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NGA Speech 

Thank you, 

The man who w i l l be speaking a f t e r ine, Congressman Caste, and I 

were on the phone a few days ago reminiscing about the oj|d days 

when we were i n the State Houses and about our moves t o DC and 

how we so o f t e n f i n d ourselves wishing we were back i n a 

Governor's o f f i c e closer t o r e a l people . . but Mr. Castle, some 

thi n g s never change . . . i t ' s snowing i n DC, we're at a hollow 

square t a b l e i n the basement of a h o t e l , i t ' s Super Bowl Sunday, 

so i t must mean we're at NGA. 

One a d d i t i o n a l t h i n g I am c e r t a i n l y pleased t o know has not 

changed i s the commitment of the natiorv^s governors_t.O—the—needs 

of our c h i l d r e n . . .thank you, Governor Dean, f o r your 

leadership i n t h i s Children's Campaign. 

I attended my f i r s t NGA f u n c t i o n i n the summer of 1983 i n 

Portland, Maine when NGA convened a seminar on c h i l d r e n p r i o r t o 

the annual meeting there. The theme of t h a t conference was 

AMERICA'S CHILDREN NEED POWERFUL FRIENDS. And today, America's 

c h i l d r e n continue t o need powerful f r i e n d s . 

From t h a t meeting i n Portland a set of ten p r i n c i p l e s was issued 

t o guide the development and improvement of s t a t e services t o 

c h i l d r e n . . . areas i n c l u d i n g economic s e c u r i t y , education, 

c h i l d w e l f a r e , f a m i l y supports, c h i l d care, housing, youth and 



working parents. But principles 1 and 2 are the ones that have 

personally spoken loudest to me and to this President for years: 

#1 - All policy and 1-eg-iolation- recommendations should be 

considered both from the child's point of view and their 

potential impact on families with a second principle the right of 

parents and children seeking access to government services to 

timely and coordinated sj&rvj.Ge s ^Sf^[2l^J—.^--^ 

I t then f o l l o w s and c e r t a i n l y showed i n the developing work of 

the NGA i n the years since t h a t i t i s d i f f i c u l t t o t a l k about 

c h i l d r e n i n school, adolescent issues or young ad u l t needs i f the 

f i r s t c r i t i c a l years of a c h i l d ' s l i f e are not given the highest 

of p r i o r i t i e s . 

I have been haunted and motivated t o pursue the c h i l d p o l i c y 

development f i e l d f o r a number of years by two personal 

experiences which brought home t o be q u i t e c l e a r l y the academic 

lessons taught me regarding the importance of e a r l y childhood 

development: 

F i r s t , as a new s i x t h grade teacher f r e s h from the U n i v e r s i t y 

world a number of years ago, I faced a class of students who 

indeed e x e m p l i f i e d what I had been taught t o expect . . a range 

of reading performance from pre-kindergarten l e v e l t o post-high 

school. The problem w i t h my t r a i n i n g was t h a t a f t e r t e l l i n g me 

t o expect t h i s range I wasn't given many clues on how t o handle 

i t . . . I c a l l e d former professors almost desperately . . .and 



they each sai d the same t h i n g : the best remedy i s t o become a 

strong voice f o r q u a l i t y and r e a d i l y a v a i l a b l e e a r l y childhood 

programs f o r ALL c h i l d r e n . Over the course of t h a t year i n my 

eagerness t o work w i t h those c h i l d r e n I spent a l o t of time i n my 

student's homes t a l k i n g t o t h e i r parents and e a r l i e r teachers and 

counselors . . . what d i d I learn? That yes, low income c h i l d r e n 

were c l e a r l y more at r i s k f o r b a r r i e r s r e l a t e d t o lack of 

appropriate p r e - n a t a l care and ear aches turned i n t o p a r t i a l 

hearing l o s s , lack of eye exams meant pages out of focus, black 

boards u n i n t e l l i g i b l e . But I also saw too many c h i l d r e n from 

across a l l income l e v e l s who were experiencing a poverty of 

s p i r i t - who lacked the n u r t u r i n g of a parent who would spend 

time w i t h a c h i l d mentoring her or him, parents who provided few 

books and s t i m u l a t i n g conversation but p r o v i d i n g p l e n t y of TV 

time. 

The most s t a r t l i n g experience came from my own daughter . . a f t e r 

a week i n kindergarten she came bouncing i n w i t h t h a t gleam of 

excitement s t i l l i n her eyes about going t o school l i k e her older 

brother d i d . . . but she said she couldn't f i g u r e out why some 

of the other c h i l d r e n i n her class d i d n ' t have magic glue i n 

t h e i r hands l i k e she and most of her f r i e n d s d i d . I , of course, 

thought she meant some of them f o r g o t t o b r i n g glue among t h e i r 

school supplies and she said no, t h a t they d i d n ' t have glue i n 

t h e i r s k i n and couldn't hold a co l o r / a p e n c i l because she had 

magic glue i n her s k i n , and they were missing the glue. How sad 

i t was f o r me standing i n my ki t c h e n t h a t day f a c i n g t h a t r e a l i t y 



i n the f a l l of 1985 and now even today, we s t i l l have c h i l d r e n i n 

America who haven't had the pre kindergarten developmental 

experiences t h a t enable them t o hold a co l o r the day they enter 

school. , , ^ 

Certainly-S©ife^S3: J3feiii^=:recognized t h i s during h i s time as 

c h a i r of your Human Resources Committee when he sponsored the 

p u b l i c a t i o n e n t i t l e d "The F i r s t S i x t y Months" i n which innovat i v e 

programs f o r e a r l y childhood were i l l u s t r a t e d . At the Education 

Summit i n C h a r l o t t e s v i l l e , t h i s a s s o c i a t i o n stood f i r m l y 

i n s i s t e n t i n Goal One being j u s t t h a t . . . Goals One of our 

Nation's education goals. 

As we seek through the executive branch of t h i s a d m i n i s t r a t i o n t o 

define the proper f e d e r a l r o l e i n meeting the needs of our 

nation's c h i l d r e n and f a m i l i e s , the guiding p r i n c i p l e s f o r a l l 

the work of the Domestic P o l i c y Council i s a simple sentence: 

Every c h i l d s h a l l be empowered t o develop t o h i s or her f u l l 

p o t e n t i a l . 

You are c e r t a i n l y f a m i l i a r w i t h our a d m i n i s t r a t i o n ' s primary 

programs as w e l l as l e g i s l a t i v e i n i t i a t i v e s enabling young 

c h i l d r e n and t h e i r f a m i l i e s : 

Welfare Reform 

Health care i n i t i a t i v e s i n c l u d i n g an expanding immmunization 



program as the statement by the President i n h i s State of the 

Union about our hopes f o r an incremental h e a l t h reform s t r e s s i n g 

the needs of working f a m i l i e s and t h e i r c h i l d r e n . . 

A c o n t i n u i n g Head S t a r t expansion 

Crime and Safety programs 

Empowerment Zone / Enterprise Communities 

The i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n of Goals 2000 and other education 

reform. 

But I want t o mention t o you what I t h i n k i s perhaps even more 

important i n our quest together t o improve services... while i n 

the governor's o f f i c e I t a l k e d as much as you do about the need 

f o r f l e x i b i l i t y , less burdensome r e g u l a t i o n s , a can do a t t i t u d e 

on the p a r t of the r e g i o n a l o f f i c e s of a number of f e d e r a l 

departments ... you know the l i t a n y . 

I b e l i e v e through the i n t e n s i v e r e g u l a t o r y review we are 

undertaking under the leadership of the Vice President we can 

a c t i v e l y work on the reg issue. I n our budget t o be presented on 

February 6, we a n t i c i p a t e a p o s i t i v e r e a c t i o n from the s t a t e s on 

our performance partnerships or block grants i n o l d 

terms... performance partnerships based on input from r e p o r t s have 

submitted i n recent years, conversations w i t h you and memories of 



our time i n the governor's o f f i c e . 

F l e x i b i l i t y i n funding and l i f t i n g of r e g u l a t i o n s can help t o 

meet those f i r s t two goals, >or p r i n c i p l e s of the Portland 

conference i n 1983/but the work during those 12 years, we have 

learned as a n a t i o n t h a t i n t r u t h we have t o move t o the second 

h a l f of the statement one of Governor Dean's Children's Campaign 

i f we are serious about a l a s t i n g , meaningful change i n the way 

we meet Goal One concerning readiness: The campaigns's f i r s t 

statement i s : Increase the capacity of COMMUNITIES t o meet the 

needs of young c h i l d r e n and t h e i r f a m i l i e s by encouraging 

FAMILIES t o be involved i n decision-making, i n t e g r a t i n g services, 

and e x p l o r i n g new governance models. The key words here are not 

r e g u l a t i o n s or block grants, the key words are COMMUNITIES, 

FAMILIES, which brings t o mind a saying of Hellen K e l l e r : The 

fwoMg)i^ moved along, not only by the mighty shoves of i t s heroes, 

"iSut also by the aggregate of the t i n y pushes of each honest 

worker. Tiny pushes by informed parents, community members, 

energized teachers. 

That i s why the President was so pleased when Governors Bayh and 

Caperton approached us about meeting w i t h i n d i v i d u a l s from t h e i r 

s t a t e s t o t a l k about a par t n e r s h i p between the f e d e r a l government 

and t h e i r s t a t e s t o allow grass roots planning f o r services t o 

c h i l d r e n and t h e i r f a m i l i e s . But I must t e l l you, those l e t t e r s 

r equesting the meeting were q u i t e f o r e i g n t o the f e d e r a l 

bureaucracy... no waivers requested, no funding. . . j u s t a meeting 



and some cooperation from us i n DC and numerous departments and 

r e g i o n a l o f f i c e s as those states sought t o coordinate over 100 

f e d e r a l programs. 

We held the meeting and g r a d u a l l y the f e d e r a l bureaucracies 

warmed up t o the idea t h a t i t doesn't take an RFP from Washington 

t o improve services or i n i t i a t e i nnovation. We also are 

d e l i g h t e d t o be working w i t h Oregon i n the Benchmarks program, we 

look forward t o s i m i l a r partnerships w i t h others of you. 

W i l l be able t o make these changes as q u i c k l y as you want, as the 

President wants?... probably not i n every case. We WON'T always 

succeed, and we won't always be able t o do everything t h a t you--

and we would want. 

But I can promise you t h i s : We w i l l never r e l e n t i n our e f f o r t 

t o give every c h i l d a chance t o develop FULLY. 

Throughout the years of my grandmother's l i f e on e a r t h when she 

served as a powerful mentor t o me, she t a l k e d t o me f r e q u e n t l y of 

the m i r r o r t e s t . I had t o face d a i l y as I looked i n t o the 

m i r r o r . . . when I became a parent t h a t m i r r o r t e s t changed a b i t 

i n s t r u c t u r e f o r the toughest m i r r o r t e s t f o r me and I daresay 

you i s t o look i n t o the eyes of c h i l d r e n as they r e f l e c t back 

upon you... d a i l y I have t o be able t o look i n t o those eyes of 

c h i l d r e n I see i n f r o n t of the White House or i n programs I v i s i t 

i n your s t a t e s and meet the quiz saying: we are s e i z i n g the 



moment, we are doing our best. Above a l l , t o my own c h i l d , I 

have t o be able t o say we are working hard t o make t h a t magic 

glue i n every c h i l d ' s s k i n a r e a l i t y . 



CHILD CARE 

HR - 28 

The governors are recommending that the Child Care 
Development Block Grant (CCDBG), which distributes funds to 
states to provide child care services for low-income families, as 
well as support a c t i v i t i e s to improve the overall quality and 
supply of child care in the state, be reauthorized with the 
following modifications: 

Create a seamless chi ld care system. Incorporate a l l of the 
federal child-care programs and establish the CCDBG as the 
foundation for a seamless system. This system - operated by 
the states - would consolidate programs such as Ti t l e IV-A, 
Tit l e XX, and programs for "at-risk" children with the CCDBG 
to form a single system. 

Increase state f l e x i b i l i t y . States w i l l be given the 
f l e x i b i l i t y to pay providers less than the local market rate 
when qualified care i s available and / or when the local 
market rate has a r t i f i c i a l l y inflated child-care prices. 
States would also be given f l e x i b i l i t y in setting different 
limits for categories of child-care. 

Improve program administration. In order to reduce 
administrative costs, the federal government would enhance 
funding to automate child-care tracking and payment systems. 

Use state standard. The states would be required to comply 
with health and safety standards as prescribed under state 
law, not federal law. 
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GOVERNOR GET-A-JOB 

When he sounded the battle cry on welfare,Wisconsin s 
voters listened, and so, apparently, did Newt Gingrich. 

lorman Atkins 

-wo YEARS AND YOU'RE OUT. THE 
r words Stand poised at the top of 

Gov; Tommy Thompson's trachea 
and march forth like a battle cry in 
his;\rar on welfare. As career crimi­
nals are supposed to cower under 
the threat of "Three strikes and 
you're out!" so "recidivist" welfare 
mothers are meant to hear Thomp­

son's slogan and: shake a leg. The phrase is the core of the 
Republican Governor'ŝ  "Work Not'Welfare" experiment, 
which as of Jan. 1 put a 24-month limit, on cash benefits 
through Aid to Families With Dependent Children. 

Nobody has a clue to;how many families .will beat the 
clock or what will.happen if they don't, but Wisconsinites 
appear., downright ecstatic about Thompson's two-county 
test riin, small,scale though:it is. Three-quarters of those 
polled support it, ̂  and; last November a whopping 67 
percent of the voters swept him into, a third.term. His 
eight-year war on welfare has given the G.OJ?; a viable 
organizing principle in the post-Commuiiist; world; now 
Newt Gingrich' arid his counterrevolutionary forces have 
finally caught up with Tommy Thompson;"Tommy's a 
real hoss;" says'Haley> Barbour, chairman of the Republi­
can National Corhmittee. "He's the leader of the country 
and the Republican pathfinder on welfare reform." 

Thompson used: to complain about going "to Wash­
ington on bended kiiee to kiss somebody's pinkie ring" to 
get dispensation for his unorthodox welfare experiments. 
Ndw-with th"e:G.O;P: in control of Congress, he exults in 
arriving there with "live ammunition, shootih' at real 
targets." Republican Congressmen seek his input and 

NormanAtkins writes for Family Life and other magazines. 

blessing on their proposals. But in their frenzy to see 
who can cut benefits faster, Thompson sounds down­
right moderate in comparison. .He cautions that welfare 
reform will create no savings in the short run; they 
shudder when he argues that reform may cost even more, 
up front, to pay for services like day care and job trairung. 
With his new status and his forum as the next chairman 
of the National Governors' Association, he's busy pro­
moting no-strings-attached block grants to the states. 
His share would presumably go toward expansion of 
"two years and you're out" statewide. 

Welcome to the wacky world of Wisconsin politics. 
At the start of.the 20th century, Robert La Follette built 
the Progressive movement,, trying to bust rapacious 
capitalist monopolies. Mid-century, Joe McCarthy creat­
ed a witch hunt to root out secret Communists. Now, at 
the end of the century, Thompson has upended the 
state's political culture by targeting welfare moms. State 
Democrats played into his hands in late 1993 by calling 
for the termination, of the welfare program in Wisconsin 
by;1999. Many believe it was a political stunt designed to 
embarrass the Governor by forcing him to veto the. end 
of welfare. But Thompson says he. looked at that bill on 
his desk as a "gift, the greatest opportunity in the world." 
He signed away. "It's time to cut the umbilical cord." 

THOMPSON IS AN UNPOLISHED ORATOR, THE LETTER 
G asleep, at the end of his gerunds; He doesn't deliver 
speeches so much as conduct pep rallies, grabbing credit 
for all good news occurring during his tenure: welfare rolls 
dropped 19 percent in Wisconsin while climbmg 32 
percent nationally; the state has seen a net increase of 
382,000 jobs, and the University of Wisconsin won the 
Rose Bowl last year, as he guaranteed. His foes believe 
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that Thompsori has. beiiefited .from a: 
streak , of -Fonrest, Gun;ip--Iike>-1^̂  
Wisconsm," xras recovering from a 
.wrenchmgTecessiprî  before,;h^ elec­
tion; rapid; j6b;!gro^h'̂ ^^ rê  
sponsiblefor thewelfaire^ and 
Barry Alvarez- is. a; mighty.ifine foot­
ball coach; Butfiii his ̂ ^̂̂  years, 

; the Governor/pro jobs, 
fewer :.welfare Tccipieiits:̂ ^̂ ^̂  a Super 
Bowl victory for . the Green Bay 
Packers. 

. Tommy GiTTipmpspn, incorrigible 
-.optimist, was jbom iii';̂ ^̂ ^̂  
poky niidpoirit fbrjtirains roaring from 
Gbcagoi' tb theii ^ Cities. His 
;mother's kiri' im here - during 
Ireland's potatbrfamine to avail them­
selves; of bne'jof; the most generous 
publiCTassistanc'e programs in United 

• States'historyi'the; Homestead Act of 
1862,:which gave settlers 160 acres of 
land for a song. Thompson still owns 

;;a'piece of ; ,the property, though he 
seems" eager ib sell. ("Wanna buy a 
farm?" he asks.) His mother's father, 
a ,iLa. Follette socialist, oirganized a 
farmers' union. Al-

: though Thompson was" • •' ' ' ' ' 
• raised.a Catholic under 

his.-mother's wing and 
;'imsists,vthat his grand­

father's compassion 
for :,the downtrodden 
courses through his 
'veins, his values: were 
. .'largely inculcated'by his , 
-father, an exacting taskmaster of 
"'English and German stock. When, at 
; ' the tender age of 4, Tomriiy asked'for 

a tricycle, his father introduced him 
te a concept that would become the; 
quiddity of his. welfare; philosophy: 

1 no more something for nothing. The 
elder Thompson, a grocer, handed 

• Tommy a piece of sandpaper and set 
hun to work at 25 cents an hour 

r scrapmg chicken droppings off .the 
leggs that poor farmers had-swapjied 
for food. " I had to pay foi: everything 
myself," Thompson recalls. "But he 
always gave me the opportunity to 

i work for what I needed." 
In the 60's, earning undergraduate 

,1 and law degrees at the University of 
:Wisconsm in Madison, Thompson re­
belled'against campus liberalism and 
soaked up Barry Goldwater's "Con-

• science of a Conservative." He started 
- out,-shy,., but " I pushed myself to be 
• outgomg like my father because I 
realized: that bein' bashful was a defi­
cit;"; He emerged as a gregarious bar-

/ tender and hearty partier. His conver­
sion to extroversion culminated, re-
;calls 'his former roommate, Richard 
:Wnght, 'm approaching total strangers 

• w i t h j ^ "I'm 
Tommy, Thpmpsonj" he -̂say, ;"and I 
appredate your;Vote -and' suppbrtl" 
Sayŝ iWfright:; 'Tt' to 
meetiSpeopleî ^̂  
ruiiiiing forfahythiiigî !̂ ^̂  

Thompson's mitts:arei^ 
and'ithey ŝ irap Vafpun̂ ^̂  
and* necfe|and^:Bac^ first 
met " the" . GoVembfi.̂  K̂^ his; 
palmis'̂ intp';my, shbulde'rs and practir 
caUy j;liftedi;,mei.f .Miinsterr. 
like, intPithe\air)̂ ;̂'ffî ^^ 
put his Hand̂ sHak̂  
bought, •a';'59*cele0r.:g^̂  ,for 

restoration: after .decadeis>of,M 
• when his .'more'. liberal';.predec 

igrioired pleas for help. Ii i a speech to 
a crowd,thit include ''490-

,::lytes, lliom^^ 
Frank.Lloyd never reaUytturiied hirn: 
on. (Later, as we?i-e leaving; he, notes;, 
that Wright was "socialistic",,and" 
"didn't pay his bills:") Sothbw:did|;a'. 
prprbusiness Governor whbse Artis­
tic taste tends toward-SchwarzenegT 
ger , flicks, ibecoine ::thej savior_̂  of ;ra '. 
nbtbribuisly ; left-wing architect's, 
work? .. Thompson-.. says, he % had:, an 
.epiphany aboiit Wright's worth diirf' • 

foreyer lainentihg a mignitioh of 
welfare fainilies^ "Twenty '̂eigKt per­
cent- of the, newest people- on^welf are 
in Milwaukee • .Gburiity,': ̂^̂̂^̂̂^ 
krib'Wii.'addressriiŝ '̂̂  G 
•still 45' percent • Hi'gher.'thaii-'Illiri 
- TT: fpnian :$8;bus ;ucket, .ypu.-c'anigef; 
• $200: mote coming 
. ̂ tast;Julyi; h^ iitbbd;oh thel bi^ 

warn would-be welfare migrants that 
they will,; continue to receive; the 
A.F:D.C. ;leyerrdf̂ ^̂ ^ 
fbrsix;mbnths:;aftb^ • 

vŴ  
;thfeir;e]̂ eM^ 

$100, drbye',db\imveye^^ ingia trade niissiOT 
his legislatiyetistnctS;^ 
80 percent';'bf|.ithei.,,:hqm'e:s"̂  ' the Japanese;p̂  expe,ctJii)epple"t(̂ ^̂  
himself (eliectedH.tp ^ the': Assembly, 
where he woiild stay foKt^ 

Thompson missed̂  
in his first sessioii;,,dbirig ;NStî ^^ 
Guard duty db̂ wm-ein Texas.- In: 1968, 
he married;Sye^Ah :' 
er who hadv tbme!vito;5Ma^ 
lobby for higher- salaries;',' 'have.. 
three children; ;Still;a teacher, she is-

meritioriedC., that 
Wright;,:was', .a;;,natiye ' sbn, .and ;his 
, audience.̂ pplauded;; ,'vTheri," 
says Thbrnpsbhy^ " I - knew. I ..had" 
sbmethingil cbiild'sell." The -liberal 
chairxnaii „ of:; thevpresen^atibh'!: co . 

t mittee whisperisHb ;;.the ''Gbyeriibr, 
"It's. like, Nixon going to China." 
Tommy gets a luck out bf :the liiie. 

It' sL the, pldr'peririam 
biyi^urbpeian'heritage! 

In 1969, hundreds p£ welfare m stormed the Asserribly 
chamber and ejiefetedf Thompson from hî  \ears later, 

as Governor, Thornpsoh would try to shoo them out of theirs. 

on medical leave for. breast-caiicer 
surgery; They continue to;afgue over 
the teachers' union. Thompson's: 
deep antipathy for it was fbrged iii his 
early Assembly days, when he fell in 

, with a caHre of tightwads .whose rnis-
siori wasKtb prevent the- grb^h ;of 
government on the taxpayers.' dime. 
At a time'when Madison was a;seed-
bed of radibaliisiri, recalls :Thbrripson; 
''We hadjaithumb-in-the'jdike^^ 
ophyi" 'The dikie iburk, in: September; 
1969, when hundreds ; bf welfare 
mothers marched to the; 'capital ' be- • 
hind a radical CathoUc pnMt riiamed 
James Groppi to press, foi: mbre aid. 
They stormed the Asserribly icham-' 
ber, raised the red flags, arid: ejeaed 
Thompson and the other-.legislators, 
from their seats. Years later, 'Gbverr 
nor Thompson wouldrlead the charge 
to shoo the mothers biit of theirsi 

arid minutes later tells , a local ,TV , 
rep6rter,"I'm like Nixori going, to 

.••eiiinar ' , ' .', \ ' ' ^ •: •: 
In 1986, during, his first giiberna-̂ ^ 

torial campaign, liberals- likened 
Thompson'to the shadier side, of 

„Ti-icky yDick. ^"They tried toj paint' 
. him; ;as ;:;this, .Nixoriian ^character, 
darkly: cbmplectedv;and- uritrus'twor.-̂ . 
thy,''.;John Maclyer,. his , cainpaign, 
chainnan,,, •recalls Fpr..,Thbmpspn's 
pirbpen'sity, .as ..ininbrity,;; lê ^̂  to 
scream abbut virtudly every biU thê  
•Democrats prpposedi they.'.fagged; 

'the;; 
More''t:han: 

half ; the ̂  state claiiris: Germarifances-
try:"Tlie..ihajority;leader -of .the. As­
serribly, Scott Jensen,;,, who' ran 
Thompsbri's; caiipaigh4 in 19̂ ^ re-
caUs polling ufid^cide'dybt'er̂ ^ 
ly.. Keagaii' "Dembcrats; ;in ^Milwau­
kee's Germanic, "blUeTcbllar - neigh-

:bbrhbbds: ;>?^ 
that went off the^Rich-
ter scale" 7-̂ 'in Thomp­
son's favor was wel­
fare reform;" 

Ed Garvey, a Madi­
son-based attomey and 
labor consultant and a 
failed Democratic sena­
torial candidate, be­

lieves that the Governor's rhetoric 
and . welfare.. reforms appeal to ,,the 
electorate's basest instincts:; "When 
it comes to welfare,, Tpnimy has 
beeri; a very successful deniagbgue, 
playing on racial fear, and tension." 
State Senator Gwendolynne Moore,, 
a Pe;mbcl^t who repres erit s a pobr 
distri'cti; ih Milwaukee,.;says: '̂Tom­
my Thbiiipsoh has done a very good 
job of; creating â  class ;war here 
between' ;; wbrking. poor- and-
.W;FiI5.C. recipients." > 

But ;Oyei-;;the;'yairs;' Tliprripsori .has 

ON A BRIGHT MOW^,G'IN;SPR^ 
Green, where -Fj^k Llbyd!; Wright 
built Taliesen, TTipmpispn̂  jauntily 
scissors a ribbon 'bri ,the; visitor's 
center, another' of', the- architect's, 
landmark buildings!̂  The Gbve'rhor 
came up with.a financing, plan for its 

hiim '"Dr.Jl̂ ^ 
" .eiy, Dr;; No; wbii by /bliaming, the nient of: the, p^ in; 1986i: he 

' " ' • ' ' wbn.lO.percent bfthe African-Ain^^ 
can yote; in 1990, 20 percent; and in 
1994, by :his; cbunti. iribre: than 40 
percent; bfi that vote; Jbhn Gai-d, the 

expert in the 
argiies that 

;TTi'bmpsGh;broke,;tm 
cairie',. ;•, ,rhetbrical':!w ,̂̂ ^̂ ^ '1987' w t̂hy^Eeam-

Democratic . iricurribeht, Anthony 
Earlj for the.recessioh and for' turn-
ing.Wiscbnsih'into.avwelfare magnet. 
"In one of the debates, T'bny -Earl 
used;,' a' classic "line:. Tommy ' Republicans' ,welfare 
Thompson .wants ̂ to'reform welfare , State' . Assembly,;.' 

