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EXEaJTIVE SUMMARY 

'Ihis study was conceived as a review of the irnplerrentation, managerrent, 

and op:ration of the full service agency concept in the Iowa Departrrent of 

Social Services. Its major focus was on the interrelationships anong the 

three levels of the IDSS' (Iowa Departrrent of Social Services) Divisicn of 

Ccmnunity Services: the state, district, and local (county) levels. 

Data W=re collected from~ sources: interviews with approxirrately 

45 key staff rrembers at all three levels and with~ rrerrbers of a county 

l:oard of supervisors; and frcm a review of docurrents and legislation r::ertain­

ing to the planning, irnplerrentatian, and or::eration of the full service 

_agency. 'Ihe majority of the interviews ~ conducted with staff rcanbers 

~rking in the central offices of the Division of Ccrmnmity Services, the 

Des MJines District office, and the Polk County offices. Staff rrem::ers from 

three other district offices and general administrative r::ersannel of the 

IDSS W=re also intervieW:d. 

In order to place the current or::erations of the Divisicn of Conrnunity 

Services into r::erspective, infonration about agencies which existed prior 

to the IDSS was revieW:d, and events following the creation of the IDSS 

and leading up to the full service agency concept W:re traced. 'Ihe present 

operations of the full service _agency are descril:::ed in six major areas: 

organizational structure and lines of authority, funding pattems, budgetary 

process, r::ersamel policies and practices, policy and program develOFf[EI'lt, 

and comnunicaticns patterns. 
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Conclusions ~re drawn by evaluating the findings accor~g to~ 

points of reference: the way in which the full service .a~cy is intended 

to OJ::erate q.5 set forth in docurrents about the full service _agency concept; 

and a number of applicable principles of organizatj,an and rranagerrent theo:cy. 

The findings reveal the interdependence of the various parts of the 

IDSS: problems in one part often have effects in other parts. The najor 

conclusions, which follow, reinforce this interdependence: 

- The state-local funding mix causes nurrerous difficulties 

throughout the IDSS 

- The IDSS has no current statewide m:del for a district bffice 

- Lines of authority and patterns of conmmication generally 

confonn to the plan for the full service _agency 

- The state-local ftmding mix reduces the administrative and 

program control of the IDSS over its local offices 

- Cotmty-paid staff doing state jobs reduce the pressure on the 

IDSS to provide adequate staffing with state and federal funds 

- Supplerrents to county directors' salaries tend to -weaken their 

identity as IDSS managers 

- Sorre districts might have trouble developing identities, and 

the r::es M:Jines District has an identity problem 

- The Polk Cotmty office functions virtually as a full service 

agency 

- Procedures f,or policy and p~ogram develoµrent and cormn.mications 

need to t:e str~gthened in the social service programs, but it 

apµ:ars as if the IDSS has achieved stability in the incare naintenance 

pr.ograms 



Fran the f.indi?gs and conclusions, reccmnendations ~re fonnulated 

in four maj9r areas. .Acccrrpa,nying each recorcnendation is an acticn plan 

'Which, if foll~, will lead to the. goal implied by the recomrendation. 

The reccmrendations are: 

- 'Ihe IDSS should continue ·its trend toward the develoµrent of 

strong ·district •offices. The action plan specifies the develo1r 

rrent of a district rrcdel and a review of the present rrethods of 

supervisicn of the district offices. 

- Procedures for fo:rroulation and dissemination of p::>licy and 

program materials ·m the ·social service ·programs should ·l::e 

· established. The action plan outlines the process for 

establishing those procedures and also strengthening the 

credibility of the Bureau of Program Services with the IDSS 

field staff. 

- The IDSS should move toward a wholly state-funded system, but 

cne 'Which provides for continued county involvement in the IDSS 

programs. The acticn plan outlines, in three phases, the steps 

needed to achieve this goal. 

- Consideration should ·1::e given to making Polk COunty ·a single­

county ·district. The action plan indicates the steps needed to 

create such a district, and also presents altematives for 

dealing with t;he present Ces »::>ines District. 

These ;recc;mrendatians address themselves to virtually all of the 

ccnclusicns. If they are a,dopted and the acticn plans foll~, many of 

the problems identified by the study should l::e resolved. 
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This study was ccmpleted under a contract between the Iowa 

Department of Social Services and the American Public Welfare 

Association. This report is intended solely for the use and 

information of the State of Iowa, Department of Social Services, 
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INTRODUCTICN 

Late in 1974 the Iowa Department of Social Services (IDSS) 

implemented a "full service agency" concept in its Division of 

Ccmrunity Services. The state was divided into 16 geographical 

areas, and a district office-the full service agency-- was 

established in each district. Through the district office and 

its county offices, all the direct services provided by the IDSS 

were made available to the citizens of Iowa. 

In the surmer of 1976, the IDSS requested the .American Public 

Welfare Association to evaluate the progress the IDSS had made in 

rroving toward realization of the full service agency concept. The 

IDSS was specifically interested in the inter-relationships anong 

the three administrative levels of the Division of Conmunity Services: 

the state, the district, and the local (county) level. 

This reµ:,rt contains the results of the .American Public Welfare 

Association's study of the full service agency. It examines the 

historical background of the IDSS and the events leading up to the 

full service agency. The reµ:,rt details the current operation of 

the Division of Corrmunity Services and concludes with findings, 

conclusions, and a number of recomnendations for change. 
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METHOOOLOGY 

This study was planned as an inquiry into the interrelationships 

between the three administrative levels of the ID.SS Division of Corrmunity 

Services: the state, district, and the local level. The current 

functioning of the Division and the relationships between its three 

levels were to be assessed according to the 1974 reorganization plan 

leading to the implementation of the full se:rvice agency concept and 

any subsequent additions to the plan. 

Achievement of the study purposes required the collection of data · 

which could describe the current functioning of the Division of Community 

Services at all three levels. In order to evaluate these data, all 

documents pertaining to the full se:rvice agency and its intended 

operation also needed to be reviewed. 

'I\-iO prilrary sources of data were identified: 

- ID.SS staff members at all three levels 

- Official ID.SS documents pertaining to the reorganization 

A two-part data collection plan was developed. The first phase 

consisted of identifying and interviewing key persons at the state, 

district, and county off ice levels. The Des M:>ines District office 

and the Polk County office were selected as the primary sites for 

collection of data fran the district and local levels. An open-ended 

interview outline was constructed which included several major areas: 

the functioning of the ID.SS prior to the full service agency concept; 

the transition; the current organizational structure and functioning; 

funding; and practices in the areas of personnel, policy and program 

and carnmmications. 
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During a two-week period, interviews were conducted with 44 :i;::ersons, 

as follows: 

- The ccmnissioner and deputy cannissioner of the ItsS 

- .Fourteen state-level Division of COrrrmm.ity Services 

staff, including l::oth administrative and program 

:personnel 

- Five staff members fran the Des M:Jines District office 

- Ten staff members fran the Polk County office 

- Eight staff rrernbers fran the Otturrwa District 

(including county offices) 

- Two additional district administrators 

- A county director from the Des M:Jines District 

(outside Polk County) 

- Two members of the Polk County Board of Su:i;:,ervisors 

The second phase of data collection, done concurrently with the 

interviewing, entailed obtaining t.11e docurrents necessary to evaluate 

the interview data. These included the reorganization plan, relevant 

legislation and IDSS rrerroranda, staffing plans and personnel materials, 

annual re;::orts, and ncWS releases. These dccuments were then reviewed 

to provide the background infonra.tion and official statane..rits regarding 

the intended functioning of the full service agency. 

After collection of the data, findings were analyzed and ccrnpared to 

the documents p:rta.ining to the reorganization and operation of the rr::ss, 

as well as to sane principles of rranagement and administration applicable 

to the IDSS. This comparison allowed the forrmi.latian of conclusions 

aoout the operation of the full service agency, and a number of reccm­

mendations resulted fran conclusions in areas in which it was found that 

improvement could be rrade. 



HISI'ORICAL PERSPECTIVE 

Predecessor Agencies 

The Iowa tepartrrent of Social Services (IDSS) was created an July 1, 

1968, by an act of the Iowa Legislature. The departrrent brought together 

in to one administrative tmit the ftmctians of three agencies which had 

previously provided social and incare maintenance services to the people 

of Iowa: the Board of Social Welfare, the Board of Control, and the Board 

of Parole. These three agencies had been in existence for decades. The 

yotmgest, the Board of Social ·welfare, was established in 1937. During 

their years of operation, they had developed clear roles and ftmctians, 

though there was occasional duplication of field services arrong them. 
-

Prior to 1968 and the IDSS, the Board of Social W=lfare had the 

responsibility for administering the provisions of the Social Security 

Act tmder which the state provided social services and financial assistance 

(the ADC program) to families. Though the Board of Social 'Welfare was a 

state-operated agency and its employees nanbers of the rrerit system, the 

l:oard really did little rrore than supervise these programs. Iowa ' s 99 

counties had the primary responsibility for administration of l:oth the 

program and the staff through a county director. County l:oards of social 

welfare also tcok an active role in the programs through their county 

directors; and cotmties provided. 50% of the nan-federal share for payrrents 

and the office space and equiprent for enployees working in the county. 

·The ·:soara of Control was a state-ftmded agency which operated the 

state's institutions. Under its jurisdiction ~re the rrental health and 
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rrental retardation facilities, adult and juvenile correctional facilities, 

the horre for aged a.'1.d disabled veterans, and the two hares for dependent 

and neglected children. The Board of Control also had a limited field staff, 

primarily to provide follow-up se:rvices to those discharged fran its facilities. 

In addition, it had sare responsibility for rronitoring private care facilities 

and inspecting jails. Unlike the ~loyees of the Board of Social ~elfare, 

the ~loyees of the Board of Control were not rrembers of the rrerit system. 

'Ihe Board of Parole was the third predecessor agency. It had two 

pr:imary functions: to detennine which incarcerated offenders should 1:e 

granted a parole, and to sup:rvise them once they were paroled. In order to 

carry out this latter task, the Board of Parole employed a staff of parole 

agents who W2re located in various areas of the state. Like the Board of 

Control, it was a state-funded agency, and its errployees rerrained outside 

the rrerit system. 

Creation of the IDSS 

With the passage of the enabling legislation in 1968, the task of 

unifying the various staffs and functions of the three J:::oards into a single 

agency 1:egan. 'Ihe new IDSS, a single administrative unit, could facilitate 

camon planning, bu::igeting, and administration; and it could coordinate the 

se:rvices to eliminate overlap and duplication. It also brought the ~loyees 

of the Boards of Control and Parole into the state nerit system. Scree of 

the pattems established by years of tradition continued, however. Though 

the IDSS regan to administer all the state's se:rvice and incare naintenance 

programs, it did not 1:ecaie the sole funding source. The 99 county governrre..rits 

continued to fumish 50% of tii.e nan-federal share of the AOC programs, and 



to provide equiprent and office space for employees assigned to the county. 

The county offices, each under the supervision of a county director, 

had the reSJ;X)I'lsibility for providing the depart::rrent's direct services. 

'Ihese services were those which had teen provided through the Board of 

Social Welfare prior to July 1, 1968: the social and incare naintenance 

services mandated under the Sccial Security Act. In addition, counties 

also provided general relief, a program in which the state had no financial 

or program participation; and the food stamp program, in which the state had 

no direct financial participation but did establish policy guidelines. In 

sare counties, these~ programs~ integrated into the county IDSS 

office under the supervision of the county director. In others, they ~re 

provided in separate offices with separate staff. 

Within the IDSS at the state level, there ~re~ bureaus to which 

the county depa.rtJrents related: Farnil y and C!rlldren' s Services and Incare 

Maintenance. County IDSS employees ~ accountable to their county director, 

but also reported to state level specialists in the service area in which 

they worked. The county director alteniately was accountable to state-level 

specialists in either social services or incare ItE.intenance, and to his 

CMl county l:x::>ard of supervisors. 

