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‘March 11, 1993

The President
The White House
Washington, D.C, 20500

Dear Mr. President:

In response 10 &Zu: vision for restructuring govermnment, the National Govemory'
Association and the National Conference of State Legislatures are pleased to submit a
"Proposal for Federal-State Flexibility Grants.* flexibility grants, which we sre
asking you to include in your fiscal 1994 budget request to Congress, would provide
states with more opportunities to innovate and to tailor responses to the unique noods

of our citizens. -

These grants could be a first step toward broader, more ambitious reforms. Flexibili
grants would allow state legislators and governors to integrate funding from seve
different sources, They would encourage stale governments to design their own
strategies for moving forward on & range of domestic issues. They woujd relax sifling
federal restrictions and would allow state leaders 10 focus once again on. solving
problems rather than on processing stacks of federal paperwork. . .
The enclosed proposal would combine approximately 55 existing s, with &
funding level of approximately $12.9 bilgg@; in fiscal 1993, into fiexibility grants in six
broad arcas: education reform, workforce quality, sir and land environmental
management, waler quality, defense conversion, and housing.

We believe that there are many other programs that could be combined in this way. In
developing this proposal, we have attempled to be pragmatic. We have deliberately
avoided possible flexibility grants that would cause questions concerning jurisdiction of
congressional committees. We have aiso eliminated prants that involve local
governments,

These flexibility grants would help reverse unfortunate trends toward cenfralized
decision making in our federal system, encumbering programs with unnecessary
stipulations and regulations, and mented and inefficient spending for domestic

s. The nation’s governors and state legislators look forward to working with
you in refining this proposal and in moving it through Congress.
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The President
March 11, 1993

Page 2

Pleasc fecl free to contact either one of us or Ray Scheppach or Bill Pound, our
organizations® executive directors, if you have any qucitiom.

Sincercely,

Roy Fogie
Govertfor of Colorado
Chairman, NGA

e Leon Panetta
Eob Rubin
Alice Rivlin

Qt;iw/—m

Art Hamilton
Minority Leader, Arizona House
President, NCSL
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A PROPOSAL FOR FEDERAL-STATE FLEXIBILITY GRANTS

Financing the Implementation of Education Reforms
Improving Workforce Quality
Targeting High-Priority Environmental Needs Through Flexible Funding
Increasing State Involvement in Defense Firm Conversion and Adjustment
Increasing Access to HOME Affmgablc Housing Program Funds
an
Consolidating Efforts Within the Motor Carrier Safety Program

Developed by
PN ..;,_»v P . ffuw PRV, S P R - ',;:-:-: H ‘-v-;;-:;‘:v L e WEEET
~—-The National Governors’ Association--
and

The National Conference of State Legistatures

March 11, 1993
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FEDERAL-STATE FLEXIBILITY GRANTS

The Nastional Conference of State Leglslatures and the Natlonal Governors'
Aspocistion have worked together over the psast several years to protect and
jwprove the states® ability to innovate and to deliver services effectively
and creatively. KOSL, for example, has promoted federal legislation that
would 1limit unfunded federal mandates, ¥NGA has campsigned for the Leahy-Fryor
$411 te ensure an expedited federal waiver process for atates, Together, in
1990, the organizations developed comprehensive and detaliled proposals for
consolidating several exiat:ing federal afd programs to state governments.

A common theme pervadss thepe and other projesta. Governing 11 the United
States works best when iv is shared appropristely among feders]l, state, and
jocal governmente. We belleve that states must bave the flexibility to
innovate snd to respond to the unique and diverse needsz of thelr rasidents,
We believe that programs and services &re most effective when 1t is clear
vhich level of government 1p acfountable for thes.

The changs currently taking place in Washington coffers fresh cpportumities to
adopt remedies for problems affecting the state-federal partnership. Among
the problems arey

* the proliferstion of relatively small cate'gorical grants;

. the burden of legislative =and regulatory reguirements attached to
hilock grants;

* the rigidity of current federsi g:‘mt programs and the concomitant
restrictiona that hamper staten' abhility to respond to the unigue
needs of thelr residents;

c e federal . ap&;cx;ge?._‘ and ‘"rc‘gxz:}at1zms;:‘:z,tha:,mprevmcm ,,atatzmmfrm
transferring funds among related programs; T .
* shrinking federal financlal osupport for domestic discrsticnary
programs: and

. the accelerating propensity of the federsl government to pandate
sdditional services and programs without adeguate funding.

