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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Legislative Committee on
Intergovernmental Relations (LCIR) has been
asked by the Florida Legislature to review the
status of Florida’s receipt of federal funds.
The state’s historically low per capita ranking
in receipt of federal grants to the state and its
local governments is of particular concern to
the Legislature. Based on fiscal year 1997
expenditure data published by the U.S. Bureau
of the Census, Florida ranked 49th among the
fifty states on a per capita basis in the receipt
of federal grants -- down from 48th in fiscal
year 1996. The objective of this report is to
provide the Legislature with a review and
analysis of the current federal funding
situation to assist in developing strategies to
increase Florida’s receipt of federal funds.

Despite the state’s low per capita ranking in
the receipt of federal grant funds, federal
assistance accounted for nearly 23 percent of
state revenues in fiscal year 1997-98,
according to the Florida Consensus Estimating
Conference’s revenue analysis published in
the Summer of 1998. In fiscal year 1997,
federal grants to Florida’s state and local
governments totaled $8.5 billion according to
expenditure figures published by the U.S.
Bureau of the Census. Had Florida received
the same per capita grant expenditure in fiscal
year 1997 as the average for all states, an
additional $3.7 billion would have been
available to state and local governments.

Conversely, Florida has ranked high, on a per
capita basis, in its receipt of federal funds
distributed directly to individuals. This is due
to the state’s relatively large elderly
population. State and local economies benefit
to some degree from these entitlement
payments directed toward persons who have
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chosen to reside in Florida. However, a
number of factors may influence an
individual’s decision to live in or relocate to
Florida. Lawmakers have little control over
the amount, distribution, and use of federal
entitlement payments made directly to
individuals.

Consequently, Florida’s low ranking, on a per
capita basis, among the states in the receipt of
federal grants is significant. Federal grants
have been and will continue to be important
sources of revenue utilized by state and local
governments to  provide  necessary
governmental services to the state’s residents.

This report utilizes 1997 federal expenditure
data for all states and U.S. outlying areas that
are organized by the U.S. Bureau of the
Census into five major expenditure categories
for reporting purposes. These five expenditure
categories and Florida’s relative per capita
ranking in 1997 were: direct payments to
individuals (1st), grants and other payments
to state and local governments (49th),
procurement contract awards (24th), salaries
and wages to federal employees and military
personnel (29th), and other programs (49th).

With the exception of two categories: direct
payments to individuals and salaries and
wages to federal employees and military
personnel, the state’s per capita rankings in
the remaining categories are lower than those
of one year ago. When the figures in the five
expenditure categories were combined,
Florida ranked 15th, on a per capita basis,
among the states. In fiscal year 1996, the state
was ranked 13th, on a per capita basis, in
receipt of total federal expenditures.
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Federal Expenditures to States

Federal expenditures are a major factor in
states’ economies. In fiscal year 1997, the
federal government allocated approximately
$1.37 trillion dollars to the fifty states for the
five categories of expenditures." Economic
activity in the sectors of state and local
government spending, retail, banking and
finance, construction, real estate, and health
care inevitably increases from this infusion of
fiscal resources. As a result, the economic
activity generated from out-of-state sources is
important to a state’s economic growth.

Federal expenditures can significantly affect
the growth of state economies. For instance,
if the 1997 level of per capita federal
expenditure in Florida (all categories) had
been the same as the national average, the
state would have lost approximately $467 per
capita or $6.8 billion in total. Conversely, if
the federal government expended the same
amount in Florida that year as it did in
Virginia (the state having the highest level of
per capita federal expenditure), Florida would
have gained approximately $2,257 per capita,
or $33.1 billion.?

For all states, it was found that direct
payments to individuals (comprising mostly
Social Security and Medicare payments)
constituted approximately 56 percent of total

! U.S. Bureau of the Census. Federal Expenditures by
State for Fiscal Year 1997. U.S. Government Printing
Office, Washington, DC, 1998.

2 LCIR staff calculations made from the data presented
in the U.S. Bureau of the Census publication, Federal
Expenditures by State for Fiscal Year 1997 and 1997
population estimates also published by the Census
Bureau. Unless otherwise noted, all per capita
calculations presented in the remainder of this report
were made by LCIR staff using these data.
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federal expenditures in fiscal year 1997.
However, in Florida, the relative contribution
of direct payments to individuals was much
higher. This category accounted for nearly 69
percent of the state’s total federal
expenditures.

Grants and other payments to all state and
local governments accounted for about 16
percent of total federal expenditures in 1997.
In Florida, the relative contribution of this
category was much less. Only 10 percent of
the state’s total federal expenditures that year
were accounted for by federal grants and other
payments.

The relative contribution of the other major
expenditure categories, procurement contracts
and salaries and wages, to total federal
expenditures has been on the decline in recent
years, concurrent with decreases in the
amounts of federal military contracts as well
as in military and federal workforce
employment. Nationally, procurement
contract awards and salaries and wages to
federal and military personnel constituted 12
percent and 11 percent of total federal
expenditures to all states in 1997, respectively.
In Florida, procurement awards and salaries
and wages accounted for 10 percent and nine
percent of total federal expenditures to the
state, respectively.
Federal Grants to State and Local
Governments

The major portion of federal aid to state and
local governments is provided through federal
formula grants. Such grants allocate funds
based on mathematical formulas using certain
factors and statistical data. The data factors
used in the formulas and the weight given to
each factor determine how the funding will be
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distributed to the states. Federal formulas are
frequently weighted to affect growth states in
an adverse way; as a result states such as
Florida do poorly in obtaining funding.

In other cases, grants may be distributed to
state and local governments on the basis of
certain populations or characteristics. For
example, large Native American populations
trigger additional grants from the U.S.
Department of Education for Indian education
and from the U.S. Department of the Interior
for Indian programs. Special arrangements to
share revenue from timber and mineral sales,
via the U.S. Department of the Interior’s
Bureau of Land Management, are important to
many western states with large federal land
holdings. Another example is the assistance
provided to refugees via grant funding
provided by the U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services (HHS).

Grants from HHS  accounted for
approximately 53 percent of all grants to states
and the District of Columbia in fiscal year
1997. There is no particular state population
size that triggers large per capita HHS grant
expenditures; states of various sizes fare both
well and poorly under HHS programs. A
number of interactive factors explain the
variations in HHS grant funding, particularly
in the areas of Medicaid and Aid to Families
with Dependent Children (AFDC, which has
become Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families or TANF). These factors include the
proportion of the state’s population in poverty,
the ease of becoming a beneficiary as
determined by state eligibility standards, the
optional benefits as determined by state
decisions, and the percentage of total costs
paid by the federal government.
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Florida’s Receipt of Federal Grants for State
and Local Governments

According to expenditure data published by
the U.S. Bureau of the Census, Florida’s state
and local governments received approximately
$8.5 billion in grants and other payments
during fiscal year 1997. The grants received
from six departments (Health and Human
Services, Transportation, Housing and Urban
Development, Agriculture, Education, and
Labor) accounted for approximately 95
percent of all grant expenditures to Florida
that year. The ten largest grant program
categories to Florida accounted for
approximately 87 percent of all grant
expenditures to the state in 1997.

The ten largest categories and the state’s
relative per capita ranking in 1997 were:
Health Care Financing Administration -
Medicaid (46th), Administration for Children
and Families (37th), Federal Highway
Administration (50th), Food and Consumer
Services (31st), Lower Income Housing
Assistance (43rd), Office of Elementary and
Secondary Education (39th), Office of Special
Education and Rehabilitative Services (46th),
Employment and Training Administration
(42nd), Community Development (34th), and
Other Programs (36th).

With the exception of U.S. Department of
Agriculture grants -- for which Florida ranked
36th on a per capita basis -- the state’s per
capita ranking did not exceed 40th among the
six agencies constituting the bulk of federal
grant funding. In four of those agencies,
Florida’s per capita ranking among the seven
most populous states was the lowest.’

3The seven most populous states are: California, Texas,
New York, Florida, Pennsylvania, llinois, and Ohio.
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Florida’s per capita ranking in six of the ten
largest grant funding categories also did not
exceed 40th place.

By necessity, U.S. Bureau of the Census
budget categories were used in this report for
the analysis of federal grant expenditures to
state and local governments. The use of these
categories, which in many cases encompass a
multitude of federal department and agency
allocations and contain expenditures of
numerous grant programs, does not provide
the amount of detail necessary for a thorough
analysis of all federal expenditures. These
categories are supplemented by a table
showing state agencies’ reporting on their own
receipts of federal funds, provided as an
appendix to the report. Taken together, the
data illustrate that Florida ranks low, on a per
capita basis, relative to the other states in the
receipt of most grant program funding.

Reasons for Florida’s Low Ranking in
Receipt of Federal Grant Funds

Although numerous reasons likely exist for
Florida’s low per capita grant funding, three
known reasons are of particular significance.
First, many funding formulas are based on
outdated population figures or other factors
that do not reflect the state’s unprecedented
growth in recent decades. Second, Florida has
not aggressively pursued all federal funding
options. Third, Florida must have the support
of the majority of representation in both
houses of Congress in order to revise past
funding formula inequities. This support
would be difficult to obtain since many states
may lose federal funding under revised
formulas that would benefit Florida.

Florida’s state agencies were surveyed by the
LCIR regarding their receipts of federal grant
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funds. Their responses included agencies’
perceptions as to why the state ranks low in
per capita receipts of federal funds for many
programs. In addition to those mentioned
above, agencies offered other reasons for
Florida’s low ranking, including: inability to
secure sufficient state match funds for a
variety of programs, “strings” or policy
requirements required as conditions for
receiving certain categories of federal funds,
and federal funding cutbacks in general.

Recommendations to Improve Florida’s
Receipt of Federal Grant Funds

Florida’s state agencies offered several
recommendations for improving Florida’s
receipts of federal grant funds.These included:

. working with Congress to change
outdated or inequitable federal funding
formulas/forming coalitions with other
growth states, large states, and/or
southern states for this purpose;

. increasing state match funds available;

. making the processes of amending the
state budget and obtaining spending
authority easier;

. increasing training provided at the
state level for accessing federal funds;

. increasing  communication  and
coordination on federal issues among
state agencies, Governor’s office,
Florida Washington Office,
Legislature, and  Congressional
delegation;

. assuring accurate counts in the year
2000 census; and
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. promoting the consolidation of federal
funding streams to simplify access to
federal funds.

Conclusion

The per capita federal grant expenditure to the
most favored state in 1997 was just over four
times the per capita expenditure to the least
favored state. If Florida had received the
same per capita grant expenditure that year as
the average for all states, an additional $3.7
billion would have been available to state and
local governments. To put such an increase
into a state perspective, this amount would
represent approximately eight percent of the
$46.8 billion state budget proposed by the
Bush Administration for fiscal year 1999-
2000.  Consequently, Florida’s elected
federal, state, and local officials should have
considerable interest in influencing the state’s
receipt of federal grant funding.

The Florida Legislature should strive to work
with the Florida Congressional Delegation to
increase the state’s receipt of federal grants,
as follows:

> The state should work to form
coalitions with other states that
experience similar funding inequities,
especially large population, high
growth states such as California and
Texas.

> The state’s elected officials should
send clear and unified messages
urging the Delegation to move forward

4 Executive Office of the Governor. State of Florida
FY 1999-2000 Executive Budget. State of Florida,

Tallahassee, FL, January 1999, and LCIR staff

calculations.
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with proposals that will increase
Florida’s receipt of federal funds.

There should be regular contact
between members and staff of the
Florida Legislature and the Florida
Congressional Delegation on issues of
state importance, particularly issues of
federal funding.
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INTRODUCTION

The Legislative Committee on Intergovernmental Relations (LCIR) has been asked by the Florida
Legislature to review the status of Florida’s receipt of federal funds. The Legislature is
particularly concerned about the state’s low per capita ranking in receipt of federal grants to state
and local governments. During the 1997-98 legislative interim, the LCIR reviewed and analyzed
this issue for fiscal year 1997 funds. The project is intended to be ongoing, and to facilitate the
development of strategies to increase the return of federal tax dollars to the state.

In fiscal year 1997, federal grants to Florida’s state and local governments totaled $8.5 billion
according to expenditure figures published by the U.S. Bureau of the Census. In per capita
terms, Florida ranked 49th among the states in the receipt of federal grants.

Had Florida received the same per capita grant expenditure in fiscal year 1997 as the average for
all states, an additional $3.7 billion would have been available to its state and local governments.
Despite the state’s low per capita ranking in the receipt of such funds, federal assistance
accounted for nearly 23 percent of state revenues in fiscal year 1997-98, according to the Florida
Consensus Estimating Conference’s revenue analysis published in the Summer of 1998.

During the initial phase of that interim project, the LCIR staff researched Medicaid funding and
the pending reauthorization of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991
(ISTEA) and published separate reports-in-brief on those issues. Medicaid and transportation
funding represent two of the largest federally-funded grant programs, as well as two of the largest
sources of federal grant funding to Florida. Historically, Florida has not received an equitable
share of funds under either program.