The uncertainty regarding the status of county IDSS employees ~t 

one step further. In the 1967 Ahem decision, the Iowa Suprerre Court held 

that county directors ~re county employees under control of the county 

board, even though the Board of Sccial helfare paid th:ir salaries. By 

extension of the decision, IDSS employees in county offices ~re also 

viewed as county ernployees, even though they~ state merit employees 

paid by the Board of Social Welfare. The legislation creating the IDSS 

did not clarify the status of the county-level IDSS employees. 
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DEVEI.DPMENT OF THE FULL SERVICE .AGENCY 

The "full service agency" concept was imple.rrented by departrrental 

directive on July 1, 1974, and the transition to the new system was 

completed six m:mths later. Prior to the imple.rrentation of the full 

service agency, the IDSS had undergone or been affected by a numl::er of 

evolutionary changes which led to the full service agency. 

Several of these changes occurred within the IDSS as part of its 

continuing developrent: shifts in the organizational structure which 

pointed toward the decentralization of the full service agency. And a 

nurnl::er of changes occurred within the laws 'Which altered the relatirnship 

bebreen the IDSS and Iowa' s 99 counties. 

Organizational Changes 

In 1967 Iowa Governor Harold Hughes established sixteen regimal 

planning districts in the state. When the IDSS was created, a plan was 

developed to divide the state into sixteen administrative areas (with 

ooundaries coterminous with the planning districts), each with an area 

office. Ten areas instead of sixteen ultimately l::ecarce op:rational, and 

in 1969 the Bureau of Field Operations, with p:rsonnel in both the central 

office and the ten area offices, was established. 

The purpose of tli.i.s bureau, as described in the 1971 IDSS Annual 

Report, was to "insure the effective imple.rrentation of the I:epartrrent's 

Social Service and public assistance programs provided at the camn.mity 

level" ( 42) p. • Its duties, listed in the sane report, were to "provide 

technical consultation and administrative supervisirn to the county staff," 
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to assist the county departrrent "in all aspects of administraticn and 

service programs," and to "lend expertise to counties in such activities 

as :p=rscnnel matters, classificaticns, office space, and equiprent" (p. 42). 

To what extent the area office was able to exercise any direct line authority 

over the county departnents is not clear, rut the county director did have 

one m:,re administrative level to which to relate around certain matters. 

Counties, however, clearly retained the responsibility for in'plerrentation 

of l:oth inccrce maintenance and social service programs. 

By 1973, the responsibility and authority of the area offices had 

expanded. The area administrators were responsible for the "interpretaticn 

of policy and procedure for Inccrce Maintenance programs ••• ," 'and the area 

and county offices together were responsible for the "in'plerrentation of 

services as developed by the Bureau of Family arid Children S=rvices." 

(IDSS Annual Report, 1973, p. 48). Lines of ?uthority remained unclear, 

however, since there were still state level specialists who controlled the 

policy and tlrus had at least indirect line authority over the local IDSS 

staff rreml:ers. 

Early in 1974, in a state level reorganization, the numter of area 

offices was reduced from ten to five, but the area supervisors continued 

to l:::e responsible for in'plerrenting the prograros of the Bureau of Family 

and Adult Services (previously the Bureau of Family and Children Services). 

This reorganization was an interim rreasure lasting only aoout eight rronths 

until the creation of the full service agency. 

Statutory Changes 

'1\-.D provisions adopted during the 1973 legislative session which be­

carre effective on January 1, 1974, clarified both the lines of authority 



and the funding patterns within the IDSS. 'Ihe first change arose fran the 

need to place all the IDSS staff finnly 1.m.der the administrative control 

of the IDSS and eliminate the confusion which had existed since the 1967 

Iowa SUprerre Court decision in the Ahem case. A new section was added to 

Chapter 217 of the 1973 Code of Iowa, which reads in part: 

The commissioner of social services or his designee, 
shall employ such personnel as are necessary for the 
performance of the duties and responsibilities as­
signed to the department. All employees shall be 
selected on a basis of fitness for the work to be 
performed with due regard to training and experience 
and shall be subject to the provisions of chapter 
nineteen A (19A) of the Code. 

In retum for the counties' giving up their administrative control 

over the local IDSS employees, the State of Iowa agreed to assuire the 

c01.m.ties' share of the costs of the incare maintenance programs for which 

federal financial participation was available: 'Ihe counties were thus 

relieved of providing 50% of the non-federal share of the AOC program, 

but continued to have responsibility for provision and funding of general 

relief, and provision of the food stamp programs (including funding 50% 

of administrative costs). Additional financial relief carre to the co1.m.ties 

on January 1, 1974, from the federal goveD1I'tEI'lt, when it assuired the costs 

for the old age assistance, aid to the blind, and aid to the disabled 

prograns. 

Added to Section 234.11 of the 1973 Code was a part which spelled 

out the counties' relationship to the IDSS: 

The board shall act in an advisory capacity on pro­
grams within the jurisdiction of the de partment of 
social services. The board shall review policies 
and procedures of the local departments ... and make 
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recommendations for changes ... (and] may also make 
recommendations for new programs. The state depart­
ment sha11 ... insure that county board reconmendations 
receive appropriate review at the level of policy 
determination. 

Even though IDSS enployees assigned to county offices ~re clearly 

rerroved from any administrative control of the county board, the county 

was required to house and equip them: 

Where the department of social services assigns per­
sonnel to an office located in a county for the 
purpose of performing in that county designated 
duties and responsibilities assigned by law to the 
department, it shall be the responsibility of the 
county to provide and maintain the necessary office 
space and office supplies and equipment for the 
personnel so assigned in the same manner as if they 
were employees of the county (New Section added to 
Chapter 217, Code of Iowa, 1973). 

This section also provided that federal rnatchlng funds ~re to re used to 

re.iniJurse the counties in the sane arrount the state ~d have recei'Ved 

had it provided this space and equiprrent. 

Planning ~recess 

In the fall of 1973 tre camri.ssioner reached a decision to re­

organize the department and make its seJ:Vices m::,re accessible to the 

people who needed them. The reorganization was intended to further the 

ccmnissioner's stated purfOse of the department: 

The purpose of the Department is to make available 
to the people of Iowa an array of financial and 
social services which prevent or reduce the inci­
dence and effects of conditions which handicap or 
disadvantage the individual in society (IDSS Proposed 
Plan for Comnunity Based Service Delivery System, 
February, 1974, p. 1). 



The job of planning a service delivery system which w:JUld best 

carry out the depart:rcent's purpose was given to a task force appointed 

by the deputy ccmnissioner. The task force, which began ~rk in Novemter 

1973., consisted of the following persons: 

- IDSS staff rrembers fran the bureaus of Family and Mult 

Services, Incare Maintenance, and Administrative SUpport 

- Representatives from local county agencies 

- Resource persons fran various levels and other IDSS 

programs assigned to assist task force rranbers 

The task force r,..orked through Decern1:er and January, and by February, 

1974, a proposed plan for the reorganization was developed. This proposal, 

after receiving the necessary approvals, was sent out to chairrren of the 

comty ooards of 5Uf:€rvisors and ooards of social ~lfare, field division 

su:i;:ervisors , county directors, and supermtenaents of the IDSS institutions. 

Eight nEetfugs ~ held aromd the state with these and other ccmrunity 

:i;:ersons, and a six week pericd foll~ during which ccmrents could l::e ma.de. 

'Ihe February proposal contained several broad service delivery goals 

for the reorganization: 

- To insure, to the greatest extent possible, that 

every Iowan has access to all IDSS services 

- To insure all citizens "equal service delivery 

reliability and capability' 

- To develop a system based up:m camumity needs 

- To provide services of the highest possible quality 

'llle proposal also contafued a numl::er of goals pertaining rrore ~cifically 

to the system itself: 
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To provide a rrechanism for cooperative relationships 

with all camunity-based providers in order to coordinate 

se:rvices 

- To develop a system within the sixteen OPP regional guidelines 

- To rraintain a rnin.inum numl::er of levels of administration 

To provide at least one entry to the full service agency 

in every cotmty 

- To l!'ake available through the entry facility (directly 

or indirectly) all services provided by the IDSS 

The concept of the full service agency, as presented in the proposal, 

consisted of service entry facilities, each staffed minimally by a social 

service and an inccne maintenance ~rker and one secretary. These entry 

facilities W:re to l:e linked to the full service agencies through which 

all the IDSS services would l:e available. 'lhe full service agency itself 

was intended to l:e no 5T!"aller than the district office and all its service 

entry facilities. '!his intent is shown nost clearly in the table of state 

organization which includes sixteen full service agencies linked to the 

se:rvice entry facilities. The county offices do not appear an this table 

and are not rrentioned in the text; they "M=.re presumably to undergo a 

transfonnation into the service entry facilities. 

The February proposal contained little indication either al:::out the 

full service agency's relationship to the central office or al:::out the 

extent of central office realignnents. Two central office bureaus, 

Incare Maintenance and Adult Corrections, ~re apparently planned to continue 

direct line 5Uf€rvisian of field staff. And the directors of these two 



bureaus as well as Family and Mult Services ~e to l:e assigned 

supervisory persamel, one of whose functions was the following: 

Supervise to the extent necessary, to insure the 
effective implementation of the objectives establish­
ed by the Department for community based agencies 
(p. 8). 

Irrpl~tation of the Full Service Agency Concept 

Depart:rrental directive 74-2 reorganizing the departrrent and iroplerrent­

ing the full service agency concept was sent out an June 24, 1974. Changes 

had been made in the reorganization plan initially prop:,sed in February, 

and these changes pr:imarily concerned the reorganization of the central 

office and its relationship to the district and local offices and staffs. 

State Office Reorganization 

As part of the total reorganization, the central office divisions 

and bureaus were realigned. Five major divisions ~e established: 

Adrninistrati ve Services, M.anagerrent and Planning, Correctional Institutions, 

M2ntal Health Resources, and Ccrrm.mity Services. Each of these divisions 

had a major responsibility for part of the depart:rrent's totaJ. program; 

the Division of Ccmnunity Services was to direct the delivery of the 

programs and services provided through the district and local offices. 

In addition, the Division of Ccmmmity Services was subdivided into 

seven state-level bureaus: Specialty Fescurce Services, Correctional Services, 

Incare .M.aintenance Services, ~edical Services, M:mtal Retardation Services, 

Youth Services (including the four juvenile institutions), and Veterans 

Services. 
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According to the departmental reorganization directive, the prinE.ry 

functicn of the seven bureaus was to "develop :policy and procedure for 

Divisicn programs," rut they were also to "provide all initial program 

interpretation and cngoing consultation essential to the inplerrentation 

of services at the local level" (Appendix D, p. 4). Except for an initial 

transitional period until the district administrators assumed their 

:positicns, the bureaus ~re rercoved £ran any direct line authority over 

either district or field staff. The bureau directors, however, ~re 

expected to: 

1. Maintain regular carmunication with appropriate 

administrative and program staff to keep up:iated 

on Depart:rrent service needs. 

2. Develop staff training for F9rsonnel located 

throughout the state in cooperation with the 

district administrators and the office of staff 

developrent. 

3. Confer with the district administrators in the 

evaluation and hiring of F9rsonnel who have re­

sponsibility for program delivery. 

Line authority and accotm.tability for the program and staff rested 

with the district administrators, who~ directly accountable to the 

director of the Di vision of Ccmnuni ty Services. The district administrators 

assurred rrany of the functions which had previously been held by (or shared 

by) state level program staff and county directors: assessing needs, 

employing staff rrenibers, establishing goals and objectives, ~rking with 

local agencies, nonitoring programs, and evaluating the F9rfonrance of staff 

under their supervision. 



District ·offices 

The districts, though they were. to becare the full service agencies 

with the primary responsibility for ensuring that all IDSS se:rvices were 

provided, had scrre constraints placed upon tlan. The district office was 

envisioned to include only a district administrator, a rosiness manager, 

and a secretary (except in sare larger districts where sare additional 

staff might be necessary). The long-range plan was to place "all direct 

se:rvice staff, specialist staff, and consultative staff in local offices." 

Although the reorganization was to take effect on July 1, 1974, the 

district adro.inistrators \<.-ere not all hired until Cctober 1; and they did 

not officially begin w:irk in their districts until after a pericxl of 

orientation and training. 

