administered by 
TXDOT 

(LBB, 1994) 
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Table 6.2 

Goals, Outcome Measures, and Outcome Types for the CDHG Administered by 
TXDHCA 

J 

(LBB, 1894) 

Goal 
0: Cwnmunityand 
E m i c  
D e v m  

After the outcome statements, a strategy label follows. A strategy such as 

Highway Design, for TXDOT, or Geographical Analysis, for TXDHCA, is 

identified with the beginning letter of the goal, then the first number of the 

strategy level, and finally the second level of the strategy. For example, 

Highway Design is A. 1.1 and Geographical Analysis is A. 1. I. The strategy is 

typically a brief sentence. 

Following the strategy statements are output statemnts. The output 

statements are typically very simple sentences. Between two and four output 

statements follow each strategy statement. Often efficiency statements are 

included either as or with the output statements. The efficiencies are stated in 

terms of averages. 

~bonomic 
Development 
0: Indirect , 

Administration 

OutcomeMsasure 
1. Percentof~Inmafleommunttleswhobenefit 
from: public Facility, ecanwnic development, houslng, 

Type 
Agency 

2. Percent t COBMigible Cdonia areas who 
receive technlcsl help. 

N o m r e s  

- 
Aww 

None 
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Table 8.3 

Types of Outcome Measurements in the General Appropriations Act Grouped by 
Block Grant 

Another interesting observation about the General Appropriations Act is 

the difference between the number of outoome and output statements. Of the 9 

total TXDOT outcorn measures, seven could be related to the STP. Ofthe total 

27 TXDOT output measures, 20 could be related to the STP. Consequently, the 

ratio of STP outcome to output measurements is 1 to 2.9. Compared to all 

outcome and output measurements, TXOOT ratio of all outcome measures to all 

output measures is 1 to 3. In contrast, TXDHCA has a total of 6 outcome 

statements for the entire agency. Of these 6 ,2  outcome measures are specific 

CDBG outcome measures. Of the total 30 output statements, 8 output 

statements are directly related to the CDBG. Therefore, the ratio of CDBG 

outcome to output measurements is 1 to 4. For comparison purposes, all the 

TXDHCA outcome and output measures have a ratio of 1 outcome measure to 5 

output measures. 

The results of the document analysis for the STP output and outcome 

measurement statements with related characteristics are shown in Table 6.4. 
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Similarly, the results of the document analysis for the CDBG output and outcome 

measurement statements with characteristics are represented in Table 6.5. In 

both Tables 6.4 and 6.5, an 'X" in a specific column indicates that a 

masurement statement is either an output or an outcome statement. If a 

measurement statement has a characteristic that is an output characteristic, the 

assigned value is -1. If a measurement statement has a characteristic that is an 

outcome characteristic, the assigned value is I. If a measurement statement 

fails to have a particular characteristic, then the assigned value is 0. A total of 

26 output and outcome statements are included from the document pertaining to 

the STP. A total of 10 output and outcome statements are included from the 

CDBG. 

Sunrev Results 

The survey was administered to the TXUOT and the TXDHCA who 

administer BGFP. The discussions that follow group the explanations of the 

results according to BGFP. A discussion of aggregated survey results follow 

Surface Transportation Proclram 

Table 6.6 shows survey responses to the questions about agency-based 

outcome measures for TXDOT administrators. The survey results indicate that 

10 out of 12 respondents believe that agency-based outcome measures are 
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used. One half of the respondents who administer STP believe that TXDOT 

uses agency-based outcome measures to help determine an in-house budget. 

Table 6.6 

Perceptions of Agency-based Outcome Measures by STP Administrators 

PYP Of outcane I Yes lNol Don't1 ~olall 
I IKnowl 

Agency's outcome measures are I to1 21 01 12 
I to the administre. I 

loutcome measurn during the I I I  I I 

I I 
m-ksk to set an budget. 
Legislature c o n s i ~  agency's 

The question concerning the legislative appropriation process and agency- 

ncy considem agency outcome ] 61 41 21 12 

based outcome measures yielded a different perception. One half of 

4 8  

respondents believe that 

agency-based outcome measures are not used by the legislature during the 

2 

appropriations process. 

12 

In Table 6.7, the survey responses ovewhelming ly indicate that 

administrators of the STP believe that budgetary-based measures are useful to 

them. More than one half of respondents believe that TXDOT uses budgetary- 

based outcome measures to determine in-house budgets. Additionally, Table 

8.7 indicates that the majority of respondents believe that the legislature uses 

budgetary-based outcome measures during the appropriations process. 
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Table 6.7 

Perceptions of Budgetary-based Outcome Measures by STP Administrators 

utcome measures to set an in- 

Responses to client-based outcome measurement questions are reported 

in Table 6.8. One half of the respondents believe that client-based outcome 

measures are useful tools. However, one fourth of the respondents describe 

client-based outcome measures as not useful to them. The remaining 

respondents did not know whether client-based outcome measures were useful 

to them. The results in Table 6.8 indicate that only one respondent believes that 

client-based outcome measures are used within the agency to determine an in- 

house budget. Interestingly, one half of the respondents do not know if TXDOT 

uses client-based outcome measures to help determine an in-house budget. 

Finally, more than a majority of respondents believe that client-based outcome 

measures are not used by the legislature during the appropriations process. 
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Table 8.8 

Perceptions of Client-based Outcome Measures by STP Administrators 

Responses to the question about whether output and outcom statements 

are distinguishable are indicated in Table 6.9. More than three fourths of the 

survey participants feel confident in distinguishing between output and outcome 

measures. Only two respondents indicate confusion in differentiating between 

output and outcome measures. 

