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NGA Speech

Thank you,

The man who will be speaking after me, Congressman Caste, and I
were on the phone a few days ago reminiscing about the<%d days
when we were in the State Houses and about our moves to DC and
how we so often find ourselves wishing we were back in a
Governor’s office closer to real people . . but Mr. Castle, some
things never change . . .it’s snowing in DC, we're at a hollow
square table in the basement of a hotel, it’s Super Bowl Sunday,

so it must mean we'’'re at NGA.

One additional thing .I am certainly pleased to know has not

changed is the commitment of the nation’s governors to the-needs

of our children . . .thank you, Governor Dean, for your

leadership in this Children’s Campaign.

I attended my first NGA function in the summer of 1983 in
Portland, Maine when NGA convened a seminar on children prior to
the annual meeting there. The theme of that conference was
AMERICA'S CHILDREN NEED POWERFUL FRIENDS. And today, America’s

children continue to need powerful friends.

From that meeting in Portland a set of ten principles was issued
to guide the development and improvement of state services to
children . . . areas including economic security, education,

child welfare. family supports, child 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 legislatien recommendations should be
considered both froh 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 ssxu&seg;;giiiﬂlii\

It then follows and certainly showed in the developing Qork of
the NGA in the years since that it is difficult to talk about
children in school, adolescent issues or young adult needs if the
first critical years of a child’s life are not given the highest

of priorities.

I have been haunted and motivated to pursue the child policy
development field for a number of years by two personal
experiences which brought home to be quite clearly the academic
lessons taught me regarding the importance of early childhood

development:

First, as a new sixth grade teacher fresh from the University
world a number of years ago, I faced a class of students who
indeed exemplified what I had been taught to expect . . a range
of reading performance from pre-kindergarten level to post-high
school. The problem with my training was that after telling me
to expect this range I wasn’t given many clues on how to handle

it . . . I called former professors almost desperately . . .and



they each said the same thing: the best remedy is to become a
strong voice for quality and readily available early childhood
programs for ALL children. Over the course of that year in my
eagerness to work with those children I spent a lot of time in my
student’s homes talking to their parents and earlier teachers and
counselors . . . what did I learn? That yes, low income éhildren
were clearly more at risk for barriers related to lack of
appropriate pre-natal care and ear aches turned into partial
hearing loss, lack of eye exams meant pages out of focus, black
boards unintelligible. But I also saw too many children from
across all income levels who were experiencing a poverty of
spirit - who lacked the nurturing of a parent who would spend
time with a child mentoring her or him, parents who provided few
books and stimulating conversation but providing plenty of TV

time.

The most startling experience came from my own daughter . . after
a week in kindergarten she came bouncing in with that gleam of
excitement still in her eyes about going to school like her older
brother did . . . but she said she couldn’t figure out why some
of the other children in her class didn’t have magic glue in
their hands like she and most of her friends did. I, of course,
thought she meant some of them forgot to bring glue among their
school supplies and she said no, that they didn’t have glue in
their skin and couldn’t hold a color / a pencil because she had
magic glue in her skin, and they were missing the glue. How sad

it was for me standing in my kitchen that day facing that reality



in the fall of 1985 and now even today, we still have children in
America who haven’t had the pre kindergarten developmental

experiences that enable them to hold a color the day they enter
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Certainly -Gevernor Chites- recognized this during his tlme as
chair of your Human Resources Committee when he sponsored the
publication entitled "The First Sixty Months" in which innovative
programs for early childhood were illustrated. At the Education
Summit in Charlottesville, this association stood firmly
insistent in Goal One being just that... Goals One of our

Nation’s education goals.

As we seek through the executive branch of this administration to
define the proper federal role in meeting the needs of our
nation’s children and families, the guiding.principles for all
the work of the Domestic Policy Council is a simple sentence:
Every child shall be empowered to develop to his or her full

potential.

You are certainly familiar with our administration’s primary
programs as well as legislative initiatives enabling young

children and their families:

Welfare Reform

Fﬁry\\’/y Y S‘L{ (j[) s

Health care initiatives including an expanding immmunization



program as the statement by the President in his State of the
Union about our hopes for an incremental health reform stressing
the needs of working families and their children.

an\VW57k>%

A continuing Head Start expansion
Crime and Safety programs
Empowerment Zone / Enterprise Communities

The institutionalization of Goals 2000 and other education

reform.

But I want to mention to you what I think is perhaps even more

important in our quest together to improve services...while in

the governor's office I talked as much as you do about the need
for flexibility, less burdensome regulations, a can do attitude
on the part of the regional offices of a number of federal

departments...you know the litany.

I believe through the intensive regulatory review we are
undertaking under the leadership of the Vice President we can
actively work on the reg issue. In our budget to be presented on
February 6, we anticipate a positive reaction from the states on
our performance partnerships or block grants in old
terms...performance partnerships based on input from reports have

submitted in recent years, conversations with you and memories of



our time in the governor’s office.

Flexibility in funding and lifting of regulations can help to

meet those first tw?,goglgggrﬂpgi%ciples of the Portland
j 5L M L .
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conference in 1983( but the work during those 12 years, we have

learned as a nation that in truth we have to move to the second
half of the statement one of Governor Deén’s Children’s Campaign
if we are serious about a lasting, meaningful change in the way
we meet Goal One concerning readiness: The campaigns’s first
statement is: Increase the capacity of COMMUNITIES to meet the
needs of young children and their families by encouraging
FAMILIES to be involved in decision-making, integrating services,
and exploring new governance models. The key words here are not
regulations or block grants, the key words are COMMUNITIES,

FAMILIES, which brings to mind a saying of Hellen Keller: The

is moved along, not only by the mighty shoves of its heroes,
jit also by the aggregate of the tiny pushes of each honest
worker. Tiny pushes by informed parents, community members,

energized teachers.

That is why the President was so pleased.when Governors Bayh and
Caperton approached us about meeting with individuals from their
states to talk about a partnership between the federal government
and their states to allow grass roots planning for services to
children and their families. But I must tell you, those letters
requesting the meeting were quite foreign to the federal

bureaucracy...no waivers requested, no funding...just a meeting



and some cooperation from us in DC and numerous departments and
regional offices as those states sought to coordinate over 100

federal programs.

We held the meeting and gradually the federal bureaucracies
warmed up to the idea that it doesn’t take an RFP from Washington
to improve services or initiate innovation. We also are
delighted to be working with Oregon in the Benchmarks program, we

look forward to similar partnerships with others of you.

Will be able to make these changes as quickly as you want, as the
President wants?...probably not in every case. We WON'T always
succeed, and we won't always be able to do everything that you--

and we--- would want.

But I can promise you this: We will never relent in our effort

to give every child a chance to develop --- FULLY.

Throughout the years of my grandmother’s life on earth when she
served as a powerful mentor to me, she talked to me frequently of
the mirror test. I had to face daily as I looked into the
mirror... when I became a parent that mirror test changed a bit
in structure for the toughest mirror test for me and I daresay
you is to look into the eyes of children as they reflect back
upon you... daily I have to be able to look into those eyes of
children I see in front of the White House or in programs I visit

in your states and meet the quiz saying: we are seizing the



moment, we are doing our best. Above all, to my own child, I
have to be able to say we are working hard to make that magic

glue in every child’s skin a reality.



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,
well as support activities to improve the overall quality and
supply of child care in the state, be reauthorized with the
following modifications:

as

. Create a seamless child care system. Incorporate all 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 Title 1V-A,
Title XX, and programs for "at-risk" children with the CCDBG

to form a single system.

. Increase state flexibility. States will be given the

flexibility to pay providers less than the local market rate

when qualified care is available and / or when the local
market rate has artificially inflated child-care prices.

States would also be given flexibility 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

W’hen_ 'h.ue_q sou-n-de_d the battle cry on welfare, Wisconsin’s
| vot'érs.l'i‘s'tene'd, and so, apparently, did Newt Gingrich.
" By Norman Atkins

WO YEARS AND YOU’RE OUT.THE
iwords ‘stand poised at the top of
* Gov:. Tommy Thompson’s trachea
and march forth like a battle cry in
his:war on welfare. As career crimi-
nals are supposed to cower under

the threat of “Three strikes and

you're out!” so “recidivist” welfare

son’s:slogan.and shake a'leg: The phrase'is the core of the
Republican Governor’s: “Work Not:Welfare” experiment,

‘which as of Jan. T 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
appéar,downright ecstatic about Thompson's-two-county

- test run, small;scale though!it-is. Three-quarters of those

polled. support it;: and::last November '@ whopping: 67

percent of the voters swept him into.a third term. His -
eight-year war on welfare has- given' the G:O.P: a viable
- organizing principle: in the post-Communist: 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 Committee. “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 kriee to kiss somebody’s pinkie ring” to
get dispensation for-his' unorthodox welfare expetiments.

" Now-with thie.G.Q:P.in control of Congress, he exults in
. artiving “there -with “live .ammunition, - shootin® 4t real

targets.” Republican Congressmen' seek his input and

Norman Atkins writes for Family Life and other magazines.

mothers are meant to hear Thomp- =

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 fron, to pay for services like day care and job training,
With his newstatus 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 designedto -

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 climbing 32
percent nationally; the state has seen a net increase of
382,000 jobs, andthe University of Wisconsin won -the-
Rose Bowl last year, as he guaranteed. His foes believe

PHOTOGRAPH BY RICH SAAL FOR THE NEW York TIMES
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" that Thompson has;benefited'from:

- streak. of . Forrest; Gump-hke ks, To

- “Wisconsin," was: recoverig from a
wrenching recession eforenhrs elec-

" fewer: welfare recrprents and a Super
. Bowl victory. for the Green Bay

1862 whrch gave settlers 160 acres of
"-la.nd for a’ song. Thompson still owns
6 \_,of the’ property, though he
: s+ éager. to ‘sell. (“Wanna buy a

. “farm?”*he asks.) His mother’s father,

- ayLa; Follette socialist, organized a

ers” union. Al-

three chrldren.:

lobby for: hrgher s

' "'__-restoratlon) after decades of neglect.
'.'~whenhls‘ ore liber :
. 1gnored pleas for help In a speech to. c

' "‘_..Frank Lloyd never reallytturned him: R

' '.pro-busmess Governor whosé artis:.

'-'.'says Thompson; . knew T had'-
: l,ﬁsomethmg I could_sell » The hberal'_

on. (Later, as we're leavmg, he notes
that Wright was. ocxahstxc and

“didn’t pay his bills)'So- hovfr did/a

tic taste tends toward: Schwarzeneg-'

they will; contmue to receiye: the
,ger ﬂrcks 1become the savnor .of Jevel:

“Its like; Ntxon gomg t6 ‘China.” ly. Reagan Dempcrats” in*M
Tommy gets a klck out: ofthe line. "kee s Germamc, blueicolls

. R AR borhoods
: : s - that ‘went' off th

, {"a-Citholic: under
""'hr"’mothers wing and

‘compassion
downtrodden

through * his .

,, his values: were

ln 1969 hundreds of"welfare mothers stormed the Assembly
- chamber and ejectediThompson from his seat. Years later,
as Governor Thompson would try to shoo them out of thelrs

ter. scale” =i

fare reform

Ed: Garvey, ‘a Madi-
- son-based attorney and
. labor-consultant ‘and a
failed Démocratic sena-

ely. inculcated by his -

‘Enghsh and German stock.:When, at

“tricycle, his. father .introducéd him

qurddrty of his:welfare’ :philosophy:
* /o more something for nothing. The

'Tommy a piece of sandpaper and set

férfood. “I'had to pay for everything
myself ” Thompson recalls. “But he
ways. gave me the opportunity to
ork for what I needed.”
In-the 60’s, earning undergraduate
and Jaw degrees at the University of
‘Wisconsin in Madison, Thompson re-
... belled. against campus liberalism and
", “soaked up Barry Goldwater's “Con-
“:$cience:of a Conservative.” He started
but “I pushed myself to be
utgoing- like my father because I
ealizéd that bein’ bashful was a defi-
e emerged as a gregarious bar-
d'hearty partier. His conver-
‘sion‘‘to -extroversion culminated, re-
mlls“'hxs former roommate, Richard
e anht, in- approachmg total strangers

e

T N LT T TR

father, an exacting taskmaster of .
e ténder age of 4, Tommy asked for.

‘104 concept that would become the

elder Thompson, a grocer, handed

:to work .at 25 cents an. hour-
s rapmg chicken droppings. off, the .
eges that poor farmers had‘swapped: -

on medical leave for'
surgery: They continue:to:argtie over.
the 'teachers’

government on the taxpay

At a time¢*when Madison was:a:seed- *:
bed of radicalism, recal_ls-;Thompson," "
“We Hadia:thumb-in:th dxke_zphxlos-._ .
ophy:” "The dike burst, ternber;
1969, when’ hundreds_.- of S welfare -
mothers marched to the: mpltal_ be- -
hind a radical Catholic :priest:named-
James Groppi to press. for inore aid.
They stormed the Assembly ‘cham-:

ber, raised the red flags.and: e]ected
Thompson and the oth

from their seats. Years: l_ater, Gover: :
nor Thompson would: lead, the'charge -

to shoo the mothers‘ out:of tliéirs- .

ON A BRIGHT MORNH\IG N PRING- "_ :
Green, where Frank Lloyd Wrrght_._ -':

SCISSOrs a rrbbon on;
center, another” o

réast-cancer - .
- reporter, “I'm hke Ntxon gomg .o
union. -Thompson’ st Chinal”™ %
deep antipathy for it was forged inihis
early Assembly. days, when hé fell in
.with a cadre of tightwads; whose mis- .
‘siof wasito prevent the: growth of .

. . Tricky Dick. | ‘They tried” to+ paint*
- dime.: " hir

o chamnan,

“scream about v1rtually every ‘bill.the- oA

“used:
' Thompson wants: 10, Feform welfare

the‘ architect’ 5 -
landmark buildings::: The: Goverhor.

came up with.a. fmancmg plan for its -

_ welfare ‘benefits 6 percent; ‘they’ve
: been frozen ever’ since.'Even'so; he s.

“torial . candidate, be-

lieves that the Governor’s- rhetoric

. -and -welfare..reforms appeal to ;the
-+ electorate’ s basest instincts:; ‘When
. In 1986, durmg hls first guberna-_. '
torral campargn, liberals. ‘likened
Thompson' to “the shadrer side: of

and mmutes later. tells a local TV

“beeri”a very: successful demagogue,
- playing -on-racial fear.and tension.

im’ as’ tlllS leoman character, o
darkly. complected and-untrustwor: .
thy,”.John "Maclver,. ‘his: .campaign,
ecalls.; ‘For 'Thompson s,

' -.my, Thompson has: ‘done very good

;D mocrats ‘ proposed

‘they - tagged

| 'the. pop -

won 10; percent “of the: Afnmn-Amen—
- can vote; 'in 1990, 120 percent, and in
1994, by :hiis :count; ' more: than 40
. percent ofr, that vote: ]ohn Gard, the
Repubhcans welfare -expert .in" the

mcumbent
Earl for the recession-and for'turn-
' ing Wis¢onsininto.a welfare magnet
““In ‘one- of the -debates, Tony: Earl.

