
THE WHITE: HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

April 21, 1993 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FIlOM: ROBEIlT E. RUBIN f. ",

SUBJECT: En~erprise Zones and Community Development Banks 

Attached are decision memoranda regarding ,enterprise zones 
and community development banks~ 

80th of these issues have turned out to be zar more complex 
and controversial than had originally been expected, lar~ely 
because the approaches are innovative and expansive. 
Consequently, the memoranda are relatively long and pose numerous 
and nct simple issues. Furthermore, despite many meetings and a 
well conducted process led by Bruce Reed and Ge~e Sperling, there 
are still substantial disagreements on many of, the issues, 
especially relating to enterprise zones~ 

We need deoisions on the basic policy issues within the next 
few days, in order to dovetail with the leg~slat1ve sChedule~ 
Given the limits cn your time, one possibility would be that we 
could have a meeting with you which would lead to decisions on 
the basic issues, with t~e 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 requirements of the 
legislative schedule. 

Marcia Hale is attempting to fit this into your schedule 
very late Friday, and you can let us know at that time what 
decision-making process you would like to heve~ 

\,, 

,' 
, 



May 12, 1993 

MEMORANDUM FOR 111E PRBSrDENT 

FROM: BRUCE REED 
DONSIA STRONG 

SUBJECT: Lobbying Disclosure Bill 

As you know, the Senate voted last week to pass the Levin lobby rcfonn bill, 
including a Lautenberg amendment to bring Congressional gift rules in line with those of the 
c.x:ecutiv<; branch, and a WetIslone amendment to require lobbyists to disclose giftl travel, and 
entertainment benefits to Members, as your ethics law required in Arkansas, 

We believe the Administration should support these provisions when the measure 
moves to the House, and assume from your public comments over the last few days that you 
think so, too. 

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

We believe 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, and if we don't support these 
provisions in the House, we wilJ look like we're not serious about political refonn; 3) public 
pressure i!~ so great that the House will vote for these measures anyway; and 4) you1ve said 
publicly you're for these idea., 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. 



TH E WHITE HOUSE 

WAS~INGTON 

July 14. 1993 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: GENE SPERLING. BRUCE REED 

SUBIEC!': TOMORROW'S CD BANK/CRA REFORM EVENT 

As you know, you are scheduled 10 announce your CD Bank and eRA Reform 
initiatives on the South Lawn tomorrow -- two economIC initiatives which you approved in 
lale April. '11Ie reason we had 10 schedule this event'\oday is that the Senate Banking 
Committee had sclleduled a hearing for July IS on your CD Bank Bill. where Secretaries 
Bentsen and Espy will testify. We were unable to get an announcement date prior to your 
leaving for Ihe G- 7 trip but were able to get Riegle to move his hearing to Ihis afternoon in 
order to accomodate you. ThIS evenl is the culminalion of months of planning, drafting, 
policy development and delicate negotiations with constituent groups and Members of 
Congress, Frank Newman and Gene Ludwig at Treasury and Bob Nash at Agriculturo have 
been particularly involved in .he negotiations with tbese groups and in developing the final 
proposals, 

These initiatives reflect a fundamental principle of your overall economic plan: to 
make capital availabJe 10 enterprising Americans in all communities that want to invest, spur 
economic growth and create jobs, Whether promo.ing the G-1 talks or the community 
developrnelll banking bill, the me'sage is the same -- creating new jobs. 

The CD Bank and eRA reronn initialivcs ",flea a New Democrat approach to helping 
djstr~d communifies create: jobs and ~pui ecOnomic growth. Across the country. poor 
communities from South Central LA. to the Mississippi Delta are reeling from a decade of 

, declining opportunity and rising social and economic isolation. Government cannOt do the 
whole job -- but we can be a,catalyst for the private sectot and bottom-up innovatinn in 

, locaJ communities. These two initiatives will result in a substantial increase in lending for 
distressed, understrved communities -- both by bottom-up community development 
instir~tions a'nd by mainstream banks. 

The even. will include a broad mnge of groups and MembelS who are particularly 
supportive of these efforts, This is an historic occasion in which the major banks, c:ommunity 
group" .he CDFI industry, and memben; of Con~ stand together on .he same platform, 

The eRA Reform will be completed by regUlation, Tomorrow you will send a 
memorandum to the four bank regulators asking them to issue pe,rfor:nan,ce-based reguratory 
refonn, by January I. 1994, Banks and community grouP' will he invited, to participate in 
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the development of this "'gulation. 'l'hn;e of the bank regui.to"" including Gene Ludwig, 
will he at the event. Hugh McColl and other heads of banks with good eRA =rds wi!! 
also he on hand to support this effort, as well as supportive community groups. 

The CD sank Bill will he transmitted tomorrow. ~y memhelS of Congress who 
support the bill, in<luding Representatives Flake, Waters, and Rush as weil as the Banking 
Committee <hairs will be seated behind you and scores of Members of Congress will be in 
attendance. ' 

Attached .... Ihe (ollowing documents: 

I) a more detailed memorandum wbich outlines our negotiations with key constituent 
groups and Membe", of Congress; 

2) promotionai materiais that wiil be Ilanded out to the press and attend.es, including 

-- a summary of the CD Sank and eRA Reform initiati_; 

-- a summary of the probiems faced by cred.it-<leprived communities (prepared 
with the exedient work of Alicia Munnell, Assistant' Secretary for Economic 
Poiiey at Treasury); 

-- highlights of the CD Bank Proposal; 

-- description of the CD Banking Industry; 

-- success S1Qries; 

-- highlights of eRA Reform; 

3) • copy of the CD bank bill along wilh a tmnsmittal letter and a SCCIion-by-section 

anaylsis; . 


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


5) Q & A on both initiative •. 


" ". 

http:attend.es
http:regui.to


.. ,i 

THE: WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

July 14. 1993 

MEMORANDUM FOR TIlE PRESIDENT 

TIIROUGH: GENE SPERUNG, BRUCE REED 

FROM; PAUL DIMOND, PAUL WEINSTEIN, SHERYLL CASHIN 

SUBJECT: BACKGROUND ON eRA REFORM, CDFI INlTIATIVE 

I. BACKGROUND 

You are scheduled IQ announce you, CRA Reform and Community Development Bank 
and Financial institutions initiatives tomorrow. The NEC and DPC staff. along with senior 
officials a1 HlJD, Commerce, Agriculture, and Treasury, have engaged in extensive 
negotiations and coalition building among constituent groups and members of Congress. This 
memorandum summarizes those negotiations to give yeu perspective on the various positions 
and concerns of key groups and officials who will be: present at the ceremony. 

~I. SUPPORT FOR CRA REFORM, CDn BILL 

A. Community and Consumer GroUp5; Wben we fUllt met with grouP' like 
ACORN, Center for Community Cbatlge, Community Reinyestment Coalition, ONE, 
Consumers Union and Consumer Federation of America, they exptessed substantial concern 
that (1) the CDFI bill would lead to the creation of • separate and unequal system of banking 
for distressed communities, (2) that eRA reform by regulation could lead to diminution of 
lending by regulated banks and ttuift> in distressed communities, and (3) that we might be 
contemplating a "safe harbor" ut1m eRA for mainstream banks that invested in CDR's. 
Through the careful explanations of Undersecretary Newman, Comptroller of the Currency 
Ludwig. Assistant Secretary Nash, and the NEe and DPC staff at a series of priva", 
discussions and presentations al public forums l these groups generally came to agree: with the 
three, prinCiples tbat you set for teform of CRA by regulation: 

• reform the CRA assessment criteria to focus on actual Jending performance in the 
circumstances of the local community and partiCular bank 

• exercise th~ full array, of enforcement sanctions currently available so that full 
, . scrutiny and public comment is not limited to go/no-go decisions on acquisitions and 

mergers 



• train a corps of speciaUy trained CRA examiners 10 focus OIl lending performance, 
not on the extent of community public relations and image 

The groups eventually exprosSed 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 hanks would get 
some credit, but not a "safe harbor," for investing in CDFIs. Despite lhis understanding and 
support, however, some community groups and some consumer groups are concerned about 
our rhetoric (e.g. 1 "substitute performance for paperwork") and need constant reassurance that 
they will he full participants in the development of CRA regulatory reforms with the Bank 
"'suI3tors. 

B. CDFIs, At the outsot, there was also some concern from non-depository CDFrs 
(e.g.! Community Development Corporations and revolving microenterprise or community 
development funds) and Credit Unions that they either would he ..eluded from OUr CDFI 
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 CDFl Fund's investments and then to Icverage tbe: resulting public-private investment to 
multiply the actual loans to community and economic development, they came to understand 
both how they were eligible and would he challenged to demonstrate their own ability to 
perfoJm and 10 become self-sustaining. 

Mainstream banks witb wholly-owned CDC subsidiaries and statc economic 
development authorities initially expressed some conCCrn because they afe not eligible directly 
for funding in our CDFI bill. Rather, the CDFI bill and eRA reform will encourage local 
CDFrs to join in lending networks and investment consortia with such mainstream banks and 
public finance authorities to help them fulfill tbeir own public· mission and community 
reinvestment activilies, Although there was not great joy, most mainstream banks with CD 
subsidiaries came ,to accept and understand why we targeted resources on "bottom-up" 
CDFls. 

C, Mal.'t....m Banks. Many mainstream banks origi.ally wanted to support their 
own inve5tmcnc in COPt's and a national CDFI fund in exchange for some form of interstate 
branChing or a eRA "safe harbor," But many 'Of these banks have come to accept tbat no 
such financial wfonn is or should be considered this year. Severat mainstream banks have 
endorsed the proposal to reform CRA through regUlation, while many more have agreed to 
participate in the process of dtvcloping regulatory reforms rather tban run the gauntlet of 
reforming CRA through legislation. Once you ask the regulators to proceed with this process, 
mainstream banks and banking interesls and the representatives of small banks will participate 
and, at this time, appear wil1ing to accept a new focus on actual performance in exchang<: for 
avoiding paperwork related to community relations. Some mainstream banking interests have 
even expressed a willingness to consider using "geocoding" -- indexing loans by geographic 
area -- and "independent testers'" to mea<;ure their cof!1munity reinvestment performance 
rather than the current emph~sis on community public relations. processes and documentation. 

There is a risk. however. that some mainstream banks may lobby Congress for. . 
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amendments to our CDn bill thai would seek eRA relief or major financial reform in 
Congress. 

D. Congress. The House and Senate Banking Committees have dealt with • lot of 
bad news over tbe past decade and there is much pent-up demand by some for major 
finandal ref~rm, No cne seriously believes such major reform has any chance cf passage this 
year because of the opposition of non-regulated financial strvic< secto" 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 seek to add reforms onto any CDFI bill in hopes cf winning broader 
support" W. have been warned that if our CDFI bill becomes such a "Christmas tree; there 
will be no chane< for passage. 

We have therefore worked closely with tbe Banking Committee staffs, key memhen;, 
Banking Committee Chairs, and Leadership to secure support for a narrowly focussed CDFI 
bill and rdorm of CRA by regulation, Subcommitlee Chair Ioe Kennedy, an ea:rly suppotler 
of strengthening CRA by legislation. was the fjn;t to enibrac. your two-part strategy of 
strengthening CRA by regulation and. narrow CDFI bill. Chairmen Gonzales and Riegle 

also endorsed this approach early on. Subcommittee Chair Kanjorski, a proponent of new 


, legislation to suppon secondary markets for small business loans, also agreed to support the 

narrow approach this year while he sought to build support for his proposed reform for next 

, ' 
year, 

Representative Waters, a proponent of strengthening eRA by legislation and of a 
much more ambitious CDFI blJl, agreed to endorse your two-part approach. :while reserving 
her right to press for more funding. Represenr31ive Rush, who has oyer 70 co-sponsors for a 
CDFI ~ilI that is very similar to ours (but with a secondary markct~ taX advantages for 
deposits in COFf's. and much greater funding) came on' board after lengthy discussions and 
extended but friendly oegoli.tions with Howard Paster and Treasury, OMB, and Whil<' House 
staff. There wilt be a major push from these members, and their supporters) to provide 
substantially more federal funding for the CDB Fund begilUling in FY 95, They understand 
th.t, at this late date in the appropriations calend.r, we will he dOing well to get the $60 
million that 10U requested for FY 94, ' 

Representative Flake was an early opponent of CDFI legislation of any kind and 
supported reforming eRA by legislation and rewarding II1lIinstream banks under his Bank 
Enterprise Act (aEA) for investing in distressed communities by lowering their FDIC 
insurance premiums on such loans. The SEA was authorized ~ut not funded last year. Gene 
Ludwig, Frank Newman, nod White House sraff persuaded him that he could he actively 
involved in theCRA regulatory reform, including through his Oversight Subcommitt« if 
necessary ,Qut of his personal respect and support for you, he also agreed to hold off on 
preSSing his BEA funding request, pending completion of the CRA regulatory "form, while 
we studie~ t~e merit and need for lhe insurance premium subsidy for loan~ in distressed 
comrnUn.l.tles. , \ 
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Finally, SubcQmmittee Chair Neal, 31 a meeting of Banking Commitlee and House 
Leadership, agreed 10 withhold his proposal for interstate braru:hing lhi. year in order 10 allow 
• narro~ CDfl bill to proceed. With this unusual unanimily among Banking Subcommiuee 
Chairs, Chairman Gonzales proposed a single ..t of hearings and mark-Up before the full 
Banking Committe., ralller lban Ihc usual round of separate subcommittee bearings. in order 
10 assure prompl conside"'tion and as narrow a focus as possible for yout CDR bill. 

We at< now juS! beginning Ihe process of exploring broad.. Republica. suppon in the 
House and the Senate for your two-part approach, ,Ali members of the Banking Committees 
wlU be invited to you.r White House ·announcement. ~y then, we may have a better handle 
on which Republicans. whether or not on the Banking Committees. may wish to support your 
two-pan approach. 

III, NEXT STEPS AIm CONCLUSION 

We have come a "ery long way in putting together a coalition of community and 
consumer groups. the CDFI industry. major segments of the: mainstream banking industry. and 
important factions in Cong.ress to support your two-part program to strengthen eRA by 
regulation and to enact legislation supporting CDFls. Your announcement «?f botb initiatives 
before all segments of this nas<enl co.lilion can solidify support and set the' stage for wbat 
will no doubt be: difficult negotiations between the diverse interests before tbe: Regulators on 
CRA reform and a cballenging but doable legislalive session in Congress on tile CDFl bill. 
Because of Ihe highly partisan atrnospbere and the narrow Democratic majority in the Senate, 
there may well be difficult negotiations ahead in the Senate. to addition, we may face 
cballcnges in the Hoose 10 keep Ihe CDR bill Slraightforward and clean. 

If we do succeed in conti.nuing to build the coalition of support for your two-part 
strategy, delh:er a slrengthened eRA Ihrough regulatory reform and enact a straightfOf'W'ard 
CDFI biU, w: will have laid the foundation for substantial reinvestment in distressed 
communities all across America. We will have built a platform for considering greater 
support for communit), rcinvtS!ment in the years ahead, through mainstream banks and Ihrifts, 
a growing network of CDFfs, and even the unregulated financial industry on a voluntary 
basis, And j you wiU have succeeded in bringing diverse interests together bel1ind the basic 
principle of investing in undcrserv«1 communities. 

. 

\ 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

wASHINGTON 

August 18, 1993 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE VICE PRESIDENT 

FROM: BRUCE REED 

SUBJECf: 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. 

Moreover, the Review teams have done some good work. The executive summary is 
well-written and sounds the right themes. 

After reading through all the recommendations, however, I have three related concerns, 
First, llhink the reports offer 100 mony liltl. idtaS muJ not .,,,,ugh big OM•• The sheer 
number of recommendations threatens to undermine their impact -- relatively minor 
suggestions get the same weight as important ones. 1 urge you !WI to publish the 
monographs 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 YOUt 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 wiU read them -- your 
opponents will, and they'll reread them in 1996 and beyond.) Instead, yon shonld publish. 
single companion volume in late September or October that can be tootonghly vetted, 
rewritlen, and pared down 10 digestil>le length. 

Second, you need a lew recommendations that will ltUllIer to the ordinary person. 
The management reforms you propose in procurement, personnel, and other areas are good 
for tbe government, but will do more to make Hfe better for bureaucrats 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 agencies but not on small 
bu.iness, guarantee free training for federal employees while charging everyone else, allow 
Ihe size of the federal workforce to increase when the Presidant promised to cut ii, and do 
titne for mosl taxpayers except let them charge lheir higher taxes with plastic and pay more 
in uscr fees when they visit a national park. If you wanl the public 10 help posh these 
recommendations through Congress~ you need to give them something more tangible. I 
outline a fcw suggestions below. 



Finally, you 1UIet! UJ ntJs;un fHOp/e tIuJt your prop<m>:ls will lldu4Jly save m,,,,.y - 
11M IIwI you won~ turn IlTOUM Ilnd let 1M federal government waJ:te 1M monty tmnewMrt.Is.. People don't simply want their government to lUll more efficienlly; they want it to cost 
less. They will 001 be fooled if the Administration tries to take the mooey yoo save from one 
part of tbe government that doesn't work and recycle it into other government programs they 
think don't work, either. People have seen that shell game befon:. If you let the 
Administration divert the NPR savings into another jobs bUl, worker training. or some other 
program most people don!t trust and never see, you will squander aU the credit you deserve 
for taking on government in the first place. 

