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THe WHLITEH HOUSE

Office of the FPress Sccrctary

For Immediate Release PRESS BRIEFING March 20, 1981

BY
RICHARD HODES AND ROSS DOYEN
OF THE NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE LEGISLATURES
AFTER MEETING WITH THE PRESIDENT

5:05 P.M. EST

MS. SMALL: Good afternoon, folks. I'd like to introduce
two people to you today. First of all, Richard Hodes who is
President of the National Conference of State Legislatures. He is
a Democrat of Florida. He is Majority Leader of the Florida House.
Also, Ross Doyen is the President-elect of the National Conference
of State Legislatures. He is a Republican from Kansas and he is
President of the Kansas State Senate and they'll talk to you for a
couple minutes and then take questions.

MR. HODES: We spent -- in fact, this is not our first
trip with the President on the issue of federalism and we were back
today to again visit with the President on the issue of federalism.
This time we were accompanied by the leadership of the legislatures
of almost all 50 states.

The basic issues which the President raised were the
same that we've heard from the President which are those which this
Conference supports and that is that federalism is a goal of the
states and has been for many years and we're supportive of that and
supportive of the President in that position.

In a response to the President, we did raise the guestion
that in recent days on Capitol Hill we have been hearing that the
administration spokesmen have been backing away a little bit from
some of the federalism issues that the President originally presented
and we have expressed our concerns. We are concerned specifically
in some areas such as Medicaid where there seems to be a retreat from
the concepts of maximum flexibility in administration of the Medicaid
program and that retreat in the face of the Medicaid cuts that are
proposed in the budget are something that we feel the states cannot
live with.

Secondly, we are concerned about the retreat in the
categorization concepts in the education programs. We feel that there
is some step back toward categorization again. So, we have expressed
our concerns to the President in that respect. The President responded
that this is a part of the negotiating process and that it's interim
and that his final goals have not changed and that the ultimate flex-
ibility, block granting to the states is the administration's position.
We respect that position, but we certainly hope that the administration
will pursue that goal and not allow itself to be chipped away at and
allow these programs to become categorized to the extent that the
states could not in any way support any formwf budget cut. We can
Sug 1 !

Cuts are fairly deep, but with categorization -- with
decategorization we can do rather well. The thing we are opposing
and that we're concerned about now is before we really got the
consolidation of grants and before we really got a strong expression
for block grants there is a sense that we may be facing recategorization,
1 n.
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That's something we can't live with. That is not
the way we understood program consolidation and block granting.

0 But the President's explanation was that this
was an interim -- what? Argument on behalf of the administration?

MR. HODES: I didn't know whether that was an
interim argument or something that we would do for now --live
with the cuts and then come back in a couple of years and get it
agiin. The timeframe was clear in his response. So that does
mal.e us a little nervous because it can't go on this way with
those kinds of -- with a five percent cap. We can't retain what
nov exists, and that is the very tight program that now exists
wih all the rules and regulations tied in with it. All that will
mean is that a lot of people will be ending up in hospital emergency
rooms for local governments to take care of. And we just don't
think that will work. So, we've got to have a flexibility with
the budget.

He said his intent is to keep it together as a package.
So, I hope that's what we have. If we have that, we can accept some
of the cuts. The caps are tight, would be particularly tough in
growth states, but it is something we can work with if we have the
flexibility to target the dollars properly. I don't want to pre-empt
Senator Doyen so I'd like to give him an opportunity to make some
remarks.

SENATOR DOYEN: Well, I was pleased to have the opportu-
nity to have this discussion with the President, of course, this
afternoon and it was reassuring to me to hear him restate his
position in regard to the economic recovery plan that he's put
forth back here before the Congress and also to restate his position
in regard to regulatory reform. This is something that the states
are very, very much interested in because the regulations that we
have in many of these categorical grants are almost impossible to
survive under.