Table 6.9 

Perceptions of clarity regarding Output and Outcome Measures by STP 
Ad mi nistrators 

Measurement clarity 

Administrators feel confident in 
distinguishing betwen output and 
w t m e  measures. 
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Community Develo~mnt Block Grant 

Table 6.1 0 shows the results of the instrument for administrators of the 

CDBG. A narrow majority of survey participants believe that agency-based 

outcome measures are useful to them. Slightly more than one third of 

respondents "don't k n W  whether agency-based outcome measures are useful 

to them. When participants were asked if their agency, TXDHCA, uses agency- 

based outcome measures to determine an in-house budget, a majority of the 

respondents did not know if their agency used agency-based outcorn 

measures. Additionally, a large majority of respondents believe that the 

legislature uses agency-based outcome measures. 

Table 6.10 

Perceptions of Agency-based Outcome Measures by CDBG Administrators 
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Table 6.1 1 

Peroeptions of Budgetary-based Outcome Measures by CDBG Administrators 

When respondents were asked if budget-based outwme measures are 

useful to them, a strong majority indicated yes. However, a clear majority of 

TXDHCA survey participants did not know if their agency used budget-based 

outcome measures as a tool to determine an in-house budget. Still, a majority of 

respondents believed that the legislature uses budget-based outcome measures 

during the appropriation proeess. 

Respondents were asked to answer questions regarding client-based 

outwme measures. The responses are shown in Table 6.12. Slightly more than 

three-fourths of survey participants believed that client-based outcome 

measures are useful to them. However, a majority of respondents did not know 

if their agency used client-based outcome measures to help determine an in- 

house budget. The participants' responses concerning legislative use of client- 

based outcome measures produced a fairly even distribution of responses. 



Page 75 

Participants' have mixed perceptions about the legislative appropriation process 

and client-based outcome measures. 

Table 6.1 3 shows participants' responses about their level of confidence 

in their ability to discern output and outcome measures. An extremely large 

majority of participants feel confident in distinguishing between output and 

outcome measures. Only h a  of the respondents indicate their confusion 

between output and outcome measures. 

Table 6.12 

Perceptions of Client-based Outcome Measures by CDBG Administrators. 

ieni outcome masum are useful 

Table 6.13 

Perceptions of Clarity Regarding Output and Outcome Measures by CDBG 
Administrators 

Measurement clarity 

ministratom feel confident in 
distinguishing m n  output and 
outcome meawres. 
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&regated Data 

The aggregation of administrators' responses to the survey is shown in 

Table 6.14. Two of the highest positive responses involve the respondents' 

perception that outcome measures are useful to them. At least threefourths of 

administrators of STP and CDBG believe that budgetary outcome measures are 

useful to the administrator. An overwhelming majority of suwey participants 

Table 6.14 

Aggregated Suwey Responses for the STP and CDBG Types of Outcome 

Measures. 
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believe that the agency's outcome measures are useful to them. However, very 

few administrators answered yes to t hair belief that their agency considers 

client-based outcome measures in determining an in-house budget. More 

survey participants answered no when asked if the legislature considers client- 

based outcome masures during the legislative process. The "don't know" 

category was used by less than half of all responses. The question evoking a 

"don't k n W  response mast frequently asked respondents if their agency 

considered client-based outcome measures to set an in-house budget. 

Participants answered "don't know" the least often for two questions. One 

question focused on the legislature considering an agency's outcome measures 

during the appropriation process. The next question focused on the legislature 

using budgetary-based outcome measures during the appropriations process. 

The aggregated responses concerning the confidence of respondents to 

distinguish between output and outcome measures are shown in Table 6.1 5. 

Very little difference exists between STP suwey responses and CDBG survey 

responses. Overall, respondents feel comfortable distinguishing between output 

and outcome measures. 

Analysis 

The analysis of this research involves examining the groups of working 

hypotheses based upon the evidence of the document and survey instrument. 
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Table 6.15 

Aggregated Results on the Perceptions of Clarity for Output and Outcome 
Measures by STP and CDBG Administrators. 

Meawrwnent clarity 

r n i n i ~ o c 9  feel confident in 
distinguishing ktmm output and 

The discussion that follows will address the exploratory nature of this paper by 

providing a synthesis based upon the evidence in the research. 

Agencv-based Outcome Measures 

Working hypotheses 1 a and I b examine whether BGFP use agency- 

based outcome measures. Agency-based outcome measurement hypotheses 

are stated as follows. 

WH 1 a: The Texas appropriations process uses agency-based outcome 
measures. 

WH I b: Agencies in Texas that currently participate in block grant funded 
programs use agency-based outcome measurements to measure block 
grant funded programs. 

The document analysis overwhelmingly supports working hypothesis 1 a. 

Although, the Texas appropriations process includes outcome measures in the 

General Appropriations Act, the extent that administrators of BGFP use agency- 

based outcome measures remains indeterminable from this eviden~e source. 
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Working hypothesis 1 b, as stated, is not supported. The suwey indicates 

that respondents believe that agency based outcomes are useful to 

respondents. However, the sunrey can not definitely assess whether 

administrators of BGFP use agency-based outcome measures. it remains 

unknown as if outcome measures are used by administrators of BGFP. 

However, the survey research indicates that STP and CDBG administrators may 

use agency-based outcome measures. The survey does indicate that STP 

survey respondents perceive that agency-based outcome measures are slightly 

more useful than do CDBG survey respondents. 

Budgetary-based Outcome Measures 

Working hypotheses 2a and 2b explore budgetary-based outcorn 

measures in the administration of two BGFP - STP and CDBG. The working 

hypotheses are stated as follows. 

WH 2a: The Texas appropriations process does use budget-based 
outcome measures. 

WH 2b: Texas Agencies use fewer budgetary outcome measures than 
agency-based or client-based outcome measures. 

