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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WAS H! NGTON 

April 13, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR BOB RUBIN 

FROM; SIlERYLL CASHIN 

SUBJECf: REVISED DRAFT OF EZ/EC DESIGNATION MEMORANDUM 

Attached is a revised version of the memorandum that fe-flects changc..~ Paul Weinstein. 
Kumiki Gitson and J agrcctl to internally. The only substantive change is that the document 
now includes morc specifics regarding evaluation and the post-designation process, The 
document has not been recirculated to HUD. USDA or HHS, 

Jack Quinn may can you tOOD}, to discuss next steps on this proccs.... I would like to 
brief you and Gene on a number of issues tha1 I Ie-amed about in discussing selections with 
the people who designed the TRP selection process. Perhaps we can do Ihis at the Renden 
))prc-mccting." 

cc: 
Gene Sperling 
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April 13, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR COMMUNITY ENTERPRISE BOARD 

FROM: 

SUBJECf: DRAFT FOR EZIEC DESIGNATION PROCESS 

At the first meeting of the Community Enterprise Board (Board), the ~1;)ff was asked 
to make recommendations as to how the Empowerment Zones (EZ) and Enterprise 
CommuDiticB (EC) designation process should be structured to ensure an efficient process that 
cnabl~ all agencies represented on the Board to have adequate input. This memorandum sets 
forth a su~,cstcd framework fm such a process. 

J. ISSUES REGARDING DESIGNATION PROCESS 

The following issues were raiscd by Board members and staff regarding the 
dc...ignalion process: 

• 	 Inclusion of all agencies. 'me September 30. 1993 Presidential Memorandum that 
created the Bomd ,requires BUD and USDA to consult with the Board regarding the 
EZ/EC designations. AU the Board members agree that we necd to create a process 
that ensures that each agency reprcscnted on lhc Board has an adequate opportunity to 
evaluate and consider (1) the submitted stralcgic plans:; (2) program usages and 
strategies contained in EZ/EC applications that are within the agency's jurisdictjon~ and 
(3) waiver requests within the agency's jurisdiction. 

• 	 Input from and negotiation with applicants. Some Board members, including 
SCclctary Cisneros. have recommended that we give each EZIEC applicant an 
opportunity for a face-to-face cncounter with the Board or the Designating Secretaries 
So that applicants feel 1hey have had a fun and fair opportunity to present their plan. 
Some Board mcmbcls have suggested tbat we have puhlic site visits during the 
application or designation process. Others have exprc.'isoo concerns thai such public 
enCounters may create political difficulties. All agree that we will need to consult 
with "finalists" on necessary adjustments to their strategic plans. 

• 	 Maintaining Objectivity and Discretion. AU of the Board members agree that we 
need a proccs..'\ that ensures that all "finalists" meet the objective criteria set forth in 
1he appJiC<ltion while allowing some degree of discretion for other considerations, such 
as geographic diversity. 

• 	 Timing. In order to be able to demonstf<!tc some early success, we nccd ~m efficient 
process that allows us to begin to dcsign~tc a substaniiaillumbcr of EZs/ECs by 
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September, 1994 (although we may decide to defer all Or many of the designations 
until a laler date). 

• 	 Input from Outside Experts, Some Boord members have suggested that we consider 
using a panel of outside experts to help screen applications. and inject more objectivity 
into the process. 

• 	 Inte!:-agency Review and Staffing. To ensure consistency and high-quality review, 
some: have suggested an interagency orientation team to provide initial guidance to 
agency reviewers about the goals of the initiative. Each agency will also b~ required 
to devote or detail adequate staff to the review process. (In the EZIEC Application, 
we commit to considering the waiver requests of all applicants, 1\':bctbcr or not the 
applicant is designated) We also need to have as much certainty as possible about 
agen:.:y decisions regarding individual program and waiver requests prim: to making a 
fin.1 EZ/EC designa.ion. 

• 	 Technical Assistance. Some Board members have also suggested thot we try to 
mTangc for foundations and other non-goycrnmental organizations to provide technical 
assistance to EZ/EC applkants. Qucstions have also been raised regarding the extent 
of technicai assistance that ought 10 be provided by HUD) USDA and other agencies 
during the application proccs.<;. 

• 	 .Jost-Designation Implementation. Some members, including the Vice President and 
Carol Rasco, have suggested that we should have interagency implementation teams 
and/or a coordinating mechanism at the regional level, like the State Rural 
Dcvc:lopmcnt Councils, that would belp the designated communities follow-through 
with implementation and provide the 1w,;.al coordination necessary to help communities 
realize their slrategic vision: One foundation bas suggested that designated 
communities be required to go through an additionru 3-4 month planning period to 
ensure appropriate implementation. 

• 	 Evaluation. FinaHy, so~e members. CEA Chair Laura Tyson in particular, have 
suggested that a third-parry evaluator be selected tu conduct a thorough evaluation of 
the EZIEC initiative. 

II. RECOMMENOATIONS 

A. Prescreening for HMost Viable" Applications. Based on the level of interest to 
date, we-expect to receive at least 400 and perhaps as many as 800 applications for the 104 
EZ/EC slots. Because of this volume, we believe the only realistic way to enSure that some 
sites arc designated by September! 1994 is to have HUD and USDA prc-screen [he 
applications and present a manageable number of "most viable" applications to the staff and 
then to the Board for review. 
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We recommend the following general approach, HUD and USDA would develop their 
own procedure to screen for a target class -- say 200 -- of ~hc "most viable" applications. 
While HUD and USDA may not use identical screening criteria. they will coordinate with 
each other to ensure consistency in criteria and process. HHS would screen aU applications 
for compliance with Title XX requirements, 

AU other agencies willing to invest the time would certainly be nUowcd to review alt 
of the submitted applications and make rccommcnda!j(ms to HUD and USDA a~out which 
<lpplications shou1d be placed jn the "most viable" class, (HUD and USDA would make the 
documents avai1ablc for review at their respective builtlings.) 

B. Screening for Finalists. HUD and USDA will also develop a process for 
winnowing the "most viable" class to a first round of approximately 20 to 30 urban and rural 
"finalists," all of which will have been 3djudged~ based upon their strategic plans, to be 
qualified to receive either an EZ or EC designation. 

The winnowing process will require each agency 10 review all applications in the 
"most viable" class. Each agency must designate a learn of reviewers for this purpose, and 
BUD and USDA will coon.linatc the orientation of all agency reviewers, 

To enable in-depth review by the agencies, HUD and USDA will develop a form or 
process by which agency reviewers wHl record their evaluations of ench application, The 
form or process will aHow for each agency to identify the strengths and weaknesses of each 
application; provide 3 technical rating; and subit a narrative description of any concerns any 
agency may have with the plan, waiver requests or otber program proposals, 

This process would specificaUy require each agency to give, to the cxtent permissible, 
a preliminary indication as to whether the agency would grant, deny or amend the appUcant's 
pmposed uses of agency-administered funds (i,e.) proposed uses of programs !isted in the 
menu of fcccral programs). At an appropriate point to determined by HUD and USDA. a 
dccislnn on waiver requests would also be required. (Sec part E on waiver approvals, below.) 

C. Presenting Finalists to lhe Board. Based upon the agencies' input amI their own 
judgment, HUD and USDA wou1d select approximately 20-30 first round "finalists." 

Hun and USDA would then present these recommcndations to agcncy staff, along 
with any significant Changes that might be needed in an applicant's strategic pl.tn, The 
agency staff would then offer responses, HUD [lnd USDA would then make a formal 
recommendation to the Board on the nine proposed EZs and the "top" ECs remaining from 
the first round of finalists. Because agency staff should hc in communication with their 
respective principals., al this junclurc we expect there will be cons.ensus on the 
recommendations. TIle Board would, however, have an opportunity to comment on the 
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recommendations and HUD and USDA would. take these comments. into consideration in 
making final dccisiofi.'i. 

The winnowing process would he repeated for the remaining applications in the "'most 
viable" ciass, resulting in the finalists for the remaining EC designations. OUT goal would he 
to have the selection process completed by the cnd of the fi,I1, although tbis gool would not 
necessarily be stated publicly. 

D. Consultations with Applicants and Outside Re"iew. If necessary, BUD and 
USDA and olher funding agencies may conduct discussions with Ufinalists" to clarify ,my 
open issues and discuss any needed adjustments and performance agreements) particularly 
regarding total population requirements, proposed program uses or waivers. HUD and USDA 
will coordinate all discussions and, prior to such meetings, will consult with other agencies to 
confirm what program funds each llgency is able to grant (or is inclined to grant) in support 
of the finalist's strategic plan. These consultations should also address specifics of any . 
adjustments agencies would need in order to meet an applicant's program rcquc,<.;t, to the 
extent that lhcsc agencies can provide such information. 

Given the number of expected applicants, we do nol helieve there will be sufficient 
time to conduct public hearings or site visits prior to designation, We also doubt that there 
will be sufficient time to alinw outside experts 10 review the applications. In ,:my event, such 
outside reviews raise legal and other concerns. The consultations discussed above, however, 
should provide agency officials with the opportunity io clarify any concerns tbey have about 
an application and to ohtain an accurate assessment of a strategic plan. 

E. Waiver Approvals. Except in extraordinary circumstancc.'i, .tll waiver requests 
made by applicants rcganling program regulations should be decided upon prior to any EZ or 
EC designation. As HUD and USDA screen for finalists, they will submit program waiver 
requests to tne relevant individual agencies. Agencies will be expected to respond within ten 
days of receiving such requests with a decision Of a statement of extraordinary circumstances 
as to why a decision cannot he made at that time. (This provision docs not apply to 
application~ to conduct demonstrations with eligibility and benefit provisions of the Social 
Security A<:I.) 

We believe that the process for approving waiver requests of applicants that arc not 
selected fot EZIEC designations should be deferred until after Ihe EZIEC designations are 
completed. Applicants should be told that we will begin the process of "working wi.h" 
communities On their waiver strategies after ihe EZJEC designations arc announced, The 
inter-agency EZlEC Working Group win develop a proces.~ for responding to this remaining 
"third round" of applications and present it to the Boord for review later Ihis spring. 

F. Ucsignation Announcements. Decisions regarding the timing of anl1QUUi;,ing the 
EZlEC designations should be made independent of this proposed selection process. In other 
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words, allh(lugh the process would be designed tn select the lop-rated applications first, this 
docs not necessarily mcan that these designations should be announced in this order. 

We would expect, however, [hat at the time an individual designation is announced, 
the announcement would include substantial specifics about what agency program 
commitments arc being made to the designated community -- c.g., SBA One Stop Capita1 
Shop, Fannie Mac partnership investments, Commerce National Information Infrastructure 
Gmni, DOL Onc Stop Career Center, etc, This will be especially important for the Bes, in 
order to debunk contentions that the ECs arc not valuable. 

G. Technical Assistance. The agency staffs arc in agreement that all agencies should 
do everything possible to respond to requests for information and assistance from applicants. 
HUD, USDA, and Justice arc nOw part of the Communil), Empowennent Internet. which will 
allow ttpplicants to submit queries by computer Hnd to access basic "Q&A" and other 
information about the EZ/EC process. HUD and USDA arc developing a master list of 
agency contacts to distribute to applicants and a list of outside entities. particularly 
foundations, that have commilted to provide resources and technical assistance to EZiEC 
applicants, In addition, HUD and USDA have agreed to make the list of applicants (who 
have flied a notice of intent) available to foundations, other organizatioIls and all the Boa~d 
Members in order to facilitate tcchnica! nssis1ance to applicants. rannic Mac, for example, is 
comJncling t:ight intensive technical assistance workshops around the country to provide 
EZ/EC applicants explicit instruction un huw 10 enter into partnerships modeled on their 
HouseOakland initiative. 

n. Pust-Designation [mplementation. HUD has committed to devote one fun-lime 
field stuff p,:rson for each urban EZ and one Cult-time staff person for every three urban ECs. 
VSDA will also be devoting field staff to the initiative, These field staff will work on a day­
to-day basis with their designated communities 10 ensure speedy implementation of the 
strategic plan and quick federal response to any problems or issues that arise. 

Upon designating an EZ or Ee, we would like cuch agency on the Board to identify a 
key contact person in thc"relevant field office who will be committed to working as part of a 
local, intertlgency implementation team ihat win meet regularly with the dcslgnatcd 
community to assist in implementation and problem solving. To ensure that the Board 
provides a rapid. coordinated federal response to loCilI problems for designated EZs and Ees, 
we would like each EZ and EC to have an "ombudsman" at the federal Icvcl and would like 
each agency to take on the ombudsman role for one EZ and a number of ECs. Acting as the 
ombudsman for its as.<;.igncd EZ and ECs, each agency would be knowledgeable about their 
dcsignatctl communities' strategic plan and would help to solve any federal-level problems 
their designated communitics facc. TIle Communit), Enterprise Board would meet regu!arly at 
the ombudsman level to facilitate cross-agency coordination and cooperation for all 
communities. 
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We would like each cabinet secretary to be personally involved in seeing to it that his 
or her agcli<:Y is fulfilling its omhudsman role, :Each cabinet secretary would be responsible 
for ensuring regular site visits from Washinglon offiCials and regular contact with the local 
interagency implementation teams for the communities for which their agencies arc serving as 
ombudsman, Th~~ arc initial ideas on post-dcsignalion. We welcome additional 
suggestions. 

I. Evaluation. The Departments of HOD and USDA wilt contract with a third-party 
evaluator to aSsess key aspects of the empowerment zone program. In particular, the 
cOntraclOr will review key clements of cmpowennent ZOne and enterprise community strategic 
plans 10 identify elements thai have worked and could be replicable in other communities 
across the nation. The evaluator will also examine the impicmcnlalion of strategic plans 10 
identify methods that have been particu!arly succcssf~J and could serve as models for future 
efforts, At this: juncture. no decisions have been made as to the precise deSign of the 
evaluation or who the evaluator will be. We welcome your input ;:md suggestions. HUD and 
USDA wiH present more detaHcd plans regarding evaluation at .1 later date, at which time all 
Board members will have an opportunity to comment 

III, CONCLUSION 

Because the Board is comprised of 15 agencies and departments, any form of 
collaboralion is going 10 be labor- and timc-intensive. We believc Ihat Ihe above-described 
framework strikes a good balance that will allow agencies to h~~vc full input into the process 
without overly taxing theIr resources. If this general framework is acceptable to the Board, 
HUD and USDA will proceed with developing the details of the process. 
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MJ:;MORANDUM FOR SENIOR WHITE HOUSE STAFF 

FROM: 	 CAROL RASCO 
ROBERT RUBIN 
JACK QUINN 

SUBJECT: 	 EMPOWERMENT ZONESIENTERPRISE 
COMMUNITIES DESIGNATION PROCESS 
MEMORANDUM 

Attached for your infonnation are (J) a brief memorandum for the President on the 
selection process for choosing Empowerment Zones se mmun' (2) a 
memoranduIIi,to the Community Enterprise outlining the process in greater ".. If 
you have any que...tions or concerns pI consult us as soon as: possible. 



May 13. 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR TIlE PRESIDENT 

TImOUGH: TIlE VICE PRESIDENT 

FROM: CAROL RASCO 
ROBERT RUBIN 
JACK QUINN 

SUBJECT: EMPOWERMENT ZONES/ENTERPRISE COMMUNITIES 
DESIGNATION PROCESS 

I. ACfION-FORCfNG EVENT 

The Empowcnnent Zones/Entcrprise Communities application process began On 
January 17, 1994, TIle deadline for submission of applications is June 30.1994, at which 
time the selectioll process for the 9 Empowenncnt Zones (EZ) and 95 Enterprise 
Communities (BC) will begin. While the formal selections arc to be nl00c by the Secretaries 
of HUD (for urban areas) and Agriculture (for rural areas), in September, 1993 you created 
the Community Enterprise Boord ("Board") and required the Secretarics to consult with the 
Board prior to making the selections. We have developed a process for implementing this 
consultation process and arc submitting it 10 you now for your review, 

II. BACKGROUND 

The Board is comprised of the heads of 15 federal agencies, chaired by the Vice 
President and vicc-dmirc-d by Carol Rasco and Bob Rubin, AI the first meeting of the 
Board, on February 2, 1994, the Vice President charged the staff with developing an 
interagency consultation process. A draft memorandum outlining the process and related 
issues is attached. Ir waS developed in consultation with HUD, USDA and HHS (because of 
HHS' role in __ dministering the social services funds available under this program). It has not 
yet been shared with the entire Board, 

Thus far, over 650 communities across the country have informed HUD and USDA 
that they intend to apply for an EZIEC designation. We expect a total of as rtumy as 800 
applications. 

1 



M~lIly communities have begun to request meetings to discuss their applications. 
Although Wt~ have asked White House Counsel to provide us with guidance on appropriate 
procedures for such contacts at the staff level, we strongly recommend that neither you nor 
the Vice President agree to any such visits for the practical reason that, if you agree to one, 
you will be compelled to do many, many more. 

III. OVERVIEW OF I'ROI'OSAL 

BUD and USDA would prescreen all applications to winnow the initial 800 or so 
applications down to a manageable number, say 200, of the "most viable" applications. The 
pre-screening would be based on the eligibility and selection criteria articulated in the EZJEC 
application materials. HHS would review all applications for compliance with requirements 
regarding the Title XX, Social Services Block Grants. 

All the agencies on the Board would then be required to review the "most viable" 
class of applications, using an evaluation form developed by HUD and USDA. Staff for the 
Chair and Vice Chairs of the Community Enterprise Board would also review the "most 
viable" applications. Agency reviewers would be directed in particular to deciding whether 
they would grant program funding and waiver requests that fall within their jurisdiction. 

. After considering the agencies' evaluations, HUD and USDA would then select 
approximately 30 to 40 urban and rural first round finalists. lne agency evaluations, which 
would be primarily focused on their individual programs, would be given a collective weight 
of 50% toward the selection of finalists. Evaluations by the Designating Secretaries, the 
Chair and Vice Chairs of the Community Enterprise Board would also be given a collective 
weight of 50%. 

Once the 30 to 40 first round finalists are selected, the entire Board would then meet 
to make recommendations as to which of the first round of finalists should be designated as 
EZs. After considering the Board's recommendations, HUD and USDA would make the final 
decision on the EZ designations (as is required by statute). The remaining first round finalists 
would receive Ee designations and a second round of finalists would be considered, using the 
same procedures, for the remaining EC slots. 

