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HEADLINE: Edgar Opposes Ban on" Benefits' to Teens 

BYLINE: BY LYNN SWEET 

DATELINE: WASHINGTON 

BODY: 
'Gov. Edga:r::, in a split with the' HOl.lSe· GOP.leadership'~ opposes abolishing' 

benefits to unwed teen mothers' and. legal immigrants, as proposed in ,the welfare 
bill th,at ,Congress started debating Tuesday.' , 

" 	 , 

The Republidan-crafted·bill would ban cash benefits to children born to 
unmarried mother:s younger than 18 .!reen mothers would still be eligible for 
health and food programs. Cash benefits would not be allowed for additional 
children born to a mother on welfare~ 

In January, Edgar unsuccessfully argUed before the, House Ways and Means 
committee against cutting benefits to teen mothers because "it may cost federal 
and state governments more in the long run." Foster care and residential 
faqilities are more expensive alternatives, he said. 

, writing to House 'Speaker Newt Gingrich (R-Ga.), Edgar said Illinois "needs 
the flexibility to determine whom :to s~rve~"" 

Illinois, a major destination for inunigrant,s, i~ home to about, 1.1 million 
\ 	 foreign born people;, 605, ood are non-citizens living in the state legally. As 

of septemb,er,' 1992, there were 6,856 non-citizens legally in Illinois, who' 
received welf,are.benefits. . 

:frl "Denial of fed~ra'l funding of ben~fits for services, which' state' and 'local 
Illinois. governm~n't:s may feel obliged to provide, would meap fla cost shift to 
the state which will' severely hamper our ability to implement welfare'reform 
effectively," Edgar wrote. , . 

Terri Moreland, Edgar's Washington lobbyist, said' the "cost shif'tfl 'WOUld 
mean state and lQcal governments would ,have to pick up a tab that could run at 
least $ 100 million, eachyear~' , 

Under the legislation, legal immigrants ,would be denied almost every welfare 
benefit. Exc~ptions would be made for refugees here less than five ,years, . the 
aged and veterans. . 

Illil10is has 20,000 refugees who have lived in the state less than five· 
years, according to, the. Illinois Department of Public Aid. 

,The GOP~r\ln House Rules Committee agreed to allow consideration of. . . 
amendments proposed by Luis V. Gutierrez (0-111.). One calls for extending , 
federal benefits tcr ,legal non-citizens if direct lo<;:al and state welfare costs 
exceed $ 50 million a year. Another amendment calls for legal residents who 
have paid five'years of taxes to, be eligible for benefits. 
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Dear 'Congreseman Gingnch:, 

, ,I am Writ~g to el!Preas my sUPPort'~o! ~ (,the ':petSo.nal Responsibility Act of 
1995:' In particular, I applaud the proVISIOns m the·bill which m9ve welfare 
programs to the states with enhaneed flexibility and an entitlement of funds. I 

, commend you for your willingness to work with governors to craft l1leani1:igful 
reforms to the ~&.tion's welfare programs. " ' 

.over, the last seve~al months, ~ou have proVi?e~ ~e opp'o~unity for Illinois a~~ 
other states to work Wlth Congresslonalleadersbip In Identifying areas of concern m 
welfare reform. Your offices have been responsive., and Dw::nerOUS state concerns 

, have been resolved in the process. However, sjgnificant issues remain. that have not 
yet been addressed. I hope that you will allow these concerns to be considered as the 
legislative process moves forward. " , 

First. I am ,concerned that the bill continues to contain federal mandates defining 
how Illinois will use .i~ ~ds and w,h0lI!- Illinois r;nay serve. Fo~ exam.pIe, the ~ill 
mandates work partlc1pation rates and Imposes limits that are l.D.COD..8lstent Wlth 
welfare reforms that are already in place in nlinois and that we are committed to 
pursue. Similarly, the bill now under consideration would not allow our current 
.program for teeD parents. w.hich stresses the role of education in selI.sufficiency. I 
believe that each state needs the flexibility to determine whom to serve and what 
program requirements are appropriate to achieve the desired result. As currently 
s~:uctuted, the bill identifies numerical participation ~oals and then prescribes what 
WlIl count toward those .goals. Our preferred alternative would be to defi.ne the . 
outcomes expected, such ss employement, and let states design strategies to achieve. 
them based On their own specific needs and characteristics. , 

.. I 'sin.BIso concerned about provisions in the bill making legal aliens ineligible for 
AFDC, 551, Medicaid, Food Stamps and Title 20 assistance. Illinois is one of the 

. states With the largest legal alien populations, and these provisions represent an 
. un.fu.nded mandate and cost shift to the State which will severly hamper our ability to 
iriiplement welfare reform effectively. Congressman. Luis Gutierrez of Illinois has 
proposed three amendments that would allow debate on this issue. and I urge you to 
rule these in order 80 that the full HOll;sehas an opportunity to consider them. 

I 

tI' 

. 



Ii MRf! 24, ' ~5 02: 43PI'1 P.15/19 

Filially, I am concerned about the provision of the bill establishing a "rainy day" 
loan fund. I urge that a fund be created to make grants, rather than loaDS, to .st.ates 
impacted by economic downturns and disasters. I understand that Congressman 
Portman of Ohio has proposed amendmen~ address~ng this issue, ~nd also ask that. 
you allow debate on these proposals. Further. the tqgger for access to the fund 
should not be a statewide indicatAlr. which will tend to preclude a state as large, 

. diverse and p~p~o~s as Illinois ~·o~ accessing the fund. An aj)proach that ?~tte.r . 
. reflects the pnnclple of state fleXlblhty and responsiveness to local cOIilmuru tles 19 to 
adopt triggers for smaller political boundaries such as counties or geopolitical areas 
defined by population. ThIs would allow access to the fund if a part of the state 
experiences ~eep recession tied to the ecunomic conditions m that area. . 

I very much appreciate your consideration on these issues; as wen as the time . 
.. arid effort that you and other membel'S of ConFess have devoted to bringing· 
much-needed reforms to the. welfare system. I look forward to working with you as 
this bill moves forward. . . 

. Sincerely, ' 

gt8r~
GOVERNOR 
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HEADLINE: Governor welcomes welfare reforms, 

BYLINE:., Frank Reeves ; Post-Gazette Harrisburg correspondent 

DATELINE: HARRISBURG : 

BODY: 
Gov. Ridge and his new secretary of Public Weifare'are enthusiastic about 

the revolution in state-federal relations being pressed by a.Republican 
Congress, but they're a little nervous about some of the'fine print'in'the 
'-'Contract with America. '~' 2, 1995 

" 
In separate interviews last week, both welcomed its promise of increased 

flexibility for the' states, but both expressed reservations about,. key 
provision's of the GOP-backed welfare bill ,approved by the House in March. 

, . , 

The comments from Ridge.and DPW Secretary Feather Hbustouncome at' a time 
when the debate on welfare reform has taken center stage in Harrisb~rg and 

. Washington. ... 

Ridge said he was glad the bill 'w9uldgive.pennsyl~ania and other states 
greater latitude ,to reshapewelfare'programs •. 

"I have a strong belief that Pennsylvania would be' equipped to devise a 
delivery system for add~essing the needs of the poor and the disadvantaged ... 

. better than the one-size-fits-all approach of the federal government," Ridge 
said. 

But Ridge said he was concerned that some provisions of the bill -- notably 
{ chan.ges ineligibility rules for disabled. children receiving Supplemental 

Security Income' -- could force the state to pick up m~llions of dollars in . 
~health care costs for disabled children... . . '. ' .'J , . .' ~' 

Houstoun said she supported the concept of block· grants"noting it would be 
"an opportunity: for the states to be a lot more flexible about settin9 benefit. 
structures ,and incentives for work." , 

.. - . 

, But Houstoun, a former financial manager for the Philadelphia area's mass 
transit system, said she, too, had reservations about the bill that cleared t.he 
u.S. House. 

'Houstoun said.she was warY,of the possibility that states would face greater 
costs with.no incre~se in federal dollars • 

. : Critics of the SSI program have said it's riddled with fraud and abuse and 



-' , 

critics of the SS1program have said' it's riddled with fraud and abuse' and 
its eligibili,ty rul~s need to~e tightened. , ' 

But Ridge countered: "You can always point to anecdotal data about abuse in 
a~y program.' But I am not convinced,the allegations of abuse justify the cuts. 
erivisioned in the (U~S~,) House' bili. The measuie seems pretty Draconian to 
me." 

Last week, House Democratic Leader Ivan Itkin; D~Poiri~ Breeze, urged Ridge 
to oppose the changes in SS1, warning the federal legislation would.eliminate 
benefits for 12,000 Pennsylvania children aryd saddle'the state with $ 200 
million in additional expenses. 

The changes in SSI are inc'luded 'in 'a. Republi'can-backed welfare bill, 
dubbed the Personal Responsibility Act, wh,~ch is n,ow under considerati'on in the 

'u.s. Senate. The measure would alloqate:block' grant~ tO,the states i~ place of 
the main cash ,welfare program created in the New Deal. 'The program, 'Aid to 
Families with Dependent Children, is· now an entitlemeDt for anyone who meets 
the eligibility requirements set, by"federal anq stat~ laws.. ' 

The bill would also end the guarantee of cash aid to women and children who 
qualify for AFDC. Benefits could be cut off after five years, and unmarried 
parents under ~ge 18 would not' be allowed to recei~e ~ash assistanc~. Women on , 
welfare would not receive. additional benefits for c~ildren they ha~e while, 
they're on public assistance. 

Federa.l funding for AFDC,wouid remain at current levels of $ ,15.3 billion 
annually through' ~iscal year 2000. The federal government pays for', about 55 
percent of the program's C?st; the states pay the remaining 45 'percent. 

Echoing concerns, of other governors,,"Ridge said that in ,a reces~ion, ,~hen 
AFDC ca~e loads usually ri~e dramatically, the states might not have the funds 
to provide public assistance to all who need it. 

, , '.tl ''When the unemployment rat~ is 5 or 6 perc,ent, it is easy. But we k~ow there 
are busin~ss cycles. I· think there is an appropriate role for the,feder,al 
government'to provide a safety' net,in'an economic downturn," Ridge said. 