Considering the evidenee of the document analysis, working hypothesis 

2a is not supported. The General Appropriations Act indicates that no 

budgetary-based outcome measures are used with STP or CDBG funded 

programs in the appropriations process. The sunrey instrument is the second 
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source of evidence for working hypothesis 2a. The survey instrument as 

evidence does not support working hypothesis 2a. Evidenee indicates that 

survey participants perceive that the legislature uses budgetary-based outcome 

measures more than other outcome masures. However, the evidence does not 

support that respondents who administer the two BGFP have information about 

the legislature. Additionally, respondents may or may not be familiar with the 

appropriations process to know whether budgetary-based outcomes are indeed 

used during the legislative appropriations process. 

Evidence from the suwey instrument does not support working hypothesis 

2b. TXDOT and TXDHCA survey respondents indicate a perception that 

budgetary-based outcome measures are useful to the respondent. Howwver, the 

evidence supports only a belief of the respondents, not the actual usage, of 

budgetary-outcome measures by state administrators. The evidence does 

support that STP and CDBG survey respondents believe that of the three types 

of outcome measures, budget-based outcome measures are used most 

frequently. 

Client-based Outcome Measures 

Working hypotheses 3a and 3b exptore whether ST P and CDBG 

programs use client-based outcome measures. The working hypotheses are 

stated below. 
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WH 3a: f he Texas appropriations process does not use client-based 
outcome measures. 

WH 3b: Agencies in Texas that currently participate in block grant funded 
programs do not use client-based outcome measurements. 

The evidence in the document analysis indicates that the working 

hypothesis is supported. Considering the document analysis, no client-based 

outcome masures are used in the appropriations process. Additionally, the 

evidence from the survey instrument does not support working hypothesis 3a. 

This is because the evidence examines the perceptions of STP and CDBG 

survey participants. The perception of sutvey respondents, however, concurs 

with the working hypothesis. Slightly less than one fourth of respondents believe 

that the legislature uses client-bawd outcome measures. 

The second working hypothesis related to client-base outcome measures, 

3b, is not supported. The instrument indicates survey participants' perceptions 

associated with using client-based outcome measures rather than the actual use 

of client-based outcome measurements. According to the sutvey evidence, 

more than onehalf of the survey respondents who administer the STP and 

CDBG believe that client-based outcome measures are useful. However, 

respondentss perception of the use of client-based outcom measures indicate 

that either the respondents do not believe or "don't k n d  if client-based 

measures are used by their respective agencies to determine an in-house 

budget. 
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The Measurement Continuum 

Working hypothesis 4 explores the mutual exclusivity of output and 

outcome statements. The working hypothesis is stated as follows. 

WH 4: Output measures and outcome measures are not mutually 
exclusive categories and fall within a continuum. 

The evidenoe from the document analysis of output and outeome 

measurement statements produced inconclusive support for working hypothesis 

4. Figure 6.1 shows the output and outcome statements plotted on a continuum 

for the STP block grant. Although it appears that many output statements are 

"pureu output statements, none of the outcome statements are 'puren outcome 

statements. Some of the output and outcome statements have characteristics of 

the opposing statement and therefore are not mutually exclusive. The evidence 

does not strongly support the working hypothesis that output and outcome 

statements are not mutually exclusive. 

However, Figure 6.2 shows a different conclusion for the measurement 

continuum for CDBG. Approximately one half of the output and outeome 

statements fall between pure output and outcom. The evidence for the CDBG 

measurement continuum supports the working hypothesis that output and 

outcome statements are not mutually exclusive. 



Page 83 

Figure 6.1 

Output and Outcome Measurement Continuum for STP 

Output Outcome 

-Output Statement!3 
A - Outcome statements 

Figure 6.2 

Output and Outcome Measurement Continuum for CDBG 
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The evidence from the survey does not support working hypothesis 4. 

Although survey respondents believed that they feel confident distinguishing 

between output and outoome measures, the survey instrument does not test the 

respondents' actual understanding of output and outcome measures. One of the 

most important findings in the survey pretest was discovered by post survey 

interview questions. The informal dialogue with respondents indicated that 

respondents felt confident distinguishing between output and outcame measures 
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on the suwey. However, as respondents discussed output and outcome 

measures they often to confused the measures. 

The final chapter, Chapter VI I, provides a summary and conclusion 

concerning this research. Particular emphasis is on the strengths and weakness 

of this research. Additionally, this Chapter VII provides recommendations for 

using outeome masures in BGFP in Texas. 
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CHAPTER VI1 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the overall strengths and 

waknesses of this survey. Additionally, this chapter offers recommendations 

concerning block grant funded programs (BGFP) using the results and 

obsenrations from the research. 

Research Strengths 

The research in this paper contains a number of strengths. This research 

provides a good discussion about block grants and outcome measures in 

Chapters I1 and Ill. Along with the text, the figures and tables provide an 

accurate representation concerning block grants. Because little scholarly 

research exists concerning BGFP this research contributes to the scholarly 

information on BGFP. 

Another strength of the research is that it is partially driven by a Weberian 

conoept, the ideal type. Because types of outcome measures for block grants 

are disjointedly discussed in existing literature, a useable, or practical, ideal 

theory of outcome measures for block grants is now established. The types of 

outcome measures for BGFP are established according to this theory that 
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provides a forum for observation, equivocation, extrapolation, and future 

research. 

Furthermore, this research offen a different perspective of understanding 

output and outcome measurements. Output and outcome statements may 

contain sufficient characteristics of one another. Because a number of outcome 

and output statements fail to be mutually exclusive, this could explain the 

confusion many individuals have in understanding the functions and purposes of 

output and outcome statements. The measurement eontinuum remains a fairly 

innovative way to investigate output and outcome statements. Furthermore, the 

methodology associated with quantifying values on a eontinuum is an new and 

exciting technique for examining continuums. 

