
T H E WHITE H O U S E 

V V A S H I N G T O N 

June 12, 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR CAROL RASCO 
ALICE RIVLIN 
ELAINE KAMARCK 

CC: MARCIA HALE 

FROM: Paul Weinstein 
Gaynor McCown 
Jonathan Brcul 
Bcv Godwin 

SUBJECT: Followup on Hatfield/Local Flexibility Act 

On May 31, the DPC and OMB co-chaired an interagency meeting on Senator Hatfield's Local 
Flexibility Act. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss agency concerns regarding the bill, and the issue 
of an Administration endorsement. The general consensus of the agencies from a policy perspective was the 
Administration could endorse the bill, but only if it were significantly scaled-back and modified in other 
ways to make it consistent with other Administration initiatives for local and State governments. 

Agency Concerns 

Three general areas of concern arose during the meeting: 

1. Process — The consensus of the group was that the Hatfield bill was too complex and 
difficult to administer as currently drafted. The net of potential applicants is too wide, the 
amount of waivers to be considered too broad, and the bureaucracy needed to review the 
waivers would be too large and cumbersome — thus defeating the chief purpose of the bill -
- creating more flexibility. Some possible solutions suggested included limiting the number 
of applicants per State over the five year authorization, limiting by need (economic or social 
distress), or limiting by purpose (produce savings for the Federal government, reduce 
unemployment, reduce illiteracy, etc.). Some on the Vice President's staff recommended that 
the competition should be limited to EZs and ECs. 

Everyone in the group also supported extending the review of the waiver requests to at least 
120 days (consistent with the President's EO 12875) rather than the 45 days listed in the 
Hatfield bill. 

2. Accountability/Benchmarking — The group also felt the bill was too weak on 
accountability and performance/benchmarking requirements. Everyone felt that a 
comprehensive strategic plan, with specific benchmarks (based on the Oregon model), and 
accountability for results should be a minimum condition for receiving the inter-agency 
waivers. In addition, some in the group also felt there should be stronger requirements for 
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waivers. In addition, some in the group also felt there should be stronger requirements for 
leveraging resources with the private sector, state and local governments, and the non-profits. 
Others also recommended that consultation with these groups in developing the plan be a 
prerequisite for consideration. 

3. Waivers — Some agencies were in general, opposed or concerned about moving forward 
with greater waiver authority. Certain agencies asked for exclusions for the departments in 
the legislation, like we had in last year's legislation. 

Another issue raised was whether or not the legislation should also extend waiver authority to 
the States (currently the bill only provides waiver authority for local governments and 
community development corporations and organizations.) 

Congressional Outlook 

Senator Hatfield's staff has been promised hearings on S.88 later this summer by Chairman Roth, as 
part of a larger hearing on Federalism. Representative Chris Shays (R-CT) is planning to introduce over 
the next few weeks a companion bill in the House. Senator Dodd's office also continues to have interest in 
this concept and would like to participate in any discussions with Hatfield's staff. 

Analysis 

The interagency working group is proposing significant changes in the Hatfield bill. It is not clear 
that the Senator from Oregon would accept all these recommendations, and whether a scaled-back bill 
would be a bold enough response to the Republican's agenda for State and local governments (e.g. block 
grants). However, we could approach his staff and see where there is common ground. 

The key issue that needs to be resolved is in light of the changes recommended by the agencies, 
would a scaled-back version of the Local Flexibility Act meet your expectations (e.g. is it still aimed 
sufficiently in the right direction and complementary to performance partnerships?) 

Recommendation 

It is our belief that even a scaled-back version of the Local Flexibility Act would be highly 
beneficial for communities and complementary to performance partnerships and the Empowerment 
Zones/Enterprise Communities Initiative (see attached article). We recommend sending a letter to Hatfield 
with the suggestions made by the agencies and ask for the opportunity to meet with their staffs to discuss 
some of our concerns. We also suggest that we try to bring Senator Dodd's staff into these discussions in 
order to broaden the legislation's appeal across party lines and to increase the chances for passage. A 
parallel discussion should be started in the House, once Representative Shays introduces the companion bill. 
We also suggest that the President consider making a general, but positive statement regarding Senator 
Hatfield's Local Flexibility Act at his June 20th speech to the Conference of Mayors. 

Decision 

Agree 

Discuss Further 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

June 12, 1995 

A MEMORANDUM FOR CAROL RASCO 
MARCIA HALE 

FROM: GAYNOR McCOWlA 
PAUL WEINSTEIN 

SUBJECT: PERFORMANCE PARTNERSHIPS WITH CITIES 

cc: Elaine Kamark 
Beverly Godwin 

The Vice President r e c e n t l y asked Elaine Kamarck t o send him 
some i n f o r m a t i o n regarding an "Oregon Option-type" p a r t n e r s h i p 
w i t h c i t i e s . This request was i n response t o a l e t t e r from Newt 
Gingrich t o mayors asking them t o t e l l him t h e i r problems so t h a t 
Congress could t r y t o " f i x " them. 

Attached you w i l l f i n d a memorandum from Beverly Godwin t o 
Vice President Gore and Elaine Kamark about the p o s s i b i l i t y o f 
our e n t e r i n g i n t o such a pa r t n e r s h i p w i t h c i t i e s . I n t h i s 
memorandum, she o u t l i n e s the pros and cons of an Oregon Option-
type i n i t i a t i v e and she has l a i d out some options of other t h i n g s 
we may want t o do f o r the mayors. 

As you know, the President i s speaking a t the meeting of the 
U.S. Conference o f Mayors i n Miami on June 20. This may be a 
good o p p o r t u n i t y f o r him t o make some announcements regarding our 
plans t o work w i t h the c i t i e s . I n p a r t i c u l a r , he could i n d i c a t e 
h i s support f o r the basic t e n e t s of the Local Empowerment and 
F l e x i b i l i t y Act (S. 88). Page two of the attached document 
contains some other suggestions as w e l l . 

We hope you f i n d t h i s i n f o r m a t i o n u s e f u l . 



MEMORANDUM TO: Vice President Al Gore 

Elaine Kamarck 

FROM: Bev Godwin 

SUBJECT: Performance Partnerships with C i t i e s 

I n response to Newt Gingrich's "offer" to mayors to t e l l him 
t h e i r problems so Congress could t r y to f i x them, I have: 1) 
examined the pros and cons of an Oregon Option-type partnership 
f o r c i t i e s and 2) l a i d out some options of other things we can do 
f o r mayors, perhaps to announce at the next meeting of the U.S. 
Conference of Mayors i n Miami, June 16-20. 

In sum, Oregon Option-type partnerships with c i t i e s (or . 
metropolitan areas) are feasible. An i n v i t a t i o n to mayors could 
be made, o f f e r i n g partnerships where we a l l work towards agreed 
upon resul t s through increased f l e x i b i l i t y and accountability. 
However, there are pros and cons to such an i n i t i a t i v e , and the 
i n i t i a t i v e should be looked at i n the context of other options 
which may be more appealing to mayors. 

Performance Partnerships with Cities 

o President or Vice President could i n v i t e mayors to come 
forward to enter into performance partnerships. 

o Principles of such partnerships should be l a i d out up f r o n t 
w i t h mayors to show evidence of c i t i e s ' i n t e r e s t and 
commitment toward working towards results. 

o V i r t u a l teams to partner with c i t i e s could be coordinated by 
NPR, the CEB work group, the White House Office of 
Intergovernmental A f f a i r s , the Domestic Policy Council, or 
the Crime Prevention Council. 

Pros of Performance Partnerships with C i t i e s : 

o Moves a l l levels of government towards performance and 
accountability f o r results 

o Builds on the theme of bottom up reform 
o Recognizes that innovation i s happening at the l o c a l l e v e l 
o May be best way for Federal government to help c i t i e s i n 

time of shrinking federal dollars 



o Recognizes more f l e x i b i l i t y i s needed 
o Acknowledges need to partner, that none of us have a l l the 

answers 
o Offer middle ground between current system and no strings 

block grants to States 
o Provides p a r t i c i p a t i n g c i t i e s with, single-point-of-contact 

f o r interagency issues 
o Continues and builds upon the progress of t h i s 

Administration 

Cons of Performance Partnerships with Cities 

o Not very a t t r a c t i v e to mayors 
o Diverts energy away from existing i n i t i a t i v e s 
o Staff-intensive 

o May not be able to meet c i t i e s ' expectations 

Other Options 
o Focus on negative GOP budget cuts 
o Offer to work with Gingrich on problems c i t i e s have already 

i d e n t i f i e d 
o Address c i t i e s ' fears of State-administered block grants 
o Strongly endorse Local Empowerment and F l e x i b i l i t y Act 
o Implement V i r t u a l Secretary (City Desk) concept f o r large 

number of c i t i e s , 
o Brag about what Administration has already done (e.g., EPA 

has removed 25,000 sites from federal monitoring; HUD's 
automated, consolidated plan to replace numberous paper 
planning and reporting requirements) 

o Combine performance partnerships with new i n i t i a t i v e , such 
as strongly encouraging metropolitan-wide strategies to 
solve urban problems 

In the attachment to t h i s memo, I provide background information 
on the Gingrich o f f e r and the scope of t h i s issue, and more 
d e t a i l on the ideas outlined above. These ideas were developed 
with the help of a brainstorming session with various s t a f f from 
the White House policy councils, NPR, OMB, Community Empowerment 
Board work group, and the agencies that send the most money t o 
the c i t i e s . I have also discussed these ideas with Mayor 
Bredeson of Nashville, who was extremely h e l p f u l i n providing 
insights from our customers' perspective. 



ATTACHMENT 

PERFORMANCE PARTNERSHIPS WITH CITIES --
BACKGROUND AND MORE DETAIL ON PARTNERSHIPS AND 

OTHER OPTIONS 

Background 

On A p r i l 13, 19 95, Newt Gingrich sent to the mayors an o u t l i n e of 
a possible Contract with the Cities asking for t h e i r assistance 
i n f u r t h e r developing the contract (Appendix A). The proposed 
contract asks the c i t i e s to: 

o I d e n t i f y a l l the things the federal government does to you 
that are stupid; how much they cost; and how much money 
Congress doesn't have to send c i t i e s i f we eliminate them 

o I d e n t i f y p a r t i c u l a r l y destructive federal ideas and 
destructive departments 

o I d e n t i f y specific problems 

o Bring your good ideas to us 

o Provide specific ideas on how, at the local l e v e l , t o : 
Create jobs 
Transform the culture of poverty and violence 
Develop a system to allow c i t i e s to keep 20% of 
whatever savings accrue from administering l o c a l 
programs and contracts more e f f e c t i v e l y 
Dispose of federal assets 
Use electronic communications for better teamwork 

Newt Gingrich promises to hold hearings on these items; to 
perhaps eliminate or severely cut back "stupid" things; and to 
t r y to pass l e g i s l a t i o n to correct problems or implement good 
ideas. 

U.S. Conference of Mayors outgoing President, Victor Ashe, 
appointed an 8-member Special Legislative Task Force to develop 
and present mayors' p r i o r i t i e s to the House Speaker. The members 
of the task force, chaired by Ashe, are Mayors Norm Rice 
(Seattle), Richard M. Daley (Chicago) , Jerry Abramson 
( L o u i s v i l l e ) , Robert Isaac (Colorado Springs), Joseph Riley, Jr 
(Charleston), Deedee Corradini (Salt Lake C i t y ) , and Elizabeth 
Rhea (Rock H i l l ) . We understand that the Conference requested a 
meeting with the Speaker, but he has not yet met with them. 



The Scope -- How Many Cities and How Much Federal MOTI<>Y? 

In looking at the p o s s i b i l i t y of of f e r i n g the mayors an Oregon 
Option-type partnership, we examined the p o t e n t i a l scope of t h i s . 
The l a t e s t available data from the census bureau shows there are 
19,296 incorporated c i t i e s . However, 19,003 of these c i t i e s have 
populations less than 75,000. Looking at cumulative t o t a l s , 
there are only 8 c i t i e s with more than one m i l l i o n population, 24 
c i t i e s over 500,000, 52 c i t i e s over 300,000, and 76 c i t i e s over 
200,000. Appendix B provides more d e t a i l on the number of c i t i e s 
by population groupings. 

In terms of funding, j u s t over $8 b i l l i o n i n federal funds went 
d i r e c t l v t o c i t i e s i n 1992, according to c i t y audit reports 
showing t h e i r revenue sources. Of the $8 b i l l i o n i n d i r e c t 
federal funding to c i t i e s , most i s provided f o r community 
development, transportation, and education. Appendix C provides 
more d e t a i l on di r e c t funding to c i t i e s by function. However, 
t h i s $8 b i l l i o n s i g n i f i c a n t l y understates the amount of federal 
funds i n c i t i e s as i t does not include federal funds provided to 
states which then go from the state to the c i t y or funding t o 
public housing, local non-profits, or special purpose 
governments, such as school d i s t i c t s . The national t o t a l l e v e l 
of federal funds used i n c i t i e s i s not available. 

The number of programs for which States and c i t i e s can compete 
gives an i n d i c a t i o n of the fragmentation of the federal d o l l a r s . 
According to GSA's Catalog of Federal Assistance data base, there 
are 819 programs (grants, loans, technical assistance, services) 
that States can apply f o r . Of these, 659 are grant programs. 
There are 509 programs that local governments may apply f o r 
d i r e c t l y . 

An Oregon Option-Type Partnership with Cities 

What? 

The Oregon Option i s a partnership where citizens and a l l levels 
of government and the private sector focus together on the 
result s we are t r y i n g to achieve, discuss best strategies to 
ef f e c t those r e s u l t s , i d e n t i f y barriers to implementing those 
strategies and to achieving results, and then work together to 
remove those barriers at a l l levels of government. I t i s a 
partnership that looks to increase both f l e x i b i l i t y and 
accountability f o r results. This intergovernmental, interagency 
partnership builds upon Oregon's pioneering work with s e t t i n g 
benchmarks of where they want to be as a society and measuring 
t h e i r progress towards achieving those benchmarks. 

The Administration also has ongoing partnerships with Indiana and 
West V i r g i n i a to consolidate children and family programs, 
coordinated through a team approach from the federal regional 



o f f i c e s . We are also i n early discussion with establishing a 
partnership with Minnesota similar to the partnership with 
Oregon. The Administration has also proposed Performance 
Partnerships (mostly with States) around specific program areas 
i n the President's Budget and as a part of NPR Phase I I . 

Similar partnerships with c i t i e s are c e r t a i n l y feasible. The 
President or Vice President could provide mayors with a b r i e f 
description of the Oregon Option and i n v i t e them to come forward 
with t h e i r own proposals of where i t would make sense f o r t h e i r 
c i t i e s t o form a partnership with the federal government based on 
r e s u l t s . We would work with c i t i e s (or metropolitan areas) where 
they are, on t h e i r p r i o r i t i e s . We would provide p a r t i c i p a t i n g 
c i t i e s w i th a single point-of-contact to assist i n breaking down 
barr i e r s to meeting agreed-upon goals. We provide them increased 
f l e x i b i l i t y based on t h e i r performance towards meeting l o c a l and 
national goals. 

To avoid hundreds of c i t i e s rushing forward, some minimum 
evidence of i n t e r e s t and commitment could be l a i d out up f r o n t as 
i t was with Oregon, and/or we could s t a r t with a few places and 
add others each year. For example, such partnerships should: 

o Start with a process through which local c i t i z e n s and 
leaders could reach consensus on a v i s i o n of where they want 
to be, how they want to get there, and where they think the 
federal government can be of most assistance. 

o Be intergovernmental and interagency, bringing together the 
p r i v a t e , community, l o c a l , state and federal levels to agree 
on desired results, to break down j u r i s d i c t i o n a l boundaries 
and work together, with shared accountability, to achieve 
re s u l t s f o r the public, 

o Given the important role that the private sector plays i n 
urban development, business leaders and nonprofit groups 
also should have a role. 

o Be structured, managed, and evaluated on the basis of 
re s u l t s ( i . e . , progress towards achieving the c i t y ' s desired 
v i s i o n ) . 

o NOT be about more money but about re - d i r e c t i n g funds to 
bet t e r achieve agreed-upon results. 

Why? 

The Federal response to urban problems has h i s t o r i c a l l y been 
fragmented and incomplete, perhaps i n part a consequence of 
j u r i s d i c t i o n a l boundaries of both Congressional committees and 
Federal bureaucracies. Major Clinton i n i t i a t i v e s -- including 
Health Care reform, Welfare Reform, the strengthened EITC, Goals 



2000, Community Policing, Headstart expansion, and the labor and 
reemployment i n i t i a t i v e s -- w i l l benefit urban areas. Beyond 
these. Empowerment Zones and Community Development Banks w i l l 
help. However, budget constraints v i r t u a l l y rule out major 
additional spending. To do more, we must reinvent the jumble of 
federal regulations and.the myriad bureaucratic impediments to 
e f f e c t i v e use of l i m i t e d public resources across grant programs 
for economic development, housing, transportation, schools, job 
t r a i n i n g , and health care. 

I t has been a long time since national leaders brought focus to 
urban problems -- inner c i t y decay, concentrated poverty, r a c i a l 
i s o l a t i o n . While we work to fashion fresh solutions that w i l l 
command national and local majorities, we must simultaneously 
have a fresh conversation about fundamental values and goals, 
what strategies to pursue, how to measure success, how to break 
down ba r r i e r s to success, and what roles should be played by 
d i f f e r e n t levels of government and the private sector. This 
dialogue i s an essential p o l i t i c a l predicate for meaningful 
change at the national level and i n p a r t i c i p a t i n g urban areas and 
w i l l require substantial investment of federal leadership. No 
amount of discussion w i l l lead to a perfect consensus f o r the 
nation as a whole on what handful of problems are the most 
important to be addressed i n every metropolitan area or how to do 
so. The most concrete product of t h i s dialogue w i l l be a set of 
l o c a l goals and benchmarks which captures, f o r each urban or 
metropolitan area, consensus measures of national and l o c a l 
p r i o r i t y concerns and provide them the means for tracking t h e i r 
own progress. 

New Federal i n i t i a t i v e s must break with unsuccessful e f f o r t s of 
the past by incorporating accountability based on performance i n 
return f o r broad l o c a l discretion and f l e x i b i l i t y . We should 
r e j e c t another generation of giveaways to t r a d i t i o n a l 
constituencies and, instead, o f f e r a vision which rewards and 
fuels bold e f f o r t s by the people and leaders closest to the 
problems. I n order to reward communities f o r e f f o r t and progress 
i n meeting national and local performance targets, funding and 
generous f l e x i b i l i t y must be based more and more on performance 
- - a t a l l levels of the intergovernmental system. 

How? 

Through the leadership of the President and Vice President, the 
June mayors' conference can restart the important national and 
lo c a l dialogues on the vision for c i t i e s and how we measure 
whether we are achieving the vision. The President can i n v i t e 
mayors to j o i n them i n t h i s dialogue and to begin to form 
partnerships f o r results. 

There are several options for how such partnerships could be 
sta f f e d at the federal level after an i n v i t a t i o n to mayors to 



come forward with t h e i r p r i o r i t i e s and proposals: 

Community Empowerment Board, The Community Empowerment Board 
IS one l o g i c a l place to house partnerships with c i t i e s , 
especially c i t i e s with designated empowerment zones where we 
have already established partnerships (Atlanta, Baltimore, 
Chicago, Detroit, New York, Philadelphia/Camden). However 
some have expressed concern about the current Community 
Empowerment Board working group taking on anything more than 
the heavy workload they already have with the EZ/ECs 
Nevertheless, additional s t a f f could help the CEB work group 
i n performance partnerships with c i t i e s . 

Crime Prevention Council. I f c i t i e s come forward with 
prevention strategies, the Prevention Council i s the l o g i c a l 
place and i s quite eager to s t a f f such partnerships. 

National Performance Review. The NPR leads the Oregon 
Option e f f o r t through an interagency v i r t u a l team. The 
agencies involved are i n the human services area (HHS, 
Education, Labor, Justice, Agriculture, Commerce) because of 
the issue areas Oregon chose to focus on. This NPR-led team 
could be redesignated "State and Local I n i t i a t i v e s Team" and 
could bring i n s t a f f from additional agencies, p a r t i c u l a r l y 
those which are most prominent i n c i t i e s (HUD 
Transportation, EPA), NPR could be the focal point f o r 
c i t i e s ' i n i t i a l requests and then form v i r t u a l teams or farm 
out t o e x i s t i n g teams (e.g., Prevention Council, PACT, CEB 
Work Group) or agencies depending on a c i t y ' s focus. 

