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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
WASHINGTON, D.C, 20503

THE DIRECTOR l

! PDecember 10, 1883

The Prasident
The White Bouse
Washington, DC 20500

Deay My. President:

Enclosed please find the OMB Final Sequestration Report to
the President and Congress for Fiscal Year 1994. It has been
prepared in accerdance with the requirements of the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 {Public Law %9~
177}, as amended by the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Reaffirmation Act of 1887 (Public lLaw 100-118}, the
Budget Enforcement Act of 1890 (Public Law 101-508}, and the
Onmnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 {Public Law 103-68).

s required by law, the report includes:

- the final estimates of the discretionary spending
1limits;
i

- a summary of legislation enacted as of December 3,

affecting direct spending and receipts;
- calculations of the maximum deficit amount: and

- comparisons with the estimates provided by the Director
©of the Congressional Budget Office in his report.

t .
The report finds that no segquestration is required.

; Sincerely,

I Panetta
piractor

Enclosure |

Identical letters Sent to Honorabile Albert Gore, Jr.
and Honorable Thopas 8. Foley



| I. INTRODUCTION

The Budget Enforcement Act of 1990 (BEA)
was enscied into isw as part of the Omnibus
Budget Rﬁeﬁnmizai;wn Act of 199, Through
fiscal year 289:3, the Act estsblished anrnusl
Hmils on &zmtwmy gpending, 8 pay-as-
you-go requirement that subsequent legislation
affecting direct spending or receipls not in-
crease the defich, and maximum deficit
amounts, Compliance with these thres con-
straints was enforced by across-the board se-
c;tzestmtmzz {mziw:thz} of nen-exempl spend-
ing.

The BEA requirements for discretionsry
spending and pay-gs-you-go legisiation were

extended through 1998 by the Omnibus Budg-
et Reconciliation Act of 1993 (OBRA93), which
becume law on August 10, 1993. The BEA
requires OMB to issue a final sequestration
report within fifteen days of the end of
the Congressional session. This report fulfills
this requirement for legislation enacted during
the firgl session of the 103rd Congress.
The estimates in this report reflect legislation
enbcted and signed into law by the President
through December 8, 1993, As required by
the BEA, the estimates use the same economic
and itechnical sssumptions contained in the
President’s FY 1994 Budget, which was frans-
mitied 1o Congress on April B, 1093,

IL. IiISCRETI(}NARY SEQUESTRATION REPORT

Discretionary Epmgrams are, in gpeneral,
those that have thelr funding levels estab-
lished annually through the appropriations
process, The scorekeepmg guidelines acom-
panying the BF“A identify nocounts with discre-
tionary resources. The BEA limited budget
authority and outlays available for three
categories of discretionary programs frem 1991
through 1993: defense, international, and do-
mesbic. Appm;matlons that caused either the
budget authorlty or outlay limits-also known
as caps-for any category to be exceeded
would have triggered a sequester to eliminate
any such breach in that category.

For 1994 through 1998, there are no sepa-
rate categories for diserctionary programs,
and the caps apply to total discretionary
budget authority and outlays. Table -1 is
a summary of all changes to the 1991
through 1995 caps originally enacted in the
HEA, g

Adjustments (io the discretionary lim-
itg,Tables 2 and 3 show the Impsact on
the discretionary limits of various adjiustments
permilted by seciion 251(b} of the BEA.
Adjustments  authorized  under  section
25111 mcimie; those for differences between

aciuzl and projected inflation and for changes
in concepts and deflinitions. These adjustments
were included in the sequesiralion preview
report included in the President’s FY 1884
Budpget.

Section ZHIMXZ) of the BEA authorizes
additional adjusiments, Tables 2 und 3 include
these adjusiments thai can be made now
due to legisiation enacted dunng the first
session of the 1{3rd Cengress. The section
251{bX2) adjustments include:

» Internal Revenue Service {IRS} funding .-
Funding for the IRS compliance initiative
above the Congressional Budget Office
{CBO} baseline levels sstimsated in June
1990. Adjustments are limited te the budg-
et authority and outlay amounts specified
in the law.

+ Emergency appropriationg—Funding for
amounts that the President designates as
“emergency Fequirements” and that the
Congress so designates in statute. Since
the April 8th preview report, sn additional
$54 bhillion has become availabie for
“emergency reguirements,” (mostly to pro-
vide asgistance in response o the Midwest
flocd),
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Table 1. SUMMARY OF CHANGES TO DISCRETIONARY SPENDING LIMITS
{in biilions of dollers}

1531 1952 1943 1994 1685

, TOTAL DISCRETIONARY
Statutory Caps 28 Set {n OFRA 1990 e oo, BA 4919 503.4 YR 5108 8117
QL 614.4 5249 B340 Hadh 54018
Adjustments for AHOWANCEs e, BA 38 ] b A T
QL 2.6 3.1 27 84 13
Adjustments for TRS Funding, IMF, and Debt Forgivenesk ... BA 2 0.2 125 D27 ccermenienr
O G2 0.3 4.3 0.4 Q8
Adjustments for Changes in IEREG v BB oo 4.5 -5 ~35 ~8.5

L5 7 TR, 0.3 4.8 wfy B ~F G
Adjustmenty far Kadefindtion of Connapis {oredit refarm, m},

and credit reesiimaien ... : - BA o 3.7 a7 88 9.5
L0 PR 1.3 R3 28 a8
Adjustments for Emergoney Regalrements ... BA 0.9 83 4.2 11 1
Ol id 1.8 5.1 4.2 1.5

Subtotal, éﬁgwmmm Emudmg Desert  ShisldTesert .
BB cevrrecocnree coreRser e s is ek ST - I i1 193 23.1 2.4 ~6.8
. Ol 8.9 59 45 5.0 ~1.4
Adjustrents for Desert ShieldMesert Storm .o BA 44.2 .G 48 * *
QL. s 149 15 28 18

Fing] Sequestration Repore Discretionary Spendmg
LAMELE coineciiivesimmrne i sossnmsronsnncos HA 5371 53686 53582 aid2 5174
9%, 5418 5.7 550.1 5428 2405

“ Less than 550 million,

Table 2. DISCRETIONARY SPENDING LIMITS

{In millions of dollars)

1991 1992 1933 1994 1996

DUOMESTIC
Domestic Limits, October Z3, 1992 Final Sequestration
BBDOTL oo s s sty st s bbb R s s s Ba 182,058 200168 208325 ... s

0L 200470 2155662 229916 ..
Adjustmenta included in the A;m,l 1998 Preview Report:

1982 Inflation .. PO O YU STUUOUS VT UUTSPTURI < 7 SOV ORI UPUSTUREUU ORI - 7~ S . -. 1
OLr  crserios sstorssrsess autsmmecserro =781 ~LE15
Heestimates of eredit veform gubsidies i BA s soswemmwrrmes svormssrsrsze -132 -145
O s oo -8 ~3120
Statutory ang other shifts bebwesn GHAROTIOR vrerrmvseres BA et st s~ 1,047 ~ X%
. DL e . " -£21 ~23

Emevgency appropristions (elesse of sontingenciest .. BA i e PR
DL tircenorors mtorcommine commsrcomsarces 48 5
Subtetal, domestie adhustiments for the Preview Report .. BA -3,002 -2.222
OL 1,872 L1502

Preview Report domestic HmitE ... munim e BA 182,845 - 200,189 2065325 ...

