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LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM REVIEW AND INVESTIGATIONS COMMITTEE 

The Department of Human Resources: A Management Audit 

SUMMARY 

In February 1985, the Legislative Program Review and Inves­
tigations Committee began a management audit of the Department of 
Human Resources (DHR) focusing on internal operations in the de­
partment. The committee looked at the effectiveness of management 
systems, including agency planning and internal communication. As 
part of the committee 1 s evaluation: the organizational structure of 
the department was examined, top managers were interviewed, surveys 
were sent to a number of employees throughout the agency, 
representatives of other state agencies were contacted, and a public 
hearing was held. 

The findings and recommendations of the program review com­
mittee address the need for clearer definition of responsibilities 
and better communication. The specific recommendations, with 
references to the pages where they are discussed in the full report, 
are listed below. 

The Department of Human Resources was created in 1979, follow­
ing a major reorganization of all executive branch agencies. It was 
given responsibility for providing support services to recipients of 
financial assistance from the state, administering the state 1 s Title 
XX program, awarding grants in the child day care area, and coordi­
nating certain state planning functions. 

The programs funded or operated by DHR cover a wide range of 
services. Grants are distributed for child day care, fuel assis­
tance, legal assistance, employment training, child nutrition, 
shelters, food distribution, and other community services. The 
department is also involved in programs providing protective ser­
vices for the elderly and licensing family day care homes. 

The department is headed by a commissioner and two deputies. 
Most of the agency staff is assigned to one of five bureaus--program 
planning and development, financial management, grants, field 
operations, and child support. Separate sections are responsible 
for data processing, personnel, and audits. 

As of June 30, 1985, DHR had 586 full-time employees. Nearly 
200 worked in the central office, while 383 were assigned to the 6 
district offices. In terms of organizational hierarchy, 19 percent, 
or 111 employees, could be classified as functioning as midlevel 
supervisors or upper level managers. 

The DHR budget for state FY 86 is $97.8 million. Federal funds 
comprise nearly two-thirds of the budget; the remainder comes from 
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the state General Fund. Eighty percent of the budget is distributed 
in the form of grants. During FY 85, the department distributed 151 
grants totaling $77.2 million; 576 programs were funded. 

The program review committee identified nine areas where it 
believed changes needed to be made in the operation or responsibili­
ties of DHR. Of primary concern to the committee was the lack of 
any long-range planning by the department and the existence of only 
limited annual planning activities. The committee cited this fail­
ure of DHR as a major operational deficiency, and said an integrated 
planning process is critical to sound management practices. 

The availability of dataf particularly in the area of grants 
management, was another concern of the committee. The need for more 
quantitative data for monitoring and planning purposes was noted. 

Several findings of the committee were closely related and 
affected by the availability of information in the department. 
Concerning lines of authority, the committee found that DHR lacked a 
clear definition of management staff roles and responsibilities. As 
a result, the chain of command in some departmental units was not 
always clear, the use and distribution of managerial and supervisory 
staff in the department was uneven, and there was confusion about 
which directives from the commissioner 1 s office had priority. 

In the area of general communication, the committee found that 
information about the operation of the agency was not uniformly 
shared with all managers. In addition, knowledge of the organiza­
tional structure of the department varied among managers as well as 
their understanding of several agency activities. Employees 
throughout the agency differed in their perception of the agency 6 s 
mission. 

Staff morale within DHR was a concern that surfaced as a result 
of comments on the program review committee's survey of agency em­
ployees as well as general conversations with staff. While some 
problems with working conditions were improved by the department 1 S 

recent move into a new central office location, some district of­
fices still need improvement. The impression of some employees that 
favoritism in promotions exists needs further attention. 

The committee also reviewed the department's budgeting process. 
The major issue in this area was the lack of a process for either 
estimating future uses or projecting the availability of state and 
federal funding. The committee also commented on the absence of a 
written description of the budget process. 

The condition of agency records in several units of the depart­
ment was disturbing to the program review committee. Information was 
misfiled or unavailable in both the personnel and monitoring/evalu­
ation areas. Greater attention needs to be given to establishing 
proper recordkeeping systems. 
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In the area of oversight, the committee identified the need for 
clearer criteria. While DHR currently performs a variety of moni­
toring functions to oversee the grants it distributes during the 
funding periods of the particular grants, information on the effec­
tiveness of individual programs is extremely limited. Efforts to 
ensure that all grants are audited upon completion has not been 
totally successful. Problems with documentation and deadlines have 
occurred. 

The final area addressed by the program review committee was 
the coordination responsibilities of DHR. Under C.G.S. Sec. 
4-60i(a), the department is mandated to perform several coordination 
functions for other agencies involved in the human service area. 
The committee found that DHR has never taken any steps to carry out 
this responsibility. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

l. The Department of Human Resources should develop short~ and 
long-range plans that identify specific tasks to be undertaken 
to ensure that the agency's mission will be carried out. Par­
ticular attention should be given to the impact of federal bud­
get cuts on Connecticut 1 s ability to provide social services to 
its needy citizens. The plans should also address future staff­
ing and resource requirements of the agency. 

The Planning Division should be strengthened and integrated into 
the management process for purposes of policy development, bud­
geting, program monitoring, and agency decision-making. (p. 19) 

2. In conjunction with agency planning activities, the Department 
of Human Resources should compile basic quantitative data 
descriptive of the grant operations of the agency. In addition, 
the names of the people in the grantee organizations responsible 
for administering the programs should be identified. (p. 20) 

3. The commissioner of human resources should determine the spe­
cific responsibilities and authority of all executive and man­
agerial staff. Those decisions should be made clear to all 
managers by publication of a table of organization and a 
specific operations and procedures manual. (p. 22) 

4. The Department of Human Resources should make the mission 
statement of the agency available in all departmental offices. 
In addition, the statement should be included in the employee 
handbook distributed to all new employees. 

The department should also establish specific lines of communi­
cation that ensure top managers in the agency receive and dis­
seminate information in a timely manner. All units in the de­
partment should be given information directly related to their 
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areas of responsibility as soon as it is available (for example, 
employees should receive policy bulletins prior to their effec­
tive date). (p. 26) 

5. The Department of Human Resources should carry out its hiring in 
an open manner. The use of temporary and provisional appoint­
ments should be used for emergencies only. (p. 28) 

6. The Department of Human Resources should continue recent efforts 
it has made in the central office to provide a work environment 
that is conducive to high productivity and morale. Additional 
efforts should also be made on behalf of the workers in the dis~ 
trict offices to obtain adequate space and equipment. (p. 29) 

I. The Department of Human Resources should develop an ongoing 
long-range process for forecasting budgetary needs and evalu­
ating alternative uses of funds. The agency should prepare 
clear written procedures for the preparation of the annual 
budget. (p. 31) 

R. The Department of Human Resources should establish policies, 
procedures, and employee training methods to insure that 
adequate, useable data and records are gathered and maintained. 
(p. 32) 

9. The Department of Human Resources should establish specific 
performance criteria for use in awarding both new and renewal 
grant awards. In conjunction with the department 1 s long-range 
planning efforts, target populations and service needs should be 
identified for priority funding. (p. 36) 

10. Resolution of the issues causing the backlog of unaudited grants 
should be a priority of the Department of Human Resources during 
the coming year. In conjunction with setting up procedures to 
close the books on these grants, the department should address 
the issue of when and which unaudited funds should be listed as 
accounts receivables. ( p. 38) 

11. Amend the state statutes to require the Department of Human Re­
sources to adopt regulations for the purpose of enforcing com­
pliance with audit requirements in C.G.S. Sec. 7-396a. Hearings 
shall be held on all grants unaudited 12 months after their 
termination. The department shall have the authority to order 
an audit. If a grantee fails to comply with such an order, the 
department shall be authorized to petition the Superior Court 
for enforcement of the order. The court may grant such relief 
as it deems equitable. (p. 38) 

12. The responsibility enumerated in C.G.S. Sec. 4-60i(a) of the 
Connecticut General Statutes should be deleted from the 
statutes. (p. 39) 
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I I 

In February 1985, the lSla e P ram Revi 
Investigations Coffiluit.tee man.a:;:JeiP2 2'-'dit f 'cbe 
Department of Human Resources (DHR). The eview focused on ~ 
internal operations of the rtme t. I particula r the 
committee was interested in the ';·lay· pol cies we1~·e formulated 
implemented, and evaluated; the artment's financial and 
personnel procedures~ and the age s omolianc th legislati 
mandates. 

The committee recommendations a ~ i.me a 
more effective management systems the de rtme 
agency•s planning almost nonexiste the program re 
proposes a number of changes in tha area. Other :e ommendati 
address the need for a clearer defini ion of manage ~ 

j_ 

responsibilities? better comD1t1nicatio arnong mana.ge .3 a_s '\t'lell :; 
throughout the agency, and greater atte tion outcomes 
programs funded by the departme t. 

Methodology 

A varie of sources were used 
committee to obtain the informatic,n 
management practices of the r 
interviewed all top managers in the 
commissioner and his two deputies; ttended regu ed ~ed 
executive staff meetings reviewed agency 
monthly reports generated the e and 
representatives of other state agen t ith DHR, 
including the Departments of Aging and i e:3 ,, 
Health Services, and Income Mainte ance, as well as the Office of 
Policy and !'1anagement. In July 1985 7 ttJe commitu?e rH:c1d a. public 
hearing at \vhich the commissioner of the department tescified" 

Department staff was surveyed ith two seoa~ate 1 s rume ts 
The first, an education and experience questi aire, was sent to 
75 employees, including all manageri l staff participating in the 
management incentive plan program. Also sampled re social work, 
homemaker, and investigations rvisors in the si agency 
district offices. Each person was asked to prouide nformation on 
his or her education managerial train • supe s y experience 
previous state service, and employment ith human service 
agencies. 

Seventy-two surveys were retu 
from them was used to deve data 
managers. Information from a selec 
also compared with the education and 

l 

e~ci ti s of Df-1R 

experience i formation on 



file at the Department of Human Resources to determine 
consistency. A sample number of forms was also selected for 
direct verification of the information with the schools and 
employers listed. 

The second instrument was a 53-question survey sent to 176 
(30 percent) of the department 1 s employees. Thirty-eight top DHR 
managers at the bureau director and division chief level received 
surveys as well as a random sample of 25 percent of all other 
subordinate employees. A total of 152 questionnaires was returned 
for a response rate of 86 percent. On individual questions, the 
number of respondents ranged from 138 to 151. 

The survey dealt with the decision-making process and the 
flow of information within DHR, employees 1 perceptions of their 
work groups and supervisors, and the responsiveness of the agency 
to the work environment. The survey also asked about the 
individual 1 s official contact with six specific state agencies 
(Aging, Children and Youth Services, Education, Health Services, 
Income Maintenancer and the Office of Policy and Managment), and 
knowledge of DHR's mission. Respondents were also given an 
opportunity to add verbatim comments about any aspect of the 
operation of the agency. 

Format 

The first chapter of the report provides background 
information on the department, and the second presents the program 
review committee 1 s findings and recommendations. Comments by the 
department on the report are included in Appendix 3. 
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CHAPTER I 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

The Department of Human Resources provides a variety of 
social services to Connecticut residents who are disadvantaged 
economically, socially, or environmentally. The mission of the 
department is to help these individuals achieve self-support and 
self~sufficiency through a broad range of programs funded or 
operated by the agency. 

The department came into existence January 1, 1979, following 
a major reorganization of all executive branch agencies during the 
1977 legislative session (Public Act 77-614). The department was 
given responsibility for: providing support services to recipi­
ents of financial assistance from the state; administering the 
state's Title XX Social Services program; awarding grants to 
certain child day care centers; and coordinating the planning 
functions and resource utilization programs of six other state 
agencies. 

Previously these functions had been performed within several 
different state agencies, primarily the Departments of Community 
Affairs and Social Services, both of which were abolished under 
the reorganization plan. The Department of Social Services had 
existed under various names since the 1870s, administering 
financial aid and social service programs to state residents. In 
1979, the financial assistance functions were transferred to the 
newly created Department of Income Maintenance, and the other 
functions were assigned to the Department of Human Resources. 

The Department of Community Affairs was established in 1967 
to improve the conditions and quality of urban life. It was 
responsible for providing technical and financial assistance to 
municipalities and for coordinating various governmental re­
sources. In 1977, its Bureau of Human Resources Development, 
which provided more than $4 million to local agencies for 
community services, was placed within the new Department of Human 
Resources. 

Powers and Duties 

Programs operated or funded by the Department of Human 
Resources provide a wide range of services. By statute, the 
department can distribute grants, provide direct services, and 
coordinate the planning functions of a half-dozen other state 
agencies. 
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Some of the authorizations for these activities are broad in 
scope. For example, under C.G.S. Sec. l7-3lbp the commissioner of 
human resources has certain general powers concerning the 
collection and dissemination of information~ the preparation of 
plans; the management, encouragement? and maintenance of research 
and studies relating to human resource development; and the 
provision of technical and financial assistance. 

Other sections of the statutes specifically direct the 
department to provide for particular programs. For example, 
C.G.S. Sec. l7-3lk mandates a shelter services program for victims 
of household abuse. Likewise, C.G.S. Sees. 17-3lm and 17~3ln 
require the development and implementation of pilot programs for 
personal assistance and parent deinstitutionalization subsidy aid. 

Table I-1 summarizes the major programs and functions of the 
department, which are grouped into six categories. A large 
variety of grants are identified, including those that go directly 
to clients or make payments for services on behalf of clients, and 
those that go to organizations providing services to clients. In 
addition, statutory interagency coordination responsibilities are 
detailedf programs under which DHR itself provides a service are 
listed, and several programs in the protective services area are 
identified. Finally, the department 1 s internal and management 
support functions are noted. (For a more detailed description of 
specific programs, the clients who are servedr. and the levels of 
funding, see Appendix 1.) 