" '" ' 

'Hou~toun said she was ~lso concerned that while t~e bill promises increased 
discretion for the states, it restricts flexibility in some ~reas such as 
.requirements that deny benefits to unmarried 'parents under 18. Such decisions; 
,Houstoun .argued, should be left to state officials. ' " 

·And while .she supports efforts to' curb teen-age pregnancy, she said, she 
doubts a denial of benefits wil.! have much effect on the problem. 

Of the more than 200~000 adults on~FDC,in Penn~ylvania, about 3,500 are 
teen-agers receiving benefits' in 'their own ncinneand living in separate 
households, Houstoun said. ' 

Most, of ~hese girl~~ H6ustoun,said~ had children ,by men five 6r seven years 
older. 

"Weare talking about jailbait about statutory rape. We.need to pay 

~ ,. .. 



, , 

, tit. 	 ' I, 

I" 

more atteriti~n to the fathers~" she 
, ' 

said. 

, Und~r tl',le U.S. House-approved bill, welfa:r:e,would no longer be an 
entitlement-- meaning that if "you qualifIed you would' automat'ica'llY receive 
benefits. ',e. 

, 'I am not sure< where I come ,out on this, "'HoustQun said. "The bili· tries 
to get, at the nub of the,.problem to what extent. does' an entitlement .. change the 
character and motivation of the person getting publip assistance." ' 

Houstoun said she favored, an' approa~h that wou.'ld ~equirethe government a~d'. 
the ,welfare recipient to enter into "a contract 'of :mutual, resp~:msibility,.'" 

Under it, a welfare recipient would,agree to get a job 'or job tr~ining, 

while the government would guarantee aid ·for a·i'iinitedtime,heal1;:.h.dare 

benefits,' chi'ld care and job training. . . 


Some, critics of the House bill complain'that it doesn't require the states 
·to continue their current level of funding. of welfare programs. They warn that 
many states could cut back once 'they're no longer bound by conditions on 
feder~l aid.. ' 

t( But Ridge, said: "I dO,n't. expect· to reduce pennsYlva,nia dollars. ,I see the 
, 	 savings in welfare in. the long term~' Welfare reform is'about saving people, 

not money. I hope we will have a larger pooi' of 'federal ~unds to devise , . 
programs 'with greater, flexibility." .' ,', " " ',> ' ,',•• ' , 

• • ' .' ~.' , - <' , ' 
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OPTIONAL FORM 99 {1·90l 

Tfile. Honorable Bob Dole 
Majorjty LeMer 
U.S. Senate 

Washington, DC 20510 


pear Senator Dole: GENERAL SERVl9ES AD~INISTRATION 

AI. you know. the House of Representatives has completed its consideration ofweItare 
" 	reform 1~8islation. WhUe I strongly support the decision made by the, House to convert 


welfare programs into block grllnts. I am concerne,d that the l{ou~c bin fails to, provide 

, states with the flexibility needed to set our own priorities and con~uet innovative ' 
experiments to promote responsibility and self-sufficiency. Many of'a:ny fellow Rep!Jblican 
Governors share a number ormy concerns. 

I was disappointed with tho allocation fonnula established through the Temporary Family 
A.ssh~tan,ce Bloek Grant. It is th~ position of'the National Govemors' A$sooiation that any 
fonnula should allow states to use eIther a three year average or 1994 spending levels i.r:t 
determlnlns basl,year allo~~io~s. WhJI~ the H~use forml,11a includes tlUS choice. it then 
appUes a 2.4 percent reduction fador to each. state's alloca.tion. The reduction. ractor, 
le~ves ONo wi,en a base yoar allocation or$7~O million annuAUy, which is lower th~n what 
we would have received using either fonnula without a reduction factOI". Speaker 
Gingrich a~sured states he woufd support eliminating the reduction ~ctor. We would mc~ 
to woric with you in the Senate to make this corroction. 

Although allowing each state to receive its mpst favorable lll1oeation without a reduction 
factpr requires funding for the block grant to be increased by approxirn&rely S200miU.iol) 
nationaJ.ly. it is important to rernembertnat states are maldJlS a signlScMt financial 
$a.criilce in supporting capped block grants. Ifstates are disadvantaged in delermining 
bAse year aUocations. it becomes even more difficult to make the increased invf!stmel1ts in 
work prosrams necessary to move individuals otl'wetf':are. 

The House bl1l also does not include sufficient protections for states in the event oran 
economic downtum. IfConsress replaces open-eflcled indi-vidual entblements with capped 
state entitlements. states arc placed in an extremely vulnerable position should the welf~e· 
eligible population increase significantly: The state end federal governments should be , 
partncn in meeting the needs' of expanded ciseloads In recessions. The House biU 
contains a $1 billion raIny day fUnd designed to provide the states with short-tenn toansp , 

/I .• , .. ", ". 
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.. repayable wi~h interest in three years.· A loan fund docs not represent ap!rtnership; 
instead, it is a cost shift 

Ohio would be panicuiarl:y disadvantaged in a. recession due to aggressive steps already 
c.aken to reduce welfare ca.seloads. Today. 8S,OOO fewer Ohioans receive welfare t~an in 
1992. States that nave lIot been aggressive in reducing their welfare rolls will be better 
able to accommodate increased caseloads. Ohio', streamlined base rnakesit very dimcult 
for us to ab.sorb im:reased recessional)' demands. . . 

As part orour efforts to reduce welfare caseloads, Ohio has developed the strongest JOBS 
prqsram in the nation. Ohio' leads the nation with 33,911 recipients participating in JOBS. 
Only CaHfomia comes elose to matching Ohio's performance with 32,TSS recipients 
entoUed in JOSS, and California has three times as many me recipients as OhiQ. Our 
suc~ess with the JOBS progra.m ref1ecfsa strong innstment in trainillS and education 
programs. Regardless oflhe extent oCour investmont, however. no work program can 
succ,eed ~ithout 8, commitment to making quality child care available fot recipients. In' 
Ohio, the state provides non-guaranteed day care to famIlies with incomes up to 133 . 
percent ofthe federal poverty level. The program currently has an average daily 
enrollment 0(,17,800, The State of Ohio is doing its part to pro'fide child care to tho.S:Q in 
need. The federal sovemm,ent also mus,t meet its responsibility. 

rwould like to see the child care and family nutrition block grants converted into cilPped 
itate entitlements. In the House bill, funding for these bloek grants is discretionary. Key 
chlh1 c.&CO pro8f3IT1s ourrently arelndlvidual entitlements. The need for c.;hiJd care only 
will grow as welfare recipients move into the workforce. My comfort level 'With the 
Ho.use Pllckage would increase sis;nificantly ifstates were guaranteed to re~elve a 
specified level of funding for chitl:f care and for child nutrition seNices for the next five 
years. That guarBi'\tee can only come through I. capped state entitlement . 

E.xcessive pres~riptiveness is aproblem throughout the House legislation. The biWs work 

requirements are a perfect eXimple. The federal government mandates how many hours, 


. per week af'ederaUy defined percentage ofcash assistance reeipients must participate in . 

federally prescribed work activities. In a true block grant. states wo~ld be free t,o cho.ose. 


•how best to allocate resources to meet goals developed jointly by the federal and state 
governments. The record keeping requirements In the House bill also are e>.1raordlnarlty 
pTe~criptive. States remain con'cerned that our computer systems lack the capability 10 
provide the information requir~d by the House. 

" 
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A true block grant should also give states the ability to determine their own program 
eligibi.lity slllndards. The House legislation in.:ll.1de$ a number'of specific eligibility 
restriQtions. For example. cuh benefits will be denied to unwltd minor moth!!rs and their 
children. Additional childretl born to motheri on welfare will be del\ied benc:fils. . 
Decisions like these should be left to the states. By federally mandating these restrictions. 

· the House is interfering with successful state reforms. For example. in Ohjo we have' 
develop~d a program designed to encourage rrjnor mothers to rem~in In school. The '. 
LEAP (Learnlng, Earning, and Parenting) prosram suppt~ments or reduces a leen 
motht'!f'S ADC cuh grant based on her schooI8ttenda.nc.c to t~a.ch her that there is a real 
value to completing her education. LEAP has led to a significant decrease in [he drop-out 
rate for thls wlnerable population. Iithe Hous~ prohibition 01\ cash benefits rema{t'\~ in 
pla.ce, [he LE.AP program will havc,tQ be discontinued. 

As the Senate begins to eonsider welfare legislation, I would be grateruJ for your 
assistance in addressing my concerns. Like many other Governors, I strongly suppon. t~e 

· broad outlin,e or the H01.Jse proposal. blJt it is importa.nt that these issu.e, be resolved 
successfully. As a Governor, it will be up to me to Implement welfare rerorms in my 
S~ate. I would like to work with you to ensure thJ.t block grants give the 5tatcsthe 
flexibility we need to implement iMovative ref"onns designed to meet the specific need~ or 
O\lreommunities, WithQ1.Jt this tlwbility. I cannot support thIs welfare reform packl$e. 

While Ohio watches federal welfare reform developments with tremendous interest. we 
· have been actively pursuing a statewide refonn agenda. I have enclosed a summary of 
Objo's Nstory ofwelfare refonn iMovation ror your information. 

Thank you tor your personal consideration ormy concerns. 

http:WithQ1.Jt
http:importa.nt
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Th~ Hortbrabl.,Ne~t,Gingrich' 
U.S. House Qf Repre~entatives 

W.shitiqt6n, DC 20515 


D~ar Mr. Sp~aker: 

I. am writing to' thank you for your leadership on welfare 
) 	reform. I firmly believe that block,_ grants provide the 

opportunity to reform the welfare system in ways that previous 
att~mpts ~twelfare reform have been unable to do, and I am ' 
confident that New Jeisey's welfare system will be more 
efficient, more humane and more effecti~e if maximum flexibility 
i~ qrant~d tb states through block grants. 

th ~~~ J~tse~ ~e ar~ not waiting until f~deral welf~re, 
refor~ i~ ~riatted before we begin thinking about ho~ the welfare 
st~te~ shoul~ be redesigried. I wduld like to take this. 
opporturilty to share with you some of our plans, as well as some 
of rriy concerns abo,ut the House bi 11.' 

The primary goals of ,New Jersey's welfare program will be to qet 
p'eople into the labor market and keep them there. 