Ol A FABHAT AWAGIE o
Adjustments for the August Update Report:
Tomestic emergenciea;
Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1993 FL 103-80) ... BA i
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Tﬁf}ié 2. DISCRETIONARY SPENDING LIMITS-Continued
{In mifliens of dellars)

1941 1982 19893 18 1965

]

Emergency Supplemental Appropriations for Kelie! From
the Maior, Widespread Flooding iy the Midwest Act of
1993 . 383-75) {Discrefionary programs) ! ..

£

FENFFRRE

Emergency Sunpl émentaz Apnmpﬁaﬁm for Reliel From
the Muajor, “idespma{l Fiooding in the Midweat Act of
18538 (PL 103-75) Mdandatory programa)? ... .

Statutory ahift 'bet;wm entegories {JOCHY s
Emevgency appropriations {release of contingencies) ...

Specint outlsy allowance used ..

FammTvrtt ety b

Bubiotal, domestic aﬁi}wmnu required for Update

Lpdate Report domegtio HMIE .. i e R
Adjuatments for the Final Sequestration Reporl:
RS funding

FPEPETR

SR AT A bt

BA

3,788
571

2,452 759

RIS TITSTE e

sz mmTesELERSNEENSS

1O .
1,060

FEEAR LN YA PR R dhmdbtmE et Rt rrprr WA ERAA [PCITTT PRI

PR AT TN RPERETANREAARAE EH4 DA ETRAIasRLEE

FIE RSP T TI Y

Tay Whreagietantned

AR 1.7 ¢ RN
.......... T ——
ig

PPN

2831 776

4,190

T45

AP RTAANALEEL rbd b

b

B T LI TYRL PP TR Y

182,835
200,470

29,189 2103548
205562 236665

EAhehhshhad NAEAE  mammmedbhbrdi AR

|- S——

Byecinl alIOWANICEE ..o rimnrrarsrrmrcarerasers

Emergensy sppropriations {release of vontingencies)

Subtatnl, Final Sequestmtim Heport domestic mi;zm
ments | R

SPPOP P PP E P PP PR TE P

Final Beguesiration Reporct domestic limits ...

S —

INTERNATHINAL

taternationnl Himits, October 23, 1992 Final Seguesire
tion Heport ...

PN PSSP LTSN PIY NI RIS ey )

Adigstments mc!udﬁd in the &pnl 1033 Preview Raport
1852 Inflation ..

Resstimaies of credit reform subsidies ...

L LR T TTL TS

Subtotal, intarnational ad]ummeats requimd for Proview
BADOET oo tenessmmrsinosr s covsovirzsos

R e P O TP R e PRe Y S

Previow Bopori intemasieaa! BEEHIES vovcrocnirmeirsenmsenmommemarenens

ETAT R VAT AL AT

Adjustments for the 4ugust Updats Heport ...

Update Heport international limits ...

Aameden S At

Adiuetments for the Finsl SBequestration Haport:
Specinl Blowances .wins

!
Subdstal, Final Sequestrstion Report internstions]
BAIUSIREDE s

OL
BA
L
Ba
Ol

oL
BA

Ba
2"

HA
LB P
BA
OL

133 4
5.6 R
853 499
i) i3

PP P

T T T

S FTHE £ e

FHIENMISR AR Y s

ATd Al bt AN EANEAANR e b bbb e

1,886
iil4

NHARARL sy arTan B P P TP NEERRYALfARyaIT Y

53]

ARHAAME AN b el mibrtrnnr v vy s AN LA

182,035
200,470

200189 210516 ..,
ZAB56E 230,561 ..

mArmartenme bt FEU I AR r LA

wrERETYETROET  tneTTortureesesy

211 35081
19840 206051

................. [PLTTV YTy

PTUT R R T P

~ 356 ~-373
~308 -151
[ i %
. 3 32

L PRI PR PO P Y

4 MR AR Ry e

T TT TR TIET T

~3¥3
~11%

LT T P P

AHERIRNARERRbmaE bbb vhspenedbobr 4R AARAKE AR ARTES

21,245 22380 35081 .
0206 19840 20608 o corinis

THAAWAAN  PURETRUNPERAITHE 44TV

S LT TP T T

2101 5081 ...
B840 20801 o

S amat ALY

ALY MR A o

525 254

S S
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Table 2. DISCRETIONARY SPENDING LIMITS—Continued

fin moitlions of dollare}
1931 1892 1963 1994 1965
L1 VI 588 254
Fing! Sequesiration Report international Hmits ..vvnvee. BA 2245 22191 35081 .
€4 202968 198G 2080f .. e
DEFENSE
Peferme Hmits, October 23, 1992 Finel Sequesimtmn
Baport . wowene A 332,018 305,288  ZBIES5L v cinvimers
Ol
Adivsimonia intladed in the April 1993 Preview Report:
THGZ InBnEDN (i st e ava e vs A AR Sy BA =-2.018
Ol -1,51¢
Desers Shicld/Desert Storm sutlay reestimated .. BA
OL =10
Bubtetal, defenee andjustmenis required for Preview
ROPOLE covorsrnsrnsasens BA et e 2026 -2,078
O rer -8E2  -1612
Preview Report defense IMits ...viccmcmncnmcomenns: BA SR8 B288 289831 o cemsircirrcens
OF 330802 310200 208851
Adivatments for the Avgust Update Repert BA e
0.
Lipdote Report defense DS oo csrm v sesmmareers Ba 332015 JOS2HR PBOEEL s i
OL 330802 $30,200 208881 ...
Adiustments for the Final Sequestration Report coranewon BB vecarmene s oo
Gl
Final Soguestration Report defense HmtE vvvcasnee. B 33818 S05388 80651 i cvvrnrconne
Ol 330802 210200 2088581 . ..o e
TOTAL DISCRETIONARY
Total discreiicoonry m;is, Deiober 21, 1992 Finel
Sequestration Report .. e A BEL0DR 536,648 531,056 515312 522,071
OL 651,568 545,701 549078 LI9STT B42235
Adiustmenis included in the Aprdl 1993 Praview Report . BA s o 5392 -4.873
Ol e —2,623 3,333
Proview Roport totol discretionary Umits? vcceeee. BA BIT068 536,648 331,056 599920 517398
UL 551,568 B45,7%01 B4ASTR 537254 533952
Adjustmenis for the Auguat Update Report oinos BA 4,150 06 e
0L 45 2831 778
Update Repori total discretiongry tieits? . BA B0 536648 535347 510820 517398
) DL 651588 545701 35G,318) 540085 539738
Adinstaents for the Flosl Sequestration Repori:
Total of adjustsnents shown sbove | . BA BAET e
ot 1690 7
Hpecial m.ztlay altowanee for technical estimating dil>
oL BZL rerrmmrrernree
Final Sequestration Report iotal disoretionary limits ... Ba B3THO8 BIGAAE 535,247 H1LITT 517398
1, BELSGR  54BT0L  HSOIZY 542606 540,498

'The August 20, 1983 OMB Sequestration Update Report doublecomied Emergency Commodity Credit Corporatinn

mitiavs, Ths report sorvects the double-count.