.;; arid imakej-Wiscpri;^^^ 
. pii''';;; recalls'. ̂ -Th'ompspriv' • "lii cim 
;;back' iiiiriiedlately:-V'With ; ybii.; in . !fai-e," wliich'udbckedvxyelfare''ben 
charge, we're iatfractin'aUfthep^^ 
frbrii'Mississippi;u^^ ants. Though.';evaliiatibns;,shbw no 

Orice elected;; ilibriipsbri slasĤ  clear; evidence .bf-success; or cost-
welfare benefits 6 percent; they've effectiveness, Thompsbn has hailed 
been frozen ever since. Even so, he's: Leamfare as a triumph and expanded 

24 

PHOTOCOPY 
PRESERVATION 



the program statewide. "Learnfare was 
such a no-brainer in most people's 
eyes," says Gard. "How can ybu be 
against forcing kids to gb to schbol? 
Tommy used the phrase 'tough love' 
and it sold. Two years after the Gov­
emor first took bffice, 'a lot of Demo­
crats who fought it lost. So others 
became fearful of standing in-the way 
of more welfare iiiitiatives." 

The initiatives kept coming in the 
form of small experiments, none of, 
which have yet to yield coriclusive 

fii';^ults. Children First tells noncustor 
dial fathers: support your kid br;go to 
jail. Bridefare, begun last July, encour­
ages teen-age parents to marry by 
offering a hike in benefits. Now 
"Thompson is tiyirig to sell a -
Farriily Cap, to end additional 
payments for each'khild a 
woman bears. "Doesf-The Mil­
waukee Journal give you extra 
money when you have extra 
children?" he asks a reporter.,; 
" I don't know anybody that-v 
does." ' 

• '."TWO YEARS AND 'YbU"REt'; 
but!" Thompson's biggest lit- ;; 

' .tle iexperiment yet, began two . ''| 
weeks ago in Fbrid du.Lac;and 
Pierce Coimties. Edward 

; Schilling, Fond du Lac's direc-
. tor of . social services, says the 

word is going out: 'Trom the 
moment you receive lybu'r first 
welfare check, the clock is 
ticking." Move to another 
xouhty and "the clock goes 

; with you." Each time I press 
.ItHe Gbvembr on how many 
welfare moms won't find a .job 
before time mns out, he says, 
" I expect to hit 1,000 percent." 

Is he fantasizing? Perhaps 
not entirely. The two cpunries select-

; ed are almost exclusively white, have 
veiy low imemployment rates and a 
•coinbined A.F.D.C. caseload of 
roughly 900,:many bf whom are not 
risks? ior long-tenn dependency. 
.What's riiore, ' the - GbVembr h ^ 
jacked up' portions bf' the-welfare 
budgets to pay. for more counseling, 
job'traiiiing,< child care and transpor-

/ tatiqn.;New applicants enter the pro­
gram'' immediately; ;,'bthers will/be 
phased myby June.30.v .:;,-(.. ; 

And Thompson: is:already pressur-
iiig his pals in private industry; to hire ; 
welfare recipients so nbboctŷ -hits the. 

; cliff;;-Welfare ̂ mothers vwill-̂ have -to • 
' start;: woriciiig off; their AJJ^iC 

benefits in approved job-readiness ac­
tivities immediately, but the prc^ram 
converts their food stamps into cash 

and guarantees them child care. "You 
know the result that is wanted," says 
the Assembly speaker, David Prosser 
Jr. "They will move heaven and earth 
to get those people jobs/' 

But even Thompson's closest allies 
don't re£illy expect everyone to beat 
the clock. John Gard,!the state repre­
sentative Whbsponsored Work-Not-
Welfare ih the Asseihbly, conserva­
tively estimates that three-quarters 
•woll be working after two years. The 
secretary' of administration, James 
IClauser, Thompson's brilliant alter 
ego,: says, simply, -'Tou will have 
some klinkers." ; • 

Thompson himself finally admits 
it.̂  "Maybe you're right, maybe we 

food and shelter, but the end result 
could be that if the parent still refuses 
to take care of the child, we'll look 
after the child. The children will be 
taken care of. There won't be any 
children starving on the streets." 

Successful or not in these small 
counties. Democrats contend, the ex­
periment covers only 1 percent of the 
state's welfare population. None are 
in Milwaukee, where nearly half the 
A.F.D.C. recipients live, where jobs 
are scarce and public transportation 
weak. When Democrats blew up Wis­
consb's welfare system with their 
1993 legislative gambit, they had con­
trol of the State Assembly and hoped 
for guaranteed community service 

Thompson wa* swept.back into the Governor's chair with a whopping 67 percent of the vote, 

wbn't place all of them," he says. "If, 
iri-facti.we can't,;<here has to be some 
wayito'subsidiie/qiiployers for that 
pei;spn;tb1wbrk;̂ ^ private sector." 

'Hb:vir'lbrig will-the subsidy last? 
'̂ e'll'̂ haVe-toijisee," he says. 
You'll' iinprbvise as you go? 

• 'Tes." • ' • , • : • • 
And if recipients don't show up 

;for work?': . 
"They don't get paid." ; . 

' What happens-to their kids? 
: "The kids.will contiriue;to get theii: 

welfare and,ibbdistamps.',' 
.; ; HpWtcan a 4-yeju;--old cash^welfare 
checks and go'grocery shopping? 

.' "We iriay'have tb set.up»guardians 
fbr'them." 

So the parents will lose their kids? 
"Not necessarily," he says. 'Tou 

can allow the guardian to pay for the. 

jobs as the new safety net. Now that 
Republicans have won back the As­
sembly, it looks as if some version of 
'Two years and you're out!" will go 
statewide by 1997. 

The outcome of Tommy Thomp­
son's welfare reforms will not be 
clear for some time, but Michael 
Wiseman, associate direaor of the La 
Follette Institute at the University of 
Wisconsin, says he's making huge 
political hay in the meantime. "The 
Governor's genius is in dramatically 
building- a-large number of welfare 
refprms and postponing the conse­
quences. If you look closely, you 
discover that many so-called reforms 
either haven't been implemented, are 
very small or the evaluations are post­
poned for a very long period of 

time. 

Wisconsin's constitution assigns 
the Governor broad veto power, but 
in Thompson's hands it has become a 
kind of;;yet'b ;yeg^b-matic — slicing 
and dicing paragî phs, words and 
numbers to find new and sometimes 
contrary meanings for what the 
Legislature intended. In his first 
term, Thompson, even employed 
what the local media diibb'ed ''the 
Vanna White veto,'' striking:individ-
ual letters , to fbrm entirely new 
words, until a coiistitutibnal amend­
ment reiihedhifri in a.bit. Still, in eight 
years, Tliompsori'has executed nearly 
:1̂ 500̂ Vveibes: tp '̂ lash; about $800 
iriilhbri; iii' propipsed spending. 
I , "The Gpyernbr talks , about the veto 

;:as a' sign .'of, -mihliriess envied 
_/V;;By;('hisiyfrie Bush. 
; '}''He;4bvedkth^^ faa that I had 
. '• the' ippwer ̂  to Mise it," says 

Thbmipsori. ; ' ' I " tried to con-
:yiriceiBoyderi Gray to issue an 
ppinipii ;that Presidient Bush 
could' iusie the lineritem veto." 

',.Bnt',the WW 
.iraised .;obvious ;.G^ 
'pBjembris. QbjectibiK ;don't 
BptherTpmmy: ' i f I \ras pres-
iderit; . I ' wbuld; us|ê  the vline-
it&iveto :right now. L would 

;, rifK^^ court stop me from 
'.rusirig -it."'';'.:; • • • ••;• • 
/ ' :,,) Does Tpriimy .Thompson 
: -mean' to bi;;;the riiah with the 
.vultimate veto?' He recently 
told me he;;sbbri would "look" 
at maldngi a. Presidential bid, 
while jflugged-iiit G.O.P. 
strat^iistJ yiri.: Weber says he 
imderstahds i. the. Govemor is 
already iirumiihg/ ' ^ i i t it's go­
ing to be tough for hirii to get 
into the Itbpl; rariks, tough to 
raise the money," says Weber. 

" I know that's riot what he wants to 
hear, but he's got strong potential to 
be a Vice-Presidential rioniiriee." 

Meanwhile, Thoihpisbh sbunds 
positively eager to coiiipete with his 
fellow Govemors in'iwhat he con­
ceives as a kind of NiFjiL. playbffs of 
welfare systems. "Other; ;states may 
want to try orphanages — let 'em' try 
it," he says. "Then let us see what is 
doin' the best. That's the beauty of 
settin' up all these little laboratories 
of democracy across the country^ and 
we can stand back and compete. 
Washington should be sort of the 
referee and say: 'Here are 5iD states. 
You have 50 different solutions to 
moving people off oft welfare. Now 
go to it, and,iri five years we-re:going 
to come back and seie which ones 
make the Super Bowl.'" • 
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Tha Govemors' Catnpaign praaents a fundaniaxital opportunity 

for our nation's progress. What could be more important than a 

decent start in life? All the reet dspende on thie foundation. 

The first few years provide the opportunity for a decent 

etart. Such a beginning greatly increases the odds of lifelong 

learning, the acquis i t ion of constructive skillSi good health, 

and the development of valued human attribiltes Including 

prosocial behavior. In short/ the time from conception through 

the third year has a great bearing on physical, cognicive, 

emotional, and social development--for better or worse. 

I£ there is not a decent start, then opportunities Eire 

diminished for constructive development throughout childhood and 

adolescence, some of this is reversible later at high cost. 

Sotne is not reversible at any cost. 

If a poor start leaves an enduring legacy of impairment, 

then high costs follow. They may show up in various systems: 

health, edueation, justice. We call them by many nanas; 

disease, disability, ignorance, incbtnpetence, hatred, violence. 

By whatever name, these outcomes involve severe economic and 

social penalties for the entire society. 

so this is a high-staXes gatiie we are playing with our 

children and hence with the future of our nation. 

Early childhood ia clearly one of the most crucial periods 

of development. It is characteriied by rapid developtivenr., 

specific environmantal needs, maximal dependence on caretiakers. 

great vulnerability, and long-term consequences of failures in 
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development. i t is a dramatic period, with great changes and 

scriJcing contrasts, First, the nine months of pregnancy--from a 

single cell to a very complex organism. Next, the critical 

transition from living inside the mother's body to the world 

outside. Then, the period of forming the initial hutnan 

attachments that shape so powerfully the possibilities for human 

relationships and social skills--and the infant's beginnings of 

diseoyary. the building blocks of leaming skills. So this 

initial phase has a strong bearing on a child's entire life. The 

risks ot permanent--and largely preventable--datnage are 

formidable. / . 

The years of infancy and toddlerhood have always been 

crucial in human adaptation. They provide the fundamental 

opportunity to leam the basic elements of what we need to know--

about ourselves, about each other, about the world around us, 

about ways to cope and to solve the problems of living. In this 

cotiiplicated quest for adaptation in itiodem circumstances, we 

cannot afford to waste the years of growth and development, let 

alone use them destructively. 

in the past three decades-T-a tnoment of human history'-'-the 

change in regular patcema of contact between American cliildren 

and their adult relatives is remarkable. Not only are thair 

mothers hottie much less, but there is little evidence of increased 

time by fathers at home to compensate. Overall, the time parents 

spend with children has declined by at least one-third in the 

past 30 years Moreover, only about 5 percent of Americsin 
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children see a grandparent regularly, a tnuch lower level than was 

the case iR Mrlior times. Powerful; initiations of the society 

such as business and government have done littl e to facilitate 

family availability for children or to strengthen the coo^etence 

of families in the rapidly changing circumstances of the late 

20th century . Theee problems are compounded by high mobility as 

well as erosion of strong neighborhood ties and other social 

supports as wen as high divorce and separation and never-married 

rates. So we now live in a time of massive family disruption, 

manifested in a variety of ways, and involving considerable 

jeopardy to child development. 

our nation's infants and toddlers and their faroilies are in 

trouble, cott̂ jared with other eatablished deitocratic countries, 

the United States has more casualties and serious risk factors: 

e.g. a higher infant mortality rate, 4 higher proportion of low-

birthweight babiee; a smaller proportion 6f toddlers immunized 

against childhood diseases, and a much higher rate of babies bom 

to adolescent mothers. One in four lives in poverty. One in 

four lives in a single^parent family. One in three victi.ms of 

physical abuse is a baby under the age of one. 

Usually, despite the radical transfotmations of recent 

titnea, responaiiile, caring adults are available within the 

ehild'e itnmediate family; if not, they exist to some extent in 

the extended family. But if these family caregivers cannot 

provide the necessary conditions for healthy development, then 

others must make an explicit effort to connect children vdth 
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persona outside the family who have the right attributes and also 

the durability to do so. That is, as a society we tmist find ways 

to strengthen families in their care-taking functions to the 

extent possible, and to augment fattdlies with faitiily-ecjaivalent 

functions provided by community-based organizations as W€J11 as 

the health and education systems. All this is necessary as a 

practical matter to diminish the profusion of empty shattered 

lives so conducive to rotten outcomes, 

What are the essential requirements for healthy child, 

developtnent, age 0-3, and the principal oppbrtunities for meeting 

these requirements? Can we illuminate a developmental sequence 

of experiences fostering healthy child development and wjiya of 

accon5>lishing this eec[uence under contemporary American 

conditions? In what ways,can families be strengthened (if 

necessary) to meet these developmental requirements? What extra-

familial influences can strongly help to meet them? For 

fulfilling the requirements of healthy child development, what 

motivation, information, skills, and professional eervlces are 

highly beneficial? For each phase of developn\ent, is there a 

strong scientific-profesJional consensus on these questions? 

in r-°r*̂ ''̂ qr SUri^"" Points, we were exceedingly fortunate 

to get the cooperation of a superb group of leaders from 

different sectors of American society: , from the scientific 

community, several relevant professions, busineaai govemmeht and 

media. Never before has such a distinguished group itade such a 

broadly integrative and far-sighted study of this crucial phase 
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Of life. Their report clearly illuminates the quiet crisis and 

solid, practical ways to overcome i t . 

This task force clarified the scientific-professional 

consensus and brought the latest information to bear on our 

youngest children and their families, its view took account of 

all our children, with special attention to children in poverty. 

Its ultittiate recommendations had four main thrusts. 

1. Preparation for responsible parenthood, from education in the 

life sciences during early adolescence to pervasive opportunities 

for substantial parent education {in conjunction with prenatal 

care, primary health care, child care centers, and Head SJtart) , 

2;. Health care ̂. Comprehensive prenatal end primary health care 

with concomitant educational and social services, including 

opportunities for early home visits, 

3. Child care. Por example, cooperative networks and tirairiing 

to strengthen the quality of child care; wider use of th«{ Head 

Start tnodel that combines parental : involvement with diaetise 

prevention and stitmilation of cognitive as well as aoeial skills. 

4. Community mobilization. 

a) Family - child resource centers 

b) Federal, state, local councilss inter-aectoral 

cooperation 

c) Service integration 

d} Business participation 

e) Media participation. 
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: Within the ecientific and professional communities, an 

important consensus has emerged on the conditions that influence 

child development-and how parents and others can cope with the 

changes in a cott«)etent way. Much has become known about ways to 

prevent the damage being done to children. I will briefly sketch 

some of these paths to prevention. 

one vivid example is prenatal care--now weak or absent for 

at least a quarter of pregnant women in the United statee. Yet 

prenatal care has a powerful capacity to prevent lifelong damage, 

including brain datt*ge, that can lead to so many tragic outcomes. 

At its best, prenatal care is a two-generation intervention that 

helps both children and parents, to do so, i t must be 

comprehensive and must include vigorous outreach efforts to bring 

poor young women into prenatal care early. 

The essential con?)onents of prenatal care are mediCEil care, 

education, and social support services. Prenatal education makes 

use of the distinctive motivation of the pregnant mother as well 

as the young father to strengthen their knowledge and skill in 

caring for th^maelvee and their prospective baby. Moreover, the 

educational component of prenatal care can be expanded to include 

a constructive examination of options for the life course--links 

to job training and formal schooling likely to improve prospects 

for the future of the young family. Bspecially in poor 

communitiea, young parente need a dependable person who can 

provide social support for health and education through the 

months of pregnancy and beyond-and this can be organized in a 
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systematic intervention such as B,ffnnurcft Mfffrhftra. These are 

indigenous women who know the community and have relevant 

experiences.in child-rearing. They are provided with a nodicum 

of training and supervision. They give personal support and 

practical guidance for poor young mothers. 

But this is only the beginning-albeit a crucial start, 

Evidence is accutmiiatin^ that interventions not only in the first 

few years but also middle childhood and then in early adolescence 

can Shape a person's lifelong course in healthy, leamincr, 

constructive ways:; 1) Well-baby care with eittphasis on disease 

prevention and health promotion; 2) Home visiting by hu«̂ an 

service professionals, especially in homes with very young 

children; 3) Parent education to strengthen competence SLnd build 

• close parent-child relationships; 4) Social support networks in 

which parents give mutual aid to foster health and education for^ 

their children and themselves; 5) Child care of high quality 

outside the home, especially in day care centers; 6) Preschool 

education in the Head Start mode; and 7J fifihanced precolleglatfl 

education as illuminated by the work of James Comer of Ystle and 

Robert Slavin of Johns Hopkins in the primary grades; anil by 

Carnegie's >T̂.r.-in<> Points report on middle grade school reform. 

8) Constructive activities beyond school hours in community-

based organisations.-as illuminated in Carnegie's report A M̂ PtSX 

.• 9f Time. 

Altogether, such interventions have strong potential to 

prevent damage as reflected in indices of health and education. 
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I like to think that powerful sectors have begun to cbnverge 

on the problems of; children: business, government, clergy, 

media, science and several professions including the military. 

If a broad public consensus emeirges on the facts, ntulti-sectoral 

leadership continues to grow, and constructive policy options are 

fully considered, we could see a real transfoxirvation in the 

health and well-being of all our children. 
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BLOCK GRANTS: 
BACKDOOR BUDGET CUTS 

I. Introduction 

Many federal and state policymakers support consolidating and streamlining the large 
number of federal grant-in-aid programs for states. They argue that recipients and program 
administrators face a confusing and overlapping tangle of programs, services, and rules that 
makes it difficult to improve the quality of public services. 

Some of these policymakers support the elimination of a number of so-called 
"categorical" grant programs. Under categorical programs, states can only use funds from these 
programs for a specifically defined purpose, which is generally limited to a narrow range of 
activities. To enhance state flexibility, policymakers argue, these categorical programs should 
be consolidated into large "block grants," which would provide states with funds for a broad 
range of services. Block grants give states much more discretion over whom to serve and what 
services to provide. 

One of the most sweeping proposals would convert entitlement programs, such as 
AFDC and food stamps targeted to a specific, often needy population, into block grants. A 

_maigr concern ^wh this proposal is that it would eliminate some ofthe "automatic stabilizer^"' 
Jhat mitigate the severity of economic downtumsT ~ " 

When the economy goes into recession, unemployment goes up and more individuals! 
are forced to rely on AFDC and food stamps to support their families. This preserves at least \ 
some of their purchasing power, ensuring that they will continue to purchase food and other 
necessities. I f these programs were no longer entitlements, states would probably have to cap' 
enrollment during a recession due to lack of funds - or rely on state resources alone to respond 
to the added demand for services. In either case, many needy people would likely be denied 
assistance and the drop in purchasing power would reinforce the recessionary effect. 

Supporters of block grants concede this argument, but counter that this would not 
prevent the federal govemment from converting most or all discretionary categorical programs 
into large block grant programs. They argue that this would allow states to meet local 
priorities, test innovative approaches, and free up millions of dollars that now go to program 
admimstration. 

While this sounds appealing, it assumes that administrative cost-savings will actually 
materialize and that Congress will fund block grants at or near the same level that it would 
have funded their constituent programs. 
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This report tests the latter assumption. It compares Congressional appropriations for 
a number of block grants to appropriations for similar categorical programs over the past 
several years.' 

Thej;;esultsofjth^^ clearly demnnstrafg that funding 4Bcr£a&es for block 
j^canjjjpTfarBeHind tho^efor categorical programs that perform similar functions. In 

a climate" ot iiscal austerity, categorical programs have been the clear winners in tenns of their 
ability to hold onto their share ofthe dwindling federal budget pie. The marked difference in 

_Congressional appropriations between block grants and categorical programs also suggests that 
any smte gams frorn_administranve~savings~would be far^utwjjghedjw s;ig7iifi7î riit<t 
federal payments to state_govemments. ' 

II. Findings 

Consolidating categorical programs into block grants to the states is not a new idea. 
Since the early 1980s, a number of programs -- including social services, job training, 
community development, mental health, preventive health, and matemal and child health 
services have been merged into block grants. How have they fared? 

For this report, SEIU compared Congressional appropriations for a set of block grants 
and categorical programs that perform similar functions -- e.g., the Social Services Block Grant 
and categorical social service programs (see tables 2 and 3 for a complete listing). Two time 
periods were chosen, 1985 through 1994 and 1990 through 1994. Eight block grants were 
selected for the analysis of the 1985 to 1994 period, and three additional block grants were 
added for the more recent period of 1990 through 1994. The Methodology section (p. ?) 
describes how each of the block grants and categorical programs were selected. 

Categorical Programs Outperform Block Grants 

In general, categorical programs received much larger increases in funding than 
block grants providing similar services. Table 1 shows that overall, block grant funding 
increased 9 percent in real terms fi-om 1985 to 1994, while the related categorical programs 
increased 20 percent. During the more recent period from 1990 to 1994, an even greater gap 
emerged - funding for the block grants grew only three percent in real terms compared to 28 
percent for related categorical programs. Some other interesting findings include: 

• Between 1990 and 1994, categorical programs outperformed the block grants in 10 out 
of 11 cases. Similarly, between 1985 and 1994, six ofthe eight block grants received 
smaller funding increases than their corresponding categorical programs. 

'Entitlement programs, with the exception of food stamps, were not included in this analysis. The food stamp 
program was included in light of the proposal to consolidate nutrition programs under the Personal Responsibility 
Act. 
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• During both time periods, half of the block grants failed to keep pace with inflation, 
giving states less money to spend in real terms. In some cases the cuts were dramatic. 
Between 1985 and 1994, for example, funding for the Chapter 2 education program 
fell by 46 percent in real terms. JDuring the same period, inflation-adjusted funding for 
JTPA fell by 34 percent, and funding for the CommumtvnSii>ices"BlockJjran^^ 
by 17 percent. Similar cuts occuned between 1990 and 1994.̂  ~~ 

• Most categorical programs performed remarkably well against inflation. Between 1985 
and 1994, for example, funding for categorical preventive health programs surged 584 
percent in inflation-adjusted dollars. The Preventive Health Block Grant, by contrast, 
only received a 23 percent increase. 

• Categorical programs for social services, matemal and child health, substance abuse 
and child care also received substantial increases, while related block grants typically 
fared poorly. 

Block Grants Cost States Billions of Dollars 

How big would states lose over time? To answer this question, we estimated for each 
ofthe two time periods what states would have received in 1994 if the remaining categorical 
programs had been folded into mega-block grants. The results indicate that all states would 
have lost money under this scenario (see tables 4 and 5 and charts 1 and 2). Among the 
findings: 

• If the categorical programs had been converted into mega-block grants in 1985, 
states would have lost nearly $20 billion in federal funding in 1994 alone. 

• Among the biggest losers over this time period would have been Califomia, which 
would have received $1,9 billion less fi-om the federal govemment in 1994 if the 
remaining categorical programs had been melded into one of the eight block grants. 
New York at $1.6 billion, Texas at $1.5 billion, and Florida at $1.1 billion would 
have been the other big losers of 1994 federal dollars. 

• On a percentage basis, most states would have received between 20 and 50 percent 
less in federal funding for these programs if they had been funded at the block 
grant rate. For the 1985 to 1994 time period, Florida would have received the largest 
percentage decline, with its federal grant-in-aid fiinding 49 percent lower in 1994 under 
the block grant scenario. Other big losers include Nevada, with a 47 percent 
reduction, and the District of Columbia with a 45 percent cut. 

Ôver the 10-year period analyzed, only the Mental Health Services and Preventive Health Block Grants 
showed substantial increases in inflation-adjusted funding, increasing 88 percent and 23 percent respectively. 
Similarly, between 1990 and 1994, only the Preventive Health Services and Community Development Block 
Grants showed substantial real gains in funding, increasing 61 percent and 50 percent respectively. 
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• Over the 1990 to 1994 period, Indiana ranks at the top with a 34 percent loss in 1994, 
followed closely by New Hampshire and Oklahoma, both of which would have 
received 33 percent cuts in 1994. 

Two main conclusions emerge from this analysis. First, categorical programs tmiformly 
receive greater funding increases than block grant programs providing related services. Secondr) 

ĵhĉ consoUdâ ^ grants has a significantly .negative iong-̂  
JinPi|pt-on_3tate budgets" that outweighs" any administrative savings that niay be gained ' 

from_consolidatioii. ' -

III. Why Does Funding for Block Grants Fall? 

This study provides strong evidence that federal funding levels inevitably decline when 
federal categorical programs are consolidated into block grants and that the reductions in 
federal support are likely to be permanent. 

Why is this so? In theory. Congress should be willing to fund block grants at the same 
level it funded the old categorical programs. Part of the answer lies in the political 
environments in which all legislatures, federal and state, must operate. 