N~w Jersey's c~rr~nt welfarepio~ramallows and, irt some· 

lbcalities,ehcou~ages'long~term training and e~ucation. In 


'fact, we have mote AF:DC recipients in educational activities 
than in employment and training activities. The results of 
rigorous research projects show, hoJever I that welfare .reform 
st~a~e9ies that emphasize workforce attachment ar~ more , 
~ffectiy~ in getting pedple 'off welfare. Ther~fore, we will b~ 
cha~9ing the focus of ~ew J~rsey's program to emphasize job 
place~ent rather than e~uc~tion. this refocusing corresponds 
with H.R. 1214' s emphasis on work requirements that are more 
ori~nted toward job placement. We plan to offer government 
sponsored work opportunities to those who lack the job ,skills to 
enter the job market, and to develop public service jobs as a 
cortdition of rec~ipt 6f AFDC after t~o years 6n welf~re. We 

"al'so plan to change the culture of the welfare offices by. 
i~posing performance standards at local welfare offices_ ' 
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However, I a~ concerned with H.R~ 1214's' participation ra~e 
requirements. In New Jersey, approximately 1% of our AFDe 
population is participating in a component that would count 
toward the federal participation requirement:.. We will need time 
to develop the type of activi ties tha,t focus on job placemen~ I 

a'nd therefore, I ask that states, like New Jersey, that have
been emphasi~ing education, rather than job placement, be given'
until 1997 to develop the type of work activities__ ptoscrj,.b~d-_bY
the bill., ' '-	 . ".'-:

Hew Jersey' s welfare program would instill personal 
responsibility for the entire AFDC population. 

As you kno~, i am op~bsed to the provision in the H6~~ebill 
that would deny benefits to ~omen under 18 years of age, though 
I agree~ith what I believe is the intent of the proVision ~- to 
instill personal responsibility. I believe we share the same 
goals, wa only differ on how to achieve those goals. In New 
Jersey I we plan to require teenage mothers to stay ,in high
sthool, live at hofue with their parent or ,~u~~dian and enroil in 
a par~nting program. We also are exploring the possibility of 
deve16ping residential facilities for those t~enagets who are 
unable to stay in their home. These transitional,facilities 
would provide intensive case management that would strive to 
imbue strong values and expectations. 

I believe that the denl a I of benefi ts to teen parents I a's 
well as to legal aliens, is contradictory to the purpose and 
int*nt 6f block grants. States should have the flexibilitt to ' 
determine who should be eligible for benefits. In New Jersey we 
plan ~o use state funds to continue providing benefits to th~se 
tw~ groups. ' ' 	 ' 

tot each mother on'AFDC~ we plan to pro~ide a'trainirig 
vo'ucher that will enable a welfare recipient to make choices 
about the type of job placement activity that is most " 
appropriate fot, her. As you know, the current welfa,re system
has manY"recyclers, that is, welfare recipients who are trained 
arid te.;.t'rained' at governmEmt expense. ,The provision of' job 
placement ~o~chet. will convey the message t~at welfare 
t~cipient5 are responsible for making choices about their 
futur~. This creative use of AFDC funds, which wOuld be unique
t6,New Jer~e~, would also ~ake the best us~ of- finite dollat$. 
'this type of strategy, impossible under previous welfare reform 
attempts, will b~ possible only if block grants are enacted. 

./ 
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We also plan to extend the use of vouchers for'support 
services. These vouchers will enable women to make personal 
decisions about which support services they need to help stay in 
the labor market. A menu of support services may include 
cl~thin9, transportation, child care and jol;> coaches. The 
importance of such a provision has been highlighted by recent 
rese'arch that shows that staying in the job market may be even " 
more -difficult than entering the labor 'market for_t.le,lf.ar~,":;';:~· _.::::- ::'~'
mothers. '''.. ' . :'.'~' 

We also plan to continue thefamily'cap policy, and look 

forward to learning more about the program's effectiveness when 

preliminary research results are available later this year. 


New Jersey's welfare reform progra.m will create a new set of 
incentives. 

New Jersey wi 11 corrnt\urtica'te, to' welfare recipients that there 

are rew~rds' for those who leave welfare and stay off welfare; 

We plan to give priority to.welfare recipients who enter the 

labor market for state-funded home ownership programs, as well 

as make low~cost subsidized health insurance available to women 

whose Medicaid bEmefi tsare ending. 


Reo;;, Jersey's welfare reform program ,will make use of the 

fiei:ibilityafforded bY blo'ck. grants to interiene early in the 

lives of children at risk. 


We plan to expand successful school-based or related 

programs including, but not limited to: curriculum-based program

for young children stressing responsible social decision making;

school-based youth services providing health, counseling, 


'employment and sUbstance abuse services for high school' 

students, and expansion of quality early childhood programs for 

at-risk youth. 


These are just some of the ideas that I will be discussing

with our state legislature and the citizens of New Jersey in the 

upcolTdng months. As, I said earlier I I believe block grants 

provide an unp:ecedented opportunity to redesign the welfare 

'syste~ comprehensively. And it is because I believe so strongly 

in the potential of ,block 'grants to truly reform the system that 

I uige you to provide the flexibility that many stat.s need to 

redesign their welfare systems. . 


Fin,ally, I believe that the bill should be amended to 

iriclude a Rainy Day Fund as a grant progr~m, rather than as a 

loan program. Although Republican governors have been 

stipportive of the conv~rsion of the AFDC program from an 

entitlement to a block grant, many of us would be more 

comfortable if a Rainy Day Fund was an add on to the block grant 

given the fiscal exposure of states and the possibility that in 


. e~onomic downturns vulnerable citizens· may not be served. 

http:for_t.le,lf.ar
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'"'The Honorable Newt Gingrich 
March 17, 1995 
Page 4 