Democratlc

Anthony

“classi¢: *line:. . Tommy.

(' . argues

_ 1ohi’ evaluations; show no
‘clear: ‘evidnce. " of “success: or ‘cost-
effectiveness, Thompson ‘has hailed

.P ‘ ' .
Once elected, Thompson slashed-.' :
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'.{forever lamentmg a mrgranon “of

warn wou?l_d-be welfare ‘migrants that g

half: the 'state. claithis Gerthanrances:
try: “The. ‘majority; leader of: the As-
sembly, Scott Jenisen; who_ran

'. ‘thh- -
+in ‘Thomp-
. son’s: favor A Was: wel--

t"comes to welfare, Tommy has-

State Senator Gwendolynne Moore,,.

_-‘JOb of creatmg a class -war. here.

that o

" _Learnfare asa tnumph and expanded .



the program statewide. “Learnfare was
such a no-brainer in most peoples
eyes,” says Gard. “How can yéu be_
against forcing kids to go-to school?”
Tommy used the phrase ‘tough love’
and-it sold. Two ‘years after the Gov-

ernor first took office, a lot of Demo-.

crats' who fought it lost. So othiers -
became fearful of standmg in: ‘the way
of more welfdre isitiatives.”

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

siesults. Children First tells nonicusto-

..-out!” Thompson’s biggest’ ht-

- :Schilling, Fond du Lac’s direc- ~
* . tor of social-services, says the
~ - word is going out: “From the
moment you receive your first:
" welfare check, the clock is

. .county and “the clock .goes
. with-you.” ‘Each- time I press -

““combined A. ED.C. caseload
roughly 900, many.of whom ‘are not "

daal fathers: support your kid origo to
jail. Bridefare, begun last July, encour-
ages teen-age parents to marry by
offering a hike in. benefits. Now
Thompson is trying:to sell a
Famxly Cap, to end- addmonal
payments for, each’ ichild” a
“woman bears. “Does:The Mil- *
waukee Journal give you extra
money when you have extra E
children?” he asks -a- reporter. .
“I don’t know anybody that ¥

does
. 'I'WO YEARS AND YOU'RE},
e ‘ekperiment yet, began two. .

weeks ago in Fond dusLac'and
‘Pierce  Counties.  Edward

txckmg Move to another

.the-Governor -on how many-
yelfare momis won’t findajob
; efore time runs out, he says,
“Texpect to hit 1,000 percent.”
Is he fantasizing? Perhaps
.not-entirely. The two counties select-

N ed are.almost exclusively white, have

very low unemployment rates and a

of

risks: “for- long—term ~dependency.

e Whats more, “tHe ““Governor- has"
jacked up*.portions«of the welfare -

budgets to: pay. formoré. counselmg,

v)ob training,child-care.and transpor- -
- ,tation. New applicarits enter the pro- -

" gram’ unmedrately',‘others wrll -be.

o phased in-by, June 30. ;v .

- And Thompson is: a.lready pressur-
ing his pals in private-industry. 16 -hire: -

- welfare recipients so.nobody-hits the.
" eliff 4+ Welfare imothers :will*have -to-

© start: workmg -off: ‘théir ‘AFD:C."

beneﬁts in approved job-readiness ‘ac-

_ tivities immediately, but:the prograim
* 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. "I'hey will'move heaven and earth

to get those people jobs.”

But even Thompson’s closest allies
don’t really expect everyone to beat
the clock. John Gard, the state repre-
sentative who'sponsored Work-Not-
Welfare in the Assembly, conserva-
tively estimates that three-quarters
will be workmg after two years. The
secretary” of administration,, James
Klauser, Thompsori’s brilliant alter
ego,.” says, simply, “You will have

_some klinkers.”  : *

N Thompson himself fmally admits

won " place all of them,” he says. “If,
‘fact, we can’t, there has to be some
subsxdlze employers for that

“'W ) ,h'ave to”see,” he says.

You'lli unprowse as you goD
. “Yes ” .

A.nd if- recxprents dont show up

!for work? ... -

'_ﬁwe.lfa.re and.food;stamps.”.
; Howcan.a 4-year-old c.ash welfare

“They. don’t get pmd.” i
- What happens' to-their luds’
*The kids;will. contmue 10 get their

-'checks and go. grocery shopping?

" “We may* have to set. up guardlans
for*them SO

' So the parents w111 lose their kids?

“Not necessarily,” he says. “You

can allow the guardian to pay for the.

‘PHOTOGRAPH BY RICH SAAL FOR THE NEW YORK TIMES

t. “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-
peniment covers only 1 percent of the
state’s welfare population. None are
in Milwaukee, where nearly half the
AF.D.C. recipients live, where jobs
are scarce and public transportation
weak. When Democrats blew up Wis-
consin’s welfare system with their
1993 legislative gambit, they had con-
trol of the State Assembly and hoped

for guaranteed community service -

Wisconsin’s constitution - assigns
the Governor broad.veto power, but
in Thompson s hands it has‘become a
kind of:veto: Veg—o-matrc — slicing
and dicing' paragraphs, 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 dubbed. “the
Vanna Whlte veto,” stnkmg individ-
ual lewtérs: to form’ entirély -new
words, until-a consututtonal amend-
ment réined Kifti in a bit. Still, in. eight
years; Thompson has éxecuted nearly .
;5007 vétoes: 6! slash. dbout $800
mtlho it proposed spending.

ie Go talks about the veto

Thompqq.)'hr'_'iir_'u"s'wepi:baek into the Governor’s chair with a whopping 67 percent of the vote.

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 director of the La
. Follette Instituté at the University of
+:Wisconsin, . says. he’s ‘making huge
-'political hay in the meantime. “The
-Governor’s. genius 1s in dramatically

-building: ‘a-large number of welfare
. reforms:.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 penod of
time.’

THE NEW YORK TIMES MAGAZINE / JANUARY 15,

PHOTOCOPY
PRESERVATION

mmy:- ‘IfIwaspres-
fould use the lme—

.-.‘But it’s go--
ing to be tough for'kim to get
into the itop’ ranks tough to
raise the money,” says Weber.
“I 'know that’s not-what ke wants to
hear, but he’s got strong potenttal to
be a Vice-Presidential hominee.”

Meanwhile, Thompson ‘sounds

 positively eager to comipete with his

tellow Governors in‘whiat ke con-
ceives as a kind of N:F: playoffs of
welfare systems. “Other-states may
want to try orphanages.—let’em: try
” he says. “Then let us-see what is
dom 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 ‘50’ states.

* You have 50 differert: solutions. to

moving people off. oftwelfare. Now
go to it, and.in fivé years we’re.going
to come:back and see which ones
make the Super Bowl’ " m

1995 25
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Tho Governora'uCtmpaxgn preaents a fundamnntal.oppoltunlty -
for our, natlon s progress What oould be more important than a
'decent start in l;fa’ All the rest depends on. thzs foundatlon :
 The first few years provzde the opportunity for a decent
lﬁfstart : 5uch a beginning greatly increasea tha odds of ljtelong_g
'nxlearning, the aCQu151tlon of constructlva skills, good health,
g”and the developmant of valued human attributes 1nc1udlng
“prOBOClal behav;o:., In short the time from conception throngh
'the th;rd year has a great bearing on physical cognit;vu,_;
emotxonal and social developmant--for hetter or worse
: If there 13 not a decent start, then opportunities are.
diminished £or oonstruc::ve davelopment throughout chxldhood and
.adolescence- Somo of thii 1: reverslbla later at high cost. '
_,Some is not reversxble at any cont g
- "It a poor start leavas an enduring 1egacy of impa1rmant.
ithen hlgh coats follow They may ahow up in various systems
health aducation, justice.. Wa can them by many names. :
:'disease. diaability, 1gnorance, 1ntompotance, hatred v1olenco
i,By whatevar name, these outcomes involve savore aconcmic and
'social panaltzos for the entire aooxaty _
5o thil is. a hzgn-stakes game we are playing with- our,-
- jchildren and hence witn tns future of our. nation '
Early chlldhood is ‘clearly one ot tho most crucial periods o
oof developmont IE is oharacteri:od by rapid development.g |
':apeolfxooonv;ronmontal.neods, mnximal dependoncauon cargt.akers,

great vnlnerability},énd-1ongétorm COnéequoncestof :ailureﬁ_in-_r7'
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development d It is a dramatzo period, w;th greac changeﬂ end

'single cell :o a very complex organiem Next, the crltical

- rf7cranelt1on £rom l;v;ng lneide the mnther 8 hody to the wmrld

' ~out51de.. Thon, the period of. tormxng :he initlal numan

4,10,

oo

- scr1k1ng contraste.~ ?irst,_che nzne months of pragnancy--from a’

'attachments that ehape 80 powerfully :he pose1bxli=los Zor humen'

'd'relationshipe and’ soolal skllls-Pand tho ;nfant's begxnninge of -

discovnry, :ne bullding blocks of learnxng skills So thlB

| 1nrtial phase has a strong bearing on a chzld's encire l:fe The,

"rlaks of. permanent--and largely proventable--damage are
_fomidabla.' ._ R | o
The years ot 1nfancy and toddlerhood have alwaye bean

orucial in human adaptation | Thoy prov;de the fundementul o

} ,_opportun;ty to learn the" baslc elaments of what. we need Lo know--”ﬁ .

.eabout oureelvoa,.about each other, about the world around us.

- about waye to cope ‘and to solve the problems of. living In tnis

' ~complicated quest tor adapcatzon in’ modexn. oircumstancea. we

r_cannot af!ord to wvagte: cho years of growth and development 1et =

alone uee them destruct;vely

In the past three deoedes--a momen: of human. history--the

change in ragula: pat:orns of con:ac: hetween Amnrican chxldren o

and thezr adult rolatives is. remnrkable Nor only are their r"'

'mothers home much lees, but there ie licule evidence of increased

time by fathers: at home to compensece 0verall, the time parents_ E

'-“spend with chxldron has declined by at loast one- -tnizd 1n the

:lpae: 30 years.v Moraovor, only abOut 5 percent of Amarican n]-

818
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i-fgchildren gee a grandparenc regularly, a much lower level tnan wae“
: the cadé. in eerlier times Powertul inl::.r.ut:.cnn cf cho societY
;-luch as business and governmenc have dona liccle co facilicece

| 7:family availability !or children or to screngthen che competence -
'._of families in the rapidly changing circumetances of the lace

'-.{2ocn century Thaee problene are cempounded by high mobilicy as

' »_well as erosicn of ecrcng neighborhood ciee end other social

"supports as well ee high diverce and seperation and nevei married
liraces . So we now live in a :ime of m3331ve family disruption,'
imanifested in a variecy cf ways, and involving considerable
-Jaopardy ce child develcpment | |
| Our nacion s infants and toddlars and their tamilies are 1n
'icrouble Compared with other ee:abliehed demccratic countriee,
"flche Uniced Stecee has more casualties and eerious tiek faccors-

i;'”e g a higher iniant mercalicy rate, a higher proporcion of low-

L birchweighc babiee. a smaller prcporticn et toddlers immunized

. against childhood diseeeee, end a much highen ra;e of babies born

".tc edoleecenc mcthers. One in four lives io povercy ' One in .' |
jfour lives in a single parent femily One in thres viccims of
phyeical ebuee is a haby under cne age cf one. '.

. : Ueuelly, despice che radicel traneformatiens of recent -
cimae.:reepcneihle, caring edults are availeble wichin the

'n'.child's immediate !amily, it noc, chey exiet cc some excent in-
the excended £amily._ Buc ii cheee family caregivars cannoc.- |

| prOVide the necessary conditione tcr healthy development, chen :

ochers musc make an explicic et!orc co connect children Wich
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'fpereone outeide the tamily who heve the right ettributee and elso |

fothe durability-to do eo._ Thet ie, ae a eociety we muet ﬁind weys

C o te stzengthen femiliee in their care- teking tunc:rone to tha-

iextent possible, and to augment familiea with £emily equ:valent.-

. _i”funCtions provzded by community-besed organizetione ee well as

the health end educetion syetems All thie is necessary as 3

- practical metter to diminieh the. profusion of empty ehettered :

| =Tfflives so conducive to rotten outcomee

) What are rhe eeeential requirements for healthy child |
.developmant, ege o 3, and the principel opportunities for moeting:""'”
‘these requirements? Can we illuminate 8 developmental sequence -
.of experiences foetering healthy child developmeht and ways of
'eccomplishing thie sequence under contemporary Americen
“nyconditions? In. whet waye can families be :trengthened (if
:fneceseary) to meet theee developmental requirements? Whar extra-
' familiel 1nfluencee cnn etrongly help to mest them? . For _ N
-ofulfilling the requirements of healthy ohild development what
'motivation. 1nformatlon. gkills, and professlonal eervicee are
| '-highly beneficial’ ?or each pheee of development ie there a:
',strong lcientlfic-professional consensus on these questions’
t In preparing 5;3;;;ng_2g;n;§, we woro exceedingly fortunate o

':to get the cooperation of-a. suparb group of 1eaders from f
- different eec:ora of American sooiety trom the scientitic
ﬁ3community, eeverel :elevant p:ofeeeione, bueineee, goveznmeht end
'.media Never before hal such a distingumshed group made such a

'u'broadly integrative and far-lighted study of thie crucia] pheee ,
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;Jot life Thair report olearly illuminares the qu;et crisis and'
ITHSOlld practical ways to overcome it. I e
This. task toroe clarified the scientific PrOfEBSIORdl

f:consensus and brought the 1atest zn:ormation to bear on our
.:Hyoungeet children and- thoir familiea | Ita view took account of
i glllour childran, with lpecial attention :o children in poverty;“
i Its ultimate recommandations had four main thruats o o
1{ Preparation !or responsible parenthood, from education in the
life sciencas during early adoleaoonce to porvasive oppoxtunities :
n':for substantial parent education (in conjunction with prenatal :
'care primary health oare, child care centers,_and Head Start)
| "2, Health care. Comprehensive prenacal and primary health care

with conoomitant aducational and social servicea, includ:ng
Vfopportunities for early home vzsits.iai'n j" _
':_th' Child care. For example, cooperative na:workl and t:aining
to strengthen tho quality of ohild cara. wider use of the. ‘Head jf.
. tStart model that combines parental involvemant with diaease
| prevention and stimulation of oognitive as well as socia] skills
'f 4. Community mobilization | .

a) Family - child resourca centars
' 51 Eederal,lstnte, local councilu _ intér#qeotorai
"*..COOPeratiog,_f. ' ' | S
c) ;Seréice.intggrition'
| ﬁ) ..Busiziel;s'pa.rtioilpﬁ'ati‘on

'o{'-Modiéfborticipation}
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Within tne ec;enti!ic end professional communitiee,_en

'iimportant consensus has emerged on the conditiona ‘that influence,

' child development--and how perente and others can cope with the:

changes in a competent way . Much has become known about waye to

'fl prevent the damage being done to children _I_will briezly_sketch .

