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Executive Summary

Purpose

o ————— . &

Since the 1960s, muny federal sttutes have been enactec! mandating
state aad local actions that impose additional costs on those levels of
government. Similariy, many states have enacted mandates that impose
costs on their local governments. Responding o concerns about these
mandate burdens, federa) and state governments have sought to
increase legislators’ aw.areness of such costs and, in some cases, to
defray all or some of the costs.

At the request of Senator Dave Durenberger, formetly Chairman of the
Subcommittee or Intergovernmental Relations, Sena:: Committee on
Governmental Affairs, GA0 analyzed some techniques used by federal
and state governments to a\dress mandate burdens. The objective was
te determine what could be iearned from state experiences that mytht be
useful at the federal level.

Background

The primary ted ral and state response to concerns about mandate bur-
den has been to require estima es of the cost impact of proposed legisla-
Ltion on subor-inate levels of go vernment. At the federal level, the State
and Local Government Cost Estimate Act of 1981 requires the Congres-
s.onal Budget Office (cBO) to esti mate such costs for proposed federal
legislation. The principal purpose of these estimates is to increase con-
gressional awareness of the costs: state and local governments would
incur if proposed legislation were adopted. Similar processes exist in 42
states. (See p. 9.)

Another approach, used by 14 sia ‘es to reduce the local burden of man-
daves, is to require reirabursement of local governments for additional
costs imposed. At the federal level, Senator Du~enberger and Congress-
man Doug Barnard, Jr., each have mtroduced legislation that would
require federal payment for costs it} curred by state and local govern-
ments in complying with new feder:\l mandates. (See p. 10.)

GAO examined CBO's activity in estim ating state and local costs linked to
federal legislation. Also, GAO reviewi!d mandate-related cost-estimating
and/or reimbursement prucesses of : ; states and queried al: 50 states in
this regard. |

Results in Brief

Requirements tnat state and/or locs! costs be estimated or that local
costs be reimbursed have had only ¢, limited impact on the burden of
myndates. When conpled with strong legislative concern about
restraining costs to subordinate levi:ls of government, these processes
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Executive Summary

appeared to have some success in deterring, modifying, or providing
funding for mandates. But in the absence of strong legislative concern,
they appeared to have little impact.

At the state level, cost estimation seems to have a greater impact when
the estimates are prepared early in the legislative process or for impor-
tant amendments to proposed legislation. Adopting these changes could
enhance the impact of the federal process.

Two key factors that seemed to make mandate reimbursement work at
the stare level were public initiation of the requirement through a refer-
endum o1 a constitutional amendment and the existence of a healthy fis-
cal climate. In the absence of one or both of these factors, the
workability of a federal reimbursement policy at this time is
questionable.

GAO’s Analysis

Cost Estimating:
Informative, but Impact
Limited

Cost estimates have increased federal and state legislaters’ awareness of
the burden that legislation contair ing mandates imposes on lower levels
of government. However, they have not altered the course of such legis-
lation except when there was also strong legislative concern about
imposing costs through mandates.

At the federal level, CBo produces reliable estimates that enhance legis-
lators’ understanding of state and local costs, congressional committee
staff said. Cost estimates had no apparent effect, however, on legislative
deliberations on five of eight bills GA0 reviewed. Committee staff identi-
fied certain factors that limit the impact of the cBo estimat_s. First, pro-
grammatic and policy issues are usually of greater concern to legisiators
than are state and local costs. Second, the cBO estimates are not pre-
pared until after the full committee has made !ts key decisions and pre-
pared its report. (See pp. 17-18.)

Certain techniques used by states could be employed at the federal level
to focus greater attention on the impact of federui legislation on state
and local costs, These would include preparing:
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Executive Summary

estimates for key bills prior to the full committee report so there is
greater opportunity for costs to be considered before key iegislative
decisions are made (see . 20);

estimates of the cost impact of major amendments to bills that mandate
stuce and local actions, so that important changes to proposed legislation
are not overlooked (see p. 21); ’
estimates for legislation currently exempt from the process, such as tax
and/or appropriations bills, which may contain mandates (see p. 21);
and

a biennial report of the total costs imposed by federal mandates to
increase legislators’ awareness of the total impact such mandates have
on state and local governments (see pp. 22-23).

The impact of introducing these features into the federal process is
uncertain. While they would increase legislators’ awareness of mandate
costs, they might have little impact on the total state and local mandate
burden. Uther forces, including policy and proyrammatic issues, play a
major role in influencing legislation.

Reimbursement by States
Has Varied Effects

Matters for
Congressional
Consideration

Fourteen states require state reimbursement of local governments for
the cost of state mandates. In four of the seven states visited by GAO,
mandate reimbursement requirements deterred legislators from passing
some unfunded mandates or prompted them to modify mandates to
reduce local costs. Only one of these states had appropriated significant
funding to defray local costs. In three states, reimbursement require-
ments had litcle impact on deterring or modifying the mandates con-
tained in proposed legislation or generating funding for state mandates.
(See ... 32-40.)

A major lesson learned from ' hese seven states is that, when a reim-
bursement process did result in deterring, modifying, or fundirg man-
dates, it was coupled with strong legislative concern about imposing
costs un subordinate levels of government.

GAO encourages congressional committees to ask CBO to prepare state and
local cost estimates for proposed legislation that lias potentially signifi-
cant effects on state and lo~al costs and is scheduled for markup or has
resulted from floor amendments. Consuitation with state and local inter-
est groups could help (dentify potentially significant mandate legisla-
tion. (See p. 25.)
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Executive Summary

Reccmmendation

GAO recommends that the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental
Relations prepare a biennidl report of the total estimated costs of new
mandates contained in legislation passed by the Congress during its 2-
year term. (See p. 25.)

gency Comments

CBO, the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, and
seven major state and local interest groups commented on a draft of this
report. (See apps. XI-XIII.) Their comments substantially 9upported our
conclizions and recommendation.

One principal area of concern among those commenting was the prepar-
ation of cost estimates for tax and appropriation bills. The Advisory
Commission and the interest groups supported the preparation of cost
estimates for such legislation. (B0, however, was less enthusiastic and
commented that legislative mandates affecting state and locai govern-
ments are rarely contained ir appropriation bills. Further, ¢Bo stated
that it usually has little time to review appropriation bill language
t2fore bills are reported. With regard to tax bills, CBO stated that esti-
mating the potential effects on state and local governments would be an
enormous undertaking. Also, it commented that tax-writing committees
mark up bills in concept only and specific legislative language is not
drafted until bills are reported from committee.

After analyzing the comments, GAO agrees that requiring estimates for
tax and appropriation bills on a routine basis may not be practical—
particularly, if other approaches can serve to highlight the state and
local cost impacts in this type of legislation. Therefore, GAO believes
that, where tax and appropriation legislative provisions that may have
potentially significant impacts on state and local governments are iden-
tified, cost estimates should be prepared on a request basis, similar to
the suggestion GAO has made for other legislation.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Mandates Are a Major

Concern to State and
Local Governments

During the 1960s and 19a rgula state and local gov-

Over the past two decades, federal and state governments have enacted
numerous laws and regulations imposing requirements and related ccsts
on subordinate levels of government. Such provisions are referred to as
mandates. The federal governinent uses mandates to help assure
residents of every state a minimum leve! of benefits or protection in
areas ranging from public assistance to occupational sarety and health,

ernrents expanded dramatically and became increasingly burdensome
and costly to them, according to the U.S. Advisory Commission on Inter-
governmental Relations (Ar1R).! Over that period, federal statutes calling
for new state and local ¢xpenditures and other administrative actions
were enacted. The mandates covered such fields as civil rights, environ-
mental protection, education, water quality, and fair labor standards.
Because many of these mandates lacked federal funding to facilitate
state and local compliance, significant state and local cutlays were
required to implement them. That costs imposed on local governments
by federal requirements can be substantial was affirmed by a 1980
Urban Institute study? of six inajor federal mandates. The report was
cited by ACIR as one of the pioneering studies on this issue.

Federal mandates continue to be a matter ot concern. In April 1985, ACIR
highlighted continued mandating activity by the federal government in

t 'stimony before the Senate Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Rela-
tions. Examples cited included: a minimur drinking age, state adminis-
tration of federal trucking standards, and expanded public welfare costs
for states. Further concerns were prompted by the 1985 Supreme Court
decision in Garcia v. San Antonio Transit Authority, which extended
federal fair labor standards to state and local governments This deci-
sion was viewed 2s a withdrawal by the Court from prior efforts to
define the federal/state boundary of authority.’ Finaliy, federal pro-
grams that help state and local goverrments finance mandated costs
were reduced—most notably, general ~evenue sharing was eliminated in
1986.

! Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, Regulatory Federalism Policy, Process,
Impact, and Reform (Washington, D.C. Feb. 1984).

“Thormus Mueller and Michael Fix, *The Impact of Selected Federal Actions on Municipal Outlays,”
Special Study on Economic Chgnﬂge, Vol. 5: Government Regulation (Washington D.C.: U 8. Congress
Joint Economle Committee, 1080).

1 Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, Reflections on Garcla and Its Implications for
Federalism (Washington, D. C.: Feb, 1988).
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Chapter 1
Introduction

Federal and State
Actions Address
Mandate Concerns

These developments led several national organizations representing
state and local governments to identify federal mandates as a major con-
cern. The National Association of Counties and the National League of
Cities specifically established this area as one of their priority legisla-
tive initiatives for the 100th Congress.

Similarly, state-enacted mandate legislation has imposed costs on local
governments. In recent years, state mandates costly to local govern-
ments have increased dramatically according to a 1986 ACIR study* that
cited as examples solid waste disposal standards and special education.
In response to a questionnaire we developed for this review, 62 percent
of the interest groups representing local governments said the level of
mandate activity in their states had increased in the past 5 years. Fur-
ther, nearly half of the groups responding termed the level of state-
imposed mandates significant.

Both federal and state governments have sought to address the cost bur-
dens created by mandates, principally by estimatins *he costs of pro-
posed legislation to subordinate levels of government. A second major
step taken by several states has been to require that local governments
receive funding for such costs,

Cost Estimates

The ~oncept of preparing cost estimates (also called fiscal notes)
originated with one state in the late 19608 and spread to others over the
next two decades. Now, 42 states {see app. I) prepare such estimates for
proposed state legislation affecting loc:! governments.

At the federal level the Congressional Budget Office (CRO) is required by
the State and Local Government Cost Estimate Act of 1981 (Public Law
97-108) to prepare estimates of costs that would be incurved by state
and local governments in complying with proposed federal legislation.
The Act amended a law that already required cBO to estimate the federal
coste of proposed legislation. Too often, according to the Senate Commit-
tee un Governmental Affairs’ report on this amendment, well-
intentioned legislation designed to affect national policy passes on to
state and local governments costs that never were contemplated.

! Advisory Commission on Intergovernmenta) Relations, The Questlon of State Government Capability
{Waghington, D C.. Jun 1886).
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' oduction

The preparation of such cost estimates (required when bills are reported
out of committee) was to serve as a caution light to the Congress before
it enacted new and possibly costly legislation. Initially, the Act was
authorized through Septeraber 30, 1987; in 1987, the Congress
reauthorized it on a permanent basis. During the 2-year period of the
99th Cougress, CBO reported that it had prepared state and local cost
estimates on over 1,100 bills reported out of committee. Of these, it iden-
iified 91, or less than 10 percent, as having potential state and local
costs.

Mandate Reimbursement

Objectives, Scope, and
Methodology

Fourteen states have established mandate reimbursement requirements,
beginning with California in 1973 (see table 3.1). Essentially, such
requirements provide for payment of costs a government imposes on
other Jevels of government through mandates.

On the federal level, legislation was introduced in 1987 in both the Sen-
ate (S. 586) and House (H.R. 1087) that would require the federal gov-
ernment to pay the costs to state and local governments of compliance
with new federal mandates. In the absence of retmbursement, these bills
provide that a mandate cannot be enforced without a two-thirds vote of
the Congress.

On September 11, 1986, Senator Dave Durenberger, then Chairman of .
the Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Reiations, Senate Committee on
Governmental Affairs, asked us to analyze techniques used by federal
and state governments to address mandates imposed on lover levels of
government. Specifically, we were to assess (1) approaches used by cBo
for developing cost estimates and (2) processes used by the states for
both estimating and reimbursing costs of state mandates imposed on
local governments.

As clarified in discussior.s with the Senator’s office, the primary object
tives of our review were.

At the federal level, to determine the reasonableness of cB0's approach
for preparing cost estimates, and

At the state lev<i, to determine what could be learned from state ~xpe-
riences that (1) could improve the usefulness of the federal cost estima-
tion process and (2) might indicate how well a federal mandate
reimbursement program would work.
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Chapter |
Introduction

We reviewed CBO’s cost-estimating procedures for preparing state and
local cost estimates. In addition, we examined eight of the bilis with the
most significant state and locul costs for which cBo prepared estimates
duri.ag the 99th Congress (see app. I1). We met with

CPO analysts tu discuss the approach and methodolog/ used for prepar-
ing these estimates,

congressional statf on committees havir.g jurisdiction over the eight bills
to gain their views on the usefulness of the estimates and their impact
on legislation, and

officials of several mujor public interest grourps representing state and
local governments to learn their views on the impact of cBO's activity.