We hope to complete this process by mid-September. The actual announcements of 
the EZiEC designations could be scheduled shortly thereafter. We believe it would be wise to 
announce some (2-3) EZ designations before the November elections and delay some (3-4) 
designations until after the elections. To mitigate the tensions surrounding the designations, 
we intend to work hard to ensure that, in addition to the EZ designations, the EC designations 
include valuable program investments. We would like to announce a number of enhanced 
ECs with large amounts of additional investments. 
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IV. DISCUSSION 


The proposal has the following advant;lgcs; 

• Ingut from the Board: It would ensure that each agency on the Board has an adequate 
opportunit)' to evaluate and consider (1) the submitted strategic plans; (2) program 
usages and stratcgic$ contained in EZIEC applications that arc within the agency's 
juril'liiction; and (3) waiver requests wilhlll the agency's jurisdiction, This will help 
ensure that each community designated a.~ an EZJEC will receiVe a viable package of 
federal reSOurCeS and waiver approvals. In addition, there will be review and input by 
the OVP, DPe, NEC, eM and OMB, all of which are represented on the Board, 

• Standards to enSure the longtcrIll success of the program; In order 10 win, an 
application woulJ he required to meet baseline eligibility criteria and selection 
standards that emphasize indicia of potential success. The Empowerment Zone 
initiative is going to uraw close scrutiny from Congress and the press. If the initiative 
is not perceived as a SuCCess in the long lennI jt will hamper Our ability to marshaU 
additional reSOurCes for distressed urban aoo rural communities. It will be important, 
therefore, 10 select applicants on the basis of a process that requires true community 
participation; the commitment of resources from state, locai and private sources; the 
know-how 10 be successful; anq ,all implementation team that is committed to 
following through with Ihe strategic vision, 

• Balanced Discretion: Allhough the agency reviewers would be asked to consider 
objective standards, the proposal allows BUD, USDA and the overall Board to 
consiuer additional factors, like geographic diversity, vision, and innovativcncss. 

•; 
P.aimc!>~: The proposal should ensure a fair process that will limit charges of political 
favoritism. As with other competitive grant programs, any records that arc produced 
by this process will be subject to inspection by the General Accounting Office, 
relevant Congressionai committees, and, possibly, the general public. In addition, 
applicants that do not win will demand reasons, The proposed process will result in 
documentation !hat demonstrates thai <Ill winners met the selection criteria, 

By giving appropriate weight to both Objective and SUbjective factors. we believe this 
process will heip ensure Ihe iongtenn success of the initiative. It is designed to award 
empowennent zones 10 communities that have strong, innovative strategic plans. With only 
nine cmpowt:rmcnt zones to designate, there will be considerable pressure, particularly as our 
legislative priorities come 10 a vole and the fnll elections approach. to weigh stl'OngJy other 
factors. 
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IV. CONCLliSION 

We wanted you to be <iwarc of this proposed procc.,.,. and receive any comments you 
may have before moving forward. 

Comments: 

4 
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May 13, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR COMMUNITY ENTERPRISE BOARD 

FROM: TIlE VICE PRESIDENT 
i CAROL RASCO 

ROBERT RUBIN 

SUBJECT: DRAFT FOR EZ/EC DESIGNATION PROCESS 

At Ihe firs. meeting of the Community Enterprise Board (Board), Ihe Slaff was asked 
to m~ke recommendations as to bow the fmpowcrmcnt Zones (EZ) and Enterprise 
Communities (EC) designation proceSs should be structured to ensure an efficient process that 
enables all agencies represented on the Board to have adequate Input. This memoranduDl Sets 
forth a proposed framework for such 3 process. 

I. OVERVIEW OF PROCESS 

HUD and USDA would prcscrecn aU applications to winnow the initial 800 or so 
applications: down to a manageable number, say 200, of the "most viable" applications. The 
pre-screening would be based on the eligibility and selection crilcria articulated in the EZIEC 
application materials. HHS would review ail applications for compliance with requirements 
regarding thl: Title XX, Social Services Block Grants, 

All the agencies on the Board would then be required to review the "most viable" 
class of applications, USing an evaluation form developed by HUD and USDA. Staff for the 
Chair and Vice Chairs of the Community, Enterprise Board would also review the "most 
viable" applications. Agency reviewers would be directed in particular to deciding whether 
they would grant program funding and walver requests that fall within their jurisdiction', 

. After considering the agenciesl evaluations, HUD and USDA would then select 
approximateJy 30 to 40 urban and rural first round finalists. TIle agency evaluatlonst which 
would be primarily focused on their indivjdual programs, would be given a collective weight 
of 50% toward the selection of finalists. Evaluations by the Designating Sccn::taries, the 
Chair and Vice ChaiIS of the Community Enterprise Board would also be given a collective 
weight of 50%, 

Once the 30 to 40 first round finalists arc selected, the entire Board would then meet 
to make recommendations. as to which of the first round of finalists should be designated as 
EZs, After considering the Board~ recommendations, HUD and USDA would make the final 
decision on the EZ designations (as is required by statute). 11m remaining first round finalists 
would receive EC desIgnations and a second round of finalists would be considered, using the 
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. same. procedures, for the remaining EC slo!~. 

We hope to complete this pmcess by mid-September. '111C actunl announcemenlS: of 
the EZIEC dcslgn,dions could be scheduleu shortly thereafter. We believe it would he wise til 

announce some (2-3) EZ designations bcfmc the November elections :md delay SOme (3~4) 

desipations until after the elections. To mitigate the tensions surrounding the dc.o.;ignations, 
we Intend to work hnrd to ensure that, in addition to the EZ designations, the Ee designations 
include v'lluablc program investments. We would like W announCe a number of enhanced 
ECs with large amounts of additiomll investments, 

II. ISSUES REGARIHNG DESIGNATION PROCESS 

The fonowing issues have been rniscd by BO':lrd members and staff regarding the 
designation process: 

• Inclusion of all agencies. The September 30, 1993 Presidential Memorandum that 
created the Buard requires HUn am] USDA to consult with the Board rcgtlrding the 
E7.JEC designations. Members agree that we need to crcalc a process (hat ensures that 
each agency represented on the Board has an adequate opportunity to ev<"luatc nnd 
consider (1) the suhmitted strategic plans; (2) progr;lm usages and strategies containeo 
in E7JEC <Ippli~tions Ihat arc within the agency!s jurisdIction; and (3) waiver requests 
within the agency's jurisdiction, 

• Input from and negotiation with applicants. Some Board members have 
recommended that we give each EZIEC applicant an opportunity for a face-to-face 
encounter with the Board or the Designating Secretaries so that applicants feel they 
h<lve h<ld a full and fair opportunity to present their plan. Some Board members have 
suggested that we have public site visits during the application or designation process. 
Others have expressed concerns thai such public encounters may create poiilicaJ 
difficulties. All agree that we will need 10 consult with finalisis on 'necessary 
adjustments to their strategic plans. 

• Maintaining Objectivity and Discretion. AU of the Board members agree that we 
need a process that ensures that all finalists meet the Objective criteria set forth in the 
application while .dlowing some degree of discretion for otber considerations. such as 
geographic divCisity. 

• Timing. In order to be able to demonstrate some early success, wc need <In efficient 
pmcC$S that allows us to begin to designate a substantial numher of EZsIEC.. hy 
September, 1994 (<l1thougb we may decide to dcfer all or many of the announcements 
until a Jalcr date). 
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• 	 Input from Outside .:xperts. Some Board members have suggested that We consider 
usin!~ a panel of outside experts to help screen npplications. 

• Agency Review, Staffing and nccisions on Programs and Waivers. To ensure 
consistency and higb-quality review. some have suggested an lntcT<igency onentation 
leam to provide initial guidance to agency reviewers about the goals of the initiative, ; 
Each agency will also be required 10 devote or octail adequate staff to the review 
process. (In the E2IEC Application, we commit to considering the waiver requests of 
aU applicants. whether Of not the aR!ili~9.nt is designated.) We ~tlso need to have as 
much cert.ainty as possible aoout agency decisions regarding individual program and 
waiver requests nrior to making a finai EZIEC dc."Iignation. 

• 	 Technical Assistance. Some Board members have also suggested that we try to 
arrange for foundations and other non-governmental organizations to provide technical 
assisl"ancc to EZ/EC applicants, Questions have also been raised regarding the extent 
of tcchnical a~,>istatiCC thaI ought 10 be provided by HUD, USDA and other agcncies. 
during the application process. 

• 	 Post-Designation Implementation. Some members have suggested that we should 
have interagency implementafion teams nndlnr a coordinating mechnnism at the 
regional level. likc thc Slate Rural Developmcnt CoimciIs, that woultJ help the 
designated communities follow-through with implementation aml provide the local 
coordination necessary to help communities reali7.-C their sirategic vision. One 
foundation has suggested that ucSigllll1cd communities be lequired to go through tm 
additional 3-4 month planning period to ensure appropriate implementation, 

• 	 Announcement of a "Third Tier" of Designations. "Some Bonrd members and st.aff 
have stressed the need to mitigate tensions by announcing an intention to have a "third 
tier" of designations. With waivers and priority consideration for discretionary 
funding. for example, we could provide for sueh a third tief) without seeking further 
resources from Congress. ' 

• 	 Evaluation. FinaUy, some members have suggested that a third-party evaluator be 
selected to conduct a thorough evaluation of the EZJEC initiative. 

III. RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. Prescreening for "Most Viable" Applications. Based on (he level of interest to 
date, we expect to receive at least 600 and perhaps as many as SOO applicatiOns for ihe 104 
EZJEC slots. Because of this volume. we believe. the only realislic approach to interagency 
consultation is. to have Ht...:D and USOA pic-screen the applications and present a manageable 
numher of "most viable" ;Ipplications to the agency st.1ff and then to the Board for review. 

http:aR!ili~9.nt


-4­

We recommend the following general approach. HUD and USDA would develop their 
own procedure to screen for a target da.-o;s -- say 200 -- of the "most viable" applications.. 
While HUD and USDA may not use identical screening CritCri<l1 they will coordinate with 
each other to ensure consistency in criteria and process. HHS would review aU applications 
for' compHance with Title XX requirements . 

• 
All (llher agencies wimng to invest the lime wnultl be allowed to review all of the 

submiHed :ipplications and make recommendations to HUD and USDA about which 
applications should be placed in the "most viable" class, (BUD and USDA would make the 
documents available for review at their respective buildings.) 

B. Screening for Finalists. HUD and USDA will also develop a process for selecting 
a first round of approximately 30 to 40 urban and rural finalists from the "most viable" class. 
These first round finalists will have been adjudged, based upon their strategic plans, to be 
qualifj~ to receive either an EZ or Be designation. 

Each agency wiH be required to review all appliC<lIions in the "most viable" cia.<;s. 
Each agency must designate a team of reviewers for this purpose, and HUD and USDA will 
coordinate the oriental ion of aU agency reviewers. Staff for the Chair and Vice Chairs of the 
Community Enterprise Board would also review the "tllm;.t viable" appHC<llions. 

To enable review by the agencies, HUD and USDA will develop a form or process by 
which agency reviewers will record their cvrtluations of each application. The form or 
process wiIJ allow for cac.h agency to identify relevant strengths and weaknesses of each 
applic.1tion and submit a narrative dc,..,crip1inn of any concerns any agency may have with the 
plan, waiver rcqucl;;ts or other program proposals. 

ThtS process wou1d spccUicaUy require each agenc), to give, to the extent permissible, 
a preliminary indication a'l to whether the agency would gmut, deny or amend the applicant's 
proposed us{..'s of agency-administered funds (i.e., proposed uses of programs listed in the 
menu of federal progmms). At an appropriate point to he determined by HUD and USDA, a 
decision on waiver requests would also be required. (Sec part E on waiver approvals, below.) 

. The ftgcncy evaluations, which would be primarily focused on their individual 
programs, would be given a collective weight of 50% toward the selection of finalists. 
Evaluations by the Dc."iignating Secretaries, the Chair and Vice Chairs of the Community 
Enterprise Board would also be given a collective weight of 50%, 

C. Presenting Finalists to Ihe Board. Based upon this inpul. BUD and USDA would 
select approximately 30-40 first round finalists, from which the nine EZs would be selected, 

HUD and USDA would then present these first round finalists to the Board, The 
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Board would fhen meet to make recommendations as to whkh of the first round finalists 
shouJd be designated as EZs. After considering the Boardls recommendations. HUD ,anti 
USDA woukl make the Hnt') decision on the EZ designations (as is required by statute). The 
rema1ning first rounJ final isis would receive EC designations, 

, These procedure..,; would then be repeated to select a second round of finalists from 
amdng the "most viablc H class, for the remaining Ee slots. The second round of finalists 
would also be presented to the Boord for consultation, Our goal would be to have the 
sclc<:tion process completed by mid-Scplcmhcr. although this goal would not necessarily be 
stated puhlicly. 

D. Consultations with Applicants and Outside Review. If necessary. HUD and 
USDA and other funding agencies may have discussions with finalists to clndfy any open 
issues and discnss any needed adjustments and perfonnancc agreements, particularly regarding 
total population requirements. proposed program uses or waivers, HUD and USDA will 
coordinate all discussions and, prior to such meetings, will consult with other agencies to 
confinn wbnt program funds each agency is ahle to grant (or is inclined to gmnt) in support 
of the fintlHst's strategic pJan. These consultations should also address spccific..'lc of any 
adjustments agencies would need io order to meet an appJic,'1nt's program rcquesl> to thc 
eXlent that these agencies can provide such information. 

Given the number of expected applicants, we do nnl believe there will be sufficient 
time to conduct publicized hearings or silc visils prior to designation, as: such public forums 
would almost certainly create an obligation 10 visit wilh all applicants. Tnc anticipated 
consultations with finalists, as described above, however, may involve confidential site visits 
by agency officjals. These consultations shmdd provide agency officials with the opportunity 
to clarify any ConCCrnS they have about an application and to obtain an accurate assessment of 
a strategic plan. 

We also doubt that there will be sufficient time 10 allow outside experts to review the 
appiic.11ions. Further. such outside reviews mise legal and other concerns. 

E. Wah'er Approvals and a "'Tbird Tier." Except in extraordinary circumstanccs, 
all waiver requests made by applicants. regardiog program regulations should be decided upon 
prior to any EZ or EC dc.<;ign'Hion. As HUD and USDA screen for finalists, they will submit 
program waiver requests to the relevant individual agenCies. Agencies will be expected to 
respond within ten days of receiving s.uch requests with !heir decision or a statement of 
extraordinary circumstances as to why a decision cannot be made at lhat time. (fhis 
provision docs not apply to applications to conduct demonstrations with eligibility and benefit 
provisions of the Social Security Act.) 

~ We believe that the process for approvjng waiver requests of applicants that arc not 
sclcC1cd for EZ/EC designalions should be deferred until after the EZIEC designations arc 
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completed, ApplicaJ11s should be [old Ib'l! we will begin the process of working with 
communities On their waiver strateglcs :.ICIer the EZlEC designations ~Irc announccd. 

The inter-agency EZlEC Working Group will develop a: proposed process for 
responding to this remaining "third I1er" of applications and prescnt it to the Board for review 
hiter, this spring, Because numerous applicants have complained that tbey will not have had 
suf'fk~jcnt time to develop comprehensive applications by the June 30 deadline, we believe it 
may be wise to clarify our intentions rcg.'uding granting waivers or olhel' resources for a third 
tier of dcsignalion~. in advance of the June 30 deadline. This may also help to defuse 
compcti!ive pressures. 

F. Designation Announcements. Decisions regnxding the liming of announcing the 
EZ/EC designations should be made independent of this proposed selection process. We 
believe it would be wise to announce some (2-3) EZ designations before the November 
elections and u.c1ay some (3-4) designations until after the elections. 

We would expect that at the time all individual designation is announced. the 
announcement would include substantial specifics about what agency program commitments 
arc being made to the de . .';;ignalcd communil), -- e.g., SBA One Stop Capital Shop, Fannie 
Mae partnership invcstmcl1t~, Commerce National Information Infrastmcturc Grant, and DOL 
One Stop Career Center. This witl be especially important for the ECs, in order to debunk 
contentions th:l! the ECs are not valuable. 

G. Technical Assistance. TIle a,gcllcy staffs arc in agreement that all agencies shou1d 
do everything possible to respond to requests for infonn:ation and as..~istancc from applicants, 
HUD. USDA, and Justice arc now part of the Community Empowcnncnt Internet, which wiH 
allow applicants to submit inquiries by computer and to access basic "Q&A" and other 
informntion ubout the EZIEC proces.s, HUD and USDA arc developing a maslcr list of 
agency contacls to distribute to applicanls and a list of outside cntitic..'i. particularly 
foundations, thai have committed (0 provide resources and technical assistance to EZIEC 
applicants, In addition, HUD and USDA have made the list of applit.:mts (who have filed a 
notice of intent) :lv"ilablc 10 foundations, other organizations and all the Board Members in 
order to facilirate technical a.....sistancc 10 applicants. Fannie M:lc, for example.. is conducting 
eight intensive tcchnical assistance workShops around the country to provide EZ/EC 
applicants explicit instruction on how to entcr into partnerships modeled on their 
HouseOakland initiative, 

H. P:)Sl-Designation 1mplemenlation. HUD has committed to devote one full-time 
field staff p(:rson for each urban EZ and one fun-time staff person for every Ihrec urban ECs, 
USDA will also be devoting field staff to the initiative. TI1Cse field staff will work on a day­
to-day basis with their designated communities to ensure speedy implementation of the 
strategic plan and quick fcdewl responsc tn any problems or issues that arisc. 
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Upon designating an EZ Or Ee) we would like each agency on the Board to identify a 
key contact person in the relevant field office who win be commlucd to working as part of a 
local, inleragency implcmcnt,ltion team th.jl will meet regularly with the designated 
community 10 :lssis! in implementation and pwhtcrn solving, 

" To ensure that the Board provides a rdpid. coordinated federal rcspon~c to local 
prob~cms for designated EZs and ECs, we would also like each agency to devote one full 
time equivalent (FTE) to this effort at the federal level. 

&ch of these ITEs would act as omhudsman for all of the designated EZ and EC'), 
and would be generally knowledgeable about all of the communities' strategic plan and would 
help to solve any federal-level prOblems their designated communities facc. The Community 
Enterprise Board would meet regularly at the ombudsman level to facilitate cross-agency 
coordination and cooperation for aU communities. 

We would like each cabinet secretary to be perwnaUy involved in seeing to it that his: 
or her agency is fulfilling its ombudsman role. Each cabinet secretary would he responsible 
for cl)suring regular sile visits from Washington officials and regular contact with the locaJ 
interagency implementation teams. These ;Ire initial idea.~ on post-designation. We welcome 
additional suggestions. 