The wide range of programs funded by or provided through the 
Department of Human Resources serves a diverse group of state 
residents. In terms of the number of clients served, there are 
programs like Parent Deinstitutionalization Subsidy Aid assisting 
15 families and the Hispanic Program serving 220 people. There 
are also programs like community services and neighborhood 
facilities that fund nearly 140 agencies serving 215,000 clients. 
An information servicep Info~Line, handles 105,000 callers 
annually, while the Child Support Enforcement Program is following 
77,000 active cases. 

Organizational Structure 

The Department of Human Resources is managed by a 
con~issioner and two deputy commissioners--one for administration 
and one for programs. The basic organizational structure of the 
department includes the Office of the Commissioner and four formal 
bureaus--program planning and development, financial managementf 
grants, and field operations. Each bureau is headed by a director 
and has several divisions within it. 
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Table I-1. Activities of the Department of Human Resources. 

CATEGORY 

Provision of 
Grants 

Provision of 
Services 

Protective 
Services 

Interagency 
Coordination 

Agency Adminis­
tration 
(Internal) 

Management 
Support 
Services 

STATUTORY MANDATE 
(C.G.S. Section) 

8-2l0b 
8-206b 
l7-3lm 
17-3lb & 8-222(d) 
l7-3ln 
17-485 

8-210(b) 
17-3lh 

l7-3lk 
17-3lv 
l6a-4l 
17-3lo 
8-210 
17-3lh 

l7-3lf 
17-477(b) 

8-221 
8-22la 

17-460 

17-3la 
l7-3lm 

46a-l9 
17-3lq 
17-3li 

4-60i 
4-60i 
4-60i 
4-60i 

l7-3lh 

& 8-222 
& 8-222 

PROGRAM OR FUNCTION 

~ 

@ 

~ 

Ill> 

® 

"' ® 

@!l 

¢9 

® 

... 
"' ® 

® 

1!!1 

@ 

.. 

.., 

"' 

Child Day Care Purchase of Service 
Fuel Assistance 
Personal Care Assistance 
Refugee Program 
Parent Subsidy Aid 
Work Incentive Program (WIN) 
Food Distribution 
Day Care Grant Program 
Day Care Extension Grant 
Community Shelter Services: 

Household Abuse 
Homeless Individuals 

Weatherization Program 
Legal Services 
Neighborhood facilities 
Supplemental Staff Enhancement 
Program 
Child Nutrition Program 
Opportunities Industrialization 
Centers 
Hispanic Program 
Human Resource Development 
Programs 
Community Action Agencies and 
Community Services Block Grant 

G In-home Care Services 
@ Personal Care Assistance Pilot 

Program for Persons with Severe 
Handicaps 

@ Protective Services for Elderly 
@ License Family Day Care Homes 
~ Child Support Enforcement Unit 

@ Develop Uniform Mgt. Info 
® Develop Uniform Statistical Info 
Q Eliminate Duplication 
@ Coordinate Planning Functions and 

Resource Utilization Programs of 
DHR and Five Other Agencies 

® DHR Lead Agency for Negotiated 
Investment Strategy 

8-223 ~ 

8-222(b) & 8-222(e) ® 

8-222(b) & 8-222(e) @ 

Agency-Wide ® 

Research Activities 
Audit Grant Programs 
Monitor Assistance Programs 
Make Regulations 

General Ongoing 
Duties (4-8) 

9 Fiscal Management 
@ Checks/Payroll 
® Data Processing 
® Personnel 
~ Affirmative Action 
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There are also four other sections within the agency that 
report directly to the commissioner, and three more units report 
to the deputy commissioner for administration. A chart showing 
the functional structure of the department in effect during the 
program review committee's study is presented in Figure I-1. 

The Office of the Commissioner sets the direction of the 
agency in terms of goals and priorities. Staff attached to this 
office is responsible for working with and responding to the 
governor's office, the Office of Policy and Management, and the 
legislature, as well as for providing public information. 

The Child Support Unit is responsible for locating absent 
parents, establishing paternity and support obligations, and 
enforcing those obligations. It reports directly to the 
commissioner and is headed by the equivalent of a bureau director. 
Also reporting directly to the commissioner is the Audits 
Division. It performs fiscal audits of grant programs after the 
completion of the grant period, handles accounts payable and 
receivable functions, and hears audit appeals. 

Since the fall of 1984, the agency has had its own internal 
quality control unit, the Program Administration Review System 
(PARS). This unit reviews departmental programs for the purpose 
of supporting and improving management practices, and reports 
directly to the commissioner. 

The final unit organizationally linked to the commissioner is 
the Governor 1 s Information Bureau. Under the agency for 
administrative purposes only, the bureau answers questions, re~ 
solves problems, and handles complaints. It is a four-person 
unit, physically located apart from the rest of the department. 

The first of the two bureaus under the deputy commissioner 
for administration is the Bureau of Program Planning and 
Development. It is divided into four divisions: planning and 
research; policy; monitoring and evaluation; and administrative 
hearings. 

The Planning and Research Division is responsible for 
performing statistical analyses and long~ and short-term planning, 
staffing the human services advisory councils, and coordinating 
conferences. The Policy Division handles the development of 
regulations and policy bulletins as well as agency procedures and 
forms. The Monitoring and Evaluation Division is responsible for 
monitoring ongoing grant programs to ensure grantees are in 
compliance with their contracts. 
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Figure I-1. Department of Human Resources--Functional Organizational Structure (July 1985). 

Division 
Plai!ining 
Research 

Governor's 
Information l>----------~ 
Bureau 

Deputy 
Commissioner 
(Administration) 

Division 

Commissioner 

Executive Secretary 
Executive Assistants (2) 
Public Information Officer 

r-------------~Director, Operational Policy 
Energy Coordinator 

Deputy 
Commissioner 
(Programs) 

District 
Offices (6) 



Hs Di ision conducts administrative 
ti l ser ices, family day care 

E~r.td ei"}erg~;~ a.ssis·tance o Tl1e staff i:o 
~ea ~ng appeals from existing or 

R-funde ser ices who have been denied 
~heir benefits reduced. 

Hanagement 'che second bureau under 
is di ided into two major compon-

tra1 servi s rants 
performs a varie of 

rt:ment. 

processing. 
r;;eneral accoun­

Staff from 
t .e preparation of the agency's budget. 

les mail and courier services. The 
information provided by grantees 

r the Fiscal Services Unit. 

As me tlonea aoove, three other units report to the deputy 
for aamin stration. The Office of Information Resource Management 

d a or e se ices for the department. The 
Per Gffice pro l paperwork Involved in hiring, 

s, 2nd terminations as well as time and attendance 
records ror rhe ce al office and the six district offices. 
F:u1all ::':[ rmEtt.Lr·s a.c ion officer, •,vho is organizationally 
S•S :cc::t:c::o ,21, anTes agency in'cerviewing activities, 
per:con1'':': :.a t rev1c:cws, and meets vli th individual employees to 

progr.::~.r~;.s 0} 

distrit·ut2d 
c:~enerall v· - .~ 

a 11 :;;.: J::-· o \;- c:; __ :_ / 
Q £" C;_~-l-C S t 

Ser·",i .L 

a:ceas .3 

.a or prov de advice. 

r-ea"tJ of .J.nts reports to the 
oonsible for oversi -

deputy commissioner for 
t of all grants 

the agency for the entire period of a contract, 
months. The oureau oversees the development, 

,::;J.ng ma dgeine t of: communi acTion services 
ing Hulnail Resout·ce Development Grants; Social 

1 y s rv1ce Block Grants fuel assistance and 
i5. ts ~ and child development services grants, in 

care 

cf B !.::Eel Fl ld rat.ions also Ul1.der the deputy for 
prog.t:aLtS .cc.oec_~:o: ':::.lle v;ork Incent.i e Program (!!I)'IN) and social 
worK eer~~ces. It proce~ses applications for a variety of 
progr;:;;mc=, a :cov~Lc!es sowe irect services to clients through the 
six d1strict offices a~d ei suboffices. 

Sta.fti 

The department was authorized to fill 628 positions during 
state FY 85. As of June 30, 1985, the department had 588 
full-ti staff, di 1ded between its central and district offices. 
Table I-2 provides a breaKdown of staff by organizational 
lcc:a ior:" 
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Table I-2. Staffing Levels 2nd Personnel Costs i 
rtment of Human Resources--January 1 85. 

Unit 

Central Office 
Commissioner's Office 

Child Support Unit 
Audits Division 
Governor's Info Bureau 

Personnel Office 
Bureau of 
Develc,pment 

Planning & 

Planning and Research 
Policy 
Monitoring and Evaluation 
Administrative Hearings 

Offi e of Information Resource 
f>ianagr:::ment 

Bureau of Financial Management 
Fisca rchasing Services 
Central Services/Grants 

Processing 
Bureau of Grants 

Grant and Control 
HRD/SSBG/CSBG Unit(2) 
Fuel Assist. atherization 
Child Nutrition 
Child 
Special rams 

Bureau of Field Operation 
~vH:(/Day Can-:; 
Social Work Services 

District Offices 
l. Hartford 
2. New Haven 
3. Bridgeport 
4. Norwich 
6. V.laterbury 
7. t"liddletown 

AGENCY TOTAL 

Staff 

15 
15 
l7 

3 
8 

4 
ll 

l7 
5 

9 
2 

ll 

5 
3 
7 

l1 
19 

6 
l 'l· 
' b 

8 
2 

3 

107 
71 
75 
43 
39 
48 

586 

Personna s 1) 
~~"~-- ~--o~>=•--

s s ,7o~:. 

447t'52 

217, i 

108,1 9 
287!5 1 

230,5 
7 ,2 

37lr493 
127,154S· 
253,181 
C9f587 

,466 
6 '4 74 
90,.271 

2,02:E,l87 
L 3 8 583 
1,475,745 

46pl06 
84~434 

957,929 

$12 404,565 

l. These annual costs are based on average salaries for all 
filled positions in the department. 

2. HRD =Human Resource Development; SSBG =Social Services 
Block Grant, CSBG = Community Services Block G:r:ant 
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Depending on the nature of a particular assignment, staff 
from the central office may spend most of their time working in 
that office or they may work out in the field visiting grantees 
or district offices. Within each district, staff are assigned to 
specific functions such as grants, day caref or social work 
services; some of the employees may be assigned to suboffices. A 
district office manager is responsible for the day-to-day 
administration of each of the six regions. 

Organizational Hierarchy 

The employees of the Department of Human Resources can be 
characterized as belonging to one of seven hierarchical levels. 
The first two levels are the commissioner and the deputy 
commissioners, respectively. Level three consists of those people 
operating at the level of bureau director or those individuals who 
have a top-level, policy-setting and decision-making role in the 
agency. The former category includes people who are overseeing 
organizational units that report directly to a deputy 
commissioner, even if the individual's job title is not that of a 
bureau director. The fourth level is composed of division 
directors, all of whom report to bureau directors, and those 
individuals who have roles in the setting of policy within the 
agency. 

The last three categories are the largest within the 
department. Level five consists of unit heads and individuals 
involved in special projects affecting the development or 
implementation of agency policy. The sixth level is composed of 
line supervisors who oversee staff on a day-to-day basis. The 
seventh and final category includes all employees with no 
supervisory or policy role in the department. 

In Table I-3, all of the full-time positions in the 
department as of January 30, 1985, are categorized by hierarchy 
level. The second column in the table shows the number of 
employees that could be expected to work at a given level based on 
the job description for each position in the department. The 
third column in the table indicates the number of employees who 
appear to actually be working at the given level, based on 
observations and interviews by the program review committee staff. 

As can be seen from Table I-3, the organizational structure 
of the Department of Human Resources concentrates staff resources 
at the lowest level in the agency. Approximately one-quarter of 
the agency's employees are used in a managerial or supervisory 
capacity. Responsibility for the development and implementation 
of policy is assigned to a small number of personnel. 
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Table I-3. Departmental Staffing By Hierarchy Level. 

No. of No. of 
Positions Positions Actual Actual 

Management Theoretically Actually Level Level 
Level At Level At Level Filled Vacant 

1 1 1 1 0 
2 2 2 2 0 
3 9 11 11 0 
4 27 30 29 1 
5 150 67 65 2 
6 265 42 42 0 
7 172 473 436 37 

Total 626 626 586 40 

A large number of employees who might be expected to have at 
least some day-to-day supervisory role in the department, based on 
the specification for their job title, do not appear to be used in 
that capacity. For example, while 265 positions within the agency 
could be given responsibilities as line supervisors, only 42 
people are being used at that level. At the same time while 150 
positions could function as unit heads or work on the 
implementation of policy, in fact only 67 people are assigned to 
that level. 

At the top of the agency there is little difference bejween 
the number of staff given major responsibility and those w~,rnight 
be expected to function at that level. Five people are emp!'qy.ed 
in policy-setting roles higher than would be expected based o~~ 
their job descriptions. 

This utilization of personnel from other categories is not 
unique to DHR. The existing state personnel system schedule of 
testing and the wording of job specifications mean an agency may 
need to use staff from one level at another level in order to find 
a person with the proper skills. 

Managerial Characteristics 

Information collected from an education and experience survey 
of 72 employees was used by the program review committee to 
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develop a profile of managers in the department. Data were 
grouped according to the hierarchy level within the agency that 
the person actually seemed to be working at during the spring of 
1985. In Table I-4, characteristics for personnel in the upper 
five levels of the organization are presented. 

Revenues and Expenditures 

The department's budget for state FY 86 is $97.8 million. 
Nearly 62 percent of this amount are federal funds, the remaining 
dollars come from the state General Fund. 

The budget of DHR has increased from $53.9 million in state 
FY 80, the agency's first full year of operation, to $94.6 million 
for state FY 85. Using constant 1979 dollars to adjust for 
inflation, the department's budget has increased from $49o4 
million to $66.9 million. Figure I-2 shows total agency 
expenditures for the past six years, while Figure I~3 presents a 
breakdown of the agency budget by type of funding. 
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Table I~4. Characteristics of Department of Human Resources Managers. 