In July 1987, we testified before the Senate Committee on Goverrmental
Affairs® on reauthorizing the St:ite and Local Government Cost Estimate
Act, which was to have expired on September 30, 1987. Our testimony
provided information concerning cBO's activities in preparing state and
local cost estimates.

Also, we visited eight states (California, Colorado, Connecticut, F lorida,
Illinois, Massachusetts, Michigan, and Tennessee® to review their cost-
estimating and reimbursement activities. We selected these states
through a literature search of prior studies and a telephone survey of
the 50 states. Seven of the states were chosen primarily to include those
with differing types of mandate reimbursement processes. One state
included had considered but did not adopt a rcimbursement require-
ment. Seven states had a cost-estimating process as well.

Iri each state, we met with (1) executive and legislative branch officials
respunsible for or knowledgeable about the state's cost-estimating and
reinbi.vsement activities and (2) inierest groups representing the coun-
ties, cities, and school districts. We obtained information on the back-
ground, scope, and processes for each state's activities. This was done
primarily through discussions with various .late officials and review of
pertinent legislation, operating policies, and reports on program activi-
ties. Also, we grthered opinions on the impact of cost estimating and
mandate reirasursement through discussions with state officials and
public interest group representatives. Where possible, we talked with

*Renuttworization of the Stute and Locsl Cost Estimaw Act, Statement of J Willlam Gudsby, Associate
Director, Human Resources Division, Before the Subcommittee on Government Kft iciency, Federallsm
und the District of Columbia, Senate Committee on Governmental Atfulrs (GAO/T-HRD-87-20,

July 30, 1087

Page i1 GAO/HRD-88-76 Leglslative Mandatas




Clrapter |
Introdartion

legislators and local government officials about their perceptions as to
the impact of these activities.

We supplemented our audit work in the eight states with questionnaires
to all 50 states. Little information existed on the current status of state
activities in cost estimation and reir Yursement. Through the question-
naires, we were able to p.ofile nationwide the scope and impact of these
processes. We developed three questionnaires that we sent to

state officials responsible for or knowledgeable about their state's cost
esfimation and reimbursement activities (84 percent responded);

the legislative leaders in each house of the state legislature (71 percent
responded); and

interest groups representing counties, cities, and school districts (91 per-
cent responded).

A detailed description or our questionnaire methodology is included as
appendiy. 1.

We did our work between Septernber 1986 and July 1987 in accordance
with generally accepted government auditing standards.
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Chapter 2

"~ Federal and State Cost Estimation Processes

CBO and States Face
Constraints in Cost
Estimating

To make legislators more aware of mandate costs, federal and state gov-
~rnments have established processes for estimating the cost impact of
proposed legislation on lower levels of government Certain constraints,
such as legislative deadlines, limited availability of information, and
competing priorities, affect the processes used by cpo and the states.
Given these constraints, cB0's approach is reasonable.

Cost estimates have increased federal and state legislators’ awareness of
the costs that legislation containing mandates would impose on lower
levels of government. But generally the estimates *.ave not altered the
course of legislation, except where legislators were also strongly con-
cerned about the costs that inandates can impose on subordinate levels
of government.

Certain reatures of state processes, if adopted at the federal level, could
focus more attention on the impact of federal legislation on state and
local costs. Preparing cnst estimates (1) before bills are reported out of
committee, (2) for significant amendments, and (3) for appropriation
and tax bills could be useful. Also, a biennial report identifying the cost
of all federal mandates enacted during each Congress would focus
greater attention on the total mandate burden on state and local
governments,

Since 1982, along with estimating the impact of proposed legislation on
the federal budget, cBo has also prepared estimates on the state and
local costs of bills reported out of full committee. As with the states,
tight legislative deadlines, the wide range of legislative subjects, and
data limitations cause CBO to use a flexible, bill-specific method of cost
estimation. In view of the constraints, CB0’s approach seems reasonable
and probably cannot be significantly improved.

Time Limits, Range of
Subjects Hamper Work

Limited time is the first constraint facing federal and state estimating
units. Typically, B0 has 3-6 days to prepare an estimate when bills are
reported out of committce for inclusion in committee reports used in
floor consideration. The majority of state cost-estimating units faced
similar time limits; over one-half typically have b days or less to prepare
local cost estimates.

Also, the many program areas coveced by proposed legislation preclude
use of standardized cost estimation approaches. On the federal level,
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Chapter 2
Federal and State Cost Fstimation Processes

bills subject to cost estimates cover such matters as edvcating, the envi-
ronment, and labor standards (see app. II). State cost estimation prac-
tices showed similar patterns. Accordingly, cBu and the states must
tailor estimatior strategies tv each issue, using bill-specific data collec-
tion and assumptions.

Data Sources Inadequate

A third constraint is the lack of meaningful data sources on which to
draw for state and local estimates. Cost estimation *. . . is clearly a diffi-
cult task especially when there is no historical information on which to
base the cost estimates . . . ,” the Ilfinois Cities and Villages Municipal
Problems Commission pointed ou’ in a study. Using a network of state
and local personnel knowledgeablie about mandate areas, the Commis-
sion said, was the most reasonable approach to determining th< likely
cost of mandates contained in legislation.

At the federal level, CBO does not maintain any single listing of state and
local officials it routinely contacts. Rather, cortacts will vary with the
issue. Typically, cBu collects data through telephone contacts with sev-
eral sources, including committee staff having jurisdiction over tbe bill,
the responsivle federal agency, and seiected state and local governments
and public interest groups. Federal agencies are good contacts, CBO ana-
lysts commented, because of their program databases and know'edge.
CBO also values contacts with state and local governments, which can
provide cost data u well as comments on CBO's views of the cost
impacts.

For example, for the estimate on the Safe Drinking Water Act Amend-
ments of 1985, B0 wnalysts told us they contacted. (15 staffs of 3 com-
mittees to obtain data sources; (2) Environmental Protection Agency
and liice of Technology Assessment orficials, because of their experi-
ence with safe drinking water standards; (3) 2 interest groups represent-
ing local water control agencies; and (4) 12 local public water treatment
plants that would be affected, for cost data and overall comments on
runs estimation approach.

The states face similar data constraints. Nearly half of the respondents
to our questinnnaire said that they did not maintain databases on local
cost impacts and, like CBO, relied heavily on telephone data surveys.
State agencies were the primary data sources used by state cost-
estimating units, as figure 2.1 shows,
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Chapter 2
Federal and State Cost Estimation Processes

Figure 2.1: Sources of Cost Information
Used Frequently by State Estimating
Units

100 Parcant of state sstimating units

Note "Frequently” was defined as sources of cost information that state estimating units use most or
all of the ime See app |V for complete data

When estimating units contacted local governments, it was most fre-

quently on a case-by-case basis, although about one-third of the units
reported using a network of local contacts (s:e fig. 2.2). For example,
one unit in California routinely contacted a geographically dispersed

mix of counties, school districts, and cities.

Competing Tasks Occupy
Officials

Fir ally, competing priorities hamper both federal and staie units in pre-
puring estimates. At CBo, estimating the federal budgetary costs of pro-
posed legislation receives higher priority than estimating state and local
costs. Typically, bills will not be considered on the floor without a cBo
estimate of the federal cov' impact, but state and local estimates are not
required. For example, during consideration of the Safe Drinking Water
Act Amendment of 1985 the federal cost estimate was included in com-
mittee reports, but the state and local estimate was not available until
after the bil! passed. The cBo cost-estimating staff aleo have other
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Chapter 2
Federal and State Cos! Estimation Processes

Figure 2.2: Frequently Used Methods for
Obtaining Local Government Data

O S N, "

80  Percent of state estimating units
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Note "Frequently used methods* w1s de fined to ba mewods that state estiriating units use to
contact local govarnmants for data to a great ur very great ex*ant See app. V for complete dala,

duties, such as preparing outlay estimates of appropriations bills, assist-
ing in the preparation of budget resolutions, and analyzing the adminis-
tration's budget.

Similarly, state legislators use estimates of state costs more than the
local estimates, state estimating officials told us. Other duties, such as
preparing the state budget, also compete for the time of some state esti-
mating staff. For exa.aple, a Florida official said that, besides preparing
local cost estimates, analysts prepare state cost estimates, help with the
state budget, and monitor agency compliance with the budget.

Page 16 GAOQ/HRD-88-75 Legislative Mandates




Cost Estimates Are
Useful but Do Not
Reduce Mandates

Chapter 2
Fuederri and State Cost Estimation Processes

ost estimates provide important information to legislators, and the
benefits of the process outweigh its costs, according to both federal and
state officials. Nevertheless, the estimates had little effect in deterring,
modifying, or funding inandates unless there was also strong legislative
concern about the impact of imposing mandates on subordinate levels of
government.

Federal-Level Outcomes

¢BO produces reliable and objective esumates that enbance or confirm
legislative knowledge about the state and local cost impact of federal
legislation, according to congressional committee staff we interviewed.
Although they value these estimates, they recognize that state and local
cost estimates usually do not influence changes in legislation to either
reduce mandate burden or provide mandate funding.

More specifically for five of the eight legislative proposals we reviewed,
cost estimates had no effect on reducing the mandate burden. Committee
staff cited three reasons for this:

1. Programmatic and policy issues usually are of greater concern to leg-
islarors than are state and local costs. For example, the primary reason
the Safe Drinking Water Act Amendments (which .mposed additional
standards on local water systems) passed was tho need for clean drink-
ing water. This overshadowed state and local cost considerations, esti-
mated by CBO to include capital cests of $3.5 billion and another $200-
$300 million annually.

2. Federal policy debates focus primarily on federal not state and local
costs, often leading to mandates requiring state and local cost-sharing.
For example, two legisiative proposals, the Housing Act of 1986 and the
Water Resources Act of 1986, called for {ederal, state, and local govern-
ments to share the costs of emergency shelters for the homeless and
water projects, respectively. Cost-sharing recognized the state and local
character of these problems and the limited federal funds.

3. Somme CBO cost estimates are too late, as they are prepared after bills
are reported from committees. For example, CBO's state and local cost
estimate for the Ocean Dumping Amendments Act of 1985 was not
available in time to be included in the committee report; thus it played
no role in the consiceration of the bill.
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Chapter 2
Federal and State Cost Estimation Processes

On the other hand, in three of the eight cases we reviewed, CBO's state
and local estimates did influence the Congress to reduce or fund man-
dates. For example, there was strong congressional commitment to
amend the Fair Labor Standards Act. The purpose was to lessen the
state and local cost impact of the Supreme Court's Garcia decision.
which applied federal overtime and minimum wage provisions to state
and local governments. CBO was asked to do a special cost impact analy-
sis, state and local interest groups and public employee unions having
presented conflicting data as to the burden of the proposed amendment.

CBO's estimate of $0.6-$1.5 billion in costs to lower levels of government
promoted support for the wage amendment, committee staff said, and
validated interest group claims that the court’s decision would have
imposed a significant cost burden. The amendment would reduce the
cost impact to state and local governments by authorizing them to uase
compensatory time off rather than paid overtime to reward employees:
working overtime. CBO’s cost estimate was influential, according to com-
mittee staff, because of cBO’s credible and bipartisan reputation and
because the estimate was prepared before the committee approved and
reported out the legislation. This was earlier than required under the
cost estimate statute.

Outcomes at the State
Level

At the state level, the impact of cost estimation processes is similar to
that at the federal level, primarily increasing legislative awareness of
local costs. Estimates had more effect in that respect than in deterring,
modifying, or funding state mandates, all three groups 1esponding to our
questionnaire reported (see fig. 2.3).

Interest in policy issues and in the potential benefits of proposed legisla-
tion was by far the most important consideration for state legislators,
officials in several states said. Notwithstanding, we observed that esti-
mates of local costs helped reduce legislative mandates affecting local
governments when coupled with strong legislative concern about local
costs. State officials in Florida, Tennessee, California, and Connecticut
cited instances where high local cost estimates, in concert with legisla-
tive concern for state mandates, defeated legislation containing man-
dates. For example, in Connecticut it was estimated that passage of the
Gifted and Talented Students Bill requiring local and regional school dis-
tricts to provide special programs would cost local governinents $40 mil-
lion. This confirmed to the legislature the bill's high local cost impact
and directly contributed to its defeat.
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Figure 2.3: Highest Cited Outcomes of
Cost Estimation

Certain Features of
State Cost Estimation
Could Improve the
Federal Process

80  Parcent of outcoms
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Legislative leaders
- Intarast groups

Note "Highest cited outcomes" was defined as outcomes of local cost estimates occuring to a great
or very great extent.See app. Vi for completa data.