I would be happy to discuss any of this with you. Please 

let me know what I can do to help you ensure·the enactment of 

blotk grants. I appreciate ~ll y~u have done to provide 

Gciyernors the 'oppo~turtity for meanirtgful welfare reform. I 

understand that the funding fo~mulawill be m~de inore flexible 

irt resporise to guberriatorial concerns, and I appreciate your

leadership in this matter.' , 


. - ..".- .. 

~~~ 
Christine Todd Whitman ... 

'.' '. Governor 

c.: Hbn .. ~erald Solo~on 
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I. uNtlJN~ED FEDERAb MANDATES 

InlffJdllctiDn 
Un.flIi1dcd federal mandates are p1acinS severe pressure on tupayers across 
the count.ry. crippling state, eity, and county budgets from Maine to 
Cauromi, IU'ld forcin810vemors and local officials to reorder their oWn 
budget priorities. Unfunded mandates are f~clcrat programs enlcted by 
Congress, but with one major catch -they must be fUl&.rl.ced and 
unpJemented with state and local resOur~c::s. . 

Activism in lovctDment is not always I bad thin,. provided that those who 
advOcarc such actiYismare prepared to accept resPQnJibiJity for its costs. 
What burdens state iU1d local governments is activism On the cheap, and what 
outrages state governments is Congress" insistence that new federal policy 
initiatives be paid out or state budgets. 

.	Through iri;reasing me of this budgetary sleight of hand, ConFess compels 
stattis and locaisovcmments to fund programs Washington eannot because of 
the per.istcnt budget deficit. The result is tri,ckle.down taxel. ,an erosion of 
gO'Ycmmental accountability at a.llievels, and reduced effectiveness of 
government pfoirams. 

The S~Dp~'ofllr. Pr~blem /' 
Mandates have become pcrvasivejn recent years. While state and lo~al ' 
governments were forced to comply with onJy 19 new mandates between 
1970 and 1986, since the ]ate.'SOs the Congress has,passed into legislation 
same 72 mandates. There is seern.i.ngly no end to the burd~h that Washingron 
is inclined to ,ass on to state and local gO\lemments. . 

. 	 ,. 
, 	 . 

In 1993, Ohio ieleased a comprehensive study identifYing the burdens 
imposed by mllldAla. This study. the rust of its kind nationwide, analyzed 
the,han:nfW eftects unposed by unfunded mandates and determined that 

.	federal mandates will cost the State $356 million in 1994 and over $J .74 
bilIiaa from 1992..95.' 

, ' 
TItis, is ~uluhe tip. of the .iteberg. Barring serious reform, other states and 
locallDvemmcnts, and their taxpayers, can expect similar bu:rde.D.S from 
WuhiDgton in the years ahnd. To be sure, unfunded mandates will cost the 
Darion·. cities and counties nearly S88 billion ovcr five years, consuming 
'about one-quarter of all locally raised revenue by 1998. 

r' 

1 
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. Federal mandates aJSo interfere with one of'the most fWldamcnt"lto.skJ of 

govemmeot:..· setting priorities. Perhaps the most glarini example for &t~tes 


is the forced trade-off' between Med.il;ajd and, edueation 1imdi.og. In the past 

five years.. eduGltion deelir.u~d IlS a sha.ro of state spending at a time when· 

nearly cVCryOl'l! B~la\owledges thet improving oW" schools is one of' 

Bovemmcnt's highest priorities. Many stares cannot spend a gRater ,bare of 

18X doilars On education bceat.\SO new Medicaid mandates consume·more and 

more state resources - about o.l1=-third of'smtes' budgets. 


There is 8Jl implicit assumption in Washington that all states n.eed to addrl.'S9 

sp·ecific problems urspec;ific ways. One 8laring cxAlnpte of this "one-size- ' 

fits.,;all" mentality is i.a. the area of substaztol! abuse programs. The Congress 

requites thal3S percent of the money allocated to substance abuso must be 

spent on alcohol abuse &ervi;cs and 3.5 per~ent must be spent on drug abuse 

semoei. But of the 3S perCellt spent on drug proifams. e least half must b. 

spent en programs for intravenous drug USCfS. S~tes t.hat do not have a large 

problem willi intravenous druS uS=l1 are Jill! forced to spend motley on these 

programs or (acc the loss ofan fedDral ajd. In effeot, important cleci$ions for 

the states are beins made by 8 vast, mcglnt bureaucracy in WashiDgton.
. ; 

,WhUe most m.andate! may reflect wcn·intep.tioPl:d l/olley goal" many ~PCi. 

e~cc'iive eostl wirhc:iut any disoernible benefit. For example, recent federal 

h.igltwa~ Law ,cquire! stares to US! I. scrap tire additive in highway pa.vement. 


. a mandlle tha.t by 1997 will cost;he states 51 billion.ltlcfcdibly. this 

mandate was crw;led without fUly uSe'55Iil.CA1 of its effects, and ex.perts have 

real questions abauc d:le durabilityt f=yclabil.ity. and poter1t1ally hann.fUL 

enviroriroental effects of'rubbcri.zed asphalt. 


In case after cue, atetes and loQll Gommuaitici have 'developed. affordable, 

effective prosrainJ that meet local needs orllyto face order. wm WuhlDJtOD. 

that rcqui1e qU&I.Itiouable ohanges to C01Ugnn to f~tra1 pJ.c!eDnss. For 

examplc, while some ,lates have developed thorough, coJDprehlllJive solid 

waste. ma.n.agem.cDt pJans. they ire su11 required to change most of their

IMdfUl rules to comply with federlll1anduds that ill some respec.ts ire 

weaker chan 1l1C state,'. To make matters worse, stale regulators iacrcasiAgly 

are beiDg force6 to spc.Dd time f\l1!'Jl1i1l& QUrderuolUo federal papet'Wor1i 

requirements. inJubilinS their ability to clean up and close la.o.dflll .ites that 

pose environmental risks: .' .. 

J 
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City arid local governmcnts, in pat'licuJu, ate heavily bu.idencd by 
enwotLtnenraJ mandates. ColwnbLlS, Ohio determined that 14 enVironmental . 
rhllldatcs will eost th'e city SI.6 billion during the coming decade·· that 
repJesentS $856 per year for e\'ery household for 10 years. This fisure . 
obviously does not include additional mandates that Congress might decide to 

, impose in the: ruNie. 

The Sare Drinking Watcr Act.. which is responsible for many of these c:'osts, 
reQ.uires the: federal Environmental Protection Agency to id~nrify':aS new 
substance, every three years that local systems must test for in their water 
supply. Cities from coast to coast ate now foreed to bear the costs of testing 
their drinking water for substanees that ha,"c literally bean banned for 
decade•. 

States and localaovel"rin:lenu are also forced to fulfill public poliCy 
responsibilities that arc largely federal in natw'e. For examplc,while: the· 
federal government readiJy acknowledges that illegal i.mrrUsration isa 
national responsibility, th, states are nonetheless forced to pay for failed 
federal immjgrarion policies. The State of California has detcrm.ined that the 
eost ofeducating illegal immigrants in California public schools i.n fiscal .' ' 
y~ars 1994·95 is st.s biUion. The cost of providing cmcraency health care to 
this same'population isS39S million over those years: Mandates associated 
with illegal immipation ate only part of the: burden on California taxpayers. 
The State has estimated that federal mandates on California in the current 
fiscal yelii'is nearly S8 billion.' 

As the burden of'unfunded mandates worsens each. day, the overall 

relationship between Washington and the states continues to erode. In 

addition to mandates, a spare of new regulations and adrninistraive: ru1es on 

slate and local goverrunents over the put decade have caused countless 

problems for both ,gDvCtnment and business. VirtualJy every state Or local 

official isplliD.fU1ly aware of the simple fact that while regu) atory relief has 


. beell enacted in cenain areas, these minor successes are counterbalanced by 
new federal requirements that do nothing but place added burden on the 
AtneriCaD raxpayer. 

In the.final analysis.. the d~bate o'lo'er federal mandates is not ahout the 

environment, health cue, entitlement programs 'or a.nycther single jssue. It is 

about oW' govemment"s StruCture and the interaction of its various pieces. 


,	And to'day the argument (or federal inicromangement of state and local ,affairs 
is weaker than ever before. 
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10w(I;dr II SOlUliD" 
Governors, mayors, county officials, and state legislators are working 

togcther to tight mandates and to pool their lobbying clout in Washington. 

The restoration of this state-local partnership has significant implications (or 

resolving a broad UTay of challenges that result from federal eneroadvneric of . 

state and local responsibilities. 


A majority of the House· and Senate cosponsored mandate reliefbitIs 

i.ntrodu~ed in the 103rd Congress. President Clinton., himself a former 

governor, has repeated his inrtntion to work with govemors and lD~a1 


officials io end the proliferation of mUldat~s. 


However, past congresses have continued' to pus, and President Clinton 
continues to sign. legislation that imposes unfunded mandates. Over the past 
two years more than; a dozen mandat~s wete enaeted that impose new cost 
burdens on states and local govenuncnts, uu:ludinS several the President 
claimcd as major accompliSNnents during his most recent State of the UNOn 

addres•• 

the ftcw state-local partnership led to the inttodutrion of the Federal 
Mandate A~coUntabillty and Rl:fonnAct or 1994. Slighdy different fonns of 
UUS legislation were passed by clear a.nd overwheLmfng majorities of the 
Senatt Oovr.mmcntal Main CorN'iYn«;e and the House Govcriuneat 
Operations Committee. Despite Ilear~universal support, this leaislatioo was 
denied co~sidc:ration on the: House and 'Se~ate floors by a coalition of speda 1 
intereSts and the congressional Democrat leadership. 

The biD requires the Congressional Budget Office to prepare an estimate of 
the costs of new mandates to states and local governmentS if the total eost 
eXI:Oecds SSO million. It also ereets a series of impediments that hoth . 