'f,'eome of theee pathe to prevention. .

One vivxd example is prenatal care--now weak or aheent?for.
. at least a quarter of pregnant women 1n the United Staten | Yet
.prenatel care has A" powerful capacity to prevent lifelong damage,
'1nc1ud1ng brain damage,_thet can. lead to eo many tragic outcomes
"At-its beet, prenatal cere is a two generetion intervention that
f_helpe hoth children and parents, To do so, it muet be
-compreheneivc and muet include vigorous outreacn erforts'to bring_.i:
“poor young women into prenatal care early | o |
The eeeential components of prenatal care are medical care. f
?feducation, and eocial eupport eervices - Prenatal educat:on ‘makes
’use of the distinctive motivetion of tne pregnent motner as-well -
as’ the young father to strengthen their: knowledge and elel in
.caring tor themaelvee and tneir proepective baby Morecver, the
educationel component of. prenatal care can be expanded to include
a constructive examination ot options ror the lite coursa--links .
eo ]ob training end :ormal schooling 1ikely to improve prospects
' 1£or ‘the !uture of the young family Especially ln poor
| communxtiee. y0ung parente need e dependable pereon~who cen-
provida gocial eupport for hnaltn and education through the

Hfl”monthe'of pregnancy and beyond--and this can be orgenized in a .'
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"*.eyetematic intervention such au Rgggu;;g_ugthgzg These are

t'indigenouo women who know the community and have relevant |

";expariences in child rearing They are prov;ded with a modicum ho
hof training and supervision They give personal support and

practical guidance tor poor young motnere | |

| But this is" only the beginning--albozt a orucial start.

'EVidence is accumuleting that lnt.rvehtlnns not only 1n the f;rst

"-.few yearo but also middle childhood and then in early adolescence

J-can shape a person' 5 litelong coursa in healthy, learninQ.
' constructivo ways 1) . Well- baby care thh emphasis on cdigease
',;prevontion and health promotion, 2) xome visiting by humen
.servica professionale eepocially in homes, with very young

'_children, 3) Parent education to strengthen competence end build

o cloee parent child zolationships 4) Social support networks in

_which parents give mntual aid to foster health-and education forh'}t

thelr ohildren ano themeelves, S) Child care o! high quality

”iﬁoutside the home, espocially in day care ‘centers; 6) Preschool

education in the Head Start mode, and 7} éﬂhanCEG precol]egiate

' eoucation as. illumznated hy tho work of Jamee Comer of Yale and

~ Robert Slavin of Johns Hopkins in the primary grades; and by

i,Carnegio's gg;n;ng_zgin;g report on’ middle grado school reform
.8) Constructive activ;tiea heyond school hours in community-

E based orgenizations--as illum:neted in Carnegie § report A_Méstﬁz

. ef Tima.

Altogether, tuoh interventions have strong potential to _

. prevent damege_es;retleoted in xndicee of health and education.



"ot /aJ,n,: a?w'lslsa @3:24Pr NAT’L GOVERNORS/ASSOCTATION

. -a_
“ I llk. to th:.nk that powertul sectors have bagun to canverge
on - r.he problems of cnildren huamau, gmmment. cler Jy, |
media. scicnce a.nd uveral pzofessiom :an].uding :he mlitary
11 If a broad. puhlic eonaensus emarges. on the facts,_multi sectoral
'-'laad.ersth continuea r.o grov, and conltructxvo pcizcy opt 1onﬂ are
ﬁully conaidered, we could see a real trmsfom;ion in the -

-__'-health and well bemg o£ all our. children

NG, 26@.P.9/{g01@ : _



Withdrawal/Redaction Marker
Clinton Library

DOCUMENT NO. SUBJECT/TITLE DATE RESTRICTION
AND TYPE

001. note Notes re: NGA (partial) (1 page) n.d. P6/b(6)
COLLECTION:

Clinton Presidential Records
Domestic Policy Council

Gaynor McCown (Subject Files)
OA/Box Number: 7383

FOLDER TITLE:
NGA Meeting - Jan. 31 {National Governors Association]

2011-0255-S
rc207

RESTRICTION CODES

Presidential Records Act - [44 U.S.C. 2204(a)]

P1 National Security Classified Information [(a)(1) of the PRA]

P2 Relating to the appointment to Federal office [(a)(2) of the PRA]

I’3 Release would violate a Federal statute [(a)(3) of the PRA|

P4 Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential commercial or
financial information [(2)(4) of the PRA]

I’5 Release would disclose confidential advice between the President
and his advisors, or between such advisors [a)(5) of the PRA]

P6 Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
personal privacy [(a)(6) of the PRA]

C. Closed in accordance with restrictions contained in donor's deed
of gift.
PRM. Personal record misfile defined in accordance with 44 U.S.C.
2201(3).
RR. Document will be reviewed upon request.

Freedom of Information Act - [5 U.S.C. 552(b)]

b(1) National security classified information {(b)(1) of the FOIA]

b(2) Release would disclose internal personnel rules and practices of
an agency [(b)(2) of the FOIA]

b(3) Release would violate a Federal statute [(b)3) of the FOIA]

h(4) Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential or financial
information [(b)(4) of the FOIA]

h(6) Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
personal privacy [(b)(6) of the FOIA|

b(7) Release would disclose information compiled for law enforcement
purposes [(b)(7) of the FOIA]

h(8) Release would disclose information concerning the regulation of
financial institutions [(b)(8) of the FOIA]

b(9) Release would disclose geological or geophysical information
concerning wells [(b)(9) of the FOIA}



C s -~ /—/»’_ ..
Pue sFigal bl ! be. v T AL i
> : f. o 0T
AL .'7d @7 [ 2

| Beli e |
r#"fﬂ:f) =

747

. .“.‘

O g Sty
903 -

A N o , o
- Rt P ke v corll nod 16 s
L MenmD ExpoATERLA G — Jaida - 0 PE I ral  PLErapgr
e 44 - 2] B e (227 S~ ODAVIZY  peEnagun s i
#0 g Focvi ow THE SraTet
5 - - -

Hosir  bwe, | WHTTmms

wi b A
)

JININES

1 |’ . o
. ST AL TOA PR f/Ltitne~s
g — 2. ' S /)'d-""t’ﬁ
U Ela e ST el
- o Ny A ar ¢ o
£

o ; - L
Suiar prenlida o

7l
o

<

L ]
[L /C\ / 1 /“) ~f
AP ’ .)/.1 R

- ""11}\

; N
g e
! 'Z'F{Q\lv%i !




[ 2

Veew Lonnerton
\ ¢
ﬁ“\ ST J

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
_major concern with this proposal is that it would eliminate some of the "automatic stabilizers™
that mitigate the severity of economic downturns.

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. If 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 government 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
administration.

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.

6s2°d Wd35:98 S6. P2 NOI
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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 vears.' '

The results of this analysi ing-i s _for block
\g[_g_gmm—_/’bmmmmmw g far behind those for categorical programs that perform similar functions. In
" a climate of fisca austerity, categorical programs have been the clear winners in terms of their
ability to hold onto their share of the dwindling federal budget pie. The marked difference in

__Congressional appropriations between block grants and categorical programs also suggests that
.any state gains from administrative savings would be far outweighed by significant cuts in

federal payments to state governments. I —

Il. 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 maternal and child heaith
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 Merhodology 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 from 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 of the 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. :

6/2°d . Wd3S:98 S6. P2 NGOl
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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._During the same period, inflation-adjusted funding for
JTPA fell by 34 percent, and funding for the Community Services Block Grant f&ll

by 17 percent. Similar cuts occurred between 1990 and 1994.’ ‘

T e —

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, maternal 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

of the 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 California, which
would have received $1.9 billion less from the federal govenment 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 10 1994 time period, Florida would have received the largest
percentage decline, with its federal grant-in-aid funding 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.

2Over 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 S0 percent respectively.

&7v°d
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n 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 uniformly
receive greater funding increases than block grant programs providing related services. Second'“s
Mlgganon of_categorical .programs.into-block grants has a significantly negative long-

““term umpact_on_state. budgets that outweighs any administrative savings that may be gamed"
““from consolxdatlon

Te-an

IIIl. '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.

" For starters, it is easier for members of Congress to cut block grants because such funds
often have no clearly defined constituency. Tt is politically easier to cut the Social Service
‘Block Grant than to cut funds for foster care or for programs to prevent child abuse and
neglect because it is less clear who suffers when the block grant’s funds are slashed.

Block grants are also an easier target because commingling of funds greatly dilutes their
pohtlcal 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
understand 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 funding increases provides some
additional clues (see tables 2 and 3). For example, it appears that many of the most well
funded programs in dollar terms, including Head Start, WIC, and Community 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, funding 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 concern 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 successful categorical programs are those that address-pressing national challenges
that often cross state boundaries, siichas cfime, public health, thé énvironment, and the needs’
of dislocated workers. One of the largest increases received by any federal program over the,
_past five years was the 283 percent inflation-adjusted increase in-the categorical program’ that-
. funds drug “abuse treatmént for convicts. Investments. in -the nation’s.-health, such a3
- immunizing ‘children "(where state needs .and _state capacity may vary conversely) and
"combatting the spread of infectious 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 systemn 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 successful, and that can
deliver tangible benefits to an organized constituency.

Iv. Recommendations

The" S_ﬁrvice Employees- International 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
prionities. 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

w

6/9°d | WdPB:28 S6. b2 NOI



o,

for dislocated workers with 30 years of work experience with programs serving teenage
mothers looking for their first job doesn’t make sense. Theré is substantial 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 than merely process
indicators.

4. " Providé 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
government 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,
environmental standards or the like.

5. “Préézi's;eﬂé 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 government 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 funds 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 government 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 governmental units in accordance
with a statutory formula for use, largely at the recipient’s discretion, in a variety of activities
within a broad 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 fund more activities than
categorical grants and place fewer conditions or constraints on the recipient’s discretion in
spending the funds.

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 meaningful 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 funds 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:

GAYNOR McCOWN " (ng\({\ (L\?&

SUBJECT: NGA WINTER MEETING e’ Kﬂd le
JANUARY 285 1995 ;\

Y (¢
The session you are participating in is on Sunday, January

28 from 12:30 to 2:30.

Goals: "By the year 2000, all children will start school ready
to learn."” At this point, the schedule is as follows:

12:30 - 12:45 David Hamburg, President

Carnegie Corporation of New York

It will focus on the Governor's Campaign
for Children. More specifically, #1 of the National Education

12:45 - 1:30 Governor Whitman / Governor Hunt “A\ O
They will present the work of their v X
states 1n achieving goal one. U$®§ %h(yb

1:30 - 2:10 Carol Rasco / Senator Packwood ﬁe ‘Auk¢y
What 1is the federal government doing? ‘5,20’“ ngw

2:10 - 2:30 and A

In preparation for this meeting, I have put together the

following materials:

I. BACKGROUND INFORMATION

II. SUMMARY OF NGA'S INVOLVEMENT IN CHILDHOOD ISSUES

III. 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 A
IV
In addition, I'm including: \2 Ay\\
0 \
7 \

(1) Status reports from Oregon, Indiana and West \(QF} Jw\

virginia; G“:%
VRPN

(2)
(3)

(4)

Contract with America's Children;

A letter from Secretary Riley to the governors;
and

"Goals 2000: Four Ways to Fix It" by Diane
Ravitch.
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THE MIDDLE CLASS BILL OF RIGHT: SKILL GRANTS

As a key component of the Middle Class Bill of Rights, the
President proposes to totally restructure the existing system of
employment and training. Seven key principles guide this change:

1. Individual Empowerment. Individuals should be empowered
with resources so they can choose for themselves what skills they
need to boost their earning power. The President's proposal puts
buying power directly into individuals' hands, so they can get

skills at the time, at the place, and in the way that makes sense
for them: '

0 Unemployed and low-income workers can get Skill Grants
worth up to $2,620 per year, for up to two years, that they
can use as they choose for learning new skills.

© Both tuition tax breaks and Skill Grants will be
supplemented by Individual Education Accounts. These low-
cost loans will be available to any person, with flexible
repayment options including "pay as you can," to enable
every American to invest in their skills and repay at the
pace their future income allows.

2. Leaner Government. The President's proposal eliminates
over 50 separate programs, replacing them with an integrated
system that minimizes red tape and maximizes individual choice.

3. State Flexibility. Washington doesn't have all the
answers. States should have the flexibility to reflect local
conditions and respect local priorities. The President's
proposal gives states the freedom to tailor training programs and
delivery systems as they see fit, including expanding on-the-job
training in cooperation with firms and workers. Most federal
rules dictating administrative procedures will be wiped out.
States will be able to apply for waivers from the few rules that
remain, and to plow the savings back into additional training.

4. Good Information to Guide Choices. A skill-building
system rooted in individual choice requires good data to inform
decisions about what skills to get and where to learn them.
Reforms woven throughout the initiative--and centered on the
networks of One-Stop Career Centers already under construction by
the States--will gilve workers and job seekers access to reliable
information on jobs, careers, and the success records of training

institutions, so that they can make good choices to improve their
futures.



5. Accountability. Too often today, training providers
aren't held accountable for results. The President's initiative
will address this by emphasizing individual choice and
competition so that individuals can pick providers who deliver;
by providing good performance data so people know what training
pays off; and by setting quality standards for training providers
to cut off the frauds and the incompetents.

6. Private-Sector Partnership. At base, the President's
proposal isn't about government. It's about jobs, and that means
the private sector has a central role. Business and labor will
be full partners in designing and running training, job-search,
and information services. The most competitive and productive
firms are also leaders in upgrading the skills of their
workforce; new awards will recognize excellence in creating
workplaces that expand opportunity by capitalizing on and
rewarding worker skills.

7. Paths from School to Work. Preparing America's youth for
the world of work and a career of learning and applying new
skills to more rewarding jobs is a vital task. This initiative
will fold federal employment and training programs, including
vocational education, for young people into the school-to-work
movement already underway in every state as designed and
developed by the states, local communities and the private
sector. As with the new private sector partnership, good
information, accountability and state flexibility for adults,
this new approach will provide clearer paths to new skills and
better jobs for youth.