Certain features of state cost estimation processes that seem to facilitate
use of the estimates merit consideration at the federal level. Noteworthy
are preparing estimates (1) earlier in the legislative process before bills
clear cognizant committees, (2) for important amendments to proposed
bills, and (3) for all types of bills, including proposed tax and appropria-
tion legislation, for which esti:nates have not previously heen prepared
at the federal level. In addition, periodically estimating the total cost of
mandates imposed by federal legislation on state and local governments
could be useful.
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Preparing Estimates
Earlier

The timing of cost estimation in the legislative process can affect how
legislators will use it. At the state level, estimates may be prepared at
any of various stages, usually when bills are introduced, after they clear
either the subcommittee or full committee, or when they are considered
by fiscal commitiees. Of the state cost-estimating units responding to
our questionnaire, 73 percent said they prepared estimates befo ‘e the
full committee cleared, bills; that is, at some point in time earlier than
that. which normally triggers CBo’s preparation of estimates, Cost esti-
mates done early were used to a greater extent than when prepared
later, our questionnaire analysis showed. Further, in four states we vis-
ited where estimates were considered to be tj nely and influential, offi-
cials said they were reaching legislators before decisions on bills were
made.

By the time ¢BO reviews bills—when they are reported out of full com-
mittee—most policy decisions on proposed legislation have been made.
For example, one reason CBO’s cost estimate did not affect the Rehabili-
tation Act Amendments of 1986, House committee staff said, was that
key policy decisions were made before the full committee reported out
the bill. In contrast, when cBo was asked to prepare cost estimates
before committee deliberation on a bill, earlier cBO involvement coupled
with the committee’s interest promoted greater use of the estimates and
influenced the final outcome of the legislation.

State and local government interest groups also said that cBo's state and
local estimates were prepared too late in the process to be effective.
Doing them earlier might increase their effectiveness, we were toid.

But preparing cost estimates at an earlier stage, CBo officials said, would
increase cB0's workload. There would be more bills, and those bills
would more likely be amended, potentially requiring additional cost esti-
mation work We were unable, however, to determine how many addi-
tional bills would have to be reviewed,

Given workload implications, it might be appropriate to have CBO pre-
pare early estimates on only proposed legislation that congressional
committees or members, in consultation with state and local interest
groups, identified as containing mandates imposing substantial addi-
tional costs on state and local governments.
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Preparing Estimates for
Amendments

Preparing cost estimates for federal legislative amendments containing
substantial mandated state and local costs would help assure that
important changes are not overlooked. Unlike the states, CBO prepares
estimates for amendments, not routinely, but only when requested by a
committee or member of Congress.

At the state level, preparing estimates for amendments is common Nf
state cost-estimating units responding to our questionnaire, 38 percent
reported that cost estimates were prepared for amendments most of the
time; only 13 percent said it was seldom done. States that usually pre-
pared cost estimates for amendments reported relatively high use of
cost estimates, further questionnaire analysis showed. Similarly, states
that seldom prepared estimates for amendments reported lower use of
cost estimates.

Updating estimates for all amendments could increase cBo’s workload
and might not always be feasible, given the short time often allowed for
considering them. But congressional committees or members, in consul-
tation with state and local interest groups, could identify amendments
containing mandates that would impose substantial additional costs on
state and local government.

Preparing Estimates for
All Types of Bills

At the federal level, tax legislation and appropriation bills are excluded
from coverage under the state and local cost estimate process. Such
exclusions ignore substantial costs passed on to state and local govern-
ments, state and local interest groups told us. For example, the Tax
Reform Act of 1986 contained federal reporting requirements and
restrictions on the use of tax exempt bonds to finance public facilitie..,
which Nationa! League of Cities officials said resulted in significant
additional costs to local governments.

On the state level, few cstimating units exclude specific categories of
bills from their process. For example, only 9 of 44 state estimating units
responding said that they exclude tax and/or appropriation bills from
their processes. Preparation at the federal level of cost estimates for tax
and appropriation bills affecting state and local governments would pro-
vide information on a broader ran; : of mandates. This would give legis-
lators a more complete picture of the potential mandate burden imposed.
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Reporting Aggregate State
and Local Costs

Preparing a biennial report of federal legislation enacted during each
Congress that imposed costs on subordinate levels of government would
highlight the overall state and local cost impact of such legislation. Cur-
rently, the reporting of cost impacts on subordinate levels of govern-
ment differs between the federal and state levels.

At the federal level, no periodic report aggregating state and local costs
of all federal legislation is prepared. Such a report would be useful, we
were told by officials from the National Governors’ Association and the
Conference of Mayors. It is important, they said, to be aware of the total
package of existing mandates when considering ncw legislation contain-
ing mandates. IFor instance, legislation with the most significant state
and local costs passed by the 99th Congress would cost state and local
governments over $2 billion annually, according to CBO’s estimates pre-
pared at the time the bills were reported out of committee.

In some states. such a report is prepared to prov.de information on local
mandates. Of state estimating units responding to our questionnaire, 13
reported that they aggregate local estimates in either an internal report
or through a published annual report, e.g.:

Illinois, Connecticut, and Tennessee. Estimating units maintain an intcr-
nal report that aggregates the.r local cost estimates and is available for
use by legislators or other interested parties.

California. One of the state’s two cost-estimating units publishes an
annual report that lists enacted statutes with local cost implications.
Florida. The state-level Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental
Relations publishes ar annual report that describes all bills passed hav-
ing a local cost impact.

An annual report provides an overall picture of the aggregate cost
impact of state legislation on local governments and is useful to legisla-
tors deliberating new state mandate proposals, officials from California
and Florida said.

Preparation of a biennial report for each new Congress would help focus
greater attention on total state and local cost burdens already mandated
by existing federal legislation. Currently, CBo tracks on a computerized
system all the cstimates it prepares: this could serve as an initial data-
base for preparing such a report. Follow-up based on enacted legislation
would be needed, however, to update the estimates and identify any sig-
nificant changes in state and local costs.
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In addition to cBO, the national-level ACIR would be an appropriate
agency to take the lead in preparing such a1 2port. ACIR monitors the
fe..cral system and recommends improvements to cooperstion among
levels of governments and more effective functioning of the federal sys-
tem. As a permanent national bipartisan body representing the execu-
tive and legislative branches of federal, state, and local government and
the public, ACIR has the requisite intergovernmrental sensitivity to place
CBO's database in a broader perspective.

Increasing Interest Group
Involvement

Involvement of state and local interest groups' in the federal legislative
process can influence congressional use of cost estimates. State and local
governments and interest groups became highly involved with the three
bills (see pp. 17-18) where CBO’s estimates had an impact on the course
of the legislation because of the projected costs. In thuse cases, such
involvement caused legisiators to focus greater attention on the cost
estimates prepared for each bill and influenced tk.c legislative outcomes,
committee staff said. State and local interest groups need to make them-
selves more visible on mandate issues, other committee staff told us.
They suggested that, if the interest groups would track legislation and
makie themselves heard, committees would become more responsive.

At the state level, the degree of involvement by local interest groups
also affects the legislators’ use of cost estimates. For states in which
cost estimates were used and influenced the outcomes of legislation con-
taining mandates, state officials noted that interest groups played a
meaningful role. Additionally, our questionnaire results showed that
cost estimates were used to. greater extent in states where local inter-
est groups were reported by state officials to be more involved.

The federal government could work with interest groups on legislation
containing mandates. Interest groups could be more involved at the out-
set in working with congressional committees or members to select par-
ticular mandate bills for more extensive and earlier cost estimation.
Congressional committees or members then could ask CBO to prepare
estimates for these bills prior to full committee markup as well as for
floor amendments.

!Principally, the Nationa) Governars' Association, the National Conference of State Legis.atures, the
National Association of Counties, the National Leugue of Citles, and the U.S. Conference of Mayors.
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Conclusions

Cos? estimation accomplishes the Fasic objective of giving legislators
additional or confirming informution about cost impacts. But it is diffi-
cult to assess the effect of cost estimates on eliminating or modifying the
mandate burden of propo~ed legislation. While legislators may be belter
informed as a result of vost estimates, the knowledge of such costs
seems to have influenced legislators *o eliminate or modify mandates
only when coupled with strong legislative concern about mandating
costs on state and local governments.

For preparing state and locai cost estimates, CBO uses a reasonable
approach and methodology that is similar to the process established by
many states. At both levels, the processes are greatly affected by such
constraints as the time available to prepare cost estimates and the need
for data relating specificaily to each bill being considered. In addition,
there is a high level of uncertainty in preparing estimates of future costs
when the specifics of an activity are not yet known.

Some features of state processes, if adopted at the ederal level, could
focus more attention on state and local cost issues at key points in the
legislative process. Cost estimates could be prepared on proposed legis-
lation containing significant mandates (1) before the full committee
report stage, (2) for floor amendments, and (3) when included in tax and
appropriation bills. Doing so could increase federal legislators’ aware-
ness of mandate costs.

CBO’s current cost estimate process could be used without change to pre-
pare individual estimates earlier in the process at committee request and
to prepare estimates on floor amendments. To avoid overloading Bo,
early estimates could be requested only on bills :hat state and local
interest groups identified as containing significant mandate costs, per-
haps as they are scheduled for subcomm ttee or full committee markup.
Earlier cost information could help committee members h2acome more
fully informed about potential state and local cost impacts before they
complete deliberations on proposed legislation. Similarly, committee
leaders or members of Congress could ask CBO for estimates on amend-
ments to reported legislation that were proposed during floor debates.

Including appropriation and tax bills in the state and local cost estima-
tion process would enhance the information available on such cost
impacts during congressional deliberations. A statutory change would be
needed to require that state and local ccst estimates be prepared rou-
tinely for anpropriation and fax uills, as is now done for other bills
reported out of committee. A change would not be needed, however, to
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provide for such estimates only on a request basis, similar to what we
are suggesting for other legis!nion

State and local interest groups may need to make a concerted effort to
generate interest in request ng earlier estimates. By developing a prior-
ity listing of the proposed iegislative mandates they are most concerned
about, these groups could help (1) guide committees or rrembers in
determining which bills need earlier estimates and (2) ascure that cBo's
effort is directed toward the most significant proposed mandate
legislation.

Finally, it would be useful for ACIR to prepare a biennial report identity-
ing the total cost of new mandate legislation passed by each Congress,
possibly using ¢BO's estimates as an initial database. Such a report could
help increase congressional awareness of the overall cost impact of pro-
posed legislation on state and local governments.

We encourage the committees and members of Congress to ask CBO to

Ma'tt?rs fOI: the prepare state and local cost estimates for selected proposed legislation

Consideration of the scheduled for subcommittee or full comn-ittee markup. Consultation

Congress with state and local government interest groups could help legislators
identify sigrificant ma~date legislation warranting vhese entimates.
Committees and members should also consider requesting estimates for
floor amendments with potentially signiticant effects on state and local
costs. Finally, we encourage committees and members to similarly
request estimates on appropriation and tax bills that are identified as
potentially affecting state and local costs.

. ) We recommend that ACIR prepare a biennial report on the total estimated
Recommendatlon Lo state and local costs of new mandates contained in legisla*iun passed by

the Chairman of the each Congress,
U.S. Advisory

Comimission on
Intergovernmental

Relations
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Congressional Budget
Office

CBU generally agreed with the report’s description of federal and state
cost estimation processes and our conclusions about the impact of state
and local cost estimaces.

CBO expressed concern with the suggestion made in our report that
appropriation and tax bills be included in the state and local cost estima-
tion process. C0 noted that, although it is not required to prepare such
estimates, they could now be provided under existing authority at any
time a request was made by a committee, CBo said it believed that appro-
priations committees would be concerned about adding a special report-
ing requirement for appropriation bills. In addition, cBo stated it
generally had little time available to review those bills. It also noted that
mandates affecting state and local governments are rarely contained in
appropriation bills.

We spoke with staff of the Senate and House Appropriations committess
regarding the issues raised by cBo. The staff confirmed that requiring
CHO to prepare eslimates routinely for all appropriation bills would not
be feasible. These bills are often subject to numerous floor amendments
that must be acted on in a short time frame. However, they did not
object to having cost estimates prepared on a request basis, should an
appropriation bill contain provisions that could potentially impact on
state and local costs.

With regard to tax bills, CBO noted that preparing estimates of state and
local costs before committee markup may not be feasible considering the
manner in which tax legislation is develeped. It further noted that any
such estimates should be prepared by the Joint Tax Committee, given its
current role in the legislative process.

We spoke with a staff official of the Joint Tax Cormamittee who agreed
with the points raised by cBo concerning the feasibility of preparing
state and local estimates. He stated that tax legislation usually is consid-
ered in concept only, that specific language often is not drafted until a
bill has been approved by Senate and House committees responsible for
tax legislation. Further, when such legislation is submitted for floor con-
sideration, it is not subject to amendment. Rather, it is simply passed or
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defeated. Thus, cost estimates at that time could not be used as a basis
for seeking changes in a tax bill through floor cmendment. He acknow!-
edged that the Joint Tax Committee now receives requests for revenue
estimates on bills and that if requested could at least look into potential
implications of tax bills on state and local government. He cautioned,
however, that such impacts are often indirect in nature and may be dif-
ficult to 1dentify when legislation is being considered.

