THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

'\ﬁ) -
< 2 e
April 21, 1993
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: " ROBERT E. RUBIN i
SUBJECT: Enterprise Zones and Community Bev&lapﬁant Banks

L4

Attached are decizion memoranéa‘regarding\&nterpris& nones
and community development banks.

Both of these issues have turned out to be far more complex
and controversial than had originally been expected, largely
because the approaches arg innovative and expansiva.

Consequently, the memoranda are relatively leng and pose numerous

and not simple issues. Furthermore, despite many meetings and a

well conducted process led by Bruce Reed and Gene Sperling, there

are still substantial disagreements on many of the issues,
aegpecially relating to enterprise zones.

We need daciéianﬁ un the basice policy issues within the next

few days, in order to dovetrall with the legisiative schedule.
Given the limits on your time, one possibility would be that we
could have a meeting with you which would lead to decisions on
the basic issues, with the subsidiary design issues reserved for
decision at a later date or, if you wish, delegated to Carol and
me. Either way, we would meet the reguirements of the
legislative schedule.

Marcia Hale is attempting t0 £fit this into your schedule
very late Friday, and you can let us Know at that time what
Gecision-making process you would like to have.
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May 12, 1993
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: BRUCE REED
DONSIA STRONG
SUBIECT: Lobbying Disclosure Bill

As you know, the Scnate voted {ast week to pass the Levin lobby reform bill,
including a Lautenberg amendment fo bring Congressional gift rules in line with those of the
cxecutive branch, and a Wellstone amendment 10 require fobbyists to disclose gift, travel, and
entertainment benefits to Members, as your ethics law required in Arkansas.

We helicve the Administration should support these provisions when the measurc
maves to the House, and assume from your public comments over the last few days that you
tinnk so, too. '

Howard Paster still contends that despite your personal support for these measures,
these niles are Congress's business, and the Administration should not appear to be telling
Congress what to do.

We belicve that lobbyists are the villain here, not Congress. We think the
Administration should support these measures because 1) they're good policy; 2) the
Administration is going to be asked to take a position, amt i we don't support these
provisions in the House, we will look Iike we're not sericus about political reform; 3) public
pressure i 5o great that the Hoese will vote for these measures anyway; and 4) you've said
publicly you're for these ideas, so that should be the Administration's official position.

Please let us know whether we can say the Administration supports the Levin bill as
amended.



THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

July 14, 1993

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: GENE SPERLING, BRUCE REED

SUBJECT: TOMORROWS CD BANK/CRA REFORM EVENT

As you know, you are scheduled 16 announce your CD Bank and CRA Reform
initiatives on the South Lawn tomomow ~~ two economic initiatives which you approved in
iate April. The reason we had to schedule this event'today is that the Senate Banking
Committee had scheduled a hearing for July 15 on your CD Bank Bill, where Secretaries
Bentsen and Espy will testify. We were unable to get an announcement date prior to yous
leaving for the G~ 7 trip but were able to get Riegle 10 move his hearing o this afternoon in
order to accomodate you. This event is the culmination of months of planning, drafting,
policy development and delicate negotiations with constituent groups and Membess of
Congress. Frank Newman and Gene Ludwig at Treasury and Bob Nash at Agriculture have
been particularly involved in the negotiations with these groups and in developing the final
proposals,

These initiatives reflect a fundamental principle of your overall economic plan: to
make capital available (o enterprisisg Amcricans in all communities that want to invest, spur
ecopomic growth and create jobs. Whether promoting the G~7 talks or the community
development banking bill, the message is the same -~ creating new jobs.

The CD Bark and CRA reform initiatives reflect a New Democrat approach to helping
distressed communities create jobs and spur echnomic growth. Acress the country, poor
cornmunities from South Central LA, to the Mississippi Delta are reeling from a decade of

-declining oppertunity and nising social and economic isolation. Government cannot do the
whole job - but we can be a catalyst for the private sector and bottom~up innovation in

. local communities. These two initiatives will result in 2 substantial increase in lznding for
distressed, underserved communities —— both by boztom-»up cﬁmmumty development
institytions aad by mainstream banks.

The event will include a broad range of grtm;:;s and Members who are particularly
supportive of these offorts. This is an historic occasion in which the major banks, community
groups, the CDFI industry, and members of Congress stand together on the same platform.

The CRA Reform will be completed by regulation. Tomorrow you will send a
memorandum to the four bank regulators asking them to issue performance-based rcguiatow
reforms by January 1, 1994, Banks and COmmung g,mups will be invited.to participate in
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the development of this regulation. Three of the bank regulators, including Gene Ludwig,
will be at the event, Hugh McColl and other heads of banks with good CRA records will
also be on hand to support this effort, as well ag supponive community groups.

The £D Bank Bill will be transmitted tomorrow. Key members of Congress who
support the bill, including Representatives Flake, Waters, and Rush as well as the Banking
Commitice chairs will be seated behind you and scores of Members of Congress will be in
attendance. ’

Attached are the following documents:

1} 2 more detailed memeorandum which outlines our negotiations W!th key constituent
groups and Members of Congress;

2) promotional materials that will be handed out 1o the press and attendecs, including
- 3 summary of the CD Bank and CRA Reform initiatives;
- 3 summary of the problerns faced by credit—deprived communities (prepared
with the excellent work of Alicia Munnell, Assistant’ Secretary for Economic
Policy at Treasury);
- highlights of the CD Bank Proposal;
o dc:scripiiw of the CD Banking Industry;
- SUCCESE SIOTICS,

~ highlights of CRA Reform;

3) a copy of the CD bank hill ai@ag with a transmittal letier and a mz&awizywscmfz{z
anaylsis;

4) a draft of the memorandum that you will send to the bank regulators; and

5) O & A on both initiatives.
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THE WHITE HQUSE

WABKINGTON

July 14, 1993

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

THROUGH: GENE SPERLING, BRUCE REED
FROM: PAUL DIMOND, PAUL WEINSTEIN, SHERYLL CASHIN
SUBJECT: BACKGROUND ON CRA REFORM, CDFI INITIATIVE

[. BACKGROUND

You are scheduled to announce your CRA Reform and Community Development Bank
and Financial institutions initiatives tomorrow. The NEC and DPC staff, along with senior
officials at HUD, Commerce, Agriculture, and Treasury, have engaged in extensive
negotiations and coalition building smong constituent groups and members of Congress. This
memorandum summarizes those negotiations to give you perspective on the various positions
and concerns of key groups and t}!f;czals who will be present at the ceremony.

II. SUPPORT FOR CRA REFORM, CDF1 BILL

A. Community and Consumer Groups. When we first met with groups like
ACORN, Center for Community Change, Community Reinvestment Coalition, ONE,
Consumers Union and Consumer Federation of America, they expressed substantial concem
that {1) the CDFI bill would lead to the creation of a separate and uncqual system of banking
for distressed commanities, (2) that CRA reform by regulation could lead to diminution of
lending by regulated banks and thrifts in distressed commuaitics, and (3) that we might be
conternplating a “safe harbor” from CRA for mainstream banks that invested in CDFT's.
Through the careful explanations of Undersecretary Newman, Comptroller of the Currency
Ludwig, Assistant Secretary Nash, and the NEC and DPC staff at a series of private
discussions and presentations at public {orums, these groups generally came to agree with the
three principles that you set foy reform of CRA by regulation:

e rcform the CRA assessment critedia to focas on actual lending performance in the
circumstanges of the local community and particular bank

& exercise the full array. of enforcement sanctions currently available so that full
- scrutiny and ;}izb ic comment is not limited to gofw—g{) decisions en acquisitions and
MErgers
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& train a corps of specially trained CRA examiners to focus on lending performance,
not on the extent of commuhity public relations and image

The groups eventually expressed a strong preference for reform of CRA through
regulation this year, rather than running the risk of seeking legislation in Congress that might
lead to weakening CRA. They also came to understand that mainstream banks would get
some credit, but not a “safe harbor,” for investing in CDFls. Despite this understanding and
support, however, some community groups and some consumer groups are concemied about
our rhetoric (e.g., "substitute performance for paperwork™) and need constant reassurance that
they will be full participanis in the development of CRA regulatory reforms with the Bank
regulators.

B. CDFIs. At the outset, there was also some concern from non~depository CDFT's
{t.g., Community Development Corporations and revolving microenterprise or community
development funds) and Credit Unions that they either would be excluded from our CDFY
initiative altogether or would be at a disadvantage compared to depository institutions like
South Shore or Elk Hom. When we explained that the basic criterion was ability to match
the CDFI Fund's invesiments and then to leverage the resulting public~private investment to
multiply the actual loans t¢ community and economic development, they came to understand
both how they were cligible and would be challenged to demonstrate their own ability 1o
perform and o become seif-sustaining.

Mainstream banks with wholly—owned CDC subsidiaries and state economic
development authorities initially expressed some concern because they are not eligible directly
for funding in our CDFI bill. Rather, the CDFI bill and CRA reform will encourage local
CDFIs 1o join in lending nctworks and investment consortia with such mainstream banks and
public finance authorities to help them fulfill their own public mission and community
reinvestment activities, Although there was oot great joy, most mainstream banks with CD
subsidiaries came to accept and understand why we targeted resources on “bottom~up”
CDFls.

C. Mezinstream Banks. Many mainstream banks eriginally wanted to support their
own investinent in CDFrs and a national CDFI fund in exchange for some form of interstate
branching or a CRA "safe harbor,” But many of these banks have come to accept that no
such financial reform is or should be considered this year. Several mainstream banks have
endorsed the proposal to reform CRA through regulation, while many more have agreed to
participate in the process of developing regulatory reforms rather than run the gauntlet of
reforming CRA through legislation. Once you ask the regulators to proceed with this process,
mainstream banks and banking interesis and the representatives of small banks will participate
and, at this time, appear willing to accept 2 new focus on actual performance in exchange for
avoiding paperwork related fo community relations. Some mainstream banking interests have
cven expressed a willingness to consider using "geocoding” -~ indexing loans by geographic
arca - and "indeperdent testers” to measure their community reinvestment performance
rather than the current emphasis on community peblic relations processes and documentation.

There is a risk, however, that some mainstream banks may lobby C:Skngrcss for
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amendments to our CDFI bill that weu%cﬁ seck CRA relief or major financial reform Izz
Congress.

D. Congress. The House and Senate Banking Committees have dealt with a lot of
bad news over the past decade and there is much pent-up demand by some for major
financial reform. No ene seriously belicves such major reform has any chance of passage this
. year because of the epposmau of non-regulated financial service sectors and because of
tensions between mainstream banks and representatives of the small banks and the consumer
and community groups. Nevertheless, there are several members, both Democratic and
Republican, who might seck to add reforms onto any CDFI bill in hopes of winning broader
support. We have been wamed that if cur CDFI bill becomes such a “"Christmas tree,” there
will be no chance for passage.

We have therefore worked closely with the Banking Committee staffs, key members,
Banking Conmymitiee Chairs, and Leadership to secure support for a narrowly focussed CDFI
bill and reform of CRA by regulation. Subcommitiee Chair Joe Kennedy, an early supporter
of strengthening CRA by legislation, was the first to embrace your two-part strategy of
strengthening CRA by regulation and a narrow CDF] bill. Chairmen Gonzales and Riegle
also endorsed this approach carly on. Subcommittee Chair Kanjorski, a proponent of new
- legislation to suppori secondary markets for small business loans, also agreed to suppon the
narrow approach this year while he sought to build support for his propoesed reform for next
year,

Representative Waters, a proponent of strengthening CRA by legislation and of 2
much more ambitious CDF bill, agreed to endorse your two-part approach, while reserving
her right to press for more funding. Representative Rush, who has over 70 co-sponsers for a
CDFI bill that is very similar to ours (but with a secondary market, tax advantages for
deposits in CDFI's, and much greater funding} came on board afier lengthy discussions and
extended but friendly negotiations with Howard Paster and Treasury, OMB, and White House
staff. There will be 2 major push from these members, and their supporters, to provide
substantially more federal funding for the CDFI Fund beginning in FY 95. They understand
that, at this late date in the approprations calendar, we will be dmng weil to got the $60
million that you requested for FY 94,

Representative Flake was an early opponcut of CDFI legislation of any kind and
supported reforming CRA by legislation and rewarding mainstream banks under his Bank
Emterprise Act (BEA)} for investing in distressed communities by lowering their FDIC
insurance premiums on such loans. The BEA was authorized but not funded last year, Gene
Ludwig, Frank Newman, and White House staff persuaded him that he could be actively
involved in the CRA regulatory reform, including through his Oversight Subcommitice if
necessary. Out of his personal respect and support for you, he also agreed 1o hold off on
pressing his BEA fundfﬁg request, pending camplctimz of the CRA regulatory reform, while

we studied the merit and need for the insurance premium subsidy for loans in distressed
communities, ‘ E



' Finally, Subcommittee Chair Neal, at a meeting of Banking Committee and House
Leadership, agreed to withhold his proposal for interstate branching this year in order to allow
a aarrow CDFI bill to procesd, With this unusual unanimity among Banking Subcommitiee
Chairs, Chairman Gonzales proposed a single set of hearings and mark-up before the full
Banking Committee, rather than the usval round of separate subcormmittee hearings, in order
to assure prompt consideration arxd as narrow a focus as possible for your CDFI bill.

We are now just beginning the process of exploring broader Republican suppont in the
House and the Senate for your two-part approach. All members of the Banking Committecs
will be invited 10 your White House announcement. By then, we may have a better handie
on which Republicans, whether or not on the Banking Committees, may wish to support your

two-part approach,

11, NEXT STEPS AND CONCLUSION

We have come a very long way in putting mgcthcr 2 coalition ef cammumt? and
consutner groups, the CDFI industry, major segments of the mainstream banking industry, and
imponant factions in Congress to support your two—part program 10 strengthen CRA by
regulation and to enact legislation supporting CDFIs.  Your announcement of both initiatives
before all segments of this nascent coalition can solidify support and set the stage for what
will no doubt be difficult negotiations between the diverse interests before the Regulators on
CRA reform and a challenging but doable legislative session in Congress on the CDF bill.
Because of the highly partisan atrnosphere and the narrow Democratic majority in the Senate,
there may well be difficult negotiations ahead in the Senate. In addition, we may face
chailenges in the House o keep the CDFI bill straightforward and clean.

if we do succeed in continuing to build the coalition of support for your two-pan
strategy, deliver a sirengthened CRA through regulatory reform and enact a straightforward
CDFI Bilf, we will have laid the foundation for substantial reipvestment in distressed
communities all across America. We will have built a platform for considering greater
support for community reinvestment in the years ahead, through mainstream banks and thnfts,
a growing network of CDFTs, and even the unregulated financial industty on 3 voluntary
basis. And, you will have succeeded in bringing diverse interests together behind the basic
principle of investing in underserved communities.



THE WHITE HOWSE
WASHINGTOR

August 18, 1993

MEMORANDUM FOR THE VICE PRESIDENT
FROM: BRUCE REED

SUBJECT: A FEW BIG IDEAS FOR NPR

The Performance Review is peaking at just the right moment: Public pressure for
spending cuts can help drive the rest of your agenda.

Morcover, the Review teams have done some good work., The cxecutive sunmmary is
well-written and sounds the right themes,

After reading through all the recommendations, however, | have three related concems,

First, I think the reports offer ive many Lttle ideas and not enough big ones. The sheer
number of recommendations threatons 10 undermine their impact -~ relatively minor
suggestions get the same weight as important ones. I urge you not to publish the
menographs separately. None of them comes close to the quality of the summary draft, and
many of them are full of little landmines that will undercut the credibility of your effort,
Publishing 30+ reports and 3,000 pages will make it look like you're tinkering around the
edges, and killing a lot of trees in the process. (Don't assume no one will read them —- your
opponents will, and they'll reread thems in 1996 and beyond.) Instead, you should publish a
single comparnion volume in late September or October that can be thoroughly vetted,
rewritien, and pared down 1o digestible length,

Second, you need a few recommendations that will matter to the ordinary person,
The management reforms you propose in procurement, personncl, and other areas are good
for the government, but will do more to make life better for burcaucrats than for ordinary
people. At the moment, it would be easy enough for opponents to argue that these
recommendations will reduce the regulatory burden on federal agencics but not on small
business, guarantee free training for federal employees while charging everyone elsg, allow
the size of the federal workforce to increase when the President promised to cut it, and do
little for most taxpayers except let them charge their higher taxes with plastic and pay more
in user fees when they visit 2 national park. If you want the public to belp push these
recopmmendations through Congress, you need 1o give them something more tangible. 1
outline 3 few suggestions below. )

149



Finally, you need to reassure people that your proposals will actually save money «
and that you won't turn around and lef the federal government waste the money somewhere
else. People don't simply want their government to run more efficiently; they want it to cost
Jess. They will not be fooled if the Administration tries to take the money you save from one
part of the government that doesn't work and recycle it into other government programs they
think don't work, cither. People have seen that shell game before. If you let the
Administration divert the NPR savings into another jobs bill, worker training, or some other
program most people don't trust and never see, you w}!} squarnder all the credit you deserve
for taking on government in the first place.