And it was pleasing -- it's almost like a breath
of fresh air to hear the President talk about federalism -- returninag
sone of the control back to, the states. 1I'm more than willing
to accept my responsibility to make these adjustments, even though
th2y are reductions, in attempt to do all we can to make this
government, as great as it has been, and maybe even greater in
th2 future. And the President did indicate that his philosophy
still is to have a block grant with some flexibility and not too
many restrictions. And I'm confident that the states can accept
that, accept some major reductions and still provide the services
to the citizens of our state if we can determine the eligibility
ani the things of this nature that go with '~ ose block grants.

I'd be more than happy, and I'm sure Representative
Hodes would too, to respond to guestions.

Q Senator, don't you believe that these cuts
coupled with the return of control to the states is necessarily
<« I S

SENATOR DOYEN: No, I would say there would be a
reduction in spending because we feel that we're spendina dollars
on programs now that really aren't that beneficial to our peonle
and if we weren't required to do that type of a spending program,
we probably wouldn't be in the program to begin with.

0 Such as school lunch programs?
SENATOR DOYEN: We feel that there are a lot of

people qualifying for the school lunch programs that shouldn't
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That unit basis, of course, has eroded as inflation has increased
and the tax itself hasn't and gasoline consumption has not necessarily
increased and certainly not at the rate of inflation, thank goodness.

So, what we're faced with there is that every state
has a semi-transportation crisis facing it. And a serious cutback
in transportation dollars is going to be one of the major problems
that we have to face. I am only hoping that if we do have to take
som2 cut in transportation money that those cuts would be --
wit1 a true block grant principle. I'm not hearing that at the
present time and that again is one of the concerns that I've
expressed. But we didn't get into the transportation, per se,
in this afternoon's discussion.

Q W _ 2tdn't you bring that up?

MR. HODES: Frankly, the education and
social issues were more clearly on my mind at that moment and in
the very brief time of that type of a presentation, I really
couldn't get into all the various phases which concern me.

I am hoping that the administration will stay with
this principle of block grants and not allow these things to be
fragmented. We're even concerned about the Social Service Program
being in four or five different categories. That, in itself, is
just the beginning of additional loss of flexibility. It'd just
take a little greater effort to chop it up a little bit more and
add a few regulations and we're back to square one again.

So, we are hopeful that we can keep the administration
on its goal. When you think about it, the legislators and the
governors are the only constituency that's out there today and
we represent the people of our states-- the only constituency
there today that's saying, "Don't cut my little bittie program."
We're saying, "Just cut your programs as you have to, but keep
it put together." That's the point we made.

We think that for federalism there may be only one
constituency and that's the states. The other constituency, interestingly
enough, we think, is the people.

Q If you don't get the regulatory flexibility
with Medicaid that you were talking about that you need, what will
happen if you're required to live with this five percent cut?

MR. HODES: 1I'll try to draw a scenario for you. I
thirk in my own state, we'll reduce eligibility considerably. There'll
be ¢n additional class of people who currently fall into the notch
betveen being funded for their health care and are funded thror 1
a public program that will end up as indigent usually on some local
cour ty or township or city program and very often not getting much
medical care until they have a crisis and ending up in the most
expensive form of me’ :al treatment and that's e hospital eme: _ :n _
roorn. That's paid for by two people, either the local property

MORE












To: Dick Dingman

From: Pat Buckley (g;;éﬁqgf
re: Supporters of Block Grants Ad Hoc Group z7ﬂf

6/12/81 t///jl//
Pursuant to our earlier discussions, I have put together a list“of 80

national groups (list attached) who publicly support the Reagan block
grant proposals as originally introduced. I supply the emphasis because
of what happened Wednesday in the Senate Labor and Human Resources Com-
mittee.

I have done a quick poll of the groups, and while I have not yet been able
to get to them all, I have not found any who will support the committee
sellout. Consequently, I am putting the press conference, at which the
existence of this list, on the back burner.

