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To All Governors:

Over the next couple of months, Congress will seriously consider collapsing a large number of
catcgdrical grants into a small number of block grants. The administration will recommend such an
approach in their budget to be submitted during the first week of February and a number of
Republican proposals are currenily circulating on Capitol Hill. It is important that the Governors
have the opportunity to negotiate both the structure and funding levels of the finzl programs. |
believe we can best ensurc our participation in this process if we develop a series of proposals of our
own. |

We sc!e this as a two step process. First. we would try to reach agreement on the basic structure that
rnnkcs] most sense 10 the Governors. This would include both the number of grants and the programs
to be consolidated. Second, we would develop recommendations for addressing a range of issues
such as planning and reporting requirements, administrative flexibility, and accountability that would
be common to all block grants.

The purpose of this memorandum is to get vour reaction to the structurc and programs we might
include in an NGA proposal. -

The antached draft was preparcd by NGA swafl. We would appreciate it if your stafl could review it
and gi{vc comments back 1o NGA by January 20th. While we realize that a full review will take
more than a week, we would appreciate it if vou could give us an initial response by using the
attached questionnairc. We would then welcome additional comments duning the next several weeks,
Our expectation is that this proposal will continue to be modified_over time. Jt is important to know
which/programs should not become pan of the consolidation. It is also important (o identify those
issues ithat may be most important to you during the second stage. Considering the impqnancc of the
allocation formula, 1 should be clear that our working assumption would be that the state-by-state

distribution in the new grant would bhe the same as that for the current categorical grants for fiscal
vear 1994,

Your comments will be incorporatcd in a revised proposal which will be reviewed by the Executive
Committee and then made available to the administration and Congress as an example of an approach

that isiconsistent with NGA policy. At the same time the Balanced Budget Task Force will continue
10 work on recommendations conceming the other issues,

Once specific legistative proposals are advanced by Congress or the administration we would
anticip;a(c using NGA's interim policy position procedure.
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if 3;:31;E or your siaff bave questions about this initiative, the individual proposals, or the questionnaire,
pleasc call cither the s1aff contact listed for the individual grant or NGA's Deputy Exccutive Director,
BarryVan Larc af (202) 624-5342,

We look forward 0 hearing from you so that we can finalize 2 recommendation by the Winter
Mec‘tmg

Smwml},

eR Y

Rzymazxé .. Scheppach
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¢¢: . Washington Represenatives
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NOTE: If you would like this document o a computer disk or by computer fax, please give us & call.
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A. , Arcthe 18 broad categorical groups reasonable? If not, what further consohdations or
i additional categories would you recommend?
i
]
L
!
:
B. | Arethe individual programs included in the various groups scceptable to you? If not, tndicate
suy programs that should be maved from one group to another, or note ary programs that
should be maintained in their curvent cstegonical form,
i - Ready to Lesm {Contacts: Party Sollivan, 302/624-7723 or Linde McCan, 202/624-5336)
! -
i
i

- Youth Development { Cantact: David Brown, 202/624-5427)
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Children and Family Services (Contacts: Linda McCart, 202/624-5336 or Elizabeth Steif,
202/524-7873)

Lifelong Leaming (Contact: Martin Jensen, 202/624-5353)

Education (Consacts: Patty Sullivan, 202/624-7723 or Paul Goren, 202/624-5309)

Crime Control and Corrections (Centact: Notan Jones, 202/624-5340)

Health Services (Conract: Carl Volpe, 202/624-7729)

Public Health and Prevention (Contact: Carl Volpe. 202/624-7729)




9,

Substance Abuse Prevention and Treaiment (Contact: Carl Volpe, 202/624-7729)

i

10,  Mentsl Health Systems and Treztment {Casnzact: Cari Volpe, 202/624-7729)

£

i,

z Health Professions {(Contace: Carl Volpe, 202/624-7729)
H

1

12 |Aging Services {Comace: Casl Voipe, 202/624-7729)
!
|
i
i3. Surface Transponation {Contact; Lydia Comrad, 202/624.5363)
|
|
I
4.

':A {Tordable Housing {Conzact; Tim Masanz, 202/624-5311)

PPy DI



1. Community and Economic Development (Contacr: Tim Masanz, 202/624-5311)
I
16, % Faviroumenta! Mandates Assistance (Contacrs: Tom Curtis, 202/624-538% or
| Kars Kindeymann, 202/624-8575) x
|
17.  Envirommental Program Management Grants (Contacts: Tom Curtis, 202/624-5389 or Kara
;_ Kindermann, 202/624-8575)
i
o |
|
13. " Agriculure Programs (Contacts: Tom Curtis, 202/624-5389 or
Laura Armstrong, 202/624-5376)
!
!
i:
.

What issues {plaonmg requircments. hmils on adminisirative expenses, accountability snd
reporting requirements, perindic adjusiments to reflect cost of living increases or
iécmc;gmp%aiz: chanpes. abibny to transfer funds. eic.} will be most imponast o vour state in
decsding whether or not 10 suppon 2 block grant legisiative proposal?




D. Are there any other issues of concemn ta your state that should be considered by the working
group? For example, would you like to see further exploration of spexific swaps or
turnbacks?
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State: l

Contact Person:
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i Intreduction
The current am;y of federal grant programs is outdated and contributes to public disillusionment with big
government. The public rightly questions the complexity of fedeml programs and recognizes that often
there is no single national solution o pressing domestic problems. Equally important, the public is
growing more concerned with the irnpact of federal decisions on the allocation of scarce state and local

resources. As a result, the electorate is demanding the flexibility to tatlor programs to meet regional and
local condittons snd a greater disect yole 1n dotormining program and service priorities.