Finally, this paper also examines two very large block grants in a very 

large state. Texas administers the largest nonentitlement Community 

Development Block Grant in the U. S. (Laio, 1996). Furthermore, Texas 

administers close to 20% of the entire U.S. Surface Transportation Program. 

This research is credible due to the sheer size of the block grants being 

examined. 
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Research Weaknesses 

Like all research, this research has weaknesses and shortcomings. The 

discussion below examines problems with the document analysis and the survey 

instrument. 

The document analysis has a number of weaknesses. First, this research 

assumes that the outcome measures in the General Appropriations Act are 

indeed outcome measures. This research fails to address whether the outcome 

measures in the documnt are indeed outcome measures. To assess whether 

the outcome statements are outcome measures, the goals and objectives of the 

Texas agencies need to be thoroughly studied. This research fails to analyze 

goals and objectives, or strategies, of agencies who administer BGFP. 

Additionally, the document analysis fails to gauge the degree to which 

these outcome measurements are used by Texas governmental entities. While 

the survey attempis to compensate br this weakness, the document analysis 

only indicates written measurements rather than measurements employed. 

Furthemre, it is unknown if outcome measures are understood and valued by 

legislators, auditors, and management. 

Another weakness with the document analysis is that the three types of 

outcome measurement categories may fai t to be mutually exclusive. Although 

the outcome measures analyzed may implicitly reference dollars or clients, the 

outcome measures were classified according to the explicit type of outcome 
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measure. The document analysis does not address the implicit motives behind 

how and why an outcome measurement is selected or worded. 

Moreover, the document analysis may also be fundamentally flawed 

because the identification of these three categories of outcome measures is 

based upon the available literature on outcome measures. If the cited literature 

fails to accurately characterize agency, budgetary, or client-based outcome 

measures, then the document analysis also wrongly characterizes the outmme 

measures in the General Appropriations Act. 

Another weakness with this research is that the survey instrument may 

contain a bias. The pretest survey and related follow-up conversations with 

survey respondents indicated that respondents tend to confuse output and 

outcome measures. The literature also indicates that confusion about output 

and outcome measurements exist (McKinney, 1994). Additionally, informat 

conversations with professors, graduate students, and experienced practitioners 

indicate that the validity of the survey became highly questionable because of 

the output and outcome confusion. Due to the perceived confusion, the 

instrument attempted to compensate for such uncertainty by providing definitions 

of outcome and output measures at the beginning of the instrument. Indeed, 

the first question indicates 84% of the respondents understand the differences 

between outcome and output measurements. Interestingly, even with the 
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definitions almost 15% of respondents are still confused about output and 

outcome measurements. 

Despite the intent of the provided definitions of output and outcome 

measures, the instrument still contains validity problems. This is because the 

'don't know" responses could be addressing the format of the question as well 

as the content of the question. Furthermore, respondents may have been 

guessing that their agency and the Texas Legislature use a given outcome 

measure. Respondents' could have guessed from the clues of the words 

themselves agency, budgetary, or client. In order to ensure that respondents' 

understood what outcome measures are and who their clients are, a few 

fundamental questions could have been asked. 

An additional weakness in the instrument is the assumption that the 

respondents have an understanding of what the goals and objectives are for the 

block grant funded program. Without an understanding of goals and objectives, 

respondents can not accurately assess whether a measurement is an output or 

an outcome. Respondent could confuse output and outcome for that reason. 

Another problem with the survey is the population sample. The sample 

sizes are small. Thus the samples may fail to be representative of the groups 

that administer block grant programs. The samples may be too small to 

generalize to the Texas agency administering the block grant. Certainly, this 
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research project has not generalized the results of this survey to other agencies 

that administer BGFP in Texas. 

Recommendations 

Despite the weaknesses associated with this research, a number of 

recommendations are offered based upon the synthesis of information acquired 

from the research. 

The first recommendation relates to establishing adequate numbers of 

goals and objectives with which to base outcome measures. The Personal 

Responsibility Act of 1996 addresses using performance measures to assess the 

results of TANFINational Governor's Association, 1 996). However, future block 

grant legislation such as ISTEA, needs to clearly specify goals and objectives. 

Furthermore, if large categorical grants such as Medicaid are 'b l~cked,~  then it 

could be in the best interest of the U.S. Congress to identify goals and objectives 

and corresponding outcome measures. Outcome measures, included in a law 

that creates a BGFP, can serve to maintain varying degrees of federal standards 

for the administration of, for instanee, a national health care system. 

Because states are being asked to take on more economic 

responsibilities, it is becoming necessary to manage agencies with sufficient 

numbers of output and outcome statements. In Texas, the General 

Appropriations Act should include more outcorn statements. This is especially 
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true for BGFP. It would seem logical that each agency administering a block 

grant would have specific output and outcome measures just for the block grant 

funded program as does the Texas Department of Housing and Community 

Affairs. Such an approach wuld help to ensure that a particular block grant 

funded program is in eamptiance with federal regulations pertaining fo that block 

grant. This would be especially true if federal statutes govern by output and 

outcome measures. The other approach of combining output and outcome 

measurements under a very broad goat makes it much more dimcult to hold an 

agency accountable for the administration of a block grant program. Following 

the outcome statements in the General Appropriations Act should be 

performance indicators to determine if the outcome measure has been met. 