As to how the sellout came about, there is a great deal of misinformation
and rumor which I am not going to try to sort out. Suffice it to say that
the game was essentially lost when Howard Baker told Hatch and Stafford

to do whatever had to be done to get the bills out of committee, that the
package was not to be put together on the floor. Whether Baker acted on
his own or at the request of the White House is not clear. What is clear
is that his instructions were later ratified by the White House in the
form of some pressure on Hatch to get the bills in committee.

Let me be clear about what the White House agreed to: Health Services,
Preventive Health, Education, and Low-income Energy Assistance were agreed
to. As they came out of the Committee the White House supports them and
does not want them changed on the floor.

Community Services Administration, which includes Legal Services Corporation,
was not agreed to by the White House, and will be fought on the floor in
the form of a Hatch (probably) amendment.

The most troubling thing about all this is that according to what Reaagan

himself told some of our people on Thursday evening, he thinks he got out

of committee 70% of what he wanted. That of course is ludicrous and indicates
real chicanery on the part of staff. I am not going to go into the shortcomings
of the sellout here, but my estimate is that he got about 20% of what he

wanted.

Obviously, this sellout has implications for other aspects of the President's
program. Many of the grass roots organizations find it much easier to rally
their troops (many of whom are, after all, conservative Democrats) in opposition
to block grants than in favor of tax cuts which won't even offset the tax
increases they are going to get. You and I understand the need for tax cuts,

' v 1 1 in f If tl ) :
block grant compromise {and they do), they are going to work much less hard

for the tax cuts.
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Perhaps even more immediately, this sellout might cause some conservative
Senators and/or Congressmen to vote against the reconciliation package, if
they judge the compromise to be just too much. Since most Democrats can be
expected to vote against it, it probably would not take that many defections
to kill the President's entire reconciliation package.

In view of the above points, it may be well to discuss with the groups on
the Tist the possibility of coming out in strong opposition to the committee
compromise, which now appears to be the White House position. If they were
to do so, that would very likely doom the reconciliation package, and might
well kill the tax cuts.

#




AD uNC COMMITTEE TO SUPPORT BLOCK GRANTS

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

COMMITTEE FOR THE SURVIVAL OF A FREE CONGRESS .
AMERICAN FARM BUREAU

NATIONAL COALITION FOR CHILDREN
NATIONAL DEFENSE LOBBY

CONCERNED WOMEN OF AMERICA
CITIZENS FOR EDUCATIONAI FREEDOM
PUBLIC SERVICE RESEARCH COUNCIL
NATIONAL PRO-LIFE PAC

UNITED FAMILIES OF AMERICA

EAGLE FORUM

FUND FOR A CONSERVATIVE MAJORITY
YOUNG AMERICANS FOR FREEDOM
COALITIONS FOR AMERICA

CITIZENS FOR REAGAN

PRO-FAMILY FORUM

FAMILY AMERICA, INC.

FAMILY LIFE SEMINARS

AMERICAN LIFE LOBBY

RELIGIOUS ROUNDTABLE
CONSERVATIVE CAUCUS

LIMIT MARYLAND'S TAXES COMMITTEE
CAUCUS RESEARCH AND ANALYSIS FOUNDATION
GUARDIANS FOR CHILDREN IN MAINE
NATIONAL FEDERATION FOR DECENCY
CHRISTIAN FOCUS ON GOVERNMENT

UP WITH FAMILIES

MICHIGANS FOR BIBLICAL MORALITY

.FE AMENLC IT PAC




29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

AMERICAN LEGISLATIVE EXCHANGE COUNCIL
UNITED FAMILIES OF MARYLAND

MORAL MAJORITY

COMMITTEE TO PROTECT THE FAMILY

CHRISTIAN FAMILY RENEWAL

FAMILY AND FREEDOM FOUNDATION

FREE THE EAGLE

ASSOCIATION OF CHRISTIAN SCHOOLS INTERNATIONAL
COMMITTEE FOR RESPONSIBLE YOUTH POLITICS
TRANSNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF CHRISTIAN SCHOOLS
CHRISTIAN SCHOOL SERVICES, INC.