C i t y Desks f o r these Partnerships Only. P a r t i c i p a t i n g 
c i t i e s could be provided a single point-of-entry i n t o the 
federal government through one federal employee who i s so 
designated (Janet Reno's c i t y desk concept). This federal 
partner f o r the c i t y would f a c i l i t a t e and troubleshoot 
bringing together the r i g h t people and information frot^ 
across the federal maze as needed. These c i t y desks could 
be located i n various agencies depending on the main issues 
of that c i t y , depending on agency i n i t i a t i v e s already 
prominent i n those c i t i e s (e.g., EZ c i t i e s , PACT s i t e s , 
e t c . ) , or depending on who i s active i n the regional o f f i c e 
or the l o c a l federal executive boards. These s t a f f w i l l 
need to be trained AND empowered to make decisions, with 
support from the White House and Cabinet Secretaries. The 
assignmant and coordination of these c i t y desks could be 
through any of the interagency groups described above, 
through the White House Office of Intergovernmental A f f a i r s , 
or the Domestic Policy Council. 

Pros of Performance PartnershipH with ciM>B-

Moves a l l levels of government more towards outcomes based 



governance and accountability to the public f o r r e s u l t s . We would 
help, encourage, and demand each other to be more performance 
oriented. These would be partnerships to e f f e c t r e a l change 
(results I) f o r re a l people. 

Builds on the theme of bottom up reform. L o c a l i t i e s know what i s 
best f o r t h e i r communities; we're ready to partner with them to 
help them remove barriers to achieving t h e i r v i s i o n f o r t h e i r 
c i t i e s . Partnerships with c i t i e s may be preferable to the Oregon 
Option which, although i t has local government p a r t i c i p a t i o n , i s 
a state driven e f f o r t . We hear d i r e c t l y from the f r o n t l i n e ' 
where things don't make sense and how they can be f i x e d . 

Recognizes that innovation i s happening on the l o c a l l e v e l . Many 
c i t i e s are out f r o n t and the federal government i s w i l l i n g to 
work with c i t i e s where they are i n the process of improving 
government. Works with individual c i t i e s where they are, on 
t h e i r p r i o r i t i e s . 

May be the best way f o r the Federal government to help c i t i e s i n 
the present climate of shrinking federal budgets. 

Recognizes more f l e x i b i l i t y i s needed i n the current tangle of 
intergovernmental programs and requirements. 

Acknowledges need to partner because none of UB, at any l e v e l of 
government, has a l l the answers and therefore recognizes the need 
to work together. 

Performance partnerships o f f e r a middle ground between the 
current array of federal categorical programs and no str i n g s 
block grants to States. 

Would provide p a r t i c i p a t i n g c i t i e s with a single point-of-contact 
at the federal l e v e l , thus beginning to implement the v i r t u a l 
secretary of Cleveland concept. 

Continues and builds upon the progress of t h i s Adminiatration of 
new ways of working with c i t i e s as exhibited over the past two 
years. I t builds on EZ/ECs, Performance Partnerships, and HUD 
reinvention. 

Cons of Performance Partnerships with C i t i e s : 

Not Very A t t r a c t i v e to Mayors. In t h i s environment where Congress 
i s considering block grants with almost NO federal involvement or 
r e s t r i c t i o n s , partnerships which exchange f l e x i b i l i t y f o r 
accountability may not seem very appealing to mayors. They may 
see the requirement to set outcome benchmarks and performance 
indicators to measure progress towards those benchmarks as j u s t 
another unfunded mandate. Mayor Bredeson had two points on t h i s : 
(1) the notion of getting more entangled with the federal 



government, not less, i s not very a t t r a c t i v e and (2) i t seems 
l i k e an awful l o t of work with very l i t t l e benefit to his c i t y , 
given the size of his programs and the skepticism that, even with 
complete f l e x i b i l i t y , they could save much money i n terms of 
ef f i c i e n c y . 

Diverts energy away from other i n i t i a t i v e s . There i s some fear 
that embarking on new partnerships with c i t i e s could d i v e r t 
a t t e n t i o n away from existing Administration i n i t i a t i v e s , 
p a r t i c u l a r l y the EZ/EC e f f o r t s . We already have a partnership of 
sorts w ith the 104 designated empowerment zones and enterprise 
communities. There i s some fear that we are i n danger of not 
d e l i v e r i n g on promises made or on expectations of these c i t i e s 
and communities. The process of developing Memoranda of 
Agreement between the federal government and the 
zones/communities and of processing hundreds of waiver requests 
has been very slow. 

Labor-intensive process. Intergovernmental, interagency 
partnerships are s t a f f intensive. Sheryll Cashin and others are 
concerned that the Community Empowerment Board work group i s at 
f u l l capacity and could not take t h i s on. Agencies are 
downsizing and some w i l l claim they can't take on a new 
i n i t i a t i v e . I t w i l l be d i f f i c u l t , but not impossible, to meet 
the demands and needs of c i t i e s that come forward to form 
partnerships. 

May Not Be Able to Meet Cities' Expectations, We may not be able 
to d e l i v e r what the c i t i e s ask for. As we are f i n d i n g with the 
EZ/EC s i t e s , many of the waiver requests that come i n are f o r 
stat u t o r y waivers, which the Administration does not currently 
have the a u t h o r i t y to grant. We may also not want to grant some 
of the waivers being requested (e.g., many states under the new 
waiver a u t h o r i t y i n the elementary and secondary education act 
are asking to waive targeting of funds to poorer school 
d i s t r i c t s ) , 

Other Options f o r Cities 

In the current environment of what mayors r e a l l y care about,'this 
o f f e r w i l l probably only get lukewarm reception. In the context 
of the mayors' prime concerns, what else can we do? 

What do mayors r e a l l y care about? Unfunded mandates. The 
impacts of threatened budget reductions on urban areas. Fear of 
not having a seat at the table as funds are consolidated i n t o 
block grants to States. The potential for s h i f t i n g costs to 
c i t i e s as budgets are cut at a l l levels and funds are 
consolidated at the State l e v e l . An i n v i t a t i o n f o r performance 
partnerships with c i t i e s should be looked at i n the context of 
other options outlined below, which could be done i n combination 
with, or instead of, an i n v i t a t i o n to c i t i e s to j o i n i n 



Performance Partnerships with the federal government. 

FQgus on Negative GOP Budget Cut.g: The June speech to the mayors 
should focus on the negative impacts of the GOP budget plan on 
urban areas. This could b u i l d o f f the Administration's June 8 
events around the country where mayors w i l l comment on budget 
impacts. For example, the GOP plan's answer to your housing 
problems i s to eliminate HUD. The GOP plan's to solve your 
transportation problems i s to severely decrease operating 
subsidies f o r transportation. The OOP's answer to problems i n 
our schools i s to severely reduce funding f o r education. The 
Republicans t a l k about welfare reform, yet they want to cut the 
Earned Income Tax Credit, which common sense t e l l s you needs to 
be the cornerstone of moving people from welfare to work. We are 
interested i n making government cost less AND work better, not 
jus t eliminate f o r the sake of costing less. 

Mayor Bredeson thinks l o t s of mayors have not yet focused on what 
these budget cuts are going to mean for t h e i r c i t i e s . He thinks 
the Administration should stake out a position: we a l l want 
d e f i c i t reduction but t h i s i s what the GOP-selected cuts are 
going to mean for your c i t i e s (based on what mayors t e l l us 
during June 8 events). 

Pygyide ginqrich with a L i s t of Problf>Tn» Already Trientified and 
Offer to Work with Him. Cities have already i d e n t i f i e d l o t s of 
problems. The Administration w i l l continue to f i x the ones i n 
i t s purview, and the Administration i s ready to work with 
Congress to address those that require l e g i s l a t i o n . Acknowledge 
that the Speaker of the House has asked the mayors to help 
develop a Contract with Cities to work together to i d e n t i f y the 
c i t y ' s problems so the Congress can t r y to f i x them. Mention 
that the Administration heard from 500 communities through the 
application process f o r empowerment zones and enterprise 
communities. These communities i d e n t i f i e d some of t h e i r problems 
and asked f o r hundreds of waivers to correct these problems. We 
have been working to solve those problems wi t h i n the power of the 
Executive Branch, yet an alarming number of the c i t i e s ' requests 
are f o r waivers of statutory provisions that the Administration 
does not have the authority to waive. We look forward to working 
with the Speaker to help eliminate the problems the c i t i e s have 
already i d e n t i f i e d . A l e t t e r could be prepared from the 
President or the Vice President to the Speaker which outlines key 
problems c i t i e s ALREADY i d e n t i f i e d that ONLY Congress can f i x 
and a copy could be given to the mayors at the June conference 
[Sheryll Cashin of CEB work group and Roy Priest of HUD say that 
the analysis of the existing waiver requests necessary to prepare 
such a l e t t e r by June could be -done.] 

Adcî gesg Ci t i e g ' Fears of State-Administered Block nv^nfp Cities 
fear they have no voice i n the consolidation of federal programs 
in t o block grants f o r States, fearing that urban areas w i l l lose 
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out i n t h i s arena. The President may want to make a very strong 
statement that one p r i n c i p l e he w i l l use as he reviews 
l e g i s l a t i o n i s required consultation among Governors and local 
leaders on issues such as resource al l o c a t i o n and program design 
I think the mayors would give a standing ovation i f we were 
w i l l i n g to make a strong statement on t h i s . Mayor Bredeson says 
we are a l l resigned to the notion of reduced funding, but are 
f e a r f u l how the decisions w i l l be made and that c i t i e s w i l l not 
be given enough planning time to implement reductions. 

gtrp^iqly Endorse Local Empowerment and F l e x i b i l i f y i^r-^ Senator 
H a t f i e l d has introduced l e g i s l a t i o n that would provide the 
Administration broad authority to waive statutory and regulatory 
r e s t r i c t i o n s . We cannot provide the waiver authority being 
sought by the EZ/ECs, Oregon, or any new partnerships without 
such l e g i s l a t i o n . The President could strongly endorse the 
sp e c i f i c b i l l or the concept of the l e g i s l a t i o n to the mayors 
and ask f o r t h e i r assistance i n getting i t passed. Although Newt 
Gingrich has offered to solve the c i t i e s ' problems, i t would be 
i n t e r e s t i n g to note to the mayors that Senator H a t f i e l d has been 
having trouble getting t h i s l e g i s l a t i o n which could 
p o t e n t i a l l y provide real f l e x i b i l i t y to the c i t i e s -- out of 
committee. 

Implement V i s u a l Secretary (Citv-Desk) Concept f o r T.arge Number 
of C i t i e s by o f f e r i n g Single Point-of-Contact (City Desk Concept) 
to Mayors. Attorney General Reno has spoken often about her 
" c i t y desk" concept, which i s similar to the Vice President's 
v i r t u a l secretary of Cleveland concept, where c i t i e s would be 
provided a single point-of-entry i n t o the federal government 
through one federal employee who i s so designated. Rather than a 
c i t y "desk" f o r a p a r t i c u l a r c i t y i n each department, there would 
be only ans f o r a c i t y i n the federal government; that would help 
the c i t y bring together the r i g h t people and information from 
across the federal maze as needed. This would open up access to 
the faceless, nameless bureaucracy. Just l i k e on your American 
Express b i l l , c i t i e s would have a name and phone number to c a l l 
f o r f a c i l i t a t i o n and troubleshooting at the federal l e v e l . 

This concept interested Mayor Bredeson much more than the 
performance partnership idea. 

A June announcement could announce implementation of t h i s c i t y 
d6flk (or c i t y partner) concept. I t could be refined to ask the 
mayors to i d e n t i f y the ONE issue most important to them that they 
need help with from the federal government over the next year 
and t h i s single point-of-contact w i l l do what they can to help. 

This concept could be phased i n incrementally. The names of the 
contacts f o r the largest eight or 24 c i t i e s could be announced i n 
June, with dates for when smaller c i t i e s would be brought i n and 
provided the names of t h e i r contacts. Except f o r the eight 
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largest c i t i e s , a f u l l time person would probably not need to be 
devoted to one c i t y . 

These c i t y desks could be located i n various agencies depending 
on the main issues of that c i t y , depending on agency i n i t i a t i v e s 
already prominent i n those c i t i e s (e.g., EZ c i t i e s , PACT s i t e s , 
e t c . ) . Selected s t a f f would have to have high-level access and 
authority to help solve problems across a wide range of issues 
and departments. The assignment and coordination of these c i t y 
desks could be through the White House Intergovernmental A f f a i r s 
Office, the Domestic Policy Council, a CEB or NPR workgroup, or 
the Department of Justice. 

Implementing t h i s concept would be administratively d i f f i c u l t and 
w i l l encounter opposition from federal departments. I t would 
require Presidential and Vice Presidential leadership to make i t 
happen. 

There i s also a workload danger here that States and Counties 
would soon demand t h e i r own v i r t u a l secretaries. I t may be 
better t o implement t h i s concept incrementally, as a side benefit 
to those c i t i e s (and states) who come forward f o r performance 
partnerships. 

Brag to Mavors about what we have already dona m- are about to 
do. The message i s that t h i s Administration has listened and i s 
acting, w i t h i n a timeframe of only two years so f a r . For 
example, based on a request from the mayors' l a s t conference, EPA 
has taken over 25,000 sites o f f the l i s t which require federal 
monitoring. EPA plans to have a l i s t of si t e s , by c i t y , f o r 
mayors by the June conference. HUD has replaced numerous paper 
planning and reporting requirements with one automated, 
consolidated planning t o o l . [There are other great examples from 
agencies, and OMB i s assembling t h i s information. We can also 
report what the Administration has done compared to previous 
resolutions by the U.S. Conference of Mayors.] 

Combine i n v i t a t i o n for performance partnerships with new 
i n i t i a t i v e , such as metropolitan-wide strategies which b u i l d upon 
and complement the neighborhood focused EZ/ECs. The Empowerment 
Zones competition has energized communities across the country 
and b u i l t l o c a l enthusiasm and momentum for ta c k l i n g these 
problems. In the application process, over 500 c i t i e s formed new 
co a l i t i o n s and strategies attuned to local r e a l i t i e s . I t may be 
time to b u i l d upon t h i s with a metropolitan focus. Partnerships 
with c i t i e s could strongly encourage a metropolitan focus to 
address the i s o l a t i o n of central c i t y neighborhoods and r e f l e c t 
the interdependencies of c i t y and suburbs. 

Appendices; 

A. Letter and proposed Contract with the Cities o u t l i n e from 
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Newt Gingrich to the mayors, 4/13/95 
B. Number of Cities by population groupings 
C. Direct Federal Funding to Cities, by Function 

i : \ s t l o c a l \ c i t y 5 
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APPENDIX B 

SCOPE 

NUMBER OF CITIES, bv Population Groupings 

Over 1 m i l l i o n population; 
Between 500K - l m i l l i o n : 
Between 300K - BOOK: 
Between 200K - 300K; 
Between lOOK - 200K: 
Between 75K - lOOK: 
Less than 75K: 

TOTAL NUMBER OF CITIES 

8 c i t i e s * 
16 c i t i e s 
28 c i t i e s 
24 c i t i e s 

119 c i t i e s 
98 c i t i e s 

19.003 c i t i e s 

19,296 c i t i e s 

*New York, Los Angeles, Chicago, Houston, Philadelphia, San 
Diego, Dallas, Phoenix, Detroit 

Source: Census Bureau, Governments Division, 1991 data. These 
data do not include towns and townships, or special d i s t r i c t s 
such as school d i s t r i c t s . 

Metropolitan Areas: 

A possible focus for any urban i n i t i a t i v e might be major 
metropolitan areas. There are 350 major metropolitan areas which 
include over 3/4 of the U.S. population. 
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APPENDIX C 

DIRECT FEDERAL FUNDING TO CITIES, BY FUNCTION 

TOTAL: $8,033 BILLION 

Housing and community development: $3,896 m i l l i o n 
Welfare (almost a l l D.C): 440 m i l l i o n 
Education: 324 m i l l i o n 
Highways: 288 m i l l i o n 
A i r Transportation: 194 m i l l i o n 
Health and hospitals 175 m i l l i o n 
Sewage: 80 m i l l i o n 
Employment security administration (D.C) 15 m i l l i o n 
Federal general support (no strings $): 7 m i l l i o n 
A l l Other; 2,297 m i l l i o n 
["All Other" includes: criminal j u s t i c e , police, drug, 
job t r a i n i n g , disaster assistance, economic 
development, hazardous waste, senior c i t i z e n programs, 
environmental protection, l i b r a r i e s , parks, recreation, 
c u l t u r a l / h i s t o r i c a l , armories, transportation studies 
not related to highways] 

U t i l i t i e s Operated by c i t i e s : 
Transit: 284 m i l l i o n 
Water: 30 m i l l i o n 
E l e c t r i c ($243 thousand) 0.2 m i l l . 

Source: Census Bureau, Governments Division, 1992 data taken from 
c i t y audit reports of t h e i r revenue sources. Does not include 
federal funds that go f i r s t to States and then to c i t i e s . 
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The Washington Post 
Thursday. June i . 1995 

David Osborne 

A Federal Challenge for Local Ingenuity 
In the new Repubhcan Congress, block 

grants are breaking out all over, ^ni heaven 
knows, they re supenor to narrow categon-
cal grants. But as the time for decisions 
draws near, it's worth stopping for a moment 
to ask: Are block grants the best we can do? 

There is one simple idea missing from the 
block grant debate of 1995. It's called ac­
countability for results. In their heat to 
dow e the federal government, the Re­
publicans may miss the best opportunity in a 
generation to create a federalism that works. 

We all know that the current federal 
system, with its 550i)lus categorical grant 
programs, is a mess. We also know from 
every poll on the issue that the public sup­
ports devolution of responsibilities to state 
and local governments. 

What we don't know is that block grants are the 
best soiuuon. 

Congress's inability to resist creating new cate-
goricai grant programs—they sprout up almost 
like weeds in a garden—has been a problem since 
the 1960s. By 1991 Congress funded almost 100 
sodai service grant programs, more than 80 
1̂  Ji care grant programs and dose to 30 grant 
programs that dealt with housing or development 
in poor communities. 

^ r d these were for absurdly small 
amounts—$3 million or $4 million nationally. 
More than half of the Education Depaitment's 
90-odd programs were for less than $15 million. 

When one department administers so many tiny 
grant programs, something is wrong. Thousands 
of public employees, in Washington and in state 
and local governments, spend countless hours 
publicizing programs, writing and reviewing grant 
applications, reporting on how money was spent 
and auditing. Billions of dollars go to the profes­
sionals and bureaucrats who do this, rather than 
the intended recipients: students, poor people, 
UI residents and the unemployed. 

For 25 years, the knee-ierk response has been 
the block grant, which consolidates many categori­
cal grant programs into one grant with—at least 
I retically—few strings attached. 

There is just one problem with this. Block 
g s are blind to performance. They shower as 
much money on wasteful, ineffective programs as 
they do on innovative, cost-effective approaches. 

We need a third way: block grants in which 
state and local governments compete in part based 
on the results they achieve. This kind of model has 
become common at the state level Pennsylvania's 
highly regarded Ben Franklin Partnership, for 
instance, invented what it calls "challenge grants" 
to fund local economic development centers. 

The concept is simple, and Congress would be 
wise to adopt i t Consider the idea of a community 
development challenge grant, administered by the 
Department of Housing and Urban Devekipment. 
Under ttiis approach, the federal government 
would establish broad guidelines, objectives and 
performance measures. State and/or local govern 
ments would then compete for challenge grants 
based on three cnteria: 

Block grants are blind 
to performance " 
m Need This could be determined by a communi­
ty's unemployment rate, poverty rate and median 
income. 
• Qaality of strategy: Does the proposed strategy 
leverage private sector invohrement? Does it em­
power communities to sohre more of their own 
problems? Does it encourage competition and 
choke? Does it measure and reward results? 
• Results: The federal government would meas­
ure the number of jobs created, changes in the 
poverty and unemployment rates, job placement 
rates, private investment leveraged, changes in 
indkators ^f family health, incidence of graft or 
corruption and so on. 

The higher a government ranked on these 
criteria, the more Ainding it would receive. Even­
tually, only two criteria would be necessary: need 
and results. Until data on results build up, howev­
er, HUD could use quality criteria to drive state 
and local governments toward strategies that have 
proven more effective than traditional service 
delivery by pubhc bureaucracies. 

This approach woukl cause states and hxalities 
to attack the problems federal programs are 
designed to solve, without dictatmg the approach­
es they use. It would tap state and local ingenuity 
without abandoning federal responsibility. 

By settmg goals, measuring outcomes and re­

warding success, challenge grants would 
push lower levels of governments to come 
up with strategies that worked. Local enti­
ties could focus on their own areas -of 
greatest need and craft their own initia­
tives, without micromanagement from 
above. They could not. however, continue 
to collect their full grants without producing 
results. 

The Clinton administration is already 
testing a version of this model through its 
"Oregon Option"—a performance-based 
contract between the state and several 
federal departments, first proposed last 
year by the Alliance for Redesigning Gov­
ernment. HUD Seaetary Henry Cisneros 
has also proposed three performance-based 

block grants. Yet few Republicans in Congress are 
listening. 

The Republicans' impulse to hand money to the 
states regardless of their performance is particu­
larly ironic given the public's intense demand for 
more efficient and effective government. Remem-
ber. this is federal money, raised through federal 
taxes to attack national problems that state and 
kxal governments will never solvt on their own. 