Local Offices 

The county offices, which had previously 1:een the locus of adminis­

trative and program control, recarre "local" offices, of which there 1M:Juld 

ultimately l:e at least 100: "a canplete system of local offices ••• functional 

under the administrative direction of 16 Departrrent District .Administrators" 

(reorganization directive) • The rrodels of county administration in ef feet 

at the tme of the depa.rt:rrental reorganization directive were to l:e 

continued: ahe or rrore counties with a single county director; and one 

or nore counties with no county director, but ·witi.'1 an incare maintenance 

and a social se:rvice supervisor. 
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THE FULL SERVICE .N:IBNCY: PRESENT OPEF.ATICN 

At the present tirre, the full service agency concept has been in 

or;eration for about 20 mJ11.ths. Many of the original features of the re­

organization plan have been reta:ined; others have been changed either 

purposefully or through evolution. 

The sixteen full service agencies - the districts and their local 

offices - are all a part of the Division of Camn.mity Services. In order 

to accurately descril:e the manner in 'Which the division functions, it is 

necessary to examine seven key areas: 

Organizational structure 

Lines of authority and accountability 

Patterns of fund:ing 

Budgetary process 

Persamel policies and practices 

Policy and program develo:prent 

Ccmnunications patterns 

Organizational structure and lines of authority and accountability 

are virtually inseparable; these two areas are discussed as they relate 

to the three levels - state, district, county - of the division. Each 

of the other areas is covered in a separate section. 

Qr.ganizatianal Structure and Lines ·of Authority 

State Level 

The Division of Canmunity Services, the director of which is accountable 
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to the ccmnissioner, is currently being reorganized into three bureaus: 

Program Services, Benefit Pa:yirent, and Child .Advocacy. Tre division 

will also include an Office of Ccmrunity ~tal Retardation and the Iowa 

Veterans F.are as separate entities without bureau status. A new bureau 

of Planning· and Evaluation is being created within the Division of 

Managerrent and Planning; it will perfonn quality control reviews for ~'"le 

Divisim of Corrmunity Services. 

'Ihe purposes of this state-level reorganization are as follows: 

The changes ... will better utilize the skills 
of the existing staff; improve the capabilities of the 
Division of Management and Planning; make appropriate 
adjustments in duties to correspond with changes in 
the positions; provide the proper support for the 
districts in order to implement programs and policies; 
and to reinforce the "level of three" reporting lines, 
from the district administrator to the division director 
to the commissioner ("The Weekly News Thing, 11 July 2, 1976). 

'Ihe Bureau of Program Services will include in- and out-of-hare 

services, licensing (residential, day care, and foster care), rrental 

retardation services, and the camn.mity developrent coordinator. Many 

of the program specialists previously responsible for these services 

have been tran~ferred to the new Bureau of Planning and Evaluation; 

new "program generalist" positions will be created. These generalists 

will have ID3Ily of the sarre duties previously carried by the specialists, 

but will share responsibilities for the various programs am::ng them. 

The Bureau of Benefit Pa:yirent includes the functions of the previous 

bureaus of Incare .Maintenance and M=dical Services: developing policies 

and procedures for incare maintenance, rredical assistance, food stamps, 

and WJN programs. 



'lhe Bureau of Child Mvr::x:.acy will develop policy and program for 

the three youth service institutions. It also has responsibility for a 

mmll:er of functions which relate to services provided through the district 

offices: "protecting the legal rights of children under guardianship or 

camnitted to the Cepart::ment; m:nitoring court reports; administering the 

juvenile canpact; and p:rforming court liaison services" ("The ~'eekly 

News Thing," July 2, 1976). 

'lhis state-level reorganization did not alter either the lines of 

authority or accountability between the state office and the district and 

county offices. With one exception, all program and administrative authority 

flowed through the director of camumity services to the district administrator 

both 1:efore and after the reorganization. 'Ihe exception is the four field 

incare naintenance representatives (one position is currently vacant), who 

~re and continue to 1:e supervised by the chi~f of the incare naintenance 

secticn in the state office.. Each IM representative covers four dis-

tricts, and his salary cares fran one of the district' s budgets (where he 

is housed}. His position, h~r, is a staff positicn, and he has no 

line authority over any of the district or county incarre naintenance 

staff m:mbers; the line fran the director of carm.mity services to the 

district administrators to the line level staff rrembers is unbroken. 

District Level 

As was intended, the district offices have 1:ecare the new centers of 

line authority within the IDSS. This result appears to derive frcm a 

nurnl:er of factors: fran a conscious decentralization of administrative 

authority fran t..lie state level; fran the creation of a strong single 

21 



22 

line of authority; fran the arolition of state level specialists with a 

strong program identification (thereby placing the program effectively 

in the hands of the district administrators); and from the fact that the 

districts neither are organized nor function as they were originally 

intended. 

In the original reorganization plan, the district was intended to 

consist of the district administrator, a business rranager, and a secretary. 

'Ihere is no district in the state that has only those staff menl::ers. When 

the district administrators assurred their :r:ositions, they inherited the 

previous area staff (about 45 :r;eople in the tes Moines district alone). 

'Ihough there have been reorganizations at the district level, the districts 

have continued to control many of the functions which provide service to 

or for the entire district: staff specialists in social services, incone 

maintenance, staff developrrent, irental retardation, volunteer services, or 

Title XX planning; or service units which provide (or coordinate) services 

for the district in adoption, farnil y therapy, WJN, adult services, or nedical 

review services. The catpJsition of the district offices varies, but all 

have sam: functions centralized at the district level. 

There are basically t:w::, organizational m:::dels (with variations) in 

use by the districts. In one nodel, the district administrator supervises 

the county directors (or the incare maintenance and service supervisors, 

if there is no county director) , and the county directors then supervise 

all county level en;,loyees and program. In this m:::del, the district 

s:r;ecialists, unless they are providing direct services, function wholly 

in staff :r:ositions, with no line authority over either the county staff 

irembers or county IDSS programs. te:r;ending u:r:on the style of the particular 



district administrator, they deal either through hl1n or directly with 

county and state level errployees in their program areas: seeking or 

providing technical assistance and policy interpretations, sarretirres 

rron.itoring direct service programs, saretirres carrying out the programs 

themselves. 

In the second type of organizational structure in use by district 

offices, the district specialists actually SUfervise the IDSS programs 

carried out by the county off ices. In this m::del, the line of authority 

by passes the county directors: 

The administrative line of responsibility 
flows directly from the district administrator 
through the intact family service supervisor, the 
business manager, and the income maintenance 
supervisor to the respective staff in the county 
office (Table of Organization Proposal for 
District 10, June 3, 1976). 

The county directors, however, retain administrative authority 

over their program staff, so the lines of authority and accountability 

are divided, part flowing to the county director, and part to the 

district program supervisors. 

A variation of these two m::::dels occurs in districts which use the 

two nod.els simultaneously: sare counties in which the county director 

supervises tr.i.e program staff directly, and sare counties in which the 

program staff are supervised by the district program specialist. 

County Level 

Despite the fact that in scne districts sare county IDSS staff rreml:ers are 

supervised from the district program level, the lines of authority and ac-
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countability are relatively clear until they reach the county directors. 

At that level, two lines of authority and accountability merge: those 

caning from the IDSS, and those caning fran the county boards of 

supervisors and boards of social welfare. This merging of lines is a 

functicn of the mixed funding patterns for services in Iowa, and is a 

reflection of the fact that accountability follows funding. Although the 

JDSS has tre legal authority to hire and fire county directors, the current 

f?OSition classification standards for county social services directors 

reflect the county director's dual accountability: 

County directors function independently 
under the direction of the County Board 
of Social Welfare, the County Board of 
Supervisors, and the area administrator 
of Field Operations. 

Since these f?OSition classification standards_ ~re written, the JDSS 

has undergone a reorganization which has clarified lines of authority 

down to the county directors and also placed the county directors legally 

under the administrative control of the JDSS. Notwithstanding the lack 

of revision of the f?OSition standards, however, the county directors 

continue to functicn under the dual direction of the county boards of 

SUFE:rvisors and the district administrators. (The county boards of social 

~lfare now act in an advisory capacity. ) 

When cOtIDty directors' salaries were last evaluated (1972) , the 

intent was that treir state salary include COJTIFEI1Sation for the duties 

that they FE:rfonn for the county board. Of the four weighting factors 

used in dete.Dnining a pay grade, 10% of the total was based Uf?On tre 

integration or non-integraticn of the county. This intended single 



payrrent is in accordance with the rules of the Iowa ~rit Cornnission, which 

state that 

no employee shall receive any pay under 
governmental jurisdiction other than that 
specifically authorized by the Commission 
for the discharge of the duties of his 
position or additional duties which may 
be assigned to him or which he may under­
take, or volunteer to perfonn as a state 
employee (Section 4.4(2), Rules of the 
Iowa Merit System, August 1975). 

Interpretation of another rrerit rule has p:rmitted the county boards to 

supplerrent county directors' salaries, a practice which occurs in rnJ1rerous 

counties. The airount of the supplerrent (over and al::ove the state salary) 

ranges up to a.tout $900 a nonth. 

In surrn,ary, the lines of authority and accountability within the 

Division of Camn..mity SeJ:vices are clear with_ the exception of the county 

director 1 s dual accountability; the lines extend fran the director of the 

division to the district adro.inistrator, to the county director. Staff 

specialists in the central office function without line authority, but 

derive their program authority through the line; the direct contacts they 

have with other IDSS employees al:ove or relow them in the hierarchy 

occur with the consent of the line administrators. The exceptions to 

this pattern are the four incarre maintenance representatives, but they 

have no line authority over any other rn staff even though they are sup:r­

vised fran the lM Bureau. 

Funding Patterns 

The IDSS derives its funds fran three sources: the Federal govenurent, 
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the State of Iowa, and the 99 county goverrnrents. 'Ihe manner in which 

these three funding streams rrerge is rrost evident at the county level • 

.An IDSS county office can administer basically five program categories 

(distinguished by source of funds or by program control) : incare maintenance, 

social services (except for purchase of service), purchase of service, food 

stamps, and general relief. How these programs are staffed, funded, and 

programnatically administered is described relow: 

Incare niaintenance programs are funded entirely 

through the IDSS, staffed with state rrerit employees 

paid by the IDSS, and the policy and procedures are 

established b-J the IDSS. 

Social service programs (except for purchase of service') 

are also state-funded programs, and policies are es­

tablished by the IDSS. .All service staff members are 

state rrerit empl~Jees paid by the IDSS with the exception 

that at least three counties (Polk, Linn, and Johnson) 

supplerrent their IDSS quotas with county-paid staff 

TIErnbers to provide the state-mandated services. 

'Ille purchase of service program guidelines are 

prc:m.llgated by the IDSS and contracts are approved 

at the state level, but the counties may initiate ccntracts 

and they retain the prerogative of using or not using any 

given contract. r-".!8.tching funds for purchased hare.maker, 

alcohol and drug treat:rrent, and foster care services 

are provided by the IDSS; all other services are matched 

with county funds (the county includes the entire cost of 



these expenditures in its budgets and the state 

reinburses it with federal natching funds). All POS 

employees are state merit and state-paid except in Polk 

County, which also has county-paid employees work.mg 

in purchase of service. 

Policy for the fcxx:1 stamp program is established by 

the IDSS, but the county boards are obligated by law 

to provide and administer the program. Ih all but one 

Iowa county, the county IDSS director administers fcxx:1 

starrps. Fcxx:1 starrp employees ~e a mixture of county­

paid state merit employees, and state-paid merit employees. 

Counties, however, are required to provide the 50% of 

administrative ~ses not covered by federal funds. 

General relief is a state-m:mdated program entirely 

controlled and funded by the counties, and only county 

funds are used for staff and program costs. Ih integrated 

counties, the county IDSS director administers the program; 

in non-integrated counties, there is a separate ad­

m.mistrator of the Poor Fund. If the county office has 

no employees hired specifically to work with general 

relief, the county IDSS employees provide the services 

and the county reimburses the IDSS for their tme. 

In addition to providing sare of the funds for these basic programs, 

county ooards of supervisors nay provide additional funds for the county 

IDSS offices. Counties may supplenent state programs, hire staff rremcers 

to ~rfor:m state jobs, and supplenent county directors' salaries. Counties 
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also, ultimately, control the kind and anount of office space, equiµrent, 

and supplies available to the county IDSS offices since they must provide 

the non-federal matching funds for these items. 