Our goal is to further the basic intent of the State and Local Government
Cost Estimate Act, which is that state and lccal cost estimates serve az a
caution light to the Congress before it enacts legislation that may pass
on significant costs to ctate and local governmer..s. Accomplishing that
goal fully would include consideration of tax and appropriation bills.
While requiring estimates to be prepared on all such bills routinely may
not be feasible, in our opinion, they should be considered on a request
oasis. Authority to proceed this way currently exists. CBO can be
requested to prepare estimates at any time by congressional committees
or members. With respect to tax bills, as CBo noted, it may be more
appropriate to direct such requests to the Joint Tax Committee.

CBO's complete comments are contained in appendix XI.

i

Advisory Commission on
Intergovernmental
Relations

Overall, ACfR wag complimencary /4 our xeport. ACIk agreed with our rec-
ommendation calling for the Commus<*on to prepare a biennial report on
the total estimated costs to stcote and locul governments. It noted, how-
ever, that additional budgetary resources would be needed for it to
undertake such responsibility. It said the amount required would
depend on how the reporting task was to he performed.

We have not identified a specific format or approach to be taken to pre-
pare such a report. We believe this decision should be made by orgaiza-
tions with a direct interest in intergovernmental concerns. For example,
ACIR may wish to consult with the major associations representing state
and local governments that have also commented on our veport. With
regard to the two options put forth by ACIR (see app. XII), we would
concur with its ovservations. At a minimum, the report should identify
total costs resulting from legislative actions taken by each Congress. The
report could be used as a basis for further analysis of the impacts tnat'’
tax and appropriation legislation is having on stete and local govern-
ment. As discussed in our analysis of CB0's comments, requiring esti-
mates to be prepared on a routine basis for tax and appropriation bills
may not be feasible. The report we are recommending could provide a
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basis for periodic analysis of the impacts that previously enacted tax
and appropriation legislation are having on state and local government.
Such information would be beneficial to the Congress in assessing the
desirability of secking estimates of state and local impacts as such legis-
lation is considered.

We have not. attempted to estimate the resources that would be needed
for this reporting effort. First, as discussed above, this would depend on
the nature of the approach taken. Second, we believe this reporting
effort would have to be considered in context with other ACIR activities
in determining the level of additional resources required. We are sending
this report to those committees having jurisdiction over AcIR's budget for
their consideraticn in reviewing future budget requests of ACIR.

With respect to preparing estimates earlier, ACIR noted that many man-
dates are subject to periodic reauthorization or other recurring congres-

- sional oversight. Thus, the need for cost estimates could be anticipated

in advance of legislative actions. We agree th.i, to the extent such condi-
tions exist, they would provide a reasonable basis for requesting earlier
estimates. ACIR's observation is consistent with our suggestion for earlier
preparation of estimates. We have not specified a particular point in the
legislative process for prepariug these estimates. Although we have sug-
gested requesting estimates at the time of subcommittee or committee
markup, the timing of any requests for cstimates should be based on the
circumstances in each case. ACIR’s observations should be considered by
state and local interest groups when they consult with congressional
committees to seek early estimates, as we have suggested.

ACIR commented that Executive Order 12612, issued in October 1987,
should improve the timeliness and quality of cost estimates for execu-
tive branch legislative proposals having a federal mandate. This order
requires that regulatory and legis!tive proposals be accompanied by an
evaluation of “the extent to which the policy imposes additional costs or
burdens nn {.e States, including the likely source of funding for the
States and the ability of the States to fulfill the purposes of the policy.”
In our opinion, the additional availability of the evaluations called for
by this order should enhance cBo's capability.

ACIR'S complete comments are contained in appendix XIL
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State and Local Interest
Groups

We also obtained comments from the seven major state and local interest
groups, which provided us with one letter representing their collective
comments (see app. XIII). The interest groups essentially agreed with
our observations and suggestions.

With regard to our recommendation for a biennial report on the costs of
“ederal legislation to state and local governments, the interest groups
suggested that CBO prepare such a report annually. We recommended a
biennial report to correspond to the 2-year time frame encompassing
each Congress so that the report could cover a complete period of legis-
lative activity. We directed our recommendation to ACIR as an organiza-
tion with a legislative charter to conduct studies of iatergovernmental
issues and one that broadly represents the various components of the -
intergovernmental community (federzal, state, and local governments).
The study we are recommending can not only serve as an aggregation of
costs, but also provide a periodic assessment of the overall impacts of
federal legislation on state and local government. In our view, ACIR
would be better suited to fulfilling that broader role than wouid cBo.
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State Mandate

Reimbursement
Intended to Relieve
Financial Burdens on
Local Governments

Nationwide, 14 states have established requirements for reimbursing
local governments for the cosi of state mandates. In four of the seven
states we visited requiring mandate reimbursement, those requirements
deterred passage of mandates, prompted modification of proposed man-
dates to reduce local costs, or—to a more limited extent-—induced fund-
ing of mandates. In three states, however, reimbursement requirements
had little impact in deterring, modifying, or funding mandates.

The cnitical factor prompting certain states to either restrain mandates
or fund then. was the legislators’ concern about imposing costs on
subordinate levels of government. Two other factors were important for
the reimbursement process to work at the state level: a healthy fiscal
climate and a reimbursement requirement established through either a
voter-itiitiated statute, such as a local tax limitation law, or a constitu-
tioral amendment. Absent these, the prospects for a reimbursement pro-
cess at the federal level are not bright.

The 14 states that have general mandate reimbursement requirements
cover most types of legislation and/or regulations that impose additional
costs on local governments (see table 3.1).

' addition to these 14 states, other states provide revenue sources for some specifle types of man-
dates, such as increased expenditures for wages and employee fringe benefits. In this chapter, we
discuss 1 esults only from states that have adopled or considered general mandate reimbursement
reguirements.
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Table 3.1: States With General Mandate
Reimbursement Requirements

Year Legal basis
State effective Constitutional Statutory
Califorma® 1973 b
1980 X
Colorado® - 1981 X
Flonda® 1978 X
QEWAT I 19789 o X
liinois? T 1981 X
Massachusetts? 1981 X
Michigan® 7 Tgrg X
Missoun S 1980 X
Montana 0 " Tygra T X
New Hampshre 1984 X
NewMexco  gga T T T T~
Rhode Island  19r9 X
Tennessee’ 1978 o X
Washington T 7Tgge T T X

“Included in GAQ's heldwork

' The requirement which intially was statutory, became constitutional, effective in 1980, as we discuss
ong 36

Of the eight states we visited, seven had a mandate reimbursement
requirement (for details of the seven state programs, see app. VII). Five
of the seven states said they implemented mandate reimbursement to
ease the fiscal burden imposed by state mandates on local governments;
three did so as part of voter-initiated measures to limit local taxes.

States requiring mandate reimbursement also authorize passage of
unfunded mandates in specified circumstances. In six of the seven
states, certain types of mandates are not covered by the reimbursement
requirements. For example, five states need not provide funding for
mandates that are beyond the control of the legislature, such as man-
dates imposed by the federal government or the. courts. Two states do
not cover mandates that apply to both the public and private sectors,
such as worker compensation laws. (App. VIII shows the types of man-
dates the states in our review do not cover.) Also, two of the seven
states formaily allow their state legislatures to vote to exempt a man-
date from the reimbursement requirement.
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to Results

Overall, state reimbursement requirements have had some impact in
deterring, modifying, or providing funding for local mandates. Reim-
bursement more often produced these results to a “great extent” than
did cost estimation, according to respondents to our nationwide survey
of state officials, legislators, and interest groups (see figs. 3.1 and 3.2).
But even with reimbursement, generally fewer than half of those
responding cited these outcomes as occurring to a great extent in their
states.

Flgure 3.1: Highest Cited Outcomes of
Cost Estimation in Reducing Unfunded
Mandates

8¢  Parcant of respondents
70
80
50
40
0
20

10

Provided funding

Note"Highast cited cutcomes* was defined as outcomes occuring to a great or very great extant,See
app. Vi for complete data.
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Figure 3.2: Highest Cited Outcomes of
Reimbursement Requirements in
Reducing Unfunded Mandates

80  Psrcent of respondsnts
70
60
50
40
30

20

Category of respondent

r Deterred costly bills
] Moditied legisiation
- Provided funding

Note:"Highest cited outcomes” was dafined as outcomas occuring to a great or very great extent See
app. Vi for complete data.

Alsn, the results fromre”  irsement requirements varied among the
states. In four of the _tates we visited, officials believed reim-
bursement reduced ..  .1ded mandates, primarily by deterring their
passage or influencing legislatures to make local government ccmpliance
optional. In three states, however, the reimbursement provision had lit-
tle effect on legislative deliberations of state mandates. Only in Califor-

nia was substantial funding provided for mandates, as shown in table
3.2.
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Table 3.2: Direct Funding From Seven
States for Cost of Mandates

Dullars in milions

Funding as a
No. of percent of Total*
mandates Total* total state fundin
funded, appropriated aid to local thro
State ) B FY 1987 paid, FY 198 govornments FY 1987
Cabforna 66 $144 10 $2,000
Eoiorado 0 0 - ¢ 0
Ficrida 0 0 ¢ 0
linois _ 0 0 € 02
Messachusetts 6 _ 48(est) 2 14.4
Michigan L i B t2 d 24
Tennessee b b ° b

“The amounts histed are those appropriated directly cue to the mandate reimbursement requirement
Statrs do provide other aid, such as shared taxcs, revenue sharing, and categorical aid, that local
govaernments can use to help pay for the cost of state mandates These amounts are not included in the
table bacause there 13 no direct relationship between these other forms of assistance and the cost of

state mandates

"Unknown Tennessee could not provide specific data but in some ingtances has provided appropria-
tions in legislation containing mandates because of the state's reimbursement requirenent

“Nnt applicable

9 ess thar 1 percent

Unfunded Mandates
Reduced in Four States

Mandating Slowed in
Massachusetts and Michigan

In four states—Massachusetts, Michigan, California, and Tennessee—
officials believe reimbursement requirements have reduced unfunded
state mandates, although some still are being imposed on local

governments.

Massachusetts’ statutory reimharsement requirement was enacted in
1980 as part of a voter-initiated, tax-limitation statute known as Pro-
position 2 and 1/2 (see app. IX). The Division of Lo ' Mandates in the
State Auditor’s Office is the key administering agency for the reimburse-
ment requirement. In the absence of reimbursement, local governments
can petition the courts to permit noncompliance with unfunded man-
dates (see app. X for details on state program administration).

Although about $14.4 million has been provided for six mandates
through December 1986, the major result of the requirement has been
the deterrence of mandates and modification of legislation containing
mandates. Because they, not local governments, must pay the costs,
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Massachusctts legisl: tors now are more reluctant to mandate new pro-
grams on local governments, according to the director of the Division of
Local Mandates. Local government interest group officials agreed that
fewer mandates were being passed. For example, the state had delayed
updating landfill regulations to avoid dealing with the mandate issue, an
offic'al noted.

On at least 15 occasions, Massachusetts legislators have modified state
mandates by making local compliance optional, several officials told us.
This relieves the state of the responsibility .0 pay and reduces local
financial burdens. For example, the legislature allowed optional compli-
ance with the state’s Omnibus Education Reform Act, which would have
mandated increased teachers’ salaries and other educational program
costs. As a result, costs ranging from $400 million to $1.3 billion for the
state and local goverrments were avoided.

Although Massachusetts is funding some mandates, the legislature has
not yet appropriated funds to pay for four covered mandates with an
estimated cost of $8.4 million, the director of the Division of Local Man-
dates noted. In addiiion, $11.7 million of the $14.4 million it has pro-
vided came from local aid monies that local governments would have
received anyway.

Michigan adopted a mandate reimbursement requirement in 1978 as
part of a constitutional amendment initiated by the voters to limit local
tax increases \See app. IX). Under the legislature’s and court’s interpre-
tation, according to state and local officials, local governments faced
with an unfunded state mandate have two avenues of recourse. They
can submit reimbursement claims for mandate-related costs to the
responsible executive agency or choose not to comply with the mandate
until state funding is provided.

The main result of Michigan’s reimbursement requirement has been to
deter and modify mandates. It has reduced the number of mandates pro-
posed and passed by the legislature, according to most officials of the
state legislature and local government interes*, groups we interviewed.
The state has passed only two covered ma-.dates since the requirement
passed, they observed. One was funded Ly the state with an appropria-
tion of about $2.4 million covering 2 ~ ears; the other was not funded.
For the latter, after a county goverr.ment filed suit against the state, the
courts ruled that the county did n ;t have to comply until the state
funded the mandate.
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California Funds Some Mandates

To avoid providing state funds for reimbursement, several state officials
noted, the Michigan legislature made compliance with many mandates
optional. For example, the state mandated changes in compensation for
full-time county prosecuting attorneys, which resulted in increased sala-
ries. It aillowed the counties, however, to rietermine whether their prose-
cuting attorneys would be full- or part-time, thus giving them a way to
avoid the mandate.

Michigan still imposes some costs on local governments through man-
dates not subject to reimbursement, such as those applying equally to
the public and private sectors. Furthermore, in some cases the legisla-
ture has avoided the reimbursement requirement by making the provi-
sion of the service, not the mandate itself, optional, state officials said.
In reality, local governments often cannot avoid providing these services
and thus must accept the mandate as well.