It is easy to wax poetic about the virtues of 
state govemmenL But as the author ai a book on 
the subject, laboratories of Demoaacy,' I feel 
compelled to inject some reality. 

State and local romantics often forget one fact: 
States, cities and counties must compete to keep 
their taxes low, lest they drive businrases and 
wealthy resxlents away. This is why no state has 
ever made a sustained investment in combating 
poverty or aeating a viable training system, it is 
also why no state save Hawaii—separated by 
thousands of miles of ocean from its neighbors— 
has ever funded umversal health insurance. 

It is equally ironk that Congress wants to give 
block grants only to the states. The fact that 
current proposals ignore local governments is 
perhaps the most obvious sign of how little think­
ing their authors have done. 

Again, a dose of reahty: The typkal state 
bureaucracy performs a little better than the 
typical federal bureaucracy—but not much. Most 
of the real improvement in performance over the 
past two decades has come at the kxal level. In 
addition, most publk services are provided by- local 
governments, not state governments. And the 
level of government Americans trust most is—you 
guessed it—kxal govemmenL 

If Congress wants to make government work 
better and cost less, it will control its jerking knee 
and craft challenge grants aimed at both state and 
local governments, if it simply wants to make the 
federal government smaller, it will create block 
grants for the states. The choice will be revealing. 

The writer is chairman of ihe nonprofit 
Alliance for Redesigning Government, 
managing partner of a consulting firm and 
co-author of "Reinventing Government." 
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A Fmancing Option for Enhancing Comprehensive Services 

The problem: 
At the community level, coUaboratives from a wide variety of communities have 
developed impressive efforts to link schools and social sendees, law enforcement and 
vouth agencies, and a variety of other partnerships. Yet these local coUaboratives 
have spent much of the past two years responding on a largely ad hoc basis to a series 
of federal initiatives- and arc about to be inundated with an even wider array of new, 
wide-ranging federal policy and budget changes. Ironically, it is possible that the net 
effect at the community level of all of these programs and changes will be even less 
strategic, collaborative decisionmaking and accountability for results than was the 
case before these local collaboraaves and partnerships came into being. 
The opportunity: 
In both sets of policy and budget changes- those initiated by the administration and 
those coming from the current Congress-- there are major impacts on community-
level services and supports for children and families. These impacts could be linked 
together in integrated funding for a set of the strongest community coUaboratives in 
ways that could show others "how to put the pieces together." Tliis could also be 
done in a wav which emphasizes the key principles which most observers believe to 
be shared by the Congress, the administration, and the strongest communities: 

-results-based budgeting which emphasizes performance in improving the well-being 
of clients over categorical agency and program operations 
-communitv-based devolution of authority 

-an equal emphasis upon natural support networl̂  and public services. 

The proposal: 
A graduated, developmental approach lo moving gradvially toward communitv-driven 
block grants for a carefully selected group of communities \vould scivc as a mid-range 



option between the discredited status quo and the congrcssioiial block grants which 
have been proposed without any regard for community capacity or outcomes-dnven 
planning. In fact, a proposal similar to this was outlined in the original inter­
governmental proposals of the National Perfonnance Review, but it has apparently 
not proven possible to implement this in the midst of the overiapping efforts of 
several federal agencies to carry ovit their own separate initiatives. These initiatives-
the full federal menu of initiatives with a potential for broadening comprehensive 
local initiatives- include 

1. Enterprise/empowerment zones 
2,. Family preservation/family support 
3. Changes in educarion funding, induding Chapter I changes and a new Title 11 
with "glue funding " provisions 
4. School to Work 
5. Crime bill prevention titles, especially the domestic violence provisions 
6. Head Start funding changes 
7. Americorps 
8- Goals 2000 
9. (Newly proposed) Performance Partnerships that would bloclc grant many current 
categoricals 

The problem has been that local comprehensive coUaboratives have been forced to 
move rapidly from each of these to "the next wave," without being given any "hooks" 
to connect these initiatives together. Reform has become the major barrier to reform, 
as paraUel tracks of reform compete at the local level for resources, political attention, 
and commimity understanding. 

At the same time that these nine initiatives have emerged from the executive brandi 
in response to legislation of the last Congress, the current Congress has begun its own 
work in revising a wide array of domestic legislation, in ways which wiU profoundly 
affect local coUaboratives and community-based organizations. These include 

1. The Personal ResponsibiUty Act changes in AFDC programs 
2. The Personal ResponsibiUty Aa changes in child welfare programs 
3. Changes in the earmarks for the Substance Abuse Block Grant 
4. Reductions and changes in Medicaid 
5. Tlie Child Development Block Grant 
6. Changes in job training programs 



A Threc-Sta^e Developmental Approach 

The proposal would laundx a three-suge inidativc, responding to the growth of 
community capadty and intergovernmental capadty. The stages would be 

1 Building on strength at the level of individua' prnjprr. and initiatives 
At this levd, the federal government would select sites where commumty-based 
coUaboratives have successfully established integrated services erojects, m the torm ot 
school-linked services, family resource centers, family support programs, 
comprehensive prevention iniUatives. or some other form of interagency partnership. 
Such projects would be provided assistance in blending the ^ill array of available 
federal discretionary funds, while working at the same time to link the project to the 
impacts of the new congressional poUcy changes. Thus a family resource center 
aligned with a sdiool might seek support from the domestic violence sections of the 
crime biU and discretionary family support funding, while working to assess the 
effects of the new child wdfare policy changes. Tlie criteria for selecting these 
projects would be thdr exemplary practices in operating a services program at the 
local levd. 

2. Bviilding on strength at the level of community-wide coUaboratives 
The second stage of the integrated funding would focus on services networl̂ s, rather 
than single projects. Here the criteria would be community-wide successes in 
developing strategic allocations for funding beyond current allocations. The 
"Savannah tier," as this, levd might be caUed. would indude those communities which 
have recdvcd federal or foundation funding on a multi-year basis for a comprehensive 
set of programs which have been sustained, outcomes-driven, and have begun to 
demonstrate their effeaivcncss in achieving those outcomes. These might also 
indude broadening a set of initiatives that has been focused on a defined target group 
but is readv to expand to a wider focus, e.g. school-Unked services ready to address 
school readiness under Goals 2000 or School-to Work projects prepared to link 
effectively with substance abuse treatment that represents a major unaddressed 
barrier to youth employment. 

3 Building on strength at the level of full intergovemmpntal partnerships 
At this most developed stage, the goal would be Icnitting together federal, state, local 
and communitv-levei organizations in a shared set of goals and outcomes, using the 
full arrav of federal and state discretionary programs available. These initiatives 
might involve devolving to local levels the intergovernmental partnerships now being 
developed between the Domestic Council and Oregon, West Virginia, Indiana, and 
Minnesota- to the extent that these can move to the community level and can move 



to strategic outcomes set at both the community and statewide levels. At this stage, 
weU-developed local matching funding from private and foundation sources, in 
addition to substantial state support, would be required as a condition of federal 
support. 

This final stage would genuinely be worthy of the label commimity-driven block 
grants, in that it would be based upon a negotiated set of priorities shared by the 
federal, state, and local Icvds in which flexible funds and spedfic outcomes would 
provide much dearer accountability for results than can be achieved by any single 
federal block grant or categorical initiative. 

Discussion: 

It would also be possible and essential to set up a thorough evaluation of these 
commtmities' successes, using the evaluation approaches outlined in the new 
publication by the Aspen Institute, New Approaches to Evaluating Communitv 
Iniriatives. Such an evaluation would assess both short-term and longer-range 
outcomes, including effects on institutional performance as weU as cUents and 
communities. 

This approach would require a detailed set of capadtv standards in which selection of 
sites (as has been done at the state level in CaUfomia's Policy Academy and other 
states' blended fimding initiatives) would be done based on scoring commimity 
coUaboratives' strength in a variety of areas which would together mal̂ e up a 
comprehensive index of capadty to implement comprehensive, community-based 
initiatives. The point here is that if we cannot differentiate among communities in 
their relative effectiveness in capadty-building, we probably have not yet 
operationally defined the concrete steps which can guide capacity efforts. 

The federal role in directing such a developmental initiative would be to (1) frame the 
initiative as a major artivity of the executive branch in 1995-96 with adequate 
consultation with Congress. (2) develop the criteria for capadty in consultation with 
a representative groups of states, commimiries, and community-based organizations, 
(3) develop a request for proposals which would be results-based, (4) choose the sites, 
(5) conduct (or contract for) an in-depth assessment of the capadty of the federal 
agencies to implement these initiatives, in parallel to the necessary assessments of 
state and local capacity, reviewing the experience of the implementation of the new 
federal initiatives of the past two years, and (6) provide each partidpating site with 
an inventory of current and pending federal discretionary funding. 



Legislative Impact 

in iU fi«t ph«e, thU iniuauvc could be implemented as an effort of the „ecuUv= 

branch, at the same time, however, its P ™ f f ' *°"^,,tT™^^^^^^ and 
be negotiated with senior reptesentauves of key comtnittees trom °^^V 
^th itaders of the new Congress. The legislaUve leadersh-p th^-ouW be e - n ^ ^ 
would require a bipartisan recognition of the fragmenUng ••"P^« ^^^'^^'^ ^tt^evel 
categorical funding, even for broad initiaUves. wh«. they 
in the now-typical form of multiple, unconnected local 
Federal legislation that merely caUs for a new '° ™ ^ f^nhe, 
l,̂ el in the oattem of several recent enacUnents. fragments the local scene turtner. 
^ t i^entoMm^^^ by some states and foundations have documented the 
^ ^ c e ofTore tha^ one hundred "collaboraUves" devoted to children and famrly 
" : ^ " n a single metropoUtan area, all aeated by a federal, state, or foundation 
initiative that sought "greater collaboration. 
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OREGON BENCHMARKS 

What Are Thev? 

National Leader: Oregon is recognized nationally as the state furthest along in using 
outcomes to establish a long-range vision, set public priorities, allocate resources, design 
services, and measure results. 

Serve as Report Card: Oregon Benchmarks serve as critical indicators about the economy, 
the quality of life, and the citizens of Oregon. The Benchmarks track where the state (or 
county) stands and how it measures up to its target goals over a specified number of years 
(e.g. 1995, 2000. 2010). Benchmarks oblige Oregon and its localities to measure what they 
do by hard numbers, by agreed-upon standards. 

Measure Outcomes, Not Inputs. Benchmarks measure results, not effort. Some examples 
from Oregon: 

0 Whether air and water are getting cleaner, not whether environmental regulations are 
in place. 

o Ten pregnancy (rate per 1,000 females aged 10-17 for each of the target years), not 
number of clients served. 

o Crime rates, not prison beds (e.g., measures social harmony by hate crimes per 
100,000 Oregonians per year). 

o Urban mobility by the percentage of Oregonians who commute to and from work by 
some means other than a single occupancy vehicle. 

e 

0 Literacy and other learning standards, not school and teacher expenditures. 

Citizen and Legislative Input: Goals are developed dirough broad popular participation 
(e.g., electronic voting at community meetings), then ratified by action of the legislature 
and governor. 

272 Total Benchmarks: 

Urgent Benchmarlts - addressed in the next few years (e.g., teen 
pregnancy); will impact many other benchmarks one or two decades out. 

Core Benchmarks - are longer-term measures of Oregon's vitality and health 
(e.g., the base of the state's economy). 



OREGON BENCHMARKS 

History 

Strategic Planning Process, 1989. Oregon Benchmarks began in 1988 with "Oregon 
Shines," a strategic planning exercise started by then-governor Neil Goldschmidt. "Oregon 
Shines" is a 20-year strategic vision focused on three main strategies: (1) creating a 
diversified, high-wage economy; (2) protecting and enhancing Oregon's quality of life; and 
(3) investing in the capability of Oregonians. 

Strategic Plan Translated into Measurable Goals: The Oregon Legislature created the 
Progress Board, directing it to translate the strategies in Oregon Shines into measurable 
goals for Oregon and make sure the process stays alive and on target. The board is headed 
by the governor and designed to be bipartisan. 1989. 

Citizen Input: Hundreds of Oregonians - from business, labor, education, environmental 
groups, state and local government, the health care system and grass-roots organizations ~ 
developed the benchmarks for the State. 1990 and continuous. 

Legislature Adopts Benchmarks: The Legislature unanimously enacted Oregon 
Benchmarks into law, after review by 18 state legislative committees. 1991. 

Public Report Card: Every two years, the Progress Board has to update the benchmarks 
and report publicly on progress toward each benchmark goal. 1991 and on-going. 

Use of Benchmarks to Govern: In 1992, Governor Roberts directed agencies to give 
priority to critical near-term benchmarks in the budget process, and directed all agencies to 
develop performance measures consistent with benchmarks. In 1993, Roberts, faced with a 
17 percent budget shortfall because of a voter initiative, cut all state agencies' budgets even 
deeper - 20 percent. Then she offered a 3 percent rebate to agencies able to shape their 
programs to achieve benchmark goals. The Legislature ratified almost all of Roberts' 
benchmark-targeted budget measures. Planning, budgeting and compensation systems are 
being directed towards the benchmarking goals. The three gubernatorial candidates have all 
endorsed use of Oregon benchmarks. 

Benchmarks and Communities: State and local government agencies, nonprofits, 
busmess interests, and citizen groups are increasingly tying their efforts to Oregon 
Benchmarks. The Progress Board assists local government and other institutions in adopting 
their own benchmarlcs and creating programs that support the achievement of Oregon 
Benchmarks. For example, Multnomah County and Portland have inaugurated a joint 
benchmarking process that incorporates the state benchmarks as well as additional 
benchmarks of most interest to local citizens. Rural Baker and Deschutes, and other, 
counties are also pioneering local benchmarking efforts. 



THE OREGON OPTION 
.An Intergovernmental Partnership for Results 

Summary of Proposal 

Proposal: In July 1994, Oregon's governor and county and city government officials 
proposed a special pannership and long-range project with the federal government to test 
fundamental redesign of the intergovernmental service delivery to achieve results. 

Purpose: to encourage cooperation among federal, state and local entities to redesign and 
test an outcomes-based approach to intergovernmental service delivery. 

Why Oregon? Using its pioneering efforts in benchmarking as a base, Oregon is uniquely 
suited for an experimental demonstration to develop an outcome-based approach to 
intergovernmental services. The State and local governments have several years experience 
using an outcomes model for establishing long-range vision, setting public priorities, 
allocating resources, desigmng services, and measuring results. The Oregon Legislature has 
adopted the "Oregon Benchmarks." Nonprofit organizations, businesses, and civic groups in 
Ore gon are aligned to a benchmark process with State, county and local jurisdictions. 

Demonstration: Can serve as a platform to demonstrate principles and practices which 
may lead to national improvements in the intergovernmental service delivery system. 

Principles to Guide Partnership. Oregon's proposal is based on principles advanced by 
the National Performance Review: 

o Focuses on outcomes as the criteria by which to measure success 

o Intergovernmental and interagency ~ brings together the community, local, state and 
" federal levels to agree on desired results and work together to achieve them (i.e., 

shared accountability) 

o Oriented to customer needs and satisfaction, especially through integration of services 

o Biased toward prevention rather than remediation of problems 

o Systemic, sustainable change at all levels of the service delivery system to reduce red 
tape and micro-management 

o Delegation of responsibilities for service design and delivery to front-line, local-level 
providers 

o NOT about more money, but about re-directing funds to better achieve agreed-upon 
results. 

Initial Focus of demonstration is on Oregon's human investment benchmarks; 

Healthy children 
Stable families 
A developed (highly educated and prepared) workforce 



THE OREGON OPTION 

Project Status Report 
10-24-94 

Start-Up: Presentation on Oregon Option to large federal interagency audience by Oregon 
Governor Barbara Robens, Multnomeh County Chair Bev Stein, and Portland Mayor Vera 
Katz. July 25, 1994. 

Congressional Consultation: Governor Roberts and other Oregon representatives briefed 
Oregon delegation. July 26, 1994. 

Federal Interagency Action Team organized under the guidance of the National 
Performance Review to parmer with Oregon to further develop the Oregon Option. 

o Representatives from Domestic Policy Council, Office of Management and Budget, 
and seven agencies (Health and Human Services, Labor, Education, Justice, 
Commerce, Agriculture, Housing and Urban Development). 

o Meets weekly, with conference call participation by federal staff in Seattle and 
Oregon, and many Oregon representatives. 

Internal Federal Agency Work Teams being formed to involve array of policy, program, 
field, data, fmancial, grants administration, evaluation, auditing, and legal expertise, insight, 
and advice within each agency. Seven agencies at different levels on this. 

Working Visit to Oregon for partners to further develop the Oregon Option. September 
18-2L 1994. 

0 Attended by over 40 federal staff from Washington and regional/state offices; and 
over 60 Oregon state, local and community representatives. 

o Visited local service sites, discussed principles of parmership and Oregon Option, 
further developed memorandum of understanding, fiirther defined benchmark and 
workgroup clusters, discussed benchmariiis for initial focus, and began mapping 
specific strategies and changes needed to achieve benchmarks. 

Intergovernmental/Interagency Sub-Teams have formed around specific benchmarks and 
cross-cutting issues to fiirther develop strategies and changes needed to achieve specific 
benchmarks: 

0 Healthy children cluster 
0 Stable families cluster 
0 Developed workforce cluster 
0 Data Analysis workgroup 
o Financial/grants administration workgroup 
0 Memorandum of understanding workgroup 

Internal Oregon Teams: Oregon developing process to involve additional, broad 
representatives from state, local, private, and community based organization in development 
of the Oregon Option. Using the National Performance Review Model of providing space 



where staff comes together in teams, temporarily from their home organizations, to 
accomplish different pieces of the Oregon Option. 

Foundation Support: 

o Ford Foundation announced Oregon Benchmarks as one of its ten coveted State and 
Local Innovation Award winners. September 29, 1994. 

0 Annie Casey Foundation asked Oregon and the Alliance for Redesigning Government 
to apply for funds for facilitation and capacity building to support the Oregon Option. 
September 30, 1994. 

Strategy Development to Achieve Outcomes: Sub-teams in various stages of developing 
strategies and identifying changes needed. Where authority to make changes already exists, 
we are NOT ASKING PERMISSION but just moving ahead. Where permission is needed, 
more details will be forthcoming. Some examples: 

o Two teams likely to have very specific proposals in near fumre that will demonstrate 
tangible achievement on benchmarks. 

- Healthy children cluster, with particular focus on increasing immunization rate 
of two year olds and prenatal care in the first trimester of pregnancy 

— Stable families cluster, with particular focus on increasing number of welfare 
recipients placed in jobs 

o Interagency data analysis team already forging ahead to provide technical assistance 
to Oregon to fill data needs (e.g., modeling race data from the 1992 Oregon Survey 
back to the 1990 survey in which such data were not collected; providing information 
on additional data sources where Oregon currently has data gaps; exploring Oregon's 
request to pay for additional sample size in Oregon in ongoing national surveys such 

' as Current Population Survey and the Survey of Income and Program Participation, 
etc). 

o Federal and state financial staff examining indirect and direct cost accounting to 
create incentives for reduction in overhead so funds can be reinvested in commimity 
service delivery. 

Congressional Involvement: The Institute for Educational Leadership has set up an early 
December site visit to Oregon to provide senior staff in both the Congress and the Executive 
Branch with a hands-on view of the state and local effects of the laws they pass and 
administer. The site visit will focus on cross-cutting initiatives for children and families and 
explore how Oregon is using measurable outcomes (benchmarks) to reach the state's long-
range human investment goals. The site visit will build on work already underway on the 
Oregon Option. 

i:\s(local\orcgon\dpc.024 



THREE INITIAL CLUSTERS OF HUMAN INVESTMENT BENCHMARKS 

The following benchmarks illustrate the kind of results that Oregon seeks to improve 
the lives of its people. Workgroups were organized around these three clusters as 
initial areas of focus. 