Variable 

No.surveys returned 

Sex 
Female 
Male 

Race 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

Degrees 
Associate 
Bachelor 
Graduate 

Total No. with Mgt. 
Courses 

Avg. No. Yrs. Current 
Position 

l 

1 

0 
l 

0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 

l 

2.5 

Avg. No. Yrs. Supv. Exp. 18 

Avg. No. Previous Jobs 
Supv. Exp. 3 

Management Level (Actual) 

2 

2 

0 
2 

1 
0 
1 

0 
2 
l 

0 

1 

25.3 

4 

3 

10 

4 
6 

7 
2 
1 

0 
9 
6 

10 

2.5 

8. 9 

3 

4 

27 

10 
17 

23 
3 
1 

l 
21 
10 

25 

3.2 

10.1 

2. 5 

5* 

30 

17 
13 

26 
2 
2 

0 
26 
8 

28 

5.9 

4. 9 

1.2 

Total 

70 

31 
39 

57 
8 
5 

l 
59 
25 

64 

4.2 

8.3 

2.1 

Avg. Salary $58,832 $45,255 $40,871 $34,293 $25,298 $32,041 

Avg. No. Employees 
Supervised 

Range of Employees 
Supervised 

12 

12 

4.5 

3-6 

* Sample of staff working at Level 5. 

N/A = not available 

13 

5.1 6.5 N/A N/A 

0-9 0-17 N/A N/A 



(i1 
w 
CJ::,--.. 

~~ = :::J 
U= 
~-

w~ 
CL ---.,-
X 
w 

Eighty percent of the department's budget is allocated in the 
form of grants to municipalities, public agencies, and private 
nonprofit organizations. The actual amount of grants dispersed by 
the department has grown annually since its creation in 1979, but 
as a percentage of the total budget, the expenditures have 
remained between 77 and 82 percent. In FY 80, DHR distributed 
$42.6 million of its $53.9 million budget through grant programs, 
in FY 85 the agency spent $77.2 million out of $94.6 million. The 
remainder of the department's budget covers employee salaries and 
other administrative expenses. 

During state FY 85, DHR distributed money to 151 grantees to 
fund 576 programs. The size of the grants ranged from $1,300 to 
more than $7.5 million. Most grants are for 12 months, although a 
few may be for as long as 24 months. Disbursements are made on a 
quarterly basis. 
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CHAPTER II 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Legislative Program Review and Investigations Committee 1 s 
recommendations in its management audit of the Department of Human 
Resources ~oncern those aspects of managerial practice that are 
basic to the effective operation of an organization. 
Specifically, the committee focused on agency planning, internal 
communication, and organizational structure. The committee also 
looked at departmental compliance with statutory mandates. 

Planning 

Since the establishment of the Department of Human Resources 
in 1979, the agency has never developed any lorig~range plans (3-5 
years) for its own operations. Nor has it prepared any type of 
annual strategic plan, outlining specific actions to implement its 
yearly goals and objectives. When required by federal law, the 
agency has produced plans for specific programs such as 
weatherization and the annual spending plans for the community 
services and social services block grants. 

As the program review committee 1 s study was nearing comple­
tion, the department was finishing a multi-year plan for the 
agency. The material in that document, however, is primarily 
descriptive and provides general information about agency pro~ 
grams. It does not identify any goals for the agency, nor does it 
present any specific actions for the department to take in the 
future. No quantitative information on demand for services is 
provided, and no plans are presented for dealing with unmet social 
service needs of clients. No efforts are made to present 
alternative spending plans in anticipation of fluctuating levels 
of federal funding. 

A well~run organization should have strategic plans that 
discuss how its annual goals will be carried out. Specific agency 
objectives for that purpose should be quantified with target dates 
by which tasks should be accomplished. At the conclusion of the 
year, the organization would then review its accomplishments; in­
complete objectives would be incorporated into its budget and 
strategic plans for the future. 

Even in the short term, the Department of Human Resources has 
not consistently set measurable goals and ectives. Each year 
the agency announces annual goals. However, they are very broad 
and are difficult to quantify. For example, the agency goals for 
1985-86 include: "to deliver services timely, efficiently, accur­
ately, and uniformly and in a manner that fosters respect for the 
dignity of the client~" and, "to improve the level of economic 
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ile reouclng 
low income families and individ als served 
dependency on lie expenditure for human 

the goals of particular bureaus are more specific, 
process 9 percent of all grant applications ithin 

large number address the need to develop new 
Others are verv broad, for example, provide t h 

cal assistance in all ses of g:ra_r1tsrnansl1ip '!~ 

The manageri l action plans of departmental employees 
arti ipating in the state's management i centive program are 

composed r ndi idual goals for the year. The complexi and 
pecif:ci of these vary for each individual. Indeed, the goals 
f the six district managers were consistent for the first time in 

the plans submitted for state FY 86. 

One division chief had goals as varied as ''[c]onduct ll whole 
evaluations and issue the reports" and ''[d]evelop, 

lemen , and select process for choosing program areas for 
nif cant e aluations and coordinate DHR s participation 

evaluation teams. At the same time, 
ther manager functioning at the same level ithin the agency 

ls to ''[i]mprove and expedite the establishment and 
enf rcement of interstate child support obligat s deve ing 
;;;, utilizing standardized processes and improving communication 
among foreign jurisdictions" and "[d]etermine traini needs of 

ld Di ision and cooperating agencies by 11 l/85." 

I the pr-ogram review conuni t tee 1 s agency-vnde survey of DHR 
emp~oyees a number of questions were asked about goals and objec­

ives. In one question, staff was asked to rate the extent to 
ich the nt has clear-cut, reasonable goals and objec-

tives. One-third of the respondents said to a very little or 
little extent another third said to some extent, and the final 

said to a great or very great extent. (See question 4 in 
ix 

exam nation of the responses broken down management 
level showed half of the bureau directors answered to a great 
extent and on 12 percent said very little. Division chiefs and 
other employees more closely fell into the one-third distribution. 
Responses location were more diverse. Nearly half of the 
emp s in the central office and the Hartford district office 
said very little or little, while less than one-fifth of those in 
the Middletown and Waterbury district offices gave that answer. 
Conversely, almost half of the people in the Hartford and Water­
bury district offices said to a great extent. These findings 
suggest a lack of clear goals. Given the great diversity of views 
among a sample of employees, the department has not done an 
effective job of making its priorities clear to its employees. 
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The lack of an agency plan is also reflected in other aspects 
of departmental operations. Because events have not been antici­
pated, possible options and outcomes have not been reviewed. When 
a problem does arise, the department may have to act so quickly to 
resolve it that analysis of the issues is limited. In addition, 
resources assigned to another important task may have to be 
diverted. For example, in the spring of 1985 the issue of whether 
sufficient liability insurance was available for family day care 
homes was reported in the media. The department had not been 
aware of a problem and was asked to respond with solutions before 
they had finished gathering information on the issue. 

Another problem aspect of planning by the department is the 
limited role of its Planning Division. This 11-person unit is 
composed of a division chief, 5 planning and research analysts, 3 
additional analytical staff, and 2 clerical employees. While this 
staff is involved in assembling statistical material for reports 
from other units, and prepared a needs assessment for the Social 
Services Block Grant in January 1985, its technical capabilities 
are not well known to other managers in the agency. 

During the course of the program review committee's manage­
ment audit, several agency managers were surprised to discover 
that the Planning Division had the ability to produce a variety of 
computer-generated reports, tables, and charts. During interviews 
with committee staff, several managers said they had no idea what 
the division did; at the same time, the chief of the division ex­
pressed frustration that the division had to seek out work. 

In functional terms, management can be defined as planning, 
execution, and control, with planning central to the other two 
activities. Once goals have been established by an organization, 
a strategy is developed to attain them efficiently and effec­
tively--execution. Thus, long-term (3 to 5 years) planning 
objectives are achieved through short-term (1 to 2 years) stra­
tegic planning, detailing the systems and procedures to be used 
and the resources allocated to accomplish each goal. Similarly, 
controls cannot be applied without a plan that sets down detailed 
milestones and targets. To know where you are, you have to know 
where you have been and where you are going. 

Without a clear outline for the future based on an analysis 
of possible events and outcomes, an organization can only hope 
that events will turn out all right. It cannot be in the position 
to act decisively to make them happen correctly. Because an in­
tegrated planning process is critical to sound management in any 
organization, the program review committee found the failure of 
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DHR in this area to be a major operational deficiency. Accord­
inglyf it is the recommendation of the Legislative Program Review 
and Investigations Committee that: 

the Department of Human Resources develop short~ 
and long~range plans that identify specific tasks 
to be undertaken to ensure that the agency 1 s mis­
sion will be carried out. Particular attention 
should be given to the impact of federal budget 
cuts on Connecticut's ability to provide social 
services to its needy citizens. The plans should 
also address future staffing and resource require­
ments of the agency. 

The Planning Division should be strengthened and 
integrated into the management process for purposes 
of policy developmentw budgeting, program 
monitoringf and agency decision-making. 

Availability of Data 

As mentioned earlier, the Department of Human Resources dis­
tributes more than $75 million in the form of 151 grants. Quan­
titative information about agency grant programs and operations is 
limited. The department does obtain data on the number of people 
served by different program types. Census data on the number of 
people in various demographic categories are reviewed and analyzed 
for trends by agency personnel. However, no specific data have 
been developed on the potential number of clients eligible for 
each agency program. 

In addition, much of the general data collected by DHR are 
incompatible for comparison and analysis purposes. Some of the 
statistics are reported in terms of the number of grants, some in 
terms of the number of programs being provided, and some in terms 
of the number of grantees and subgrantees. These numbers do not 
refer to the same agencies. For example, the department prepares 
a list showing the names of grantees by total grant size. Also 
noted is the number of grants, including awards made directly to 
the grantee as well as money passed through to subgrantees. The 
number in each category is not specified. As a result, it is 
impossible to determine how many different organizations are 
running how many programs. 

Until spring 1985, district office managers had never 
received lists of the grants and grantees funded in their regions. 
A copy of that list given to the program review committee provided 
limited information--the name of the grantee, the category of the 
grant, and the amount of the grant. No information was given on 
the programs or services being provided, the subgrantees running 
programs, or the names of any contact people for the grants or 
programs. 
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Grantees are required to file quarterly reports. Through 
these, the department does obtain some data for individual 
programsi for example, client information is submitted on the 
number of people served, which is categorized by service needs, 
ethnicity, and age. Narratives describing program accomplishments 
are also submitted. 

It is the recommendation of the Legislative Program Review 
and Investigations Committee that: 

in conjunction th agency planning activities, the 
Department of Human Resources compile basic quan­
titative data descriptive of the grant operations 
of the agency. In addition, the names of the 
people in the grantee organizations responsible for 
administering the programs should be identified. 

Lines of Authority 

The Department of Human Resources lacks a clear definition of 
management staff roles and responsibilities. No accurate agency­
wide table of organization was available from tne winter of 1984 
to July 1985. Charts were updated for different bureaus and 
divisions in the department, but nothing was on paper depicting 
the total agency structure and the relationship of its parts. In 
mid-July, an official table of organization for the department vas 
signed by the commissioner. 

In several of the agency s divisions as well as in the dis­
trict offices, no one is clearly identified as being second in 
command. As a resultp in some instances, if a bureau directorr 
division chief, or district manager were absent, it would not 
be clear who would be responsible for running the unito In cases 
of a few days, a particular unit head might informally be expected 
to oversee operations; in cases involving a lengthy illness, an 
employee from another bureau might be assigned to supervise the 
office. 

In the case of the child support "bureau," for months its 
official and unofficial organizational locations within the agency 
differed. In factc the child support section was answerable only 
and directly to the commissioner, and the head of the unit was 
considered to be operating at the level of a bureau director. 
However, on paper, a bureau director supervised the head of the 
unit. As a result, out of courtesy, the head of the unit was 
keeping that bureau director informed of child support activities. 

The use and distribution of managerial and supervisory staff 
within the department is v~ry uneven. Several individuals have 
large numbers of staff reporting to them, while others have very 

20 



few. The number of people supervised by bureau directors or staff 
operating at that level ranged between 0 and 9~ the number 
supervised by division chiefs ranged between 0 and 17. The com~ 
missioner who himself said a good manager should have no more 
than 8 people reporting to him or her, had 11 people reporting 
directly to him during the course of this review. 

In another example, an individual, whose position should be 
that of a bureau director, has had all managerial responsibilities 
removed. He has been given limited duties in another unit, under 
the supervision of an individual at a lower management level. 
Another person was promoted to the bureau director level to per­
form the former responsibilities of this individual. As the com­
mittee's study was nearing completion this individual was given a 
new assignment, the full scope of which was not clear. 

The amount of responsibility delegated to people throughout 
DHR shows that less than half the people in the agency who are in 
job classifications that could be expected to function at the 
level of a unit head or be involved in developing policy are in 
fact functioning at that level. This problem is not entirely of 
the department's own making. Part of the difficulty comes from 
the state personnel classification system and the content of job 
specifications. Often, an agency will find that the level of 
skill needed to perform a particular job requires the use of a 
position title whose specification includes authority to perform 
supervisory tasks. 

In a series of questions on the program review committee sur­
vey sent to DHR staff, employees were asked to rate the influence 
of workers at different levels in the organization. More than 
half of the respondents said middle managers had great influence. 
Eighty percent identified employees in general as having limited 
influence. However, 20 percent thought lowest-level supervisors 
had little or no ir:fluence, ll percent thought the commissioner 
only had a little or some influence, and 20 percent thought em­
ployees in general had quite a bit or more influence. (See ques­
tions 13-16 in Appendix 2.) 