L3

©w
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Table 3.7 EXTENSION OF DISCRETIONARY SPENDING LIMITS
" As Bet by the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1983
{in millions of dollars)
; 1864 1885 1806 T 180K
Proview Report Disoreticnnry Limits (as of April 19903 HA  SE.920 517388 riiivee coosiiewnnns sonsossaniaim
0L 537254 538B95E overamressaes
Thscretignary limits sed by the Omnibus Budgei Reo-
onciliation Ack of 1993 .............. v BB i e, BiD,142 428,000 530630
&) IO, T2 B4 BT R0
Adjuatenente: '
Emergency Suppiememta] Appropriations: Supplemmtal
Appropristions Ach z'.'rf 1998 (Public Law 103-500 . HA
Ol g 2
Relief from the ?&a}ar, Wideagrend ?Zcodmg in the Midwest
Act of 1593 (Publie Law 10595} . R 7. 100 ...
. 2452 758 A b4 5
Emergeney spproprintions {relesse of contingencies) ... BA 96
4. 449 28 I v ceverrrenss
IRS complinnce nitiatives st BA IB7 ceieicis mernriie smwesic st aasasemzezens
$ {is 183 4
Special albmanes for discretionary new budget authority ... B4 2830 .
Ol 1.438 753 356 )2 SR PO
Spacial outiay allownnee for technical esti.matm,g dif
FOrens®s owvconinmrmion BA s ereirnena anetensiins btekiatemies Serredtar s
Ol 822 et v st skeasesteaes
Final Sequestration Repml. Discrelionary Spending
Limits ..ocvinneenn yames st Ra R e R e e ta ata e BA 513,177 517,398 518,142 5B2B.0T9 530639
' Ol 42608 540408 547,703 Sav 602 547875

The BEA also ;mmtzies special allowances
for budget authorily and outlays. Two separate
budget authority allowances may be provided
for 1994 and 1995, together with an adjust-
ment for outlays' associated with ome of
the allowances, calculated using spendout
rates contained in the BEA. For 1994 through
1998, the BEA also provides for an additional
budget authority sllowsnce equal te 0.1 per-
cent of the adjusted' limit on total discretionary
budget authoriby for the budget yesr.

Another adjustment is the special outlay
allowance. The dollar amounia of the special
outlay allowance fé:* 1981 through 1985 are
specified v the BEA. The annual sllowances
for 1981 through 28%3 are 325 billion for
defense, $1.5 billion for international, and
$2.5 billion for domesiic. The allowances
for 1934 and 1885 are $5.5 billion for total
discretionary. The outlay aliowsnces through
1995 are reduced by the outlays associaied
with the budget authority allowances. For
1996 through 1998, the oullay allowances
are equal to 0.5 percent of the adjusted
digcretionary outlay imit.

Status of 1993 discretionary spproprigs
fions.--Table 4 summarizes the stabug of
enacted 1983 discretionary appropriafions rel
ative 1o the discretionsry caps. In the domes
tic, international, and defense categories, en-
acted budget suthority and outlays are within
the caps.

Status of 1994 discretionary appropria-
tiong.Table 5 shows OMB scoring of 1994
appropriations bills., Total discretionary out-
loys exceed the cap for 1994 by $822 million.
However, the excess is less than the availshle
special outlay allowance of 83.9 billion,

Comparison boeiween OMB and CRO
discretionary limits.—Section 284d¥B) of
the BEA requires an explanstion of differences
between OMB and CBO estimates for the
discretionary spending limits. CBO ‘uses the
discretionary limits from OMB's August 20th
seguestration update report as a starting
point for the adjustments made in its final
sequestration report. There are no differences
betweers OMB and CBO limits for 18983,
Table & ecompares OMB and CRBQ limits
for 18 through 18993,



Emergency funding that is contingent on
the President designaling the funds as "emer
gency requirements” iz reported differently
by OMB and CBQ. CBO scores budget author-
ity for continigent approprisiions in the fiscal
year for which it is apprepristed. In its
final sequestration report, CBO adjusts the

3894 budget authority caps by $755 million
for three contingent emergency appropriations
containgd in 1994 appropriations bills. OMAB
scores budget authority for only those contin.
gent appropriations »ficially requested for
release by the President and degignated by
the President as emergency requirements.

Table 4. STATUS OF 1993 DISCRETIONARY
APPROPRIATIONS

{In millions of dollary)

BA Cstiaye

DOMESTIC
Adjusted discretionary apending Hemiin? ..., s S10,815 230,661
Total enacted 210292 230.466!
Appropriations overfunder (- ) spersiing Hmits oo - X3
INTERNATIONAL
Adjusted &m&sm spm&mg Hinita 35,081 20,661
Totsl enpcted .. BT 33820 20,238
Apgproprintions gverfunder { - spending limits ... oven - 13281 - 3656
DEFENSE
Adiusted discretivnary spending mitat i 289651 268,881
Total snacted 276,966 790,423
Appropriations overfunder {«) spending BmBE e 13885 - 5438
TOTAL DISCRETIONARY
Adjunted discretionary epending 535247 550,123
Tota) @LREEET .o eapN St e IR AV A A Reaes e e B2LOTR H41,710
Appropriations overfonder (~) spending Bmily ... — 14,169 w 5. B0

i Snending limits sdiveted pursuant te section 251 of the BEA, including $1,837 million
for Lhe use of the Bwﬁf&i putisy allowanoe uhder dumestiv discrationary.
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Table 5. STATUS OF 1994 APPROPRIATIONS
{In millions of dollars)

BA Cutleys
% TUTAL DISCRETIONARY
Agricniture, Bursl Developtient b o cscre s iascronions . 14,652 15,863
Compneree, Justice, Siaze snd the Juéwiaz*y ...................................... 22,843 23,025
Defenae .ovnes . 240,181 173
{Habrict of Cciumbm K} 698
Energy and Water Development ..., 22033 21,998
Foreign UDerations ...t isssmares e 12888 13,770
Interior and Related Agencies ... . 15718 13,829
l.abor, HHS, Educationl“ e vy rrast i 81498 68,542
Legiglative Branch ... YAALY 2004
Milltary Construction ... - D065 8874
Transportation 13,478 35,339
Tremsury, Posinl Service and Genersl {}vv&mmﬁ vt e e semser s 13,676 11,998
Veterans Affairs, HUD, Independent AZEOEIen™ .o mmomercrmrcomrrestrom s ntar st oos eeeereearacn 68,535 72197
Total discretionary . swreebrasn st e . . 500,805 548,606
Adiusied digeretionary aq:eadm,g me hﬁfm upaczal cutlay allawanm LTk bried B41,754
¥racted appropristicns overdunder () limita before special cutlay allowasce ...oooeen SO ~123%2 ~FE2
Bpecial outisy mlow'mce for technice) estimating differences ueed £22
Enncted appropriations overfunder (~) limils after special w:ta,y &ﬂomw B -

includes $25 million in budg;wmﬁmmg and $12.5 millien o outlaye for Sell Conservation Servics tontingent
appiroprintions released on Nove 17,3199

“Includen 366 million in budgst auﬁwzggs and sutlays for Public Health and Saxcinl Services Emergency Fund contingent
wppropristions relessed on Oclober 184, 1

*[ncludes $187 million in budyet sutharity and 3183 million in cutlays for IR funding,

#Ouslave estimated for the VASIUD bl are 828 million less then estimated in the November 1, 19683 {ive-day-after
report {or this Bill The change eorrexts un arror In compating the fatal for the bill.