Originally, California's mandate reimbursement requirement was
enacted in 1972 as part of a statute limiting local government property
tax assessments and school district revenues. In 1979, the mandate
requirement was included as part of a constitutional amendment impos-
ing appropriation limits on both state and local governments (see app.
IX).

Although some California mandates have been deterred or modified as a
result of the reimbursement requirement, the major result has been
mandate funding. As discussed previously, California has provided sub-
stantially more direct financial assistance for state mandates—$144
million in fiscal year 1987—than any other state (see table 3.1). State
funding is provided either (1) at the time the mandate is passed or (2)
subsequent to a complex appeals process.

In only a small number of cases does the legislation containing the man-
date also provide funding. While we cannot determine how much fund-
ing is provided in this manner, only 124 of 4,100 mandates enacted over
a 10-year period (1975-86) also had funds provided in the legislation,
according to a state official.

Should the legislature not appropriate funding up front, local govern-
ments do not have the right of optional compliance as in Michigan and
Massachusetts. Rather, the burden of proof in California is on local gov-
ernments to show that the mandate should be reimbursed. The appeal
process is long and complex, starting with a petition to the Commission
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Opinions Mixed on Impact in
Tennessee

on State Mandates. Should the Commission certify that the mandate is
eligible for reimbursement, it would submit an appropriation request to
the legislature.

Although additional mandates are funded through this process, many
mandates are never funded, state and local officials told us. For exam-
ple, in 1978 the legislature extended vnemployment benefits to public
sector employees without state funding. The state Gupreme Court ruled
in 1984 that the legislation was a reimbursable state mandate retroac-
tive to 1980. Although the state legislature agreed to pay local govern-
ments for unemployment benefits starting with fiscal year 1984, no
funds had been paid as of September 1987.

If the legislature appropriates money through either means, local gov-
ernments receive their funds by submitting reimbursement claims to the
State Controller’s office in conformance with detailed cost standards
and guidelines. It can take up to a year before claims are certified for
payment—long after the original mandated expense has beer incurred,
according to an official of the State Controller’s office.: (For more details
on California’s administrative process, see app. X.)

in 1978, Tennessee voters approved a mandate reimbursement require-
ment as part of a constitutional amendment imposing state spending lim-
its (see app. IX). Unlike Massachusetts, Michigan, and California,
Tennessee does not require specific funding for individual mandates.
Rather, funds are earmarked from general purpose funds and provided
through a formula. Specifically, the state is required to pay its fair share
of mandated costs through return of a portion of state taxes (taxes col-
lected on retailers and alcoholic beverages, and income tax on dividends
and interest) to local governments. Each year, the state earmarks the
first $1 mullion increase in these state taxes above the previous year's
level to be used specifically by local governme-.ts to cover state mandate
costs. Also, in some instances the legislature will appropriate money to
pay for a state mandate. (For details on program administration, see
app. X).

Opinion in Tennessee on the effect of the reimbursement requirement
was mixed. Several respondents to our questionnaire said it had

To expedite the provess. the state lis implemented a mandate clams fund to pay for mandates with
statewide costs ot less than $600.000 without having to seek o sepurate uppropristion from the legis-
lature: Also, to expedite the reimbursement provess the state plans to pay for another group of man-
dates through a block grant to local governments

Page 37 GAO/HRD-88-75 Legislative Mandates




Chapter 3

State Experiences With Mandate
Relmbursement: Legislative Priority Is Key
to Results

deterred the passage of mandates or modified mandate legislation toa
great extent. Two ofi.cials we interviewed confirmed these opinions,
saying the requirement had deterred the passage of legislation. They
could not cite, however, specific examples of mandates deterred or mod-
ified. But other officials noted that the requirement had not had inuch
effect; they included the Deputy Commissioner fo; the Department of
Finance and Administration and two officials of local government inter-
est groups. The state was not operating any differently than before the
requirement, they said.

Monies earmarked for mandates were iargely funds that local govern-
ments would receive even if there we.e no reimbursement requirement.
Although in some instances, the legislature provided special appropria-
tions for state mandates, there appeared to be no connection between
the cost of state mandates and the amount of state-shared taxes pro-
vided. Also, to what extent the cost of mandates was paid for by the
state, either through appropriations or state-shared taxes, ., not known.

Impact of Reimbursement
Insignificant in Three
States

No Major Impact in Florida

In three of the seven states we visited—Florida, Illinois, ana Lolorado—
mandate reimbursement requirements have hau little impact on the pas-
sage or funding of state mandates.

The Florida legislature passed the state’'s mandate reimbursement stat-
ute in 1978 (see app. IX). It applies to most legislation, but not regula-
tions or laws affecting schools. (See app. VIII for information on state
exclusions to mandate statute.) No state agency is in charge of enforcing
the statute, no reimbursement policies or procedures have been estab-
lished, and no provisions are made for a local appeals process.

Florida's reimbursement requirement has had no major impact on the
passage of mandate fegislation. Because it is largely ignored in legisla-
tive debate, as two state officials noted, unfunded mandates are being
passed. The cost. estimate requirement has greater influence in deterring
or modifying maudates, several state officials noted. From 27 in 1983,
the number of unfunded mandates increased to 31 in 1984 and 36 in
1986, according to Florida’s Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental
Relations. The number of mandates with a high dollar impact has
increased, a Commission official said, and mandates are becoming a sig-
nificant burden on local governments. The reimbursement 1. quirement
is not enforceable because it is a statutory provision, Florida officials
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Illinois Mandate Reimbursement
Little Used

Colorado Law Untested

told us, and the legislature enacting it in 1978 could not bind succeeding
legislatures.

The Llimois General Assembly enacted a mandate reimbursement
requirement <nown as the State Mandates Act on November 15, 1979.
1ts general intent (sec app. [X) was to relieve financial pressures on local
governmernts caused by state mandates. In addition to specified areas
excluded from the process, the General Assembly ¢an exempt the Ltate
from the reimbursement re uirement by a three-fifths majority vote.

Although the state has established piocesses for viaims reimbursement
and appeals, they are iittle used. During the year (1981) following its
adoption, the State Mandates Aci resulted in a reduction of state man-
dates passed, lllinois state and local government officials agreed. But
this deterrent eifect significantly diminished subsequently. Since that
time, the General Arsembly has passed 57 unfunded mandates with a
total estimated annual cost to local governments of $148 rillior. Of this
total, the General Assembly has voted to exempt itself from the funding
requirement on 26 occasions, resulting in estimated annual costs to local
governments of over $107 million. Of the remaining 32 mandates, esti-
mated to cost $41 million, the General Assembly appropriated only
$200,000 for one mandate, even though all are technically covered. In
one instance, schoel districts sued the state, and the Illinois Appellate

ourt ruled that the focal governments did not have to carry out the
mandate in the absenc  f state money. The General Assembly then
cpproved by a three-fifths vote an amen”ment to exempt this mandate
from the reimbursement law, thereby re 4 local governments to
implement it.

In Colorado, the reimbursement requirement appears to have had no
impact to date. The Colorado mandate provision was part of a larger tax
limitation initiative passed by the legislature in 1981 (see app. IX).
There is no state agency in charge of the requirement, no written proce-
dures for enforcing the provision, and no established appeals process
avaiiuble to local governments.

Unlike Illinois and Florida, however, Colorado's law has not been tested.
Costly mandates have not been passed in the past b years, according to
state officials and interest groups representing local governments in the
state. ' his, they sald, was because of the depressed state fiscal condition
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and a cooperative working relationship between the state and local gov-
ernments. There was general agreement among these parties that the
mandate reimbursement provision had no impact on state legislation.
Generally, the requirement did not influence legislators and its existence
was not widely known, # former chairman of the state’s House Appro-
priation Committee noted. In fact, the executive director of the state’s
association of cities responded on our questionnaire that the state did
not have a mandate reimbursement requirement.

Some States Considering
Reimbursement; Others
Decided Against It

Legislative Priority,
Other Factors
Influence State
Outcomes

Another 18 states have corsidered or are considering instituting a reim-
bursement requirement (see app. 1). For example, mandate reimburse-
ment legislation has been proposed in New York and New Jersey, while
Minnesota is actively researching the concept. Some of these states tave
decided against implementing mandate reimbursement, primarily due to
limited funds in the state budget.

In Connecticut—a state we visited that has considered and rejected the
reimbursement approach—the legislature established a commission to
formally study instituting manuat? reimh:csement. The commission rec-
ommended against the concept, primarily on policy rather than fiscal
grounds. Such a requirement could unculy constrain the legislature from
rassing needed legislation applying to all communities throughout the
state, two state officials noted. Also, they said, the state wanted to
retain the authority to require needed programs.

But the commission did seek t"» reduce the burden of untunded state
mandates through other meaas, according to state officials. Specifically,
it analyzed existing state mandates and successfully promoted elimina-
tion of some of those most burde..some on local governments. Its study
also increased legislative sensitivity, Mandates that increase local costs
often are funded by increasing state aid to local governments under
existing programs or authorizing local governments to increase property
taxes. Connecticut's good fiscal condition has permitted it to provide
local governments with additional funding for mandates.

The existence of a rein-bursement process alone is insufficient to reduce
unfunded mandates, as illustrated by the variable outcomes in the seven
states with mandate reymbursement we visited. Where the process suc-
cesstully deterred modified, or provided funding for mandates, state
legislators’ degree of concern about imposing mandates or: local govern-
ments was the key factor. The legislative response to mandated costs
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Legal Basis a Key Factor

can be affected by several variables, including the legal basis of the
requirement, the fiscal condition of the state, and certain characteristics
of the process itself. But for the reimbursement process to be workable,
significant support for it must exist within the legislature.

Where they have been made part of the state constitution or initiated by
thie voters, reimbursement requirements have Lad an impact on stopping
unfunded state mandates (see app. VII for the legal bases of state pro-

rams). In all three staies where reimbursement requirements were
added by amendment to the constitution (California, Michigan, and Ten-
nessee), unfunded mandates were reduced. A constitutional araendment
can prompt the legislzture to pay more attention to the requirement and
make it more difficult to circumvent, state legislative officials told us.
Incorporating a reimbursemnent requirement into California’s constitu-
tion has slowed down the number of unfunded high cost mandates
enacted by the legislature, according to both state and local officials. In
Massachusetts, where reimbursement requirements also have restrained
mandating, the requirement was statutory but was based on an initia-
tive instituted by the voters. There, the legislature felt compelled to
honor a direct expression of the electorate, state officials said.

In the three remaining states in which the mandate reimbursement
requirement had little impact, the provision was statutory and
originated with the legislature. In these states, the legislature can for-
mally override the requirement at any time with another statute or sim-
ply not adhere to the requirement. In both Fioridz and Illinois, the
statutory basis of the mandate requirement was cited as a major reason
for the lack of impact. In Illinois, several state legislators, concerned
with the lack of priority given by the General Assembly to the mandate
statute, are attempting to change the requirement tv a constitutional
provision.

Fiscal Condition Can
Affect Legislative Priority

A state’s fiscal condition also can affect the state legislature’s willing-
ness to fund mandates. Generally, states with more funds are more will-
ing to provide funding to local governments. In Massachusetts, its strong
fiscal condition was an important factor in the legislature’s willingress
to fund most mandates, state and local interest groups said. In recent
years, the state has been running a significant budget surplus, as much
as $348 million in fiscal year 1986. California’s fiscal condition directly
affects the legisiature’s willingness to provide financial assistance to
local governments, according to all four state legislators we interviewed.
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Two said that state assistance for mandates had risen and declined in
relation to the state’s overall fiscal position.

From a different perspective, the amount of general purpuse state assis-
tance provided to local governments (such as state revenue-sharing) also
helps defray the cost of mandates. For example, in Florida and Tennes-
see general assistance helps local governments pay for the cost of state
mandates. This was the case .n Florida, both state officials and local
government interest groups agreed. Tennessee (as stated earlier) funds
mandates by earmarking a portion of shared tax revenues.

In Some Siates, Local

Jompliance With
Unfunded Mandates
Optional

In three of the seven states, reimbursement requirements give local gov-
ernments the right to not comply with state mandates unless the state
provides funds for the cost o1 Lhose mandates. This feature places added
pressure on state legislatures to fund mandates if they wish all local
governments to comply. In effect, optional compliance gives local gov-
ernments new leverage in dealing with the legislature on mandate
legislation.

In both Massachusetts and Michigan, the right of optional compliance
affected the reduction in unfunded state mandates. When Massachusetts
dues not provide rull funding for a state mandate, local governments can
petition the courts for relief from the mandate. They need not carry it
out until the courts have made a final determination. In Michigan, the
courts ruled that local governments need not carry out state mandates
unless the state funds their cost. Officials in both states cite optional
compliance as a contributing factor to Lthe lessening of the mandate
burden.

Illinois is another state that has authorized local noncompliance when
funding is not provided for mandates subject to reimbursement. On
many occasions, however, the legislature has overridden this right by
specifically exempting mandates from the reimbursement requirement.,
This essentially eliminates the local government’s right of
noncompliance.