The mix of federal cawegorical grants is also inefficient and often is not cost cffeetive. The
administration of an excessive number of federal programs creates unnecessary costs at both the stae
and fadersl fevel. The continuation of separalc programs in some arzas often reguines duplicate
applications and record keeping snd can discourage needy individuals from seeking services. Morocover,
the complexity of the gramt system discourages the development of coordinated community based
programs mnd {gﬁm makes it difficult 0 secure the range of services necded (o prevent or remedy
complex problems. Funding sources are often biased wowand treamment and often do not offer the
flexibility needed to develop more cost effective investments in prevention. In addition, grant programs
often ignore legitimate differences betwoen states and among localities.

A simpler, more rational, and more flexible systems of federal grants offers opportunities for significant
administrative savings, More important it will encourage and reward state and locsl efforts 1o develop
more innovative and more cost effective programs and services. In addition, it offers a real opportunity
to ¢nhance public involvement and 1o restore public confidence.

Over the past decade states have made considerable progress in improving their administrative capacity,
Equally important, they have demonstrated a willingness and sbility 10 be creative and innovative. They
are at the forefront of reinventing government and ready for new challenges.

Visi

America’s strength lies in i#s oitizens and its commusities. We must free ourselves from the inefficient
bands of an overly complex srmay of national programs. An amrsy of programs that too ofton substitutes
the coukie cutter solutions and convenience of » distant burcaucracy for the noeds of those most in need
and the wisdom of the cormmunities closest 1o the problems,

American’s deserve 8 government that is both cost effective and responsive. The consolidation and
simplification of current categorical grants programs into a few broad block gmms will truly enable
siates 16 FoInvent govemment SErvices in 2 manner that will:
!
ensure that the investment of government resources will sddress Iocal priorities
focus investments on programs that produce measurable results
eliminate programs that are not cost effective
ivest in provemion as well treatment
reflect the unique characteristics of each community
involve communities and program participants in program development and administration
»  build on the strengths of all sectors - government, non-profit, and business

*$ & » & 5
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« eliminate unnecessary administrative overhead

* reduce the proliftration of government programs and bureaucracies
+  allow far the better coardination of services

s reduce red tape and other obstackes for those in noed of service

| . .
Historically, the Governors have considered four different approaches (o the simplification of the federal
grant in aid sysitcm, Those approaches are:

s+ broad black grants to support state and local sctivities in selected areas

= consolidation of federal discretionsry programs ¢

« tumbacks of tax resources and program responsibility

o sorting out of federa!l and state snd local responsibilities

Each of these approaches is discussed in more deteil in the sections that follow,
Block Geants !

Bleck grants pxiovzdc a vehicle for the faderal government to assist states and localities meet high priority
domestic ncnds thut they would otherwise be unable or tmhkcly to accomplish. To be effective Bock
grarnts must mcarmmw the following camponents:

a dcﬁmtmn of national purpose or objective

identification of the clientele to be served

specification of the nature of the services 1o be supporied

a planning process that involves the public through the legislative process or public
consuliation

measures that will be used to cvalante program cffectiveness

auditing and financis! mansgement requirements consistent with scceptsble state practices

. »

The first step in crafiing 3 block grant should be to define » nntions! purpose or objective. This s
imporunt both in justifying federal involvement, and to make sure that there is clear understanding of
Congressional intent. Block grants should be constructed around broad, not narrow, objoctives. Ideally,
the major national concerns could be sddressed in no more than 10 10 20 broad gramt programs.

I

Block grents should replace, net combine, cusrent catcgorical programs. While the resources used to
fund block grants will come from existing categoricat programs, those programs and their attendant
restrictions and requirements should be eliminated.

The nexi steps involve deciding the degree 1o which the federal government desires to limit the use of
federal resources 1o certain segments of the popuiation, or to define the types of services that may be
provided. For example, some grants might be limited to pragrams that serve the poor or near poor, In
other cases, the federal povernment might want 1o limit #ts support to direct services and 10 prohtbit the
use of funds for construction. Block grants should clearly set forth any such fimis or requirements.
However, thoy §¥mait§ not specify eligibility procedures or impose process or procedural requirements,
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The federal gn;wc:mmcm has a legitmate intcrest in seeing that the planning process is open and
responsive to public concem, States and localities shosld, however, be given considerable flexibility in
ataining the gqizi of public involvement. Options should include use of the normal process of siate of
local legisiative development, in addition to a variety of administrative processes of public consultation,
Federal approval should not be required for the plans themselves, but states and Jocalities should be
required to rcport through the accountability process.

The federal government can improve both planning and accountability by a clear definition of how it will
evaluzte program accomplishments or success. These measures should be included I suthorizing
legisiation. i

To the extent possible accountability requirements should differcntiate between fiscal accountability and
program results. Fiscal sccountability should be enforced through the audit proxess to ensure that funds
are being pmpérly expended. This should be accomplished primarily through the use of existing state
sudit procexdures where they have been demonsuated effective. Program accountability should focus on
providing the Congress and the public the information they need to evaluate both program effectivencss
and the appropriateness of the aliocation and prioaty setting decisions being made at the siste and local
level. Suate and kocal govemments should be primarily accountable to their own clectorates and to the
Congress, not to federal bureaucrats.