For̂ staffers, it is easier for members of Congress to cut block grants because such funds 
often have no clearly defined constituency. I t is politically easier to cut the Social Service 
Block Grant than to cut fimds for foster care or for programs to prevent child abuse and 
neglect because it is less clear who suffers when the block grant's fiinds are slashed. 

Block grants are also an easier target because commingling of fimds greafly dilutes their 
political support, leaving state and local officials to fight the funding battle alone.~ Categorical 
programs, by contrast, tend to have the support of a broader coalition of interests who 
imderstand how they benefit from the program. For example, the categorical food and nutrition 
programs (WIC, Commodity Supplemental Food Program, School Breakfast Program, etc.) are 
supported not only by anti-poverty advocates but by powerful agricultural interests as well, 

Looking at which categorical programs received large fimding increases provides some 
additional clues (see tables 2 and 3). For example, it appears that many of the most well 
fimded programs in dollar terms, including Head Start, WIC, and Commtmity Health Centers, 
have proven to be highly cost-effective. At the same time, many of the categorical programs 
that have been unable to demonstrate success have fared poorly. For example, fiinding cuts 
for the Drug Free Schools program may be partly explained by the program's lack of any 
performance measures. 

Because block grants allow states considerable flexibility in program design and 
implementation, it is difficult to establish uniform performance criteria for them. Given the 
growing concem among members of Congress over program performance, it should not be 
surprising that they would feel less comfortable voting to increase funding for an amorphous 
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block grant that combines many programs with an unknown success rate. 

• Many successfiil categorical programs are.those_that address-pressing national challenges 
that often cross state boundaries, luch as crime, public health; the enviroiunent, and the needs? 
of dislocated workers. One of the largest increases received by any federal program oyer the 

„past five years was the 283 percent inflation-adjusted increase in the categorical" prog^raSilhat̂  
funds drug yabuse treatment for convicts. Investments, in the nation's, health, such as 
immunizing children (where state needs and _ state capacity may vary conversely) and 
combatting the spread of irifectious diseases, also fall into this category. 

Finally, programs that set broad new federal directions also tend to experience large 
funding increases. For example, the largest funding increases for job training over the last ten 
years have been for the work program created by the Family Support Act as part of a national 
effort to change the culture of the welfare system towards work and responsibility. 

In short, members of Congress are not inclined to write blank checks on behalf of the 
American taxpayer. They tend to favor programs that meet national reform objectives, that 
preserve a degree of uniformity in implementation, that have proven successfiil, and that can 
deliver tangible benefits to an organized constituency. 

IV. Recommendations 

The ServiceJEmployees Intemational Union supports efforts to deliver better quality 
public services to state residents at a reduced cost. We recognize that Congress has often had 
difficulty eliminating categorical programs that have been shown to be ineffective, duplicative 
or no longer necessary. We also acknowledge that the current myriad of programs with 
different eligibility levels, benefits, and services is not helpful to those persons in need of 
federal assistance. 

However, SEIU believes that the rush to block grants is shortsighted and will prove to 
be an excuse for federal disinvestment in states and localities in addressing critical domestic 
priorities. Rather than quickly jumping on the block grant bandwagon, federal and state 
officials need to think through how to balance the needs for state flexibility with federal reform 
objectives and demands for accountability. Some recommendations on this process include the 
following: 

1. Don't Combine Programs Just to Meet Numerical Goals. 

The General Accounting Office's recently issued list of 163 separate federal job training 
programs is often cited by those who argue for program consolidation. Ironically, the list also 
supports the arguments of those who urge against combining programs merely to meet 
numerical goals. While some programs serve the same populations and could be successfully 
consolidated, others serve discrete populations whose needs are very specific (e.g., the elderly, 
ex-offenders, substance abusers, long-term AFDC recipients). Consolidating training programs 
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for dislocated workers with 30 years of work experience with programs serving teenage 
modiers looking for their first job doesn't make sense. There is substaritial justification for 
having separate programs for special populations to ensure that their needs are effectively 
served^ -

2. Keep Some Categorical Programs Separate. 

A number of categorical programs, such as Head Start, WIC, and the Childhood 
Immunization program, have a proven track record of success and generate significant returns 
for each dollar invested, Folding these programs into "no strings attached" block grants means 
that states could eliminate or severely cut back these programs - despite their proven success. 
The federal government should have some responsibility in ensuring that states maintain their 
commitment to programs that have shown their ability to get the job done. 

3. Consolidate Duplicative Programs but Set Performance Standards. 

There are some cases, however, where it makes sense to consolidate programs. In cases 
where programs serve the same target population or provide similar services, consolidation 
would allow policymakers to cut red tape and allow the workers who provide the services to 
focus on serving the needs of their clients. One of the key goals of consolidation should be 
the development of performance standards that ensure program objectives are being met. To 
be most effective, these standards should focus on outcomes rather lhan merely process 
indicators. 

4. Provide Waiver Authority for Further State Innovation. 

Currently under many programs, there is no ability for states to petition for waivers of 
federal requirements to better accommodate their local conditions. Accordingly, states should 
have the option of applying for federal waivers in order to increase the number of individuals 
served, target special populations, stimulate innovation, or cut red tape. However, the federal 
govemment should move cautiously in approving such waivers to ensure that states provide 
adequate public notice and consultation and protect vulnerable populations. The federal 
government should not allow states to use waivers to evade important labor, civil rights, 
envirormiental standards or the like. 

5. Presence a Federal Role Where It Is Needed. 

While the current political fashion is to allow states to take the lead, there are still cases 
where the sum of 50 state actions is not sufficient to meet the national challenge. First, the 
federal govemment must continue to be able to redistribute funds between states because states 
vary widely in their ability to carry out national objectives. 

Second, the federal government has a responsibility to ensure national uniformity 
between states where it is necessary, or where it is decided that all citizens should have access 
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to a particular program, such as childhood immunization or Head Start, for the national good. 

Finally, the federal government has more flexibility to respond in times of crisis. A 
state hit hard by major layoffs may lack the ftmds to respond rapidly to the needs of newly 
dislocated workers. Providing states with a "public health" block grant, for example, is no 
guarantee that states will be able to divert funds to tuberculosis and AIDS prevention in a 
timely manner. The requirement that states balance their annual budgets makes it all the more 
important that the federal govemment be able to provide new sources of funding to address 
specific problems of national importance. 
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Methodology 

The purpose of the analysis was to compare historical funding levels between block 
grants and their related categorical grants over a five- and ten-year period. A block grant is 
defined as a grant that is "given chiefly to general purpose govemmental units in accordance 
with a statutory formula for use, largely at the recipient's discretion, in a variety of activities 
within abroad functional area." (Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, 1977) 
In contrast, categorical grants can be "used only for a specifically aided program and usually 
are limited to narrowly defined activities." (ACIR) Block grants fiind more activities than 
categorical grants and place fewer conditions or constraints on the recipient's discretion in 
spending the fiinds. 

Fiscal Planning Services, Inc. (FPSi) surveyed every federal program listed in the 1994 
Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance to arrive at the eleven block grants included in the 
analysis. The list of block grants is complete with one exception. The Low-Income Home 
Energy Assistance program contains an energy assistance block grant, but was excluded 
because it had no related categorical grants. In addition, two other block grants, Job Training 
Partnership Act and Emergency Community Services for the Homeless, are included in the 
analysis because they are treated as block grants by the federal agencies administering them. 

FPSi matched categorical grants to each block grant by reviewing the block grant's 
authorizing legislation; the subject, functional and budget classifications used in the Catalog 
of Federal Domestic Assistance; and the federal agency's classification structure. 

For a block grant to be included in the five- or ten-year analysis, at least three 
categorical grants must have been in existence throughout the period analyzed in order to 
provide a meaningfiil comparison. For example, the substance abuse and homeless block 
grants were excluded from the ten-year analysis because, in each case, less than three related 
categorical grants existed in 1985. For a categorical program to be included in the ten-year 
analysis, the program, or its direct antecedent, must have existed and been funded in 1985. 

The same criterion applies to the five-year analysis: to be included, a categorical grant 
must have existed and been funded in 1990. The one exception is the child care block grant, 
as its first year of funding was 1991. Funding levels for this block grant and the related 
categorical grants are for the period 1991 to 1994. The tables note this exception. 

The two sets of tables display two percentage change calculations. The first is 
calculated using nominal dollars, and the second is calculated using dollars adjusted for 
inflation. The dollars are adjusted using the Consumer Price Index for Urban Consumers as 
reported by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. All dollars reported in the tables represent 
obligations, which are the specific commitment of government fimds made by a federal agency 
to all recipients. With the exception of the national summary table, all amounts are in 
thousands of dollars. The national summary table presents the data in millions of dollars. 
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JANUARY 25, 1995 . 

A MEMORANDUM FOR CAROL RASCO 

FROM: GAVNOR MCCOWN ^ ^ ^ f ^ ^ A 

SUBJECT: NGA WINTER MEETING ^ '̂'̂\>C ^ \ 
JANUARY 28, 1995 > V A 

The session you are p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n i s on Sunday, January 
28 from 12:30 to 2:30. I t w i l l focus on the Governor's Campaign 
fo r Children. More s p e c i f i c a l l y , #1 of the National Education 
Goals: "By the year 2000, a l l children w i l l s t a r t school ready 
to learn." At t h i s point, the schedule i s as follows: 

12:30 - 12:45 David Hamburg, President 
Carnegie Corporation of New York ^ 

12:45 - 1:30 Governor Whitman / Governor Hunt \^ 
They w i l l present the work of t h e i r \, ̂  "(̂  
states i n achieving goal one. ^ ,;̂vĉ  ̂  ̂  f>r̂  

1:30 - 2:10 Carol Rasco / Senator Packwood v ,AO^^^ 
What i s the federal government doing? i^^-t^ (Vo'̂  

2:10-2:30 Q and A 

In preparation for this meeting, I have put together the 
following materials: 

I . BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
I I . SUMMARY OF NGA'S INVOLVEMENT IN CHILDHOOD ISSUES 
I I I . THE ROLE OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 
IV. PRINCIPLES OF THE CLINTON / GORE ADMINISTRATION'S 

INITIATIVES TO REINVIGORATE FEDERAL-STATE-LOCAL 
PARTNERSHIPS AND FEDERALISM 

V. SUMMARY OF THE CARNEGIE CORPORATION'S 1994 
REPORT \\ 

I n addition, I'm including: V . 

W > \ 
(1) Status reports from Oregon, Indiana and West .--'̂  

V i r g i n i a ; ^ 1̂'̂' ^ 
(2) Contract with America's Children; ''̂^ *̂  / 
(3) A l e t t e r from Secretary Riley t o the governors; 

and 
(4) "Goals 2000: Four Ways to Fix I t " by Diane 

Ravitch. 
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THE MIDDLE CLASS BILL OF RIGHT: SKILL GRANTS 

As a key component of the Middle Class B i l l of Rights, the 
President proposes t o t o t a l l y r e s t r u c t u r e the e x i s t i n g system of 
employment and t r a i n i n g . Seven key p r i n c i p l e s guide t h i s change: 

1. I n d i v i d u a l Empowerment. I n d i v i d u a l s should be empowered 
w i t h resources so they can choose f o r themselves what s k i l l s they 
need t o boost t h e i r earning power. The President's proposal puts 
buying power d i r e c t l y i n t o i n d i v i d u a l s ' hands, so they can get 
s k i l l s a t the time, a t the place, and i n the way t h a t makes sense 
f o r them: 

o Unemployed and low-income workers can get S k i l l Grants 
worth up t o $2,620 per year, f o r up t o two years, t h a t they 
can use as they choose f o r l e a r n i n g new s k i l l s . 

o Both t u i t i o n tax breaks and S k i l l Grants w i l l be 
supplemented by I n d i v i d u a l Education Accounts. These low-
cost loans w i l l be a v a i l a b l e t o any person, w i t h f l e x i b l e 
repayment options i n c l u d i n g "pay as you can," t o enable 
every American t o i n v e s t i n t h e i r s k i l l s and repay a t the 
pace t h e i r f u t u r e income allows. 

2. Leaner Government. The President's proposal e l i m i n a t e s 
over 50 separate programs, r e p l a c i n g them w i t h an i n t e g r a t e d 
system t h a t minimizes red tape and maximizes i n d i v i d u a l choice. 

3. State F l e x i b i l i t y . Washington doesn't have a l l the 
answers. States should have the f l e x i b i l i t y t o r e f l e c t l o c a l 
c o n d i t i o n s and respect l o c a l p r i o r i t i e s . The President's 
proposal gives states the freedom t o t a i l o r t r a i n i n g programs and 
d e l i v e r y systems as they see f i t , i n c l u d i n g expanding on-the-job 
t r a i n i n g i n cooperation w i t h f i r m s and workers. Most f e d e r a l 
r u l e s d i c t a t i n g a d m i n i s t r a t i v e procedures w i l l be wiped out. 
States w i l l be able t o apply f o r waivers from the few r u l e s t h a t 
remain, and t o plow the savings back i n t o a d d i t i o n a l t r a i n i n g . 

4. Good I n f o r m a t i o n t o Guide Choices. A s k i l l - b u i l d i n g 
system rooted i n i n d i v i d u a l choice requires good data t o i n f o r m 
d e c i s i o n s about what s k i l l s t o get and where t o l e a r n them. 
Reforms woven throughout the i n i t i a t i v e - - a n d centered on the 
networks of One-Stop Career Centers already under c o n s t r u c t i o n by 
the S t a t e s - - w i l l give workers and j o b seekers access t o r e l i a b l e 
i n f o r m a t i o n on jobs, careers, and the success records o f t r a i n i n g 
i n s t i t u t i o n s , so t h a t they can make good choices t o improve t h e i r 
f u t u r e s . 



5. A c c o u n t a b i l i t y . Too o f t e n today, t r a i n i n g p r o v i d e r s 
aren't held accountable f o r r e s u l t s . The President's i n i t i a t i v e 
w i l l address t h i s by emphasizing i n d i v i d u a l choice and 
c o m p e t i t i o n so t h a t i n d i v i d u a l s can p i c k providers who d e l i v e r ; 
by p r o v i d i n g good performance data so people know what t r a i n i n g 
pays o f f ; and by s e t t i n g g u a l i t y standards f o r t r a i n i n g p r o v i d e r s 
t o c u t o f f the frauds and the incompetents. 

6. Private-Sector Partnership. At base, the President's 
proposal i s n ' t about government. I t ' s about jobs, and t h a t means 
the p r i v a t e sector has a c e n t r a l r o l e . Business and l a b o r w i l l 
be f u l l p a r t n e r s i n designing and running t r a i n i n g , job-search, 
and i n f o r m a t i o n services. The most competitive and p r o d u c t i v e 
f i r m s are a l s o leaders i n upgrading the s k i l l s of t h e i r 
workforce; new awards w i l l recognize excellence i n c r e a t i n g 
workplaces t h a t expand o p p o r t u n i t y by c a p i t a l i z i n g on and 
rewarding worker s k i l l s . 

7. Paths from School t o Work. Preparing America's youth f o r 
the w o r l d of work and a career of l e a r n i n g and applying new 
s k i l l s t o more rewarding jobs i s a v i t a l task. This i n i t i a t i v e 
w i l l f o l d f e d e r a l employment and t r a i n i n g programs, i n c l u d i n g 
v o c a t i o n a l education, f o r young people i n t o the school-to-work 
movement already underway i n every s t a t e as designed and 
developed by the s t a t e s , l o c a l communities and the p r i v a t e 
s e c t o r . As w i t h the new p r i v a t e sector p a r t n e r s h i p , good 
i n f o r m a t i o n , a c c o u n t a b i l i t y and s t a t e f l e x i b i l i t y f o r a d u l t s , 
t h i s new approach w i l l provide c l e a r e r paths t o new s k i l l s and 
b e t t e r jobs f o r youth. 

The President's Middle Class B i l l o f Rights can arm every 
American worker w i t h the t o o l s t o l e a r n new s k i l l s , f i n d good 
jobs and earn higher wages a t more rewarding work. Like the G.I. 
B i l l , the President's proposal w i l l put the o p p o r t u n i t y t o l e a r n 
and apply new s k i l l s d i r e c t l y i n the hands of the people. Now, 
as then, i t w i l l be up t o i n d i v i d u a l Americans t o accept personal 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , t o make the most of t h i s o p p o r t u n i t y t o b u i l d a 
b e t t e r l i f e f o r themselves and t h e i r f a m i l i e s . 

"The Middle Class B i l l of Rights w i l l f u r t h e r our common 
mission as Americans -- t o expand middle class incomes and 
o p p o r t u n i t i e s , t o promote the values of work and f a m i l y , 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y and community. And t o help Americans compete 
and win i n the new American economy." 

President C l i n t o n , Radio Address, December 18, 1994 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

W A S H I N G T O N 

January 19, 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR: Patricia McNeil 

John Weintraub 

cc: Bill Galston 

FROM: Mickey Levitan 

SUBJECT: Perkins Follow-up 

The meeting yesterday was helpful in closing the loop. By way of summary, I took away the 
following points: 

The overall strategy is to promote a bill that is fully supportive of and integrated with the other 
pieces of the lifelong leaming agenda, incorporates key lessons leamed from previous programs, 
and creates a responsible form of devolution that utilizes mutually determined measures of 
accountability, does not sacrifice equity, and aligns with the new approach to federalism that the 
President is framing in his public messages. 

• In response to the request from Barry White, your team will produce in the next two weeks a 
3-5 page paper which recommends an Administration approach to Perkins. I will be happy to 
review the paper and participate in crafting the piece on capacity building. 

• A critical aspect of the political and substantive debates on Perkins will center around the issue 
of accountability. Assuming that the forces which want a full devolution of federal role and 
resources do not hold sway, the challenge is to devise a workable system for ensuring the 
responsible use of federal resources. Your idea about accountability that is mutually 
determined by the federal govemment and states seems on target. And we seem to agree that 
part of the predetermined agreement must include provisions for what happens to resource 
streams when there is variance between expected outcomes and actual results. 

You suggested the possibility of convening a group of experts to develop a process/mechanism 
for accountability in Perkins under a devolution scenario. The recommendations of this group 
can then serve to guide subsequent discussion and debate. In the absence of such an effort we 
risk, at worst, devolution without accountability or, at best, a system for accountability that is 
hastily created because we did not have the forethought to fully develop a workable option. I 
would be happy to work on this effort and to assist in mobilizing participation. 

• Regarding the confusion over the actual School to Work Project, versus the School to Work 
Umbrella concept, perhaps in public statements we can begin to talk about the STW seed 
program versus the STW system or approach to differentiate. 

Please let me know if I've missed anything important. In the meantime, Trish - 1 hope you get well. 
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THE WHITE H O U S E 

V^^AS H I N G T O N 

January 27, 1995 

A MEMORANDUM TO CAROL RASCO 

FROM: GAYNOR McCOWN 

SUBJECT: NGA MEETING ON SUNDAY 

Attached you w i l l find a brief description of the New Jersey 
GoodStarts Program and the Smart Start i n i t i a t i v e in North 
Carolina. These are the programs Governor Whitman and Governor 
Hunt respectively w i l l talk about. Please note on the revised 
schedule that both governors w i l l be there with constituents who 
wi l l make remarks about their experiences with the programs. I'm 
also including a copy of Dr. Hamburg's remarks. While I don't 
want to inundate you with paper, these documents may be helpful. 

As I indicated to you on e-mail yesterday, Patty Sullivan i s 
going to write some questions which w i l l be given to the 
governors. They are not ready yet but she w i l l get them to me as 
soon as possible. 

A couple of things that have just been confirmed. They are 
expecting your remarks to be 10 - 15 minutes. Congressman Castle 
w i l l go f i r s t and you w i l l follow. You w i l l be sitting down at 
the table with a microphone, not at a podium. After both of you 
are finished, the remainder of the time w i l l be used for 
questions and answers. Governor Dean w i l l moderate the sessions 
and they are going to try and stick with the scheduled time. 
However, Patty did express some concern that the governors may go 
beyond the 15 minutes they have been given. 

Other than the questions, I think that this completes the 
information you w i l l need. I hope the talking points are useful. 
I f there i s anything I can do, please feel free to c a l l me at 
home or page me. I am available tomorrow and would be happy to 
help. Meanwhile, I w i l l get the questions (with two - three 
sentence responses) to you as soon as possible. 



JANUARY 27, 1995 

A MEMORANDUM FOR CAROL RASCO 

FROM: GAYNOR McCOWN 

SUBJECT: NGA WINTER MEETING 
JANUARY 29, 1995 

The session you are p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n i s on Sunday, January 
29 from 12:30 t o 2:30. I t w i l l focus on the Governor's Campaign 
f o r C h i l d r e n . More s p e c i f i c a l l y , #1 of the National Education 
Goals: "By the year 2000, a l l c h i l d r e n w i l l s t a r t school ready 
t o l e a r n . " Following i s a revised schedule: 

12:30 am - 12:45 am Chairman's Welcome to the NGA Winter Meeting 

12:45 am -1:00 pm Foundations: 
Brief presentation by Dr. Hamburg, President, Camegie Corporation of 
New York that will provide an overview of Children's issues based on 
the Starting Points report. In addition. Dr. Hamburg will highlight the 
role of foundations in helping states develop solutions to critical 
problems facing children and their families. Dean will introduce 
Hamburg and moderate session. 

1:15 pm-1:45 pm Focus on the States: 
Presentations and brief discussion of Goal One activities in the states 
lead by NGA Lead Education Govemors Jim Hunt and Christie 
Whitman. Govemor Whitman will begin with a presentation on the 
GoodStarts program in NJ, She has invited Keith McCoy the parent of a 
child who is enrolled in the program and Sarah Hansford, a program 
administrator from East Orange, NJ. Govemor Hunt will follow with a 
presentation on the Smart Start initiative in North Carolina. Hunt has 
invited a physician Dr. Alton Anderson who Is involved in the program 
and a citizen David Flaherty -- who has been active in his county Smart 
Start program -Flaherty was also once Hunt's Republican opponent for 
govemor) to speak about their experiences with the program. Each 
Governor will be held to 15 minutes! Attached to this memo are 
descriptions of the programs. 

1:45 pm - 2:30 pm The Federal Perspective: 
Presentations followed by a question and answer session with 
RepresenUtive Mike Castle (and former Govemor) (R-DE) and Carol 
Rasco regarding improving services to children and their families 
through the consolidation and/or greater coordination of federal 
programs that serve children and families. Dean will moderate the 
session. 
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GOODSTARTS - NEW JERSEY 

Established during the 1992-93 school year, the GoodStarts program in New Jersey is a joint 

undertaking of New Jersey's Departments of Education and Human Services. The program 

offers a comprehensive array of services to support child development and leaming, including 

early childhood education, health and nutritional services, extended-day child care, parent 

education and involvement, and social services. Program goals include the following. 

• To expand opportunities for low-income urban children, three and four years old, to 

participate in effective and comprehensive full-day preschool programs. 

• To foster collaborative planning among local public school systems and community agencies 

to ensure continuity of educational and other child and family services through second grade, 

and to ensure a smooth transition from preschool programs into elementary programs. 

• To encourage the improvement of early childhood programs, prekindergarten through second 

grade. 

Eligible GoodStarts grantees include the thirty designated special needs school districts in the 

state. The program is administered at the local level by the local boards of education in 

collaboration with Head Start agencies, state-subsidized child care providers, and other 

community-based child and family support agencies, including health, social, and employment-

related services. Ten school districts across the state are currently participating in the program. 

GoodStarts is one of several state initiatives for children and families that will be highlighted at 

the NGA Winter Meeting, January 28-31,1995. 

Contact: Linda Komegay-DeCausey, New Jersey Department of Education, 609/984-1918 
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SMART START-NORTH CAROLD^A 

North Carolina's Smart Start initiative is designed to provide quality child care, health care and 

other critical seivices to every child under the age of six in North Carolina. It's a new approach, 

bringing together the public and private sectors and galvanizing communities around their 

children so all North Carolina Children come to school ready to leam and can develop into 

productive workers and citizens. 

Using state govemment as a catalyst. Smart Start brings together families, educators, nonprofits, 

churches, businesses and local government to focus on the needs of young children. The North 

Carolina Partnership for Children, a nonprofit private corporation that includes a broad range of 

North Carolinians sets goals for children and family services across the state. Local public-

private partnerships then create plans tailored to the specific needs of their children and families. 

Smart Start now funds local partnerships in 32 counties, with a goal of steadily expanding into 

all 100 counties. 
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l O i w r 

MICHAEL N. CASTU 

^IZ^ conmus of tte Unttd g>tatt5 ^^HC 
y,«oavT MAMHi fuase of KfpnstnttflDts 

AND n S H U l E S ^ _ J AMi M M NMM. auiiaaf 

ftTOCRAPHY OF Tf.Si PTOy^Tfî TATTW MTCHATT, N. r.ViTLC?! tiMii* <iui.ni 

MichidlN CatfkwMiwomiitoofficeMDeUwarc'IloMiepicaeî  
Hou*eofR«»rweDlitlvMQDJinMiy5,1993. He the ody fanner governor the U.S. 
Houie and tSe ftnt Rcpublifian to wve tt Delawwt'i Coogresiman to tea yeart. He wai re-
elected to CongreM on November 8.1994, with nearly 71 percem of the vote. 

Ill his flrit t«m, Mito Ca«k wu ippoimal to the House M i ^ ^ 
Cai« Task Force, the Houie Kepuhiican Task Force on Welfare 
Bipartisan Budget Cutting "ftA Force. He served as one of acveo regional House Republican 
wWpi for the freshman class of the lOBid Conjnis and was appointed to the Bipartisan 
Comn\isslon on Entitkmert and Tax Reform. 

Castle, 55, ser̂ ei on the Banking and Financial Services Committee, and is the 
Qmnrnm of the Siib̂ ftirtr̂ n̂  tVmMtie and Tntftmatlnnal Monettry Pohcy. He also 
serves on the Ecooocnic and Educational Opportunities Committee, and the Pennaneot Select 
Conunittee on Intelligence. 