In February 1998, LCIR staff prepared a preliminary report reviewing federal expenditures to
Florida during fiscal year 1996. That report constituted the second phase of the interim project
and was written, in part, in preparation for the third phase of the interim project -- the Federal-
State Issues Summit. On February 16, 1998, the Summit was held in Tallahassee and was
sponsored by Governor Lawton Chiles, Senate President Toni Jennings, and House Speaker
Daniel Webster. The Summit provided an opportunity for Florida’s elected congressional and
state legislators to discuss policy issues of state importance, including funding issues. A second
Federal/State Summit is being planned for March 15, 1999.

This is an updated report of federal expenditures to Florida using data obtained from the U.S.
Bureau of the Census publication entitled Federal Expenditures by State for Fiscal Year 1997.
Part I discusses the historical context and current situation of federal expenditures to states,
beginning with a discussion of data sources and relevant definitions of types of federal
expenditures. Federal expenditures in federal fiscal year 1997 are summarized next. This is
followed by a discussion of the trends over time in per capita federal expenditures, by major
category of expenditure, for the seven most populous states (Florida is the fourth most populous
state).
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Part II of the report reviews Florida’s receipt of federal grant expenditures to state and local
governments. It examines the per capita grant expenditures to Florida by federal department and
agency.

Part III examines changes in federal expenditure patterns to Florida between 1996 and 1997.
Reviews of the state’s per capita ranking in the receipt of federal grant expenditures for particular
program categories -- as well as changes in expenditure patterns -- are provided to be of use in
prioritizing the state’s efforts to increase its share of federal funds.

Part IV analyzes state agencies’ responses to an LCIR survey about their receipts of federal
funds, including perceptions about the adequacy of federal funding for their programs, reasons
for Florida’s low ranking in receipts of federal monies, and recommendations for increasing
Florida’s share of federal grant funding. Finally, an appendix compiles state agencies’ reporting
on their own receipts of federal funds.
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I. BACKGROUND AND CURRENT SITUATION
A. Introduction

The distribution of federal expenditures has significant effects on the finances of state and local
governments as well as important impacts on a state’s residents. Federal expenditures are
distributed through a wide array of criteria. Changes in criteria for receiving those expenditures
have had unequal impacts on state budgets and economies in the past. Likewise, future changes
in criteria are very likely to affect individual states quite differently.

This part of the report presents contextual information on the states’ historical distribution of
federal expenditures, addressing total expenditures and the major federal expenditure categories.
The data and analyses should offer the reader a basis for understanding those expenditures to
Florida’s state and local governments and assessing the state’s strategies for increasing its fair
share of certain types of expenditures, particularly grants to state and local governments.

B. Data Source and Definitions of Types of Federal Expenditures

The source for the data used in this section is the U.S. Bureau of the Census annual publication
Federal Expenditures by State. This publication presents federal expenditures, listed by
department and agency, to states and U.S. outlying areas.

In order for the reader to understand the data presented in this report, it is necessary to define the
five major categories of expenditure. Direct payments to individuals represented the largest
category of federal expenditure in fiscal year 1997. This category accounted for approximately
56 percent of total expenditures to states that year. Social Security and Medicare payments
constituted nearly 73 percent of total payments to individuals that year.

These payment figures are compiled from amounts reported by federal agencies for the Federal
Assistance Award Data System (FAADS) and represent obligations of federal funds. The
spending involved is sent directly to individuals in the form of Social Security or veterans’
pensions or to service providers as reimbursement for something done for identifiable individuals
such as reimbursing grocers for accepting food stamps. Social Security, Supplemental Security
Income, and Medicare amounts reflect obligations during the fiscal year, with the state-by-state
distribution estimated. Retirement and disability payments for federal civilian and military
personnel represent actual expenditures during the fiscal year.

Grants and other payments to state and local governments represented the second largest
expenditure category in fiscal year 1997. These awards represent actual cash outlays made
during the fiscal year. Federal government aid, in the form of grants and other payments, to state
and local government units included the following:
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Direct cash grants to state or local governments;
. Payments for grants-in-kind such as purchases of commodities distributed to state
or local governments;

3. Payments to nongovernmental entities when such payments result in cash or in-
kind services passed on to state or local governments;

4. Payments to regional commissions and organizations that are redistributed to the
state or local level;

5. Federal payments to state and local governments for research and development
that is an integral part of the provision of public services; and

6. Federal revenues shared with state and local governments.

DN

Grants and other payments awarded by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
constituted approximately 53 percent of total federal grant expenditures to the states and the
District of Columbia in fiscal year 1997.

Procurement contracts awarded by the federal government represented the third largest category
of expenditure in fiscal year 1997. Contracts awarded by the U.S. Department of Defense
accounted for approximately 61 percent of the total value of awards to states and the District of
Columbia.

Statistics covering the value of federal procurement contracts of the Defense Department and
non-defense agencies were obtained from the U.S. Postal Service (USPS) and the Federal
Procurement Data Center (FPDC) within the General Services Administration. Amounts
provided by the USPS represent actual outlays for contractual commitments while amounts
reported by the FPDC represent the value of obligations for contract actions and do not reflect
actual federal expenditures. The FPDC collects procurement data for most federal departments
and agencies, and it provides these data according to the place of performance rather than the
location of the prime contractor. In general, only current year contract actions are reported for
data provided by the FPDC; however, multiple-year obligations may be reflected for contract
actions of less than three years duration.

The fourth largest category of expenditure in fiscal year 1997 was salaries and wages. The
amounts reported in this category represent military and civilian payroll statistics of the U.S.
Department of Defense and non-defense agencies. Salary and wages of employees in non-
defense agencies constituted 60 percent of total federal salary and wage expenditures to states
and the District of Columbia in fiscal year 1997. All amounts represent actual outlays during the
fiscal year with the national total distributed among the states on an estimated basis.

The final category of federal expenditure is other programs. It reflects federal grant awards to
nongovernmental recipients and represents federal obligations, based upon awards of financial
assistance during the fiscal year. This category also includes direct payments other than those to
individuals. In FY 1997, grants to nongovernmental recipients accounted for approximately 51
percent of total expenditures in this category to states and the District of Columbia.
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Expenditure amounts not included in the Federal Expenditures by State publication reflect data
that could not be distributed by state or U.S. outlying area, or that were not available. Examples
of such amounts include net interest on the federal government debt, international payments and
foreign aid, current operational expenses included under salaries or procurement, expenditures
for selected agencies such as the Central Intelligence Agency and National Security Agency, and
foreign outlays.

Federal departments and agencies provide all published data. Data are reviewed for accuracy and
consistency, and compared to actual outlays in the federal budget to assure reasonableness and
coverage. However, no attempt is made by the U.S. Census Bureau to account for all federal
expenditures as reported in the federal budget or as presented in the U.S. Census Bureau’s annual
report on government finances.

C. Federal Expenditures to States and U.S. Outlying Areas in Federal Fiscal Year 1997

As illustrated by Table 1, federal expenditures to states and U.S. outlying areas totaled
approximately $1.4 trillion in 1997. Direct payments to individuals constituted nearly 56 percent
of total expenditures (see Chart I on the following page). Grants and other payments to state
and local governments, procurement contract awards, and salaries and wages were the second,
third, and fourth largest sources of federal expenditures, respectively.

Table 1
Distribution of Federal Expenditures to States and U.S. Outlying Areas
Federal Fiscal Year 1997
Percent of
Expenditure Category Amount (8 billion) Total
Direct Payments to Individuals $781.9 55.6
Grants and Other Payments to State and Local
Governments 228.7 16.3
Procurement Contract Awards 173.4 12.3
Salaries and Wages 164.8 11.7
Other Programs 57.9 4.1
Total $1,406.8 100.0
Note: The total above does not include undistributed funds totaling approximately $22.1 billion.
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census. Federal Expenditures by State for Fiscal Year 1997. U.S. Government
Printing Office, Washington, DC, 1998.
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In 1997, Florida ranked 4th among the states, in terms of estimated statewide population. The
states of California, New York, and Texas had larger populations, respectively. In terms of total
federal expenditures, Florida ranked 15th on a per capita basis among all the states. Among the
seven most populous states in 1997 (California, New York, Texas, Florida, Pennsylvania,
[llinois, and Ohio respectively), Florida ranked 1st, on a per capita basis, in total federal
expenditures. Certainly, Florida’s disproportionately higher ranking in direct payments to
individuals (1st among all states in 1997) helps explain Florida’s top ranking in per capita total
federal expenditures.

Chart 1

Distribution of Federal Expenditures
Federal Fiscal Year 1997

l Direct Payments}

| Other Programs l

I Salaries & Wages !

Procurement

D. Per Capita Federal Expenditures by Category of Expenditure

This section of the report examines the historical trend in per capita total expenditures and per
capita expenditures for four major expenditure categories: direct payments to individuals, grants
to state and local governments, procurement contracts, and salaries and wages for fiscal years
1981 through 1997. In addition to controlling for population change through the use of a “per
capita’ measure, the yearly figures have also been adjusted to control for inflation. All per capita
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figures for fiscal years 1981 through 1996 have been converted to 1997 dollars.” For each
expenditure category, the per capita figures for each of the seven most populous states in 1997
(California, Texas, New York, Florida, Pennsylvania, Illinois, and Ohio) are illustrated.

1. Per Capita Total Expenditures

As illustrated in Chart 2, a general pattern of increasing per capita total expenditures existed for
the selected states, except California, during fiscal years 1981 through 1997. During the early
1980s, California’s per capita amount exceeded that of Florida. However, by the late 1980s,
Florida was gaining ground and by the early 1990s, Florida’s per capita expenditure exceeded
that of California. Since 1996, the per capita total expenditure for Florida has exceeded that of
the other selected states.

Chart 2

Per Capita Total Expenditures

The Seven Most Populous States (In 1997 Dollars)
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5 Per capita expenditures for 1981 through 1996 were adjusted to 1997 dollars using the Consumer Price Index data
published by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (CPI: All Urban Consumers; Not Seasonally Adjusted; U.S. City
Average; All Items; 1982-84=100).
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Florida ranked 15th, on a per capita basis, among all states in total federal expenditures in 1997.
The state’s per capita ranking has dropped two places since last year. A difference of $2,257
existed between the state having the highest per capita total expenditure in 1997 (Virginia:
$7.,857) and the corresponding figure for Florida ($5,600). Of the seven most populous states,
Florida had the highest per capita ranking that year. Florida’s high per capita figure, relative to
most other states, can be explained, in large part, by the state’s proportionate share of federal
direct payments to individuals. In 1997, Florida ranked first, on a per capita basis, among all
states in direct payments to individuals.

Historically, federal expenditures have tended to respond to differences among states in the rate
of population change. Many federal programs are entitlements to individuals, so the funding
goes to where the people entitled to those entitlement payments reside. In addition, many grant
formulas allocate federal funding based on total population or some component of population.
Besides population, growth or decline in federal expenditures also relates to the types of
activities that the federal government has been expanding or contracting. For example,
procurement contract awards, as a percentage of total federal expenditures, have been declining
since 1981, down from about 21 percent in 1981 to just over 12 percent in 1997.

2. Per Capita Direct Payments to Individuals

As mentioned previously, direct payments to individuals constituted the largest category of
federal expenditures in fiscal year 1997. An increasing share of federal outlays have been
allocated to this expenditure category since 1981. As a percentage of total federal expenditures,
direct payments to individuals have increased from just over 47 percent in 1981 to nearly 56
percent in 1997.

Florida’s share of federal direct payments to individuals is illustrated by Chart 3. Although
Florida was the fourth most populous state during most of the 1981 through 1997 period, the
state received the highest per capita federal expenditure of the seven most populous states in each
of those seventeen years. In fact, Florida’s per capita figure consistently exceeded the average
for all states by approximately $700 to $950 during this period. The explanation appears to be
due to the receipt of Social Security and Medicare benefits by the state’s relatively large, elderly
population.

For all states and the District of Columbia, Social Security and Medicare payments constituted
approximately 73 percent of direct payments to individuals in 1997. For Florida, the figure was
slightly higher, 75 percent. The key to any state having a high per capita ranking in this
expenditure category is to have a large percentage of the state population that is over age 65 and
has had a long history of employment at wage levels substantial enough to earn large Social
Security payments. Florida has achieved such a high per capita figure due primarily to the in-
migration of retired persons eligible to receive such payments. Conversely, Pennsylvania has
achieved its high per capita figure (3rd overall in 1997) primarily due to the out-migration of
younger persons not yet eligible to receive payments.
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Chart 3

Per Capita Direct Payments to Individuals
The Seven Most Populous States (In 1997 Dollars)
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3. Per Capita Grants and Other Payments to State and Local Governments

- Florida ranked 49th, on a per capita basis, among all states in federal grant expenditures in fiscal
year 1997. Among the seven most populous states, federal support of state and local
governments through grant programs and other payments shows considerable variation as
illustrated by Chart 4. Although all seven states show the same general pattern during fiscal
years 1981 through 1997, there are some significant differences. New York had the highest per
capita expenditure in all years, and these figures were substantially higher than those of the
remaining six states. On the other hand, Florida has had the lowest per capita figure, among the
seven states, since the mid-1980s.