I. EvaluatiQll. The Departments of HUO and USDA will contract with a 1hird-party 
evaluator to assess key aspects of the empowerment zone program. In particular. the 
contractor will review key clements of empowerment zone and enterprise community strategic 
plans to identify clements Ihat have worked and could be rcplic.1ble in other communities 
acms.1i the na1ion. The eva1uator will also examine the implementation of stratcgic plans to 
Idcntify methods that have been particularly successful and could serve as models for future 
efforts. At 1 bis juncture! no decisions have been mat.lc as to the precise design of the 
evaluation or who the evaluator will be. We welcome your input and suggc.<.;!ions. BUD and 
USDA wHl present more detailed plans regarding evaluation at a later date) at which time all 
Board members win have an opportunily to comment, 

III. CONCLlJSION 

Because the Board is comprised of 15 agencies and departments) any form of 
collaboration is going to be labor- and time-imensive, We believe that the above-described 
framework strikes a good balance that will allow agencies to have full input into the proces,'i 
without overly taxing their resources, If Ihis general framework is acceptable to the Board, 
HUD and USDA wiH proceed with developing the details of the process. 
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May 13, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

THROUGH: THE VICE PRESIDENT 

FROM: CAROL RASCO 
ROBERT RUBIN 
JACK QUINN 

SUBJECT: EMPOWERMENT ZONESIENTERPRfSE COMMUNITIES 
DESIGNATION PROCESS 

I. ACTION-FORCING EVENT 

The Empowcnncnt ZoneslEntcrprisc Communities application process began on 
January 17, 1994. 11m deadline for submission of applicatiOns is June 30, 1994, at which 
time the selection process for the 9 Empowerment Zones (EZ) and 95 Enterprise 
Communities (EC) will begin, While the Connai selections are to be made by the Secretaries 
of HUD (fOf urban areas) and Agriculture (for rural areas). in September, 1993 you created 
the ComnHmily Enterprise Board ("Board") auu required the Secretaries to consult with the 
Board prior to making lhc selections, We have developed a process for implementing this 
consulta1ion process and arc submittIng it to you now for your review. 

II. BACKGROUND 

The Board is comprised of the heads of 15 federal agencics~ chaired by the Vice 
President and vice-chaired by Carol Rasco and Bob Rubin. At the first meeting of the 
Board, on February 2~ 19\)4, the Vice President charged the staff with developing an 
interagency consultation process. A draft memorandum outlining the process and related 
issues is attached, It was developed in consultation with HUD, USDA and HHS (because: of 
HHS' role in administering the sodal services funds availabJe under this program). It has not 
yet been shared with Ihc entire Board, 

TI!US far, over 650 communities across 1hc country have informed HUn and USDA 
that they intend to apply for an EZIEC desig.nation, We expect a total of as many as 800 
applications. 
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Many communities have begun to request meeting.;; to discuss their applications. 
Although we have asked White House Counsel to provide us with guidance on appropriate 
procedures fot such contacts al the staff level, We strongly recommeml that neither you nor 
the Vice President agree to any such visits for the practical reason that, if you agree to one, 
you will be compelled to do many, many more. 

m. OVERVIEW OF PROPOSAL. 

BUD ilnd USDA would prescrccn aU applications 10 winnow the initial 800 or so 
applicatio1.l1; down to a manageable number. say 200, of the "most viable" applications. The 
prc:-scrcening wou1d be based on the eligibility and selection criteria articulated in the EZIEC 
application materials, HHS would review all applications for compliance whb requirements 
regarding the Tilie XX. Social Services Block Grants. 

All the agencies on the Board would lhen be required to rcview the "most viable" 
class of appHcation..<;. using an evaluation form developed by HUD and USDA. Staff for the 
Chair and Vice Chairs of 1he Community Enterprise Bo.lrd would also review the "most 
viablc" applications. Agency reviewers would be dirct.1ed in particular 10 deciding whether 
they would grant program funding and waiver requests that fall within their jurisdiction. 

After considering tbe agencies' evaluations, HUD and USDA would then select 
approximately 30 to 40 urban and rural first round finnHsts, The agency evaluations, which 
would be primarily focused nn their lndivhlu:11 programs, would be given a collective weight 
of 50% toward the selection of finalists. Evaluations by the Designating Secretnrics, the 
Chair and Vice Chairs nf the Community Enterprise Board would also be given a collective 
weight of 50%. 

Once the 30 to 40 first round finalists arc selected, the entire Board would then meet 
to make recommendations as to whieh of the first round of finalists should be designated as 
EZs. After considering the Board's recommcndations, HUD and USDA would make the final 
decision on the EZ designations (as is required by statute). The remaining first round finalists 
would rccdve EC des-ignation:; and a seconu round of fin:llists would be considered, using the 
same procedures. for the remaining Be S101S, 

We hope to complete this proces.~ by mid-September. The aetua] announcements of 
the EZIEC designations could be s.chcduled shortly thereafter. We beHc\'c it would be wise to 
announce some (2-3) EZ designations before the November elcctions and delay some (3-4) 
designations until after lhc elections. To mhigatc the tensions surrounding the dc.,ignations, 
we intend to work bard to enSure that, in addition to the EZ designations, the EC designations 
include valuable program invc.\1ments. We would likc to announce a number of enhanced 
ECs with large amounts of addilional investmenls. 
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IV. DISCUSSION 

'nlC proposal has the following advilnwgcs: 

• 	 IOIllit from the Board: It would ensure that each agency on Ihe Board b:1S an adequate 
opportunity to evaluafe and consider (l) the submitted strategic pJans; (2) program 
usages amI strategies contained in EZiEC applications that arc within the agency's 
jurisdiction; and (3) waiver requests within the agency's jurisdiction. ll1is will help 

, 	 enSure that each community designated J-S an BZlEC will receive a viable packngc of 
feoeral resources am) waiver approvaJs. In addition, there will be review and input by 
.he OVP, DPC, NEC, CEA and OMS, "II of which are represented on the Board. 

• 	 St~ndards to ensure the longtcrm success of the RfOgram: In onIcr to win, an 
application would he requited to meet baseline eligibility criteria and seiectlon 
standards that emphasize indicia of potential sUCCess. The Empowerment Zone 
initiative is going to draw close scrutiny from Cnngress and the pres~, If the initiative 
is not perceived as a success in the long term. it win hamper our ahHlly to marshall 
additional resources for distressed urban and rural communities. It will be important, 
therefore, to select applicrtnts on the bal'is of a procc&.o;; th~lt requires true community 
participation; the commitment of resources from state, local and private sources; the 
know-bow to be successful; and an implemenfation team that is committed to 
fOUowing through with the strategic visioR 

• 	 Balanced Discretion: AlThough the agency reviewers wuuld be asked to consider 
objective st::mdards, the proposal allows HUD, USDA and the overall Doard tn 
consider additional fHetors, like geographic divcrsily, vision, and ino(lvalivcncss, 

• 	 Fairness: The proposal should ensure a fair process that will limit charges of political 
favoritism. As with other competitive gnmt programs j any records th;:lt arc produced 
by this process win be subject to inspection by thc General Accounting Office, 
relevant Congressional committees, and, possibly. the general public. In addition, 
applicants that do not win will demand rea.'lons. 'l1le proposed process will result in 
documentation that demonstrates thal all winners met the selection criteria. 

By giving appropriate weight 10 both objective and subjective factors, we believe Ihis 
process wlll help ensure the longtcrm success of the initiative. It is designed to award 
empowerment zones to communities that have strong, innov;itivc sirategic plans. With only 
nlne empowcnncnt zoncs 10 designate, there will be considerable pressure, particularly as our 
legis1.ativc priorities come to a vote and the fall elections ~Ipproach, to weigh $trongly other 
fnctors. 
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IV. 	 CONCLUSION 

We wanted you to be aware of this proposed process and receive any comments you 
may have before moving fotward. 


Comments: 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINc;.-rON 

May 17, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR MACK MCLARTY 
, PHI L LADER 

HAROLD ICKES 
JOAN BAGGETT 
LLOYD CUTLER 
MARK GEARAN 
DAVID GERGEN 
PAT GRIFFIN 
MARCIA HALE 
ALEXIS HERMAN 
BRUCE LINDSEY 
GEORGE STEPHANOPOLOUS 
CHRISTINE VARNEY 
MAGGIE WILLIAMS 

FROM: CAROL RASCO 
ROBERT RUBIN 
JACK QUINN 

SUBJllCT:E'IPOWERMENT ZONES/ENTERPRISE COMMUNITIES DESIGNATION 
PROCESS 

Attached for your information are: (1) a brief memorandum to 
the President on the selection process for choosing empowerment 
zones and enterprise communities and (2) a memorandum to the 
Community Enterprise Soard outlining the process in greater 
detail. 



DRAfT 5113194 

May 13, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR TIlE PRESIDEI'<"T 

THROUGH: TIlE VlCE PRESIDENf 

FROM: CAROL RASCO 
ROBERT RUBIN 
JACK QUINN 

SUBJECT: EMPOWERMENf ZONESIENfERPRISE COMMUNmES 
DESIGNATION PROCESS 

I. ACITON-FORCING EVENf 

The Empowerment Zones/Enterprise Communities application process began on 
January 17, 1994. The deadline for submission of applications is june 30, 1994, at which 
time the selection process for the 9 Empowerment Zones (EZ) and 95 Enterprise 
Communities (Eq will begin. While the formal selections are to be made by the Secretaries 
of HUD (for uchan areas) and Agriculture (for rural areas), in September 1993, you created 
the Community Enterprise Board (" Board") and required the Secretaries to c.onsuh with the 
Board prior to making the selections. We have developed a process for implementing this 
consultation process and are submitting it to you now for your review. 

II. BACKGROUND 

The Beard is comprised of tbe heads of 15 federal agencies, chaired by the Vice 
President and vice-chaired by Carol Raseo and Beb Ruhin. At the first meeting of the 
Board, on February 2, 1994, the Vice President charged the staff with developing an 
interagency consullarion process. A draft memorandum outlining the process and related 
issues is attached. It was developed in consultation with HUO, USDA and HHS (because of 
HHS' role in administering the social services funds available under this program). It has not 
yet been shared with the entire Board. 

Thus far. over 650 communities across the country have informed HUD and USDA 
that they intend to apply for an EZIEC designation. We expect a total of as many as 800 
applications. 
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Many communities have begun to request meetings to discuss their applications. 

Although we have. asked White House Counsel to provide us with guidance on appropriate 

procedures for such contacts at the staff level, we strongly recommend that neither you nor 

the Vice President agree to any such visits for the practical rcason that, if you agree to one, 

you will be compelled to do many, many more. 


m. OVERVIEW OF PROPOSAL 

l' HUD and USDA would pre-screen aU applications to winnow the initial 800 or so 
applications down to a manageable number, say 200, of the "most viable" applications. The 
pte-screening would be based on the eligibility and selection criteria articulated in the EZIEC 
application materials. HHS would review all applications for compliance with requirements 
regarding the Title XX Social Services Block Grants. 

AU the agencies on the Board would then be required to review the "most viable tl 

class of applica.tions, using an evaluation form developed by HUD and USDA. Agency 
reviewers would be directed in particular to deciding whether they would grant program 
funding and waiver requests that faU within their jurisdiction, Staff for the Chair and Vice 
OJaies of the Community Enterprise Board would also review the "most viable" applications. 

After considering the agencies' evaluations, HUn and USDA would then select 
approximately 30 to 40 urban and rural first round finalists. The agency evaluations, which 
would be primarily focused On their individual programs, would be given a coUective weight 
of 50% toward the selection of finalists, Evaluations by the Designating Secretaries. the 
Chair and Vice Chairs of the Community Enterprise Board would also be given a collective 
weight of 50%, 

Once the 30 to 40 first round finalists are selected, the entire Board would then meet 
to make recommendations as to which of the first round of finalists should be designated as 
EZs. After considering the Board1s recommendations, IroD and USDA would make the final 
decision on the EZ designations (as is required by statute). The remaining first round finalists 
would receive Be designations and a. second round of finalists would be considered. USing the 
same procedures, for the remaining EC slots. 

We hope to complete this process by mid-September. The actual announcements of 
the EZIEC designations could be scheduled shortly thereafter. We believe it may be wise to 
announce some (2-3) EZ designatiollS before the November elections and delay some (3-4) 
designations until after the elections. To mitigate the tensions surrounding the designations of 
EZs~ we intend to work hard to ensure that. in addition to the EZ designations, the Ee 
designations: include valuabJe program investments. In particular., we would like to announce 
a number of enhanced ECs with large amounts of additional investments. 
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IV. DISCUSSION 

The proposal has the following advantages: 

~ from the Board: It would ensure that each agency on the Board bas an adequate 
opportunity to evaluate and consider (1) the submitted strategic plans; (2) program 
usages and strategies contained in EzrEC applications that are within the agency's 
jurisdiction; and (3) waiver requests within the agencyts jurisdiction. This will help 

l' 	 ensure that eacb community designated as an EZlEC will receive a viable package of 
federal ICSOUfCCS and waiver approvals. In addition. there will be review and input by 
the OVP, DPC, NEC, CEA and OMB, all of which are represenled on the Board. 

Standards to ensufC the longtcrm success of the program: In order 10 be designated, 
an application would be required to meet baseline eligibility criteria and selection 
standards that emphasize indicia of potential success. The Empowerment Zone 
initiative is going to draw dose scrutiny from Congress and the press, If the initiative 
is not perccived as a success in the long term, it will hamper our ability'to marshall 
additional resources for distressed urban and rural communities, It will be important, 
therefore. to select applicants on the basis of a process that requires true community 
participation; the commitment of resources from state, local and private sources; the 
know-how to be successful; and an implementation team that is committed to 
following through with the strategic vision. 

Balane<;£ Discretion: Although the agency reviewers would be asked to consider 
objective standards, the proposal aUows MUD, USDA and thc overall Board to 
consider additional factors, like geographic divcrSity, vjsion, and innov3tiveness. 

Fairness: The proposal should ensure a fair process that will limit charges of political 
favoritism, As with other competitive grant programs, any records that are produced 
by this process will be subject to inspection by the General Accounting Office, 
relevant Congressional committees, and! possibly. (he general public. In addition, 
applicants that are not designated will demand reasons. The proposed process wiU 
result in documentation that demonstrates that aU designated EZs/ECs mel the 
selection criteria. 

By giving appropriate weight to both objective and subjective factors, we believe this 
process will help ensure the longterm success of the initiative. It is designed to award 
empowerment zoneS onty to communities that have strong, innovative strategic plans. With 
only nine empowerment zones to designate; there wHi be considerable pressure. particularly as 
our legislative priorities corne to a vote and the faU elections approach, to weigh strongly 
subjective or other factors. 
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IV. 	 CONCLUSION 

We wanted you to be aware of this proposed process and receive any comments you 
may have before moving forward. 

Comments: 
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DRAFT 5/13194 


May 13, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR COMMUNITY ENTERPRISE BOARD 

I'ROM: THE VICE PRESIDENT 
CAROL RASCO 
ROBERT RUBIN 

SUBJECT: DRAFT FOR EZJEC DESIGNATION PROCESS 

At the (irst meeting of the Community Enterprise Board (Board), the staff was asked 
to make recommendations as to hew the Empowerment Zones (EZ) and Enterprise 
Communities (Ee) designation process should be structured to ensure an efficient process that 
enables all agencies represented on the Board to have adequate input. This memorandum sets 
forth a proposed framework for such. process. 

I. OVERVIEW OF PROCESS 

HUD and USDA would pre-screen all applications to winnow the initial 800 or so 
applications down to a manageable number; say 200, of the 'I most viable" applications. The 
pre-screening would be based on the eligibility and seJection criteria articulated in the EZ/EC 
application materia1s. HHS would review alJ applications for compliance with requirements 
regarding the Title XX Social Services Block Grants. 

All the agencies on the Board would then be required to review the "most viable" 
class of applications. using an evaluation form developed by HUD and USDA. Agency 
reviewers would he directed in partiC1.dar to deciding whether they would grant program 
funding and waiver requests tbnt fall within their jurisdiction. Staff for the Chair and Vice 
Chairs of the Community Enterprise Board would also review the "most viable" applications. 

After considering the agencies' evaluations, 000 and USDA would then select 
approximately 30 to 40 urban and rural first round finalists. The agency evaluations, which 
would he primarily focused on their individual programs, would he given a collective weight 
of 50% toward the selection of finalists. Evaiuations by the Designating Secretaries, the 
Chair and Vice Chairs of the Community Enterprise Board would also be given a colloctive 
weight of 50%. 

Once the 30 to 40 first round finalists are selected, the entire Board would then meet 
to make recommendations as -to which of the first round of finalists shouJd be designated as 
EZs. After considering the Board's recommendations, HUD and USDA would make the final 
decision on tbe EZ designations (as is required by statute). The remaining first round finalists 
would rcceiv~ EC designations and a second round of finalists would be considered, USing the 
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same procedures, for the remaining Be slots. 

We hope to complete this process by mid-September. The actual announcements of 
the EZIEC designations could be scheduled shortly thereafter. We believe it may be wise to 
announce some (2-3) EZ designations before the November elections and delay some (3-4) 
desigJ,latjons until after the elections. To mItigate the tensions surrounding the designations of 
EZs, We intend to work hard to ensure that, in addition to the EZ designations; the Ee 
designations incJude valuable program investments. In particular. I we would like to announce 
a number of enhanced fCs with large amounts of additional invcslments. 

II. ISSUES REGARDING DESIGNATION PROCESS 

'The foHewing issues have been raised by Board members and staff re~rding the 
designation process: 

Inclusion of all agencies. The September 30, 1993 Presidential Memorandum that 
created the Board requires 000 and USDA to consult with the Board regarding the 
EZ/EC designations. Members agree that we need to create a process that ensurcs that 
each agency represented on the Board has an adequate opportunity to evaluate and 
consider (1) the submitted strategic plans; (2) program usages and strategies contained 
in EZIEC applications that are within the agency's jurisdiction; and (3) waiver requests 
within the agency's jurisdiction. 

Input from and negotiation with applicants. Some Board members have 
reoommended that we give each EZ/EC applicant an opportunity for a face-to-face 
encounter with Ihe Board or the Designating Secretaries so that applicants feel they 
have had a full and fair opportunity to present their plan. Some Board members have 
suggc~;tcd that we have public site visits during the application or designation process, 
Others have expressed concerns that such publlc encounters may create political 
difficulties. All agree that we wilt need to consult with finalists On necessary 
adjustments to their strategic plans. 

Malnwinlng Objectivity and Discretion. All of tbe Board members agree that we 
need a process that ensures that all finalists meet the objective criteria set forth in the 
application white allowing some degree of discrelion for other considerations. such as 
geographic diversity. 

Timing. In order to be able to demonstrate some early succcss~ we need an efficient 
process that allows us to begin to designate a substantial number of EZsIECs by 
September, 1994 (although we may decide to defer all or many of the announcements 
until a later date). 
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Input from Outside Experts. Some Board members have suggested that we consider 
u,sing a panel of outside experts to help screen applications. 