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF PRO-AMERICA
CONSERVATIVES AGAINST LIBERAL LEGISLATION
CHRISTIAN VOTERS VICTORY FUND

NATIONAL CHRISTIAN ACTION COALITION

NATIONAL CONSERVATIVE PAC

PROTECT AMERICA'S CHILDREN

NATIONAL TAX LIMITATION COMMITTEE

AMERICANS FOR CONSTITUTIONAL ACTION

COUNCIL OF STATE CHAMBERS OF COMMERCE
PENNSYLVANIA TAX LIMITATION COMMITTEE
EXECUTIVE FORUM

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR PRIVATE SCHOOLS
COUNCIL FOR EDUCATIONAL FREEDOM

CI__2ZE> Fi___ EDUC.._..ONAL FRI )OM
ASSOCIATIONS OF INDUSTRIES OF MASSACHUSSETTS

EDUCATION VOUCHER INSTITUTE




56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

79.

80.

MID-AMERICA CONSERVATIVE PAC

IOWA CONSERVATIVES

WOMEN FOR RESPONSIBLE LEGISLATION (FLA.)
UNIVERSITY PROFESSORS FOR ACADEMIC ORDER
CONSERVATIVE VICTORY FUND

KING INFORMATION SYSTEMS

ILLINOIS CITIZENS FOR FAMILY LIFE
CONCERNED WOMEN'S COALITION

LEAGUE OF LADY VOTERS

CITIZENS FOR LIMITED TAXATION
CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU

CALIFORNIA TAX COMMITTEE

MARYLAND TAXPAYER COALITION

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF PROFESSIONAL EDUCATORS
S.T.0.P. FORCED BUSING

UNITED PARENTS UNDER GOD

COUPLE TO COUPLE LEAGUE

FOUNDATION FOR LIFE

PRO-FAMILY COALITION

THE LIFE ADVOCATE

HOLIDAY INNS, INC.

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS

PUBLIC ADVOCATE

NEW YORK STATE CONSERVATIVE PARTY



NEWS ° |
U.S. Senator

HOWARD BAKER
- of Tennessee m ‘

4123 Dirksen Bldg. Washington, D.C. 20510 202-224-9683

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

WASHINGTON, June 29 -- U.S. Senate Majority Leader
Howard Baker today said he wholeheartedly endorses President
Reagan's blbck grant program and pledged to find an appropriate
vehicle to attach the remainder of the proposal.

"] regret that the reconciliation bill did not include
the entire block grant and did not allow the Senate to vote it
up or down,'" Baker said. '] am committed to finding another
vehicle to attach the remainder of the program and have the
issue fully debated by the Senate."

Baker said his political philosophy has been based on
the concept of reversing the trend of government, directing more
control to state and local governments.
extensive block grant programs and a greatly reduced categorical

grant program would best serve the needs of the country.”
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Eighty generally conservative organizations have formed an ad hoc
committee to support and push for passage of the entire presidential
block grant program. This group includes conservative organizations
from the business, religious, social issue and the political com-
munities. It is significant because it is the one vart of the
president's four part economic recovery program that all of the

groups within this ad hoc commi£tee do supvort. This part of Reagan's
program clearly enunicates a long term principle of a conserva-
tive philsophy of government. As the president said in his inauaral
address: "We must remember that it was the states that formed the

/
federal government, not the other way around.

Although other parts of the President's program include conservative
changes in the federal government, this is the only part that pro-
vides a change in the institutional framework of government. Namely,
putting the decision making authority over governmental programs
closer to individual people by giving authority to states and/or
local governments. This reverses a fifty year trend and is con-
sistent with a theme of the Presidents campaiqn in which he
promised to get the federal government off the backs of the American
people. The block grant proposals carry forward President Readgan's
a.
policy / for too many years Conaress has had a full olate of nroarams
now existant in the federal government. The President's oroposal
will 1lighten the load on Congress by shifting authority over 87

Th: v S 7N

. . 1
the remaining 4.J; . Iri 5.