As previously mentioned, grants awarded by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
constituted approximately 53 percent of total federal grant funding to states and the District of
Columbia in fiscal year 1997. Nearly 80 percent of that amount consisted of Medicaid funding.
Total Medicaid spending varies substantially among states because of many interactive factors
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such as the proportion of state population in poverty, the ease of becoming a beneficiary as
determined by state eligibility standards, the types of health care services provided, the cost of
each service as determined by state decisions on provider reimbursement rates, and the use of
services as determined by both state policy and patterns of provider practices.

Besides Medicaid and cash assistance, federal grants to state and local governments cover a wide
variety of functions such as support of the arts, environmental protection, education, and highway
construction. While each grant program has its own distribution formulas, there are some
patterns which help explain why certain states receive more in federal grants. In general, states
with small populations have an advantage in per capita funding as the result of minimum
amounts per state built into many formulas. In addition, states’ allocations may be substantially
higher due to the presence of federal lands and the shared revenues received from the uses of
such lands for mining or grazing. Allocations may also be higher as the result of concentrations
of certain populations such as disadvantaged children or Native Americans.

Chart 4

Per Capita Grants to State and Local Gov'ts
The Seven Most Populous States (In 1997 Dollars)
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4. Per Capita Procurement Contracts

An increasing share of federal outlays is going to uses where federal officials have little or no
control over how the monies are ultimately spent. As a result, there has been a corresponding
decline in direct federal operations, particularly in the U.S. Department of Defense, but also in
many civilian agencies. In fact, per capita procurement expenditures for most states, including
Florida, have remained relatively constant or declined slightly since 1981, as illustrated in Chart
5. The per capita figures for California and New York have exhibited the most dramatic
declines. In 1997, Florida ranked 24th, on a per capita basis, among all states in federal

procurement expenditures.
Chart 5

Per Capita Procurement Contracts

The Seven Most Populous States (In 1997 Dollars)
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In the area of procurement, the major beneficiaries continue to be those states having: 1)
concentrations of contractors serving federal military and civilian agencies, 2) large atomic
energy-related facilities, 3) aircraft contractors, or 4) a large military presence relative to total
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population. The area that would seem to hold the most promise for Florida would be for the state
to continue attracting contractors serving military and civilian agencies.

5. Per Capita Salaries and Wages

Most federal workers are found on large federal installations, such as military bases, or
concentrated in and around the District of Columbia. However, some federal activities, such as
the U.S. Postal Service, are distributed among the states roughly in proportion to population.
Florida ranked 29th, on a per capita basis, among all states in federal salary and wage
expenditures in 1997. As illustrated in Chart 6, of the seven most populous states that year,
Florida had the third highest per capita ranking behind the states of Texas and California.

Chart 6

Per Capita Salaries and Wages
The Seven Most Populous States (In 1997 Dollars)
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II. FLORIDA’S PER CAPITA GRANT EXPENDITURES COMPARED TO OTHER
STATES

A. Introduction

In fiscal year 1997, federal expenditures for all states and the District of Columbia were
approximately $5,133 per capita. With a difference of $3,833 per capita between the state having
the highest level of total federal expenditure (Virginia: $7,857) and the state having the lowest
level of federal expenditure (Wisconsin: $4,024), elected state and local officials have
considerable interest in influencing where federal expenditures are made.

This fact is particularly true for federal grants to state and local governments, in which the 1997
per capita expenditure to the most favored state (Alaska: $2,139) was just over four times the per
capita expenditure for the least favored state (Virginia: $522). Had Florida, which ranked 49th
among all states in 1997 per capita grant expenditures with $580, received the same per capita
amount as the average for all states, Florida would have received an additional $3.7 billion. To
put such an increase into a state perspective, this amount would represent approximately eight
percent of the $46.8 billion state budget proposed by the Bush Administration for fiscal year
1999-2000, according to LCIR staff calculations.®

Federal support of state and local budgets through grant programs shows considerable variation.
Some grant funding to select states results from the presence of certain populations or
characteristics. For example, large Native American populations trigger additional grants from
the U.S. Department of Education for Indian education and from the U.S. Department of the
Interior for Indian programs. Special arrangements to share revenue from timber and mineral
sales, via the U.S. Department of the Interior’s Bureau of Land Management, are important to
many western states with large federal land holdings. Another example is the assistance
provided to refugees via grant funding provided by the U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services (HHS).

The HHS grants accounted for approximately 53 percent of all grants to states and the District of
Columbia in 1997. Population size does not seem to strongly influence per capita HHS grant
expenditures. A number of interactive factors explain the variations in HHS grant funding,
particularly in the areas of Medicaid and Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC,
which now has become Temporary Assistance for Needy Families or TANF). These factors
include the proportion of the state’s population in poverty, the ease of becoming a beneficiary as
determined by state eligibility standards, the optional benefits as determined by state decisions,
and the percentage of total costs paid by the federal government.

® Executive Office of the Governor. State of Florida FY 1999-2000 FExecutive Budget State of Florida, Tallahassee,
FL, January 1999
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B. Per Capita Grant Expenditures to Florida by Federal Department and Agency

As previously stated, Florida ranked 49th among all states in the receipt of federal grants and
other payments for state and local governments during fiscal year 1997. The state’s per capita
grant funding of $580 was approximately 70 percent of the average for all states. Among the
seven most populous states, Florida had the lowest per capita ranking. Table 2 illustrates how
Florida ranked, relative to all other states that year, in per capita grant funding by federal
department and agency.

Florida’s state and local governments received approximately $8.5 billion in grants and other
payments during fiscal year 1997. Grants received from six departments (Health and Human
Services, Transportation, Housing and Urban Development, Agriculture, Education, and Labor)
accounted for approximately 95 percent of all grant expenditures to Florida that year. The ten
largest grant programs accounted for approximately 87 percent of all grants expenditures to the
state in 1997, as illustrated in Table 3.

With the exception of U.S. Department of Agriculture grants in which Florida ranked 36th on a
per capita basis, the state had a ‘departmental’ per capita ranking, among those six departments
constituting the bulk of grant funding, that did not exceed 40th among all states. In four of those
six departments, Florida’s per capita ranking among the seven most populous states was the
lowest. Florida’s per capita ranking in six of the ten largest grant program categories also did not
exceed 40th place. In an effort to understand the state’s standing in per capita grant funding
relative to other states, the remainder of this section focuses on the programs administered by
those six departments.

1. Grants Administered by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services

In Florida, HHS grants accounted for 53 percent of all grant funding received in fiscal year 1997
and provided the state with approximately $4.5 billion or $309.08 per capita. As illustrated in
Table 4, grant programs administered by the Health Care Financing Administration (Medicaid)
and the Administration for Children and Families (a number of grant programs, the largest of
which is AFDC, now TANF), constituted 96 percent of all HHS grants. Additionally, these two
programs accounted for 51 percent of all grant expenditures received by the state that year.

Medicaid was the single largest grant program for Florida in 1997 with a total expenditure of
$3.5 billion or $241.32 per capita. This program constituted approximately 42 percent of all
grant funding and 78 percent of all HHS funding received by the state that year. On a per capita
basis, Florida ranked 46th among the states and 7th among the seven most populous states in
Medicaid funding.
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Table 2

1997 Federal Expenditures to Florida State and Local Governments
Grants and Other Payments Received by Federal Department or Agency

Per Capita Ranking:

Seven Most
Total Per Capita Populous
Federal Department or Agency Expenditure | Expenditure All States States
Dept. of Health and Human Services $ 4,529,224,000 $309.08 47th 7th
Dept. of Transportation 980,515,000 66.91 50th 7th
Dept. of Housing and Urban Development 809,124,000 5522 43rd 6th
Dept. of Agriculture 793,313,000 54.14 36th 4th
Dept. of Education 740,893,000 50.56 48th 7th
Dept. of Labor 216,366,000 14.77 42nd 7th
Dept. of Justice 151,111,000 10.31 12th 3rd
Federal Emergency Management Agency 99,978,000 6.82 26th Sth
Environmental Protection Agency 77,661,000 5.30 50th 7th
Dept. of Commerce 34,210,000 2.33 34th 2nd
Dept. of Interior 24,717,000 1.69 46th 6th
Corporation for Public Broadcasting 10,661,000 0.73 31st 4th
Dept. of the Treasury 10,419,000 0.71 Ist Ist
Dept. of Veterans Affairs 9,202,000 0.63 36th 4th
Dept. of Defense 7,453,000 051 23rd Ist
Dept. of Energy 4,918,000 0.34 17th Ist
Social Security Administration:

Supplemental Security Income 1,914,000 0.13 25th 6th
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 988,000 0.07 36th 4th
Neighborhood Reinvestment Corp. Grants 808,000 0.06 36th 7th
National Found. for the Arts and Humanities 779,000 0.05 43rd 2nd
Institute of Museum Services 133,000 0.01 38th 6th
State Justice Institute Grants 86,000 001 25th 3rd
Total Grants and Other Payments $ 8,504,474,000 $ 580.35 49th 7th
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1997 Federal Expenditures to Florida State and Local Governments
Ten Largest Grant Program Categories, in Terms of Total Expenditure, to the State

Federal Department/Program Category

Department of Health and Human Services
Health Care Financing Administration;
Medical Assistance (Medicaid)

Department of Health and Human Services
Administration for Children and Families

Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration

Department of Agriculture
Food and Consumer Services

Dept. of Housing and Urban Development
Lower Income Housing Assistance

Dept. of Education
Office of Elementary and Secondary
Education

Dept. of Education
Office of Special Education and
Rehabilitative Services

Dept. of Labor
Employment and Training Administration

Dept. of Housing and Urban Development
Community Development

Dept. of Housing and Urban Development
Other Programs

Total of the Ten Largest Grant Categories

Table 3

Total
Expenditure

$3,536,257,000

815,973,000

748,498,000

717,314,000

398,132,000

375,822,000

270,987,000

215,051,000

188,108,000

155,565,000

$7,421,707,000

Per Capita Ranking:
Seven Most
Per Capita Populous
Expenditure All States States
$241.32 46th 7th
55.68 37th 6th
51.08 50th 7th
48.95 31st 4th
27.17 43rd 6th
25.65 39th 7th
18.49 46th 6th
14.68 42nd 7th
12.84 34th 7th
10.62 36th 6th
$506.46 47th 7th
$580.35 49th 7th

Total of All Grants to Florida $ 8,504,474,000

Ten Largest Grant Categories to Florida as

a Percentage of Total Grant Funding to

Florida 87.3
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Grant Program

Health Care Financing
Administration: Medicaid

Administration for Children
and Families

Aid to Families with
Dependent Children

Social Services Block Grant

Foster Care and Adoption
Assistance

Children and Family Services
Refugee Assistance

Job Opportunities and Basic
Skills

Low Income Home Energy
Assistance

Other

Community Service Block
Grants

Public Health Service

Health Resources and
Services Administration

Centers for Disease Control

Substance Abuse and Mental
Health Administration

Total of HHS Grants to Florida

Table 4

Total
Expenditure

$ 3,536,257,000

815,973,000

367,467,000

127,377,000

121,068,000
93,888,000

61,162,000

31,014,000

13,392,000

319,000

286,000

110,796,000

100,064,000

10,732,000

66,198,000
$4,529,224,000

Per Capita

Expenditure

$241.32

55.68

25.08
8.69

8.26
6.41
4.17

2.12

0.91
0.02

0.02

7.56

6.83

0.73

4.52
$309.08

1997 Federal Expenditures to Florida State and Local Governments
Grant Programs Administered by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS)
(Major Categories Are Listed in Bold Type; Subcategories Are Listed in Regular Type)

Per Capita Ranking:
Percent of Seven
Florida’s Most
Total HHS Populous
Grants | All States States
78.1 46th 7th
18.0 37th 6th
8.1 24th Sth
28 39th 5th
2.7 37th 6th
2.1 32nd 2nd
1.4 | * Ist | * st
0.7 27th 5th
0.3 50th 7th
<0.1 | ** 10th | ** 3rd
<01 { **¥ 40th | *** 7th
2.4 29th 3rd
22 22nd 2nd
02 49th 7th
1.5 45th 7th |,
100.0 47th 7th
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Table 4 continued

* Two states did not receive funding in fiscal year 1997. Therefore, Florida ranked 1st among the forty-eight
states and 1st among the seven most populous states that received funding.

** Ten states did not receive funding in fiscal year 1997. Therefore, Florida ranked 10th among the forty states
and 3rd among the seven most populous states that received funding.

*** Four states did not receive funding in fiscal year 1997. Therefore, Florida ranked 40th among the forty-six
states and 7th among the seven most populous states that received funding.

According to a 1997 LCIR report, two factors explain Florida’s lack of Medicaid funding equity
when comparing the fairness of the federal share made to other states on the basis of need.” The
first factor relates to the inability of the original Medicaid formula, enacted by Congress in 1965,
to accurately measure the medically indigent population, the costs of providing services, and the
ability of state and local taxpayers to support the non-federal share of the program. Two
population groups, Florida’s large population of wealthy individuals who were not subject to
state personal income taxes and the state’s large medically indigent population, were not
reflected in the three-year averages of state and national per capita incomes that were central to
the original Medicaid formula.