You have an enormous responsibility on your hands, which is far greater than most
people in the Administration may yet understand. Your duty is not merely to make the
bureaucracy work better or identify some quick savings to fund a few initiatives in FY9S.

The success or failure of the NPR will wesound long after that.  Your cffort represents what
may be our last best hope (o start winning back the American people’s {aith in government -
without which the rest of this Administration’s agenda will uitimately be moot.

So even though the hour is late, let me offer a fow concrele suggestions:

1. Dedicate some savings (o tax reliel, The best way to capture the public
imagination behind this effort is to give the American people o downpayment toward g new
government, As I suggested to Elaine a few weceks ago, you ought to pledge o use some of
the savings Congress lets you achicve through NPR 10 give the faxpayers some of their
money back. The savings could go into a trust fund carmarked to provide tax relief for
familics with young children —— and nobody would get their tax cut until Congress went

along with your proposed savings.

This approach would nof only keep an important campaign promise and advance an
idea you pioneered; it would make your message easy for the people ~- and Congress —— (0
understand;  Cut spending and give the money back. Ii's possible to find an excuse to vote
against procurement reform; it would be very painful for members in either party to filibuster,
amend, or vote against a tax cut.

The other great advantage of a Children's Tax Credit is that, unlike most other
possible uses for this money, it is entirely consisient with rcinventing government. As you
pointed out when you were promoting Gore-Downey, it's time for govemment 1o admit that
parents can do more for their children with this moncy than we can.

A targeted credit of $1,000 per young child would cost between $85 and $10 billion.
- Any additiona! savings could be dedicated to the Deficit Reduction Trust Fund.

2. Put a real number on your workferce reductions. If onc of our goals is to
recuce the size of the federal workforce {and it should be), your report should say so, and put
a yeal number behind it. You're right that individual managers shouldnt manage by FTE
ceilings -~ and while you're at i, you should get rid of congressionally mandated FTE floors

2



as well =~ but downsizing won't happen unless the President and Cabinet secretaries bave
clear, unavoidable goals for personnel reduction.

A 20% reduction in operating costs is a good idea (although it does not go much
beyond the existing executive order), but as a practical matier, it will be extremely difficult at
most agencies to distinguish between overhead and services. Ageacics complain about FTE
caps for a reason ~- they're the only enforceable 100l we now have 10 make them cut
government, because bodies are the onc measure of overhead we know we can count. If you
take that away, you need (o replace the FTE cap with real, numerical targets for reduction
in personnel costs at every agency. Otherwise, agencies will cut back the number of offices
that provide services and not touch the number of unproductive middle managers.

Your report hints at personne! reductions, but shics away from a pumber. This is a
big mistake. The cstimate you're hiding is 200-300,000. You should say it. If you don't say
it, you'll never get it, Moreover, you will limit the President's negotiating leverage if you
trade away the only tool the Administration now has 1o restrain the growth of the burcaucracy
for nothing concrete in return. '

3. Require Congress and the executive branch to abide by all the luws they pass,
and challenge Congress to reduce thelr operating costs by 20%. The President has long
maintained that one way to put government back in touch with the American people is to
have Congress abide by the same laws it imposes op the rest of America. (Speaker Foley is
working on legislation to require Congress to observe civil rights laws.) The President also
challenged Congress to follow his lead in reducing their cost of doing business. The budget
battles of the last six months suggest that there is a great deal more support for these ideas
than the leadership might like us to believe. This isn't a cheap shot at Congress; it's asking
the same of them that we're going to ask of oursclves. And in the current atmogphere, you
would actually be doing most members a favor by giving them 3 chance to vole for
something that will play well back home.

4. Call for enhanced rescission suthority. H you're going to ¢all on Congress and
OMB 1o stop using line items, you should point out that the Administration still wants some
form of expedited rescission authority, The President ought to be able 10 resciod a portion of
an agency's aggxw;;ria;iw as a way to enforce performance.

5. Sunset all new programs and regulations, and let the market do what the
government can't. Nothing in government should last forever unless it works. You've called
for sunsetting the federal personnel regulations; you should go further, and require a sunset
for all mew initiatives. Likewise, you should expand the scope of your regulatory cffort by
pledging to review every existing or proposed regulation to sec if there are market-based
allernatives. ‘
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WASHINGTON

EHEETERE
November 21, 1993 .
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r
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PREDENT 6'\ 5
FROM: Paul Weinstein (DPC)
Paul Dimond {(NEC) -
Sheryll Cashin (NEC)
L

SUBJECT: Community development bank and financial institutions
legislation :

On Sunday, November 21, the House of Representatives adopted your community
development bank and financial institutions Initiative (HLR. 3474} by voice vote. H.R. 3474
also includes a package of regulatory reforms designed 1o reduce administrative requirements
for insurcd depository institutions. No significant changes were made in the bill sipce its
passage out of the House Banking Commitiee on November 10. As you know, the Senate
Banking Comamittee, by a vote of 18 fo 1, agreed 10 similar legislation on September 21. We
are hopeful the full Senate will take up this legislation upon its retum in January,

cel Carol Rasco
Bob Rubin

e
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A Novcﬁloor 1,-1994 "

' MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF -

FROM: Bruce Reed
' " Michacl Waldman
‘Bill Galston
Paul Weinstein

kY

. SUBIJECT: Strategy for Political and Government Reform

The collapse of public trust in the mstltotlons of government is the fundamental
political fact of our time. After two decades of growing disillusion, this break between the

- people in office and the pcople who put them- there dominates every aspect of Ameérican
politics, from the nonsy bombast of talk shows to the silence of empty votlng booths

" Voters bchcvcd that Blll Clinton undcrstood this sntuatlon and would act 1o rectlfy it :

But for all of our efforts over the’ past two years, the publlc is now more disillusioned, more -

: cmblttcrcd than it was in November 1992. Whatever ‘the Tesults of the upcoming election,

the President should put forward a bold, coherent set of reform. mmatwcs to makc
govcmmcnt Cong,rcss and the pOlltlcaI system work. :

N B The‘Cass-fof Reform

Why is a bold rcfom1 agcnda S0 1mp0rtant‘?

Flrst thc publlc dcmands 1l szcn cymcnsm and angcr is dccp and’ pcrvaswc

. .X.5)

Votcrs perceive a failure of govcmmcnt to act dccnswcly and effectively. They see.a federal” " |

- government that hordes money and power, endless blckcnng between two socmmgly outdated
. political partics, and a proliferation of special interests that drown out the voices of average
citizens.- When John Kennedy was President, 76% of the people-said they trusted thie federal -

government to do what was right all or most of the time. Today, after betrayals from

‘ Vlctnam to Watcrgatc to "Read My LlpS, only 22% of lhc pcoplc glvc that same answer.. ‘

Moreover, much of th:s critique of Washmgton and govemmcnt is vahd Govcmmcnt

_ i bloatcd irrational, and inefficient ~~ an ossified institution in an cra of ‘constant innovation.

Special interests do have too much power; a $300 million campaign-overwhelmed health -,
care, gun groups practlcally derailed the crime, bllI and some 80,000 lObbylStS of cvery.

" pinstripc have succeeded in dllutmg or dcfcatmg scores of proposals Cong,rcss is paralyzcd o



i}y pamsanship ami mﬁstant to changc Chaugmg thc way Washmg,ton dm busmcss is -
pm‘haps the m{fsst Sigmf'&mt icgac:y we could leave. - " . o e -

Fmaiiy, sestoration of trust in govcrnmcnt and pﬂlIHCS is csscnl:al to the success of thc
. yest of our agenda. As we have learned over the past two years, we c;anm)t count on public

* . support for health care, welfare reform, deficit reduction or any other issue unless we first

persuade them that we understand what's-wrong with government and have set about to fix it.
Conversely, an agenda that links political reform with our efforts to make blpanlsan progress .
on health care, welfare reform, zccmpio;mcnz and other issues should strengthcn and
tcznfozce those cfforis

To bc sare, this admzmstra:wn has made 2 rcal start an this front. The Vice~ =
President's reinventing g{}vcmmcm initiative has been the quiet success story of the, first two
years. As a result of the NPR, we have dramaucaﬁy shrunk the federal workforce,.and
passed sweeping procnrcmcni reform legislation. We irposed the toughest ethics
Tequirements ever on our senior officials, and repealed the deductibility of lobbying LXpenses,
We proposed tough and well-regarded campaign finance and lobbying reform bills. And we
have taken on more vested intercsts than any. administration in decades.. But ihcsz cffezts
havc nct been enough t{} overcome ﬁzc nszzzg izdc ef imbizc cymczsm :

§

The Coming Battle - *~ ° = f BT

: 'I‘odays mad—as—hcii" azmosphcrc is pot a flash in th{: paz;, izzzt a fzrctmii in the. mghz.
The refomm 1mpulsc was strong two years ago; by every indication, it is éven sthagcr today, -

- "It is no longer 2 question of whether-Congress will address reform issues; iim {miy qnzstx{m is
_ whether.we wﬂl lcad thc ﬁght or be leftbehind ~ 707 o :

% T
. 1

Early in the next’ tetm, wc can cxpcct tfx: Rc;zut}izcans 2{3 pmss f&maré Wztﬁ
thc:r reform ‘agenda: - , oo
/. =~ balanced budget amfmdmcni S,
o == term limits; ~ : L
- cuts in congmsswnal commzttccs and :»:zaﬁ' . D

¢ ' Lot .

- On Elccimn Day, voters in 8 smtcs are cxpcc:cd t(} a;xprwc tz:xm izmxts .
referenda, bringing to. 23 the num%}cr of states that have backed limits. ’I'hc
issue will ‘heat up even further when' the J ustice I}cpartmmt appears before the

S US, Supmmc Coun o arguc that' thesc. statc mcasurcs are unmnstzmzxanai

’ Rnss Pcmt s 19% of the votc was thc scmnd I’ughcst hy a third party candxdazc )
this century, surpassed only by Theodore Rooscvcit in 1912, Polls: indicate that "
=—if he were to run-today - Perot's vote. would not shp s&gmftcantiy
Suppart for mdcpcndcm can{i:dd.tcs gcncrally is at levels nc-t seen in half a.

- ‘ccntury R
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“A Shiftizxg Power 8ack (0 the American People . ..o

thn ihc new Congmss convenes in Iazwary, fuiiy f:aif is membcrs wzii be
freshmen or sophomms ncarly alt of wkom ran ona piazfcrm to changc .
Washington.” -

A -Thrcc—Front War .- .o

Thzs mcmorandum lays out the elements of a sustamcd vigorous reform campaign..
Tentative stabs at congressional or political reform, pursued scparately and quietly, will -
neither succeed nor break through to the public, Instead, we must - mount an aggressive,
comprchcnsz% campaign, as we have done on other issucs, from the budget to NAFTA to the '
crime bill. A concerted effort 1o change the way Washington does business will not only
offer the President the chance to rise above partisan and narrow interests, but do more to
advance ihe rest of our snbstantwc agenzia than aayihmg clSc wc couid do over the next few
m{m{hs

e
s H

Our rcfezm agcxxia giziwié ifi} i}aﬁin on zhm: fwrsZS‘

-Sh;ftmg, pmwcr back to the American people, thzeugh campaign reform that
requires broadcasters to provide free time to candidates; a national initiative
and reforendum process; . arzfi a czzzm fraz;ic” that icts czt:zcns contact
,Crmgrm for frees . -

Aszmg Cﬁngzcss, wuh a mns(ﬁaizon&i amcaémcm allowing statss to limit

legislative tesms; lobby reform; @ ban on gifts; a congressional pay freeze ﬁzzizii

the: bucigct is balanwci :md 3 25% cut in congrcssmnai staff; and’

) Launchmg a rcncwcd assault on buwaucracy, m-ciudmg the’ quf:witcm vcw? .
. civil service reform to give federal managers the right to hire ané fzrc, ami a’
ﬁlndamcnta! (}verhaul of federal rcgulamry agcncrcs o "

N

"I‘tus mcmorandum skctchcs out i 3-6 month campalgn to unvcll and’ flght for thcse

hx tix: czz:i zi wzii not. be cmagh 20 ahangf: Washmgten ‘I‘hc Amcm:an p{wp{e are,

ready to take government mt{} their own hands. The spread of information technology makes

that p{}ssﬁﬁa and the mﬁapsc of pe%zizca% w;stxtuiwns mazkes it aimasi cenain.

+ - 3o
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_ 1 Frec TV Time for Candldates A campa:gn rcfon'n blll w1th publlc fundmg w1ll
not pass thé new Congrcss Instead, we should press for the changes the President called for
~in his campaign <~ free TV -time for candldatcs who "abide by spending limits, a' $1 000 limit
_ on PAC donations, and reforms on soft money. Free TV time has strong public support.

- Over the years, it has also been endorsed by Bob Dole and Ross Perot. “The idea would
prompt a major batile with thc broadcasting industry and its champions in Congress. On the
other hand, it would negate the Republicans' single most powcrful publlc argument against
rcfonn »

2. National Referendum. The most dramatic and significant reform proposal the
President could put forward is a national referendum that would allow the people to vote on
‘issues of national importance. Most major democracies have national referenda. For
example, in recent years, Italians have voted on divorce; Spain voted on membership i in’
"NATO; and Austria and Sweden voted on the use of nuclear power. In-the U.S,, 43 states
allow their legislatures to submit referenda to the pcople and 24 states ‘allow citizens to,

* sponsor initiatives.  In A:kansas, some of Governor-Clinton's best known legacics —- such as |

_ethics réform — were enacted in this way. * We could call for national votes on political

“reform, health reform,’ ‘etc., but jt would be entirely up to the American pcoplc what questions

,are put on the ballot

ot

Establl‘ahlng a bmdmg natlonal rcfcrcndum or mmatlvc process would require a

" Constitutiondl améndmént.” Such an amendment might provide for putting an issuc to a_
.~ nationwide vote if the legislatures in 3/4 of the states reconimended it or signatures werc

;gathercd from 5% of the voters nationwide. As-a Constitutional safeguard, the referendum
.,would rcqulre 60% approval lo bc cnaclcd and would be subjcct to ]udlclal review.

: A nanonal rcfcrcndum is thc one truly popular rcforrn idea that has not bccn
appropriated by ‘cither party. “The ‘best argument for: direct democracy is that it cnables the
- broad public to make its voice heard when the congressional system is unresponsive or .
gridlocked. It could boost voter turnout and enthusiasm; this year, twice as many -

: Callformans say they are going to the polls to vote for or against Prop 187 as arc going to -
": vote for a pamallar candidate. The advance of informatjon technology will make this -
process easicr. “This admmlstrauon has helped develop a tamper—proof digital signature,
which allows pcoplc to provndc a lcgal signaturc by computcr Direct votmg cannot be far

.- behind

Thc most frcqucntly advanccd argument against a rcfcrcndum is that it could fali prcy .

to extremc social or fiscal proposals. However, a recent comprchcnswc sludy of referenda
found that in general, that has -not proved to be the case. Another concern is the dlffxculty of
controllmg 5pcndmg by opponents and proponents. Additional safcguards could help address
~"these concerns; such as free TV time for supporters and opponents; a 'pay-as-you—go rule for
proposals with budgetary impact; and limiting referenda to statutory rather than oonslltullonal
. issues (so0 that constitutional amendmeénts like term limits and school praycr would go through
the samc thorough process they do now).

L
A
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At various !um:s th:s idea has bcen endorsed by an{iczs razzgzzzg from i};ck {"ic;zhardz
to Jack Kemp. In 1981, a Gallup poll showed 52% support for a legally binding national
referendum. . In recent polls, support has ranged from over 60% to as high as 84%. amazzg

 elite opinion, it will be opposed by business interests that prefer dealing directly with
Congress, and by some interest groups nEIvous about the impuises of too much dmmmcy

’ 3. ii:ixmimie the Cangressmnaz Fraok,; and Give It (o' the American People. The
frank is onc of the most entrenched and abused symbols of incumbency. We could propose

"to take it away from Congress and give it to the American people instead. Any individual
who wants to send a letter to their Congressman or Senator would be able to do so for free.
Postcards, lctters from organizations, and letters from ‘another district or state would not be
eligible (ma:l could bc delivered directly {0 the district {;ﬁfzcc to prevent abusc) ’?{“hzs is how.
-lt works in Canada, whcrc muzcns can 'wnie: Pmizamm: for frec :

4 Citizens' Congress One dramanc cxpcmmcm in direct democracy would be w
“run a national Citizens' Jury or Citizens' Congress that would bring ordinary citizens tx:&gczhcr
to resolve a particular issue. We could invitea random group of citizens from around the,
couniry to Washington to deliberate on a given issue —= political reform, crime, commumty
service: They would hear arguments from all sides, their deliberations would be natmnaliy (
televised, and most zmpeztam we would try to take action on the basis of what they
recommend. . By selecting a $mall group of ordinary Americans entirely at random and letting
. them take part in govermiment for a few days, we nfight Spark new interest in pamclpamry
‘democracy and fi :1::1 a new way (o gct around the sgcczai intercsts to pmmetc common-sense
consensus; * -

\ S, 'I‘ake Subsidles from the Spea:iai interests and Retz:m tzze Es’imzey to ihe
American People. The whole point of rcft}rmmg gm*cmmcm is to give ﬁr{imary pci}p%c a
‘better deal for their tax dollars. One’ nptton would be to give thcm a reform dividend, by
cizmin&ii:ﬁg special interest subsidies and using the savings to pay for a children's aiiowancc
* for middle-class families. Rob Shapiro has identified a series of special interest subsidies; an |
_ expanded deduction for middle-class families with children would cost-in the nexghborhood
« of $20-40 billion over five years. The savings, could’ go into a trust fund, so that hoboedy .
would get their tax cut.unless Congress-agreed to make the spcndmg cuts. ' Established
© interests woutd attack anyone whao goes after- their subsidies, but we could, press the simple -
theme that parents’ can do more fm tixczr children wzzix that mfmcy than gavcmmcnt or thusc -
-~ interests can. : - : .