The President's Middle Class Bill of Rights can arm every
American worker with the tools to learn new skills, find good
jobs and earn higher wages at more rewarding work. Like the G.I.
Bill, the President's proposal will put the opportunity to learn
and apply new skills directly in the hands of the people. Now,
as then, it will be up to individual Americans to accept personal
responsibility, to make the most of this opportunity to build a
better life for themselves and their families.

"The Middle Class Bill of Rights will further our common
mission as Americans -- to expand middle class incomes and
opportunities, to promote the values of work and family,
responsibility and community. And to help Americans compete
and win in the new American economy."

President Clinton, Radio Address, December 18, 1994
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THE WHITE HOUSE ,_,[/[‘Lf ~

WASHINGTON

January 19, 1995

MEMORANDUM FOR: Patricia McNeil
John Weintraub

cc: Bill Galston
FROM: Mickey Levitan

SUBIJECT: Perkins Follow-up

The meeting yesterday was ﬁelpful 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 learning agenda, incorporates key lessons learned 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. 1 will be happy to
review the paper and participate in crafting the picce on capacity building.

. A critical aspect of the political and substantive debates on Perkins will center around the issuc
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 government 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 debatc.  In the absence of such an cffort 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.
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 - I hope you get well.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

January 27, 1995

A MEMORANDUM TO CAROL RASCO
FROM: GAYNOR McCOWN

SUBJECT: NGA MEETING ON SUNDAY

Attached you will find a brief description of the New Jersey
GoodStarts Program and the Smart Start initiative in North
Carolina. These are the programs Governor Whitman and Governor
Hunt respectively will talk about. Please note on the revised
schedule that both governors will be there with constituents who
will 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 is
going to write some questions which will be given to the
governors. They are not ready yet but she will 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
will go first and you will follow. You will be sitting down at
the table with a microphone, not at a podium. After both of you
are finished, the remainder of the time will be used for
questions and answers. Governor Dean will 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 will need. I hope the talking points are useful.
If there is anything I can do, please feel free to call me at
home or page me. I am available tomorrow and would be happy to
help. Meanwhile, I will 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,

The session you are participating in is on Sunday,

29 from 12:30 to 2:30.

for Children. More specifically,

1995

January
It will focus on the Governor's Campaign

#1 of the National Education

Goals: "By the year 2000, all children will start school ready
to learn." Following is a revised schedule:

12:50 am - 12:45 am

12:45 am - 1:00 pm

1:15 pm-1:45 pm

1:45 pm - 2:30 pm

Chairman’s Welcome to the NGA Winter Meeting

Foundatlons:

Brief presentation by Dr. Hamburg, President, Carnegie 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.

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. Governor 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. Govemnor 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
governor) to speak about their experiences with the program. Each
Governor will be held to 1S minutes! Attached to this memo are
descriptions of the programs.

The Federal Perspective:

Presentations followed by a question and answer session With
Representative Mike Castle (and former Governor) (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 learning, including
early childhood education, health and nutritional services, extended-day child care, parent

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

e To expand opportunities for low-income urban children, three and four years old, to
participate in effective and comprehensive full-day preschool programs.

e 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.

e 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 Wintér Meeting, January 28-31, 1993,

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

North Carolina’s Smart Start initiative is designed to provide quality child cere, health care and
other critical services to every child under the age of six in North Cerolina. 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 learn and can develop into

productive workers and citizens.

Using state government 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 e goal of steadily expanding into
all 100 counties.
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Michael N. Castls was swom into office as Delaware's lone representative in the U.S.
House of Representatives oo January §, 1993. He is the oaly former governor in the U.S.
House and the first Republican to serve as Delaware's Congressman in ten years. He wag re-
elected to Congress on November 8, 1994, with nearly 71 percent of the vote,

mhhﬁ:um,bﬁb&sﬂewulppoimdmtbmmwar'sﬂmhh
Care Task Force, mwwmmmwmnm, and the Penny/Kasich
Ripartisan Budget Cutting Task Force. He served as one of seven regional Houss Republican
whips for the freshman class of the 1031d Congress and was appointad to the Bipartisan
Commission on Entitlement and Tax Reform.

Castle, 35, serves on the Banking and Financial Services Committee, and is the
Chairman of the Subconumittee on Domsstic and International Monetary Policy, He-also
terves oo the Ecosomic and Bducational Opportunitiss Committee, and the Permancat Select
Committee on Intelligence. _

Before his two tarms in the U.S. House of Representatives, Castle served 15 govemmor
of Delaware from Jamuary 1, 1985 to January 3, 1993. He waj elected to 2 second
gubamﬂoﬁdmm-bytbmwnmmmmmmdthesm—m 1988. He served as
lisutenant governor from 1981 to 1985 and for tea years prior was 3 member of the Delaware
General Assembly.

During Castle's Administration, Delaware enjoyed ¢ robust economy. While personal
income txes wers cul in threo of his first four years in office, the combinaion of steady
employmentgmwthudhighapercapmmcomm&poulblaimmwd state spending on
oducation, social programs, transportatios, and environmental projects. Delaware's job '
growth slnce 1985 ranked as 12th highest in the Nation. Highlights of the Castle
Administration include:

Creation of a plan launchad in January 1992 to make health care services available to
al) Delaware children under age 18. Castle also successfully launched programs for
insurance reform, phyuician recruitment and health care for needy adults,

Development of & comprehensive *Eavironmental Legacy® program to address
environmental jsues in the corhing decade, including efforts to preserve Delaware’s

beaches and & major program of land acquisition which bas resulted in the protection of
over 7000 acres of land and the creation of greeaways for public recreation.
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. wamm;mmmmmwwdnmmy improve
edumﬁonmghsfnmakdmmmwmeﬁmwmﬂmh
Nutdonal Education Goals. :

» Support for teacher salary increases which nnknd the average Deliwizs taacher salary
a8 13th higheat in the Natlon. Higher classsoom standards were ectablished, teachar

umypoucywumvunpedwmudqwhymc, and a pilot program is
unumaywwnnmmdmemummulnmdwdnpmnt.

» Establishment of innovative buman sarvice programs recognized natiocally. Delaware
hai i suseassful welfare reform program, “Fimt Step,” desigoed to provide education
and training 10 long-term welfare reciplents, and has lsunched & pilat program to
provide BMO covarage for fumilies making the cransition from welfare 1o work.

Castle's "Focus on the First Sixty Months" program helped to reduce infant mortality
Taics. '

Castle played 1 pivotal role in the reform of natlonal welfare policy, serving as Jead
Republican governor for the Nazlooal Governars' Associadon (NGA) and working in 1988 as
laison between the White House and Cmuwwinpumgeohcompmhansivewel!m
reform package. He played o similar role with NGA ca health care reform, serving as the co-
vice chairman for NGA's Task Force on Health Care with (heg-govamor and now-President
Bill Clinton. Mike Castle is s past presidest of the Counci of Stats Govemnments, past
chalrman of the Southetn Gavernor' Assoslation (SGA) aod farmer chairman of the
Republican Governors' Association. Hs also serves 08 the James Tamleson Foundaton Inc.,
the National Constiiution Cestar Advisary Board, and the Prisca Rellowship U.S.A.

Castle was awarded an Honorary Degres of Letters from Jefferson Madical College i
Philadelphia, Peangylvanis for his wozk to improve health care in Delaware, and recetved the
American Diabetes Association's C. Bverett Koop Award for Health Promotion and
Awareness in June, 1992. '

He s apuln&oof'rowerﬂmsaool{nwnmmrm, DE: Hamilton College in
Clinton, NY; and, Georgetown Univeniity Law School, Washingtos, D.C.

On May 23, 1992, Castle married Jane DiSabatino, also of Delawase.
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A MEMORANDUM FOR CAROL RASCO
FROM: GAYNOR McCOWN

SUBJECT: NGA WINTER MEETING
JANUARY 29, 1995

The session you are participating in is on Sunday, January
29 from 12:30 to 2:30. It will focus on the Governor's Campaign
for Children. More specifically, #1 of the National Education
Goals: "By the year 2000, all children will start school ready
to learn." Following is a revised schedule:
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
THE BECRETARY

January 23, 1995

Dear Governor

As former Governors, President Clinton and I know firsthand the tremendous enezgy and
effort that States and communities are devoting to improving education for our Netion's
youngsters. The success of such efforts depends on all of us seeking new ways o improve
teaching and learning for all students.

We also know that the needs of each State and community differ significantly from each
other. A one-size-fits-all approach to improving education will not work. Governors have
always recognized this, and have therefore insisted that Federal education programs provide
greater flexibility for States and local communities.

That is why, at the Education Summit in 1989, the Governors and President Bush agreed to
seek legislazion that would °. . . provide State and local recipients greater flexibility in the
use of federal funds, in return for firm commitments to improved levels of education and
skill training.® They also agreed then that "[Flederal . . . executives need authority to waive
statutory and regulatory provisions in return for greater awountability for results.”

New legislation enacted last year, with strong bipartisan support, delivers on this agreement.
It allows the U.S. Department of Education to provide far greater flexibility for State and
local use of education dollars in order to improve teaching and leaming. I am pleased by
this shift and have been working hard to use this authority to its fullest.

1 am writing you to outline a number of ways in which your State may use federal program
resources to best meet your needs. This letter and the attached documents describe the major

legislative provisions that support greater flexibility, as well as the Department’s oomtmtmcm
wamungthxbmtymhownamuwtmmmm _

The Goals 2000: Educate America Act, the Improving America’s Schools Act JASA), and
the School-10-Work Opportunities Act foster a new partnership with States and communities
to help all students learn to challenging standards. Broad waiver provisions, schoolwide
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approaches, charter 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 education 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 8 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 defined by each State, rather than by Washington. An interoffice
team is reviewing all internal proposals for regulations on the Improving America’s Schools
Act and choosing alternatives to regulation whenever possible.

I am confident that these flexibility measures will help support your efforts to improve
education for all students in your State. If you or your staff are 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 contact Bill
Kincaid on the Deparunent's waiver assistance line, on (202) 401-7801 or 1-800-USA-LEARN,
or they may contact the relevant program office.

P

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

The Goals 2000: Educate America Act establishes an educational flexibility demonstration
program (Ed-Flex program) under which the Secretary may delegate up to six State educational
agencies (SEAs) the authority to waive certain Federal statutory 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-
wajve its 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-Fiex waiver authority to a State whose application demonstrates substantial promise of
assisting that 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 States 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 getting started, the new Improving America’s Schools Act
(IASA) provides start-up grants to public charter schools, in States with charter school laws. for
up to three years. Moreover. the Charter Schools program in the IASA gives the Secretary
broad authority to waive, for public charter 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
IASA. and other federal programs to support the development and operations of charter schools.

Attachment B provides a description of how States, and charter schools, may apply for these
funds.

D. Orher provisions promoting flexibility in the Improving America’s Schools Act.

The Improving America's Schools Act of 1994 (IASA), which reauthorized the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA), promotes new flexibility for comprehensive school reform

efforts in States, communities, 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 status, 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 I funds, to support schoolwide reform. In addition, they will
be free from most federal requirements. In return, these schools will develop
comprehensive plans to improve teaching and learning 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 ] testing and reporting requirements. No longer
will the federal government require schools to give annual norm-referenced tests to all
participating students in grades 2-12. Nor will the federal government 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 I
programs. Moreover, assessment results will be used to inform parents, teachers.
principals and others of progress, rather than be reported to the federal government.

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

The Improving America’s Schools Act allows the Secretary of Education to accept a
single State plan for most federal funds supporting elementary and secondary education.
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

2
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efforts. Under the IASA, States may also enable school districts to develop a single plan
for many federal programs.

A copy of the Federal Register notice, published on January 13, 1994, which outlines
‘how States and school districts may take full advantage of this opportunity, is being
mailed to you under separate cover. If you are interested in discussing this further.
please contact Bill Wooten 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 JASA programs, and Goals 2000. In addition, an SEA may authorize LEAs 1o
consolidate administrative funds.
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Depariment of
Education

Education Flexibllity Partnership
Demonstration Program; Notice
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Education Fiexibility Parthership
Demonstration Program

AGENCY; Deparument of Education.
ACTION: Notice inviting applications
under the Education Flcxigllily
Partnarship Demonstration Program.

SUMMARY: The Secretary invites
applicstions from State educational
encies (SEAs) under thy Education
Flexdbility Pastnership Demonstration
program (Ed-Flex program), which is
authorized by section 311(e) of the
Goals 2000: Educate America Act (Pub.
L 103-227) (the Act). To help foster
comprehensive education improvement
in 8 State, the Secretary will grant up to
six SEAs with spproved Gosls 2000
State improvement plans the authority
t0 waive certain F.J’.m suatutory or
regulatory requirements for the SEA, or
for any local educational agency {(LEA)
or schoo! within the State. SEAs
desiring to panicipate in the Ed-Flex
P must submit to the Secretary an
|¥p ication that meets the requirements
of Section 311(e} of the Act.
DEADLINE FOR TRANSMITTAL OF
APPLICATIONS: There is no specific
deadline for ransmittal of applications.
However, because the Secretary is
authorized to grant Ed-Flex status to
only a limited number of States, SEAs
ere encouraged to submit their Ed-Flex
applications as soon as possible. The
Secretary will review applications as
they are received in accordance with the
criteris set forth in the Act.
ADDRESSES: Applications should be sent
to Ricbard W. Riley. Secrutary, U.S.
Department of Education. Education
Flexibility Pastnership Demonstration
Program, 600 Independences Avenues.
S.W.. Room €300, Washington. D.C.
20202.

FOR FURTIER INPOAMATION CONTACT!
Thomas W. Fagan, U.S. Deparunent of
Educstion, 600 Independence Avenue.
S.W.. Portals Building. Room 4000,
Washington, D.C. 20202-2110.
Telephone: (202) 401-0030.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The Ed-
Flex program is an educatonal
flexibility demonstration program under
which the Secretary may grant up to six
SEAs the authority to waive cenain
Federsl statutory or. latory
requirements spplicable to one or more
of the following programs or Acts

(1) Title ] of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965
(ESEA)—Helping Disadvantsged
Children Meot High Standerds.

(2) Title !l of the ESEA—Eisenhower
Professional Development.

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

{4] Title V] of the ESEA—~Innovative
Educstion Program Strategies.

(5) Part C of Title Vil of the ESEA—
Emergency lmmigrant Education.

(6) the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and
Applied Technology Education Act.!

e waiver suthority is intended to
assist SEAs and affected LEAs and
schools in implementing State and local
school improvement cihm desigoed to
help all children reach challenging
academic standards.

To be sligible to apply under the Ed-
Flex %rogmn an SEA roust serve an
“eligible State.” Section 311(e)(3) of the
Act defines an “sligible State™ as one
that: (1) Has developed s State
{mprovement plan under Gosls 2000
that is approvad by the Secretary: and
{2) waives State statutory or regulatory
requirements relating to education.
while holding LEASs or schools within
the State that are affected by tbe waivers
accountable for the performance of their
students.