The second factor relates to Florida’s historically conservative approach to utilizing Medicaid
options regarding eligibility, services, and administration. Until recent years, this conservative
approach to utilizing Medicaid Disproportionate Share Hospital payments in the late 1980s and
early 1990s amplified the inequities in Medicaid funding.

Grants funded through the Administration for Children and Families (ACF) constituted the
second largest grant program category for Florida in fiscal year 1997 with a total expenditure of
$816 million or $55.68 per capita. This category represented approximately 18 percent of all
HHS grant expenditures to the state. Florida ranked 37th, on a per capita basis, among the states
and 6th among the seven most populous states in ACF funding.

The five largest grant programs within ACF constituted approximately 94 percent of total ACF
expenditures. Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC, now TANF) was the largest
category of the ACF grants, with a total expenditure of $367 million or $25.08 per capita in fiscal
year 1997. This program accounted for approximately 45 percent of all ACF grant funding to the
state. In per capita terms, Florida ranked 24th among the states and 5th among the seven most
populous states in AFDC funding.

Social services block grants represented the second largest program of the ACF grants to Florida.
In 1997, the state received approximately $127 million or $8.69 per capita from this source

7 Legislative Committee on Intergovernmental Relations. Federal Medicaid Funding. Report-in-Brief. Florida
Legislature, Tallahassee, FL, May 1997.
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which accounted for nearly 16 percent of all ACF funding. In per capita terms, Florida ranked
39th among the states and 5th among the seven most populous states in program funding. This
funding source, authorized through Title XX of the Social Security Act, as amended, 1s a capped
program with state allocations determined by population.

In per capita terms, Florida ranked 37th among all states and 6th among the seven most populous
states in foster care and adoption assistance received in 1997. This program category accounted
for nearly 15 percent of Florida’s ACF grant funding with the state receiving approximately $121
million or $8.26 per capita in fiscal year 1997. This grant program is an open-ended funding
source requiring a state match at the Medical Assistance Percentage (Medicaid) rate. According
to state officials, Florida’s current policy with regard to this funding source is to increase the
‘draw-down’ of these funds.

The fourth largest ACF program category for Florida in 1997 was children and family services.
The state received about $94 million or $6.41 per capita that year, and the program accounted for
nearly 12 percent of Florida’s ACF funding. On a per capita basis, Florida ranked 32nd among
all states and 2nd among the seven most populous states. The exact reasons for the relatively low
overall ranking are unclear due to the number and diversity of grants included in this category.

Refugee assistance accounted for about seven percent of ACF funding to Florida in 1997. The
state received approximately $61 million or $4.17 per capita in assistance that year. Florida
ranked 1st among all states in per capita refugee assistance funding. This top ranking is due in
large part to the state’s proximity to the Caribbean and influxes of Cuban and Haitian refugees in

recent years.

The other four ACF program categories: Job Opportunities and Basic Skills, Low Income Home
Energy Assistance, Other, and Community Service Block Grants constituted nearly 6 percent of
total ACF funding to Florida in fiscal year 1997. The state received approximately $45 million
or $3.07 per capita from these sources.

The third largest program category of HHS grants are those administered by the Public Health
Service (PHS). In Florida, PHS programs, specifically Health Resources and Services
Administration and Centers for Disease Control, accounted for approximately 2 percent of all
grants administered by the department in fiscal year 1997. PHS grants provided the state with
approximately $111 million or $7.56 per capita that year. In per capita terms, Florida ranked
29th among all states and 3rd among the seven most populous states.

Substance Abuse and Mental Health Administration grants accounted for the remaining 1 percent
of all HHS grants in fiscal year 1997. This grant source provided the state with about $66
million or $4.52 per capita that year. In the receipt of this funding, Florida ranked 45th, on a per
capita basis, among all states and 7th among the seven most populous states.
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2. Grants Administered by the U.S. Department of Transportation

The federal grant program categories for the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) and the
respective expenditures to Florida in fiscal year 1997 are summarized below in Table 5.

Table §

1997 Federal Expenditures to Florida State and Local Governments
Grant Programs Administered by the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT)
(Major Categories Are Listed in Bold Type; Subcategories Are Listed in Regular Type)

Per Capita Ranking:
Percent of Seven
Florida’s Most
Total Per Capita Total DOT Populous
Grant Program Expenditure | Expenditure Grants | All States States
Federal Highway
Administration $ 748,498,000 $51.08 76.3 50th Tth
Highway Trust Fund 736,401,000 50.25 75.1 50th 7th
Other Demonstration Projects 9,299,000 0.63 09 | * 18th | * Ist
Motor Carrier Safety Grants 2,130,000 0.15 02 45th 6th
Highway-Related Safety
Grants 573,000 0.04 0.1 | **  37th | ** 6th
Other 95,000 0.01 <Q.1 | *** [8th | ***  31d
Interstate Transfer Grants n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Federal Transit
Administration 154,438,000 10.54 15.8 17th Sth
Federal Aviation
Administration: Airport
and Airway Trust Fund 66,272,000 4.52 6.8 3lst Sth
National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration 6,399,000 0.44 0.7 41st 6th
Coast Guard: Boating Safety 3,938,000 0.27 0.4 | *¥%* 12th | **** st
Research and Special
Programs Administration 820,000 0.06 0.1 40th 6th
Federal Railroad
Administration: Rail Fxdkk ek
Services Assistance 150,000 0.01 <0.1 28th 3rd
Total of DOT Grants to Florida $ 980,515,000 $66.91 100.0 S0th 7th
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Table 5 continued

* Eight states did not receive funding in fiscal year 1997. Therefore, Florida ranked 18th among the forty-two
states and 1st among the seven most populous states that received funding.

** Two states did not receive funding in 1997 Therefore, Florida ranked 37th among the forty-eight states and
6th among the seven most populous states that received funding,

*** Twenty-eight states did not receive funding in fiscal year 1997. Therefore, Florida ranked 18th among the
twenty-two states that received funding. Only three of the seven most populous states received funding that year;
Florida ranked 3rd.

**%% Two states did not receive funding in 1997. Florida ranked 12th, on a per capita basis, among the 48 states
and 1st among the seven most populous states that received funding.

*#%%% Ten states did not receive funding in fiscal year 1997. Therefore, Florida ranked 28th among the 40 states
that received funding. Only four of the seven most populous states received funding that year; Florida ranked 3rd.

These grants represented the second largest departmental source of grant funding for Florida in
fiscal year 1997. Collectively, these grant expenditures totaled $981 million or $66.91 per capita
and accounted for nearly 12 percent of all grant funding received that year. In per capita terms,
Florida ranked last among all states in total DOT grant funding.

The largest component of these DOT grants are those administered by the Federal Highway
Administration (FHA). In Florida, FHA grants accounted for 76 percent of all grants
administered by the department. FHA grants provided the state with approximately $748 million
or $51.08 per capita in fiscal year 1997. On a per capita basis, the state ranked last among all
states in FHA grant funding. A number of grant programs are funded by the FHA. The most
significant of the FHA programs, the Highway Trust Fund, accounted for 98 percent of all FHA
grant expenditures to the state in 1997.

a. Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century

The mechanism by which FHA grant funding was allocated to states, prior to October 1, 1997,
was the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA). The Act, signed into law in
December of 1991, expired on September 30, 1997. The 105th Congress was unable to pass a
multi-year reauthorization bill prior to ISTEA’s expiration; however, legislators did pass a
temporary extension in November 1997 which President Clinton signed into law on December
1,1997.

By early April 1998, both the House and Senate had passed surface transportation reauthorization
bills: the six-year, $219 billion House bill (H.R. 2400) and the six-year, $217 billion Senate bill
(S. 1173), respectively. Prior to the 1998 Memorial Day recess, the Congress voted out a
conference report and sent the newly titled Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century, or
TEA-21, to President Clinton for his signature. TEA-21 was signed into law on June 9, 1998 (PL
105-178).
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The Act is expected to provide Florida with average annual federal highway funding of $1.2
billion over the next six years. This would represent a 57 percent increase in average annual
funding. Florida’s rate of return on its Highway Trust Fund payments also is expected to also
improve from the 79 cents per dollar rate of return under ISTEA. Under TEA-21, Florida’s rate
of return will improve to 90.5 cents per dollar on formula programs and a minimum of 86 cents
per dollar on total funds available to the states. Since FHA funding accounted for nearly nine
percent of all grant expenditures to the state and represented the third largest source of grant
program funding to Florida in fiscal year 1997, these changes will have a significant fiscal impact
on Florida.

b. Other Federal Transportation Expenditures

The second largest program category of DOT grants are those administered by the Federal
Transit Administration (FTA). In Florida, FTA grants accounted for nearly 16 percent of all
grants administered by the department in fiscal year 1997. FTA grants provided the state with
approximately $154 million or $10.54 per capita that year. In per capita terms, Florida ranked
17th among all states and 5th among the seven most populous states in FTA funding.

The Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA) Airport and Airway Trust Fund accounted for
almost 7 percent of all DOT grants in fiscal year 1997. FAA grant funding provided the state
with $66 million or $4.52 per capita that year. Florida ranked 31st, on a per capita basis, among
all states and 5th among the seven most populous states.

The other four program categories: National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, Coast
Guard Boating Safety, Research and Special Programs Administration, and Federal Railroad
Administration constituted just over 1 percent of total DOT funding to Florida in fiscal year
1997. The state received approximately $11 million or $0.78 per capita for these sources.

3 Grants Administered by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

In fiscal year 1997, those grants administered by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) represented the third largest departmental source of grant funding for
Florida. Collectively, these grant expenditures totaled $809 million or $55.22 per capita and
accounted for nearly 10 percent of all grant funding received that year. In per capita terms,
Florida ranked 43rd among all states in total HUD grant funding.

A number of grant programs are administered and funded by the department. These program
categories and the respective expenditures for Florida in 1997 are summarized in Table 6. The
most significant of the HUD grant programs, the Lower Income Housing Assistance program,
accounted for just over 49 percent of all HUD grant expenditures to the state that year. Florida
ranked 43rd, on a per capita basis, among the states and 6th among the seven most populous
states in the receipt of these program funds.
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The Lower Income Housing Assistance program consisted of three component program
categories: Section 8 Housing Payments, Public Housing, and Housing Payments for College
Housing. Section 8 Housing Payments accounted for 78 percent of total Lower Income Housing
Assistance funding. In per capita terms, Florida ranked 36th among the states and 6th among the
seven most populous states in the receipt of Section 8 payments.

Table 6
1997 Federal Expenditures to Florida State and Local Governments
Grant Programs Administered by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
(Major Categories Are Listed in Bold Type; Subcategories Are Listed in Regular Type)
Per Capita Ranking:
Percent of Seven
Florida’s Most
Total Per Capita | Total HUD Populous
Grant Program Expenditure | Expenditure Grants | All States States
Lower Income Housing
Assistance $ 398,132,000 $27.17 49.2 43rd 6th
Housing Payments - Section 8 312,286,000 21.31 38.6 36th 6th
Public Housing 85,657,000 5.85 10.6 42nd 6th
Housing Payments - College
Housing 189,000 0.01 <Q.1 | * 41st | * 7th
Community Development 188,108,000 12.84 23.2 34th 7th
Other Programs 155,565,000 10.62 19.2 36th 6th
Low Rent Housing - Operating
Assistance 56,517,000 3.86 7.0 33rd Sth
Emergency Shelters and
Homeless Assistance 10,801,000 0.74 1.3 41st Tth
Urban Development Action
Grants n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Total of HUD Grants to Florida $ 809,124,000 $55.22 100.0 43rd 6th
* Six states did not receive funding in fiscal year 1997, Therefore, Florida ranked 41st among the forty-four
states and 7th among the seven most populous states that received funding.

The Community Development program represented the second largest source of HUD grant
funding to the state in fiscal year 1997. Collectively, these grant expenditures totaled about $188
million or $12.84 per capita and accounted for almost 23 percent of all HUD grant funding
received that year. In the receipt of these program funds, Florida ranked 34th, on a per capita
basis, among the states and 7th among the seven most populous states.
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Another category, designated as Other Programs, represented the third largest source of HUD
grant funding to Florida in 1997. The expenditures for the various grant programs reflected in
this category totaled approximately $156 million or $10.62 per capita. This category accounted
for 19 percent of all departmental grant funding received that year. In per capita terms, Florida
ranked 36th among the states and 6th among the seven most populous states in the receipt of
these funds.

Two program categories: Low Rent Housing - Operating Assistance and Emergency Shelters and
Homeless Assistance accounted for the remaining 8 percent of HUD grant funding to Florida in
fiscal year 1997. Although the state received Urban Development Action Grant funding last
year, no funding was received in 1997.

4. Grants Administered by the U S. Department of Agriculture

Grant programs administered by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (DOA) represented the
fourth largest departmental source of grant funding for Florida in fiscal year 1997. Collectively,
these grant expenditures totaled $793 million or $54.14 per capita and accounted for 9 percent of
all grant funding received that year. In per capita terms, Florida ranked 36th among all states and
4th among the seven most populous states in total DOA grant funding.