Before his two terms in the U.S. House of Bepresentatives, Castle served as governor 
of Delaware from January 1, 1985 to lanuaiy 3, 1993. He was elected to a iccood 
gubftri»lorialteim-by the grwteit margin in the history of the stale-in 19̂ ^̂  Heservedas 
lieutenant govemor from 1981 to 1985 and for ten yean prior was a member of the DcUwarc 
Gcoeial Auembly. 

During Castle's Administration, Delaware eiyoyed a robust economy. While perwnal 
income taxes were cui in three of his fiiit four yetn in office, the combination of steady 
enpbyojenr growth aiui higher per capita income made possible increased state spending 
education, social progisms, transportatiofl, and eovironmeDtal prqjects. Delaware's job 
growth since 1985 ranked u 12th highest in the Nation. Highlights of the Castle 
Aidniinistration include: 

CreatiDn of a plan launched in January 1992 to make health cait seivices avaiiablc to 
all Delaware cWldiea under age 18. Castle alio successfuUy launched programs for 
insurance refonn, physician recruitment and beahh care for needy adults. 

Devebpment of a comprehensive 'Envircnmeotal Ugacy' progiMi to address 
environmeotal issues in the coming decade. Including efforts to preserve Delaware" s 
beaches and a major program of land acquisition which ha* resulted in the protection of 
over 7000 acres of land and the creation of greeaways for public recreaiioa. 
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Biography of U.S. Bep. M9ehftil N. Caitle 
PBge2 

• Pl rntinn nf TTrllWITT ?n(y tv> w«t Shit̂  Plan denned to dramatically improve 
educatkm throttgh a fiioewoA o£ fiuwott r e r t ^ ^ 
National Bdueitioft Goals. 

• Support for teacher sahffy inoeuei which ruUted the average ^ " ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ l ^ 
as 13th highMt to the Nation, fflfher cUssfoom standards were eetablished, teaohar 
salary policy wu revamped to rewd q l̂iy tetcWfl«. P 
underway to iacraie the role of teachen to ouxricuhiB development. 

• Bstabliahmeni of innovidve human ser^ programs recogniied nation .̂ Delaware 
hM i sueewiful welfije refonn propam, 'Fint «ttp," to provide education 
ind training to long-term welfare recipients, and has launched 4 pil« progwm W 
picvideHMOcovW^««»=ili«mgllng48^W^ 
Castle's "Focus on the Ptal Sixty Months" program helped to reduce infant mortality 
rales. 
Castle pUyed a pivotal role to the reform of national welfare policy, setvtog as kad 

Republican goven>or for the Nadonal Govemors' Association (NGA) and working m 988 as a 
Mson beiween the White House and Coogteas to wto passage of a compiehanave w ^ 
reform package. He jflayed a similar roto with NOA on health care refonn, »ivtog as the co-
vice chSmifl for NOA'i nik Force on Rfdtb Care with ihen-govemor aad now-Presldent 
Bill Clinton Mike Castk il a past pitsideot of the Cow»dl of State Oovernments, past 
chiirmiD of the Southern Oovornon' AJJWlatipB (SGA) and former chairman of the 
Reoublican Govemon' Association. Be also sefves on the James Jamieson Foundation Inc.. 
SeKatioaal Constitution Center Advisory Board, and tbe Prison Fellowship U.S.A. 

Caatk wu *w«dBd an Konotaiy Degree Of Ixtttn from Jefferson Medk̂  
Philadelphia Pennsylvania fto his work to improve health care to Delaware, and received the 
American Diabetes Association's C. Everett Koop Award for Health Promotion and 
Awareness to June, 1992. 

He is a gnufciate of Tower BiU School in Wilmington, DE; Hamilton College to 
CUnton, NY; and, Georgetown Uolvershy Law School, Washington, D.C. 

On May 23,1992, Castle married Jane DiSabatino, alao of Delaware. 



JANUARY 27, 1995 

A MEMORANDUM FOR CAROL RASCO 

FROM: GAYNOR McCOWN 

SUBJECT: NGA WINTER MEETING 
JANUARY 29, 1995 

The session you are participating In I s on Sunday, January 
29 from 12:30 to 2:30. I t w i l l focus on the Governor's Campaign 
for Children. More specifically, #1 of the National Education 
Goals: "By the year 2000, a l l children w i l l start school ready 
to learn." Following I s a revised schedule: 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
THE SECUTARY 

January 23, 1995 

Dear Oovenor 

As former OoveriKm, President Clmton and I know firsthand the tremendous eneŝ y ^d 
effon that States and communities ait devoting to improvtog education for our Mtion's 
youngsters. The success of such effons depends on aU of us leddng new ways to improve 
teadung and leaming for aU students. 

We also know that the needs of each State and community differ signilicantly from each 
other. A one-aize-fits*aU approach to improvtog education wiU not work. Govemors have 
always reoognized this, and have therefore msisted that Federal education programs provide 
greater fkxibUity for States and local communities. 

That is why, at the Education Summit in 1989, the Govemors and President Bush agreed to 
leek leglslazion that would . . provide State and local recipienU greater flexibility in the 
use of federal fimds, to retum for firm commitments to improved levels of education and 
skill tnintog.' They also agreed then that *[F]ederal. . . executives need authority to waive 
sututory and r̂ ulatory provisions to retum for greater accountabUity for results.* 

New legislation enacted last year, with strong bipartisan support, deliven on this agreement. 
It aUows the U.S. Department of Education to provide far greater flexibUity for State and 
local UK of education doUan to orda to improve teachtog and leamtog. I am pleased by 
this shift and have been workmg hard to use this authority to its fullest. 

I am writmg you to outline a numba of ways to which your State may use federal program 
resources to best meet your needs. Uiis letter and the attached documents describe the major 
legislative provisians that suppon greater flexibUity, as weU as the Dqnrtment's commitment 
to npponing flcadbUity to bow it carries out its initiatives. 

The Goals 2000: Educate America Act, the Improving America's Schools Act (lASA), and 
the SchooI-to-Work Opportunities Act foster a new partnenhip with States and communities 
to help aU ttudenu team to chaUengtog standards. Broad waiver provisions, schoolwide 
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Page 2 

approaches, chaner schools, and a greater investment in teams of teachers, parents and school 
and community leaders working to find innovative solutions are elements of this new 
partnership. 

Under Goals 2000's Education Flexibility Partnership (Ed-Flex) Program, the Department will 
authorize up to six States to waive, for key federal education programs, the vast majority of 
requirements which impede State and local educaiion improvement efforts. An invitation for 
States to participate in the Ed-Flex program is attached to this letter. 

Our commitment to flexibility extends to how we carry out these initiatives. The Department 
is implementing all new laws with a minimum of regulations and paperwork. For example, 
the application for first-year Goals 2000 funding was only four pages long, no regulations 
will be issued for the Goals 2000 State grant program, and the typical length of time for 
reviewing and funding applications has been less than a month. Likewise, the Office of 
Elementary and Secondary Education is reorganizing its monitoring to sharpen its focus on 
progress toward results defmed by each State, rather than by Washington. An interoffice 
team is reviewing all intemal proposals for regulations on the Improving America's Schools 
Act and choosing altematives to regulation whenever possible. 

I am confident that these flexibility measures will help support your effons to improve 
education for all students in your State. If you or your staff arc interested in exploring how 
to take advantage of these new opportunities, please feel free to contact my Senior Advisor, 
Mike Cohen, at (202) 401-3385. 

Yours sincerely. 

Richard W. Riley 

Attachments 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
WASHINGTON. D.C, 20202-

Promoting Flexibility to Support State and Community 
Education Reform Efforts: An Overview 

A. Waivers from federal statutory and regulatory requirements. 

States, school districts and schools may now request waivers from the vast majority of statutory 
and regulatory requirements in the reauthorized Elementary and Secondary Education Act, and 
certain other federal education programs. The Department is prepared to work with your State 
to remove federal requirements impeding your ability to help all children reach challenging 
academic standards. States or school districts considering requesting waivers may coniact Bill 
Kincaid on the Department's waiver assistance line, on (202) 401-7801 or 1-800-USA-LEARN, 
or they may conuct the relevant program office. 

B. Ed-Flex Demonstration Program: authority for states to grant federal waivers. 

The Goals 2000: Educate America Aci establishes an educational flexibility demonstration 
program (Ed-Flex program) under which the Secretaiy may delegate up to six State educational 
agencies (SEAs) lhe authority to waive certain Federal stamtory or regulatory requirements 
affecting the State, its districts and schools. To be eligible to apply for Ed-Flex status, an SEA 
must have an approved State improvement plan under Goals 2000. In addition, the SEA must 
waive iis own related statutory or regulatory education requirements, while holding LEAs and 
schools affected by the waivers accountable for the performance of their students. 

The Secretary is prepared to review Ed-Flex applications as soon as they are received, and to 
grant Ed-Flex waiver authority to a State whose application demonstrates substantial promise of 
assisting thai State, its communities, and schools in carrying out comprehensive education 
reform. Those States desiring to participate in the program are encouraged to submit their 
applications as soon as possible. Attachment A is an invitation for Stales to participate in Ed-
Flex. For additional information, contact Tom Fagan on (202) 401-0039. 

C. Charter Schools Demonstration Program. 

The development of public charter schools is an important new strategy to promote local 
innovation and results-based accountability in education. Because one of the greatest challenges 
facing charter school developers is gening started, the new Improving America's Schools Act 
(lASA) provides stan-up grants to public chaner schools, in States with chaner school lawS. for 
up to three years. Moreover, the Charter Schools program in the lASA gives the Secretary 
broad authority to waive, for public chaner schools, most federal education laws and regulations. 
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The Administration asked for $15 million to fund this grant program in FY 1995, and Congress 
appropriated $6 million. In addition to these funds. States can use funds under Goals 2000. the 
lASA. and other federal programs to suppon the development and operations of chaner schools 
Attachment B provides a description of how States, and chaner schools, may apply for these 
funds. 

D. Other provisions promoling flexibility in the Improving America's Schools Act. 

The Improving America's Schools Act of 1994 (lASA), which reauthorized the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act (ESEA), promotes new flexibility for comprehensive school reform 
efforts in States, conununities, and schools. New opportunities for flexibility under the IASA 
include the following: 

Schoolwide programs. 

Title I significantly expands the number of schools eligible to become "schoolwide" 
programs. By the 1996 school year, schools with at least 50% low-income children will 
be eligible for schoolwide siaius, increasing the total number of potential schoolwide 
programs from 8,000 to 20,000 schools nationwide. 

Moreover, for the first time, these schools will be able to combine most of their federal 
funds, not solely their Title 1 funds, to support schoolwide reform. In addition, they will 
be free from most federal requirements. In retum, these schools will develop 
comprehensive plans to improve teaching and leaming in their entire school and meet the 
needs of all children served. 

Elimination of many federal requirements for Chapter 1 testing and reporting. 

The IASA eliminates burdensome Title I testing and reporting requirements. No longer 
will the federal govemment require schools to give annual norm-referenced tests to all 
participating smdents in grades 2-12. Nor will the federal govemment require States to 
comply with burdensome annual reporting requirements. Instead, States will use their 
own assessments to evaluate the progress of schools and districts served by Title 1 
programs. Moreover, assessment results will be used to inform parents, teachers, 
principals and others of progress, rather lhan be reported to the federal government. 

Submitting a single (consolidated) plan to receive most federal funds. 

The Improving America's Schools Act allows the Secretary of Education lo accept a 
single State plan for most federal funds supporting elementary and secondary educaftion 
The development of a single plan eliminates the need to develop separate, often 
overlapping, plans for many federal programs. A consolidated plan can reduce program 
fragmentation and improve the use of federal funds to support State and local reform 
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efforts. Under the IASA, Slates may also enable school districts to develop a single plan 
for many federal programs. 

A copy of lhe Federal Register notice, published on January 13. 1994. which outlines 
how States and school districts may take full advantage of this oppormnity. is being 
mailed to you under separate cover. If you are interested in discussing this further, 
please coniact Bill Woolen on (202) 260-1922. 

Consolidation of State and local administrative funds. 

An SEA may consolidate funds available for State administration under Title I, other 
major IASA programs, and Goals 2000. In addition, an SEA may authorize LEAs lo 
consolidate adminislrative funds. 
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ATTACHMENT A 

e Friday 
J January 20. 1995 

Part IV 

Department of 
Education 
Education Flexibility Partnership 
Owmonstration Program; Notice 
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4326 Federal Register / Vol. 60. No. 13 / Fridoy. lonuary 20, 1995 / Notices 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

Educaiion f lailblllty Partn«r»hlp 
Demenatratlon Progrein 

AOINCr: Depwnent ofEducatloo. 
ACTION; NoUce inviting applications 
undar tha Education Flexibility 
Partnenhip DemonstnUon Program. 

BnMANT: The Secrvlaiy invitei 
applicationi from State edueaUonal 

Senciea (SEAa) under the Education 
BXibllity Pannership DamonttraUon 

progran (Ed-Flex program), which ii 
authorized by aection 311(e] of the 
Goals 2000: Educate America Act (Pub. 
L 10:̂ 227) (the Act). To help foster 
comprahensive educaUoo improvement 
in a State, the Secretary will grant up to 
alx SEAs with approved Goals 2000 
State improvement plans the authority 
to waive certain Feoerat tiatutory or 
ivgulatory requirements for the SEA. or 
for any local educational agency (LEA) 
or school within the Sute. SEAs 
desiring to participate in the Ed-Flex 
progrun must submit to tbe Secretary an 
application that mavts the requirements 
of Section 311(e] of tha Act. 
MAOUNC ton TMNSMmAL OF 
APPLICATIONS; Th«r« is no specific 
deadline for transmittal of applications. 
However, because the Secret&ry is 
authorited'to grant Ed-Flex status to 
only a limited number of States. SEAs 
UQ encouraged to submit their Ed-Fl«x 
applications as soon as possible. The 
Secretary will reviaw applicationi as 
they are received in accordance with the 
cziteria set forth in the Act. 
AOORfUIS: Applications should be sent 
10 Richard W. Rjlay. S«3«tary. U.S. 
Department of Education, Education 
Flaxibility Partnership Demonstration 
Progr»m, SCO Independence Avanue. 
S.W.. Room 6300. Washington. D.C 
20202 
POU ruRTHIK tMPOMUTKM COKTACT; 
Thomas w Fagan. U S. Depanment of 
Education, 600 Independance Avenue. 
S.W.. Portals Building. Room 4000, 
Washington. D.C 20202-2110. 
Telephone: (202) 401-0030. 
WPPLmiNTAKV iNFOfMATOI: The Ed-
Flex program is an educational 
flexibility demonstration program under 
which the Secretary may grant up to six 
SEAs the authority to waive cenaln 
Federal statutory or regulatory 
requirements applicable to one or more 
of the following programs or Acts 

(1) Title 1 ofthe Elementary and 
Secondary Educaiion Act of 1965 
(ESEA)—Helping Disadvsntaged 
Children Meoi High Standards 

(2) Title II of (he ESEA—Eisenhower 
Prpfossional Developmem 

(3) Title TV of the ESEA—Safe and 
Drug-Free Schools and Communities. 

(4] Title VI of the ESEA—Innovative 
Education Program Strategies. 

(5) Pan C of Title VII of the ESEA— 
Emergency Immigrant Education. 

(6) the (ju\ D. Parkins Vocational and 
Applied Technology Education Act.' 

n 9 waiver authority Is intended to 
•aalst SEAs and affected LEAs and 
achools In lapiementing State and local 
achool iaprovement plans designed to 
help all children reach challen^g 
academic aiandards. 

To be eligible to apply under the Ed-
Flex progrtm, an SEA must aarve an 
"eligible Sute." SecUoD 3n(e)(3) ofthe 
Act dellnea an "eligible SUU" u one 
that: (1) Has developed a State 
improvement plan under Goals 2000 
that ia approved by the Secretary: and 
(2) waivas Sute sututory or regulatory 
requiremenu relaUng to educaUon. 
while holding LEAs or aehoola within 
the Sute that are affected by the waivers 
accounuble for the perfonnance of their 
studeou. 

Tbe Secretary vol) Mlea for 
participation in the Ed-Flex program 
thive States with a population oT 
3.500.000 or greater, and three States 
with a population of less than 
3.300,000. u determined by the 1990 
decennial census. For the pirrpose of 
this program, section 3(a)(14] ofthe Act 
defines "Stale" to include the SO States, 
the District of Columbia. Pueno Rico, 
Guam. American Samoa, the Virgin 
Islands, the Commonwealth of the 
Northem Marianas Islands, the Republic 
of the Marshall Islands, and the 
Federated Stales of Micronesia. 

AppIicaUoB Requirvments and Cilterie 
/. Whan May on SEA Submit lit Ed-Flex 
Application? 

An SEA serving an "eligible Stale" 
may subroii iu application at any Ume. 
T ê Secretary is prepared to review Ed-
Flex applications as soon as they are 
received and to grant Ed-Flex waiver 
authority to an SEA whose appUcation 
demonstrates a aubstanUal promise of 
asaisUng the SEA and affected LEAs and 
achools io the State in cairylng out 
comprehensive education reform and 
otharwiae meeting the puipoaes of the 
Coals 2000; Educate America Act. An 

' Th« ncsniljr tnacitd Unprovln| A fMr lu ' t 
Schoolt Act of 1B»4 IP.L lev- ISt) eenitlni 
CBnfonninc wnsndnMnii i b i i v a n Inltndcd lo 

iK* pM^ram r«fM«ncM in (h« Cotl i 
U|ltl<tion wiih tht spprDprUw nftrancw In iht 
rMuihorlttd ESEA. Homvt t . in t lechfl lul 
dr i f i in i trrar. n r u l n ptVTitloni e( iht ESCA bill 
w t n raorstnittd t f i t r tht cenleitnlns tmtndmtn i i 
wtr* d/ thtd. wiiheui corT«<pondln| cb in t t i la ih i 
eonlonnini imtndintn i i Tht rtftr*nct> tbovt 
n i t r I t Iht pra(rtmi lui >«hich C«nsrtu Initnded 
H'ti^tn 10 b l tuiheri ird 

SEA that serves an "eligible Siaie" and 
desires to panicipaie in the program is 
encouraged to suWiii its Ed-Flex 
application as soon as possible because 
only six applicants may receive the 
Sectary's delegated waiver authority 

11. What Information Should Be 
Induded in an SEA $ Ed-Flex 
Apphcation? 

To be considered for panicipaiion in 
the Ed-Flex program, an SEA must serve 
an "eligible State ' and submit to the 
Secretary an application demonstisting 
that the State has adopted an 
edueaUonal flexibilily (Ed-Flex) plan 
that meeU the requirements of section 
311(e)(4) of the Act. Specifically, the Ed-
Flex plan must: (1) Describe the process 
the SEA will use to evaluate 
appllcaUons from LEAs or schools 
requesUng waivers of Federal statuiory 
or regulatory requirements for covered 
programs, as wall at S,tate statutor>' or 
regulatory requirements relating to 
education; and (2) describe in detBil the 
State statutory and regulatory 
requirements relatin t̂o education that 
the SEA will waive. An applicsni must 
have the legal authority to grant waivers 
ofthe State requirements ihiBt it 
proposes to waive and agree to grant 
these waivers when it is appropriate lu 
do so 

The Ed-Flex waiver atJihority is 
designed to facilitate a State's systemic 
reform effons by giving the SEA the 
authority to waive cetlain Federal 
requirements that impede the ability of 
the SEA, or any LEA or school within 
the State, from carrying out State or 
local improvement plans developed 
under Title III of Coals 2000. Therefore, 
the Ed-Flax plan should be intaaraitd 
with the State's improvement plan 
under Coals 2000. When developing its 
Ed-Flex plan, an SEA is encouraged to 
consult VkTiih the State panel that 
developed the Slate's Goals 2000 State 
improvement plan. An SEA that obtains 
approval of a pre-existing plan under 
section 306(q] of the Act is encouraged 
to consult with those responsible for 
developing the pre-existing plan. 

/ / / . What Criteria Will Ba Used by the 
Secretory To Evoluote Ed-Fle.y 
Applications? 

In accordance with section 
311(e)l4)(B) ofthe Act. the Secretary 
will approve an Ed-Flex application 
only if ne determines that the 
applicatiuii dciiiuiistrtte» substantial 
promise of assisting the SEA and 
affected LEAs and schools within the 
Stale In carrying out comprehensive 
reform and meeting the purposes of thr 
Act. Section 31 llel(4)(Bl also provides 
that the Secretarv will consider the 
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following criteria in evaluating Ed-Fle.x 
parnership applications: (l) The 
comprehensiveness and ouality of the 
Slate's Ed-Flex plan; (2) the ability of 
the plan to ensure accountability for the 
activities and goals described In the 
plan: (3) the signiflcance of the Slate 
sututory or regulatory requirements 
relating (o edueation that the State will 
waive: and (4) the quality of the SEA s 
process for approving applications for 
waiver* ofthe covered Federal statutory 
or regulatory ivquiremenu and for 
monitoring and evaluating the results of 
the waivers. Aa aated previoualy. to be 
eligible to apply, an SEA must aerve an 
"eligible State"—(hat ia. a State that (1) 
has developed a Sute improvement 

Elan under Coals 2000 that Is approved 
y the Secieury; and (2) waives State 

statutory or regulatory requirements 
relating lo education, while holding 
LEAs or schools within the State that 
axe afTacted by the waivers accountable 
for the performance of their siudents 

In preparing applicationa that address 
these atatutory criteria, SEAs are 
encouraged to examine carefully the 
following questions: 

t Did the SEA oonduci effective 
public hearings or provide other means 
for broad-baaed public Involvement in 
the development ofthe Ed-Flex plan? 
How has the SEA involved LEAs. 
schools, parenta. community groups, 
and advocacy and civil righu groups in 
the development of the plan? Is tbere 
widespread comnitaent within the 
State for the Ed-Flex plan? 

• To what extant would the Ed-Flex 
plan enhance the Stale's abibty to carry 
out its Coals 2000 Sute Improvement 
plan? How would waiver* under the Ed-
Flex plan reduce or ellninata baniers to 
the refonn of taachiog and leaming and 
aaslst all children In raiaching 
challenging academic atandards? Has 
the State demonitnted that it would 
extend te LEAs and aehoola, to the 
greiteii extent poaaible. the flexibility 

Erovlded under the Ed-Ftex progran to 
elp foster local syatomic reform effons'' 
• Whst is the ULelibood that the 

SEA'S proceu for lut ing waivers of 
Fedenl requiremenu to LEAa and 
achools will aaaiei them in reaching 
specilSc, measurable educational goals? 

t What Sute aututory and regulatory 
rai)uij«m«au reUting to eduction 
would be waived, and why? What is the 
relatlonabip hMwaeo the State and 
Federal raquitomanu for which the SEA 
might grant waivera? 

• How would tbe implementation of 
the Ed-Flex plan faciliute bottom-up 
reform in L£Aa and achools? What 
LEAs. aehoola, and etudent populations 
would affected by the Ed-Flex plan? 

If some LEAs or schools woulil nol UJ 
covered by the Ed-Flex plan, why not? 
What role would an LEA have in the 
waiver process if an individual school 
requests a waiver for the SEA? 

• How would the SEA provide LEAs. 
parent otganiutions, advocacy or civil 
rights groups, and other inuiesied 
panies in the Slate with BOtlce and an 
opponunity to comment on proposed 
waivers of Federal requirements? 

• How would the SEA'S processes for 
monitoring LEAs and schools thai have 
been granted waivers under the Ed-Flex 
authority and for evaluating the results 
of these waivers ensure that tbe LEAs 
and schools will be held accountable for 
the performance of all students affected 
by tne waivers? 

t To what extent do the timelines and 
benchmarks for Implementing the Ed-
Flex plan, monitoring LEAa and schools 
that have been granted waivers, and 
evaluating the results of the waivers 
granted provide a reasonable basis for 
measuring the progress ofthe SEA in 
achieving the goala of the Ed-Flax plan^ 

An SEA ia not required to answer 
spccirically each of these questions \n 
lu application. Rather, the questions 
have been provided as guidance to assist 
SEAs in the prepaiatlon of Ed-Flrx 
applications that addreu the statutory 
criteria The Secretary encourages SEAs 
to consider theee issues or any other 
factors that may demonstrate that the 
conditions of aectlon 311(e) of the Act 
have been met. There is not a particular 
application form that must be 
completed for this program 
IV. What Federal Sututory and 
Regulatory RaqviraaaeBU May an Ed-
Flax rariDcrvblp Suie Waiva? 

S«nion 311 (e)(2)(A) of the Act 
provides that an Ed-Flex Partnership 
State may waive certain sUtutory and 
regulatory raquiranenu applicable to 
the following orogwns or Acts; 

(1) Title I of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Art of IM5 
(ESEA>—Helping Disadvantaged 
Children Meet tUgh Standards. 

(2) Title II ofthe ESEA—Elsenhower 
Profeuiooal Development. 

(3) Title IV of tba ESEA—Sefe and 
Drug-Free Schools and CommunUies. 

(4) Title VI ofthe ESEA—Innovative 
Education Promm Strataglee. 

(5) Pan C of Title VU ef the E S E A -
Emergency Immigrant Education 

(6) the Carl D. mfcins Vocational and 

coinpardbility of services. (31 tlvo 
equitable panicipation of students dril 
profesiional staff in private schools; (-11 
parental panicipation and involvjinim. 
and (5) the distribution of funds ;o 
Siaits or to local educational p̂ciu io> 
In addition. Ed-Flex States will not be 
permitted to waive Federal civil rights 
requirements or Federal health and 
safety requirements 

\', U'hor is the Duration of th" £^-A /r » 
W aiver Aulhoniy^ 

The Secretary will approve an SE.̂  ^ -
Ed-Flox waiver authority for up to fî e 
vears The period may be extended if 
the SEA'S authority to grant waivers has 
been effective in enabling the State or 
affected LEAs or schools to carry out 
their reform plans In addition, the 
Secretary may terminate the waiver 
authority al any xime if he determineb. 
after notice and opportunity for hedrinR, 
thai an SEA's performance has been 
inadequate to juifiK the continuation of 
the waiver authority. 

Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 

Thit notice involves information 
collection requirements. As required by 
the Paperwork Reduction Act of i98n 
the Department of Education will 
submit a copy ofthe applicaiion 
requirements and selection criteria to 
the Office of Management and Bu<3t->t 
(OMB) for its re\ lew U - J U . S C 
3504lhl). 

SE.̂ s are eligible to apply for i:̂ v-
waiver authority under this prcgra.ni 
The Department needs and uses the 
informalion in determining which 
Stales will be desianated as Ed-Fl*>> 
Pannership States under this prugiam 
The public reporting burden for ttii> 
collection of Information is estimated in 
average 80 hours per response for 
approximately 50 respondents. 
Including the time for reviewing 
instructions, searcbina existing data 
sources, gathering and maintaining tho 
data needed, aod completing and 
reviewing the collection of infomiation 

Organizations and individuals 
desiring to submit comments on ths 
information collection requiremenii. 
should direct them to ihe'Office ol 
Information and Regulatory Affair* 
OMB. Room 10325. New Executiv c 
Ofnct Building. Washington. D C. 
20503; Attention: Daniel [. Chrnok 

Applied Technology Education Act. 
The Ed-Flex Partnerahip State will not 

be authorixed to waive any Federal 
sututory or regulatory requirement of 
the above-referer programs or Acts 
relaUng to: (i) Maintenance of effon; (2) 

Dated [tnuary 13.109! 
Richard W Riley. 
Seeriiory of Education 
IFR Doc 9S-i«ia Fjl«d 1-19-os. s.-î  
kiLMO coot «eee-oî  
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^TTArHMENT B 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION'S CHARTER SCHOOL DEMONSTRATION 
PROGRAM 

Charter schools represem an important new strategy to promote innovation, parcnul and 
community involvement and choice in public cducalion. The Depanmeni of Educaiion will 
soon publish an announcement in the Federal Register for a grant competition awarding surt-up 
funds, and eligibility for broad waivers, to charter schools. 

The Administration requested $15 million for this program in FY 1995, and $6 million was 
appropriated by Congress. By law. the first competition will be held for Stales in which chaner 
schools laws have been enacted; Sutes receiving grants must pass on at least 95 % of these funds 
to f\ind charter schools. A charter school must apply for funds in partnership with its chartering 
agency, whether that agency is a school district, or public university, or another public agency . 
Charter school developers may include teachers, parents, administrators, non-profit 
organizations, or for-profit firms. 

Moreover, a wide array of federa) funds - including Goals 2000 and Improving America's 
Schools Act (IASA) " may be used by States and communities to suppon charter schools. The 
broad waiver authority in lhe charter schools law enables the Secreury to provide maximum 
flexibility in the use of federal program funds - including Title I of IASA - for charter schools. 
The Depanmeni intends to take full advantage of this waiver authority to help charter schools 
tailor the use of federal program resources to those needs. 

Both the chaner schools application, and guidance on waiver possibilities, will be issued by mid-
Febniary. Meanwhile, those interested in learning more aboul this program should feel free to 
conuct the charter schools program officer. John Fiegel, on (202) 260-2671. 



Goals 2000: Four Ways to Fix It 
Almost J vtar aso. th* I nird rr»...r... j Almost J yur ago. th* 103nJ Coogre&a pawed 

Goals 2000, tb« linchpin of the Clmton education 
strategy. Ita purpose u to spur the development 
ol voluntary state and nationaJ academic stan­
dards, but the complex mechaniara put in pUce 
by tbe Uw ia unlikely to aeate anything bu« 
federal mterierence and another Uver of state 
bureaucracy. 

Congress bas u, decide what to do about ibis 
law. ll ran rc(H!.il n. ignore .1 or fix ii A vole to 
repeal woulil uri.Jcubledly be munlered by ̂ i 

even ,1 M„rci!,lul, rfp<:al would send an 
'Hilorluiiati; n,ei^gc thai if,,, new Congress is 
JUauist academic standards. However it would 
Ixr a niLstakc lo leave (kals 2000 untouched 
because the law has major flaws that w-iU make 
the development of meaningful sUndards nearly 
unpoMible. 

Goals 2000 should be fixed, and it shookj be 
ttimed into tmly bipartisan legialation that has a 
reasonable chance of achieving real academic 
.standards without inappropriate federal med­
dling. 

Republicans should recall that it was President 
Bush who slarted Ihe pr,-,ces,s of establishmg 
national education goals when he convened Ibe 
natxiii's governors al an eilu.at.ou sumniil in 
Charlotleavdie m 1989. The president and the 
governors endorsed su naiional education goals 
for the year 2000. The point of setting goals was 
to locus attention on measurable results (like 
improving student achievement and mcreasuig 
the high schrol gradualion raic ID 90 percent) 
and sunullaneously lo reduce- federal and slate 
irguldtion of ŝ b<>,ils. 

Hnlorlunalely I'rtMls IIOOO reversed that for-
liiula by mmjuiizmg Ihe imponance of results 
(the law strongly discourages student testing, for 
euiiiple) and by imposmg burdensome proce­
dures on states that accept federal funds to 
develop standards. Congress even added two new 
national educati.jo goala (about teacher tiainuig 
and parent involvemem). which served to mdi. 
cate that the goals were to be understood as 
empty rhelofK niber than as measurable out­
come* for educalHxi 

It was the lO.Ird Congress that polindxed and 
distorted th* lepslaboo. not the Clinton admima-
iratioo. Everything that is iM.jectioriable .n the 
law was adde<l by Con«reM to the admmislra-
iMn 5 onginal proposal of Maich I . 199.1. Strip­
ping lhe mischief and high-hanrVdoes.i out of tbe 
law wuuM i f s l n r r a bii>.ir:i.,.,n .ippir^ii-h lo (-.lur.i-
IKKI l l l ipr r i v r i l i e i : ! 

The following (our changes would significantly 
improvt (Joala 2000: 

Pint, eliminate tbe National Education SUn-
ilarda and Improvement Counal (NESIC) a 19-
member body thai: was created to certify ail state 
and nauonai standards. Under current Uw 
NESIC will be ap,x)mted solely by tbe president 
wnll be almost entirely prole.s.sional educators' 
will not be bipartLsan and wnll endoise national' 
and sute standards by a simple majorilv vote 
Neither the liush administration nor Ihe Clinton 
admmi.straijon proposed this one-sided, politically 
unsound arrangement. 

It defies coranxm sen.se to expect thai NESIC 
«nll have credibility when its members are from 
only ooe pobtxal party, when it mcludes few if 

- '"J'^P"^"'^'"'-^ ol <!"• 1̂> public and when its 
OBotieTO Jbom concroveraial issoet t n y made 
V K i ^ * " ^ nia)oiity. A j curretitly dohatituted, 
n t b l L it Incapable of winnmg bipartisan TOpport 
for Its actions 

The 104th Congress ahould turn certification 
of national (but not sute) sundards over to the 
bipartisan National Education Goals Panel which 
IS dominated by governors but mcludes represen­
tatives from the adminisiration and Congress 
Ilie Goals Panel should appoint adviKiry panels 
lo judge proposals for national sUndards These 
panels should include a subsUntial reprosenution 
of Uy members of the pubbc and should re<quire a 
two-thirds majonty to approve sundards. Nation­
al standards, even volunury ones, should noi be 
spproved unless they have broad bipanisan sup­
port. These changes reflect ihe Clinlon adminis­
tration s own initial proposal 

8*coad, Congress should elimmate the resinc-
tiona on atudent testing m fxwls 2000 none of 
whKb were proposed by either the Bush o, 
Clinton admimstration. At the behest of anii tesl-
mg kibbles. Congress declared thai slates cannot 
" k l ^^^'^ ° ™ assessments to make decisions 
about promotion, gi-aduttion or retention for five 
yean. Furthermore, any sute tests must meet 
ngorous technical 8tai>dards in order to be certi­
fied by NESIC. UnJe« Mate, refuse to submrl 
tiieir t e ^ to NESIC for certifraitlon. Goala 2000 
wfll essentially eBnilnate any meaningful student 
testing by ttie itatak It is hard to lee ho* higher" 
sundards will be produced by a virtual ban on the 
use of testing. 

Congress sNxitd recogniie that sutes hâ T the 
"Kl UK tests as they see frt and 

ShouW remove any language thai allrmpcs to 
esubtiah federal legulatiot, of edi«-au,ial ie,iin« 

Congress is not qualified to fcgislate on psychomet­
ric BuueiL None of the language proscnhing the use 
of testa by rtates wis in the original Clintoti biD. 

Third, Congress ihoukl eliminate the require­
ment that partjopating states set up sute tmprwe-
ment panels to design a Rate educaooo Morm 
plan. These panela have lew lay members but many 
represenUtives of mierest grouin. MWocxy 
groups and professional organiatioas. The sutes 
should shape their standards as they ihink best 
rather than be compelled lo honor a prescriptive 
formula that reOecis interest grolj . pre.vsuie.s in 
Washington. These committees, which in some 
states have as many as 100 members. Iiavc no 
facal accounUbility to (he govemor or the state 
bouTl of educatwa Yet Goaii 2000 gives them 
extensive powers to redesign the sute s educatior-

• ^ («ffaaifc-N«.here doe»-«Jv». 
IcffsUtion explain wtat happens if a atate plannina 

- coomittee recommends doubling or tripling the 
state's education budget. While any stale » free to 
convene an advisory group, these panels shoukl not 
be (Tundated by federal bw. 
or.^°'i!'^ Congress shouW remove from Goals 
2000 aJ references to "opportunity in leam" stan­
dards. No ooe now knows what such standards are 
so it seems premature to ejped sutes to estabhsh 
Ihem. PresumaNy, -opportunity to kvim" sundards 
define the minimum resources—human and bnan-
aal—that each school muM hav,- m order to 
provxJe all .students wiih e^uaj opportunity Io leam 
The sutes tiavr been struggling with rxjuahatioo 
battles in iheir kgislalures and in the coons 
Congress .shouW not use a backdooi .ntialrgy lo 
impose equalurd .school spending on lhe sutes 

Other parts of the Uw could easily be pared 
away, especially those that mandate specific edu­
cational practxes The 103rd Congress had an 
unfortunate hahn of legislating matters that shoukl 
be left to the Axlgment of teachers and principals A 
revised Ckvib 2000 wouW aUow the nation (not tlxr 
federal govemment) tu devekjp votuntao' national 
acadenuc standairts in a manner that ntejiis bipaiti-
san suppon. It w>uW alkjw sutes. 6cho.->l dLstr^u 
and schools to manage tbdr aflairi without direc-
tioos from WaahingtotL It would ehminate coogres-
aonal efforts to microcnanage educational reform 
Above an, such chirtgta wduU emphiMie the 
fundamental obrrt of all tU» KtWty: Standards for 
student achievement. 

Tke lenler, assxHanI itcrtUtrf of tdutalum ,n 
Ou Basil administratum. uastnior rrjrarrh 
xholaT al Nrw lor* UKiifmty and a ftilmc al 
fV/?npo*in(f . t /pufi lu/ ion. 
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intergovernmental system has evolved over the past 60 years. Until the 
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1930s, the federal govemment's role was limited, but it increased in the 
1930s in response to a nationwide economic collapse and expanded in the 
booming 1960s because of a growing frustration at all levels that states 
and localities had limited capacity, limited resources, lacked professional 
staff, and were racially biased. 

• The expanded federal role had many positive results, but the times and 
citizens* expectations have changed. We are unsuccessfully trying to use 
the government of yesterday to solve the problems of tomorrow. States 
and localities have focused their wrath on the federal government's use of 
mandates. The Clinton-Gore Administration issued an executive order to 
limit them by federal agencies and Congress is currently debating 
legislation to limit mandates. 

• The existing grant system has broken down in a tangle of good intentions 
gone awry. There are too many funding categories, suffocating 
regulations and paperwork, a misdirected emphasis on remediating rather 
than preventing problems, and no clear focus on measurable outcomes. 
The system stifles initiative and squanders resources without achieving 
sufficient results. 

• The existing top-down, centralized approach is not flexible enough to 
respond to the rapidly changing environments in stales and localities. 
While the Administration has granted xx waivers for states to change 
federal rules in welfare, and xx waivers to better serve their medically 
needy citizens, this is a bandaid approach. 

• Over 600 Federal domestic programs are administered through grants to 
State and local governments - everything from wastewater treatment and 
well-baby care to economic development and police protection — or 
through income transfers administered jointly by Federal and State 
governments. Together these grant and income transfer programs 
amounted to approximately $230 billion in fiscal 1995. 

• Notwithstanding years of debate at all levels about grant consolidation 
and simplification, the number of grant programs continues to proliferate. 
More than 100 have been created since 1985. Also, of these 600 
programs, about 450 ~ 75 percent ~ are grants of $50 million or less. 
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What Should The Federal Government Do? 

• The Federal Government should devolve as much authority as possible to 
states, localities, and individuals. In cases where a direct federal role 
remains, the federal govemment's participation will be in a partnership role. 

• Following are proposed principles: 

l l l l l j l l l l l l l l l l 
The Federal Govemment Should Focus Its 
Role On: 

- Areas of vital concern to the Nation as 
a whole 

Securing individual rights; national defense, 
international relations, interstate commerce 
i^ues, monetary policy. 

— Areas where consistent national 
approaches are desirable, or where 
competition between states is 
destructive. 

Unemployment insurance, food and worker safety, 
environmental Issues. 

- Addressing essential fiscal equity 
issues that cross boundaries. 

State-local cost sharing of federal programs such 
as Medicaid, AFDC. 

- Collecting comparative data, 
conducting research, and dififusing 
innovation and best practices. 

Healthy People 2000; public health research. 

The Federal Govemment, states, and localities 
will: 

— Divide responsibilities arid focus on 
what each does best. 

The Federal Govemment might focus on things 
where a consistent approach is important, and 
where benefits are national. States and localities 
might focus on things where diversity is important 
and benefits are local. 

- hHelp communities solve their own 
problems or empower individuals to 
solve their own problems. 

Rely on flexible grants targeted to community-
defined needs. Provide voucher-type aid to 
individuals. 

- Be accountable for results: measure 
them, fund them, budget for them, and 
reward them. 

Use performance-based grants with a portion of 
funding at risk, based on results. 

— Restore trust in our partnership and 
regain the trust of the American 
people. 

Use customer and public opinion surveys to 
assess progress and to identify areas for 
improvement. 
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Summary of Federalism Proposals 

DtlRENBVR. iliidiKiiiii 

What FoBcttoiu •Swap Constitutional: 'Federal gov­ Federal 
should Ihat Medicaid for 'Secure emment govemment 
the serve the AFDC and individual ri^ts. should be should handle: 
federal "national food stamps provide national inteinatjonal •interstate 
gov't do? purpose" or defense and afTaln, health issues 

that meet • T u n back 40 regulate reform, social 'uniform 
{Propo­ these federal interstate security,, national 
sals criteria: programs in commerce creating standards 
offered) •economic education. Public budget surplus 'destructive 

efficiency community Administration: 'Federal competition that 
'fiscal equity development. •Whent govemcmeni outweighs 
'political transportation significant should benefits of 
accounta­ and social savings can be eliminate most decentralixation 
biUty services rcatUed by programs in 'fiMal 
'administra­ centralization education. redistribution 
tive effec­ 'Where effective housing, when states lack 
tiveness intervention highways. flnancial 

cannot be social services. capacity 
achieved by economic 
states alone development 
'Where benefits and job 
spill over across training 
state lines 
'When national 'States should 
policies impose increase 
extmordinary productivity 
cost on some aod raise 
states or regions incomes 
'When 
competition 
among states 
hinders good 
policy 
Fiscal Equity: 
'Provide income 
security for all 
Americans 
•Easedbparities 
in rucal capacity 
among states 

•National 
govern­
ment should not 
be responsible for 
problenu simply 
because problems 
are widespread 

Wm OREGON 
OF^o^f 

Strengthen 
intergovorn-
mcnial 
partnership 

Ocatenew 
partnership 
among federal, 
state, local 
gorvamments 
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Summary of Federalism Proposals 

A d R 
1981 

RKAGAM DURENBUR-
GiER 1983 

RIVLIN OSBORNE 
; OPTION 

How 
should it 
doit? 

'Decongest 
federal grant 
system 
•Avoid 
unintended 
impacts on 
state and 
local 
govcnunentt 
'Strengthen 
political 
federalism 
through the 
party system 
'Prouct tbe 
autonomy of 
state and 
local 
goveriuncnts 
in national 
policy 
making 
'Strengthen 
the concept 
of constitu­
tional 
federalism 
'End the 
ambiguities 
in the 
constitution­
al 
amendment 
process 

•Create a 
commission for 
a new federal 
compact 

•State-kical 
deregulation 
initiative to 
taicrease waivers 

•Create 
federalism czar 

'Reduce 
castegortcal 
grants 
•Reduce 
unfunded 
mandates 
•Chanp to 
outcome focus 
•Facilitiate 
intergovern­
mental 
collaboration 

•Contract for 
results 
'Combine 
AindiBg streams 
•Eliminate 
rigid,costly 
program 
restrictfauu 
'Empower the 
frontline 

How 
should it 
be 
funded? 

Block 
grants. 
program 
tradeoffs, 
revenue/tax 
turnbacks 

Create a trust 
(Und to be 
financed by 
federal excise 
taxes to 
operate as a 
super revenue 
sharing i^nd 

Common 
shared taxes: 
federal-state 
collaboration 
in 
strengthening 
revenue 
systems by 
collecting 
common taxes 
to share on a 
fonnula basis 

Federal funding 
based on need, 
quality of 
strategy, results 

3,+ 
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BACKGROUND MATERIALS ON FEDERALISM PROPOSALS 

Table of Contents 

A. An Agenda for American Federalism: Restoring Confidence and 
CoOT/7ete«ce, Advisory Commission on Intergovermnental Relations 
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Initiative, July 13, 1982 
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Administration and Management (SIAM), American Society for Public 
Administration, 1983 
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F. David Osborne, Mandate For Change, Progressive Policy Institute of the 
Domestic Leadership Council, A Berkeley Book, 1993 

* Chapter 11: A New Federal Compact: Sorting Out 
Washington's Proper Role 

G. NPR Accompanying Report : Strengthening the Partnership in 
Intergovemmental Service Delivery, September 1993 

* Executive Summary 

H. The Oregon Option: A Proposed Model for Results-Driven 
Intergovernmental Service Dehvery 

* Proposal Summary, July 25,1994 
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Additional Background Materials 

I . Devolving Federal Program Responsibilities And Revenue Sources to State 
and Local Governments, Advisory Commission on Intergovemmental 
Relations (ACIR), March 1986 

* Chapter 1: Summary and Policy Recommendation 

* Chapter 2: Why Turnbacks? 

* Chapter 3: Turnbacks in Context 

J. Federalism in the United States: Toward the Third Century An Overview of 
Trends and Issues, Congressional Research Service Report for Congress, 
Sandra S. Osboum, Specialist in American National Govemment, 
Govemment Division, April 17,1989 

K. On behalf of National Governors' Conference (NGA) the Statement of 
Vermont Govemor Howard Dean, M.D. before the Committee on Ways and 
Means, U.S. House of Representatives, January 12,1995 

L. Tenth Amendment Time: A constitutional order and political philosophy in 
28 words, by George F. WiU, Newsweek, January 9,1995 

M.. Spigot of Last Resort, by Robert J. Samuelson, The Washington Post, 
January 1995 
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EDO - 2 GOVERNORS' PRINCIPLES TO ENSURE WORKFORCE EXCELLENCE 

The Governors recommend the f o l l o w i n g t o help ensure workforce 
excellence: 

(1) The States and the Federal Government should provide 
t e c h n i c a l , f i n a n c i a l , and t r a i n i n g assistance t o f i r m s 
seeking t o implement q u a l i t y management improvement and 
modernization i n i t i a t i v e s . 

(2) The system should be understandable, accessible, and 
responsive t o the needs of l o c a l and r e g i o n a l businesses, 
workers, j o b seekers, and students. 

(3) Job t r a i n i n g and education programs should be made a v a i l a b l e 
t o the e n t i r e workforce and business community as p a r t of a 
continuum of l i f e l o n g l e a r n i n g . 

(4) The workforce development system should e f f e c t i v e l y l i n k 
education and work through career guidance, youth 
apprenticeship, and other options t h a t enable young people 
t o achieve the academic, occupational, and work-readiness 
s k i l l s needed f o r employment. 

(5) Measurable n a t i o n a l standards developed by business, 
education, labor, and government should s p e c i f y the 
knowledge and s k i l l s needed t o succeed i n the modern 
workplace. 

(6) National and s t a t e programs and p o l i c i e s should promote 
expanded p r i v a t e sector investment i n workforce development 
and enhance the capacity of small and medium-sized f i r m s t o 
t r a i n t h e i r workers. 

(7) L e g i s l a t i v e a c t i o n i s needed t o i n t e g r a t e m u l t i p l e , 
t a r g e t e d , f e d e r a l workforce development programs i n t o a 
comprehensive and f l e x i b l e system. 

(8) Federal workforce development programs should be streamlined 
t o e l i m i n a t e b a r r i e r s t o e f f e c t i v e s e r v i c e d e l i v e r y . 

CONCERNS: 

With regard t o the need f o r l e g i s l a t i v e a c t i o n (#7), there i s a 
concern about which programs would be ta r g e t e d f o r i n t e g r a t i o n . 
Furthermore, t h i s proposal r a i s e s the issue of whether or not 
money f o r workforce t r a i n i n g should be devolved t o the s t a t e s , as 
suggested by the Governors, or i f the money should be given t o 
i n d i v i d u a l s , as suggested hy the C l i n t o n A d m i n i s t r a t i o n . Please 
f i n d a Summary of the Middle Class B i l l of Rights attached, which 
includes a b r i e f d e s c r i p t i o n of the Education Tax Deduction and 
the I n d i v i d u a l Re-employment Grant. 



SUMMARY OF MIDDLE CLASS BILL OF RIGHTS 

EDUCATION TAX DEDUCTION: A deduction would be permitted for up to $10,000 of 
the amounts spent by a taxpayer for expenditures on post-secondary school education and 
training expenses for the taxpayer, the taxpayer's spouse, and dependents (i_^. persons for 
whom the taxpayer is otherwise entitled to claim a dependency exemption). This deduction is 
used in determining the taxpayer's adjusted gross income (AGI). 

The maximum allowable deduction would be phased out ratably for taxpayers filing a joint 
retum with AGI (before the proposed deduction) between $100,000 and $120,000. For 
taxpayers filing a head-of-household or single retum, the maximum allowable deduction 
would be phased out ratably between $70,000 and $90,000 of AGI (before the proposed 
deduction). 

Qualifying education expenses are those related to post-secondary education paid to 
institutions and programs eligible for Federal assistance. This will include most public and 
nonprofit universities and colleges and certain vocational schools. Qualifying education 
expenses include tuition, fees, laboratory fees, and similar items, but exclude meals, books, 
lodging, or transportation. Education involving sports, games, or hobbies will be excluded, 
unless that education involves the current employment, trade, or business of the student, or is 
required as part of a degree program. The maximum amount of eligible expenses will be 
phascd-in. 

$500 CHILD TAX BENEFIT: A $500 non-refundable credit will be allowed for each 
dependent child under the age of 13. The credit will be phased-out for taxpayers with 
adjusted gross income (AGI) between $60,000 and $75,000. No credit will be available to 
taxpayers with AGI in excess of $75,000. The credit will be phased-in. 

EXPANSION OF INDIVIDUAL RETIREMENT ACCOUNTS: This proposal would 
expand the availability of deductible individual retirement accounts (IRAs) to families with 
income under $100,000 and individuals with income under $70,000. Taxpayers would have 
the option of getting a deduction when the money is deposited or foregoing an immediate 
deduction and not paying taxes on the money as it is withdrawn. Penalty-free withdrawals 
from IRAs would be permitted for higher education costs, first home purchases, long-term 
unemployment and catastrophic medical costs. 

INDIVIDUAL RE-EMPLOYMENT GRANTS: This proposal takes 50 different training 
programs and consolidates them into one program that directly empowers workers with skill 
grants or vouchers that can be used for up to 2 years and can be from $2000-53000 — 
without new money — since it uses existing funds from the 50 programs. Workers who are 
laid off or disadvantaged would also be eligible for income contingent loans through an 
expanded Individual Education Account. Accountability and strong consumer information so 
that the market and the power of individual choice work to weed out bad programs and 
reward those who successfully help workers get the skills they need for new jobs. 
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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 E N T 

17-Jan-1995 06:29pm 

TO: (See Below) 

FROM: Jeremy D. Benami 
Domestic Policy Council 

SUBJECT: NGA policy statements 

A number of you received a request directly from Marcia Hale to 
put together Information on NGA's proposed policy changes. 

Two things: 

(1) The assignments made some mistakes. I know a number of you 
have addressed this directly, but I want to be sure the following 
i s the right l i s t of assignments: 

Transportation -- Mike and Paul, I assume you gave both issues 
to Michael Deitch i f appropriate 

Housing -- Paul, please work with Lynn 
Immigration -- Steve, please get info from Mike 
Workforce Excellence -- Mike, please get from B i l l Galston 
Natural Resources -- Brian: assigned correctly 
Health Reform — Chris and Jen Klein 
Long Term Care/Medicaid -- Chris and Jen, could you please do 

these as well. 
Indian Gaming -- Mike 
HIV/AIDS — Patsy, I w i l l fax this to you 
Equal Rights -- Steve, I w i l l get this to you 
Child care -- Gaynor, I w i l l get this to you, we should talk 

Talking Points 

Gaynor — They asked B i l l to pull talking points ony^(l) Inter­
governmental Progress/Federalism, (2) Education and R|̂  
employment — could you please work with B i l l , Elaine an'3 
others as appropriate to pull the latest materials 

Jen K -- Health and Medicaid 

Brian -- Environment 

Steve -- Immigration (not Mike obviously) 
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The Committee on Economic Development and Commerce recommends the consideration of five new 
policy positions, amendments to two existing policy positions, an amendment in the form of a substitute 
to one existing policy position, and the reaffirmation of one existing policy position. Pursuant to the 
recommendations of the Strategic Review Task Force, these proposals are time limited to two years. 
Background information and fiscal impact data follow. 