Table 8. COMPARISON OF OMB AND CRO
DISCRETIONARY SPENDING LIMITS
{In miilions of dollarg}

1954 1988 jpas 07 1998

CBO limia:

Budget SUhOriY . omorenn G188 517098 519342 528079 530,639

OUHEYE —oroemrsvormosinsine 542,798 B4OSES  B4T,TI1 547513 p4T875
H

(M8 himits:
Budget autheriby ccmmmnmneen 813,177 517,098 519,142 328078 BIC635
Chstlays . 542,606 EB404BE B40 733 547507 BT EYh
Difference:

Budget autlierity ... e
OUELEYE ..oinisiniiancoss i visne s srassarenn 192 i85 3% 11 s
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1I1. PAY-AS-YOU-GO SEQUESTRATION REPORT

Pay-ag-you-go enforcement procedures apply
to direct spending and receipts legisiation.
Direct spending is defined as entitlement
authority, the food starep program, and budget
authority provided by laws other then appre-
priations acta. The BEA enforcement proce-
dures gpecify that receipis or direct spending
legistatiors should net increase the deficih.
If it does, ¥ will trigger =a seguester if
not fully offset. Sequestration of direct spend-
ing programa would ocawr 15 davs after
Congress adjourns to end a gession. Social
Security, the Postal Service, legislation speeifi-
cally designated as “emergency requirements”
according to 252(e) of the BEA, and legislation
providing full funding of the Government's
deposit insurance guarantee commitment, are
not subject to pay-as-you-go enforcement.

Within five days after the enactmeni of
direci spending or receipis legisiation, OMB
is required to submit a report to Congress
estimating the change in outlays or receipts
resuiting from thai legislation. The estimsies
must use the same economic and technical
assumptions contained in the most recent

Prewideni’s budget. Each year in its fingl
seguestration report, OMEB adds the estimates
in ali pay-as-you-ge reperts together to deter
mine the need for a sequester. If, in istal,
the oombined deficits for the budget year
and the preceding fiseal year have been
increased by pay-as-you-go legislation, thal
increage must be offset by sequesiration.

Fay-as-you-go estimates for FY 1994,
An Table 7 shows, pay-as-you-go legislation
enacted in calendar years 1991 and 1892
reduced the comhined 1993 and 1994 deficits
by $3.6 billion. The Omnitus Budget Reconsili-
ation Act of 1993 reduced the defieit by
2468 billien in 1984 and hy over a half
2 krillion dollars for 1994-1988. However
the Ast aise specified that none of the
sgvings would be included in ihe pay-as-
you-go seoreeard, The nel impact of pay-
as-you-go legishniion enacted in calendar vear
19683 was to increase the deficit for 1993
and 1684 by a total of 308 billion, end
to decrease the deficits by a total of $0.7
biliion: for 19981908,

Table 7. DEFICIT IMPACT OF PAY-AS-YOU-GO LEGISLATION ENACTED
AS OF DECEMBER 3, 1993

(I millions of dollasy)

pepart ' Act title

Cligesge i the Bacal year basstine defirit

1993
1993 1954 1995 1996 1997 1998 gur

LEGISLATION ENACTED IN 1881 ANLD 1982

1to 140 Tetal impact of ali e
OMEB eatimate

-28H -910 803 NA NA NA HA

=25% 910 803 NA NA NA NA

LECINLATION ENACTED BY CALENDAR YEAN 19083
141 Family and Medical Lonve Acl of 1993 (Publiz Law 103-3,

HR ix

i42 Emergency Unemployment Compenastion Amendments of

1993 (Fublic Las 1038 HR 820%

OMB estBnBLE . covririvrivsrecsinsrian s rassanieniasnini

............. 0 -2 ~F MA NA NA HNa
............. G ) -3 NA NA NA Na

143 Export Administraotion Act Extension (Public Lew 103-10;

HR 750):
OMB patimsate .

CBO aabIInnbe ...ovecvs e i ssurwssussrossass esvosarstossessies

g ¢ 4 NA NA NA Na
& & ¢ NA HNA NA R

&1




Table 7. DEFICIT IMPACT OF PAY-AS-YOU-GO LEGISLATION ENACTED
AS OF DECEMBER 3, 1983—Continued
' {in millions of dollary)
Chunge in the fiscal year baseline deficit
Repart Act tith - - d&
Number © Lilde " 1993--
1963 1904 189%5 1996 1997 1908 1098
144 Food Stamp Act of Amendments (Public Law 103-11;
S84y
OMB watimate .. O & g NA NA NA N
CBQ estimate .. & & g Na NA NA&A HNA
145 Making 'I‘echmcai Carrw‘kzm in ﬁt‘m Veterans Hzaét%
Care Act of 1992 (Public Law 103-18; & 662}
{IMB estimate .. — BSOSO g Q 0 N& HNA Na NaA
ORD estivnsts oeorns { ¢ 0 NA NA NA Na
148 RBehsabitale Ceﬂam H}.sicmc Stmm in zlm Gatewa}
Naonsl gemaﬁm Ares tublie Law j03.926; 8 328y
MR eshmste bAoA KA 4N AER Y Sttt p ey T r eSS ARt Ub RO 0 1] ¢ NA RKa KA NA
RO sstimate . 0 Q o KA HKNa NA MNA
147 Nutionai Voter Registration Act of 1993 (Publlc Law
10331 “.R 2y
OME estimate .. o ¢ g NA NA KiA NA
B0 gatimngte |, . ¢ & o NA HA NA NA
148 World War JI Menzsrial Puhiic Law 1{}3-«{32 S 214}“
M8 wmw - 4 2 4 NA NA NA NA
. CBG estimate .. ¢ i 2 N& HNA Na NA
148 {leverngnent ?rmimg Offics Electronic Amm Enh&m::ﬁ
ment Act of 1953 {Public Law 103-40; 8 564X
MR mim&te N D 0 D NA NA N& NA
CBG &zzim;mba eSS b e AP S P 1P RS SR et 2o 0 ] D MNA HNA NA NA
G Nastional Institute of Health Revitolization Act of 1993
Public Lrl_'w 103—43; S1)
QMR eammste reeveertsecre s ahasasans & 4 0 NA NA NA HaA
CBO patimate ..., - # Y ¢ NA  Na NA NA
161 Fores: Reshuross Comservation and Shortege Relief
Amendmenis of 1983 (Publie Law 103-45; HR 2343
OME estimats . < eensre et smasieaees I I U NA NA Na N
LR mmze ] 0 g HNA NA NA NA
152 Big Thicket Z\faiwnai f-’res&nae Ae&dxim Ar:t @f 2893 {Pub
He Lew 0548, S 86
OMEB estimata revoreromssreans vesans * * * NA NA Na NA
B0 Mtiats st ovon o et t] 0 ¢ HNA NA NA NA
153 Hasolve Si.ama of Certain Landa Relmquwhad to the
Thsited States (Public Law 103-48; HR 7165):
OMEB 8LIMBLR oo cevore s drvceestins v starstrstossasmrraccsmasisn g 3 § NA NA NA HEaA
CBO estimeate .. et st s rramvoratien g & 4 NA NA NA NA
154 Extevsion of ?ast ’I'rack Prmdm far the Uraguay
Teade &me% {Panm Law 10548 HR }896}
OME safimste s e 0 & . KA KA -NA NA
B0 estimate ... 4 0 i NA NA NA NaA
155 Naval Vessels ’{%m{er Act (‘r"ubiw Law 10’&& {'11225623
OME esfimaie .. AT TR GRS eSS TR Shr e re RS -8 w3y 3 NA NA NA Na
10 srtimpia -8 -3 ~3 NA NA NA NA
156 Ceve Orgslt Canyen Protection Act of 1993 (Public Law
103-58; HR 834
OMB eatimate ¢ ) 9 ®NA NA NA HA
CBQ entimate g g  KNA KA Na N
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Table 7. DEFICIT IMPACT OF PAY-AS-YOUL.GO LEGISLATION ENACTED
A8 OF DECEMBER 3, 1993-Continued
{In sillions of doliars)