6 Devnlulmn of Power to State and Lm:ai cher:xmmts Last y::a:, zim

- Administration pushed two major initiatives that would have msti}m:i balance to the .
partnéiship between federal, state, and local. governments.” The Glenn~Kempthorne uafundcd
mandates bill and the President's wajver legislation’drew bipartisan support on the Hill.' we
should aggressively push both bills next year and back it up with a broader devolution.
strategy. Public trust in state and local gavammcnt although weaker than dccadcs ago
mmmrzs maciz sthzgcr than confidence m the fc(icrai govcnnncnt ' o :
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( Regardicss of the outcomc of next wemk 5 ctcctum, we Should pmss for ma;i}r c};angcs
in the way Cﬁngrcss does busmcss ' v

. l. Lobby R:form and Gift Ban,. We should ‘demand that Congxcss Pass a g:{z ban
and a2 back-to-basics lobby reform bill as soon as they return, The Republicans raised
scveral bogus objections to the lobby reform bill in the waning days; we should call their
-bluff, acc.cpz those chaugcs if necessary, and pass the bill on a b:pamsan basns

2. Appiy Laws to Ctmgmss chmlatmn applying a host of laws to Congress passed
thc House but not the Scnaic this past (”jongrcss We should press C()ngmss to pass it
: ‘zmmeézatciy ‘

. 3. Insist on Line~Item ‘igeté With the Balanced Budg't Axi;éndment e'xpcctcd to
pass casily in the next Congress, we should insist that it include a Constitutional line~item

"+ veto, and argue that it will be hard to balance the budget without it. We should insist ‘on the

" 'strongest possible version of this veto, not the enhanced rescission authority that passed the
House this time. We may also'want to offer our own ¢a Wg}itaLfoz)cratmg budget alternative: In
'the campaign, the President said he covld support a balanced budget amendment that -
scparated capital and Operating expenses 50 that long~term mvzsimcnzs ‘would be" encoumgcd
and opcra!mg costs reduced, -

4. Tetm Limits Rc:pubhcans pledge.to bring to a vote a constztzxtmnai amendmént
. llrmt:ng congrc*:smnal terins t0 12 years, but they swould grandfather § in cx*zstmg Mcmbcm ef
Congrcss Beycmd pr:ncapled appesztwa, we can ms;x:saé in two mys 3

( A ' Call their bluff Wc could dcmand that the 12u§'ear ixzmt on scrvicc apply
1mmcd1atcly (orby a datc ceitain, such as i'}?%}, and thmby aﬁ‘cct sxttmg mcmbc:s ef ‘
C Congress; and/or Lo ‘ '

_aliew statcs to vote to apply tcrm limits to their own federa! rcprcsentazwcs ’Z‘bzs
_ wauld be consistent with our lcgai posmtmn that state— mandatcd term inmts are,
’ unmnsutuuonal : :

‘5. Cot Congressianal Staff Overall by 25%: In the c.ampaxgn, the Prcsrdenz

pwmxsad ot only to cut the White House staff by 25%, but to challenge Congrcss to do the

- same. - The chnbizcan Contract calls for a 25%"cut in committee (not personal) staff We
could press “f{}ma:‘ii wzzh our {mgmai dcmand to cut ovcrall slaff _lgx 25% SN

6. Fmeze Cmgmssicma) and ?miflentlal Pay Untll the Budget ls Balanced If
L we're gezzzg to make szgmfxz:azzt s;midmg cuts to rcduce the ck:f" cit, pubhc offlmals shﬁuld


http:election,.we

¥

“lead by cxampic ’I"hc Ammca:} ;x:e;zic éiszz’z get.a gaaxanfccd ct}st—cf-hvmg increase. Why'

should their lcaders? A performance~based freeze on Congressional and Presidentia] pay is a
rcspﬁnsxb!c, conmon-sense alternative 1o piaﬁs to "cut their pay and send them I:zomc

C. A Renewed Assault on Bureaucracy

‘We should make the ndost of NPR‘S SHOCESS by cscaiatmg our assault on the federal
bureaucracy, with a rclentless, sustained attack on fraud, red tapc, tznr}cccssary pwgfamg, and
cnunicrpmduclwe rulcs and rcgulatmns :

‘1. The Right to Hire and F:re, NPR is preparing a sweeping civil service reform
bill that will reduce the number of job classifications and give federal managess the right to
hire and firc federal workers.  Negotiations with unions and managcment are undcr way; the

. bill will bc ready to mzméac&: in January

L3

‘ 2, The Rigbtgia Downsize. NPR and OMB are preparing legislation to repeal FTE
flooss in existing appropriations bills, and ban the use of FTE floors in future bills. This
could be coupled with.a Presidéntial vow to veto future appmpﬁatwns bills that limit our -
ability to downsize. . We should also consider directing: agencies 10 accelerate the mandated
dovensizing, of the workforee to accomplish its objectives by 1996 instcad of 1999. To
illustrate that downsizing'the harcaucracy is one of this Administration's signature
achievements, we should start a Burcaucricy Clock (m a prominent place like Times Square)

. that would !rack OuT Progress.

3 Reguiamry ()verhaul chuiamr} rcferm will be a top priority f()i‘ RPK next
year, w1th an cxtcnswc review that ‘brings. business leaders and others to the White House 1o

: dcvclap a new, more market— bascd appmach 1o rcgutauon fﬁr the Zisz Cetztu:y

4 '}Z‘he P‘resident‘s Fraud Squad The Prcsrdcm and \e"icc ?msrée:m wuid ag;x}zm a g

 REGO SWAT team or burcaucratic bomb squad --. an ¢lite group of troubleshooters and

mvcstxgatm }Oumailsts who report directly to them. Any tme a story breaks about {raud or

. mismanagement in 'the bureaucracy, they would move in, get to, the bottom of i, and repont
¢ back within days with recommendations. They could also uncover.such troubles before they

become public, and demonstrate the President's desire for unfiltered information on how his_

o © government is weorking.” This i}as been done before: FDR dispatchied journalist Lorena

Hickok around the eounlry to sec how the'New Deal was really working It would be an
opportunily to make a hzghm;}wfﬁc mfezm appmntmcnz by nammg a prominent Joumallst to
lead the effzm . - .

\ 5, A i’ark«»ﬁu&tmg ?818 ‘NPR #nd OMB can pu% f{}mar&i a comprehensive rcsczssmn
b:ll whzck tatgczg pmk in thc rmniiy passcd appwprzaiwas bills. -


http:introduce,inJanu.ry

6 A Bureaucracy~0i£}sing Commission -As part of NPR, the President's

* Management Council has begun an effort io identifyways to reduce the number of federal

facilitics around' the colntry, by closing ficld offices, regional offices, etc. We could
formalize this arrangement and gwc it a higher profile to demonstrate our commitment to
'downsnzmg s ‘ :

":' REGO II. NI’R is preparing a dctallcd list of rccommcndauons that were
t:onSIdcrr.:d in 1993 but not included in the final package. .
. Hl Sit‘ategy

Pmszdmt Clinton has, won credit {ar his achzcvcmems when his sdninisteation has
drawn a sharp linc on an issue with popular support, and then has focused onftina -
cezz{:crtcd systs:maizc way {)ver a ;x;r;{xi of mom&s 2’}{}2 days. ) ‘

Tlmetable )

A sustamcd campazgn would use the cicmcm of surpnsc unilateral actt(ﬁn anci the x
‘prcsxicnnai bully pulpit. :

Before the election. It would be very helpful if the President could poini

toward the change/reform themes before the election; otherwise, a sudden turn
toward reform issues risks seeming an ex post facto rationalization. This could

be done in a one-on—-onc interview with a reform-minded feporter, ‘or on the
- campaign trip to Minncesota with-Ann Wynia, who has run ads cutlcmng hcr
: opp@nent for v{)tmg agamsz the lobby mform b;ll , v

- Statement the day after the election. ’I‘I}::;Prcszdem’s press conference
statement should characterize the results as'a mandate for change, one he
. intends to meet, Tt-should pmzzt towazd peizkzcai reform as an mriy and ™
: ,zmgi}z’zani ;m{}:zzy ; o
i}ewmber Wr, shezzk} prepare 1o float some of the more éramatzc reform
initiatives. -Becausc Congress will meet in early January to take up mics
‘changes, we need to make our intentions kncwrz carly. - ‘

4

o DLL Speech, Dec. 6th: A chance to signal forthcoming reform effci‘ts.

o ‘ Post-Summit o‘fb the Americas, Dec. 12th: The President cnuId makc a
pwot spcech unvcllmg new n:form propusals ' -

o

R Specch to Incammg Freshmen: Thc Prc‘;ldcnt could brmg lhc incoming
“ , freshmen'to the White House for a speech on reforim,


http:Post-Summi,.of

January pre-SOTU. The weeks before the Staté of the Union should include
3 series of events {icsxg,ned to underscore and foreshadow the wfamz and
. e:hzmgg: thcmc :

o Wc'shﬁu%d convenc a citizen jury or Little Rock-style conference to
address what's wrong with government and politics, and how to fix it

o - The President should make a 'majof speech outlining his concbpt of how
government should relate to the citizenry (something he has yet to do).

o Announce the Fraud Squad, naming its members.

- o We should prepare a document outlining the problem and proposed
~ solutions (this would be in addition w, or.as part of, the budget
document). :

d ,‘5{3:& of the i}zzién Reform shoaid bea ma;{}z' ihzzzmc of the spcech which
' shau%é wzvcﬁ a few of the m{}sz dramatic zfzicas

-

~ Political Alignments .

A broad reform agenda would be popular with the general public and with non— .
governmental elites (€.g., press, editorialists), but would likely meet resistance from many |
clected officials and-interest groups from both parties. , A natural coalition for reform does not
currently exist; we will have to bring together disparate reform groups and energize
independent voters. In these circumstances, a national mobilization spearhcaded by the
President — relying on pmmzmm citizens.and moderate Republicans and Democrats, use of
the bully pulpit, azzd cwsswpariy aiizaaocs e w{}ai{i be the way i{} push for .rcfenn

If the Progident {ic{:xécs io push ferwa:d with ans mbzzwas chomz agczzéa fzm%;c:
piam}mg is :zzczieci
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‘ ‘ THE WHITE MOUSE THE PRESIDENT HAS SEEN

. M . WASHINGTON
/ © November 25, 1994
MEMORANDUM FOR ’rﬁkﬁmm

ws *
FROM: BRUCE REED A G B
MICHAEL WALDMAN '

BILL GALSTON . Vi

PAUL WEINSTEIN ‘%

SLAINE KAMARCK - fdcat, e
- P o iT

SN s PO 1Y

THROUGH: . JACK QUINN

CAROL RASCO g 3G

ROBERT RUBIN =" &,g ‘z ; z’j ‘;
SUBTECT: Political and Governmental Reform

Tun! Rlurubl Mool s
& D

Attached for your review is 3 memorandum outlining options f0r a political and
governmental reform program.

Our goal i8 10 have & bold, coherent and plausible reform agenda, as an integral
component of your overall strategy. This agenda could be included as part of 3 major address
in December, if you decide to give one, or in your State of the Union address.  As you can
see, some of the proposals are conceptually "ready to go,” and primarily need 2 political
decision whether to go forward. Others require further work, as part of the budget process or
in other apprapriate fora,

It is clear that, to break through public cynicism and allow you to retake the mantle of
reformer, this program must be both respoasible and dramatic. Finding the right mix s the
most significant task we now face.

We have 3 one-hour meeiing scheduled for next Tuesday to discuss this with you.

Atrtachmant

ce: George Stephanopoulos



POLITICAL, CONGRESSIONAL, AND GOVERNMENT REFORM

The collapse of public trust in the institutions of government is the fundamental
political fact of our time. After two decades of growing disillusionment, this break between
the people in office and the people who put them there dominates every aspedt of American
politics, from the noisy bombast of talk shows to the silence of empty voting booths,

Yoters believed that Bill Clinton understood this situation, and would act 1o rectify it
But for all of our efforts over the past two years, the public is still dlﬂlllusmncd more
smbittered than it was in November 1992,

Our reform agenda sbould do battic on two froats:

. Shifting power back to the Amcrzcan pcepic arzd ciezmng ug& Washington,
ATIIL ¢ adca Q. prsvide bee time tg
candidates; 8 citizcn frank" that lets citizens contact Congxcss for free; a
swccpmg cffort to produce a leaner, ¢leaner Congress (lobby reform, a gift ban,
applying private sector laws to Congress, a 25% staff cut, reducing
unnecessary reports, and a pay freeze until the budget is balanced); and perhaps
insisting that any term limits not grandfather current members; and

° Launching a renewed government reform program, throught reducing special
interest subsidies; the elimination of one or more departments; faster
downsizing of the federal workforce; and initiatives on ¢ivil service reform,
privatization, devolution, state flexibility, and regulatory reform.

We nced 1o address the 1ole of government and, © use your words, 1o “repair the
damaged bond between the people and their government.” Then, toward achieving those
objectives, you could propose specific measures from sections I and Il from this memo.

I. Giving Government Back fo the People

1. Free TV Time for Candidates. A campaign reform bill with public funding wil
not pass the new Congress. Instead, we should press for the changes the President called for
in his campaign -~ free TV time for candidates who abide by spending limits, a $1,000 limit
on PAC donations or outright PAC ban, s ban on campaign contributions from lobbyists to
the lawmakers they contact, and our soft money reforms from last year, Free TV time has
strong public support. Over the years, it has also been endorsed by Bob Dol and Ross Perot.,
The idea would prompt a major battle with the broadcasting industry and its champions in
Congress, And a campaign reform push would put the congressional GOP on the spot.



2. Eliminate the Congressional Frank, and Give It to the American People. The

frank is one of the most entrenched and abused symbols of incumbency. We could propose -
s 10 drastically limit 1t for Congress and give it to the American people insiead. Any individual
who wants to send a letter to their Congressman or Senator would be able to do so for free.

Postcards, letters from organizations, and letters from another district or state would not be

@ Members of Congress could use the frank to answer letters, but not for unsolicited mailings.
&

cligible, The citizens' frank could also be applied to letters to the White House,

3. A Leaner, Cleaner Congress. We should propose a comprehensive congressional

reform package that presses for major changes in the way Congress does business:

G

&. Lobby Reform and Gift Ban. We should demand that Congress pass 2
gift ban and a back-to-basics lobby reform bill as soon as they return, The
Republicans raiscd several bogus objections to the lobby reform bill in the waning
days; we should call their bluff, accept those changes if necessary, and pass the bill on
a bipartisan basis.

\/ b. Apply Laws to Congress. Legisiation applying a host of taws (o Congress

passed the House but not the Senate this past C{mgrcss We should press Congress to
pass it immediately.

¢. Insist oo Live-Item Vets. The Republican Contract includes a strong
version of the line~item veto. We should support it, and insist that it become
effectively immediately, not in some future Presidency. (Their version does not
specily an cffective date)

d. Eudorse Congressional Staff Cuts. In the campaign, the President
promised not only to cut the White House staff by 25%, but to challenge Congress 1o
do the same. We could praise Republicans for doing this, but we need 10 consider the
ﬁcc}t of doing this on our Democrats.

¢. Reduce Congressionally Mandated Reports. Since 1970, the number of
reports mandated by Congress has grown from 700 t0 5,300, Many of these reports
consume the agencies' time and the taxpayers' dollars for the members’ gain: most just
gather dust. We could introduce legislation to reduce or eliminate such reporis. In
Arkansas, the President ordered a complete review of every repart produced by the
Department of Education, and got rid of those no one read.