TARGET 

•::SitabIe;iii£^ mo 1990 1991 1992 1993 1995 20OO 2010 

1. Pregnancy rate per 1,000 females ages 10- 24 19.7 19.3 17.9 9.8 8 8 

2. Percentage of children living above 100% 
of the federal poverty level 

88% 84% 84% 88% 92% 100% 

3. Number of children abused or neglected 
per 1.000 persons under 18 

11.3 10.5 11.3 10.8 9.0 6.0 2.0 

4. Spousal abuse: domestic violence calls per 
1.000 households 

46.1 45.3 45.7 56.9 35.0 30.0 20.0 

5. Percentage of children who are homeless at 
some time in the past year 

1.8% 2.0% 0.9% 0% 0% 

6. Of children bom outside of marriage, tlie 
percentage who have legal paternity 
established in a given year 

33% 31% 49% 50% 80% 90% 

7. Percentace of current court ordered child 
support paid to single parent families 

44% 50% 54% 85% 95% 99% 

Performance Measures 
y Percentage of AFDC clients entering employment 

/ Percentage of AFDC clients witii child support established 

/ Percentage of AFDC recipients within the total population 

/ Average length of time a family is on welfare 

/ Percentage of AFDC households headed by a teen parent 

/ Basic skill levels of participants in job preparation activities 



HISTORIG TARGET 

sHeaithy/iChildren 1980 1990 1991 1992 1993 1995 2000 2010 
1. Percentage of healthy birthweight babies 95% 95% 95% 95% 96% • 97% 98% 

2. Precnancy rate per 1,000 females ages 10-
17 

24.0 19.7 19.3 17.9 9.8 8.0 8.0 

a. African-Americans 54.4 8.0 

b. American Indians 21.9 8.0 

c. Asians 12.7 8.0 

d. Hispanic 33.2 8.0 

e. V/hitcs 19.2 8.0 

3. Number of identified child care slots 
available for every 100 children under age 13 

14 15 16 20 25 

4, Number of children abused or neglected 
per 1,000 persons under 18 

10.9 11.5 11.6 11.5 9.0 6 0 2.0 

5. Percentage of babies whose mothers 
received adequate prenatal care (beginning in 
the first trimester) 

77% 76% 77% 79% 100% 100% 100% 

6. Infant mortality rate per 1,000 12.1 8.3 7.2 7.1 7.5 6.0 4.0 

a. African-American (3-year average) 20.4 19.2 11 8.0 4.0 

b. American Indian (3-year average) 15.2 14.3 10 7.0 4.0 

c. Asians (3-year average) 8.3 6.5 6 5.0 4.0 

d. Hispanic (3-year average) 8.7 7.4 6 5.0 4.0 

- e. Whites 7.2 6.9 6 5.0 4.0 

7. Percentage of two-year-olds who are 
adequately iirununized 

47% 50% 80% 100% 100% 

8.* Percentage of children enterinc 
kindergarten meeting specific dcveropmental 
standards for their age 

a. L.aiiguage and literacy development 

b. Physical well being 

*Daia expected in October 1994. 
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:||||:i|jlGE^^^^ 

•.;>VelIiTrainied :WOTkfp^ 1980 1990 1991 1992 1993 1995 2000 2010 

1. Siudent Skills: Percentage of eleventh 
grade studenis who achieve estabhshed skill 
levels 

a. Reading 83% 82% 83% 88% 99% 

b. Math 67% 70% 65% 78% 99% 

c. Writing—Ideas 83% 88% 88% 99% 

d. Writing-Organization 80% 84% 85% 99% 

e. Writing—Conventions 81% 86% 85% 99% 

2. High school graduation rate 72% 76% 74% 83% 93% 95% 

3. Percentage of high school students with 
significant involvement in professional-
technical education and entrepreneurial 
programs 

9% 8% 8% 18% 35% 55% 

4. Percentage of high school students 
enrolled in structured work experience 
programs 

3% 3% 3% 18% 35% 55% 

5. Percentage of students free of involvement 
witli alcohol ill the previous month 

a. Eighth grade 74% 92% 99% 

b. Eleventh grade 63% 75% 90% 

6. Percentace of students free of involvement 
with illicit drugs in the previous month 

a. Eighth grade 90% 95% 99% 

b. Eleventh grade 81% 85% 99% 

7. Percentage of studenis free of involvement 
with tobacco in the previous month 

a. Eightli grade 85% 95% 99% 

h. Eleventh grade 81% 85% 99% 

8. Juvenile arrcsw per 1,000 juvenile 
Oregonians per year 

32 38 39 42 44 35 20 10 

9. Real per capita income as a percentage of 
U.S. real per capita income 

99% 92% 92% 93% 93% 95% 100% A00% 

10. Percentage of Oregonians with incomes 
above 100%, of the Fccfcral poverty level 

89% 88% 91% 100% 100% 

11. Percentage of adults with intermediate 
proficiency at 

a. Prose Literacy 41% 55% 

b. Document Literacy 36% 55% 

c. Quantitative Literacy 39% 55% 

12. Pcrccnuco of Oregon adults who 
completed an associate degree in prolessional-
icclinical education 
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13. Percentace of displaced rc-cmploycd 
wiiJiin 24 inonllis and cinimg at Icist 90% of 
previous income 

a. All workers 

b. Lumber and wood products workers 36% 60% 70% 75% 

14. Average rate of reincarceration of 
paroled ollcnders within ihrce years of initial 
release 

41% 41% 35% 20% 15% 

15. Welfare to work (See Family Stability) 

f;\uscrtoph\ob95\oroption\clusicr.ihl 
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Family S t a b i l i t y 

Oregon's long term objective i s to assure that a l l families are 
economically self-sufficient, socially functional and safe. 
Welfare to work i s the premise behind their proposal. 

The state has chosen to concentrate i t s early efforts dn one of 
the benchmarks associated with family s t a b i l i t y — increasing the 
number of children living above 100% of the Federal Poverty 
Level. They expect to make significant progress over the next 
year on an interim performance measure of increasing the 
percentage of AFDC clients entering employment. 

Examples of Partnership Strategies to Achieve Benchmarks 

As a result of the s i t e v i s i t to Oregon in September, the Oregon 
Department of Human Services and HHS are engaged in i n i t i a l 
conversations concerning immediate opportunities to enhance the 
state's a b i l i t y to use Federal funds more creatively to both move 
AFDC clients into employment and address the underlying causes of 
poverty and dependency. Simplification and streamlining within 
and among programs are the immediate instrumental goals. 
Taskgroups comprised of Federal, state, and local representatives 
have been indentified to work on such issues as: 1) establishing 
common e l i g i b i l i t y across entitlement programs that serve the 
poor; and 2) simplification of administrative procedures and 
requirements. 

What's Being Requested of the Federal Partner 

Oregon i s requesting that the Federal Government allow the state 
to retain i t s "share" of the nation's AFDC funds, approximately 
1.3 percent, as i t moves recipients to employment, and "reinvest" 
the funds in poverty prevention a c t i v i t i e s . This overarching 
concept of "reinvestment" underpins the state's welfare i n i t i a l 
reform strategy and would ultimately extend beyond AFDC to Food 
Stamps, Child Care and JOBS. In-addition, the state i s asking 
that the Federal Government: 

o Permit a common e l i g i b i l i t y definition across 
assistance programs, with particular focus on valuation 
of assets, income, and marital status; 

o Relax or simplify application, reporting, financial 
management and evaluation requirements to permit 
comprehensive service delivery. ' 

What's Already Been Done 

Oregon has begun to prepare a waiver- request under Section 1115 
of the Social Security Act focused predominantly on AFDC, to 
accomplish much of the f l e x i b i l i t y and reinvestment needs 
described above. HHS i s working with the state throughout the 
process to assure that Federal interests, including cost 
neutrality and the establishment of adequate evaluation measures, 
are included in the state's waiver request. 



OREGON: HEALTHY CHILDREN 

Oregon's vision, expressed through the Benchmarks, is of "a place where children begin 
their early lives in strong, stable, nurturing and capable families. Their parents have access 
to prenatal and pediatric health care, early childhood education and quality child care." 

HEALTHY CHILDREN: TIMEFRAME FOR RESULTS 

Children 
Ready 

to Learn 

8 year 

HlVMPifecied Babies 
Child Abuse i Negleci 

Teen Pregnancy Reduction 

4 - 6 year 

/ Two-year-old Pre-natal 
\ 2 year 

Child Care \ 
/ Immunizations Cai'e Access Access \ 

Framework: Oregon's strategies to improve the health of the state's children are 
comprised of fotir interrelated approaches: 

Promote responsible parenthood 
• Guarantee quality child care choices 

Ensure good health and protection 
• Mobilize communities to support young children and their families 

These approaches are also affected by benchmarks in other clusters such as family stability. 

Oregon's Strategies to achieve the Healthy Children Benchmarks: 
1. Create a service delivery system for Oregon of home visits by public health nurses and' 
other home visitors. 
2. Expand the system of family service centers and school-based health centers. 
3.Strengthen the child care system. 
4. Expand WIC participation. 
5. Promote responsible parenthood. 
6. Promote well child care, including immunization. 
7. Promote access to prenatal care. 



Federal role: Federal funding goes into Oregon for child health-related programs from a 
large number of sources, including: the Department of Agriculture (Women, Infants and 
Children nutrition and health education program. Extension Service),Department of Health 
and Human Services ( Maternal and Child Health, Title V, Immunization, Family Plaiming 
(Title X), Medicaid, Title XX, and the new Family Preservation and Support Act, 
HeadStart, and the Department of Transportation. Other departments and programs may 
also be relevant to accomplishing the benchmarks in this cluster. 

Certain federal agencies have made great strides in reducing unnecessary red tape and 
bureaucracy for their programs. Additional efforts to streamline fimding, reduce reporting 
requirements and coordinate efforts to achieve results are being identified to help achieve 
the Healthy Child Benchmarks of the Oregon Option. 

Progress so far: 
A federal/state/local team has agreed upon an initial set of benchmarks for 
healthy children and to begin immediately with immimization and access to 
prenatal care. 
The Conference of Local Health Officials and the Maternity Care Access 
have endorsed the Healthy Children initiative under the Oregon Option and 
begun to identify state, local and federal barriers to accomplishing the 
benchmarks. 

• A federal/state/local, team met in early October to discuss barriers and define 
specific steps to facilitate accomplishing the immunization goal. The group 
developed a work plan which agreed on actions for those items within current 
current authorities and identified teams to look at barriers that required 
additional investigation and possible legislative action. 
The Departitient of Health and Human Services has provided Oregon with the 
assurances it was seeking related to Medicaid policies affecting 
immunizations. 
HHS also provided Oregon technical assistance with outreach for 
immunization and on data for child health in early October. 
The U.S. Department of Agriculture Extension Service has identified a 
number of specific steps that it can take to facilitate the accomplishment of 
the immunization goal. 
The National Service Corps has joined Oregon's Preschool Immunization 
Consortium and is seeking ways to support the Oregon Option. 
Oregon officials have identified a number of specific new actions that they 
will take to reduce state and local barriers and facilitate the accomplishment ' 
of this benchmark. 

Highlights of the current status on immunization and prenatal care are described below. 



HEALTHY CHILDREN CHALLENGE: RAISE OREGON'S IMMUNIZATION RATE FOR 
TWO-YEAR-OLDS FROM 53 TO 90 PERCENT WFTHIN TWO YEARS. 

WHO: A local-state-federai partnership led by the Oregon Preschool Immunization Consortium. 
Participants include chief executives of all the state's hospital systems, Blue Cross/Blue Shield, 
Oregon Health Sciences University, the Oregon Health Division, country health departments, the 
Oregon Nurses Association, the Oregon Medical Association, Rotary Clubs, Oregon Public 
Broadcasting, other insurance companies, and dozens of other professional and voluntary 
organizations. Federal partners include the Departments of Health and Human Services and 
Agriculture and the National Service Corporation. 

HOW: Fast-track new Oregon Preschool Immunization Consortium's marketing plan to reach: 
- parents of pre-school children 
- private and public providers of immunizations 
- corporate and grassroots organizations 

Speed action on each county's individual immunization plan targeting specific populations: 
- High risk children through Healthy Start and Babies First programs 
- WIC and AFDC families 
- Day care populations 
- Oregon Health Plan new enrollees 

WHAT: 
Statewide Strategy Illustrative Federal Support and Flexibility Needed 

Increase community 
awareness through 
marketing. 

- Have USDA Extension agents support county level 
immunization eiforts. 
- Assure that donations for Medicaid administrative match are 
allowed from private health care industry. 

Accelerate outreach. - Earmark 10% Child Care Block Grant fiinds for immunization 
outreach. 
- Obtain VISTA leader to support outreach. 
- Train local health departments at Extension Service Leadership 
Training. 

Create Immunization 
Registry to monitor 
children from birth. 

- Station federal epidemiologist in Oregon to assist. 
- Maximize use of social security number from birth. 

Create a Universal 
Vaccine Program. 

- Consolidate vaccine funding to support statewide Vaccine Fund 
and Program. Areas to consider Oregon General Funds, 
Medicaid, Vaccine for Children, 317 Funds. 
- Assign federal employee to assist in development of vaccine 
fund and distribution plan. 
- Seek exemption from ERISA to permit requiring insurers to 
cover immunization in Oregon. 

Streamline and simplify 
program management. 

- Reduce number of applications, eannarked categories and 
reporting requirements for immunization programs. 



- DRAFT -

HEALTHY CHILDREN CHALLENGE: RAISE THE PERCENTAGE OF BABIES WHOSE 
MOTHERS R E C E I V E EARLY PRENATAL CARE (BEGINNING IN THE FIRST 
TRIMESTER) FROM 79 PERCENT TO 95 PERCENT BY 1996. 

WHO: A local-state-federai partnership led by the Maternity Care Access Commission, local health 
departments and Commissions on Children and Families. Other major partners include the local 
branches of the American College of Nurse Midwives, the American College of Obstetricians and 
Gynecologists, the state and federal Medicaid offices. Health Systems in Collaboration, Oregon 
Health Sciences University, the Oregon Primary Care Association, Children First for Oregon and the 
Oregon Medical Association. Federal partners include the Departments of Health and Human 
Services, Agriculture and Education. 

HOW: 
• Begin with the results of a recently completed maternity survey to determine barriers to care. 
• Use a recently acquired federal grant to develop plans in targeted high-risk communities. 
• Examine insurance coverage policies for high-risk groups (teens, certain minorities, 
undocumented) wiUi an eye toward changing obstructive policies. 
• Expand the network of school-based clinics. 

WHAT: 
State Strategy Illustrative Federal Support and Flexibility Needed 

Under development Under development 



DATA CLUSTER 

Background: Oregon has proposed a fundamental change in the intergovernmental 
relationship based on a simple principle: increased flexibilit}' in exchange for miproved 
performance and specific results. The viability of this principle hinges on reliable and 
timely information about accomplishments. 

Oregon: The State Legislature established The Oregon Progress Board to track progress on 
the benchmarks. The Progress Board draws on a variety of federal, state and local sources 
of data to provide information about changes in the well-being of their population as a 
result of a variety of efforts. Oregon commissioned a biennial survey on the benchmarks 
and several other special-purpose surveys (for example, a literacy survey) to provide data 
for some benchmarks. As a result of their efforts, although gaps still exist, Oregon is a state 
already rich in data. 

Federal Role: The federal government provides substantial information for the 
Benchmarks, especially through the Census (in particular the decennial census), the Bureau 
of Labor Statistics, and the National Center for Health Statistics. It is essential' to the 
success of the Oregon Option that such infonnation continue to be available. In addition, 
Oregon has requested federal assistance in filling data gaps, improving data quality, 
providing technical assistance, providing more data for counties and local jurisdictions, and 
identifying promising practices for accomplishing the benchmarks. 

Progress To Date: 

• .The National Performance Review held an August briefing for the federal statistical 
community on the -Oregon Option and the Oregon Benchmarks. 

• At the request of OMB. senior staff fi-om Census and the Bureau of Labor Statistics 
participated in the September site visit and met with the Oregon Progress Board and 
other local data users. They identified data sU âtegies, needs and areas of 
cooperation. For example, federal agencies agreed to review the benchmarks to 
determine i f there are additional sources of information and to assess the adequacy 
of current statistics. A federal/Oregon data cluster formed out of this meeting. 

• OMB's Statistical Policy Office is facilitating participation of federal statistical 
agencies in the Oregon Option. A draft "Plan of Action" has been developed to 
provide an umbrella for assistance to Oregon and that would also result in products-
usefiil to other states. The plan will be presented to the federal statistical community. 

• Census has begun to provide substantial technical assistance to Oregon. For example. 
Census is helping Oregon with population-estimates for counties and other 
approaches that will save the state time and expense. They are assisting widi special 
data tabulations, such as 1990 census tabulations related to welfare reform, and 
statistical assistance to improve the quality of surveys sponsored by Oregon. 



The Bureau of Labor Statistics is exploring ways that it can assist 
Oregon, for example, by developing an index of workforce 
diversification. 

The Department of Health and Human Services sent a team to Oregon 
in October to identify ways to assist in the strengthening of child health 
and related data. 
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' ^ ^ ^ V I C E P R E S I D E N T 

' W L ^ l j ^ ^ . J ' ^ ^ W A S H I N G T O N 

September 26, 1995 

The Honorable Edward D. Bergin 
Mayor 
C i t y of Waterbury 
236 Grand S t r e e t 
Waterbury, CT 06702 

Dear Mayor Bergin: 

Thank you f o r your recent l e t t e r regarding Connecticut's 
Neighborhood R e v i t a l i z a t i o n Zones (NRZs). As Chair of the 
President's Cominunity Empowerment Board (CEB) and the person 
responsible f o r the National Performance Review (NPR), I was 
e x c i t e d t o lea r n t h a t the NRZ proposal has been signed i n t o law. 
Congratulations on t h i s remarkable c o l l a b o r a t i o n - I agree t h a t 
your s t a t e and l o c a l partnerships should be showcased as a 
n a t i o n a l model. 

•/ S^^^^/ As you know, encouragement of l o c a l f l e x i b i l i t y i s a goal 
P ^ t h a t the C l i n t o n A d m i n i s t r a t i o n shares w i t h Connecticut. Our 

<̂  ̂  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n i s committed t o improving the response of f e d e r a l 
programs t o innovative l o c a l r e v i t a l i z a t i o n e f f o r t s . Through the 
Empowerment Zones and Enterprise Communities i n i t i a t i v e , ve have 
embarked on an interagency e f f o r t t o remove f e d e r a l b a r r i e r s and 
support bottom-up community r e v i t a l i z a t i o n . The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n 
also i s supporting statewide government r e i n v e n t i o n e f f o r t s 
through intergovernmental partnerships w i t h s t a t e and l o c a l 
e n t i t i e s i n Indiana, Nebraska, Oregon, West V i r g i n i a , and other 
s t a t e s . 

The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n i s i n t e r e s t e d i n l e a r n i n g more about 
Connecticut's plans t o implement the NRZ l e g i s l a t i o n , and we 
would l i k e t o discuss how the f e d e r a l government can be u s e f u l i n 
t h i s e f f o r t , I have asked S h e r y l l Cashin, the S t a f f D i r e c t o r of 
the CEB, and Beverly Godwin, of the NPR s t a f f , t o f u r t h e r explore 
these issues w i t h s t a t e and l o c a l r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s . They w i l l be 
c o n t a c t i n g the appropriate s t a t e o f f i c i a l s s h o r t l y i n order t o 
coordinate t h i s discussion. 

Again, thank you f o r your l e t t e r . I wish the State of 
Connecticut the best of luck i n implementing the NRZs,_and I am 
l o o k i n g forward t o seeing how we can c o n t r i b u t e t o r e v i t a l i z i n g 
Connecticut's economically d i s t r e s s e d neighborhoods. 

Sincerely 

AG: mp 
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i:\stlocal\coiiii 
D R A F T 
9/22/95 

INTERNAL DOCUMENT 

VISION OK A i»()ssim,i': 

PARTNERSHIP WITH CONNECTICUT TO REVITALIZE NEIGHBORHOODS 

Bnckgroiuid: 

Connecticut has just passed an extremely innovative law, "An Act Establishing a Neiglibodiood 
Revitalization Zone Process ", which creates a new model for economic revitalization of detei iorating 
neighborhoods. This law aims to empower local coirununitics to make decisions; provide relief from 
burdensome regulations and systems barriers, and provide for federal, state and local collaboration to 
coordinate governmental functions and personnel to develop and implement the locally-driven 
strategic plan to revitalize neighborhoods. 

Tlie Congressional delegation from Connecticut and numerous State and local officials iiave written to 
the Vice President asking the federal govenunent to pailner with Coiuiecticut in these efFoits. 

Potential Federal Role: 

Promote Connecticut as a national model of implementing innovative strategies to revitalize 
communities. This has already happened in several ways: 

9/20/95 Connecticut recognized before Congress in testimony by Howard Glascr, Acting 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Operations, Office of Community Planning and Development, 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, before the House Subcommittee on 
Human Resources and Intergovcnunental Relation's Hearing on "Local Empowennent and 
Flexibility Act". • 

11/14-15/95 Connecticut invited to participate in White House Conference on Innovative 
AiDproachcs to Comprehensive Services to showcase to other States how Coiuiecticut's new 
law can serx'e as a tool both to empower communities and to provide the flexibility needed to 
provide comprehensive services. 

Designate Lead Person to Work With Connecticut 

HUD will lake the lead on this partnership because of Connecticut's focus on neigliborhood 
revitalization, economic development, and housing issues. Community I jnpowcnncnt lioard 
and National Perfonnance Review Staff"will initiate discussions with Coiuiecticut but the 
ongoing single point of contact with Connecticut will be from HUD. 

Designate Small Interagency Group to Work Regularly With Coiuiecticut. 
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•^' The person HUD designated as the single point of contact for Comicclicut will also lead the 
federal interagency group (with EPA, FDIC, and OVP representation) lo work regularly witli 
Conneclicul lo develop and implement the partnership. HUD may want to assign additional 
IIUl) .staff to this work group (e.g., the person who currently serves as liaison to the 
Bridgeport and New Haven Empowennent Communities and/or the staff (Roland Hutter-
steering committee, JelfWallace, Robert Donovan) who worked with Connecticut's 
Neigliboi hood Revitalization and Reinvestment Task Force which led to the Coiuiecticut 
legislation). 