discoUlages and makes Congess more aecountable for imposing new 
mandates. In ~ff'cct. the bill requires th~ Congress to go oJ1l'ecord in support 
ofimposing spcc:ifie mandates. These mechanisms would allow state and 
local officials to enhance their politieal a.nd procedural leverage to defeat 
Un1\mded ma.ndate proposals. . . 

I 

WhiJe-t.h.K-bill·is thc.toughest,.mostdfcctive .mandate reucfbill ever . 
considered by Congress, itis clear thatstatcs and local cOl'nmunlties would 
like fUture legislation to be even alorc rar.rea~hing. Oiven the prevailing 
sentiment of the l04th Congress. passage or meaningful mandate relief· 

.. legislation should be ODe oJ the top legislative priorities in 1995 orthe new 
congressional lcadenhip. 
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The bonom line is that a finn commitment, !tort, Congress and the President is 
nccessll)' to end this irresponsible practice. No longer ean thenatio'n afford 
the trickle.. do~.n tax burden and service redu~tions necessarY 10 fund 
programs dictated by Washington. After two centuries ofchanae and 
progress. the constitutional visioft of a tru~ federal·state partnership must be 
restored. . 

'. \. 

, , 
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II. A LEGISLATIVE BLUEPRINT FOR mE l04th CONGRESS 

Resroring baJan,c in state-federal relations is perhaps the most important national 
refonn that cO'uld ~c Wldertaken by the I04ch Congress.' . 

The following proposats represent a blueprint Cor anaininil muNai goals of 
empowering states and local sovernments and the efficient, orderJy reduction of . 
the federal government. 

A. BLOCK GRANTS 

Respondins to the demands of various special interest groups, there are more . 
sepuate 'tRams offlmding to staces and lo'ealitics than ever'before - $78 separate. 
grant proiJarris. There are lS4 federal job training and employment service 
programs alone. each with its own set orrequu-ements and bW'caucrats. 

While it is neceswy to maintain separate p'ro~ams to protect wlnerable . J'". 
populations, c'onsoJiditing many duplicate programs would increase states" . 
tlexibility to ~eet local needs while reducing 'red tape and needless bl.U'caucraric '. 

. eosts.· . . _ 

In 1991~ President'Busb proposed tonsoIidating several federal pI programs to ' 
£tates and merging them infO an omnibus block grant. Block grant c;'onsolidarion 
made sense then. and It malces sense now. 

B. BUDGET REFORM 

OoYcmO($ agree that congreuional action is nceded to reduce the federal budget 
deficit Howcver, rando", across·t.be-board application of these rcfemlS could have, 
iip,ificant. burdensome implications for states. 

b,ll.",,., ClIp,. .'.'' 
Thc imposi~on of ied~ral caps to restrain th~ growth of entitlement Spending]. . 
wOIlJd-"",sntute.me.$ll1g1c.moSl buxdc:cscmc u.a.f\mded mandate on already 
5aamed budgetS. . 
'. 

\ : ' , 
. 

t ' 

WeU';'reasonet!. systematic reforms l,Indcrtak~ in piu:tllersrup with states to provide 
maximum flexibility ate necessary to curb funding for entitlement progra.ms to 

. avoid simply transferring -the.·cost burden £rom the federal budget to s,uuc ledgers. 

,7 
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BIIJllffced Blldgot AmititumcII' 
Federal support {or"state,and local grant programs would be a eer1ain cutillty 
under a constitUtional amendment to require a balanced budget unless ' 
ac,ompanied by companion reforms. Simply re:du,ing assistance in the absence of 
a fundalllental reordering of state and federal responsibilities would cause 

· $ubstanrial disNptions and reductions in ncceswy govcnunent servic~s. 
I 

As
i 
pa.rtnerl in implementing most federal funded programs, the federal 


government should work with states on a new ,covenant determining the 

appropriate level of govemrnent to be responsible for delivering govemineflt 

semees_ . 


c. WELFARE REFORM 

National reforms should not be fmanced by inereasing state burdens. For example, . 
states should not be forced to develop m~ssive public service emplo)'tncnt 
programa that wilt be ~ostly. administratiVely burdensome. and possibly . . 
inctTectiv~ Similarly•. tcnninarirlg federal assistance for certain wJnera'ble ~ 
'populations, such as unwed teenage mothers.'would saddle the states with billions 
of dollars in new ,costs. . , j , • • , •• 

< 'Wi~ arcformedwelfare system, pamcjp~tion raies must be ~ealisticl and rio ,'I 
rcfonn strategy should be financed through federal caps on assistance programs. j 
Exccss Gosts orprograms such as emergen~y assistance would simply be passed OD. 
to the states . 

. Time lill1its muse be carefully stnu:tured,i and state consultation will be needed to 
craft a prop~ that addresses challenges to implementation. . 

Wa/".rn 
· Presel"Vi.na and enhancing flexibility (0 experiment is the fLrSt prioritY Q{ states 
With regard to welfare refonn. The IllS process for welfare waivers must be , 
protected and streamlined. Unfortunately, rather than streamlining waiver 

· consideration, the Clinton Administration has rec:ently added I number of 
requaremcnts,.(or.approva! of'welfue waivers. Several rcfonns that currently 
require waivers, suc:h as expanding eamed ineome disregards. should,be available 
through the simpler state option process; 

• 
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Food StilmpS . '. 
States need flexibility to innovate in order to reduce welrarc rolls. Proposals to 
impose: Str1(;t l~iu on states' ability to experiment with the rood stamp program 
arc counterproducttn to this overall goal. Limitations' on the number of slates 
permitted to implement rood stamp cashout dl:monStl8lion projects should be, 
lifted. '" 

The Clinton Administration is encouraging states to implement electronic benefits 
transfer (E81) systems to deliver (ood stamps and other beneuts more efficiently, 
However, eftorts to mow,forward have been ha,mpcrcd by the Federal,Reserve's 
decision to apply cumbersome regulations. ·These regulations would change 
current policy by making states responsible fot replacing federal benefits claUns as 
lost. Appnc~don o(uus regulation will cost states an estimated $800 million . 
yearly, . 

D. HEALi"H REFORM 

Because: states provide health.care to milHons of Americans through the Medicaid, 
,prosrarn. and becau'se as mueh as onc·third oestates· budgets arc spent on health 
care servicel. decisions made in the context of national health refonn will have an 
enormo",s impact on states. 

WIJI\I•• 
Curreiuly, states can clCperirnent with Medieaid innovations through the 1115 
waiver plOeess~ That proeess must be streamlined to remove burdensome obstacles 
to innovations that impro,*,c the health care delivery system and increase access to . 
serVices. 

. Entlilemi"t C,ps 
. Several reform proposals call for caps on federal Medicaid spending. If the federal 

aOven1mcnt decides to limit its Medicaid exposure, states must be similarly 
protected.. or billions of d~llars in excess costs will simply be shifted. Before: caps 
81's considered, states would like to fuU)' explore managed care and oth~r cost 
c:otltrol opbODS. 

M,n'led Cdrt: .. 

In order to run Medicaid managed care programs, states must apply for federaJ 

waivers which must betenewed every. two years. Managed care should be made. 

possible through a simple state plan amendment. ,
I 

9 
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Mtlfkel R,form anti ER1SA 
The EmplDyee Retiremcnc In,ome SC~\1rily Aet preempts all sclf-insw-ed he'8lth 

. plails frorn $tate rCb't,lIarions, preventing states from implementing reforms 

inetudins minimum benefits packages. $tandatd clats collection systems. and 

uniform claims forms. ERISA tlcxibiUty would dtamitically expand stllte health 

rcfonn options and allow states the: abiUry to deyelop and impleml:nt their own , 

health reforms. ' . 


Btl"" Am,"ime,,' 
.. Court decisions have interpr'ered the amendment in such. way that unrealistic 

Medicaid reimbursement races are required for hospitals and Bursift& homes. 
States supp~rt changmg the legislation to control Medicaid institutional nnes. 

E. FEDERAL RULEMAKING 

Cost BmeflJ AHtllysl$ . 
Recent sNdies have folllid that federal regul~tiDns impose hundreds of billioris of 

dollars in costlon the Darional economy on an annual basis., all too often with· 

negligibJe benefits. 


Excessive federal regulations nor only.burden state and local governments. they , 

impose an unacceptable drag on our'narlon's economi~ competitiveness, in.IUbiti.nS 

job ctsation. investment and innovation. 


Congress should undertake a sYstematic cost benefit study on federal regulations to 
make recommendAtions for elim..irlating or mod.ifying regulations that impose 
unduc cost burdens relative to their benefit to society~ 

Fed~'dlAdvl$DI'J CQmminee Acl 
States and loctllovernments are severely disadvantaged during the federal 
regulatory proceas 85 a result of the Federal Advisory Committce Act. 

lbi. letcilJatioD. essentially treats states and Joc.al governments a, special irite'rcst5. 

despite the fact that they have. the responsibility of implementina most federal 

pragl"llmt-ll'Id enforces.federal rcgulatiollS. 


State and local governments should be given special co~ultatiyeopportunities 


before federal reJUJations are issued in order to enhance efficiency Ind reduce 

burdensome regulatory mandates. 


10 
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F. ENVIRONMENt 


,With federal a.nd state resources becoming more Iim.itcd, it is trineal that stlttes 

have the abilitY to prioritize risks, assess costt and have the flexibility for 

implementing federal requirements by using iMovativ~ programs to meet those 

rcquirements. ' , . 


Risk Assusmcnt-Ci>" Belfejll AnilfysiJ 
This i. essential for setting priorities and allo~lting resourtes to solve serio'us' 

satety, health and cnwonmeittal problem~. It would requite EPA. when making 