In coxbination and alone, these problems stifie Innovation, confuse
sccountabliity, snd degrade public services.

There &sre several ways to attack these problems. Oune, which haa enjoyed
varying degrees of bipartisan support over the past two decades, combines ints
& aingle grant tvo or more fsderal programe dealing with related problenms,

There are aeveral current examples: the child care block grant, the community
development block grant, and the goclal services bloek grant. In his 1956
State of the Union address, Presjdent Bush propossd combining more progravs
into $12 to $15 biliion worth of “consclldated® geanta, 1In Mandate for

Changze, David Oshorne has advecated consolidating “mors than 400 categorical

and block grants into broad Challenge Crants.™
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Thia proposal, developed Jointly by the HRational Conference of State
Legislatures and the RNational Governoras® Assoclation, offers several apecific,
albeit modest, suggestions for beginning- this process of consolidation. 1In
addition, it proposes changes to other existing federal programs, such as
streamlined and coherent walver processes, that also would improve the
effectiveness and accountability of programs,

The proposal's sgix sections deal with education, workforce, environment,
housing, defense conversion, and soclal services., The suggestions are
consistent with criteria used in 1990 by RCSL and KGA to sBelect programs for
consolidation. In the finterest of expediting consideration of thege
suggestions, we have also tried to respect, as much as posasible, the
Jurisdictional authority of congressional subcommittees and committees,

FINANCING THE IMPLEMENTATION OF EDUCATION REFORMS
OPTION 1: EDUCATION REFORM FLEXIBILITY GRANT
Background

The longest standing and largest block grant to state and localities for
elementary and secondary education is provided under Chapter Two of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. This grant for improving
elementary and secondary programs was expanded through both the Education
Consolldation and Improvement Act of 1981 and the Elementary and Secondary
Schools Improvement Amendmenta of 1988. Using the Chapter Two program as a
point of departure, this propecsal combines into a single grant the programs

aimed at education reform that are coordinated by the states.

Proposal

Create a state—level"Education Reform Flexibility -Grant - by combining the
following existing- elementary/secondary educntion progrm {nto e a sinsle grant

to the states, ™ ‘ R TR e

entary and S d ducatio

ogLan Fiscal 1993 Appropriations
—{In milliona)

Chapter One--State Administered Grants $ 60.7
State Program Improvement Grants 25.9
Chapter Two—-State Block Grants 435.4
Eisenhower Math and Science 246.0
Foreign Language Assistance 10.9
Immigrant Education 294.6
Drug Free Schools—-State Crants 498.5
Education for Homeless Youth 24.8
Fellov-Through . 8.4
State Agency Program: .

Education of Neglected and ‘ 35.4

Delinquent Children

Total . $1.640.6
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Statea would be required to submit 5 plan outlining current and future
gystemic reform efforts along with s arries of performance Indicators that
relate, where sppropriate, te schieving the Xatlonal Education Goale. Such
fndicatora could include student drop-out rates, student abeentesfiom, and
graduation rates. The state would report annuslly to the Secretary of
Education on changes in the indlcators,

Postpecondary Education

Provide otates with the auvthority to target State Student ITacentive Crants
(5316) by sssisting students enrolled in teacher education programs that are
training high gquality teachers, both pre-service and in-service, consistient
with the atate's pystemic yeform efforts. The S8IC program {s the only direct
funding source for atates in the postsecondary education area. The remaining
45linya are granted to students and institutiona bLased on financial need. In
fiseal 1993, $72.5 million was appropriated.

Justification

Because of itg flexibility, the Chapter Two Block Grant has proven sffective
in supporting arate efforts to improve education syatems ss part of the larger
effory to achieve the nation's alx education goals, The EBducaiion Reform
Flexibiliry &rant would expand on the Chapter Twoe Block Grant te provide
states with the incentive along with the needed flexibility to inftiate or
gontinune systemic reform.

OGPTION X: IRCENTIVE GEARYS FOR STATE-LEVEL RDUCATION REFURM
Background

The longest standing .and largest block grant to states and localities for
elementary and secondary edocation™is provided under Chapter Two of the

Elementary-<and..Secondary:-Education ; Actsref1965 s iThia™ grant iz for ~inproving i

elementary and secondary programs was expanded through both' the Education
Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981 and the Elementary and Secondary
Schools Improvement Amendments of 1988, Using the Chapter Twe progranm ss &
point of depearture, the propesal belov combines programa that are coordinated
by the states Into & single grans.