You have an enormous responsibility on your hands, whieh 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 • few initiatives in FY95. 
The success Or failure of the NPR will resound long after that Your effort represents what 
may be our last best hope to start winning hack the American people's faith in government - 
without which the rest of this Administration's ageoda will ultimately be mOO!. 

So even though tbe hour is late, lei me offer a few concrete suggestions: 

1. Dedicate some savings 10 !ax relief. The best way to capture the public 
imagination behind this effort is to giv~ 1M American peoplt a downpaymenl tQward a IltW 

government. As I suggested to Elaine a rew weeks ago, you ought to pledge 10 use some of 

the savings Congress leiS you achieve through NPR 10 give the taxpayers some of their 

money back. The savings could go into a trust fund earmarked to provide tax relief for 

families with young children -- and nobody would gel their tax cui until Congress went 

along with your proposed savings, 

This approach would not only keep an important campaign promise and adv"",,, an 
idea you pioneered; il would make your message easy for the people -- and Congress -- to 
understand: Cut spending and give the money back. It's possible to fmd an e.cuse to vOle 
against procurement reform; it would be very painful for members in eitber party to filibuster, 
amen~ or vote against a tax cut. 

The other great advantage of a Otildren's Tax Credit is that, unlike most other 

possible uses for this money, it is entirely wooistent with reinventing government. As you 

pointed out when you were promoting Gore-Downey. itls time for government to admit that 
parents can do mon: for their children with this money than We can. 

A 'targeted credit of $1,000 per young child would cost between $5 and SIO billion . 
. Any addilional savings could be dedicated to the Deficit Reduction Trust Fund. 

2. Put ....al number 00 your workforce reducllons. If one 01 our goals is to 
redu.. the size of tbe federal workforce (and it should be), your report should say so, and put 
a real number behiad it. You're right that individual managers shouldu~ manage by FfE 
ceilings -- and while you're at it, you should get rid of congressionally manduted FfE floors 

2 




as well -- but downsizing won't happen unless the President and Cabinet =taries have 
clear, unavoidabJe goals for personnel reduction, 

A 20% reduction in operating costs is • good idea (although it does not go much 
beyond the existing executive order), but as a practiea1 matter, it will be extremely diffICUlt at 
most agencies to distinguish between overhead and services. Agencies complain about FTE 
caps for a reason - they're tbe only enforcuble tool we now have to make them cut 
government, because bodies: are the one measure of overhead we know we ean count. If you 
take that away, you need to repklcelhe FTE cap with r<D1, IUI"",rical klrgm for r<thlction 
in personnel costs at e.ery agency. Otherwise, agencies will cut hack the number of offices 
that provide services and not touch tbe number of unproductive middle manage ... 

Your .eport hint. at pc:n;onnel reduction<, but shies away from a Dumber. This is a 
big mistake. The estimate you're hiding is 200-300,000. You should say it. If you don't say 
it, you'll neve. get it. Moreover, you will limit tbe Ptesident's negotiating leverage if you 
trade away tbe only tool tbe Administration now has to ",strain tbe growth of tbe bU",""Clacy 
for nothIng concrete in return. . 

3. Require Congress and the executive brancb to abide by all the laws they pass, 
and challenge Congress to reduce lIWI: operating costs by 20%. The Ptesident has lang 
maintained that one way to put government back. in touch with the American people is to 
have Congre~, abide by tbe same laws it imposes On tbe 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 IC<Id in reducing their cost of doing business. The budget 
baules of the last six months suggest that tbere is a groat deal more support for these ideas 
than the leadership might like us to believe. This isn~ a cheap sbot at Congress; it'. asking 
the same of them that we're going to ask of ourselves. And in the current atmosphere, you 
would actually be doing moo members a favor by giving them • chance to vole for 
something that will play well back home. 

4. Call for enhanced rescission aulhority. If you"" going to ea11 on Congress and 
OMS to slop using line items, you should point out tbat the Administration sdU wants some 
form of expedited rescission authority. The President ought to be able to rescind a portion of 
an agency's appropriation as a way to enforce performance. 

5. Sunsel all ne.. programs and regulations, and lei the market do what the 
government ran't. Nothing in government should last forever unless it works. You've called 
for 'unsetting the federal personnel regulations; you should go further, and require a SUnset 
for .11 new initiatives. Likewise, you should expand tbe scope of your regulatory effort by 
pledging to review every existing or proposed regulation to see if there are market-based 
alternatives. 

3 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

November 21, 1993 

MEMORA:.mUM FOR ~DENT. 
FROM, 	 Paul Weinstein (DPC) 

Paul Dimond (NEC) 
Sberyll Cashin (NEC) 

SUBJECT, 	 Community development bank and financial institutions 
legislation 

On Sunday, November 21, tbe House of Representatives edoPled your community 
development bank and financial institutions initiative (H,R, 3474) by voice vote, HK 3474 
also includes a package of regulatory reforms designed to reduce administrative requirements 
for insured depository institutions, No significant changes were made in the bill since its 
passag.e out of the House Banking Committee on November 10. As you know, the Senate 
Bonking Committee, by a vote of 18 to 1, agreed to similar legislation on September 21. We 
are hopeful the full Senate will take up this legislalion upon ils return in January, 

cc: Carol Rasco , 

Bob Rubin 
" 

\ 
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-.' .. November 1,.. 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

I • '", 

. " , 

FROM: 

SUBIECT: 

Bruce Reed 
. 	Michael Waldman 

Bill Galston 
Paul' Weinstein 

Strategy for Political and Govcrnme~t Reform 

The collapse of public trust in the institutions of government is the fundamental 
political fact of our time. After two d.ecades of growing disillusion, this break betWeen the 
people in .office and the people who put them· ihere dominates every aspect of American 
politics, from the noisy bombast of talk shows to the silena of empty voting booths. . 	. . 

.. 

Voters believed that Bill Clinton understood this,situation; and would act to rectify it. 

But for "all of OUf efforts over the 'past two years;' the public is now mo~e disillusioned, 'more' 
. embittered;' than,it was'in November 1992. Whatever'thc··rcsults of the upcoming election, 
the PreSident should ill!! forward ~ bold, coherent set of rcfonn, initiatives to make, 
government, Con:gress, and the political system work. 

I. The Case Cor ReConn 
~ , , " 

Why is a b:<>ld refonll,agenda so importanti: 
" ' ', , 

. . . 
, First, the' public demands it. Citizen cynicism and anger is deep and' pervasive: " 
Voters perCeive' a failure' of government to act decisively and effectively. They see,a federru' 

, govcrnmc~t that hordes money and powe~; endl~s bickering be~~n two seeminglj; outdate? 
political parties, and a proliferation ~f special, interests that drown out ~h~, v'o~!Xs of average 
citizens. When John Kennedy was President,,76% or'the people· said they ,trusted the'federal· 
govemm,ent to do what' was right'ail or niost of the. time: Today, after betrayals from' , 
Vietnam to Watergate to "Read My Lips,~ only,22% of the,people give that same answer.. " . 	, , . '.';, ':" ': ' .. " . 

, , Moreover, much of this critique o( .Washington ~~ g~ve~ent is'valid. ' Government 
is bloated, irratiomil, and inefficient -- an ossified institution in an era' o(oonstant innov:ation, 
Special interests do have too much power; a $300 million campaigri.overwhelined health ',' 

care, gun groups practiCally derailed the 'crime. bill, and some 80,000 IObby'ists of every" ' 
pinstripe have succeeded in diluting or'd~feating,scor~ o~ proposals. Congress is paralyzed 

'" ' 

, , " 
, 	 , " 
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To be sure~ this adminjstration has mad'e a rcal'start 'on this front. ,The Vice
Presid~t's re.inventing government initiative has been the quiet success storY of the,firs't'two 
years, As a result of the:NPR,'we have dramatically shrilnk the federaI'workforce"and 
pasSed sweeping procurement reform legislat.ion. ,We unposed the toughest ethics 
requirements'ever on our senior officials, and repealed t~,deductibiJity of lobbying ex'penses, 
We proposed tough and welJ-regardedcampaign finance and lobbying reform bills, And we 
have taken on 'more vested interests than anY,'auministration in d~" But these efforts' 
have not been en~ugh to ovC?~ome the rising ~ide of pub!ic ,cynicism: 

The Co~ing Battle • 

Today's "~a~-as~hell". atmosphere is not a fl~h in the, pant but a firebeH hi the,night.' 
The ~eform impulse was ~trong two years ago; by:every indicationt it is even' stronge~ today,.: 

·It is no longer a question of whether· CongreSs wiU address reform issues; th~ only question is 
, whether, we will lead the 'fight or be left behind:" , ' 

Baily;n the next,term, we can expeet,ihe Rep~blicinS 10, press fon;,ard wilh 
their reform agencta: ' " 

, " " -,-, ,batanCed budget amendment; , 
-- 'term limits' ' 

, , . ' " ,. 
-- cuts in congresSional committeeS and staff, ~ 

, ' , 

" " . 
. On.Election Day, voters in 8 sta.tes arc ~xpcded to approve' te~ limits . 
Tcf~rc'nda, b.ringing to, 23 th~ ~umbcr 'of states tha~ have ~cked limj~s; Th~ 
issue'wilJ.heat'up:even further when the lustice Department appears before the 
U.s,Supreme'Court'to argue that these state meaSuresar. unconstitutional. 

, ' .. '" . . 
,. . .' . ..:' " ': " . .,', 

Ross Perot's 19% of the vote was the seeondhighest by,a third party candidilte 
this ",ntury, surpassed only by Theodore ROosevelt in 1912, Polls indicale that 
.;..-·if he ,were lo·run-today 7-, Perot'~ vote would riot slip signifi~tly. 
Support for independent candidates generally is at levelS not seen in half a 
century. ' "' ,, , .. , ,, 
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" 	 whenihenew'Congres~ ';nve~e. inJ.nu"1Y.f~IIY h~lf its;n-embers Will-be 
freshmen' or sophomores. nearly all of whom· ran, ona platform to "chaitge. 
Washington." '". .;. , 

, A Three-Front War 

'This memorandum lays out the elcm<;;nts of a sustained, vigorous refo~ campaign.. 
Tentative stabs at congressional or· political reform, pursued separately and quietly, will 
neither succeed nor break through to the public. Instead,' we must 'mount an aggressive, 
comprehensive campaign: as we have done on olhe~ issues,' from the budget to NAFI'A to the' 
crime hill. A concerted effort to <nange the way Washington does business will not only 
offer the President the chance t~ rise above partisan and narrow interests, but do more'to " ' 
advance the rest of our substantive agenda than anything else We couid do over the n.ext few 
months. . 	 .' 

Our reform agenda should do batlle on·three fronts; 

Shifting power hack'to the American people. through campaign reform that 
requires broadcasters to provide free time to candidates; a natio.nal ,nitiative 
and ~efcrendum process; :,and a "cit~zen frank" that lets ~itizens contact 
Congress fof ficC; 

. Fixing OJngress~ with a constitutio~ amendment all~ing states,to limit 
legislative te,nus; lobby refonn; a" ban On gifts; acongression~l pay freeZe until', 
tbe budget is balanced; 'and a 25% cut in oongrl:ssional Staff; and . , . . .'" '. , . . .. " 

, '. Launching 'a fenew~ assa~li on 'burea~cracy; i~iuding the'line-item veto;.. 
. ~ivil serviCe' reform' to' Sive federal managers the right to hire and fire; and a ' 
fundamental, overhaul of federal regulatory agencies.' .. 

.'. .' . 	 . 
. 'This memorandum sketches out a3..:u month campaign to unveil and fight for'these 

proposals. . . 
' .. ' 

n. Proposals 

A. Shifting Power Baek 10 the. American people ' 

, 'rn ttre cndt j,t wiU not~be enough"io change Washingtl?ll. The American people are, 
[Coady to take government into (heir,ow~ hands, 'The:sprea~ of infonn~tion technology makes 
that possible, and tbe collapse of political institutions makes it almost certain. 

'. 	 ". 
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. -" . '. 1; Free·TV'rime ~~~ Candidates. A campaign ref~~ bill with public funding will: 
not p~s·.the' new Congress ..Instead, we should press 'for the changes the PresideD;t'calied for' 
in his campaign .:..- free 1V ·time for candidates who 'abidc by spending limits, a' $1,000 limit 

. on PAC donations, and reforms 'on soft money. Free 1V time has strong public support. 
· Over the' yeat:S, it has also been en'dorSed by Bob D91e and Ross Perot. "The idea would 

prompt a major battle with the broadcasting industry and its champions in Congress. On the 
other hand; it ,would negate 'the Republicans' single most powerful public' argument against 
refom', ' 

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 refe~enda, For 
. " example, in recent years, Italians have voted on divorce; Spain voted on membership in . 

'NATO; and Austria and'Sweden voted o~.the use of.nuclear power. In.~he U,S" 43 states 
3tlow their legislatures to submit referenda to the people, and' 24 states 'allow' citizens to._ " 

· sponsor initiatives., In Arkansas. some of Governor,Clinton's.best 'know~ legacies -- such as : 
. ethi~ reform -- were ena~ted.' in, this way, . We 'could call for national vO.tcs 'on politiCal 

.... reform; health rdorm;'etc., but it would be entirely up to the American people what questions 
are put on the ballot.. 
.I' " 

, " ': .' Est~blishing a:binding national referendum or initiative p.roCess would require a:' 
· Constitutiona1 am6nairient.·' Such' an runendment might provide for putting an issue to a 

, : ... nationwi~e vote if'the lcgislatures in 3/4 of the states recommended it or sigJ).atures wcre 
:gathered from 5% of. thc voters na.tionwide, As'a Constitu~iqnal safeguard, the refer~ndum 
,.would r'eq':1ire .60% approval to,!X e~acted and would be subject to judi'cial review. 

A 'national referendum is the one truly popular reform idea that has not been 
appropriated "y'either party'<The'l?Cst argum~nt for:direct democracy is that it ,enables the 

:.. broad public to'make its voice heard when the cOngresSional system is unrespon.sivc or " 
gridlocked. It could boOst' votC?r turnout and.·enthusiasm; this' year, twice as. many, ; , 

: Californ.Ians say they are going to the polls toyote·for or against Propj87 as are going to 
.. vote for a paniailar candidate: The advance of informat,ion technology will make this' - ' 
, piocess ·easi.ei." 'nli~ administration, has helped develop a tamper-proof digital sigmiture,' 
which allows ~ple to' provide a legal signature by .·computer. DireCI voting cannot be far 

· behind,' '" '. . . 
, ,~ . ',. : . , 

The most frequently adv~nced argument against a referendum is ,that it could fall prey . 
to extremc·.social or fiscal proposals. However, a recent comprehensive study' of 'r-eferen'da 
.filund th,at' ir{ general, that has ·not proved to be the case. Another co.n~rn is the' diffi~lty of 
~ntrolling spending by opponents and proponents. Additional safeguards could help addr~ss 
'th~ cO~cems; such as free TV time for supporters and opponents; a 'pay:-as-you-go ru~c for 
pro~als wit~l budgetary jm'pact; and limiti.ng referenda to statutory rather than constilutio,nal 

" issues (so that constitutional amendments like term limits and school prayer would go through 
", the' same thor~ugh pr~s ~hcy .do now), . 
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Ai varl~us ti~es,thisidca has ~n i:n~orsedb; 1~!S~';'ging from DiCk Gep~d; 
to lack Kemp. In 1981, a Gallup poll'showed 52% suppon for a legally bioding nalional '. 
referendum., In recent polls, support ,has ranged from'over 60% to as high as 84%: Among 

· elite opinion, it. will be oppose-d by business interests tpat prefer dealing directly with ," 
Congress. ~nd by some int.crest groups nervous about the imp~.dses of too much democracy. 

, 3. Eliminate the Congressjo~.1 Frank; and Give It to the Am~riean People: 'The 
, frank is one of the most entrenched and'abused symbols of incumbency. wi could prop~se 

to take it away from Congress and give it to the American people instead. Any individual 
who wants to send a letter to 'thei( Congressman or Senator wou~d be able to do so for free. 
Postcards. leuers from ·organizations. and letters from 'another district or state would not ,rn; 
eligible (mail could be delivered directly 10 the district offi"" to prevent abuse), This is how 

. it works in Canada,-'where citizens can wTi1e ParU~ent for free. . 	 . 

4. Citizens' Congress. One dramatic experiment in direct democracy would bC to: 
· ron a na~jonal Citizens' l!!!:y or Citizens' 9>,nyess l~at would bring ordinary citizens: together 
to resolve a particular issue. We could invite/a rando~ group of cit.izens from around the:., 
country to Washington to deliberate on a given issue -..:.- 'political reforin. crime, cOlll::Jllu~ty' 
service> They would hear arguments [rom ali sides, theinldiberations would 'tie nationally 
televised, and _most important, we would try to take action on .tlte basis of what they 
recommend, ' By selecting a'small group of ordi~ Aniericans entirelY at random and letting , 

, them take part in goyemment'for a- few days, we nfight spa'rk.new"intcrcst in 'participatory 
'democracy and -find a new way to get around the special interests to promote common-sense 
Consensus. '" -' 

S.Take Subsidies from: tbe Special loiereSts'8nd Retum the 'Money to the" ' 
AtDiricao People: The whole point of. reforming government is to give OrdinarY people a , 
better de.l for their tax dollars, Ooeoption wOuld bi'to'givethcma reform dividend;llY ,',' 
eHniinat,ing special int~rest subsidies and using th~ savings tf? 'pay .for a children's ~low"ance -, .
for middle"",l'" faiDilies, Rob Shapiro h!IS identified a series of speei.l interest subsidies; an , 
expanded ~uction for mi,ddle--class familieswilb' children would cost-in the neighborhood 
of$20-40 billion over five years. The 'savings cOuld :gointo a trust fund, so that nobody,,' , 
would get their taX cut,unless Congress'agreed to make the spending cuts, &tablisbed 
interests wOuld attack anyone who goes after-their subSidies. but ,we-.could, press the simple" 

, 	 theme th.t p.rents 'can do more' for their children with that money than governnlent Or thoSe 

interests can. .. 