The department funded a number of grant programs. The ten program categories and the
respective expenditures for Florida in 1997 are summarized in Table 7. The most significant of
these program categories, accounting for approximately 90 percent of all DOA grant
expenditures to the state that year, was the Food and Consumer Service (FCS). Collectively, the
FCS expenditures totaled $717 million or $48.95 per capita. Florida ranked 31st, on a per capita
basis, among the states and 4th among the seven most populous states in FCS funding.

The other six program categories, which constituted the remaining 10 percent of total DOA grant
expenditures in 1997, accounted for expenditures totaling $76 million. As illustrated, Florida did
not rank particularly high, in per capita terms, in any of these program categories.

5. Grants Administered by the U S. Department of Education

Grant programs administered by the U.S. Department of Education (DOE) represented the fifth
largest departmental source of grant funding for Florida in fiscal year 1997. Collectively, these
grant expenditures totaled nearly $741 million or $50.56 per capita and accounted for nearly nine
percent of all grant funding received that year. Florida ranked 48th, on a per capita basis, among
all states and 7th among the seven most populous states in total DOE grant funding.

A number of grant programs are funded by the department. The seven program categories and
the respective expenditures for Florida in 1997 are summarized in Table 8. The most significant
of the DOE budget categories, the Office of Elementary and Secondary Education, accounted for
nearly 51 percent of all DOE grant expenditures to the state that year. In per capita terms, Florida
ranked 39th among the states and last among the seven most populous states.
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Table 7
1997 Federal Expenditures to Florida State and Local Governments
Grant Programs Administered by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (DOA)
(Major Categories Are Listed in Bold Type; Subcategories Are Listed in Regular Type)
Per Capita Ranking:
Percent of Seven
Florida’s Most
Total Per Capita | Total DOA Populous
Grant Program Expenditure | Expenditure Grants All States States
Food and Nutrition Service $717,314,000 $ 48.95 90.4 31st 4th
Child Nutrition Programs 429,208,000 2929 54 1 28th 4th
Special Supplemental Food
Program (WIC) 189,240,000 1291 239 26th 4th
Food Stamp Program 86,276,000 589 10.9 36th 7th
Needy Families 6,638,000 0.45 0.8 38th 6th
Commodity Assistance
Program 5,952,000 0.41 0.8 45th 7th
Rural Development Activities
Service 38,089,000 2.60 4.8 38th 3rd
Rural Housing Service &
Rural Business
Cooperative Service 20,482,000 1.40 2.6 41st 3rd
Rural Utilities Service 17,289,000 1.18 22 | * 36th | * 3rd
Other Rural Programs 318,000 0.02 <01 | ** 38th | ** 7th
Cooperative State Research
Education and Extension
Service 18,819,000 1.28 24 49th 6th
Research and Education
Activities 10,073,000 0.69 13 49th 6th
Extension Activities 8,746,000 0.60 1.1 47th 6th
Agricultural Marketing
Service 14,800,000 1.01 1.9 39th 6th
Funds for Strengthening
Markets - Section 32 14,765,000 1.01 1.9 39th 6th
Cooperative Projects in
Marketing 35,000 <0.01 <Q.1 | F¥* o 2]st | *k* 3rd
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Table 7 continued

Forest Service 1,897,000 0.13 0.2 44th 5th
National Forests Fund 1,066,000 0.07 0.1 | *¥*** 36th | ****  Ath
State and Private Forestry 777,000 0.05 0.1 47th 6th
National Grasslands - *ok Kk ok ok ok

Payments to Counties 54,000 <0.01 <0.1 12th 2nd

Food Safety and Inspection
Service - Meat/Poultry etk il
Inspections 1,851,000 0.13 0.2 26th 4th

National Resources e kkeddeok Fk kK ddok
Conservation Service 543,000 0.04 0.1 42nd 6th
Watershed and Flood Hokdokok ok koK ok ok ko ook

Prevention Operations 534,000 0.04 0.1 42nd 6th
Resource Conservation and kR kR ] ook kokok K ok
Development 9,000 <0.01 <0.1 24th 3rd

Total of DOA Grants to Florida $ 793,313,000 $54.14 100.0 36th 4th

* One state did not receive funding in fiscal year 1997. In per capita terms, Florida ranked 36th among the
forty-nine states and 3rd among the seven most populous states that received funding.

** Two states did not receive funding in 1997. Florida ranked 38th, on a per capita basis, among the forty-
eight states and 7th among the seven most populous states that received funding.

*** Twenty-eight states did not receive funding in fiscal year 1997. In per capita terms, Florida ranked 21st
among the twenty-two states that received funding. Only four of the seven most populous states received
funding that year; Florida ranked 3rd.

*#%* Five states did not receive funding in 1997. Florida ranked 36th, on a per capita basis, among the forty-
five states and 4th among the seven most populous states that received funding.

**#5% Thirty-three states did not receive funding in fiscal year 1997. In per capita terms, Florida ranked 12th
among the seventeen states that received funding. Only four of the seven most populous states received
funding that year; Florida ranked 4th.

*xxkk*Twenty-three states did not receive funding in 1997. Florida ranked 26th, on a per capita basis, among
the twenty-seven states that received funding. Only four of the seven most populous states received funding

that year, Florida ranked 4th.

Fakxxk*One state did not receive funding in fiscal year 1997. In per capita terms, Florida ranked 42nd among
the forty-nine states and 6th among the seven most populous states that received funding.

kA RE**One state did not receive funding in fiscal year 1997. In per capita terms, Florida ranked 42nd
among the fort-nine states and 6th among the seven most populous states that received funding.
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Table 8

1997 Federal Expenditures to Florida State and Local Governments
Grant Programs Administered by the U.S. Department of Education (DOE)
(Major Categories Are Listed in Bold Type; Subcategories Are Listed in Regular Type)

Per Capita Ranking:

Percent of Seven
Florida’s Most
Total Per Capita Total DOE Populous
Grant Program Expenditure | Expenditure Grants | All States States
Office of Elementary and
Secondary Education $ 375,822,000 $25.65 50.7 39th 7th
Education for Disadvantaged 294,290,000 20.08 39.7 36th 7th
School Improvement Program 74,888,000 5.08 10.1 36th 6th
School Assistance in
Federally Affected Areas 7,020,000 0.48 09 |* 38th | * Sth
Indian Education 24,000 <0.01 <0.1 { **  24th | ** 3rd
Office of Special Education
and Rehabilitative Services 270,987,000 18.49 36.6 46th 6th
Education for the
Handicapped 164,777,000 11.24 22.2 42nd Sth
Rehabilitative Services and
Handicapped Research 106,210,000 725 143 46th 6th
Office of Vocational and Adult
Education 55,912,000 3.82 7.5 47th 6th
Office of Post Secondary
Education 21,901,000 1.49 3.0 49th 7th
Bilingual Education and
Minority Language Affairs 8,770,000 0.60 1.2 18th 3rd
Educational Research and
Improvement - Libraries 7,222,000 0.49 1.0 50th Tth
Other 279,000 0.02 <0.1 | *** 33rd | *** 6th
Total of DOE Grants to Florida 3 740,893,000 3 50.56 100.0 48th 7th
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Table 8 continued

* One state did not receive funding in fiscal year 1997. In per capita terms, Florida ranked 38th among the forty-
nine states and 7th among the seven most populous states that received funding.

** Twenty-two states did not receive funding in 1997, Florida ranked 24th, on a per capita basis, among the
twenty-eight states that received funding. Only six of the seven most populous states received funding that year;
Florida ranked 3rd.

*** Two states did not receive funding in fiscal year 1997. In per capita terms, Florida ranked 33rd among the
forty-eight states and 6th among the seven most populous states that received funding.

Grants funded through the Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services represented
the second largest source of DOE grant funding to the state in 1997. Collectively, these grant
expenditures totaled about $271 million or $18.49 per capita and accounted for almost 37 percent
of all DOE grant funding received that year. On a per capita basis, Florida ranked 46th among
the states and 6th among the seven most populous states.

The five remaining budget categories: Office of Vocational and Adult Education, Office of Post
Secondary Education, Bilingual Education and Minority Language Affairs, Educational Research
and Improvement-Libraries, and Other, accounted for approximately 13 percent of DOE grant
funding to Florida in fiscal year 1997.

6. Grants Administered by the U.S. Department of Labor

Grant programs administered by the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) represented the sixth
largest departmental source of grant funding for Florida in fiscal year 1997. Collectively, these
grant expenditures totaled $216 million or $14.77 per capita and accounted for nearly three
percent of all grant funding received that year. In per capita terms, Florida ranked 42nd among
all states and last among the seven most populous states in total DOL grant funding.

Table 9 summarizes the program categories and the respective expenditures for Florida in 1997.
The most significant of these budget categories, accounting for nearly all (99.4 percent) DOL
grant expenditures to the state that year, was the Employment and Training Administration
(ETA). Collectively, the grant expenditures associated with this program category totaled $215
million or $14.68 per capita. Florida ranked 42nd, on a per capita basis, among the states and
last among the seven most populous states in ETA funding in 1997. The two other program
categories, Occupational Safety and Health Administration and Mine Safety and Health
Administration, constituted the remaining 0.6 percent of total DOL grant expenditures in 1997,
accounted for expenditures totaling just over $1 million.
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Grant Program

Employment and Training
Administration

Job Training Partnership Act

State Unemployment
Insurance and
Employment Service
Operations

Community Service
Employment for Older
Americans

Occupational Safety and
Health Administration

Mine Safety and Health
Administration

Total of DOL Grants to Florida

Table 9

Total
Expenditure

$ 215,051,000
139,682,000

75,291,000

78,000

1,214,000

101,000
$ 216,366,000

1997 Federal Expenditures to Florida State and Local Governments
Grant Programs Administered by the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL)
(Major Categories Are Listed in Bold Type; Subcategories Are Listed in Regular Type)

Per Capita Ranking:

Percent of Seven

Florida’s Most

Per Capita Total DOL Populous
Expenditure Grants | All States States
$ 14.68 99.4 42nd 7th
9.53 64.6 33rd 6th

5.14 34.8 42nd 6th

0.01 <0.1}* 46th | * 7th

0.08 0.6 48th 6th

0.01 <0.1 | ** 38th | ** 6th
$14.77 100.0 42nd 7th

* Four states did not receive funding in fiscal year 1997. In per capita terms, Florida ranked last among the forty-
six states and last among the seven most populous states that received funding.

** Four states did not receive funding in 1997. Florida ranked 38th, on a per capita basis, among the forty-three
states and 6th among the seven most populous states that received funding.

7. Grants Administered by the Other Federal Departments and Agencies

As previously mentioned in text and illustrated by Table 2 (p.15), the grants received from six
departments (Health and Human Services, Transportation, Housing and Urban Development,
Agriculture, Education, and Labor) accounted for approximately 95 percent of all federal grant
expenditures in Florida that year. Various grant programs of sixteen other federal departments
and agencies constituted the remaining 5 percent of total federal grant expenditures to the state in
1997. These programs accounted for $435 million or $29.67 per capita.
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C. Impact of Federal Grant Expenditures to Florida

Florida ranked 49th, on a per capita basis, among the states in the receipt of federal grant
expenditures during the 1997 fiscal year. This is significant given the fact that federal grants
have been and will continue to be important sources of revenue utilized by state and local
governments to provide necessary governmental services to the state’s residents.

Florida’s state and local governments received approximately $8.5 billion in grants and other
payments during fiscal year 1997. The state’s per capita federal grant expenditure of $580 was
approximately 70 percent of the average of all states. Among the seven most populous states,
Florida had the lowest per capita ranking. In addition, Florida’s per capita ranking among all
states in each of the ten largest grant program categories did not exceed 31st place. Not
surprisingly, Florida ranked low, relative to other states, in most of the grant programs
administered and funded by the various federal departments and agencies.

Because the federal government aggregates reported expenditures of hundreds of separate grant
programs into broad program categories for reporting purposes, it is difficult to determine why
the state ranks so low, on a per capita basis, relative to other states in many grant programs. This
aggregation of expenditure data into these categories masks differences among individual grant
programs. A high per capita ranking in a particular program may be offset by a low per capita
ranking in another program. For this reason, Part [V: State Agency Responses analyzes state
agencies’ perceptions of their portion of federal expenditures to the state, including reasons
offered for Florida’s low ranking, and suggestions for improving the state’s standing.

It should also be noted that this report utilizes a per capita measure to control for population
differences among states. However, this measure does not take into consideration levels of need
or utilization. For example, a state may perceive a need for certain grant funding but be unable to
receive monies due to the program’s eligibility requirements. Conversely, a state may be fully
qualified to participate in a particular federal program but choose not to participate, or participate
fully, due to the requirements or conditions associated with the program.

Although there may be numerous reasons for Florida’s low per capita grant funding generally,
three known reasons are of particular significance. First, many funding formulas are based on
outdated population figures or other factors that do not reflect the state’s unprecedented growth
in recent decades. Second, Florida has not aggressively pursued all federal funding options.
Third, Florida must have the support of the majority of representation in both houses of Congress
in order to revise past funding formula inequities. This support would be difficult to obtain since
many states may lose federal funds under revised formulas that would benefit Florida. Florida’s
decision makers should work to develop consensus program priorities and strategies which are
both ambitious and achievable for increasing federal fund receipts for those programs.