Another recommendation for Texas is to write clear and concise outcome 

measures in the General Appropriations Act. Beginning each outcome 

statement comfortably with "percent" fails to have real meaning to a casual 

observer. While this language indicates a result oriented process the language 

could be more descriptive. For example, a number of the outcome measures do 

not address the direction of the percentage change. TXDOT, for instanee, could 

address fatality rate outcome measures as: a decrease in the percentage of 

Statewide Traffic Accident Fatality Rates. This language is more specific and 

explicitiy states the direction of change. 
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This research further suggests that the Texas Legislature consider 

assigning one block grant to one particular agency. Because some BGFP are 

divided among a few agencies, it is difficult to track who is accountable for a 

specifre portion of a block grant. For example, it is easy to lose sight of the 

overall purpose of Social Services Block Grant (SSBG) because the SSBG is 

administered by four separate agencies. 

The Texas Legislature could review the pros and cons of including 

budgetary and client outcome measures along with agency outcome measures 

in the General Appropriations Act. Perhaps it can be argued that there are 

implicit budgetary and client outcome measures in the General Appropriations 

Act. However, the problem with implicit o u t m  masures is that the staff who 

administers these programs lack a clear sense of direction from implicit 

measurements. Outcome measures help to clarify and direct policy. 

Unfortunately the Texas Legislature may fail to understand that these 

measurement statements provide guidance in the management and 

administration of block grant, and other, programs. Without clear guidance, it 

becomes quite challenging to administer flexible programs. 

To alleviate confusion about outoome measures, Texas should consider 

further educating it's workforce about outcome measures. The legislature could 

appoint a task force, possibly from the State Auditor's Ofice, to educate agency 

management and internal auditors, on how to identify, understand, and use 
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outcome measures. It would also be helpful if the Texas Legislature would pass 

a resolution to encourage upper management at state agencies to create, 

promote, and use output and outcome measurements. 

In conclusion, it remains uncertain if BGFP are a trend of the future. With 

certainty, BGFP will fail to be successful unless legislation requires some sort of 

accountability provisions for each block grant appropriation. Outcome measures 

are one of the best alternatives in maintaining accountability for the various 

types of BGFP. This is because outcome measures allow relative flexibility. 

Even though, for example, each block grant recipient may be required to use the 

same outcome measures, the expectations of each recipient would ideally 

accommodate the needs of a given population. This is how state and local 

government program goals and outcomes can be synchronized with national 

program goals and outcomes. 
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APPENDIX A. 1 

The General Appropriations Act 

ARTICLE VI I 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

For the Yean Ending 
August31, August31, 

1- 1997 

A. Goal: TRANS. SERVICES & SYSTEMS 

To pavide the State of Texas with tranqmbtion services and that: - wrktogether: - 
am 
safe. comfortable, durable, and affordable; - are environmentalJy msitlve; and - s u m  
m i c  
and d a l  

Peseent of Hlahway System Atlainlng an 

""k" Me Level of Senrice in &mdmce 
With ubli- TXDOT M a i m  Level of 
Smlce Guidelines 

Pereenl Change in Hi hway Emldon Levels Wnhln 
A m s  nd mining A r  Quality Standards 

Perant Change In Urban Prindpsl Arterial 
Highway Level of Service Ba td  on Hi hway 
Performance Monitoring System (HPM '6 ) Ratinp 

Pmmt of Routine and Pmentlve Highwy System 
Maintenance Contraded 

P m  Change in t k  Number of PuMic 
Transportation Tripe 

Pemnt hnties Connected to Automated 
Registration and Titllng System 

Percent of Motor Vehicte Consumer Complaints 
Resdved 

Perr=ent of Change in S W d e  Traffic Accident 
Fatality Rates 

Percent Cha in Number of Public I nfmation 
~WuesB 6% 

A.l .I. Strategy: HIGHWAY DESIGN 

Plan, design and manage hlg- weds. 
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Outpub: 
Number of ConstFuction Pmject Preliminary EnglWng Plans 
Completed 895 895 

Numtwr of Highway Construction Projects 
Contrected 800 800 

Number of Highway Constnrdlon Projects 
c0rnfl-d 876 800 

Optimize timing of higtwq rightd-way 
acquisition and utility adjustment. 

Outpub: 
Number of Parcels of Rightd-Way Acquired On 
Schedule to Meet Contr& M n g  1,510 1,450 

A 1.3. Strategy: HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION $1,671,038,604 $ 1,878,980,408 

8 U.B. 
Provlda for construdion of the hlghway Wrn 
and MI'-. Estitimated 

Numb of New Locatlon Lane Miles Cantracted 150 150 
Number d Lane Mil- C m t M  to !nuease 
capacity 350 400 

N u m b  of Lane Milee Contracted for 
Rehabilitation 3,300 3,100 
Number of Bridge Inspections On State System 17,000 17,000 

A. 1.4. Strat%: PREVENTIVE MAlNfENANCE $ 149,537,810 $ 145,000,000 

& U.B. 
Pmide a pre~entivs mairrtenanoe program to ptwent major deteri-on of state highways. 

Number of Lane Mites Contracted for Asphaltic 
Seal Coat Surfacing 14,270 13,300 

Number of Lane Miles Contracted for Asphaltic 
Concrete Pavement Overlay 1,425 1,330 

Efflci8nCie.s: 
Average Cost per Lane Mile Contracted for 
AsphaWc Ssat Coat Surfadng 6,600 6,800 

A.1.5. Stmtegy: ROUTINE MAINTENANCE $ 405,388,462 $ 405,030,022 

& U.B. 
Provide for rwtine maintenam and operation of tbe state highway system. 

outputs: 
Number of Hghway Lane-Mil~ Resurfaced With 

Sea(- 20,545 20,295 
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Number of Lane Miles Resurfaoed With Overlays 5,592 5,524 
Eftidencia: 
Average Cost to Iswe State Highmay System 

OveMOvsrvveigM PerrnH 8.18 8.19 

A.1.6. Strategy: AVIATION SERVlCES $ 24,#0,0!5Q S 20,924,255 

8 U.B. 
Support and pnxnote -1 aviation. 

Outputr: 
Number of -1 Aviation Airports M e d  
for Financial Mstance 37 41 

A. 1 -7. strategy: PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION b n,(145,- $ 1,354,591 

& U.0. 
Support and prwrwte public Tranaportatlon. 