, ' , 

6. Devolulio~ ~f. Power to State a~d Local Gove:mm~nts: i..ast year. the.-- ' " 
. Administration pushed two' major initiatives, that wOuld have restored balanCe to the 

, 	 -, partri~rship between federal, state, and loeal.govemments.' The Glenn-Kemplhome unfunded" 
manctalcs bHl and the PreSident's waiver l!::gislation'drew bipartisan suppot1 On the Hill.' we'" 
should aggressively push both bills next year 'and back it up 'with a broader devolution', 
strategy. r:uhlic (rust in state and'local government" alth~gh' weaker' than,decadcs~ago~ 
remains much,stronger than' confidence in the' fedcral·govel'fl!11cnt .. 
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B, fixing Congress 	 ." 
, Regardless of the oU,tcome of next ~eckts election,.we sho~id press for major changes 
in t~e way Con~ does business.' , 

" ,~,1. I.<>bby Reform and Gift BaD., We should 'demand that Congress paSs a gift ban 
and a baCk-to-baSics lobby refonn bill as soon as they return, The Republicans rai$ed 
severnl bogus objcctions to the lobby reform bill in the waning days; we 'should call their 
,bluff, accept those changes if necess~ry, and pass the bill on a biparti~n b<¥iis. . 

-	 ,

2. Apply Laws toC.ogress, Legislation applying a host of laws to Congress passed 
the House bot not the Senate this past Congress. We should press CongresS t(} pass.it 
'immediately. - , 

i 'Insist on Une-ltem' Veto. With tli. Balanced Budget ~endment expected to 
,pass easily in the next Congress, we shOuld insist tbat it include aConsticuti(}nal line-it..n 

vet(}. and argue that it will be hard to balance the budget without it. We should insist 'on the 
'strongest Possible'vcrnion of this -veto, not the ~nhanccd rescission, authority that 'passed the 
House this'time. We may also'want to; offer our own capitaVopcrating budget alternative: In 

.	the campaign, the ~rcsident said he Could suppOrt a balanced budget amendment that , 
separated capital and opC:rat~n!texpenses so that long-term investments'would b:e-encouragcd 
.and operating costs reduced:' , 

,. ,4. Tenn U'mitS. I Republicans ptedgeJo bring to a vote .~. constitutiOnal,,~~ndment .. 
, limiting ~ngfc~sional .erms to ,12 years, hut thi?Y would grandfather'in,'eXisting Members of 

Congress. Beyond principled Opposition. we tan respood in tw(} ways:', • ,,' 
, '\ " 

, ,a" Call their bluff,' We could,demand that the 12~year limit on serviee apply 
immediately (or,by, a date coitain. such ail 1996). and theicby affect 'sitting member.; of 

, Congressi andlor. , '. : " . . 
.\" .~' 	 . 

" . 
b. Let the states decide. ',We Could support a con~tiwti~~l'amen~~t t~. 

allow states to :vOte to apply, term limits to their own federal ~ePr~ntatives,' . This 
would be consistent .with o~f legal' position '(hat state-mandated term liinits are , ' 

, unconstitutional.. . ',' ,', , ",:'. " ' . ,'.'" 
", .' 	 ,. 

'5. Cut Co;.g~esSl.nal Staff O,••r.llby 25%: In the campaign, the President 
promised not only to cut the White House staff by 25%, but I() Challenge Congress to do the 
same, ,The Republican Contract "';11. for a 25%'cut' inoommittee (not personal) slaff,' We 
could press 'fQrward wifh our original demaud to 91! over,t11 staff l1Y 25%, ' ',: ' 

.. 
'6. Free.. Co,!gresslonal and Presidential Pay U~til tlie Budget Is Bahioeed. If 

" we're going to make significant'speitdjng cuts to reduce the defiCit, public' officials' should 
, . 	 .' '. . . , . . , . 
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" lead"by exa';;ple, '~'American "poople: don't get. guaranteed ~-oHiving" increase, Why 
should their leaders? A penonnanec"bosed freeze On OlngressiOlial and Presidential pay is • 
responsibl~. 'common-sense alternative to plans to "cut their pay and send them home.," 

" ' 

C. A Renewed Assault on Bureaucracy 

We should make the most of NPR's sucCess by escalating our assault on the federal 
bureaucracy, with a, relentless, suslained attack qn fraud, red tapc~ unnecessary pWgfams, and, 
cOunterproduclive rules and regulations, 

't. 11te ~igbt,to Hire and Fire. NPR is preparing a sweeping civil service reform 
biU that \vill reduce t~e number of job ciassificatio!1s and g~vc federal 'managers the right :to 
hire and fire federal workers. Ncgotia~ions with unions and nianagement" arc under way; the 
bill will be ready to introduce,inJanu.ry,' ' ""' "' "' 

2. 1'h. Right to Downsize. NPR and OMB arc preparing legislation to repeal FTE 
floors in existing appropriations bills, and ban tbe use o:f FTE.floors in future bills. This 
could be coup~ed witb.3 Presidential vow to veto future appropriations bills that limit our' 
ability to doWnsize.. -We should also consider dirccting'agendes 10 accelerate tbe mandated 
doWnsizing of the "workforce to accomplish its objectives Jiy 1996' instead of 1999. To 
iIlustra:te that downsizing'the bureaucracy is one of this .J\dministration·~ signature 
achievements, we should start a' Bureaucracy Oock (in a prominent place like Times Square) 
that would track our progress. " 

3. R"I,'1llatory Overhaul. ,RegulalOry reform will be a top priority for NPR next 
year,' with ali exten~ive'-review 'that ·brings, business leaders and others to (be White House to , 

. develop it new. more'market-based approach 10 regulalion fo~ the 21st Century ... 
~ .' - ' 

4. The Presldeol's Fraud SqUad. "The President and Vice President could appoint a 
REGO SWAT !£\1m or bureaucratic bomb !!!Iuad cc" an elite group of troubleshoolers and 
investigative journalists who report directly to them. Any time a story breaks about fraud or 
mismanagement in'the bureaucracy, they would move in, get to,the bott9m of it, and report 
back' within days with reCommendations. They could also uncover. such troubles before they 

. bCoome Public. and demonstrate~the President's desire' for unfiltered infomuition 'on how his 
, government is "working." This bas bci:~ done before: FDR dispatched journalist LOrena ' , . 
, Hickok arournl the counfry to see how the'New"DcaI was really working, It would be an 
'oppoitun~ty to ma~e a high-profile rcfoun appoint~ent, by, naming a prominent journalist to 
lead the effort, " 

5.'"A Pork-Busting Bill. :NPR and OM"s can put forwatd a comprehensive resCission 
bill. which targets pork in Ihe rccinlly paSsed appropria!ion.< bills. "' . 

, . 
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6. A B~':'atic;"'CY-Clo;l~g Commission. As part of NPR, thePr.sident's 


Management Council has beg"nan effort to identifY'ways to reduce the number of federal 

facilities,aroun'd·the coimtry.'by closing field offices, regional offices, c~c. We could . 

fonnalize this arrangement and give it a higher profile to demonstrate our commitment to 


. downsizing. 	 ' , 

7. REGO II. NPR is preparing a detailed list of recommendations that were 

considered in 1993 but not includeq in the final package, 


111. Strategy 

President OintaR has, won credit for his achievements when his administration' has 
dra~ a sharP line On,an issue with poPular support, and:then has focused on it in a 
concerted. systematic way ~ver aperiod of months. not days. . 

, Timetable 

A 'suStained c.ampaj~ would" use the element of sUI-prise, unilateral a~tton, and the 
'presidential bully pulpit ' ,,' 

Before the election,' It would be very helpful if the President could point 
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-an-One interview with a rcfonn-mindcd rcp<irtcr. 'or On the 
<;ampaign trip to Minnesota with·Ann WyniaJ who bas fun ads criticiZing her· 
opponent for voting against the, lobby r~form bilL ' , 

" " Statemeb'~ the day after the elecUon, The,President's press conference 
statement should characte~ the feSuits,as' a mand~te', for change, one" he 
intends to meetlUhould point towan!'p.,litical ,eform as an early and" 

.important priority:, ' 

~ceniber., We should prepru.c'to float some o(the more'draf!latic refonn 
jnitia~jves. ,Because Cotlgrc:ss will meet in early January to take up rules 
'changes, ",;,e nee,!, to make ~ur intentions known early. . 

o 	 DLe Speech, Dec, 6th: ','A chance to signal forthcoming reform efforts, 

o 	 Post-Summi,.of the Americas, Dec. 121h: The President could.m~ke.a 
pivot speech unveiling new refom, proposals. . , 

o 	 Speech to Incoming Freshmen: The President 'could bring .the incoming 
freshmen"to the White House tor a speech on reforin. 
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January pre-SOTU. The weeks before the State of the Union should include 
.• series of'events designed to underscore and foreshadow the reform and 
change theme, . 

o 	 We should convene a citizen i!!iY or Little Rock-style conference to 
address whaes wrong with government' and politics, and how to fix it. 

o 	 The President should make a major speeCh outlining his concept of how' 
government should relate to the citizenry (something he has yet to do). 

Q 	 Announce the Fraud Squad, naming its members. 

o 	 We should prepare a document outlining the problem and proPosed 
solutions (this would be in addition to, or.as part of; the budget 
document). 

State of tbe Union. Reform should be a major theme of the speech, which 
should 	unveil a few of the most dramatic ideas; , 

..Politlcal AlignmentS , 

A broad reform agenda would lie popular with the general public' and with noo- . 
goverrunental elites (e.g., press, editorialists), but would likely meet resistance from many 
elected officials and-interest groups from bOth parties, .A natural coalition for reform does not 
currently exist; we will have to bring together disparate reform '~upS and energize . 
independent voters.' In these circumstances, a national m'Qbi.HZ3tion s~.arhcaded by the, 
Prcside!lt -.:. relying o~ prominent citizens_and moderate:'RepubH~ and Democrats~ use of 
the bully pulpit, and cross-party alliances -- would be the way to push'for reform. . . . . . 	 .. 	 , ., 

If the President decideS to push forward with an·,~hitious reform agenda. f~rt'her 
planning is needed. . . ' ". 
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THE PRESIDENT HAS SEEN z...THE Wt<'TE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

November 25, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE~IDENT 
FROM: 	 BRUCE REED 

MICHAEL WALDMAN 
BILL GALSTON 
PAUL WEINSTEIN 
ELAINE KAMARCK 

TIlROUGH: 	 JACK QUINN 
CAROL RASCO 
ROBERT RUBIN 

SUBJECT: 	 PolUI",,1 and Governmental Refonn 

TU..ci~~~ 
~ "lffl," , ~t\.i:'ihZ1 'tIM.~ 

Attached for your review is a memorandum outlining options ibr a pohtiJat and 
governmental reform program, 

Our gnal is .0 have a bold, coherent and plausible reform agenda, as an integral 
component of your overall strategy. This agenda could be included as palt of • major address 
in December, if you decide to give one, or in your Slate of the Union address. As you can 
see, some of the proposals are conceptually "ready to go," and primarily need a political 
decision ",hether to go forward. Others reqUire further work, as palt of the budget process or 
in othel appropriate fora. 

It is clear that, to bceak through poblic cynicism and allow you tn retake the mantle of 
reformer, tbls program muSt be both responsible and dramatic. Finding the right mi. is the 
moSt significant task we now face. 

We have a one-hour meeting scheduled for next Tuesday to discuss this with you. 

Attachment 

co: Oeorge Stcphanopoulos 



• 

POLITICAL, CONGRESSIONAL, AND GOVERNMENT REFORM 

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

VoterS believed that Bill Clinton understood this situation, and would act to reclifv it 
But for all of our efforts over the past two years, the public is still disillusioned, more ~ 
embittered than it was in Noyember 1992. " 

Our reform agenda should do battic on two fronts; 

• 	 Shifting power back to the American people aod cleaning up Washingtoo, 
trnough:. cam~aign reform tbat requires: bwadcasrers- to pro¥ide frc~ time ttl... 
candida!S$; a "citizen frank" that lets citizens contact Congress for free~ a 
sweeping effort to produce a leaner, cleaner Congress (lobby reform, a gift ban, 
applying private sector laws to Congress, a 25% staf[ cut, reducing 
unoecessaty reports, and a pay freeze until the budget is balanced); and perhaps 
insisting that any tenn limits not grandfather current members; and 

• 	 Launching a renewed government reform program, through: reducing special 
interest subsidies; the elimination of one: or mOre depat1ments; faster 
downsizing of the federal workforce; and initiatives on civil service reform, 
privatization, devolution~ state tlexibHity~ and regulatory refonn. 

We need to address the role of government and, to use your words, to "repair the 
damaged bond between the people and their government.' Then, toward achieving those 
objectives, you could propese specific measures from sections I and II from this memo. 

I. Giving Government Back 10 the People 

1. Free TV Time for Candldales. A campaign reform bill with public funding will 
not pass the new Congress. Instead, we should press for the changes the President called for 
in his campaign -- freJ: TV lime for candidates who abide by spending limits, a $1,000 limit 
on PAC donations or outright PAC ban, • ban on campaign contributions from lobbyists to 
the lawmakers \bey contact, and our soft money reforms from last year, Free TV time has 
strong public support. Over the Y~. it has also been endorsed by Bob Dole and Ross Perot. 
The idea would prompt a major battle with lb. broadcasting indUSlty and its champions in 
Congress, And a campaign reform ~ush would put the congressional GOP on the spot, 

1 




2, Eliminate the Congressional Frank, and Give It 10 tbe American People, The 
frank is one of tho most entrenched and abused symbols of incumbency. We could propose' 
10 drastically limit it for Congress and give it to the American people instead. Any individual 
who wants to send a letter to their Congressman or Senator would be ab1e to do so for free. 
Membelll of Congress could use the frank to answer lettelll; but nOI for unsolicited mailings. 
Postcards, letters from organizations. and letters from another district or state would not be· 
eligible. The cilizeru;' frank could also be applied to lelle'" to the White Hous<. 

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

~r~form packag:.th::::S::::=::: :::g:::~ l:e:::u~:=:7:.,b::::s pass a 

.~ 	gift ban and a back-to-basics lobby reform bill as soon as tbey return. The 
Republicans raised several bogus objections to tbe lobby reform bill in the waning 
days; we should call their bluff, accept those changes if necessary, and pass Ihe bill on 
a bipartisan basis. 

~ b. Apply Laws to Congress. Legislation applying a hosl of laws to Congress 
passed tho House but not the Senate this past Congress. We sbould press Congress to 
pass it immediately. 

~ e. Insist on Une-Item Veto, 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 
specify an effective date.) . 

d. Endorse Congressional Stall Cuts. In the campaign, tbe President 
promised not only to cut the White House staff by 25%, but to challenge Congress 10 
do the same. We could praise Republicans for doing this, but we need to consider tbe 
~fect of dOing this On our Democrats. 

"J e. Reduce Congressionally Mandated Reports. Since 1970, the number of 
reports mandated by Congress has grown from 700 to 5,300. Many of these reports 
consume the agencies' limc and the taxpay"",' dollars for the momhots' gain; most just 
gather dust. W. could Introduce legislation to reduce or eliminate such reports. In 
Arkansas, the President oro.red a complete review of every report produced by the 
Department of Education, and got rid of !bose no one read. 

. . 	 . 
t Freeze Congressional and Presldentlal Pay Unm Ibe Budget Is 

Balanced. Tho NEC Is preparing anolber 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 10 make significant spending cuts to reduce tho deficit, public officials should 
land by ""ample. Tho American people don't get a guaranteed cost-of-living increase. 
Wby should their landers? A performance-based freeze on Congressional and 

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

4. Term Urnlts. Republicans pledge to bring to a vOte a cons,i,u,ional amendment 
limiting congressional terms to 12 years. but they would grandfather-in existing MembetS of 
Congress.. Beyond 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 • date certain, such as 1996), and thereby affect sitting 
memhers of Congress; andlor 

b. Let the States Decide. We could support a constitutional amendment to 
allow SIJW:.i to vote to apply term limits to their own federal representatives. This 
would be consistent with our legal position that stale-mandated term limits are 
unconstitutional. 

n. Reoewed Government Refonn Program 

. Unlike the Republicans l our goal is not cutting government for its own sake, but using 
government lor tbings it can do well and gerting it out of the business of things it does badly. 
As the President bas said, we want to cut .pending on yestetdays programs_and delivg a 
government that can deal wiili lomorrow" problems. Wi> shiiiild eliminate governmental 
.functio"" that hHY~ outlived the putpOl!c for which they were CIW!llI. Whee a state or local 
government can do a better job, we should give them more authority and control, not new 
mandates. And when a government function could be done as well or berter by the private 
=tor, we should lind a way to mal«: it possible. 