Proposal.

Permft states to treat funds asllocated under speveral feders)l categoricsl
programz og & single supplementing flexidility grant for elementary and
secondary education. The grant serves as an incentive fur states to initiate
or continue existing systemic reform efforvs directed towsyd achieving the
Rational Education Goals. To merge funds from two or more DPrograms, states
would be reguired to gubmit o the Secretsry of Rdurcation a plan fdentifying
current and future statewlide initietives facilicating stsate-level educstion
reform and the achievemsnt of the goale. The state plan would luciude
spsurances that services gurrently provided to discrete populatiocuns under the
separate programs would remain conslstent with the level of appropriation
provided for those programs, Specific programs would inelude the follewing,
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Erosram Fiscal 1993 Appropriations
{in nmillicons) X

Chapter One-~3tate Administered Grants .. $ 60.7
State Program Improvement Crants 25.9
Chapter Two—State Block Crants 435.4
Efsenhower Math and Science 246.8
Foreign Language Asnsistance 16.9
immigrant Bducation 254,46
Brug Free Schools--§tate grants 498 . %
Zducstion for Bomeleas Youth 24.8
Follew-Through 8.4

State Agency Program:?
Education of Neglected and
Delingquent Children ’ - 35.4

£1.540.6

Provide states with the authority to target State Student Incentive Grants
{851IG) by asalsting students enrclled in teacher education programs that are
training high quelity teachers, both pre-service and in-service, consistent
with the state's systemic reform efforts. The SSIG program Ia the only direct
funding source for states in the postsecondary education area. The remaining
dollars are granted to students and institutions based on financial need. In
fincal 1953, $72.% plilion was appropriated,

Jastifiaa;ion
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zecause of its f:axzbizi:y,-the Chapter: Twe. Block Crant has proven effective
in supporting state efforts to improve education systeams a8 part of the larger
effort te acheive the nation'e six education goals. Incentive grants for
state-level education reform would expand on the Chapter Two Block Grant to
provide states with the incentives along with the needed flexibility to

initiate or contlinue gystemic refornm afforts,
OPTIOR 3: GEAERAL WAIVER AUTHORITY

Backzround

C§rrentiy, the Secretary of Education has minimal wvalver authority to provids

atates with the regulatory relief needed to permit state-level pystemic reform
in education,
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Provide the Secretary of Education with general suthority to walve regulations
in selected programs, States would be required o submit a plan outlining
currant and future systemie reforn efforts aslong with a3 request to walve
specific vegulations. The Secretary could walve regulations in the following
program areas: Chapter Two, Jacob Javits Gifted and Talented Bducation Act,
Prug FPree Schocls and Communities Aet, Head Stsrt Transitlon Act, Follow
Through Act, Dwight . Eisenhower Math and Sclence Act, Carl Perkine
Vocational and Appiied Technology Act, Job Training Partnership Act, Emergency

Immigrant FEducavlon Act, Ratlonal School Lunch Act, asnd the Child Kutritioen
Act,

Ro Iimit would be placed on the number of states thet could spply for

walvers., A aimllar proposal was offered in the Reighborbood Schools
Inprovement Act. -

Provide states with the suthority to target State Student Incentive Grants by
aspisting students enrolled {n teacher educatlon programs that are training
high quality teachera, both pre-service and In-service, consistent with the
state’s pystemie reform effort. The SSIGC progren ig the only direct funding
source for states in the postsecendayy education area. The remaining dollars
are granted to students snd institutions based on financial need. In flscal
1893, $72.5 million was appropristed.