Budgetary Process 

(I::erating within the constraints imposed by the available federal 

and state funds, all three IDSS levels take part in the l::udgetary process. 

County l::oards of supervisors are also involved in appropriating rroney for 

the IDSS, but are not included in the departrrental budgetary process. The 

county director's fo:r:nal participation in the rudgetary process appears 

to center primarily around his preparation of a budget for the county 

office, a budget which gees not to the IDSS, rut to the county l::oard. 'Ihe 

county budget includes those items which the county is required to fund: 

housing., equiprent, ana. supplies; the purcha~ of service match; ad­

ministrative costs of tbe food stamp program; and staff and program costs 

of general relief (in integrated counties). Items which the county chooses 

but is not required to fund would also be included: any county paid staff 

rrembers working on IDSS programs, any supplement to the county director's 

salary, and any special program which the county office provides over 

and a1:xJve the IDSS programs. 

Items in the county budget are negotiated between the county director 

and the county l::oard. The district administrator api;:ears to be involved 

only with the purchase of service (though this practice could vary fran 

county to county or district to district), since there is a limited 

arcount of federal noney available to the state for the purchase of 

service. cnce . agreerrent is read):(l between the county director and 



the board of supervisors and the budget is approved, the board is 

reSfXJllsible for approving all expenditures and the county director, for 

m:mitoring them. 

The state and federal porticns of the Division of Comnunity 

Sel:vices 1 budget for district and local operations are allocated to 

the district offices. The district administrator has the responsibility 

to prepare a negotiable personnel budget, but nost other ftmds are al­

located based upon previous expenditures and total :rroney available. How 

the resources allocated to the district are divided up annng the offices 

within the district is left up to the district administrators, who can 

negotiate with each county director. Districts, ~r, have Title :XX 

planning groups that recamend how Title :XX ftmds l:e distributed annng 

the counties for purchase of service. 

The anly :program l::udget sr;ecifically prepared at the state level is 

in staff developrrent. For the present fiscal year, the districts prepared their 

staff developrent budget requests, and sent tlan to the staff developrent 

unit, where the district and institutional budgets were canbined into a 

total IDSS staff developrent request. The total budget was approved nuch 

in the fashion it was sul:nri.tted (though there have since reen two reductions), 

and m:mies were allocated to the districts. 

District administrators rrn1st approve exp:nditures and must rronitor 

their allocations to ensure that they stay within their budgeted ftmds. 

They do not, hOW=ver, have final approval over at least two items in their 

budgets: purchase of service and staff developrent. Though the districts 

have a budget for purchase of service, ultimate control lies with the 

counties, because they detennine how these ftmds are used. Counties also 

rronitor POS expenditures, though this practice may vary £ran district 
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to district. And the district administrators, who are acc01IDtable for 

remaining within their staff develo:prent allocation, cannot authorize 

any exp:nditures until they have received prior approval fran the IDSS 

staff develo:prent office. 

~Personnel Policies and Practices 

The IDSS follows the :r;ersonnel practices established by the Iowa 

.M:rit Employ:rrent Departrrent. The appointing authority has those p::.,t-.ers 

which the merit rules delegate to him, but he may also delegate sane of 

his p.:,wers downward. In the case of the IDSS, the ccmnissioner (who is 

the appointing authority) has done so. 

Many of the routine :r;ersonnel transactions are r:erfonred at the 

10\'.'est possible level--t..~ employee' s imrediate supervisor. These acticns 

include approval of vacation tilre, sick tirre, and canpensatory tirre; and 

initiation of disciplinary actions and rrerit increases. Prarotions fran 

within and hiring of new staff rremb:rs are also generally handled by the 

imrediate su:r;ervisor, but county directors (or higher level supervisors) 

and district administrators may choose to be involved in prarotion and 

hiring of staff nernl:ers within their respective jurisdictions. 

'Ille canmissioner has. delegated to the district administrators final 

authority for three typ:s of actions: authorization for the filling of 

vacancies (within available ftmds and positions), approval of leaves without 

I?a-Y up to thirty days, and final approval of disciplinary actions. In 

larger counties such as Polk, disciplinary actions ~uld normally te 

completed at the county level, with consultation (and final rights of 

approval or denial) £ran the district administrator. 



In other p:rscnnel transactions, the district administrator serves 

only as a step in the ~sannel process. He must approve, but does not 

have final authority over, leaves over thirty days without pay, pay 

increases for exceptionally :rreritorious senrice, and reallocations. He 

also serves as tre third step in the grievance procedure. 

Policy and Program Developrent 

Policy and program developrent occurs prilrarily at the state level, 

though staff rranl:ers in l::x:::>th the district and the county offices may be 

involved. The broad social service program outlines are contained in the 

statets Title.XX plan, a plan which is developed through a process involving 

a wide selection of professional and lay ~sons. Within the context of 

the state plan and the funds available, programs and policies can be 

developed. Within the IDSS, prograros app:ar to be initiated prilrarily 

through policy rather than in any indef€.I1dent, organized process insti­

tutionalized into the system. 

In the incare maintenance programs, policy developrent and no::lification 

occurs through an orderly, routine process. ~lhether policies are l:eing 

changed as a result of federal regulation or as a result of a need 

pointed out through the field staff, the process is essentially the sarre 

( though the constraints may differ) • Staff TIEinl:ers in the incare 

maintenance section write a preliminary draft which is circulated arrong 

the incarre maintenance representatives, at least four districts, and 

selected other people at the state level. 'lhey have thirty days in which 

to make ccrcm:nts, then the incare maintenance section prepares the final 

policy and issues it. If the IDSS does not have the authority itself 
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to approve the changes (rules or substantive changes), the proposed 

PJlicy is then sent on for the other state level approvals (outside the 

IDSS) refore returning to the IDSS for j,ssuance. 

Within the service programs, PJlicy fornrulation is initiated by 

staff of the Bureau of Program cervices. Changes occur when there is a 

change in federal regulations, state law, funding availability requiring 

program rrcdificatirns, or as a result of input fran the field. .Mcdifi­

catirns are usually developed by a ccmnittee of local and/or district 

and centtal office staff. '!here is no set schedule for issuance of policy, 

and policy fonnat is detennined by the procedures unit in the Division 

of .Managercent and Planning. Purchase of service policy is developed by 

the POS unit in the Division of .Managerrent and Planning. 

· COrmn.Jnications Patterns 

Verbal carmunications have been descrired above. Written camumi­

cations within the Division of Corrm..m.ity cervices follow different routes, 

dep:nding on the content: adrninistrati ve, incom: maintenance materials, 

or social services materials. Administrative corrnrunications follow the 

lines of authority that have been established; they flow fran the division 

director to the district administrators to the county directors. and 

back up the line following the sane route. 

'Ihe Bureau of In.care .Maintenance has established a procedure for 

routing carmrunications dealing with incare maintenance matters. In an 

interoffice rrerrorandum issued April 29, 1975, entitled "Issuance of 

Interpretive M::mos," the bureau developed a PJlicy regarding format 

(address, subject, content, and distribution), classification and 



filing, and control. This procedure SI;eCif ied that "all inquiries 

regarding policies and procedures should originate with District .Ad­

ministrators, IM Field Representatives, or IM District Supervisors 11
; 

and stipulated that all interpretive rrenos (those of general interest 

and application} re sent to district administrators, JM field representatives, 

district IM supervisors, and four county JM sui;:ervisors (Polk, Pottawattamie, 

Black Hawk, and Linh), as well as others within the central office. This 

policy continues to re follO\',eO., and has ensured that all tbose who need 

the material receive it, and that those receiving the material also know 

who else has received it. 

There app:ars to re no established procedure for distributing prograro. 

or policy materials which originate within the various service programs. 

Sarre naterials may originate in the division director's office and follow 

the line; others may originate with the progr?ffi sp=cialists and re sent to 

district administrators, county directors, or district and county SI;e­

cialists in the program area. Camu.mications rroving upward generally 

originate with the social services specialist or specific program 

specialist in the district (or with their counterparts in the large 

counties}, and rrove directly to the appropriate program SI;eCialist at 

the state level. Answers are generally returned to the source, and 

district administrators (or county directors} are apprised of the camruni­

catiais by their own staff specialists. 
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FINDThIG.S AND CCNCilJSIONS 

The findings and conclusions we present below are the result of 

nurrerous interviews conducted on-site in Iowa and an extensive review of 

written materials pertaining to the IISS. OUr conclusions were derived 

from evaluating the findings in relation to tw::> standards: 

The department's reorganization plan of June 24, 1974, and 

changes and additions which have occurred since that time 

Principles of organization and management theory which we 

believe apply to the rr:ss 

There are tw::> typ:s of conclusions: those which treat strengths 

within the organization, and those which treat areas needing irrproverrent. 

In some instances, areas of strength also have p::>ints of weakness assoc­

iated with them; these subordinate weaknesses are identified. 

The findings and conclusions are organized into five sections: 

Legal frarnew::,rk within which the department operates 

Organizational structure of the Division of Carmunity Services 

Funding of the IDSS, again as it pertains primarily to the 

operations of the Division of Comnunity Services 

.Administration and management of and within the Division of 

Comrunity Services 

Policy and program of the Division of Ccmrunity Services 

These sections were derived from the seven key areas we used to 

descri.Be the manner in which the Division of Conmunity Services functions, 
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and mich we examined during the course of our study. Many of our findings 

and conclusions have irrplications going beyond the cne section under which 

they are included. 'Ihis overlap reflects the interdep:ndence we find within 

the IDSS itself: a strength or a v.eakness in one area or at cne level often 

has ramifications which extend far beyond. 

Principles of Organizaticn and Management 'Iheory 

W= said above that there are sare principles of organization and 

m:magenent theory which apply to the mss. 1M: do not believe, as did 

Frederick Taylor, that th;re is one best way for an organizaticn to function, 

but rather that the best organizational structure and m:magerrent style is 

one which best serves to accanplish an organization's purposes. 

The administrative puxpose and goals of the mss should support its 

overall program goal, mich is "to insure that_ all services provided by the 

J:epart:rrent of Social Services are available to all the people in a district, 

and that the quality and quantity of those services is standard, mether they 

be provided directly or purchased." In the reorganizaticn creating the full 

service agency, the IDSS appears to have developed an overall administrative 

purpose which can be stated as follows: to create a state-administered, 

decentralized depart:rrent of social services. 'Ihere are sare assumptions 

consistent with the primary purpose underlying the establishrrent of the mss. 

'Ihey are as follows: 

1. Programs, J:X)licies, and services be standardized throughout 

the state (an assurrption of state administration) 

2. Ftmds be distributed in sare equitable m:mner throughout the 

state (an assumption of state administration) 



3. Decisions l:e nade and problems handled at the l~st possible 

level (an assurrption of decentralization) 

4. Local adm:inistrative units retain sore flexibility in program, 

IX)licy, and services, so that they can adapt them to sµ:cial 

local needs or conditions (an assurrption of decentralization) 

Fran the purpose, these four major assurrptions, and a few principles 

of :rranagerrent and organization~ relieve to 1:e universally applicable,~ 

have developed a set of standards which can l:e applied to the IDSS. 'Ihese 

are listed l:elow in general tenns as they pertain to each section of this 

chapter. 