The Secretary will select for
participation in the Ed-Flex program
three States with a populstion o
9.500.000 or greater, and three States
with a population of less than
3.500,000, as determined by the 1890
decennial census. For the purpose of
this program. section 3(a)(14) of the Act
defines "State’” to include the $0 States.
the District of Columbis. Puerto Rico,
Guam, American Samoa. the Virgin
Lslands. the Commonwealth of the
Northern Marianas Islands. the Republic
of the Marshall Islands. and the
Federsted States of Micronesis.

Application Requirements and Criteria

1. When May on SEA Submit lts Ed-Flex
Application? '

An SEA serving an “eligible State™
may submit its spplication at any time.
The Secretary is prepared to review Ed-
Flex lzsuc.nUons a3 soon as they are
received and 10 grant E4-Flex waiver
suthority to an SEA whose applicetion
demonstrates a substantial promise of
assisting the SEA and affected LEAs and
schools in the State in carrying out
comprehensive education reform and
otharwise meeting the purposes of the
Goals 2000: Educste America Act. An

* The recantly enacted Lmproving Amarics’s
Schools Act of 1094 [P.L 103-382) contains
confarming wnendmenis 1hat were intended to
replece the program relerences in the Goels 2000
legislation with the epproprisie references in the
reauihoriesd ESEA. However. in 8 techaics!
drefting error. cerwin provisions of tha ESEA dili
were reorganizad sfier the conlerming amendments
were drafed, without corresponding changes 1o the
eonlorming amendments. The references sbove
refer 10 the programs fur which Congress intended
waiters to be suthorized

SEA that serves an “eligible State” and
desires to participate in the program is
encounfed 1o submit its Ed-Flex
lprllut OR as soon &s possible because
only six spplicants may receive the
Segretary’s delegated waiver authority.

1l. Whot Information Should Be
Included in an SEA's Ed-Flex
Application?

To be considered for participation in
the Ed-Flex program. an SEA must serve
an “eligible State’ and submit to the
Secreiary an application demonstrating
that the State has adopted an
educational flexibility (Ed-Flex) plan
that meets the requirements of section
311{e)}4) of the Act. Specifically. the Ed.
Flex plan must: (1) Describe the process
the SEA will use 10 evaluate
applicetions from LEASs or schools
requesting waivers of Federal statutory
or regulatory n(ﬂuiremems for covered
programs, as well as State statutory or
regulstory requirements nlmndp 10
education; and (2) describe in detail the
State statutory and regulatory
requirements relating to education that
the SEA will waive. An applicant must
have the legal authority to grant waivers
of the State requirements that it
proposes to waive and agree 10 grant
these waivers when it is appropriate to
do so.

The Ed-Flex waiver authority is
designed 1o facilitate a State’s systemic
reform efforts by giving the SEA the
suthority to waive certain Federsl
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 I1l of Goals 2000. Therefore,
the Ed-Flex plan should be integrated
with the Stste’s improvement rFan
under Goals 2000. \When developing its
Ed-Flex plan. an SEA is encouraged to
consult with the Siste panel that
developed the Stete's Goals 2000 State
improvement plan. An SEA that obtains
approval of s pre-existing plan under
section 306(q) of the Act is encouraged
to consult with those responsible [or
developing the pre-existing plan. -

II1. Whot Criteria Will Be Used by the
Secretary To Evoluote Ed-Fley
Applications?

In sccordance with section
311(e)(4)(B) of the Ac1. the Secretary
will np:rove an Ed-Flex application
only if he determines that the
application demuvnstretes substantia!
promise of assisting the SEA and
affected LEAs and schools within the
State {n carrying out comprehensive
reform and meeting the purposes of the
Act. Section 311le){4)(B) also provides
that the Secretan will consider the
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following criteris ip evaluating Ed-Flex
parnership applications: (1) The
comprehensiveness and guality of the
State’s Ed-Flex plan: {2) the sbility of
the plan to ensure accountability for the
activities and goals described in the
plan: (3) the significance of the State
swatulory or regulatory requirements
relating to education that the State will
waive: and (4) the quality of the SEA's
process for approving applicatioas for
waivers of the covered Fedenal statutory
of regulstory requirements and for
monitoring and evaluating the results of
the waivers. As stated previously. to be
oligible to apply, an SEA must serve an
“gligible State’—that is, 8 State that (1)
bas developed s State improvement
Elan under Goals 2000 that is approved
y the Secretary; and (2) waives State
ststutory or regulstory requirements
relsting o sducation. while holding
LEASs or schools within the State that
are affected by the waivers accountable
for the performance of their students.

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

¢ Did the SEA conduct effective
rublic hearings or provide other means

ar brosd-based public involvement in
the developraent of the Ed-Flex plan?
How has the SEA involved LEAs.
schools. parents. community groups.
and advocacy and civil rights groups in
the development of the plan? is there
widespresd commiunent within the
State {or the Ed-Flex plan?

e To wha! sxtent would the Ed-Flex
plan enhance the State’s ability to carry
out {ts Goals 2000 State improvement
Flm? How would waivers under the Ed-

lex plan reduce or slirninate barriers to
\he reform of teaching and learning and
assist all children in resching
challenging academic standards? Has
the State demonstrated that it would
extend to LEAs and schools, to the
greatest extent possible, the flexibility
Erovtdcd under the Ed-Flex program to

elp foster local systemic reform efforts?

o What is the likelihood that the
SEA's process for granting waivers of
Fedenal requirements to LEAs and
schools will assist them in reaching
specific, measursble sducational goals?

o What State statutory and regulatory
requirsments relating to oducation
would be waived. and why? What is the
relationsbip betweso the State and
Federa! requirements for which the SEA
might grant waivers?

o How would the implementation of
the Ed-Flex plan facilitate bottom-up
reformn in LEAs and schools? What
LEAs. schools, and student populstions
would sffected by the Ed-Flex plan?

4327

If some LEAs or schools would not be
covered by the Ed-Flex plan, why not?
\What role would an LEA have in the
waiver process if sn individual school
requesis a waiver for the SEA?

o How would the SEA provide LEAs.
parent organizations, sdvoaacy or civil
rights groups. and other interested
panies in the State with potice and an
oppornunity to comment on proposed
waivers of Federal requirements?

* How would mr.&:»\'. processas far
monitoring LEAs end schools that have
been granted weivers under the Ed-Flex
authority and for evaluating the results
of these waivers ensure that the LEAs
and schoois will be beld accountable for
the £er[omm« of all students affected
by the wa{vers?

¢ To what extent do the timelines and
benchmarks for implementing the Ed-
Fiex plan. monitoring LEAs and schools
that have been granted waivers. and
evaluating the results of the waivers
granted provide s reasonable basis for
messuring the progress of the SEA in
achieving the goals of the Ed-Flex plan?

An SEA is not required 10 answer
specifically each of thase questions
its application. Rather, tbe questions
have been provided as guidance to assist
SEAs in the preparation of Ed-Flex
spplications thet address the statutory
criteria. The Secretary encoursges SEAs
to consider these issues or any other
factors that may demonstrate thai the
conditions of section 311(e) of the Act
have been met. There is not u particular
application form that must be
completed for this program.

IV. What Federal Ststutory and
Ragulatory Requirements May an Ed-
Fiex Partoership State Waive?

Section 311(e)(2)(A) of the Act

gmvidos tbat an Ed-Flex Partnership
tate may waive certain statutory and
Egu‘hloxy requirements applicable to

¢ following programs o? Acts:

(1) Tile ! gf the Elementary and
Secondary Educstion Act of 1963
(ESEA)~Helping Disadvanisged
Children Meet l-ﬁg,h Standards.

(2) Title Il of the ESEA—Eisenhower
Professional Development.

(3) Title IV of tbe ESEA—Safe and
Drug-Fres Schools and Communities.

{4) Title V1 of the ESEA—Innovative
Education Strategios.

() Part C of Title V1l of the ESEA—
Emorgenzarbnm t Education.

(6)the Carl D Vocational and
Applied Technology Education Act.

be Ed-Flex Partnership State will not
be suthorized 1o weive any Federal
statutory ot regulstory requirement of
the sbove-referer  programs or Acts
relating 10: (1) Maintenance of effort; (2)

comparabihity of services: (3) the
equitable participation of students ¢rd
profess.onal staff in privete schools: (4]
parental parucipation and invclament.
and (5) the disuibution of funds v
States of to local educational agencies
In addition. Ed-Flex States will not be
permitted to waive Federal civil rights -
requirements or Federal health and
safety requirements -

\'. What is the Duration of the EA-Fir
Waiver Authority?

The Sectetary will approve an SEA ~ -
Ed-Flex waiver authority for up to five
vears. The period may be extended if
the SEA's authority to grant waivers has
been effective in enabling the State or
sffected LEAs or schools to carry out
their reform plans. In addition. the
Secretary may terminate the waiver
authority at any dime if he determines.
after notice and opportunity for hearing.
thet an SEA's periormance has been
inadequate to juéfify the continuation of
the waiver authority.

Paperwork Reduction Act of 1880

This notice involves information
collection requirements. As required by
the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980
the Deparument of Education will
submil a copy of the application
requirements and selection criteria 0
the Office of Management and Budg-t
(OMB) for its review 144 U.SC
3504(h).

SEAs are eligible to apply fur the
waiver authority under this program
The Deparunent needs and uses the
information in determining which
States will be designated as Ed-Flex
Partnership States under this prugiam.
The public reporting burden for this
collection of information is eshmated 10
average 80 hours per response for
spproximately S0 respondents.
including the time for reviewing
instructions. searching existing dsta
mums.gnlheﬂng and maintaining the
dats needed. and completing and
treviewing the collection of informaniun

Organizations and individuals
desiring 1o submit comments on the
information collection requirements
should direct them to the*Office of
{nformation and Regulatory Affairs.
OMB. Room 10325, New Execulive
Office Building. Washington. D.C.
20503; Attention: Daniel [. Chenok

Dated [anuary 13, 1993
Richard W. Riley.
Secretory of Educotion
{FR Doc. 95-1418 Filed 1-19-95. .38 0
L LNG COOE 4000-0\
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ATTACHMENT B

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

Charter schools represent an important new strategy to promote innovation, parental and
community involvement and choice in public education. The Department of Education will
soon publish an announcement in the Federal Register for a grant competition awarding start-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 States in which charter
schools laws have been cnacied; States receiving grants must pass on at least 95% of these funds
to fund 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 communilies to support charter schools. The
broad waiver authority in the charter schools law enables the Secretary to provide maximum
flexibility in the use of federal program funds -- including Title I of IASA -- for charter schools.
The Department intends to take full advantage of this waiver authority to help charter schools
wilor the use of federal program resources to those needs.

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



Diane Ravitch

Goals 2000: Four Ways to Fix It

Almost a year ago, the 103rd Congress passed
Goals 2000, the linchpin of the Clinton education
strategy. Its purpose 18 to spur the development
of voluntary state and national academuc stan-
dards, but the complex mechaniam put in place
by the law is unlikely to create anything bw
federal interference and another laver of state
bureaucracy.

Congress has to decide what to do about this
law. It can repeal it, ignore 1t or fix 1t A vote to
repeal woujd undoubtedly be cnunterad by a
vetor even 1 successful, repeal would send an
unfortunate message that the new Congress is
agawmst academuc standards. However. 1t would
be a mistake (o leave Goals 2000 untouched,
because the law has majpor flaws that wil make
the development of meaningful standards nearly
umpoesible.

Goals 2000 should be fixed, and it should be

turned into truly bipartisan legualation that has a
reasonable chance of achieving real academic
standards without inappropriate federal med-
diing.

Republicans shouwd recall that it was President
Bush who started the precess of establishing
national education goals when he convened the
navon’s governors at an education sumnut in
Charlotteaville in 1989 The president and the
governors endorsed six national education goals
for the year 2000. The point of setting goals was
to focus attention on measurable results (like
Improving student achievement and mncreasing
the high school graduation rate 1 90 percent)
and simultaneously (o reduce federal and state
regulation of schoals,

Unfortunately Goals 2000 reversed that for-
mula by minouzing the importance of results
(the law strongly discourages student testing, for
txample) and by imposing burdensome proce-
dures on states that accept federal funds to
develop standards. Congress even added two pew
national education goals (about teacher training
and parent involvement), which served to indis
cate that the goals were to be understood as
emyry rhetocic rather than as measurable out-
comes for education.

It was the 103rd Congress that politicized and
distorted the legalation, not the Clinton adminis-
tration. Everything that 1s ohjectionable 1n the
law was added by Congress 10 the admunistra-
ton s oniginal proposal of March 1. 1997 Strip-
mng the mischief and Righ-handedness nut of the
law wuould reatore a2 biparisan approach o oduca-
Do npenve et

" NESIC is incapable of winning bipartisan support -

The foliowing four
mprove Goals 2000

Pirst, eliminate the Nanonal Education Stan-
dards and Improvement Counal (NESIC), a 19-
member body thar was created to certdy all state
and national standards. Under current law,
NESIC will be appointed solely by the president.
will be almost entirely professional educators,
will not be bipartisan and wall endorse national
and state standards by a simple majority vote.
Neither the Bush administration nor the Clinton
administration proposed this one-sided, politkcally
unsound arrangement.

It defies common sense 1o expect that NESIC
will have credibility when 1(s members are from
only one political party, when 1t includes few if
any representatives of the lay public and when its

ges would significantly

dectsions ¥bowt controversial issnes may bemade -

by a simple majority. As currently éonatituted,

for its actions

The 104th Congress should turn certification
of national (but not state) standards over to the
bipartisan National Education Goals Panel, which
is dominated by governors but includes represen-
tatves from the administration and Congress.
The Goals Panel should appoint advisory panels
1o judge proposals for national standards. These
panels should include a substantial representation
of lay members of the public and shoul require a
two-thirds majority to approve standards. Nation-
al standarda, even voluntary ones. should not be
2pproved unless they have broad tipartisan sup-
port. These changes reflect the Clinton admunis-
tration’s own initial proposal

Becond, Congress should elminate the restnc-
tions on student testing in Goals 2000, none of
which were propcsed by either the Bush o
Clinton administration. At the behest of anti-test-
ing Jobbies, Congress declared that states cannot
use their own assesaments to make decisiong
about promotion. graduation or retention for five
years. Furthermore, any state tests must meet
rigorous technical standards in order to be certi-
fied by NESIC. Unless states refuse to submit
their tests to NESIC for certification, Goals 2000
will essentially eliminate any tmeaningful student

testing by the states. It is hard to see how higher *"

standards wil] be produced by a
use of testing.