Juatification

Y

By providing such vaiver suthority, stateés can procesd with ays:mic refom‘

efforts In.the. absence 3 89 ttdenl “hﬂrfitr82‘;“m”,“:-*:".;“"*,;:m o T i e
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wmvma WORKFORCE QUALITY
OPTION 1: WORKFORCE IMPROVEMERT FLEXIBILITY CRANY
Background

Presently there are 125 different federal employment and training programs for
sduita and out-of-sthool wyouth adminlstered by fourteesn different federal
agenciea, At A itime when states and localitien are attzmpting to offer
comprehengive, customer~driven services, they are conscralned by the differing
eligiviliry, reporting, end program requirements of the myriad programs.
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Propasal

$crates with Human Regourcs Investment Councile could be permitted to access s
Workforce Improvement Flexibility Creat, providing funds for e wide range of
workforce davelopnent programs and sideatepping a multitude of conflicting
program requirements, Governors in & pusber of states have established state
Humar Rescurce Investment Coumclls o coordinate adult and  vocationsl
education and Job trsining programs, 7The siate councils were authori{zed by
federal law this fall, and 2 number of states are still in the process of
ereating them, States that have established Human Resource Investuent
Councils are, by definition, engnged in a great des)l of coordination acroas
existing systems., Instesd of sccessing Job treining and adult and vocational
education monies through existing programe, $f the Human Resource Investment
Council 8¢ recommends, the state could take advantage of a Workforce
Inprovement Plexibilfry OGrant, By giving sign-off to the Human Ressurce

Investment Council, the key players will -have bought into the flexibilicy
grant.

States opting for the Workforee Improvement Flexibility Erant could accens 2
aingle socurce of funds to provide adult and vocational educaxion and Job
training oand placement services as long as the state satisfies certain
accountability measures.,

In staves where ¢ither there is no Human Resource Investment Council or vhere
the council does not want to access the Workforce Improvement Flexibilicy
Grant, monies would continue to fiow through existing programa,

Programs included in the flexibility grant:

Adult Pducation Fiscal 1993 Appropriations
. . ) {in nillionad
Adult Education: State“Adwinisteisd Pidgrams = - - -§ 256.6 v e
Adult Bducstion”for the Homelsas, ~ ~—~ 7 ey . - 9.6 "o
wWorkplace Literacy Partnerships 18.9
Literacy Programs for Priscpers 4.9
Total $288.0
Yecational ¥ducation
Vocstional Education: Basic Grants to States $972.8
Vocational Education: 4.7
Congumer and Hopemaking Education
VYocational Education: State Councils 5.9
Bilingual Yocarional Treining 2.9
Vocational Bducarlon: 11.8
Comnunity Based Organizations
Tech Frep i04.2
Total $1.135.3


http:IlIProveme.nt

e o T o e

Employuent Service

¢ 810.9

; Senior Commmity Service Employment 5.9
b Buployment and Training
Assistance for Dislocated Workers 367.0

Youth Bmployment and Training Progras 1,3587.4
b Veterans Employment Program 2.0
i Adult Job Training Frogram 1,045.0
L Defruae Conversion Assligtance 150.0
i Defense Diversificstion Program 75.0
L Trade Adjustment Asaistance 211.0
b Job Training for the Homeless 12,5
LI
j Total $4,253.7
§ Total: Workforce Improvement Grant $5.389.0
%5 A number of criteria could be adopted to ensure accountabllity, including the

following.

& Funds could be made available to the state only upon submisslion of a state
plan that demonstrates how funds will be used to foster workforce quality,

; & States could be required to distribute te local communities the spame
: proportion of funds that otherwize they would have been required to
: allocate,

States could be required to serve individusls with speclsl needs to the
same degree that they would have otherwlise, for example, homeless
{ndividuals, disabled Iindividuals, migrant workers, snd veterans,

®  States conld be reguired to file annual reports to provide sufficient data

for the 1egiaiat1ve oversight of thc atazea’ use of fun&s under the block
grany ey, Tt I e -
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OFTION 2: WORKFPORCE QUALITY WAIVERS .
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Background

Presently, there are a multitude of definitions, reporting requirements,
performance standards and the like that inhibit the provision of a coordinated
syaten of workforce training sarvices,

Proposal

R

e, st i - Ao dm. il i W W o g bbb 4 e
P .