Legal frarreIDrk should 

- specify the intent and overall purpJseS of the IDSS 

- clearly establish the jurisdiction 

- provide enabling legislation and regulation sufficient to 

carry out the purposes 

Organizational structure should 

- clearly outline IX)Sitions in the hierarchy and their relation­

ships 

- define the place of each unit within the total system 

- establish a clear line of authority and accountability 

from the carmissioner to the county offices 

- delineate a minimum mmber of administrative levels 

Ftmding of the IDSS should 

- l:e distributed in sorre equitable fashion am::ng the administrative 

units 
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- be detennined in a budgetary process which fully involves 

those who ultimately rranage the funds 

- enable the IDSS to purchase the greatest arrount of service for 

its dollars 

Administration and rranagerrent of the IDSS should 

- provide administrators authority equal to their accountability 

- provide fonnal carnn.micaticns rrethcrls so that materials 

and infonnatian reach those who need it 

- allow decisicn-making at the lc:M=st possible level 

- establish clear state policy and program guidelines 

Policy and program of the IDSS should 

- be standardized throughout the state, but be flexible enough 

to provide options at the local level 

- erranate fran leadership at the state level, but be formulated 

in an en-going process which involves staff rrernbers fran the 

field 

Legal Frarre~rk 

'Ihe IDSS operates within the frarre~rk established by federal legislation 

and regulations and Iowa legislation and regulaticns. To a great extent, 

this legal frarre~rk. both shap:s the system and detennines the constraints 

within which the system must operate. Any state-local system ~uld share 

rrany characteristics with the system 'Which currently operates in Iowa. 

In studying the three levels of the IDSS, ~ have found several v.eak-

nesses evident at all three levels which stem fran a source over which the 



IDSS has no direct central: the legal frarrew::>rk. In this secticn we will 

list the ccnclusicns we have reached and indicate briefly sare of the 

difficulties which arise in other areas. 'Ihe extensive iroplicaticns of 

the legal problems will becare evident as strengths and weaknesses in these 

other areas are discussed. 

State-I.ocal Funding 

Background: Excluding the federal funds which are ultimately ad­

ministered by the state, the IDSS receives funds from tw::> sources: the 

Iowa legislature and the 99 county govemrrents. Each of these funding 

sources exercises control over the funds it appropriates and derrands 

accountability for the expenditure of those funds. 'Ihe cx::mnissioner, as 

an agent of the state, controls the expenditure of funds appropriated by 

the legislature, but the county boards of supervisors ultimately control the 

funds mich they appropriate. 

Following the creation of the IDSS in 1968, the county and state funding 

streams merged at the level of the county director. SUbsequent reorganizations 

and statutory changes have not changed this arrangement. Within the IDSS 

hierarchy, the county director is the rrost senior r:erscn who handles county 

funds-preparing budgets and rronitoring exp:nditures. '!bough the IDSS funds 

are managed at the district level, it is only as the responsibility for the 

expenditure and rronitoring of those funds is delegated to the county 

directors that the tw::> funding streams merge. 

Even though a plan is develor;ed between the counties and the district 

for the expenditure of Title XX funds, county boards of sur:ervisors have 

discretion both in the carmit:rrent and the subsequent authorization for 

expenditure of the county dollars. In addition, they retain full control 
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of the m:::nies expended for space, equiµrent, and supplies. 'As an agent of 

the county board of sui:ervisors, the county director is accountable both 

to the county board (following the flow of county funds) , and to the 

connri.ssioner through the IDSS administrative l.ine (following the state rrerit 

system and the flow of state and federal funds). Program and adrn.inistrative 

control go with this accountability. Ideally, the anount of control 'v.Qlld 

be directly proportional to the arrount of funds and v0.11.d also follow only 

the funded items or programs. 'Ihere is no reason to believe, however, that 

reality corresponds to this ideal. 

These observations an the depart:rrent's fund.ing lead us to the follow­

.ing: 

The department's mixed sources of funding cause numerous 
difficulties at all three levels and create the potential 
for problems not everywhere in evidence. 

The difficulties which the IDSS mixed fund.ing causes will be discussed 

.in th: appropriate sections below. Though all these difficulties ultiniately 

stern fran this one source, their nature and severity are affected by other 

characteristics of t.11e system. 

Benefits Brought by the IDSS 

Background: Cne of the benefits, often mentioned, of the IDSS is 

that the IDSS has brought to Iowa a system 'Which provides relatively 

standardized services .in all Iowa counties. Previously, many counties had 

provided mly rnin:i.rnal, if any, social services. The services in those counties 

have now been brought up to a level "acceptable" to the state as a whole as 

evidenced by the statutory base and appropriations of the Iowa legislature. 



A number of staff rreml:ers in Polk County (and to a lesser extent in 

Wapello County) expressed doubts that establishrrent of the IDSS have improved 

the quality or quantity of sei:vices in their county. Though they will not 

deny the l::enefits to the state as a whole, they believe that the level of 

services within their county has been reduced to correspond to the statewide 

standards established by the IDSS. They see their counties as having led 

the way prior to the establishrrent of the IDSS as a state-administered system, 

and continue to believe that their counties vO.lld be better off on their own 

rather than as a part of a system which must be concerned with statewide 

equity. 

It appears that the IDSS has been able to bring about a rrore equitable 

distributiai of the federal rroney through its reorganization and its Title XX 

planning :rrechanism. 'Ihis rroney has been redirected toward counties in which 

the level of services needed to be raised. Sare counties (especially Polk) , 

hO\\ever, lost funds as a result of this redistribution, even though the 

rernamder of the state appears to have benefited. 

Given these findings, it appears that: 

The creation of the IDSS has benefited the people of 
Iowa who are served by the IDSS. The creation of the 
IDSS, however, may have worked to the detriment of some 
large counties that were offering more comprehensive 
service programs that is now possible on a statewide 
basis. 

Insofar as the standards the IDSS establishes are limited by law and 

the resources available to it, many of the lingering doubts about the 

creaticn of the IDSS are beyond the ~ of the IDSS to dispel. Sane of 

the factors which appears to cantinue these doubts concern program develoµrent 

and Polk County, and will 1:e discussed in the pertinent secticns. 
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Organizational Structure 

District Offices 

Background: The reorganization directive of June 24, 1974, which 

created the full service agency, called for a small but p::,werful district 

office, consisting only of a district administrator, a business manager, 

and same clerical supr:ort. Only in rare instances w:::,uld other functions 

be contained in the district office, even though the district office and 

its service. entry facilities (as a unit) were to becane the full service 

agency through which all TC6S services ~uld be available. 

At the present time all district offices have the tw:::, administrative 

positions originally planned, but also have numerous (and varying) staff 

m:mbers officially on the district payroll. Though we know of no docu­

ments which specify the expanded size and staffing of the district offices, 

these staff rrernbers were logical extensions of the original plan: at the 

time the district offices began operations, many inherited large numbers 

of staff members from the dismantled areas, and those that _did not begin 

with a large number of staff mernbers began adding as the need became 

evident. We described earlier in this report the functions that districts 

may currently perfonn and the staff members t.riat they may count on their 

payrolls. 

These findings lead us to the folla"7ing conclusion: 

The current organizational structure, allocation of 
personnel, and functioning of the districts differ 
from the original reorganization plan. 

Currently, district offices vary widely in their organizational 

structures, their relationships to and authority over the county offices, 

what functions they perfonn, and how strong they are. Given this diversity, 
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it appears that: 

There is no IDSS-directed statewide model for a district 
office. 

Though~ l:elieve that the disparity :tetv.een the original plan and 

the current situation is so great that our conclusions rm.1St :te stated, v.e 

do not intend these ccnclusions to indicate that the current situation is 

bad and the reorganizational plan for the districts was gcx:xi. en the 

contrary,~ v.0uld sp::culate that. had the plan been folla..e.i, the district 

concept ~d never have succeeded. 

Lines of Authority and Aa::ountability 

Background: 'Ihe reorganization plan sp:cified a single administrative 

line from the director of the Division of Conmmity Services to the district 

administrator to the county director. The he~s of the program bureaus 

v.ere to function under the division director, and staff within the program 

bureaus v.0uld relate to program staff at 1~ levels through the administrative 

line, or directly to program staff at l~r levels with the knowledge (and 

implied consent) of the district administrator. Mninistrative authority 

over the district and county program staff was clearly delegated to the 

district and county administrators. 

This plan has :teen put into practice and seems to have gained both 

recognition and acceptance by rrost staff rrembers at all levels. Program 

staff rrembers at the state level indicated that they have no line authority 

over the program staff at l~r levels. (The four district incare rraintenance 

representatives are the single exceptim to this pattern of authority.) 

Program staff rrernters at district and county levels validated this relationship 

to the state level program staff. 
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Corcmunications patterns between the program staff at the state level 

and their counterparts at other levels also follow the plan established 

in the reorganization directive. The state level staff rrembers cormn.micate 

either with the district specialists or the district administrators, depend­

ing upon the subject matter, the presence of a district specialist in the 

area, and the wishes of the district administrator. They field virtually 

no cormn.mications directly from the county offices. When they are 

contacted directly (or make a direct contact), it is generally regarding 

a specific case matter (such as a payment problem) in which the district 

has no particular interest. County staff rrembers confinn the relative 

lack of direct contact with the program bureaus. 

In addition to the formal lines of accountability and authority (and 

the resulting corrmmications patterns) developed within the Division of 

Comnunity Services, the Des 1-bines District (and possibly other districts) 

has established sorre additional vehicles for facilitating camrunications, 

planning, and problem-solving within the district itself. There are 

social service and income maintenance task forces chaired by a district 

staff member, and there is a district cormnmications conrnittee as well 

as a satellite corrmittee for Polk County. The district also sponsors 

staff develo:pnent and affirmative action corrrnittees, and publishes a 

newsletter, "What's Happening," which appears evecy several weeks and 

contains items of interest to the district as a whole. 

The exceptions to the patterns of comnunications between the state 

and county program staff occur in Polk County. In Polk County the deputy 

directors for incorre maintenance and social service make routine calls and 

contacts with the state office. They normally do not send matters through 

the district office first, and then let the district either provide the 

I 
t 
1 
t 
1 
t 
I 
,1 

1 
1 
I 
I 
I 
t 
t 
t 
t 
I 
I 



anS\\er or refer it to the state offices. 'lhis direct ccmmmicatian l:etween 

the Polk County office and the state offices was verified by ooth the county 

and district program persamel. 

'Ihese findings lead us to the following canclusicn: 

Communications patterns and administrative lines of 
authority and accountability generally conform to 
the intent of the original reorganization, and seem 
to be understood and followed by staff members at all 
levels. 

There~ several exceptions to this clarity. Several staff rrerrbers 

in Polk County rrentioned that the district often gave special assigrnrents 

to them without going through the county adrninistraticn. The result was 

that they W=re overburdened occasicnally by the district's requests. 

A Sense of Unity 

Background: A nurcber of people at all three levels made carnents 

'Which almost led us to l:elieve that W= were dealing with 100 separate 

agencies: the mss, and 99 county departrrents of social service. County 

employees, W= v.ere told, identify ImJ.ch nore with their county than with the 

mss. When W= tested this assertion arrong county level people, W= found 

that no one denied he was employed by the mss, but that they did indeed 

see themselves first as employees of a county office. 

These ccmrents and observations brought us to the following conclusion: 

The IDSS has not been able to create a sense of 11 we-ness 11 

among its employees. 

W: do not disagree with the need for local employees to identify 

strongly with their local offices; such identification is essential in order 
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to form cohesive ~rk groups and to increase rrorale. Beyond that local 

identity, however, the ID.SS needs to foster an overall sense of unity; a 

single agency ~rking toward overall purposes and goals. Unless that 

larger unity exists, it will be rrore difficult for the ID.SS to attain 

its goals; it is only at the local level that they are translated into 

actions which affect the people the ID.SS serves. 

'Iw) people above the county level suggested that the reasons for the 

county employees' failure to identify with the ID.SS was the lack of ID.SS­

sponsored training and orientation for new employees; new employees never 

find out what the IDSS really is and does. Though we do not dispute this 

as a partial cause for the lack of unity, we ~uld like to suggest sane 

additional reasons: 

County offices have existed for years; the ID.SS, only since 

1968. Eight years may not be a sufficient time to pull the 

many predecessor agencies and office~ together into a unified 

whole without rrore extensive staff training and organizational 

developrent focused on creation of a strong identification with 

IDSS goals and objectives. 

Staff rrembers' prirrary allegiance will nonna.lly be given to 

the smallest identifiable administrative unit of which they 

are a part. For county level ID.SS employees, that unit is 

a local office which also happens to be a county office. 

Funding 

IDSS .Maptation 

Background: One Polk County employee we interviewed stated flatly 

that "until all the rroney canes fran one place, I don't know how anyone 



can organize the departrrent." Though~ share the concern about the mixed 

funding, ~ do not believe the situation to be as_ grave as our :interviewee 

portrayed it. Rather~ have concluded that: 

Th~ mixed funding has the potential to create serious 
problems, but the IDSS has managed to adapt its operations 
to the funding and has thus apparently kept the problems 
to a minimum. 