EPA will assign one person as a liaison for the Connecticut partnership since Conneclicul is 
also focusing on environment, health and safety codes and regulations, as well as using 
foreclosed and abandoned properties as a primary tool to revitalize neigliboriioods. Tlie EPA 
staff"will collaborate with HUD and the small interagency group to work regularly with 
Coiuiecticut as we develop and implement the partnership. 

The Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, which lent several staff to sep. e as members of 
Coiuiecticut's Neigliborhood Revitalization and Reinvestinent Task Force, will 'assign at least 
one person as the FDIC lead to work with Connecticut and tliQ federal interagency team to 
develop and implement this partnership. [The FDIC staff on the task force are Roger Bird and 
Thomas Ciccalone-steering committee; Diane Foumier, Thomas Stokes.] 

The Office of the Vice President will assign at least one person to work u ith HUD, EPA, 
FDIC and Coiuiecticut as we develop and implement the partnership, and lo coordinate work 
between the Conununity Empowennent Board and National Peifonnaiice Review. 
The role of this interagency team will be to: 

o Provide single point of contact (from HUD) lo be a liaison for interagency issues and 
to serve as convener when ncccs.sary 

o Process barrier removal requests from Coiuiecticut tlirougli HUD, EPA and the EZ/EC 
Task Force (e.g., help identify source of barriers, identify' possible alternatives to 
eiiliaiice local flexibility, quickly process waiver requests, serve as advocate for 
legislative changes when necessary ) 

The HUD, EPA, and FDIC liaisons will process waiver/barrier removal 
requests dealing with HUD, EPA and FDIC programs/issues. Waiver requests 
will be processed within XX day.s. 
The HUD liaison (single point of contact) to Connecticut will bring to the 
EZ/EC task force waiver/barrier removal requests from Coiuiecticut tliat affect 
agencies other than HUD, EPA, and FDIC. 
The HUD liaison will bring to the CEB work group an\' interagency policy 
issues or requests for assistance as they arise with the State or individual 
NRZs 

o Provide Coiuiecticut and its municipalities with infonnation and staff resources as 
needed 

o Provide or refer to lecluucal assistance needed and requested by Connecticut (e.g., 
bcnchinarktng, perfonnance measurement, capacity building, communitv development 
financing, negotiated enviroiunental strategies, violence prevention strategies) 

o Provide Connecticut with infonnation and contacts on promising practices from other 
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states and localities 
o .Assist with data needs 
o Be accountable for federal performance in the partnership 
o Sliowca.se Connecticut's approach as a national model 

Other federal agencies will participate as needed 

Tlirougli the EZ/EC Task Force, other agencies will be notified of waiver requests affecting 
their agencies and will process these requests within XX days. 
Througli the CEB Work Group, other agencies will be notified of policy and other issues 
affecting their agencies. C\ ' . \ i Work Group Members will identifS' appropriate experts and 
staff"from their agencies to work with Connecticut as needed depending on the issues brouglit 
up tlirougliout the partnership. 

Meet with Connecticut to develop partnership 

CEB and NPR staff will initiate the initial meeting which will be between Coiuiecticut officials 
and members of the federal interagency work group. 
The initial meeting will be used to discuss: 

o more about Coiuiecticut's new act and State/local plans to implement the act 
o how the federal govermncnf can be of most a.ssistancc in these efforts 
o issues of benclunarks and perfonnance measures 
0 federal, state, and local partnership - roles of each and process of working together 
o de\'elopineiit of a possible memorandum of agieement -- what it would contain, who 

would sign 
o next steps 

Develop Memorandum of Agreement with (!onnecticut 

The federal interagencv work group will work regularly with Coiuiecticut to develop a 
Memorandum of Agreement. Ideally, this MOA will be signed by the Governor and other 
state officials, local officials as detenniiied by Coiuiecticut, the Coiuiecticut Congressional 
delegation, the Vice President, the Secretary of HUD. the .A.dmiiiistrator of EP.A. and the Head 
of the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation. Ideally, this memorandum will reflect the needs 
of (!onncctieut in implementing this law as well as the desires of the Administration to make 
these state and local partnerships include outcome and perfonnance measures. The EZ/EC 
MO As, the Dallas-Te.xas-HUD Memorandum of Understanding, and the Oregon Option 
Memorandum of Understanding can serve as models fbr the Coiuiecticut MO.A.. 

The Community Empowennent Board and the National Perfonnance Review will provide ongoing 
support 

The Community Empowennent Board, wliich has experience with local partnerships, and the 
National Performance Review, which has experience wiih stale partnerships, will work 
together to support this fcderal-.statc-local partnership with Connecticut. Support will be 
provided to showcase Coiuiecticut as a national model, to furnish infonnation to Coiuiecticut 
and across federal agencies about related efforts, to deal with stumbliiig blocks against barrier 
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removal, to ensure interagency involvement, to designate staff to the interagency team to work 
with Coiuiecticut, and to involve the Vice President as needed. 

State Role (per law): 

In addition to the State role provided in Coiuiecticut's law (below), the federal partners should suggest 
lo Connecticut thai the State: 

- Provide single point of contact between the NRZs and the federal government. The State can 
look systematically across NRZs to analyze, synthesize, determine common requests, and 
coordinate waiver/barrier requests from the NRZs. 
Tlie State can help NRZs detenniiie which waiver/barrier request require federal action. Tlie 
State could then notif>' the federal team. 

" The State should also work with NRZs lo help them meet the requirement of the law that they 
monitor and evaluate the progress of their plan. This should include the use of outcome and 
perfonnance measures. 

Coordinate .state .senices to Neighborhood Kevitalization /.ones under the lead of the Connecticut 
Office of Policy and Management 

Review all NRZ Conunittee plans and provide feedback 

Process waix̂ er requests: Upon receipt of waiver requests from municipalities, the Secretar\' of the 
Office of Policy and Management will notif)' the stale official responsible for the code enforcement. 
'Hie .state official must hold a public hearing within ten days of notification from OHM and must notify 
the municipal chief executive within five days after the hearing of the decision regarding the waiver 
request. 

Develop guidelines for state departments, agencies, and institutions to provide tecluiical assistance to 
NRZs (this is optional in tlie law). 

Guidelines may provide for inultiagcncy collaboration as well' as a process to make funds, 
tecluiical support and training available to neigliborhoods. 
Guidelines may also recommend models for community outreach, job training and education, 
conflict resolution, enviroiunental and health performance standards, new tecluiologics, and 
public safety strategies. 

Local rMunicipalitv^ Role (per law); 

Create Neigliborhood Revitalization Zones -- tlu-ough municipal resolutions - in areas where a 
significant number of properties are foreclosed, abandoned, bliglited, substandard, or pose a public 
safety hazard. Jointly detennine zone boundaries with neigliborhood conuniltees. 

Facilitate neigliborhood plaiuiing process, assign municipal staff, provide infonnation to the 
neigliborhood coiiunittees, and modif\' municipal procedures to assist NRZs. 

Hold public hearings prior lo the adoption of a neighborhood coinminee's strategic revitalization plan. 
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Submit proposed plan to the State (Secretary, Connecticut Office of Policy and Management) for 
review and comment 

Adopt the plan tlu-ougli municipal ordinance 

Approve waivers of local codes and regulations and foivvard waivei-s to state officials. LIpon receipt of 
waiver requests from the neigliborhood committees, the municipal chief executive official must notif^' 
the local official responsible for code enforcement and the Secretan,' of Connecticut's Office of Policy 
and Management. The local official must hold a public hearing within ten days of notification and 
provide to the municipal chief executive within tive days after the hearing a decision regarding the 
waiver request. 

Establish muhi-agciicy collaborative deliver)' teams (this is optional in the law) 

Neighborhood Role: (per law) 
r 

I 'onn Neighborhood Revitalization Planning (!ommittec ~ tenants, property owners, community 
organizations, businesses with property in neigliborhood, municipal official, to: 

Create and approve the neigliborhood strategic plan for short tenn and long tenn revitalization of the 
neigliborhood. The strategic plan: 

o will be designed lo promole self-reliance in the neigliborhood, home ownership, properly 
management, sustainable economic development, effective relations between landlords and 
tenants, coordinated and comprehensive deliver,' of services to the neighborhood and creative 
leveraging of financial resources and shall build neigliborhood capacity for self-empowerment. 

o will include provisions for obtaining funds from public and private sources 

o will consider provisions for property usage, neigliborhood design, traditional and 
nontraditional financing of developing, marketing and outrcacli, property management, 
utilization of municipal facilities by communities, recreation, and the enviroiunent 

o will include reconunendations tor waivers of state and local environment, heahli and safety 
codes, and regulations that unreasonably jeopardize implementation of the plan 

o will assign responsibility for iinpleiiienting each aspect of the plan 

o may contain an inventon,' of abandoned, foreclosed and deteriorated property; may analyze 
federal, state and local environmental, health and safety codes and regulations ihat impaci 
revitalization of neighborhoods 

o may include components for public safety, education, job training, youth, the elderly, and arts 
and culture. 



o may contain recommendations for cstablislunciit of municipal multi-agency collaborative 
delivery teams, including code enforcement teams 

Request waivers of rules and regulations that impede the plan, particularly .state and local 
environment, health and safety codes and regulations that uiu-easonably jeopardize implementation of 
the plan 

Monitor and evaluate the progress of the plan 

Request local and slate government lo allocate funds and personnel to lhe NRZs 

Report on the plan's implementation to the local legislative body, municipal chief executive official, 
and the Connecticut Office of Policy and Management - ever>' 6 months during the first year; 
annually thereafter. 

Waiver Process (per law): 

'Ilie Neighborhood Revitalization (!ommittcc inu.st notif\'thc municipal chief executive official within 
five days of the committee's decision to waive codes consistent with the adopted plan. 

The municipal chief executive official must notify the local official responsible for code enfoi ceineiit 
and the Secretary of Coiuiecticut's Office of Policy and Management (OPM). 

r 

The Conneclicul OPM Secretary must then notify the slate official responsible for the code 
enforcement. 

Tlie state or local official must hold a public hearing within ten days of notification from OPM. 

Tlie state or local official must notify the municipal chief executive within five days after conclusion 
of the hearing of the decision regarding the waiver request. This decision is final. 

Recommended Federal Involvement in this Process: 

We should discuss v. ith Coiuiecticut the State role in anal>'zing, synthesizing, and coordinating 
the local requests from all NRZs prior to notification to the federal team. 
Once notified by the State, HUD, EPA and FDIC will process waiver requests for issues 
affecting their agencies. Tiiese requests will be processed within XX days. 
Tlic HLID lead will bring waivers affecting other agencies to the EZ/EC task force and notify 
the CEB wok group. These requests will be processed within XX days. 
Tlie Community Empowennent Board and the National Perfonnance Review will serve as 
Iroubleshooters as needed. 



s.88 
Summary 

B i l l purpose: "To increase the o v e r a l l economy and e f f i c i e n c y of 
Government operations and enable more e f f i c i e n t use of Federal 
funding, by enabling l o c a l governments and p r i v a t e , n o n p r o f i t 
o r g a n i z a t i o n s t o use amounts a v a i l a b l e under c e r t a i n Federal 
assistannce programs i n accordance w i t h apporoved l o c a l 
f l e x i b i l i t y plans. 

Section 1: Short T i t l e 
"Local Empowerment and F l e x i b i l i t y Act of 1995." 

Section 2: Findings 
*Some program requirements t i e d t o c a t e g o r i c a l Federal 

f i n a n c i a l assistance and Federal, s t a t e , and l o c a l r e g u l a t i o n s 
may impede e f f e c t i v e l o c a l service d e l i v e r y and the 
implementation of innovati v e community involvement s t r a t e g i e s . 

* I n c r e a s i n g l y complex s o c i a l problems and the d i v e r s i t y of 
populations r e q u i r i n g s o c i a l services make i t i n c r e a s i n g l y v i t a l 
t o f l e x i b l y promote e f f e c t i v e l o c a l service d e l i v e r y , reduce 
b a r r i e r s between programs t h a t impede such d e l i v e r y , and promote 
the i n n o v a t i v e c r e a t i o n of community programs by l o c a l 
governments and p r i v a t e , n o n p r o f i t organizations. 

Section 3: Purposes 
*increased spending e f f i c i e n c y 
* t o enable l o c a l governments t o adapt Federal f i n a n c i a l 

assistance programs t o s u i t s p e c i f i c community needs by a l l o w i n g 
them t o draw from appropriations from more than one Federal 
program and i n t e g r a t e programs and funds across c u r r e n t Federal 
f i n a n c i a l assistance categories 

* f a c i l i t a t i o n of partnerships between l o c a l governments and 
p r i v a t e , n o n p r o f i t organizations t o address service problems 

Section 4: Definitions 
•Approved l o c a l f l e x i b i l i t y plan: plan combining funds from 

Federal, State, l o c a l or p r i v a t e sources t o provide services t o a 
community, approved by * F l e x i b i l i t y Council (Council composed of 
Cabinet) 

• E l i g i b l e Federal f i n a n c i a l assistance program: Federal program 
under which funds are a v a i l a b l e t o a l o c a l government or a 
• q u a l i f i e d o r g a n i z a t i o n ( p r i v a t e , n o n - p r o f i t o r g a n i z a t i o n ) t o 
implement the program 

•Covered Federal f i n a n c i a l assistance program: e l i g i b l e f e d e r a l 
f i n a n c i a l assistance program included i n a l o c a l government's 
l o c a l f l e x i b i l i t y plan 

Section 5: Provision of Federal Financial Assistance i n 
Accordance With Approved Local F l e x i b i l i t y Plan. 
Funds a v a i l a b l e t o a l o c a l government or n o n p r o f i t o r g a n i z a t i o n 
under a covered Federal f i n a n c i a l assistance program, and t o 
e l i g i b l e i n d i v i d u a l s thereby, s h a l l be used i n accordance w i t h 



Section 6: Application for Approval of Local F l e x i b i l i t y Plan 
Main requirements t o a p p l i c a t i o n s f o r approval of a l o c a l 
f l e x i b i l i t y plan submitted by a l o c a l government t o the 
F l e x i b i l i t y Council include: 
1 (A) A proposal t h a t addresses: 

•geographic area t o which plan applies 
• p o p u l a t i o n t o be served 
•precise goals, how these w i l l be met, measurable 

performance c r i t e r i a , how performance w i l l be measured 
•how cost as w e l l as plan impact on service r e c i p i e n t s and 

the community at l a r g e w i l l be comprehensively assessed 
• e l i g i b l e Federal f i n a n c i a l assistance programs t o be 

included i n the plan and the s p e c i f i c b e n e f i t s t o be provided, 
i n c l u d i n g : 

- c r i t e r i a f o r determining e l i g i b i l i t y f o r b e n e f i t s under 
the plan 

-services a v a i l a b l e 
-amounts and form of nonservice b e n e f i t s 

•except f o r requirements under s e c t i o n 8 ( b ) ( 3 ) , a l l 
Federal s t a t u t o r y or r e g u l a t o r y requirements a p p l i c a b l e under 
Federal f i n a n c i a l assistance programs included i n proposed plan 

• f i s c a l c o n t r o l , r e l a t e d a c c o u n t a b i l i t y procedures 
•sources of non-Federal funds needed t o implement covered 

Federal f i n a n c i a l assistance programs i n the plan 
OR, (B) Plan submitted i n a p p l i c a t i o n f o r d e s i g n a t i o n as 

e n t e r p r i s e community or empowerment zone 

I n both cases, must provide assurance t h a t l o c a l government has 
a b i l i t y t o implement plan as proposed, and t h a t amounts are 
a v a i l a b l e from non-Federal sources t o pay the non-Federal share 
of a l l covered f e d e r a l f i n a n c i a l assistance programs. 

Section 7: Review and Approval of Local F l e x i b i l i t y Plans 
Some main f a c t o r s m i t i g a t i n g approval of plan by F l e x i b i l i t y 
Council: 

•plan or p a r t thereof w i l l improve e f f i c i e n c y / e f f e c t i v e n e s s 
of p r o v i s i o n of b e n e f i t s under covered Federal programs 

• e f f e c t t h a t a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of each covered Federal program 
w i l l have on implementation of others under the plan has been 
considered and addressed by l o c a l government 

•plan or p a r t thereof ensures t h a t i n d i v i d u a l s and f a m i l i e s 
r e c e i v i n g b e n e f i t s under covered Federal f i n a n c i a l assistance 
programs s h a l l continue t o receive b e n e f i t s t h a t meet needs 
intended t o be met under the program 

• l o c a l government has waived corresponding l o c a l laws 
necessary f o r plan implementation, and has sought any needed 
waivers from the State 

A primary reason F l e x i b i l i t y Council w i l l not approve a l o c a l 
f l e x i b i l i t y plan or p a r t thereof: implementation w i l l lead t o 
net increase i n o b l i g a t i o n s or outlays of d i s c r e t i o n a r y 
a p p r o p r i a t i o n s or d i r e c t spending under covered Federal f i n a n c i a l 



assistance programs. Disapproval of any p a r t of proposal w i l l not 
a f f e c t the e l i g i b i l i t y of l o c a l governments, q u a l i f i e d 
o r g a n i z a t i o n s , or i n d i v i d u a l s f o r b e n e f i t s under any Federal 
assistance program. 

Memoranda of Understanding: Such memorandum i s req u i r e d between 
F l e x i b i l i t y Council and each l o c a l government and q u a l i f i e d 
o r g a n i z a t i o n t h a t would receive assistance, before F l e x i b i l i t y 
Council may approve p a r t or a l l of l o c a l f l e x i b i l i t y plan. 
Understanding regards: 

•requirements under covered Federal f i n a n c i a l assistance 
programs, t h a t are t o be waived under s e c t i o n 8(b) 

• t o t a l amount of Federal funds t o be u t i l i z e d f o r b e n e f i t s 
or a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of covered Federal f i n a n c i a l assistance 
programs, or a method t o determine the amount, and sources of 
non-Federal funds f o r p a r a l l e l purposes 

•measurable performance c r i t e r i a , how data f o r assessment 
w i l l be a t t a i n e d 

Section 8: Implementation of Approved Local F l e x i b i l i t y Plans; 
Waiver of Requirements 
Notwithstanding any other law and subject t o the f o l l o w i n g . 
F l e x i b i l i t y Council may waive any requirement a p p l i c a b l e under 
Federal law t o the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of, or p r o v i s i o n of b e n e f i t s 
under, any covered Federal assistance program. F l e x i b i l i t y 
Council may not waive a requirement i f waiver w i l l not r e s u l t i n 
re d u c t i o n i n services or b e n e f i t s t o any persons e l i g i b l e f o r 
b e n e f i t s under a Federal f i n a n c i a l assistance program. Further 
r e s t r i c t i o n s : p. 19. 

To law-permitted extent, each Federal agency head w i l l provide 
assistance, i n c l u d i n g p r i o r i t y funding, t o a l o c a l government or 
q u a l i f i e d o r g a n i z a t i o n t o support implementation of l o c a l 
f l e x i b i l i t y plans. 

Local government s h a l l submit r e p o r t s on and cooperate i n 
au d i t s of plan implementation, and p e r i o d i c a l l y evaluate 
community e f f e c t s and costs of a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of covered Federal 
assistance programs. Annual repo r t s on p r i n c i p a l plan a c t i v i t i e s 
and accomplishments w i l l be submitted, w i t h reference t o goals 
and e s t a b l i s h e d performance c r i t e r i a . Soon a f t e r the end of the 
e f f e c t i v e p e riod of an approved l o c a l f l e x i b i l i t y plan ( o r any 
time before t h i s ) , l o c a l government w i l l submit f i n a l r e p o r t on 
e v a l u a t i o n of success and shortcomings of both plan and e f f e c t s . 
The e f f e c t i v e n e s s period may be extended by F l e x i b i l i t y Council. 

I f goals are not met, as demonstrated by annual r e p o r t s or 
f i n a l r e p o r t , the plan may be terminated by the F l e x i b i l i t y 
Council. Reasonable time would be given f o r appropriate 
government agencies and q u a l i f i e d organizations t o resume 
a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of covered Federal f i n a n c i a l assistance programs. 

Section 9: Community Advisory Committees 
W i l l be e s t a b l i s h e d by a l o c a l government t h a t i s applying f o r 
approval of l o c a l f l e x i b i l i t y plan, t o advise l o c a l government i n 



development and implementation of l o c a l f l e x i b i l i t y p lan, give 
t h e i r approval t o f i n a l proposed plan, and review l o c a l 
government's p e r i o d i c e v a l u a t i o n r e p o r t s . W i l l c o n s i s t of p r i v a t e 
and p u b l i c community leaders, i n d i v i d u a l s from community 
o r g a n i z a t i o n s , and general p u b l i c . 