Agency Review, Staffing and Decisions on Programs and Waivers. To ensure 
consistency and hIgh-quality review, some have suggested an interagency orientation 
team to provide initial guidance to agency reviewers about the goals of the Initiative, 
Each agency will also be required to devote or detail adequate staff to 1he review 
process. (In the EZ/EC Application, we commit to considering the waiver requests of 
all applicants, whether Q! not the applicant lli dc~ignatcd,) We also need to have as 
much certainty as possible about agency decisions regarding individual program and 
waiver requests prior to making a final EZIEC designation, 

Technical Assistance. Some Board members have also suggested that we try to 
arrange for foundations and other non-governmental organizations to provide technical 
assistance to fZlEC applicants. Questions have also been raised regarding the extent 
of teduical assistance that ought to be provjded by HUn. USDA and other agencies 
during tbe applJcation process. 

Post-Designation Implementation. Some members have suggested that we create 
interagency implementation teams andlor a coordinating mechanism at the regional 
level. like the State Ruml Development Councils. that would help the designated 
communities follow-through with implementation and provide the local coordination 
necesSLlry to help communities realize their strategic vision. One foundation has 
suggcsted fhat designated communities be required to go through an additional 3-4 
month planning period to ensure appropriate implementation. 

Announcement of a "Third Tier" of Designations. Some Board members and staff 
have strcssed [he necd to mitigate tcnsions by announcing an intention to have a "third 
tier" of designations. \Vith waiverS and priority consideration for discretionary 
funding, for example, we could provide for such a third tier. without seeking further 
resourCes from Congress. 

E\"aJuntion. Finally, some mcmbers have suggested that a third-party evaluator be 
selected 10 conduct a thorough eyaluation of the EZtEC initiative. 

III. RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. Prescreening for" Most Viable" Applications. Based on the level of interest to 
date, we expect to receive at least 600 and perhaps as many as 800 applications for the 104 
EZ/EC slots. Because of this volume, we believe the only realistic approach to intcrage~cy 
consultation is to have HUD and USDA pre-screen the applications and present a manageable 
number of "most viable" applications to the agency staff and then to the Boord for review, 
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We recommend the following genera! approach. HUD and L'SDA would develop their 
own procedure to screen for.3 target class -- say 200 -- of the "rom"i viable" applications. 
While HUD and USDA may not tlse identical screening cri{cria, they will coordinate with 
each other to ensure consistency in criteria and process. HHS would review all applications 
for compliance with Title XX requirements,, 

All other agencies wining to invest the lime would be allowed 10 review all of the 

submitted applications and make recommendations to HUD and USDA about which 

applications should be placed in the "most viable" class. (HUD and USDA would make the 

documents available for review at thelr respective buildings.) 


D. Scr(~ening for Finalists. HUD and USDA will also develop a process for selecting 
a firsl round of approximately 30 to 40 urban and mral finalists from the "most viable" class. 
'Dlcse first round finalists will have been adjudged, based upon their strategic plans, to be 
qualifkd to receive either an EZ or EC designation. 

Each agency wiU be reqUired to review all applications in the "most Ylable" class. 
llich agency musl designate a team of reviewers for this purpose, and HUD and USDA will 
coordinate thc orientation of all agency reviewers. 

To enable review by the agencies, HUD and USDA will devclop a form or process by 
whieh agency reviewers will record their evaluations of each application, The fonn or 
proceSs wlll allow for each agency to identify relevant strengths and weaknesses of each 
application and submit a narrative description of any concerns any agency may have with the 
plan, waiver requests or other program proposals. 

This process would specifically require each agency to give. to the extent permissible, 
a preliminary indication as to whether the agency would grant, deny or amend the applicant's 
proposed uses of agency-administered funds. (i.e., proposed uses of programs listed in the 
menu of federal programs). At an appropriate point to be determined by HUD and USDA, a 
deciSIon on waiver requests would also be required, (See part E on waiver approvais, below.) 

Staff for the Chair and Vice Chairs of the Community Enterprise Boord would also revicw 
the "most viable" applicalions. 

The agency c:valuations, which wnuld be primarily focused on their individual 
programs! would be given a collective weight of 50% toward the scJection of finalists. 
Evaluations by t9c Designating Secretaries, the Chair and Vice Chairs of the Community 
Enterprise Board would also be given a collective weight of 50%, 

C. Presenting Finalists to (he Board. Based upon tltis input, HUD and L:SDA would 
select approximately 30-40 first round finalists, from which the nine EZs would be sciected, 
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HUD and USDA would then present these first round fin3lists to the Board. The 
Board would then meet to make recommendations as to which of [he first round finalists 
should he designated as EZs. After considering the Board's recommendations, HUD and 
USDA would make the final decision on the EZ designations (as is required by statute). Tlle 
remaining first round finalists would receive EC designations. , 

These procedures would then be repeated to select a second round of finalists from 
among the "most viable" class, for the remainjng EC slots. The second round of finalists 
would :lIsa be presented to the Board for consultation. Our goal would be to have the 
seiection prOC1$S completed by mid-September, although this goal would not necessarily be 
stated publicly. 

D. Consultations with Applicant.~ and Outside Review. If necessary, HUO and 
USDA and mher funding agencies may have discussions with finalists to clJ.rify any open 
issues and discuss any needed adjustments and performance agreements, particularly regarding 
Iota] population requirements, proposed program uses or waivers. HUD and USDA win 
coordinate all discussions and. prior to such meetings, will consult with other agencies to 
confirm what program funds each agency is able to grant (or is inclined to grant) in support 
of each finalist's strategiC plan. These consultations should also address specifics of any 
adjustments agencies would need in order to meet an applicant's program request, to lhe 
extent that these agencies can provide such infonnation. 

Given the number of expected applicants. we do not believe there will be sufficient 
time to conduct publicized hearings or site visits prior to dcsignationf as sueh public forums 
would almost certainly create an obligation to visit with aU applicants. The anticipated 
consultations with finalists, as described above, however. may involve confidential site visits 
by agency officials. These consultations should provide agency officials with the opportunity 
to clarify any concerns they have about an application and to obtain an accurate assessment of 
a strategic plan. 

Wc also doubt that thcre will be sufficient time to allow outside experts. to review the 
applications. Furthcr~ such outside reviews raise legal and ,other concerns. 

Eo Waiver Approvals and a "Third Tier." Except in extraordinary circumstances, 
aU waiver TC<Jucsts made by applicants regarding program regulations should be decided upon 
prior to any EZ or EC designation. As HUD and USDA screen for finalists, they will submit 
program waiver requests to the relevant individual agenCies. Agencies will be expected to 
respond within ten days of receiving such rcqucsls with their decision or a statement of 
extraordinary circumstances as 10 why a decision cannot be madc at that time. (This 
provision docs not apply to applications to conduct demonstrations with eligibility and benefit 
provisions of the Social Security Act) 

'. 
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We believe that the process for approving waiver requests of applicants thilt arc not 
selected for EZ/EC designations should be deferred until ancr the EZIEC designations arc 
completed, Applicants should be told that we will begin the process of working with 
communities on their waiver $tratcgics after the EZIEC designations an:: announced. 

, , The intt!r-agency E7.JEC Working Group will develop a proposed proce..~ for 
respo~djng to this remaining Mihird lier" of applications and present it to the Board for review 
later this spring. Because numerous applicants have complained that they will nm allve had 
sufficient time to develop comprehensive appHcations by the June 30 deadline, we believe it 
ma}' be wise to clarify OUT intentions regarding granting waiverS or other resources for a third 
tier of deSignations, in advance of the June 30 deadline, Thjs may also help to defuse 
competitive pressures. 

F. Designation Announcements. Decisions regarding the timing of announcing the 
EZIEC designations should be made independent of this proposed selection process, We 
believe it would be wise to announce some (2-3) EZ designalions before the November 
elections and delay some 0-4) designations until after the elections, 

We would eXpC-ct that at the time an individual designation is announced, the 
announcement would include substantia! specifics about what agency program commitments 
are being made to the deSignated community -- e.g" SBA One Stop CaPllnl Shop, Fannie 
Mae partnership fnvestments, Commerce National Information Infrastructure Grant, and DOL 
One Stop Career Center. This will be especially important for the ECs, in order 10 debunk 
contentions th~H the EO. arc not valuable, 

G. Technical Assistance. The agency staffs arc in agreement that all agencies should 
do everything possible to respond to requests for infonnation and assistance from applicants. 
HUD, USDA. and Justice arc now part of the Community Empowerment Internet, which 
allows applicants to submit inquiries by computcr and to access basic "Q&A Of and other 
information about the EZJEC process. HUD and USDA arc developing a master list of 
agency contacts to distribute to applicants and a list of outside entities, particularly 
foundation$, that have commilted to provide resources and technical assistance to EZIEC 
applicants. In addition, HUD and USDA have made the lis! of applicants (who have filed a 

, notice of intent) available 10 foundations, other organizations and all the Board Members in 
order to fadHtatc technical a..'isistance to applicants, (Fannie Mac, for example. is conducting 
cight intensive technical assistance workshops around the country to provide EZ/EC 
applicants explicit instruction on how to enter into partnerships modeled on their 
HouseOakland initiative,) 

n. Post-Designation Implementation. HUD has committed to devote one full-time 
field staff person for each urban EZ and One full-time staff pcrson for every three urban ECs. 
USDA will also be devoting field staff to the initiative. These field staff will work on a day­
to-d.:ly basis with their designated communities to ensure speedy implementation of the 
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stfatl:gic plan and quick federal response to any problems or issues [hat arise. 

Upon designating an EZ or Ee, we would like each agency on the Board to identify a 
key contact person in the relevant field office who will be committed to working as part of a 
local, interagency implementation team that will meet regularly with the designated 
comm,unity to assist in implementation and problem solving, 

To ensure that the Board provides a rapid, coordinated federal response to iocal 

problems for designated EZs and ECs. we would also like each agency to devote one full 

time equivalent (FIE) to this effort at the federal level. 


Each of these tIEs would act as ombudsman for all of the designated EZ and ECs, 
and would be generally knowledgeable about all of the communities' strategic plan and would 
help to solve any federal-level problems their designated communities face. The Community 
Enterprise Board would meet regulady al 1he ombudsman level to facilitate cross-agency 
coordination aud coopcmtlon for all communities. . 

We would also like each cabinet secretary to develop a special relationship with at 
least one EZ and, if possible, s.ev~ral ECs. In addition, each cabinet secretary should 
personally ensure that his or her agency is fulfiUing ils ombudsman role and that Washington 
officials make regular site Nisits: and have regular COntact with the local interagency 
implementation teams. These are initial ideas on post-designation. We welcome additional 
suggestions, 

I. Evaluation. The Departments of BUD and USDA will contract with a third-party 
evaluator to assess key aspects of the empowerment zone program, In particular, the 
contractor will review key clements of empowerment zone and enterprise community strategic 
plans to identify clements that have worked and could be replJcable in otber communities 
across the nation. The evaluator will also examine the implementation of strategic plans to 
identify methods that have been particularly successful and could serve as modds for future 
efforts, At this juncture, no decisions have been made as to the precise design of the 
evaluation or who the evaluator will be. We welcome your input and suggestions. HUD and 
USDA will present more detailed plans regarding evaluation at a later date, at which time all 
Board members will have an opportunity to Comment. 

III. CONCLUSION 

Because the Board is comprised of 15 agencies and departments, any form of 
coHaboration is going to be labor- and time-intensive. We believe that the above-described 
framework strikes a good ba.lance that wHl allow agencies to have full input into the process 
without overly taxing their resources. If this geneml framework is acceptable to the Boord, 
HUD and USDA will procced with developing the details of the process. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

May 23, 1994 

MEHORANDUM 

FROM: 

toR ALL WHITE HOUSE STAFF 

LLOYD CUTLER Y?i2L 
SPECIAL COUMSEL 70 THE ?RESIDENT 

SUBJECT: PROHIBITED CONTAC!S REGAi\DING 
THE COHMUNITY EHPOWER.'1ENT ?ROGRAH 

As y.::m may know, the community empowerment program 
au~horizes the Secretaries of HUD and USDA to select certain 
localities as empowerment~zones ana enterpr~se commun~tles( thus 
enablingt:'fieiiC to receive certain grant funds and other benefits 
from the Federal Governnent. On September 9. 1993, the 
President, amorig other things/ designated the Vice President to 
chair the COlOOlt:.nity Ente""priS_~Board (comprised of 15 executive 
branch departments and agencies) ~ oversee the implementation of 
the progra~ and directed the Secretaries qt HDD and USDA .~­
consultjwtt!I She ~oard regarding the ac-u.al designations. We 
present y ant1cipate receiving close to 800 applications for the 
104 slots; therefore, the application process will be extremely 
competitive. 

Consistent with White House policy, referenced in prior 
memoranda from the Counsel's Office, and in order to ensure the 
fairness of this competit:ve grant p~ocessl the following 
procedures shall govern communicat~ons between White Hause staff 
and executive branch agencies regard~ng the community empowerment 
program: 

1. 	 All comments concerning particular
applIcatIons should be d1rected to Kymiki 
~1bson, Assoc~ate Counsel to the Vice 
PreSident. As appropriate, Kumiki will 
transmit the communication to the appropriate 
agency_ With the exce?tion of the staff_of 
the White-House offices reeresented~n the 
BOard l no othsr meiriber of 'Ehe White House 
s~atf should Olscuss_a ~art~cular ~QQlication 
{plannedl proposed, or penning} with any 
agency_ 
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2. 	 Other con~unications regarding the selection 
process should be directed to one of the 
three White House offices chat oversee the 
Board (i.e. , the Office Of the Vice 
president; the Domestic Policy Council/ or 
the National Economic Council) - ­
specifically, Jack Quinn, Carol Rasco, or Bob 
Rubi:l. 

3. 	 Of course, members of the White House staff 
may comr.l.Unicate directly with executive 
branch agencies with respect to general 
policy hlatce=s or budgetarYt administrative, 
or legislative issues. 

Please cooperate in observing the gUidelines discussed 
above. If you have any questions regarding these procedures, 
please feel free to contact Kumiki Gibson or me. 
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THE WHITE: HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

September 9, 1993 

.. 


MEMORANDUM FOF THE VICE PRESIDENT 
THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY 
THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 
THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR 
.THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE 
THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 
.THE SECRETARY OF LAllOR 
THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND HUMiIJi SERVICES 

-THE SECRETARY OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 
THE BECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 
THE ·i'll':CRETARY OF EDUCATION 
THE ADMINISTRATOR OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL 

PROTECTION AGENCY 
THE DIRECTOR OF NATIONAL DRUG CONTROL POLICY 
THE ADMINISTRATOR OF THE SMALL BUSINESS 

ADMINISTRATION 
THE ASSISTAN'r TO THE PRESIDENT 

FOR DOMESTIC POLICY 
THE ASSI'~TANT TO THE PRES:(DENT 

FOR ECONOMIC POLICY 
THE CHAIR OF THE COUNCIL uF ECONOMIC ADVISERS 
THE DIRECTOR OF THE OFFICE OF 

MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

The Vice President and I strongly believe that the best way 
to SElrva distressed communities in urban and rural America 1s 
through a comprehensive, coordinated I and integrated approach 
that combines bottom-up initiatives and private sector innova­
tions with responsive Federal-state support. Today, I direct 
the Federal agencies to work cooperatively to implem~nt this 
approach in a way that reflects the principles of the ' 
Vice Vresident's National Performance Review -- i.e., meetinq 
the neeris of local communities through a performance-measured, 
customer-driven philosophy and a cross-agency approach. I 
also hereby establish the President's community Enterprise 
Board (IiBoardU ) to advise and assist me in coordinating across 
agencies the various Federal programs available (or potentially
available) to distressed communities and in developing further 
policies related to the successful implementation of our 
community empowerment efforts. 



• 


2 

The Vice president" has agreed to chair this Board, and the 
Assist.ant to the President for Domestic Policy and the Assistant 
to the President for Economic Policy have agreed to serve as 
Vice-Chairs of the Board. I request the following Administra­
tion officials to serve on this Board: the secretary of the 
TreasurYJ the Attorney General, the secretary of the Interior, 
the Secretary of Agriculture, the Secretary of Co:cunerce, the 
Secretary of Labor, the Secretary of Health and Human Services, 
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development, the Secretary of 
Transportation, the Secretary of Education, the Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency I the Director of National 
Drug Control Policy, the Administrator of the Small Business 
Administration, the Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget, and the Chair of the council of Economic Advisers. 

The first task of the Board is to assist in the successful 
implementation of the Administration's empowerment zone 
leqislation# Subchapter C of Title XIII of the Omnibus Budget
Re.conciliation Act of 1993, Public Law 1Q3-66, 11Empowerment 
Zones, Enterprise Communities, and Rural Development Investment 
Areas." This Act authorizes the Secretaries of HUD and 
Agriculture to designate certain localities as empowerment 
zones and enterprise communities# thus enabling them to receive 
certain Federal funds and other benefits from the Federal 
Government. 

other programs, old and new, are similarly beneficial to local 
communities. These programs, however, form an overly complex, 
categorical! unworkable, and ineffective response to the needs 
of distressed communities. I hereby direct the Board to review 
these programs in order to ascertain how we can make the entire 
Federal effort more responsive to the needs of distressed 
communities~ In addition, with respect to the empowerment 
zones and enterprise co~~unities# I direct the Secretary of the 
TreasurYi the Attorney General, the Secretary of the Interior~ 
the Secretary of Agriculture, the Secretary of Commerce, the 
secretary of Labor, the Secretary of Health and Human Services, 
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development 1 the Secretary of 
Transportation, the Secretary of Education, the Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection AqencYt the Director of National 
Drug Control Policy, and the Administrator of the Small Business 
Administration to (1) identify_ within 15 days of this direc­
tive, existing programs that further the goals and objectives 
set forth in this memorandum and the Act and (2) make available, 
to the extent permitted by law. funds from those programs for 
use in implementing the strategic plans of the designated 
empowerment zones and community enterprises~ 
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In order to advise and assist me regarding issues that relate to 
community development and empowerment j I request that each Board 
member - ­

(a) Provide me with recommendations, consistent with 
section 13301 of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 
(UOBRAt! or lithe Act"), on the criteria to be used for selection 
and designation of empowerment zones and enterprise communities, 
as set forth in Section 13301 of the Act; 

(b) Identify additional legislative mandates that further 
the goals and objectives set forth in this memorandum and the 
Act and, where appropriate, develop for my consideration 
recommendations for further action; 

(c) Identify legislative mandates that may be impeding 
state, local, and tribal governments from meeting the goals and 
objectives set forth in this memorandum and the Act, and l where 
appropriate, develop for.my consideration recommendations for 
further action; and 

(d) consult with the Board regarding exemptions from 
regUlatory mandates for which the member agency has jurisdiction 
and inform his or her decisions regarding any such exemptions 
with the recommendations of the Board. 