Seversl hundred of the existing grant programs are discretionary and/or competitive in nature. Many of
these programs Bre quite small, and their proliferstion requires substantial investments both in the
preparation and review of applications and in the sdministration of the programs themselves. While
focusing “atention on specific issues, these small grants often make it difficult 1o craft  more
comprehensive solutions. Not st of the discretionary programs are of & high priority or serve 8 national
purpose. Equally importent, many of the these programs are outdared. Consideration should be given to
consclidating discretionary programs on a departmental level and granting the Secretarics broad
suthority for the development and administration of limiting discretionary programs to encoursge
innovation and/or 10 address high priority issues that are not national in scope.

|
Tumbacks i

A the present time the federal govemment coliects a number of earmarked taxes and uses these
resources o fond grant programs to states and localities. Most of these programs relate to nfrastruciure.
Whiie historically these programs served 1o drive investments in federal priorities, increasingly they are
used 0 maintain an afrcady existing infrastraciure,  Consuderation should be given to chminating the
federal taxes and returning program responsibility and 1ax sources o the states and Jocalitics, If this
would produce significant inequities among the states, 8 small federal 1ax could be maintained to provide
funding for a much smaller program of equalization grants.

Turnbacks would eliminate the need for an extensive federat buresucracy and give states and localities
greater ﬂzxzb;m}f in sefling priorities, Additional savings would likely result throupgh lhe of more cost
effcctive state contracting procedures.
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Transfer of Punds between Block Grants

While substantial efficiencies will be gained by collapsing the huge number of categorical granis into 2
number of block grants, further efficiencies may be available if states were able o transfer a Husited

percemtage of funds between grants, The Congn:ss should consider this type of pm\rzsm without the
necessity of a wawcr

Serting Qut

Many federat g;‘am programs require a state or local match, In addition, maay states allocate additional
rescurces to supplement the funds dedicated (o the feders! program.  As 2 result, thore is often great
confusion as to ultimate responsbility, and most programs are meshed in intergovernmental red tape.
White block grants can reduce this intergovernmental red tape significantly, sorting out offers even
greater siraplification.  Under this concept, the federsl government would assume complete
responsibility for certain services and leave other activities solely to the discretion of the states and
locatities, Carefully crafted sorting out proposals could be financially peutral,

Historicslly wfting out proposals have been broad in nature. For example, the federal government mighs
pssume the full Wsih&ii&y for income security while withdrawing from education, training, and social
service programs. Or the foderal povernment might assume full responsibility for some portion of heaith
cere while leaving states fully responsible for another segment of health care,

There are, however, more limited approaches that siso may be considered.  Under these models, the
federal government would sssume responsibility for tasks best sdministered centrally, things like the
administration of tax eredits or suppont collection, or for those tasks that might be performed under
contracs with the private sector, States snd localities would then assume a greater responsibility of those
tasks that require the direct detivery of servives by government entities.
E* i : H
H
The rest of this paper summarizes a number of block grants. turnbacks, and sorting out proposals. While
exch of the specific options are consistent with NGA poficy, the Govemors’ have not reviewed or
approved the options, Instead, the proposals were developed by NGA staff and reviewed by all states for
practicability, While there are clearty a number of altetrative ways of structuring the block grants that

may be s valid as those comained in this paper. these were developed to assist Cang;n:ss and the
administration in developing the most effective approaches,

The Governors’ view the proposals contained in this paper as an approach to make federal programs
more efficient and cost effective, not as a strategy to reduce the deficit and shift costs to states. The

Governors muld ke willing, however, 10 negotiate the siructure and funding levels wxih Congress and
the admamstmam
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I
READY TO LEARN
|

Purpass

The Ready to Learn block grant is designed to provide flexible funding to support state efforts to ensure
that all children, including those at risk of poor outcomes, are mentally, physically, and emotionally
prepared for formal leaming and to help ensure their success in later life, Specific activities covered
would include services that promote healthy births for all children, enhance parents’ ability to be their
child’s first lcalchcr, cnhance parents’ and other caretakers’ ability to provide stable and caring
cnvironments, m}d promotc the health and well-being of all young children. (See unresolved issues.)

|

The Ready to Leam block grant would bring into a single funding stream a series of program and
services that are now provided to children and familics through multiple categorical programs. By
supporting state efforts to help young children and their familics, the federal government is working
towards the achicvement of the National Education Goal One : By the year 2000, all children will start
school ready to leam,

Included Programs

i FY 94

I ($ in millions)
*Child Care and Devclopment Block Grant £93
*Title [V-A (AFDC) Child Care 528
*Title IV-A Transitional Child Carc 140
*Title 1V-A At-Risk Child Care 361
State Dependent Care Development Grants 13
Head Start ‘ 3371
Child Devclopment Associate Credential Scholarship |
Child and Adult Care Food Program 2
Supplemental Feeding Program for Women, Infants. and 3210

Children (WIC) )

Commodity Supplemental Food Program 95
Even Stant : 91
IDEA, infants and preschool 592
TOTAL 1 9,297
llnmﬂx‘:ﬂ.l:sn.!es

Under the Ready to Leamn Block Grant, funds that currently go directly to local grantces under the Head
Start program wouid be redirected through the states 1o be combined with other state funds to provide
childcarc and other carly intervention activities to ensure that all children arrive at schools ready (o leam.
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In sddition, ﬂns grant includes four entitlement programs {*} that would be converted as part of this
black grant to a‘'discretionary program that would be subject to an snnual appropriation.

it is unclear whether the health-related needs of children addressed by the following programs are best
served through health funding streams or through a move imegrated block such the one proposed. The
placement of the following programs remain unresolved.