Congress should recogmze that states have the
dgh(todevd:plndusclcsuutheymfnnnd
should remove any language that attempes to
establish federal regulation of educatnonal tesung.

virtual ban on the

O

e e Al A

Congress is not qualified to legislate on psychomet-
mMNdehclmgmgeproscnbhgthemc
of tests by states was in the original Clinton bl
Third, Congress should ebiminate the require-
mmtumpmidpamgunummsurcimum
mm(panehwdaignamlceduab'onrdonn
phn.'l‘hcscmlah:vclewlaymnbenbmmny
representatives  of interest groups,  advocacy
groups and professional organizations, The states
should shape their standards as they thunk best
rather than be compelled to honor a prescriptise
formula that reflects interest grolig. pressures i
Washington. These committees, whuch 1 some
states have as many as 100 members. have no
fscal accountability to the govermor or the state
board of education. Yet Goals 2000 gives them
extensive powers to redesign the state's education-
al and soaal service

comumittee recommends doubling or triplng the
state’s education budget. While any statce is free to
oonvcncanadv'mrygmup.lhcaepanéhum.ldmx
be mandated by federal aw.

Foarth, Congress should remove from Goals
2000 all references to “opportunity to keam” stan-
dards. No one now knows what such standards are,
S0 it seems premature 1o expect states (o estabhish
them. Presumabily, “opportunity (o kearn” starxtards
define the minimum resources—human and finan-
aal—that each school must have 1 order (o
provide all students with equal opportunsty 1o learn.
The states have been struggling wth equahration
battles in their legalatures and in the courts.
Congress should not use a backdour strategy 1o
impase equalized school spending on the states

Other parts of the law coud casdy be pared
away, especially those that mandate spectfic edu-
catonal practces The 103rd Congress had an
unfortunate habit of legislating matters that shouk!
be left to the judgment of teachers and principals. A
revised Goaks 2000 would allow the nation (not the
federal government) to develop votuntary national
acadenuc standards in a manner that mertts brpast-
5an support. [t would allow states, school districts
andsd\oolslonwugclhd.raﬂzinwhhw(duer-
tions from Washington. It would elimmate congres-

3 educational reform,
Above all, such chimges would emphastze the
fundamental obyct of all this activity: Standards {or
student achievement,

The woriter, assistan! secretary of education in
the Bush administration, is a semior research
scholar at New York University and a Jellox at
the Brookings [mstitution. .
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intergovernmental system has evolved over the past 60 years. Until the

1
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1930s, the federal government’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.

O  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.

O  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 mmanve and squanders resources without achieving
sufficient results.

O  The existing top-down, centralized approach is not flexible enough to
respond to the rapidly changing environments in states 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.

O  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 approx1mately $230 billion in fiscal 1995

O 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.

2 .
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'What Should The Federal Government Do?

0 TheF ederal Government should devolve as much authority as possible to
states, localities, and individuals. In cases where a direct federal role
remains, the federal government's participation willbeina partnership role.

O  Following are proposed principles:

The Federal Government Should Focus Its
Role On:

— Areas of vital concern to the Nation as
a whole

Securing indMdual rights; national defense,
international relations, interstate commearce
issues, 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 diffusing
innovation and best practices.

Healthy People 2000; public haalth research.

The Federal Govemment states, and localities
will;

— Divide responsibilities and focus on
what each does best.

The Federal Government 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 lmportant
and benefits are local.

-- Help 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 resuits.

— 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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What
should
the
federal
gov't do?

(Propo-
sals
offered)

Functions
that

serve the
“national
purpose’’ or
that meet
these
criteria;
*economie
efficiency
*fiscal equity
*political
accounta-
bility
*administra-
tive effec-
tiveness

*Swap
Medicald for
AFDC and
food stamps

*Turn back 40
federsl
programs in
edycation,
community
development,
transportation
and social
services

Constitutional:
*Secure
individual rights,
provide national
defense and
regulate
interstate
commerce
Public
Administration:
*Where
significant.
savings can be
realized by
centralization
“Where effective
intervenrion
cannot be
achieved by

1 srates alone

*Where benefits
spill over across
state lines '
“When national
policies impose
extraordinary
cost on some
states or regions
*When
competition
among states
hinders good
policy

Fiscal Equity:
*Provide income
security for all
Americans
*Rase disparities
in fiscal capacity
among states

*Nations] -
govern-

ment should not
be responsible for
problemy simply
because problems
are widespread

*Federal gov-
ernment
should be
international
affairs, health
reform, social
security, ,
Creating .
budget surpius

"*Federul

governement
should
eliminate most
programs in
education,
housing,
highwaysz,
social services,
economic
development
and job
training

*States should
increase
productivity
aod raise
incomes

Federal
government
ghould handle:
*interstate
issues

*uniform
pationsl
standards
*destructive
campetition that
outweighs
benefits of
decentralization
=fiscal
redistribution
when states lack
financial
capacity

Strengthen
intergovera-
mental -
partnership

Create new
partnership
among federal,
state, local
goveruments




JAN 24 ’SS5 18:35 NAT’L-PEFORMANCE - REVIEW: WASH.

Summary of Federalism Proposals

P.l@/l?

How
should it
do it?

*Decongest
federal grant
system
*Avoid
unintended
fmpacts on
state and .
local.
goveruments
=Strengthen
political
federalism
through the
party system
“Protect the
autonomy of
state and
local
governments

. in narional -

policy

| making
“*Strengthen

the concopt
of constitu-
tional
federalism
*End the
ambiguities
in the
constitution-
al _
amendment
process

=Creato a
commission for
a new federsl
compact

=State-local
deregularion
initiative to
increase waivers

=*Create _
federalism czar

*Reduce
castegorical
grants
*Reduce
unfunded
mandates
*Change to

| outcome focus

"Facilitiate
intergovern-
mental
collaboration

*Contract for
results
*Combine
funding streams
*Eliminate
rigid,costly
program
restrictions
*Empower the
front line

How
should it
be
funded?

Block
grants,
program
tradeoffs,
revenue/tax
turnbacks

Create a trust
fund to be
financed by
federal excise
taxes to
operateas s
super revenue
sharing fund

Cammon
shared taxes:
federal-state
collaboration
in
strengthening

| revenue

systems by
coliccting
cammon taxes
to share on a

1 formula basis

Federal funding
based on need,
quality of
strategy, results
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*

Chaptér One: The Dream, the Reality, and Some Solutions

F.  Dawid 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
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Additional Background Materials

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

*  Chapter 1: Summary and Policy Recommendation

* Chapter 2. Why Turnbacks?

* Chapter 3: Turnbacks in Context

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 Government,
Government Division, April 17, 1989

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

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

Spigot of Last Resort, by Robert J. Samhelson, The Washington Post,
January 1995 :
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EDC - 2 GOVERNORS' PRINCIPLES TO ENSURE WORKFORCE EXCELLENCE

The Governors recommend the following to help ensure workforce
excellence:

(1) The States and the Federal Government should provide
technical, financial, and training assistance to firms
seeking to implement quality management improvement and
modernization initiatives.

(2) The system should be understandable, accessible, and
responsive to the needs of local and regional businesses,
workers, job seekers, and students.

(3) Job training and education programs should be made available
to the entire workforce and business community as part of a
continuum of lifelong learning.

(4) The workforce development system should effectively link
education and work through career guidance, youth
apprenticeship, and other options that enable young people
to achieve the academic, occupational, and work-readiness
skills needed for employment.

(5) Measurable national standards developed by business,
education, labor, and government should specify the
knowledge and skills needed to succeed in the modern
workplace.

(6) National and state programs and policies should promote
expanded private sector investment in workforce development
and enhance the capacity of small and medium-sized firms to
train their workers.

(7) Legislative action is needed to integrate multiple,
targeted, federal workforce development programs into a
comprehensive and flexible system.

(8) Federal workforce development programs should be streamlined
to eliminate barriers to effective service delivery.

CONCERNS:

With regard to the need for legislative action (#7), there is a
concern about which programs would be targeted for integration.
Furthermore, this proposal raises the issue of whether or not
money for workforce training should be devolved to the states, as
suggested by the Governors, or if the money should be given to
individuals, as suggested by the Clinton Administration. Please
find a Summary of the Middle Class Bill of Rights attached, which
includes a brief description of the Education Tax Deduction and
the Individual 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-sccondary school cducation and
training cxpenses for the taxpayer, the taxpayer's spouse, and dependents (i.c.. 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 taxpavers filing a joint
return with AGI (before the proposed deduction) between $100,000 and $120.000. For
taxpayers filing a hcad-of-household or single return, 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 universitics 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 cxcluded,
unless that cducation 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
phased-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
taxpaycrs 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 $2000-3$3000 —-
without new money —- since it uses cxisting funds from the 50 programs. Workers who are
laid off or disadvantaged would also be cligible 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 successfuily help workers get the skills they need for new jobs.
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF T HE PRESIDENT
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
is the right list of assignments:

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

Housing ~- Paul, please work with Lynn

Immigration -- Steve, please get info from Mike

Workforce Excellence -- Mike, please get from Bill 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 will fax this to you

Equal Rights -- Steve, I will get this to you

Child care -- Gaynor, I will get this to you, we should talk

1ki i Wy
Talking Points [qyycwyggb/

Gaynor -- They asked Bill to pull talking points on/kl) Inter-
governmental Progress/Federalism, (2) Education and C37 Re
employment -- could you please work with Bill, Elaine and
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. Military 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
Governors 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
infrastructure the primary factor in its decisionmaking process, rather than short-term budget
savings. Further the language urges Congress and the administration to carefully consider whether
or not this round will result in a defense infrastructure 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 infrastructure, 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 full funding 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 government on
businesses; effective implementation of NAFTA and GATT; permanent extension of the research
and development tax credit; the launching of a national rural 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. Govemors’ Principles on International Trade (New Policy 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 international

-1-



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 international trade, supporting state agricultural market development programs,
and calling on the federal government 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.

“East-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.

There 1s no federal fiscal impact from this policy.

Surface Transportation (New Policy 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 governments should not assume the lion’s share of responsibility for the
transportation financing burden, since the federal government 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 Trust Fund and for restoring the integrity of a
dedicated user fee trust fund. It also encourages further 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 rural 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.

lmplementing Effective Programs. The proposal also underscores the necessary elements for

successful program implementation. This includes the Governors’ 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.
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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
Trust Fund beginning October 1, 1995.

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. [t 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.

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
intergovernmental 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 further urges the federal government 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.

Uniform Product Liability Code (Amendments to EDC-24)

The amendments update the policy to remove references to the liability insurance crisis of the 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.

firmation of Existine Policy Pasiti
Governors' Principles to Ensure Workforce Excellence (EDC-2)

The Committee on Economic Development and Commerce recommends the reaffirmation of this
policy position. Governor Caperton and Governor Carlson, co-lead Governors on the workforce in
1992-1993, developed these principles, which were adopted by this committee and the Human
Resources Committee. The Human Resources Committee has also recommended reaffirmation.
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These should be very short, one pagers. Carol suggests the
following format:

Policy Number:

Committee:

Title:

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 raise. No need for a detailed policy
statement, just the red flags.

Please submit materials for this response through me so that we
can coordinate centrally - by c.o.b. Wednesday. If any problems,
please see me.
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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 activities to improve the overall quality and
supply of child care in the state, be reauthorized with the
following modifications:

. Create a seamless child care system. Incorporate all 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 Title 1V-A,
Title XX, and programs for "at-risk" children with the CCDBG
to form a single system.

. Increase state flexibility. States will be given the
flexibility to pay providers less than the local market rate
when qualified care is available and / or when the local
market rate has artificially inflated child-care prices.
States would also be given flexibility 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.




282

282.1

HR-28. CHILD CARE
PREAMBLE
THE GOVERNORS BELIEVE THAT THE EXPANSION OF QUALITY CHILD CARE

OPPORTUNITIES IS VITAL TO-THE ECONOMIC GROWTH OF THE NATION.AND

CRUCIAL 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 INITIATIVES,
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 ACTIVITIES 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.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE REAUTHORIZATION OF THE CHILD CARE
DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT AND MODIFICATIONS 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.

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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28.2.2

AT-RISK CHILD CARE PROGRAMS SHOULD BE CONSOLIDATED WITH CCDBG TO

FORM-A SINGLE CHILD CARE SYSTEM OPERATED BY THE | ST ATES.

SUCH A CONSOLIDATION WOULD PERMIT STATES TO BETTER COORDINATE
STATE AND FEDERAL CHILD CARE PROGRAMS AT THE STATE LEVEL 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 INITIATIVES AND OVERALL CHILD CARE
NEEDS IN THE STATE. |

INCREASE STATE FLEXIBILITY. THE GOVERNORS RECOMMEND THAT STATES BE

“GIVEN THE FLEXIBILITY TO PAY PROVIDBRS LESS THAN THE LOCAL MARKET

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

RATE (AS DEFINED BY THE SEVENTY FIF_I_'!_-IIERCEN’I‘II..E 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 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 PERMITTING STATES TO SET DIFFERENT
STATEWIDE LIMITS FOR DIFFERENT CATEGORIES OF CARE, STATES CAN
PURCHASE HIGHER COST CARE WITHOUT PAYING INFLATED RATES FOR
TRADITIONAL CARE. IN ADDITION, STATES SHOULD HAVE THE OPTION TO PAY
PROVIDERS MORE THAN THE LOCAL MARKET RATE FOR HIGHER QUALITY CARE.
THIS WILL PROVIDE AN INCENTIVE FOR PROVIDERS TO INCREASE THE QUALITY
OF CARE AVAILABLE IN ALL TYPES OF CATEGORIES.
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28.2.2

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 LEVEL 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 INITIATIVES AND OVERALL CHILD CARE
NEEDS IN THE STATE.

INCREASE STATE FLEXIBILITY. THE GOVERNORS RECOMMEND THAT STATES BE
GIVEN THE FLEXIBILITY 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 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 PERMITTING STATES TO SET DIFFERENT
STATEWIDE LIMITS FOR DIFFERENT CATEGORIES OF CARE, STATES CAN
PURCHASE HIGHER COST CARE WITHOUT PAYING INFLATED RATES FOR
TRADITIONAL CARE. IN ADDITION, STATES SHOULD HAVE THE OPTION TO PAY
PROVIDERS MORE THAN THE LOCAL MARKET RATE FOR HIGHER QUALITY CARE.
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 FLEXIBILITY 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 ACTIVITIES.
ADDITIONAL SET ASIDES ARE INCLUDED WITHIN THE SECOND FUNDING
CATEGORY. IF SUCH A STRUCTURE IS MAINTAINED, THE GOVERNORS BELIEVE
THAT STATES SHOULD BE PERMITTED 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
PERMITTED TO USE THESE FUNDS FOR ANY OF THE ALLOWABLE ACTIVITIES
UNDER CURRENT LAW.