The block grant proposals allow reduction in the vast amount of federal
vaperwork and bureaucracy. This will immediately save tax payers

money. Additional savings will result from closer scrutiny by state
and local government of the programs to be folded into the block arants.
These savings will come from elimination of waste, fraud and abuse leaving
more money for the programs themselves.

Another benefit of block arants is that it unplugs the special interests
from the federal treasury by removing the decision making authority

to the states. Block grants will require the special interst groups

to work in 50 locations to affect policy changes instead of Washington

D.C. alone. This will substantially reduce the power of these special
interest groups that has built up over the past 50 years. It will also
reduce their ability to obtain taxpayer monies to carry out their morivate
left-wing
Jagendas. It is interesting to note that most of the 63 liberal groups
who are opposed to block grants are federally funded organizations or
receive federal grants and/or contracts. This contrasts with our ad hoc
committee of 80 groups, the vast majority of whom do not accept federal
funds. We have no conflict of interest in taking a positive po: " :ion
for block grants.
It is interesting to noteg how powerful these special interests are
because ther have been "~ le to ~ o I I S
1 »>grams by bottling uop in committee the majority of his oriainal block
grants.
We have been promised bv Senator Majority Leader, Howard Baker that he
will prov " le proce 1re in tb ¢ e whe y tE 1 1it's bl =k

gra : programs, which have not been included in other pendina legislation,

may be voted upon. This will give the taxpayers an opoortunity to have
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their senators vote on Reagan's pure block arant proposals and to
determine whether there will indeed be a change from the last

50 years worth of business as usual.

The 80 groups in the ad hoc committee are fully committed to enactment

of the block grant program and many groups have their own newspapers,
newsletters and systems for alerting their members when the block grant

program is scheduled for action by Senator Howard Baker in the Senate.




FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE CONTACT: John Carr
(202) 333-0822
(301) B830-2h496

63 NATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS ;
WARN OF "DEVASTATING CONSEQUENCES" OF BLOCK GRANT PROPOSALS

(Washington) -- More than sixty major national organizations expressed "deep
concern over the potentially devastating consequences of the Administration's
block grant proposals." In a letter to Congress the 63 organizations said
"these block grant proposals repeal landmark legislation, eliminate essential
programs and undermine principles of fiscal accountability and lay the ground-

work for confusion, neglect and new bureaucracy at the state level."

The League of Women Voters, National Urban League, Lutheran Council, American
Association of Retired Persons, Children's Defense Fund, National Education
Association, and United Auto Workers joined 56 other organizations in predicting
that "untargeted, undirected, unmonitored and unexamined block grants will mean

far less assistance to those who need these services.”

The organizations are part of an ad hoc coalition on block grants raising basic
que lons »Hout the block ¢ it proposals. '_..ese proposals would underm :
entitlements, civil rights and other safeguards, remove application and targeting
requirements and eliminate maintenance of efforts and citizen participation pro-

visions and a host of other accountability tools. Many believe these proposals

-more-



are the first steps in a strategy of abandonment of federal involvement in

meeting human needs," the groups declared.

"We fear that turning less money over to states without clear priorities,
direction or strategies will undermine national goals in health, education,
social services, community development and energy assistance," they said.
"These proposals will certainly mean two things: less assistance to those in
genuine need in these are;s and a brutal political ;truggle at the state level
where the most vulnerable and those without clout are almost certain losers,”

=they declared.

-30-

(For additional information about the activities of the block grant coalition,

contact John Carr at (202) 333-0822).




May 14, 1981

Dear Senator /Representative:

We the undersigned 63 organizations wish to voice our deep concern
over the potential devastating consequences of the Administration's block
grant proposals. We fear that turning less money over to states without
clear priorities, direction or strategies will undermine national goals in
health, education, social services, commmity development and energy
assistance. These proposals will certainly mean two things: 1less assistance
to those in genuine need in these areas and a brutal political struggle at
the state level where the most vulnerable and those without clout are almost
&Lertain losers.