N u m b  of Transit P m j m  Funded With Both 
State and Federal Dollars 42 42 

A. 1.8. Strategy: GULF WATERWAY $ 1,854,838 1 250,445 

& U.B. 
S u m  Ihe Gulf Intmoasbl Waterwy. 

Outputr: 
Number of Acres Made Available for the 
Plaoement andlor Msposal of Dredge Material 450 150 

A.1.9. Strategy: FERRY SYSTEM $ B,W7,8Q5 $ 17,11Q,850 

Maintain and opm& ferry system In Texas. 

ou tpw 
Number d Vehicles CanSed m Ferry- at 
Galveston 2,015,000 2,025,000 

Number of Vehicles Carrid an F-s at 
Port Aransas 1,795.000 1,805,000 

A.1.10. St-: REGISTRATION & TITLING $ 38,318,971 $ 38,033,835 

Administer the provisions of the mator vehicle regidrafion, titling, and dealer st8tutes. 

NumberofRegistrationR-NobiaMAled 13,750,000 13,950,000 
Number of Titles Issued 4,250,000 4,300,000 
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A. 1 .l 1 . Strategy: VEHICLE DEALER REGULATION $ 982,265 $ 995,688 

Administer the pn>visions of the Texas Motor Vehlde Commission Code. 

Outpub: 
Number d Motor Vehicle Consumer Complaints Resolved 950 975 

Number ExPla-h of otor Vehicle Consumer Complaints Filed 1,200 1,200 

A. 1 .12. Strategy: RESEARCH $ tB,B.t2,407 8 19,958,025 

Fund and partidpate with state-supported colleges and universities in mearch and 
development progrems that m impme transportation opmtfm. 

outpm: 
Number of R m r c h  Proj- Completed 80 80 

A2.1. Strategy: f RAFFIC SAFETY $ 13,590,115 $ 13,589,7t2 

& U.B. 
Identlfy problem areas and implement projecb to d w ; e  the number and 88vedty of traffic 

addmh 
through the -de traffic dety progmm. 

Outpub: 
Number of Traffic Safety Grants an& 
Projects With m e s ,  Cities, Cwntie8,and Schods 

A.3.1. Strategy: TRAVEL INFORMATION $ 15,855,705 $ 15,781,180 

Support and promote tourism. 

Outputs: 
NumbepofTravelUteratumReq~Fuflled 1,115,000 1,115,000 

A4. f . Strategy: ADVERTISING 8 JUNKYARD ENFORCEMENT $ 501,317 $ 
409,022 

Cwrtrol the use of wMow advertising signs, junkyards, and auto graveyards adjacent to 
tranqmWon system. 

Outputs: 
Number of Slgn Permits and Licenses Issued 13,300 13,300 
Total, Go91 A: T M S .  SERVICES & SYSTEMS $3,030,814,238 $2,970,-,743 

5. Goal: INDIRECT ADMINISTRATION 

8.1.1. Stmtegy: CENTRAL ADMINISTRATION $ 29,511,176 $ 32,981,080 
8.1.2. Wegy:  INFORMATION RESOURCES $ 32,493,949 $ 30,026,438 
B. 1.3. Strategy: OTHER SUPPORT SERVICES $ 41,165,985 $ 40,846,210 
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B. 1.4. St-: REGIONAL ADMINISTRATION $ 53,940,045 $ 51,906,011 
Total, Goal 8: INDlRECTADMlNlSTRATlON $ 157,111,135 $ 155,740,545 

Gmnd Total, DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION $3,187,725,371 $3,128,425,288 
I l = I I I m = = = = = = = =  ========"===== 

Method of Fi& 
General Revenue 7 und $ 17,885,000 S 200,000 
General Revenue Fund - Consolidated 25,624,032 2,374,932 
State Hi h w y  Fund No. 008, estimated 1,828,7011,833 7,827,714,675 
~edsral! unds, dlnated 1,315,221 ,rlOB 1,285,825,481 
Appropriated Receipts 310,000 310,Mlo 

TOM, Method of Finandng $3,187,725,371 $3,126,425,288 
==XI=========== -----Et===E= 
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APPENDIX A.2 

The General Appropriations Act 

ARTICLE VI I 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 

A Goal: AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

The department will immase the availabl ttty of we, decent, and affordd8 hausing for very low, 
Iw l  and malaate income pmms and families. 

Percant of the Householddlndividuals of L w ,  Very Low, and Moderate Income Needing 
Affardabts Harsi That Subsequently Receive 
Such Housing or L d  ng Related U s t a m e  3.5% 3.56% 

Percent of Loans, Grants, Incentives, and Hwslw 
P m a t l o n  Activities BeneMing Very Lcmr 
Income Texans 85% 85% 

A. 1.1. Strategy: GEOGRAPHICAL ANALYSIS $ 20,000 % 20,000 

Complete an annual statew(de analysis of hwsl needs by geographic area for 
indivaduals and famllles d very l w ,  llow and &inxmw,prsms. 

A.2.1. Strategy: HOUSING f RUST FUND $ 1,7601153$ 1,031,453 

Pmide houalng loans and grant8 thrwgh the Housing Tfust Fund far the very law and I w  
incomehousehdb. 