" f. Freeze Congressional and Presidential Pay Until the Budget Is
Balanced. The NEC is preparing another memo on our strategy for the Balanced
Budget Amendment. One position we can take in any event is to insist that if we're
going to make significant spending cuts to reduce the deficit, public officials shouid
lead by exsmple. The American people don't get a guaranteed cost-of-living increase.
Why should their leaders? A performance-based frecze on Congressional and

2



Presidential pay is a responsible, common-sense alternative to plans 10 "cut their pay
and send them home.”

4, Term Limits. Republicans pledge to bring to a vote a constitutional amendment
limiting congressional terms to 12 years, but they would grandfather~in existing Members of
Congress. Beyound principled opposition, we can respond in two ways:

a. Call Their Bluff. We could demand that the 12-year limit on service
apply immediately (or by a date certain, such as 1996), and thereby affect sitting
members of Congress; and/or

b. Lat the States Declde, We could support a constitutional amendment te
allow states to vote to apply torm limits to their own federal representatives. This
would be consistent with our legal position that state~mandated term limits are
unconstitutional.

II. Renewed CGovernment Reform Program

“Unlike the Republicans, our goal is not cutling government for its own sake, but using
government for things it can do well and gz:rting it out of the busincss of things it dcscs badly.

funcneazs that hmmwﬁmm When a sate or local
gsvemmmt can do a better job, we should give them more authority and contrel, not new
mandates, And when a government function could be done as well or better by the private
sector, we should find a way to make it possible.

Such decisions are difficult and far-reaching, and should gencrally, be made in the
budget process, where the tradeoffs are fully clear. But it is essential that as we go through
that process, we 100k for bold, compelling ways to dramatize what we're doing. In the first
two years, we have made great strides in reinventing government, reducing the deficit, and
downsizing the federal workforce. But public cynicism about government is 50 high that #
may well take more visible, dramatic steps {0 break through, The following ideas are mcant
to illustrate such an approach.

1. Cutting Specin) Interest Tax Expenditures or Subsidies.
This cut-and—invest strategy, proposed by Rob Shapiro, would give us the high ground of
insisting that a middle~class tax cut be fully paid for, and enabie us to do 50 with cuts that
would otherwise be off the table for deficit reduction or new investment, Alternatively, this
money could be dedicated toward an c-ducatm trust fund, deficit reduction, or some other

. worthy purposc.



Like all other means of creating resources within the budget, Rob's strategy involves
difficult decisions that are likely to be hotly contested, An example of a few ideas, or partial
ideas that could be considercd are:

* Reduce deductibility of adventising expenses $17.5 billion

* Cut Energy Supply, R&D grants $ 6.5 biilion

* Reduce government subsidies to private utilities $ 3.6 billion
(REA, BPA, nuclear)

* Make industries pay for services government provides $10.2 billien

(market rates for water sales, inland wattrways,
nuclear waste disposal, CFTC, FDIC, poultry)
TOTAL $38.20 billion

2. Eliminating One or More Departments, We could seize back the initiative in
the debate over downsizing government by proposing to abolish one or more departments.
The drama of eliminating a whole depariment far exceeds the impact of cutting numerous
smalier programs. This is no casy task, and only makes sense if it could produce real

budgetary and FIE savi:zgs. Butewe helieve it is worth s careful look, e D

3, Faster Downsizing. NPR and OMB are preparing lchslatmn to repeal FIE floors
in existing appropriations bills, and ban the use of FIE floors in future bills. This could be
" coupled with a Presidential vow to veto future appropriations bziis that izmu our ab!]ity o
downsu:c Wc s&ouid aim cz)midcr dmcting agcrzz:§¢s za ascelera X ;

brmg thc workfnrcc undcr 2 mtitwn by 1at¢ 1996 To ziizxsttazc zb,a: downsizing the
bureaucracy is one of this Administration's signature achievements, we should start a
Bureaucracy Llock (in a prominent place like Times Square) that would track our progress. In
may also be possible to accelerate downsizing by allowing early retirement without buyouts;
we arc Jooking at the cost of legislation once proposed by Roth that would give 500,000
federal employees the ability to retire carly. ,

4. Privatization, A New Democratic approach to privatization would be based on a
set of principles which focused on privatization notias a means:to ron the. government but as
& means 1o gel the government out of _ /

a} obsolete businesses such as: United States Enrichment Corporation, Sallie Mac,
the Helium msam:, Alaska Power, some i)cpanmmt of Enz:gy labs, ctc;

b) programs that are viable private sector activities, such as: the Air Traffic Ca

System (an NPR recommendation that DOT is anxious © pursuc), Amtrak fthe Expmr»iznpan “r
Bank,.and the Qverseas Private [nvestment Ccrpcratwé {In the same vein: a number of 7 9
DOD non~core missions could be privatized, but current law prevents this step.)

lu"‘a \..s_LM OIUoL S \’



5. Devolution. NPR and OMB are looking at 2 number of federal categorical %

10gIams that could be devolved down to the state and locat level, such as: public housing
programs, trade and cXport promotion, economic development, and perhaps job training, We
are aiso ;}tcpanng initiatives on unfunded mandates, waivers, and state flexibility. A package
could be announced at the NGA meeting in late January. o

6. Civil Service Reform. 'NPR is preparing a sweeping civil service refonm bill tha
will reduce the number of job classifications and give federal managers the right 1o hire and
firs federal workers, Negotiations with unions and management are under way; the bill will
be ready to introduce in January.

7. Regulatory Overbaul. There is considerable concemn in the public and in the
business community that the current regulatory process is too intrusive and too costly, As
chair of the Regulatory Advisory Group, the Vice President is setting up & process whereby
each member would convene a seminar to0 explore innovative approaches to regulatory form,
This process would then yield a set of less bursaveratic proposals 0 reform our regulatory

appdratuﬁ
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

March 20, 1995

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
THROUGH:  THE CHIEF-QF-STAFF

FROM: MICHAEL WALDMAN/A4/
BRUCE REED L

SUBJECT: LOBBY REFORM INITIATIVE

R
Al your request, we have prepared a set of initiatives that would put you out front on
the lobby reform and political reform issue. :

We believe that this issue cuts o the gore of why people have lost faith in government
and are angry at politics, The middie class truly believes that powerful interests hold sway,
and that their voice is too often ignored. However, this very cynicism makes it hard to
persuade people that W are wrzmzs and risks brwgmg us zf we are i}emezwé Aot to be.

sustained way  -- 1f n: £an become and remain a centrai theme avar the next 13 mm_hs — or it

may not be worth doing at all Therefore, we need a clear direction from you on how o
proceed,

1. BACKGROUND

Political reform continuss to be 2 core issue for the Perot voters and independents.
{(Public opinion ressarch is under separate cover.) It slso has the potential to be a wedge
issue between you and potential Republican opponents - who tend to favor wealthy special”

,interests at the expense of the muddle class. In fact, this is one of the few major areas where

the Republicans have completely ceded the field for us, if we choose (o enter it, At the same
time, if we approach 1994 wath few political reform achievements, we will be vulnerable ta
attack from Perot or some other independent candidatz from outside Washington,

If a decision is made to engage on political reform, row 15 the time to do so, for -
several reasons.

parti cuiar the probable defeat of term limits will mean that Congress passed no major
reform of iselfl In addition, the press 1s finally beginning to paint the GOP Congress
as a 100! of the special mnterests. (See, for example, the Washington Post story
detailing how lobbyists wrote the regulatory moratorium bill, and were even given a

L]
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room off the House floor from which to operate)

enirancs fee

« Your announcement of your gwn pyganizanonal plans will foree th@ issue of what
restrictions you are willing to put en your own fundraising. Next year, the need to
raise tens of millions of dellars will bring into hzgher relief the question of campaign
financing,

-« Democrats in Congress are starting to becoms active on the matter once again, albeit
in 2 guerilla fashion. Rep. Bryani {with the support of the Democratic leadership) is
filing a discharge petition to bring up the ban on lebbyist gifts; Sen. Wellstone plans
10 seek 10 attach the gift ban fo legisiation sometime before the Easter recess.

« A_bipsartisan group of moderats fawmakers 15 becoming visibly aczwgs A groun led
by Rep. Chris Shays has put forward a package of lobbying and other political
reforms, and will be pressuring the lea{iezship to act,

4

- You led the State of the Union with a call to act, but your Adm:mstrazm has not yet '
fleshed out those proposals in public. . , ‘

Ii. OPTIONS

Here is a set of initiatives that conld be announced tmmedistely. They could be
announced in’ one majer speech, or could be broken out {unilateral steps, legzsiaiwe proposals,
a speech on democracy and citizenship) for maximum effect.

1. Lead by mm'gg!gi To reengape 1n_this debate, you will need 10 show that you are
willing to act by restricting your own campaign committee. When you announce the

_ beginning of campaign activities on your behalf, you cav

- Dérect the reelection ‘campaign not to fake PAC money {you did not take PAC
mcne} during the 1992 primanes eithery. {We believe that I}oie Gramn, efc. are abl
taking PAC funds))

_~ Direct the reclection campaign noi ta take contributions from registered lobbyists, or
allowing them to fundraise from their clients. {This is now the standard followed by
z%ze Presidential Lepal Expense Trust.) This woutd go beyond what you did in 1992,

Pra: You have already legistatively proposed that lobbyist campaign
.contributions be banned. In addition, the decision io refuse such gifis by the
Presidential Legal Expense Trust has established a difficult-to-ignore precedent.
{Indsed, sven if we say nothing, reporiers will hone in on this inconsistency);

toha
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Given the small number of lobbyists who actually register {about 7000), it may
not directly cost the campaign that much money.

Con: It would raise a standard that the DNC will not be able to mset {ie,
"You won't take 31000 from a lobbyist, but the DNC will take 350,000 from
the lobbyist's client™). Moreover, it might anger some Demodcratic supporters
and fundraisers based in D.C. We can discuss potential fundraising
consequences with you further if you desire,

Note; If the decision is mads 16 refuse lobbyist confributions for the reelection
= campaign, we recommend that the Presidential Legal Expense Trust return the
spproximately $12,000 that was received from registered lobbyists.

~ Asking the DNC not to raise soft money for the general election campaign, if the
RNC will agree 1o refrain from dping so as well. In effect, this would c¢hallenge the
RKNC to a mnmsﬁiy verifiable freeze” without “unilateral disarmament” The GOP is
highly unlikely to rise fo the baat ThlS is similar to the pledge you signed in New
Harpshire in 1992, '

2. Renew the call for a ban on lobbvist gifts, meals and tra Men
Congress. This is being pushed by Democrats in both chambers. }Z}zzng i}w 52&2&*6&2&8«

Union, you called for Members of Congress o voluntarily gzvc up lobbyist gifts, Because of
its stark sirplicity -~ lawmakers being trested to tropical vacatidns by Zoiﬁxyzsts gfc. - this
has the greatest resonance of any political reform proposal.

3. Renew the call for reform of the lobby disclosure laws, The current lobby disclosure
laws, passed in 1946 and basically untouched since, are more loophole than law. Lobby
reform legislation would require all lobbyists, for the first time, to fully disclose for whom
they work, what they sre paid, and what legislation they are trying 10 pass.or kill. This
measure i more complex than the gift ban, and conservative grass-roots groups (such as the
Christian Coalition} may succeed in bogging 1t down; nonetheless, it is good pohcy and “

" resonates somewhst with the public,

i( new zi na ainst for‘i lobbyists by barring your officials from meetin

13 §0 nts or corporations, Your executive order imposing post-
emplaymmt rcsz:zcmms has alrcady barred senior officials from ever lobbying for foreign
governments, barred senior trade officials from lobbying for foreign firms, and ‘barred all
officials fram lobbying their own agency on behalf of any client for five years, A farther
restriction would be to actually bar your officials from meeting with foreign Iobbyists.

. Pro: This 1s sharp, clear, and understandable; the foreign lobbying issue plays 1o
concerns over economic nationalism as well as political reform,

. Con: The argument against it 1s that it would be unduly harsh, is unnecessary from a
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reform perspective and possibly counterpraductive from a policy perspective, and
would focus anention on those issues where we have worked with foreign lobbyists
{e.g., NAFTA} and on former foreign lobbyisis in your administration {e.g., Sandy
Berger, Ron Brown, Charlene Barshevsky).

5: Spell out your free TV time proposal, Apart from your brief mention of it during

the State of the Union spesch, we have never fleshed out your proposal o provide free TV

fime for candidates. Senator Dole and House Commerce Commitiee chairman Bliley have

proposed strong free TV bills, and the concept is supporied by Ress Perot, the DLC and
Common Cause. This proposal could be laid out in a speech on democracy that could be
high-tored and would not necessitate a subsgéquent crusade.

. Pro; Elite opinionmakers {(such as editonial boards) will not 1ake the other political
reform measures seriously if there is not a campaign finance reform component,

Con; Since legislative success is highly unlikely, to raise this issue would potentislly
open us to charges of only pushing for reform when we know tt won't happen --
without much payoff in return. Moreover, raising the issue will heighten sceutiny of
our own fundraising.

(Ii. RECOMMENDATIONS ot
We recommend that you:
. take the unilatesal steps (refusing w take PAC money or lobbyist contributions for ‘
the reelection campaign, and ask the DNC and RNC 1o agree jointly not to raise soft
money}. - : ’ '
Agtee Agree as amended Reject ’ . No action
~ tenew the push for a ban on lobbyist gifis
Agree - Agrae a5 amended Reject No action

- renew the push for lobby disclosure legislation

. Agree Agree as amended Reject No action

- spell out the details of your free TV campaign finance proposal

Agree Agree as amended Reject

Ma action



We recommeng against;
- barring your officials from meeting with foreign lobbyists

Agree Agree as amended Rejent No action



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTOSN

April 4, 1995

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
THROUGH: THE CHIEF-OF-STAFF

FROM: MICHAEL WALDMAN//
BRUCE REED &P

SUBJECT: 1.OBBY REFORM INITIATIVE

Al your request, we have prepared a set of initiatives that would put yoz} out front on
the lobby reform and pelitical reform issue, :

We believe that this issue cuts 10 the core of why people have lost faith in govemment
and are angry at politics, The middle class truly believes that powerful interests hold sway,
and that their voice is to0 often ignored. At a time when Congress’ unpopularity is nsing,
even as the GOP's overall popularity is holding steady, this issue allows you to positien
vourself against the part of Washington the public hates most.

However, this very_gynicism makes it hard to persuade oeople that we are sericus, and
risks bruising us if we are perceived not 10 be  Therefore, we believe that this issus is worth
pressing only if it is done in a sharp and sustained way -~ if i can become and remain 2
central theme over the next 18 months — or it mav not be worth doing a¢ all. Therefore, we
need a clear direction from you on how to proceed.

I. BACKGROUND

Political reform continues t0 be a core issue for the Perot voters and independents.
{Public vpinion research is under separate caver) It slso has the potential 1o be a wedge
issue between you and potential Republican opponents -~ who tend o favor wealthy special
interests at the expense of the middlé class. In fact, this is one of the few major areas where

the Republicans have completely ceded the field o us, if we choose to enter it. At the same |

time, if we approach 1996 with few political reform zchievements, we will be vulnerable to
attack from Perot or some other independent candidate from outside Washington,

If a decision 13 made to engage on political reform, now 15 the time to do so, for
several reasons, '

- Congress' First 100 Davs 1g ending, with a senss that it has aot reformed itgelf. In
particular, the defeat of term limits wall mean that Congress passed no major reform of
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ttself, In addition, the press s finally beginning to paint the GOP Congress as a too}
of wealthy special interests -- as Time has put it, the GOP has granted "unprecedented
acress” to fobbyists. {For example, the Washingion Post reported that lobbyists wrate
the regulatory moratorium bill, and were even given a roem off the House fleor from
which to operate, the New York Times reported that GOP members were refusing to
talk to lobbyists who had contributed fo Democrats; annd it was widely reported that
the GOP used lobbyists 0 conduct the official briefing on their regulatory reform bill)

- The GOP aresidential race is being heavily defined by the so-called $20 million
fundraising entrance fee.

ans wiil fa}rce the issus of what

rc&trzcnaas yau arc miimgtoput on y{;arawn fundraising. Next year, the need t©
raise tens of millions of dollars will bring into higher relief the question of campaign
financing,

Democgrat Eress g 3 {¢ bmm& active an the matter once again, albeit
i a guerz%ia fashlon Rep Bryant (vath the support of the Democratic leadership) is
filing a discharge petition to bring up the ban on lobbyist gifis; Sen. Wellstone plang
to seek to atiach the gift ban 1o lepisiation sometime before.the Easter recess,

- A bipartisan group of moderale lawmakers is becoming visibly active, A group led
by Rep. Chris Shays has put forward a package of lobbying and other political
reforms, and will be pressuring the lsadership to act.

ou ed the State of the Union with g call to act, but your Administration has not yet
fleshed out those proposals in public.