Court Decisions Affect
Results of Requirements

The courts can play a significant role in determining legislative author-
ity over mandate reimbursement. State courts can expand or limit
states’ rights to impose unfunded mandates on local governments. In
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four of the seven states we visited—California, Massachusetts, Michi-
gan, and Illinois—court rulings have directly affected the outcomes of
the mandate reimbursement processes.

At times, the courts have expanded the rights of local governments
under mandate reimbursement requirements. For example, courts in
Massachusetts and Michigan have ruled that local governments need not
comply with state mandates unless the state appropriates funds for
reimbursement.

However, the courts also have limited the rights of local governments to
obtain reimbursement for state mandates. For example, in 1987 the Cali-
fornia Supreme Court ruled that increases in workers' compensation
benefits are not reimbursable state mandates because they apply to the
private sector as well as to local governments. The intent of California’s
constitutional provision, the court ruled, was to require reimbursement
to local governments only for activities that are unique to government.
This decision reversed 165 years of prior state practice, as the state had
not differentiated between mandates affecting the private and public
sectors. In a Massachusetts case, the courts upheld the state’s right to
use a conditional grant as an incentive or disincentive to carry out state
mandates. If local governments did not implement the mandate, the
state was permitted to hold back the grant funds, even if full state reim-
bursement for the mar.date was not provided. Although legally free to
ignore the mandate, local governments doing so would not get the state
grant funds.

In some states, issues still are to be decided by the courts. As of January
1986 in California, for example, there were pending 29 court cases filed
by local governments seeking reimbursement for state mandates. In one
case concerning special education, schools are seeking to have a man-
date declared unenforceable until the legislature appropriates an esti-
mated $2 billion to carry it out. Although the courts cannot force the
legislature to appropriate funds, they can declare that local govern-
ments need not enforce the mandate.

Conclusions

State requirements to provide reimbursement for mandates have
reduced unfunded local mandates tc some extent. But it seems unlikely,
at least for now, that a similar reimbursement requirement would be
workable at the federal level. Factors mitigating agaip ¢ this include

the continued existence of large federal budget deficits,
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Agency Comments and
Our Evaluation

the absence of strong voter pressure to reduce the impact of federally
mandated actions on state and local governments, and

the perception that the federal government needs to mandaie certain
actions to ensure uniform application by the states, regardless of
reimbursement. ‘

Fiscal condition is a key factor affecting mandate funding. During times
of large federal budget deficits, the Congress is less likely to authorize
reimbursement for expenses incurred by state and local governments to
comply with federally mandated actions. I this environment, pressures
also increase to enact mandates rrescribing national policy without fed-
eral funding.

By making local compliance vptional for certain mandated actions, as
opposed to providing funding for those mandates, some states have
sought to ease burdens on local governments. Faced with continuing
budget deficits, federal officiais corld give state governments the same
option. But, if such action, while advantageous to state governments,
caused mandates to be ignored, it could be deemed unacceptable by the
Congress. The federal government uses mandates to help assure
residents of every state at least a minimum level of benefits or protec-
tion in areas ranging from public assistance to occupational safety and
health. Making compliance with federal mandates optional could erode
the capability of the federal government to accomplish thesz and other
important purposes.

Only one comment was made by those responding to this report concern-
ing our discussion of mandate reimbursement.

ACIR raised questions about our position that reimbursement require-
ments initiated through constitutional amer iment or by voters had
more impact. Our comments were not intended to imply that a require-
ment initiated otherwise, such as by legislation, could not have an
impact. For the states we visited, however, a distinction was apparent.
In the four states where unfunded mandates were reduced, the require-
ment was either a constitutional provision or a statute resulting from a
voter injtiative. In the three states where reimbursement recuirements
had little impact in deterring, modifying, or funding mandates, the
requirement was a statute that was not the result of a voter ir*“tative.
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Appendix I

States Requiring Local Cost Estimates and
Mandate Reimnbursement

/]
Requires Legisiature
Estimate of considered a
local cost Mandate  reimbursement
State burden reimbursement requirement
Alabama X
Alaska X
Anzona X X
Arkansas X
California X X
Colorado X X
Connacticut X X
Delaware X
Florida X X
Georgia X X
Hawai ; X
Idaho X ' X
Ilknois X X
Indiana X X
lowa X
Kansas X
Kentucky X o
Leuisiana X X
Maine X
Maryland X
Massachusetts X
Michigan X X
Minnesota X
Mississippt
Missouri X X
Montana X X
Nebraska X X
Nevada X 7
New Hampshire X X -
New Jersey X X
New Mexico X X
New York X X
North Carolina X
North Dakota X
Ohio X
Oklahoma X
QOregon X
Pennsylvania X X
(continued)
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Appendix [
States Requiring Local Cost Estimates and

Mandate Reimbursement
Requires Legisliature
Estimate of considered a
local cost Mandate reimbursement
State burden reimbursement requirement
Rhode island X X
South Carolina X
South Dakota X
Tennessee X X )
Texas X X
Utah X h X
Vermont X T A
Virginia T X - o B
Washington x B X
West Virginia T xS =
Wistonsin X X
Wyoming - ‘
Totals 42 14 18
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CBO Case Examples From the 99th Congress

CBO estimate of state and locatl

Blli subject Bil' no. costs (millions)* Bill status
Safe Drinking Water g F}21650 $3,500 (capital) and 200-300 (annual)  Passed
Education of the Handicapped HR. 5520 ‘ 575 (annual) N Passed
] S 2294 530-2,700 {(annual)
Water Resources Development g F1t 527 524 (annual) Passed
Rehabilitation Act Amendments gi F2154g21 500 (annuat) Passed
1 .
rrﬁFnEgratIon Reform g F;.zggw - 225250 {annual) Passed
Housing Act of 1985 HR 1 i 274 (total) Not passed
QOcean Dumping HR 1957 30 (annual) o Not passed
Fair La>or Standards Act Amendments g ?53830 500-1,500 (annual savings) Passed
CBO's sstimates were identical for both Senate and House bilis, except for Education of the Handi-
capped
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Technical Description of GAO’s Survey
Questionnaire Methodology

During March and May 19887, we sent three questionnaires to all 50
states to obtain information on state programs for estimating and reim-
bursing the cost of state mandates imposed on local governments. Cne
questionnaire went to state officials responsible for cost estimation and
reimbursement activities, another to state legislative leaders, and a third
to interest groups representing cities, counties, and schools. This appen-
dix contains the technical description of our survey designs, pretest pro-
cedures, sample selections, and overall response rates.

Survey Design

The questionnaire for state cost estimation and reimbursement officials
was designed to elicit the respondents’ experiences and views concern-
ing state programs and procedures for estimating and reimbursing the
cost of state mandates imposed on local governments. Specifically, we
asked state officials about:

Requirements and intent of local cost estimates,

Preparation and reporting of local cost estimates,

The impact of the local cost estimate process on the level of mandate
burden imposed on local governments,

Factors affecting the use of local cost estimates,

The existence and operation of a mandate reimbursement provision,
The impact of the mandate reimbursement provision on the level of
mandate burden imposed on local governments, and

Factors affecting outcomes of the mandate reimbursement provision.

The questionnaire for state legislative leadership was sent to the major-
ity leaders in each house of each state legislature. It was designed to
obtain information about their views concerning the impact of estima-
tion and reimbursement programs on mandate legislation.

The questionnaire sent to interest groups representing cities, counties,
and schools was designed to elicit the respondents’ views concerning the
impact of state estimation and mandate reimbursement programs on leg-
islation affecting their respective constituencies.

Pretesting of
Questionnaire

We pretested the questionnaires through in-person visits with the
respective state, legislative, and interest group officials in the states of
Rhode Island and Maryland. With the information obtained, we refined
the questions and terminology we used in the final questionnaires.
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Technical Description of GAO's Survey
Questionnaire Methodology

Survey Plan

To identify questionnaire respondents, we contacted several natinnal
organizations representing state and local governments.

We identified state officials responsible for cost estimation and reim-
bursement activities through a telephone survey of state members of the
National Association of Legislative Fiscal Officers (NALFO). Where NALFO
representatives could not identify the specific organization conducting
such activities in their state, they gave us the name of an official knowl-
edgeable about the state’s activities. In 14 states, we identified two orga-
nizations with legislative responsibility for preparing local cost
estimates. We sent separate questionnaires to each of the two organiza-
tions in those states.

Through a listing obtained from the National Conference of State Legis-
latures, we identified 99' state legislative leaders rep :senting both
chambers of each state legislature.

We identified 145 public interest groups representing cities, counties,
and schools nationwide. Specifically, we surveyed the 462 stute associa-
tions of counties identified by the National Association of Counties, the
49° state municipal leagues identified by the National League of Cities,
and 50 state interest groups representing schools identified by the NALFO
state members through our telephone survey or by the National Associa-
tion of School Administrators.

Response Rates

The number of respondents surveyed, the number of questionnaires
returned, and the response rates for each of the three sets of question-
naires are shown in table II1.1.

!Nebraska has & unicamern! legislature
2 Alaska, Connecticut, Rhode Island, and Vermont have no state county associations

“Hawali hes no state municipal lesgue
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Table lil.1: GAO Survey Universe and
Response Rates

No. Response

surveyed rate

Respondent category (universe) No. of respondents (percent)
State officials 64 54 (49 states) 84
Legislative leaders g¢ 70 (44 states) 72
County interest groups 46 41 89
City interest groups 49 47 96
School interest groups 50 44 88

We mailed questionnaires to state officials in March 1987 and to state
legislative leaders and interest groups in May 1987. From June to Sep-
tember 1987, we sent three follow-up mailings to nonrespondents.

As we received the completed questionnaires, we reviewed the data pro-
vided for consistency and completeness before coding the responses for
keying into our database. Where data appeared inconsistent or incom-
plete, we contacted the respondent by telephone and attempted to
obtain the missing data or resolve the inconsistencies. Some respon-
dents, however, could not provide all of the data requested. We did not
verify the accuracy of the data provided.
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Appendix IV

Sources of Cost Information Used by State
Estimating Officials (As Reported in

GAO Survey)

L

Percent of state estimating officials who used sgurce

Source of cost Always/most

information of the time Half the time  Sometimes/never
State agencies o 71 13 16
Local governments 49 7 4
Interest groups 27 1 62
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Methods of Obtaining Local Government Data
(As Reported in GAO Survey)

L\

__Percent of state estimatirg officlals who - sed mathod

Vory great/ Mcderate So-qe/little
Method ot obtaining data Jreat extent extent . _extent
Case by case basis 57 16 R 14
Network of local contacts 34 8 48
Stralified sample of local
governments 16 ) 16 . 68
Random sampic of local
governments 9 5 86
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Appendix VI

Outcomes of Cost Estimation and Mandate
Reimbursement (As Reported in GAO Survey)

A

Percent® of respondents reporting outcome

Legisiative

State officials leaders Interast groups
Qutcome CIE M/R C/E M/R C/E M/R
Inform: ' T
Greatpvery greal B T - RV T
Moderate G N A BB
Some/ttle 13 31 8 4 2 15
Deter. T T o
Greal/very great 20 40 36 52 26 46
Moderate 29 13 36 8 35 27 .
Some/ittle ' 51 47 28 20 39 27
Modity: ’ T
Great/very great 16 27 3% 52 28 0
Moderate 38 20 38 28 3 22
Scme/ittle 47 53 26 20 36 28
Fund: - T B
G;eét/véry grea! 5 25 19 28 8 18
Moderate ' B R F: T 24 5 18
Some/httle 78 63 48 48 68 84
'Percentages for each outcome may not lotal 100 percent due 1o rounding
C/E = cost astimation
M/R = mandale reimbursement
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Appendix VII

_ Characteristics of States Visited by GAO That
Require Mandate Reimbursement

State and year requirement was effect'/e

Calif., Colo., Fla,, Hil., Mass., Mich.,, Tenn.,
- Charactodotlcu o 1980* 1981 1978 1981 1381 1879 1978
Legal basis
tatute X X X X
_Constituticn -~ x* — — X X
Imtiated by
Legislature X X X X
Voters X X X
Local government S o X
Covers
Legislation X X X X X X X
Regulations X X X X X
Specmc Iegtslatlon
exemption ano!vg.d_ o qu‘)_m ng’“ B No® Yes o ‘_4Y_(~>_s~__ No No
Up-front appropriations
required o _“Nc_)_ No No Yes Yas Yes Yes
Noncompliance allowaed In
absenc 1ot fundnng B No _rj{qd“ No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Formal appeals mechanism
available Yes No No Yes No Yes Mo

2As noted in ch 3, prior to 1980, mardate rembursement was required by statute, effective 1973, init-
ated by the legisiature

2 "These states do not allow speci.ic legislative exemption, but can achieve the same restit by not appro-

priating funds for mandates Because thuse states do not allow tne option of noncompliance, focal
governments must carry out mandates even in the abscnce of funding
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Appendix VI

Types of Mandates Excluded From State
Reimbursement in Six States

In six of the seven states reviewed, we found certain types of mandates
that are formalily excluded from state reimbursement. This appendix
details the general and specific types of mandates excluded from reim-
bursement by each state.