In addition, I direct each of the agencies to cooperate fully 
with t.t1e Chair, the Vice-chairs, and the Secretaries of HUD 
and Agriculture in assisting designated zones and enterprise 
communities in successfully implementing their strategic plans 
under Section 13301 of the Act. This interagency effort shall, 
among other things, coordinate Federal assistance and support 
within each empowerment zone and enterprise community. 

In order to meet the goals and objectives set forth above, 
I also request the Secretary of HUn and the secretary of 
Agriculture to consult with the Board regarding (1) the 
designation, under Section 13301 of the Act, of empowerment 
zones and enterprise communities and (2) possible revocation 
of designations, as set forth in section 13301 of ths Act. 

Finally, I direct the Secretaries of HUD, Agriculture, and MHS 
(in consultation with the 8oard) to take, by November 1, 1993, 
the appropriate regulatory measures to ensure that the use of 
all Title XX grants awarded under the Act meets the criteria of 
Section 13761 of the Act, including, specifically, that portion 
of Subf~ection C that requires, among other things, localities 
to use Title XX grants (1) in accordance with the strategic 
plans approved by the Secretaries of HUD and Agriculture, 
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(2) for activities that directly benefit the residents within 
the designated empowerment zones and enterprise communities, 
and (3) to promote economic independence for low-income 
families and individuals. 

With the Board members' commitment to achieving community 
empowerment and to providing our loeal communities with a 
single Fedaral forum I we will be able to assist distressed 
communities and American families all across urban and rural 
America in obtaining economic self-sufficiency. 

r 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 
• 

WASHINGTON 

May 26, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR 	 CAROL RASCO 
ROBERT RUBIN 
JACK QUINN 

FROM, 	 SHERYLL CASHIN 

SUBJECT: 	 EMPOWERMENT ZONES/ENTERPRISE COMMUNITIES 

The attached memoranda were given to the Staff Secretary 
this morning for routing to the President. They have been 
revIewed by the Vice President and they reflect changes 
previously requested by John Podesta to shorten the documents and 
SOMe very modest changes jointly agreed to by HUO and HHS 
concerning the manner in which those agencies will work together 
on pre-screening. 

I hope we can circulate the memorandum to the Board early 
next week. For your information; HUD and USDA are far along in 
developing their procedures for the underlying process and will 
be briefing Kumiki, Paul Weinstein and me early next week on 
their plans. 



THE: WHITE: HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

May 26, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

THROUGH: 	 THE VICE PRESIDENT 

FROM: 	 CAROL RASCO 

ROBERT RUBIN 

JACK QUINN 


SUBJECT: 	 EMPOWERMENT ZONESfENTERPRISE COMMUNmES 

DESIGNATION PROCESS 


I. ACfION-FORCING EVENT 

The Empowerment Zones/Enterprise Communities application process began on 
January 17. L994. Thus: far, over 700 communities acrOSS the country have infonned HUD ' 
and USDA that they intend to apply for an EZIEC designation. The deadline for submission 
of applications is June 30, 1994, at which time the selection process for the 9 Empowerment 
Zones (EZ) and 95 Enterprise Communities (EC) will begin. While the fonnal selections arc 
10 be made by tbe Secrelaries of HUD (for uroan areas) and Agriculture (for rural arcas), in 
September, 1993 you created the Community Enterprise Board ("Board") and required tbe 
Secretaries to consult with the Board prior to making the selections, The Board is comprised 
of tbe heads of 15 federal agencies, chaired by the Vicc President and vice-chaired by Carol 
Rasco and Bob Rubin. We have developed a process for implementing this consultation 
process and are submitting it to you now for your review. 

II. OVERVIE:W OF PROPOSAL . 

HUD and USDA would screen all applications to winnow the initial ~tdown to a 
t 	 manageable number, say 200. of the "most viableI' applications. This screening would be 

based on the eligibility and selection criteria articulated in the EVEC application materials. 
HHS would work with HUD and USDA to ensure that all appHcations arc screened for 
compliance with requirements regarding the Title XX Social Services Block Grants . 

. F...ilch agency wiH be required to rcview thosc applications in the I'most viable" class 
that include programs or strategies falling wilhin the agency's jurisdiction, using an evaluation 
form developed by HUD and USDA Agency reviewers would be directed to decide whether 
they would grant program funding and waiver requests that faU within their jurisdiction. Staff 
for the Chair .md Vice Chairs of the Commu~ity Enterprise Board would also review the 
"most viable" applications. 



After considering the agencies' evaluations and the input of the Chair and Vice Chairs, 
HUD and USDA would then select approximately 30 to 40 urban and rural first round 
finalists, Tht: entire Board would then meet to make recommendations as to which of the 
firsf round of finalists should be designated as EZs. After considering lhe Board's 
recommendations. HUD and USDA, in accordance with Ineir statutory authority, would make 
the final decision on the EZ designations, followed by decisions on a first round of EC 
designations, A second found of finalists would be considered, using the same procedures, 
for. the remaining EC slots, . 

•
, 

We hope to complete this process by mid-September, The actual announcements of 
the EZIEC desigrunions could he scheduled shonly thereafter. To mitigate the tensions 
surrounding the designations of EZs, we intend to work hard to ensure that, in addition to tne 
EZ designations, the Ee designations include valuable program investments. In particular., 
we would like 10 announce a number of enbanced ECs with large amounts of additional 
investments. 

Ill. DISCUSSION 

The proposal has the following advantages: 

InRut from tn£ Board: It would ensure that each agency on the Board has an adequate 
opportunity to evaluate and consider program usages, strategies and waiver requests contained 
in EZIEC applic.1tions thaf are within the agency's jurisdiction, This will hc1p ensure that 
each community designated as an fZlEC will receive a viable package of federal resources 
and waiver approvals. [n addition, there will be review and input by the OVP. DPC, NEC, 
CEA and OMS. all of which are represented on (ne Board, 

Standords to ensure (be longterm sucres... of the program; In order to win, an application 
would be required to meet baseline eligibility criteria and selection standards that emphasize 
indid.1 of powntin[ success. The Empowerment Zone initiative is going to draw closc 
scrutiny from Congress and the press. If the initiative is not perceived as a success in the 
long term, it will bam per Our ability to marShall additional resourCCs for distressed 
communities. 

Balanced Discretion: Although the agency reviewers would be asked to consider obJec1ive 
standards, the propn.<.;aJ allows BUD. USDA and the overall Board to consider additional 
factors, like geographic diversity, vision, and innovmivcncss. 

Fairness: The proposa.l should ensure a fair process that wjIJ limit charges of political 
favoritism. As with other compctitive grant programs, any records that are produced by this 
process will be subject to iru;pc:ction by the General Accounting Office. relevant 
Congressional committees, and, possibly! the general public, In addition, applicants that do 
not win will demand reaSOns, The proposal will result in documentation that demonstrates 
that all winners met the selection criteria. .. 

2 
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IV. 	 DECISION 

We wanted you to be aware of the proposed process and receive any comments you 
may have before moving forward. Please advise. 

Approve 

Approve with Comments 

Discuss Further 

2 
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May 26,1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR COMMUNITY ENTERPRISE BOARD 

PROM: 	 TIlE VICE PRESIDENT 

CAROL RASCO 

ROBERT RUBIN 


SUBJECf, 	 DRAFT FOR EVEC DESIGNATION PROCESS 

At the fimt meeting of the Community Enterprise Board (Board), the staff was asked 
to make recommendations as to how the Empowerment Zones (EZ) and Enterprise . 
Communities (EC) designation process should be structured 10 ensure an efficient process that 
enables aU agencies represented on the Board to have adequate input This memorandum sets 
forth. proposed general framework for the process. 

I. OVERVIEW OF PROCESS 

HUD and USDA would screen all applications to winnow the initial pool of 
applications down to a manageable number, say 200t of the "most viable" applications. This 
screening would be based on the eligibility and selection criteria articulated in the EZIEC 
application materials. HHS would work with HUD and USDA to enSUre that all applications 
are screened for compliance with requirements regarding the Title XX Social Services Block 
Grants. 

Each agency will be required to review those applications in the "most viable" class 
thai include programs or strategies faIHng within the agency's jurisdiction, using an evaluation 
form developed by HUn and USDA Agency reviewers would be directed in porticular to 
deciding whether they would grant program funding and waiver requests that faltwjlhin their 
jurisdiction. Staff for the Olair and Vice Chairs of the Community Enterprise Boa.'rd would 
also review the "most viable" applications. 

After considering the agencies' evaluations and the input of the Chair and Vice Chairs) 
HUD and USDA would then select approximately 30 to 40 urban and ruml first round 
finalists. The (:ntire Board would then meet to make recommendations as to which of the 
first round of finalists should be designated as EZs, After considering the Board's 
recommendations, HUD and USDA. in accordance with their statutory authority. would make 
the final decision on the EZ designations. followed by decisions on a first round of EC 
designations. A second round of finalists would be considered. using the samc procedures, 
for the remaining Ee slots. . 

We hope to c.qrnplctc this process by mid-September. The actual announcements of 



-2­

the EZJEC designations could be scheduled shortly thereafter. To mitigate the. tensions 
surrounding the designations of EZs. we intend to work hard to ensure that, in addition to the 
EZ designations, the EC designations include valuable program investments. In particular., 
We would like to annOunce a number of enhanced ECs with large amounts of additio_nal 
investments. 

II. ISSUES REGARDING DESIGNATION PROCESS 

The foHowing issues have been raised by Board members and staff regarding the 
designation pp)Ccss: 

Inclusion of all agencies. The September 30, 1993 PresidentiaL Mcmomndum that 
created the Board requires BUD and USDA to consult with the Board regarding the 
EZ/BC designations. Members agree that we need to create a process that ensures that /
each agency represented on the Board has an adcquatc'opportunity to evaluate and 
consider program usages, strategies and waiver requests contained in EZ/EC 
applications that are within the agency's jurisdiction. 

Input from and negotiation with applicants. Some Board members have 
recommended that we give each EZIEC applicant an opportunity for a face-to-face 
encounter with the Boord or the Designating Secretaries so that applicants feel they 
have had a full and fair opponuniiy to present their plan. Some Board members have 
suggested that we have public site visits during the application or designation process. 
Others have expressed COncerns that such public enCOunters may create political 
difficulties. All agree that we wilt nccd to consult wilD finalists on necessary 
adjustments to their strategic plans. 

Maintaining Objectivity and Discretion~ All of the Boord members agree that we 
need a process that enSures that all finalists meet the objective criteria set forth in the 
application while allowing some degree of discre1ion for other considerations; such as 
geographic diversity. . 

Timing. In order to be able to demonstrate some early success) we need an efficient 
process that allows us to begin to deSignate a substantial number of EZS/ECs by 
Septemher, 1994 (although we m,,,y decide to defer all or many of the announcements 
until a later date). 

lnput from Outside Experts. Some Board members have s.uggested that we consider 
using a panel of outside experts to help screen applications. 

Agency Review, Staffing and Decisions on Programs and Waivers. To ensure 
consistency and high-quality review, some have suggested an interagency orientation 
team to provide initial guidance 10 agency reviewers about the goals of the initiative. 



have filed a notice of ill1cnt to apply for the 104 E7.JEC slots. Becimsc wc'cxpcct hundreds !? 
of applications. we believe the only r~listic <lppnmch to interagency cnnsultalion is tu have / { 
HUD and USDA pre-screen the applications and present a manageable number of "most ( 

( \
I 

viable'" applications to rhe agency staff and then to the Board for review. 

We rccommend lhe f{)l1nwlng gcneral tlpproach. HUD and USDA would develop' elf 
own procedure to select a target etass of "most viable" applications, This selection process. 
would include consultation with other agcncies represented on the Board where relevant. I~ 
particular, HUD and USDA will work with IIHS on issues relevant to Title xx. While H D 
and USDA may nol usc identical screening criteria, they will coordinate with each other to 
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Each agency will also be required 10 devote or detail adcqualc staff to the review 
process. (In the EZ/EC Application, we commit to consldcring the waiVer requests 
all applicants, whether or not the ~l!~uH is designated.) We also need to have as 
much certainty as possible about agency decisions regarding individual program and 
waiver requests l'!r1or to making a final EZIEC designation. 

Tcehnical Assistance. Some Board members have also suggested that we try to 
arrange for foundations and other non-governmental organizations to provide techn! 
assistance to BZlEC applicants, Questions have also been raised regarding the exlc 
of technical assistance that ought to be provided by HUD, USDA and other agcncie 
during the application process. 

Post-Designation Implementation. Some members have suggested that we create 
interagency implementation Icarns andlor a coordinating rnechanjslll at the rcgional 
lcvel, !ike the State Rural Development Councils, that would help the dcsignated 
communities follow-through with implementation and provide the local coordination 
ncccssmy to help communities realize their strategic vision, Onc foundation has 
suggested that designated communities be required to go through an additional 3-4 
month planning period to cnsure appropriate implcmentaiion. 

Announcement of a "Third Tier" of Designations. Some 30ard members and slaff 
have stressed the nced to mitigate lensions by announcing an intention to h:lve a "third 
tier" of dc:dgnations. With waivers and priority consideratlnn for discretionary 
funding, for example, we could provide for such a ihird tier. without seeking further 
resources from Congrcss. 

Evaluation. Finally. some members have suggested that a third-party evaluator be 
selected to conduct a thorough evaluation of the EZIEC initiative. 

III. RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. Screening for "Most ViabJe'" Applicallons. Thus. far, well ovcr 600 communiticstJ' 
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ensure consis1cncy in criteria and process. 

All agencies wining to invest 1he time would be allowed to review all of the submiltcd 

applications and make recommendations to HUD and USDA about which applications should 

be placed in the "most viable" class. (HUD and USDA would make the documents available 

for review at their respective buildings.) 
, 

B. Screening for FinaUsls. HUD and USDA will also develop a process for selecting 
a first round of approximately 30 to 40 urban and rural finalists from the "most viable" class. 
Thcse first round finalists win have been adjudged, based upon their strategic plans, to be 
qualified to receive eitber an EZ or Be designation. 

Each agency will be required to review those appficat10ns in the "most viable" class 
that include programs Or strategies falling wilhin the agency's jurisdictjon. Each agency must 
designate a te,am of reviewers for this purpose, and HUD 'and USDA will coordinate the 
orientation of all agency rc;viewers. 

To enable review hy the agencies, HUn and USDA arc developing a process by which 
agency reviewers will record their evaluations of each applicalion, The process wiU allow for 
each agency tu identify relevant strengths alid weaknesses of each application and submit a 
narrative desCllption of any concerns any agency may have with the plan, waiver requests or 
otheI' program proposals, 

This process will specifically require each agency to glve, to the extent pcrntissiblc, a 
preliminary indjcation as to whcther the agency would grant, dcny or amend the applicant's 
proposed uses of agcncy-administered funds (Le., proposed uses of progmms listed in the 
menu of federal programs), At an appropriate point to be determined by HUD and USDA, a 
decision on waiver requests would also be required. (See part E on waiver approvals, bd~OW') " 

I 

HUD and USDA win also consult with the Chajr and Vice Chairs of the Communily ~cr ~ 
Enterprise Board, whose staff wilt also review the "most viable" applications. -----.-:: (RS~ 

C. I.resentin~ Finalists to the Board:· After taking into consideration the input of th\ {itt/} 
agency reviewers and the Board Chair and Vice Chairs, HUD and USDA would select "' ­
approximately 30-40 first round finalists, from whIch Ihe nine EZs would be selected, 

HUD and USDA would then present thcse first round finalists to the Board. The 
Board would ihen meet to make recommendations a<;: to which of the first round finalists 
should be designated as EZs. After considcriug the Board's rccornmclldmions) HUD and 
USDA, in ~ccordancc with their statutory authority, would make the finnl decision on the EZ 
deSignations, followed by decisions on a firs! round of EC designutions. 

lbcsc procedures: would then he repeated to select a second round of finalists fnr the 
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remaining EC slots. The second round of finalists would also be presented to the Board for 
consultation. OUf goal would be to have the selection process completed by mid-September, 
although this .goal would not necessarily be stated publicly. 

D. Consultations with Applicants and Outside Review. If necessary) HUD, USDA, 
HHS and other funding agencies may have discussions with finalists to clarify any open 
issud and discuss any needed adjustments and performance agreements, particularly regarding 
total population requirements. proposed program uses or waivers. ijUD and USIlA..w.il1 
~rdinate an IDscussions and. prior to such meetings. will COnsultJ,V~~ to 
confinn what program funds each agency is able to grant (or is inclincd--te gtant)-irrsupport 
of each finaItsl's strategIC plan. These consultations should also address specifics of any
ac)jusli1le'i1tSagencies would need in order to meet an applicant's program request. to the 
extent that these agencies can provide such information. 

Given the number of expected applicants, we do not believe there will be sufficient 
time to conduct publicized hearings or site visjts prior 10 designation, a.<; such public forums 
would almost certainly create an Obligation to visit with al1 applicants. The anlicipated 
consultations with finalists, as described above, however. may involve confidential site visits 
by agency officials. These consultations should provide agency officials with the opportunity 
to clarify any concerns they have about an application and to obtain an accurate assessment of 
a strategic plan. 

We also doubt that there will be sufficient time to allow oUlsjde experts to review the 
applications, Further, such outside reviews raise legal and other concerns, 

E. Waiver Approva1s and a IIThird Tier. II Except in extraQrdinary circumstances, 
all waiver requests made by applicants regarding program regulatiOns should be decided upon 
prior to any EZ or EC designation. As HUD and USDA screen for finalists, they will submit 
program waiver requests to the relevant individual agencies. Agencies will be expected to 
respond within ten days of receiving such requests with their decision or a statemen~'of 
extraordinary clrcumstances as to why a decision cannot be made at that time. (This 
provision does not appJy to applications to conduct demonstrations under Section lllS of lhe 
Socia! Security Act.) 

We believe that the process for approving. waiver r·cqucstS of applicants that arc not 
selected for EZ/EC designations should be deferred until afler the EZIEC designations are 
completed. The inter-agency E7JEC Working Group will develop a proposed process for 
responding to this remaining "third tier" of applications and present it to the Board for revjew 
later this summer. . 

F. Designation Announcements. Decisions regarding the timing of announcing the 
EZIEC designntlons will be made after the selections are compl<;:ted. We would expect that at 
the time an Indi.viduaJ designation is announccd, the announccm~nt would inclnde substantial 
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specifics about what agency program commitments arc being made to the designated 
community -- e,g., SBA One Stop Capita! Shop, F~nJlie Mac pnrtnership investments, 
Commerce National Information Infrastructure Grant, and DOL One Stop Career Center. 
111is will be especially important for the ECs, in order to debunk contentions that the ECs arc 
not valuable. 