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 WITH
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 FLEXIBILITY NEEDS TO BE GIVEN
TO STATES IN TERMS OF WHAT IS CONSIDERED AN ALLOWABLE ADMINISTRATIVE
EXPENSE, ESPECIALLY IN THE AREA OF LICENSING AND PROVIDER MONITORING.

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 APPROPRIATE 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 WITH HEALTH AND SAFETY
STANDARDS AS PRESCRIBED UNDER STATE LAW.

Time limited (effective Winter Meeting 1995-Winter Meeting 1997).
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The Committee on Human Resources recommends the consideration of one new policy position,
amendments to four existing policy positions, 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. Immigration and Refugee Policy (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 early identification of illegal aliens in state criminal justice systems. Also, the Governors ask
the federal government to facilitate the transfer of illegal alien felons to their home countries to
serve their sentences, noting that economic incentives from the federal government to these
countries can be more cost effective than federal incarceration or reimbursement to state and
local governments.

There would be additional costs to the federal government. 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 of the income security policy that have been recently reviewed as part of the
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 of the 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 government.

3. A Conceptual Framework for National Welfare Reform (Amendments to HR-5)

(Child Support Enforcement)

Many of the proposed additions to the child support section of the welfare reform 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 government 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 governments.
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Armmy and Air National Guard (Amendment to HR-11)

(Reorganizing and Restructuring of Military Forces)

The amendment expresses the Governors’ support for an Army National Guard force structure
allowance of 405,000 in accordance with the review of force structure by the U.S. Secretary of
Defense. The Governors 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 of the 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.

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.

Reaffirmation of Existing Policy Positi
Governors’ Principles to Ensure Workforce Excellence (HR-2)

The Human Resources Committee recommends the reaffirmation of this policy position.
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Copyright 1995 The Washington Post
The Washington Post

January 3, 1995, Tuesday, Final Edition
SECTION: STYLE; PAGE C5; STYLE PLUS; FOCUS
LENGTH: 949 words

HEADLINE: A LobBby for Yaouth;
A Broad-Based Coalition Pushes Its 'Contract With America's Children’

SERIES: Qccaslonal

BYLINE: Laura Sessions Stepp, Washington Post Staff Writer

RODY:

Move over, Newtl. Your Contract with America is not the only compact on the
Hil1l these days.

As Congress reconvenes this week, all members of Congress will find on their

desks a Contract With America's Children. Endorsed by more than 100 mainstream
organizations serving children, including the Junior League, the United Way and
the Natianal PTA, the document asks each representative and senatar to sigh a
promise that they will weigh children's needs first as they take up 1ssues
ranging from welfare reform to a talanced budget. It also warns they will 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 agne time they bought into the philasophy -—-
heard frequently during last vear's debate on health care reform -- that what's
good for everybody will oe good for children. But health care reform failed and
along with it the possibility of guaranteed coverage for children. Now the
advocates say lawmakers must be persuaded ta turn the conventional adage on 1ts
head: What's good for children will be good for everybody.

The contract is the bprainchild af Children Now, a pollicy and research
association, and the Cpalition for America's Children, a bipartisan umbrella
group of 300 grganizations best known for 1ts slogan "Wha 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 Bbe the first ta fall. 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 children," says

Susan Nall Bales, director of children's programs for the Benton foundatian.
"But you cah't even begin to have that discussion until children are central to
policy instead of unintended conseguences of policy.”

On Dec. 8, the Benton Foundation, which helps support the CDaTitiDn faxed a
copy of the proposed contract to AOO Coalition organizations. z p.m. Dec.

LEXIS-NEX.SEE  LEXIS-NEXISE= LEXIS ‘NEXSE=
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The Washingtan Post, January 3, 1995

¢, 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 endarsers 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 fall.

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

Communities and groups may take different views on how to accomplish a given
principle, the advaocates say. To reduce the expasure of children to violence,
for example, come 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 will move and unite the
milliaons of Amertcans who make up thetr constiftuencies, 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 environmentalism, for
example. Now we all 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 aonly for their narrow piece of the child, says Arnold fege,
director of governmental relations far the National PTA. Educational lobDyists,
for example, surfaced in the halls of state legislatures andg Congress only when
education bills were introduced. Debates on welfare only attracted agencies
serving pacr children.

Fege now urges the National PTA's 6.9 million members to take a "whole-child
appraach,” and telieves 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 3 time will come when advacates, many of whom are hindered fram direct
political action by their tax-free status, may want to form a political action
cammittee in order to become more directly involved.

Children's advocates such as Salisbury say the contract idea will play well
in Aamerica's heartlang, where there is wlde support for policies and programs
benefiting the young. A vear ago, Children Now hired the Tarrance group, a
polling firm often used by Republicans, to survey voter attitudes ogn children.
The survey found overwhelming support, regardless of political affiliation, for
government help In children's lives. Only 20 percent felt government should do
"as little as possible® for children other than poor children; 78 percent
believed gaovernment stiould fund programs to Improve the health, safety and
education needs of all children.

Agvocates acknowledge that their new objectives will not be easy to meet.

Americans may say they care a 1ot about childreti, but they do not easily see the
connection between children's needs and government. Pogliticians also don't
believe supporting chlldren's needs can help them witt votes, Bales s5ays.
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Advocates need to do a better job talking to both groups, says Chrictine
Benero, director of the Washington office for the Associatfon of Junior Leagues

International. "I would hope we would be looked to as a resource for shaping
some of the policies before they are depated -- and then [wel join the debate.”

For a copy of the contract or for more information: 1-800-244-3344.
GRAPHIC: PHOTO, WHAT IT SAYS, ELIZABETH GAY; CHART

LANGUAGE: ENGLISH

LLOAD-DATE-MDC: January 3, 1995
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EXECUTTIVE OFFICE OF T HE PRESIDENT
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 will work
better if (generally) requests are funnelled through Stacey, Roz
and Jeremy. Andrea is now Director of Administration for the
White House so is even busier. She is 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 if you
can make it.

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
if possible. NGA issue briefings are due tomorrow (areas not
covered by the talking points or policy proposals only).

Thanks.
Distribution:

TO: Robert M. Berry
TO: Brian E. Burke

TO: Jose Cerda, III
TO: Julie E. Demeo

TO: William A. Galston
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TO:
TO:
TO:
TO:
TO:
TO:
TO:
TO:
TO:
TO:
TO:
TO:
TO:
TO:
TO:
TO:
TO:

Christopher C. Jennings
Jennifer L. Klein

Michael Levitan

Cathy R. Mays

Gaynor R. McCown

Rosalyn A. Miller

Lynn M. Margherio

Bruce N. Reed

Denise Ricketson

Kimberly M. Ross

Stacey L. Rubin

Michael T. Schmidt

FAX (9-632-1096,Jeff Levi)
FAX (9-720-8819,Marion Berry)
Michael Waldman

Stephen C. Warnath

Paul J. Weinstein, Jr



EXECUTTIVE OFFICE OF T HE PRESIDENT

13-Jan-1995 09:13am

TO: Carol H. Rasco

FROM: Gaynor R. McCown
Domestic Policy Council

ccC: Jeremy D. Benami

SUBJECT: RE: NGA Meeting

Carol:

There is an expectation that you and the other panel
participant(s) make some initial remarks and then there will be
time for questions and answers. Patty Sullivan is out today but I
will get clarification on exactly how long you should speak on
Monday.

Gaynor



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF T HE PRESIDENT

12-Jan-1995 04:44pm

TO: Carol 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
this point, nothing is definite because all decisions have to be
cleared by the chair and the co-chair.

However, they are planning to start the meeting with a
brief presentation by David Hamburg. Immediately following,
Governor Hunt and Governor Whitman have been asked to present the
work their states have done for goal one -- all children will
start school ready to learn. The panel you are on will be the
final session and it will last 35 - 45 minutes. There will be
time for questions and answers. The entire meeting is scheduled
to last approximately two hours.

The other panel members have yet to be determined although
Senator Packwood has been mentioned as a possibility. They are
inviting members of Congress, both Democrats and Republicans, who
have taken a leadership role on issues of children and families.
Patty will keep me posted as decisions are made.

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

Gaynor
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requirements of their individual programs whether or not those requirements were addressed
in the preliminary consolidated plan.

The Fipal 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 information 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 funds for covered
programs would be awarded for FY 1996 and beyond.

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

The following information tries to address significant questions about the
Department’s strategy for implementing the consolidated plan provisions in the IASA.

Q1. What programs may 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 statute 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, Delinquent, or

15



Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology Education Act; Programs under the Goals 2000:
Educate America Act; and Programs under the School-to-Work Opportunities Act. (See
section 14302, and the definition of "covered program” in section 14101 of the ESEA.)

The TIASA authorizes the Secretary to designate other programs that may be included
as well. The Secretary proposes to designate Subtitle B of Title VII of the Stewart B.
. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act (the Education .for Homeless Children and Youth
program) (enacted in Title III, 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 b); mid-February.

Q2.  Will States that submit a consolidated plan to the Department have the option

of choosing which among these programs 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 any 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

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

16
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Appendix B - GENERAL ASSURANCES APPLICABLE TO EACH PROGRAM

COVERED BY THE PRELIMINARY (FIRST YEAR) CONSOLIDATED PLAN

e Each program will be administered in accordance with all applicable statutes,
regulations, program plans, and applications.

e The control of funds provided under each program and title to property acquired
with program funds will be in a public agency, in a monprofit 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, institution, or organization, or Indian
tribe will administer the funds and property to the extent required by the authorizing law.

e 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 carrying 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 complaiﬁts
alleging violations of law in the administration of each program.

® The State wil.l cooperate in carrying out any evaluation of each program conducted
by o for the Secretary or other Federal officials.

e The State will use fiscal control and fund accountability procedures that will

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 necessary [0 enable the Secretary to

perform the Secretary’s duties under each program; and

(B) Maintain re_cbfds, provide information to the Secretary, and afford access to the

records as the Secretary may find necessary to carry out the Secretary’s duties.

e The State has afforded 2 reasonable opportunity for public comment on the plan

and has considered this comment.

22
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In his brief remarks, Dr. Hamburg will provide an overview
based on the Starting Points report and why the first few years
are so important. In my conversation with him he said that while
he will not focus specifically on the federal role, he will talk
a little 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 spirit" and the piecemeal fashion with
which we approach children and their families.

The problems facing our youngest children cannot be
solved through piecemeal efforts,; nor can they be
solved entirely by the federal government 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 they
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 RESPONSIBLE 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 is cost
effective.
¢ Several states have developed successful program:
MISSOURI - Parents as Teachers - PAT - program which

sends certified parent educators to visit expectant
families at home and teach them how to be "their



child's first 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
soclal 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 is
a statewide, state-funded effort that operates in more
than 300 school districts. It offers child development
information and parenting techniques, encourages
healthy communication between parent and child and
promotes positive parental attitudes. Open to all
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 skills.

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
skills. Avance operates in public housing centers, -in
elementary schools, and through its 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. All centers provide support
services while also emphasizing close community ties
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. If this contact is substantial and consistent,
young children can form the trusting attachments that are
needed for healthy development throughout life. Infants and
toddlers should have the opportunity to develop these
relationships in safe and predictable environments-in their
homes or in child care settings.

. From July 27-29, 1983, immediately preceding the NGA's
annual meeting to discuss the problems and the status
of America's children, the NGA held a symposium in
Portland, Maine. A primary focus of this meeting was
the issue of child care and the objective was to
encourage states to seek a balance of support (public
and private) for families.

. In 1987, the NGA, under the leadership of Michael
Castle, published a report called The First Sixty
Months and The First Sixty Months: The Next Steps.
These two reports resulted from Governor Castle's
initiative as Chair of the Human Resource Committee to
attack the causes that create problems for young
children. The initiative started in 1985 with an
identification of promising prevention programs and
child care was a key issue.

(3) ENSURE GOOD HEALTH AND PROTECTION

When young children are healthy, they are more likely to succeed
in school and, in time, to form a more productive workforce and
become greater parents. Few social 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 services. Being healthy means that young
children are also able to grow up in safe homes and
neighborhoods.

. In 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 initiative to examine strategies
for meeting the national education goals. The report
suggest benchmarks for states to use in measuring
progress toward the school readiness goal and argues
that investing in programs to support young children
and their familles is sound policy and good economics.

Following are the objectives as defined by the report:

. All disadvantaged and disabled children will have
access to high-quality and developmentally
appropriate preschool programs that help prepare
children for school.



OHIO increased state funding for Head Start so that 50% of
all eligible children could be served by 1993. Thestate
also approved legislation mandating comprehensive services
and family needs assessment in all public preschool
programs.

NEW MEXICO increased state subsidies, enhanced training for
providers, and reduced administrative costs by consolidating
training functions from these organization into one agency.

. Every parent in America will be a child's first
teacher and devote time each day helping his or
her preschool child learn; parents will 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 at-risk communities to develop
family centers.

ILLINOIS sponsored pilot programs throughout the state
to provide basic health care, nutrition services, mental
health services, child protective services, and social
activities for children and their families.

MARYLAND began the implementation of systemic reform of
children and family services under the auspices of the
Governor's Subcabinet for Children, Youth and Families.

MINNESOTA was the first in the nation to provide a
combination of learning activities and patenting education
for children ages zero to five.

. Children will receive the nutrition and health
care needed to arrive at school with healthy minds
and bodies, and the number of low-birthweight
babies will be significantly reduced through.
enhanced prenatal health systems.

CALIFORNIA funded health and support services at school
sites under the new HEALTHY START program.

DELAWARE provided low-income pregnant women a choice of
receiving on-site services through the local public health
clinic or services in their own home.

NORTH DAKOTA implemented an interagency, statewide Early
Childhood Tracking System to find, monitor, and make
appropriate referrals for children ages zero to five who
were determined "at - risk" of developmental delays.



(4)

WASHINGTON'S First Steps program has proven effective in
enhancing healthy outcomes for newborns through expanded
eligibility for Medicaid, maternity support services during

pregnancy and post-partum, case management for women at high
risk.

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 crisis
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 is 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 all
stakeholders.

Effective and comprehensive strategies for children and
families require new funding structures that are more
flexible and reliable.



I. BACKGROUND

The goal of this year's Chairman - Governor Dean of
Vermont - is "the healthy development of all children and what it
takes to build strong families and strong supportive
communities." In order to work toward this goal, he has
established the following priorities:

<i:>, Increase the capacity of communities to meet the needs of
Qﬁggéﬁyoung children and their families by decategorizing program

J

©

" funding, encouraging families to be involved in decision-
making, integrating services, and exploring new governance
models.

ﬁ%)> Guarantee high-quality child development options for all
families-focusing on high-quality child care, Head Start,

dV@f and preschool-with these programs coordinated with the local
Uﬁ schools.

Help parents meet their children's need by expanding family
support and parent education programs, providing
comprehensive services for school-age and other high risk
parents, promoting planned childbearing, and ensuring that
parents can and will assume financial responsibility for
their children.