IL. OPTIONS

Here 15 a set of initiatives that could be announced immediatsly. They could be
announced in one major speech, or could be broken out (unilateral steps, legislative proposals,
a speech on dermocracy and cisizenship) for maximum effect,

Lo bbé reform

1. Renew the call for a ban on lobbvist gifis, meals and travel to Members of
Congress. This is being pushed by Democrats in both chambers. Duning the State-of-the-
Union, you called for Members of Congress to voluntanly give up lobbyist gifts. Because of
its stark simplicity -- lawmukers being treated to tropical vacations by lobbyists, ete. - this
has the greatest resonance of any pohitical reform proposal.




2. Renew the ar_refa the lobby disclosure laws, The current lobby disclosure
laws, passed in 1946 and basically untouched since, are more loophole than iaw Lobby
reform legislation would require at] lobbyists, for the first time, o fulf by disclose for whom
they work, what they are paid, and what legisiation they are irying to pass or kill. This
meagure 13 more complex than the gift ban, and conservative £rass-roots groups {such ag the
Christian Coalition) may succeed in bopging 1t down; nonstheless, it is good polmy and
resonates somewhat with the public,

1

Campaign reform

3. Spell cut your free TV time proposal. Apart from your brief mennon of it during
the State of the Union speech, we have nover fleshed out your proposal to provide free TV

time for candidates. Senator Dole and House Commerce Committes chairman Bi iley have
propesed strong free TV bills, and the concepi is supported by Ross Perot, the DILC and
Common Cause. This proposal could be laid out in a speech on democracy that could be
high-toned and would not necessitate a subsequant crusada. '

4, Alternately g‘ ropose a hipartisan commission to "cyt the Gordian knot® Mmpgiga
reformm -- and pledee to introduce its recommendations, Former FEC Chair Trevor Potter has
proposed that the campaign finance reform conundrum be solved by legislation creating a

base closing commigsion-styie panel that would make recommendations for refarm. The
President would be required to propose the reforms unchanged, or reject them, and Congress
would agree to vots on them without amendment. Sanater Dole has endorsed this proposal. .
This commission itself would require legislation to be launched. (Alternately, you could
appoint your own hipartisan commission 1o make recommendations, but it would not have the
teeth of a bage closing-type panal.)

Pro: This would actually bring us the closest to enacting some form of reform, It
would also be 2 way to have the issue taken "off the table” for a time, and o enable
us to refrain from making proposals that we do not live under, ‘

Con: It eliminates this issue as an effective club 0 use against Dole, unless he is

- unwilling to embrace the panel's proposals. In addiion, we won't know in advance
what the proposal would look fike -- it could be weak, or tt could include proposals
that gre hard for Democrats to swallow,

Unilateral steps sn campaigo reform
5. Lead by example. To reengage in this debate, you will need to show that you are

willing to act by restricting your own campaign committee. When you announce the
beginning of campaign activities on your behalf, you have the following options;




"

a. Direct the reelection campaign not @ take PAC proney (you did not take PAC
roney during the 1992 primaries either), bet impose no further resirictions on your
swn fundraising,  (Dole, Gramm, etg. are all taking PAC funds)

b. Direct the reelzction campaign not 1¢ iake comiributions from registered lobbyisis.
{This 13 now the standard followed by the Presidential Legal Expense Trust) This
wouid go beyond what you did in 1992,

Pro: You have already legislatively proposed that lobbyist campaign
contributions be banned. In addition, the decision to refuse such gifts by the
Presidential Legal Expense Trust has established a difficult-to-ignors precedent.

© {Indeed, even if we say nothing, reporters will hone in on this inconsistency),
Given the small number of lobbyists who actually register {sbout 7000}, it may
not directly cost the campaign that much money.

Con: i would raise a standard that the DNC will not be able w0 meet (i,
"You won't take $1000 from a lobbyigt, but the DNC will take $50,06¢ from
the lobbyist's client.”). Moseover, 1t might anger some Democratic supporters
and fundraisers based in D.C. We can discuss potential fundraising
consequences with you further if you desire.

Note: If the decision is made o refuse lobbyist coniributions for the reelection
campaign, we recommend that the Presidential Legal Expense Trust return the
spproximately $12,000 that was received from registered lobbyists.

¢. Direct the reeleciion campaign not (0 iake conwributions domaied by registered
tobbyists, pr raised by registered lobbyists,

Pro: This option would make sense if you wanted to refuse campaign
contributions from lobbyists, but believed that the press would regard that step
alone as phony or hypocritical.

Con: This would cost more money, and would raise the next question: what
about iobbyists raising soft money? There may be no end 1o the "what next”
quessions. :

4. In addition to, or instead of, b. and ¢., publicly ask the DNC not to raise soft money
Jor the genzral clection campaign, if the RNC will agree 1o rejrain_from doing so as
well. In effect, this would challenge the RNC 1o a "mutually verifisble freeze” without -
“unifatersl disarmament.” The GOP is highly unlikely to rise to the bait. This is

similar to the pledge you signed in New Hampshire in 1992



Foreign lobbyists

&, Take new aétion apaunst foreizn lobbyists by barring vour officials from meeting
with lobbyists for fereipn govem o1 ¢ tions, Your exscutive order imposing post-
smployment restrictions has already barred senior officials from ever lobbying for foreign
povernments, barred senior irade officials from lobbying for foreign firms, and barred all
officials from lobbying their own agency on behalf of any client for five years. A funther
restriction would be 1o actually bar your officials from meeting with foreign lobbyists,

Pro: This is sharp, clear, and undesstandable; the foreign lobbying issue plays to
concerns pver economic nationalism as well as political reform.

Con: The argument against it is that it would be unduly harsh, is unnecessary from a
reform perspective and possibly counterproductive from a policy perspective, and
would facus attention on thase issues where we have worked with foreign lobbyists

(e.g.. NAFTA) and on former foreign lobbyists in your administration {¢.g., Sandy
Berger, Ron Brown, Charlene Barshevsky).

L RECOMMENDATIONS

0 -‘,' 1. Renew the push for a ban on Iobbvist gifls:
. Agree  ___ Agree as amended _ Reject - No action
2. Rengw the push for E_(ghigxwgggci_es_g__r_g_lggifaé__t_igg
__Agree. __ Apree ag amended _ Rejegt _ No action

3. Spell out the details of your free TV campaipn finance proposal

.. Agree __ Agree as amended __ Reject ___ No action

4. ko terms of unilateral steps:

a Re accept PAC contributions, as you did in 1992
_Agree Agreé as amended __ Regect  No action

b. Challenze the RNC to join with the DNC in not accepting soft money, as you did
in 1992 ' '

__Agree __ Agree as amended __ Reject _ No action



¢. Refuse to accept contributions from gegistered lobbyists for your reelection
campaign {the standard used by the Presidential Legal Expense Trust}.

— Agz;cﬁ _ Agree as amended __ Raject __ No action
d. Refusing to allow registered lobbyists to fundraise for your reelection campaign.

—Agree  _ Agree as amended | Reject | No acton
5: Barring your officials from meeting with foreign iobbxists;. ’

__Agree Agree as amended __ Reject  No action

The staff unanimously recommends that you:

- renew call for ban on lobbysst gifts
- push for lobby disclosure
- discuss free TV time proposal -

- unilaterally refuse to accept PAC contributions for your reelection campaign

The staff unanimously recommends against:
- barring your officials from meeting with foreign lobbyists

The staff does aot have g gonsensus recommendation on:
- untlawerally rejecting lobbyist contributions
- unilaterally rejecting lobbyist contributions and fundraising
- challenging the DNC and RNC to agree not to raise soft money
~ proposing & hipariisan commission on campaign reform
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

March 21, 1996

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: Bruce Reed
Paul Weinstein

SUBJE&'F +  Line-Item Veto

Background

As you know, Republicans plan to send you the tine-item veto by the end of this month.
Republican linc—-item veto conferces and leadership staff have amived at.an agreement on line-
item legislation and are finalizing legislative language and the joint statement of the managers.

Enactrment into law of the line—item veto means you will have fulfilled another core
promise from Putting People First. Nevertheless, the Hine~item veto is not the budget deficit
panacea described by its proponents and the bill agreed to by the conferenees is much more
restrictive than it appears at first glance. However, if used strategically, the line-item veto can
reduce wasteful spending by allowing the President to highlight pork and special interest tax
breaks in legislation and report language. Since passage of the Impoundment and-Control Act in
1974, Presidents — both Demeocrat and Republican ~~ have proposed $74 billion in rescissions.

~ Yet, Congress has agreed to only $23.7 billion of those proposed savings. In addition, the line—

item veto will increase the bargaining power of the President and can become a useful tool in
protecting the prioritics of the Administration.

The conferecs have tentatively agreed upon the House's enhanced rescission model, rather
than the Senatc's separate enrollment approach.  In addition, they would apply line—item veto
authority to discretionary budget authority, new direct spending, and targeted tax benefits. This
is consistent with your call for passage of a "strong version of the line~item vetn.”

Nonetheless, several aspects of the agreement should concern us:

. Republicans have included a lockbox provision {i.c. automatic cap reductions} ‘which
~ would be a disincentive for using the authority if the caps become tighter;

. The bill would not allow partial rescissions —~ although the President could cancel
1 individual projects which arc specified in report language;

. The definition of targeted tax benefits is very narrow ~— 100 or fewer bencficiarics;

. The line~item veto will not take effect until January 1, 1997
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Details Of The Bill

How it Works - The bill would allow the President to submit items for rescission. Budget
authority, direct spending, and targeted tax benefits in such a rescission message are decmed
permanently cancelled unless the Congress passes a jeint resolution thai would be subject to a
presidential veto and subsequcn: congressional override,

The President will have up to 5 calendar days (excleding Sundays) to submit
cancellations. The Presidential rescission would take effect unless Congress decided to
disapprove the cancellation by a simple majority vote within 30 session days {days in which
both the House and Senate are in session). The President could then exercise his authority to
sign or veto the disapproval bill. To override the President’s veto of the disapprovat bill would
require & two—thirds majority.

In Whole or in Part - Conferces were debating whether to limit the authority to canceling
provisions "in whole” or permitiing cancellations "in whole or in part.”. The compromise they
settled on was (o limit cancellation authority to amounis "in whole®, but to penmit the authority
to apply down to the level of any project specified in the joind statement of managers, committee
report, or authorizing legislation, Therefore, the President could cancel down to the project
level, provided the pmjﬁcz is specifically mentioned in report language. '

save mcnéy — 110t to permit a President fo shift priorities. The lockbox ianguagc included in
the proposed conference report would require the President to: reduce the statutory giscretionary
spending caps to reflect rescissions of discretionary budget authority in the budget year or
outyears; and to climinate from the PAYGO scorecard any positive balance that would otherwise
have accrued from applying the line item veto to new direct spending or tax benefits.

Definition of Targeted Tax Benefits — The agrsement limits the scope of the President's
authority to cancel special interest tax provisions in two ways: first, by adopting the namow
definition of targeted tax bencfit as a benefRt going to 100 or [ewer beneficiaries; and, second,
by giving the tax~writing committees the authority to specify in their tax bills what is a tax
benefit subject to the cancellation authority. Only in those rare situations when Congress fails to
make its own determination does the bill give the President the authority to specify any targeted
tax benefits and cancel them, but-then only within the narrow definition of targeted tax benefit.

Definition of Line-Item Veto Action — The conference agreement uses the term "cancel” to
define line~item veto action rather than the term “veto”, which improves the chances that
application of the authority to direct spending and taxes wiil be held up in the courts.

Signed Versus Enacted Law — The authority would only be available when 'thc‘ President has

signed a bill. [f the bill becomes law without the President's signature the cancellation authority
would not be available, :



THE WHITE HOUSE
WABHINGTON

October 30, 1990

MEMORAMDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

campaign finance reform.

FROM: MICHAEL WALDMAN
BRUCE REED
SUBJECT: CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM

At y{}ur request, here is 3 memorandum {mtimmg the 1ssuces and a{gumea{s involving

kY

Why refarm is needed

It is ¢lear that, this year, the existing system.of campaign finance rules and limits has

been overwhelmed by 3 flood of private money.

Spending on congressional races has roughly quadrupled in the past 15 years,
[ncumbents are now forced to spend an tnordinate amount of time fundratsing. Most
contributions come from lobbyists and PACs. The arguments for congressionat
campaign finance reform are well known and well rehearsed. ’

This year, public attention has suddenly and dramatically Tocused on the fastest .
growing phenomenon — soft money. It has been estimated by the press that each party |
will raise at least $100 million in soft money. Critics argue that soft money entirely
negates the rulfes established following the Watergate scandal In 1974 In theory, they
assert, 4 contribution to a federal candidate i3 limited to $1060, but in fact individuals
give hundreds of thousands of dollars. In theory, they assert, contributions to
candidates directly from corporations have been illegal since 1904, zn fact, through

soft money they occur all the ume.

Independent expenditures are taking on a greater role this year, too. The AFL-CIO’s
$35 million, countered by independent spending by business and Christian groups, s
entirely outside the limits imposed by campaign spending laws,

A recent Supreme Court decision struck down exisling limits on what political parties
could spend 1o bencfit candidates. .
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Your proposals

inthie 1992 campaign, yvou proposed reform that is markedly similiar to the current
MeCain-Feingold bill. 1n Putting People First, you proposed:

. spending himits;

. free TV, time;

. PAC limits (PAC conmbunons reduced to $1000);
. and 3 ban on soft money.

¥

On.election pight and in the days after, you said that campaign reform would be one
-of your top priorities. In 1993.-94, you proposed & plan, along with the congressional
Democratic leadership, that included these elements as well as partial public funding for
congressional candidates. {In a compromise with congressional Democrats, it also allowed
larger PAC contributions.) This legislation passed both chambers, but the conference
commitiee did not meet for a year. 'In the last week of the congressional session, the two
chambers finally agreed, but it was too late; the Republibans, led by Sen, Dole, filibustered
the bill to death. We were criticized for failing to push harder for reform at the time.

The MECain-Feingold bill

This is the first genuinely bipartisan campaign finance reform legislation in over a
decade. It resembles very closely the proposal you made in 1992, lis provisions izzcia{ie'

v Voluntary spending limits - These would be set at §600,000 per candidate for the
‘ Honse, and at a 1&%] varymg by state population for the Senate.

. Free TV time — Candidates would be given substantial amounts of free TV time,
offered by broadeasters as a condition of receiving a license.

. FAC limits — The legislation bags PAL contrbutions. However, it includes a fallback
limiting PAC gifts to $1000 per election {$2000 per cycle) should the ban be found
unconstitutional - which DOJ believes 1t almost certainly wousid,

o Soft money ban. Like our 1992 and 1993 proposals, this bill would ban large soft
money contributions {which it defines as money given to federal or state parties that is
designed to influcnce a federal election). This provision would, in effect, have .
prevented large coniributions from  individuals and foreign-owned corporations. {The

~ original McCain-Feingold bill did aot specifically address non-citizen contributors or
foreign-owned corporations.  However, the sponsors have indicated that when they
introduce the bill again, it will ban these gifts) .

~ You endorsed this bill in concept during the 1995 State-of thé-Linion, and by name in
KNew Hampshire the next month. Senator Dole refused to allow it 1 come to the floor of the
Senate. After his departure, it was brought to the floor. A majority of Senators supported it
{543, but it feli 6 votes short of breaking the GOP il zbusze{ (‘
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The “Handshake” - & bipartisan commission

On Juse 11, 1995, you agreed publicly with Speaker Gingrich to set up & bipartisan
commission, modeled on the base-closing commission, to devise campaign finance reforms.

When you wrote to Speaker Gingrich outlining how it could work, he rebuffed the
proposal, complaining it had been made publicly. He faled to respond for months thereafter,
. 1t was clear that, under pressure from the House Republican caucus, he was backing away
from the proposal,

On August 4, 1993, in a last-ditch attempt to revive the commission ideg, you
announced that you would appoint two distinguished citizens — John Gardner and Doris
Kearns Goodwin ~ as your appointees to help get the commission started. On your behalf,
Gardner called the Speaker's office, and was also rebuffed. Goodwin called Dole’s office,
who told her that they would only move forward if Gingrich did. 1o the fall, Gardner quictly
withdrew from the effort, and the commission negotiations expired.

In June, 1988, on his ‘lasz'éay in offiee, Sen. Dole introduced legislation setting up a
commiission that was almost identical to your proposal. He had been a public supporter of
such an idea previously, as well, - ’

Today, reform groups and the press are demanding action on legislation, not a
commission. They argue that & commission is a stalling tactic, and that McCain-Feingold is
bipartisan reform.

Elements of a commission proposal

To work, a commission would have to be bz;;amsan, dzszzz‘zguzshed have tight
deadlines, and a mechanism for forcing wagzessmnai action.- Here is the proposal you made
in june, 1945 {which, at the time, was praised as a strong proposal):

1ssion would artisan - & members, appointed by the President with the
advice and consent of Cangz’ﬁbs The President would get two appointees; the
Democratic teaders would recommend two; the Speaker would recommend two; and

" ‘the Senate Majority Leader would tecommend two., You also proposed that the
members pot be Members of Congrass or the admimsstration, or oflicers or counset 10
the political parties.