1 G. Technic~ll Assistance. The agency siaffs have been doing everything possible to 
respond to requests for information and assistance from applicants. HUD, USDA. and lust ice 
are now part of the Community Bmpowcmlcnt Internet, which allows applicants to submit 
inquiries by computer and to access basic "Q&A" and other infonnation about the EZ/EC 
process. HUD and USDA have dcveJopcd a master list of agency contacts to distribute to 
applicants and a list of outside entities, particularly foundations, thnt have committed to 
provide reSOurces and technical assistance to EZiEC applicants. In addition, HUD and USDA 
have made the list of applicants (who have filed a notice of intent) available to foundations, 
other -organizations and till the Board Members in order to facililatc technical assistance to 
applicants. (Fannie Mac, for example.. conducted eight intensive tcchnical assistance 
workshops around the country to provide EZ/EC applicants explicif instruction on how to 
enter into partnerships modeled on their HouseOakl,md initiative,) 

H. Post-Designation Implementation. HUD has committed to devote one fuB-lime 
field staff person for eaeh urban EZ and One full-lime staff person for every three urban ECs. 
USDA "vi!! also be devoting field staff 10 tbe initiative, These rich.! staff will be the first 
point of contact for the designated EZs and ECs. They will work on a day-te-day basis wilh 
the communities and coordinale the federal response to any implementation problems or 
issues that ariSl!. 

Upon designating an EZ or EC. we would like: each agency on the Board to identify a 
key contact person in the rc!evant field office who will bc committed to working as part ora 
local, interagency implemenlation learn that will meel regul:.lfly with the designated 
community to assist in impicf!lctltation and problcm sotving, 

To ensure that the Boord provides a rapid, coordinaled fedcr<tl response to local 
problems for designated EZs and ECs. we believe it wuutd be beneficial 10 have each agency 
to devote one full time equivalent '(r"'1'E) to this effort at [he federal level. 

Each of these FTEs could :Jet as: ombudsman for all of the dcsign111Cd EZ and ECs. 
and could be generally knowledgeable about all of the communities' strategic plan and could 
help to solve any federal-level problems: regarding their agc'ncy that the designated 
communitics face, The Community Enterprise Board could mcel as required at the 
ombudsman level to facilitate cross-ngenc), c(>ordin;ltion and c<x)pcrtltion for ull communities, 

We also helieve it would he bCI1cfici.d for each cabinet sccrclnfY to develop <:l special 
rekHionship with one Of more communities, prcferably commun!lic. ... in which the relevant 



-7­

agency has invC,.<;tcd substantial resources. In addition. each cabinet secretary should 
personally ensure that his or her agency is fulfilling its ombudsman or other rotc and that 
Washington officials make regular site visits and have regular contact with the local 
interagency implementation teams, These arc initial ideas on post-dcsignation. We welcome 
additional suggestions. 

; I. Evaluation. The Departments of HUD and USDA wiU each contract with a third­
party evaluator to assess key aspects of the empowerment zone program. In particular, the 
contractor will review key clements of empowerment zone and enterprise community strategic 
plans to identify elements that have worked and could be replicable in other communities 
across the nation. The evaluator will also examine the implementation of strategic plans to 
identify methods that have been particularly successful and CQuid serve as fl;lodcls for future 
efforts. At this juncture, nO decisions have been made as to the precise design of the 
evaIuation or who the evaluator will be, We welcome your input and suggestions. HUD and 
USDA, in consultation with HHS and other agencies, will present more detailed plans 
regarding evaluation at a latcr date, at which time all Board members wiH have an 
oPPoI1uni[y [0 cammenl. 

III. CONCLUSION 

Because the Board is comprised of 15 agcncie..<;. and departments. any Conn of 
collaboration is going to be labor- and time-intensive. We believe that the above-described 
framework strikes a good balance that will allow agencies to have full input into the process 
without overly taxing their resources. We hope this general framework is acecplablc to the 
Board. HUD .md USDA are proceeding with developing the details of the process and we 
wctcome any suggestions. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE. 

WASHINGTOS' 

May 27, 1994 

MR •. PRESIDENT: 

The attached is a memo from Carol Rasco, Bob 
Rubin and Jack Quinn seeking your approval 

, for a process of designating Empowerment 
I Zones and Enterprise Communities from among 

some 700 expected applicants. 

The memo outlines the following basic 
proces~s, designed to be completed by mid­
September: (i) HOD and USDA screen, all 
applications to come up with a list of some 
200 that are UIllost viable"; (ii) aach agency, 
as well as staff for the Chair (the Vice 
President) and Vice Chairs (Rasco and Rubin) 
of the Community Enterprise Board, review the 
"most viable" list; (iii) atter getting input 
from these evaluations, MUD and USDA select 
30~40 urban and rural first round finalists; 
(iv) the full Board meets to make final 
recoll1lllendations for Empowerment zones; (v) 
HUD and USDA make final decisions for the 9 
EmpowElrment Zones followed by a first round 
of Enterprise Community designations; (vi) a 
second round of finalists are then 
considered, using the same procedures, for 
the rest of the 95 Ee slots. 

I have circulated the memo to relevant staff 
and~ one objects. 

APprO\~ Disapprove Discuss 
-

foolrltern, 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

941~Y 26 pZ: nz 
May 26, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

TIiROUGH: 	 TIm VICE PRESIDENT 

FROM: 	 CAROL RASCO 

ROBERT RUBll'I 

JACK QUlI'."N 


SUBJECT: 	 EMPOWERMENT ZONES/ENTERPRISE COMMUNITIES 

DESlGNATION PROCESS 


I. ACTION-FORCING EVENT 

The Etnpowennem Zoncs/Entcrprisc Communities application process began on 

January ]1. 1994. Thus far. over 700 communities across Ihe country have infonned HUD 

and USDA that they intend to apply for an EZiEC designation. The deadline for submission 

of applications is June 3D, 19941 at which lime Ihe selection proc~ for the 9 Empowcnnent 

Zones (EZ) and 95 Enlcrprise Communities (Ee) will begin. While the fonna! selections are 

to be made by the Secretaries of HUD (for urban arcas) and Agriculture (for rural areas)t in 

September, 1993 you created the Community Enterprise Board ("Boord") and required the 

Secretaries to consult with the Board prior to making the selections_ The Board is comprised 

of the heads of 15 federal agencies, chaired by the Vicc Preside'nt and vice-chaired by Carol 

Rasco and Bob Rubin. We have developed a process for implementing this consultation 

process and <lre submitting it to you now for your review. 


[I. OVERVIEW OF PROPOSAL 

HUD and USDA would screen all applications to winnow the initial pool down to a 

manageable number, say 200, of the "most viable" applications. This screening would be 

based on the eligibility and selection criteria articulated in the EZIEC application materials. 

HHS would work with HUD and USDA to ensure Ihat all applications arc screened for 

compliance with requirementS regarding tbe Title XX Social Services Block Grants. 


Each agency will be required [0 review thu.o;;.c applic..1tJons in the ~most viable" class 
that include programs or strategies falling within the agency's jurisdiction, using nn evaluation 
fonn developed by HUD and USDA. Agency reviewers would be directed to decide whether 
they would grant program funding and waiver rcquesis that fall within their jurisdiction, Staff 

, for the Chair ;md Vice Chairs of the Community Enterprise Board would also review the 
"most viable" applications. 
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After considering the agencies' evaluations and the input of the Chair and Vice Chairs, 
HUD and USDA would then select approximately 3D to 40 urban and rural first round 
finalists. The entire Board would then meet to make recommendations as to which of the 
first round of finalists should be designated as EZs. After considering the Board's 
recommendations, BUD and USDA, in accordance with their statutory authority, would make 
the final decision on the EZ design::uions, followed by decisions on a first round of EC 
designations. A second round of finalists would be considered, using the same pro'cedures, 
for' the remaining EC slots. 

We hope to complete this process by mid-September. The actual announcements of 
the EZJEC designations could be scheduled Shortly thereafter. To mitigate the tensions 
surrounding the designations of EZs, we intend to work hard to ensure that, in addition to the 
EZ designations, the EC designations include valuable program investments. In particular., 
we would like to announce a number of enhanced ECs with large amounts of additional 
investments. 

III. DISCUSSION 

The proposal has the following advantages: 

Input from the Board: It would ensure that each agency on the Board has an adequate 
opportunity to evaluate and consider program usages, strategies and waiver requests contained 
in EZIEC applications that are within the agency's jurisdiction. This will help ensure that 
each community designated as an EZIEC will receive a viable package of federal resources 
and waiver approvals.· In addition, there will be review and input by the OVP, DPC, NEe, 
eEA and OMB, all of which are represented on the Board. 

Standards to £nsure the longterm success of the program: In order to win, an application 
would be required 10 meet baseline eligibility criteria and selection standards that emphasize 
indicia of potential success. The Empowerment Zone initiative is going to draw close 
scrutiny from Congress and the press. I f the initiative is not perceived as a success in the 
long term, il will hamper our ability to marshall additional resources for distressed 
communities. 

Balanced Discretion: Although the agency reviewers would be asked to consider objective 
standards, the proposal allows HUD, USDA and the overall Board to consider additional 
factors, like geographic diversit)" vision, and innovativeness. 

Fairness: The proposal should ensure a fair process that will limit charges of political 
favoritism. As with other competitive grant programs, any records that arc produced by thjs 
process will be subject. to inspection by the General Accounting Office, relevant 
Congressional committees, and, possibly. the general public. In addition, applicants that do 
not win will demand reasons. The proposal will result in documentation that demonstrates 
that all winners met the selection criteria. 
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IV. 	 DECISION 

We wanted you to be aware of the proposed process and receive any COmments you 
may have before moving forward. 	 Please advise. 

Approve 

Approve with Comments 

Discuss Further 

2 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

June 30, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR 	 BOB RUBIN 

FROM: 	 PAUL DIMOND 

SUBIEcr: 	 BUSINESS LEADERSHIP FOR INNER CiTY REVITALIZATION 

cc; 	 GENE SPERLING 

SHERYLL CASHIN 


Bob,' three of the CEOs (It Ihe Hudson Institute Jinner came up to me after your remarks last 
night and volunteered their help and support for addressing inner-city fCvitalization. This is 
just another indication Ihat there is a wellspring of support that can he tapped among business 
leaders. What follows is a menu of the Iypes of assistance Ihal husiness lcaders, including 
hut nnt limited 10 the BRT, could provide. 

Although I :'lavc tried to err on the side of indu$ivcnc..~.; in the H~t. Gene, ShcryH. Larry Katz 
and Secretary Reich may havc additional ideas. The ba..")ic theme of every item is consistent 
with the "G.t Bill" message the President gave 10 the BRT: the business community has a 
self-intefCsted responsibility to help connect the inner-city to the mainstreams of opportunity, 

. johs and gftlwth within each region; and youth ilnd young adults in inner-city communities 
have <:1 sclf-intcrcs1ed responsibility to play hy the rules, to Icarn~ to work and to take full 
advantage of thc increased opportunities. Within this: fmmework, the BRT c;m provide advice 
on priorities and goals 3ml will sct up their own prnces, .. for outre3ch. 

National Message. Act as spokespersons to raise visibility and importance of issue of inner 
City to future economic health of country and growth in each metropolitan region. 

Policy Advice. Provide advice to you un policy options to address inner-city i~'iuc.~. (You 
may also want to discuss this with Sol HUlWilz at the CommiUec for Economic Developmcnt 
and Hugh Price at the Urban League, a..;.; hOlh arc in the proccs..<.; of beginning to take a new 
look at inner-city revilaliz.ltion and youth development.) 

Urban Report Dialogue. Provide a structured forum over the next year for the dialogue that 
the Prc.'~iJcnt wUl call for in the Urban Report for e,lch'metropolitan region to address jnn~r­
city issues, 

Networks of Support. Buihi support among business leaders throughout the country -- e.g., 
by catalyzing BRT state networks to address rhe issue (as BRT has been doing with Gools 
2000 for mliny Yl':tlfs), by engaging a few leaders in a number of sectors to build broader 
support among lheir peers wjthin each sector, or by finding leaders in each metropolitan 
region to form networks within each of their regions to lead local coalitions. 
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National Mobilization for Youth. Help build support t() respond 10 President's call for 
private sect Of to join in national mobilization to give youth a guiding hand to say "Yes" to 
staying in school and playing by the rules, to laking full advantage of opportunities to go 
from school to college or work, while fe-enforcing message that youth have personal 
responsibility for saying "No" 10 tecn pregnancy, violence, drugs. (The attached draft memo 
outlines the procc..~s for the President 10 hless a private, non-profit entity to address teen 
pregnancy prevention) This support could include planning, promoting and sustaining 10ng­
term partnerships with inner-city youth and young "dulls to help develop their skills/Yaluc''i 
and to connect them with the larger job opportunities and networks available throughout each 
metropolitan area, We arc now building platforms for such husincss participation amI 
Jcadership through (a) Goals 2000 (where BRT already h~ls a long-standing commitment and 
network of State suppmt groups anJ for which such youth partnerships would be a natural!). 
(b) School-to-Work Opportunities Act, (0) Welfare Reform proposals for youth pnrtnerships 
with a1 Jeast JOon inner-city schools (ill conjunction with National Service), and (0) 
Community Schools: anti YES (youth employment) proposals in prevention portion of Crime 
BHL (If we can get business leadership to help us figure nut how to develop and to 
implement effective networks within each metropolitan area to link minority youth and young 
adults to jobs throughout local labor markels, it will be 3 major achievement with tbe 
potcnlial for very bigh impact.) 

Community Enterprise Challenge. Within each metropolitan. discuss whether -- 'l.Ild how ­
- business can invest in or otherwise support the already developed plans for change 
submitted in Round 1 nf Community Ellicrprise Challenge. In addition, business leaders 
could provide ;:ldvice in developing policy for a Round n with an even more deZir focus on 
connecting inner city to regton; and then. within each metropolitan region, husinChs consortia 
could help develop and support plans for cbange. 

Busincss Dj!vclopment. Devclop regional nctwOlks of major financial institutions. technical 
a.r,;sistance and husiness advisers t(} help make investment in inner-city firms work. 
Administration initiativcs on Community Development Banks. and other Community 
Development Financial InsHtUlions, the Community Reinvestment Act~ regional SSA One­
Stop Capital Shops. microcnt~rprisc funds, and SSBIC lax provis.ions all provide new 
opportunities for lending and investing in minority bus.incss and inner-city firms. In addition. 
severaJ of thc community-based organizations have demonstratcd that Ihere is poten1ial for a 
new generation of retail outlets (e.g., supcnnarkels, Walmar1s, specialty retailcrs) in inner city 
neighborhoods. 

Concentrated Job Creation. Help to develop support for public-private job creal ion 
partnerships. Examples include the YES program in the crime bill; priv;lle sector jobs in 
Welfare Reform proposat; youth ttpprcnticcships (in which the construction unions nrc now 
hecoming active partners) to join in visible dean-up and rebuilding of communities, 
playgrounds, streets, public buildings and spaces; and rehabilitation of private homes, public 
housing and neighborhoods. (jim Johnson, Fannie Mac and mortgage lendcrs arc working 
actively in thc Community Empowerment Challenge to build local model); that can be 
replicated in aU inner cite . .'';; and Secretary Cisnems and HUD arc supporting these efforts, as 
wen as spurring similar efforts with a variety of other private partners,) 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHI NOTON 

June I, 1994 	 , 

MEMORANDUM FOR COMMUNITY ENTERPRISE BOARD 
; 

FROM: 	 TIlE VICE PRESIDENT 

CAROL RASCO 

ROBERT RUBIN 


SUBffiCT: 	 EZlEC DESIGNATION PROCESS 

At the first meeting of the Community Enterprise Board (Board), the staff was asked 
to make recommendations as to how the Empowerment Zones (EZ) and Enterprise 
Communities (EC) designation process should be structured to ensure an efficient process that 
enables all agencies represented on the Board to bave adequate input. This memorandum se's 
forth a proposed general framework: for the process. c-

I. OVERVIEW OF PROCESS 

HUD ClJld USDA would screen ,aU applications to winnow the initial pool of 
applications down to a·manageable number, say 200, of the "most viable" applications, This 
screening would be based On the eligibility and selection criteria articulated in tbe EZ/EC 
application materials. HHS would work with HUD and USDA to ensure tbat all applications 
are screened for compliance with requirements regarding the Title XX Social Services Block 
Grants. 

Each agency will be required to review tbose applications in the "most viablc H class 
that include programs or strategies falling within the agency's jurisdiction, using an evaluation 
fonn developed by HUD and USDA. Agency reviewers would be directed in particular to 
deciding whether they would grant program funding and waiver requests that fall within their 
jurisdiction. Staff for the Chair and Vice Chairs of the Community Enterprise Board would 
also review the "most viable" applications. 

After considering the agencies' evaluations and the input of the Chair and Vice Chairs, 
HUD and USDA would th<:n select approximately 30 to 40 urban and rural first round 
finalists. The entire Board would then meet to make recommendations as to which of the 
first round of finalists sbould be designated as EZs. After considering the Board's 
recommendations. HUD and USDA, in accordance with their statutory authority, would make 
the final decision on the EZ designations, foliowed by decisions on a first round of EC 
designations. A second round of finalists would be considered, using the same procedures, 
for the remaining Ee slots. 
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We hope to complete ihis process by mid-September. Tbe actual announcements of 
the EZIEC designations could be scheduled shortly thereafter, To mitig.te the tensions 
surrounding the designations of EZs, we intend to work hard to ensure that, in addition to the 
EZ designations. the Ee designations incil,ldc valuable program investments. In particular.• 
we would like to announce a number of enhanced Bee; with large amounts of additional 
investments., ' 

II. ISSUES REGARDING DESIGNATION PROCESS 

The following issues have been raised by Board members and staff regarding the 
designation process; 

lnclusion of all agencies. The September 30, 1993 Presidential MertlOrandum that 
created the Board requires HUD and USDA to consult with the Board regarding the 
EZIEC designations. Members agree thai we need to create a process- that ensures that 
each agency represented on the Board has an adequate opportunity to evaluate and 
consider program usages, strategies and waiver requests contained in EZ/EC 
applications that are within the agency's jurisdiction, 

Input rrom and negotiation with applicants. Some Board members have 
tccommended that we give each EZJEe applJcant an opportunity for a face~to-face 
encounter with the Boord or Ihe Designating Secretaries SO thaI applicants feel tbey 
have had a full and fajr opportunity to present their plan. Some Board members have 
suggested thai we have pubHc site visits during the application or deSignation process. 
Others have expressed concerns that such public encounters may create political 
difficulties. All agree that we wiH need to consult with finalists on necessary 
adjustments to their strategic plans. 