Such decisions are difficult and far-reaching. and should generally, be made in the 
budget process, whe", the tIadeoffs at<: fully clear. But It I. essential that as we go Ibmugh 
that process, We look for bold, compelling ways to dramatize what we're doing. In the firl>t 
two years, we have made great strides in reinventing government, reducing the deficit, and 
downsizing the federal workforce. But public cynicism about government i. so high that it 
may well take more visible, dramatic steps to break through. The following ideas are meant 
to illustrate such an approach. 

L Cuttllli Special Ioterest Tax Expendltores or Subsidies. 
This cut-and-invest saaregr, proposed by Rnb Shapiro, would give us the high ground of 
insisting that a middl.-class tax cut be fully paid for, and enable us to do so with cuts that 
would otherwise be off the table for deficit reduction or new investment Alternatively, this 
money could be dedicated toward an education trust fund, deficit reduction, or some oth.r 
worthy purpose. . 
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Like aU other means or creating resources within the budget. Rob's strategy invol yes 

difficult decisions that are likely to be hotly contested. An e.ample of a few ideas. or parlial 

ideas that rould be considered .re: 


• Reduce deductlbillty of advertising e'l"'nses 	 $11.5 billion 
• Cut Energy 	Supply, R&D gnmts $ 6.9 billion 
• Reduce government subsidies to private utilities S 3.6 billion 


(REA, BPA, nuclear) 

• Make industries pay for 	SerVices government provides $10.2 billion 


(market rates for wattt sales, inland waterways, 

nuclear waste disposal, CITe, FDIC, poultry) 


TOTAL 	 $38.20 bUlion 

2. Eliminating One or More Departments. We could seize hack the initiative in 

the debate over downsizing government by proposing to abolish one or more departments. 

The drama of eliminating. whole department far exceeds the impact of cutting numerous 

smaller programs. This Is no easy taSk. and only makes sense If it could produce real ~ . 

budgetary and FTE savings. B~!jeve it is worth. careful lool'. ,.»* 


3. Fasler DowllSizlng, NPR and OMB are preparing legislation to repeal Ere floors 

in existing appropriations billS, aed ban the use of FTE floors in future bills. This could be 

coupled with • Presidential vow to veto future appropriations bills that limit our abillty to 

downsize. We should also consider directing agencies tll ag:elllDlle the mandated downSizing 

of tbe workforce ta accomplish its objectives b:y1996 instead of 1999. The current track will 

bring tbe workforce under 2 million by late 1996. To illustrate that downsizing the 

bureaucracy is one of this Administration's signature achievements, we should start a 

Bure.=c~ Ow (in a prominent place like Times Square) that would track our progress. I. 

may also be possible to accelerate downsizing by allowing early retirement without buyouts; 

we are looking at the cost of legislation once proposCd by Roth that would give 500,000 

federal employees Ihe ability to retire early. 


4. Privatiz.allon. A New Democratic approach to privatization would be based on a 

set of principles wbich focused on privatization not: .. a meansotomn ,the. government but as 

• means to get the government out of 	 /, 

aJ obsolete businesses such as; Uniled States Enrichment Corporation, Sallie Mae, ~ 
the Helium reserve, Alaska Power. some Department of Energy labs, etc; 8v ' 

b) programs that are viabk private sectOt activities. such as: the Air Traffic con~ ~~ 
System (an NPR recomme~dation that DOT is anxio,us 10 pUrSue), Amtrak,lthe Export:lmp.ort '1 ,
Bank, and the Dvme•• Private Investment CoIJ?!1!'!t!!!!!I (In the same vern: a num6<r of ' ~'I) 'I 
DOD non-core missio~ could he privatized, but cutten! law preventS tbis step.) ~ lu 

Ll~~~ 	 ';;\,: 
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S. ntvolutloQ. NPR and OMS are looking .; a ~umber of federal categorical ~ 
rograms lhat could be devolved down to the SI.te and local level, such Il$: public nousing 

programs, trade and export promotion. economic development$ and perhaps job training, We 
are also preparing initiatives on unfunded mandates, waivers, and state flexibility. A package 

. 'afv could be announced al the NGA meeting in late January. ----------' 
6. Civil Se\'Ylce Rtfonn. 'NPR is preparing a sweeping ciyil "'TV;"" refllrm bill tnat 

wm reduce the number of job classifications and give federal managerS Ihe right to hire aud 
fitt federal workers. Negotiations with unions and management ate ur.der way; the bill will 
be ready to introduce in January. 

,. Regulatory Overhaul. There is considerable concern in the public and in the 
business community that the cumnt regulatory process is too intrusive and too costly. As 
chair of the Regulatory Advisory Group, th. Vice President is setting up • process whereby 
each member would convene a seminar to explore innovative approaches to regulatory reform. 
This process would then yield. set of less bureaucratic proposals to reform our resulatory 
apparatus. ~ 

. L\~~? 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

March 20, 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

THROUGH, . 
• 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE CIllEF·Of-STAFF 

MICHAEL WALDMAN;!1I 
BRUCE REED ~JL 

LOBBY REFORM INlTlATlVE 

, 
At your request, we have prepared a set of initiatives that would put )'o.u oul front on 

the lobby reform iUld political rcfo~m issue. 

We believe that this issue cuts to the core of why people have lost faith in government 
and are angry at politics. The middle class truly believes that powerful interests hold sway, 
and that their voice is roo often Ignored. HQwever. this very cynicism makes it hard to 
persuadl! people tnat WI? are seriolls.. and risks bruising us if we ar~..perceived not to be. 

, " 	 Therefore. we believe tbat this issue is worth pressing only if it is done in a sharp ID]9. 
sustained way ~~ if it eM become and remain It central theme over the next 18 months -- or it 
may not be worth doing al alL Therefore. we need a clear direction from you on how to 
proceed, . 

I, BACKGROUND 

Political reform continues to be a core Issue Cor the Perot voters and independents. 
(Public opinion research is under separate coveL) It also has the potenlial to be a wedge 
issue between you and potential Republican opponents ~- wbo tend to favor wealthy special· 

. interests at the expense of the middle class. In fact, this is one of the few major areas where 
the Republicans have completely "ceded the field for us. if we choose to enter it. At the same 
time, if we approacb 1996 with few political reform achievements. we will be vulnerable 10 

attack from Perot or some other independent candidate from outside Washington. 

If a decision is made to engage on political reform, n"ow is the time to do so, for 
several reasons. 

- !&!Jgress' First 100 Days is ergh!.!K. with a sense that no: much has changed~ in 
part:cular, the probable defeat of term I!mits will mean that Congress passed no major 
reform of ilself. In addition, the press is finally beginning to painl the GOP Congress 
as a tool of the· special interests, (See, for example. the Washington Post story 
detailing how lobbyists wrote the regulatory moratorium bill, and we,re even given a 
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room off the House ~oor .from whi eli to operate.) 

.. 
\,. ~ The GOP fllce is being heavily defined by the :ro-cali~d $20 million fundraising 

entrance ret'!. 

~ Y~l,1.r~nn_ouncemsnt of yQU~~y.m Qrg~iz<HL()naJ p.lm:Jj will force the i~sue of what 
restrictions you are willing to put on your own fundraising. Next year, the need to 
raise tenS of millions. of dollars will bring inlo higher rellef the question of campaign 
financing. . ' 

• 
~·Q.em2S:m:~tn C.ongr~ss are starting 10 becQf!1e aCliy~on the mattm:..Q!Lcl:; Main. albeit 
in a guerilla fashion. Rep. Bryant (with the support of the Democratic leadership) lS 
filing a discharge petition to bring up the ban. on lobbyist gifts; Sen, Wellstone plans 
to seek to attach the gift ban to legislation sometime before the Eas:er recess. 

~ A bimu:m-,ll1 group: of mQQg[~.e iawmakers"is be<;oming vi~ibly aell v~, A group led 
· by Rep. Chris Shays has put forward a package of lobbying and other political 
reforms, and will be pressuring the leadership to act 

~ You~led the St.ate oJ the. Uni9~th 3. call.to act. but you~ Administration has not yet 
fleshed out those proposals in public. 

II. OPTIONS 

'. 
· Here is a set of initiatives that could be announced immediately. They could be 

anflOlffi<:ed in' one major speech, or could be broken out (unilateral steps, legislative proposals, 
a speech on, democracy and citizenship) for maximum effect. 

1. koa.4..Qy. exa~ To reengage in 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· can: 

· . Direct the reelection 'campaign nOl to take PAC money (you dId not take PAC 
money during the 1992 primaries either). (We believe that Dole, Gramm, etc. are all 
taking PAC funds.) 

" ~ Direct the rccleclion campaign no' to take contrihutions from registered lohbyists, or 
allowing them to' fundraise from t~eir clients.. (This is now the standard followed by 
the Presidential Legal Expense Trvst.) This would go beyond what you did in 1992, 

Pro: You have already legislatively proposed that lobbyist campaign 
,contributions be· banned. In addition, the decision 10 refuse such gifts by the 
Presidential Legal Expense Trust has established a difficuIt~to·ignore precedent. 
(Indeed, even If we say nothing, reporters will hone in on this inconsistency); 
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Given the small number of lobbyists who actually register (about 7000), it may 
not directly cost the campaign that J¥uch money. 

Con: It would raise a standard that the DNe will not be able to meet (Le,~ 
"You won't take S1000 from a lobbyist, but the ONe will take $50,000 from 
the lobbyist1s client"). Moreover, it might Mger 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 to refuse lobbyist contributions for the reelection 
campaign, we recommend that the Presidential Legal Expense Trust return the 
epproxim.tely$12,OOO thai was received from registered lobbyists, 

- Asking we D?,C nat to rai$e soft money lor the general election campaign, if the 
Me will agree to refrain from doing sa as well, In effect, this would challenge the 
RNC to a "mutually verifiable: freeze" without "unilateral disarmament" The GOP is 
highly unlikely to rise to the bait. 'This is similar 10 the pledge you signed in New 
Hampshire in 1992, ' 

2, Renew the call for a ban on lobbyist gifts .. meals and travel to Members of 
Congress, This is being pushed by Democrats in both ehtunbers. During the State~of-the~ 
Union. you called for Members of Congress to voluntarHy give up lobbyist gifts, Because of 
its stark simplicity ~~ lawmakers being treated to tropiCal vacations by lobbyists, etc. -~ this 

" , has ~e gr·eatest resonance of any political reform proposaL ' ' . 
' ... 

3, Renew lb./!; caJl 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 le8i,lalion would require!!!! lobbyists, for the first time, to fully disclose for whom 
they work. what they are paid, and what legislation they are trying to pass.or kill. This 
measure is more complex than the gift ban~ and conservative grass-roots groups (such as the 
Christian Coalition) may succeed in bogging it down; nonetheless. it is good policy and " 
resonates somewhat with the public, 

" 4, Take new action against foreign lobbyists by barring your officials from meeting 
with JohhyiSls for foreign governments or corporations. Your executive order imposing post
employnient restrictions has already barred senior officials from ever lobbying for foreign 
governmen~ barred senior trade officials from lobbying for foreign firms, and'barred all 
officials from lobbying their own agency on behalf of any cJie~t for five years, A further' 
restrktion would be to actually bar your officials from meeting with foreign lobbyists. ' 

, Pro; This is sharp. clear, IlIId understandable~ the foreign lobhytng issue plays to 
concerns over economic nationalism as well as political reform, 

. Con: The argument against it is that it WQuld be unduly harsh, is unnecessary from a 
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reform perspective and possibly cOWlterproducti ve from a policy perspecttve, and 
would focus attention on those issues where we have worked with foreign lobbyists 
(e.g., NAFTA) and on former foreign Iobbyi,sts in your administration (e.g.• Sandy 
Berger. Ron Brown, Charlene Barshevsky). 

5; Speli out your free TV time pmposaL Apart from your brief mention of it during 
the Slate of the Union speech, we have never fleshed out your proposal to provide free TV 
"time for candidates. Senator Dole and House Commerce Commiuee chairman BJiley have . 
proposed strong free TV bills. and the concept is- supported by Ross Perot. the DLC and 
Common Cause. This proposal could he laid out in a speech on democracy that could be 
high-toned and would not necessitate a subsequent crusade. 

,Pro: Elite opinionmakers (such as editorial boards) will not lake the other political 
reform m,easures seriously if there is not a campaign finance reform compo?ent. 

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

III. RECOMl\tENDATIO~S 

We reCommend that you: 

• take the uniiatc"rnl steps (refusing to take PAC money or lobbyist contributions for 
the reeJection campaign. and ask the DNC and RNC to agree jointly not to raise soft 
money). ' 

_Agree __ Agree as amended __ Reject No action 

· renew the push for a ban on lobbyist gifts 

__ Agree _"__ Agree as amended _ Reject No action 

.. renew the push for lobby disclosure iegislatio": 

_"_ Agree __ Agree as amended __ Reject No action 

• spell oul the details of your free TV campaign finan~e proposal 

__ Agree __ Agree as amended. __ Reject 1\'0 action 
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We recommend against: 

- barring your officiaJs from meeting with foreign lobbyists 

_Agree __ Agree ·as amended __ Reject No action 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

April 4, 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

TIl.ROUGH: THE CHIEF-OF·ST AFF 
• 

FROM: MICHAEL WALDMANtW 
BRUCEREED~ 

SUBJECT: LOBBY REFORM 1l'<TI1A11VE 

At your request, we. have prepared a set of initiatives that would put you out front on 
the lobby refonn and political refam issue. ' 

We believe· that this issue cuts 10 the core 'of why people have lost faith in government 
and are angry at politics, The middle class truly believes that p()~erfu1 interests hold sway. 
and that their voice is too often ignored. At a time when Congress' unpopularity is rising, 
even as the GOP's overall popularity is holding steady. this issue aJlow,s you to position 
yourself against the part of Washington the public hates most. 

HoweY~J. this yerv_Itynicism makes it hard to persuade poop.k.1b_~t we are senOtlS...!ll9 
risks bruising us if we are perce.illi not to be, Therefore; we believe that~e is worth 
pressing only if .it is done in a sharp and systained Way -- if it coo becOme and remain a 
central theme over the ne~t i8 months - or it may not be worth doing at all. Therefore, we 
need a clear direction from you on how to proteed. 

I. BACKGROUND 

Politital reform continues to be a core issue (or the Perot voters and independents. 
(public opinion research is under separate CQver.) It also has the potential to be a wedge 
issue between you and potential Repub)ican opponents -- who tend to favor wealthy special 

.. 	 interests at the expense of the middle class. In fact, this is one of the few major areas where 
the Republicans have completely ceded the field to us, if we choose to enter it At the same. 
time, if we approacb 1996 with few poli1ical reform achievements, we will. be vulnerable to 
attack from Perot or some other independent candidate from outside Washington, 

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

~ Congress' First 100 Days is ending, witb a sense that it has not reformed itself. In 
particular, the defeat of term limils will mean that Congress passed 110 major reform of 
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itself. In addition. the press is finally beginning to paint the GOP Congress as a too! 
of wealthy special interests .- as Time has put it, the GOP has granted "unprecedented 
access" to lobbyists. (For example, the Washington Post reported that lobbyists wrote 
the regulatory moratorium bill. and were even given a room off the House floor from 
which to operate~ the' New York Times reported that GOP members were refusing to 
talk to lobbyists wh.o had contributed to Democrats; and it was wideJy reported that 
the GOP used lobbyists to conducl the offidal briefing on their regulatory ~efonn bill,) 

7. The GOP ;tJesidenrial race is being heavily defined by the so~called $~O million 
fundraising entrance fee . 

.; Your announcement o( your own organizational plans will force the issue of what 
restrictions you are willing to put on your own fundraising. Next year, the need to 
raise tcns of millions of dollars will bring into higher relief the question of campaign 
financing. 

- j)emocrAts in Congress are starting to become actiy~ on the matte,r"~nce ~gain, albeit 
in a guerilla fashion. Rep, Bryant (with the support of the Democratic leadership) is 
filing a discharge petition to bring up the ban on lobbyist gifts~ Sen. WellstoM plans 
to seek to attach the gift ban to legislation sometime before.the Easter recess, 

* A bipartisan group Qf moderate la..vmakers 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 leadership to act. 

~ You led the State of the Union v.i!h a c!jJl to act, but your Administnuion has not yet 
fleshed out those proposals in public. 

II, OPTIONS 

fIere is a set of tnitia1ives that could be announced immediately. They could be 
announced in one major speech. or could be broken out (unjlateral steps, legislative proposals, 
a speech on democracy and citiz.enship) for maximum effect. 

Lobby reform 

L B~new the.call for a ban on lobby!§! gifts,.JIl~".als amLtL~v~1 to Memb!&fS of 
CQoaress. This is being pushed by Democrats in both chambers. During the State·of~lhe· 
Union, you called for Members of Congress to voluntarily give up lobbyist gifts Beclluse of 
its stark simplicity -- lawrriakers being treated 10 tropical vacations by lobbyists, etc. ~- this 
has the greatest resonance of any political reform proposaL 
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2. Renew the call for 'reform of the lobby disl;lQsure laws.The current lobby disclosure 
laws,. passed tn 1946 and basically untouched since, are more loophole than law', Lobby. . 
reform legislation would require ~U lobbyists, for the first time> to fully disclose for whom 
they work, what they are paid, and what legislation they are trying to pass or kill. This 
measure is more complex than the gift ban. and conservative grass-roots groups (such as the 
Christian Coalition) may succeed in bogging it down; nonetheless. it is good policy and 
resonates somewhat with the public. 