These findings suggest that at least some individuals in the 
department are perceived as operating at higher levels in the or­
ganization than their job titles would suggest. The fact that the 
commissioner is viewed as having limited influence might mean 
someone else is seen as having primary control of departmental 
operations, or that nobody is in control. Even if these 
perceptions are incorrect, their existence suggests a failure on 
the part of DHR to make its structure and management processes 
clear to all employees. 
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Another problem identified by the program review committee 
was the confusion among agency managers about which requests made 
by individuals from the cornrnissioner 1 s office should be given 
priority. On multiple occasionsr one of the commissioner's 
executive assistants has contacted managers and other agency staff 
requesting them to provide information or perform an assignment 
that differs from previously assigned tasks. For example, a 
manager assigned to compile data for a report in a particular 
format may subsequently get a call from the executive assistant 
asking that manager for different information. No guidance has 
been provided to employees as to which tasks or assignments are to 
take precedence. As a result, employees may have to reallocate 
priorities or redo work. 

Currently, the only written descriptions of DHR responsibil~ 
ities are those that appear in the agency's program budget. The 
development of an operations and procedures manual is critical. 
The existence of a written document that explicitly describes the 
functioning of the department would greatly facilitate the running 
of the agency in a consistent manner. Disputes and misunderstand­
ings about the authority of various individuals and units in the 
department should also be minimized. 

In an effort to clarify confusing directives and correct the 
problems identified above, the program review co~~ittee recommends 
that: 

the commissioner of human resources determine the 
specific responsibilities and authority of all 
executive and managerial staff. Those decisions 
should be made clear to all managers by publication 
of a table of organization and a specific opera­
tions and procedures manual. 

Communication 

The ability of managers as well as other employees to know 
what is going on in their department is essential to the agency 1 s 
success. Decision-making and performance evaluation of agency 
activities require effective communication. 

Within the Department of Human Resources, information about 
the internal operation of the agency as well as external matters 
affecting it is not uniformly shared with all managers. At sev­
eral executive staff meetings observed by program review staffr 
various departmental staff and, on one occasion a deputy commis­
sioner, discovered they had not been given information about an 
issue they had already taken some action on or were proposing a 
course of action to be taken. For example, while some senior 
individuals in the agency were providing information in support of 
certain energy legislation, others were working to have the bill 
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killed. On other occasions, an individual staff member would be 
reporting on a subject and someone else would mention a piece of 
data of which the first person was not aware. In some instances, 
a debate on the proper procedures to be followed would occur. 

When the program review staff was collecting information to 
develop a table of organization for the department, several man­
agers identified different lines of authority for the data 
processing unit, the child support enforcement unit, and the 
Audits Division. While the people in those areas all understood 
to whom they reported, their positions within the organization 
were not clear to others. 

In addition, in the case of data processing, its function and 
duties were perceived differently by different managers .. The in­
dividual in charge of the unit and the deputy commissioner to whom 
he reported saw the unit's role involving a mix of systems analy­
sis and data production. Other managers in the department who 
wanted to access the data processing services said they were 
denied assistance and were told other projects could not be done. 

A similar perceptual problem concerned the management incen­
tive program plans. During interviews with committee staff, all 
managers were asked about the scope of the goals they included in 
their plans. Several thought all activities, even routine tasks, 
were supposed to be included~ others thought only extraordinary 
items were to be identified. While new procedures for the current 
year's plans have corrected this situation, these differing per­
ceptions meant managers in the same organization were being 
assessed on the basis of different standards. 

Likewise, managers at the same level in the organization, for 
example, bureau directors, do not meet with and pass along infor­
mation to subordinates in their respective bureaus in the same 
detail or with the same timeliness. As a result, information is 
not received uniformly throughout the organization. Yet, the com­
missioner and his deputies believe information is being passed 
along consistently. 

Several questions on the program review committee survey of 
DHR staff concerned communication. Nearly half of the respondents 
said their work group gets adequate information about what is 
going on in other bureaus or divisions to a little or very little 
extent. Another 38 percent said they get such information to some 
extent. (See question 5 in Appendix 2.) 

When asked the extent to which DHR tells its work groups what 
they need to know to do their jobs in the best possible way, only 
one-quarter of the respondents said to a great or very great ex­
tent. One-third said to a little or very little extent, and 43 
percent responded to some extent. (See question 7 in Appendix 2.) 
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In the same survey, a series of questions was asked about the 
tions and skills of supervisors. In general, the supervisors 

ratt s However, less than alf of 
ts said their s perv sors provide nformation about decis s 
their work group before de 1s1ons affecting the a.r·e mad~s 

3(~ ·:J:lt::S iClTl 3 4 1 I1 nd 

lern. 
n the depa tment related to the agency missi _ 

De ember 19 l. DHR issue a policy bulleti describing the depart-
ment;s mission. This bulletin was s sedly dis ributed 
agency-wide. Yet i the program rev ew committee survey of DHR 
employees almost a third of the sample re they had never 
see a writte mission statement" In reply to a quest1on asking 
',tJ1'1at th.e rnission of t1'1e agency is, 6 percen said ~~dor1? t kr10'~~.l~ 5 c1r 
"unavJa:ce of any mission; an equal number gave no answer. Two 
percent of the respondents described child support enforcement 
activities as the mission of DHR. (See questions 50 and 51 in 
Appendix 2.) 

The mechanisms within DHR designed to ensure distribution of 
agency requirements also need ement. An agency policy bul­
letin concerning case records was not distributed to the dist i t 
offices for several months because the department had to wait ror 

opies to be made the state central phot ing service. 

General , written descriptions of agency policies are devel­
oped and distributed slowly. A number of individuals successive 
review each proposed agency policy bulletin, leading to an 
approval process for a final version that mav take as long 0~ s1x 
months" A summary of the process is shown i Figure IT~l. 

At t:.he start of t:.l-n2 corn:rrti ttee s rnanag,en1ent a1J.di t;; d_e,,e,lc)prrtent 
of a revised policy on the estab ishment and dissemination of 
;;:jolicy· ~'las under,P~ay" ~ t;J,l1ile th.is 1-:.e\~l pc.'1 cy }J:JJ_J>e i c air1s sorne 
eadlines for reviews differen nd idual invo ved in the 

process, delays can still occur at a s ages. Multiple 
drafts may be required from the progr taff prepare the 
initial statement of 11cy o proced nd the amount of time 
allotted for subsequent drafts is set by the chief of policy. No 
time limits are placed on the review of a final draft by the di­
vision chiefr bureau director, or the offj,ce of the commissionero 
Copies of the new policy bulletin itself were delivered to the 
agency on October llr 1985; its effective date was September lf 
1985® 

Another communication problem can be attributed to the fact 
that the Department of Human Resources was created out of portions 
of the Departments of Community Affairs and Social Services. 
People from those agencies came to DHR with different orienta­
tionsr identities, and perceptions. More than five years later 
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Figure II-1. Formulation of DHR Policy Bulletins and Regulations. 
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the leadership of DHR has not made any efforts to address those 
different perceptions. No specific attempts have been made to in­
tegrate these orientations and provide a unified image for the 
department itself. 

Further, the mission statement previously described provides 
a focus for the agency's responsibilities, but gives no guidance 
on the priorities of the agency. In interviews with program 
review committee staff, several managers said conflicts between 
service delivery and procedural requirements have not been 
addressed. For example, is DHR staff required to follow rules 
exactly and only assist an individual who can prove he or she 
meets the requirements of a program; or is it more important to 
obtain services for a needy client even if some additional effort 
must be made to assess eligibility or suggest alternatives if the 
person does not qualify for the program? 

As a result of the above findings, the program review commit­
tee recommends that: 

the Department of Human Resources make the mission 
statement of the agency available in all depart­
mental offices. In addition~ the statement should 
be included in the employee handbook distributed to 
all new emp 

The department should also establish specific lines 
of communication that ensure top managers in the 
agency receive and disseminate information in a 
timely manner. All units in the department should 

given information directly related to their 
areas of responsibili as soon as it is available 
(for exampleff employees should receive policy 
bulletins prior to their effective date). 

Staff Morale 

An area of concern to the program review committee that sur­
faced during the course of the management audit was staff morale 
within the Department of Human Resources. Assessing the full 
impact of employee spirit on the operations of an organization is 
difficult. However, indications of poor morale are a sign of 
possible problems, if not currently, then in the future. The com­
mittee1s attention was drawn to this issue by the final question 
on the committee 1 s survey of DHR employees. Staff was given an 
opportunity to comment on any aspect of the management of the de­
partmento Comments were made by 89 of the 151 respondents. Fif­
teen percent specifically said morale among most workers in the 
agency was low. In addition, nearly 30 percent of the respondents 
described management as inexperienced, uncaring, and uninformed. 
(See question 52 in Appendix 2.) 

26 



The results of an open-ended question must be judged differ­
ently than those of a standardized question requiring a choice 
between positive and negative answers. People who answer an 
open-ended question generally feel strongly, particularly nega­
tively, about something. In the case of standardized questions, 
respondents with ambivalent feelings are more likely to indicate a 
choice, providing a broader range of views. Recognizing these 
differencesff the committee made use of the comments on morale in 
conjunction with interviews conducted by committee staff and gen­
eral conversations with employees. A number of issues connected 
with morale were thus identified. 

The first practice commented on by employees was the manner 
in which DHR fills vacancies, particularly within the central 
office. Seventeen percent of the 89 people who responded to the 
open-ended question about the management of the department said 
promotions seem to be based more on politics than qualifications. 
Nine percent also said there seems to be little opportunity for 
career advancement, especially for clerical staff in the depart­
ment. (See question 52 in Appendix 2.) 

Although the program revie1'1 comrni t tee found the agency was 
technically following state procedures and requirements, its 
practices sometimes give the appearance of favoritism. A number 
of people have been given provisional appointments that subse~ 
quently were made permanent. In one instance, for a particular 
category of middle manager position, DHR made provisional appoint­
ments for all five of the vacancies. Subsequently, in all but one 
case where an individual failed the exam, those people were given 
the permanent appointment after the exam results were available. 
All of these individuals scored within the reachable range on the 
list, but there were people who scored higher. 

In another example, for a recent supervisory position, DHR 
asked individuals on the list to express their interest in vacan~ 
cies in two different units, and sign a waiver for one or both 
jobs for which they did not want to be considered. Two separate 
lists were then used to fill the vacancies. While not illegal, 
this action did not seem to comply with the position of the 
Department of Administrative Services that waivers should not be 
solicited. Since lower-ranking individuals from the original list 
were able to move up to a higher rank on one of the separate 
lists, an impression of favoritism was created. The message to 
employees seems to be that scoring high on an exam will not 
necessarily mean a person has a good chance to get a particular 
position or a promotion. 
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The infrequency of DAS administered exams does cause some of 
the delays that might necessitate an agency using provisional 
positions. But the program review committee believes the problem 
at DHR goes beyond that. In order to improve the appearance of 
and actual practices at DHRr the Legislative Program Review and 
Investigations Committee recommends: 

the Department of Human Resources carry out its 
hiring in an open manner. The use of temporary and 
provisional appointments should be used for emer~ 
gencies only. 

Another area where DHR employees expressed dissatisfaction 
was with the quality of working conditions in the agency. In 
answer to a question on the program review committee survey of 
departmental staff, 56 percent of the respondents said DHR has a 
real interest in the welfare and happiness of those who work there 
only to a little or very little extent. When the responses were 
broken down by location, 76 percent of the New Haven district 
office respondents and 62 percent of the Norwich district office 
respondents replied negatively. (See question 2 in Appendix 2.) 

Asked to what extent their equipment and resources are ade~ 
quate, efficient, and well-maintained, 37 percent of those re­
sponding said to a little or very little extent. More than half 
of the respondents from the New Haven district office gave that 
answer. (See question 44 in Appendix 2.) 

In a related question, the survey asked how much DHR tries to 
improve working conditions. Almost half of those surveyed said to 
a little or very little extent. Again, the percentages were even 
higher in the district offices--65 percent in New Haven, 54 per­
cent in Norwich, and 53 percent in Bridgeport. (See question 3 in 
Appendix 2.) Several responses to the open-ended question on the 
survey also addressed this issue. Eleven percent of the respon­
dents said more staff and resource support should be given to 
district offices. (See question 52 in Appendix 2.) 

Another source of employee discontent arose during the period 
when staff from the central office was split between three 
locations. Then, neither the commissioner, his deputies, nor the 
bureau director overseeing the Planning Division ever visited the 
separate office where the division was located. The commissioner 
said he never went there because he wanted to make the point to 
the Department of Administrative Services that the agency needed 
more space. For the same reason, he never visited the Bartholomew 
Street office. Since it is unlikely DAS was aware whether he did 
or did not visit the offices, the only ones affected by this 
action were the employees in those locations. 
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Some of the problems described here were at least partially 
resolved by the department's recent move into new central office 
quartersp but not allo Thus, the program review committee 
recommends: 

the Department of Human Resources continue recent 
efforts it has made in the central office to pro­
vide a work environment that is conducive to high 
productivity and morale. Additional efforts should 
also be made on behalf of the workers in the dis­
trict offices to obtain adequate space and equip­
ment. 

Budgeting Process 

Every executive branch agency follows a similar general 
process for the formulation and submission of its annual budget to 
the Office of Policy and Management. The specifics of whom within 
an agency will be involved in the process of preparing the budget 
varies from agency to agency. 

In the Department of Human Resources, development of the 
budget document is overly dependent on the knowledge of one 
individual, the director of the Bureau of Financial Management. 
For the past two years this individual has prepared the depart­
ment1s program budget with the assistance of a retired employee 
retained on a personal services contract and the division chief 
for fiscal services. Other individuals within the agency have 
provided information used in developing the budget, but their 
roles have generally been in the area of program descriptions. 
Figure II-2 shows DHR's budget process. 

No written document describing the budgeting process exists. 
As a resultv although format requirements for the budget are sent 
to the agency annuallyr the specific mechanics for compiling and 
evaluating the data for DHR's budget are not available in written 
form. 