£.in&l rules, to estimate a regulation's impact on human health or ,"cologieal risk, 

;omparo the nale to other risks to which the, public is exposed and estimate the ' 

costs oC implementation. 


Risk assessment·cost benefit anatysiswouJd be a conunon·scnsc approach to 
addrcSling cnWorunecw standard$ in a cost-etTtcti\lc mlMer, ensuring that they 
are based on SOWi4 scientific ar1alysis~ . 

Fdt dample. U.S: EPA ~uttently is reviewing the Great Lakes \Vater QualitY . 
Initiative. An independent study estimated direct compliance ~OSt5 for Great Lakes 
states between S500 million and $2.3 billion •..: without conttibutins to meaningful 

.	texis; reductions. Oiven these fmdings. ~PA, should take advantage of the 
fleXibilit)" ~ontained i.n the law to issue policy guidance. not prescriptive new 
role.. . 

ln' another area. EPA should be required to !.ase risk a.sstssmenl ,,-hen selecting ric\.; 
contaminants for regulation. Currently EPA is requifed to regulate 2S new . 
contaminants every three years. making local water systems tesr for $ubstanees that 
are not utilized in that region. which irnpQsescostly. unreasonable burdens on.· . 
many communities. l 

'Cia" W4IID AcI 
. While theft progtams ate imponant for our waterways. there is a large gap 
bc1Wedl tho tanding needed to run effective programs and available federal 
assiSt&nce. 

GiveD the increasing sharc of statc dollars needed to t;a.riyout federal 'mandates• 
.we must strike a better balance between Slate and federal roles and provide less 
prescripcive measure. tor states to implement programs. 

It 
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Sratcsal$o need mort fle~ibility to catty out federal requirements. s~ch as usc 6f 
the State Revolving Fund and \,olu.ritary nonpoint sou.rce program. These have 
proven to be sucee'ssful, iMovarive and efficient measurcs to meet Clean Water' 
Ac:t goals. 

Safe Drinking Wilt" Act 
Small eomD'funiries bear a tremendous financial burden from Safe DrirLkingWater 
Act mandates for increased, monitoring and treatment. 

State and loCal IOycmmcnts need r~lief through a change in the s1andaid-sctting , 
proc:ess, allowing EPA to consider public health risk reduction benefits IS well a.s 
eosts when sectins standards. CWTcntly. EPA is requirechosel standards at the 
level achieved 'by the very best technology affordable to large water systems. Thil 
change alone could save hundreds of millions of doltan, II year. while pro'tec:tirig . 
public health. 

$Upsrfll"tJ . 
Superfund law should be restructui'ed so that fewer resource. ue utill!ed 
dCleilninirii liabili!y and mote on actualc1canup. 

States have demons1ntcd that they are vel)' effective in cleaning up conlaminate'd 
sites. And because,states are contribUting iIl'creased resources into the Federal . 
Superfund progra.m. they need ~orc llex.jbitity and aumcrity for selecting sites for 
cleanup. selecting remedies and cond\lc~g cleanup activiti~s. , 

States cJean up approximately twenty times more contaminated sites than the 
federal govc~ent doe, under Superfund, Mandahng'increlsed state investments 
in the federal Supe.rt\md program is tounterproduetive. S\lch proposals will only 
serve to limit the number of sites that are cleaned up nationally under the voluntary 
program.. 

C/~.IJ Alf Al:.t 
The stites. loCal SQvemments and industry have worked vigorously to implement 
the CleaD,Ait Act It considerable cost. However. many rules promulgated ~ndet 
the Clc8.D Air Aot Amendments of 1990 have questionable Jegal or ,tatutory basis, 
are inflexible in their design and enforcement. needlessly bureaucratic arid often of' 
dubiousenwomnentll value. U.S. EPA regularly delays issuaDce ofrul;s and 
guidan", yet still ,relcribes unrealistie compliance'deadlines. These rulei have 
had a profound.. unnecccssarily harmful impact on state environmental pla.nn.ihg 
and on private sector economic de\leloproeht efforts alike. 

1% 
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States arccpposed to ne:cdlessly punitive CleanAit enrorcement actions, such as 
the withholding oCstates' rederal hig.hway funds. 

EPA rules must provide maximum flexJbility to states and industry in 

impJemen'tina workaole Clean Air programs while minimizing their cost of 

compliance. 


, U.S. EPA', revised Tide V permitting program rules for industrial sources pro'vid" 
an tlltcclJent illustration of 51ates' and the private sectOr's frustrations with federal' 
Clean All rules.lD Auausr 1994, EPA issued permittin8 regUlations that 
conndlcttd the two-year old EPA gUidelin.es upon which many states had 
designed their federally-mandated permit programs. ' , 

The revised title V rules ate far morc complex a!\d (arAteacrona. wiU be infU'litely 
,more difficult for states and lndU5tty to administer and wm not benefit the 
environment signific8fttly~ Proposed Title V chillies would triple the permitting 
burden of industry and states for stich "'minor modifications" a~ adding a single 
spray PIlU'lt nozzle in a factory. 

Absenr more flexible, c;onstrUctivc federal Clean Air Act implementation policies, 
5t.ates must weigh thcf pos!ibility of statutoI)' relicf. either through Iirigation cir by , 
requesting that the Act b~ reopened in the l04th Congress, 

13 
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, ,. Here I!id 1a other colOnial capital" the nation' tounclen first dcbIled. !hi idea of , 
.independence and 1M AlndIIrHmtaJ princlpla of tcedom.. na. tM ctaaIICItp to the 6bettlesof ' 
III. pIOpJc c:arM tom 1ft anosant, OYeI'1MIrlna moarchy ICI'OII the 101. 

TocIaY. thIr d'IIIltlnp coma from out own Federal SMmInone -alcMlaiuuern thit bu 
dtfted, udlhll now Ipores. 'lilNlJly Mr1 COfII'ltwuonallimiz tUhiONld by tho framen to 
.conftno It, .... ch and ehul., JUIId the freedotrs otll.. people.. 

, : In'our daYt,the threat to • ..determ1natioll posed by tbe CCI1trIfation atpOW ~ thel 
nuion'l capital bu.,. dnaiatfcaJIJ dImonSnted.. The.t&;u of"birNIiYi Federal . , 
aUtheidt)' have "- f'I!t IQ wktely ....s 10 JIIOlourtdIy tbat a unhtd chcrus oropposition bu riM 
&em Iowa hII1I and StII. capitola. fr'omoofilmunlty orpnizatlans au! prMite lS'Cdidon.. . .. . 
cntcrpri_1nd IndNlduals. -=tosa ~e&. . . ' l'i, ' 

. ..: .' ~ . . ': . : ; . .: ~ ! 

TIle FoUncSn otCiUr l.epublio and eM hmera or~:c~well uft4entOOl! • 
ultimate iacompadbUlty oteentraliZiid poWer and, wepub1klnldetJa.: .They did ttat pltdp -
I1va, f'amme Md .crtd ltonor to achieve independence &om 1ft'opprmlw ~ In EnaIP 
Only 10 lim"encfca: ,thetr lh1Jes to an In.powetful conlta! aowrnment oa tbao ahora. ~thcrl I 
'Chey ~ therr COftStderable eneqpea and tnsIpalO erectlna IIIamy ofcheck, end balanoea, 
t~ promi.ed 10 pt'WrRI the II'I'tIIpftCt ofan unrelpOflliYc and unUC~ft!ab"Mtional 
FYarnnlCat~ , 

, ,Chief'amo"llhese cheCks w' to bo the Stlte ~ wbotI Q).equaJ role wu 
expraaly ack,nowtedsed In thl Tenth Amllidment to tbe CoaIIlMicm. and whol. ~fti 
jurildlcdoft and popular cuppotc we. ptII\Imtd: sufficient to reu Pedal cnctOIChfnent. Tho 

P.1S 

:1" ,,' 
! 
I 

!' ' 

, Peden! SCWOmmcnt. by eontrut. was given cenain expressly enumerated powetI and denied all . 
cnhera. From this bllanced federal·aace rclltionsrup. predicaced on duallOvereIpty. then wu '0 
COme I heallhy teftlion thar would lIII'Ve I' • bulwark Igain" Iny conCa'lCration of power thal 
threatened the &eedoms of'tho people. 

TwO centuries later. It Iscl. that those cbecks and balanees hIM been dangerouaty 

uMemdned. The States haw wltneaed the Iteildyo casiOD - IOnsl!l:bnes sndual. aornedma 

~ - ordlel, Sphere of'retponSIbiDty. Today. there II vinuIJ1y 110 ....Ofpublic 

I'Ilspons1bllity ~r private aedWy ift wf'Itch Federalauthorides do nat u.seit 1M power.o oYCniclo 


: ~ ..';:Ihe will o(the' people in the States through feden1 rUles. rutinp. and enactments. t! :...: 
" j !: '; 

;, . : ; i ,', . , 
. ; 0",Jretdom."I t'If'(' Iltl Innlli~.""'f ..'1ft" Ibr)' tll.v'nI")' .,,''' .fltJ!tfOlH:fl ojFedertll Ii t~ 

ligis/olor" FrcNl'Ql Ctm'I$•. nr'ItJ F"rhrtllb"""""'trll.v. . . .,. ,: I ~ 
I 

',' 
" 

,,:. I' ,:

.f. ~:I' ..Post Oftico Dos. 24S6 • Richmond. Virginia ~lO1 i ' I; 
!~: 
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;:. . .~~ The peopJe.oftbeSrates seek to regain e:en1:ral of.cheir own destin),. atld tbey have 

j 1 
 entNlted SIat'leaders with the respOnsibilitY for achieving tida fUndamental reform in o~ 

governmental ,SYstem. We lire pledgee! toMfin this premiae by rest~rins 10 the States lila the 
people the ~rerogativel and freedoms auararueed to them under the ConlHrution. 

I: r _ , . ., 
";; .. En.a 'Ad Abules by Ih. Fed"" Coyernment 1 
. 	 . I 

, We begin by candidly enumCratins. u did our forebears. the grievaneea oftne pcoph: who 
have turned to us for lead.ership::· ',I 

• : The conaress inct ExeCuti~BnPicb, regardl... oltbe pany in GOQrro~ have imposed: ,i . 
O"ia'-afowInJ numbers ·Ofmindaes. recu1aItofti lind teStrictions upon States and local I 

i; :~ renuMrti powtt and ftexibility from the unit. orgovernment closeit to!th I 

. fleopl~ and lne.ulin& ~~ corm'ol If, w_~on.. . ,: !: .. 1. : .. ' , 
. ,

i; : Federal ac:tion hU"~~Od~heelcar bouzsds orlll jurildic:rion underlht CoftltitUti~ inCl .1, . 
I;
I: ·;, thul violated rights praNced totbc people. .The .ovcmmentof,·limitcd... delegated'. Ii .. 
; 1, ' ::~' enYilioned by the &atnet8 hiS become IIOW' ,~tit of'";rtUII1y unlimited ~wp:It. 

• 1 ;:. • 	 • '.: 

" F~ COUrt. have 1at8e1y Ntuscd'co enforce the guaranl_ oft~ Tenth Amendmoat,! ·. 	
i 

-
. '. WhIch' reseMI to the Sut. and the people powen not _pa_l), delegated to C~. 
. ; Most Federal court dcc1sicnt have refVted to recopizc aft)' meaoinaf\J1 constiNtionallimit 
. to congreuionalpower. 

e· , · ' In hoId.ing thlt the S,ates ri1uI.t rely on ,:olidc:al proc:es.. in Wuhlnilon for their 
·	i': proiCCli~ the Federal counsl\a1;. permitted Conarcu and FccI«aJ qencics ~o treat tho ; . . .', 