Florida LCIR - March 1999 30 Review of Federal Expenditures to Florida




III. CHANGES IN EXPENDITURE PATTERNS BETWEEN 1996 AND 1997

A. Introduction

This report represents the second year that the Legislative Committee on Intergovernmental
Relations has reviewed the issue of Florida’s receipt of federal funds. This review was
undertaken in response to the Legislature’s concerns about the state’s historically low per capita
ranking in receipt of federal grants to state and local governments.

Based on fiscal year 1997 expenditure data recently published by the U.S. Bureau of the Census,
Florida ranked 15th on a per capita basis in the receipt of federal expenditures. In the receipt of
federal grants, Florida had a per capita ranking of 49th that year. Relatively speaking, the state
was worse off in fiscal year 1997 than the previous year when the state’s per capita ranking was
13th and 48th in total expenditures and grant expenditures, respectively. This section examines
the changes in expenditure patterns that occurred between 1996 and 1997.

Table 10
Federal Expenditures to Florida State and Local Governments, by Category of Expenditure
Changes in Expenditure Patterns Between 1996 and 1997
Percent Change | Per Capita Ranking: Per Capita Ranking:
in the State’s All States Most Populous States
Expenditure
Expenditure Category Since FY 1996 1996 1997 1996 1997
Direct Payments to Individuals 5.4 Ist Ist Ist Ist
Grants and Other Payments to
State and Local Governments 0.7 48th 49th 7th 7th
Procurement Contract Awards -05 23rd 24th 3rd 3rd
Salaries and Wages 0.1 29th 29th 3rd 3rd
Other Programs -04 41st 49th 6th 7th
Total Expenditures to Florida 3.7 13th 15th Ist Ist

B. Changes in the Distribution of Federal Expenditures Between 1996 and 1997

Total federal expenditures to Florida increased by nearly 4 percent between 1996 to 1997 from
$79.2 billion to $82.1 billion. Although more federal monies were available to Florida in 1997,
the state dropped, in per capita rankings among all states, from 13th to 15th as illustrated in
Table 10. Of the seven most populous states, Florida retained its 1st place ranking.

Florida LCIR - March 1999 31 Review of Federal Expenditures to Florida




Of the five major expenditure categories, direct payments to individuals had the largest
percentage growth, 5.4 percent, since fiscal year 1996. To a much lesser extent, expenditures
also increased in grants and other payments to state and local governments (0.7 percent) and
salaries and wages (0.1 percent). As indicated in Table 1 (p.5), these growth categories
accounted for nearly 84 percent of total expenditures to Florida in 1997. Negative expenditure
growth occurred in procurement contract awards (-0.5 percent) and other programs (-0.4 percent).
In each of these five expenditure categories, Florida’s per capita ranking among all states either
dropped or remained constant.

Federal Grants and Other Payments to Florida ;fat;lee;n]d Local Governments by Department or Agency
Changes in Expenditure Patterns Between 1996 and 1997
Percent Change | Per Capita Ranking: Per Capita Ranking:

in the State’s All States Most Populous States

Expenditure
Federal Department or Agency Since FY 1996 1996 1997 1996 1997
Health and Human Services -5.0 45th 47th 7th 7th
Transportation 17.3 49th 50th 7th 7th
Housing and Urban Development 8.0 50th 43rd 7th 6th
Agriculture 9.0 35th 36th 4th 4th
Education 10.5 40th 48th 7th 7th
Labor -25.1 40th 42nd 7th 7th
Justice 28.1 12th 12th 2nd 3rd
Federal Emergency Mgmt. Agency -27.5 11th 26th 2nd 5th
Environmental Protection Agency 0.1 49th 50th 7th 7th
Commerce -11.5 26th 34th 2nd 2nd
Interior 72.7 47th 46th 6th 6th
Corporation for Public 291.1 44th 31st 6th 4th
Broadcasting
Treasury 63.8 2nd Ist 2nd Ist
Veterans Affairs 437.8 45th 36th 6th 4th
Defense 2652 44th 23rd 6th Ist
Energy 147.6 50th 17th 7th Ist
Social Security Administration 109.2 39th 25th 6th 6th
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Equal Employment Opport. Comm. 39 33rd 36th 5th 4th
Neighborhood Keinvest. Corp. Grants 295 25th 36th 4th 7th
Nat. Found. for the Arts & Humanities -13.2 45th © 43rd 3rd 2nd
Institute of Museum Services -51.6 36th 38th 4th 6th
State Justice Institute Grants -358 26th 25th 3rd 3rd
Total Grants and Other 0.7 48th 49th 7th 7th
Payments

In the area of federal grants and other payments to Florida’s state and local governments,
expenditures increased by 0.7 percent between 1996 and 1997, as indicated in Table 11.
Expenditure growth (from 1996 levels) occurred for fifteen of the twenty-two departments or
agencies that distributed grants and other payments to Florida. However, the state’s per capita
expenditure rankings among all states increased for only ten of those twenty-two departments or
agencies. Among the six departments (Health and Human Services, Transportation, Housing and
Urban Development, Agriculture, Education, and Labor) that accounted for approximately 95
percent of the state’s grants and other payments received in 1997, Florida’s per capita rankings
among all states dropped for all departments except Housing and Urban Development.

As previously mentioned in this report, the ten largest grant program categories, in terms of
funding levels to Florida, accounted for 87 percent of all grants expenditures to the state in 1997.
Collectively, total expenditures to Florida’s state and local governments from these program
categories decreased by 0.8 percent between 1996 and 1997, as indicated in Table 12. Although
expenditure growth occurred in seven of the ten program categories, Florida’s per capita rankings
among all states improved in only three of the ten categories.

Although total federal expenditures to Florida increased 3.7 percent between 1996 and 1997, the
state’s per capita ranking dropped from 13th to 15th. Between 1996 and 1997, Florida’s
estimated statewide population increased 1.8 percent from approximately 14.4 million to 14.7
million. In absolute numbers, Florida’s estimated population gain of 253,960 was the third
largest increase among all states. Only California and Texas had larger absolute gains. Florida’s
rate of population growth (1.8 percent) was the 8th highest of the states and highest among the
seven most populous states. Based on the information presented here, it would seem that the
increased growth in federal expenditures in many program areas was offset to some extent by the
corresponding magnitude and rate of population growth during the same period.
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Table 12
Federal Grants and Other Payments to Florida State and Local Governments
Ten Largest Grant Program Categories, in Terms of Total Expenditure, to the State
Changes in Expenditure Patterns Between 1996 and 1997
Percent Change | Per Capita Ranking: Per Capita Ranking:

in the State’s All States Most Populous States
Federal Department: Expenditure
Program Category Since FY 1996 1996 1997 1996 1997
Dept. of Health and Human Services:
Health Care Financing Administration
Medical Assistance (Medicaid) 4.6 45th 46th 7th 7th
Dept. of Health and Human Services:
Administration for Children and
Families -324 40th 37th 6th 6th
Dept. of Transportation:
Federal Highway Administration 21.8 49th 50th 7th 7th
Dept. of Agriculture:
Food and Consumer Services 43 28th 31st 4th 4th
Dept. of Housing and Urban
Development: Lower Income Housing
Assistance 9.8 49th 43rd 7th 6th
Dept. of Education:
Office of Elementary and Secondary
Education 6.3 39th 39th 7th 7th
Dept. of Education:
Office of Special Education and
Rehabilitative Services 6.9 41st 46th 4th 6th
Dept. of Labor:
Employment and Training
Administration <252 40th 42nd 7th 7th
Dept. of Housing and Urban
Development: Community
Development -2.6 31st 34th 7th 7th
Dept. of Housing and Urban
Development: Other Programs 399 40th 36th 6th 6th
Total of Select Program Categories -0.8 48th 47th 7th 7th
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IV. STATE AGENCY RESPONSES
A. Introduction

In an effort to identify the reasons for Florida’s relatively low ranking in its receipt of many
categories of federal grants to state and local governments, Florida’s state government agencies
were surveyed about their receipts of federal grant funds. Each agency was asked to indicate
whether federal funds provided to that agency were adequate to meet the needs of its
constituencies, and whether Florida fared well in receipt of federal funds for its particular
programs compared to analogous agencies in other states. If it was reported that Florida’s
receipts were perceived to be low, speculation on the reasons for Florida’s poor performance and
recommendations for improving per capita receipts were requested. Agencies were also asked
whether LCIR’s analysis of U.S. Census Bureau data on Florida’s overall federal funding
situation was consistent with their own experience, and for suggested changes that might
improve its accuracy or clarity.

This section reports on the results of the survey, analyzing the agencies’ responses regarding the
reasons for Florida’s overall low ranking in per capita receipt of federal grant monies. Agencies
reported that, in some cases, there may be valid reasons for Florida’s low rankings; however,
more often agencies considered it important to strive for increased funding. The information
should be useful to assist the state in beginning the difficult task of identifying particularly
problematic funding areas, and developing strategies to increase federal grant funds to the state.

B. Adequately Funded Programs

Not unexpectedly, agencies’ perceptions and responses varied widely. Several mentioned that
while Florida’s overall per capita receipt of federal funds was low, funding levels for their
particular programs were adequate and fair. These responses can in turn be grouped into five
categories:

o new programs or programs with new money and newly-negotiated funding formulas that
corrected historic inequities;

. programs for which the per capita measurement is not instructive regarding adequacy of
funding for the target population or program objectives;

o programs for which the need in Florida is lower than in other states;

. programs which are run efficiently and at lower cost than in other states; and

. programs for which the state has decided not to pursue high funding levels for a variety of
reasons.
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1. New money

Agencies reported that when Congress provides new programs or funding sources, Florida has
used the opportunity to successfully press for funding formulas that benefit the state, and to
obtain increased funding. This is because new money allows inequities to be corrected while
holding beneficiaries of current formulas harmless against the changes.

New programs or programs funded through new monies and/or new funding formulas include the
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services” (HHS) Children’s Health Insurance Program
(CHIP or Title XXI) and Substance Abuse Block Grant, and the newly-passed U.S. Department
of Transportation’s budget legislation TEA-21 (Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century -
successor to ISTEA). The CHIP, for example, administered by the Florida Agency for Health
Care Administration (AHCA), is a new program created by the federal Balanced Budget Act of
1997. The program enables states to initiate and expand health insurance coverage for uninsured
low-income children. For qualifying expenditures, states receive an “enhanced” federal matching
rate, with the allocation of federal funds based on the number of uninsured low-income children
in each state and a geographic cost factor. Florida’s enhanced federal matching rate is 68.96
percent for FFY 98 and 69.07 for FFY 99, and its program allotment for FFY 1998 is $270.3
million, up from $119 in FFY 1997 (the program’s first year).

The Substance Abuse Block Grant (SABG) is an example of success in changing an outdated
funding formula. This was done through an increase of $275 million (21%) to the nationwide
allocation. The “cost of services” factor for this formula has been changed from one that
benefited states with a manufacturing based economy to a more realistic and fairer factor; the
result is a $24 million, or 43%, increase for Florida. However, this formula change continues to
be an issue in the 106th Congress; the change was made in federal FFY 1999 appropriations and
will need to be made permanent through a change in the authorization law this year.

TEA-21 guarantees that Highway Trust Fund revenues are spent rather than frozen for
accounting purposes, increases overall national funding for transportation, and provides a new
90.5 cents per dollar rate of return for Florida on formula programs compared to 79 cents per
dollar historically. This represents a relative success for Florida. In each of these cases, the
Florida Congressional Delegation was instrumental in ensuring that Florida would receive a
greater share of overall program monies than for previous programs.

2. Measurement issues

Per capita measurements of receipt of monies for certain programs, while low compared to other
states, may not capture the fact that for Florida the amounts received are adequately serving their
target populations. According to the agencies administering them, the per capita measurement
for such programs is not particularly instructive in determining whether receipts are adequately
serving the state’s needs.
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Such programs include several grants from the U.S. Department of Justice, administered by the
Florida Department of Juvenile Justice (DJJ) and Department of Community Affairs (DCA), and
U.S. Department of Education grants. Many of the Justice programs are funded through
formulas that respond to crime, risk, or incarceration statistics, rather than population as a whole,
while the Education programs are pegged to student populations, or subsets of them, rather than
to population at large. Because of Florida’s unique demographic composition, which features
high numbers of elderly and retired persons to whom most Justice and Education programs are
not targeted, per capita receipts of these funds are lower than for most other states. However, the
state agencies administering those programs report that when funding is compared in terms of
raw dollar figures, or per target population figures, Florida ranks much higher nationwide.

For example, according to the Department of Community Affairs, which administers the federal
Department of Justice’s Violent Offender and Truth-In-Sentencing Programs, the allocation of
funds to a given state for those programs is based on the ratio of the state’s average Part 1 violent
crimes for the preceding three years compared to the average Part 1 violent crimes for all states
for the preceding three years. The State of Florida received approximately $31 million for this
program in FFY 1997, the second highest state award in the country. Similarly, funds for the
DCA-administered Residential Substance Abuse Treatment for State Prisoners program are
allocated by the Department of Justice in the ratio the state’s prison population bears to the total
prison population of all participating states. Florida is ranked 4th in the amount of funds
received ($1.2 million in FFY 1997).