1. Militarv Base Closure. Disposal, and Reuse (Amendments to EDC-6) 
(Preamble) (Value vs. Cost of Military Bases) 

The amendments add the word "closure" to the title of the existing policy and add a new section, 
"Value vs. Cost of Military Bases." This section recalls that the primary factor in the 
decisionmaking process for the closure of military bases was national security; pledges that 
Govemors will work with the Base Closure Commission during the third and largest round of base 
closures; and urges the commission to make questions of national security and defense 
infrastmcture the primary factor in its decisionmaking process, rather than short-temi budget 
savings. Further the language urges Congress and the administration to carefully consider whether 
or not this round will result in a defense infrastmcture capable of meeting our nation's long-term 
national security interests. 

It is difficult to estimate the federal fiscal impact of this amendment. If fewer bases are closed than 
originally planned, Department of Defense expenditures may rise. However, even if bases are 
closed with savings realized, additional funds may have to be allocated to ensure an adequate 
defense infrastmcture, thereby causing a net increase in spending. 

2. Economic and Community Development (Amendment in the form of a substitute to EDC-18) 

The proposed policy summarizes the committee's major priorities, including fiill fimding for 
transportation programs; swift passage of federal telecommunications legislation; increased 
flexibility in the use of tax-exempt financing and an increase in the state-by-state volume cap; 
removal of unnecessary and duplicative regulatory barriers on businesses in order to promote 
economic and community growth, and a requirement for an assessment of the impact of jobs, 
investment, and income of decisions that increase or decrease the burden of govemment on 
businesses; effective implementation of NAFTA and GATT; permanent extension of the research 
and development tax credit; the launching of a national mral development policy; consolidation and 
coordination of federal grant and loan programs, including job training programs; implementation 
of the federal empowerment zone program; and support for joint state-federal competitiveness 
programs. 

There is no significant federal fiscal impact from this policy. Setting aside policy recommendations 
summarized from existing policies, this policy would increase spending related to tax-exempt 
financing and the research and development tax credit, both of which would likely increase 
economic growth. 

3. Governors' Principles on Intemational Trade fNew Policv Position. EDC-19) 

This proposed policy links the recent passage of the North American Free Trade Agreement 
(NAFTA) and the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) with the growing intemational 



economy and proposes several state-federal trade policy objectives. These objectives include 
ensuring an effective state role in implementation of both NAFTA and GATT, enhancing the state 
role in promoting intemational trade, supporting state agricultural market development programs, 
and calling on the federal govemment to take necessary steps to achieve free trade and to expand 
existing trade agreements. 

There is minimal federal fiscal impact from this policy, which calls for support for states to play an 
effective role in NAFTA and GATT implementation. 

4. "Fast-Track" Trade Negotiation Authority for the President (New Policy Position, EDC-20) 

The proposed policy expresses the Governors' support for renewal of fast-track negotiation 
authority for the President to help open foreign markets to increased U.S. trade to ensure that the 
United States does not lose market opportunities and jobs to other countries. 

Tiiere is no federal fiscal impact from this policy. 

5. Surface Transportation (New Pol icy Position, EDC-21) 

The proposed surface transportation policy is the first one written since the inception of the 
Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA). The proposed policy notes that 
state and local govemments should not assume the lion's share of responsibility for the 
transportation financing burden, since the federal govemment share has declined substantially. 
Most recent estimates indicate that approximately $290 billion is needed to meet the current 
backlog of highway and bridge improvements. ISTEA provided $155 billion over a six-year period, 
but appropriations have fallen $6 billion short of authorized levels over the past three years. 

The recommendation also outlines three general principles: Providing adequate financing, 
maintaining state authority, and implementing effective programs. 

Providing Adequate Financing. The policy proposal calls for ending the diversion of federal gas 
taxes from the general revenue fund to the Highway Tmst Fund and for restoring the integrity of a 
dedicated user fee tmst fiind. It also encourages fiirther use and development of innovative 
financing mechanisms. 

Maintaining State Authority The proposed policy maintains that the primacy of statewide planning 
and project selection to meet the diverse needs of urban, suburban, and mral communities should be 
acknowledged and maintained. As such, states need flexibility to plan and implement priority 
transportation programs. The recommendation also indicates that incentives are more effective 
tools than sanctions and/or unfunded federal mandates to encourage achievement of national goals. 

Implementing Effective Programs. The proposal also underscores the necessary elements for 
successful program implementation. This includes the Govemors' continuing call for full and 
adequate funding and implementation of ISTEA. The proposed policy urges the elimination of 
financial feasibility constraints, the prompt enactment of the National Highway System, and a 
continuing emphasis on safety. Finally, the recommendation asserts that the goals of meeting 
environmental requirements and transportation objectives can be compatible. 



The proposal that federal gas tax revenues be directed solely to transportation projects would 
require non-transportation program reductions or tax increases of $8.8 billion in fiscal 1995 and 
$5.5 billion in fiscal 1996. 2.5 cents per gallon of the gas tax is scheduled to revert to the Highway 
Tmst Fund beginning October 1, 1995. 

6. Rail Transportation Safety (New Policy Position, EDC-22) 

The existing rail transportation policy is scheduled to sunset at the 1995 NGA Winter Meeting and a 
new version will be written for consideration at the NGA 1995 Annual Meeting. This policy 
proposal addresses only rail transportation safety issues. The recommendation endorses a strong 
federal-state-local partnership to improve the safety of one of the nation's most important 
transportation industries. It delineates several efforts to encourage safety efforts, including 
effective inspections and incident management, the increased use of technological advances, shared 
use of rights-of-way, and the maintenance of grade crossings. 

7. Affordable Housing (New Policy Position, EDC-23) 

This proposed policy replaces existing policy that is scheduled to sunset at the 1995 NGA Winter 
Meeting. It expresses support for existing programs that demonstrate an effective 
intergovemmental partnership and flexibility, for mortgage revenue bonds and certificates, and for 
the low-income housing tax credit. The proposal calls for federal action on certain priority issues, 
including consolidation of programs; promotion of programs that are leveraged, that preserve 
existing housing stock, and that remove impediments to affordable housing; and the development of 
consistent definitions and eligibility criteria, with a focus on output measures rather than planning 
documents. The proposal fiirther urges the federal govemment to strengthen efforts to increase 
homeownership, including encouragement for public-private partnerships. The proposal also calls 
for consolidation of homeless assistance programs. 

There is no federal fiscal impact from this policy. 

8. Uniform Product Liability Code (Amendments to EDC-24) 

The amendments update the policy to remove references to the liability insurance crisis ofthe mid-
1980s and to refocus the issue on the unpredictability that businesses face rather than insurers. The 
amendments also remove language regarding the regulation of insurance that were superseded by 
separate policy on this issue. The regulation of insurance policy also sunsets at this meeting but 
will likely be discussed at the 1995 NGA Annual Meeting. 

There is no federal fiscal impact from this policy. 

9. Reaffirmation of Existing Policy Position 

Governors' Principles to Ensure Workforce Excellence (EDC-2) 
The Committee on Economic Development and Commerce recommends the reaffirmation of this 
policy position. Govemor Caperton and Govemor Carlson, co-lead Govemors on the workforce in 
1992-1993, developed these principles, which were adopted by this committee and the Human 
Resources Comminee. The Human Resources Committee has also recommended reaffirmation. 
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Jose — Crime 

(2) FORMAT 

These should be very short, one pagers. Carol suggests the 
following format: 

Policy Number: 
Committee: 
T i t l e : 
3 sentence summary: (what law do they want to change, what would 

they change, etc.) 
Of concern to the administration: what serious "red flags" does 

the proposal r a i s e . No need for a detailed policy 
statement, j u s t the red flags. 

Please submit materials for t h i s response through me so that we 
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CHILD CARE 

HR - 28 

The governors are recommending that the Child Care 
Development Block Grant (CCDBG), which distributes funds to 
states to provide child care services for low-income families, as 
well as support a c t i v i t i e s to improve the overall quality and 
supply of child care in the state, be reauthorized with the 
following modifications: 

Create a seaimless c h i l d care system. Incorporate a l l of the 
federal child-care programs and establish the CCDBG as the 
foundation for a seamless system. This system - operated by 
the states - would consolidate programs such as Ti t l e IV-A, 
Tit l e XX, and programs for "at-risk" children with the CCDBG 
to form a single system. 

Increase s ta te f l e x i b i l i t y . States w i l l be given the 
f l e x i b i l i t y to pay providers less than the local market rate 
when qualified care i s available and / or when the local 
market rate has a r t i f i c i a l l y inflated child-care prices. 
States would also be given f l e x i b i l i t y in setting different 
limits for categories of child-care. 

Improve program administrat ion. In order to reduce 
administrative costs, the federal government would enhance 
funding to automate child-care tracking and payment systems. 

Use state standard. The states would be required to comply 
with health and safety standards as prescribed under state 
law, not federal law. 



HR-28. CHILDCARE 

28.1 PREAMBLE 

THE GOVERNORS BELIEVE THAT THE EXPANSION OF QUALITY CHILD CARE 

OPPORTUNITIES IS VITAL TO THE ECONOMIC GROWTH OF THE NATION AND 

CRUCL^L FOR THE WELL-BEING OF THE NATION'S FAMILIES AND CHILDREN. THE 

GOVERNORS ALSO RECOGNIZE THAT DRAMATIC AND ONGOING CHANGES IN 

OUR SOCIETY WILL CONTINUE TO FUEL A GROWING DEMAND FOR QUALITY 

CHILD CARE OVER THE NEXT DECADE. 

IN RESPONSE TO THIS GROWING NEED, THE STATES AND THE FEDERAL 

GOVERNMENT HAVE CREATED PROGRAMS TO PROVIDE QUALITY CHILD CARE 

OPPORTUNITIES FOR LOW-INCOME FAMILIES. ONE OF THE FEDERAL INTITATIVES, 

THE CHILD CARE DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT (CCDBG) DISTRIBUTES FUNDS TO 

STATES TO PROVIDE CHILD CARE SERVICES FOR LOW-INCOME FAMILIES, AS 

WELL AS TO SUPPORT ACnVITIES TO IMPROVE THE OVERALL QUALITY AND 

SUPPLY OF CHILD CARE IN THE STATE. NO STATE MATCH IS REQUIRED UNDER 

THIS PROGRAM. 

THE GOVERNORS BELIEVE THAT CCDBG IS A HIGHLY SUCCESSFUL PROGRAM 

THAT TOGETHER WITH STATE AND LOCAL INITIATIVES HAS SUBSTANTIALLY 

INCREASED THE SUPPLY AND THE QUALITY OF CHILD CARE SERVICES FOR 

LOW-INCOME FAMILIES. 

28.2 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE REAUTHORIZATION OF THE CHILD CARE 
DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT AND MODDICATIONS TO OTHER FEDERAL CHILD 
CARE PROGRAMS 

BASED ON THE EXPERIENCES AND INTERESTS OF STATES IN PROVIDING 

HIGH-QUALITY CHILD CARE SERVICES, THE GOVERNORS OFFER THE 

FOLLOWING RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE ADMINISTRATION AND THE CONGRESS 

IN ADDRESSING ISSUES OF CHILD CARE IN THE FIRST SESSION OF THE 104TH 

CONGRESS. 

28.2.1 CREATE A SEAMLESS CHILD CARE SYSTEM. THE GOVERNORS URGE CONGRESS TO 

MOVE TOWARD A MORE SEAMLESS SYSTEM INCORPORATING ALL OF THE 

FEDERAL CHILD CARE PROGRAMS. IN GENERAL, THEY BELIEVE THAT CCDBG 

SHOULD BE THE FOUNDATION FOR THAT SEAMLESS SYSTEM AND THAT OTHER 

FEDERAL CHILD CARE PROGRAMS, SUCH AS THE TITLE IV-A, TITLE XX, AND 
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AT-RISK CHILD CARE PROGRAMS, SHOULD BE CONSOLIDATED WITH CCDBG TO 

FORM-A'SINGLE CHILD CARE SYSTEM OPERATED BY THE STATES. 

SUCH A CONSOLIDATION WOULD PERMIT STATES TO BETTER COORDINATE 

STATE AND FEDERAL CHILD CARE PROGRAMS AT THE STATE L E V E L AND 

THEREFORE OPERATE A MORE SEAMLESS CHILD CARE SYSTEM. BASED ON THE 

CCDBG REQUIREMENTS, THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 

SERVICES SHOULD WORK WITH STATES TO DEVELOP A STANDARDIZED 

REPORTING FORM THAT CAN BE USED BY STATES FOR REPORTING ON THE USE 

OF FEDERAL CHILD CARE FUNDS. 

IN ADDITION, THE GOVERNORS CALL FOR THE ELIMINATION OF THE 75 

PERCENT OF STATE MEDIAN INCOME CAP REQUIREMENT FOR CCDBG 

ELIGIBILITY AND INSTEAD PERMIT STATES TO DETERMINE ELIGIBILITY AS 

UNDER THE AT-RISK CHILD CARE PROGRAM. AS PART OF THE STATE PLAN, THE 

STATE CAN JUSTIFY TO THE SECRETARY OF THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 

AND HUMAN SERVICES ITS DEFINITION OF AN ELIGIBLE FAMILY IN THE 

CONTEXTS OF ITS OWN CHILD CARE INFITATIVES AND OVERALL CHILD CARE 

NEEDS IN THE STATE. 

28.2.2 INCREASE STATE FLEXIBIUTY. THE GOVERNORS RECOMMEND THAT STATES BE 

(GIVEN -THE'FLEXromiTY TO P A Y . P R O V I D E R S LESS THAN THE LOCAL MARKET 

RATE WHEN QUALIFIED CARE IS A V A H - A B L E AND/OR WHEN MARKET 

RATE (As DEFINED BY THE SEVENTY-FIFTH PERCENTILE OF LOCAL RATES) HAS 

ARTIFICIALLY INFLATED L O C A L CHILD CARE PRICES. THIS WILL PERMIT STATES 

TO SERVE MORE FAMILIES WITH LIMITED CCDBG DOLLARS AND ALLOW THEM TO 

RESPOND IN THE MOST APPROPRL\TE MANNER BASED ON THEIR UNIQUE NEEDS. 

STATES ALSO SHOULD BE GIVEN THE FLEXIBILITY TO SET DIFFERENT 

STATEWIDE LIMITS FOR DIFFERENT CATEGORIES OF CARE. SOME CATEGORIES 

OF CARE, SUCH AS BEFORE-SCHOOL, EVENING, OR PART-TIME CARE, OFTEN ARE 

IN SHORTER SUPPLY AND THEREFORE CAN BE MORE EXPENSIVE THAN 

TRADITIONAL FULL-TIME DAY CARE. BY FERMnTING STATES TO SET DIFFERENT 

STATEWIDE LIMITS FOR DIFFERENT CATEGORIES OF CARE, STATES CAN 

PURCHASE HIGHER COST CARE WITHOUT PAYING INFLATED RATES FOR 

TRADITIONAL CARR IN ADDITION, STATES SHOULD HAVE THE OPTION TO PAY 

PROVIDERS MORE THAN THE LOCAL MARKET RATE FOR HIGHER QUALITY CARR 

THIS WILL PROVIDE AN INCENTIVE FOR PROVIDERS TO INCREASE THE QUALITY 

OF CARE AVAILABLE IN ALL TYPES OF CATEGORIES. 
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GIVEN THE FLEXmiLITY TO PAY PROVIDERS LESS THAN THE LOCAL MARKET 

RATE WHEN QUALIFIED CARE IS AVAILABLE AND/OR WHEN THE LOCAL MARKET 

RATE (AS DEFINED BY THE SEVENTY-FIFTH PERCENTILE OF LOCAL RATES) HAS 

ARTIFICIALLY INFLATED LOCAL CHILD CARE PRICES. THIS WILL PERMIT STATES 

TO SERVE MORE FAMILIES WITH LIMITED CCDBG DOLLARS AND ALLOW THEM TO 

RESPOND IN THE MOST APPROPRIATE MANNER BASED ON THEIR UNIQUE NEEDS. 

STATES ALSO SHOULD BE GIVEN THE FLEXIBILITY TO SET DIFFERENT 

STATEWIDE LIMITS FOR DIFFERENT CATEGORIES OF CARR SOME CATEGORIES 

OF CARE, SUCH AS BEFORE-SCHOOL, EVENING, OR PART-TIME CARE, OFTEN ARE 

IN SHORTER SUPPLY AND THEREFORE CAN BE MORE EXPENSIVE THAN 

TRADITIONAL FULL-TIME DAY CARR BY PERMITTING STATES TO SET DIFFERENT 

STATEWIDE LIMITS FOR DIFFERENT CATEGORIES OF CARE, STATES CAN 

PURCHASE HIGHER COST CARE WITHOUT PAYING INFLATED RATES FOR 

TRADITIONAL CARR IN ADDITION, STATES SHOULD HAVE THE OPTION TO PAY 

PROVIDERS MORE THAN THE LOCAL MARKET RATE FOR HIGHER QUALITY CARR 

THIS WILL PROVIDE AN INCENTIVE FOR PROVIDERS TO INCREASE THE QUALITY 

OF CARE AVAILABLE IN ALL TYPES OF CATEGORIES. 
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THE GOVERNORS CALL FOR GREATER FLEXIBILrrY IN THE ALLOCATION OF 

FUNDS FOR THE PROVISION OF CHILD CARE SERVICES AND ACTIVITIES TO 

IMPROVE THE QUALITY AND AVAILABILITY OF CHILD CARE (75 PERCENT) AND 

FOR ACTIVITIES TO IMPROVE THE QUALITY OF CHILD CARE AND TO INCREASE 

THE AVAILABILITY OF EARLY CHILDHOOD DEVELOPMENT AND BEFORE- AND 

AFTER-SCHOOL CHILD CARE SERVICES (25 PERCENT). UNDER THE CURRENT 

CCDBG, FUNDS ARE ALLOCATED 75/25 BETWEEN THESE TWO SETS OF A C T I V H ' I E S . 

ADDITIONAL SET ASIDES ARE INCLUDED WITHIN THE SECOND FUNDING 

CATEGORY. IF SUCH A STRUCTURE IS MAINTAINED, THE GOVERNORS BELIEVE 

THAT STATES SHOULD BE PERMTTTED TO REALLOCATE UP TO 10 PERCENT OF 

THE FUNDS BETWEEN THESE TWO CATEGORIES AND THE SET ASIDES WITHIN THE 

25 PERCENT CATEGORY SHOULD BE ELIMINATED. STATES SHOULD BE 

PERMTTTED TO USE THESE FUNDS FOR ANY OF THE ALLOWABLE ACnVTTIES 

UNDER CURRENT LAW. 

28.2 J IMPROVE PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION. IN AN EFFORT TO REDUCE THE COSTS OF 

ADMINISTERING CCDBG, THE GOVERNORS CALL FOR ENHANCED FEDERAL 

FUNDING TO AUTOMATE CHILD CARE TRACKING AND PAYMENT SYSTEMS. SUCH 

AN AUTOMATED SYSTEM COULD BE USED NOT ONLY TO ADMINISTER CHILD 

CARE PROGRAMS, BUT ALSO TO COORDINATE CHILD CARE SERVICES WTTH 

OTHER FEDERAL PROGRAMS THAT SUPPORT CHILDREN AND THEIR FAMILIES. 

THE GOVERNORS APPLAUD THE PROPOSAL OF THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF 

HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES TO INCREASE THE ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS IN 

CCDBG TO 15 PERCENT. HOWEVER, GREATER FLEXEBILrTY NEEDS TO BE GTVEN 

TO STATES IN TERMS OF WHAT IS CONSIDERED AN ALLOWABLE ADMINISTRATIVE 

EXPENSE, ESPECLMXY IN THE AREA OF LICENSING AND PROVIDER MONTTORING. 

28.2.4 USE STATE STANDARDS. THE CHILD CARE DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT 

INCLUDES HEALTH AND SAFETY STANDARDS THAT ALL PROVIDERS MUST MEET. 

THESE STANDARDS ARE RELATED TO THE PREVENTION AND CONTROL OF 

INFECTIOUS DISEASES, BUILDING AND PHYSICAL PREMISES SAFETY, AND 

MINIMUM HEALTH AND SAFETY STANDARDS APPROPRL^TE TO THE PROVIDER 

SETTING. IN SOME CASES, THESE STANDARDS EXCEED WHAT IS REQUIRED BY 

CURRENT STATE LAW. THE GOVERNORS RECOMMEND THAT PROVIDERS 

FUNDED BY CCDBG BE REQUIRED TO COMPLY WTTH HEALTH AND SAFETY 

STANDARDS AS PRESCRIBED UNDER STATE LAW. 

Ume Umited (effective Winter Meeting 1995-Winter Meeting 1997). 

-32 -



NAnONAL 
GOVERNORS' 

. ASSOOAnON 

Howard Dean, M.D. 
Governor of Vermont 
Chair 

Tommy G. Thompson 
Govemor of Wisconsin 
Vice Chair 

EE ON HUMAN RESOURCES 

Govemor Mel Carnahan, Chair 
Govemor Ame H. Carlson, Vice Chair 

Nolan E. Jones, Group Director 

Raymond C. Scheppach 
Executive Director 

Hall ofthe States 
444 Nonh Capitol Street 
Washington. D.C. 20001-1512 
Telephone (202) 624-5300 

1995 Winter 

Propn.sed Changes in Policv 

HR-3 

HR-4 

HR-5 

HR-II 

HR-28 

Immigration and Refugee Policy 
(Immigration Policy—Prosecution and 
Removal of Undocumented Felons) 

Income Security 

A Conceptual Framework 
for National Welfare Reform 
(Child Support Enforcement) 

Army and Air National Guard 
(Reorganizing and Restructuring 
of Military Forces) 

Child Care 

Reaffirm Existing Policy 

HR-2 Govemors' Principles to Ensure 
Workforce Excellence 

Page 3 

Page 8 

Page 23 

Page 28 

Page 30 

Page 33 

New language is typed double-spaced and in ALL CAPS, with deleted material 
lined-throughout (—). 



The Committee on Human Resources recommends the consideration of one new policy position, 
amendments to four existing policy positions, and the reaffmnation of one existing policy position. 
Pursuant to the recommendations of the Strategic Review Task Force, these proposals are time limited to 
two years. Background information and fiscal impact data follow. 

1 • Immigration and Refiigee Pnlirv (Amendment to HR-3) 
(Immigration Policy—Prosecution and Removal of Undocumented Felons) 

This amendment calls for more Immigration and Naturalization Service resources to be devoted 
to eariy identification of illegal aliens in state criminal justice systems. Also, the Govemors ask 
the federal govemment to facilitate the transfer of illegal alien felons to their home countries to 
serve their sentences, noting that economic incentives from the federal govemment to these 
countries can be more cost effective than federal incarceration or reimbursement to state and 
local govemments. 

There would be additional costs to the federal govemment. However, states believe that illegal 
immigration is a federal responsibility. 

2. Income Security (Amendments to HR-4) 

The proposed amendments make changes in three areas of the Income Security policy. First, 
they strike portions ofthe income security policy that have been recently reviewed as part ofthe 
current NGA welfare reform policy. Second, they update the food stamp policy to remove some 
level of detail in recommendations; strongly oppose blanket restriction on waivers; urge greater 
consolidation and simplification of Food Stamps and AFDC programs and related employment 
programs; support reform ofthe quality control system; and add a few specific recommendations 
on program administration. Finally the proposed amendments add a new section establishing 
NGA policy on Electronic Benefits Transfer systems. 

The specific recommendations on Food Stamp program administration may result in a small 
additional cost to the federal govenmient. 

3 • A Conceptual Framework for National Welfare Refonn (Amendments to HR-5) 
(Child Suppxjrt Enforcement) 

Many of the proposed additions to the child support section of the welfare refomi policy are 
based on language moved from different sections within that policy or on language that was 
previously part of the free-standing child support enforcement policy, which is scheduled to 
sunset. In addition, provisions were added calling for greater state flexibility in several program 
areas. 

Recommendations to raise the child support federal matching rate would result in additional 
federal costs. However, the federal govemment would be partially reimbursed through increased 
collections of child support for welfare recipients. In addition, the policy opposes some 
mandates that would result in increased costs to both federal and state govemments. 



4. Armv and Air National CiiarH (Amendment to HR-11) 
(Reorganizing and Restmcturing of Military Forces) 

The amendment expresses the Govemors' support for an Army National Guard force structure 
allowance of 405,000 in accordance with the review of force stmcture by the U.S. Secretary of 
Defense. The Govemors believe that the Guard is at the right level to accomplish its dual 
mission, both at home for emergencies and disasters, and in combat support ofthe active forces. 

This amendment is cost-effective because of the dual role of the National Guard. It has allowed 
the force structure of the standing army to be reduced, with more reliance on the guard and 
reserve. 

5. Child Care (New Policy Position, HR-28) 

NGA currently has no policy on child care other than some minor provisions in the welfare 
reform policy. Since the reauthorization of the Child Care Development Block Grant and 
possible changes in federal child care programs through welfare reform are pending, additional 
NGA policy in this area is being proposed. The proposed child care policy consolidates federal 
child care programs into a single program that is based on the Child Care Development Block 
Grant program. It calls for maximum flexibility for states in paying for different categories of 
care at different payment levels depending on the quality of care. 

6. Reaffirmation of Fxisting Policy Position 

GOYCmoni' Principles to F.nsure Workforce Excellence fm.7\ 
The Human Resources Committee recommends the reaffirmation of this policy position. 
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HEADLINE: A Lobby for Youth; 
A Broad-Based Coalition Pushes 

SERIES: Occasional 

Its 'Contract With America's Children' 

BYLINE: Laura Sessions Stepp, Washington Post staff Writer 

BODY: 

Move over, Newt. Your Contract with America is not the only compact on the 
H i l l these days. 

As Congress reconvenes this week, a l l members of Congress w i l l find on their 
desks a Contract With America's Children. Endorsed by more than 100 mainstream 
organiiations serving children, including the Junior League, the United Way and 
the National PTA, the document asks each representative and senator to sign a 
promise that they w i l l weigh children's needs f i r s t as they take up issues 
ranging from welfare reform to a balanced budget. I t also warns they w i l l be 
held accountable i f they don't. 