General Exclusions

e o e =

The following types of mandates generally are excluded from reim-
bursement by most states we reviewed:

Federal,

Court,

Voter-approved, and

Local government-requested.

Specific Exclusions

In addition to the general exclusions allowed by most states, each state
has specified that certain types of mandates are not state-reimbursable.
The principal exclusions are as follows:

California .

Cost-savings mandates,

Self-financing mandates,

Mandates enacted prior to January 1, 1975, and executive orders or reg-
ulations initially implementing legislation enacted prior to January 1,
1975,

Mandates defining a new crime or changing an existing definition of
crime, and

Mandates applicable to both public and private sectors (based on recent
California Supreme Court decision).

Florida .

Mandates affecting schools or other special districts, and
Mandates applicable to specific local governments.

Illinois .

Mandates with no net cost increases,

Cost-savings mandates,

Mandates with costs recoverable through federal, state, or external aid,
Mandates costing less than $1,000 per local government or less than
$/0,000 for all local governments,

Local government organization and structure mandates and

Due process mandates.
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Appendix VIII
Types of Mandates Excluded From State
Relmbursement in 8ix States

Massachusetts

Retirement and group insurance mandates,

Mandates affecting county and regional jurisdictions,

Criminal laws or civil violations, and

Penalties imposed by a state agency on a municipality due to violation of
a law that resulted in hazard to the public.

Michigan

Mandates applicable to a larger class of persons or corporations, such as
the private sector, and not exclusively to local gnvernments (pubiic
sector),

Mandates increasing saiaries of circuit and probate court judges,
Mandates benefiting or protecting public employees of local govern-
ments, and

Due process mandates.

Tennessee

Mandates applicable to specific local governments.

Colorado

No specific exclusions listed.
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Appendix IX

Specific Definitions of Mandate Reimbursement
Requirements in Seven States

The definitions of mandate reimbursement requirements vary by state,
This appendix contains the specific definitions of mandate reimburse-
ment requirements in the seven states we reviewed.

California

Article XIII B, section 6, California Constitution: “Whenever the Legisla-
ture or any stzte agency mandates a new program or higher level of
service on any local government, the state shall provide a subvention of
funds to reimburse such local government for the costs of such program
or increased level of service, except that the Legislature may, but need
not, provide such subvention of funds for the following mandates: (a)
Legislative mandates » :quested by the local agency affected; (b) Legisla-
tion defining a new crime or changing an existing definition of a crime;
or (c) Legislative mandates enacted prior to January 1, 1975, or execu-
tive orders or regulations initially implementing legislation enacted prior
to January 1, 1975.”

Colorado

Florida

Section 29-1-304, Session Laws of Colorado 1981: *(1) Every action by
the general assembly which mandates a new program or the expansion
of an existing program subsequent, to July 1, 1981, upon a unit of local
governunent shall either: (a) Provide sufficient state general rund appro-
priations to meet the cost thereof; (b) Provide for a local source of reve-
nue to meet the cost thereof ... .”

Florida statute 11.076 of 1978: *(1) Any genera! law, enacted by the
Legislature after July 1, 1978, which requires a municipality or county
to perform an activity or to provide a service or facility, . . . . which will
require the expenditure of additional funds, . . . . must provide a means
to finance such activity, service, or facility . . . . (2) This act shall not
apply to any general law under which the required expenditure of addi-
tional local funds is incidental to the main purpose of the law.”

Illinois

Chapter 85, sections 2201-2210, Illinois Revised Statutes: “. . .. any
State-initiated statutory or executive action that requires a local govern-
ment to establish, expand or modify its activities in such a way as to
necessitate additional expenditures from local revenues, excluding any
order issued by a court other than any order enforcing such statutory or
executive ac’ion. State mandates may be reimbursable or nonreimbw-
sable as provided in this Act. However, where the General Assembly
enacts legislation e comply with a federal mandate, the State shall be
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Appendix IX

Specific Definitions of Mandate
Relmbursement Requirements in
Seven States

exempt from the requirement of reimbursing for the cost of the man-
dated program .. .."”

Massachusetts

Chapter 29, section 27C, Massachusetts General Laws: “....(a) Any
law, rule or regulation taking effect on or after January first, nineteen
hundred and eighty-one imposing any direct service or cost obligation
upon any city or town shall be effective in any city or town only if such
law is accepted by vote or by the appropriation of money for such pur-
poses, . . . . unless the general court, at the same session in which such
law is enacted, provides, by general law and by appropriation, for the
assumption by the commonwealth of such cost, exclusive of incidental
local administration expenses and unless the general court provides by
appropriation in each successive year for such assumption . . ,.”

Michigan

Article IX, section 29, Michigan Constitution: ““The state is hereby pro-
hibited from reducing the state financed proportion of the necessary
costs of any existing activity or service required of units of Local Gov-
ernment by state law. A new activity or service or an increase in the
level of any activity or service beyond that required by existing law
shall not be required by the legislature or any state agency of units of
Local Government, unless a state appropriation is made and disbursed
to pay the unit of Local Government for any necessary increased costs . .

L.~
Tennessee

Article 2, section 24, Tennessee Constitution: *. . .. No law of general
application shall impose increased expenditure requirements on cities or
counties unless the General Assembly shall provide that the state share
inthe cost ... ."”
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Appendix X

Administration of Mandate .
Reimbursement Programs .

y
—

California

The administration of mandate reimbursement programs varies by staw
This appendix details program administration in California, M& a.achuL
setts, and Tennessee. X

With a few exceptions, the state constitution requires the stdte’to m

burse local government for all mandated costs arising from lq&;bl&tmg\lpq

regulations that provide for a new program or an mcrewxed xevél Qf bepm ul

vice in an existing program. Local agencies may obtain relmbu‘rse xﬁt” hi

for mandated costs in one of two ways: RT3 /‘ il {
i !

1. The iegislation initially imposing the mandated activity. may coi\tafﬂ‘l'[
an approvpriation for reimbursement, and local agencies may fi h\im L

bursement claims with the State Controller to obtain & share oﬂ "wa{se \;J
funds i‘ 1) ! .I 1

"‘
g H'MI

2. If the Ieglslatnon does not contain an appropriation, the local ager qy' ] [
may file a “test claim” with the state's quasijudicial Cormmission ¢ on:' J ; 1‘
State Mandates (csM). The test claim is the first claim that aﬂegesj i e'
existence of mandated costs eligible for reimbursement. This claim i
ates a fact-finding process that culminates in a decision by csm. ’.SM! R
holds several hearings to determine (1) the merits of the test cﬂaﬁm, a0,
the costs and types of localities eligible for reimbursement, and (3:
estimated amount of reimbursement. If csM determines that a pmﬁ
statute or regulation contains a reimbursable mandate, it requests
appropriation from the legislature to reimburse localities for costs )
incurred since the mandate became operative. If the legislature appm- A
priates funding, the Controller notifics localities of the available funds {g
and gives them guidelines for preparing reimburseinent claims. Locali iy
ties actually do not receive reimbursement until approximately 2 yesrs [‘
after the initial test claim is filed.

I

Whether a mandate is funded through the appropriation or test claim
processes, local agencies must annually file detailed reimbursement
claims with the Controller for each approved mandate. Reimbursements
to local agen:ies cover the prior year’s actual costs and the estimated
costs for the current year. These payments may be for total or incremen-
tal costs depending on the guidelines certified by csM.

In 1985, two laws were enacted to reduce reimbursement delays for
mandates funded through the appropriation and test claim processes.
Under one law, reimbursement for certain ongoing mandates is provided
on a block grant basis, with the amount of the grant equal to the average
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! Administration of Mandate
Reimbursemernt Programs

amount of reimbursement, received during a 3-year base period. This
lamv punt is automatxraﬁ) disbursed to local agencies, who will no longer
i ‘have to file rermbmsex\ 2nt claims with the Controller. Under the second
law mandates approved for funding by csM can be reimbursed from a
newly created maﬁdaw t:l\ainus fund, if the mandate’s first-year state-
wide f'oﬁ ‘fire less thaﬁ’%f)@ 000. The amount of this new revolving
olaims E} is $ Mmlﬂum Reimbursements from this fund can be made
only d.tt.'é‘:' 1 bal‘ éemties rw e‘\gone through the test claim process. How-
. ever k‘% wui nd lpn! es* hm e to seek funding approval from the

' i;ﬁgture R TR i

[
[
iy i | m y tal N

uh“zx‘ .a"‘;?,l"l“

" “H"

'l‘he mandaté rexmb r%mdm requirement was enacted by statute in

1980 through al *vot;e qax rAhet mitlatlve Any law, rule, or regulation

' ' f " ‘ iz ] ‘ 1 taki g fect onor af >r uax‘\, , 1981, is subject to the reimburse-

L I o ment y 1u ement. 'I‘he D}\T‘ ibn oﬂ Local Mandates (DLM), created within
- ‘ g 1 ' the ‘S;am Amd’,for 's Officé jn 198.3 is the key administering agency of

< ; L ' the rreunbursement reqmﬁ ment It has the authority to determine which
‘ . | o o sbatutes ahfy for reimfb rsement by meeting the mandate criteria

x ¥ - ' iled the reimbursgl enti Iprovision. DLM reviews a state program at

I * ' gql est of a city, tov« n; or State legislator to determine within 60

Ir ' L , day eth' r part or alllo of it o’rigmated after January 1981, when the

j‘ o ‘ mimbu ément requijierientt bécame effective. If so, the requirement

| I stipulat:e‘s that the stq te tt appropriate money for the mandate at the

| o f b same session in whichi the law was enacted and in each successive year.
"f - ! ! i The requirement also directs the state to pay cities and towns up-front
! ; ‘ and in full for the costs associated with mandates. The local govern-
i ‘ ments need net comply with a mandate unless and until there is a state
‘ appropriation for the mandated provisions, They must, however, peti-
‘ tion thé colrts to permit noncompliance.

1 " DM makes the final determination as to what qualifies as a mandate;

? ‘ | however the power of appropriation lies with the legislature. Thus, all
I ? leg 8 ftwe appro&)riations concerning mandates are based on DLM deter-
| ’ minations. LM determires reimbursable amounts through either an esti-

| -Taation or a claims process and alerts the state to its obligation through
mandate determination reports. The reports are sent to affected local
' i g(hVex‘nme ts, appropriate state agencies, and state legislators. DLM's
| ‘ . y mandate délerminations may be admitted as cost evidence in court
Vo 3 L ! hould a city or town resort to legal action to recover its costs. In addi-
g ‘ S tiq to bLM, the state’s office of Administration and Finance (A&F) has
Lo N l \ “ beéen dirccted on three occasions to distribute reimbursable funds to

i i | \‘\1
Y | I
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Appendix X
Administration of Mandate
Reimbursement Programs

affected cities and towns. A&F's role was written into legislative appro-
priation language for three separate mandates. Both bLM and A&F have
required affected communities tu itemize estimated and/or certify actual
costs incurred in carrying out each mandated program prior to checks
being drawn from the mandate appropriation.

Tennessee

The state constitution specifies that no laws of general application shall
impose increased expenditure requirements on local governments unless
the state shares in the costs. The state does not have a specific unit that
administers the mandate reimbursement program. Local governments
are reimbursed for state-mandated costs through either appropriations
or state-shared taxes. For reimbursements provided through appropria-
tions, the state agency that oversees the mandated activity is responsi-
ble for reimbursing local governinents. Reimbursements are allocated to
local governments on a formula basis. For reimbursements provided
through state-shared taxes, the first $1,007,000 increase over the previ-
ous year in state-shared taxes must be made available to municipalities
and counties to cover the state’s share of mandated costs. However,
localities would receive these state-shared taxes regardless of any new
mandates imposed by the state. Thus, the state does not provide new
funding for mandates when they require local governments to use state-
shared taxes as reimbursement for mandated costs. Since state-shared
taxes also are allocated on a formula basis, there is no relationship
between the cost of mandates and the amount received from shared
taxes. Local governments are not required to file reimbursement claims,
as allocations are based on formulas.
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Corrments From the Congressional
Budget Office

Nowonp. 12

=

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE
U.8. CONGRESS
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20516
July 12, 1988

Mr. Lawrence H. Thompson
Assistant Comptroller General
Human Resourcess Division
General Accounting Office
441 G Street, N.W,
Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Thompson:

We have reviewed your proposed report to Senator Dureuberger on
legislative inandates, which ycu sent to us on June 9, 1988. In general, we
believe the report provides a good description of federal and state cost
estimation processes and of the state experience with legislative mandate
reimbursements,

We agree with the report's conclusion that state-local cost estimates
have had only a ‘'sited Impact iu-ing the last five years. In part, this is
because there have been relativeiy few legislative initlatives that would
Impose new mandates on state and local governments. As the report notes,
for example, during the 99th Congress, CBO estimated that less than 10
percent of over 1,100 bills reported from committees would have a state-
local cost impact. Incidentally, we prepare state-local cost estimates for
almost all bllls reported from committee, including those that would Impose
no costs. The statement on page 16 of the draft report implies that cost
estlinates are prepared only for bills which would Impose costs.