Maintaining Objectivity and Discretion. All of the Board members agree that we 
need a process that ensures that aU finalists meet the objective criteria set forth in the 
application while allowing some degree of discretion for other consjdcrntion.<;;. such as 
geographic diversity. 

Timing. In order to rn: able to demonstrate some early success, we need an efficient 
process that allows us to begin io designate a substantiai number of EZs/ECs by 
September, 1994 (although we may decide 10 defer ali or many of the announcements 
until tl later date). 

Input from Outside Experts. Some Board members have suggested that we consider 
using a pane[ of outside experts to belp screen applications. 

Agency Review) Staffing and Decisions on Programs and Waivers. To ensure 
consistency and high-quality review, some have suggested an Interagency orientation 

http:mitig.te
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team to provide initial guidance' to agency reviewers about the goals of the initiative. 
Each agency will also be required to devote or detail adequate staff to the review 
process. (In the EZ/EC Application, we commit to considering the waiver requests of 
aU applicants, whether .Q! !lQ! the applicant i§ designated.) We also need to have: as 
much certainty as possible about agency decisions regarding individual program and 
waiver requests prior to making a final EZ/EC designation. 

TechnicaJ Assistance. Some Board members have also suggested that we try to 
arrange for foundations and other non-governmental organizations to provide technical 
assjstance to- EZIEC applicants. Questions have aJso been raised regarding the extent 
of .echnical assistance that ought to be provided by HUD, USDA and other agencies 
during the application process. 

Post-Designation Implemenlation~ Some members have suggested that we create 
interagency implementafion teams andlor a coordinating mechanism at the regional 
level. like the State Rural Development Councils, that would help .he designated 
communities follow-through with implementation and provide the local coordination 
necessary to help communities realize their strategic vision. One foundation bas 
suggested that designated communities be required to go through an additional 3-4 
month planning period (0 ensure appropriate implementatIon. 

Announcement of a "Third Tier" of Designations. Some Board members and staff 
mve stressed the need to mitigate tensions by announcing an intention to have a "third 
ticr" of deSignations, With waivem and priority consideration for discretionary 
funding. for example, we could provide for such a third tier, without seeking further 
resources from Congress. 

Evaluati0E!: Finally, some members have suggested that a third-party evaluator be 
selected to conduct a thorough evaluation of the EZIEC initiative. 

III. RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. Screening ror II Most Viable" Applications. Thus far, well over 600 communities 
have filed a notice of intent to apply for the 104 EVEe slo[s. Because we expect hundreds 
of applications, we believe the only realistic approach to interagency consultation is to have 
HUD and USDA pre-screen the applications and present a manageable number of "most 
viable" applications to the agency staff and [hen to the Board for review, 

We recommend the foHowing general approach. HUD and USDA would develop their 
own procedure to select a target class of ;most viable" applications. This selection process 
would include consultation with other agencies represented on the Board where relevant In 
particula.r, HUD and USDA wi!! work with HHS On issues relevant to Tille XX, While HUn 
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and USDA may not use identical SClcening criteria. they will coordinate with each other to 
ensure consistency in -criteria and process. 

All agencies willing to invest the time would be allowed to review all of the submitted 

applications and make recommendatio"" to HUD and USDA ·about which applicatio"" should 

be placed in the "most viable" class. (HUD and USDA would make the documents available 

for re'view at their respective buildings.) 


B. Screening for Finalists. HUD and USDA will also develop a process for selecting 
a first round of approximately 30 to 40 urban and rural finalists from the "most viable" class. 
These first round finalists will have been adjudged, based upon thejr strategic plans, to be 
qualified to receive either an EZ or EC designation. 

Each agency wUl be required to review those applications in the "'most viable" class ' 
that include programs ,or strategies falling within the agency's jurisdiction. Each agency must 
designate a team of reviewers for this purpose, and HUD and USDA will coordinate the 
orientation of all agency reviewers. 

To cnabJe review by the agencies, HUD and USDA are developing a process by which ­
agency reviewers will record their evaluations of each appJicatjon. The process will allow for 
each agency to identify relevant strengths and weaknesses of tach application and submit a 
narrative description of any concerns any agency may have with the plan, waiver requests or 
othcr program proposals. 

This process will specifically require each agency to give! to the extent pennissible! a 
preliminary indication as to whether the agency would grant, deny or amend the applicant's 
proposed uses of agency-administered funds (i.e., proposed uses of programs listed in the 
menu of federal programs). At tll1 appropriate peint to he determined by HUD and USDA, • 
decision on waiver requests would also be required, (See pan E on waiver approvals, below.) 

HUD and USDA wilJ also consult with the Chair and Vice Chairs of the Community 
Enterprise Board, whose staff wiiJ also review the "most viable" app1ications. 

c. Presenting Finalists to the Board. After takIng into consideration the input of the 
agency reviewers and the Board Chair and Vice Chairs, HUD and USDA would selecl 
approximatelY 30-40 first round finalists, from which the nine EZs would be selected, 

HUD and USDA would then present these first round finalists to the Board. The 
Board would then meet to make recommendations as to which of the first round finalists 
should be designated as EZs. After considering the Board's recommendations, HUD and 
USDA, in accordance with their statutory authority. would make the final decision on the EZ 
designations, followed by decisions on a first round of EC designations, 
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These procedures would then be repeated to select a s"""ad rouad of finalists for the 
remaining EC slots. The secoad round of finalists would also be preseoted to the Board for 
consultation. Our goal would be to bave the selection P""""'" completed by mid-Seplcmber, 
although this goal would not necessarily be stated publicly. 

'. D. Consultations witb Applicants and Outside Review. If ne""""'"'Y, HUO, USDA, 
HHS 'and other funding agencies may have discussions with finalists to clarify any opea 
issues and discuss any needed adjustments and performance agreements, particularly regarding 
total population requirements, proposed program uses or waivers. HUD and USDA will 
coordinate all discussions and, prior to such meetiIq;s, will consult with other agencies to 
confmn wbat program funds each agency is able to grant (or is inclined to grant) in suppon 
of each finalist's stralcgiC plan. These consultations should also address specifics of any 
adjustments agencies would need in order to meet an applicant's program request, to the 
extent that these agencies can prov;de such information. 

Given the number of expected applicants. we do not believe there wiU be sufficient 
time to condUd pubUcized hearings or site visits prior to designation, as such public forums 
would almost conainly create an obligation to visit with all applicants. The anticipated 
consultations with finalists, as described above, however, may involve confidential site visits 
by agency officials. These consultations should provide agency officials with the opponunity 
to clarify any concerns they have about an application and to obtain an accurate: assessment of 
a strategic plan. 

We also doubt that there wiH he sufficient time to allow outside experts to review the 
applications. Further. such outside reviews raise legal and other concerns. 

E. Waiver Approv.l. and • "Third Tier." Except in extraordinary circumstances, 
all waiver requests made by applicants regarding program regulations should be decided upon 
prior to any EZ or EC designation, As HUO and USDA screen for finalists, they will submit 
program waiver requests CO the relevant individual agencies. Agencies will be expected 10 

respond within ten days of receiving such requests with their decision or a statement of 
extraordinary circumstances as to why a decision cannot be made at that time. (This 
proviSion docs not apply to applications to conduct demonstrations under Section 1115 of the 
Social Security Act.) 

We believe that the process for approving waiver requests of appUcants that are not 
selected for EZ/EC designations should he deferred until after the EZ/EC designations are 
completed, The inter-agency EZIEC Working Group will develop a proposed process for 
responding to this remaining "third tier" of applications and present it to the Board for ravicv.' 
later this summer. 
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F. Designation Announcements. Decisions regarding the timing of announcing the 
EVEC designations will be made after the selections are completed. We would expect that at 
the time an individual designation is announced, the announcement would include substantial 
specifics about what agency program commitments are being made to the designated 
community -- e.g.• SBA One Stop Capital Shop, Fannie Mae partnership joveslments. . 
Commerce National Information Infrastructure Grant, and DOL One Stop Career Center. 
This \viII be especiaUy important for the ECs1 in order 10 debunk rontentions that the ECs arc 
not valuable. 

G. Technical Assistance. The agency staffs have been doing everything possible to 
respond to requests for infonnation and assistance from applicants. HUD, USDA, and justice 
are now part of the Community Empowerment Internet. which allows applicants to submit 
inquiries by computer and to access basic "Q&A" and other information about tpe EZIEC 
process. In addition. HUD and USDA have made tile list of applicants (who have filed a 
nOlice of intent) available 10 foundations and other organizations that have expressed an 
interest in providing technical assistance to applicants. (Fannie Mae, for example. conducted 
eight intensive technical assistance workshops around the country to provide EZlEC 
appHcants explicit instruction on how to enler into partnerships modeled on their 
HouseOakland initiative,) 

H. Post-Designation Implementation. HUD has committed to devote one full-time 
field staff person for each urban EZ and one full-time staff person for every three urban fCa. 
USDA will also be devoting fjeld staff to the initiative. These field staff will be the first 
point of contact for the design.ted fZs and fCs. They will work on • day-ta-day basis with 
the communities and ooordinate the federal response to any implementation problems or 
issues that arisc. 

Upon designating an EZ or Eel we would like each agency on the Board to identify a 
key contact person in the relevant field office who will be committed to working as part of a 
local, interagency implementation team that will meet regularly with the deSIgnated 
community to ;lSsist in implementation and problem solving. 

To ensure that the Board providcs a rapid, coordinated federal response to local 
problems for designated EZs and ECs, we believe it would be beneficial to have each agency 
to devote one fuU time equivalent (FTE) to this effort at the federal level. . 

Each of these FTEs could act as ombudsman for all of the designated fZ and fCa, 
and could be generally knowledgeab~e about aU of the communitics' strategic plan and could 
help to solve any federa.l-Ievel problems regarding their agency that the designated 
communities face, The Communitj' Enterprise Board could meet as required at the 
ombudsman level to facilitate cross-agency coordination and cooperation for all communities. 

We also believe it would be bencficiai for each cabinet secretary to develop a special 
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relationship with one or more communitics, preferably communities in which the relevant 
agency has invested substantial resources. In addition, each cabinet secretary should 
perronally ensure that his Or her agency is fulfilling its ombudsman or other role and tbat 
Washington officials make regular site visits and have regular contact with the local 
interagency impiementation teams. These are initial ideas on post-desjgnation. We welcome 
additi.ona~ suggestions., 

I. Evaluation. The Departments of HUD and USDA will each contract with a third­
party evaluator to assess key aspects of the empowerment zone program. In particular, the 
COntractor will review key elements of empowerment zone and enterprise community strategic 
plans to identify elements that have worked and could be replicable in other communities 
across the nation. The evaluator will aiso examine the implementation of strategiC plans to 
identify methods that have been particularly successful and could serve as models for future 
efforts, At this juncture, no decisions have been made as to the precise design of the 
evaluation or who the evaluator win be. We welcome your input and suggestions. HUD and 
USD~ in consultation with HBS and other agenCies. will present more detailed plans 
regarding evaluation at a later dale, at which time all Soard members will have an 
opportunity to commenl, 

III. CONCLUSION 

Because the Board is comprised of 15 agencies and departments, any form of 
collaboration is going to be labor- and time-intensive. We believe that the above-described 
framework strikes a good balance that will allow agencies to have full input into the process 
without overly laxing their resources. We hope this general framework is acceptable to the 
Board. HUD and USDA arc proceeding with developing the details of the process and we 
welcome any suggestions, 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH INGTON 

• Iuly 7, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT RUBIN. 

GENE SPERLING 


FROM: 	 Sheryll Cashin 

SUBJEcr: 	 Updale on Empowenncnt Zones (EZ) and Enterprise Community (Ee) 

Applications 


Attached are listings of the rural and urban applications for EZ<i and ECS received by 

HUD and USDA. To sumniarize: 


Urban (HUD). 295 Applications Received --77 for EZs and 218 fOf ECs. 

Rural (USDA). 220 Applications Received (breakdown between EZs and ECs not yet 
available). 

The applications range in size from three inches to three boxes. 'As you will fecali, 
there are 9 EZ SIOIS (6 urban, 3 rural) and 95 EC slots (65 urban, 30 rural). All EZ . 
appricatioos win also be considered for ECs. 

HUD and USDA have leased closely-guarded space on 7th and D. S.w. (The 
Reporter's BuiJding). where staff from all the relevant agencies on the Community Enterprise 
Board (CBB) will review applications. Only those staff who have participated in training will 
be allowed in the fCviewing area. ' . 

Reviewers from USDA, HUD. HHS. Transportation, Justicc. Commercc, Education, . 
SBA, ~nd ·EPA are working in teams to review the applications, under the close supervision 
of USDA and HUD. 

Recommendations on the best (40 or so) applications will go to the CEB from 
Secretaries Cisneros and Espy in early September. in order to allow for annOuncements of 
some designations by mid-September, if this is deemed desirable. However, both agencies 
have indicated that postponing all announcements un!il mid-November would allow for a 
better process regarding negotiation of perfomumcc agreements with designees and finalizing 
commitments from the various federal agencies. 

ee: Sylvia Mathews 
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oEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE: 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY , ' 
WASKIf((tTQN. P,C. 202:50! 	 I 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 	 Christine Varnty I 

Deputy Assistant to' tbe President R~d 

Secretal')' or the Cabinet' : 


FROM: 	 Fred SI.ybacb 

Assistant S~Crttaf)' ror CtmgressifJo1l1 Affair-s and 

Counsel to the Secretary , 


SUBJECT: 	 Empowerment Zone and Entcl'prise Communily "ro~ratn 

DATE: 	 July 6. 1994 

1~ Overview 

The deadline for receipt of applications was June 30, 1994. USDA received 220 applications 
from communities seeking designation as rural empowennent zones or enterprise 
communities, 

There are 36 states represented in the applications: The hrgest number of applications 
ri-c.iv.~ were from Alabama ~IO). Arkansas (11). California (10). Gt;orgia (9). Kcn'ucky (12). 
Louisiana (IS). Mississippi (17). New Mexico (12), Soul!. Camlina (9), Tennessee (10), TeKas 
(22), and West Virginia (10). Attached i•• list of applicants as of July 5, 1994. We expect 
tl;at this .list will undergo slight changes as applicants may have delivered packages to .he 
wrong Department (we have, received one application .thi!> week that was incorrectly submitted 
toHUD), 

USDA refurbished existing leased space on 7,h and D Streets, SW (.he Reporter's Buildinu) 
~d. with HUO's assistance. has set up the a government-wide work site for all members of 
the CBB to review urban and rural appliclltl0ns. 

Reviewers from USDA, HlIS, Transportation. Justice. Commerce. Education, SIlA and EPA 
are WQrking in tcams of five for comprehensive reviews of ruwml applicafions that range in 
volume from 3 inches to 3 box.es, 

2. Review Process 

USDA has created ill pw-cess that will bring in th~ C:OCPl'!lh:!! of the various ;nernhNs'of lhc 
CBB and provide the ooard with the Secretary's recoffilllendntions by the he,ginning iif 
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September. The dates provided are estimated st:trting time!> for each activity .. We anticipate 
that all operations will overlap. 

luly Sth Ellgibility Review Process Initiated 
. 	 ,

. During the first week, approximately 20 staff conduct an eligibility review of 
appljcatio~ ensuring that applications ~tfC complete and that applicant satisfies 
poverty, siu and popul,ation -criteria. Applications that lUC not complete will he 
submitted to the outreach staff whQ will C(lntnct app1icants and provide 10 . 
working days to remedy or submit the corrected items. , ., 

luly 5th Technical Review Process Initiated 

Approximate!y 40 employees. in le.'uns of 5, begin w review the content of the 
applications. The review should not take longer than 2 days per application. 
Teams are struttured with onl! manager, person with experience in the process, 
~d foUr reviewers ~- from various Departments and agencicl'. 

Individual reviewer. based 'on histhcr own review as well as the group 
discussion. critiques the. application and completes hislher analysis with 
assessment profiles of elements of the strategic plan. With the team manager. 
prepares a analytical summary of the prop<><al. 

luly 11th Site Visits 

I I 	 State USDA employees: are directed to cOlldoct site visits of aU applicants, 
Prior to each site visit. employees arc briefed on the specifics of the apphcation 
by team 'managers. . 

• 
luly 18th Federal D~partments Informed of !}mgram and Waiver ReqHests ' 

Liaisons 'Will contact other federal Departments by phone and by fax of th.e 
presenc~ of an application ihnt seeks funding or waiver requests . 

• 
\ ; Department reviewers receive a"form that indicates the condilional commitment 

for funding or approval of waiver. TIle forms are to he returned w:thin ten 
working days with indications -of condiliomd approvals of waivers ~)r programs, 

July 18th Healh and Human Service Review fN Title xx Feasibility 

Special Tide XX HHS employees will be provided with l:lCCC~S 10 the 
application file. the executive summary ~md 10 the computer revicw.~ The Til']c 
;XX employee wilt be expet:lcd to complc{;.;- his/hcr [evil!w within I'NO working 
days and indicatc the SUUU$ of HHS' .m:!!)':" ,; 
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July 25th Review by Panel of-Rural Development Experts 
i 

A panel of five senior USDA employees with experience with rural 
development, grant making and/or other appropriate skills begins to ronduct a 
review of the executive summaries and the nrrlicntions (The revicw process 
by teams and other Departments continues during this, period.) , 

The panel will discuss the applications and individually score such frictors as: 
quality of the strategic plan, the strength of assurances of support, the quality 
of community and business sector input, innovativencss. feasibility, level of 
need, and community ~nvolvernent. "I 

Aug. 22nd 'Presen'tation of the Finalists to Ihe Secretary 

the Under Secret~ry will present the Secretary with nil of thc applications and 
will indicate the relative strengths and weaknesses, based on the analysis of the 
Panel, the technical reviewers, the site visits, and the nnaly~i!; by the Under 
Secretary. 

The Secretary will determine which applications are to be submitted to the 
Community Enterprise Board for their consultation. 

Sept: 15t Presentation'to the Community Enlcrprise Board 
, ' 

The Secretary consults with the CEB Board on his finalists, 

Sept. 15th ~nnouncements of ~re~Designaliotl , ' 
The Secretary pre~desigriates the rural Empowerment Zones and Enterprise 
Communities and enters in(o discussions with the pre~desi,gl1atcd communities 
(In methods of strengthening their strategi~: plans . 

. , 
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USDA EZ/EC Applications 

Nwn Entity Na"m~ 

13 M.t..su R..-soUf"Ce Consenl!ltlou &; l)evclopmenl lm:~ 

tit Northwest Arctic norotie:h Econorn1c Dcvc:lopmt'nt Cnmllll-.si(lU 
171 lAwet' Kuskokwim F..cooomk Dewopmertt Council 

5 West Alabama Plannhl, &: Devdopmcnt Council

• West Alabamn.nd Planning Council 
12 Lowndes OlWlty (Alabama) Commisslon 
26, East Alabama .Regi<m.aJ P1anntng aad Development 

Commission . ,; 
! 