Funds from the state and the 99 county govemrrents are brought 

together and the IDSS is gett:ing its job done. 'Ihe counties house, equip, 

and supply the local mss errployees; there is rroney for purchase of service; 

and :in sare :instances the counties are rrore will:ing to appropriate rroney 

for seIVices or prograrrs than is the state. 

Mixed Funding at the County Level 

Background: That the mss has made sorre successful adaptations to 

funding cannot rerrove sorre of the problems or the 'f:X)tential for them, however. 

Cne problem caused by the funding pattern which no adaptation can overcare 

is the follow:ing: 

Accountability tends to follow funding, often in :inverse 

proportirn. to the size of the contribution. 

W"len ~ described the Of.€raticn of the Division of Ccmmmity Services, 

~ talked about the dual accountability of the county director: both the 

mss and the county roards legitinately expect a rreasure of accountability 

from a county director because of the funds they provide. A number of 

feOple at the district level and above discussed both the difficulties 

caused when county directors must be accountable to~ places, as ~11 
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as the inverse relationship reb.een funds and accountability. In talking 

al:out the salary supplerrents, one person noted that the supplerrent caused 

a situaticn in which "rrost of the county directors' first loyalty is to 

their county. " 

These findings, hCM=Ver, should not re unexi;:ected, since accountability 

(or loyalty) is not nerely a functicn of m:ney. We relieve county directors 

feel rrore accountable to their counties than to the IDSS for a number of 

reascns: 

County directors are vievai as local people (and probably view 

themselves as such) by the county lx>ards. 

County directors handle county funds directly, but never see 

state m:ney. 

County directors are directly involved in the budgetary .process 

to secure county rroney, but only rerrotely involved with the 

IDSS budgetary process. 

Tradition fersists despite the IDSS' atterrpts to make county 

directors IDSS employees. 

We single out county directors in this discussion of dual accountability 

because it is only at that level that the funding streams rrerge and ac­

countability divides. The effects of this division of accountability, 

hov.ever, are felt at all levels of the IDSS. County level IDSS employees 

are also accountable roth to the IDSS and to their county, though perhaps 

not to the sane extent as their county directors. The lines of authority 

and accountability, clear above the county level, are not clear at the 

level of the county director and relcw. 

Another i.rrplication of the dual accountability is the fact that the 

county director can re no rrore than 100% accountable. Part of this 100% 



goes to the county, and with it_ goes a rreasure of the JDSS' administrative 

ccntrol over a county director. 

We found several other effects of the mixed funding in the county 

offices. A district administrator told us that he was unable to transfer 

staff :rrerrbers from one county to another. The reascn, he said, was that 

the local IDSS employees "M:re still identified as county employees because 

the county provided the office space and the desk. The result: under­

and over-staffing could not be handled through transfer, only attriticn 

and replacerrent. The IDSS also has little to say about the arrount, nature, 

or quality of the office space, equi:prent, and supplies provided its 

employees. 

We also noted sorre program effects of the mixed funding. The nan­

federal :nE.tch for much of the purchase of service cares from the county 

. governrrents. Though the IDSS approves and signs the contracts, the county 

can detennine how the m::ney will be spent under the contract ( or .if it 

will l:e spent). A county can also choose to expand the IDSS program: it 

:nE.Y supplerrent an -. IDSS program or l:egin a new program administered by the 

county director and operated through the local IDSS office. 

There are, no doubt, other negative effects of the mixed funding 

visible at the local level. These findings, hcJ!...-ever, lead us to make the 

following ccnclusian: 

The mixed patterns of funding reduce the administrative 
and program control the IDSS has over its local offices. 

In addition to th=se negative effects, one might also postulate sorre 

positive effects, since any governrrental body which funds an organization 

generally has a great interest in the organization. We found that to l:e 
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the case. Cne district administrator said he believed the local contribution 

was the ideal way to keep the local boards involved, and both he and a 

county director agreed that the boards \'.Ould becare much less involved if 

th3re were no requirerrent for them to provide funds. en the basis of these 

and other similar cc:mrents, we have concluded that: 

The mixed funding serves to retain the interest of 
county boards of supervisors and social welfare in 
the local office operations. 

Sate of this interest probably sterns from other sources as well: 

sare boards' tradition of involvenent and the fact that rrany board :rrembers 

apparently still receive calls fran and about IDSS clients. 

County-Paid Staff 

Background: Earlier in this report we wrote that at least three 

counties (Polk, Linn, and Johnsen) have hired, at county exi;ense, errployees 

to do IDSS jobs. We did not obtain precise figures an the extent of 

supplerrentatian. In Polk County, ho.-:ever, where the practice is rrost 

prevalent, it appears fran an examination of the table of organization 

that as rrany as 15% of all service \'.Orkers are county errployees. At the 

tirre of this study, for exanple, four of the eight \'.Orkers in the child 

protective unit were county paid. We were also told the provisions of the 

1974 child abuse act could not have been fully carried out in Polk County 

had the county not provided funds for sorre additional personnel to staff 

the unit. 

Fran this and other related observations and ccmrents by staff rrembers 

at all three levels, we have concluded that a possible consequence of the 



counties' supplementation of staff is the following: 

The staff paid by the county to perform IDSS functions 
helps serve clients but perhaps reduces the pressure on 
the IDSS to provide adequate staffing with state and 
federal funds. 

County supplementation of staff has sorre other unintended side­

effects as well. A county director who can turn to his board for his 

needs instead of to the IDSS becorres less a part of the Ir:::6S and rrore 

a part of his county system. And a county government which chooses to 

supplement staff (or program) ultimately reduces the services it can 

buy. In this respect, we have concluded that the state has failed to _,, 

capitalize on an Opp:)rtunity which v.0uld maximize the dollars being 

spent for services: 

The state's failure to capture federal matching funds 
for county-paid staff members costs the counties more 
money and reduces the services that_can be purchased 
with county dollars. 

If the state arranged to use matching funds or the county ~e 

successful in getting the Ir:::6S to provide the staff it believes it 

needs, county rroney ~uld be freed up to use for the purchase of 

service or equiprent it is required by law to provide. 

Supplements to County Directors' Salaries 

Background: In addition to supplementing ooth staff and program, 

county governments also supplement the salaries of county Ir:::6S directors. 

Though we do not know exactly how widespread this practice is statewide, 

it appeared to us that aoout 50% of the county directors in the four 

districts with which we had sorre contact received a salary supplement. The 

arrount of these supplements, as we stated earlier, apparently ranges from 
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al:xmt $50 to about $900 a rronth. 

We talked above about some of the reasons for the county directors' 

dual accountability, and indicated that the salary supplerrents were one 

of the factors which reinforce the dual accountability. Salary supple­

Irents also create another situation: 

County supplements to county directors' salaries 
undercut their identity as managers on the IDSS team. 

One of the pr.irrary reasons for this conclusion is inherent in the 

FX)Si tion of the county director. As an rr:ss employee, the county director 

is covered by the rules of the state merit system, a system which secures 

his FX)Sition--and his salary. The supplerrent a county provides has no 

similar security; a county is not required to provide any supplerrent 

whatsoever since the II:6S salary theoretically covers all the duties a 

county director performs. 

Because the supplerrent is not as secure as the state merit salary, 

there is FX)tential for the county supplerrent to demand a disproportionate 

"loyalty" and accountability from the county director. Such a situation 

may also create an inverse relationship between arrount of salary and 

arrount of accountability . 

.Administration and Management 

OUr findings and conclusions about the operations of the districts 

stem primarily £ran extensive interviews in the Ces MJines District and 

a brief series of interviews in tl1e otturnwa District, though we also 

interviewed the district administrators from Sioux City and Cedar Rapids . 



District Operations 

Background: We encountered sorre concerns about the operations of 

district offices. Several people mentioned that districts were creating 

16 versions of state policy as they took on rrore responsibility for 

policy interpretations. We did not detennine whether the extent of 

the variation was great enough to be detrirrental to a unifonn state 

policy, or rrerel y an expression of local flexibility. And one person 

at the state level was concerned that there was not enough on-site 

supervision of the district administrators, and that they had been given 

too much autonany. 

A county director mentioned that the district specialists some­

times ~rked in her county without her knowledge with the result that 

she was sometirres unable to respond to local people who asked her 

questions about the district's activities in the county. And a county 

director also mentioned that there were rrore than enough specialists in 

the district, and that what was really needed was staff :rranbers in the 

field to give rrore direct services. 

Confusion about the roles and functions oft.he specialists at the 

district level was prevalent anong staff rranbers in Polk County, who 

also voiced sane confusion about the role of the district itself. Many 

saw the district as rrerely one rrore administrative level to be tolerated, 

a level which took but did not give. These findings plus our conclusions 

that the IDSS has no :statewide rrodel for a district office lead us to a 

further conclusion: 
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Some districts might have difficulty developing an 
identity, since the state office has not clearly 
specified the roles and functions of a district 
office. 

r::es !vbines District 

Background: In the districts with which we had sane contact, we 

found no significant confusion about a district identity except in the 

Des !vbines District. In the r::es !vbines District, the role and function 

of staff vis a vis county or state staff, the location and office space 

for staff,and the ordinary indicators of an organizational identity 

were frequently missing. OUr findings in the r::es !vbines district, 

therefore, present a picture which causes us to conclude that: 

The Des Moines District has an identity problem. 

Part of the district's identity problem stems from what it lacks and 

part from a blurring of functions and roles between the district and 

the Polk County office. The district has no office space it can call 

its own; its staff rrembers are scattered arrong three different office 

locations. And at least within the West r::es MJines office, not all 

the district staff rrembers have a clearly designated office space. 

Sane were scattered arrong the Polk County employees, so it was not 

p:,ssible to determine, by merely visiting the office, who belonged to 

the district and who belonged to the Polk County office. We were also 

unable to find a telephone listing outside the state system for the 

district office; we tried both the directory and the Bell operator. 



The blurring of the distinctions between the C'es M'.:)ines District 

and the Polk County office occurs in ways other than the special ones 

rrentioned above. There was a certain arrount of confusion in the minds 

of staff rrernbers (and in ours as ~11) about the adoption unit: was it 

part of the district or the county office? The Polk County office also 

has staff members whose roles duplicate those of the district staff. 

A.s ~ said when we described the cornrunications within the Division of 

Corrmunity Services, the tw:::> deputy directors relate to the staff office 

personnel around program matters just as the district specialists do. 

They also seek and provide the same kind of policy interpretations to 

Polk County staff as do the district specialists to the remainder of the 

district, but not to Polk County. Though the district has a staff 

developnent specialist, Polk County also has a person working in staff 

developnent. 

Polk County IDSS Office 

Background: These findings regarding the lack of a clear identity 

for the C'es M'.:)ines District and the blurring of roles and functions 

between the district and the Polk County office lead us to another 

conclusion. 

The Polk County office functions virtually as a 
full service agency. 

Polk County has personnel who function as district personnel: 

without their line responsibilities, the deputy directors' jobs would 
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be identical with the district service and IM specialists. '!hey are 

also classified at the same pay grade. Polk County already provides 

(or could easily provide) the services available through rrost 

districts: wrn, family therapy, youth services, purchase of service, 

adoptions. And Polk County has a self-sufficient business, personnel, 

and accounting operation. 

One of the Polk County people we interviewed, in describing the 

difficulty of bringing about any changes, complained that it was 

necessary to go through "16 different levels to get anything done." 

Several other Polk County staff echoed his complaint, and several 

people (in the central office as well as Polk County) also suggested 

that the Polk County administrative line has one too many layers. 

We did not do an in-depth study of the Polk County hierarchy, 

a task which would have required examining job descriptions and 

responsibilities, acutal duties, patterns of a:mmunication, decision­

making, and so on. We did, however, take a look at the table of 

organization to see if there might be some evidence to substantiate 

the carrments. According to the table, there may be as many as five 

levels of administration and supervision £ran the county director 

to a service worker: 

County director 

Ceputy directors for incane maintenance and services 

(pay grade 30) 

Supervisors of comnunity service, centralized service, 

and the assistant deputy director for income rnaintenace 

(pay grade 28) 



Supei:visors of full or major units (pay grade 26) 

Supei:visors of sub-units (pay grade ,24) 

The entire Polk County system has about 250 employees, and there 

are about 160 or so directly involved in services and incane maintenance. 