Change in the fisca) yesr baseling deficit

eport At tithe

1995 1984 1995 1906 1997 1ous 139

1988

b Spring Mountaios Naetional Recreation Ares Act (Public
Law 103-645; MK 633
OMB e5tiIMBLR ..o inrs sesrenessserersisscmenens RTTRURRN & [0 G NA HA Na
CBO _estimate (CBO did not classify this hill as
PAYGO).
158 Family Farmer Bankrupiey Fxtenaion Adh of 1993 (Pubin
Law 103-85; HR 418y

OME estimate - & p 2 HNA NA NA

CBO eatimatn et G i i NA NA Na
158 Omnibus Budget RBeconcillation Act of 1953 If?ubim L.&w

103-66; HR 2254}‘*

OMB estimate .. U NUNUION 0 0 0 0 0 0

GBO sstirnte .. vecansrsonms - 0 ¢ (4] g ] 0
15D Hehshititotion ﬁc‘h J\me’nﬁmeﬁt& nl' 1993 (Pubhc Law

103-73;: S 1296);

OMEB 8tImBte oooviinniiissmsirmsss cossss s s svsserssssssnes g G g & & )

CBO estimate .. — ] & & ¢ L4 i
161 Colorado Wzldemem M czf 1993 {F\sblz:: Law 103-T% HE

831x

OB estimate o i g 6 0 Q ]

CBL eatimade tH G ¢ 9 0 0
62 Veterans' Compensation Rates Caﬁ:e‘icatimz anﬂ }{uasmg

Program Technical Correttion Act of 1993 (Public Law

153-78; HR 798x

DIVEB @BIMIBIE oy orcvrormsinsavss sieresransteraniprosetatessaes s e ps e e 0 0 0 o i ¢

UBO BILIMBLE L.oriaccosmtrctossnermormsnssnessnrsscrssvsss s rsrerasessass sans i 0 0 0 ¢ v &

3% Veaterans” Medical Facility Projects and Lenssn Authorize-

tion {Publiz Law 103-75; HRE 2034):

OMB estimate ...ccouovuem (4 ¥ -* ~* u* w

CBO @SEUNBLE oocesrevsenrsersmsrsmessrssarssssasmeasssns sssnssnsssassasrsssarssos & G o & b @
154 Small Business Guaranteed Cradit Enhancement (Public

law 10381 8 1274)

OMB estimais rezan -3%2 ] 0 L5 0 ¢

CBO estimats .. e - =14 0 0 4] 0 0
i85 National and Cmamﬁy Bﬁwme ’i‘msz A::z 0" 1983 (P'ub«

He Law 10382 HE 2010y

DME S3HMALE . rrcerrrvererssmsetraastvmesmesanissessntsr svessrarian ivssiees 0 12 7 1 0 {

DBO CBERELE covevimme o riinenssienssiss omassosasrsmssst s svsssses 0 2 a a g 4
1K aliatin Range Consolidation end Protection of 1993

{Pablic Law 103-91; HR 873}

OMB eatimate - & 4 G ¢ 4 &

CRO estimate . & g g & 4 « @
i Litah Schools and Lands Improvement Act of 1993 {?ubim

Lew 103853 5 154):

OMEB esiimate ... G o g 25 25 0

RO eatimate .. @ & b 25 25 0
188 Fiateh Act Refoqm Amandmmw ﬁ"“ 1903 {Pub]a: Lm&

103-84; HR 20)x

CIEB SRUITMALE \.ocorrierrinrserasrsrrsrcsrssrtsmaesbesmvasissaresensvrsnvasesn 0 . ’ : * *

CBO estimate s A e R es G 0 g 3 & &

NA

NA
NA

=12
«12
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l
Table 7. DEFICIT IMPACT OF PAY-AS-YOU-GO LEGISLATION ENACTED
AS OF DECEMBER 3, 1993—Continued

' (In millions of dollars}

Change in the fiscal year baseline deficit

Report Act title
Number 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 Lho

169 Jemez National Recreation Area (Public Law 103-104;

HR 38 '

OMB e5tIIBLE ..vovverecirerecresesee s smesams snssnssnemssss sonsons 1] 0 1] 0 0 1] 1]

CBO @8LLMALE ... evesresremssseesessres st s assassnsossos sonsonsons 1] 0 0 0 0 0 1]
170 Catawba Indian Tribe of South Carvlina Land Claims

Seitlement Act of 1993 (Public Law 103-116; HR 2399):

OMB estimate .... 1] 0 8 8 8 8 32

CBO SLIMALE ...ovveevrerrerirrorsssirisisssssssssssrs st sssess sarasssssmnsesrans 0 0 0 0 0 1] 1]
171 Phase out of the Department of Agriculture Programs for

Wool and Mohair (Public Law 103-130; § 1584): .