Campaign refarJU 

3. ~1l o~ur free TV time proposal. Apan from your brief mention of it during 
the State"of the Union speech, we have never fleshed out your proposal to provide free TV 
time for candidates.' Senator D9Je and House Commerce Committee chairman Bliley have 
proposed strong free TV bills. and the concepl is supported by Ross Perot. the DLe and 
Common Cause, This proposal could be laid out in a speech on democracy that could be 
high-toned and would not, necessitate a subsequent crusade. 

4, Alttma1eht. propose a bipartisan commission" 19 "cut the Gordiaf! kno(' on camDJign 
DlliLrr:n~~pledge to introduce its recommgndatlQns, Former FEe Chair Trevor Potter bas 
proposed that the campaign finance reform conundrum be sQlved by legislation creating a 
base closing commission-style panel that would make reoommendation~ for refonn, The 
President would be required to propose the reforms unchanged, or reject them, and Congress 
would agree to vote on them Mthout amendment. Sena.tor Dole has endorsed this proposal, 
This commission itself would require legislation to be launched, (Alternately, you could 
appoint your own bipartisan commiSSion to make recommendations. but it would not have the 
teeth of. base clo.ing-type paneL) 

Pro: This would actuaUy bring us the closest tQ enacting sol'.lle form of teform, It 
would also be a way to have the issue laken '''off the table" rCH a time, and to enable 
us to refrain from making proposals that we do not live under, 

Coo: It eliminates this issue as an effective club to use against Dole, unless he is 
unwilling to embrace the panel's proposals, In addltion. we ",un't know in advance 
what the proposal would look like -- it could be \Neak, Qr it could include proposals 
that afe hard for Democrats 10 swallow. 

1Jnilateral steps on campaign reform 

I.~d~a.mp!~~~_i.ilii.deb_~u~lln.d~.howtb.t~are 

willing to a::t by restricting your <?\o\,'f1 campaign committee When you nnnoun,ce the 
beginning of campaign activities on your behalf, you have the following options; 
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a. Direcl the reeiection campaign no,' 10 take PAC money (you did not take PAC 
money during, the 1992 primaries either), but impose no further restrictions on your 
own fundraising. (DoJe. Gramm, etc. ate alltakmg PAC funds.) 

b. Direct the reelection campaign not 10 lake cOnJrihutions from registered lobbyists: 
(1015 is now the standard followed by the Presidential Legal Expense Trust) This 
would 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 difficuh-to~jgnore precedent 
(Indeed, even if we say nothing, reporters will hone in on this inconsistency); 
Given the smail number of lobbyists who actually register (about 7000), it may 
not di rec1lY cost the campaign that much money. 

Con: It would raise a standard that the DNe wilt not be able 10 meet (i.e" 
"Y(IU woo't take $1000 from a lobbyist. but the DNe wiil take $50,000 from 
the lobbyist'S dient."l Moreover, it might anger some Democratic supporters 
and fundraisers based in D.C. We ean discuss potential fundraising 
consequences with you further if you desire. 

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

1;:, Direct the reelection campaign not to take contributions dOlUlled by registered 
lobbyists. Q! raised by registered lobhyists. 

PrO': This option would make sense if you wanh.~d 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 	lobbyists raising soft money? There may be no end to the "what next" 
questic:lMs. 

d. In addition /0, or instead of b. and c,. puhHC/y ask the DNe not fo raise soft money 
for tnt' general election campaign, if ihe RNC will agree ta refrain from doing so as 
well. In effect, thiS would cballenge toe RNC to a "mutually verifiable freeze" wttnout 
"unilateral disarmament" The GOP is highly unlikely to rise to the bait This is 
similar to the pledge you signed in New Hampshire in 1992. 
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Foreign lobbyists 

6. Tah new aCtion against fQreign~ists py barring YQ.ur~ciaIs from meeting 
lni!h lobbyists for foreign governments or coroorations, Your executive order imposing post
employment restrictions has already barred senior officials from ever lQbbying for foreign 
governments, barred senior trade officials from lobbying for foreign firms, and barred aU 
officials from lobbying their. own agency on behalf of any client for five years. A funher 
restriction would be to actually bar your officials from meeting with foreign lobbyists, 

Pro: This is sharp, clear, and understandable; the foreign lobbying issue plays to 
concerns over economic nation~lism as wen as priliticaJ reform. 

Con: TIle 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 focus a.ttention 00 those issues where we have worked with foreign lobbyists 
(e,g., NAFrA) and on former for~gn lobbyists i,n your administration (e.g., Sandy 
Berger, Ron Brown. Charlene Barshevsky). 

, 

m. RECOMMENDATIONS 

L Renew the push for a,ban'on lohbYIst gifts' 

_ Agree _ Agree as amended _ Reject No action 

2. Renew the push for lQb.by dlsdosure legis!ation 

. _ Agree. _ Agree as amende<;{ _ Reject No action 

3. Spell out the details of your free TV campaign fmance proposal 

_'Agree _ Agree as amended _ Reject NQ action 

4, In terms'of unilateral steps: 

a. Refuse to accept PAC cQntriblllions. as you did in 1992. 

_ Agree Agree as amended Reject No action 

b. Ch1!!lenge tbc: RNC to join with the Ol\C in not accepting soft money. as you did 
in 1992. 

_ Agree _ Agree as amended _ Reject No uction 
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C. Refuse to accept contributions from registered lobbyists for your reelectio~ 
campaign (the standard used by the Presidential Legal Expense Trust). 

_ Agree _ Agree as amended _ Reject _ No ~tion 

d. Refu."ing to allow regi~1~red lobbyists to fundraise for your reelection campaign. 

_ Agree _ Agree as amended _ Reject ~ No action 

5.- Barring your officials from meeting with foreign lobbyists . . 

_Agree _._ Agree as amended _ Reject _ No action 

TIle staff unanimously recommends that you: 

- renew call for ban on lobbyist 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 lobbYlsts 

The staff d9es not hayed' consensus recommendation on: 
- uniJaterally rejecting lobbyist contributions 
- unilaterally rejecting lobbyist contributions and fWldraising 
• challenging Ihe DNC ""d RNC to agr•• not to raise soft money 

~ proposing a bipartisan commission on campaign reform 


6 




THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

Mareh 21, 1996 

MEMORANDU'-1 FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: 	 Bruce Reed 

Paul Weinstein 


•
SUBJEcr: 	 Line-Item Veto 

Background 

As you know, Republica:ns plan to send you the line-item veto by the end of this month. 
Republican line-item veto conferees and leadership staff have arrived at··an agreement on line
item legis1r!tion and are finalizing legisrative language and the joint statement of the managers. 

Enactment into law of ~he line-item veto means you will have fulfilled another core 
promise from Putting People First. Nevertheless, the line-item veto is not the budget deficit 
panacea described by its proponents and the bi11 agreed to by the conferences 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 Acl in 
1974~ Presidents -- both Democrat 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 win increase the bargaining power of the President and can become a useful tool in 
protecting lhe priorities of the Admini~tralion. 

The conferees have tentatively agreed upon the House's enhanced rescission model, rather 
than the Senate's separate enrollment approach. In addition, they would apply line-item veto 
authority to discretionary budget authority j new direct spending, and targeted ta.x benefits. This 
is consistent with your caU for passage of a "strong version of the line-item veto. It 

•
Nonetheles.s, several a'ipects of the agreement should concern us: 

, 

• 	 Republicans have included a lockbox provision (i,e. automatic cap reductions) which 
would be a disincentive for using Ihe authority if the caps become tighter; 

• 	 The bill would nol allow partial rescissions -- although Ihe President could cancel 
j individual projects which arc specified in report Janguage; 

• 	 The dcfiliition of targeted tax ben'efits is very narrow -- 100 or fewer beneficiaries; 

'Ille line-item veto will not take effect until January 1. 1997. 



Details Of Th. 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 deemed 
permanently cancelled unless the Congress passes a joint resolution that would be subject to a 
presidential veto and subsequent congressional override. 

Tho President will have up to 5 calendar days (excluding Sundays) to submit 
cancellatiOlL<;, 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 disapproval bilt would 
require a two-thirds majority. 

In 'Whole 9! ill Part -- Conferees were debating whether to limit the authority to canceling 
provisions "in whole" or pennitting cancellations "in whole or in part" .. The ,compromise they 
settied On was to limit cancellation authority to amounts nin wholen t but to pennit the authority 
to apply down to the level of any project specified in the joint statement of managers, committee 
report, or authorizing legislation, Therefore. the President could cancel down to the project 
level, provided the project is specifically mentioned in report language, 

~kb~! -- The prevailing view among conferees wa.... that the purpose of the item veto is to 
save money -_. not ~o permit a President to shift priorities. The lockbox language included in 
the proposed conference report would require the President to: reduce the statutory ,9iscretionary 
spending caps to reflect rescissions of discretionary budget authority in the budget year or 
out years; and to eliminate from the PAYGO scorecard any positive balance that would orhenvise 
have accrued from applying the line item veto to new direct spending Or tax benefits. 

Definition of Targeted Tax Benefits -- The agreement limits the scope of the President's 
authority to cancel special interest tax provisions in two ways: firSt, by adopting the narrow 
definition of targeted tax benefit as a benefit going to 100 or fewer beneficiaries; and1 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 dctennination does the bill give the President the authority to specify any targeted 
tax: benefits and cancel them, out ,then only within the narrow definition of targeted ta'X benefit. 

Definition of Line-Item Veto Action -- The conference agreement uses the teon "cancel" to 
define line-item velo action rather than the term u veto", which improves the chances that 
application of the authority to.direCl spending and taxes will be held up in the COurts. 

Signed Versus Enacted Law -- The authonty would only be available when the President has 
signed a bill. {f the bill bycomes law without the President's signature the cancellation authority 
would not be available, 

'. 
\ 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

October 30, 1996 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: 	 MICHAEL WALDMAN 
BRUCE REED 

SUBJECT: 	 CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM 

At yo~.request, ,here is a memorandum outlining th~ issues and arguments involving 
campaign finance refonn; . 

Why reform is needed 

f1 is clear- that, this year, the existing system.of campaign finance rules and limits has 
been overwhelmed by a flood of private money. 

Spending on congressional races has roughly quadruplw. in the past 15 years. 
Incumbents arc now forced to spend an inordinate amount of time fundraising. Most 
contributions corne from lobbyists and flACs. The arguments fOf congressional 
campaign finance reform are well known and wetI rehearsed., ' 

This year. public attention has suddenly and dramatically focused on the fa<itest 
growing phenomenon - soft money. It has been estimated by the press that each party, 
wi!1 raise at least SlOO million in soft money, Critics argue that soft money entirely 
negates the rules established roliowing the Watergate scandal in 1974.' In theory, they 
assert. a contribution to a federal candidate is limited to $1000, but in fact individuals 
give hundreds of rhous~ds of dollars. In theory, they assert. contributions to 
candidates directly from corporations have been illegal since t904; in fact, through 
son money they occur all the time: 

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

• 	 A recent Supreme ,Court dedslon struck down existing limits o'n what' political parties 
could spend to benefit candidates. ' 

'\, 

http:system.of


., . 

Your proposals 

In.JlIC 1992 campaign, you proposed reform that is markedly simHar to the current 

McCain-Feingold bilL In Putting People First. you proposed;' 


• 	 spending limits; 
• 	 free TV time; 
• 	 PAC limits (PAC contributions reduced to $lQOO); 
• 	 and a ban on soft money. 

On election nichl and in the days after, you said that campaign reform would be one 
of your top priorities. In 1993·94, you proposed a 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 oopference 
committee did not meet for a year. In the last week of the congressional session. the two 
chambers fina[ly agreed, but it was too late; the RepUbliCans, led by Sen, Dole, . filibustered 
the biB to death. We were cridci7.ed for failing to push harder for reform at the time. 

The McCain-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 include; 


• 	 Voluntary spending limits - These would be set at $600,000 per candidate for the 

Honse, and at a level varying by state population for the Senate, 


~ 	 Free TV lime - Candidates would be given substantial amounts of frec TV lime, 

offered by broadcas:ters as a condition of receiving a license. 


• 	 PAC limits - The legislation.l:mns. PAC contributions. However, it !ncludes a fallback 
limiting PAC gifts to $1000 per election ($2000 per cycle) should the ban be found 
unconstitutional- which DOJ believes 'it almost certainly would. 

• 	 Soft 'money ban. Like our 1992 and 1993 proposals, this bill would ban large soft 
money con~ributions (which it defines as money given t~ federal or state parties that is 
designed to in~uence a federal elcctionl This provision would, in effect, have 
prevented large contributions from individuals and foreign-owned corporations. (The 

.. original McCain~Feingold bill did nat specIficaUy address non~citizcn contributors or 
foreign~owned corporations. Howevert 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 the~Unio!1, and by name in 
Ne'w Hampshire the next month. Senator Dole refused to allow it to come to the Ooor of the 
Senate. After his departure, it was b"rought to the floor. A majority of Senators supported it 
(54), but it fell 6 votes short of breaking a,e GOP filibuster. \ 
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The "Handshake" - a bipartisan commission 

On June 1 t. 1995, you agreed publicly with Speaker Gingrich to set up a bipartisan 
commission. modeled on the base~closing commi~sion, 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 failed to respond for months thereafter. 

, It was clear that. under pressure from the House Republican caucus, he was backing away 
from the proposal. 

On August 4, 1995, in a last-ditch attempt to revive the commission idea. you 
announced that you would appoint two distinguished citizens - John Gardner and Doris 
Keams Goodwin - as your appointees to help get the ~ommission started. On your behalf, 
Gardner called the Speakerts office, and was also rebuffed. Goodwin caHed Dole's office, 
who told her that they would only move forward'if Gingrich did. In the fall. Gardner quietly 
withdrew from the effort, and the commission negotiations expired, 

In June, 1996, on his last"day in office, Sen. Dole introduced legislation setting up a 
commission (hat 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 a 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 bipartisan, distinguished, have tight 
deadlines, and a mechanism for forcing' congressional action.· Here is the proposal. you mnde 
in June, 1995 (which, at the time, was praised as a" strong proposal): 

• ~<&mmission would be bipartisan - 8 members, appointed by the President with the 
advice and consent of Congress. The President would get two appointees; "the 
Democratic leaders would recommend two; the Speaker would recommend two; and 

"the Senate Majority Leader would recommend two. You also proposed that the 
members n.Q! be Members of Congress 0' the administration, or officers or counsel to 
the political parties. 

• Firm deadline - Your proposal in 1995 included a 6 month deadline for reporting to 
Congress. 

• 
. . 

"East "tra!;;K:.{;onsidcratiOn for proposals - You proposed that the commission's 
legislative recommendations be sent first to the President, who sends them on to 
Congress. They would then be considered on the "fast track" - an up-or-down vote, 
with no amendments" within 30 days~ 

3 




" 

Constitutional amendment 

In recent years, some Democratic members of Congress have proposed a 
Constitutional Amendment to address campaign finance reform. 

The Supreme Court's 1975 BuckJey v. Vateo decision held that tbe Flrst Amendment 
protects campaign contributions and campaign spending, and that the only permissihle 

. ratioru.ue for limiting them was narrowly tailored to stopping outright conuption, The court 
then stru'?k dov.'1l 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 June, it sided with the GOP and struck down limits on pru:iY spending. 

Sen. Daschle and Rep, Gephnrdt both have suggested a constitulional amendment that 
would give Congress the power to regulate campaign spending. 'This would allow legislation 
to limit candidate spending. party spending) and independent expenditures, 

Such an amendment has been defeated several times on the Senate OOOf, when it was' 
offered by Sen. Hollings as an alternative to Democratic campaig!l finar.ce reform legislation. 

Common Cause and thc other reform groups have opposed the amendment when it has' 
been brought to a vote, because they believe reform can be accomplished under the Buckley v. 
Vaieo regime, and because they see it as an evasion of the need for immediate legislation. 
After all, even if the amendment 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 

SUBJEGr, 	 Background On Campaign Flrum •• Reform For M..tlng With 

Congressional I.eaderSblp 


On Tuesday, November 12, you will be meeting with CongresSional Leadership to 
discuss tbe legislative agenda for the ne:<t term. During your meeting with !he Leadership, 
you should reaffirm your strong support for !he hipartisan Campaign finance reform hill 
introduced last Congress by Senators McCain and Feingold. You should emphasize your 
commitment to seeing McCain-Feingold become law this year and a..iik that Congress consider 
the biti as SOOn as pOSSible, ' . 

It is likely that the Republican Leadership will tesistquick action on McCain
Feingold and try 10 shift the focus of the discussion to the question Qf limiting the use of 
union dues for political purposes and to the issue of eliminating voluntary spending limits in 
the bill. On the Democratic side, Senate Minority Leader Daschle supported McCain:" 
Feingold lasr Congress while House Minority Leader Gephardt supported a Democratic 
sponsored biB similar to the One you pushed for in the 103rd Congress. 