1

i
+

FY 94
Ready te ‘Leamior Health Services Block Grasnt {$ tn mitlions)
Maternal and Child Health Block Grant 687
Childhood Immunization Grants ' 528
Heakhy Start 98
Pediatric Emergency Medical Services 8
Ready vo Learn or Public Health and Prevenstion Block Grant
Childheod L-::;uﬁ:IE Poisoning Prevention 35

t

Ready to Learn or Mental Health Systenss Treatment Block Grant
Children’s Mcnéa! Health . 35

i
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YOUTH DEVELOPMENT

Eurpose

To provide 8 base level of funding to states 0 support & continuum of developmentally appropriate
sctivities that promote the social development of youth and facilitate their preparation for carsers and
lifelong fearming. These activities will build the comperencics of young people, while respecting the
dominion of the family, fostering scholastic achievement, promoting self-reliance, and cultivating
positive peer interactions. The range of activities 10 be funded may include school-, community- and
work-based cxperiential learning, mentoring, community scrvice, crisis intervention, and structured
recreation and culmral activities during non-school-hours. These activities and services would be fully
biended o mmprchmszw community-wide strategics that would enable all young people {in-school
and out} w0 devckzp the knowlkedge, skills, attitudes, and values needed to successfully make the
transition from cbxid?moé to preductive adulthood. {Sec unresolved issucs.)

Rationale

Pooling these categarical employment and waining, education, and socisl scrvice/prevention programs
into a block grant would facilitate state and community cflorts © plan and develop comprehensive
strategics o promote positive youth development by meeting the fundamental needs of all youth without
being bound by the narrow parsmeters of current federal youth programs. The current array of crisis
driven, narrowly targeted prevention and jmtervention programs are scatered scross federal agencies and
deparuments, and aimed a1 strmified segments of the nstion's young people: those exhibiting behaviors
or experiencing problems commonly associnted with a2 specific  adolescent “pathology™ (6.8,
delinguency, substance shuse, and pregrancy), or those deemed at-risk for developing such behaviors or
problems. Hence, public action frequently occurs after a problem has surfaced, rather than seeking to
prevent the problem from emerging in the first place. These programs have not significantly reduced the
problems essociated mﬁi ado!csccncc and in many communitics, the problems have mtensified despite
intensive interventions,

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
; FY 94
i {$ m millions)
Administration for Children and Families

Independent Living 70
Youth Gang Substance Abuse It
Runaway and Homeless Youth Programs
Basic Centers 36
Drug Abuse Prevention 12
‘Transitional Living 15
Cffice of Cammnaily Services '
National Youth Sports 12
Public Health Service -
Adolescent Family Life ‘ &
Center for Substance Abuse
High-Risk Youth 63
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Yiolent Crime ?anfmi and Law Enfarcement Act of 1994 -Title

i : :

Community Schools Youth Service & Supervision Grant
Program {new program suthorized in FY 95 under Crime Bill)

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Elemantary and Secondary Education

Drug Free Schools & Commaunities

Vislent Crime Control 2nd Law Enforcement Act of 1994 -Tide
1

Family and é&mmmiiy Endeavor Schools Grant Program®
{new program autherized in FY 95 under the Crime Bill)

ﬁﬁ?&m OF LABOR

Employment zmd Training Administration

Job Training ?nmershtp Act {JTPA)
BSummer Youth Employment end Training Program
[HCoY car-Round Youth Program
Youth Fair CW

Job Corps

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
Ofice of Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Provention
Pant A-Mansgerent and Administration
. Part BFormula State Grants
Part CDiscretionary Grants
Past DY outh Gangs
Pant E~-State Challenge {new program funded in FY 95)
Part G—-Juvenile Mentoring
Delinquency Prevention Grants -
Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of 1994 -T‘t}c
1138
Ounce of Prevention Council {new, autharized for FY 95)

1
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Extension Service
¥outh At Risk !

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENRT

Drug Elim Enaximﬁ Grants (50% of total appropriation minus 10%
se1 aside for Native Americans)

DRAFT - FOR COMMENT ONLY

FY 94
(3 in millions)

26
375

11

877
659

1,041

B8 s

-
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119
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FY 94
{3 in millions)
DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY
Vialent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of 1994—
Tithe §11: !
Geng Resistance Education and Training (new program FY 95} ¢

TOTAL ] 3,495
*Grants vo CBO's.

Several of the ﬁmgmms included fn this bloek grant curremily provide grants directly to LEAs and CBOs
or award grants 1o a sclect number of states for cammying out special activities and thercfore could be
controversisl,

Many of the other feders] dollars currently funneled to youth services are hidden in the federal budget
within larger programs casiod to address major social problems, (e, bealth, disease control, crime,
fumily planning, snd mental heslth) or represent nonstatutory set-asides within federsl programs whose
primary targets are either adults or young children, These programs, which dedicate signficani resources
wmmtmwcmmmimmkmﬁ& difficuit @ ascenain the portion of the total
appropriation argeting young people  Hence, the federal programs targeting youth represent only 2
fraction of the total expenditures on youth,

Twenty-peseent of the funds appropriated under the curvent Substance Abuse Block Grant {3233 million) x
which is sdminisiered by the Center for Substance Abuse within the Department of Health and Human
Services are carmarked for prevention and focused on youth, It is unclear whether the necds of youth are
bext served through a substence abise block grant or through a more integraied block such the one
proposed. .

£

?
|
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CHILDREN AND FAMILY SERVICES
|

The Children and Family Services block grant is designed to provide funding o assist states in
developing programs for intervention and follow-up services for children and families who sre
experiencing crisis,  Specific astivities covered would include services designad o strengthen parents
ability 10 care for their children such as family support and preservation and parenting education;
services to secure permanent homes for ehildren; services to care for children who cannot remsin in theic
home; and services (o reduce violence in familses.