These block grant proposals repeal landmark legislation, eliminate
essential programs and undermine principles of fiscal accountability and lay
the groundwork for confusion, neglect and new bureaucracy at the state level.
Without defending every categorical program, we can predict that untargeted,
undirected, unmonitored and unexamined block grants will mean far less assis-
tance to those who need these services, despite rhetorical commitments to the
"truly needy" and ''the social safety net."

We call on Congress to thoroughly examine the troubled history and per-
formance of block grants, the strengths and weaknesses of the categorical
programs they would replace and most importantly, evaluate and consider the
impact of these proposals in meeting the needs of people. These proposals

- would undermine entitlements, civil rights and other safeguards, remove appli-
cation and targeting requirements and eliminate maintenance of efforts and
-citizen participation provisions and a host of other accountability tools.
Many believe these proposals are the first steps in a strategy of abandorment
of federal involvement in meeting human needs.

We urge you to resist the pressure to treat these proposals as simply
budget issues. They are far more. They represent a radical shift. They
deserve full, fair and thorough consideration focused on what they would mean
for families and individuals in need of these services. Hasty or superficial

d du o of t}

We stand ready to participate in this important national discussion.

Sincerely,




Anerican Association of Retired
Persons

2merican Baptist Churches of the
United States

American Friends Service Committee
American Nurses Association
American Public Health Association

i sociation of Community Organizations
for Reform Now (ACORN)

Association for Retarded Citizens

Center for Community Change

Citizen Labor Energy Coalition

( ildren's Defense Fund

Children's Foundation

Civic Action Institute

Community Information Service
ymmunity Nutrition Institute

Congress of Neighborhood Women

Consumer Coalition for Health

Consumer Law Project

Family Service Association of America

Food Research and Action Center (FRAC)

Housing Assistance Council
Information Center for Handicapped
Individuals, Protection and Advocacy
System
\

Low Inccme Houvsing Coz Ltion

Luthezan Council in the USA, Office
for Governmental Affairs

National Association of Community
Based Organizations

National Association of Community
Cooperatives

National Association of Neighbor-
hoods

National Association of Social
Workers

National Center for Urban Ethnic
Affairs

)

National Conference of Catholic
Charities

National Congress for Community
Economic Development

National Congress of Neighborhooc
Women

National Consumer Law Center

National Council of Community
Mental Health Centers

National Council of Jewish Women
National Council of LaRaza
National Council of Senior Citizens
National Education Association
National Employment Law Prc-act

! tior 1 Hi ric boood ( li Llon

National Office of Jesuit Social
Ministries

National Retired Teachers Asscciation
I

National Treasury Emplovees Union



Mational Urban Coalitiorn

National Urban League

National Yauth Work Alliance

Neighborhood Coalition

Parents without Paritners

Planned Parenthood

I -al America

Rural Coalition

Rural Housing Coalition

Southern Council of Low Income Elders

United Auto Workers

United Cerebral Palsy Association

United Methodist Church, Department of
Human Welfare, Board of Church and

Society

United Presbyterian Church, Washington
Office

Vietnam Veterans of America

Working Group on Community Development
Reform

Wider Opportunities for Women

Young Women's Christian Association, of
the USA, National Board



BLOCKH GRANTO:
A STRATLCY OF ABANDONMEI -

"I have a dream of my own. 1 think block
grants are only the intermediate steps.

I dream of the day when the federal govern-
ment can substitute for those the turning
back to local and state governments of the
tax sources we ourselves have preempted here
at the federal level so that you would have
those tax sources."

President Ronald Reagan -
Washington Post, March 10, 1981

While much of the nation's attention is focused on the debate in the
Congress and country over the Reagan budget, a more significant battle is
.shaping up over the Administration's plans to kill dozens of federal programs
and replace them with a series of "block grants" to be administered by the
states with virtually no national priorities, direction or guidelines.