During your first four years in office you have pursued a strong, wid~-ranging 
political refonn agenda. You imposed the toughest ethics code on your political appointees, 
closed the tax provision that allowed corporations to deduct the cost of lobbying expenses, 
signed the Motor Voter law, and cut the White House staff by 25 percent. Last year, you 
signed two major refomI bills that you had promised to enact when you ran for office in 
1?92. The Congressional Accountability Act which requires Members of Congress to live by 
the laws of the land and the Lobbying Disciosure Act. 

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

• 	 Spending Limits and Benefits: Campaign spending limits would be based on each 
State's voting-age population. 

Free Broadcas.t Time: Candidates would be entitled to 30 minutes of -free broadcast• 
time. 



-.. 

Broadust Discount: Broadcasters would be required to sell advertising to a • 

complying candidate at 50 percent o~ the lowest unit rate, 


Reduced Postage Rate: Candid'.ltes would be able to send up to two pieces of mail• 

to each voting-age resident at the lowest 3m class non-profit bulk rate. 


New Variable Contribution Rate: If a candidate's opponent does not abido by the • 
spending limits or excc:ods 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) Bao: The bill would ban PAC contributions to • 
candidates. However, if the PAC ban is ruled unconstitutional, then tbe PAC 
contribution would be lowered to $1,000, 

• 	 Franked Mailings: Franked mailings are harmed in a campaign year. 

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

Buodllng: The bundling of campaign contributions is harmed.• 



• 

FROM: JOHN HiLLEY 
BRUCE REED 
PETER JACOBY 
JIM WEBER 

SUBJECT: CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM 

'96 DEC 13 pK5:51 

As part ofa strategy to make campaign finance reform a reality. we have met with key 
Democratic Members ofCongress, labor representalives~ party representatives and a core 
negotiating group from the outside reformers during the past severn! 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 expendituresj 
2) curbing spending on issue advocacy; 3) banning "soft" money; 4) contribution limits for 
individual PAC,; 5) in-state and in-district fundmising proposals; 6) proposals to <;<><liry the 
Supreme Court's deeision in CommunicatioDs Workers QfAmerica v' Beek. and; 7) restrictions 
on campaign contributions by non·citizens. In preparation for a meeting with you early next . .' 	
week) please find below the background, infonnation on these 'key issues and a brief sunimary of 
our progress toward the resolution ofeach. 

Limiting Party Independent Expenditures 

TwO issues have emerged as key to successfully passing campaign finance refonn. 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. is Hmhing the ability 
of parties and outside groups to impa'?t federal races through issue advocacy activities. Both 
issues are central to a fundamental concern for all Members ofCongress -- the inability to 
accurately predict, and effective} res ond to cam ign spending by forCeS'Oiiier t the 
.E2!ittc 	 opponen~Without a way to limit. or at least anticipate, e amount of spending by 
outside 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 
sucn spending. 

This past June in ColQradQ RrurubHcaa Federal Campaign Committee' y, Federal Election 
~QmmissiQn. the Supreme Court held that political parties may make independent expenditures 
on behalf of their candidates as long as those expenditures are not made in coordination with the 
candidate. The decision overturned an FEe rule which had he.ld that party_act'ivities ~Y~ 
nature were coordinated with candidates titutionalWimited under the 

ectlon Campaign ct (FECAl. The fallout from this ruling was relt 'Imost ___ .m__-'---"---'_-'-	 ' 
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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, because FECA requires that independent expenditures be made with "hard" 
money ,CLe. money raised and disclosed under FECA's contribution limits for individuals. PACs 
and parties) Democratic 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, refonners and 
Democrats alike, is to broaden the'definition of party coordination t'o limit the ability ofparties to 
undertake independent expenditures. Any effort to broaden the definition will be difficult, 
however. bec,luse it must necessarily address the constitutional hurdles in the Colorado decision. 
which require the FEC to establish actual coordination, rather than • 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 becorn~ concerned about 
the impact of spending by third parties on their races. This concern is especially acute with 
respect to issue advocacy spending, In Buckley y, Valeo. the Supreme Court's 1976 landmark 
campaign finance decision, the Court held that the only independent expenditures tbat could be 
disclosed and regulated under FECA were those used for cOnlffiWlications that "expressly 
advocate the election or defeat of a clearly identified candidate.U (This definition has since been 
codified in FECA) In a footnote in Buckley the Court gave examples of words of express 
advocacYl including "vote for," "elect," "support," "cast your ballot for,~! ':Smith for Congress,H 
"vote against," «defeat~' ana "reject" The Court created this ·narrow definition to draw a clear 
distinction between "issue discussion" or issue advocacy which has strong First Amendment 
protections} and the candidate-oriented speech which is the focus ofcampaign finance laws. 

'. Since 1976, Federal courts have generally held thai 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 Coalition and others may use unlimited 
contributions from wealthy individuals. corporate treasuries or dues.paying members to fund 
issue advocacy campaigns during an eJection cycle, Perhaps the most publicized campaign of 
this nature WlIS the $35 million media campaign by the AFL-CIO earlier this year to highlight the 
and~famHy 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 
ofFECA 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 unlimited contributions from corporations. unions or individuals. 

Reformers; Congressional Democrats. the FEe and reform-minded Republicans have aU 
indicated a desire to expand the definition of express advocacy to include both themagic words 
test and a new test that would include campaign activities that. when taken as a whole, CQuid 
only be interpreted by • reasonable person as advocating the election or. defeat ofa clearly 
identified candidate. This would have the effect of bringing a broader range of issue advocacy 
activities under FECA, thereby limiting the impact oftmlimited donations on elections. There is 
little question, however} that current constitutional jurisprudence favors a narrow definition of 
express advocacy and it will be a challenge to craft legislative langnage that expands the 
definition in a constitutionally defensible manner, We, along with the Office ofLegaI Counsel at 
the Department ofJustice. are currently reviewing legislative language that purports to achieve 
!hi'goal. 

Banning "Soft" Mone.y 

Every credible campaign finance refonn initiative during the past several Congresses has 
contained provisions to ban "soft'" money. Soft money is a term used for funds that are raised by 
state and national parties for party building activities, OOTV 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 soft money in unlimited amounts directly from unions. 
corporate treasuries and wealthy individuals. Past refonn effurts 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! renewed zeal stems from the unprecedented levels of soft money 
raised and spent during this past cycle, Party leaders, however, argue that soft money, whlch was 
used extensively by the party to fund issue advocacy campaigns in competitive races, helped 
Democrats win in many races, Consequently> a resolution of this issue wilJ binge on an 
acceptable compromise which provides parties with some sort ofnew benefit, such as free 
television time or reduced mailing costs, to offset the loss of soft money resources. 

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

Contributinn Limltsfor [ndlviduol PAC. 

Campaign finance reform efforts in the past, including last year's McCain-Feingold 
bipartisan campaign finance reform bill, have generally proposed to eliminate £111 PACs from, 
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federal election campaigns. It appears, however, that Senators McCain and Feingold will 
concede that a PAC ban is W1constitutional and delete the ban from their refonn 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 CUlTent $5,000 per election· ($1 0,000 per cycle) to $1,000 per election 
($2,000 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 $1,000 contribution limit 
and insist on a significantly higher limiL The House Democratic leadership bill during the last 
Congress included a $4,000 per election (S8,OOO per cycle) limit while the House Republican 
leadership biillowered the current level to $2,500 per year. Early indications from HOl,lse 
Democrats are that they may accept a $6,000 per cycle limit, ifa contributing PAC is allowed to 
give up to $5,000 in a primaryeleclion. In the Senate, individual PAC limits have been less 
controversial since many Senators raise the bulk of their contributions from individuals. 

The outside reform groups may accept the deletion of the PAC ban from the McCain
Feingold legislation. !t is unclear whether they will endorse a PAC limit higher than the $1,000 
per election level being contemplated by Senators McCain and Feingold. Because we believe 
that House ptlSSage of any campaign finance refonn bill will hinge on preserving a substantial 
portion of the current individual PAC contribution level, we have urged the outside groups to 
support and ultimately persuade Senators McCain and Feingold 10 raise their proposed 
contribution limit. . 

In the past, you have endorsed legislation banning PACs. If the McCain-Feingold 
legislation does not contain a ban, it is our recommendation that you endorse a reduction in the 
current $5,000 per election contribution level for individual PAC•. We are researching the 
impact of each likely reduction to detennine exactly what the new limit should be. 

In..state and In-District Fundraising 

The McCain-Feingold refonn 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 contained. h()wever. a provision for small states which would 
allow the sixty percent threshold to be met by showing that SIXty percent of a candidate' s ' 
campaign contributors resided in-state, While McCain-Feingold applied the in-state provision 
exclusively to Senate races, House Democrats: greatly fear any refonn that would require them to 
raise a majority of their funds either in-state or in-district. for their part, the outside refonn 
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 jn~st.ate reqUirement that 
can be met by showing that either sixty percent of contributions were raised in~state or sixty 
percent ofcontributors resided in~state woul~ be acceptable. I, 
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Codifying the Supre,!,e Cburl's llJ:4 Decision 

In 1988 the Supreme Court decided a landmark laoor law case involving the rigbts of 
individual employees to limit Ii lU1ion~s use of membership fees and dues. In Communjcation 
\VQrkers of America y .. Beck the Court held that a union may not, over the objections ofdues~ 
paying nonmember employees, expend ftmds collected from them on activities unrelated to 
coHeetive bargaining activities. As a result of this det:ision? dues-paying nonmembers may 
demand a pro~rated return of union dues and fees earmarked for political activity. 

Since 1988, Congressional Republicans have pursued efforts to codify the mil decision< 
In doing so, however~ Republicans. have propose.d extremely broad interpretations of the 
Supreme Court's decision. effectively seeking to gut organin:d labor's participat,ion in the 
national electoral debate and disable internal union to member communications< The AFL-CIO 
and its affiliates oppose "codification" of~ Congres~ional Democrats seem, ironically, less 
energized, Many Hill Democrats appear willing to consider enacting a narrow codification. 

Republicans are certain to press ~ issues in the upcoming congressional deb~te on 
campaign reform. While Senate Democrats may well filibuster unreasonable.&£k provisions, 
the pcssibility exists that Republicans may be able to force through unacceptable mil 
provisions which they would trumpet as "refonn." Such a scenario could result in the choice of 
eitber signing a distinctly anti-labor bill or risk being attacked as oppcsed to refonn< 

As a result, we may consider whether to pre~empt the Republicans on J.k&k by including 
a narrow "codification" as a part of bipartisan refonn legislation. 

Prohibiting Ntm~Citizensfr(Jm Cf!ntributing to Federal Campaigns 

During the closing weeks of the campaign you publicly stated your support for banning 
federal campaign contributions from those who cannot vote. Banning non-citizen 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 inore difficu!t question, both from a 
political perspective and as an implementation issue, is whether such a ban should apply to 
corporate PAC donations by the U.S. subsidiaries offoreign corpora~ons. 

Such a ban will be strongly opposed by oompanies with U.s. subsidiaries who will fear a 
diminution in their ablHty to petition the federal government. Additionally, determining which 
company is beneficially owned by a foreign interest could prove difficult <L<i a matter of Jaw and 
enforcement. We are currently reviewing legislative language which purports to ban federal 
campaign contributions from both individuals and all foreign-owned entities. 

, 
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cc: 	 Vice President Gore 
Leon Panetta 
Erskine Bowles 
Harold Ickes 
Jack Quinn 
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THE WHITE: HOUSE: 

WASH !NGTON 

January 22, 1997 

MEMORANDUM FOR TIlE PRESIDENT 

FROM: Bruce Reed 

SUBJECT: Summit on Servi", 

Before we agree to hold. White House event to announce the Pruladelphia summit on 
citi2:en service, you should review the attached memo from Harris Wofford, wruch spells out what 
the summit is designed to accomplish and what win follow from it. Reeent deve10pments in 
W(lifQrd'g negotiations with Ray Chambers.. the oo-organizer who represents Bush's interests, 
have caused :some concern, In particular, concerns have been raised about the long-term effort 
that win 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 outlines the- bastc purpose of the summit -- to raise tile proflle 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 another platfonn to 
advance the ethic of service, and produce tangible commitments from corporations. and service 
organizations to expand their efforts. . .. 

The structure and content of the summit have changed repeatedly in recent weeks, and 
remain under negotiation. Erskine and Wofford had • conference ca1l this morning with Ray 
Chambers, who informed us that he intends to raise $100 million for a no....profit to oversee the 
summit 8lld follow-up, and that Powell has agreed to be general chainnan orthe whole enterprise. 
·Chambers had Bill Bradley in mind as vice-chair, but was open to other names insteed. (Erskin. 
suggested Henry Cisneros). Chambers ,aid that Powell plans to make service and the follow-up 
to tbe sununit the=tral focus oCrus life over tbe neld few years. Because the magnitude oftbe 
effort was news to us (and apparently, to Wofford), Erskine told Chambers that he needed to 
think about it before committing to any announcement. 

II. Options. 

" There is general agreemenllhat the summit~ and Powell's involvement, could be a boost 
for the idea ofservkc" The question is whether we can define the summit and Powell's role in a 
way that does not inadvertently hand Powell a well-funded political plalibrm or bless something 
that might go on to eclipse Americorps. . ., . 

'. 



, 

One option is to downplay our involvement, and let Wofford and Chambers announce the 
summit themselves,. with no guarantee that we'll participate, That would reduce press interest in 
the event, and let us play it by ear over the next three months. !flhe effort catehes on, we could 
align ourselves with it, but we would not rush toto a project that could. eclipse our own efforts. 
The risk oftniscourse is that Powell- and Bush - might drop out entirely, and make it more 
difficult for dIe summit to succeed in raising the profile ofservice. The alternate risk i. that 
Powell and Bush might go forward without us, and get all the credit. 

A second option is (0 insist on giving Cisneros a strong, shough not ~Iy equ31, role 
i. the project (e.g., vice-<:hair). Cisneros would vigorously protect the Administration's interests, 
and tOgether, PoweR and Cisneros would send a powerful sip about Service as a way to 
strengthen community.· W. could also insist the! you and Bush serve as honorary co-duIirs, thet 
the sununit b. eaIled "The Presidents' Summit on Serviee," and thet the CEO ofthe non-profit be 
someone we can trust. Wrththe rightlaunc~ either in a White Hou8e.event or the State altho 
Union, you could make it clear that Powell and Cisneros were both part of. broader, 
Administration-backed effort. We might still run the risk that Powell might use this as • launching 
pad, or that this effort would detract attention from Amerimirps. . 

A third, high~risk option is to play hardball. and insist that Cisneros have an equal role to 
PoweU's. Having an equal counterweight to Powell clearly would serve the Administration'. 
interests, If this effort .is as ambitious as Chambers makes it sound. and Powell plans to make it 
the major focus ofhis public life, he might decide not to walk away. But Powell no doubt has • 
host ofothe, offers (0 choose from, and Chambers believes he would walk (and Bush might go 

,... with him). 

The Vice President' s office has no strong preference among these options. Ron KIain says 
the! from their standpoint, the question is not so much about Powel! -- who will be part of the 
landscape in any case - as it is about wheth.er this enterprise wiU help A.nlcricorps or subsume it. 

Ifwe do procood with an announcement~ we would envision an East: Room ceremony 
Friday afternoon, with you, the Vice President, President Bush, Powell, and Cisneros speaking to 
an audience of service enthusiasts. Bush is available Friday, but would also be willing to 
reschedule for another day. 

.,, 

http:wheth.er
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THE CITIZENS SERVICE ~UMMIT 
I 
I 
I , 

The Announcemenl- On Friday. you and PIeSident Bush f'ill announce the Summit to be held ' 
in Philadolphla on April 27-29 and some oftbeWtial CO~1ments. You can also announce 
that Colin Powdl bas agreed 10 your and PIeSident Bush 'sJ in-itation to serve as a General 
Chairman ofthe SlllDmit itself. The SlllDmit is being jointly organized by the Corporation far 
National Service and lhe Points ofLight Foundation. I 

, ;rhe First Commj~.nts - You will be able to mmot1llCe·1 Ibis process bas already resulted in 
more than twonty significant pledges from major instituti~ 10 addx<:ss major social problems, 
Examples include: I 
. • 	 ~bialHCA bas,eommitted to tully hinnunize -' \mruon child=lhrougb their health 

care futilities lhrough the year 2000. I , ' 

• 	 Big BrolherslBig Sisters -: bas pladgad wdoublc their ~wring roIationships. reaching 
200,000 matc:hes lhrough tbe year 2000. They pledge that the "Bigs and Littles" mll 
ptrfunn service toge1hor as an int<gral pot! oftbe pros!-. ' ,, 

i 
• LensCrafters mll pro.;de one million free eye exams fur children by the year 2003. 

I 	 ' 

• 	 ABC, CBS and HBO have ~m:d to pro-iding prL~~ing and Public Service 
MnmUlccment to promote menwnng.. vr~· 

I ' ,, 	 I 
,,' 	 Olher organizations already maldng commitments include jrhe Greek Orthodox Church, IBM, 

the California University .system, and the city or Tuscon. ~y the time ofthe summit, we mll 
have secured many, many more.. I 
Jhe SlI!Drnit Goals- The goal oftbesummit iHO insure uktthateach disadvaotaged child bas: 
I) an ongoing relationship with a c:arini! adult 2) a safe pl~ fot struClUrad activities during 
non-school hollIS; 3) • heal'lhy start; 4) economic opportunity through edacation, including the 
ability 10 read S) and opporomitles to give back to others. *' the'weeks I""ding up to the 
,"","""1, task fo~ of leaders fro~ busin=:organized 1r.the media, religion, education and 
philao1hropy ",111 work to set speei6c numoneal wgets. 	 . 