Another DHR budgeting problem is the lack of a process for 
estimating future uses or projecting the availability of state and 
federal funding. The department does not begin discussing budget 
options requiring additional funding until midway through the 
budget formulation period for the upcoming year. Likewise, the 
department is generally conservative in estimating the availabil­
ity of federal funds in order to ensure it will receive sufficient 
state funds to cover all expected costs. The department does not 
develop contingency plans for using the varying levels of federal 
funds that it might receive. 
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Figure II-2. Department of Human Resources--Budget Preparation Process. 
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As a result, the department often is not able to provide 
grantees 1vith any information on fund1ng levels until immediately 
before the start of the grant period or even into the period. In 
either event, funding may not be given to the grantee unt1l sev­
eral months into the program cycle. In the case of reduced or 
discontinued funding, the grantee may have difficulty locating 
alternative support in time to keep the program operating. 

It is the recommendation of the Legislative Program Review 
and Investigations Committee that: 

the Department of Human Resources develop an on­
going long~range process for forecasting budgetary 
needs and evaluating alternative uses of funds. 
The agency should prepare clear written procedures 
for the preparation of the annual t. 

The new budget forecasting process must be coordinated with 
the agency 1 s new long-term planning system. Information 
projecting the availability of future state and federal dollars 
should be analyzed on a regular basisr and alternative spending 
plans should be updatedo Scenarios for the allocation of the 
budget should be prepared for a variety of possible funding levels 
that can reasonably be anticipated. 

Condition of Records 

During the course of the management audit, committee staff 
had a number of opportunities to evaluate the scope and condition 
of the records maintained the Department of Human Resources. A 
systematic recordkeeping system did not exist in the department 
nor had the need for such a process been identified. Indeed, 
reports from the state auditors of public accounts have repeatedly 
cited problems with records in the agency in the areas of 
inventory, payroll, and personnel. 

It was the experience of program review committee staff that 
some units in the department that generate a large volume of paper 
records did not have adequate clerical staff to keep files 
up-to-date. For example, in the Monitoring and Evaluation 
Division, monitoring reports were not always filed promptly or 
correctly. At the same time, superfluous materials are kept in 
the individual files. For example, original handwritten drafts 
are kept in the files along with one or more copies of the final 
typed report. 

In some areas of the department, information requested by 
program review committee staff could not be located. 
Correspondence from the early 1980s concerning background on the 
issue of interagency coordination by DHR could not be found. 
Several other requests for data had to be routed to several people 
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before the desired records could be located. In another instance, 
materials related to the space needs and the layout of office 
locations previously considered by the department were found in an 
unmarked cardboard box on the floor of an empty office. 

Two areas where specific problems with the content of files 
were identified were the Monitoring and Evaluation Division and 
the Office of Personnel. In the monitoring files, folders con­
taining information on completed and to~be-monitored grants were 
misfiled together. As a result, the monitoring process was con­
founded because files still needing to be reviewed were not 
readily available. At the same time, someone trying to access 
completed records for a given time period might have difficulty 
finding the desired reports. Completed reports for a particular 
grantee, including ones from several years ago, are filed to­
gether. Records are not grouped by fiscal year until whole years 
are periodically removed and sent to storage. 

Multiple problems were found in departmental and individual 
personnel files. For each employee of the department, committee 
staff had been told that a card detailing, by title and date, all 
state jobs held by the employee would be in his or her personnel 
file. Not only was this not the case, but a review of all of the 
data in a folder did not necessarily provide the information 
needed to answer such a question. In addition, some individual 
personnel files contained conflicting information on the 
employment history of the individual, generally due to sloppiness. 

Problems in general personnel agency files were also found. 
Certified lists for several specific open-competitive jobs were 
misfiled. In another instance, the information on a certified 
list contained an inaccurate reference to the number of positions 
to be filled. This was not noticed by the DHR staff working with 
the document, although they did process subsequent paperwork to 
fill the correct number of vacancies. 

The program review committee believes good recordkeeping by 
an agency is important to its successful management and the 
availability of data. Therefore, the Legislative Program Review 
and Investigations Committee recommends: 

the Department of Human Resources establish 
policies, procedures, and employee training methods 
to insure that adequate, useable data and records 
are gathered and maintained. 

Internal and External Oversight 

As part of the departrnent 1 S grants distribution process, 
various staff within the agency are responsible for overseeing the 
disbursement of funds and the functioning of programs. However, 
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Figure II-3. Oversight Units Within the Department of Human Resources. 
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A majority of the reports did not contain completed 
supporting documentation forms as called for in the unit~s general 
procedures program instruction sheets. However, in several of the 
cases, such documentation was not applicable to the program being 
monitored; therefore, the monitor did not fill out the form. 
During the course of examining the files program review staff 
also found at least seven cases in which files for programs that 
had yet to be monitored were misfiled in the "completed reports" 
files instead of in the ''to be assigned" file. 

As a result of reviewing the monitoring and evaluation unit 1 s 
filing system, interviewing the unit 1 s chief administrator and 
surveying several of the department 1 s grantees, there is concern 
about several aspects of the DHR Monitoring and Evaluation 
Division. First, DHR grantee funded programs may not be getting 
as thorough an evaluation as could be expected. By the unit chief 
administrator 1 s own admission, monitors concentrate their efforts 
on determining whether the estimated 300 funded programs are 
following the procedures outlined in the grant applicationso As a 
result, little evaluation of actual program effectiveness is being 
done. 

A second issue raised, and one involving other divisions at 
DHR, concerns how systematically programs are being re-monitored 
or checked to determine if suggested changes and improvements made 
by the monitoring staff are being carried out. Follow-up is con­
ducted by the Bureau of Grants Management. In situations involving 
an emergency problem, such as a summer program that has not begun 
even though the summer is half over, the grants management staff 
is alerted even before the monitoring report is completed. They 
have 10 days to investigate and respond, indicating whether a 
problem actually exists andr if so, what corrective action needs 
to be taken. 

For more general recommendations contained in monitoring 
reports, staff from the Bureau of Grants review the comments and 
determine their validity and the feasibility of making the 
proposed changes. Where they feel a change is appropriate, they 
will contact the grantee and discuss the matter. The grantee may 
be required to submit written documentation, for example, a budget 
revision to show that changes have been made, This information 
will be retained in the grants section files. 

One difficulty with this system is the lack of a written 
policy regarding the failure of a grantee to correct or begin 
correcting the shortcomings cited in a monitoring report. The 
files of grantees requesting subsequent grants are supposed to be 
checked before a renewal is approved, and failure to correct a 
problem is considered negatively. Discretion is used in deciding 
whether a partial or total defunding will occur. 
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Where justified the recomrnendation could be for the state to 
write off the money involved as an uncollectible under C.G.S. Sec. 
3~7. In other instances, the recommendation might be to turn the 
account over to a collection agency. The amount of the account 
would be that portion of the original grant for which no verifi~ 
cation of expenditures existed. In making its decisions, the task 
force would consider the age of the unaudited grant, the cost of 
collection versus the likely payment, and the impact of repayment 
on the grantee if it is still in existence. 

It is the belief of the program review committee that this 
problem cannot be allowed to continue. The committee recommends 
that~ 

resolution of the issues causing the backlog of 
unaudited grants be a priority of the Department of 
Human Resources during the coming year. In 
conjunction with setting up procedures to close the 
books on these grantsff the department should 
address the issue of when and which unaudited funds 

ld be listed as accounts receivables. 

With respect to the listing of accounts receivables, it is 
the current policy of DHR to identify as accounts receivable only 
those amounts established by audit as improper expenditures by a 
grantee. Consideration should be given to the question of whether 
the total amount of a grant should be considered an accounts 
receivable until an audit has verified the amount that was 
properly spent. 

The program review committee is also interested in seeing 
grantees assume greater responsibility for meeting the statutory 
audit requirement. Until two years ago, DHR had not strongly 
emphasized to grantees their responsibility in this area. As a 
consequence; the department assumed a greater role in the perfor­
mance of audits than should be necessary. Accordingly, the 
program review committee reco~~ends: 

Amend the state statutes to require the Department 
of Human Resources to adopt regulations for the 
purpose of enforcing compliance with audit require~ 
ments in C~GeS. Sec. 7-396a. Hearings shall be 
held on all grants unaudited 12 months after their 
termination. The department shall have the author­
ity to order an audit. If a grantee fails to com­
ply with such an order, the department shall be 
authorized to petition the Superior Court for 
enforcement of the ordere The court may grant such 
relief as it deems equitableo 
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Under this new statute, grantees would be given time 
following the close of the books for a particular grant period to 
have an audit performed. However, failure to obtain the audit 
would be addressed directly and in a timely fashion. The 
department would also gain clearer added enforcement assistance 
from the courts. 

Coordination Responsibility 

Under C.G.S. Sec. 4~60i(a), the Department of Human Resources 
is supposed to "coordinate the planning functions and resource 
utilization programs of the department of mental retardation and 
the departments of health services, correction~ aging, children 
and youth services and mental health.'' This responsibility was 
given to the department under the executive reorganization 
legislation of 1967. Previously, the role had been assigned to 
the State Council on Human Services. 

At no time during its nearly seven years of existence has the 
Department of Human Resources performed this statutory function. 
References to this duty have been included in some materials 
describing the purposes and responsibilities of the agency, but it 
is not a function assigned to any individual or unit in the 
agency. 

Discussions with individuals in the department as well as the 
Office of Policy and Management suggested that, although the 
language on coordination was assigned to DHR, the department was 
never expected to carry out these duties. No resources have ever 
been targeted to the area. Indeed, according to some people 
familiar with the history of the language, it was placed under DHR 
for convenience, and because no one was sure where to put it. 

Under a different section of the statutes, C G.S. Sec, 4~65a, 
the Office of Policy and Management is responsible "for all 
aspects of state staff planning and analysis in the areas of 
budgeting, management, planning, energy policy determination and 
evaluation, intergovernmental relations, criminal and juvenile 
justice planning and program evaluation." Given the existence of 
that authority, the failure of DHR to perform its statutory 
coordination functions, and the limited planning efforts the 
department makes on its own behalf, the program review committee 
does not believe there is any need for the continuation of C.G.S. 
Sec. 4-60i(a). 

It is the recommendation of the Legislative Program Review 
and Investigations Committee that: 

the responsibility enumerated in C.G.Se Sec~ 4-60i(a) 
of the Connecticut General Statutes be deleted from 
the statutes. 
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Provision of Grants 

1. CHILD DAY CARE 

OBJECTIVE: To afford low-income and moderate-income parents the opportunity to become employed 
or participate in work-related training by providing funding for quality child care services 
at a reasonable cost. Also, to issue licenses to family day care home providers in order to 
ensure the safety of children cared for in such homes. 

FY 85 COSTS: General Fund- $4,749,903 Federal Funds - $12,865,311 Total - $17,615,214 

SERVICES: About 4,300 children attend 106 funded day care centers. More than 1,450 families 
receive subsidized child day care for 1,850 children. There are 2,733 licensed day care 
homes with capacity for 11,656 children. 

2. FUEL ASSISTANCE 

3 • 

OBJECTIVE: To reduce the burden of fuel costs for low-income persons who are not recipients of 
cash assistance from the Department of Income Maintenance. 

FY 85 COSTS: General Fund - $1,504,000 Federal Funds - $24,298,368 Total - $25,802,368 

SERVICES: Through April 12, 1985, 57,113 people sought fuel assistance; 47,888 were eligible~ 
There are 140 intake sites for energy programs. In April, an additional $2.7 million in 
state and federal funding was committed to the program. 

REFUGEE ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

OBJECTIVE: To promote self-sufficiency of refugees. 

FY 85 COSTS: General Fund - $0 Federal Funds - $1,272,453 Total $1 272,453 

SERVICES: The average number of adult refugees receiving employability training monthly is 450. 
Of the estimated 3,762 refugees in the state, 540 receive public/general assistance. 

4. PARENT DEINSTITUTIONALIZATION SUBSIDY AID 

OBJECTIVE: To enable physically handicapped or developmentally disabled children to remain in 
their own homes. 

FY 85 COSTS: General Fund - $23,106 Federal Funds - $ 0 Total - $23.106 

SERVICES: The agency received an estimated 35 requests for grants; 30 were eligible. The 
average amount of the 15 grants given was $1,540. There is a $2,000 grant maximum. 
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5. WORK INCENTIVE (WIN) 

OBJECTIVE: To reduce welfare dependency by assisting AFDC applicants and recipients to become 
self-sufficient by placing them in subsidized jobs. 

FY 85 COSTS: General Fund - $1,638,476 Federal Funds - $ 0 Total - $1,638,476 

SERVICES: Program is administered by the Departments of Human Resources, Income Maintenance, and 
Labor. The average number of people registered is 21,760; about 1,150 new people register 
per month. Average number of job placements per month is 371; 605 program registrants 
receive services. Approximate annual welfare savings is $18.5 million; 90 percent of state 
expenditures are reimbursed by federal government. 

6. FOOD DISTRIBUTION 

7 0 

OBJECTIVE: To supplement the diet of low-income people through distribution of surplus 
commodities. 

FY 85 COSTS: General Fund - $ 0 Federal Funds - $462,293 - Total - $462,293 

SERVICES: More than 75,000 households per month use this service. There are about 310 food 
distribution sites statewide, 40 food banks, and 41 soup kitchens and emergency shelters 
participating in the program. 

COMMUNITY SHELTER SERVICES (SHELTERS FOR VICTIMS OF HOUSEHOLD ABUSE) 

OBJECTIVE: To assist victims of household violence by providing safe shelter, supportive 
services, community education, and in-service training to service providers, 

FY 85 COSTS: General Fund - $396,467 Federal Funds - $375,609 Total - $772,076 

SERVICES: During FY 85, 2,534 individuals were sheltered under the program. Of these, 1,487 
were children, and 1,047 were women. The agency contracts with 12 shelter and 4 host home 
programs. 