:; Stat. 85 thOuah they are merely part orthe reau1ltod QOmmunity, rather than as sovereiSn 
'; pannen in • federal sysccm ¢'shared powers. . ; , 

. 	 .

•• :. Peder'&J rnandltea haw imPOled enormou.s costs on States .nd 1ocalities. draiDlns away 
.: retQUrcieS end preventing Stlte ,Choumltnt. from addressina prcssing localneeda IUch IS 
·::, education,. law 'enf'on:::ement and tranlportation.1 	 · ,, 

",,'! ; 
i i ;' With a persistent budlia deficit. the Federal sovcmmCf\t has forced the bunSen offUn~insd • 

I 

I! 1, Federa' ptOFllms ontO Srate and loal iovemments.. telultinS in inC1'ellsed taxes at the . 
~ , · · ;~' 

.:! , I, Stale 'and 1ocalle~el tbat citizens do nal wAnt. 	 .: '; 
,'1 i 
I, if. i, " . 
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' 
• 	 iFederal manda:tes and pl'Mniptive'measurea depmo State and local governments ofthe 


;ability to SCI priorities. thereby diminishing their ability tOaDocatc resources and tailor: 

; pro;rams in Ihe way beit suited to meet loctJ needs. i 


, "i • 	 I 
I 	 ' 

Pedetallaws impose ·o~c me fits all" requirements that often make no sense in light of 
•l~c:al ~onditions and ~S~t.. and localIties to Wllte limited resour~. I' I 

• The Federal government" failure to meet hs own respOnsibilities has forced States to inc, r 
billions of dollm in ec~ costs. [ " 
,. '. ' \


• · In iddltJon to J.M pallid by COftsras. SLit. ad locIllriea are burdened by j 


muihroominS numbers of'complcx.longthyt and inoompiebenaible regu1ltiOn.s. imposina
l 

, 


,enormous cost. ofeomp1it.nce~ TheM regulation. U'I drafted b)' unolec&cd burelUCI'IUI ' 

, : who il'D not accountablo to the people.2 ,' • , 


" ''-; 
" "-. . Con';' hIi not ol'lly assumed ~ power fbr illOlt, it his thWlned many State ,:~, 
. :. .~ ',i~"· inltiatiYcl to deal with local problems. Federal prtCmpdan,afStato and local laWi has . !:} 

,:·re:ache'd unprecedented propontons.J • ~~ 

.:: 
" 

.:':Conpe.s his r~ to make irselfrubj= to the same laws that II hal imposed on S~ata. 
; locafitia. and cirizena. Sranoq itaotf'cxompdonl from labor. d-.iJ rights. and other Jaws 

... thlt States. localities, and citizens mUSt obeY. 

' 

:;'. : 

; " I 

, ! , 
i 

. 
! 

j 


! 	
i," 	 II

, , 

I 

-no Cdn(ll'l:lllllinnal U....,. OJJiWcMlalUh."iI c.h.au\:twJAitjur.. ~OftJoW~tlcd","", Ig83·1990 cai.L 
uTI '0 $l2.' billicl'l, . , 

, ~';\O,~li~t~iC'ri"(\t~"'Dnd~~Il:I,,,"~byCGnr-"1hu202)'_""mm 1?K91a .9Pa.l23~ 
(.53..,-.tnIICiod inch.: 21 ~ortbct\,'I."IIIft 191U. 199&. 	 . i 
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The effeCts Orfhe'clnt~lizati~n ofpower)n Washington ~~ evident in the aCute 

, frUstration and feeling ofpowerlessness among 'Che volers. which was manifest in the recent 

congre.slona1 .e1t=e;1iOnS. 


. . \. '" *., "j 

t. ' D.~16/(I"J ttJI-;", tire 11_ ofdtiUIr$ hON bun plnced Hyolfd 'I,., melt. 

AI Federal itlirlrtnions - Corigress, tne Federal courts, and the 'Federal bureaucracy·· 
have Aized eYer-sreitei' respona"bilky tar determining poUey aa ilSUCS of'importanee. the ability 
of citldnno inftuence the cOurse oflovemmen& bas been dimiGisbed. DecisioM'made through • 

;' ,,';
,J, '~10vernmau processes at the Stlte and loeaIleYe1s .,. fir mo~ lCceaibte to eitizen. than , 'f' 


deCisions made in W'Ib1ngtOn. Citizens increasingly feel pawed_ to lhape their future because 

feWer paJicy choict5U.re made at ICY.ls Ofgovernment within thclt FUp. 


'IL'" , ;:cetitrt,//zi!IJplltWir'" WlIShl"".. I. d~ to tit.JIIIIIIPI. til. ,.""""Wllas 11M 

;., :rll«!oliitltdllltJ '''tlle,GJIIIItltll/tJI' ,..6110011 '1IIf.,.,.,.,..t.. " . 


. ' 	 '!; ; ,::, .. : . ~. ' .I 	 ' ' . . 
: :, j The haJlmliJk orIelr.-detennJftatio~ 's goverament ,.lsresponlivl and accountable to, the 

peopl~ n.appetite for ~ em lhe pan ofPederaJ Institutions has allowed. centr1lized 

p..nmCnt to ope1Ite often wlthoui the IUppoTt of'the pc:opI. and in dittegard oftheir' will. This 


. 'has undermmCd the wry J'I'CI'I'i5e ofrepreSentativo democracy. ", :::;: . ',' , .' j 

• t • " I w~": ' 

1 :! ,:;, ::~ . ! .~, i 

; eittu';; pOS~SI Hnle tit riO control OYcr~fhe actions offldnl couns and the federal 
'. 	 bUrftuctley. botb Or'Mtil:h have assumed dramatic:a11y broadenOd poUq-rnaking roles in r=n.tj 

decades. In the recent elecdons.AmertClft!l signaned their determiftation 10 realMltcolittot over 
tho Conareu.·:which h11IoftJ'bccn larpl)' insulated &om accountability to thevOlCll1 by ttUCmiof 
ptOCedurt. ~qui.I.. 1ftd discanot. 

;The problam i. not that the FedtTII aowmmettt inwaiably punuet &be wrona aims or , 
invlriibly fails to amUn tbole alms which it PUI'IUDI. EMmpt.. abound in our bistory \\'hera 1hi 

exercise arFederafpowcr has been wise and unwise. effective and ineffective. conftNCtlVlItl : 

de'stJuctivc. j: : I 


I 
" " 	 '. .The P~Oblera. ft.andanJtany. in a coun~ 'or this .ize and diverslty. is the in_,. I Iurtlccauntability ora lJaIlt:llJal1eaialature and bureaumcy. Governments II allleYe1. can ~ 

make mlstakes that caJi forcolTtldlon. Such correc:tlont however. Ire more easily ~plll 

it the ~tl(e and loc:allevell, Where ~tcn can more easily holel lb. mpanliblc c:tedsion~~e 


, a=ountable. ; When decisions are macSo &~ the FederallMll, the ac:doftl that _grlew poopl. In 

, . I 	 , I 

,	one Swe l)']:)ica1ty are maele by otlicials elected from other $t,ltes- or by officers who are not 

elected at Ill.. and OYer which the affected citizens thus have no ~ political inflUence. \ .I 
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IThe tft'ttl1 orCfntmllied Po~rrJn W~hin&1ori: I 
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m.· 	 .' Th~Jllfljp/~'1 RetiteffVl1mtlnR find ""gtt- IiIdnJ' tll'C! tltfriblitllb/~ lit piuf If) tl..~ :fIIm,,,I, .of . 
i' F~d61'f1'pm..trt the t::qNIPI.~ 11/Stit', IIlftllocnlllt1WWIUFU"'r.s. 

The,. has been much commentiry abotrt the eumnt popular mood Ofprofound disc;omOlit 

ane! eynic:ism.;a6mc Ipolasists rOt the "'D/ttI quo haW SOulht to blame the people Cor havins 

unreasonable exp~etltlon$. This luhe ultimate·insult to In electorate that has seen the value or iti 

franchise lystematical1y diminished by _he transfer or policy-making power1 away from 


. accountable State and 10ell omcers to the aloof power lti'Uctur. in Walhinston. 

. .:: TJw ci,tTeill. ~SlllIgJHH"g0/jl'fISlTOliOlI tIlldJitt/lily tillIOi'g w"ers Is noI 1111 . 
·'llWplltiah',~'ilt»MirOl'. ro~11tt 'OIIltriry. " U II dltrit 1II1d,.,hollyp,..d/~able t»1'l$fPfntl oJ 
1M Shift 0/gat'fnrmfJlII fJl/WI1 rD IlIff/tIIIIOJ" bqnnd ,'" grtIIp r;,IIIPfHIplt. .! 

, 	 f' ;,~. : . . 
" :;1,e .,roblem is not only thJ dc&On-~1ctr1I~Out Dation'. QpitIJ atO rcmo~e 11M 


urilCcOuntlble. It II that 1heir ac:iioiw in many cues 11M rendered Stato and loc:al offic:iI1s 

unrespensive is wen.Ofticial. It CM'Scaie Iftd ·IoaIlIMJ. 01. cannot meet the etcp«UtiOlil of . 

the people who elMeci them boCal1ie ofIII inbibitlria woit ofFedera.11lW1. tegulat1o"" court 

cri'dd'l., administrative intcrpretetions and edicts. Thus. thore i. a wldcDina aulfbetween the 

votent d.m.nds (Ot change and tho ability ofState and localleadetllO aunnount Federal 

obstacles and efFect that charlie. 


, ' The Man. prCgc+tetloQ 

',: 

"'ecOnCened .Ction by the States envtlioneid by the Father or our Constitution is now 

required. ' 


. ConCernI about the condition offederal.S1lt. relations have been voiced throushout our 

Nationt history. But. today. ther. is. unique need - and a unique oppOrtUnity - for reform:
• 

s 
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,.t.' ! .... 	 . 
, • V: .' :iNever has there been a broader consen!Us imo'ns tho States - and amana the 


, ' "'f.elected official. and votel'J in, the Srates~regardle4S ofPlrty ....: that tnc Federal , 

'j:SoVemment hal pervasively exeeeded its eotutitutlonal bounds and mUst'bo 


.. ,1 restrained. J . : '. ~;, . 


r· ': ~ .', J ,:! ::: [;; :.:. :>: " , ' . i· 
• .NeVer 'hILS'there ben a national ciebalC oYer federal-atate relations tUrected • 

I 
j... ,exclusive1y to Ine merits or tM question.' a.nd neithtr obscured nor diverted by 

divisive I'OUcy dispute. that pit region I~nst resion or Stilo against State: i 

! 
I 

• 	 Never bave those wieldlnl FedenJ power until the recent ei.~loll been .0 . i 

imperious in their wenion ofPederal supremacy and 10 out ofstep whh. 'he 

inajorl1'y phl1olOphy and vieWs or the American people. 


• 	 ; An'd never h., there been such I profound change in nadanall.donhip. tlnnglna 

; lmo Pederal oftice perJOftS disposed to auppSrt bold reform to restore the Smes 

Iand the people to ,halr rightfUl pllce in our constituricn.ltptenl.

I 	 , , 

• j. . ! III 
: 1ft shOn, Inills an histo'rtc mOment of0.Pponunlty - an OCCiIlion when the polltlQl.c1~mate· I 

. makes posaibl,c fundairientll c~:in t~e fedcral.JtIlte relationshi'p.· i.' 1 .il. 
\Vhile:congressionaJ ccGp:e~tion Is 1...ndalln order to achieve thit I'CNctut"aJ ~nst. t 


.1adersblp fo~ lllti11a n:fonn "lu. !'rnt from ~ States. ;.:.: ;::' .. : I . ! 

,I ! 6 Cqmmo ,(,mag'Befg",,: f J 


, I 	 :. . .' ". ' i 

, :~ bcO~ tho ~ crUl. nttd and the unlquene~o;rlhe OPJ,orNnJty f~r rd-onn. ~ 
declare OW' common l'IIOM to restore balance to the federal..'te relationlhip and renew 1he i 
bmw'llJlon. MI,sree4 _dl for ccmccrted action 10 IchlM thia objectiye Is esseedal.· 
Amons the principal elerrienU cflhl. common apMI ofrefOnn Irt these: 

The people ofrhe United Stites, and ofthe leveral States. Ire frustrated and dililh.aiioned 
by the deeNne orruponlM:ncss and accountability In our political prO"II". This reeli"g of 

.. pOWerlessnc:ss hal boon manlt\lled in cabs ror i hOlt of politieal reronn,. includtna greacer direct . 
democracy. tcmtlimltations. and Ylrious eampaign n:fonn proposals. YIt. too few ofour citizens 
Ipprtciate the central rote that the erosion ofState and local preroaativcl, and the emqence of 
the Federal bureaueratic. judicial and legIst.dye leviathan, have played in their loss or political 