The document reflects a subtle shift in strategy among some of the more 
centrist children's advocates. At one time they bought into the philosophy — 
heard frequently during last year's debate on health care reform — that what's 
good for everybody w i l l be good for children. But health care reform failed and 
along with i t the possibility of guaranteed coverage for children. Now the 
advocates say lawmakers must be persuaded to turn the conventional adage on i t s 
head: What's good for children w i l l be good for everybody. 

The contract is the brainchild of Children Now, a policy and research 
association, and the Coalition for America's Children, a bipartisan umbrella 
group of 300 organizations best known for its slogan "Who's for kids and who's 
just Kidding'" Disappointed with the White House's performance on children's 
issues and frightened by the GOP resurgence in November, these advocates began 
discussing last month their fears that in the upcoming shearing of the federal 
budget, programs benefiting children would be the f i r s t to fal.i. Getting 
Americans, including federal lawmakers, to sign onto 10 principles might 
forestall some of those cuts, they decided. 

"There was real concern over what would be put in place for chiidren," says 
Susan Nail Bales, director of children's proqrams for the Benton Foundation. 
"But you can't even begin to have that discussion until children are central to 
policy instead of unintended consequences of policy." 

On Dec. a, the Benton Foundation, which helps support the Coalition, faxed a 
copy of the proposed contract to 300 Coalition organizations. By I p.m, Dec. 
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9, more than 100 of those agencies had faxed back an endorsement and many 
pledged to distribute contracts to their memberships. The following week, 
several of the major endorsers released the contract at a press conference on 
the Capitol steps, not far from where incoming House Speaker Newt Gingrich 
(R-Ga.) announced his party's contract last f a l l . 

The Contract With America's Children was worded broadly in order to attract 
wide support. One principle, for example, says that a l l children should "get the 
basics they need to grow up healthy." Another would "support marriage, help 
families stay together and help young people understand the responsibility of 
parenting." 

Communities and groups may take different views on how to accomplish a given 
principle, the advocates say. To reduce the exposure of children to violence, 
for example, some groups may lobby for gun control laws while others may educate 
parents on keeping their guns locked and unloaded. 

Whatever the tactic, the advocates hope the contract w i l l move and unite the 
millions of Americans who make up their constituencies, as well as the 
lawmakers. "This is a personal pledge, not Just a lawmaker's pledge," says Lois 
Salisbury, executive director of Children Now, "Take environmentallsm, for 
example. Now we a l l recycle. When people personally make a commitment they start 
thinking what that commitment means." 

Traditionally, advocates have not been as effective as they could have been 
because they lobbied only for their narrow piece of the child, says Arnold Fege, 
director of governmental relations for the National PTA. Educational lobbyists, 
for example, surfaced in the halls of state legislatures and Congress only when 
education bills were introduced. Debates on welfare only attracted agencies 
serving poor children, 

Fege now urges the National PTA's 6.9 million members to take a "whole-child 
approach," and believes the contract may be the hook to get them to do that. 
"Education experts may have to put health care on the table," he says. He also 
believes a time w i l l come when advocates, many of whom are hindered from direct 
political action by their tax-free status, may want to form a political action 
committee in order to become more directly involved. 

Children's advocates such as Salisbury say the contract idea w i l l play well 
in America's heartland, where there Is wide support for policies and programs 
benefiting the young. A year ago, Children Now hired the Tarrance group,"a 
polling firm often used by Republicans, to survey voter attitudes on children. 
The survey found overwhelming support, regardless of political a f f i l i a t i o n , for 
government help in children's lives. Only 20 percent felt government should do 
"as l i t t l e as possible" for children other than poor children; 73 percent 
believed government should fund programs to improve the health, safety and 
education needs of a l l children. 

Advocates acknowledge that their new objectives w i l l not be easy to meet. 
Americans may say they care a lot about children, but they do not easily see the 
connection between children's needs and government. Politicians also don't 
believe supporting children's needs can help them win votes, Bales says. 
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Advocates need to do a better job talking to both groups, says Christine 
Benero, director of the Washington office for the Association of Junior Leagues 
International, " I would hope we would be looked to as a resource for shaping 
some of the policies before they are debated — and then [we] join the debate." 

For a copy of the contract or for more information: 1-800-244-5344. 
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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 E N T 

17-Jan-1995 07:56pm 

TO: (See Below) 

FROM: Jeremy D. Benami 
Domestic Policy Council 

SUBJECT: Several items 

A few items FYI 

(1) Staff meeting 4:30 Wednesday room 211 

(2) Weekly reports due c.o.b. today 

(3) Just a reminder - rather than 24 people calling Andrea 
Rutledge directly with requests, questions, the system w i l l work 
better i f (generally) requests are funnelled through Stacey, Roz 
and Jeremy. Andrea i s now Director of Administration for the 
White House so i s even busier. She i s now located in Room 1. 

(4) Interns start TODAY - Wednesday January 18. Please join us 
for a brown bag lunch welcoming them at 12:30 in room 211 i f you 
can make i t . 

ALSO - as of now, only Lynn and Patsy have spoken to me 
about projects for the interns to do. Please think about the 
things you need done which interns can help with - letters, 
research, attending hearings, etc. - and let me know ASAP. 
[Health care and Bill/Mickey/Gaynor have interns working directly 
for them.] 

(5) NGA policy analyses due at c.o.b. today, Wednesday, to Jeremy 
i f possible. NGA issue briefings are due tomorrow (areas not 
covered by the talking points or policy proposals only). 

Thanks. 
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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 E N T 

13-Jan-1995 09:13am 

TO: C a r o l H. Rasco 

FROM: Gaynor R. McCown 

Domestic Policy Council 

CC: Jeremy D. Benami 

SUBJECT: RE; NGA Meeting 

Carol: 

There i s an expectation that you and the other panel 
participant(s) make some i n i t i a l remarks and then there w i l l be 
time for questions and answers. Patty Sullivan i s out today but 
w i l l get cla r i f i c a t i o n on exactly how long you should speak on 
Monday. 

Gaynor 



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 E N T 

12-Jan-1995 04:44pm 

TO: C a r o l H. Rasco 

FROM: Gaynor R. McCown 

Domestic Policy Council 

CC: Jeremy D. Benami 

SUBJECT: NGA Meeting 

Carol: 

I spoke to Patty Sullivan regarding the NGA meeting. At 
t h i s point, nothing i s defin i t e because a l l decisions have to be 
cleared by the chair and the co-chair. 

However, they are planning to s t a r t the meeting with a 
brie f presentation by David Hamburg. Immediately following. 
Governor Hunt and Governor Whitman have been asked to present the 
work t h e i r states have done for goal one -- a l l children w i l l 
s t a r t school ready to learn. The panel you are on w i l l be the 
f i n a l session and i t w i l l l a s t 35 - 45 minutes. There w i l l be 
time for questions and answers. The entire meeting i s scheduled 
to l a s t approximately two hours. 

The other panel members have yet to be determined although 
Senator Packwood has been mentioned as a p o s s i b i l i t y . They are 
in v i t i n g members of Congress, both Democrats and Republicans, who 
have taken a leadership role on issues of children and families. 
Patty w i l l keep me posted as decisions are made. 

Meanwhile, I w i l l begin working on your briefing materials. 
I w i l l get any relevant information from the states. Also, once I 
know who the participants are, I w i l l be sure you have some 
talking points to respond to possible questions. 

Gaynor 
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requirements of their individual programs whether or nol those requirements were addressed 

in the preliminary consolidated plan. 

•HIP Pinal Consolidated Plan. On the basis of their comprehensive planning, States 

would develop and submit to the Secretary their final, comprehensive, consolidated plans. 

The Department soon will begin working with interested States and others to develop 

guidance on how consolidated State planning can support an integrated. Statewide service 

delivery system that promotes higher student achievement. These plans also might need to 

include some minimum program-specific infomiation that will be determined by the Secretary 

in close consultation with the field. Approval of this comprehensive plan-along with any 

waivers that may be needed to implement it-would be the basis on which ftinds for covered 

programs would be awarded for FY 1996 and beyond. 

niTRSTTONS AND ANSWERS 

The following information tries to address significant questions about the 

Department's strategy for implementing the consolidated plan provisions in the IASA. 

Ql_ What programs mav a State include in its consolidated plan? 

(NOTE: The following answer contains both a limited number of minor clarifications 

to the list of programs that the stamte specifically identifies for possible inclusion in a 

consolidated State plan, and those additional programs that the Secretary is proposing to 

designate for possible inclusion in the plan. These clarifications and additions, which are 

reflected in the foregoing notice, were made after release of the guidance document.) 

Al, ESEA programs may include: Title I, Part A (LEA Program): Tide I. Part B 

(Even Start); Title I. Part C (Migrant Education): Title I, Part D (Neglected. Delinquem. or 

15 



Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology Education Act; Programs under the Goals 2000: 

Educate America Act; and Programs under the School-to-Work Oppormnities Act. (See 

section 14302, and the definition of "covered program" in section 14101 of the ESEA.) 

The IASA authorizes the Secretary to designate other programs that may be included 

as well. The Secretary proposes to designate SubtiUe B of Title VII of the Stewart B. 

McKinney Homeless Assistance Act (the Education for Homeless Children and Youth 

program) (enacted in Title HI, Part B of the IASA). and all other State formula grant 

programs under the Perkins Act, The Secretary plans to provide a final list of designated 

programs by mid-Febmary. 

Q2. Will States that submit a consolidated plan to the Department have the ot?tion 

of choosinp which among these oroprams to include? 

A2. Yes, selection of programs to include in a consolidated plan, like the decision to 

submit a consolidated plan at all, is entirely at the discretion of the State. 

Q3. Will a State have to submit anv other funding application for programs that are 

included in its consolidated plan? 

A3. No. For programs that a State includes in its consolidated plan, that plan will 

substimte for any application requirements that are contained in the individual program 

16 
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Appendix R - GPNFRAT. ASSUBANCRS APPLICABLE TO EACH PROGRAM 

COVERED BY THE PRELIMTNARY (FIRST VKAR^ CONSOLIDATED PLAN 

• Each program will be administered in accordance with all applicable stamtes, 

regulations, program plans, and applications. 

• The control of funds provided under each program and title to property acquired 

with program funds will be in a public agency, in a nonprofit private agency, institution, or 

organization, or in an Indian tribe if the law authorizing the program provides for assistance 

to these entities. 

• The public agency, nonprofit private agency, instimtion. or organization, or Indian 

tribe will administer the funds and property to the extent required by the authorizing law. 

• The State will adopt and use proper methods of administering each program. 

including— 

(A) The enforcement of any obligations imposed by law on agencies, institutions, 

organizations, and other recipients responsible for canying out each program; 

(B) The correction of deficiencies in program operations that are identified through 

audits, monitoring, or evaluation; and 

(C) The adoption of written procedures for the receipt and resolution of complaints 

alleging violations of law in the administration of each program. 

• Tlie State will cooperate in carrying out any evaluation of each program conducted 

by or for the Secretary or other Federal officials. 

• The State will use fiscal control and fiind accountability procedures that wUl 

ensure proper disbursement of, and accounting for. Federal funds paid to the State under 

21 
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each program. 

• The State will-

- (A) Make reports to the Secretary as may be ..ecessary to enable the Secretary to 

perfomi the Secretary's duties under each progran.; and 

(B) Maintain records, provide infomiation to the Secretary, and afford access to the 

^ s as .he Secretary may m necessary to carry out Secretary's duties. 

. The Sme has afforded a reasonable oppormnity for public comment on Uie plan 

and has considered this comment. 

22 



c/3 

Q 
< 
cn 
z 

Oi 

ea 

2^ 

Z -2 

OS ^ 
c/3 « 

z:^ c/3 ^ 

U c 

1̂ 
H 

< 
ca 

r 
TUCKER 
Arkansas 

KING 
Maine 

EDGAR 
Illinois 

BAYH 
Indiana 

VOINOVICH 
Ohio 

JONES 
Kentucky 

ALMOND 
Rhode Island 

MERRILL 
New Hampshire 

GLENDENING 
Maryland 

National Governors' Association 

1995 Winter Meeting 

Opening Plenary Session/Executive Committee 

Sunday, January 29,1995 

Seating Chart 

Chairman's View 

MILLER 
Nevada 

GRAVES 
Kansas 

CARLSON 
Minnesota 

BUSH 
Texas 

ENGLER 
Michigan 

CARNAHAN 
Missouri 

JAMES 
Alabama 

FORDICE 
Mississippi 

SUNDQUIST 
Tennessee 

New Jersey 
Guests 

5: ^ 
OS « 

U Q 

a 
Oi 

ea 

I = 

O 

on I 
< 3 

O O 
1 ^ c 

o 

c 
Z 
O £ 
c/3 is 
a. 5: 
O o 

Oi 
w .2 - J & 

S o 

3 

1 
Z - 5 

North Carolina 
Guests 



T"H'E W H I T E H O U S E 

W A S H I N G T O N 
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In his brief remarks. Dr. Hamburg w i l l provide an overview 
based on the Starting Points report and why the f i r s t few years 
are so important. In my conversation with him he said that while 
he w i l l not focus specifically on the federal role, he w i l l talk 
a l i t t l e bit about how the federal government could and should 
serve as a catalyst for private sector institutions, such as 
foundations, to get involved. 

You have indicated that you would like to begin your remarks 
by focusing on what has motivated you to continue working on 
issues related to children and families. Both as a parent and a 
policymaker, the driving forces behind your work are what you 
refer to as a "poverty of s p i r i t " and the piecemeal fashion with 
which we approach children and their families. 

The problems facing our youngest children cannot be 
solved through piecemeal e f f o r t s ; nor can they be 
solved entirely by the federal govemment or through 
business initiatives. All Americans must take 
responsibility for this crisis. As the risks to our 
children intensify, so must our determination to 
enact family-centered programs and policies to ensure 
all of our youngest children the decent start that tiiey 
deserve. 

Below I have outlined the four key areas that constitute 
vital starting points (per the Carnegie Corporation report) for 
children and families - consistent with Governor Dean's goals for 
this year - in the context of the work the NGA and states have 
done and continue to do. As the President so often says: "There 
is no problem in America that hasn't already been solved by 
someone, somewhere in America." 

(1) PROMOTE PESPONSIBLE PARENTHOOD 

Our nation must foster both personal and social responsibility 
for having children. But to enable women and men to plan and act 
responsibly, we need a national commitment to making 
comprehensive family planning, pre-conception, prenatal, and 
postpartum health services available, and to provide community-
based education about the responsibilities of parenthood. 

We know that public investment in family planning i s cost 
effective. 

• Several states have developed successful program: 

MISSOURI - Parents as Teachers - PAT - program which 
sends certified parent educators to v i s i t expectant 
families at home and teach them how to be "their 



child's f i r s t teacher." PAT staff members set up group 
meetings for parents, screen children for early 
detection of problems, and link parents with other 
community resources, such as child care, health and 
social services. Evaluations show that PAT children 
score well above national norms on measure of school-
related achievement and that parents like the program. 

MINNESOTA - The early childhood program in Minnesota i s 
a statewide, state-funded effort that operates in more 
than 300 school d i s t r i c t s . I t offers child development 
information and parenting techniques, encourages 
healthy communication between parent and child and 
promotes positive parental attitudes. Open to a l l 
families with children from birth to kindergarten. 
Parents spend an average of two hours a week at the 
center: parents spend time with their children, 
overseen by trained early childhood educators, engage 
in discovery and cooperative play, learn to separate 
from parents, and develop cognitive and motor s k i l l s . 

KENTUCKY - In 1990, Kentucky passed the Kentucky Reform 
Act, which was intended to reduce the barriers to 
learning. Family Resource Centers (for families with 
children up to age five) operate out of elementary 
schools and offer before and after-school child care , 
child development education for pregnant women and 
mothers, literacy training for mothers who are earning 
their GAD, training and supervision for child care 
providers, and health and social services referrals. 

TEXAS - Since 1973, Texas has had a parent education 
program to support and improve parents' childrearing 
s k i l l s . Avance operates in public housing centers, -in 
elementary schools, and through i t s family service 
centers. 

MARYLAND - Friends of the Family, a statewide network 
of family support centers administered by an 
independent agency established with state assistance in 
1985 to address high rates of teenage pregnancy and 
child abuse and neglect. A l l centers provide support 
services while also emphasizing close community tie s 
through their policy advisory boards, which include 
parents, community leaders and social service agency 
representatives. 

(2) GUARANTEE QUALITY CHILD CARE CHOICES 

For healthy development, infants and toddlers need a 
continuing relationship with a few caring people, beginning 
with their parents and later including other child care 



providers. I f t h i s contact i s substantial and consistent, 
young children can form the t r u s t i n g attachments that are 
needed f o r healthy development throughout l i f e . Infants and 
toddlers should have the opportunity t o develop these 
relationships i n safe and predictable environments-in t h e i r 
homes or i n c h i l d care settings. 

From July 27-29, 1983, immediately preceding the NGA's 
annual meeting t o discuss the problems and the status 
of America's children, the NGA held a symposium i n 
Portland, Maine. A primary focus of t h i s meeting was 
the issue of c h i l d care and the objective was to 
encourage states to seek a balance of support (public 
and private) f o r families. 

I n 1987, the NGA, under the leadership of Michael 
Castle, published a report called The F i r s t Sixty 
Months and The F i r s t Sixty Months; The Next Steps. 
These two reports resulted from Governor Castle's 
i n i t i a t i v e as Chair of the Human Resource Committee to 
attack the causes that create problems f o r young 
children. The i n i t i a t i v e started i n 1985 with an 
i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of promising prevention programs and 
c h i l d care was a key issue. 

(3) ENSURE GOOD HEALTH AND PROTECTION 

When young children are healthy, they are more l i k e l y t o succeed 
i n school and, i n time, t o form a more productive workforce and 
become greater parents. Few social programs o f f e r greater long-
term benefits f o r American society than guaranteeing good health 
care f o r infa n t s and toddlers. But "good health" requires more 
than health care services. Being healthy means that young 
children are also able t o grow up i n safe homes and 
neighborhoods. 

I n 1992, the NGA, under the leadership of Governor 
Ashcroft, published EVERY CHILD READY FOR SCHOOL: 
REPORT OF THE ACTION TEAM ON SCHOOL READINESS -
Governor Ashcroft's i n i t i a t i v e t o examine strategies 
f o r meeting the national education goals. The report 
suggest benchmarks f o r states t o use i n measuring 
progress toward the school readiness goal and argues 
that Investing i n programs to support young children 
and t h e i r families i s sound policy and good economics. 

Following are the objectives as defined by the report: 

A l l disadvantaged and disabled children w i l l have 
access to high-quality and developmentally 
appropriate preschool programs that help prepare 
children for school. 



OHIO increased state funding f o r Head Start so that 50% of 
a l l e l i g i b l e children could be served by 1993. Thestate 
also approved l e g i s l a t i o n mandating comprehensive services 
and family needs assessment i n a l l public preschool 
programs. 

NEW MEXICO increased state subsidies, enhanced t r a i n i n g f o r 
providers, and reduced administrative costs by consolidating 
t r a i n i n g functions from these organization i n t o one agency. 

Every parent In America w i l l be a child's f i r s t 
teacher and devote time each day helping his or 
her preschool child learn; parents w i l l have 
access to the training and support they need. 

COLORADO issued birthday cards and patenting information to 
more than 250,000 parents of newborns. The state also 
issued planning grants to a t - r i s k communities to develop 
family centers. 

ILLINOIS sponsored p i l o t programs throughout the state 
to provide basic health care, n u t r i t i o n services, mental 
health services, c h i l d protective services, and social 
a c t i v i t i e s f o r children and t h e i r families. 

MARYLAND began the implementation of systemic reform of 
children and family services under the auspices of the 
Governor's Subcabinet f o r Children, Youth and Families. 

MINNESOTA was the f i r s t i n the nation to provide a 
combination of learning a c t i v i t i e s and patenting education 
f o r children ages zero to f i v e . 

Children w i l l receive the nutrition and health 
care needed to arrive at school with healthy minds 
and bodies, and the number of low-birthweight 
babies w i l l be significantly reduced through 
enhanced prenatal health systems. 

CALIFORNIA funded health and support services at school 
s i t e s under the new HEALTHY START program. 

DELAIfARE provided low-Income pregnant women a choice of 
receiving on-site services through the l o c a l public health 
c l i n i c or services i n t h e i r own home. 

NORTH DAKOTA implemented an interagency, statewide Early 
Childhood Tracking System to f i n d , monitor, and make 
appropriate r e f e r r a l s f o r children ages zero to f i v e who 
were determined "at - r i s k " of developmental delays. 



WASHINGTON'S F i r s t Steps program has proven effective in 
enhancing healthy outcomes for newborns through expanded 
e l i g i b i l i t y for Medicaid, maternity support services during 
pregnancy and post-partum, case management for women at high 
risk. 

(4) MOBILIZE COMMUNITIES TO SUPPORT YOUNG CHILDREN AND 
THEIR FAMILIES 

Broad-based community supports and services are necessary to 
ensure a decent start for our youngest children. 
Unfortunately, community services for families with children 
under three are few and fragmentary. To reverse the c r i s i s 
facing families with young children, the old ways of 
providing service and supports must be reassessed, and 
broad, integrated approaches must be found to ensure that 
every family with a newborn i s linked to a source of health 
care, child care and patenting support. 

We can now say, with greater confidence than ever 
before, that the quality of a young child's environment 
and social experience has a decisive, long-lasting 
impact on their well-being and ability to learn. 

Children are best served in the context of families, 
and families are best served in the context of 
communities. 

Community-building efforts should be an Important 
competent of comprehensive strategies for children and 
families. These efforts involve not only services but 
the active and meaningful engagement of a l l 
stakeholders. 

Effective and comprehensive strategies for children and 
families require new funding structures that are more 
flexible and reliable. 



BACKGROUND 

The goal of t h i s year's Chairman - Governor Dean of 
Vermont - i s "the healthy development of a l l children and what i t 
takes to build strong families and strong supportive 
communities." In order to work toward t h i s goal, he has 
established the following p r i o r i t i e s : 

Increase the capacity of communities to meet the needs of 
young children and t h e i r families by decategorizing program 
funding, encouraging families to be involved i n decision­
making, integrating services, and exploring new governance 
models. 

Guarantee high-quality c h i l d development options for a l l 
families-focusing on high-quality c h i l d care. Head Start, 
and preschool-with these programs coordinated with the l o c a l 
schools. 

Help parents meet t h e i r children's need by expanding family 
support and parent education programs, providing 
comprehensive services for school-age and other high r i s k 
parents, promoting planned childbearing, and ensuring that 
parents can and w i l l assume f i n a n c i a l r e s p o n s i b i l i t y for 
t h e i r children. 

Ensure healthy development of a l l children through access to 
early and continuous prenatal care, well-baby care, f u l l 
immunizations, and expansion of the sp e c i a l Supplemental 
Feeding Program for Women, Infants, and Children. 

Reduce b a r r i e r s to healthy development, such as c h i l d abuse 
and neglect, domestic and community violence, substance 
abuse, and environmental toxins. 

Provide emotional foundations for school readiness by 
decreasing out-of-home placements, increasing the amount of 
unhurried time that parents and other adults have with 
children, and encouraging family-friendly community and 
employment p o l i c i e s . 

While these goals as e x p l i c i t l y stated are new, the NGA, the 
Federal Government and individual states have already done and 
continue to do a great deal to achieve them. 

I I . SUMMARY OF NGA'S INVOLVEMENT IN CHILDHOOD ISSUES 

1983-84 AMERICA'S CHILDREN NEED POWERFVL FRIENDS: STRATEGIES 



FOR THE STATES — This was a symposium held in 
Portland, Maine on July 27-29, 1983 immediately 
preceding the NGA's annual meeting to discuss the 
problems and the status of America's children. Issues 
addressed included the impact of poverty and the 
ramifications of unemployment, adolescent pregnancies, 
divorce, and other family traumas "oIi Lhe htsdlLh'and 
well-being of children. The Symposium also examined 
state efforts to address children's needs. A report 
with the same t i t l e was released in the summer of 1984 
summarizing the symposium presentations. 

At that meeting the NGA developed the following principles in 
guiding the continued development and improvement of state 
services to children: 

(1) GENERAL. A l l policy and legislative recommendations 
should be considered both from the child's point of view and 
their potential impact on families. 

(CCESS. Parents and others seeking governmental 
assistance on behalf of their children should have timely 
access to service, the opportunity to choose among available 
services and voice in their design, development and 
delivery. 

(3) ECONOMIC SECURITY. Providing a minimum income level 
sufficient to provide some basic level of food, shelter, 
transportation, clothing and health care through employment 
or income security or child support programs. 

(4) HEALTH. States should support the development of a 
federal and state health policy which provides equal access 
to mental and physical health services for children. 

(5) EDUCATION. States should endorse increased federal 
support for educating poor and disabled children and a 
strong federal commitment to c i v i l rights enforcement and 
equal educational opportunity for children and youth. 
Beyond these issues, educational policies should be l e f t to 
the states and l o c a l i t i e s . 

(6) CHILD WELFARE AND FAMILY SUPPORT. S t a t e s should p l a c e 
the highest value on enabling families to maintain the 
safety and well-being of their children at home by providing 
a variety of services - counseling, homemaker, child care 
and alcoholism treatment among others. 

[(7n CHILD CARE. States should seek a balance of support 
*^j;Hiblic and private) for families who require child care for 
developmental, protective, special needs, or work-related 
reasons. 



(8) HOUSING. Federal and state governments should assist in 
developing an adequate supply of housing for families with 
children that i s affordable, safe and sanitary. 

(9) YOUTH. NGA supports federal i n i t i a t i v e s such as runaway 
youth, youth training and employment and juvenile justice 
programs. Government at a l l levels should give priority to 
developing preventive, emergency, and remedial services 

jned for this age group. 

ORKING PARENTS. Federal and state governments should 
rage personnel policies and fringe benefits that 

ort families and children. 