Outpub: 
Number of Very Law and Lchu Income Households that Received Loans and Grants Thrwgh 

the 
Housing Trust Fund 250 280 

Efficiencies: 
Aver- Loan Amwnt Prwided Through the 

Houslng Trust Fund 250,000 250,000 

A.2.2. Stratm: HOMUHOPE PROGRAMS $ 32,398,aSe $ 32,37?,350 

Provide housing loans and grants through the HOME Investment and HOPE Ill Programs for 
the 

very Icm and I w  incwne. 
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Number of Very L w  and Low Income Households that Received Loans and Grants Through 
ha 

HOME Investment Pmgram 

N u m b  d V h and L w  Incame H m d s  
that Re& 3 Loans and Grants Through bhe 
HOPE Ill P ~ m n  29 29 

k2.3.  Strategy: SECTION 8 RENTAL PROGRAM $ 5,880,476 $ 5,642,871 

Prwlde rental assis&nce through Section 8 certificates and vouchers for the very lmv 
i m .  

outpm: 
Number of Very b Income Howhdds that 
Received Section 0 Certlflcates and Vouchers 2,185 2,185 

Efiidencies: 
Averege Processl Administrative Cost 

Hwsehdd Serv 2Y Under the M a n  8 r rogram 50 50 

k2.4. SWegy: FEDERAL TAX INCENTIVES $ 423,965 $ 108,682 

Provide federal inoentives to dsyelop rental housing for the very low Income. 

Number of R d a l  U n h  Developed a Reauk of Federal Teur Incsrrtives Provided Through 
TDHCA 15,- 15,000 

Efficiencies: 
Average Cast in Federal Tax incentives pw 

Rental Unit budoped 2,200 2,200 

A.2.5. Strategy: MORTGAGE LOANS $ 1,474,932 $ 1,308,375 

P m l d e  belmmarket intemt rate mw$age loans to very lw, low, and moderate income 
flrst time homebuyem. 

Number of Very h, W, and Moderate Income Households that Received Loans Thrwgh 
First-Tlm Homebuyer Programs at f DHCA 1,800 2,100 

Number of Zero Percent Loans Issued to Very 
Lrrw and Lem Income Households 320 275 

Efficiencies: 
Average Processin@Adrninistrative CW 
Loan I& to Very Lav. Law, and M~ 
Income Households 1 urn 1,000 
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Provide loans for the development of mum-family rental units for the very law, IW, and 
moderate Im. 

Number of Multi-Fami Rental Units Derel t as a Result of Loans mi- Thrwgh TD "R" CA l,OOO 1 ,000 

A.2.7. Strategy: MULTI-FAMILY HOUSl NG $ 213,748 $ 208,085 

To aoquire multi-family housing units for very Icm, low, and moderate income individuals and 
families. 

Outputs: 
Number of Units CWed andlor P m e d  for 
th B e d i d  of Very Low, Lcm, and Moderate 
Income Individuals and Fami ti- 900 1.200 

k2.8. Strategy: RESOLUTION f RUST S 327,388 S 303,618 

Monitor occupancy urrements of T a a  pprti- sold under the Readution Trust 
Corpatlon's A 
Program. 
A' HaDing D i m i o n  

outputs: 
N u m k  of Audits Perfafmed 

A.2.9. Strategy: HOUSING RESOURCE CENTER $ 279,875 S 274,132 

Prwlde technlml assistance, infomration, and training to nonpoflt aqanhtions on 
afforcWl8 W n g  development thrwgh a Housing Resoume Center. 

Efficiencies: 
Average A f y  Coat per NmProfit Trained 
Through t Housing Resource Center 231 231 

Total, Goal A: AFFORDABLE HOUSING $ 42,744,888 $ 41,750,738 

0. Goal: COMMUNTYECONOMIC D M P M T  

To better Texas communities by supgorting communityand m o m i c  development and by 
helping locat 
governments to become more effective. 

P m t  of P e m  in Small Communities Funded 
Annually Benefiting from Public Facil' 
Emmrnic Developmint. Housing, anYblanning 
Projects 30% 30% 

Percent of COBGeligible Colonia Amas Receiving 
Technical Asslstanoe fmm Sewloe Centers 1 00% 
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B.1.1. Strategy: LOCALTRAINING $ 255,018 $ 251,849 

Administer a ptogram m i d i  infwmatlm, advice. and training to officials of 
mrnrnunitiig of I- than 10.6% t&e. 

Outpub: 
Number of Officials Trained 

A v w  & e ~  Gost p r  Lacal Gavemment 
Official Trained 97.62 97.62 

8.2.1. Strategy: DWELOPMENT GRANTS $ 90,357,881 $ 90,345,631 

Make gnants for community and m i c  development projects. 

Output.: 

Number of Nem Community and Economic 
Welopment Contmb Awarded Annually 280 280 

Number of Projected -ciarles from 
Commun and E # ~ ~ w n b  bevelopmerrt Prqjds 
- New A raets Amarded Annually 350,000 350,oOO 

Number of JJobs CmtdRebined thrwgh 
Economic Welopment Cmtn&3 Avrarded 
Annually 2,000 2,000 

Number of Programmatic MonMng Wsits 
Canducted 223 223 

Eff iddes: 
A v ~  yW Administrative Cost per 

Contract warded 7,886 7,888 

8.2.2. Strategy: COLONIA SERVICE CENTERS $ 208,967 $ 0 

Provide technical adstatwe to Colonia areas through three service centers. 

Number of O M i  Teehnlal Assistance Vlslts 
Conducted Annwlly f m the Swim Centers 300 

Total, Goal 8: COMMUNMlECONOMlC DEVLPMT $ 90,820,588 $ 90,597,M 

C. Goal: POOR & HOMELESS PROGRAMS 

To improve livl conditions for the poor and homeless and reduce lhe corct of home energy for "9r very low income exam. 
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Percent of Very L m  Income Hwsehdds that Recdved Homeleas and Pwem-Related 
A s s i m  30% 30% 

Percent of V L w  I m  H w M d s  In Texw 
that R d v  3 Energy Wstam from TDHCA 5.88% 5.28% 

C.l .l. Strategy: PROGRAM COORDINATION $ lS,365,788 $ 19,385,620 

Administer homeless and poverty-related funds through a of crwnmunlty action 
-= 

and other local oqpnbtions so that pwerty- related micas are available to very low 
income pmmn%ttrraughoutthe stab. 