. Ensure healthy development of all children through access to
early and continuous prenatal care, well-baby care, full
immunizations, and expansion of the special Supplemental
Feeding Program for Women, Infants, and Children.

. Reduce barriers to healthy development, such as child 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

“yﬁ\ , unhurried time that parents and other adults have with
"J’

children, and encouraging family-friendly community and
employment policies.

While these goals as explicitly stated are new, the NGA, the
Federal Government and individual states have already done and
continue to do a great deal to achieve them.

II. SUMMARY OF NGA'S INVOLVEMENT IN CHILDHOOD ISSUES

1983-84 AMERICA'S CHILDREN NEED POWERFUL 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 on the heatth—and
well-being of children. The Symposium also examined
state efforts to address children's needs. A report
with the same title 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. All 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 civil rights enforcement and
equal educational opportunity for children and youth.
Beyond these issues, educational policies should be left to
the states and localities.

(6) CHILD WELFARE AND FAMILY SUPPORT. States should place
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.

<:;;LCHILD CARE. States should seek a balance of support

lic and private) for families who require child care for
developmental, protective, special needs, or work-related
reasons.
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(8) HOUSING. Federal and state governments should assist in
developing an adequate supply of housing for families with
children that is affordable, safe and sanitary.

(9) YOUTH. NGA supports federal initiatives such as runaway
youth, youth training and employment and juvenile justice
programs. Government at all levels should give priority to
developing preventive, emergency, and remedial services

ORKING PARENTS. Federal and state governments should

cgurage personnel policies and fringe benefits that

\Eiﬂ{oort families and children.

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 initiatives 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 FIRST SIXTY MONTHS: THE
NEXT STEPS - These two reports resulted from Governor
Castle's initiative as Chair of the Human Resource
Committee to attack the causes that create problems for
young children. The initiative 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.

AMERICA IN TRANSITION: THE INTERNATIONAL FRONTIER,
REPORT OF THE TASK FORCE ON CHILDREN - This report was
part of Governor Baililes initiative to focus
Governors' attention on meeting the challenges of the
21st century. The initiative 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
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the disjointed, crisis-oriented actions of entrenched
bureaucracies.

EVERY CHILD READY FOR SCHOOL: REPORT OF THE ACTION
TEAM ON SCHOOL READINESS - This report resulted from
one of three action teams established under Governor
Ashcroft's initiative to examine strategies for meeting
the national education goals. The report suggest
benchmarks for states to use in measuring progress
toward the school readiness goal and argues that
investing in programs to support young children and
their families is sound policy and good economics.

"Every Child Ready for School" was designed to guide
reform efforts and to stimulate the interest and

i
involvement of Governors and other policymakers, JL/M(

educators and parents and other social service DU)dW
providers. It was also intended to promote the : WV
awareness and support of business leaders and c:'rl:izens(i_)r\}”S
from all sectors of society. Following are the

objectives as defined by the report:

. All disadvantaged and disabled children will have
access to high-quality and developmentally
appropriate preschool programs that help prepare
children for school.

, increased state funding for Head Start so that 50%
/1 eligible children could be served by 1993. The
e also approved legislation mandating comprehensive
services and family needs assessment in all public
preschool programs.

(V increased state subsidies, enhanced training

ders, and reduced administrative costs by
asolidating training functions from these

organization into one agency.

. Every parent in America will be a child's first
teacher and devote time each day helping his or
her preschool child learn; parents will have
access to the training and support they need.

COLORADO 1issued birthday cards and patenting
information to more than 250,000 parents of newborns.
The state also issued planning grants to at-risk
communities to develop family centers.

ILLINOIS sponsored pilot programs throughout the state
to provide basic health care, nutrition services,
mental health services, child protective services, and



social activities for children and their families.

MARYLAND began the implementation of systemic reform of
children and family services under the auspices of the
Governor's Subcabinet for Children, Youth and Families.

MINNESOTA was the first in the nation to provide a
combination of learning activities and patenting
education for children ages zero to five.

. Children will receive the nutrition and health
care needed to arrive at school with healthy minds
and bodies, and the number of low-birthweight
babies will be significantly reduced through
enhanced prenatal health systems.

CALIFORNIA funded health and support services at school
sites under the new HEALTHY START program.

DELAWARE provided low-income pregnant women a choice of
receiving on-site services through the local public
health clinic or services in their own home.

NORTH DAKOTA implemented an interagency, statewilde
Early Childhood Tracking System to find, monitor, and
make appropriate referrals for children ages zero to
five who were determined "at - risk" of developmental
delays.

WASHINGTON'S First Steps program has proven effective
in enhancing healthy outcomes for newborns through
expanded eligibility for Medicaid, maternity support
services during pregnancy and post-partum, case
management for women at high risk.

In addition to the significant efforts listed above, the
Governors have also been involved in education, health, and
welfare reform for the last decade. As the President has so
often said, "there is no problem in America that hasn't already
been solved by someone, somewhere in America."

III. THE ROLE OF THE FEDERAIL GOVERNMENT

The Clinton Administration is well aware that policies and
programs affecting children must support families and encourage
the cooperation of existing organizations such as schools and
community-based organizations. Children are best served in the
context of families, and families are best served in the context
of communities. We can now say, with greater confidence than
ever before, that the quality of young children's environment and



social experience has a decisive, long-lasting impact on their
well-being and ability to learn.

The problems facing our youngest children cannot be solved
through piecemeal efforts; nor can they be solved entirely by the
government 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 they deserve.

Effective and comprehensive strategies for children and
families require new funding structures that are more flexible
and reliable. Approaches under consideration include
consolidation and decategorization of federal programs, improved
waiver options, and devolution of funds to the states and
localities.

Several major pieces of recent legislation present
tremendous opportunities and states and localities as they devise
comprehensive strategies to serve children and families. Newly
enacted legislation includes:

¢ Goals 2000: Educate America Act--the centerpiece of
President Clinton's education agenda -- recognizes and
supports the need for a more comprehensive approach by
providing resources to states and communities to
develop and implement comprehensive education reforms
aimed at helping all students reach challenging
academic and occupational-skill standards. The law--
which addresses school readiness; school completion;
competency in challenging subject matter; science and
mathematics achievement; literacy; safe, disciplined,
and drug-free schools; and parental participation--asks
states and local education agencies (LEAs) to create
broad-based planning groups that include educators:;
parents; business leaders; and representatives of
health agencies, social service agencies, and community
organizations that work with children and youth.

¢ The Improving American Schools Act (Reauthorization of
the Elementary and Secondary School Act), strongly
encourages states and LEAs to coordinate services. The
priority of this legislation is high standards for all
children, with the different elements needed for a
high-quality education well aligned so that the
education process works smoothly to help all students
reach those standards. It requires LEAs to identify in
their Title I plans (distributed on a formula basis)
exactly how they will coordinate education, health, and
social services. The Improving American Schools Act
also supports comprehensive strategies that include
drug prevention curricula and programs linking schools



and communities.

The Empowerment Zone/Enterprise Community Initiative,
administered by the Departments of Housing and Urban
Development and Agriculture, is one of the Clinton
Administration's most ambitious projects to promote
community development and provide jobs and economic
opportunities. Through this initiative, the federal
government offers to create compacts with communities
and state and local governments. More than 800
communities have submitted applications under this
initiative; each application contains a comprehensive
and strategic plan for change, with performance-based
benchmarks. By participating in this initiative,
community residents, schools, businesses, financial
institutions, service providers, neighborhood
associations, and state and local governments can form
or strengthen partnerships to support revitalization.

The Family Preservation and Support Program, authorized
as part of the 1993 budget agreement, includes almost
$1 billion over five years for states to improve the
well-being of vulnerable children and their families,
particularly those experiencing or at risk of abuse and
neglect. 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 the new program
as a catalyst for establishing a continuum of
coordinated, integrated, culturally relevant, and
family focused services. Services range from
preventive efforts to strengthen families by providing
crucial support to services for families in serious
crisis or at risk of having children removed from the
home.

Head Start, administered by the Department of Health
and Human Services, has an impact on child development
and day care services, the expansion of state and local
activities for children, the range and quality of
services for young children and their families, and the
design of training for staff involved in such programs.
Head Start has served more than 13.8 million children
and their families since 1965; grants are awarded to
local public or private non-profit agencies.



IV. INTERGOVERNMENTAL PROCESS AND FEDERALISM

Underlying the Clinton Administration's initiatives to
restructure government is a broad set of principles for a
reinvigorated federal-state-local partnership:

. The federal government could lead by establishing national
goals, allowing states and localities maximum feasible
flexibility 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 its 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 fiscal
responsibility for problems that are clearly within its
legal or constitutional responsibility.

. While continuing to discharge its constitutional
responsibility to ensure equal citizenship and opportunity
for all, the federal government should reduce uncompensated
fiscal impact of national legislation on state and local
government.

. The classic role of the states and localities 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 it easier for different
locales to learn from one another. As the president has so
often said, there is 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. THE CARNEGIE CORPORATION'S 1994 REPORT \Q‘\)

According the Carnegie Corporation most recent report - a\
"Starting Points: Meeting the Needs of Our Youngest Children" - 0 \gﬁ\
there are four key areas that constitute vital starting points

for our youngest children and families. §

° PROMOTE RESPONSIBLE 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.

° 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. If this contact is substantial and consistent,
young children can form the trusting attachments that are
needed for healthy development throughout life. Infants and
toddlers should have the opportunity to develop these
relationships in safe and predictable environments-in their
homes or in child care settings.

o ENSURE GOOD HEALTH AND PROTECTION

When young children are healthy, they are more likely to
succeed in school and, in time, to form a more productive
workforce and become greater parents. Few social 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 services.

Being healthy means that young children are also able to
grow up in 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 start for our youngest children.
(} Unfortunately, community services for families with children

v under three are few and fragmentary. To reverse the crisis

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 is linked to a source of health
care, child care and patenting support.



o 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 flexibility 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 will 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 is based
on the concept that local communities are in the best position to
develop their own strategies for neighborhood revitalization.

(4) 1In 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
localities much greater flexibility 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 billion
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.



o 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 is an example of a theme of the Clinton
Administration and indeed is the topic of our conversation today
-- 1n 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 localities. We are committed to looking
at options for possible devolution, particularly in areas where
reducing, or indeed eliminating federal involvement will improve
service to customers.



PRESIDENT CLINTON'S LIFELONG LEARNING AGENDA:
A STATUS REPORT '

In today's rapidly changing economy, knowledge and
opportunity are tightly linked: more and more, what you earn is
dependent on what you can learn throughout your life.

On February 22, 1994 in an address to the American Council
on Education, President Clinton presented his vision for lifelong
learning and the legislative agenda needed to turn that vision
into reality for all Americans. The following is a status report
on the major building blocks of that agenda.

Head Start reform and expansion Signed into law by the
President on May 18,
1994

Goals 2000: Educate America Act Signed into law by the
President on March 31,
1994

Elementary and Secondary Signed into law by the

Education Act President on October
20, 1994

School-to-Work Opportunities Act Signed into law by the
President on May 4, 1994

Direct lending/income-contingent Signed into law by the

repayment . President on August 10,
1993

National and Community Service Signed into law by the

Trust Act President on September
21, 1993

Reemployment Act of 1994 Transmitted to the
Congress on March 15,
1994 ' :
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A Quarrel OUer Dealmg Wth Chma |

The edntonal on U.S. China policy
_[“The China Quarrel,” Dec. 28] en-
orses 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
violations of patent and copyright
.rules. Belatedly, Theé Post acknowl-
edges that U.S. credibility was dam-
aged by the president’s most-favored-
nation decision, as Beumg fails to take
the threat of any sanctions seriously.

- The administration has yet to develop

an effective strategy for improving hu- -
man rights in China. Absent the pres-.

sure of the trade linkage, Bejjing has
effecuvelywspaldedtalksw:thmeh-
- ternational Committee of the Red Cross,
enacted new state security regulations
.andoonunuedltsampaxgnaganmpom.
jcal and labor activists. On Dec. 16, nine

peaceful dissidents were sents to as.
long as 20 years in prison. '
The Post notes that if China succeeds

il.xpumg' the new World Trade Organiza-
m..lt_willbeobligatedtoabidebyglobal
trading rules. Shouldn’t Beijing also be
required to ‘live by the world’s rules”
when it comes to human rights and be
held accountable for violations of interna-

tional norms of behavior? Are the princi-

p_les embodied in human rights declara-
tions and conventions no less importarit
for China’s long-term development?

As China prepares for the post-Deng
- Xiaoping transition, the United States
needs a policy that advances.economic
and political reform and seeks to improve
basic humnan rights as an integral compo-
nent of both.

Washington Directar
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Our.] uvemle Curfew Is Workmg

‘We are not ]ust saying “No” to our youth. We are re-creatmg dreams

When I took office in May 1994, New
Orleans had an out-of-control crime problem.

< Children were dying, citizens did not feel

safe in their own homes, the numbers were
staggering. Crime had become too personal,
too familiar. As mayor, 1 knew that I could

" not solve this enormous: iproblem alone. The
- only effective \soluuon was a commumty

solution.

Our vision was to save our city and its
future generations. It was in this spirit that
‘we developed the idea for the Juvenile Cur-
few Law. Curfew hoursare 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 those
curfew hours, Our plan'was to implement a
curfew as a pareat would lay down a house
rule. Our curfew holds both the juvenilé and -
the parent accountable. Parents are required

to pick up their children from the Curfew

Center and participate in counseling ses-
sions. Repeat offenders’ parents are issued a

court summons and could risk being fined for
failure to keep their duldren from violating
curfew.

This “forced responslbnhty" 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- weke armed robbery

o

 TE WASHINGTON Post Fmb_Av; JANUARY 6, 1995 l '
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Jl(down 29 percent), auto theft (down 28

percent) and murder (down 26 percent) as
compared with the summer of 1993,

This is not just another cold, calculating
law that does ‘more harm than good. When
the law was written, every consideration 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

ﬁrehope,setnewgrwndmleswithinthe_.

home. A 24-hour Curfew Hotline is avajlable
to answer questions about curfew pohcy and
enforcement. = -

We have also constructed alternatives for
young people by revitalizing the New Or-

leans Recreation 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 new 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 confidence that our children can go to

school safely. If we do not step in and
redireet our city 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 citizen -

affected by the curfew regardless. of age.
However, we will continue to defend our
right to safety with every ounce of energy
and spirit.

The statistics prove our curfew is work-
ing. This new law is keeping youths off the .
streets and out of trouble. It is helping
families be more responsive to one another

" and more responsible to their communities..

We are fighting crime with aggressive,
visionary programs supported by the whole
community. We know that the country is
watching. Jurisdictions 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 tlrelessly can do any-
thing.

The writer is mayor of New Orleans.
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