Under the guise of "increasing flexibility" and "economic restraint " the
Administration is advocating a radical program designed to reduce and finally
eliminate federal involvement in health, education, social services and other
major areas of national need.

The Administration seeks to consolidate or eliminate dozens of programs,
reduce funding by 25% and establish several state block grants in health, social
services, education and other areas. These proposals will surely mean two things:
(1) less assistance to needy families in areas of health, social services,-
education and emergency assistance; (2) a brutal political struggle at the state
level where the poor and others without clout will often be the losers. )

The Administration's block grant proposals contain virtually no require-
ments to focus on those in need, no citizen participation mandates, no civil rights
protections, no quality standards or priorities. There is no requirement tha:
these federal funds not be used to substitute for state funds or "maintenance of
effort" provisions. These provosals include no involvement for state legislatures,

no apprlication or planning process, no federal evaluation procedures or basic
accountability principles.

As a part of the block grant process, the Administration proposes to rerezl
the Child Welfare Act, the Child Abuse and leglect Act, the Right to An Educe=tic.
for Eandicapped Children fct, mejor portions of the Eguel Opportunity ket anc
severzi other major lawes. Thnece bpipartisan and hard-fough: Laws provide far more
tnan noney for programs, they establisn standards and models for states and loczal
government. TIar more is at staxe in this battle than budget cuts.



Many of these program- werg established after @ocumentec neglect an!
abuse at the state level. i: % v .casec,. States naz
to meet the needs of ¢isa 1tared students, black 1
children, to name J . tnred. ‘1t is unlikelv 1 t
turning over ie:s monev to states with no mccou bi
direction. ' ‘

The Administration says tne cuts are justified by administrative savings
resulting from consolidation. Tne General Accounting Office points out that
administrative costs averaged L% in 31 education programs which will be cut by
25%. The 26% cut in health programs is more than L4 times the current total
administrative costs of the 26 health programs at fede:r ~, state and local levels.
In fact, GAO has said that administrative costs could increase as 50 state

bureaucracies are established to administer the block grants.

Ironically, this Administration which has made rhetorical commitments to
the "truly needy" and a "social safety net," is replacing highly targeted
programs such as educational aid to the disadvantaged (Title I) with unfocused,
untargeted block grants which set no priorities based on need. The process for
ellocating funds is far more likely to respond to political clout than human need.
It will set older citizens against poor families, child care advocates against the

“handicapped in a desp ite political battle over reduced resources.

These block grant proposals set the stage for even deeper cuts and less
accountability in the future. By their design, they eliminate entitlements, set
constituencies against one another d reduce accc tabi" ty. The Administration
must cut more than $70 billion more by 1984 to reach its budget goals. They have
already made clear their desire to eliminate federal involvement in these areas.
The block grants are not a step toward state-federal partnerships to meet human
needs but a step toward abondonment of federal responsibility.

There is a growing discussion over the ability of states to take on the
administrative responsibilities for these services, given the lack of time for
planning and start-up. Some fear that much of the block grants could be eaten up
in new and duplicative administrative structures.

There is also strong concern about the lack of information about the Admini-
stration's proposals and their consequences. Several of the block grants have not
even been introduced. Very few hearings have been held. Little is known about

what these proposals could really mean. While the ‘consequences of these plans are
unkown, it 1is impossible for Congress to responsibly chose to implement them.

Thorough and comprehensive hearings and consideration are needed before decisions
are 1 le.

JCarr:rlc

L/L/81
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. ‘83 ﬁudget Adds Seven Block Grants, Chanoes Three

Following overwhelming success in creating eight new block
grants for FY 1982, President Reagan has proposed seven
additional block grants for FY 83. Also on the agenda are
changes to three of the existing block grants.

New Block Grants

¢ Vocational/Adult Education combines eight grant programs
funded in FY 82 at $740 million into one FY 83 grant of $500
million.