Section 10: Technical and Other Assistance 
F l e x i b i l i t y Council may provide, or d i r e c t t h a t a Federal agency 
head provide, t e c h n i c a l assistance t o l o c a l government or 
q u a l i f i e d o r g a n i z a t i o n i n developing i n f o r m a t i o n needed f o r 
design and implementation of a l o c a l f l e x i b i l i t y plan. 

Section 11: F l e x i b i l i t y Council 
Main f u n c t i o n s : 
•Review, approve, or disapprove proposals f o r l o c a l f l e x i b i l i t y 
plans 
•monitor development and implementation progress 
•issue r e g u l a t i o n s t o implement t h i s act w i t h i n 180 days of 
enactment 
•upon request of a p p l i c a n t f o r approved l o c a l f l e x i b i l i t y plan, 
w i l l d i r e c t the head of a Federal agency t h a t administers a 
covered f i n a n c i a l assistance program under which s u b s t a n t i a l 
Federal f i n a n c i a l assistance would be provided under the plan t o 
provide the a p p l i c a n t w i t h t e c h n i c a l assistance 
•Submit i n i t i a l and annual r e p o r t s t o President and Congress on 
the 5 Federal r e g u l a t i o n s they have most f r e q u e n t l y waived f o r 
l o c a l governments w i t h approved l o c a l f l e x i b i l i t y plans. The 
President w i l l review r e p o r t s and decide whether t o amend or 
terminate these r e g u l a t i o n s 

Section 12: Report 
W i t h i n 54 months of enactment of t h i s Act, the Comptroller 
General of the United States w i l l submit a r e p o r t t o Congress 
t h a t describes progress i n the establishment and implementation 
of l o c a l f l e x i b i l i t y plans by l o c a l governments, assesses the 
e f f e c t i v e n e s s of included Federal assistance programs, and makes 
recommendations. 

Section 13: Conditional Termination 
Act e f f e c t i v e n e s s terminates 5 years a f t e r enactment unless 
extended by Congress under the f o l l o w i n g r e s o l u t i o n . 

Section 14: Joint Resolution for the Continuation and Expansion 
of Local F l e x i b i l i t y Programs 
•Congress approves the a p p l i c a t i o n of l o c a l f l e x i b i l i t y plans t o 
a l l l o c a l governments i n accordance w i t h t h i s Act 
•Up t o 30 days a f t e r the Comptroller's r e p o r t i s given, t h i s 
r e s o l u t i o n w i l l be introduced i n the Senate and House of 
re p r e s e n t a t i v e s . Appropriate congressional committees w i l l make 
recommendations i n a t i m e l y fashion; i f they do not, the 
r e s o l u t i o n w i l l be placed on the appropriate calendar. Further 
d e s c r i p t i o n of Congressional procedures... 
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104TI1 CONGRESS 

1ST SK.S.SI()N S.88 
To increase tlit- ovorall t-cuiiotny iiiid efTiciL-iiey of (lovmiinciit 0|>enitioiis 

and eiinl)lo moru cITieieiit ii.sc of Kodoial fiiiidiiii;, l)y eiml)liii); loojil 
povenimeiits and inivati;, iionpmfif oi-pniizations tu UNO amounts avail-
uUW iMidcr certain Ktiioral a.s.si.st«iit'0 piDifranis in acfoi-daiiw.' with a|>-
proved local flexibility plans. 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

JANUAHY 4, 199.5 

Mr. H A T H E L D introduced tlie following bill; which was read twice and 

referred t<) the Committee on Governmental Affairs 

A B I L L 
To increase the overall economy and efficiency of Goveniment 

operations and enable more efficient use of Federal fund­
ing, by enabling: local governments and private, nonprofit 
organizations to use amounts available under certain 
Federal assistance programs in accordance with approved 
local flexibility plans. 

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and Home of Representa-

2 tives qfthe United States of America in Congress assembled, 

3 SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

4 This Act may be cited as the "Local Empowennent 

5 and Flexibility Act of 1995". 



1 SEC. 2. FINDINGa 

2 The Congress finds that— 

3 (1) historically, Federal programs have ad-

4 dressed the Nation's problems by providing categor-

5 ical financial assistance with detailed requirements 

6 relating to the use of funds; 

7 (2) while the assistance described in paragraph 

8 (1) has been directed at critical problems, some pro-

9 gram requirements may inadvertently impede the ef-

10 fective delivery of services; 

11 (3) the Nation's local governments and private, 

12 nonprofit organizations are dealing with increasingly 

13 complex problems which require the delivery of many 

14 kinds of services; 

15 (4) the Nation's communities are diverse, and 

16 different needs are present in different communities; 

17 (5) it is more important than ever to provide 

18 programs that— 

19 (A) promote more effective and efficient 

20 local delivery of services to meet the full range 

21 of needs of individuals, families, and society; 

22 (B) respond flexibly to the diverse needs of 

23 the Nation's communities; 

24 (C) reduce the barriers between programs 

25 that impede local governments' ability to effec-

26 tively deliver services; and 

W9 M IB 

1 (D) empower local governments and pri-

2 vate, nonprofit organizations to be innovative in 

3 creating programs that meet the unique needs 

4 of their communities while continuing to ad-

5 dress national policy goals; and 

6 (6) many communities have innovative planning 

7 and community involvement strategies for providing 

8 services, but Federal, State, and local regulations 

9 often hamper full iniplementation of local plans. 

10 SEC. 3. PURPOSES. 

11 The purposes of this Act are to— 

12 (1) enable more efficient use of Federal, State, 

13 and local resources; 

14 (2) place less emphasis in Federal service pro-

15 grams on measuring resources and procedures and 

16 more emphasis on achieving Federal, State, and 

17 local policy goals; 

18 (3) enable local governments and private, non-

19 profit organizations to adapt programs of Federal fi-

20 nancial assistance to the particular 'needs of their 

21 communities, by— 

22 (A) drawing upon appropriations available 

23 from more than one Federal program; and 

.8 M U 



1 (B) integrating programs and program 

2 funds across existing Federal financial assi.st-

3 ance categories; and 

4 (4) enable local governments and private, non-

5 profit organizations to work together and build 

6 stronger cooperative partnerships to address critical 

7 service problems. 

8 SEC. 4. DEFmrnONS. 

9 For purposes of this Act— 

10 (1) the term "approved local flexibility plan" 

11 means a local flexibility plan that combines funds 

12 from Federal, State, local government or private 

13 sources to address the service needs of a community 

14 (or any part of such a plan) that is approved by the 

15 Flexibility Council under section 5; 

16 (2) the term "community advisory committee" 

17 means such a committee established by a local gov-

18 ernment under section 9; 

19 (3) the term "Flexibility Council" means the 

20 council composed of the— 

21 (A) Assistant to the President for Dome.s-

22 tic Policy; 

23 (B) Assistant to the President for Eco-

24 iiomic Policy; 

25 (C) Secretary of the Treasury; 
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(D) Attomey (Jeneral; 

(E) Secretary of the Interior; 

(F) Secretary of Agriculture; 

(G) Secretary of Commerce; 

(H) Secretary of Labor; 

(I) Secretary of Health and Human Serv­

ices; 

(J) Secretary of Housing and Urban De­

velopment; 

(K) Secretaiy of Transportation; 

(L) Secretaty of Education; 

(M) Secretary of Energy; 

(N) Secretary of Veterans Affairs; 

(O) Secretary of Defense; 

(P) Director of Federal Emergency Man­

agement Agency; 

(Q) Administrator of the Environmental 

Protection Agency; 

(R) Director of National Drug Control 

Policy; ! 

(S) Administrator of the Small Bu.siness 

Administration; 

(T) Director of the Office of Management 

and Budget; and 



1 (U) Chair of the Council of Economic Ad-

2 visers. 

3 (4) the term "covered Federal financial assist-

4 ance program" means an eligible Federal financial 

5 assistance program that is included in a local flexi-

6 bility plan of a local government; 

7 (5) the term "eligible Federal financial assist-

8 ance program"— 

9 (A) means a Federal program under which 

10 financial assistance is available, directly or indi-

11 rectly, to a local government or a qualified or-

12 ganization to cany out the specified program; 

13 and 

14 (B) does not include a Federal program 

15 under which financial assistance is provided by 

16 the Federal Government directly to a bene-

17 ficiary of that financial assistance or to a State 

18 as a direct payment to an individual; 

19 (6) the term "eligible local government" means 

20 a local government that is eligible to receive finan-

21 cial assistance under 1 or more covered Federal pro-

22 grams; 

23 (7) the term "local flexibility plan" means a 

24 comprehensive plan for the integration and adminis-

25 tratioii by a local govenunent of fiiiniicial lussisUuice 

1 provided by the Federal Government under 2 or 

2 more eligible Federal financial assistance programs; 

3 (8) the term "local government" means a sub-

4 division of a State that is a unit of general local gov-

5 eniment (as defined under section 6501 of title 31, 

6 United States Code); 

7 (9) the term "priority funding" means giving 

8 higher priority (including by the assignment of extra 

9 points, if applicable) to applications for Federal fi-

10 nancial assistance submitted by a local government 

11 having an approved local flexibilily program, by— 

12 (A) a person located in the jurisdiction of 

13 such a government; or 

14 (B) a qualified organization eligible for as-

15 sistance under a covered Federal financial as-

16 sistance program included in such a plan; 

17 (10) the term "qualified organization" means a 

18 private, nonprofit organization described in section 

19 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 that 

20 is exempt trom taxation under section 501(a) of the 

21 Internal Revenue Code of 1986; and 

22 (11) the term "State" means the 50 States, the 

23 District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, American Samoa, 

24 Guam, and the Virgin Islands. 



8 
1 SEC. 5. PROVISION OF FEDERAL FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE IN 

2 ACCORDANCE WITH APPROVED LOCAL 

3 FLEXmiUTY PLAN. 

4 (a) PAYMENTS TO LOCAL GOVERNMENTS.—Notwith-

5 standing any other provision of law, amounts available to 

6 a local government or a qualified organization under a cov-

7 ered Federal financial assistance program included in an 

8 approved local flexibility plan shall be provided to and 

9 used by the local government or organization in accord-

10 ance with the approved local flexibility plan. 

11 (b) ELIGIBILITY FOR BENEFITS.—An individual or 

12 family that is eligible for benefits or services under a cov-

13 ered Federal financial assistance program included in an 

14 approved local flexibility plan may receive those benefits 

15 only in accordance vrith the approved local flexibility plan. 

16 SEC. 6. A P P U C A T I O N F O R A P P R O V A L O F LOCAL FLEXIBIL-

17 mrPLAN. 

18 (a) IN GENERAL.—^A local government may submit 

19 to the Flexibility Council in accordance with this section 

20 an application for approval of a local flexibility plan. 

21 (b) CONTENTS OP APPLICATION.—An application 

22 submitted under this section shall include— 

23 (1)(A) a proposed local flexibility plan that 

24 complies with subsection (c); or 

25 (B) a strategic plan submitted in application 

26 for designation as an enteq)rise community or an 

1 empowerment zone under section 1391 of tlie Inter-

2 nal Revenue Code of 1986; 

3 (2) certification by the chief executive of the 

4 local goveniment, and such additional assurances as 

5 may be required by the Flexibility Council, that— 

6 (A) the local government has the ability 

7 and authority to implement the proposed plan, 

8 directly or through contractual or other ar-

9 rangements, throughout the geographic area in 

10 which the proposed plan is intended to apply; 

11 and 

12 (B) amounts are available from non-Fed-

13 eral sources to pay the non-Federal share of all 

14 covered Federal financial assistance programs 

15 included in the proposed plan; and 

16 (3) any comments on the proposed plan submit-

17 ted under subsection (d) by the Governor of the 

18 State in which the local government is located; 

19 (4) public comments on the plan including the 

20 transcript of at least 1 public hearing and comments 

21 of the appropriate community advisoiy committee 

22 established under section 9; and 

23 (5) other relevant infonnation the Flexibility 

24 (>)uncil may require to approve the proposed plan. 

S 88 IS 2 
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1 (c) CONTENTS OP PLAN.—^A local flexibility plan sub-

2 mitted by a local goveniment under this section shall 

3 include— 

4 (1) the geographic area to which the plan ap-

5 plies and the rationale for defining the area; 

6 (2) the particular groups of individuals, by .serv-

7 ice needs, economic ciroumstances, or other defining 

8 factors, who shall receive services and benefits under 

9 the plan; 

10 (3)(A) specific goals and measurable perform-

11 ance criteria, a description of how the plan is ex-

12 pected to attain those goals and criteria; 

13 (B) a description of how performance shall be 

14 measured; and 

15 (C) a system for the comprehensive evaluation 

16 of the impact of the plan on participants, the com-

17 munity, and program costs; 

18 (4) the eligible Federal financial a-ssistance pro-

19 grams to be included in the plan as covered Fe<leral 

20 financial as.sistance programs and the specific bene-

21 fits that shall be provided under the plan under .such 

22 programs, including— 

23 (A) criteria for determining eligibility for 

24 benefits under the plan; 

25 (B) the services available; 

•8 88 IS 
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1 (C) the amounts and form (such as cash, 

2 in-kind contributions, or financial instruments) 

3 of nonservice benefits; and 

4 (D) any other descriptive information the 

5 Flexibility Council considers necessary to ap-

6 prove the plan; 

7 (5) except for the requirements under section 

8 8(b)(3), any Federal statutory or regulatory require-

9 ment applicable under a covered Federal financial 

10 assistance program included in the plan, the waiver 

11 of which is necessaiy to implement the pla,n; 

12 (6) fiscal control and related accountability pro-

13 cedures applicable under the plan; 

14 (7) a description of the sources of all non-Fed-

15 eral funds that are required to carry out covered 

16 Federal financial assistance programs included in 

17 the plan; 

18 (8) written consent from each qualified organi-

19 zation for which consent is required under section 

20 6(b)(2); and ; 

21 (9) other relevant information the Flexibility 

22 Council may require to approve the plan. 

23 (d) PROCEDURE FOR APPLYING.—(1) To apply for 

24 approval of a local flexibility plan, a local goveniment shall 

25 submit an application in accordance with this section to 
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1 the Governor of the State in which the local goveniment 

2 is located. 

3 (2) A Governor who receives an application .from a 

4 local government under paragraph (1) may, by no later 

5 than 30 days after the date of that receipt— 

6 (A) prepare comments on the proposed local 

7 flexibility plan included in the application; 

8 (B) describe any State laws which are necessary 

9 to waive for successful implementation of a local 

10 plan; and 

11 (C) submit the application and comments to the 

12 Flexibility Council. 

13 (3) If a Governor fails tp act within 30 days after 

14 receiving an application under paragraph (2), the applica-

15 ble local government may submit the application to the 

16 Flexibility 0)uncil. 

17 SEC. 7. REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF LOCAL FLEXIBILITY 

18 PLAN& 

19 (a) REVIEW OP APPLICATIONS.—Upon receipt of an 

20 application for approval of a local flexibility plan under 

21 this Act, the Flexibility (Council shall— 

22 (1) approve or disapprove all or part of the plan 

23 within 45 days after receipt of the application; 
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1 (2) notify the applicant in writing of that ap-

2 proval or disapproval by not later than 15 daj-s after 

3 the date of that approval or disapproval; and 

4 (3) in the case of any disapproval of a plan, in-

5 elude a written justification of the reasons for dis-

6 approval in the notice of disapproval sent to the 

7 applicant. 

8 (b) APPROVAL.—(1) The Flexibility Council may ap-

9 prove a local flexibility plan for which an application is 

10 submitted under this Act, or any part of such a plan, if 

11 a minority of members of the Council determines that— 

12 (A) the plan or part shall improve the effective-

13 ness and efficiency of providing benefits under cov-

14 ered Federal programs included in the plan by re-

15 ducing administrative inflexibility, duplication, and 

16 unnecessary expenditures; 

17 (B) the applicant local government has ade-

18 quately considered, and the plan or part of the plan 

19 appropriately addresses, any effect that administra-

20 tion of each covered Federal program urider the plan 

21 or part of the plan shall have on administration of 

22 the other covered Federal programs under that plan 

23 or part of the plan; 

24 (C) the applicant local government has or is de-

25 veloping data bases, planning, and evaluation proc-
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1 esses that are adequate for implementing the plan or 

2 part of the plan; 

3 (D) the plan shall more effectively achieve Fed-

4 eral financial assistance goals at the local level and 

5 shall better meet the needs of local citizens; 

6 (E) implementation of the plan or part of the 

7 plan shall adequately achieve the purposes of this 

8 Act and of each covered Federal financial assistance 

9 program under the plan or part of the plan; 

10 (F) the plan and the application for approval of 

11 the plan comply with the requirements of this Act; 

12 (G) the plan or part of the plan is adequate to 

13 ensure that individuals and families that receive ben-

14 efits under covered Federal financial assistance pro-

15 grams included in the plan or part shall continue to 

16 receive benefits that meet the needs intended to be 

17 met under the program; and 

18 (H) the local government has— 

19 (i) waived the corresponding local laws nec-

20 essary for implementation of the plan; and 

21 (ii) sought any necessary waivers from the 

22 State. 

23 (2) The Flexibility C3ouncil may not approve any part 

24 of a local flexibility plan if— 

15 

1 (A) implementation of that part would result in 

2 any increase in the total amount of obligations or 

3 outlays of discretionary appropriations or direct 

4 spending under covered Federal fmancial assistance 

5 programs included in that part, over the amounts of 

6 such obligations and outlays that would occur under 

7 those programs without implementation of the part; 

8 or 

9 (B) in the case' of a plan or part that applies 

10 to assistance to a qualified organization under an el-

11 igible Federal financial assistance program, the 

12 qualified organization does not consent in writing to 

13 the receipt of that assistance in accordance with the 

14 plan. 

15 (3) The Flexibility Council shall disapprove a part of 

16 a local flexibility plan if a m^ority of the Council dis-

17 approves that part of the plan based on a failure of the 

18 part to comply with paragraph (1). 

19 (4) In approving any part of a local flejdbility plan, 

20 the Flexibility Council shaU specify the period during 

21 which the part is effective. An approved local flexibility 

22 plan shall not be effective after the date of the termination 

23 of effectiveness of this Act under section 13. 

24 (5) Disapproval by the Flexibility Council of any part 

25 of a local flexibility plan submitted by a local government 
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1 under this Act shall not affect the eligibility of a local gov-

2 ernment, a qualified organization, or any individual for 

3 benefits under any Federal program. 

4 (c) MEMORANDA OP UNDERSTANDING.—(1) The 

5 Flexibility Council may not approve a part of a local flexi-

6 bility plan unless each local government and each qualified 

7 organization that would receive financial assistance under 

8 the plan enters into a memorandum of understanding 

9 under this subsection with the Flexibility Council. 

10 (2) A memorandum of understanding under this sub-

11 section shall specify all understandings that have been 

12 reached by the Flexibility C!ouneil, the local government, 

13 and each qualified organization that is subject to a local 

14 flexibility plan, regarding the approval and implementa-

15 tion of all parts of a local flexibility plan that are the sub-

16 ject of the memorandum, including understandings with 

17 respect to— 

18 (A) all requirements under covered Federal fi-

19 nancial assistance programs that are to be waived by 

20 the Flexibility Council under section 8(b); 

21 (B)(i) the total amount of Federal funds that 

22 shall be provided as benefits under or used to ad-

23 minister covered Federal financial assistance pro-

24 grams included in those parts; or 
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1 (ii) a mechanism for determining that amount, 

2 including specification of the total amount of Fed-

3 eral fiinds that shall be provided or used imder each 

4 covered Federal financial assistance program in-

5 eluded in those parts; 

6 (C) the sources of all non-Federal funds that 

7 shall be provided as benefits under or used to ad-

8 minister those parts; 

9 (D) measurable performance criteria that shall 

10 be used during the term of those parts to determine 

11 the extent to which the goals and performance levels 

12 of the parts are achieved; and 

13 (E) the data to be collected to make that deter-

14 mination. 

15 (d) LIMITATION ON CONFIDENTIALITY REQUIRE-

16 MENTS.—The Flexibility Council may not, as a condition 

17 of approval of any part of a local flexibility plan or with 

18 respect to the implementation of any part of an approved 

19 local flexibility plan, establish any confidentiality require-

20 ment that would— | 

21 (1) impede the exchange of information needed 

22 for the design or provision of benefits under the 

23 parts; or 

24 (2) conflict with law. 

•8 88 18 



18 
1 SEC. 8. IMPLEMENTATION OF APPROVED LOCAL FLEXIBIL-

2 rrr F1AN8;WATVER OF REQUIREMENTS. 

3 (a) PAYMENTS AND ADMINISTRATION IN ACCORD-

4 ANCE WITH PLAN.—Notwithstanding any other law, any 

5 benefit that is provided under a covered Federal financial 

6 assistance program included in an approved local flexibil-

7 ity plan shall be paid and administered in the manner 

8 specified in the approved local flexibility plan. 