Rationale

The Children and Family Servioes Block Grant would continug role that that the Federal Government as
historically played in improving the welfare of children in specific areas of national concern, Al of the
programs fisted are spexifically designed 1w sopport famifies in crisis.  The Govemors belicve that
services to this population could be significantly improved by permiiting states to provide scrvices to
children and ﬁ{c;ir fumilies through a single source. By providing & single stream of funds from the
federal government, states are als0 beticr 1o sble 1o blend sinte and feders! dollars into 8 seamless system

of services, E

}

Inciuded Frograms
FY$4
{% in millions)
Social services block grant ' 2300
*Community services block grant 385 -
Temporary child care and crisis nurseries 12
Child welfare services (in¢ludes child welfare waining) 299
Fosterzare ' 2,606
Adoption assistance kS
Adoption opportunitics : 12
Abandoned infants 15
Child abuse state grants 23
Child abuse demonstrations 21
_ Child sbuse prevention, substance abuse 19
Family violence programs 28
Foster grandparents 7
Emergency assistance 575
Family Preservation and Support Program 60
Family Support/Resource Centers 13
ToTAL , <7254

*includes only that portion aliocated to states
!



Under current Is{w, siates are permitted 1o use funds under the Social Services Block Grant to provide
support services. fo the elderly. Therefore, a portion of this block grant could be linked with the Aging
Block Grant 10 provide services 1o the elderly. Tt should also be noted that the Faster Care and Adoption
Assistance prograss are currenty entitlement programs, Usnder this proposal, these programs would
become part of a discretionary block grant and therefore subject to an annual appropriation.

ii
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LIFELONG LEARNING BLOCK GRANT
|

|
l
E
|

Burpose ;

To provide states a base level of funding for workplace skill training, occupational education,
employment, and labor exchange services for welfare recipients, economically disadvantaged adults and
older youth, dislocated workers who lose their jobs for any reason, incumbent workers whose skills need
upgrading, and disabled individuals tn need of training and placement assistance.

Activities to be funded include classroom and on-the-job training, basic skills instruction, literacy
programs, necds-related supportive services, individual assessment, job counseling, job search
assistance, career information, labor exchange, job matching services, administration of unemployment
insurance and related income support programs, development and management of labor tnarket
information, and professional and capacity development. Labor exchange, job matching services, labor
market information, and carcer guidance would be available to all citizens of working age, imrespective of
economic need, through integrated intake, assessment, and referral systems in each community.

Rationale .

Currently, a my:Tiad of separate, confusing, and often conflicting federal training programs confront
eligible cconomically disadvantaged adult and dislocated workers, at-risk youth, and welfare recipients —
and employers who would like to hire them after they are trained to perform in the modem workplace.
This block grant would afford states the opportunity to streamline their workforce developinent system,
to create lifclon'g learning systems, and to integrate access by employers secking skilled and ready
workers and by iﬁdividuals seeking training and placement assistance for their first job or a new carcer.

|
This block grant would provide the resources for managing a state’s workforce development system,
including #ts work-based mcome support components; developing and operating one-stop service centers
providing acccsis 1o the sysiem; and supporting basic and occupational skills training to meet the
economic and social needs of the citizens of the state. It would focus on developing the human resources
- represented by adults and dependent youth with children through partnerships that include state, local,
and business interests from both public and private sectors.

L
in the interest of reducing the number of separate federal job training programs, this proposal has two
parts. The first would combine some 30 federal programs into a single fund to be distributed as a single
block grant to cl«lach of the siates. The second would consolidate 15 additional federal programs into a
single fund to be distributed by the Secretary of Labor through discretionary grants for activities of
national significance and programs to encourage innovation and quality improvement and to address
priority multistate issues.



#
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§ FY 94
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR {3 in mitlions)
Trairing and Employment Services
JTPA Formula Grants o States
STPA Thile {1-A {Adults) 988
JTPA Titte 111 {Dislocated Workers) ‘ 894
JTPA Foderally Administered Programs
JTPA Migrant Farmwaorkers Program . 86
Labor Market lnformation 3
ROICC/SOICC (Sate Occupational Information Aid) 4
State  Unemployment Irm:maﬁe and Employment Service
Operations
Unemployment Compensation
State Operations i.710
State Integrity Activitics 357
Employment Service
Allotment to States 833
National Activity-Targesod }obs Tax Credit 15
Veterans Epployment ard Yraining
State Administration 162
Commanity Service Employment for Qlder Americans
Suue Programs ‘ 94
Trade Act Adjusiment Assistance )
TAA Training & Beacfits R 1 1]
NAFTA Training & Benefits (New Program in FY 1995) 43
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Migrant Education
High school'equivalency program 3
Cotlcge assistance program 2
Vocational Etf#mwa
Data Systems (NOICC/SOICC) 4
Student Finaucial Assistance
Pell Grrants (Nonbachelors degree undcrgraéaav:s only} 34670
Adult ;":’dazw:on .
Sate progmms 25%
State Llremcy resouIce centers g
Workplace lizeracy partnerships i9
Lateracy training for homeless aduls 10
Literacy programs for prisoners 5
Vocational Rehabilitation
Sute grants, 1974
Client &ssis{azzce; grants 1o states 10

i
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\ Fy 94
. {8 in millions)
Training {for ‘;;mfessimais} 40
Suppaorted employment state grants 35
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Food Stamp Program - Employment and Training for Recipients 158
DEP&R‘!“ME&P OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES
JOBS Program l.“ Education and Trsining for AFDC Recipients 1,100
|
TOTAL, LIFELONG LEARNING BLOCK GRANTS 12,678 "
FY 94
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR {% in miltions}
Training and Enployment Services
JTPA Federslly Administercd Programs
American Samoans/Asian Americans 4
Veterans emplayment _ 9
Rursl Concentrated Employmeat Program (RCEP} 4
Pilots and Demonstrations 36
Research, Demonstration and Evaluation 12
Capacity Building 3
NO!CCZS{}!CC {Occupsationsl Information National Mzwmcs} [
Skills Standards 3
Women in apprenticeship .1
Homeless job ﬁéa?ning 13
Community Service Employment for Older Americans
National contracts ‘ 320
State Unemployment Insurance and Employment Service
Operations |
Employment Service
One-stap Career Center Grants (FY 1995 Funding Lavel) 120
Vererans .Em;zf}:ymtm and Training
Feders] Administration 21
TOTAL, FEDERAL DISCRETIONARY BLOCK FUND 548
ﬁzmmmlasl.m

|

Several programs that nghz seem appropriate for including in the block grants to states are instead
incorporated i m a national discretionary block fund administered by 3 deparmment sevretary. Most
notable among these programs are the following:

H
»



|

*  Onc-stop carecr ¢enter gramts, funded at $58 million m FY 1994, are designed to be rolled out 1o
a small number of additional states each ycar based on their readiness to implement the
programs. While including in block grants o sates would place all states on an equal footing for
futuee funding, that could diffuse funds that are now focused on states that are most ready to

. miake maximum use of thent. The one-stop center funds would be included in the Sem:tary of
L.nbor’s mmai discretionary biock fund {see above).

o  Similardy, school-to-work implementation grants, which also involve a roll.owt sach year wo
ancther increment of states, are not included in block grants o states, These funds would be
included in the Secretary of Education’s national discretionary block fund.

Federal vocational educstion grants ~ including basic state grants, tech-prep grants, consumer and
homemaker ﬁéa.c.am ctc. ~ cousld have been divided among the vouth development, aducation, and
lifelong ]eammg block grants. However, this would results in problems in a large number of states. In
the case of the basic state grants, for example, states currently may use the federat dollars for secandary
and posz-secandafry programs in ratios of their own choice, and the split now varies from state i stle in
8 range from about 13% to 85%. To presesve maximum flexibility, these funds are incorporsted in an
education block grant to states with the understanding that up to 20 percent of a block grant’s funds may
be transforred o another block grant to satisfy a suae’s particular needs. States would be expected to
establish strong’ planning, management, and operating linkages between the education block grant
activities and the lifelong leaming activities to be funded under this block grant.

Seveml programs or portions of programs have been specifically excluded from this proposed block
grant and the related secretary’s discretionary block fund.  Some arc included in other block grant
proposals, dﬁpxzc their appareat relevance to lifelong leaming, because of more significemt tinks to
purpases of the other block grants. Orhers are excluded for masons related to thesr national significance
or apphicabiliny panmwm and would remmn as discreie nationally administered financial essistance
programs.

!
i
‘
|
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EDUCATION .

Purpose

To promote state-based systemic reform of the nation’s education system by providing a single federal
grant that can be coordinated with new and existing state reform efforts. The funds would be directed
through the state planning panel to the appropriate states agencies and local school districts who would in
turn spend the qunics in accordance with the state’s education reform plan. Funds would be used for
capacity building and to provide direct services to primarily elementary and secondary education
students. If provided for under the state plan, the a portion of the funds could be used to support the
transitional programs for pre-school students, such as those students enrolled in programs such as Head
Start and other carly intervention programs.

!
Bational |

|
Create a statc-level Education Reform Flexibility Grant by combining a number of cducation
categorical programs into a single grant that would be allocated to the states based on a formula similar
to the current Title One formula. A portion of the funds would be allocated to local schools based on the
state’s allocation formula. This grant would be administered by a state panel appointed by the Governor.
The panel would work with the Chief State School Officer and other appropriate state agencies in
developing and administering the plan. The state would submit a single plan to the U.S. Department of
Education. The plan would outline the siate’s current reform plan and would include a set of
benchmarks and performance indicators that would lead toward the achicvement of the national
education goals.’ Through the panel, siates would report to the Secretary and to the citizens of the state

on progress in achieving the benchmarks. This program would be phased in by amendment the existing

Goals 2000: Educate America Act.

}
]
|

Included Programs
|
|
Education Reform Flexibility Grant:
FY 94
‘ (% in millions)
Goals 2000: Educatc America Act 3N
Title I: Helping Disadvaniaged Children Meet High Standards 7222
Title 11: Eisenhower Professional Development Program 320
Title VI Innovative Education Program Slralcgu:s 374
Education Infrastructure 100
Carl C. Perkins Vocational Education Act 973
TOTAL | 9,335

|

The Secretary's Discretionary Block Gronr

A sccond block grant would be created 10 provide the Sceretary of Education with discretionary funds to
support programs of national significance that help improve educational quality and provide support for
special populations. This block gram would inciude an administrative set-aside for the Department of
Education. Included in this block grant would be the following programs:

' 16
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FY 94
{3 in millions)
School to Work Opportunities Act 250
Charter Schoals’ &
Education, Rescarch, Statistics, and improvement 335
Federal Goals 2000 Activitics 22
Technical Assistance for Improving Elementary and Secon 45
Education programs .
Bilingual and Immigrant Education 243
Inexpensive Book Distribution H
Arts in Education 12
Law Related Education )
Christa McAutlife Feltowships 2
Foreign Language Assistance 3
Title V: Programs o promate Title V . 1434
TOTAL ! 2,398
Unresolved Issues:

Currently, states may split their Vocational Education Grant between secondary and postsecondary
education. The split varies widely between states.  Therefore, there should also be a linkage between the
Education Reform Flexidiliy Grant and the Lifelong Learning Block Grant to support vocational
education activities at the postsecondary level,

This proposal does not shiempt to consolidate federal programs to suppont postsecondary education
because most federal aid at the postsecondary fevel is delivered through s voucher sysiem that provides
individuals with! the ability o choose among different types of eligible institutions in any state.
Governors support such flexibitity and do not recommend that the federal system aid program be
restructured for stsdents attending degree granting institutions.
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CRIME CONTROL AND CORRECTIONS

Eurpose ;
Crime control is primarily a state and local responsibility. The purpose of this block grant is to assist
states in defining the crime problem on a statewide basis; to develop objectives and priorities; to identify
appropriate stratcgies and resources to achieve these goals; and to coordinate the justice system -- courts,
corrections, prosecutors, defense, police—~ with units of govemment (county and city).