The lack of Impact of state-local cost estimates also results in part from
the generally low-key presentation of state and local government concerns
during the legislative process. In our experlence, when the state and local
governments and thelr representative organizations have been actlve, our
state-local cost estimates have made an Impact. As the pioposed report
notes, Increased Interest in cost Impacts will come only when there s a
strong leglslative concern about mandating costs ca state and local
governments, We belleve that this concern must be generated by the state
and local governments and thelr representative organizations.

With regard to the suggestion that cost estimates be prepared for key
bllis before committee markup and for floor amendments, we belleve the
report draws the right conclusion. The effort lavolved In reviewing all bills
at an earller stage would be substantial, and such an increase in CBO cost
estimation efforts would not be cost-effective unless there Is a demand for
the Information. At this point, the demand for state-local cost impacts Is
fairly limited, but when there are committee or subcommittee requests, CBO
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Budget Office

Mr. Lawrence H. Thompson
July 12, 1988
Page 2

does respond with cost estimates before bills are reported or at other
stages of the legislative process. Therefore, we agree with the report's
conclusion that Congressional committees should be encouraged to request
earlier state-local estimates from CBO for selected bills where there are
concerns about cost impacts.

We are less enthuslastic about the suggestion that the State and Local
Cost Estimate Act be amended to include appropriation and tax biils. While
the Act has not been Interpreted as applying to tax measures and
specifically excludes appropriation bills, we could provide information on
state-local cost Impacts under the authority of section 202(b) of the
Congressional Budget Act If requested by a committee. A statutory change
to extend sectlon 403 coverage to appropriation and tax bills, theretore, is
not needed to authorize CBO to prepare state and local cost estimates for
these bills, but it would be needed to require us to do so.

We are also dubious about the value of preparing state-local cost
estimates for approprlation bills, Leglslatl*e mandates affecting state and
local governments are rarely contained In appropriation bills. This s
because most mandates would be substantive legislation that would be
subject to points of order If Included in appropriation bills. For your
information, we routlnely provide estimates of the level of new budget
authority for assistance to state and Jocal governments provided in
appropriation bills, as required by section 308(a) of the Congressional
Budget Act, although this generates no Interest as far as we know.
Furthermore, we belleve the Appropriation Committees would be concerned
about adding another speclal reporting requirement for appropriation bills.
There could be problems with the timeliness of CBO estlmates because we
frequantly have little time In which to review appropriation bill language
before bills are reported. This, in turn, could cause procedural problems
for the Appropriation Committees If Budget Act walvers were required to
begin floor debate.

With regard to tax bills, most significant changes In federal tax law--
rate Increases or decreases, the addition or ellminatlon of preferences--
affect state and loca. revenues. Estimating these effects would be an
enormous undertaking, Moreover, providing state-local estimates for
selected measures before committee markup is probably not feasible. The
tax-writing committees mark up bills In concept only; the leglslative
language 1is drafted subsequently, CBO staff are usually unaware of the
specific provisions of tax bills until they dre drafted and reported from the
committees,
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The Joint Tax Committee staff provides the tax-wriiing commitcees with
reverve estimates during and following the markup of tax bills. Because of
its officlal role in the legislative and revenue estimating process, only the
Juint Committee siaff could prepare state-local fiscal no'es for tax
legislation in a timely manner. Since this would impose a hburden on the
Joint Committee staff, we suggest that It be given an opportunity to review
the proposed report,

We also note that in preparing cost estimates for tax legislation only
revenue effects are estimated. Administrative costs and the cosis of
regulations are not included. The draft report defines "mandates” as “laws
and regulations Imposing requirements and related costs on subordinate
levels of government.” This definition may not be applicable to tax
legislation under our current estimating practices.

We have a number of minor editorial ccmments on the report which we
wili give directly to Mr. Gadsby. Thank you for giving us £n opportunity
(o review the proposed report.

, Sincecely,

T Ty '/::B(Mm-

James 1. Blum
Actiug Director

ce: Mr. 1. Wiillam Gadsby
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Comments From the U.S. Advisory Commission
on Intergovernmental Relations

ADVISDORY
COMMISSION ON INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS
WASHINGTON DC 205675

July 7, 1988

Mr. Lawrence H. Thampson

Assistant Camptroller General

United States General Accounting Office
Human Resources Division

Washington, DC 20547

Dear Mr. Thompsor::

Thank you for giving the Advisory Commssior on Intergovernmental
Relations (ACIR) an opportunity to review the draft of your report
entitled "Legislative Mandates: State Experiences Can Offer Insights for
Federal Response" (HRD-88~75). Several staff members and I have reviewed
the report. Specific editorial comments and sugxjestions are included on

the enclosad copy of the report. ACIR staff narrative camments follow
herewith.

General Evaluation

Cverall, we believe that the GAO report is carefully researched,

thorough, and enlightening. For the most part, the report is well
written and easy to read.

ation ] ¥ IR

We are pleased that the GAO has recognizad ACIR in its
recammendation calling for a biennial report on the total estimated costu
to state and local goverrments of new mandates contained in legislation
enacted by each sec.ion of the Corgress. ACIR is well suited to perform
this task amd has a strong interest in undertaking the reporting
responsibility. Our reservation, however, is that because ACIR's
appropriations have thus far declined by 36 percent since 1985 and staff
has been reduced by 30 percent, ACIR would need additional budgetary
resources to undertake this new responsibility. The amount of resources
*equimdwcmlddeperﬂonhwﬂmmportirqtaskwasmbeperfom\adby
ACIR.

Easically, there are two ways to prepare such a report.

1. ACIR could perform the task by compiling the CBO fiqures
routinely every two years, with little or no analysis. The
utility of this approach could be questioned easily, however
ard the activity would run the risa of being cancelled after
tha first severil reports. This would be similar to what
happened when ACTR adninistered OMB Circular A-B5 in the 1970s.

8
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Mr. Lawrernce H. Thampson
July 7, 1988

2. ACIR oould perform independent analyses, examine different

estimating methods, and analyze the implementation of
legislation over time to compare actual costs wich estirated
costs. ACIR could also put the estimates into same context
every two years in terms of what both the states and the
federal govexmmant cve Going to institute and implement mandave
reimbursements. This approach would allow us to evaluate the
process, show cumilative trends, and asseses the actual costs of
mandates over the long term. This would be thae best way to
proceed, but this approach is well beyond ACTR's axrent
resource capabilities.

comments on Text of the Report

The finding that reimbursenent requirements which have been made a
pert of the state constitution or initiated by the voters have had an
impact on <topping unfunded mandates is very literesting in terms of
ACIR's work un state and federal constitutional law. The urderlying data
support for that conclusion does not appear to be especially strong,
however. Mnre needs to be said about how GAO arrived at that conclusion.
The wording of the Executive Summary also makes it unclear as to whether
constitutional amerdments reqarding reimbursemant have to be initiated by
; votess in orlar to be effective. In other words, does "public
initiation® medify both referendum and amendment?

hnother good poinc made in the report is the recammendation that the
cost-e: _imatiny nrocess be exterded to tax and appropriatiors bills.
Perhaps this ~hould be highlighted more in the report.

The discussion of the sanple states and their experience is
ctherwise thorough and intaresting, and the backup material in the
appandices is very helpful. The description of methcdology is a model of
clarity and precision. It would be useful, though, to include the survey
instrument.

With regnrd to the timirg of cost estimates, we believe that waiting
until the Y.st minmute to preprre cost ertimates disables tha prmoess,
The GAD cecammardation to iniriate the cost-setimate process earlier—
when the committees and the public intersst groups identify a bill that
is likely to be seriously considered and have significant impact--is good
as far az it goes. However, it still leaves the process in the realm of
case work.

It would be prefersble to evaluate mandates in a longer range way.
For ~xample, many of the nandates now on the books must be reauthorized
every four or five years, or are slated for Congressional oversight on a
relativaely reqular basis. This is scmewhat like a sunset review process.
Although there is not a formal process of that type at present, mancate
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Page 3

reviews could be scheduled far ahead in many cases; adequate data bases
could be built and maintained by ACIR in anticipation of recurring
reviews; ard major alternmatives could be set up in anticipation of
legislative action. This type of preparedness would produce information
for policym-xers based cn actual experience, and would be vastly superior
in many ways to any information that an ad hoc, case-by-case approach

‘ could produce.

Finally, because of requirements set forth in Executive Order 12612,
the timeliness and cquality of cost estimates can be expected to be
considerably improved for any legislative proposals havicry a federal
mandate that originate from an Administration. That Order ¢al's for the
use of fedeialism criteria in developing Executive Branch policies, and
requires that raqulatory and legislative proposals be accompanied by an
evaluation of “the extent to which the policy imposes additional costs or
burdens on the States, including the likaly source of funding for the
States ard the ability of the States to fulfill the purposes of the

policy" (Sec. 6(c)(3)). Same mention of this related provision should be
made in tha GAD report.

We hope these camnunts will be useful to you in finalizing this
excallent report.

incerely,
el
Jehn Kincaid
Executive Director
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Comments From State, County, and
City Government

State, County, and City

Government

444 N caplol Street, N W /Suite 340

washington, D € 20001
Phone (202) 638 1445

Exx cutlve Dircctoes

National | o
of Citles

AL AN BLALS

* harrndan

L oune il of Stote
COovernmenis

CARL W SI1ENBERG

Intetnationat ¢y
Manageme i Assaot o

WL VIAMBE HANSEEL
NaliOa] Assin lahion

of Countie s

JOHN P THOMAS

Nantonal conferenee of

State Legishotare s

Wil LIAM | POUND

National GOveinons Assot Liion

RAYMOND O S el PPACH

s onference
Of Mavors
JTHORMAS €O HAN

July 27, 1988

Lawrence H. Thompson

Assistant Comptroller General

United States General Accnunting Office
Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Thompson:

We appreciate the opportunity to review the
draft of GAC's study Legislative Mandates:
State Experiences Can Offer Insights for

Federal Response.

We are in agreement with your comment to
Senator Dursnberger that "the best approach
for reducing unfunded mandates at this time
would be to focus more attentlon at key
points in the congressional process on
estimated costs of such mandates on state and
local governments.' We would go even
further to set up procedures that require
Congressional committees to both

receive and consider cost estimates
throughout the legislative process.

We are in complete agreement with the finding that cost

estimates have a greater impact when they are prepared early
in the legislative process and .hen they are alsec prepared
for important amendments to proposed legislation.

We note your recommendation for a biennial review of the
total costs imposed by federal mandates and feel that such a
review gshould be done annually and should cover tha
baseline, as well as the incremental costs, ~f mandates.

We believe that CBO would be the baeat organization to
accomplish this task.

In addition, we strongly urge that the cost estimata
raequirenent be extended to tax and appropriation bi:ls
inorder to truly ascertain costs that are being passed on to
state and local ~overnments.

We appreciate the wnrk of CBC in cost estimation. We
believe that the process should be strengthened and that CBO
be given additional resocurces to insure the successful
implementation of the recommenuations of this report. The
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Appendix X111
Comments From State, County, and
City Government
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public interest groups are willing t. work with CBO more
closely than we have in tha past to determine the most
important and costly pieces of legislation expected that
sassion. This would make it pcssible to obtain estimates
earlier in the prociss.

While the current models for state reimbursement may not be
workable at tre federal level we believe that further study
could devilop workable federal legislation for cost
reimbursement. Regardless of the reimbursement question, we
are totally sujportive of the need for keeping and improving
the cost estimation process.

We are enclosing a list of specific suggestions that were
made last September at the time that CBO's cost estimate
legislation was reviewed.

We found your study of state and local experien. . providad
helpful suggestions at the federal level.

Sincerely,
(o [ Setn
Alan Beals

Chairman

cc:  Blg 7 Executive Directors
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Appendix XIIT
Comments From State, County, and
City Government

(] The interqovernmental cost estimate should be performed
earlier in the legislative process; currently a fiscal
note is only done for bills reported out of committee.
At that point its role can only be negative. If
available earlier in the process, the cost information
could contribute constructively to the development
of legislation.

While many state legis..tures require fiscal notes on
every bill introduced, this might prove burdensome for
CBO. We therefore rec

avajilable prior to sukcommittee markup.

o The fisc
This is usually done at the state level,
and Ls really necessary if the estimate is to provxde
useful information through out the legislative process.

o Ihe threshold should be lowered. The present $200
million is too high; $100 million might be reasonable.

o The fiscal note re parement gould be extended to
ations and revenue bills. Frequently
tax and spending hills have very important
- intergovernmental mpa-ts.

©  The estimate should jinclude the baseline plug “he
al cost. This would provide a clearer picture
of the total impact on states and localities.

o The cost estimate requirerent should bhe extended
to OMB.
o CBO and OMB should each prepare ap annual report
detailing the intexgovernmental impact of legislation
enacted during the vear
- 0  An Qffice of . tate and Local Finance should be
established wichin GBO.
|
A
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