9 (b) WAIVER OP REQUIREMENTS.—(1) Notwithstand-

10 ing any other law and subject to paragraphs (2) and (3), 

11 the Flexibility Council may waive any requirement applica-

12 ble under Federal law to the administration of, or provi-

13 sion of benefits under, any covered Federal assistance pro-

14 gram included in an approved local flexibility plan, if that 

15 waiver is— 

16 (A) reasonably necessary for the implementa-

17 tion of the plan; and 

18 (B) approved by a m^ority of members of the 

19 Flexibility (Douncil. 

20 (2) The Flexibility Council may not waive a requirc-

21 ment under this subsection unless the Council finds that 

22 waiver of the requirement shall not result in a qualitative 

23 reduction in services or benefits for any individual or fam-

24 ily that is eligible for benefits under a covered Federal fi-

25 nancial assistance program. 

19 

1 (3) The Flexibility Council may not waive any re-

2 quirement under this subsection— 

3 (A) that enforces any constitutional or statu-

4 tory right of an individual, including any right 

5 under— 

6 (i) title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 

7 (42 U.S.C. 2000d et seq.); 

8 (ii) section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 

9 1973 (29 U.S.C. 701 et seq.); 

10 (iii) title DC of the E!dncation Amendments 

11 of 1972 (86 Stat. 373 et seq.); 

12 (iv) the Age Discrimination Act of 1975 

13 (42 U.S.C. 6101 et seq.); or 

14 (v) the Americans with Disabilities Act of 

15 1990; 

16 (B) for payment of a non-Federal share of 

17 funding of an activity under a covered Federal fi-

18 nancial assistance program; or 

19 (C) for grants received on a maintenance of ef-

20 fort basis. 1 

21 (c) SPECIAL ASSISTANCE.—To the extent permitted 

22 by law, the head of each Federal agency shall seek to pro-

23 vide special assistance to a local government or qualified 

24 organization to support implementation of an approved 
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1 local flexibility plan, including expedited processing, prior-

2 ity funding, and technical assistance. 

3 (d) EVALUATION AND TERMINATION.—(1)'A local 

4 government, in accordance with regulations issued by the 

5 Flexibility Council, shall— 

6 (A) submit such reports on and cooperate in 

7 such audits of the implementation of its approved 

8 local flexibility plan; and 

9 (B) periodically evaluate the effect implementa-

10 tion of the plan has had on— 

11 (i) individuals who receive benefits under 

12 the plan; 

13 (ii) communities in which those individuals 

14 live; and 

15 (iii) costs of administering covered Federal 

16 financial assistance programs included in the 

17 plan. 

18 (2) No later than 90 days after the end of the 1-

19 year period beginning on the date of the approval by the 

20 Flexibility Council of an approved local flexibility plan of 

21 a local government, and annually thereafter, the local gov-

22 ernment shall submit to the Flexibility Council a report 

23 on the principal activities and achievements under the plan 

24 during the period covered by the report, comparing those 

21 

1 achievements to the goals and performance criteria in-

2 eluded in the plan under section 6(c)(3). 

3 (3)(A) The Flexibility Council may terminate the ef-

4 fectiveness of an approved local flexibility plan, if the 

5 Flexibility Council, after consultation with the head of 

6 each Federal agency responsible for administering a cov-

7 ered Federal financial assistance program included in 

8 such, determines— 

9 (i) that the goals and performance criteria in-

10 eluded in the plan under section 6(c)(3) have not 

11 been met; and 

12 (ii) after considering any experiences gained in 

13 implementation of the plan, that those goals and cri-

14 teria are sound. 

15 (B) In terminating the effectiveness of an approved 

16 local flexibility plan under this paragraph, the Flexibility 

17 Council shall allow a reasonable period of time for appi-o-

18 priate Federal, State, and local agencies and qualified or-

19 ganizations to resume administration of Federal programs 

20 that are covered Federal financial assistance programs in-
1 

21 eluded in the plan. 

22 (e) FINAL REPORT; EXTENSION OP PLANS.—(1) No 

23 later than 45 days after the end of the effective period 

24 of an approved local flexibility plan of a local government, 

25 or at any time that the local government determines that 
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1 the plan has demonstrated its worth, the local government 

2 shall submit to the Flexibility Council a final report on 

3 its implementation of the plan, including a full evaluation 

4 of the successes and shortcomings of the plan and the ef-

5 fects of that implementation on individuals who receive 

6 benefits under those programs. 

7 (2) The Flexibility Council may extend the effective 

8 period of an approved local flexibility plan for such period 

9 as may be appropriate, based on the report of a local gov-

10 ernment under paragraph (1). 

1 1 SEC. 9. COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMTITEES. 

12 (a) ESTABLISHMENT.—^A local government that ap-

13 plies for approval of a local flexibility plan under this Act 

14 shall establish a community advisory committee in accord-

15 ance with this section. 

16 (b) FUNCTIONS.—A community advisory committee 

17 shall advise a local government in the development and 

18 implementation of its local flexibility plan, including advice 

19 with respect to— 

20 (1) conducting public hearings; and 

21 (2) reviewing and commenting on all commu-

22 nity policies, programs, and actions under the plan 

23 which affect low income individuals and families, 

24 with the purj^se of ensuring maximum coordination 

23 

1 and responsiveness of the plati in providing benefits 

2 under the plan to those individuals and families. 

3 (c) MEMBERSHIP.—The membership of a community 

4 advisory committee shall— 

5 (1) consist of— 

6 (A) persons with leadership experience in 

7 the private and voluntary sectors; 

8 (B) local elected officials; 

9 (C) representatives of participating quali-

10 fied organizations; and 

11 (D) the general public; and 

12 (2) include individuals and representatives of 

13 community organizations who shall help to enhance 

14 the leadership role of the local government in devel-

15 oping a local flexibility plan. 

16 (d) OPTORTUNITY VOH REVIEW AND COMMENT BY 

17 COMMITTEE.—Before submitting an application for ap-

18 proval of a final proposed local flexibility plan, a local gov-

19 ernment shall submit the final proposed plan for review 

20 and comment by a community advisory committee estab-

21 lished by the local government. 

22 (e) COMMITTEE REVIEW OP REPORTS.—Before sub-

23 mitting annual or final reports on an approved Federal 

24 a.ssistaiice plan, a local goveniment or private nonprofit 
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1 organization shall submit the report for review and com-

2 ment to the community advisory committee. 

3 SEC. 10. TECHNICAL AND OTHER ASSISTANCE. 

4 (a) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—(1) The Flexibility 

5 Council may provide, or direct that the head of a Federal 

6 agency provide, technical assistance to a local government 

7 or qualified organization in developing information nec-

8 essary for the design or implementation of a local flexibil-

9 ity plan. 

10 (2) Assistance may be provided under this subsection 

11 if a local government makes a request that includes, in 

12 accordance with requirements established by the Flexibil-

13 ity Council— 

14 (A) a description of the local flexibility plan the 

15 local government proposes to develop; 

16 (B) a description of the groups of individuals to 

17 whom benefits shall be provided under covered Fed-

18 eral assistance programs included in the plan; and 

19 (C) such assurances as the Flexibility Council 

20 may require that— 

21 (i) in the development of the application to 

22 be submitted under this title for approval of the 

23 plan, the local government shall provide ado-

24 quate opportunities to participate to— 

•8 88 18-
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1 (I) individuals and families that shall 

2 receive benefits under covered Federal f i -

3 nancial assistance programs included in 

4 the plan; and 

5 (II) governmental agencies that ad-

6 minister those programs; and 

7 (ii) the plan shall be developed after con-

8 sidering fully— 

9 (I) needs expressed by those individ-

10 uals and families; 

11 (II) community priorities; and 

12 (III) available governmental resources 

13 in the geographic area to which the plan 

14 shall apply. 

15 (b) DETAILS TO COUNCIL.—^At the request of the 

16 Flexibility Council and with the approval of ah agency 

17 head who is a member of the Council, agency staff may 

18 be detailed to the Flexibility Council on a nonreimbursable 

19 basis. 

20 SEC. 11. FLEXIBILmr COUNCIL. 

21 (a) FUNCTIONS.—The Flexibility Council shall— 

22 (1) receive, review, and approve or disapprove 

23 local flexibility plans for which approval is sought 

24 under this Act; 
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1 (2) upon request from an applicant for such ap-

2 proval, direct the head of an agency that administers 

3 a covered Federal financial assistance program 

4 under which substantial Federal financial assistance 

5 would be provided under the plan to provide tech-

6 nical assistance to the applicant; 

7 (3) monitor the progress of development and 

8 implementation of local flexibility plans; 

9 (4) perform such other functions as are as-

10 signed to the Flexibility Council by this Act; and 

11 (5) issue regulations to implement this Act 

12 within 180 days after the date of its enactment. 

13 (b) REPORTS.—No less than 18 months after the 

14 date of the enactment of this Act, and annually thereafter, 

15 the Flexibility Council shall submit a report on the 5 Fed-

16 eral regulations that are most frequently waived by the 

17 Flexibility Ck)uncil for local governments with approved 

18 local flexibility plans to the President and the Congress. 

19 The President shall review the report and determine 

20 whether to amend or terminate such Federal regulations. 

21 SEC. 12. REPORT. 

22 No later than 54 months after the date of the eiiact-

23 ment of this Act, the Comptroller General of the United 

24 States shall submit to the Congress, a report that— 

27 

1 (1) describes the extent to which local goverii-

2 ments have established and implemented approved 

3 local flexibility plans; 

4 (2) evaluates the effectiveness of covered Fed-

5 eral assistance programs included in approved local 

6 flexibility plans; and 

7 (3) includes recommendations with respect to 

8 local flexibility. 

9 SEC. 13. CONDITIONAL TERMINATION. 

10 This Act is repealed on the date that is 5 years after 

11 the date of the enactment of this Act unless extended by 

12 the Congress through the enactment of the resolution de-

13 scribed under section 14. 

14 SEC. 14. JOINT RESOLUTION FOR THE CONTINUATION AND 

15 EXPANSION OF LOCAL FLEXmiUTT PRO-

16 GRAMS. 

17 (a) DESCRIPTION OP RESOLUTION.—^A resolution re-

18 ferred to under section 13 is a joint resolution the matter 

19 after the resolving clause is as follows: "That Congress 

20 approves the application of local flexibility plans to all 

21 local governments in the United States in accordance with 

22 the Local Empowerment and Flexibility Act of 1995, and 

23 that— 
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1 "(1) if the provisions of such Act have not been 

2 repealed under section 13 of such Act, such provi-

3 sions shall remain in effect; and 

4 "(2) if the repeal under section 13 of such Act 

5 has taken effect, the provisions of such Act shall be 

6 effective as though such provisions had not been re-

7 pealed.". 

8 (b) INTRODUCTION.—No later than 30 days after the 

9 transmittal by the (Comptroller General of the United 

10 States to the Congress of the report required in section 

11 12, a resolution as described under subsection (a) shall 

12 be introduced in the Senate by the chairman of the Com-

13 mittee on Governmental Affairs, or by a Member or Mem-

14 bers of the Senate designated by such chairman, and shall 

15 be introduced in the House of Representatives by the 

16 Chairman of the Committee on Government Operations, 

17 or by a Member or Members of the House of Representa-

18 tives designated by such chairman. 

19 (c) REFERRAL.—^A resolution as described under sub-

20 section (a) shall be referred to the Committee on Goveni-

21 mental Affairs of the Senate and the Committee on Gov-

22 ernment Operations of the House of Representatives. The 

23 committee .shall make its recommendations to the Senate 

24 or House of Representatives within 30 calendar days of 

25 the date of such resolution's introduction. 
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1 (d) DISCHARGE PROM COMMITTEE.—If the commit-

2 tee to which a resolution is referred has not reported such 

3 resolution at the end of 30 calendar days after its intro-

4 duction, that committee shall be deemed to be discharged 

5 from further consideration of such resolution and such 

6 resolution shall be placed on the appropriate calendar of 

7 the House involved. 

8 (e) VOTE ON FINAL PASSAGE.—When the committee 

9 has reported or has bieen deemed to be discharged from 

10 further consideration of a resolution described under sub-

11 section (a), it is at any time thereafter in order for any 

12 Member of the respective House to move to proceed to 

13 the consideration of the resolution. 

14 (f) RULES OP THE SENATE AND HOUSE.—This sec-

15 tion is enacted by Congress— 

16 (1) as an exereise of the rulemaking power of 

17 the Senate and House of Representatives, respec-

18 tively, and as such it is deemed a part of the rules 

19 of each House, respectively, but applicable only with 

20 respect to the procedure to be followed in that 

21 House in the case of a resolution described in sub-

22 section (a), and it supersedes other rules only to the 

23 extent that it is inconsistent with such rules; and 

24 (2) with full recognition of the constitutional 

25 riglit of either House to change the rules (so far as 
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1 relating to the procedure of that House) at any time, 

2 in the same manner, and to the same extent as in 

3 the case of any other rule of that House. 

O 
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E X E C U T I V E O F F I C E O F T H E P R E S I D 

09-Aug-1995 05:05pm 

TO: Paul J . Weinstein, J r 

FROM: Bret t Pe lser 

O f f i c e of Mgmt and Budget, LRD 

CC: James J . Jukes 

SUBJECT: S. 88 VS. H.R. 2086 

The only substantive differences between H.R. 2086 (Shays) and S. 
88 (Hatfield) are in sections 13 and 14. 

Section 13 of the Shays b i l l repeals the Act "on the date that i s 
5 years after the date of the enactment of this Act" while 
Hatfield's b i l l provides for an extension by adding "unless 
extended by the Congress through the enactment of the resolution 
described under section 14." 

In the Shays b i l l , there i s no section 14. In the Hatfield b i l l , 
there i s a section 14 which sets the provisions for a joint 
resolution for the continuation and expansion of the Act's local 
f l e x i b i l i t y programs. Attached to this e-mail i s the b i l l 
language of section 14. 

Alsp^ Education ( J Q r i s t y l ^ a l l e d ^ o s a y ^ h a t tbSy are/<fK witl^^thf 
heV d W f t rVAd^l-bn^^jj^^heVH^ieXl^^ — ^ ^"'^ 

SEC. 14. JOINT RESOLUTION FOR THE CONTINUATION AND EXPANSION OF 
LOCAL FLEXIBILITY PROGRAMS. 

(a) DESCRIPTION OF RESOLUTION.—A resolution referred to 
under section 13 i s a joint resolution the matter after the 
resolving clause i s as follows: "That Congress approves the 
application of local f l e x i b i l i t y plans to a l l local governments 
in the United States in accordance with the Local Empowerment and 
Fle x i b i l i t y Act of 1995, and t h a t — 

"(1) i f the provisions of such Act have not been repealed 
under section 13 of such Act, such provisions shall remain 

in effect; and 
"(2) i f the repeal under section 13 of such Act has taken 

effect, the provisions of such Act shall be effective as 
though such provisions had not been repealed.". 

(b) INTRODUCTION.—No later than 30 days after the 



transmittal by the Comptroller General of the United States to 
the Congress of the report required in section 12« a resolution 
as described under subsection (a) shall be introduced in the 
Senate by the chairman of the Committee on Governmental Affairs, 
or by a Member or Members of the Senate designated by such 
chairman, and shall be introduced in the House of Representatives 
by tho Chairman of the Committee on Government Operations, or by 
a Member or Members of the House of 
Representatives designated by such chairman. 

(o) REFERRAL.—A resolution as described under subsection (a) 
shall be referred to the Committee on Govenimental Affairs of the 
Senate and the Committee on Government Operations of the House of 
Representatives. The committee shall msJce i t s recommcmdations to 
the Senate or House of Representatives within 30 calendar days of 
the 
date of such resolution's introduction. 

(d) OISCHARGS FROM COMMITTEE.—If the committee to which a 
resolution i s referred has not reported such resolution at the 
end of 30 calendar days after i t s introduction, that committee 
shall be deemed to be discharged from further consideration of 
such 
resolution and such resolution shall be placed on the appropriate 
calendar of the House involved. 

(e) VOTE ON FINAL PASSAGE.—Vlhen the committee has reported 
or has been deemed to be discharged from further consideration of 
a 
resolution described under subsection (a), i t i s at any time 
thereafter in order for any Member of tbe respective House to 
move to proceed to the consideration of the resolution. 

(f) RULES OF THS SENATE AND HOUSE.**Thi8 section i s enacted 
by Congress— 

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power of the Senate 
and House of Representatives, respectively, and as such i t i s 
deemed a part of the rules of each House, respectively, but 
applicable only with respect to the procedure to be followed 

in that House in the case of a resolution described in 
subsection 

(a}« and i t supersedes other rules only to the extent that i t 
is inconsistent with such rules; and 

(2) with f u l l recognition of the constitutional right of 
•ither House to change tho rules (so far aa relating to the 
procedure of that House) at any time, in the seu&e manner, and 

to tha same extent as in tbe case of any other rule of that 
House* 
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To iacretuifiijttiB overaU ecoaoinŷ pikleffiaiacy Goirania^^ 
openrtiojujuid enable more efiSdeot use of Federal fimding, by 
^nayin ĵftmi govefiiments andjxivate, Jionprofit organizatioiu to 

if-r^ffKT with approved local flexibility plans. 

July 20,1995 

Mr. SHAYS (fix himself aad Mr. CUNGER) introduced the fiallowing 
bill; which was referred to the Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight 

A BILL 

To increase the overall economy and effidency of Government 
operations and enable more efiEident use of Federal funding, by 
fpflb̂ tng local governments and private, nonprt^ organizations to 
use fimfflf"*f available under certain Federal assistance programs in 
accordance wkh approved local flexibility plans. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House Representatives of 
the United States of America in Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT ITTLE. 

This Act may be dted as the "Local Empowerment and FlexS>ility 
Act of 1995". 

S E C 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that— 
(1) historically. Federal programs have addressed the 

Nation's problems by providing categorical finandal asistance 
with detailed requiremeitts relating to tlM use of fimds; 

(2) while the assistance desoibed in paragraph (1) has 



been directed at critical problems, some program requiremeitfs 
may inadvertently impede the efi&ctive delivery of services; 

(3) the Nation's local governments and private, aoi4>rofit 
organizations are Haling yĵ h increasingly coQ̂ )lex problems 
wbidi require the delivery of maî  kinds of services; 

(4) the Natioa's communities are diverse, and different 
needs are presoit ia different oommuwtieg; 

(5) k is more important than ever to provide programs that-

(A) promote more effective and efi&deat local delivery 
of advices to meet the fiill range of needs of individuals, 
fiuDoilies, and aodety; 

(B) respond flexibly to the diverse needs of the 
Nation's comoumities; 

(C) reduce the barriers between programs that impede 
local governments' ability to effectively deliver services; 
and 

(D) empower local governments and private, nonprofit 
organizations to be innovative in creating programs that 
meet the unique needs of their communities while continuing 
to address national policy goals; and 
(6) many communities have innovative planning and community 

involvement strategies for providing services, but Federal, 
State, and local regulations ofien hamper fiill impleraentAtion of 
local plans. 

SEC 3. PURPOSES. 

The purposes of this Act are to— 
(1) enable more efficient use of Federal, State, and local 

resources; 
(2) place less emphasis in Federal service programs on 

measuring resources and procedures and more emphasis on 
achieving Federal, State, and local policy goals; 

(3) enable local governments and private, nonprofit 
organizations to adapt programs of Federal financial assistance 
to the particular needs of their communities, by— 

(A) drawing upon appropriations available from more 
than one Federal program; and 

(B) integrating programs and program fimds across 
cadsting Federal financial assistance categories; and 
(4) enable local governments and private, nonprofit 

organizations to work together and build stronger cooperative 
partnerships to address aitical service problems. 



SEC 4. DEFINmONS. 

For purposes of this Act— 
(1) the term "approved local flexibility plan" means a 

local flexibility plan that oombiaes fiinds fion Federal, State, 
local govemmeat or private iources to addroflt the serwce needs 
of a commimity (or aity part of such a plan) that is approved by 
fĥ t Flexibility Coiincil under fBction 5; 

(2) the term "commimity advisory cowmittftD* aaeans luch a 
committee established by a local govenmeat under section 9; 

(3) the term "Flexibility Council" oieans the council 
composed ofthe-

(A) Assistant to the Preadent fix-Domestic Policy; 
(B) Assistant to the President fix* Econonuc Policy; 
(C) Secretary of the Treasury; 
(D) Attomey General; 
(E) Secretaty of the Interior, 
(F) Secretaty of Agriculture; 
(G) Secretaiy of Commerce; 
(H) Secretaty of Labor, 
(I) Secretaty of Health and Human Services; 
(J) Secretaty of Housing and Urban Development; 
(K) Secretaty of Tran̂ >ortation; 
(L) Secretary (tf Education; 
(M) Secretaty of Energy; 
(N) Secretaty of Veterans Afiairs; 
(0) Secretaty of Defense; 
(P) Director of Federal Emergency Management Agency; 
(Q) Administrator of the Environmental Î otection 

Agency; 
(R) Director of National Drug Control Policy; 
(S) Administrator of the Small Business Administration; 
(T) Director of the Office of Management aad Budget; 

and 
(U) Chair of the Council of Economic Advisers. 