Rationale

The strength of a “crime control and corrections block grant” is the ‘ﬂc:ltibility provided the states 10
identify crime ﬁﬁorilics, and initiatc and experiment with new programs that address crime problems. It

allows for the development of a statewide plan of attack that is necessary in order to mount and sustain
an eflective tmd| coordinated crime fighting eflort.

The problem of crime must be addressed from a system-wide perspective that can bridge the gap
between police, courts and corrections agencies on the one hand, and geographical and political
subdivisions on the other. The states have the authority and motivation to coordinatc criminal justice
functions, but need the resources and support that the federal government brings to bear on the crime
problem. A block grant provides states with the discretion to allocate money to the highest priority
problems and jurisdictions. Thus, allowing better targeting to mect the challenge of crime and violence.

A block grant to states must not have any restrictions such as carmarkings, set asides or mandates for
special populations. States must have full fiexibility to define the nature and course of the crime
problem to be addressed.

' FY 94

| (§ in millions)

*Edward Byme Memorial Grant Program 358
Correctional Options Grants 12

State Correctional Grants/Boot Camps 0

Community policing " 1,720

Violent Offender Incarceration and Truth in Sentencing 0

Incentive Grants

TOTAL * 2,090
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HEALTH SER}’ICES RLOCK GRANT

Purpase

This proposal will created a unified financing mechanism to support and enhance the availability and
delivery of a broad range of personal health care services. Predominantly, these funds would focus on
the weatment of disease,

Rationale |

The proposed consolidation of these programs would sllow states to determine the priority health care
neads and health services required by their residents and 10 target the resources 10 best meet the needs.
Withowt the categorical limitations of the existing programs, states would be able to better target these'
service delivery dollars toward gaps in the existing health care systers and would perinit states 1o betier
coordinate these services with the existing srray of primary and specialty care services available in the
private sector and through the state Medicaid programs.

Included Propramts
FY 4
. (8 mn milhons)
Commumity Health Centers Grants ’ 604
Ryan White AIDS 9
Developmental Disabilitics Basic Support & Advocacy Grants 69
Project Grants for Health Services to the Homeless 63
Migrent Health Centers Grants 59
Rural Health Qutresch %
Rural Hesith Research 9
Residents of Public Housing Primary Care Program 9
Linking Community-Based Primary Care, Substance Abuse, 8
HIV/AIDS, & Mental Health Treatment Services
HIV/AIDS Demtal Reunbursements 7
Adolescent Family Life - Demonstration Projects &
Trauma Care ! 5
Native: Hawaiian Health Care 4
Coal Miners Respirstory Impsairment Treatment Clinics & 4
Services
Developmental Disabilities Projects of National Significance 4
Operation of Offices of Rural Health . 3
Health Services in the Pacific Basin 3
HIV Dcmmzsngion Prograsm for Children, Adolescents, & 2
Women I
Family Planning-Service Delivery Improvement Research NA
Grants :
TOTAL 1,464

18
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Unresolved Issues

This is an omnibus health services proposal that covers a broad range of health care issues. As an
alterative, should this block be subdivided into smaller more ficused block grants such as community
and migrant healih care centers, communicable diseases (to inchude, for example, HIV/AIDS, sexually
transmitted diseases, and tuberculosis programs), vural health care, and chronic diseases (e.g. cancer)?

It is unclear wﬁithcr the health-related needs of children addressed in the following programs are best
served through this funding stream or through a more integrated block such the Rcady 1o Learn proposal.

The placement of the following programs rematn unresolved.
1

: FY 94
Ready to Learn or Health Services Block Grant {3 in millions)
Maternal and Child Health Block Grant 687
Childhood Immunization Granis 528
Healthy Start 98
FPediatmic Emergency Medical Services ]

!
i
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PUBLIC HEALTH AND PREVENTION BLOCK GRANT :
Purpose

This proposa) will created a unified financing mechanism to support a broad amray of preventive health
services as well as support the continued existence of core public health functions.

Rationale

This proposal consolidates a myriad of caiegorical funding streams with the Preventive Health Block
grant to permit states to help state support the prevention of disease and meet the priority public health
needs of their residents. This consolidation would give states the resources and flexibility to conduct
needs assessments and design datalvital statistics systems to monitor their public health prioritics, as
needed. In addition, states would have the flexible resources available to maintain emergency response

capacity, to address discase outbreaks, natural disasters, toxic spills, or any other public health crisis that
" could emerge. |

r

Included Programs
|
i FY 94
|' (% in millions)
Acquired Immunodeficiency Syndrome (AIDS) Activity 543
Preventive Health & Health Services Block Grant 157
Occupationzl Safety & Health (Research and Training) 128
Assistance Program for Chronic Disease Prevention & Control 123
Project Grants & Coopcrative Agreements for Tuberculosis 112
Control Programs '
Community Parinership Demonstration Grants ; 105
Preventive Health Services - Sexually Transmitied Disease 87
Control Grants
Cooperative Agreements for State-Based Comprehensive Breast 78
& Cervical
Epidemic Services 74
Infectious Disease 438
Centers for Research & Demonstration for Health Promotion & 39
Discase Prevention _
Injury Prevention & Control Research & State Grants Projects 39
Minority Community Health Coalition Demonstration 22
HI1V Demanstration, Research, Public & Professional Education 16
Projects
Prevention Centers 7
Emergency Preparedness : 2
HIV/AIDS Surveillance - ) 45+
Cancer Registrics . 15¢
Disabilities Prevention 8*
Comprehensive School Health Programs to Prevent the Spread 6*

of HIV & Oﬂrcr [mportant Health Problems

I
.'
: 21,
.'
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‘ FY %4

(% in millions)
Community Health Promotion e
Tobaceo ‘ 3+
Prostate Cancer 2*
Research, Treatment & Education Programs on Lyme Disease in . 1*
the United States
Skin Cancer =~ v -
TOTAL l ’ 1,665
I
*FY 95 Appmp’r;iations figure
|
Unresofved Issues

Should mvimnn}emﬁi heaith be addressed separately from public health?