OMB estimate .. o 0 -47 -103 -183 -181 ~-514

CBO estu:nat.e . 1] 0 -57 -103 =178 =169 -505
172 Most Favnred Nation Ta.nﬂ' Treatment for Romama (Pub-

lic Law 103-133; HJR 228):

OMB etiMALE . ovvsciivirsrress s s rsrs sre s sssessrssesassan s 0 0 0 0 0 0 1]

CBQ e8HIMALE -.vereeerrrrrrerrsrariensrsmsrisiesssssasiessasss enaes 1] 9 0 1] 0 o 9
173 Veterans’ Compensation Rates Amendments of 1993 (Pub- I

lic Law 103-140; S 616);

OMB estimate .oovvioicienisrsrsem i s ssssessrss s 0 1] 0 0 0 0 0

CBO estimate ... 1) o 0 0 0 0 0
174 Religious Freedom Restoration Act of 1993 (Public Law

103-141; HR 1308} '

OMB eatimate .. 0 0 1) 0 o 0 1]

CBO estimate 0 0 1] 0 1] 0 0
175 South African Democratic Transition Support Act of 1993

(Public Law 103-149; HR 3226):

OMB eatimate 0 0 1) o o 0 1]

CBO SLIIMBLE w.vvioeeeceeceeecvsetaneec ceamseeecesenea eeeaensmes o e yine 0 0 o 0 o 1] 1]
176 Unemployment Compensation Amendmenta of 1993 (Pub-

lic Law 103-152; HR 3167):

OMB estimate 0 853 -184 -429 -286 -383 -409

CEO estimate ..... e ermeebbbimirereseabenebeieshbennt st e raae ¢ 1,070 -137 -285 =210 -372 6
177 United Staten Grain Standards Act Amendments of 1993

(Public Law 103-156; $ 1490}

OMB estimate .... eesenensanasasbanar 1) 1) 0 1) 0 1) 1)

CBO estimate 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
178 Brady Handgun Violence FPrevention Act (Public Law

103-169; HR 1025):

OMB estimate b e ea et aarea bR raras 1) -2 ~1 -2 -3 -3 -1l

CBO eatimate ..ooueeeciimcmeteceeeeeestsemseseess e senrasansens enranss 1) -2 -1 -1 -2 -2 -8
179 National Defenme Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1994

(Public Law 103-160; HR 2401):

OMB eSHIMBLL crvverieesisosrsinse i sris e semssans s s smsssnenss 0 52 47 43 41 45 228

CBO e8timate ..o emerrrcseen s en e 0 13 3 5 6 8 35
180 Veterans' Pension Increase for Congressmnal Medal of

Honor Recipients (Public Law 103-161; HR 3341):

OMB e8tIMBLE 1ovvecreeriiriireie s s reiaras ressssssssssssmsarass sera e sarass * * * . * . 2

CBO estimate . eeebesatarrites e e et ear e et e taraat 1) 1) 0 1] 0 1) 1)
181 Air Force Memona] Fou.n.dat:on (Public Law 103-163; HR

BIB):

OME entimate ... et o o 0 0 o 0 0

CBO estimate ......eevirsvresrerennns o 0 1) 0 o 0 0
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Table 7. DEFICIT IMPACT OF PAY-AS-YOU-GO LEGISLATION ENACTED
AS OF DECEMBER 3, 1993~ Continued
{In miilions of dollars)

Change iy the figeal year baseline deficis
Beport
Musnber

Act title

s F§2.1 ¢
1993 1094 1995 19% 1997 1ses 1%

182 lechignilln. Cave Protection Aet of 1923 (Public Law
103-169; MR 688):
OMB eslimnate . reamergesgmen sy s e EH * * * * ' -
CBO @BtEBEIE vornrurramsronirssrsas s s v rssssvsssssersns sosssas siess E3: 8 & g g ¢ )
183 Iabesnational Parental Kldnappmg Crmme At of 1983
{Puhlic Law 103-11% HE&’S’Z&}

COMB estimate |, crzerass et e Teara Tz AT & * * * * * -

OB G908 e eereremermremsrassan H [ @ 1] ¢ G ¥}
384 Noval Vessels Transfer Act (Public Law 103-1H; HE

iy

3 g L O VY 4 %7 -11 -6 -11 -6 13

BT aatlnate oo iiinyer e " 1] 3 ~156 ~15 -11 ] ¥4
188 Lameron Pariab, louisionz, Land Cenveym {Publm

Lavw 108175; 8 430

OMEB 288818 Lo e risri s s s e ) ) 0 0 G G §

CBU putimate . 0 g 0 Q G [t }
186 Amserivan Indian Apicuitural Resourte Mangemient Act

{Pubiic Law 103177, HR 1425):

OMB eatimate .. G a O i G ¢ 1

CBO estimnte .. N & ¢ L s ¢ & a
186 Intelligence ﬁ.uthumatmn A:c (Pubhc Law 193-1 S, HB

23800

OMB vatimats .. & & 4 4 5 5 18

CHO estimate . erseane ot - & H 4 £ 5 5 iB8
187 Putant and ”i‘rmiamark Office &uﬁzamatzm Act ai' 29'33

Fablic Law 193178 HE 26'32),

OME eatimete .. . g % «f ~B -6 -6 ~24

CBO entimats . . arnerzoanar H ¢ ¢ 0 ¢ v 0
138 MNegoiiated R&é&sx é.ci t}{ 2993 {%Ztc Law 193-4&}

841%n

OMB estimaie .o * M ¢ * * ‘ -

OO osimate o e : - 1t 0 0 4] ] 0 G

Subtotal, enacted in 1903
{OME entivnnta . e oRh A Ehe A RS 1R S LAk ks amnt St st mememt et s -20 B84 -85 -473 -410 -521 -7
CBO estimste . -2 1078 -8 -3 -428 -536 475
Tetaf, enacted as of December 3, 1993:

OME estimate ... «~2605 -8 -9 418 410 B2 -5087

CBO sstimate ... . . ~2896 162 -1001 -EM -423  -536 -4.88¢
* 500,000 or less,

NA--The Budget Enforeement Act of 1986 {REA} required eatimates through 1988 only, PL. 10568 {OBRASS), enacied
in August 1993, requires payge estiratas through 1995,

'The Oenibus Reconciliation Act of 1983 specifiad that noue of the ses'znxs should be included in the {otals of the pay-
as-you-go scorectrd.

1994
1984 1995 EN6 1997 1908 SO

The OME estimates {in willions of doliare} for this Act are: -46,752 -82,713 ~100,554 ~128,808 ~145,846 -504,763
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H
Pay-as«-youvgo;%_ estimates enacted {o
date.~—Iin total, pay-aswyou-go legisiation en-
acted to date has decreased the combined
1993 and 1994 deficits by $2.7 billion. There.
fore no sequestration of direct spending pro-
grams is required for fiscal year 1994,

Pending legislation—Several pay-gs-you-
go bills were cleared for the President in
the just completed session, but had not
been presented ioithe President by December
3, 1983, for signature. Because these bills
are not yet law, their impact on the deficit
cannot be tsken into account in this report.
Current OMB estimates of bills pending Presi.
dential action are shown in Table 8.