. Eirm. deadling - Your proposal in 1995 included a 6 month deadline for reporting 10

Caongress.
. “Fast_track” consideratipn for proposals ~ You proposed that the commission’s

jegistative recomrendations ba sent {irst to the President, who sends them on 1o
Congress. They would then be considered on the “fast track”™ — an up-or-down vete,
with no amendments, within 30 days. *(‘



Constitutiunal amendment

In recent years, some I)cmocranc miemnbers of Congress have proposed 2
Constitutional Amendment to address campaign finance reform.

~ The Supreme Court’s 1975 Buckley v. Valeo demsu’m held that the First Amendment
protects campaign contributions and campaign spending, and that the anly permissible
rationale for limiting them was narrowly taflored to stopping outright corruption, The court
then struck down binding spending limits, and also limits on independent expenditures.

The Court has given recent indication that it intends to read this doctrine even more
broadly. In lune, it sided with the GOP and struck down limits on party spending.

-

Sen. Daschle and Rep. Gephardt both have suggested a constitutional amendment that
would give Congress the power to regulate campaign spending. This would allow legisiation
to limit candidate spending, party spending, and independent expenditures.

Such an dmendment has been defeated several times on the Senate floor, when it was
offered by Sen. Hollings as an alternative to Democratic campaign finance reform legislation.

Common Cause and the other reform groups have opposed the amendment when 1f has’
been brought to a vote, because they believe reform can be accomplished under the Buckiey v,
Valeo regime, and beeause they see it as an evasion of the need for immediate legislation,
After all, even if the amendmeni is passed, Congress would still have to pass campaign
finance reform.
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON
November 11, 1996

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: Bruce Reed

o

SUBIECT:  Background On Campalgn Finance Reform For Meeting With
Congressional Leadership

On Tuesday, November 12, you will be meeting with Congressional Leadership to
discuss the legisiative agenda for the pext term.  During your meeting with the Leadership,
you should rcaffirm your strong support for the bipartisan campaign finance reform bill
introduced last Congress by Senators McCain and Feingold.  You should emphasize your
commitment to secing McCain—Feingold become law this year and ask that Cmgmss consider
the bill as soon as possibie.

If is Jikely that the Republican Leadership will resist quick action on McCain~
Feingold and 1ry to shift the focus of the discussion to the question of limiting the use of
union dues for political purposes and 10 the issue of eliminating voluntary spending fmits in
the bill. On the Democratic side, Senate Minority Leader Daschle supported McCain~-
Feingold last Congress while House Minority Leader Gephardt supported 2 Democratic
sponsored bill similar to the one you pushed for in the 103rd Congress.

During your first four years in office you have pursued a strong, wide—ranging
political reform agenda. You imposed the toughest ethics code on your political appointees,
closed the tax provision that allowed corporations to deduct the cost of tobbying expenses,
signed the Motor Voter law, and cut the White House staff by 25 percent. Last year, you
signed two major reform bills that you had promised to cnact when you ran for office in
1992. The Congressional Accountability Act which requires Members of Congress to live by
the laws of the land and the Lobbying Disclosure Act.

McCain-Feingold includes many of the campaign finance reform ideas that you first
championed in Putting People First. These include;

. Spmdmg Limits and Benefits: Campaigo spcndmg, Hmits waould be based on each
States vating-age population.

Free Broadcast Time: Candidates would be entitled to 30 minutes of free broadcast
time,



Broadeast Discount: Broadeasters would be required to sell advertising to a
complying candidate at 50 percent of the lowest unit rate.

Reduced Postage Rate: Candidates would be able to send up to two pieces of mail
to each voting~age resident at the lowest 3rd class non-profit bulk wate.

New Variable Contribution Rate: If a candidate's opponent does not abide by the
spending Hmits or exceeds the limits, the complying candidate’s individual contribution
limit is raised from $1,000 to $2,000 and the complying candidate’s spending ceiling is
raised by 20 percent,

Political Action Committees (PAC) Bau: The bill would ban PAC contributions to
candidates. However, if the PAC ban is ruled unconstitutional, then the PAC
contribution would be lowered to §1.000.

Frapked Mailings: Franked mailings are bammed in 2 campaign year,

Personal Funds: Complying candidates cannot spend more than $250,000 from their
personal funds: o

Bundling: The bundling of campaign contributions Is banned.
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SUBJECT: CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM

As part of a strategy to make campaign finance reform a reality, we have met with key
Democratic Members of Congress, Iabor representatives, party representatives and g core
negotiating group from the outside reformers during the past several weeks,

From these meetings it has become clear that seven key issues must be addressed before a
Congressional and reform group consensus can be reached on legislation that we could
recommend for your support. These issues include: 1) limiting party independent expenditures;
2) curbing spending on issue advocacy; 3) banning “soft” money; 4} contribution limits for
individual PACs; §) in-state and m~dz§2rici ﬁmdrmsxng pzoposals, 6) pmposais to codify the
Supreme Court’s decision in Co io oS . a v, Beck, and; 7) restrictions
on campaign contributions by nen-(:ltlzens In preparatioa fcr a meeting with you early next
week, please find below the background information on these ke:y issues and a brief summary of
our progress toward the resolution of each.

Limiting Party Independent Expenditures

Two issues have emerged as key to successfully passing campaign finance reform. The
first is limiting the ability of state and national parties to make independent expenditures on
“behalf of their candidates for federal office. The second, discussed below, 15 limiting the abiity
of parties and outside groups to impact federal races throogh issue advocacy activities. Both
issues are central to & fondamental concern for all Members of Congress -- the inability 1o
accurately predict, and effectively respond to campaign spending by forf€5 other t
political opponent., Without a way to limit, or at least anticipate, the amount of spending by
outstde groups and the opponent’s party, Members are reluctant to adopt a spending limits
regime (such as would be imposed by McCain-Feingold) that curbs their ability to respond to
such spending, '

Thig past June in Colora bl : npalgn Cot | E
Comunisgsion, the Supreme C{mrt held thaz gx;iztacal partws may make mdep&zzciem expenéimres
on behalf of their candidates as long as those expenditures are not made in coordination with the
candidate. The decision overturned an FEC rule which had held that party activities by their
nature were coordinated with candidates and therefore could he copstitutionally limited under the

—Federal Blection Campaign Act (FECA). The fallout from this ruling was felt '?Enwsz

R LS
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immediately during the November elections. In several key races the Republican Senatorial
Campaign Committee made large independent expenditures which greatly exceeded the
contribution limits that would have been applicable if the FEC’s coordinated expenditures
standard had remained in'place. Additionally, because these were independent expenditures

. under FECA they could expressly advocate the election or defeat of a clearly identifiable
candidate. Finally, becauss FECA requires that independent expendinures be made with “hard”
money (1.e. money raised and disclosed under FECA’s contribution limits {or individuals, PACs
and parties} Democrstic party officials were unable to respond in kind given the party’s relative
“hard” money disadvantage. :

Consequently one goal of reform legislation, shared by the FEC, reformers and
Democrats alike, is to broaden the definition of party coordination to lmit the ability of parties to
undertake independent expenditures. Any effort to broaden the definition will be difficult,
howaver, because it must necessarily address the constitutional hurdles in the Colorada decision,
which require the FEC o establish actual coordination, rather than 4 presumption of
coordination, when parties act to impact Congressional races. Legislative language to achieve
this goal is currently being drafted.

Curbing Issues Advocacy Spending

As noted, Members of Congress, on both sides of the aisle, have become concerned about
the impact of spending by third parties on their races. This concern 1s especially acute with
respect to issue advocacy spending. In Buckley v, ¥aleo, the Supreme Court’s 1976 landmark
campaign finance decision, the Court held tizzﬁ ti‘ie aniy independent sxpenditures that could be
disclosed and regulated under FECA were those used for communications that “expressly
advocate the election or defeat of a clearly identified candidate.,” (This definition has since been
codified in FECA) In a footnote in Buckley the Court gave examples of words of express
advocacy, including “vote for,” “elect,” “suppont,” “cast your ballot for,” 'Smith for Congress,”
“vate against,” “defeat” and “reject.” The Court created this narrow definition to draw a clear
distinction befween “issue discussion” or issue advocacy which has strong First Amendment
protections, and the candidate-oriented speech which is the focus of campaign finance laws,

Since 1976, Federal courts have generaily held that unless the magic Buckley
words are used in a political advertisement or activity, that activity is issue advocacy and
therefore cannot be regulated under FECA, Consequently independent groups such as labor
unions, the NRA, the Moral Majority, the Christian Coalifion and others may use unlimited
contributions from wealthy individuals, corporate treasuries or dues-paying members to fund
issue advocacy campaigns during an election cy¢le. Perhaps the most publicized campaign of
this nature was the $35 million media campaign by the AFL-CIO earlier this year to highlight the
anti-family positions taken by Congressional Republicans, None of the union ads expressly
advocated the election or defeat of these Members and were therefore issue ads outside the scope
of FECA. Additionally, national and state party organizations may also run issue advocacy
campaigns paid for by “soft” money contributions which, as discussed in more detail below, are
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by definition undimited contributions from corporations, unions or individuals.

Reformers, C&ngr’essicinai Democrats, the FEC and reform-minded Republicans have al
indicated a desire to expand the definition of express advocacy to include both the magic words
test and a rew test that would include campaign activities that, when taken as a whole, could
only be interpreted by a reasonable person as advocating the election or defeat of a clearly
identified candidate. This would have the effect of bringing a broader range of issue advoeacy
activities under FECA, thereby limiting the impact of unlimited donations on clections. There is
fittle question, however, that current constitutional jurisprudence favors a narrow definition of
express advocacy and it will be a challenge 1o crafl iegislative language that expands the
definition in a constitutionally defensible manner. We, along with the Office of Legal Counsel at
the Department of Justice, are currently reviewing legislative language that purports to achieve
this goal, . ‘

Banning “Saoft” Money

Every credible campaign finance reform initiative during the past several Congresses has
contained provisions 0 ban “soft”™ monev. Soft money is a term used for funds that are raised by
state and national parties for party building activities, GOTV efforts, state elections and voter
registration drives. Because soft money cannot be spent to directly benefit a federal candidate, it
is unregulated by FECA and therefore is not subject to the Act’s contribution limits or disclosure
requirements. This allows parties to raise 50ft money in unlimited amounts directly fron unions,
corporate treasuries and wealthy individuals, Past reform efforts have generally sought to
ban national parties from raising and spending soft money while strictly limiting state soft money
spending to activities that would not influence a federal campaign,

Events during the November elections have renewed the interest of reformers in banning

+ soft money while causing Democratic party leaders to rethink their past support of ban
initiatives. The reformers’ renswed zeal stems from the unprecedented levels of soft money
raised and spent during this past cycle. Party leaders, however, argue that soft money, which was
used extensively by the party to fund issue advocacy campaigns in competitive races, helped
Democrats win in many races. Conseguently, a resolution of this issue will binge on an
acceptable compromise which provides parties with some sort of new benefit, such as free -
television time or reduced mailing costs, to offset the loss of soft money resources.

We are currently reviewing legislative %anguaée banning soft money and have asked the
Democratic leadership for their input on potential offsetting benefits,

Contribution Limits for Individual PACS

Campaign finange reform efforts in the past, including last year’s McCain-Feingold
bipartisan campaign finance reform bill, have generally proposed to eliminate &l PACs from
%
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federal election campaigns. It appears, however, that Senators McCain and Feingold will
concede that 2 PAC ban is unconstitutional and delete the ban from their reform proposal in the
new Congress. Instead, the Senators’ new proposal, which should be introduced on the first day
of the new session, will likely lower the contribution limits for individual PACs giving to a
federal candidate from the current $5,000 per election (310,000 per cycle) to 31,000 per election
{32,000 per cycle).

Deletion of the PAC ban is favored by both Congressional Democrats and Republicans.
However, in the House, where Members raise a high percentage of their contributions from
PACs, House Democrats and Republicans will likely oppose the new 31,000 contribution limit
and insist on a significantly higher limit. The House Democratic leadership bill during the fast
Congress included a $4,000 per election {38,000 per cycle) limit while the House Republican
leadership bill lowered the current level to $2,500 per year. Early indications from House
Democrats are that they may accept a $6,000 per cyele limit, if a contributing PAC is allowed to
give up to 35,000 in a primary election. In the Senate, individual PAC Limits have been less
controversial since many Senators raise the bulk of their contributions from individunals.

The outside reform groups may accept the deletion of the PAC ban from the McCain-
Feingold legislation. {tis unclear whether they will endorse a PAC limit higher than the $1,000
per ¢lection level being contemplated by Senators MeCain and Feingold. Because we believe
that House passage of any campaign finance reform bill will hinge on preserving a substantial
portion of the current individual PAC contribution level, we have tzzgz:d the outside groups to
support and ultimately petmade Senators McCain and Feingold to raise thetr proposed
contribution limit.

In the past, you have endorsed legislation banning PACs. [f the McCain-Feingold

legislation does not contain a ban, it 15 our recommendation that you endorse a reduction in the
~ current $5,000 per election contribution leve! for individual PACs. We are researching the
impact of each likely reduction to determine exactly what the new limit should be.

In-State and In-District Fandraising

The McCain-Feingold reform legislation from last Congress required a candidate to raise
sixty percent of campaign funds in-state to qualify for the legislation’s benefits, such as free
television time. The measure also conlained, however, a provision for small states which would
allow the sixty percent threshold to be met by showing that sixty percent of 2 candidate’s
campaign contributors resided in-state. While McCain-Feingold applied the in-state provision
exclusively to Senate races, House Demacrats greatly fear any refonm that would require them to
raise & majority of their funds either in-state or in-district. For their part, the outside reform
groups do not place either in-state or in-district requirements high on their agenda.
Consequently, we have asked House Democrats to consider whether an in-state requirement that
can be met by showing that either sixty percent of contributions were raised in-state or sxxzy

percent of contributors resided in-slate would be accepluable. ;
Y



Codifying the Supreme Court's Beck Decision

In 1988 the Supreme Couz: decided a landmark labor law case involving the rights of
individual employees to limit a union’s use of membership fees and dues, In Communication
Workers of America v, Beck the Court beld that 2 union may not, over the objections of dugs-
paying nonmember employees, expend funds coliected from them on activities unrelated to
collective bargaining ectivities, As a result of this decision, dues-paying nonmembers may
demand 2 pro-rated return of union dugs and fees carmarked for political activity.

Since 1988, Congressional Republicans have pursued efforts to codify the Beck decision.
In doing so, however, Republicuns have proposed extremely broad interpretations of the
Supreme Court's decision, effectively secking to gut organized labor’s participation in the
national electoral debate and disable internal union to member communications. The AFL-CIO
and its affiliates oppose “codification” of Beck, Congressional Democrats seem, ironically, less
energized. Many Hill Democrats appear willing to consider enacting & narrow codification.

Republicans are certain to press Beck issues in the upcoming congressional debate on
campaign reform. While Senate Democrats may well filibuster unreasonable Beck provisions,
the possibility exists that Republicans may be abie to force through unacceptable Beck
provisions which they would trumpet as “reform.” Such a scenario could result in the choice of
gither signing 1 distinetly anti-labor bili or risk being attacked as opposed to reform.

As a result, we may consider whether to pre-empt the Republicans on Beck by including
a narrow “codification™ as a part of bipartisan reform legislation.

Prohibiting Non-Citizens from antriba(érzg to Federal Campaigns

During the closing weeks of the campaign you publicly stated your support for banning
federal campaign contributions from these who cannot vote, Banning non-gitizen individuals
from federal campaign giving is relatively easy to implement and it has widespread support on
both sides of the Hill and on both sides of the aisle. A more difficult question, both froma
political perspective and as an implementation issue, i3 whether such a ban should apply to
corporate PAC donations by the U.S. subsidiaries of foreign corporations.

Such a ban will be strongly apposed by companies with U.S. subsidiaries who will fear a
diminution in their ability to petition the federal government, Additionally, determining which
company is beneficially owned by a foreign interest could prove difficult as a matter of law and
enforcement. We are currently reviewing legislative language which purports 1o ban federal
campaign comtributions from both individuals and all foreign-ovwned entities.

™
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

January 22, 1997

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: Bruce Reed
. SUBJECT: . Summit on Service

Before we sgree to bold a White House event to announce the Philadelphia summit on
citizen service, you should review the attached memo from Harris Woflord, which spells out what
the summit is designed to accomplish and what will follow from it. Recent developmentsin
Wofford’s negotiations with Ray Chambers, the co-organizer who represents Bush's interests,
have caused some concern, In particular, concerns have been raised about the long-term effort

. . that will come out of the summit, and Colin Powell’s role in it. The summit may still be the right

thing to do for the country, but we should go into it with our eyes wide open,

I. Background

The Wofford memo outlires the basic purpose of the summit -- to raise the profile of
volunteer service -- and its potential benefits to Americorps and to the Administration. He
believes the summit will restore bipartisan support for service, give you anather platform to
advance the ethic of service, and produce tangible commitments from corporations and service

organtzations 1o expand their efforts.