(4) the term "covered Federal financial assistance program" 
means an elî ble Federal financial assistance program that is 
included in a local flexibility plan of a local govemmeî  

(5) the term "eligible Fedoal financial assistance 
program"— 

(A) means a Federal program under which finandal 
asastance is available, directly or indirectly, to a local 
government or a qualified organization to caity out the 
specified program; and 

(B) does not indude a Federal program under which 



finnnraal assistaoce is provided by the Federal Government 
directly to a beneficiary of that finandal assistance or to . ~̂  
a State as a direa payment to an individual; 
(6) the term "eli^ble local government'meantiom eligible fsf assistwce — 

4</<k under o receive financial assistance H«MW A M ^^Mrm^y if^ a 
under 1 or more covered Federal programs; 

(7) the tenn "local flexibflity fdan" means a comprehensive 
plan Sor the integratioa and administratioa by a local 
government of finandal assistance provided by the Federal 
GovemmeBt under 2 or aaore elî ble Federal finandal assistancff 
programs; 

(8) the term *k>cal goverament" means a wbdivision of a 
Staote that is a unit of general local government (as defined 
under section 6501 of title 31, United States Code); 

(9) the term "priority fimding" means giving hi^er 
priority (induding by the assignment of extra points, if 
applicable) to applications for Federal finandal assistance 
submitted by a local government having an approved local 
flexibility program, by— 

(A) a person located in the jurisdiction of such a 
government; or 

(B) a qualified organization eli^le for assistance 
under a covered Federal finandal assistance program 
included in such a plan; 
(10) the term "qualified organization" means a private, 

nonprofit organization described in section 501(cX3) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 that is exempt from taxation under 
section 501(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986; and 

(11) the term "State" means the 50 States, the District of 
Columbia, Puerto Rico, American Samoa, Guam, and the Virgin 
Islands. 

SEC 5. PROVISION OF FEDERAL FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE IN ACCORDANCE 
WITH APPROVED LOCAL FLEXIBILITY PLAN. 

(a) PAYMENTS TO LOCAL GOVERNMENTS.-Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, amounts available to a local government or a 
qualified organization under a covo-ed Federal financial assistance 
program indvided in an approved local flexibility plan shall be 
provided to and used by the local government or organization in 
accordance with the approved local flexibility plan. 

(b) ELIGIBILITY FOR BENEFITS.-An individual or &mily that is 
eligible for benefits or services under a covered Federal finandal 
assistance program induded in aa approved local flexibility plan 



may recdve those benefits only in accordance with the approved 
local flexibility plan. 

SEC 6. APPLICATION FOR APPROVAL OF LOCAL FLEXIBILITY PLAN. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—A local goverameat may lubmit to the 
TleadbHity Council in accordance with this section an application 
fisr approval of a local flexibility plan. 

(b) CONTENTS OF APFUCATION.-An application submitted under 
this section shall iadude-

(IXA) a proposed local flexibility plan that complies with 
subsection (c); or 

(B) a strategic plan submitted in application tor 
designation as an enterprise community or an empowerment zone 
under section 1391 of the Intdml Revenue Code of 1986; 

(2) certification by the chief executive of the local 
government, and such additional assurances as may be required by 
the Flexibility Council, that— 

(A) the local government has the ability and authority 
to implement the proposed plan, direcdy or through 
contractual or other arrangements, throughout the geographic 
area in which the proposed plan is intended to apply; and 

(B) amounts are available from non-Federal sources to 
pay the non-Federal share of all covered Federal finandal 
assistance programs included in the proposed plan; and 
(3) any comments on the proposed plan aubimtted under 

subsection (d) by the Governor of the State in which the local 
government is located; 

(4) public comments on the plan induding the transcript of 
at least 1 public hearing and comments of the appropriate 
community advisoty committee established under section 9; and 

(5) other relevant infonnation the Flexibility Coundl may 
require to approve the proposed plan. 

(c) CONTENTS OF PLAN.-A local flexibyity phm submitted by a 
local government under this section shall indude-

(1) the geographic area to which the plab applies and the 
rationale Sor defining the area; 

(2) the particular groups of individuals, by sovice needs, 
economic circumstances, or other defining &ctora, who shall 
recdve services and benefits under the plan; 

(3XA) speafic goals and measurable performance criteria, 
a description of how the plan is expected to attain those goals 
and criteria; 



(B) a descriptioa of how perfiMmance shall be measured; and 
(C) a tystem fiar the comprehensive evaluation of the impact 

of the plan oa partidpants, the community, and program costs; 
(4) the digible Federal finandal assistance programs to> 

be included in the plan as covered Federal finandal assistance 
programs and the specific benefits that shaU be provided under 
the plan under such pn̂ grams, including— 

(A) criteria fiar determining elî bility fiar benefits 
under the p̂ »̂  

(B) the services available;. 
(C) the amounts aad fixm (such as cash, in-kind 

x̂̂ itnb̂ ?tio"y, or instruments) of nonservice 
benefits; and 

(D) any other descriptive infonnation the Flexibility 
Council considers necessary to approve the plan; 
(5) except tor the requirements under section 8(bX3), any 

Federal statutoty or regulatoty requiremettf applicable under a 
covered Federal finandal assistance program induded in the 
plan, the waiver of which is necessaiy to implemeiU the plan; 

(6) fiscal control and related accouitfability procedures 
applicable undo' the plan; 

(7) a description of the sources of all non-Federal fimds 
that are required to cany out covered Federal finandal 
assistance programs included in the plan; 

(8) written consent from each qualified organization for 
which consent is required under section 6(bX2); and 

(9) other relevant infi>rmation the Flexibility Coundl may 
require to approve the plan. 

(d) PROCEDURE FOR APPLYING.-(l) To apply for approval of a 
local flexibility plan, a local government shall submit an 
application in accordance with this section to the Governor of the 
State in which the local govemmoit is located. 

(2) A Governor wbo recdves an application from a local 
goverament under paragraph (1) may, by no later than 30 days after 
the date of that receipt— 

(A) prepare comments on the proposed local flexibility plan 
induded in the application; 

(B) describe any State laws which are necessary to waive 
fi>r successfiil implementation of a local plan; and 

(C) submit the application and comments to the Flexibility 
Council. 

(3) If a Governor fails to act within 30 days afier recdving 



an application under paragraî  (2X the applicable local government 
may submit the application to the Flexibility CoundL 

S E C 7. REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF LOCAL FLEXIBILITY PLANS. 

<a) REVIEW OF APPUCATIONS.-Upoa receipt of an application for 
approval of a local flexibility plan under this Act, the Flexibility 
Council shall— 

(1) approve or disapprove all or part of the plan wkhin 45 
days afier receipt of the application; 

(2) notify the applicant in writing of that approval or 
disapproval by not later than 15 days afier the date of that 
approval or disapproval; and 

(3) in the case of any disapproval of a plan, include a 
written justification of the reasons for disapproval in the 
notice of disapproval sent to the applicant. 

(b) APPR0VAL.-(1) The Flexibility Council may approve a local 
flexibility plan for which an application is submitted under this 
Act, or any part of such a plan, if a majority of members of the 
Council determines that— 

(A) the plan or part shall improve the effectiveness and 
effidency of providing benefits under covered Federal programs 
induded in the plan by reducing administrative inflexibility, 
duplication, and unnecessaty expenditures; 

(B) the applicant local government has adequatdy 
considered, and the plan or part of the plan appropriatdy 
addresses, any effect that administration of each covered 
Federal program under the plan or pait of the plan shall have on 
administration of the other covered Federal programs under that 
plan or part of the plan; 

(C) the applicant k>cal government has or is devdoping 
data bases, planning, and evaluation processes that are adequate 
fbr implementing the plan or part of the plan; 

(D) the plan shall more effectivdy acUeve Federal 
finandal assistance goals at the local levd and shall better 
meet the needs of local citizens; 

(E) implementation of the plan or part of the plan shall 
adequatdy achieve the purposes of this Act and of each covered 
Federal finandal assistance program under the plan or part of 
theplan; 

(F) the plan and the application for approval of the plan 
comply wkh the requirements of this Act; 

(G) the plan or part of the plan is adequate to ensure that 
individuals and fiunilies that recdve benefits under covered 



Federal finandal assistance programs included ia the plan or 
part shall continue to recdve benefits that meet the needs 
intended to be met under the {xogram; and 

^ the local government has-
0) waived the corresponding local laws necessaty for 

implementation of the plan; and 
01) sought any necessaty waivers from the State. 

(2) The Flexibility Coundl may aot approve my part of a local 
flexibility plan if— 

^A) implementation of that part would resuk in any 
increase in the total amnmt of ohligHtinns or outlays of 
discretionaty appropriations or direct spending under covered 
Federal finandal assistance programs induded in that part, 
over the amounts of such obligations and outlays that would 
occur under those programs without in̂ lementation of the part; 
or 

(B) in the case of a plan or part that applies to 
assistance to a qualifi^ organization under an eligible Federal 
finandal assistance program, the qualified organization does 
not consent in writing to the receipt of that assistance in 
accordance with the plan. 

(3) The Flexibility Council shall disapprove a part of a local 
flexibility plan if a majority of the Council disapproves that part 
of the plan based on a failure of the part to comply with paragraph 
(1). 

(4) In approving any part of a local flexibility plan, the 
Flexibility Council shall specify the period during which the part 
is effective. An ^proved local flexibility plan shall not be 
effective afier the date of the tennination of effectiveness of this 
Act under section 13. 

(5) Disapproval by the Flexibility Coundl of any part of a 
local flexibility plan submitted by a local government under this 
Act shall not affect the eligibility of a local government, a 
qualified organization, or any individual fi)r benefits under any 
Federal progranL 

(c) MEMORANDA OF UNDERSTANDING.-(1) The Hexibility Council 
may not approve a part of a local flexibility plan unless each local 
govenunent and each qualified organization that would recdve 
financial assistance under the plan enters into a memorandum of 
understanding under this subsection with the Flexibility Council. 



(2) A '"̂ "̂ ^T'̂ fv"! of understanding under this sibsectioa shall 
specify all understandings that have been reached by the Flexibility 
Council, the local government, and each qualified organization that 
is gubjea to a local flexibility plan, regarding the approval and ~ — 
fmplAnu*ntari/\n g]} pgits of a local flexibility plan that are the 
subjea of the memorandum, including uaderatandiagi with req>ect to-

(A) all requirements under covered Federal finandal 
assistance progranu fliat are to be waived by the Flexibility 
Cfflindl iT'vif' t^x^ff 8(b); 

(B) 0) the total amount of Federal fiinds that shall be 
provided as benefits under or used to idmimster covered Federal 
finandal assistance programs induded in those parts; or 

01) a mechanism fix determining that amount, including 
yedfication of the total amount of Federal fiinds that shall be 
provided or used undv each covered Federal financial assistance 
program induded in those parts; 

(C) the sources of all non-Federal fimds that shall be 
provided as benefits under or used to administer those parts; 

(D) measurable perfivmance criteria that shall be used 
during the term of those parts to determine the extent to vduch 
the goals and performance levels of the parts are achieved; and 

(E) the data to be collected to make that determination. 

(d) LIMITATION ON CONFIDENnALnY REQUIREMENTS.-The 
Flexibility Council may not, as a condition of approval of any part 
of a local flexibility plan or with respect to the implementation of 
any part of an approved local fiexibility plan, establish any 
confidentiality requirement that would— 

(1) impede the exchange of information needed for the 
design or provision of benefits under the parts; or 

(2) conflict with law. 

SEC 8. IMPLEMENTATION OF APPROVED LOCAL FLEXIBIUTY PLANS; 
WAIVER OF REQUIREMENTS. 

(a) PAYMENTS AND ADMINISTRATION IN ACCORDANCE WITH PLAN -
Notwithstanding any other law, any benefit that is provided under a 
covered Federal finandal assistance program induded in an approved 
local fieadbility plan shall be paid and administered in the manner 
specified in the approved local fiexibility plan. 

(b) WAIVER OF REQUIREMENrS.-(l>Notwithstanding any other law 
and subject to paragraphs (2) and (3), the Flexibility Council may 
waive any requirement applicable under Federal law to the 



administration of) or provision (̂ benefits under, any covered 
Federal assistance program mduded in an approved local flex3)ility 
plan, that waiver i»-

(A) iea8onaMy necessaty fiar the implementation of the plan; - — — 
and 

(B) approved by a nsiotity of members pfihs Flexibility 
Cwnril. !' 

(2) The Fkxibimy Coundl may not waive a requirement under 
this subsection untos the Council finds that waiver of the 
re<piiremeat shall not resuk in a qualitative reductioa in services 
or ̂ "̂̂ tff fbr uxsy iadividual or finify that is riigjWi* fiar 
benefits under a covered Federal financial assistanrt program. 

(3) The Flexibility Coundl may not waive any requirement under 
this subsection-

(A) that enforces any constitutional or statutoty right of 
anindividucal̂ assistance. *̂ clw4̂  ĉ <| f̂ '̂ ^̂  — 

(d) LVALVATlOtiAfm TCRMDiATION.-of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 
2000detseq.);^n:Ht V£ 

Oi) section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 
U.S.C. 701 et seq ); 

Oii) title K of the Education Amendments of 1972 (86 
Stat. 373 et seq ); 

Ov) the Age Discrimination Act of 1975 (42 U.S.C. 6101 
et seq.); or 

(v) the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990; 
(B) fbr payment of a non-Federal share of fimding of an 

activity under a covered Federal finandal assistance program; 
or 

(C) fiar grants recdved on a maintenance of effort basis. 

(c) SPECIAL ASSISTANCE.-T0 the extent permitted by law, the 
head of each Fedoal agency shall seek to provide special assistance 
to a local government or qualified organization to support 
implementation of an approved local flexibility plan, including 
expedited processing, priority fimding, and technical assistance. 

(d) EVALUATION AND TERMINATI0N.-(1) A k>cal government, in 
accordance with regulations issued by the Flexibility Council, shall-

(A) submit such reports on and cooperate in such audits of 
the implementation of its approved local fiexibility plan; and 

(B) periodically evaluate the effect implementation of the 



piflti iigg had OB— 
0) individuals who recdva benefits under the plan; 
01) communities in vAuck those individuals live; and 
Oii) costs of administering covered Federal finandal 

assistance programs induded ia the pkn. 

(2) No later than 90 days after the end of the 1-year period 
b̂ n̂ning oa the date (tf the approval by the Flexibility Coundl of 
an approved local flexibility phm of a local government, and 
annually thereafter, the local goveniment shall Bib"Mt to the 
Flexibility Council a repoit oa the principal acti\nties and 
achievements under the plan during the period covered by the report, 
comparing those achievements to the goals and performance criteria 
induded in the plan under section 6(c)(3). 

(3XA) The Flexibility Council may terminate the effectiveness 
of an approved local flexibility plan, if the Flesdbility Council, 
after consultation with the head of each Federal agency responsible 
for administering a covered Federal financial assistance program 
induded in such, determines— 

0) that the goals and peiformance crUeria induded in the 
plan under section 6(cX3) have not been met; and 

01) afier considering any experiences gained in 
implementation of the plan, that those goals and criteria are 
sound. 

(B) In temunating the effectivenes such period as may be 
appropriate, based on the report oaph, the Flexibility Council shall 
allow a reasonable period of time fiar impropriate Federal, State, 
and local agendes and qualified organizations to resume 
administration of Federal programs that are covered Federal 
finandal assistance programs induded in the plan. 

(e) FINAL REPORT; EXTENSION OF PLANS.-(1) No later than 45 
days afier the end of the effective period of an approved local 
flodbility plan of a local government, or at aity time that the 
local government determines that the plan has demonstrated its worth, 
the k>cal government shall submit to the Flexibility Council afinal 
report on its implementation of the plan, induding a fiill 
evahiation of the successes and shortcomings of the plan and the 
efiects of that implementatioa oa individuals wbo receive benefits 
under those programs. 

(2) Tbe Fleidbility Council may extend the effective period of 
an approved local fiexibility plan fbr such period as may be 



appropriate, based on the report of a local government under 
paragraph (1). 

SEC 9. COMMUNIIY ADVISORY COMMTITEES. ' 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-A kical government that applies fiar 
approval of a local flexibility plan under this Act shall establish 
a community advisoty committfie in accordance «ath this section. 

(b) FUNCnONS.-A commuuty advisoty committef shall advise a 
local government in the development and implementation of its local 
flexibility plan, including advice with respect to­

il) conducting public hearings; and 
(2) reviewing and commenting on all community polides, 

programs, and actions under the plan which affect low income 
individuals and fiunilies, with the purpose of ensuring nuudmum 
coordination and responsiveness of the plan in providing 
benefits under the plan to those individuals and families. 

(c) MEMBERSHIP.-The membership of a community advisoty 
committee shall— 

(1) consist of— 
(A) persons with leadership experience in the private 

and voluntary sectors; 
(B) local elected officials; 
(C) representatives of participating qualified 

organizations; and 
(D) the general public; and 

(2) include individuals and representatives of community 
organizations who shall help to enhance the leadership role of 
the local government in developing a local fiexibility plan. 

(d) OPPORTUNITY FOR REVIEW AND COMMENT BY COMMFTTEE -Before 
submitting an application fiar approval of a final proposed local 
fiexibility plan, a local government shall submit the final proposed 
plan for review and comment by a cominunity advisoty committee 
fgtabliff̂ ^̂  by the local government. 

(e) COMMTTTEE REVIEW OF REPORTS.-Before submitting annual or 
final reports on an approved Federal assistance plan, a local 
government or private nonprofitorganization shall submit the report 
fbr review and comment to the community advisoiy committee. 

SEC 10. TECHNICAL AND OTHER ASSISTANCE. 



(a) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.-T(1) The Hexibility Council may 
provide, or direct that the head of aFederal ageacy provide, 
tfc-hnir-fll assistance to a local government or qualified organization 
in devebping iî ormation necessaty fiar the dê gn or implementation 
of a local flexibility plan. 

(2) Assistance aiay be provided under this subsection if a local 
government makes a request that iarfiideg, ia accordance with 
requirements established by the Flesdbility Council— 

(A) a description of the local flexibility plan the local 
government proposes to develop; 

(B) a description of the groups of individuals to DiAiom 
benefits shall be provided under covered Federal assistance 
programs included in the plan; and 

(C) such assurances as the Flexibility Council may require 
that-

0) in the development of the application to be 
submitted under this title for approval of the plan, the 
local government shall provide adequate opportunities to 
partidpate to— 

(I) individuals and fiunilies that shall recdve 
benefits under covered Federal finandal assistance 
programs induded in the plan; and 

(n) governmental agendes that administer those 
programs; and 
(ii) the plan shall be devdoped after considering 

fiilly-
(I) needs expressed by those individuals and 

&milies; 
(n) community priorities; and 
(m) available governmental resources in the 

geographic area to which the plan shall apply. 

(b) DETAILS TO COUNCIL.-At the request of the Flexibility 
Council and with the approval of an agency head who is a membo- of 
the Council, agency staff may be detailed to the Flexibility Council 
on a nonreimbursable basis. 

SEC 11. FLEXmiUTY COUNCIL. 

(a) FUNCnONS.-The Flexibility Council shall-
(1) recdve, review, and approve or disapprove local 

flexibility plans for which approval is sought under this Act; 
(2) upon request from an ^plicant fiar such approval, 

direct the head of an agency that administers a covered Federal 



financial asastance program under which substantial Federal 
finandal assistance would be provided under the plan to provide 
technical assistance to the applicant; 

(3) monitor the progress of development and implementation 
of local flexibility plans; 

(4) perfiarm audi other fiinctions as are assignod to the 
FlexQulity Coundl by this Act; and , 

(5) issue regulations to implemraa this Act within 180 days 
after the date of its enactuMnL 

(b) REPORTS.-No less than 18 months after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, and anmially thereafter, the Flexibility 
C<Mindl shall submit a report on the 5 Federal regulations that are 
most frequently waived by the Flexibility Council fbr k>cal 
governments with approved local flexibility plans to the President 
and the Congress. The President shaU review-the report and 
determine whether to amend or terminate such Federal regulations. 

SEC 12. REPORT. 

No later than 54 months after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Comptroller General of the United States shall submit to 
the Congress, a report that-

(1) describes the extent to v^ch k>cal governments have 
established and implemented approved local flexibility plans; 

(2) evaluates the effectiveness of covered Federal 
assistance programs induded in approved local flexibility plans; 
and 

(3) indudes recommendations with reject to local 
flexibility. 

SEC 13. REPEAL: CowprrioUAU XtnMlNMTOhJ 

This Act is repealed on the date that is 5 years after the date 
of the enactment of this Ac^ t<(WlX 1*̂  j U C»̂ '*fi "Hv̂ ĵk 

kc. IM TOUT tL̂ soî urî to ru, r\A€ oowrtiOs/ATfô  AN» 0(/»flM̂ t«̂  or 

U) : 