Comparison with CBO estimates.—CBO
estimates that pay-as-you-go legiaslation en-
acted this year increased the deficits for
19938 and 1994 by a total of $1.1 billion,
while OMB esiimates an increase of $0.9
hillion, Most of this difference is due o
a 302 billion difference for Public Law
103-152, the Unemployment Compensation
Amendments. OMB and CBO had slightly
different assumptions about the number of
beneficiaries for unemployment compensation
and other benefit programs affected by this
law. Additional detail on eslimating differences
between OMB and CBO s availeble in the
separate reports issued subseguent te enact-
ment of each bill,

Table 8. DEFICIT IMPACT OF PAY-AS-YOU-GO LEGISLATION AWAITING
FRESIDENTIAL ACTION
{OMB estmates, in millions of doilars)

Change in the Beosl vear haseline deficit

Bill Act. Tithe
Number 1963 1994 1903 1006 1997 1998 Lhe
HR 2150  Coeast Guard Autharizations, FY 1984 {*
HR 2535  Persinn Gulf War Velerans Health Care Act of 1588 s H - * * * * *
HR 2840  Copyright Royalty Tribunal Reform Act of 1983 . eeen ] D i ) D D ]
HE 300G Friendship Act . & G £} G G 0 6]
HR 3218  Domestic Chem}c&i Davmnm C{mmi Scz sf 2393 e ransaner & v 6 -8 -8 -6 -24
HR 345¢ North Amencaa Free Trade Agrdemant ‘z’z:s;?iemmam &z;t § 4t 11 8B -G8 -590 -5G8
HR 3616  Jefferson Commemorative Joln Adh ] D 1 G 4] ¢ ¢
5422 Cevernument Securilies Ack Amendmenty of 1983 | -3 -1 -1 -1 -1 -5
8714 Reaciution Trust Jorporstion Completion Aot | ” e}
5 &4 Fresh Cuz??mm&?&mhﬁ&ami%ixcmz {}Wm
motion and Informetion Act of 1803 rnbemseriion o ] ¢ ¢ 1] i O 0]
§ 15567 Higher Educstion Technical Ammdmemm af 1993 e e "y
81717 Food Siamps Amendmenis | . ) G G {4 ¢ 0 1]
Subtota} 0 40 44 23 -44 -AB0O 59T

Nota: The lating and all estimates in the table are preliminary and subject to change. As required by the BEA, OMB
will fnsue fing) estimates within five days of ensctiment of sli bills determined 0 be pay-as-yougn.

* 500,000 or less,
! NANot yel avaiiahle.

IV% DEFICIT SEQUESTRATION REPORT

The BEA specifies maximum deficit amounts
through 1995, These deficit amounts reflect
economic and iechnical assumptions as of
the time the BEA was enacted. The BEA
required the maximum deficit amounts to
be adjusted in the 1992 and 1993 budgels
to reflect up-to-date economie and techmical
agsumptions. It provides the President with

the option of sdiusting the maeximim deficit
amounts in the 134 and 1985 budgets.
The President exercised this option for {he
1994 budget.

Ag specified in the BEA, the muwdmum
deficit amounts reflect the “on-budget” current
law levels for direcl spending and receipts,
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and the spending lmits for discretionary
programs. They do nob include “off-budget”
mandalery programs, such as Social Security
and Postal Service, Table 9 shows the current
maximum defclt amounts and the current
estimated dehcits calculated waing BEA rules.
The current estimated deflicits are below
the maximum deficit amounts {adjusted for
pay-as-you-go emergencies) in  both vears.
There is no excess deficit, and thas no
sequester is reguired for 1594,

The BEA requires # comparison of the
OMB and CBQ estimates of the maximum
deficit amount for the budget year to be
inciuded in the OME finsgl seguestration re-

port. In s {inal seguesiration report issued
on December 6, 1993, CBO estimated the
maximum deficit amount for 1994 to be
£312 bilbon, %13 billion below the OME
estimate. Tuble 10 shows the major differences
between OMB and CBO maximum deficit
amounts.Deposit insurance, medicare, medic
aid, net interest, and receipis account for
most of the difference. The BEA requires
OME to use the economic and fechnical
asgamptions contained in the President's April
Budget. Mowever, CBO iz allowed to update
s estimates for recent information, If OMBE
were allowed i update its economic and
technieal assumptions, then many of these
differences would be reduced,

Table 9. MAXIMUM DEFICIT AMOUNTS
(In biliions of dollary)

194 1985
Current Estimated Dafictt PR 3%rs 2888
Lesy: PAYGO emergencies engeted onvimneis 25 0.4
Current Fatimated Daficit {exe.la&mg emrgemws} e - 3948 2883
Fess: Maximum Deficig .. - A58 258D
Subtstal =377 -1.8
Excmss deficit worr sk rre s 8 1os Q0 4.0

Table 10. DIFFERENCES BETWEEN OMB AND
CBO MAXIMUM DEFICIT AMOUNTS

{In billions of dollare}
1954
Recaipts {deficit impact} . "%
Drutinys:
Discrationsry )
DIepORil INBUPBIION e s isresiosss bontsbisitere 1ot vad bosn 7
Meditaid . v s -4
Medicars v |
Other mandntory v -3
C-budged net interest, -8
Total CULIAYE ..uovvivervesimimmniresinmmrzsssiranes 3%
Total, differences ... ~313
CBO mexirumn Sofioil AmMoUnk ..ot 312
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1. Status of Recommendations by Agency — FY 1995

én bilions at dollars)

FY 1993 Achual

FY 1994 Enacted

FY 1955

Reacomronded Level

FY 1995 R Level
Lesas FY 1994 Enaclad

Agdculturs {axchading Intomatonal}.... ..o e
Commerce YA Y o S
Dmtenss oo
Education..
Heaith and Humsan Smeicm v v
Hixesing and Urban Developenant . e
intamations! programs funetion 150}
SIEBEE, . eere s ran et et s [
Viniorst Orime Reduction Trust Fung
Eabew ... rrbdsiens b b bR P
Transportation.... ... bt e 4o b B 1 SRR Y bt 20 o 2h e
FPORRIY . crvererarencanrmenrraraens b
{omps ot Eng!rm . -
EPA......
ﬁml Mm Admhlstratlm Y MR b b
NASA.....ocr i
Ot of Pevsonnel Managarnenl. 7 Y1
Nagacs) Service hdtatve, .
Smal Business Adminislalon... ... oo, erermea
Léxgisiative Branch e
The JOAGKANY. ..o cviras s vssore s e e sanenresrasnas

O AGONCIIR o oririnsirins seermss s sserese 33 a st e et sat e
PELIMBERE o 1.1 e vus von s maas vabewetrn nemmn s oo ran ammsrarmce vomsmsrs atnshsAs

Todal, Plarafonary Sponding. ... ..cowme o

A R F T e BT PRI AT P

Toral aerationnry kss caps.