) States that have established Human Resource Investment Counciles should de
permitted to apply for waivers from law and regulations of, for example, the
Job Training Partnership Act, the Carl PFerkinsg Yocationsl and Applied
Techinelogy ERducstion Act, the JOBS Program autherized in the Family Support
Aet, the BNatrional and Cozmmunity Service Act, the Adultr Education Act, the
Vocatjonal Rehabilitation Act, the Stewart McKinney Homeless Asslstence Act
{which suthorizes & Job trasining program for the homelewns), the Wagner-Peyser

Ay AT

oy i #

-?“

wm o et e et By ok

VL e

[ ———————_ R L L moaw - bt e 4 48 Bt b R d B T T kW S .

b, 200 e abg TR —


http:penDll.Ud
http:legblat.he

Ekn

P e S

e AR LY

i
R R

b b

T SRR S

Pl sty B AT —katem RE as P

e £t Y+ A e 8 e A S AR 4 F 4 e e EE T R A% 8w ekl AL own T e e oupeas Ehliald :

Act (the Bmployment Service), and the Food Stamp Employment and Training
Frograw authorized in the Food Stamp Act. —States should be eligidle to apply
for walvers that would facilitate izmproved pervices, specifically valivers from
regulation or law that prevent the application of conalstent practices across
prograss,

The walver suthority should Include protections relating to, for exanmple, the
distribution of funds and eligibility for aervices,

Te fscilitate apn interdepartmental approsch to waivers, a federsl council
should be established that includen, for umplc, the Secretaries of lLabor,
Educatlon, HBS, and Agriculture, .

Justi#lcation

Both the Workforce Imgrovement Flexibility Grant and the Workforce Quality

 Walvers will enable atates to integrate more effectively a warlety of state

st federal programs designed to provide adults and youth with opportunicies
for education and training throughout their lifetimes,

TARGETING HIGH-PRIORITY ENVIRONMENTAL NEEDS THROUGH
FLEXIBLE FUNDING

Backgromnd

The President’s fiscel 1993 budge: includes & totsl of more than $500 militon

‘for fifteen separate EPA grants to states for the management of environmental

prograss. Theae grante are for the sdsinistration of specific programa for
clean sir, clean water, and hazardous waste, Generally theze caategoricsl
programs require funds to br spent on specified activities, regardiess of the
particular_conditions or relative {fmportance of those activitien.in s given
state, For example, funde- are svailable for hezardous weste management and
only that purpose, even though in & particnlar state environmental and public
heslth protection may be better served by investing in alr peliantion control
instead of hn2ardous waste management,

Propozal

Twe flexibility granta are proposed: air and land resources and water
resources. In sddition to vater-related environmental management graats, the
water flexiblility grant includes the State Revolving Pund program for
construction of pevage treatment plants.




Progras . Fincal 1993 Appropristions
—iilioned

Clean Air Program $ 174.5
Pubiie Water Systems 55.9
Paderground Injection 10.%
Specis] Studies ..
Hazardous Waste $3.3
Pnderground Storage Tanks 9.0
Pesticide Enforcement C15.9
Pesticide Program 15.9
Radon Program 8.1
Toxics Enforceament 5.1
Totsl $.390.1

Progran Fincal 1993 Appropriations
—in.pillions)

State Bevolving Loan Fund § 2,%00.0

Clean Hater Manpagement 8.7

Clean lakes 4.0

Ronpoint Source 50.0

Werlands 19.¢

104 (b) Special Studies 15.5

Total TR o PR T e 000 2,662.2 A

Jnsziiicatie£

Consolidation of these categorical grants inte twe block grants, with
flexibilicy for states to sllorcste avallable fundp among the programs within
each block, would enable states to better prieritize thelr efforts and refleet
the specific environmental conditions snd needs in the state. The Bdloek
grants slse would elimlnate separate applicationa and allow better targeting
of state programs on high-priority eavironmental prodlems., In particular,
resources could be used more easily to address multifsceted, related aspects
of environmental problems in & specific geographic ares by focusing attention
o5 the ares 10 be protected {(e.g., ap urbsan srza or sn sstuary) rather than on
fte individusl components {e.g., Itz alr or its wetlands), ‘
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INCREASING STATE INVOLVEMENT IN DEFENSE FIRM CONVERSION
AND ADJUSTMENT

Packground

The flecal 1993 Defense Authorization Act and Defense Appropristions Aet
together creatsd over tventy-five programs, committees, or task forces devoted
to sssiating workers, businesses, &nd communities cope with reductions in
federal defenass gpending. States play 8 role in sssloting each of these
affected groups. However, this proposal is directed only tovard programg
ajmed a: using federal funds tc assist businesses adverssly affected by the
defense downsizing.