Number of Pemm m s t e d  f hrough Homele%a 
and Poverty-Related Funds 538,825 ~,~ 

Number of Hwsehdds Assisted that Achieve 
I m  Abave Poverty Level 128 126 

Number of Shehem Assisted 15 15 

Effldendes: 
Averege Agency Administrative Cost per Client 

C.2.1. W e g y :  ENERGY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM $ 29,055,076 $ 28,443,871 

Administer the State Energy Wmnoe Programs. 

Number of Hw W d s  that Recehred TDHCA 
Assistance for Heating and Coding Expensss 84,943 58,178 

N u m k  of W l i n g  Units Weatherized by the 
mM 3,OTI 2,792 

Erndendes: 
Average Administrative Cod per Household 
Served 18.25 20.28 

Total, Goal C: POOR b HOMELESS PROGRAMS $ 48,420,884 $ 45,809,501 

D. Goal: INDIRECT ADMINISTRATION 

D.1. I. S t r a t ~ :  CENTRU AOMlNlSTRATlON $ 3,747,211 $ 3,747,211 
0.1.2. Strategy: INFORMATION RESOURCES $ 769,733 $ 760,733 
0.1.3. St-: OTHER SUPPORT SERVICES $ 330,284 $ 330,284 
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Grard Total, DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND 

COMMUNITY AFFAIRS $ 188,833,326 $ 183,005,017 

Method of Financl 7 General Revenue und $ 4,354,293 $ 3,559,130 
Community Affairs Federal Fund No. 127 175,138,720 172,379,824 
Appropriated Rec8ipts 5,844,881 5,618,842 
1-W- 130,088 114,319 
Earned F-l Funds 1,383,746 1,333,102 

Total, Method of Financing $ 1aS,833,326 $ 183,005,017 

---- ----111=11~=== =========am-%= 

Methl  of Finandng (Capital 8-1: 

General Revenue Fund % 64,082 $ 21,354 
Community Affairs Federal Fund No. 127 85,171 28,391 
Appropriated Receipts 340,351 115,451 
Earned F-1 Funds 15,821 5,273 

Total, Method of Finawng $ 511,405$ 170,489 

(Sections pertallning to CDBG funding). 

4. Adrninisbative Allocation: Councils of Gavemments. F m  federal administrative monies 
made available to the Deparbnent under the Community Development Block Grant Program, an 
amount equal to 19 percent of such m i e s  shall be allOC8fed to councils d governments to 
contintm staff 

supporf to the 24 Regional Reviw Cornmitt888 of local elected oWicialsap@nted by the 
Govern. 

10. Contingency: Community Development Block Grant. Out of funds appropriated above in 
Strategy B.Z.I., Development Grants, $142,901 in gmeml menue fa each year of the 199697 
biennium shall be contingent u p  an i- in fedefal Community Devdopnmt Block Grant 
ICDBGl 
funds. in the event that federal CDBG funding Is less than $89,381,743 in ftswl year 1998, and 
$80,431,820 in fiscal year 1997, the $142,901 in general revenue a ated above each p r ,  

T w  which is based on an ~ncrease in federai funds of $8,400,000 per y a r  a e the 1995 levd, 
shall be reduced by an amaunt proportionate to the reduction in the annual federal increase. 

11. Colonia Set-Aside Program Allocation. The Texas Bpartment of Hwsing and Community 
Affairs shall #Kltinue the Communtty Development Block Grant (CDBG) Cdonia Set-Aside 
Program by allocating not lees than 10 percent of the yearty allocation d CDBG funds for digible 
activities to Wst in providing for the housing, planning, and infrastructure needs in oolonias. In 
addition, the mpartment Wl allocate 2.5 percent of the CDBG monies to support the operation 
of Self-Help OHmer-Builder Hwsing Prwgrarns. 
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APPENDIX 0 

Texas De~arbnent of X Survey 

Remember 6 
Outcome merrsums assess how w l l  a program is operating in 

relationship to the goals and objectives of a program. 

Output me88ums focus on the amount of work or the quality of the 
processes used to accomplish the work of a program. 

Please check the appropriate response. 

Don't 
No Know 

I. Do you feel confident in distinguishing between 
output and outcome measures? - - -  

2. Do you believe your agency's outcome 
masures are useful to you? 

3. Do you believe budgetary based outcome 
measures are useful in managing your program? - - -  

4. Does your agency stress mostly 
agency oriented outcome measures? 

5. Does your agency determine the outcome 
measures of your program based upon 
client needs? 

6. Does your agency rely heavily upon 
budgetary based outcome measures? 

7. Does your agency consider agency outcome 
measures when determining an in-house budget? 



Page 1 14 

Page 1 of 2 

Texas Department of X Survey 

Please check the appropriate response. 

8. Does your agency consider the client's 
outcome measures when your agency 
determines an in-house budget? 

9. Do you believe that the legislature 
emphasizes budgetary outeom measures 
when they appropriate money to your agency? 

10. Do you believe that the legislature 
cunsiders your agency's outcome measures 
when they appropriate money to your agency? 

11. Do you believe that the legislature 
considers your client's outoome measures 
when they appropriate money to your agency? 

My job classification is: 6 - 10 - 
11-14 - 
75-18 - 
79-22 - 
23+ - 

I would like a copy of the results of this suwey. 

Don't 
Yes Know - 

Please fax the completed suwey to: 51Z282-3818 
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