Given that m.1rrber of employees and five administrative and supei:visory 

levels, we conclude that: 

The Polk County Office has more administrative levels 
than necessary to manage and carry out its service 
functions. 

Policy and Program 

Incane Maintenance 

Background: When the full service agency was designed, central 

office personnel in the program bureaus were rerroved from line authority 

over field staff, and the bureaus themselves were realigned. We inter­

viewed staff in both the income maintenance and the social service 

programs to find out how the reorganization was working. 

The IM programs turned out to be operating just as they were 

described in the section on the operation of the full service agency. 

The IM bureau has no line authority except over the four IM repre­

sentatives, who themselves function in a consultative manner. There 

was agreement regarding the authority and responsibility of IM people 

at all levels. 

Procedures have been established for policy and program developnent, 

written caarnunications, and policy interpretations. Staff rrembers at 

all three levels reported that these procedures are clear and effective. 
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Same representative caments were that the IM Bureau resp:,nds quickly 

on interpretational issues, that it tries to incorp:,rate suggestions 

from the field, and that reasons are usually given when sane suggestions 

cannot be used. In general, our interviewees expressed a high degree 

of satisfaction with the IM programs. They also seemed to realize the 

extent to which the II:6S IM p:,licy rrust confo:r::m to federal requirements. 

These findings lead us to conclude: 

The IDSS has achieved stability and the objectives of 
the reorganization in the income maintenance programs. 

Policy and program developnent occurs in an orderly and planful 

manner, and effective rrethods have been established for routing written 

conrnunications and providing rapid answers to interpretational questions. 

Social Services 

Background: A.s far as p:,licy and program developnent (used synon­

yrrously with manual revision) was concerned, everyone we interviewed 

either had been involved or know of sorreone who had been involved in 

revising manual materials. There was agreement that field staff members 

were adequately consulted in preparing revisions. 

In general, however, people talked about problems within the social 

service programs. There were a number of corrments about out-dated manual 

material and changes in the manual ( short of total revision) which were 

made haphazardly, if at all, and one county director requested a "manual 

that could be relied on." 

The rrost frequent concerns, however, related to the responsiveness 

of the central office to requests fran the field. Staff members at all 

levels (including one central office person) said that the state offices 



,;.iere unresi;x:,nsive. One district specialist said that it was extremely 

difficult to get anSv-1ers, probably because "nolJody knows t.rie answers . " 

Another district specialist noted that the resi;x:,nsiveness depends on 

the person in the central office, but sanet.irres no answers could be 

obtained. When we asked these specialists what they did if no answer 

came back, they said they either acted on their own initiative or waited 

with the hope the problem ~uld disappear with time. 

There were several other aspects to the concerns over the central 

office program operations. One Polk County service supervisor said 

that it was .imp::)ssible to get "yes or no" resi;x:,nses to proi;x:,sals; that 

sane ccmnunications to the central office apparently get lost; and that 

sane conmunications from the central office apparently never get sent 

out. This latter comrent reflects another concern of several people, 

who noted that there was no routing list for the service programs. 

N3 a result, they were never certain if everyone who needed sane infor­

mation had received it. 

These comrents on the service programs lead us to conclude that: 

The procedures in the service programs for handling 
routine communications and for providing policy inter­
pretations and interim manual revisions appear to be 
inadequate, ineffective, or simply non-existent. 

•Central Off ice Reorganization 

Background: When the central office sections of the Division of 

Conm.mity Services ,;.iere reorganized, one of the published puri;x:,ses of 

the reorganization was to provide proper supi;x:,rt for the district in 

order to implement programs and i;x:,licies. 
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OUr findings oonfinred that there is a great need to accomplish 

this purp:,se. As we re:EX)rted above, we found that the district and 

field staff are extremely ooncerned about the lack of supFQrt and 

expertise from the central office. They need answers to their questions; 

they want help developing their programs; and they look to the central 

office for FQlicy and program leadership and expertise. 

A major feature of the reorganization is the replacement of the 

fonrer program specialists with program generalists or managers. These 

new program mmagers have the re5FOnsibility for one or o.o program 

areas rather than just a single one. Their duties include the develop­

ment of program, the writing of FQlicy and procedure, and the legis­

lation in their particular areas. They have not been given any line 

authority over field staff (just as the program specialists no longer 

had line authority), but are res:EX)nsible for the coordination of the 

various social service programs. 

At the ti.rre we collected data for this study, the reorganization 

had just been announced and the new FQsitions were not yet filled. 

Several staff rre:rnbers told us that they did not know to whom to send 

their questions about FQlicy, and there was also sane generalized 

concern about the ultimate effect of the changes. These and other 

findings from our interviews and reviews of the docurrents about the 

reorganization lead us to the following conclusion: 

Field staff may express concern about their receiving 
adequate program support until (and unless) the program 
generalists become closely identified with and develop 
expertise in their assigned programs. 



Polk Cormty: Program Developnent 

Backgrormd: We noted above that one Polk Cormty supervisor said ·it 

was .irop::)ssible to get "yes or no" answers to program proposals. The 

belief that the IDSS has been unresponsive to Polk Cormty's program needs 

and proposals was pervasive arrong the people~ intervie-wed. 

In addition to viewing the IDSS central office as unresponsive to 

Polk Cormty's proposals, many Polk Cormty staff considered the IDSS 

central office to be programnatically restrictive and rmcreative. They 

saw the Polk Cormty office, on the other hand, as innovative and as 

willing to try new programs. 

This perceived lack of IDSS responsiveness has led to a situation 

in which Polk Cormty staff :rrembers are rrore willing to turn to the 

cormty for approvals and funding than they are to the state. The 

Polk Cormty Board of Supervisors is seen as supportive and responsive 

to program needs, and it also provides a much quicker "yes or no" 

response than does the state. We learned, for example, of a proposal 

being prepared for the cormty, in which cormty funds ~uld be used 

to replace sane Title XX purchase of service funds which had been 

reduced. What the state had taken away, the cormty was being asked 

to replace. 

Even if the l:oard of supervisors is not asked to fund proposals, 

it apparently approves them before they are sent up through the IDSS 

hierarchy. One of the .cormty supervisors reported that requests for 

program changes follow an approval path from the cormty director to 

the county l:oard, then back through the cormty director for transmittal 

into the IDSS line of authority. 
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These findings lead us to conclude that: 

The Polk County board appears to control program 
development and innovation within the Polk County 
IDSS offices. 



~CCM-1ENDATICNS 

In the previous chapter on findings and conclusicns, \'<19 noted that a 

strength or a v.eakness in one part of the IDSS often has effects mi.ch extend 

to other parts of the organization. 'Ihus, though the chapter dealt with 

the findings and conclusions in five separate secticns, conclusiais in one 

secticn often relate to those in another. 

The recarnendations presented in this chapter cluster in four areas: 

- District office operations 

- Bureau of Program Services 

- State-local funding 

- Polk County 

Since ITEnY of the conclusions \'<1ere closely related and had similar causes, 

the recamendatiais presented ultinately address themselves to all the rrajor 

conclusions regarding areas which \'<1ere identified as needing irrproverrent. 

· District Office Operations 

In the 1974 reorganization plan, the district offices errerged as a 

key concept in the develoµrent and realization of the full service agency. 

Though the or.iginal plan for the district offices called for only ~ 

administrative p::rsons and clerical support, it did !Pake provision for 

the addition of other staff rrernl:::ers in larger districts if they v.ere needed. 

All the districts have added rrore staff and functions than was 

originally sp::cified. In our canclusioo.s, ~ also noted that the organizational 

structure, strength, and functicns of district offices vary fran district to 

district. After conducting the interviews and reviewing relevant documents, 
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~ ~re unable to identify a current IDSS m:del for a district office. 

It aPf€ars as if the districts themselves have developed their current 

structures largely as the result of individual initiative and perceptions 

of local needs and ccnditions. 'Ihe administrative styles of the 16 district 

administrators have no doubt also had a great impact upon the current shai:;:e 

of each district. 

W:: believe, as did those who planned the reorganization, that the 

districts are indeed. the key to the success or failure of the full service 

agency. Not only is sui:;:ervision of staff and program in 99 counties 

unwie~dy from a central office, but many of the counties are too small 

to provide many of the necessary but less frequently used IDSS services. 

The district offices constitute an intenrediate administrative level 'Which 

can rrore adequately supervise the county-level operations, and they also 

can offer the less frequently used services efficiently and economically. 

In order to carry out their functicns, ho...ever, the district offices 

need both the authority and the staff to do so. Cur findings indicated 

that, in the~ years of district oi:;:erations, the districts have developed 

a role in the IDSS, though the strength and clarity of this role api:;:ears 

to vary widely. 'Ihe IDSS has delegated authority to the administrators, 

and it also has given them the staff essential to provide both supportive 

and sare direct services. 

Cur recomnendaticn regarding the oi:;:eration of the district offices 

is the following: 

The IDSS should continue its present trend toward the 
development of stro_ng district offices which provide 
both supportive as well as some direct services to the 
district as a whole. 



Since we are reccmnending a continuation of a policy already 

underway, we do not foresee any major problems which stand in the 

way of this recornnendation. There is, however, an area which could 

beccme a problem as the districts becane stronger and as rrore authority 

is decentralized to them: the need to maintain a consistent state 

policy and program throughout the state while at the sane time retain­

ing the option for local flexibility. 

This problem, though already mentioned by several persons at the 

state level, will probably become rrore apparent as the districts 

develop greater strength and clearer identities, and becane rrore 

independent. Since we also identified several other problems in the 

present operations of the districts, namely the lack of a m:xiel and 

some possible discrepancies between the districts' authority and 

their responsibility, we believe that there are a m.m,ber of steps 

which the IDSS should take in order to clarify district roles and 

functions. 

1. Review the present district structures, staffing patterns, 

and functions 

2. Develop a new m:xiel for a district off ice 

- Include general guidelines for the district's role, 

staffing patterns, functions and services, and its 

relationship to the county offices 

- Provide flexibility so that districts can adapt to 

local needs and conditions 
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3. Peview current ID.SS decision-_p:>ints, especially in the 

areas of personnel, _p:>licy and program, and fiscal natters 

4. 

- Ascertain what decisions can be decentralized in order 

to eliminate multiple-level approvals 

Review existing methods of supervision of the districts 

- Determine if the current level and method of supervision 

is adequate to naintain a cornron application of ID.SS 

_p:>licy and minimize slippage of essential central 

office control 

- Consider methods to reduce the span of control of the 

director of the Division of Ccmnunity Services and to 

provide nore frequent on-site supervision 

If these steps are carried out, we believe that the district concept 

will be strengthened and that the offices themselves will be given greater 

legitimacy. A flexible rrodel and a further decentralization of authority, 

when possible, will validate the progress which the ID.SS has already 

achieved in creating a system of full service agencies throughout the 

state. And a review of the current methods of supervision followed by 

any needed changes should avoid sane of the pitfalls that otherwise 

might be encountered as the district offices gain autonomy. 

Bureau of Program Services 

Alrrost all of tbe field staff with whom we s_p:>ke mentioned diffi­

culties in obtaining sup_p:>rt and _p:>licy interpretations from the social 

services side of the Bureau of Program Services. As a result of the 

numerous comnents on these problems, we concluded that there are no 



established procedures for providing i;olicy and program interpretations, 

manual revisions, or technical assistance to field staff members. As 

an adjunct to this larger problem, we also concluded that the new 

program generalists w:mld not be able to carcy out their duties until 

they becorre closely identified with and develop expertise in specific 

programs. 

In order to resolve the larger problem of lack of supi;ort, v.1e 

recarrnend that the IDSS do the following: 

The IDSS should establish procedures in the social 
service programs for policy and program development, 
manual revisions, and provision of interpretations 
and technical assistance to field staff. 