1986 THE GOVERNORS' 1991 REPORT ON EDUCATION - This report 
done in 1986 but the objective was to look ahead at 
what could be done by 1991. Under the leadership of 
then Governor Richard Riley, the TASK FORCE ON 
READINESS developed two sets of recommendations: 

States must develop in i t i a t i v e s to help at-risk 
preschool children become ready for school. 

States must work to assure that at-risk children 
and youth meet the new educational standards from 
school entry through graduation. 

THE FIRST SIXTY MONTHS and THE F I R S T S I X T Y MONTHS: THE 
NEXT STEPS - These two reports resulted from Governor 
Castle's i n i t i a t i v e as Chair of the Human Resource 
Committee to attack the causes that create problems for 
young children. The In i t i a t i v e started in 1985 with an 
identification of promising prevention programs. The 
second publication includes indicators of children's 
well-being and provides four case studies for advice on 
implementing effective programs. 

1989 AMERICA IN TRANSITION: THE INTERNATIONAL FRONTIER, 
REPORT OF THE TASK FORCE ON CHILDREN - T h i s r e p o r t was 
part of Governor B a i l i l e s i n i t i a t i v e to focus 
Governors' attention on meeting the challenges of the 
21st century. The in i t i a t i v e included six task forces 
to examine the issues that form the foundation of the 
nation's future - foreign markets, international 
education, research and technology, domestic markets, 
transportation infrastructure, and children. The task 
force on children examined two primary issues: the 
lack of a coherent national policy for prevention and 



the d i s j o i n t e d , c r i s i s - o r i e n t e d actions of entrenched 
bureaucracies. 

1992 EVERY CHILD READY FOR SCHOOL: REPORT OF THE ACTION 
TFIAM ON SCHOOL READINESS - T h i s r e p o r t r e s u l t e d from 
one of three action teams established under Governor 
Ashcroft's i n i t i a t i v e t o examine strategies f o r meeting 
the national education goals. The report suggest 
benchmarks fo r states t o use i n measuring progress 
toward the school readiness goal and argues that 
investing i n programs t o support young children and 
t h e i r families i s sound policy and good economics. 

"Every Child Ready fo r School" was designed t o guide 
reform e f f o r t s and to stimulate the i n t e r e s t and 
involvement of Governors and other policymakers, ^' 
educators and parents and other social service ĥO 
providers. I t was also intended to promote the v̂ J op 
awareness and support of business leaders and c i t i z e n s 
from a l l sectors of society. Following are the 
objectives as defined by the report: 

A l l disadvantaged and disabled children w i l l have 
access to high-quality and developmentally 
appropriate preschool programs that help prepare 
children for school. 

increased state funding f o r Head Start so that 50% 
Ll e l i g i b l e children could be served by 1993. The 

s^aife also approved l e g i s l a t i o n mandating comprehensive 
services and family needs assessment i n a l l public 
preschool programs. 

MEXICO/increased state subsidies, enhanced t r a i n i n g 
Lders, and reduced administrative costs by 

fidating t r a i n i n g functions from these 
organization i n t o one agency. 

Every parent in America w i l l be a child's f i r s t 
teacher and devote time each day helping his or 
her preschool child learn; parents w i l l have 
access to the training and support they need. 

COLORADO issued birthday cards and patenting 
information t o more than 250,000 parents of newborns. 
The state also issued planning grants to a t - r i s k 
communities to develop family centers. 

ILLINOIS sponsored p i l o t programs throughout the state 
to provide basic health care, n u t r i t i o n services, 
mental health services, c h i l d protective services, and 



s o c i a l a c t i v i t i e s f o r c h i l d r e n and t h e i r f a m i l i e s . 

MARYLAND began the implementation of systemic reform o f 
c h i l d r e n and f a m i l y services under the auspices of the 
Governor's Subcabinet f o r Children, Youth and Families. 

MINNESOTA was the f i r s t i n the n a t i o n t o provide a 
combination o f l e a r n i n g a c t i v i t i e s and p a t e n t i n g 
education f o r c h i l d r e n ages zero t o f i v e . 

Children w i l l receive the n u t r i t i o n and health 
care needed to a r r i v e at school with healthy minds 
and bodies, and the number of low-birthweight 
babies w i l l be s i g n i f i c a n t l y reduced through 
enhanced prenatal health systems. 

CALIFORNIA funded h e a l t h and support services a t school 
s i t e s under the new HEALTHY START program. 

DELAWARE provided low-income pregnant women a choice of 
r e c e i v i n g o n - s i t e services through the l o c a l p u b l i c 
h e a l t h c l i n i c or services i n t h e i r own home. 

NORTH DAKOTA implemented an interagency, statewide 
E a r l y Childhood Tracking System t o f i n d , monitor, and 
make appropriate r e f e r r a l s f o r c h i l d r e n ages zero t o 
f i v e who were determined "at - r i s k " of developmental 
delays. 

WASHINGTON'S F i r s t Steps program has proven e f f e c t i v e 
i n enhancing healthy outcomes f o r newborns through 
expanded e l i g i b i l i t y f o r Medicaid, m a t e r n i t y support 
services d u r i n g pregnancy and post-partum, case 
management f o r women at high r i s k . 

I n a d d i t i o n t o the s i g n i f i c a n t e f f o r t s l i s t e d above, the 
Governors have also been Involved i n education, h e a l t h , and 
w e l f a r e reform f o r the l a s t decade. As the President has so 
o f t e n s a i d , "there i s no problem i n America t h a t hasn't already 
been solved by someone, somewhere i n America." 

I I I . THE ROLE OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

The C l i n t o n A d m i n i s t r a t i o n i s w e l l aware t h a t p o l i c i e s and 
programs a f f e c t i n g c h i l d r e n must support f a m i l i e s and encourage 
the cooperation o f e x i s t i n g o r g a n i z a t i o n s such as schools and 
community-based o r g a n i z a t i o n s . Children are best served i n the 
context o f f a m i l i e s , and f a m i l i e s are best served i n the context 
of communities. We can now say, w i t h greater confidence than 
ever before, t h a t the q u a l i t y of young c h i l d r e n ' s environment and 



s o c i a l experience has a d e c i s i v e , l o n g - l a s t i n g impact on t h e i r 
w e l l - b e i n g and a b i l i t y t o l e a r n . 

The problems f a c i n g our youngest c h i l d r e n cannot be solved 
through piecemeal e f f o r t s ; nor can they be solved e n t i r e l y by the 
government or through business i n i t i a t i v e s . A l l Americans must 
take r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r t h i s c r i s i s . As the r i s k s t o our 
c h i l d r e n i n t e n s i f y , so must our determination t o enact f a m i l y -
centered programs and p o l i c i e s t o ensure a l l o f our youngest 
c h i l d r e n the decent s t a r t t h a t they deserve. 

E f f e c t i v e and comprehensive s t r a t e g i e s f o r c h i l d r e n and 
f a m i l i e s r e q u i r e new funding s t r u c t u r e s t h a t are more f l e x i b l e 
and r e l i a b l e . Approaches under c o n s i d e r a t i o n i n c l u d e 
c o n s o l i d a t i o n and d e c a t e g o r i z a t i o n of f e d e r a l programs, improved 
waiver o p t i o n s , and d e v o l u t i o n of funds t o the s t a t e s and 
l o c a l i t i e s . 

Several major pieces of recent l e g i s l a t i o n present 
tremendous o p p o r t u n i t i e s and st a t e s and l o c a l i t i e s as they devise 
comprehensive s t r a t e g i e s t o serve c h i l d r e n and f a m i l i e s . Newly 
enacted l e g i s l a t i o n i ncludes: 

^ Goals 2000: Educate America A c t — t h e centerpiece o f 
President C l i n t o n ' s education agenda -- recognizes and 
supports the need f o r a more comprehensive approach by 
p r o v i d i n g resources t o s t a t e s and communities t o 
develop and Implement comprehensive education reforms 
aimed a t he l p i n g a l l students reach c h a l l e n g i n g 
academic and o c c u p a t i o n a l - s k i l l standards. The law--
which addresses school readiness; school completion; 
competency i n ch a l l e n g i n g subject matter; science and 
mathematics achievement; l i t e r a c y ; safe, d i s c i p l i n e d , 
and drug-free schools; and p a r e n t a l p a r t i c i p a t i o n — a s k s 
s t a t e s and l o c a l education agencies (LEAs) t o create 
broad-based planning groups t h a t i n c l u d e educators; 
parents; business leaders; and r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s of 
h e a l t h agencies, s o c i a l s e r v i c e agencies, and community 
or g a n i z a t i o n s t h a t work w i t h c h i l d r e n and youth. 

4 The Improving American Schools Act (Reauthorization of 
the Elementary and Secondary School A c t ) , s t r o n g l y 
encourages s t a t e s and LEAs t o coordinate s e r v i c e s . The 
p r i o r i t y of t h i s l e g i s l a t i o n i s high standards f o r a l l 
c h i l d r e n , w i t h the d i f f e r e n t elements needed f o r a 
h i g h - q u a l i t y education w e l l a l i g n e d so t h a t the 
education process works smoothly t o help a l l students 
reach those standards. I t r e q u i r e s LEAs t o i d e n t i f y i n 
t h e i r T i t l e I plans ( d i s t r i b u t e d on a formula basis) 
e x a c t l y how they w i l l coordinate education, h e a l t h , and 
s o c i a l services. The Improving American Schools Act 
also supports comprehensive s t r a t e g i e s t h a t i n c l u d e 
drug prevention c u r r i c u l a and programs l i n k i n g schools 



and communities. 

The Empowerment Zone/Enterprise Community I n i t i a t i v e , 
administered by the Departments o f Housing and Urban 
Development and A g r i c u l t u r e , i s one o f the C l i n t o n 
A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ' s most ambitious p r o j e c t s t o promote 
community development and provide jobs and economic 
o p p o r t u n i t i e s . Through t h i s i n i t i a t i v e , the f e d e r a l 
government o f f e r s t o create compacts w i t h communities 
and s t a t e and l o c a l governments. More than 800 
communities have submitted a p p l i c a t i o n s under t h i s 
i n i t i a t i v e ; each a p p l i c a t i o n contains a comprehensive 
and s t r a t e g i c plan f o r change, w i t h performance-based 
benchmarks. By p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n t h i s i n i t i a t i v e , 
community r e s i d e n t s , schools, businesses, f i n a n c i a l 
i n s t i t u t i o n s , s e r v i c e p r o v i d e r s , neighborhood 
ass o c i a t i o n s , and s t a t e and l o c a l governments can form 
or strengthen partnerships t o support r e v i t a l i z a t i o n . 

The Family Preservation and Support Program, authorized 
as p a r t o f the 1993 budget agreement. Includes almost 
$1 b i l l i o n over f i v e years f o r s t a t e s t o improve the 
wel l - b e i n g of vulnerable c h i l d r e n and t h e i r f a m i l i e s , 
p a r t i c u l a r l y those experiencing or a t r i s k of abuse and 
neglect. Because the m u l t i p l e needs of these c h i l d r e n 
and f a m i l i e s cannot be addressed adequately through 
c a t e g o r i c a l programs and fragmented s e r v i c e d e l i v e r y 
systems, s t a t e s are encouraged t o use the new program 
as a c a t a l y s t f o r e s t a b l i s h i n g a continuum of 
coordinated, i n t e g r a t e d , c u l t u r a l l y r e l e v a n t , and 
f a m i l y focused services. Services range from 
pre v e n t i v e e f f o r t s t o strengthen f a m i l i e s by p r o v i d i n g 
c r u c i a l support t o services f o r f a m i l i e s i n serious 
c r i s i s or a t r i s k of having c h i l d r e n removed from the 
home. 

Head S t a r t , administered by the Department of Health 
and Human Services, has an impact on c h i l d development 
and day care servi c e s , the expansion o f s t a t e and l o c a l 
a c t i v i t i e s f o r c h i l d r e n , the range and q u a l i t y o f 
services f o r young c h i l d r e n and t h e i r f a m i l i e s , and the 
design of t r a i n i n g f o r s t a f f i n v o lved i n such programs. 
Head S t a r t has served more than 13.8 m i l l i o n c h i l d r e n 
and t h e i r f a m i l i e s since 1965; grants are awarded t o 
l o c a l p u b l i c or p r i v a t e n o n - p r o f i t agencies. 



IV. INTERGOVERNMENTAL PROCESS AND FEDERALISM 

Underlying the Clinton Administration's i n i t i a t i v e s to 
restructure government i s a broad set of principles for a 
reinvigorated federal-state-local partnership: 

The federal government could lead by establishing national 
goals, allowing states and l o c a l i t i e s maximum feasible 
f l e x i b i l i t y in selecting the means to achieve these goals. 

Within the existing legislation and regulation, the federal 
government should make aggressive use of waiver authority 
and related legislation to enable states and communities to 
design their own approaches for meeting key national goals. 

In return for federal support, the federal government should 
craft and enforce rigorous performance standards that 
measure state and local progress toward national goals-
standards that replace bureaucratic micro-management of 
inputs and process. 

The federal government should throw i t s support behind 
improved coordination and collaboration among categorical 
programs and, where appropriate, their amalgamation into 
broader, more flexible programs. 

The federal government should move in an orderly and 
sustainable fashion to assume a greater share of f i s c a l 
responsibility for problems that are clearly within i t s 
legal or constitutional responsibility. 

While continuing to discharge i t s constitutional 
responsibility to ensure equal citizenship and opportunity 
for a l l , the federal government should reduce uncompensated 
f i s c a l impact of national legislation on state and local 
government. 

The c l a s s i c role of the states and l o c a l i t i e s as 
laboratories of democracy should be enhanced by a federal 
government willing to learn from subnational successes, to 
collect, evaluate, and disseminate information about these 
successes, and-in general-to make i t easier for different 
locales to learn from one another. As the president has so 
often said, there i s no problem in America that hasn't 
already been solved by someone, somewhere in America. 

** This information was taken from "Reinventing Federalism: 
The Clinton / Gore Program for a New Partnership Among the 
Federal, State, Local and Tribal Governments" by William A. 
Galston and Geoffrey Tibbetts. 



V. XBE CMOHEGIE CORPORATION'S 1994 REPORT 

# / 

According the Carnegie Corporation most recent report - X M 
"Starting Points: Meeting the Needs of Our Youngest Children" - Ah^x^V 
there are four key areas that constitute v i t a l s t a r t i n g points 
for our youngest children and families. V 

PROMOTE RESPONSIBLE PARENTHOOD 

Our nation must foster both personal and s o c i a l 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y for having children. But to enable women and 
men to plan and act responsibly, we need a national 
commitment to making comprehensive family planning, pre­
conception, prenatal, and postpartum health services 
available, and to provide community-based education about 
the r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s of parenthood. 

GUARANTEE QtJALITY CHILD CARE CHOICES 

For healthy development, infants and toddlers need a 
continuing relationship with a few caring people, beginning 
with t h e i r parents and l a t e r including other c h i l d care 
providers. I f t h i s contact i s substantial and consistent, 
young children can form the trusting attachments that are 
needed for healthy development throughout l i f e . Infants and 
toddlers should have the opportunity to develop these 
relationships i n safe and predictable environments-in t h e i r 
homes or i n c h i l d care settings. 

ENSURE GOOD HEALTH AND PROTECTION 

When young children are healthy, they are more l i k e l y to 
succeed i n school and, i n time, to form a more productive 
workforce and become greater parents. Few s o c i a l programs 
offer greater long-term benefits for American society than 
guaranteeing good health care for infants and toddlers. But 
"good health" requires more than health care s e r v i c e s . 
Being healthy means that young children are also able to 
grow up i n safe homes and neighborhoods. 

MOBILIZE COMMUNITIES TO SUPPORT YOUNG CHILDREN AND THEIR 
FAMILIES 

Broad-based community supports and services are necessary to 
ensure a decent s t a r t for our youngest children. 
Unfortunately, community services for families with children 
under three are few and fragmentary. To reverse the c r i s i s 
facing families with young children, the old ways of 



providing service and supports must be reassessed, and 
broad, integrated approaches must be found to ensure that 
every family with a newborn i s linked to a source of health 
care, child care and patenting support. 



• ONE OF GOVERNOR DEAN'S PRIORITIES IS TO INCREASE THE 
CAPACITY OF COMMUNITIES TO MEET THE NEEDS OF YOUNG CHILDREN 
AND THEIR FAMILIES BY DECATEGORIZING PROGRAM FUNDING, 
ENCOURAGING FAMILIES TO BE INVOLVED IN DECISION-MAKING, 
INTEGRATING SERVICES, AND EXPLORING NEW GOVERNANCE MODELS. 
WHAT IS THE ADMINISTRATION DOING IN THIS AREA? 

(1) The Administration has made extensive use of waivers to 
provide States f l e x i b i l i t y in managing existing programs. For 
example, we are engaged in an ongoing effort with Indiana and 
West Virginia to consolidate planning requirements for 199 
federal grants targeted to children and families. 

(2) The Administration has also entered into an unprecedented 
intergovernmental partnership with the state of Oregon. In 
December of 1994, Oregon's governor and numerous mayors signed an 
agreement with the federal government to pilot a redesigned 
system that w i l l be: 

structured, managed, and evaluated on the basis of results; 
oriented to customer needs and satisfaction; 
biased toward prevention rather than remediation of 
problems; and 
simplified and integrated as much as possible, delegating 
responsibilities for service design, delivery, and results 
to frontline, local level providers, whether they are local 
agencies or local offices of State agencies. 

(3) The Empowerment Zone / Enterprise Community program i s based 
on the concept that local communities are in the best position to 
develop their own strategies for neighborhood revitalization. 

(4) In 1993, the National Performance Review called for 
consolidations of related, small grants — a "top down" approach 
to solving the problem of multiple programs — and proposed a new 
concept of "bottom up" consolidation" that would allow States and 
lo c a l i t i e s much greater f l e x i b i l i t y in the use of small pots of 
federal money. This LOCAL EMPOWERMENT AND FLEXIBILITY ACT -
introduced by Senator Hatfield - has bipartisan support. 

(5) The Family Preservation and Support Program, authorized as 
part of the 1993 budget agreement, includes almost $1 bi l l i o n 
over five years for states to improve the well-being of 
vulnerable children and their families. Because the multiple 
needs of these children and families cannot be addressed 
adequately through categorical programs and fragmented service 
delivery systems, states are encouraged to use this program as a 
catalyst for establishing a continuum of coordinated, integrated, 
culturally relevant, and family focused services. 



IS THE PRESIDENT COMMITTED TO PUSH FOR THE FULL FUNDING OF 
HEAD START? 

The reform and expansion of HEAD START was signed into law on May 
18, 1994. The President remains committed to this program which, 
since 1965 has served more than 13.8 million children and their 
families; and i s an example of a theme of the Clinton 
Administration and indeed i s the topic of our conversation today 
— in order for children to be empowered to perform to their 
fullest potential, we must concentrate on early childhood 
development and day care services. 

WHAT ABOUT BLOCK GRANTS IN GENERAL? 

Over the last two decades, there have been many proposals to 
eliminate the federal role in different programs by devolving 
them to the states and l o c a l i t i e s . We are committed to looking 
at options for possible devolution, particularly in areas where 
reducing, or indeed eliminating federal involvement w i l l improve 
service to customers. 



PRESIDENT CLINTON'S LIFELONG LEARNING AGENDA: 
A STATUS REPORT 

I n today's r a p i d l y changing economy, knowledge and 
o p p o r t u n i t y are t i g h t l y l i n k e d : more and more, what you earn i s 
dependent on what you can l e a r n throughout your l i f e . 

On February 22, 1994 i n an address t o the American Council 
on Education, President C l i n t o n presented h i s v i s i o n f o r l i f e l o n g 
l e a r n i n g and the l e g i s l a t i v e agenda needed t o t u r n t h a t v i s i o n 
i n t o r e a l i t y f o r a l l Americans. The f o l l o w i n g i s a status r e p o r t 
on the major b u i l d i n g blocks of t h a t agenda. 

Head S t a r t reform and expansion Signed i n t o law by the 
President on May 18, 
1994 

Goals 2000: Educate America Act Signed i n t o law by the 
President on March 31, 
1994 

Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act 

School-to-Work Opportunities Act 

D i r e c t lending/income-contingent 
repayment 

Nat i o n a l and Community Service 
Trust Act 

Reemployment Act of 1994 

Signed i n t o law by the 
President on October 
20, 1994 

Signed i n t o law by the 
President on May 4, 1994 

Signed i n t o law by the 
President on August 10, 
1993 

Signed i n t o law by the 
President on September 
21, 1993 

Transmitted t o the 
Congress on March 15, 
1994 
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A Quarrel Over Dealing With China 
THE WASHINCTON Pngr FRIDAY. JAIWABY 6,1995 

The editorial on U.S. China policy 
{"The China Quarrel," Dec. 28] en-
lorses a double standard in dealing 
with trade matters and human rights 
that is shortsighted and counterpro­
ductive. While praising President 
Clinton's "sensible" decision to de-link 
trade and human rights. The Post 
urges the administration to stick to its 
threat of trade sanctions for China's 
violatKMis of patent and copyright 
rules. Belatedly, The Post acknowl­
edges that U.S. credibility was dam­
aged by the president's most-favored-
nation dedskni, as Beijing fails to take 
the threat of any sanctions seriously. 
• The administratHMi has yet to devdop 
an effective strategy for improving hu­
man rights in China. Absent the pres­
sure of the trade linkage, Bê png has 
effectively suspended talks with the In-
tematkxial Committee ot the Red Cross, 
enacted new state security regulations 
. and continued its cainpaign against polit-
kal and labw activists. On Dec 16, nine 
peaceful dissklents were sentencedto as 
long as 20 years in prison. 

The Post notes that if China succeeds 
in joining the new Workl Trade Organiza-
tion, it be obligated to abide by global 
tracfing rules. SiouUn't Beijing also be 
required to live by the worid's rulesi" 
«4ien it comes to human rights and be 
beU accounuble for vk>iatkms of interna-
tknal norms d bdiavior? Are the princi­
ples embodied in human rights dedara-
tkns and conventions no less important 
for China's kuig-tenm devek)pnient' 

As China prepares for the post-Deng 
Xiaoping transition, the United States 
needs a polky that advances economic 
and political refonn and seeks to improve 
bask: human rights as an integral compo­
nent of both. 

MIKE JENDRZEJCZYK 
Washington Director 

Hunun Rights Wiich/Asia 

Washington 

Marc H, Morial 

Our Juvenile Curfew Is Working 
^ *We are not just saying "No" to our youth. M are re-creating dreams/ 

When I took office in May 1994, New 
Orleans had an out-o ĉontrol crime problem. 
Children were dying, dtizens did not feel 
safe in their own homes, the numbers were 
staggering. Crime had become too personal, 
too familiar, k i mayor, 1 knew that I could 
not solve this qiormousiproblem alone. The 
only effective ̂ solution was a community 
solution. 

Our vision was to save our city and its 
future generatkins. It was in this spirit that 
we developed the idea for the Juvenile Cur­
few Law. Curfew hours >are from 8 p.m. to 6 
a.m. Sunday through Thursday, and from 11 
p.m. to 6 a.m.' Friday and Saturday. They are 
applicable to those under the age of 17. The 
Curfew Center is operational during tiiose 
curfew hours. Our plan was to implement a / 
curfew as a parent would lay down a house 
rule. Our cuifew holds both the juvenile and 
the parent accountable. Parents are required 
to pidc up their children from the Curfew 
Center and participate in counseling ses­
sions. Repeat offenderŝ  parents are issued a 
court summons and could risk being fined for 
failure to keep their children from violating 
curfew. t 

This forced responsibility" is working. 
After 60 days of implementation, juvenile 
crime during curfew hours had decreased by 
38 percent. After 90 days, overall crime had 
dropped by 14.6 percent. The crimes most 
significantly affected wwe armed robbery 

'(down 29 percent), auto theft (down 28 
percent) and murder (down 26 percent) as 
compared with the summer cf 1993. 

This is not just another cold, calculating 
law that does more harm than good. When 
the law was written, every consideratk>n was 
given to our children. Curfew violators are 
not taken to jail. Our curfew center is for 
juvenile curfew violators only, and the facili­
ty is freshly painted and brightly lit. The 
juvenile is checked in and taken to the 
center's counseling area while the youth's 
parents are contacted. The objective is to 
open new lines of communication, begin a 
dialogue between the parent and child, and 

we hope, set new ground ndes within the 
home. A 24-hour Curfew Hotline is avajlaUe 
to answer questrans about curfew policy and 
enforcement 

We have also constructed alternatives for 
young people by revitalizing the New Or­
leans Recreatkm Department (NORD), ex­
panding its programs by more than 300 
percent. The number of NORD summer 
camps increased from 17 to 41, serving 
more than 10,000 youths. The number of 
swimming pools went from four to 14. We 
created 1,300 hew summer jobs for youths 
and secured $1.8 million in federal grants for 
AmeriCorps and Youth Action Corps. We are 

not just saying "No" to our youth. We are 
re-creating dreams. 

Some may say that we have overstepped 
the boundaries—that it is not our responsi­
bility to become involved in personal family 
situations. I see it, differently. The ultimate 
civil liberty is the right to be secure in our 
own homes, to feel safe on our streets, to 
have coi^ence that our children can go to 
school safe .̂ If we do not step in and 
redireet our dty and the families who live in 
it, then who will? We have taken every 
precaution to protect the legal, individual 
and constitutional rights of every cituen 
affected \ f i the curfew regardless of age. 
However, we will continue to defend our 
right to safety with every ounce of energy 
andqurit 

The statistics prove our curfew is work­
ing. This new law is keeping youths off the 
streets and out of trouble. It is hdping 
families be more responsive to one another 
and more responsible to their conununities. 

We are fighting crime with aggressive, 
visionary programs supported by the whole 
community. We know that the country is 
watching. Jurisdkrtions across America have 
written or called asking how they can imple­
ment a similar law. Each day brings proof 
that, a unified community with a vision and 
the energy to work tirelessly can do any­
thing. . 

The writer is mayor of New Orleans. 