Propasal

Consolidate these nswly crested programs $nto s smaller numbar of mors
flexible programs. Specifically provide sn opportunity for states to serve as
partners in determining feamible projects, developing Industry-university-
government consortia and regionsl c¢ooperstive efforta, and locating affected
firms, Existing state programs sre accessible to small and medfuwy~sized firms
whe could most effectively be assisted through these programs.

Erogiam Fiecal 1993 Appropriations
—fdn.milldons)

Dual-Uge and Critical Technology Bevelopment:

Deferne Advanced Regenreh Projects Agency $ 97.0
{DARPA) Dusl Use Critical Technology
Partnerahipe Program

DARPA Commerclal-Milivary 1&tegration . o - . 48,5 -
Partnerships : >

Advanced Manufacturing ?tchnology SIS A AL e =
Partnershipa

Dol Manufacturing Technology 97.0

Doal Use Technology and Industrisl Base : $7.0
Extension

Regional Technology Alllances Assistance 87.0

Program (Dol funda to be disbursed in
consultation with the Depsrimencs of
Commerce and Energy)

Total $450.8

Alternative: Adminiscrative Action to Promote State-Federal Partnership
Administrative sction could be taken to direct the Department of Defense and

vther affected agencles to draft regulatione that permit statza to work in
partnarghip with the federal government in implementing these programs. This




pight {nclude language permitting states to apply for walvers from categorical
program regquirements to utilize thepe Tunda in implementing couprehiensive
defense conversion programs. Another option could be language making states
key players in the avarding of compeatitive grants, especially vhere state
matehing funds are Iinvolved.

Justification

Severz]l states have already inveated In programs to assist cempaniea bansd in
: thely states to convert from defense-related production to commericeasl
; production, Rearly &1l states have - establizhed public yprograms or
poblic-privste prograns in some of these arsas: promoting technology diffusfon
azong companiss; technology transfer from reasarch laberatories 1into business
applicarions; wmanufacturing extension servisss; and Dbusiness wmodernization
through adopting 2xisting technologies and adopting modern business practices
{jugt-in-time inventory, total quality management, ete.}.

Businesses seeking assistance in defense conversion could saxily contsct atate
programs that would work with the federal government to establish priorities
and develop successful prograz models and atyategien. Az partners, states
could assist in implementing national defense convermion/adjustment programs
by matching ‘business neads with available expertise, by developing
parenerships and consortis to ¢arry out converslon prolecta, or by evaluating
tompeting propossis, States could Dbecome effective wmansgera of these
efforts., The federal government would save time and money snd ensure greacsr
access to ssslatance for small- and medium-sized buaineasea by developing an
effective state-federsl partnership.

PP

R

INCREASING ACCESS ’I‘G HOME AFFGRDABLE H{}US!NG PROGRAM FUNDS

: S - .
Background — - Lo . . S T A
P . . - A - : v R ]
I . S .
MR R e - i Ml b . e “

The HOME™ 1nveamwz Partnerships " Pro;rm {HDHB) * wag establia‘beﬁ har tha
Rational Affordadle Bousing Act of 1990, Designed as a federal, atate, snd
local partnership te ensure more houaing for loweincome peraons and families,
HOME was intended sz an Incentive for states and locslities to take a stronger

: role in providing afiordabie housing, Currently 40 percent of HOME fimds flow

‘ to sptates, Howpver, statutory and regulatory requirements make this an

' expensive program te administer, especlally for a relatively nev program,

Proposal

By amending the KOME program, both through reguletory changes and astatutory
changes, the federal government could achieve its goal of more affordadle
housing, and states and lecalities could better uae the funds to meet locsl
needs.  Slmplifyving the program, wmaking the targetting comsistent with other
housing programs, reducing the pespervork requirements, and reestablishing
ptates and localities as primsry partners would increase atate participation
in the program, Gnerous reguiatory requirements for the comprehensive housing
affordability strategies (CHAS), which must be filed sach year for program
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eligiblility, are only one example., (Others Snclude & <controversial fund
tranafer and accounting scheme, & bdias sgainst new construction through
gtiffer matehing requirements, and prohibitively expensive project oversight
requirements. Partial {improvements were achieved through legislation =
1992, Bowever, action at this zisae couid snsure that HOME funds are utilized
acrops the tountry.