¢ Handicapped Education: preschool incentive grants, Part B
state grants, Chapter 1 handicapped program, and certain
discretionary project grants funded as categoricals in FY 82 at
$896 million, are combined at $846 million in one FY 83 grant.

¢ Employment and Training: replaces eight CETA programs
funded in FY 82 at $2.4 billion with a single $1.8 billion state
grant in FY 83,

¢ State Rehabllitation Services: combines state handicapped
rehabilitation grants into one $663 million grant in FY 83, while
transferring the program from the Education Department to
Health and Human Services.

® Child Welfare Services: combines child welfare services,
foster care, adoption assistance, and child welfare training,

funded in FY 82 at $465 million, into one $380 million state grant
in FY 83.

¢ Welfare Administration: combines administration of AFDC,
food stamps and Medicaid with a $2.2 billion FY 83 ceiling for
state and local administrative costs — about five percent of the
federal share of administration costs in FY 82.

3

* Rental Rehabilitation Assistance: replaces HUD’s Section
312 rehabilitation loans and Section 8 moderate rehabilitation
with a $150 million, S0 percent matching grant to states in FY 83.

Changes

Changes proposed in existing block grants by the Reagan FY
83 budget wou" "

¢ add Black Lung clinics, migrant health and famuy planniug,
funded in FY 82 at $165 million, to the primary care block grant
at a $417 million FY 83 level.

¢ add USDA’s $934 million supplemental food program for
women, infants and children (WIC) to the maternal and child
(Continued on page 8)

Viewpoint: HHS and the Regulations

Well into its second year, the administration has begun an
erosion of the once strong and well-financed grant-in-aid
programs, leaving state and local officials with nowhere to turn
but their own taxing authority or private corporations for needed
funds. With federal aid for programs managed by private
nonprofit groups at a literal standstill, these organizations as
well are competing for a part of the available private sector
funds.

To ease this erosion and increased competition, President

Reagan has set up state block grants that theoretically fund the

once-categorical programs at comparable levels without federal
intervention. At first glance, states were pleased. Another ‘‘no
strings attached’’ general revenue sharing program.

The block grants, however, included a 25 percent reduction in
funding from fiscal 1981 levels for what ‘he administration
claimed would be lower administrative costs. When the effect
this reduction would have on overall funding for the block grants
sank in, states weren't quite so pleased.

I g nents, on the other hand, always opposed
turning funds for local programs over to states for subsequent
pass-through claiming the 25 percent cuts were too severe, and
that state administrative expenses would surely eat away further
at the diminished funds. Others went one step further saying
that relations between states and local governments had never
been the greatest and would surely deteriorate more if block
grants were imposed.

Still, President Reagan moved forward developing eight new
block grants in his first year in office. Seven of these started on
October 1; only primary care is delayed until October 1, 1982.

At that time, the Department of Health and Human Services,
overseer of six of the effective block grants, issued ‘‘interim final
regulations.”” The Department of Education took even longer. Its
block grant regulations were issued on February 12, and then
only as a ‘‘notice of proposed rulemaking.’’ Even with this initial
guidance for participants in the block grant programs, questions
remain not only at state and local levels, but apparently in the
upper-level offices of federal bureaucrats; questions not only of
general interest, but on specific requirements.

At HHS, top agency officials required more than four weeks to
comment on final regulations replacing the October 1 ‘‘interim’’
rules; a time lag described by some within HHS as *‘surprising.”’
Afterall, the HHS General Counsel’s office spent nearly three
months revising the regulations, claiming all along that few, if
any, changes would evolve. Yet, the snail’s pace persists.

When general revenue sharing began in 1972, similar
“interim’’ rules were issued, although they contained maove
specitics than do those from HHS. In time, however, the Office of
Revenue Sharing revised and expanded its rules to accommodate
specific questions from its principle beneficiaries. Does HHS
think these same beneficiaries will not demand the same kinds of
specifics under these block grants, allowing only a basic
framework to e the di  bution of the billions of do.
involved?





































