There should be no major obstacles to carrying out this recom­

mendation, and, since the Bureau of Program Services has recently 

been reorganized, the time for implementing t!1e recorrmendation would 

be ideal. There are several major steps needed: 

1. Establish a task force comprised of field staff members and 

the program generalists 

- Determine the specific problems field staff have 

encountered 

- Identify what kinds of info:rnation, technical 

assistance, and procedures field staff need 

- Review the existing mechanisms 

2. Develop new procedures, which will 

- Provide for continuing input from field staff 

- Ensure that manual materials are routinely up:lated 

and, as necessary, totally revised 
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- Ensure that requests for interpretations and assistance 

are followed up in a timely fashion 

- Encourage suggestions for program innovations and 

policy changes 

This process of review and planning will have a side benefit: the 

new program generalists will begin to be identified with specific programs, 

and field staff members will becane familiar with them. This process 

might also resolve :rruch of the problem which prompts our second recom­

mendation, which is the following: 

The IOSS should strengthen the roles and credibility of 
the Bureau of Program Services' staff with the district 
and local staff. 

Credibility is ultimately based upon perfonnance. By establishing 

procedures for getting field staff members th~ info:rrna.tion, assistance, 

and answers that they need, the foundation for the credibility of the 

program generalists will be laid. This credibility might be further 

enhanced by emphasizing with the Bureau of Program Services staff the 

i.rnp:)rtance of timely responses and the need for thorough explanation of 

decisions that are made. The explanation becanes especially i.rnp:)rtant 

when a decision denying a request :rrust be given. Our findings indicated 

that too often no explanation accanpanied a decision, with the result 

that the district or local person became disrouraged from making further 

suggestions. 



State-Local Funding 

When the IDSS was established in 1968, the State of Iowa took the 

first significant action in creating a state-administered, state-funded 

department of social services. Subsequent changes in both federal and 

state law have rroved Iowa closer to the full realization of a department 

which can provide services of comparable quality and arrount throughout 

the state. 

We believe that Iowa and the IDSS should continue rroving in the 

direction first set in 1968--toward a state-funded and state-administered 

system. During the past eight years, the IDSS appears to have made 

significant progress toward this goal, both in consolidating its 

:i;::osition as the sole service provider and in resolving the problems 

which confront any new organization. 

OUr recamrendation for the IDSS, then, is the following: 

The IDSS should continue rroving in the direction of; a state.,. 
administered, wholly state-funded system which con-
tinues Iowa's tradition of positive county involve-
ment in the service programs. 

If the IDSS is to attain this goal, it must overcome a number of 

obstacles-solve a number of problems-between its present operation and 

the goal. We have identified three primary problems which Im.1st be 

satisfactorily resolved before the goal can be realized: 

1. Reluctance or inability of the Iowa legislature to 

assume the total costs of the IDSS program 

2. Reluctance on the part of the counties to give up any 

rrore of the control of the program to the IDSS 

3 . The present patterns of state-local funding 
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Although the first and second problems stand as difficulties in their 

own right, they are both functions of the state-local funding; if the 

problem of funding is resolved, the other two problems will have to be 

resolved simultaneously. We believe, then, that the funding problem is 

the forerrost difficulty standing between the department's present operation 

and the goal we have set forth. 

The state-local funding, though a problem itself, also leads to 

other problems within the IDSS. In the conclusions, we p::>inted out a 

number of funding practices which either create problems, or have the 

p:>tential to create them. These practices are the following: 

- County supplementation of county directors' salaries 

- County-paid staff perfonning legitimate IDSS functions 

- The requirement that county governrrents provide office 

space, supplies, and equipnent for the county IDSS offices 

- County funding of the non-federal share of the adminis­

trative costs of the food stamp program 

- County funding for same of the Title XX non-federal match 

for purchase of services 

As we indicated in the conclusions, the mixed funding creates a 

number of problems which resound tJrroughout the IDSS: lessening of 

program control, the dual accountability of county directors, reduction 

in the pressure on the IDSS to provide adequate levels of staffing in 

all counties, and others. By rroving further toward a state-admini stered, 

totally state-funded system, in other words, by eliminating the state­

local funding, we believe that many of the problems we identified will 

either be eliminated or reduced. 



We have developed a three-stage action plan for rroving the IDSS 

toward a state-administered, state-funded system. This plan deals 

primarily with the state-local funding issue, but its success depends 

largely upon the IDSS 1ability to secure the necessary state funding 

and its ability to overcane any reluctance on the part of county govern­

ments to cede rrore of their authority to the state. 

Phase I of the plan consists of~ actions which can begin 

inmediately, and which do not require any legislative authority or 

the appropriation of any significant increase in state funds. 

Review the county director series 

- Review current functions of the county directors, 

including both their IDSS and their county duties 

Establish a current classification and salary scale 

for the duties county directors perfonn 

- Make any reclassifications of county directors 

according to the revised scales 

- Develop a plan to reduce salary supplementation by 

counties after the review and reclassification. This 

plan might include a grandfather clause for those 

currently receiving supplements to avoid reductions 

in salary. It should also specify a reduction in 

county supplements as state salaries are increased 

and a prohibition against any additional new supple­

ments or raises in existing supplements. At the end 

of a definite :period of time all supplements should 

be prohibited. 

71 



72 

Contract to provide Title XX matching funds for county­

paid staff perfonning IDSS functions 

- Identify county-paid staff members who are engaged in 

legitimate IDSS jobs in Title XX programs 

- Negotiate with county governments to provide 75% 

reimbursement for those p:,sitions 

- Negotiate an agreerrent with the county governments 

that all new p:,sitions in the county IDSS offices 

must have prior IDSS approval, and must be consistent 

with IDSS program plans and budgetary constraints 

Phase II of this action plan consists of three actions which will 

require amendments to current legislation or appropriation of funds. 

Since this phase requires both gubernatorial and legislative approval, 

the IDSS will have to engage in both careful planning and preparation 

before these steps can be presented for action by the governor and 

the legislature. 

Assume the administrative costs (housing, equipnent, supplies) 

of operating the local IDSS off ices 

- Detennine the current costs of operating the local offices 

- Develop a plan for handling current equipnent and supplies, 

and for take-over of existing leases 

- Prepare necessary legislation 

Assume the non-federal administrative costs of the food stamp 

program 

- Detennine the current administrative costs borne by 

the county governments 



- Prepare necessary legislation 

- Develop implerrentation plans 

Begin placing county-paid staff on state payroll 

- Review staffing plans in counties in which county-paid 

staff exist 

- Develop a plan for gradually placing these staff on 

the state payroll 

- Secure additional funding, if necessary 

Although v.1e have outlined the steps needed for implementation of 

Phase II only briefly, it is the nost important phase. Others nore 

familiar with the Iowa political system will have to develop a strategy 

if this phase is to be carried out. 

Phase III is the final step in reaching the goal of a state­

administered, state-funded system. If the other steps are carried 

out successfully, only one state-local funding practice will remain­

the county-matched purchase of service. There is only one step in 

Phase II: to evaluate the advisability of the state' s assuming the 

non-federal costs of the purchase of service system. We reconmend 

evaluating the advisability of this action primarily because the Ir:6S 

needs to find a mechanism whereby the county governrrents can be kept 

involved in the operation of the Ir:6S. Their continuing to provide 

the non-federal rnatch for sare of the purchased service might be the 

ideal way to continue that involverrent: county dollars r,..ould nonnally 
-

be spent locally for service provided by local agencies. 
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If, after an evaluation, the IDSS finds that it is advisable to 

assume all the costs of the purchase of service programs, then the ID.SS 

Irn.1St find sa:re other way to maintain Iowa's tradition of local involvement 

with service programs. 

Polk County 

In our conclusions we noted that the Polk County ID.SS offices function 

Im.lCh like a fuli service agency. The offices either provide or ~uld 

readily be able to provide many of the direct and SUPfX)rtive services 

of a district office; the administrative and program personnel function 

Im.lCh like those in the district offices; and the Polk County offices are 

larger than many of the ID.SS' 16 district operations. 

Many persons interviewed during this study expressed concern about 

the district and central offices' resp:,nsiveness to Polk County's needs 

and situation. County staff members tended to view their agency as 

unique in size and in program scope and quality. As a result, even 

though they comprehend the statewide equity issue, they v.OUld like for 

the ID.SS' central offices to be rrore resp:,nsive to their needs. There 

was sorre ambiguity about the role of the Dest-Dines District and its 

staff, and it was generally viewed as benignly p:,sitive but not as 

bringing any particular benefits to the Polk County operations. 

As an additional indicator of canparative size and canplexity, we 

refer to the current p:,sition classification standards for the district 

administrator series. Pach district was evaluated according to five 

factors: caseload, staff, number of counties, total p:,pulation, and 

the geographic dispersion of the district. The Dest-Dines District 

was assigned a weighted total of 0.1515, a total 77% larger than that 



of the next largest district (Cedar Rapids), and it received a total 

rrore than twice as great as all but three districts (Cedar Rapids, 

Waterloo, and Otturrwa). Mich of this size is the result of Polk County, 

which has about 10% of the entire I,X>pulation of Iowa and a larger 

proJ:X)rtion of its caseload. 

In light of both our findings and a number of our conclusions, we 

make the following recomrendation: 

The IDSS should strongly consider making Polk County 
a single-county district. 

The findings indicate that a number of benefits 'WOuld result from 

such a realignment of the current Des M:>ines District: 

- The districts 'WOuld be rrore equal in size than they 

currently are, with the Des M:>ines District far larger 

than the others 

- The inevitable competition between Polk County (because 

of its size) and any district of which it were a part 

is eliminated 

- Polk County will be able to compete with other districts 

about its equal in size for funds and program innovations 

- Other counties in the Des M:>ines District will not have 

to feel that they are being "overshadowed" by Polk County 

If the IDSS chooses to follow this reconrnendation, we foresee two 

major problems which need to be overcane. First, the IDSS will need to 

develop a 'WOrkable rrodel for a single-county district. And second, the 

m.ss will have to detennine what to do with the remaining seven counties 

in the present Des M:>ines District. The action plan we have developed 

addresses itself to these tv.O major problems as well as .to others •. 
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The action plan includes three steps which can begin concurrently: 

1. Developnent of a rrodel for the new Polk County District. 

The rrodel for rrulti-county districts can be used as a basis, 

with rrodifications made for the fact that Polk is a single 

county. 

2. Review the current structure and functions of the Polk County 

offices. This review should include the r:ositions and functions 

of the current administrative structure and primary supervisory 

personnel, the direct services the office provides, and the 

sup:EX)rti ve services it has available. The review should be 

made with the purpose of finding out how current :r:x:>sitions 

can fit into the new district structure, and what r:ositions . 

and functions should be rrodified or added. 

3. Determine what to do with the rerna.ining seven counties in 

the Des r-bines District. There are tv.D :EX)Ssibilities: the 

first is to continue them as an independent district and 

create a Polk County District as a seventeenth district; the 

second is to integrate the seven counties into the surrounding 

districts. The selection of either alternative should be 

made not only after careful study of its impact up:,n the 

administration and program of the IDSS, but also after con­

sideration of the impact up:,n the personnel who will be 

affected. 

After the first tv.D steps have been canpleted, an implementation 

plan leading to the creation of the Polk County District can be developed. 



As we said before, we believe that Polk County already functions or 

has ITU.1ch of the capability to function as a full service agency. We 

do not foresee the need to add large numbers of lX)Sitions, but rather 

to redefine rrany of those which currently exist. If new lX)sitions are 

required to enable Polk County to function as a district, sane of these 

might be transferred from the current Des MJines District, depending 

ulX)n the IDSS' decision regarding that district and the counties within 

it. 

If the ID.5S decides to continue the Des MJines District without 

Polk County, it will also have to organize the new district and detennine 

where it will be based. Since the new district will be substantially 

smaller than the old one, sane functions and lX)Sitions will no longer 

be needed; others might have to be added to can:pensate for resources 

available through Polk County but not available in other counties in 

the district. 

If, on the other hand, the m.ss concludes that integrating the 

seven counties into the surrounding districts is the solution, then it 

will also have to plan for reallocation of the current Des MJines 

District staff. 
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