Several agencies pointed out this measurement issue in their responses. The Florida Department
of Veteran’s Affairs suggested the use of “a per capita expenditure figure for the group of known
users of a specific federal program, or the universe of persons eligible to receive the benefit
under consideration.” Regarding the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Community Development Block Grant program, DCA commented that a “per capita measure
does not reflect need or performance... a more accurate gauge ... would be dollars received per
lower income level population. Likewise, many social programs are targeted to poverty level
populations, not a total population universe.”

Other examples are provided by several U.S. Department of Education programs. Because
Florida has a low K-12 student to per capita ratio (49th in the country), education funds pegged
to students appear quite low when converted to per capita figures. As stated in the Florida
Department of Education survey response, “... a more accurate assessment of Florida’s receipt of
federal education funding would be to measure such federal expenditures on a per student basis,
rather than per capita, thereby eliminating any distortions created by the relative size of the
school-age populations.”

For across the board comparison purposes, however, the per capita measure allows a standard
measurement that is not otherwise available when looking at the wide variety of funding
programs across various agencies and states. Per capita figures and rankings are used in this
report for those reasons, and have been supplemented by anecdotal data regarding particular grant
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programs where this is more instructive about the particular program in question. However,
decision makers should bear in mind the shortcomings of the per capita measurement device
when identifying and prioritizing programs for strategic action for the purposes of increasing
Florida’s federal fund receipts. For comparison purposes, Table 13 provides Florida’s ranking in
terms of the states’ receipts as a percentage of federal expenditures to all states for federal agency
grant programs.

3. Relatively low need

Florida ranks low in its receipt of federal funds for some programs because of a relatively low
need for the services provided by those programs. Examples of programs for which the need in
Florida may be lower than in other states are the Weatherization program, funded by the U.S.
Department of Energy, and the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program, funded by U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services. Both of these programs emphasize the needs of
cold-weather states. In addition, grants from the U.S. Department of Interior supporting public
land management and resource extractive industries traditionally favor western states, which
house the majority of the country’s publicly managed lands and extractive industry operations.

4. Relatively low cost

In other cases, Florida’s agencies and local governments run certain programs more efficiently
and at lower cost than is done in many other states. An example is Medicaid Medical Assistance
and Administration, a U.S. Department of Health and Human Services program administered in
Florida by the Agency for Health Care Administration (AHCA). AHCA reports that the costs of
this program have been reduced through: managed care, primary care case management through
the MediPass program, home and community based waiver services, and emphasis on program
fraud and abuse initiatives. Such efficiencies may reduce the per capita receipts needed to
adequately serve the target population; however, agencies appropriately point out that states
should be rewarded for such efficiencies with incentive funding mechanisms -- rather than
penalized by lower receipts calculated solely on a reimbursement or case-load basis.

5. Conservative approach

Historically, Florida frequently has not structured its programs in order to maximize its draw-
down of federal funds for policy-related or philosophical reasons. One program for which
Florida has traditionally decided not to pursue maximum funding levels is Medicaid, for which
the state has taken a conservative approach to establishing eligibility criteria, reimbursements to
health care providers, and expanding services covered by the program. Another example is off-
shore oil and gas revenue payments from the U.S. Department of Interior’s Marine Mineral
Management Service. Florida’s receipts of those payments are very low compared to other Gulf
Coast states because Floridians have not supported placing such structures in or near the state.
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Table 13

Federal Grant Expenditures to Florida's State and Local Governments
by Federal Agency for Fiscal Year 1997

Federal Agency Florida’s Florida’s Florida’s
Expenditure as % Expenditure | Per Capita
of All States’ Ranking Ranking
Expenditure

Department of Health and Human 3.8% 7 47

Services

Department of Transportation 3.7% 8 50

Department of Housing and Urban 3.7% 9 43

Development '

Department of Agriculture 4.7% 4 36

Department of Education 4.3% 5 48

Department of Labor 4.2% 6 42

Department of Justice 5.9% 4 12

Federal Emergency Management 2.0% 11 26

Agency

Environmental Protection Agency 2.7% 9 50

Department of Commerce 3.7% 7 34

Department of Interior 0.9% 26 46

Corporation for Public Broadcasting 4.3% 5 31

Department of the Treasury 46.6% 1 1

Department of Veterans’ Affairs 3.2% 10 36

Department of Defense 4.0% 8 23

Department of Energy 6.0% 4 17
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Other programs the state and localities may choose not to maximize are those that phase out
federal funding by increasing state match requirements over a period of several years. Such
programs include U.S. Department of Justice Community Oriented Policing Services (COPS)
grants for hiring additional police officers. The multi-year COPS grants require the federal share
to decrease for each of three years leading to full local funding by the fourth year of officers’
employment. Another such multi-year phase-out federal program is the U.S. Department of
Education’s new initiative to hire and train 100,000 new teachers nationwide over seven years.
Additionally, Florida’s policy makers -- in order to retain state-level authority over the
administration of certain programs -- have often chosen not to adopt federal restrictions or
requirements necessary to receive or maximize federal funds for those programs.

6. More is not necessarily better

Another category of low receipt programs for FFY 1997 which may nonetheless be adequately
funded includes those funds which are triggered by disasters or other negative phenomena. For
these programs, annual figures vary widely, with a high per capita receipt year indicating a year
in which the state suffered hurricanes or other problems beyond policy makers’ control.
Increases in these funds are not necessarily desirable unless the increases are per incident, rather
than an across the board per capita increase in all years. Examples are provided by the non-
recurring, disaster-specific Disaster Recovery Program Grants awarded by the Federal
Emergency Management Agency and administered by the Division of Emergency Management at
the Department of Community Affairs. Another example is the much smaller U.S. Department
of Agriculture programs administered by the Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer
Services’ Divisions of Animal Industry and Plant Industry. Available funds for this program are
directly impacted by the degree of pests and disease prevalent within the state.

7. Reporting discrepancies

Finally, some agency responses questioned the findings of low receipts for particular programs,
speculating that varying accounting systems may result in inaccurately low reporting of some
federal monies received. For example, the Florida Department of Environmental Protection
questioned the reported poor performance in receipt of Clean Water Act State Revolving Fund
and Drinking Water State Revolving Fund capitalization grants, suggesting that the possibility of
a time lag between annual appropriations and when the state actually concludes agreement
negotiations may be responsible for reporting discrepancies between U.S. Department of Census
and DEP figures. The Florida Department of Transportation offered similar comments;
suggesting that the “use of actual expenditures (cash outlays) may possibly skew the analysis in a
given year... examination of a state’s federal apportionments and allocations (or its related
obligating authority limit) would present a more accurate picture.”

Even for those programs which are perceived to be adequately funded, however, agencies offered

suggestions on how to improve equity in funding formulas, or to otherwise further improve
Florida’s funding position. Several of these suggestions are reviewed in Part D below.
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C. Inadequately or Unfairly Funded Programs

Despite the substantial number of programs for which funding levels are perceived to be
adequate or fair, there were far more programs for which the agencies reported that Florida’s
receipt of federal funds is lower than for comparable agencies in other states -- often unfairly so.
Reasons for the low ranking can be grouped into the following categories:

o Funding Formulas: several federal funding formulas unfairly disadvantage large and
growing states;

. State Match: the State of Florida has not made available sufficient match monies to
maximize the draw-down of federal funds available for many programs;

. Policy Requirements: in some cases federal funds have strings attached, requiring states
to adopt particular policies as requirements of eligibility; and

. Other: a few agencies reported cases in which the state is penalized for good
performance, when federal funds are targeted at remedial activities in states that need
assistance in improving performance.

1. Funding formulas

State agencies gave many examples of programs for which Florida’s share of federal funds is
disproportionately low due to outdated and inequitable federal funding formulas. In most cases,
such formulas result in the disadvantage of large and/or high growth states. Examples include
Medicaid funding, Community Services Block Grants, Veterans’ Affairs programs, and Coastal
Management funds.

a. Medicaid

The Medicaid program presents a prominent example. The key variable in the Federal Medicaid
Assistance Percentage formula, which determines each state’s federal match percentage, is per
capita income, rather than the more relevant poverty indicator. This formula, which has not been
changed since the Medicaid program was created by Congress in 1965, hurts states like Florida
with relatively high per capita income but significant poverty levels, and fails to reflect the fact
that it is now possible to measure poverty levels with a high degree of accuracy, unlike the
scenario thirty years ago at the program’s inception.

b. Community Services Block Grant

In another example of how funding formulas can hurt Florida’s receipt of federal funds, a
formula which hasn’t changed since 1981 controls allocations under the U.S. Department of
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Health and Human Services’ Community Services Block Grant, administered in Florida by the
Department of Community Affairs. The 1981 formula is in turn based on distributions outlined
in the 1964 Economic Opportunity Act. Because of the dramatic changes to Florida’s
demographic profile in the intervening years, Florida now receives only 2.93% of the state
allotments, 10th out of the 50 states. The FFY 1998 budget allocated $14.25 million for Florida.

¢. Veterans’ Affairs

A substantial source of federal funds for Florida is the U.S. Department of Veterans’ Affairs
(USDVA), with total expenditures to the state in FFY 1997 of over $2.6 billion. This large
amount is less than the proportional share of USDVA funds going to other states, however, and
despite successful attempts in recent years by the Florida Department of Veterans’® Affairs
(FDVA) to increase Florida’s share, the agency finds that “...Florida’s veterans are less able to
access USDVA health care than their peers in any large state ...More [Florida] cases are denied
and then appealed to the Washington DC Board of Veterans Appeals than from any other state.”
Because of outdated funding formulas and lags in changing demographic data, USDV A resources
have not followed the large numbers of veterans who have relocated to Florida from other,
largely northern, states. In FFY 1996, the shortfall for Florida of federally subsidized health care
expenditures amounted to some $225 million, the additional amount Florida would have received
if the state -- whose 1.7 million veterans represent 6.5% of the U.S. veteran population -- had
generated the national average draw-down per veteran.

d Coastal Management

Although smaller in monetary value than veteran’s programs, another significant program for
which funding formulas hurt Florida’s receipts is the Coastal Management Program (CMP),
funded by the U.S. Department of Commerce National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA) and administered by the Florida Department of Community Affairs (DCA). Each of the
thirty-two eligible states receives a coastal program administration award based on the length of
its tidal shoreline and the population of its coastal counties. The limiting factor for Florida has
been a Congressionally-imposed $2 million cap on CMP awards to states; for the eighth straight
year Florida, and ten other large coastal states, will receive no increase in base funding. DCA’s
Coastal Management Program provides an illustration of this inequity: Florida, with an 8,436-
mile coastline and coastal population of approximately 12,356,550, will receive $2,200,000 for
FY 1998-99, while New Hampshire, with 131 miles of tidal coastline and a coastal population of
approximately 350,078 will receive $558,000.

e. Changing outdated formulas
In several cases, agencies mentioned the political difficulties of changing funding formulas when
such changes would create “losers” among states whose funding levels would thereby be caused

to fall. For example, the Florida Department of Environmental Protection reported that “the
Clean Water Act State Revolving Fund is probably the most outdated of all the formulas, but we
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spent five years trying to change it and found that it was politically impossible to overcome the
small state representation on the relevant Congressional committees who benefitted from the
outdated formula.”

The Department of Community Affairs also urged caution in attempting to change the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD) Community Development Block
Grant (CDBG) formula, which has caused Florida’s CDBG allocation to fall from $185 million
in FY95 to just over $173 million in FY98 (during which HUD’s national CDBG budget rose
from $4.4 to $4.675 billion). DCA responded that “unless Florida can align a strong coalition of
other states that support such change, we risk regional growth versus declining state, or sun-belt
versus rust-belt debates that bog down Congressional change.”

As previously noted, cases in which formulas have recently been created or revised to address
equity concerns, such as the Children’s Health Insurance Program, Substance Abuse Block
Grant, or TEA-21, have generally been most successful when new money is made available in
sufficient quantity to hold states harmless for allocation changes, in effect guaranteeing at least
current funding levels for all states under any new formula arrangement.

In some cases, however, such “hold harmless” provisions have proven to hurt, rather than help,
Florida. For example, the CDBG program is funded through a complex dual formula, in which
one formula favors growth states and the other favors declining population states. Awards are
made based on each state’s best formula score. The intent is to balance funding levels, holding
older cities and states with declining populations harmless from grant reductions. In addition
specific appropriations language has served to guarantee entitlement grant status for cities or
counties that have had declining populations and fall below entitlement population thresholds,
and to fund Congressionally designated “setaside” initiatives. The result is that, despite the dual
formula system, Florida’s receipts under this program have decreased.

In the case of Medicaid, the state’s single largest source of federal grant funds, the level of
funding that would be required to hold potential “loser” states harmless against the introduction
of more equitable funding formulas would be so large as to likely preclude such a solution. On
the other hand, however, the current Congressional committee leadership structure may present
opportunities for large growth states and other potential beneficiaries to engage in creative
coalition building to examine changes to the Medicaid formula to an extent that may not have
been possible in past years.