8. COMMUNITY SHELTER SERVICES (EMERGENCY SHELTERS FOR THE HOMELESS) 

OBJECTIVE: To assist individuals and families in securing safe and humane shelter during periods 
of temporary homelessness. 

FY 85 COST: General Fund - $20,000 Federal Funds - $561,984 Total - $581,984 

SERVICES: Nearly 4,050 people were sheltered during FY 85 in the state's 1,000 shelter beds. 
DHR contracts with 21 other programs to house those needing temporary shelter. 
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Y. WEATHERIZATION 

OBJECTIVE: To conserve fuel and to reduce fuel costs for low-income persons by improving energy 
efficiency. 

FY 85 COSTS: General Fund - $24,878 
Total - $6,339,138 

Federal Funds - $6,207,444 Private - $106,816 

SERVICES~ As of February 1985, 2,164 units were weatherized through the federal Department of Energy 
grants, while an additional 1,991 units were weatherized through block grant funds. DHR 
contracts for such weatherization services with 14 Community Action Agencies and 1 municipal 
agency. 

10. LEGAL SERVICES 

ll. 

OBJECTIVE: To increase access to the judicial process for low-income people through advocacy, legal 
representation, and supportive services. 

FY 85 COSTS: General Fund - $75,000 Federal Funds - $1,290,046 Total - $1,365,046 

SERVICES: In add7tion to contracting primarily with Connecticut Legal Services (CLS), DHR also 
contracts w~ch the State Office of Protection and Advocacy to provide legal assistance to the 
disabled. The agency paid for 22 percent of the cost of all those served by CLS (22,150 cases). 

COMMUNITY SERVICES AND NEIGHBORHOOD FACILITIES 

OBJECTIVE: To assist community-based local organizations that deliver a variety of human resource 
services designed to reduce conditions of impoverishment and dependency. 

FY 85 COSTS: General Fund ~ $4,768,426 Federal Funds ~ $10,238,809 Total $15,007,235 

SERVICES: Nearly 140 agencies received funding under this program; there were 215,000 clients served 
at 362 different sites. Many of the activities are funded by the federal Social Services Block 
Grant. 

12. OPPORTUNITIES INDUSTRIALIZATION CENTERS (OIC) 

OBJECTIVE: To strengthen and/or develop OICs in Connecticut, which deliver a variety of employment and 
training programs designed to increase employment opportunities for unemployed and underemployed 
low-income persons. 

FY 85 COSTS: General Fund - $293,700 Federal Funds - $ 0 Total - $293,700 

SERVICES~ DHR estimates that 125 individuals were served under the program during FY 85; DHR funded 
four agencies for this program. 
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13. HISPANIC PROGRAM 

OBJECTIVE: To reduce unemployment among Hispanic adults and out~of-school Hispanic youths by providing 
them with basic educational and linguistic skills. 

FY 85 COSTS: General Fund - $395,876 Federal Funds ~ $323,379 1otal - $719,255 

SERVICES: Program involves a Bilingual Vocational Program; during FY 85, it served about 220 
individuals, 80 percent of whom completed a 10-to-26 week course. About 75 percent of those in 
the program found employment. Agency also operates an employment and training program; 1,049 
individuals completed an education training course and 1,451 people received information and 
referral services. 

14. INFORMATION AND REFERRAL 

OBJECTIVE: To make human services more accessible by providing people with information about available 
services, referral to sources of assistance, and where appropriate, follow-up. 

FY 85 COSTS: General Fund - $70,471 Federal Funds - $763,067 Total - $833,538 

SERVICES: DHR is working with Info-Line in this area. During FY 85, the agency estimates 105,000 
cases will be handled. 

15. FAMILY PLANNING 

OBJECTIVE: To enable all individuals of child-bearing age to limit their family size, avoid unplanned 
pregnancies, and/or resolve fertility problems. 

FY 85 COSTS: General Fund - $ 0 Federal Funds - $1,268,535 Total - $1,268,535 

SERVICES: DHR contracts out this service, primarily with Planned Parenthood; there are 29 counseling 
sites throughout the state; during FY 85, 64,000 clients were served. 

Provision of Services 

16. IN-HOME CARE SERVICES 

OBJECTIVE~ To enable low-income persons with significant impairments to function independently, to the 
extent possible, in their homes by providing essential social services and to avoid expenditures 
for costlier levels of care. 

FY 85 COSTS: General Fund - $7,666,893 Federal Funds - $1,365,231 Total - $9,032,124 

SERVICES: Average number of cases per month is 5,471; purchased services include homemaker, 
housekeeper, choreperson, adult companion, adult day care, and meals on wheels. 



,1::>. 

-..1 

17. PERSONAL CARE ASSISTANCE FOR PERSONS WITH SEVERE HANDICAPS 

OBJECTIVE: To assist severely handicapped adults to remain employed or in an employment training 
program by subsidizing the cost of an attendant to provide the care needed. 

FY 85 COSTS: General Fund - $69,320 Federal Funds - $13,067 Total ~ $82,387 

SERVICES: Of the 35 requests for assistance during FY 85, 22 were approved. 

Protective Services 

18. PROTECTIVE SERVICES FOR THE ELDERLY 

19. 

OBJECTIVE: To insure the safety and well-being of persons 60 years of age or older who are victims of 
abuse, neglect, exploitation, or abandonment. 

FY 85 COSTS: General Fund - $674,140 Federal Funds - $299,795 Total - $973,935 

SERVICES: During FY 85, the agency estimates it received 1,125 referrals from the Department on Aging. 

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT UNIT 

OBJECTIVE: To increase financial self-sufficiency of families while striving to create a community 
attitude that children should be supported by both parents. 

FY 85 COSTS: General Fund - $5,463,790 Federal Funds $ 0 Total - $5,463,790 

SERVICES: Total FY 85 collections: $23,700,000 (AFDC) $21,450,000 (non~AFDC); there are 77,777 active 
cases. Connecticut receives 70 percent of program administrative costs from the federal 
government and keeps 62 percent of all AF~ child support collections. 

Management 

20. MANAGEMENT SUPPORT SERVICES 

OBJECTIVE: To plan sound policy direction, and to assure effective, efficient, and just management by 
planning, directing, and assessing the use of agency resources. 

FY 85 COSTS: General Fund - $3,553,522 Federal Funds - $1,978,508 Total - $5,532,030 

SERVICES: The agency issued 500 contracts, conducted 375 audits, monitored 500 programs, held 948 
training sessions, and trained 5,556 persons during FY 85. 

Note: All budget figures provided are based on the FY 85 estimates in the governor's budget for FY H6. 



APPEIJDIX 2 

Legislative Program Review and Investigations Committee 
N=l51 

Survey of Department of fluman Resources Statf 

This survey has 
management practices 
answer each question 
in your opinion best 
used in this survey, 

been constructecl to obtain information about the 
of the Department of Human Resources. Please 

circling the number next to tlw r<~sponse that 
ans~c1ers the question. The term "wo k group", as 
means those persons who retJOrt to same SUhJer-visor. 

Please teel tree to provide additional 
questionnaire or in a separate attachment, 
on the survey. 

comments directly on the 
Please do not ~ut your name 

1) To what extent is tllis organization 
generally quick to use improved work 
methods'.? N=l47 

5) To wlla extent is the information 
your work yr-ou~c1 gets about hat 1s 
goiny on in other bureaus or 
divisions adequate? N=l48 

l. To a very 1 it tle extent 21.8 
2' To a little extent 17.0 
3. To some extent 43.5 
4' To a great extent 14 '3 
s. To a very great extent 3. 4 

2) To what extent does this organization 
have a real interest in the welfare 16) 
and hatypiness of those ~vho work here?l 
N=l47 

3 ) 

4 ) 

1. To a very little extent 34.0 
2, To a little extent 22.5 
3. To some extent 25.2 
4. To a great extent 12.2 
5. To a very yreat extent 6. l 

How much does this oryanization try 
to improve workiny conditions? N=l48 

l. To a very little extent 31.1 
2. To a little extent 15.5 
3. To some extent 35,8 
4. To a great extent 12.2 

I 

5. To a very yreat extent 5,4 

To what extent does this oryanizationl 
have clear~cut, reasonable goals and 
objectives? N=l48 

1. To a very little extent 12' 8 
2. To a little extent 22.3 
3. To some extent 32.4 
4 • To a great extent 2H.4 
5. To a very great extent 4.1 
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L To a very little extent 2Hn4 
') 
d. • ·ro a little <'X tent 20~3 
3. 'fo some c~xtent 3 7. ~j 
4' To a yreat extent lLS 
J ' To a very yrteat extent 2,0 

How receptive are people ahove your 
supervisor to ideas and suggestions 
from your work uroup? N=l47 

l ' To a very little extent lLJ • 7 
2' To a little extent 21 0 (l 

3. To some extt~nt ,~ -) -~ 
J:J(i~ 

4 Q To a yreat extent 2U, ,1 
50 To a very yreat ex lent 4 • 8 

To what extPnt 
tell your work 
know to do its 
~ossible way? 

does tllis organization 
yroup what it needs tc 
job in the best 
N=l4'::! 

L To a very little extent 14.1 
2. To a little extent 1Y.S 
3, To some extent 43.0 
4. To a yreat extent 16.1 
5. To a very great extent 7.4 



B) How are differences and disayreements 12) 
between units or departments handled 

In yen"ral, hovJ much say or intlu­
ence do you have on what goes on in 
lf.S:>U r work y :cou_E'? N= 14 B in this oryanization? N=l43 

1. Disayreements are almost always 
avoided, denied, or suppressed. 
9.e 

2. Disayreements are often avoided, 
denied, or suppressed. 21.7 

3, Sometimes disagreements are ac­
cepted and worked throuyh; some­
times they are avoided or sup­
pressed, 39.9 

4. Disayreements are usually accep­
ted as necessary and desirable 
and are worked throuyh. 23. e 

5. Disayreements are almost always 
accepted as necessary and desir­
able and are worked throuyh. 4.9 

9) How satisfied do you feel with the 
proyress you have made in this 
oryanization up to now? N=l49 

1. Very dissatisfied 19.5 
2. Somewhat dissatisfied lS.l 
3. Neither satisfied nor dissat­

isfied 14.8 
4. Fairly satisfied 29.5 
5. Very satisfied 18.1 

0) How satisfied do you feel with your 
chances tor getting ahead in this 
organization in the future? N=l4B 

1. Very dissatistied 35.1 
2. Somewhat dissatisfied 21.0 
3. Neither satisfied nor dissatis~ 

:tied 14.2 
4. Fairly satistied 23.7 
5. Very satisfied 6.1 

tl) Why do people work hard in this 
organization? N=l3B 

l. Just to keep their jobs and 
avoid being chewed out. 6.5 

2. To make money. ~.B 

3. To seek promotions. 4.3 
4. for the satistaction of a job 

well done, 26.1 
5. Because other people in their 

work <Jroup expect it. 2.2 
6. All of the above. 48.6 
7. People don't work hard in this 

organization. 6.5 

1. Little or no inf1uence 1Y.6 
2. Some 33.1 
3. Quite a bit ~5. 
4. A yreat deal 17.6 
5. A very great deal of influence 

6.1 

Il'J GENERAL, H0\\1 ~:JUCH Sl\Y 01< INI:''LU t-:NC!:: 
DO EACH OF THE ~ULLOWING GROUPS UP 
PEOPLE HAVI:: ON 1-11!-JAT GOES ON IN YUUF 
DI::PAETMEI\JT? 

13) Lowest-level supervisors (line su­
pervisors): N=l44 

14) 

l. Little or no influence 20.1 
2 0 Some 40.3 ., 
J. Ouite a bit 24.3 
4 ' A yreat deal lU.4 
50 A very <J rea t deal of influence 

4.':! 

Commissioner ur dejJuty cornmis~ 

sioners: N=l4J 

l. Little or no influence 3.5 
2. Some 7.U 
3. Quite a bit 12.6 
4, A yreat deal 32.2 
5. A very great deal ot ini.luence 

44.tl 

15) Employees who have no subordinates: 
N=l42 

l. Little or no intluence 4l.6 
2. Some 3B.O 
3. Quite a bit 7.7 
4. A yreat deal 7,7 
5. A very yreat deal ot influence 

4.9 

16) Middle managers (bureau heads, 
division chicts, etc.): N=l44 

49 

l. Little or no influence 4.9 
2. some 31.3 
3. Ouite a bit 
4. A <Jreat deal 
5. A very great 

6.9 

23.6 
33.3 

deal of influence 



17) In general, how are obJectives 
announced and drawn up in this 
organization? N=l40 

1. Objectives are announced with no 
opportunity to raise questions 
or give comments. 23.b 

2. ObJectives are announced and 
explained, and an opportunity is 
then given to ask questions.25.U 

3. objectives are drawn up, but are 
discussed with subordinates and 
sometimes modified before being 
issued. 25.0 

4. Specific alternative objectives 
are drawn up by supervisors, and 
subordinates are asked to dis~ 
cuss them and indicate the one 
they think is best. 5.0 

5. Problems are presented to those 
persons who are involved, and 
the obJectives felt to be the 
best nre then set by the sub­
ordinates and the supervisor 
jointly, by group participation 
and discussion. 12.1 

6. This organization has no 
announced objectives. 9.3 

lB) In this organization to what extent 
are decisions made at the levels 
where the most adequate and accu­
rate information is available?N=44 

l. To a very 1 it tle extent 23.6 
2 0 To a little extent 2LS 
3. To some extent 36.8 
4. To a great extent 16.0 
5. To a very great extent 2. 1 

19) When decisions are being made in 
this agency, to what extent are the 
persons affected asked for their 
ideas? N=l45 

1. To a very little extent 35.2 
2. To a little extent 22.1 
3. To some extent 3:>.2 
4. To a great extent 6.2 
5. To a very great extent 1.4 