Prozzan Piocal 1993 Appropriations
—dnaillionn)
HOME Investment Partnerships Program $1,000.0

Alternative: Regulatory Relief within the EOME Program

By administrative action alone, the sdministration could fmprove tha
efficlency of the HOME program,  Current CHAS regulations need ts  be
sinpliffed or waived for satates to allow submission of ntate planning
documenta that address many of the same lanues ss the CHAS Dut In & nuch more
efficient manner. HBUD could work with states on sections of the plan that HOD
foumd deficient and that relsted to the top priorities of both BUP asnd the
state. Regulations for HOME alss cowld be streamlined to encourage project
development. By establishing simple and clear guidellnes for project
eligivility, wstates and local Jurisdictions could readily determine the
applicadlility of HOME funds t¢ a glven project. Efforts to attain consiatency
vith other programs, such a8 the low-income houslng tax credit or mortgage
revenue hondas, would aslso help.

" Jugeification

The EOME vprograp was established Dbecawse aore affordable housing 1s
unjversally recognlzed a3 en important component to solving the problem of

homelesunens. Hovever, complicated program restrictlons. have deterred pany .

jnrisdsczinnnmizwm app}.yingm -for,..funds.,....For. . example, - existing ~HOMB

restriciions were aimed gt ‘guaranteeing that funds_not_ be directed only toward

new comtmction‘ that otate match be made only of general revenues; that
state funds be Included in each sand every project vwhere ROME fumis vere
directed; that states establish five-year plans to meet housing needs and
publicly state where thelr resources would be directed, even though federal
funding levels remalined uncertain; thet a percentage of the funda de utilized
by community organizations whether or not they existed in all commumities;
that ptates would celiect data on homeless individusls including whether
drugs, alecohel, wmental d$llness or famlly aduse contriduted o their
homelensnrsn; that states develop more extenalve inventories of existing
houaing to determine not only the location of bhousing 4n nesd of
rehabilitarion, but whether such housing 1s occupled by elderly eitizens,
families with ¢hildren, racial minorities, e¢te, HMany of these are good pudlic
policy pgoala, but together they creste an unmanageable and unreslistic
burden. Easing these requiresants and prowoting a genuine partnerahip would
ensure more affordable housing and a more cost-effective use of scarce pudblie
funds,
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CONSOLIDATING EFFORTS
WITHIN THE MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY PROGRAM |

Backgrovad

Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Program funds are distriduted by formula to
states that have adopted compatible federal safety regulations. The state
watch Is 20 percent, Under review this year, fedaral hazardous materisls
aafety permit and registration programs have been slovw to start. Flat fees
sre levied on shippers and carriere and sre used to finance state emergency
response grants, State and local governments alsc operste hazardous materials
permit and registration programs. The scope of these programs §s restricted
by federal law which limite state and local governments to collecting feen
that are "reasonable and vsed for transportation related purposes.”

Proposal
Consolidate programy related to motor carrier safety eaforcement,; inspection,

permiteing, and i-egistrcti:m"*rzquir_cam;a. Eliminate duplicstive reporting
regquirementa and unify state oversight of all motor carvier safety.

Erogranm Flocal 1993 Approprierions
4

Motor Carrler Safety Assistange Preogram $ 65

Federsl Reglatration and Permit Program - 11.3

Total . 26,3

Justification

States presently perform the preponderance of ‘motor-carrier-safety - inspection
and enforcement., ..This -incluges efforvs relsted. . to  hazardous . materials
transportation sz well,. The elinination of the dual registration and permic
programs tz  ensble states to  adzinlster programs yndey federal wnifornm
standards would allow Btates to conmolidate sll znforcement efforts under one
widely loplemented pragram structure, the Metor UGarrier Safety Assistance
Progres,

ATTACHMENT B: THE PROGRAMMATIC, FINANCIAL, AND ADMINISTRATIVE
STRUCTURE OF THE GOVERNORS’ FLEXIBILITY GRANT PROPOSAL

Exogrmumatic Structure

Flexibllity grants are intended to Increase the effectivencas of programs bty
allowing state government greater conformity in the dealpgn and delivery of

servicen, 70 provide such conformity, flexibllity grant authorizing
legislation phould: : }

. Inciude & c¢lear statement of purpose, Incinding gasls for the
flexibillty grant and a degcription of the measures that will de used
e judge the effectivencss of the wae of flexibility grant funds,
{(Such legisiation should leave to states the apecification of the
services and programa to be used to sccomplish those purposes.)
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» Cirarly define any iimivs on financlel eligidbility for service wader
the flexibility grant. {Such legisnlation genersily should not
include categoricsl eliginilivy Tequirements, programmatic earmarks,
or other nonfinancial eligivility criteria not directly related to
tie purpose of the flexibility grant.)