39 Pc"" eo';"" c:.m..u..too 

$0 BuUod< Coon", CommlssloD 

73 St:lma..Datiu OJmmunify Acdon Agency 

163 H.-Ie Empowerment" RevitAUutton OrganluUun 
113 F~rnltion of Soulhent cOoperatiwiLand Amstancc F\md 
119 Tusk~ Unlnr.clty 

2 Crowley', Ridge IUvdopmcDt Councll. Inc. 
III M~ppi Cuunty, Arkansu roc.IDc. 

"" Bassi Ceclnl AR Ec. De". Col'J)Ot1lUon' 

~5 Woodnd'l' County Eoonornk Development Council, Int'. , 
84 East Central Ark8Cl$U Ecooomk DeYelopment Cot"p. 
91 N<Wtoo County R~ Council 

10. South Central AMMO Community Action Authority 
136 Mld·Dtlta Communlty Suvica 
,66 Southeast Arkansas EnterprUe Community Parlnen;bip 
183 East CentrAl Arkanns Ecotlomic Ikvdopm!flt (Arpcrutian 
.us p.stem Arkanas Empowumeat ZooM Initiative 
18' ell}' ot E10y 

28 Gruur Flagstaff £coMmIe Coundlt lnc. 


168 AZ Department of OmImecu 
:IS Impt'rtal Counry Communtty Economic. Dc~topmMt 
61 CIty of Shattu 

,71 at)" oCWatsonviUe. 
79 Khlgs Cornrowlt)' Adion Orgal1lu:d<ln 

131 Planada: CommwtIty tkvdOPl1Kf1t Corporation 
15. RiW!l"$lde County .Bcanomk Devcl<lPU1~nt Ae:eI1Cf 
153 City or Holllstet ­
19. County or Humboldt 
;t07 County 4)(Frcsno. P\1b1ic WOt"lt$ &: Development Sertkcs 

Department 
222 Soudl~m Coa~hella VaUe)' COr:ununlty 
15'· City of Rocky Ford 


In Town ofWindbam 

6. Highlaf'ld, OlUrtty IndustrW Oevct<Jt)ment Auih(ldty 
77 Immokalee Foudation 

Page 1 

(:ily Stotc 

Wa.~IIi<l AK 
Kotrebu AK 
fiethcl AK 
NMhpot1 AI. 
Northport At. 
I1llyoos:viUe AI. 
Anniston AI-

Marion AI-
Unum Springs AI-
Selma AL 
C,recNiboro III. 
EI"" AL 
Tuskeg~ AL 
Jonesboro AR 
BlythcviUe AR 
Focren AR 
McCrory J\R 
Forrest City • AR 
Jasper AR 
';1 Dorado J\R 
Helena AR 
nennon J\R 
Forrcst City AR 
Hrinldy AR 
Boy AI 
flatstaff AI 
Phoenix AZ 
TIl Centro CA 
Shafter • CA 
Watsonville CA 
Hanford C'A 
Planada CA 
lodio CA 
Hollister CA 
F..ureka CA 
Fre.t,flQ CA 

,Pahh Spritlg~ .CA 
Rocky Ford CO 

'Willian'lttc CT 
.'\ebriO}i fL 
-Naples H. 

As Of: 71St94 

.
. 
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USDA EZIEC Applications 

Nwn 

81 
89 

101 
182 

U 
106 
151 
179 
If. 

111 
116 
113 
229 

13 
124 

! ' 10 
17 
29 
~ 

48 
198 
199 
95 J att or C.leml 

., Buffalo Tnl<:c Area Development District 

8 Gateway Area [)evelopment Dtstrld 


70 Flat Woods C(l;mmunlty·B~ Developme:nt'Corpcnuiort••0<. 

81 Kentudc)' Rlv.:r AreA De:vclopmcttt DWrkt 

90 Kl!ntucky Communities Economk Opportunity Council. 'n(", 


125 ~ntuck:y RIver A"a Development District 
145 Ozark Delta Regional EmpoW:rmfnt Commission 
1S9 J{~tuck1 Highlandf fn,YeStnu:nt Cc:U"POt'a11on 

165 Die Sandy Area Development Diskk~ 
171 aty 0( BowUng Gl'M1t 
195 Appaladdan Foundation Inc. 
%11 Lake Cumberland .A~a J)ey<c!opmtat Dlstrkt 
S4 Snuth Central Phtnning & lkw~opltlCnt Commission 
71 . Clifton Ch()(taw Reservation.lnc.. 

]00 St. Tammy Community Housing Resource n03t'd 
tOl Delta f"..cun<mtKs Enugy Dirtrkt. fnc. (Deed) 
]05 Doyce'F£Onomk Devdupment Ct}mmltte 

Page 2 

Entity Name 

Putnam C:tunty Chamber of Comru««.lnc.. 
Man.nna Chamber of ComtMrce 
aty 0( &lu Glade. Florid. 
HDlsborougl'! County 
City County PlAnning Cornmilsion 
CarutUa Chamber of Commerce 
Ru.... ~rgiB Minority Buslneg Council 
South Ceora:,la ~IOf1oal Development C<:n(~r 
QtyofRom< 
Ch:y ofLaCnul1ge, Drpt ofc"mmwtity ~d £couomw 
Dn'fiopment 
CrispIDooty EZJEC Coordinating; Comm!ttee 
~RA R~ton~ 'Deyelopment Cent<r 
IH'lItlopmMt AuthQrity of Bryln Calmty, 

~rn Lower Chattahoochee ~gtmt Council of 

Covtrnmmts 
lowe Depe.rtment or EconOmiC Developmenf 
City of Pocatello 
City of Quincy, nllilols . 
Wabash Area ])evelop~ent. Inc. 
City ofCarboruU. . 
Wim~rll & Associates 
Pmlbrokc Township 
City of Coiro 
Qty of DanvtlJeDept ofDt!vtlopment Strvlus 

I 
City State 

t'ltl,lIb H. 
Mari ..U'm;t 11. 
Ileli< Glade FL 
1'.0. Box 1110 FL 

Camilla GA 
Montezuma roA 
Valdo$fA GA 
nome GA 
LaGrange GA 

('(Kdde GA 
Augusta (fA 
pJmhroke GA 
<:~jhbcrt (fA 

I 
OcsMui~ IA 
Po=ateUQ ID 
QUiney n. 
nnfinld It 
Carbondale,
Ci.rbondll,ie 

II. 
Il.. 

Hopkin< Pan: II. 
aiiro 11.. 
l)noviUc n.. 
Galena KS 
MIly<ivitle KY 
Owin~vill{:' KY 
Oneida KY 

KY 
O:utoursviUc' KY" 
HIIZ31d KY 
Hidman KY 
f ,otlli(;m \ ' KY 
PreSl<mburg KY' 
Bowling Green KY 
C..allctlsburg KY 
Utls~ll Spring$: KY 
'tllih.ndauJ; LA 
Gardner I.A 
:lUdell l.A 
fl!ucn RQ(.Ig¢

I
Hoyce 

LA 
LA 

I 

A~Of: 7/51")4 
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USDA EZIEC Applications. , 

Num Entity Name City State 

, 
110 Delta r..<'Onootie Eneru DlstriC(, 1M. (Deedl H:uQIl ROUb'<! IA 
tl2 Oty ofOpelousu o ' LA .1"Iousas 
liS Madison Parim POU~ Jury Tallulah LA 
119 CiCy or Plaquemine • P1:I:quemine LA 
In Southern Mutual Help AttoclAtion. Inc. New Jbcfi,a LA 
160 St. La~dry Economic Induetmcnt District 9PClouS3S LA 
164 51. Mary Community Adiol1 Agtoq, Incorporated franklin IA 

o.pital Regional Planning Commission Balon Rouge LA 
110 Northeast Acadta De~pm(!nt CorporaHon (NADCOi Chllrch Polnl LA 

113 TOwn of'Cutten Cullen LA 
215 Maron RJdge.F..oonomk Dtv~lopmtl1t Recfo", Inc. YJinnsOOro LA 

22' Project CdebratiOtlt Inc. ~any LA 
:ll6' City of Covfn~ LoulHn. . Co,,"ington LA 

, 51 City of uwiston, Maine l.cwiston ME 
<, 162 FiveCAP. Inc. Scottville M! 
, 

38 Northwest Technical College; CUstom Tnlning Services Bemidji MN 
31 City ofSalem. $.atem MO 

·34 Qty .eRich I[IU Rich Hm MO 
·55 Boothttt Rcgi."naJ Plann!n, &: Economic Oevdopmcmf Malden "10 

Commission 
96 Wnt C~tnlll Missouri Community Acdon Agency Appleston City MO 
II. Epwur1.h Boothft't FaroUy Lumtne. Ct:nltr r:.ast PCI!hic 1010 
142 atr or KirbviJJe Kicksville 1010 
163 Ripley County. Missouri. Doniphan 1010 
176 'Jett), of Sikeston Sikeston 1010.' Town ofEdwards &!wards MS­

9 Hol\1 SprlngsIMa......nCounty Holly Spring, MS 
14 Madison Cmmty Jluman R~lU"('t Agellcy Canton MS 
2$ Mt-rldllllnlLaudt:rdale Cauncy Pal"tru!:rmtp .. - Meridian MS 
36 HotmesIHttmph~adlso" F..nterp~ Communl(y. l:exingiQn ME 
4S Mid"Delta Empo'l1Vm4!nt Zone J\f1iaDte (MDEZA) Stoneville MS 
75 Wash1ngton Cooney Economic Dndopment Dl~(rkt ('~nYme MS 
8<S G~nwood·uno-re Enu:rprix CQmmwdty We:;.\ Greenwood MS 
118 Arkansu~Mtrn"ipp{ Tri<>County Empowerment Corp. Clarksdale MS 

lOB Alcorn State Unlverstty-Cooperauw Extension Procnuu l..orman MS 
140 North Ddtll Planning and Development Dlstrlct.lnc~ <;htrks61c, MS 
143 ctty or Hattieshurg f~.lttiesburg MS 
lSI T<>wuoCUtks Utic-a MS 
114 Yf!tQO Community Action Ine. XaZOQ Ci(y "IS 
203·. Natchu·Adatns County Economic Devtlopmc:nt Authorily Natdlez MS 
213 BolvnrlSunnower Coun'lcs Enterprlse Commun(ty C;lcvcbwd MS 
217 K<!mper County EcoIlQmk Dewlop~nt AHthority nCKlllb MS 
7. HalifaxlEdcecombc/Wifson Empowemt~nt Alliance Thrhoro NC, 

t\.; Of: 7/5/94, 



I 

07;06-94- 10:36AM FROM USDA UNDER SECY SClll TO 94567028 POiO, i 
! 

I 
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I 

I, I! 
USDA EZIEC Applications 

I 
I 

Nun>- Enllty Name City St2tc 

189 Lumber River Council of GownunCQIS 
•

l.urnoc'ftOH NC 
101 Columbus Count)' 'Economic Oevdopment Commi:l~ion \:VhitevlUe NC 
102 Anson Couney. North Carolina-Nol"theas1c:m North CaronDa Eoonomk DcY(!w~nt . 

'fI",'csooro 
l~li7.;dlCth City. 

NC 
NC 

Commlssloa I 
110 County 4)( WpN'tn ~affcnton NC 
2\. Town of BOone Uoonc NC' 
52 aty oCScattfb(uff Scorubluff NE 

117 City of KumilY Kearney NE 
\13 ChAdron! Dawes County Economic Deve[QpmeIlt CorpraUnn Chadron NE 
120 Stewart's Cne~ Township 9range NJ 
:us Cumberland C'..ounty Dept. (){ Plannlng .nd lkwJopmf'flt .1}rid,Ge(Q(1 Nl 

, 
i 

'0 
41 
67 

City <)( ltobbs 
City of IArdsbu'll 
Helping HaRdt, Inc, 

Hobbs 
I~rdsborg 
¥ora 

NM 
NM 
NM 

80 Eastem Plains Councll ofCovemmeo.ts C:.1ovis NM 
98 Northwest New Mexlco Councll or Govtm:Mnts \r;lItup NM 

109 Economic Dcftlopmenl Division, Ro$Wdl Chamber of RQSwcli NM 
Commen:. 

12' 0.,. or Las Vee" l;.as Vegas NM 
134 Dona Ana Cot;mty Las Cruces NM 
135 City of LovIogfoo Covington NM 
ISIl aty ofSunland Park Sunland Park NM 
200 SaU Missi~Q$ TraU Main Street r..$l~ncia NM 
104 CltyofDeml"" 
2211 'The In.s:t1tiM f{Jr Hu.mao Serv~.lru:. 

Deming 
Coming 

, NM 
NY 

46 RegionailkYdopmeat Fin~ Authorler l><tylon Oil 
47 Tti~Count1 Commu.alty Ac«ou Agemy Athens Oil 

130 Ohio Valley Re-gfonal Development Commlft:lon Honsmouth Of! 
149 City of Portsmouth Commun1(y Dewlopment Department J~orlsmolJth OH 
3~ Tn-CIty 6006 t.angslon OK 
33 Ada A~ Commwttty l)eydopment Coiporalion ~... OK 

I •• aerofAltus Altus OK 
146 City or Muskogee MUlikQgee OK 
118 LogDn County Econ~ic Development Cctutdl Guthrie OK 
197 Grta. Mains Eoonomk ntntopmmt ~ocl.ti<>n '~ip!(1fl ' OK' 
85 Joscphtm County Commtmily ~m. A(tion A~cncy Grnnt:; Pass OR 
43 Clarion Universtty t"J( Penru:ylvanEa Cblrlon I'A 
66 aty of New Castl~ New Caslle PA 

IS'''' N(lrlbwest Penru:ylVlinia Regional Planning and ikn>l<lpment ~f1lnklin I'A 
Commlt;slon 

155 City of Lock Haven J,iX;k Haven I'A 
156 FaYfltC' County Baud or Commisdont!01 llnionlown PA 

Page 4 As or: 7/ $1?4 
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USDA EZ/EC Applicat,ions 

Num Entity NaJtl!... City. State 

27 Dennuuir: o,mmuflity Outrnch F..ntcrpnse CummiUte Denmark SC 
'33 Penn Centcr 51. Helena l~!aod \ SC 

91 WiUianUburg Enterprise CumltlWllty ~ioptr~e SC.. Allendale*n.m~lt Redl(!:v~IQpment Ptoglarn F:lirfax SC 
121 The CreateI' Orangtburg EnterprlR Community Coalition Omngeburg SC 
12' Santec..LyndlK Rqlona\ Council uf Cov<rnmmts Sumtec SC 
148 Marion County Malion SC 
181 Eastern OMln~burg Enterprisle CommunI1y Holly Hill SC 
190 lAWCt)Wltry (;Quod 0(Govermoent Yemassee SC 
120 Northeast South Dakota Community Action 'progrnm Sisseton SO 

I J<Jbnson County 4?hambcr ofCommerce MountAin CifY TN 
3 City of Covlng<on Covington TN 

11 Africa to AprU.lnc Bolivar TN' 
19 First Tennessee Development Dlsirk~ Johnson Cily TN 
2. ~tty of Adl«sS Athens TN 
60 Clty orp.ris, TeQ~ Paris TN 

U7 Regional Education and Community Hwlth ~"l«S. 'tu:_ jaci:.:sOOro TN 
147 The f'ayetttIHatwood EnttrprtR Communi'y Stl'Cong ~cmpl:lis TN 

Commltt.ee: 
)8' Scott Coun. ElteeutlV't omiX"' Huntsville TN 
188 Norris Lake E:nterprls4! Communtty TU7.cwell ,m 
16 r~CoWlty Fon Stockton TX 
21 Quanah F..c:on<)ml~ Development Corporation Quanah TX 
30 City of Terrell Terrell TX 
31 Jim Wells County Master Planning Association Alice TX 
49 Jeity or Luting Luling TX 
53 Mitchell County Board or Economk DeveiDpmen( <;olorado City TX 

M.rlon CoUAty jefferson TX 
59 Middle:; ruo Gntnde Dtwiopment CouncU , Unvaldc TX 
63 Dtmd County Commis:sioMfS Court San Diego TX 
M South Taas Dffd.opment Coundl !.rucdo TX 

,.6. Brazos V.U~ Dtvtlopmwt Coundl Oryan TX 
City of Conules: Gonzales TX 

87 Jaots Cbristlan CoU~ge Hawkins TX 
92 Dtmmit Counly 'Commtsstonen Court <;:1I1Tizo Spring~ TX 
94 nu~a Vista Independent Sdtoot District Ilopedni TX 

107 IU4 Crsnd~ Vafiey Etrtpowerment ZoM~C/O Valley Chamhe!" Weslaco TX, 
ofCommertt 


US City or Pn!sidio I~fe.,'iidio TX 

Ill· 'City of Mardtall, t<l:xu ~{arshaU 'rJ{ 


128 City of Burnef ~urnC1 TX 

161 EI Paro Count'l HPaso TX 

167 Medina Economic On"(!luprnent Foundation [levine 
 ·TX 

k~ Of: 7/5;<)4 

http:Commltt.ee


01"O6~94 IO:36AM FROM USDA UNDER SEey SCRD TO 9mms POl2
!, 

" , 

USDA EZ/EC Applications, 

Entity Name 

.9. B~'ZM VaHey f}()vdopm('nt CouncU 

11 New RJvtt V "n~y Plannlfl& District CommissIon 
liS 'I'M Ec:onomk Em~wt('ment &. UQusillg Co~tion nf1ht' 

Eastern SMre . 
93 City of £o&1c Pass 


.116 YakIma County 

177 Grant County Commwdty Action Council 

133 C~ntral Appalachia Empo~rment Zone 

137 Mingo County Cotnmtmon 

L'l8 Wyomln& County Commb;sion 

13' City of Fatmumt 

184 P.R.LD.£ In Logan County, Inc. 

185 Webskr County Commlss~ 


187 McD4wdl County Act1()ft Network 

1% City or MOfIlMWwn 

lOS Linroln Count)' Economic J)evtiopment Authority, [nc, 


Darbour CoWlty Devdopment Authority 

Grand Total: 220 

, , 

iCilYI:: 
lRadford 
;Nt1\\SaW3dtn 
I 
le.agle Pat;!; 
'Yaldma 
Moses lake 
eta), 
,WHliamsol1 
PloevUle 
F.akmonl ~ 

'I,JJgan 
Wcb';(Cr Springs 
Wik~ 

,'Mo(gant~wtl 
West Hamlin 

,Iilti1ippi 
, 

,I 
," 

State 

TX 
VA 
VA 

WA 
WA 
WA 
WV 
WV 
wv 
wv 
wv 
WV 
wv 
WV 

·WV 

WV 
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