, . . 	 , 
lb. Summit Event - FUst, the President ODd FirstLady. 'former President Bush and Ford and 
the participating first Ladies will join togetber at Indepeni(enec Hall in Philadelphia in a historic 
eall to service. Seoond.local, _. and national leaders !roju all sectors will announce 
organizational commilmentS to aotion. Third, ~t;atives from 100 communities from 50 
states will work 10gethcr10 organize local effom to rceclt q,. goals. 

The Summit funde" - The Swnmit is being f\lnded by Kellogg fo~on. Pew Charitable 
, TrustS, Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, the David and ~iucil. Packard Foundation and the 

Kauffman Foundation. I
• 
I 

j>ost-Summil- A 501.:3 partnership will be created to proolate service and VOlunteering to meet 
!h.es. goals. General Powell will be its Chainnao ofthc Board alld an experienced CEO ';'ill nm 
the operation. This partnership will work to secure funding!from major foundations and then 
distribute smaHer grants to local.organizations that add:ress;these major challenges. 
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January 22. 1997 I . 

1 CORPORATION.. 
fOR NATIONAL 

.. 

MEMORANDUM TO THE PImSlDENT CSERV'CE 

From: 

Subject; Progress report on thC Summit 

i 

Erskine asked me to give you an update on the plans for II/c Summit ill Philadelphia. April 
21·29. and information on' the scope ofour bopes for the r.fterrnath to the Summit. And I 
want 10 stress as Strongly as I can tb. need to go ahead Wi)h the I!llllouncemenr Friday. 
'. I 

The Summir ties together several of the key themes ofyaJ presidency. You have called 
for cit""'" to come together 10 addr... the chaUeages Of~ir conummities. The Summit 
is de,igned to dramatically increase public awareness abou the role of service and 
voluateennl: to solve problems, to de-politicize tbe issue n.tional service, and to. 
stirnul.te specific commitments for problem solving. In co,verunS the Summit with 
President Bush you are showing your wnunitment to bipartisanship and your ability to 
catalyze action v.rithout crealing a big new federal spendin~ progrnm . 

. I 

When we talked about the SU.mmit on the trip to y\?~r eo+encement talk at Penn State, 
1 told y~u why the Summit was a centro part of the 'trate~ to establish National Service. 
as a Widely-supported. non~panisan institution in A.tnerican fife, and to have the 
Corporation for National Service act as a catalySt for a lar~ national coalition "'to crack 
the atom ofcivic: power.... !

I 
! 

In my November l41h memorandum, I wrote: 
I 

A major. historic opportunity to make service ~on.partisan will b. tb. 
Citi.en Service Summit, now scheduled for A~riI27.29 in 
Philadelph,a. President Busb has committed tOUoining you in the call 
for service. and we are worl<ing on getting N~cy Reagan and 
President' Carter and Fon!. We have r....on tQ hope th.t Colin 
Powell will agree to some high profile role at $' summit 

. Org.anh:ations and institutions invited to the Summit will be asked to 
come "With tangible commitments. to new acti()~ that will hetp create 11111 ~... Y<rt ...~b'W 

~tx:~the conditions for the success ofAmerican :rOt.\tb. 
~ lOl.&S.5«IO . I 

".. 1I ., . 

., 
! ,~.•,..,tiC"I'H'-'S~ . 

I \ """---Ln/lied ~MIlMa 
l>".n<)l\Qj~,~k.:C""l'" 

http:A~riI27.29
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Together, these propos.l, provide a grand tneq,. for your presidency 
, - a government helping citizens to solve problems through se'rvlce, 

and in the pro<e$'. expanding educational op~rtunity. By 
emphasilinglocal, volunteer-oriented solutionl, you recognize that 
while the era ofbig government is over - the ",,4 ofbig citizens -
and big atizen action - bad better begin. It wpuld demonstrate that 
you have far-reaching. far-sighted and elfcc:tii ideas fur addressing 
the problems facing America. tami~... i 

. 	 I 

" 	 By readUng oot to Republicans, you will be ;f'wing yourself to be 

above partisan po1itics. using <=ommon setlSe find the ""nunon 

good. . . . . 


I 

We had wanted to launen this before die campaign ,cason began. but when that proved . 

imposslble. I sent you the attached Nov.5~ memorandum, Fa ! then met with Brute Reed 

and Gene Sperling.. When the cabinet selc:ction process was completed, 1 asked Erskine to 

arrange a'meetingwith you as soon as possible, , I 


I . , 

The hoped-for "high protil." role for Generall'owell (wru'ett was in our original plw of 

1995 when we stated our hope he ,"oold be chair oftbe S~mmit) was not mentioned in my 

November Sdl memorandum because,at that time he,had tutned us down. Since then. Ray 

Chambers became the chair of our joint Points ofUght Fo~ndation-..corpot.lion for 

National Service Steering Committee, and set out to per"'i'de Powell to be General 

Chairman ofthe SUIl'.nUt and of whatever continujng parm.ermip emerged. Recently, he 

succeeded in getting Powell. who now ~ays the Summit arid aftermath efforts will get a lot 

ofltis time and attention. l 


I 

I 


Since then as we11. President ford bes agreed to come for ihe morning of Apri128'" but 

must leave later for Atlanta for some international event b~ convened by President 

Carter - who says he cannot come to Philadelphia becau~. ofthat prior comitment: 

Rosalyn Ca.rter' may be able to eorne a.nd some electronic;: ~l1necti(ln to President Carter is 

<i<pcc:ted. Nancy Reag>n bes said she will come while Lady Bird Iohnson bes declined 

because of her eye sight and bealtb problems. but may .mfg. a video . 


. , 
Since then, too, the Summit bas been presented to the Redublican Governors Conference . 	 ,
by Governors Weld l"d En,gier. Go~orDean ofthe Democratic GoV(:mors 

Association is actively working ";tb us. So is Dick Ce1e>t~ and Richard Gordon, tlt. 

fonner policy advisor to Governor Bayl1. AIl Governors ale being invited and we expea a 

number to attend, Governor Engler expects, to announce the Summit. to be seconded by 

Governor Carper. at the closing plenary of the NGA wint+, meeting february 41

1\, 

, 

The Mayor of each of the 100 communities will b. invitea;as part of their community 
. delegations, .nd a number llfe expected to attend. Mayor ~endeU is enthusiastically . 
organizing plans to make Philadelphia a ~'five~star host city"~ .. with notable commitments 



~-.-.- -T 
I 


. I 


) 


for each ofthe five go.ls. Mayor Mellino and I Wked ofthF Sununi. to the U,S, 

Conference of Mayors session last Saturday. and Mayor Vietor Ashe, our newest 

Corporation board membcr.ls representing us actively, as i~ our staff colleague. Jim 

Scheibel, former Mayor.ofSt. Paul. I 


I 

Enklne Wants me 10 mdicate, as far .. I can, the prOCCSSU1e1Y to go on, in the coming 

years. My memorandum outlined ",hat we have proposed: '. . 


. . 
. 'The UOO participant' .,.., being invited to ~hiladeJphi4 10 launch" strategy 

for citizen service and community leaders¥,'to "turn the tide" by the tum 
ofthe een""), on many ofth. challenges • $0 many)'<lWlll people 
today. Organizations and institutions invit to the Summit will be asked 10 
come with a tangible commitment '0 new a . on that will help create the 
conditions forth. ,uccess ofAmerican YOU\h: 

....Following the Summit, community tearn~ and local SIJIIlmit, will further 
develop and rcline measurable targets. The Summit should be seen 85 the 
beginning ofan on-going process through t~e year 1000. It will provide an 
organizing model for many others who fitldlthis model an impetus to new . 
action. W. would hope to tr.d< ,ome oftb, progreso being made in 
communities over the next few years and r~nvcne a,Summit in the year 
2000 to see iftogcthet:' we are aClually solvIng some of the problems ' 
confronting children and youth and celebf~e what is being acheived.· 

, 

I 

The specific targets (in that memorandum) for additional Jentors, tutors, and other 
vo1un[e~rs engaged in work with the young. and addjtio~youth engaged in service. a,re 
not now propos~ fOT the announcement Friday, But such~argets are very much a part of 
the plan [or the Summit and the aftermath. I 

I 
. I 
We" ve been actively involved in assembling the initial comFitments... some ofthe most 
notable of which I.nach. Major foundalions - led by Pew, Kellogg and the Ro~ . 
Wood Johnson Foundation, each ofwhich has invested more than $400,000 each - are 
considering much larg" investments in funding local and qational programs to achieve the 
five goals. Ray Chamhcro has l1lId talk, that make him bcli~ve a post-Stlmmit fund for 
service of 5100 million is in sight. I 

. I 

That tS the kind of quantum leap in nOl1-goverrunental suppon we have been dreaming of 
I add ,hat all ofthis has been put together teton: General Powell recently agreed to be 
Chalrman, Corporation for Nat;onal Service and Points 01: Light staff and 1, and more 
r~c.ently Ray Chamhers and his personal nerwork, have m~de this possible. 

Ray reports that the major foundations i11lerested suggest ~ SO 1 (c) (3) corporation to be 
the fi.1I1ding mechanism. to receive some of the funds and lliocate tbern to programs 
working on the seals, ~ote that rr.any of the programs uti~ize AmeriCorps members and , 

I • 
! 
I 
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t 
could be aided in meeting our requirements for private sect?r' match. Indeed, one ofthe 
latest commitments - from IBM - fora Technology C0'l!$ proposes to pay halfofthe 
costs ofutilizing 40 AmeriCorps'VISTAmember$. Anot1>t< example: at the national 
board of the Bog BrotherslBig Sister.;. aller my presecr.tier, '.resolution was adapted 

. (enthu,iasticaUy .<conded by Senator Dan Coat..) to maJ:"i as their commitment for the 
. Summit: lbe doubling ofBog Bro1hcrsIBig SUter. from 1O'j'.000 to 200,000, by the year 
2,OOo,llIlIt the requirement that aU 200,000 match.. joimlyldo • sustained project of 

" coinmunity service. Thi, idea grew our of their AmeriCorpl and Corporation Learn and 
" " Serve America gri.nts. I 

". , I· 

Also, the commitments strategy. beRlre and after the Sum~ will gi"" povwmiJ! new 
momentum for secwing1he 100,000 Work StudycommilIlF'" for the Reading Initiative
- and the"goal ofh.1fofthe nearly one-million work-studyUobs going into community 
service. . . j . 

I 
So you see why your continued support oftrus is essential fo.the cause. and to my own 
continued iudership <lithe Corpon.t1Qn for National Sei:vif;C. 

i 
" I 

More importantly. thi' is.n unprecedented opportunity fot your continued leadership of 
citizen service. It is the occasion when you cen reach beyobd ~eriCorps to embrace and 
salute and support the far larger family of service in the co?ntty. , 

} I need your confidence and support, 
"" 

I 
t 
I 

I 

I 

I 

I 


,I 
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THE WHITE HOUSE: 

WASHINGi'ON 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THEP!\MIDEN1: ~~~ 
FROM: .. TODD STERN'ilQj\ 0, \H L<!\0IU(9 ~ , 

SUBJECT: 'Exerutive Order to Protect Children from HealthlSaf';;;-Risks'.:lI. ~~.- .{Q 
. " ~lll\uw. 


As a lead·in to tne zete>-three conference next week, you are tentatively scheduled to sign an ~\ 

Executive Order directing agencies to enhance tneir effort. to protect ldd, against envirorunental ~o(. 

health and s:afety risks, There is broad agreement about most elements ofthe EO., but . ' 

disagreement !Li to the pivotal section.'Section 5. The attached memo seeks your approval ofone 

ofthree options concerning Section 5, 


Background.. The proposed E.O. is designed to ensure a more coordinated approach to 
children's issues by (I) requiring,alI,agencie, to make protection ofchildren a high priority in 

carrying out tbdr statutory responsibilities and overall missions; (2) creating an interagency Task 


,Force to estahilsh • coordinated res ....ch ageed. andinitialives for the Administration; and (3) 
requiring a8encies to analyze and explain the effects oftheir regulations on children. It is this last 
requirement that i. tn. subject ofdisagreement ,,"54 
Section S - Fed....l Regulatory Analysis. As dralled, Section 5 would require agencies '0 (l)~'~ 
as.es. the elfeeu ofproposed rCgulatiollS on children'f he pmposejj regs are economically , . 
sisW&ant and ~ay "avo 8 disproportionate impact en~; (2) assess the effects: ofreasonable ~ . 
alternatives to the planned reg that provide more or less protection for children than the planned ~ 
reg; and (.l) explain why tbe planned reg is preferable to the aI'"",,,i_, Pro. and con, are laid ~ 
out in detail in the memo, but, in essence, the options and arguments ire: . 

Option 1 - approve proposed Order with Section 5 as ,drafted.. Proponents argue that 
Section 5 Provides the teeth to ensure that agencies will adhere to the policy ofthe Order and tnat 

without it the Order would be regarded as largely hortatory. Supperted by DPC and CEQ. 


Option 2 - omit Section 5. Opponents argue that this is a nove! requirement with unpredictable 
, consequences.,. that it would impose a signifiCant new regulatory burden. and that the requirement 
to explain why 8 more protective alternative wasn't chosen will open agencies to undue criticism. 
Thcy .rgue that rather than imposing a new requirement in the E.O., the Task Fa,""" should 

eonsider appropriateness ofregulatory ,tend.rd,. Supported by Tr=ry, Commerce and HHS. 


Option 3 - modify Section S. The requirement that agencies analyze the effects of a proposed 

regulation on 'children would be retained, but the requirernent for agencies to analyze more o[}ess . 

protective atternatives and to justify thetr decisions would be omitted. Supported by NEe. 


OptionN Oplion 2_ Option 3_ DiSCU~ \,' 

. 
\) 




DECISION 

) 
Approve the E~ecutive Order as drafted 

Modify Section 5 of the &ecutive Order 

Oridt Section 5 of the &ecutive Order .. 

ATTACHMENT 


Proposed Executive Order 


\ 
I 

5 , 
\ 
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~cutive Ot:der 

',' , 

" '. '.: 
, ", 

,',', 

hea;t~~ :ri~ks"and saf~ty .r~sks, These ,ris.~ arise because': ' 

children's neurological, ima.tui"olOgical.' digestive s.nd other· • 
" -.:,.",: -,', .. .-', " .' , " ' '.' , '.' ' . 

'bodily syate;tlS are still developing; children, eat m.o~ ',food.
-' ." . ',' . . 

dx:ink" more fl1;l,idc., and, br~at'he ~:r:'e_'~i;- !n"proPo;tion to their 
.- _' '., - ,,',' i') , '..\, ;." .' .-~ :",',,' .: ••• : '_,'_I, 

bOdy w!)'igh,t 'than adl,llt,e;,c~ildren'G' abe and,. weight. may d:i,mini~' 

thei:r ,pro~e~t:.;',?n '~~!:J:~~a'ru1ar~ 'na:fe:t~. ~~atur~'8, '.~ ,chl~~nl'D. " ,-", 

" ~vioi:-. P'A!:tt:":::nB. may nui.ke: them 'more' sUsCept.~'bie., ~o tl.cdid:~ta· " .! .- ," '-', " ' ......, '. .' , " ," 

.bec~use they "'a~~ ,leaa able _to proteCt ,th~elvea:"",TM'teforei "to .,'..-' 
, "'''~''';, ,',.'," '. ':.-~ .-,.':, ,', . ',,'.;: .... '. ',' 

, 'the exeent:pemit't.ed hy law 'and sppropriate:and. conslitent· wit.h ' 

, ~~ 
", . , 

.' 

~g~eyl~ '~~016n: ,ea~h: £~;er~i ~g'e-n~'t ~ . ,,~:" ' . , , 

Jal shad .-.e it, it 'high' prio~ity to' f.d'en\:;t!y;.and' Msees ' 

~ 

'~. "~V'~~~al',h~~lt~"ri8ka,~d,'Oafety, risks Jhac'may, 


disProPort1onac.idy',affeCt:' chUdren; and" 

(bl ~ha'li" :ensure· ttui~' i.ts policteQ, progr¥-mtl.' activitieQ,


.' ~ 

ruid,etaii4a~ 
children ,that result 'from environm.ental health dalta 'or 

ea~ety-·rie~. ' 

1-l02. 'Ea'-eh 'il'ldependent ;regUlatory agencY ia en~aged: to 

in the' imp'lement~'t.ion , ,, , ' ". ,

c~ly with it~'~prQvisions~ 

~. l., Q~fjnitionj!. 'The fO.H,owing de£1,rd.tions sball apply.
" .- ' ..;, 

.., to th"is order. " 

2-2:0,l .. ' Eed~ral Ilgepsy ue:ano any' authorit.y of tlw;! United 

S\:;ate:; ~~t, 'is an agency under 44 U,5 ,,C. '3502 (1) , other t.han' those 

considered ·to be ~ndepen~ent regul.atory agencieH 'UJideI;' 44 U,S'.C, 
" 

http:exeent:pemit't.ed


3502(5) ," -For putPos~i'-of this order,' ,milita7Y departments, as 
- • • • • ._ • 'n'" ".' .... ~defined' 'in'~' ~~S:.c·, 102;' are:'c'~;'ered- ", under the ati~£li?e:a ',of: th~~ ....:;"::.::~ 

. , . ,'. .'.,,' .:. . . . . . .' ,r,_ ... ';;~oepartment of 'Defense.' .' ."'"', ". ,.,~. ,-, '. 