!

Other categorical programs that fund public health functions were identified, bit completc information
about these was not available in time for this proposal. These may be added at o future date, should
information izmt;mz: weailsblc,

1t is unclear whether the health-related noeds of children addresssed in the following program is best
served through (his funding stream or through a more integrated block such the Ready to Learn proposal,
The placement of the following program remain unresolved,

Ready 1o Learn or Prblic Health and Prevention Block Gramt

FY 94
) ! 3 in millions
Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention 35

12
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SUBSTANCE ABUSE PREVENTION AND TREATMENT BLOCK GRANT

Eurpose

This propasal combines 8 variety of categorical and demonstration programs with the sxisting substance
sbusc pn:vcnt;on and treatment block grant give states greater choices in the design of prevention and
treatrent progmms

I
Rationale }

|
This proposal o!:msolidatcs the block grant and demoenstration funds (as well as smaller public education
and training prégrams) into a single block grant administered by the states, This consolidation would
free states to establish their own priorities for the demonstration of emerging prevention or treatment
protocols. With such fexibility, states would be able to reduce waiting lists for treatment services, could
direct funds toward maximizing coordination with other existing state programs, and would allow states,
that so choose, to focus more finances on coordination of prevention or treatment programs,

Inciuded Programs

z FY 94

? (S in millions)
Substance Abuse Prevertion and Trestment Block Grant 994
Community Pmcm;an‘ 1157
Prevention Demonstration: High Risk Youth' : 63
Treatment Improvement Demonstrations: Critical Populations 44
Prevention Dmnansﬁ‘axm Peegnant Postpartium Women and 43

their Infants”
Treamment Demonstrations: Target City Demo 35
Treatment Improvement Demonstrations: Criminal Justice 34
Treatment Improvement Demonstrations: Women and Children 28
Treatment Improvement Demonstrations: Comprehensive 3
Community Treatment Programs

Residential Trestment for Pregnent Women 26
Capacity Expansion Program R B
Training (prevention)’ B b
Prevention Public Education snd i)isscmmazwa il
Prevention ﬁemonwm Other Programs' 7
Training {:tcatmcai} 5
‘Freatment Improvement Demonstrations: Campus Projects 4
TOTAL & 1417

' Current funding to Public and Privaiec Non-Profus
? Current funding w Acsdemic tnstitutions

H
Unresolved lssues

Twenty-percent of the funds appropriaied under the current Substance Abuse Block Grant {3233 million)
which is administered by the Center for Substance Abuse within the Departrrent of Health and Human
Services are earmarked for prevention and focused on youth, {t is unclear whether the needs of youth are
best served through this proposal or through a more integrated block such the Youth Development,

!
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|
MENTAL HEALTH SYSTEMS AND TREATMENT BLOCK GRANT

mue |
This proposal oombmcs a variety of categorical and demansiration programs with the existing menal
heaith block gram 10 give states groater freodom 1o address the need of persons with mental iiness.

i

Rationale ;
|

The current catcgarma!iy«bascd memal health programs have insufficient flexibility in their focus to
alkow states 10 adapi o the rapidly changing health care environment. States simple need a more flexible
funding source.r For cmpic, # more flexible block grant would help states and providers adapt to
changes in mcmai health service delivery and financing as 8 result of the proliferation of health care
networks. F&&mr, the operation and modification of comprehensive management information systems
are vital w cvagaating the impact of services, Yet, current resources are inadequate to operate and
modify such systems, Compilation and analysis of data for policy formulation, program management
and evaluation is needed. This new block grant proposal would give states the flexibility to respond 1o
this changing eavironment. In addition, this proposal calls for the consolidation of demonstrations under
a block gram. ‘While these demonstration fumis are currently competitive, sllocating them 1o states
would give stazcs more authority o test innovations, such as testing mental health “carve-cut”

management vcimzs “integrated” management srrangements i the debivery of care in managed care
settings. :

Wm&

!
? FY 94
§ (% in miliions)
e
Mental Health Block Gram 278
Projects for Assistance in Transition from Homelessness {PATH) 30
Demonsmrations: Community Support Program 24
Protection and Advocacy 22
Demonstrations: Homeless Demonstations’ 2]
Clinical Training’ ' 3
TOTAL i 378
|
|
Lnresolyed Lssues

Should there be a separate biack to address homelessness that would inciude persons with reental ilness
and funding from the HUD?

Should competitive deronstration funds be grouped together 2nd allocated 1o the Secretary of HHS for
her disposition?,

Is is unclear whether the health-related needs of children addressed by the following program is best

served through this funding stream or through a more imegrated block such the Ready to Leam proposal.
The placement of the foliowing program remais unresolved.

24
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Ready to Learn or Menval Health Syrtems Treaiment Block Grant
g FY 94
. ) {3 in mitlions)
Children’s Mental Health® 35

* This is a apocial CMHS, Housing and Urban Development, Degartment of Education, and Department
of Agriculnure five yeoar dessonstration in (8 sites (9 states). H is designed to decurnent the impsct of
an integrased care mode! recommended by e 1992 report of the Fedam! Task Forco on
Memm&mmm
wmswxﬁmkwmm&amﬁmmm&mhmm
development programa,

’ Cum&aémgbhbiicmmmﬂm-m
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