llb~ny. 

l 
I 

,. W, tI'~ '1!.'tOltIId to hrill,'M£'t dewlaptnflIII.'l "lid t:oIl.qllllJCl6 "rgfnllyln lhi IIII,nlloo. 
, Dlilfl ptople DfUTI,. ,\'''',,,,, dnJ nil Amrrlc:lr/','i. (111).' VIM" 0'" cltl:ell.f"rlly .p,edatl thl 
prm:llca/ r:Jllt!pt/~tQSiVfl impact tH; Ihf:lr doll, IJ\~Ji oj/ttJdNJllsm ~t J~clhlt tt·1II"Iw~ J~",altd 
chmlge. I!. . 
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11. ,.fJrllfmJolf 10 E"I(I~e tbe TI!"tl, ~lJle"'lntr:,,' 

The certtraJ purpose of1he UnIted States' ConstitUtion was to establIsh a fedoral 

government ofexpressly delcsitod and therefore limited powers. The powm reserved by the 

StitlS w~. illMadiSOft'1 words. -numerous an~ indefinite.· extending "to all objects which, in 

the ordinary c6ut"le of'affaIrs, concern the liyes. liberties. and propenies of tbe people. and the 

internal oider. Improwment. and prOsperity ortho Stat8l~"· The ft'Imen oflhe BiD ofRl,shts 

Ipec:lfiealJy designed the Temh Amendment to protect the States trom cftm)lchmentt by tho ; 

Federal sowmmcm on their resmed powers.' . I 


• 	 I 

.In "tIw~Fethf'QII.'ft. No. 39, Madison recosnizsd that the Constitution entrusts to the 
· Supreme Court alono the responsibility to police and to nullifY Federal cmGI'OIdvDentl on!tho 

resetYed powen otthe States and that the Courn fIltl1N1 etercilO ofthat responslbUlty ~1~-._iII to pnMlnt In lpJ*t to t~ sword and I dissolution" orrheCanattnidon itself. frM!.. : . 
· Supreme Court. haWCWir, has fancd ;to entOrce the COftItmalicmal baundlry ~ the.,.p . yo. i 
powen af'the~Federal and Stile IO~1- For OYer hllfa ~ry. 'ho FederalSovemmint :1 

· hat steadily eaencled itl rv1cs and resu1idons into Virtually every atee ofpublic and private life, 
.and the Supreme Court hal acceded to each lucceeding usurpation... ' 

. : In 'recent yan.. the Supreme Court has bfoadly ahaftdonid its con£tltutional rol.. ceding . 

to CoftSrlSS ,ttscU"lhe ~ity to determine the emn ofConsre." own legiSlative poWcf. 

Tbe decisian afthe Supreme Court in New Yort y. United States. 112 S.Ct 2408 (1992). while 

cnCOUi'qlns ill ttllndlcatioll that then iJ lOme ..-ning Yitality to the Tenth AmendmeDt.. 

neYerth.eleu demollltTltes the elCeedtns1y modest nature oftho limitations an Fectoral ac:tion that 

the Supnnne Court i. currC'ltly wi11ins to enforce. 


,~- Stni. bc:caiJse nOthing lesl thin the c:onsciturionally juaramted freedom ofA.mericans to 

'soWm themselYes is it relke. usurpidons by Feciml1egislatol'llnd bureaucrats of'powel'l nol 

dete"sated to them under the Cor.titUtion must be resided wi1h vmateYlf 1001, ate at hand and in 

whl1fM:t f'otUrns are aYlllftble. Until the Consthution is amended to aive the States additional . 

J'OWCItI to'1'fOteet _pinft Fed..1encroachment. reeourso to the court, is the only available 

n,ean. ofrelief: 


j 	 I: 

~., We tfi., I~JtNw N:'fDived ,f,Plti-m~ tllefJld/CO/I)'11I11re Fcdtll'Ql miTIs TtI"tTt 

Amtiidm~'il dioll,,~s In FflJf1'fl1 ,,1C/'t'IQChm~i'ls 11110 I~domi:tln tJj1M S"tliLf. ' 


I 	 I· , 
I '.' . I !.' .' .' 

III. : RiistTIdltla. un Ftftlet"t!' AI"ndllltll ""d,OII,e, iJ!l{i.'ilati,c I.JtlntiPI.J 

. Aero.:. the ~ntry.'a~e~ni. ~yon\;county officials. and Iblte lQ;iLators ofhoth' i ' 
pam.- aro workins tosmher to obtain relief from btirdenlOme Federal mandates. Thls bipartisan 
State..Jocal partnership hu.created I potent force tor ch~S' and oiron hope for rcsc1Yina a.. 1 

broad array ofproblems Insiftl from Federal encroachment upon State and local raponslbltltlCS.. 
.' 	 ,I . 

- . , , . I 
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'Fo~mOst among these probloms is the displacement of State and local priority.setting 
. the imposition of'uiekle-down tax incroase pressure as a rcsuk orunfunded Federal manci8tes. , , 

WhtJe I.Intunded cbligations are mem'objectionable. Other Federal mandates also impose I 
unacceptable burdens by treading upOn aras oftraditloa81 State Inc! loeal responsibUity, by 
imposing onerous conditions on Federal srants unrela,ed 10 fhe purpose ofthe Federal Nridin~.. 

. .~; Ind by co~anae.mng the States and lOcal gO\1mlmCtS1S for tho administration ofF cdcra1' 
piOgri.ms and policies. ' ", I 

, I 
Amajority of the U.S. Houte ofR.cpmetrt:ltNes ind U.S. Senate eo.sponsored manci&te: 

,i : . rcllOf'bills durin! the JOJrd Consrea. Piaidem CIltilon. ht1ftle1f I rormor 80'VCm0t'. has repeated
I 

hillntenticm to wcrk wich Bowmon and other State ancllocal officials to end the proliferation ar 
, . I • 

, I'! fttsW mandata. Nevertheless. Conpu hal continued co pa.u. arid eM Ptesi.dem tau aontinuo:1 to 
! ~ , liP. legtsJadon that imposes ul1fi;andcd mandates em the States and an local govcmraents.! . 

AttltouSh IliShtly different forms aftho Federal Mandalo Accountabnity and. Raf'ona Mt 
or1994 were pusecI by overwhelming blpar1i...majoriti- ort1\o Scaate ~Mairi 
~and the Houso OaYenunc,nt OperatiOftl Conaaiu..catlier thi.)CI8r. tbia leai&latioft 
WIll dfiitled consideration em the Houso IiIcI Stinatc fIqors. The 11IICCftt c::onateu1onal election 
result.aa: cause ror optimi$m that malu!ate rcnefleslsJation win soan,be enacted. 

. . The JcjpslStion offered earlier this year requires the Coft&l'eSSionaJ Budset Office to 
p'~ &D esrimatc of the eoN ofnew mandates to States Ina Iocalaovennnents ifthe total caSt 
ex~1 ISO milUon I year. It 'Iso CfeCI. I series of'impedimcnu to new mandates.. and makes 
COnJreu .-ore lIlCCOunrable for those lhar are imposed. ~ these mechanisms. State and 

.' ~~,IocII oftidlts would ei\hanca their political and procedunJ le¥erage to defeat unwanted. and .. :: 
eipce:iaJly udJnd~ mandate Prvpesa!s. ' , '.. . .' ; 
. · ' i, I' i: :- . . , I.j • 

:'WhII0 this year's propOsed lJ,tsiadoa is the mo. mOlent and effcc:tive'manclatO relid tiDl 
fM:t Ci:MilJdered by Concn:ss. it i. cl~1hir, Stares and local govemmentl want eYen rriOre ~ , 
nsachina chuge. Rettaring balance'ln state-federal hlations is perhaps the moSt imponant i 
natiDilll Mmi that could be undertaken by the l04lb Congea.. From health catD to welfare i 
,donn to the c:rMrOnment., Congress should work in partnerShip whh the States to attain our i 

mutual 101'. ofempowering State and local go'ltmrncftS and achicMns the efficient. orderly i 
reduc::tion ofthe Federal govenni'iein. j 

, I 

h' t:tJOptrtlllOll wllh OIl"1'e¥cll,."SI(J/~ '''"lirWdlJllllllhlt!IfQl/(NM',we trre ~.fDlwd ID~ 
pro;ifdtl prompt tllJa t:iranItlllc lIIolJdDlt relief11l1l'i11# ,;" ,lIZI ~~...J ' 

: ' 

I 

I 

I 
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','W. A COti/ei'r:iiCtf D/tJil Stilta 'It FDfgI! uJnjl!lfSll$ "" SUtlellll'fll Rqomu 
'~~~ . .' 

l' , ' WhUe the recent chahses in Washington hM raised hOpes for prompt .~ion to restore 
! 	 balance to the' federaJ-state relationship~ the ~ for an agreed agenda. and cont:etted action. by 

the States is ~lear. ' 
, 	 ',. II 

I 	 ~ .. 

, A Conference of(he States would enable State representatives to consider. refin~ and 
, adopt proposals for itNC'Nral change in our federal system, The proposals so adoptee! would 

Q)mprisc the States' Petltioa,. which would be a poworfiJI instrument for arousina populafiUppOtt 
~ : .and ptcmotlns chanse in Co~ and Slate 1egis1ltures. . 	 . I , 

i, '. i,

" ~-Throupoat our hk1oE)'. tho States haw faced tIU daleimna In ..sting tho groWth of 


Pedcral pOWer: On tho one haM. queildons reprclina tho scope ofFecleraJ IO\"Ctftment ' i 

jurkdlctioft In reso1Yld by Federal coum.. which pnera1ly haw ~mere~' , i 

latarpritatiOns Of'Fedcral power. Oa the Other haftd.lhe Stlteti teeOurse to the ~ftstitUtionlJ, Ii 

amondIftent procell bat been Impeded byCa......~ owrtha initiadon of~ 

Ift\Cftdt'nanti. :Use orlhe -c:anventloa- mecbod orameftdtnent that IslYIDabt. throush ditICt StI16 

aCtl. bu neYei" been used du. to feats that I coMtiMional aonYendon canoeS by the StateI-..lcl 

become. -n.maw.,.. a~.g. that would leek to nrwrite our entire national chaner. i 

. . 	 I 

At thoConfen:nce otthe Sares. a variety rlprQposed colS'dtudonai cha.Dgel cOuld be,Lt 

, ~ tMl would eaahle 1be S1ata 10 becomo fidl plftMrl cpIn In • d)'ftllnk fed_ .,.. , 

~ oa clualsc:wereJamy. 


,One ~ssibte amendmetrc would tmMde consticvclonaJ prorecdoa .past wdUnded ! 
.lUndates "Y,barrin& enf'ou:cment ofFedetalleSlslarion that imposeS cbHpticw OIl the Stites 

withOUt fUndlng and lCiisfation thac Impose. coftdicions on Federal •••01 not d1rectly an4 

lUtistaDtially tNied to the subject Inaner aCthe usiscanc:e. , " . 
 J 
' Aftother proposed: ~0Nra; ref'onn would .llow 3/4 orlbe SlICes 10 initlato .. 

,ccmltidutional amendments- au:! to ttPeat Fcdera11eaialation or rqpdI.dOftithat burdea S . 

local JOWItMtCnts. subject to canareastonal.uthority to override the Stato-sponsored meuUrel 

by 1.2Ilvole,ofboth hOURI. : ,..: ,:.' :' . l' I I 


The Conference cf'tbo StlCtI could also ldopt an ~dmcnl that would make dear the 

Supreme CoutTs duty to entertain and reiolve controversies betWeen the States and the Pedeta1 

sovemmem arising under tM TemhAmendment. 


To be Cfrectivt. tho Conference of the States must fOCWi an fundamental. .muctUral 

refOrms. such IS those descn'bed above and others. rather than tran&hOry pOlicy iuutl or spiedi1. 

interest coftccms. It muir be ICNputOUlly bipanisan. And it mull be pro-activo. c:oncentrlrins 

the influence aftbe States and focusing public anention nattonally on tho relevanCe and 

imporurace orfederalism. 
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AJ future chapiers are written in the histOry Oflhis great American experimenl in 
erulghtened self-rule. no lingle contribution can be more imponant than ta prescM the vital 

1 checks and balances that prevent the centr1lwuion ofsovemmemaJ pawtr InC tnus nand guard 
i in defense ofour libcttiu. To acbicYC lhis essendal goal. the leadership must come tram the 

Slales IJid the people in the States. ' 
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