." . 

: ~' 

. 2-2'02:', "COvered uguiaL:>ci act1sm meana' any wl)stautiVe 

.acti~~".in a:'rulerMki~~: i~!'~i~~~ 'afte~,:'~~~ ~~te '"of' ,th~a Executive, . ..' . .. . ..' ,ordc!=,,' or fo~ whi~h '8 N~'tice 'of' ~~ed Rule~~ing is pUblished 
.,

W,ith~ one ~o.!:?f the date of·,;his,·o~er; .. i~t:·.b '~~kelY to 

• ~e'~~l~ "i~ a J:ule that'r:a;;;- . . ". . . ',' ; , "Ca}': he,:~e~.no~ieallY ~i~~ic:ant•.under Executive' Order 

1286G·~.(a i.ul.en\ak:i~ tttit: ha.,u.' ~ .aMua.~', e£f~t CII; the' 
" " . , '. . . . ' ".. . .-,': ' : ; 

e.conOmY of, $100:' ~h1i~ or 'more ~r-' wo;.tld adversely 
, ',', 

,-' , affect:; in'a material 'way the 'economy; a sector' of:the 
- : - " ' " ," ' ' . 

' .. , . economy. produotivity, competition,' jobs, the 
" ',.. ',' , 

<'invir-onnttlnt, public ht!alth or safe.ty, 'or State.- local, 
, " , 

or' trib~l 90Vernme~~'B 'or' co~m~.mitiie.s) i and 
: . - " . ,",,' 

{hI Lconcero ,-an envirol?-mental l:teal~h dsk, or safety risk 
, +t..t..<\i~'1 \.....t...,i. ~~ \;..f.\..\tVL - ',: ' \ . 

-, ':' .~~~~m~y ,diSP~op~~tio~at~7~ ~f~eet C~~l~:re,n';J 
2-203 .. Eny1rpomaDtal health risks and eaf~t~ ~~sk$ mean 

,'r~sk~ to healt~'or'to safety t~t are attrib~tahle,to products or: 

Btibstan<::ee which the' chit-d' if!. likely. to' QOrne ~n Con,t~~t, ~ith or 

ingest (such 'as the· ail;' We breath" -the food we 'eat; the water we 

d;'ink or use ior recreation, the 6~-i1 we live ,on. and the 

pr~uet's'we u~e 'or 'are(~osed 'to).

~, 3.." :rAck F.otCO 00 Enyh~o.vm.el.'lt.al Health 'Rhika lu)d saf""!ty 

Riaks ,tp' Children., 

3~301. -- There is hereby established ,t.ne Task Force on 

, Environm~tai Health RiGkG'~nd safety Risks to Children {HTask 

'Forco-}. 

3.w 302. Tbe Tasi.;:, Force will rep::>r~ to the' President in 

_consultation ....it.h·the ~stic'Policy Council', the Nat~onal 

~ciience and Technology council, 'the. council ,on Environmental 

QUa'Hty,' arid the Office of Management and Budget' ("OMS"}.. .' 

3-303 • 

. the: 

2 
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';' . 

,. , . 

" '. 
" " 

..' 

,, 

. ;,. 

(J~} .cnair o'f' the CounCil'on Enviro~l"Q(mtai ouill1ty:
" : ' . ' .. " , " 

U) Ci\.a,ir .of ·the.' Cona~eX"' Px"od~9t. 'sa~~ty:' Comrtds~iol}; 
"{m) , '. ABSi~t~'nt; to the 'p:X"~:'Biden~ "for ~¢onomic PQl'~~i . 

" " . '. .' . '. ~ ',; 

'(n) As~~t.Jjnt :to'ehe' .prel!'ideh:t...·fo~ D<?tn~~'11,:.i9 :~~~'icy;" ',," 

. 
,(0)· . Assistant to the p~:~~dent ;a.*td· Dire~~r.'~f' tpe Office· " ." 

. '. , ' ,. ."~ , . ", ' ' .:"'",
of 'Se~~nce '«ltd 'TOc:~log'y.,P.~liCYi ',: ," -. " 

'., .(p), " 'dtn'!~;' C~un:c'il of EoQn~ic"M'viGere " "ind , " ", ..;, ' ", .. 
. .. .' ,. " .,..... '.. " , ..~ '. .. ..SUch:other offic!a!a' of Execut.ive 'departmtmt's 'and . . - .' . ,. 

agencie~' as, the 'p~eo'ide~t ,may, fr(m'! t.ime ,b:) 'ttme;, 
, ..,'" , .' . 

'"de.~i~te~: Me~r9 :0£ -the ,Task' Fore'e may delegate. 

t~~.~r "reapQnBii;iUtie~ ~~der ~t~is ~~4~~: t~ :' " 

oUbo~dinate8'•. 

".3 -304(. 'Furu:::tioniJ. ,'The T~sk .Force shall' nciomin~' to th~' .. 

Presido1mt:. Fede.ril Btiategie~ "for:, childrert' s (U'~~.:~.rorun~nta1: health 
. ,',"',,' ,,'.' . ' 

and, s,~fety., w:·it.hin t.h~' HmitB,?f 'the Adm'iailit'ration'; B buaget. to 
" '. 

(a) litateme,ntG ,of principle9; gener~l policy, 'and targ'eted 
" ,'a~~a'i "~;;'~()~~eiEis "t~:'~ide: the ,tederal. awroach to. , 

'achieving the go-a'18 '~f ~his" order.;' 

(hI a" ~~O;dinat~:J -research': ag~~d~" f~~, the'- Federal· 
Go~ernme~t. includIng ,steps, to implemeri£ the ,review of , . . ' 

' .. , 

.'" l 

http:D<?tn~~'11,:.i9


'.' , ,., 

, 

.• 

., ' , 

, 
-,', . 

(c) recorBme'ndatione for app;,op:i:'iaee. partners.hip~ among 
.~. " ,. 

· Fe~e:ralt Sl;:.ate" 'tiiba! and' local goyernments· and tlie. :';~. 
. , .... , "",'." ,,'" 'I'. " '." , . ':' .. '. 

pri:"'ate, academic, ,,~ 'ri~':'pr~fit -sectorG;' , . 

P~Po~~,~~':t(;:'e~~~e "~li~ "ou{i:~~C'h' ~d ~~icaii~ ,,' 
',' - ',.' " .' ' ... -' ,- . 

, ;', '. " 

to ,asois!;' families -in, ~val~ating' risks to clt;\,.ldren an~,' 
'. '" 


· in:' ,making'inf~',~er, choicen I' 
".- -',J.,-, '" .: .' 

an i~ent~fJ.cat;:ion of 'hi~h;"prj:Qrity ·init.iat~veB. that 

Fe'det:al oOvernm'ent 'llas ·;u.ndertaken or' will -Undertake in 
, ':.,:' ".';' ,.""; .' . ".' "," , . 

advanc,irig ~tecti~ of, ebildxen's ·.e~vi.rOnmerlta1 heaith' 
· ",',"i"";.,,- :.,',' '/ 

and s'afety; and' .:. ,', . 
{f~,._ ~,'(I~~t:em~t reg~r¥ng"tt;e desirability'of new 

,legisl~t~on. to :i~'£:;'~l '0,1" prOmote' the ~urpo~e.a: of . 
" .,' 

3-305. The Task 'Force' shall prepare Ii hierulial ~epoFt on:' 

re.se:a~ch, data,' o~· ~th~-r: .!ri~o~~9~: t~a~ ~uld eitha.nce: our 

~iUty.to ~ra,t.6.nd; ana~yze', and.,rospond to ~nV:iro~tal 

health rioks and :safety risks to, ehildren.· Fot' ~rpo"ae~ ':of, this· 
, , . .' , . , .. 

.report, ctlbin~t ag~ncieG' and othei:- ,agenCies :ident.1,fied hy,the 

Task':~orce ~hall "identify' an~ s~ificall~ d~~Cribe.· .for 'the Task 
. " , .' 

,Fo~e --key, aa~a .ne~d8. 'related to,e-nvi~e-ntal h:A1Ch riS~B and 

. safety risks to' chil.dr~n 't~t haye '!-rtaen in the Coi,J,rae of the 

~9ency",e ~rogr~~ im~ acti~iti~'s, ':'rh0 Task Force shall 

inc0.t'P?"rate agencY'submiosiomi ifito its report. arid ensure'that 

~:is, repor~ i~ ,~ubli~lY' a~;~~le ~~ \lidelY diBlJ~in~~~d,.. The 
, '... " ',: ' . " ',.' '. -- ,. . , 


White Houoe O.ffice of Science and 'hchrtology POlicY,aUd the, 

, , , . " 

National ~ci~nce,.a.?d TectmorOgy'~~il shall ena'ure tha.t,t~i$ 

:report 10' f'uily Co~s~de~d in" eS~!1blishing resoarcit' priorities. 


·J-3OG·, The"Task' F:orce shall' exiat for a pe-rlod of £~ur . 
• ; • t 

At.,le8;Bt; aix: months: 'prior to the 

expiration, ,Of' that' period,- th~ membe~ agencie's uhall asooaa the 

need for continuation of the: Task _Force or its f!Jnc~.ions,· and 

make appropriate recommendations to, the President. 

~.~. Reseorch coordination and IDtegr~tiQn. 

4-401. Within: 'oi'x ~nth5 ,of' the date of this order. the' 

Task Force shall develop or·direct to be developed a review of , 
" 

4 

'... 

. 

" ':

'. ~'. 

. , .. 
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i~ 
. ·,U 

..,:;,1. 

'en$l,lri~g t~t:·~ea.e~r:::h~ri? 	 a'nd fed~ral r~~~a~~~ _~?en~~ee li~vf.:.;,<·:;~·,::~·.:.~';a! 	
'access to<infonnat.i,cn on all' research ~nducted"or fuhdetthy the ',,',_ t;; 
'Fed~nl- ~~~~nt th~t' i'6 ~~l~'ted' -~~'-'~rl~nr~~::~e~th '~isl$iJ :~n "~::' 

>. •• !~q • 

'~ildr~n ~i:lulting :from e~9ure, t9 e·nvi.ronment~l' he~li:.h' riakn or , . :. ' , ,.. - . -":;;
~·~e.t.y '_riG~~:", ~ NatiOnal. seta,nee', at1cl, TeC~109Y: _~cli shall:. " :,' .,,-,: .. . - .. 
:r:'evii!:~-_',~~ '.pl"~~:_.. -:, ... ." . 

..~ _ 4~40';.: The plim"ohall promote t~~: ~'ba~tit-~':o~~i~f~~t~~"'6~• 	
" ,', ",;', -,' "'-:";' ."'. ". , ....... "',  .,:ac~emic and: p:rivate: research:.. It 'shall '·ittclud~ ie~OdatiO:n~ '.'

" ",' -, - - . . - - , 

'. , to encou~~~e.,t~.t' ~ch .data,: t.o-;t~ extent pe~tted:~ h.~. J'~~.:':".'. 
a~Uable' to ~he: P~Uc~ ·~he ~ienti~ic and o.;a:demic ·q·otnim.Utities,' 

., 
,"kc.. '~. 'AgencY cov! rpnm.e.ntal health risk or sAfe:t2 x:ink. 

~~11 at i w'e ~ ,. 
. 5~SOl. For e~c,h covered 	regulatory act1on"subm~tte~' to 

.:' 
OMB'e Qffic~ bf Info:r:mation and' Regulatory Affairs ('''OIRA'') for 

, ',"',. "'. ,,' , 

\ 	 :r~v.iew purs~t, top, Executive Order' ~2866, ~he. ieauing agency 

shall provide 'to 'QlRA" the f()llbwi~g ,information" deve16ped an pa:rt
'" ' . , . " .'."', , ".. . , 

q£, the ag~hcy' s ~~ciniOnn1aking 'p'rOOe~B, ,'unle8~', prohibIted,bY ·l~"': . -. 	 " 

" ", 	 {a) an 'e~iuation of the'e;"'i:ronmental'he~lth or-saf~ty
, " , , ." . 	 , . , - ' , ..' 

.. 	 effect.s· ~f :th~' planne~ re~ia£~o~'" ~ri chlid.r~ni : . ". ' . .' - .' ' 

(b) 'an; aSB~s5ment.'of pot~ntiallY effecti~ and l:'eas::mably 

planned 'regulation, 
' . 

. ldentifi,ed' by :the 

di#e~nt'. de~ees 
(-c;) :an explanntion of 

pl:'efe:rable to th~ ident.ified, poten:t.ial, alternat!v~ {sf . 

S~5.02. : In emergency situations. or when an" agency is 

obligated by law to act more quickly"than nor;na.l,.:revieW 
-	 " ' , 

p,rocedures allow, the Agcncy:"shaiL comPly with the, provisions of 

."this oeoti.on, to, the extent- practicable. For thoser covered

~ regulatory ~cti-ono that ar~; g~ve~~' by a court~impoG!!d ,or 

statutory deadl~no: ~he .·agencY" shall" to ,t~e' ~xte~t -pr~cticable, . .,, . 
och'edule r.ule:m~ktng pr~eedingti, s.o as to 'pe~'U:' s\iffic!ent ti~e 
for c'?m.P-1et:ing t!;.e analyaLs requi~ed by thia ae':;don. 

http:oeoti.on


, . ' .. 

an part. of any <?tner, re~1~d analyai's.· arid. ahall 'be 'made 'part:'of 
, '.. ":: 'tM adUrl.ni~~r~_~i~e ~ecord' f~~ '~'~'~"'~~~~red' '~e~i~t~';;\~'~ion:~r' .:~ . 

· otherwise' mad~ a~aiiable, to: the ,p~ric~·:. ~o th'~: ~~'te~':~nrl~i;e'd' 
."- .'-,'., .: ...... ,.'.'.... '. 

'. "':',' ,~,.'C 	 ..... '....

. ',by. law. ,:"", .': 	 ',,':."',::-:" 
:-:,,' -,. . . ' ' " '. -'. '-'"." , "~, 'Ji.' Ir;te.rag~, "Forum on Child ond ,Faml1Y"Sta.thtics: 

" "., .',' ;':"" . '" 

of the 'OMB .("Dim,;:·cn::~}..\ Gh:ill ¢Onv~r::-~ 

-au' Interagericf. Forum' on 'ChUd'-and Family :Stat'laties {."Fo~"f ,_ '" 

, ~ iththh: ~ll'l' ~~~~~e' '~e~~e~~~~i~~iJ ,:~%i~m, ~e :pp~;ia~e Fede~l' . ., '. ." , -.. 	 .-', ',' 	 . , ".' 

stadl:lti~a ana 'reeM::eh "~nCie)j. ''I'he 'Forom .. !a:to produce an": 
" . _." .' ,,' .,,-. " . 

·~~;:t co~pend:ium.' (~Rip~")' of the_ ~t. i~po~tarlt ~ndic3tort.l of 
. 	 . . '. . 

6·602. The Fortun 'al?al~'.detertn~ne' the' i~cat;ors to be 


included in the Report and identify the sources of data to be 

", . 

. - '. . 

used for 'the .fndicato·rs. The 'FOrUm shall prOvide An ongoing 


, ". ,. .,' . . .-. , , . 

;revi~w of F'ederal 'activity .i~' the, -collection of aat;:a on children 

· and f~milies. and shall' make ,re~nd~tion6'tQ,improve the 
, .: 

· ~()o:rdination: ~# ~ ~'.:.a' co'Uection ahd ,to. re4uce" ,~pli-catio~ and 
,:' 

,'?V~~ia'p: 
, " .' 

publiahe~ by t,he: Forum ,in 

.. " 	 COl'U:~\11t-ation with tlie !>lat';i,anal Institute' for ~it4 Health and 

.Human .oevelopln~nt;:·' 'file ForUm .shlill issue t!:>e ,'first aM\u):l 'report. 

to the ~aident. through the 'Dir'ectb-r:. by July 31, '1997. The 

. ,repOrt Bh~il ~" submitted a~uall¥ thereafter, usi~9' the moat 

· recently ava'ilable data~, 

'.se.c. 2,. ,General ptQVia:!Qiu3,' 

7·701... · 'Tli!~ ~~er :is '!::;-;ended only .for internal 'management;: 

of the Executive Branch. This order' is'not intended. and should 

_:reapt?nsihility~ ,oubst~ntive ot" prO~e4u:Cai. :enforceable. at law or 

.. ,.equity hy Il' part1i .a:gains!::" t~e United. State~, i~s agencies •. ito 

o~fic'ers. or its emploYees. This order shall not be construed to 

create any' right 'to judicial ~view -ilwolving th'e compliance or 

noncpmplillnce wit'h 'this 'ord~r by the United St:,,-tes, ito· age;ncie.:;, 

it$ o~Eicerlil, or, any other ,person. ,.. 
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