The structure and content of the summit have changed repeatedly in recent weeks, and
remain under negotiation, Erskine and Wofford had a conference call this morning with Ray
Chambers, who informed us that he intends to raise $100 million for a non-profit to oversee the
summit and follow-up, and that Powell has agreed to be general chairman of the whole enterprise.

‘Chambers had Bill Bradley in mind as vice-chair, but was open to other names instead, (Erskine

suggested Henry Cisneros). Chambers said that Powell plans to make service and the follow-up
to the summit the ceniral focus of his life over the next few years. Because the magnitude of the
effort was news 1o us {and apparemly, to Wofford), Erskine told Chambers that he needed to
think about it before committing to any announcement.

H. Options.

There is general agreement that the summit, and Powell’s involverment, could be a boost
for the idea of service. The question is whether we can define the summit and Powell’s rolein a
way that does not inadvertently hand Powell a well-funded political platform or bless something
that might go an to eclipse Americorps. G

i|



One optiott is to downplay our involvement, and let Wofford and Chambers announce the
surmnit themselves, with no guarantes that we'll participate. That would reduce press interest in
the event, and let us play it by ear over the next three months. If the effort catches on, we could
align ourselves with it, but we would not rush into a project that could eclipse our own effarts,
The risk of this course is that Powell - and Bush — might drop out entirely, and make it more
difficuit for the summit to succeed in raising the profile of service. The glternate risk is that
Powell and Bush might go forward withaut us, and get all the credit.

A second option is to insist on giving Cisneros a strong, though not necessarily equal, role
in the project (¢.g., vice-chair). Cisneros would vigorously protect the Administration’s interests,
and together, Powell and Cisneros would send a powerful signal sbout service as a way to
- strengthen community. - We could also insist that you and Bush serve as honorary co-chairs, that
the summit be called “The Presidents’ Summit on Service,” and that the CEO of the non<profit be
sOmeone we oan trust.  With the right faunch, either in g White House svent Or the State of the
Union, you could make it clear that Powell and Cisneros were both part of a broader,
Administration-backed effort. We might still run the risk that Powell mxghz use this as a launching
pad, or that this effert would detract attention from Menwms

A third, higherizk aptiorz is to play hardball, and insist that Cisneros have an equal role to
Powell's. Having an equal counterweight 10 Powell clearly would serve the Administration’s
interests. If this effort is as ambitious as Chambers makes it sound, and Powell plans to make it
the major focus of his public life, he might decide not 1o walk away. But Powell no doubt has a
host of other offers to chaose from, and Chambers bcheves he would walk (and Bush might go
with him). :

The Vice President’s office has no strong preference among these aptions. Ron Klain says
that from their standpoint, the question s not 50 much about Powell -- who will be part of the
landscape in any case -~ as it is about whether this enterprise will help Americorps or subsume it

If we do proceed with an announcement, we would envision an East Room ceremony
Friday afternoon, with you, the Vice President, President Bush, Powell, and Cisneros speaking {0
an audience of service enthusiasts. Bush is available Friday, but would also be willing to
reschedule for another day.
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‘Examplcs include:

THE CITIZENS SERVICE Fssm

j{}; Announcament - On Friday, you and President Bush ]anlz announce the Summit 1o be held
in Philadelphia on April 27-29 and some of the initial comrmmncnts You can also apnounce
that Colin Powell has agreed to your and President Bush’sjinvitation to serve 25 a Genersal
Chairman of the Summit itself. The Summit is being }aim?’ orgarized by the Corporation for
National Service and the Points of Light Foundation.

" The First Commitments — You will be able to announce this process has already resulted in

more than twenty significant pledges from major institations to address major social problems.

e  Columbia/HCA has committed to fully i immunize one pillion children through their health
care facikides through the year 2000. _

¢ Big Brothers/Big Sisters —bas pledged to émfi:ic their toring relationships, reaching
200,000 matches through the year 2000, They pledge the “Bigs and Littles” will
perform service together as an integral part of the pro :

A
£

« LensCrafters will provide onc million fies eys cxams for children by the year 2003,

s ABC, CBS and HBO have commitiad to providing pra%’mmming and Public Service

armouncement 16 prormote meatorng, b

j

Other organizations already making commitments include khe Greek Orthodox Church, IBM,
the California University system, and the city of Tuscon. By the time of the summit, we will
have secured meny, many more.. § ‘
The Summit Goals ~ The goal of the summit is o insure tb!auhaz each disadvantaged child has:
1) an ongoing relationship with a caring adult 2) 4 safe piaéc for structured activities diwing .
non-school hours; 3) a healthy start; 4) economic opportunity through education, including the
ability 10 read 5) and opportunities to give back to others. In the weeks leading up to the
surmit, task forces of leaders from business, organized lalior, the media, religion, education and

"philanthropy will work to set specific numerical targets.

The Summit Event - First, the President and First Lady, former President Bush and Ford and
the participating First Ladies will join together at Independence Hall in Philadelphia in & historic
call to service, Secand, local, state and national leaders from all sectors will znnounce
crganizational commitments to action. Third, representatives from 100 communities from 50
states will work together to organize local efforts to reach the goals.

The Summt Eundef - The Summit is being funded by Xz{lagg Fmindztzan, Pew Charitable

. Trusts, Robert Wood Johnson ?amdanon, the David and L:uz:zie Packard Foundation and the

Kauffian Foundation. ;‘
Post-Supsit — A 501¢3 partnership will be created to pm:ﬁow service and volunteering to meet
these goals. General Powell will be its Chainman of the Baard and an experignced CEQ will run
the operation. This partnership will work to secure funding! from major foundations and then
distrtbute smalier grants to local organizations that address'these major cizaﬁenges
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i FOR NATIONAL
MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT { ERstervicE
Fromy: . Harris WofTord M
Subject: Progress report on the Summit

|
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Erskine asked me to give you an update on the plans for :ﬁ.: Summit in Philadelphia, April
27-29. and information on the scope of our hopes for the pfiermath to the Summit. And |
Want 1o stress as szmngly as fcanthe need 10 go ahcad wu}; the announcement F viday.

The Summit ties to gether several of the key themes of youL pr-:mdmcy You have called
for citizens 1o come together 10 sddress the challenges of thelr communities, The Sumunit
is designed to dramatically inerezse public awarensss abouy the role of service and
volunteering 10 solve problems, to de-politicize the Issue of national service, and to
stimulate specific commitments for preblem solving. Tn caévening the Summit with
President Bush you are showing your commitment to bzpamsanshlp and your ability 10
catalyze action without creating 2 big new federal s;wndmg program.

When we talked about the Summit on the teip to your Commencement tafk 2t Penn State,
T rold you why the Summit was a central part of the strategy to establisk National Service.
asa véidélywcuppaﬁeé non-partisan institution in American fife, and 1o have the
Carporation for National Seivice zct as 2 cataiys: fora larée national coalition “to crack
the atom of ¢ivie pcwe:r A ; '
H
Inmy November 14% mzmoranéum, I wrote:
. |
A mazjor, historic opportunity to make service hon-partisan will be the
© Citizen Service Summit, now scheduled for April 27-2% in

Philladelphia, President Bush has committed toijoiré@ you in the call

for service, and we are working on getting Na{lcy Reagan and

Presidents Carter and Ford. We have reason tg hope that Colin

Powell will agree 1o some high profile role at Lt-m sy, '

- Organizations and institutions invited o the Summit will be asked 10

corne with tangible comumnitments o new action that will help create | s g Yok Avgue 1w
the candltlcznﬁ for the suceess of ﬁsmcncan yoqz?z Waklogin, G 3519
: Tiekephions 20380665600
€5 1 :
i
1
: Gatsing Thogs Do,
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Together, these proposals provide a grand thema for your ;}rcsmenc}f "
"~ z government helping citizens to solve problems through service,
and in the process, expanding educational qypérzwuty By
emphasizing local, volunteer-oriented solutionf, you recognize that
while the era of big government is over - the gra of big citizens -~
and big citizen action ~ had better begin. It would demonstrate that
you have far-reaching, far-sighted and effective ideas for addressing |
the problems facing American families.

" By reaching out to Republicans, you will be tho:ing yourself to be
above partisan politics, using common sense 19 find the common

good.

We had wanted to launch this befora the eam;zai En season ngnn. but when that proved
impossible, I sent you the attached Nov.5* memorandum, ﬁnd [ then met with Bruce Reed
and Gene Sperfing. When the cabinet selection process wa.s completed, 1 asked Erskme to
arrange a'meeting with you as soon as possible, ;

e

]

The hoped-for “irigh profile” role for General Powell (which was in our original plans of
1995 when we stated our hope he would be chair of the Sximmit) was niot mentioned in my
November 5 memorandum because at that time he had tned us down. Since then, Ray
Chambers became the chair of our joint Points of Light F:J.Lln&aziww(:orpomzian for
National Service Steering Committee, and set out to persuade Powell to be General
Chairman of the Summit and of whatever continuing parnership emerged. Recently, he
succeeded in getting Powell, who now says the Summit ar{d aftermath efforts will get a lot

of his time and attention. I

Since then as well, President Ford has agreed to come for ;tiw morring of April 28% bue
must leave later for Atlanta for some international event bemg convened by President
Carter — who says he cannot come to Philadelphia bacaus.e of that prior comitment.
Rosalyn Carter may be able to come and some electronic gonnection ta President Carter is
exkpected. Nancy Reagan has said she will come while Lady Bird Johnson has declined
because of her eye sight and health problems, but may arrdnge a video.

!

" Since then, too, the Summit has bccn presented to the Rcﬁub ican Governors Conference

by Governors Weld and Engler. Governor Diean of the }Z)emocmzw Govemors
Association is actively working with us, So is Dick Cclcstg: znd Richard Gordon, the
former policy advisor to Governor Bayh, All Governors afe being invited and we expect a
number 1o attend. Governor Engler expects to announce the Summit, 1o be seconded by
Governor Carper, at the closing plenary of the NGA wintér meeting February 4.

H
The Mayor of each of the 100 communities will be invited as part of their community

“delegations, and 2 number are expected to attend. Mayor Rendell is enthusiastically

arganizing plans to make Philadelphia a “five-star host ¢ity™ - with potable commitrments
H . :
i

#
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for each of the five goals. Mayor Meaino and I talked of the Summit to the U.S.
Conference of Mayors session last Saturday, and Mayor Victor Ashe, our newest
Corporation board member, is representing us actively, as i§ our staff colleague, Jim
Scheibel, former Mayor of St. Paul, :

Erskine wants me to indicate, as far as I can, the process i
years. My memorandus outlined what we have proposed:

" today. Organizations and institutions invit

The 1,500 pérﬁ;:ipants are being iﬁ'&’it;:d o 7

i
|
ely to go on, in the coming

for citizen service and community leadership to “wrn the tide” by the tum

of the century on many of the challenges

come with z tangible commitment (o new a

$0 many yaing poople
ion that will help create the

conditions for the success of Armerican youath.

....Following the Summit, commurity teams

and local supunits will :ﬁmhe%

develop and refine measurable targets. The Surnmit should be seen as the

beginning of an on-going process through the year 2000, [t will provide an
organizing model for many others who findithis model an impetus to new -

action. We would hope 10 track some of the progress being made in

communities gver the next few years and reconvene a Summit in the year

2000 to see if together we are actually solving some of the problems
canfronting chiidren and youth and celcbrate what is being acheivad.

j

The specific targets (in that memorandura) for ad ditieaaij
volunteers engaged n work with the young, and additio

not now propesed for the announcement Friday, But such kargets are very much a part of

the plan for the Summit and the aftermath. é

We've been actively involved in assembling the initial mm}'n

i

entors, tutors, and other
youth engaged in service, are

itments «« some of the most

notable of which I attach. Major foundations — led by Pew, Kellogg and the Robert .
Wood Johnson Foundation, each of which has invested mdre than $400,000 each ~ are

considering much larger investments in funding local and gational programs to achieve the
five goals. Ray Chambers has had talks that make him befi
- service of $100 million is in sight. ’

i

ve a post-sumimit fund for
!

. |
That is the kind of quantum leap in non-govemmental supbort we have been dreaming of
[ add that all of this has been put together before Generat Powell recently agreed to be
Chajrman, Corporation for National Service and Points aﬂ Light staff and 1, and more
recently Ray Chamhers and his personal nerwork, have mdde this possible.

Ray reports that the major foundations Inerested suggest a 501 (¢} (3) corporation to be
the funding mechanism, to receive some of the funds and allocate ther 1o programs
warking on the goals. Note that many of the programs utilize AmeriCorps members and

i

i
]
!
:
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hiladelphia to launch a strategy

to the Summit will be asked to

-
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could be aided in meeting our reqmrements for private semfn' match. Indeed, one of :}:c
latest commitments - from [BM -~ for a Technology Corps proposes to pay half of the
costs of utilizing 40 AmeriCorps* VISTA merbers. Another example: at the national
board of the Bog Brothers/Big Sisters, after my ;zrcsmtanar a resolution was adapted

_ (enthusiastically secanded by Senator Dan Coates} 10 make as their commitment for the

" Summit: the doubling of Bog Brothers/Big Sisters from 100,000 to 200,000, by the year
2,000, and the requirement that all 200, 000 matches jointlyjdo a sustained project of
community service. This idea grew out of their Amenﬁorpf and Corporation Learn and

"&mmgt‘m |

Alse the commitments strategy, b-e!%mandaﬁcr:ha&nm%m wil} gmpomﬁzzaew
momentum for securing the 100,000 Werk Study commi s for the Reading Initiative -
- and the gaaI of half of the nearly oae-mifiion work-study|jobs going mto commuaity .

: SQMCC {

$o you sec why your continmed support of this is essential ’fa‘xhe cause, and 1o my own

continued leadership of the Corporation for National Servige.
a

More anmfamﬁy this is an unprecedented opportunity fm your continued leadership of
citizen service. It is the occasion when you ten reach beyopd AmeriCorps to embram and
salute and support the far larger family of service in the msmtty

} B

I need your confidence and support, ;
i
i
|
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' THE WHITE HOUSE
WAGHINGTON

3 April 11, 1597 W i Foann,
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ey,

MEMORANDUM FORTHE P IBENT 5 2\1\‘5\“\ \WJ‘SMJ\;:,\ ]

. 3 o
FROM: + TODD STERNT(QR o Wik uqm@ mmhk
SUBJECT; ‘Executive Order to Protect Children from Health/Safety Risics W
As a lead-in 1o the zero-three cenfamnae next week, you are tentatively scmduled to sign an
Executive Order directing agencies to enhance thelr efforts to protect kids against emmmnwtai
health and safety risks. There is broad agreemient about most elements of the E.O., but -w—w-'

disagreement as to the pivotal section, Section 5. The attached memo seeks your apprwai of one
of three options concerning Section §,

'3
+

Background. The proposed E.0Q. is designed to ensure a more coordinated approach to
children’s issues by {1) requiring all agencies to make protection of chiidren a high priority in
cartying out their statutory responsibilities and overall missions; (2) creating an interagency Task

. Force to estahlish a coordinated research agenda and initiatives for the Administration; and (3}
requiring agencies to analyze and explain the effects of their regulations on children. It is this iast
requirement that is the subject of disagreement.

Section 5 -~ Federal Regulatory Analysls As drafted, Section S weuid require agencies ta { i)

assess the aﬁ‘m of pwpcsed regzﬁax:cns on children %mm@&w@y
pifizant-and-macha 13 c:m;:act on Kids; {2) assess the effects of reasanable

aitamaswcs to the pim&d reg that pz‘evxée niore or less protection for children than the p!am:
reg; and (3} explain why the planned reg is preferable to the alternatives. Pros zmd cons are laid
out in detall in the memo, but, in essence, the options and arguments are:

Option 1 — approve pmpascd Order with Section 5 as deafted.  Proponents argue that
Section 5 provides the teeth to ensure that agencies will adhere 1o the policy of the Urder and that
without it the Order would be regarded as largely hortatory, Supperfed by DPC and CEQ.

. QOption 2 — omit Section 5,  Opponeats argue that this is a novel! requirement with unpredictable
consequences, that it would imposs a sigrifiéant new regulatory burden, and that the requirement
to explain why 2 more protective alternative wasn’t chosen will apen agencies to undue crittcism.
They argue that rather than imposing a new requirement in the E.Q., the Task Forve should
consider appropriateness of regulatory standards, Supported by Treasury, Commerce and HIHS.

Gption 3 — modify Section 5. The requirement that agencies analyze the effects of 2 proposed
regutation on children would be retained, but the requirement for agencies to analyze more or less .,
protective alternatives and to justify their decisions would be omitted. Supporfed by NEC.