2. State match funds
In addition to funding formulas, a second major obstacle to increasing Florida’s federal fund
receipts is many agencies’ inability to secure sufficient state match funds for a variety of

programs. Agencies which cited this issue include the Florida Department of Labor and
Employment Security’s Divisions of Vocational Rehabilitation and Blind Services, the Florida
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Department of Environmental Protection, the Florida Department of Revenue for Child Support
Enforcement, and the Florida Department of Highway Safety and Motor Vehicles.

The shortage of match funding is the result of either the Legislature’s decision not to appropriate
funds for particular programs, or of the difficulty in accessing funds and spending authority
within the time frames imposed by federal grant cycles. Some agencies also reported that the
federal government’s share of funding for several programs has been decreasing, requiring states
to increase match contributions annually to hold federal funding levels steady.

3. Policy requirements

A third category of obstacles to increasing federal funding is the various policy requirements
imposed by funding agencies as conditions of eligibility for funding. Historically, Florida has
often chosen against adopting such “strings” for valid policy-related or philosophical reasons.
However, some agencies pointed out that the failure to adopt policies being incentivized by
federal programs can be both inadvertent and costly.

The Florida Department of Highway Safety and Motor Vehicles offers examples of both funding
secured because the state chose to implement such policies, and of funding foregone because the
state either has chosen not to implement such policies, or has inadvertently failed to do so.
Under TEA-21, Florida will receive an additional $6 million because the state has adopted a .08
per se Driving Under the Influence law, which the TEA-21 legislation serves to incentivize. On
the other hand, the state has in the past foregone potential funding in the area of intra-state
trucking because regulations of interest to the federal government were not in place. As the
Department of Highway Safety and Motor Vehicles survey response noted, “While state policies
should not be dictated by Washington, we need to recognize that sometimes we are giving up
potential funding by choosing not to adopt a particular policy.”

4. Other Reasons

Agencies also offered a variety of other reasons for Florida’s poor receipt of federal funds, such
as the use of federal funds to remediate shortcomings in some states’ programs, improper
implementation of federal funding formulas, and across-the-board federal funding cutbacks.

a. Remedial Funds Penalize Good Performance

One example offered of the state being penalized for good performance is the Cooperative
Pesticide Recordkeeping Program, a U.S. Department of Agriculture grant administered by the
Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services Agricultural Environmental Services
Division, in which “funding is partially determined by whether a state had a recordkeeping
requirement in place before the federal recordkeeping requirement was implemented, with the
funding priority being the states with no state program.” Because Florida had a pesticide
recordkeeping requirement in
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place before the federal requirement was implemented, it has received only relatively small
amounts of funding under this program.

b Formula Implementation Problems

In other cases, funding formulas may be equitable but are not being implemented according to
their intent. An example is the Older Americans Act Title III grants (distributed by HHS and
administered by the Florida Department of Elder Affairs), which are distributed to states based
on a funding formula that includes both minimum funding levels and “proportionality.” The
U.S. General Accounting Office (GAQ), in reviewing HHS’ interpretation of the formula law,
found in 1994 that the method of computing allotments “assures that the minimums are met but
in a manner that fails to achieve proportionality among states not subject to the minimum grant
requirements,” and that “states with more rapidly growing elderly populations are under funded.”
The GAO report found that Florida was receiving approximately 12% less than it should be
under the formula. These grants in Florida summed to approximately $54 million in SFY 1997-
98, out of a total federal provision for the agency of approximately $78.5 million.

c. Federal Cutbacks

Another issue raised addresses general federal underfunding of the costs of programs. A primary
example is the U.S. Department of Labor’s Unemployment Insurance Program, administered by
the Florida Department of Labor and Employment Security. Florida’s Unemployment
Compensation program allocations were reduced approximately $18.2 million for FFY 1997-98
to approximately $75 million. Part of the decrease is due to a “deflator,” which has been applied
each year since 1992 to states’ previous year’s average salary rates for positions to carry out the
projected workload for the program. Current allocations fund only approximately 88.5 percent of
the staff allocated to the states to process the projected workload.

D. Recommended Actions

Most agencies recommended actions that could be taken by the state agencies, Legislature, and/or
Congressional Delegation to increase Florida’s receipt of federal funds. These fell into the
following six categories:

. work with Congress to change outdated or inequitable federal funding formulas/form
coalitions with other growth states, large states, and/or southern states for this purpose;

. increase state match funds available;
. make the processes of amending the state budget and obtaining spending authority easier;
. increase training provided at the state level for accessing federal funds;
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. increase communication and coordination on federal issues among state agencies,
Governor’s office, Florida Washington Office, Legislature, and Congressional delegation;
and

. Other, including assuring accurate counts in the year 2000 census and urging the
consolidation of federal funding streams.

1. Work to change formulas

Several agencies specifically mentioned lobbying to change funding formulas as their top priority
for increasing federal funds to Florida. These include: The Agency for Health Care
Administration, which referred to the Medicaid program formula’s bias against growth states; the
Florida Department of Law Enforcement, which is the recipient of 26 federal grants totaling
approximately $12 million annually; the Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services’
Division of Forestry, which suggested forming coalitions with other southern states to seek more
equitable funding for forestry programs -- which tend to disproportionately fund the U.S.
Department of Agriculture’s Northeast Region -- in the Southern Region; and the Department of
Transportation (DOT), which pointed out that although TEA-21 represents a great improvement
for Florida, the state is still a net donor regarding the rate of return on taxes paid to the Highway
Trust Fund. The DOT recommended that “future efforts might be directed at increasing the
minimum guarantee above TEA-21's 90.5% threshold.”

The Department of Juvenile Justice (DJJ) raised a formula-related issue that has resonance for
many programs: even those formulas which are population based can still result in a disadvantage
to states that are experiencing high rates of population growth. The DJJ recommended lobbying
for the inclusion of growth rates for target populations in the funding formulas for various
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention grants (youth age 10-17). This argument could be
equally applied to any number of formula based federal grant programs.

As indicated above, some agencies urged caution regarding the political difficulty of changing
federal funding formulas. When attempted, coalitions to lobby for formula changes should be
broad enough to meet the needs of smaller states which can overwhelm the aims of larger, high
growth states in the U.S. Senate.

2. Increase available match funds/make the processes of amending the state budget and
obtaining spending authority easier

Another recurrent theme in agencies’ responses was that limits on available match funds often
prevent the maximization of available federal funds. For example, the Department of Highway
Safety and Motor Vehicles (DHSMV) noted that federal requests for proposals often have turn-
around times of as little as a few weeks, which is not enough time to amend the Department’s
budget to reflect required state or local matching funds. The DHSMV suggested establishing a
pool of budget authority which agencies could draw on for matching funds in these situations.
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This recommendation was echoed by several other agencies, such as the Department of
Environmental Protection, particularly for competitive scientific and technical grants, and the
Department of Insurance.

Agencies which mentioned that the amount of federal funds they were able to access was limited
by available state match include: Department of Revenue for Child Support Enforcement (34%
state match); Department of Insurance, which cited difficulties obtaining spending authority for
match for unanticipated small grants; and the Department of Labor and Employment Security’s
Division of Blind Services. While the latter has experienced problems obtaining match to
maximize its current federal grants (21.3% state match), the Division noted that the situation
could be exacerbated when the Rehabilitation Act comes up for reauthorization in 2003. The
agency projects that national funding for this program will then reach $13 million, which will
trigger a shift from discretionary to formula funding, based on population. This in turn will
trigger an increase in Florida’s funding under the Independent Living Services for Older
Individuals who are Blind program from $219,000 in FFY 99 to over $2 million annually. While
this will present an excellent opportunity to improve the level of service for the state’s substantial
elderly blind population, it will also require the state to contribute over $375,000 in additional
matching funds.

3. Provide enhanced training

Another theme among agency recommendations was to provide training for agency and
legislative staff to maximize effectiveness in identifying and securing federal grant funds.
Within the category of training was the suggestion to create a network of professionals within
state agencies to coordinate efforts to maximize Florida’s receipt of federal funds. This
suggestion might be extended to local governments as well. The FDVA recommended that state
agencies should consider creating Senior Management positions to coordinate interaction with
federal agencies.

The Department of Corrections suggested designating one state lead person for each federal
program to track and report on issues, working with appropriate federal agency representatives
and Congressional committees. While several state agencies do have Intergovernmental
Coordinating or Federal Resource Coordinating positions, their responsibilities generally do not
include coordinating with their counterparts in other agencies or building this type of federal
relations network.

The Department of Insurance suggested that training should include “where to look for available
federal funding, grant writing training and assistance, and accounting for federal funds and
indirect cost recovery.” The Florida Department of Law Enforcement echoed this suggestion,
and added that the state should conduct an annual conference on grant funding. The Department
of Corrections recommended that the agencies’ training begin with a federal funds training and
strategy seminar developed by the Governor’s Office, and added that agencies’ internal training
should focus on grant writing skills. In addition, the Florida Department of Education mentioned
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that difficulty in staffing short term, discretionary, or competitive programs serves as a
disincentive to applying for funding for these programs.

4. Enhance communication and coordination

Agencies discussed coordination at several levels: federal-state, among state agencies, and
between the state executive and legislative branches. There were several variations on the theme
of communication and coordination, including developing a briefing book on Florida’s needs and
potential funding sources for the Congressional Delegation; visits to state agencies by elected
officials; and other types of personal interaction among state agency personnel, Legislative
members and staff, and the Congressional Delegation.

The Florida Legislature and Executive Branch should avail their resources to assist and support
the Florida Congressional Delegation in formulating federal policies that are beneficial to the
state. Any or all of the following alternatives are currently available to the Florida Legislature
for devising strategies to work with the Congressional Delegation to improve the federal
government’s responsiveness to Florida’s needs: regular Federal/State Summits, periodic visits to
Washington, D.C. by Legislative members and agency representatives, conference calls and
video-conferences among federal and state elected officials and staff, and building coalitions
with other state legislatures and Congressional delegations.

5. Other

Other suggestions included lobbying to simplify the federal grant structure and process,
encouraging federal agencies to work together to provide more consolidated funding streams and
fewer steps to access them, and ensuring an accurate year 2000 census count for the state.

a. Simplify federal grant structure

The Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services pointed out that when state laws and
rules duplicate federal rules and regulations, funding is often not provided to implement them.
The Department suggested repealing such redundant laws in order to access funds to administer
and enforce those programs.

The Florida Department of Law Enforcement (FDLE) suggested the state should encourage the
federal government to work toward a consolidation of funding streams “to provide more clear
focus on where agencies can acquire funding.” FDLE reported that “a move toward ‘one stop
shopping” would be very helpful.”

b. Year 2000 census

Year 2000 census issues were raised both directly and indirectly in a number of agency
responses. As noted above, funding formulas based on population generally help large, growth
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states. But as the Florida Department of Transportation’s Highway Safety Program’s response
pointed out, when growth is rapid -- as in Florida -- the decade lag between census years can
cause large discrepancies by the end of the census period. Similarly, the Florida Department of
Education pointed out that programs pegged to numbers of students don’t always keep up with
rapid growth among student populations.

For this reason, an accurate census count in the year 2000 will be very important to Florida’s
receipt of several categories of federal funds such as those administered by the U.S. Departments
of Education, Justice, and Labor. Census counts often under-count minorities, immigrants, and
urban residents. More accurate counts of these populations could result in millions of dollars
more in federal funding to Florida’s state and local governments both for programs that target
these groups and for those pegged to population as a whole.

Agencies also urged the incorporation of census data where it has not been used in determining
federal funding levels. The Florida Department of Veterans’ Affairs emphasized the importance
to Florida’s funding levels of the incorporation of census data into U.S. Department of Veterans’
Affairs’ funding formulas, noting that there have been reports that “veteran-related data will not
even be solicited during the year 2000 census.” Florida’s efforts to ensure an accurate census
count should also consider the categories of populations to be counted, and how these counts will
affect federal funding levels.
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V. CONCLUSION

Florida has ranked high, on a per capita basis, in its receipt of federal funds distributed directly to
individuals as the result of the state’s relatively large, elderly population. Conversely, Florida
has ranked low among the states in receipt of federal grant funds. For FY 1997, Florida ranked
49th among the fifty states on a per capita basis in its receipts of federal grants.

The per capita federal grant expenditure to the most favored state in 1997 was just over four
times the per capita expenditure to the least favored state. If Florida had received the same per
capita grant expenditure that year as the average for all states, an additional $3.7 billion would
have been available to the state and its local governments.

Florida’s state agencies offered several recommendations for improving Florida’s receipts of
federal grant funds, including: working to change outdated or inequitable federal funding
formulas, increasing state match funds available, increasing training provided at the state level
for accessing federal funds, and assuring accurate counts in the year 2000 census.

The Florida Legislature should strive, following the recommendations of the state agencies and
other strategies, to assist the Florida Congressional Delegation in an effort to increase the state’s
receipt of federal funding, particularly grant funding. The state should work to form coalitions
with other states that experience similar funding inequities, especially large population, high
growth states such as California and Texas. Additionally, the state’s elected officials should send
clear and unified messages urging the Delegation to move forward with proposals that will
increase Florida’s receipt of federal funds. Finally, there should be regular contact between
members and staff of the Florida Legislature and the Florida Congressional Delegation on issues
of state importance, particularly issues of federal funding.
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