20) To what extent do different bureaus 
or divisions plan together and 
coordinate their ettortsi N=l39 

L To a very 1 it tle extent 25.9 
2. To a 1 i ttlc extent 31.7 
3. To some ext<:nt 4ll.ll 
4. To a great extent (j,4 
5. To a very yreat extent 

21) People at all levels of an organ­
ization usually have know-how that 
could be of use to decision-makers. 
To what extent is information 
widely shareu in this or<Janization 
so that those who make decisions 
have access to all available 
know-how? N=l43 

l. To a very 1 i ttle extent 30.1 
2. To a little extent 28.7 
3. To some extent 31.5 
4. To a great extent 7.7 
5. To a very great extent 2. 1 

22) How easy to approach is your 
supervisor? N=l50 

23) 

l. To a very little extent 2.0 
2. To a little extent 2.0 
3. To some extent 14.7 
4. To a great extent 40.7 
5. To a very great extent 40.7 

When you talk with your supervisor, 
to what extent does he or she pay 
attention to what you are say] ng'? 
N=l51 
1. To a very little extent 4.0 
2. To a little extent 4,0 
3. To some extent 23.8 
4. To a great extent 37.1 
5. To a very great extent 31.1 

24) To what extent is your supervisor 
willing to listen to your 
job-related problems? N=l50 

1. To a very little extent 5.3 
2. To a little extent 4.0 
3. To some extent 23.3 
4. To a great extent 29.3 
5. To a very great extent 38.0 
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25) How much does your supervisor en-
courage people to give their best 
ettorts? N=l5U 

l. To a very little extent 3.3 
2. To a little extent 7 0 3 
3. To some extent 26.0 
4 • To a great extent J4.U 
5. To a very yreat extent 29.3 

26) To what extent does your supervisor 
maintain hiyh standards of JJerform-
ance? N=l4U 

1. To a very little extent 3.4 
2. To a little extent 5.4 
3. To some extent 2!:!.4 
4 0 To a yreat extent 30.4 
5. To a very great extent 32.4 

27) To what extent does your supervisor 
show you how to improve your JJer-
formance? N=l49 

l. To a very little extent 8 0 l 
2. To a little extent l7. 5 
3. To some extent 4ll.'::l 
4 • To a yreat extent 18.(! 
5. To a very great extent 14.8 

8) To what extent does your supervisor 
otter new ideas for ~olviny job­
related JJroblems? N=l50 

1. To a very 1 it tle extent 9. 3 
2. To a little extent 14.7 
3. To some extent 36.0 
4. To a yreat extent 24.7 
5. To a very great extent 15.3 

'9) To what extent does your supervisor 
encouraye the persons who work tor 
him or her to work as a tearn?N=l4Y 

l. To a very little extent 14. l 
2. To a little extent 10,1 
3. To some extent 28.2 
4. To a yreat extent 24.2 
5. To a very great extent 23.5 

3U) To what extent does your supervisor 
encourage people vvho work tor him 
or her to exchanye opinions and 
ideas? N=l5l 

1. To a very little extent 8.6 
2 0 To a little extent 13.3 
3. To some extent 2S.U 
4. To a yreat extent 31. l 
5. To a very yreat extent 21.2 

31) To what extent do you feel your 
SUJJervisor has confidence and trust 
in you? N=l50 

1. To a very little extent 4,0 
2. To a little extent 4.7 
3. To some extent 19.3 
4. To a yreat extent 3'1.3 
5. To a very yreat extent 32.7 

32) To what extent do you have conti-
de nee and trust in your suJJervisor? 
N=l48 
l. To a very little QXtent 7.4 
2' To a little extent 8,8 
3. To some extent ll}. 3 

4' To a yreat extent 33.1 
s. To a very yreat extent 2.7.7 

33) To what extent does your supervisor 
do a yood JOb ot reJJresentiny your 
work group to other units? N=l48 
l. To a very little extent 8.8 
2. To a Little extent 8,8 
3. To some extent 23.7 
4. To a yreat extent 29.7 
5, To a very yreat extent 29.1 

\'\11-lEN IT IS Nf~CLSSARY t'UH DECISIONS 
TO HJ::: MAUE THAT AFFECT YUUH. WOHK 
(;JWlH', TO WHAT EXTENT LJOES YOUH 
SUPERVISOH IJU EACH OF TilE fOLUHVIN(; 
BEFUHE: ~'INAL Dr:CISIONS ARE MADE? 

34) Provide the members ot your work 
yroup with information about the 
decisions: N=lSO 

l. To a very little extf~nt 7. 3 
2 0 To a little extent 14. 0 
3. To some extf~nt 32.7 
4 • To a yreat extent 31.3 
5. To a very yreat extent 14.7 
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35) Ask for opinions and ideas from 
members of your work group: N=l4~ 

1. To a very little extent 7.4 
2. To a little extent 14.H 
3. To some extent 34.2 
4. To a great extent 29.5 
5. To a very great extent 14.1 

36) Meet with his or her subordinates 
as a yrou2, present problems that 
must be solved, and work with the 
group to find solutions: N=l43 

L To a very little extent lL~ 

2. To a little extent ':). t) 

3. To some extent 3':1.2 

4. To a y rea t extent 2':1.4 
5. To a very ~reat extent 9,8 

37) To what extent does your work yroup 
J:Jlan toyether and coordinate its 
efforts? N=l49 

l. To a very little extent 9.4 
2. To a 1 it tle extent 12.B 
3. To some extent 36.2 
L To a great extent 2!:L 2 
5. To a very yreat extent 13.4 

38) To what extent does your work group 
make good decisions and solve 
problems well? N=148 

L To a very little extent 2.7 
2. To a little extent b.B 
3. To some extent 27.7 
4. To a great extent 49.3 
5. To a very great extent 13.5 

39) To what extent do persons in your 
work group know what their jobs are 
and know how to do them well?N=l47 

l. To a very little ext.ent 0.7 

2' To a little ext.ent 3.4 
3. To SO!Oe extent 14.3 
4. To a great extent 47.b 
5. To a very <Jreat extent 34.0 

40) To what extent is intonnation about 
important events and situations 
shared within your work grou!J·? 
N=l48 
l. ~o a very little extent 5.4 
2. To a little extent 10.1 
J. To sowe extent 27.7 
4. To a great extent 44.b 
5. To a very yreat extent 12.2 

41) To what excent does your work group 
really want to meet its objectives 
successfully? N=l47 

L To a very little extent 2.0 
2 0 To a little extent 0.7 
•) 
..J. 1'0 some extent 14.3 
4. To a yreat extent 47.6 
5. To a very <Jreat extent 35.4 

4 2) To what extent is your work grou1J 
able to resvonc! to unusual work 
demands placed upon it? N=l47 

L To a very little extent 1.4 
2. To a little extent 0.0 

3' To some extent 14.3 
4, To a ~reat extent 52.4 
5 ® To a very yreat extent 32.0 

43) To \vha t extent do you hnve conti-
de nee and trust in the !Jersons 1n 
your work y roup'? N=l4B 

L To a very 1 it tle extent 4. l 
2. To a 1 it tle extent 6. 1 
3. To some eXtt!rlt l '). 6 
4. To i1 ureat <~X tent 43.2 

5' To a very yreat extent n.o 

44) To what extent are the equipment 
and resources you have to clo your 
work w i t h adequate , e t f i c i E; n t , and 
we11-maintaineci'.:' N=149 

l. To a very 1 it tle extent 16.1 
2. To a little extent 20.U 
3. To some f'Xt~· nt 3Y.6 
4. To a great extent 1!3.1 
5. To a very yreat extent 5.4 
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45) \'Jhen it comes to you doinCJ your job 
well, to what extent does tryinCJ 
hard make any difterence? N=l49 

L To a very 1 it tle extent 9,4 
2. To a 1 it tle extent fLl 
3 0 To some extent 2tL 2 
4 • To a great extent Jt) e 2 
50 To a very yreat extent HLl 

46) To what extent are you clear ohout 
what people expect you to do on 
your job? N=l4':l 

1. To a very 1 it tle extent 2.0 
2 • To a little extent 6.0 
3 0 To some extent /.4.8 
4 • To a CJ neat extent 40.3 
50 To a very yreat extent 26,9 

47) To what extent are there times on 
your job when one ~oJerson "''ants you 
to do one thing and someone else 
wants you to do somethinCJ 
different? N=lSU 

1. To a very little extent 19.3 
2. To a little extent 15.3 
3. To some extent 34.7 
4 0 To a great extent HL7 
5. To a very great extent u.o 

8) To what extent do people expect 
too much from you on your JOb? 
N=lSO 

L To a very little extent 21.3 
2. To a 1 it tle extent 18.7 
J • To some extent J2.7 
4 • To a yreat extent 14.7 
s 0 To a very great extent 12 0 7 
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49) How often do you communicate with or receive assistance from each 
of the following agencies? (Please circle the a~propriate response 
for each agency.) 

H.arely, 
Weekly Monthly Quarterly it ever ----

DCYS (Children Services) N=l40 lU"O 16.4 15.0 58.6 
DIM (Income l'l a in ten an c e ) N=l42 60.6 11.3 9.9 l!L3 
DOHS (Health Services) N=l38 3.6 7.3 8.0 81.2 
SDA ( Ag i ny) N=l43 9. l 1 u 0 5 7.7 7'2..7 
SlJE (Education) N=l38 0.7 2.2 9.4 87.7 
OPf'-1 (Policy & Nanagement) N=l3':l 9.4 6. 5 13.7 70.5 

50) In your own words, what is the mission ot the Department of Human 
H.esources? ---------------------------------------------------------------------
See Attachment A. 

5 l ) Have you ever see n a w r i t ten m i s s ion s t a t em en t t or the de jJ art men t ':' 
N=l48 

1) ~es 68.9 L) No 31. l 

Sla) If yes, how did you happen to see the statement? N=93 
1) received copy from supervisor 89.3 
2) received COllY trom co-workPr in own unit 3.2 
3) received copy trom co-worker in another unit l.l 
4) saw copy on another person's desk 4. 3 
5) heard about it from a co-worker and requested copy 2.2 

52) Are there any other comments you lt/Ould like to make about the 
manayement of the Department of Human Resources? -----

See Attachment A. 
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Attachment A 

Question #50 - In your own words, what is the mission of DHR? 
N = 151 

~ Provide a range of social and community services to a 
variety of people including low-income residents, the 
disabled, elderly, and children. (60; 39.7%) 

~ Assist Connecticut residents to achieve and/or maintain 
self-support and self-sufficiency by offeriny a variety of 
social services to those eligible for them. (35; 23.2%) 

• Help individuals achieve/maintain self-support and 
self-sufficiency. (10; 6.6%) 

• Enhance the quality of life of the people DHR is serving. 
(9; 6.0%) 

~ Don't know, unsure, or unaware of any mission. (9; 6.0%) 

o No response. (9; 6.0%) 

e Locate parents and collect money for child support 
enforcement program. (3; 2.0%) 

• Miscellaneous. (16; 10.6%) 

Official department mission statement (Policy Bulletin No. 32): 

To assist Connecticut residents who may become or are 
disadvantaged economically, socially and environmentally to 
achieve self-support, self-sufficiency and autonomy through the 
provision of the Department's services, advocacy and protection, 
incentives for human resource development, inter-agency 
coordination, and public/private resource mobilization. 
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Question ti52 ~ Are there any other comments you would like to make 
about the management of the Department of Human Resources? 

Out of the 151 surveys returned, 89 persons responded to the 
question while 62 did not. The number and percent of the response 
categories given below are based on the sample of the 89 persons 
who responded. Because multiple responses were possible, the total 
number of answers exceed 89, and the total percent figures exceed 
100 percent. 

• The department is being headed by an inexperienced, uncaring, 
uninformed management that lacks good leadership 
qualities. (26, 29.2%) 

• Management needs to establish better communication with staff 
and be willing to get more input from it. (21; 23.5%) 

Hiring and promotion practices are questionable; promotions seem 
to be based more on politics and favoritism rather than on 
merit competency, and qualifications. (15; 16.9%) 

There is very low morale among most workers in the agency. 
(13, 14 6%) 

More staff and resource support should be given to district 
offices. (10; 11.2%) 

a There seems little opportunity for career advancement (upward 
mobility) especially for clerical staff within the department. 
(8~9%) 

• Given the budget constraints and unpopular political climate 
under which the agency must operate, DHR is doing a good job. 
(7; 7.9%) 

a DHR is generally doing a fine job. {6; 6o7%) 

~ The Child Support Enforcement Unit should not be part of DHR; 
the t\vO do not share common goals and objectives. (6; 6.7%) 

* The goals of DHR could be better accomplished by returning its 
responsibilities to one state agency. (5i 5.6%) 

• There are too many high level management positions. ( 5' 5. 6%) 

• Time is inefficiently spent doing unnecessary paperwork. 
(3; 3.4%) 

• Miscellaneous comments (11; 12.4%) 
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Jl,,.MES G. 1--IARRIS, Jil. TELBPI-iOl.,rE 
COMMISSIONER 

December 17, 1985 

TO: 

FROH: 

HICHAEL NAUER, DIRECTOR 
LEGISLATIVE PROGRAJVI REVIE~,J 

& INVESTIGATIONS COl'frH 

JAMES G" R...LiRRIS JR,~-

COMl'1ISSIONER / 

RE: REPLY TO LEGISLATIVE PRIJGRAM REVIE\17 & INVESTIGATIONS 
COMjViiTTEE MANAGEHENT AUDIT OF THIS DEPARTlvi.EF!'T 

This is in response to your December 6, 1985 letter :cequesr: 
on the recommendations ln the subject audit reporL 

our corrrments 

I have carefully reviewed the recommendations '07ith my staff, and our comments 
are attached. This response is not intended to be a rebuttal to the 
Committee's conclusions, but rather an objective and, v;e , informat ve 
description of the present context of the areas about which the Committee 
made recommendations, as well as an indication of some of our immediace 
plans, 

JGH/JP:f 

cc: William A. O'Neill, Governor 
R.H. Blackstone, Deputy Commissioner 
Anne McAloon 
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APPENDIX 3 

DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES RESPONSE 

The Department of Human Resources has carefully revie~<Jed the recommendations in 
the Legislative Program Revie\<Y and Investigations Committee's Management Audit 
of the Department. 