L Authorize limited transfer of funds among or betveen flexidbilicy
grants t¢ provide the conformity to accommodate differencea in atate
prioritien. For example, 15 percent of flexibility grant X couid be
vaed for flexihility grant Y.

While flexidility grants Incresse state options and sfmplify adoinistration,
thers fa a continuing concern regarding the stability and responsiveness of
future congresaional esppropristions. There lg slso & concern that wncertainty
regarding federal sudit standards may unnecessarily reduce flexibility and
Innovation., To address these concerns, flexibility graat Jegislation should:

) Make tnitinl sllocations of funda hased on the application of current
formula.

* Provide funding to allow for the upward adjiustment in allocations
based on the use of 1950 census dsta In the calculation of formula
payEnta,

. Provide funding to allov for the upward sadjustment in allocations
hased on incresases for at-risk or targeted populations included in
eurrenat formulas,

* Guarantee at lesst level funding plus the rate of inflation for s
period of five years. --Thin-could-be -done by enacting a permaneat -
appropriation-or-an~entitiement,

. Shonld federsl or state audits deterwine that flexibility grant funds
are deing apent in a manner inconsistent with the purpose of the
Flaxidility grant, allow the funds sudbjert to an audit exception to

remain available for sccepteble purposes for a period of tvelve
months aubsequent to the deteymination,

» Ir flexibiliry grants contain matehing reguirements oF
maintenance-of-effort provisions, provide that such requirements and
provisions be walved during ssvere economic dovwnturns, Otherwise the
inability of states to provide matching funde or malntaln existing
program funding levels would result {n a reduction In federal support.

Flexibilicy grants are intended to izprove government efficlency by reducing
wnnecessary and duplicative pdminiastrative expenaes. 7To aceomplish  those

ends, 1t iz critical that new and exinting flexibilicy grants sddreas the
felloving concerna:
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» Funds should bhe made avallable to the states upon submission of »
state plan that demonstretes that funds will be used in & manner
consistent with the suthorizing Yegislation,

* In general, federasl mandates should de lipited to those directly
related to the flexibiliry grant itself, If other requirementa are
to be imposed, the states phould be allowed to certify compliance
without the submission of a detailed plam.

. Btatez should be given broad suthority to determine the state agency
or agencies to be held responsible for the administration of
flexibility grant programs,

» States should be suthorized to use existing legialative or regulatory
procedures sndfor to establiish alternative petheds to ensure public

input inte the development of & state plan for the use of flexibility
grant funds,

» Statea should be authorized to use existing satate procedures for
financial management and auvditing of flexibility grant fimdn.

» States should have the asuthority to comingle Flexidility grant funda
with reinted programs as long as the overall purpose of the

integrated prcgram {a conalerent with the purpoese of the flexibility
grant,

* States should be avthorized to sstablish snd/or vaive confidentiality
requirements &8 necessary to facilitate the integration of programs.

» Flexibility grant funds may be used to fund thelr proportionate share
of consolidated| cage management activities,

s Authorizing  Yegisiation shall not  inelude limitstions on
adoinistrative costs, ’

. Federal approvai should not be required for the acguisition of dats
processing systams. :

o Srates should hz expected to file annual reports that will provide
sufficient datal for the legiplative oversight of the states' use of
funds under the flexibility zrant. Such dats should he relevant to
the state plan, and should not be standardized except ap necessary to
provide information relative to the performance measurea sstablisked
by ntatute.

Thepe nuggested provisions are baged on the agsumption thar existing state law
and provedureg are sufficient to ensure thsr funds are expended {n s manner
consintent with legal and politica]l accountability, While it ia ressonable
for the federsl government te require ass¢rances that funds are being expended
for the purposes set forth 4in federal legislation, there ia Bo need for
federal intervention {in state asdministrative or legislative processgea.
Pxisting stats programs elresdy manage the distribution of state tax revenues
far in sxcess of the value of any federal flexidility grants,
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