; . C@?i@ c.l
- i‘) C)gzzicm& Option2___ Option 3____ I)ism;Q_sLw \ *’E l
‘ | ’ 5@“‘“}{1
#
M Ea %
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DECISION

ATTACHMENT

Proposed Executive Order

A;};}z:ovc the Executive Order as drafted
Modify Section: 5 of the Executive Order

Ornit Section S of the Execative Order

Lt
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1 icl. a g:nwing body oz saieaaifia knuwleﬁga éemonatratea
_ zba“ ahildran may aaifer diﬁprogaczinn&teZy frbm unvixnnmental |
- _ . ) - health xiaka and safeny riska ?kase xiaka ariae becauaa' )
‘ ‘ childxen'u nxurologiaal immunozogicai digaa:ive ané nchﬁx kN -
{hodily ayanema are ﬁti&i &avelapzng; thldrea eam ﬁgxe Sood, :

2 .
o : ﬁxznk mor& fluida, ana bxeathe maxe aix in prapo:ﬁiaa Lo their '

‘ bcdy weight than adulba; ahil&xen 'y 61:& and,ueight may 8iminiah N
g@ ‘ o s nheix proaecmion from atandaxd uafety faa:ures, K chiidxan's R .

. . o behaviar gatt&rns may maka tkem mcze auscapcible go acai&enta "“ k‘ﬁﬂ
b&cauma they are 1335 ahle ao pwatﬁat thewwelv¢5$ Thzxefnre,?to -

.*the exbant pexmitkad by law &nd aypxopriate a&d monsistznt with

«,.. -

_,ﬁfful;j'.: the agancy*a miaaion, each £ed&ﬁa1 agenﬁy: .-‘*TAX (RS \' 1:* A

lx&] shall maka it a high pxiorzzy nm iden“ify -and’ aEsens -

_en#iranmental health riska atd safety riaka thaz may

-y
-
¢

;dzspzagaxtiananaly affect ahildren, and ’
(bf shslz ansure ahat its pcliciaa, pxograma, activitiaa,
 and &tandarﬁa a&éxaas diaprapcr:i¢nate xiska to
childxen t:hat: remlt from envirmmenaal hea}xh riskz&x ‘or
&afaty rieks ' ’
1-102 Eaah.inﬁﬂpandent ragulatcxy agency ia aaacuxaged to

paraicigaza in th& implementatien of this Exacutive ardar and ey

campzy ‘with its yroviaiana” et . L , i;
J m Al I&::ﬁ}.ninzm “The foliowing defiiitions shall. :z;.ppl;l;r . o
":E':; : ,.‘m thie order . o o : Lo -
'x‘ x, ° . - i wzm mmLm Heans any aut;hcrit:}- of the {znit:ad

szates that ia an agency uaﬁﬁr a4 U, 8. c 3502i1} other Ehan’ those °

mnazdmed t,c be inﬁependm}z r&gxxiatory ggem:ie'e “under 44 U, s.4,
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&aﬁine& iﬁ S v S G 102, are covarad unﬁer uha ausyic&e of thg

” R nepartment of nefenﬁe. . 7'j5 “fx- ,' .'

‘ wzoz Mmdmnbmrmgn meana ‘any subatamiva P

acticn 1n a rulemaking &nitiath after zha date aﬁ tbia Exeeutiva

axdex, or ior which a ﬁbtice of Qruposed Rui&@aking Lu pubiishad
wizhin oae‘year mf the &aCe of’ t&ie order, that g 1ike1y tc

.

o ) result in a rula that may \;‘, ) n‘n - _”u’x .;-

wh

: (a} be *eeﬁnomieaizy significant" under Exeantive Orﬁer
: ‘312856 s rulemaking that hnn an annual eﬁﬁect cn the’
:‘QQSnﬂmy of SiOG miliion ar mor& or wouid advexsely
affecn in'a matexi&l way hhe &conomy 8 aegacr of. cha
o . . . L | econofy, prnductivity, competition, joha, tha
o . ’ l 'x ‘ } - enviraaman& pu&lie heaith or eafaty, or Szate, iocal,
i : ‘ “vr trihal govexnm&nts or cqmmvnitias} and
{b) L?aneezn an enviranm&ntal health riak ox safeny Tisk
. ) oo ageanc sy baos treatoan tn Lalioe. .
'{"3 ‘ S xi .:’:: that may disproyﬂrnianaaely aﬁfact childzenlﬂl
v . ST amzeal hea -

i xiﬁks to heaith o to Qafaty that ax& attributable to praﬂucts ar
suhatancas which the cbild ia 1ikely to come in canzact with ox
ingaat {3ﬁch ag the alr we braath the faod we e&t the waheyr wa
érink oy uge for rscreamion, the aoil we ii?e;ea. and fﬁg.

- produacg we uua or ‘are expoeed to}

Sen. l

3= 301‘1 Tbare iﬁ heraby astabiished ah& Task Forca an
- Envixonmentaz Health Riska and Saﬁacy Riﬁks to Childxen {*Task
‘Force*}. ‘ ‘”
‘ 3302, ‘ Th& ?ask Force will reporh ti :he Px&sident in
: ccnsvltat‘on with the Domﬁacin Qolicy Council, the Nati&nal
Saienca and Techaelagy Council, £he. Council on Environmantal
Quality, and the Off%Gﬂ of Managsment and audggcnt*ona*}.‘
_ ) 3-303. Membership. The ‘Task poras Q‘iaazl_' be composed of
U . the: . . : - T T .
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Secxataxy uf Eduﬁaaicn; ﬁ ‘va

Secéétax? of Lahar;iu'

Avtgrney Genawal; g CL R
ﬁaézetary of Energy; _;{ff e o Lo %i:tig
sgcretary ef ﬁnuai&g‘aué Urban 1§§§§Eg;:;}( E‘ o
s;acrez:axy gf kgriculz:ura, i ; T :: ;_:,; " L ‘ o

searezary af Tranaporta&icn% el -‘i:-"f'fi; i l N : ;
Birectﬁr mf nhe ofﬁica aﬁ Nanagemeaz aﬁﬁ‘ﬂﬁﬁg&tg RN :

Ghair af the cOuncii an Envixbnmeazal Qvality,
Chaix cf the: cﬂnaumcr Praéﬁct Safeﬁy~0@mmisxion,wf
Assianaaa to the pxeaidnnt Fox annamic ?olicy,"‘::‘ S “:

Assiatan: to the President £or Bomeanic ?aliQy,:

.0 . ’ aie 2‘ ,{oi aﬂsistanz no rhe Pxeaiéent and biractar ﬁf nha Offzce N
. " o ‘;' af . S¢ienca an& Technoiagy ?olicy, ,‘ ’ *, ;: . i-f ,"viv f
h ) . . {§1 Chair, Council of qunq&ic %dvisaxs: ana - 2 xj T
; ; e ';{gi Snmh oaher officiala of Execaziva dapaxtman:a anﬁ RSO
- . . - ag&nci&a as. the ?reaidean may; frﬁm hima tq time, R ~'f
. . ;3 " ) daaignaze\: Memb&ra u£ tha Task ?exce may dalagatﬁ ) :'k B
SRR L ;‘" o . th@ir reaponaihiiities under nhis oxdex £o “"f o A?:
. ] au&ardinates.. : _j' < . ‘ Ix ' .
. A=304. Eunﬁtzﬁng Tbe T&ak ?arae ahaiz x&aammund to :he s
. Prasiﬁénc ?edaxal azratagizs fcz-childran o ¢nvircnmeatai haalth .
N ; and saﬂety¢ wichin tha limits cf zh& Admiaistratioﬁ' baaget, ta
o includa the ﬁazkowing ﬁlaments“-. s 1“
. ; o h.»‘: L A A tal atatem&n:& cﬁ priagiplee, g@naral policy, and targ@ted f:
: ; ; , ; ‘annuaz priariciea to. guidc nhe xedaraz appraaah te - -
‘ caahiaving :he goals oﬁ thia ordex;’ J.- e
) . | (b} " & nabrdiuazad xesaarah agenda for the’ ?edex&l ‘
: i ) “ : ; charrment;, 1:1(:211&‘1&9 sz&ps te:> im};lemem: t:he review of"v"r "
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‘Federal, Stane, nribal and lacai gaverﬁwenta and tha . :?W‘An
P w¥ "{‘ s “':

privabe. aa&demic, and ncn—profit aecaora:

R a

“»{ﬁ}' pxogoaaln co enh&na& public outxaach and commanicaticn

ta aaaint famili&n 1n evaluazing risk& o childréa and

E

I

. 'Z,in making infcrmed Qansumex choicea; ,;;ﬂ;A

: 3{éf: an idencificacian of high»grivxity inﬁtiazivam that nhe

P

‘\?ederal Gov&xnment aaa undaztaken ar will undexZaka ia ’:-‘ N

& . » -
'.‘;: :{":a‘* :':::f advanaing prahaction of childxgn‘a envizunmedcal health ;12
" ‘ . ;x B and &aﬁehy, and ,f' o T ‘, 1 P f-xx : ﬁ'g
o S ‘:t ;‘ ﬁfi::a atateme&t regarding tha ﬂesirahiiiay‘oﬁ new - “2 a ‘?{.‘ :%
‘ a ;’1egislaaioa ta £ul£iizt¢r pramote ‘the purpﬁaes Qf ahis e ‘\E
. ‘ExecutiVﬁ ard&x. jH:“:; o . . : f‘;f ‘;}i
. i ot "1 . 3 305, The - Task ?oxce shail pzepara 3 b&enninl xepcxt on’ '
%;» . resaarch _data, or othar inﬁoraatian that w@uld enhanc& oux o “jf:i‘iﬁ

~;'~1.' ability to un&eratand analyae, anﬁ respond to eavirOﬁmental ' ':':‘ j‘J
%13 ‘;: health riaks anﬁ aaﬁety riska to cﬁildran. For guxposas oﬁ zhia ,
N Zi K ,?;'rmpcrn, cathgt agenc;ea &nd othat aganezea i&entifiad hy th& .

‘ : Tas& Fbrae ﬁhﬂll ié&ntiﬁy and syecifiaally degarib& ﬁox the Tagk
Foxce: key &ata n&&ﬁa xalated to- anvirnnmantaz heaifh rinkﬁ and
tsafecy riska to’ ehildxen hhat &ava ari&en in the course of the
. agency B programs an& activitiea._ The Tazk ?orcﬁ 8ha11 5

inaoxpo:ate ageucy aubmiaaiens inta its report and ensuxa thax
" this rﬁgern is pubiiczy available and widaly &isaaminsced_ ?he_

‘ﬂhit& aoune Gﬁfice Qf Scienee and T&chﬁaicgy Pﬁlicy and che

Hat ifonmal Science aad Technology ‘Coungil shall enpurs that ,this

‘\ ~‘:x§port ia £ally ¢onaidex&d 1n gscabiishing xeaaarch pri@riﬁieau
o -306, The 'I‘aa}c Force aha}.l exiat for a pez*icd. of Four
;yeaxﬁ fkom the fizat ma@tin§¢ At 1eaat a6ix montha priox to tha
axylratian of that’ period, thﬁ merka agencias shall assaas Lhe

. T meed fox caatinuaticn of the' Taak Earca or its funttions,” and

‘ make approg;ia;e recogmen&agicna ;o.ﬁge ?reai&ent\

seg. 4.

4-40%. wlthin wix m@nth& of thﬁ date of this Qxder, the'

Task ”nxﬁe shalz daveiap ox - dzrect to bhe dﬁveloped a ravxew et
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”:‘ academie ana privab& reaearch It shall include xecommeadatiens

.«\‘;

existing and planne& data resourﬁea aa& a gropcaed pzan for )
ensuring :hah teaearahera and federaz xestaxch agenwiea have

acaess tc infnrmaticn on ail research conﬁuchad or fund&ﬁ by tha :

-

?edata« Govaxamant thac 13 xeluned te a&varsa health xiska in .’ ‘
'
ahizdxen renulting from axyasuxa to anvixanmencal heazch riaka or

3afety xiaka, Tha Nationaz sﬁience and ?eahnology Counail ahall

. review the plan.ﬁ 5 ‘f. y ‘f . 3;‘_,_ﬁ-_ ,.; L‘:;
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. to encourage th&t ﬁuch data to zha extqnt germitted by law, is “;‘
g avaiiable Lo the yublic, the acientific aad academic communiti&s,.

and all fedaral agancias ‘“‘u"‘T B } ' "’\' L Lo

; 5»552. ?or aach covered raguzatary acﬁion &ubmitteﬁ o
Qﬂa*a foiae ef Infoxmatian an& Regula:exy\hzﬁaira {*QKRA’} for
x&vﬁaw pursu&nt to ﬁxacutive Qrder 12886 the iaauing agency

,‘shall pzovié& tq OIR& the ﬁoilowiag inﬁormaﬁion daveloped an part

oﬁ th& ag&ncy’s decisionmaking pracasa, unlasa yrohihited by 1aw.'

{a}”"an evaluation of the: ﬁnvixunmentai health or; maf&iy
' effecta af nhe planned regnlatinn an ahildxen;’ N
C ;h} . an ass&ssmﬁnt af gﬁtantially eﬂﬁactive and r&ananahly
. foeaaibia altexnativ&a to the piannﬁd regulation,
‘id&ntiﬁied by tha agenay'ax tha public, that providc .
diffzrent ‘degrens of prutactian to children; gnd
}é} Fan expianation of why thie plaaneﬁ ragulatian ia )
pz&ferable to ahe idenhified gotautial al:ernasive{s}
5«502. 'In emerggngy siﬁuations, or whan an’ agency ia ‘
obligated hy law te act moxe quiaxly ‘than normal review
proaeéuras allaow, the agency shail compiy with th& pr@viaiana of

ahia aect&on to khe axtant gracaicable. For ahase covw*e&

8 zegnlatoxy aetiona that are governed by & court- im@osed or

ataxutory deadlina. tbe ngency ahnlz to tha exhant practicabie,-
_ ﬂchadula ruzemakiag procaadinga uo as to permin ﬁﬁffiﬁieat tige
fur campletiag the analyaia requixﬁd by this ﬁ&caion.

4«492‘ Tha plaz ahall pxcmot& tha eharing oﬁ inﬁarwatiﬁn Qn‘:x'



http:oeoti.on

@y park oﬁ aﬁy other requir&& analysis, and nhail be made part af
f‘the aﬁmﬁnia&racive recoxd 8&: the covered xegula:ary-aﬁgian ﬁr
t:_:oth&zw&se mada available to the ynblic, to the axtenx permiated
“;gby Zaw‘,:zpf"i : 2 “ .

5 503 Tha analysia reqaired by zhis ﬁecciun may he includg&

T M A
TS e, R

W
-

b
A

ﬁ#ﬂ ﬁ‘ L. 3 -
~€01¢‘ rhe aixectar of. the OMB {*nixaccox*} ahali cenvene

-'an Interagenay ?orum 0n cniiﬁ anﬂ Family‘Statiscica (*Farum"j,

. whiah wilL in@lﬁde xepras&utanivea from the agprnpriate P&dez&l

anati&tica a&& reaeaxth agznaiek The Yorum is to pro&uce an

¥,

i'annual compandium Q“Rsport*} of tha moat impcxaanc inéicators of
. nhe healhh aad well baing of childrene' _ o j‘ o .

&~ 602. Th& Forum ahall d&tarmin& tha inaicaaazs to be

v

© ' included in the Rﬁport and 1§en&iﬁy the sowrces of data to be -
:used far the ind catoxa ?he £orum shall pravide an cng&ing
' fxaview of Fad&ral aativiuy in tha coxlecnian of éaca on chiidz&n

‘and faﬁili@ﬁ, &nd ahall make xecammen&atians ca improva nhe o

VR

.coax&inamion aﬁ data moliectian and,to xaduca dngliaation and

Cevaxiap T"

| E-603. " 'I‘he Report 321311 e pui}}.iaheed by r.tm ?omm in

conaultation with the &ational Inshituna for Chiiﬁ ﬂ&alt& and

B&man Davelopmeam ?he Forum hhall issue the first annual xepart,
ta the Preaia&nt, thxough nhe Dire¢CQr, by July 3y, 139? The

" xeport shail be auhmitte& aanuazzy thez&&ft&r, using the most

. recently available éata;

Bea. 2. ‘Gmna;ai_hzaziaimﬁg{

7-70%. - This nrder ia irngadad only for intexaal managamen:

‘Qﬁ the Executxve 3ranch* Thia ordzr is not incaﬁded and ghould
, ook be ccnwtrve& tm cxaate, any right, henmfin, oy :ruat
xaaponsibiliay; aubstantiva or prbcedural, enf@zeaabie at law or

_:equity by & parcy againat the ﬁniaed Stataa, ita ageaaiea, ity

oﬁfi¢era, er lta amgkayaas Thia order shall not ba cons:xued to
create any right'ga—;ud;aial reviaw “invelving the compllanca X

nonaompliance wxxh nhis nvdar hy the Hnited States, its agenc;aa,

iy off;cexa, Gy any other pergon. g . -
v . L - -
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