Throughout this Management Audit, t!".e department ras cooperated fully with the 
Committee and its staff. As with any organization. we recognize that improve~ 
ments can be made in our management practices. To this end. 1tJe welcome 
constructive recommendations. Accordingly, we view this report as a management 
tool that may help to point the way to improvements and He intend to consider 
all recommendations objectively. 

Therefore, our response is not intended to be a r'ebut tal to the Committee's 
conclusions, but rather an objective and, we hope, informative description of 
the present context of the areas about which the Committee made recommenda­
tions, as well as an indication of some of our immediate plans. 

RECOMMENDATION ~ PLANNING: "The Department of Human Resources develop short­
and long-range plans that identify specific tasks to be undertaken to ensure 
that the agency's mission will be carried out. Particular attention should be 
given to the impact of federal budget cuts on Connecticut's ability to provide 
social services to its needy citizens. The plans should also address future 
staffing and resource requirements of the agency." 

"The Planning Division should be strengthened and integrated into the manage~ 
ment. process for purposes of policy development, budgeting, program moni 'coring, 
and agency decision-making." 

DHR REPLY TO RECOMMENDATION ~ PLANNING: 

The Department 1 s Multi-Year Plan is a major effort to focus on the complex 
array of services for which DHR is responsible and to pull together, in a 
better coordinated ~rJay, goals for these services. This approach contrasts 
with our planning efforts since 1979, which were characterized by a more 
global planning effort centering on the use of federal categorical and 
block grants (Title XX, SSBG, DOE, etc.). While these efforts will 
continue, we are changing the emphasis to concentrate more on DHR specific 
planning. These efforts, bf course, include analyses of possible impacts 
of federal budget cuts and contingency plans or options to minimize 
reductions in services which might result. Such analyses also suggests 
changes that might result in DHR future staffing or resource requirements. 

The Multi-Year Plan, which is in final draft form, ~r1ill be modified to both 
define DHR's present programs and activities in the current demographic 
setting and to set forth specific priority areas for concentration in the 
first year. Of necessity, DHR planning efforts have, in part. and must 
continue to be focused on short term options reflecting a range of possible 
federal policy and funding decisions each year. 
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The Planning and Research Division, until July first of this year (1985) 
was isolated in a different building than the rest of DHR's Central 
Office. Nato~ that it and all Central Office functions are under one r·oof, 
planning efforts are fully integrated into the management process and 
planning staff are full participants in policy development, budgeting, 
program evaluation and agency decision--..'11aking in generaL The Division has 
also become a primary source of information and analyses to support agency­
wide policy decisions. 

RECOMHENDATION - AVAILABILITY OF DATA: 11 In conjunction with agency planning 
activities, the Department of Human Resources cbmpile basic quantitative data 
description of tr.e grant operations of the agency. In addition. the names of 
the people in the grantee organizations responsible for administering the 
programs should be identified." 

DHR REPLY TO RECOMMENDATION -AVAILABILITY OF DATA: 

DHR does compile bdsic data en its grant programs. The following 
information for all grants is automated: 

•Name bf grantee 
'!!·Contract number (including municipal code, program code, 

type a~ency code) 
*Bud get period 
*Total grant amount 
*Payment number 
*Payment list number 
*Account number 
*Payment date 
*Payment amount 
*Balances for Federal and State Fi seal Years 

In addition, for the Social Service Block Grant-funded programs, the 
Department can show the grant amount by defined service category. 

Also, when a Certificate of Termination (COT) is issued after completion of 
a program, those data are entered into the system. 

The Department 1 s Energy Program is also automated and there are approxi­
mately forty-five items of data which identify characteristics such as 
those itemized abbve, thirty summaries of different characteristics and ten 
reports that can be produced on an as needed basis. 

The data on grants are entered according to Connecticut 1 s municipalities. 
Therefore, the data can be manipulated for any regional configuration, 
e.g., congressional district, h UTian service planning area, DHR district 
office, etc. 

The Department requires its grantees, 6n a quarterly basis, to submit 
fiscal and programmatic data. A quarterly balance sheet and expenditure 
report must be submitted before grant payments are processed, Tl'le 
quarterly program repbrt is a participant characteristic reporting form. 
In summary, we collect a very large amount of data whicr. is used in the 
overall planning process to analyze alternative programming and budgeting 
decisions. 
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a~e al~o asked for six-mont progress s and self-evaluations 
l'epor·c :five sel f~evaluatlon forms. T>vO of 

!'rce·2 are onal. These forms require the 
specific measurements of how well local programs 

easur y, cost per client, vul-
ation reached. effectiveness and efficiency. 

fice managers lists of grants and grantees in their 
ha\re accEss to the na11es cf e responsible for each gr'ant 

s field representative. 

nTne Commissicmer of Human Resources 
es and authori of all executive and 

decisions should be made clear to all managers 
o a table o or zation and a specific operations and procedures 

REPLY TO RECOMMENDATION - LINES OF AUTHORITY: 

has and emented a formal Table of Organi za-
ti :identifies tr:ose ~Jitrl line and staff functions, In all 
cases, when a supervisor i absent, an acting supervisor is named either by 

zation or desi ion. 

dev a specific operations and procedures manual. 
Th,e s fen· tbe development f trti s Departmental manual r.ave been 
outlined in PcJlicy Bulletin No, 82 issued September ·1, '1985 (copy attached). 
A staff person has been assigned to this task on a full-time basis. 

"'Dle ent of Human Resources make the 
e agency available in all tmental offices. In 

addition, the statement should be included in the employee handbook distributed 
to all ne~oJ 

should also establish specific lines of communication that 
en managers in the agency receive <::md disseminate information in a 
tim~ly manner. All units in the department should be given information 
d related to their areas of responsibility as soon as it is available 

e, employees should receive policy bulletins prior to their 
effective date.)" 

DHR REPLY TO REC0Mr1ENDATION ~~ CO!"WlUNICATION: 
- ... =·~----~--~-="""""""-~--""""-·-~~----------~~~-

The DHR Mission Statement was distributed to all DHR offices and to 
all staff, and \elill be included in the employee handbook for new 

oyees which is being updated by the Personnel Division for distribution 
t-1arch ~1986® 

i·Je intend to continue efforts to shat'e information more broadly and in a 
mdre timely way throughout the agency. A more structured approach to 
communication 1t1ill be included in the operations and procedures manuals 
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when these are devel invol 
of the District Managers at the he 
includes a presentation a member of another group to ex a1n 
functions and responsibilities f particular areas, e g .• data p~oces~i 
financial, planning, etc. 

The Cornmissioner also meet/s ~.rJj_'rll all managers on a 

11 Th'S tmer2 f 
carry an open man11er. 7he use of t 
appointments should be used for emergencies only 

11 The Department of Human Resourc:es continue recent effor"t 
centr--al office to provide a "''Oi"k envih"Jnment that 
productj_vity and morale. Additional effor't s $liduld also be 
the workers in the district cffices to obtain 

DHR REPLY TO RECOMME~DATION -STAFF MORALE: 

Consistent with Affirmative Action princi e::~ and i 
experienced and ified e DHR 
carry out recruitment, hi~ and ionel activities ance 
with applicable state statutes and regulation • In addit 
started a management analysis of the Personnel Division which will re , 
in a Personnel Policy and r>rocedu.re,s manual the end ot 86,. 

DHR has devoted great effort to the securing 
both in Central Office and in the Dtstr'icts. 
achieved some suocesse , there is much to be done, and intens 
efforts t>.rill c(mtlnue. \-le ar·e dil ,,:i th DA Public 
secure good office environments for our District Offices. 

RECOMMENDATION - BUDGETING PROCESS: The De ent of Human Re 
--~-~---~--~--~~ 

develop an ongoing long-range prbcess for forecasting 
evaluating alternative uses of funds. Trte ageney should prepare clear i 
procedures for the preparation of the annual b 

DHR REPLY TO RECOMMENDATION - BUDGETING PHOCESS: 

Budget preparation ures with broader sharing 
currently being prepared the Bureau 
procedures will be issued March 1 
fact that three (3) of every fbur (4) dollars ex fron-1 tbe 
federal government creates ecast 
~«Ihich is dependent dn annual made 3u;e,h 
forecasting is done regularly and it will continue to be done conserva-
tively. Contingency plans are developed for use of Lmanttc:i feder;:;1 
funds. However, DHR in most cases. can not unilateral! 
plans c Fi:w ex ample, Tr ite iati6ns have r-e::mlted in fi 
decisions as to use of unantici SSBG funds, should any be received. 
Energy Block Grant. funds, increases occm', r!lust. be used as 
approved by the Executive encies and three 
the State 'Vli.nter· Energy an Q 

slati ve Ccnnm 

The Department recognizes that it has been, and ains. 
:staffed in the budget and fiscal a1rnea. This has s 
on a fe1-.r people for the bud i<:m prcce 'Ihe 
procedures •flill e for• mtwe managel~ial invc1vem~ent and shar" ttl<? 
budget develo~~ent work load. 

El 
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RECOI'1MENDATION ~ CONDITION OF RECORDS: "The Department of Human Resources 
establish policies, procedures, and employee training methods to insure that 
adequate, useable data and records are gathered and maintained." 

DHR REPLY TO RECOMMENDATION - CONDITION OF RECORDS: 

DHR has made major headway with improving records through more appropriate 
Cirganizati6nal assignments, nlOl"''e adequate space for files and records, and 
streamlining procedures. As an example, several previous audit citations 
concerning manual personnel and payroll records have been resdlved by our 
recently implemented automated time and attendance system. HbtoJever, more 
is being done, e.g. automation of essential services data; child support 
enforcement ( IV~D); and day cm"e/ child nutrition programs" Finally, some 
of this effort had to be delayed for more than a year at our fbrmer 
location because of inadequate space arrangements. 

RECOMMENDATION ~ INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL OVERSIGHT: "The Department of Human 
Resources establish specific performance criteria for use in awarding both new 
and renewal grant awards. In conjunction with the Department 1 s long-range 
planning efforts, target populations and service needs should be identified for 
priority funding." 

DHR REPLY TO RECOMMENDATION ~ INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL OVERSIGHT: 

Specific performance criteria, among other things, based on the development 
of defined units of service and unit costs, will govern most DHR grants in 
the future. The change from line item budgets to this new approach will 
need to be done in increments, probably with some demonstrations and field 
tests. We have just adopted a new policy for program evaluation which 
reverses the emphasis from monitoring for contract and budget compliance to 
performance evaluation. As these new approaches tb making grants and 
evaluating performance are implemented, staff emphasis ~Jill shift from desk 
revie'(.J of paper requirements to more intensive field \>JOrk with providers as 
programs are being carried out and services delivered. Even this year, 
DHR's decisions as to SSBG spending plans are based on newly developed 
criteria as to priority target populations and service needs. These new 
criteria were largely responsible for our decisions to fund those programs 
within the priority target pOpulations and service needs. 

RECOMMENDATION -AUDITS: "Resolution of the issues causing the backlog of 
unaudited grants be a priority of the Department of Human Resources during the 
coming year. In conjunction with setting up procedures to close the books on 
these grants, the department should address the issue of when and which 
unaudited funds should be listed as accounts receivables." 

11 1\mend the state statutes to require the Department of Human Resources to adopt 
regulations for the purpose of enforcing compliance with audit requirements in 
C.G.S. Sec. 7-396a. Hearings shall be held on all grants unaudited 12 months 
after their termination. The department shall have the authority to order an 
audit. If a grantee fails to comply with such an order, the department shall 
be authorized to petition the Superior Court for enforcement of the order. The 
court may grant such relief as it deems equitable. 11 
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DHR REPLY TO RECOMMENDATION - AUDITS: 

With hundreds of grants each year, the audit requirements will remain at a 
very high level. Each grantee is required to secure its own audit for 
each program and submit them for DHR review and, if acceptable, the issu­
ance by DHR of a Certificate of Terminaticin for each such grant program. 
The ongoing efforts are going fairly smootrly. The problem is with old 
programs and here are the two issues. The first is establishing a pt~bcess 
for writing off receivables as uncollectable. where receivables can be 
established by audit. This will involve tne Attorney General and the 
process, once agreed upon, can proceed in accordance with existing 
statutes. The second issue is that there are old, unaudited programs which 
cannot be audited and receivables cannot be established. These are situa­
tions, for example, where the grantee agency, and its financial records no 
longer exist. These matters are being pursued vigorously by DHR t..rith the 
Attorney General, the Comptroller, and the State Audittrrs. The most viable 
alternative involves C.G.S. Section 3-7 "Cancellation of Uncollectible 
Claims. Compromise of Disputed Claims •11 • 

RECOM~1ENDATION - COORDINATION RESPONSIBILITY: "The responsibility enumerated 
in C.G.S. Sec. 4-60i(a) should be deleted from the statutes." 

DHR REPLY TO RECOMMENDATION - COORDINATION RESPONSIBILITY: 

We agree with this recommendation. The statutes should be amended to carry 
out the intent of this comprehensive coordination through tne Governor's 
Office. 
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lement the Legislative 
c:ornrn t es ~ Recommendations 

I>e ar n.t: C)f n Resources to adopt 
for the pGrpose of enforcing compliance 

1reme ts 1n .G.S. Sec 7-396a. Hear­
tel on all grants unaudited 12 months 

ram 

erm1na The department shall have the 
a it. If a grantee fails to 

• the department shall be 
rior Court for enforce-

.Q ···- grant such relief as 
p 38 
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