BA

15.7
32
2.1
2.7
me
315
255
¥t
33.6
8.2

8.9
13.5
164
16,7

38

&9

28

6.5
14.3

7

0.4

0.3

&9

23

2.3

54

5229

oL

13.7
3.2
280.2
234
186
329
4.5
73
216
g4

100
B8
0.3
16.5
3.7
6.7
as
1.0
14.1
28
0.2
0.3
1.2
24
2.3
B3

BA

14.6
a6
250.6
4.4
187
4.4
5.4
5
9.8
8.3

W0e
136
0.2
176
3.5
6.7
0.8
05
14 6
K+
0.1
8.6
oy
23
£5
82

QL

158
3.9
e R
24.7
8.y
35.7
ara
1.5
¥
g4
9
bR e
10.2
174
4.0
6.8
2.7
0.8
14.2
29
0.2
0.4
.0
2.3
25
57

503

b adonninihamiiUo RN« %2

. w
T R T T T L e e e e te T e T e

5Ly

5433

BA

3.6
18
290.5
%2
2.2
3se
4.8
7.k
L

8.7
A4

$1.4
17
w0t
§2.5
3.3
1.2
0.4
0.2
14.3
Az
.8
Q.7
o
4
25

4.8
4.5

————

517

Ot

13.7
3.5
2653
244
180
388
%9
7.4
20.4
108
8.7
104
.3
0
£7.7
3.5
7.0
1.9
1.2
4.5
&
o2
Q.7
8
23
28
45
2.5

s

B4

BeEY

25{ ool

BA

097
R elile]
-£.£88
1775
-§487
952
£.581
G368
D556
3,346
2423
0831
£.015
£.0482
0082
-0.566
0.509
-0.431
45296
-0.251
0.202
3006
4.137
4058
D008
0385
-4 423

-5.289

O

008
8204
-#.588
B545
- 664
0924
AR
Q.097
43,368
0538
D899
0572
0272
0010
0318
£.440
0.189
L8111t
o430
4.786
0028
8,011
2,383
0234
£ H42
6,352
-1.3%5

-2.14%

1200
e BA

ADL TN
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Caps et et peopA SRR b e e rn e s et s b en et nemn b e oes

Agricufture {(excluding tamatonaf.. ..o i mmennnn:

Commerce...........oeo i

Hoalh ard Human Semacos. .. ... o ies i vovae e
Housing and Urban Devalonment. ... oo smmmsswsmonses

Irtetior. ..

En!smaaonai pmgram {!umm ‘iﬁﬁ}.,.. S

Jutcs..

Violert Crime Raduction Trust FUNG...o.o..c v ...

fabor .

?zamaﬁm L B 8 AR 0 0 s

Fronsury. .
Yaterans Aﬁai:s

EPA

FEMA

Genarg sams Adm:daﬂaﬁm
MASA

Office of Personnet Managemam
Natiernal Ssrvice (nitiative.

Smalt Business Adminiﬂraﬁom.‘.‘..‘:::?::::::::::::::::::::
Legistative Branch. . .......oovvoievvinn eeteims e sress cmennnannnes
ThE JIBCIAIY o e e s

CRRBE BYBNCIEE ... v cr e e srsssas msnmsimnsun
ABOWIER, ., 1. crvor s emerconons sassesasmsassnsnscsvnsesssusnons

Sutmtal Dvmruumry!’:‘»pendmg

o e e b Clwas i e e e

Tolal digorofionary ISS CROS. oo

{in billlons of dollars)

Status of Recommendations by Agency - Qutyears

18945
Recommendaed Lavel

1896

| Recommuented Leval

1687
Aacommendad Laval

1993
Recommended Leval

1985
Rec¢ommendad |avel

BA

1316
35
250.5
%2
17.2
359
248
7.1
2.3

8.7
24

11.4
127
10,9

564,22
-85

oL

13.7
a5
603
241
180
%8
293
7.4
20.4
180
8.7
10.4
KL

BA

141
A9
2425
261
88
ars
332
7.2
287

0.3
43

2.0
12.2
0.1

vvvvvvv

QL

14.0
3.7
2802
28
%
378
300
74
208

w0y
48

1.0
353
01

HA

4.4
3.8
2388
pre R Y
$8.6
e
ase
73
208

EiR
6.3

2.4
111

O

14.4
3.9
2388
%4
8.7
420
28
?A
208
0.7
7.0
11.8
B2
14,3
181
KR
7.4
0.4
0.3
14.4

a2
02
15
¢8

23
28
49

5345

465

-12.0

BA

14.4
4.1
2451
26.3
8.8
4038
irs
7.3
21
1.8
85
28
2.2
&7
4.4
ar
7.9
04
0.2
148
3.4
LR
1.9
g8

23
2.8

+wtotnn

O

14,5
4.4
2431
2.0
B3
423
32
.4
209
1.1
8%
2.3
a1
10.0

BA

4.5
5.1
251y
268
184
428
383
74
212
118
2.7
122
9.5
18,7
35
B.2
04
0.2
14.6
35
0.1
2.2
e
2.3
28
50

TrerRR

a7
A
N/A

OL

147
48
243.8
263
193
44.1
307
74
219
$i.6
2.5
35.1
a8
18.6
a6
7.8

04
0.2
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28
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COMPARISON WITH FY 1994 D ATROISTTS
( In billions of dollars ) PRIkt
% Ghange
1993 1964 1885 94 Enacl. to
Actual Enacted Recom, 98 Recom,
Total Dissretionary:
BA hzz49 5G1.8 541.7 -0 06%
0 550.3 543.3 541.1 -G.40%
Depatment of Defense
BA 2621 250.6 2505 -0.04%
O 280.2 2829 260.3 -0.99%
Non-DOD Defense: . ) ’
BA 139 . 11.8 1.0 7.80%
O 13.4 12.2 1.3 -7.85%

Tetal, Non-Defense Discretionary:

BA 2489 230.5 240.1 0.27%
0 2568 268.1 269.5 0.49%
investents: .
BA 36.5 41.8 49.0 14.72%
O 852 56.5 84.8 8.69%,
Nor-irvesiments (Non-Defense): e e e s s
T BA i 210.4 197.7 191.2 -3.43%
O 201.8 209.5 204.7 2A42%

Non-Investments jess a

1% outiay ot
BA 2104 197.7 1872 -5.50%
0 2018 208.8 202.8 ~3.45%



it impact of Potential Programematic Additions on Crosscutting

{chacrationary peogrins ondy, n millons of doktars)

Sa ;i Ea!i ;a'ﬁn- L Ta L TR PP

Adjusing, usineas Devsioprent erereesonte ona e s venane b b
Housing, Urban and Regionat Development and Investment....
Potentinl Changoes:

Adastndd, Housiesg, Lirban and Regionat Dovelopment and irvestiment.. ...
SSRNCE NG TACHNOIOGY. ... ...ccreccrresssrresassvessesnisssssasssss essrsssrnssesns

...................

il Chamges:
~ Land and Water Corsarvation Fund {ﬁsa ard Ir'lbal-r'li::w’)w e

Ag Reearoh B Consorvaliinh......o..vreeccoronemmsnssssssssavssimssessssenresnss

ROAA; (fuharies & FUOSET..... renraseaa b s VRPN i bt bt e

1 BA Inckcies Cblication Lindiations
* Obiligzation Limitations

FY 1904

£Y 1995

= Comparison with FY 1994

s e

A

&
I

3

3927

31,927

31,149 2271
2087 ¢

X5
427 *

107

3118 33,607

251 k11

251 3085

3 2143

<XI2] 2773

11,068 11078

- 1374
41,068 12,249

63529 Fiikal
2 248
89,5209 73963

f

3122 R

120
3 ,232 BMO

31,239

L

10

1 B

31798

B 3

2821

2,854

$

4285

1383

yo

1

617

Ty

-28%

%
18.4%

17.0%

- B%

35%

D4%

2%
158%

183%

“1.0%

A01%
13.4%

125%
12%



I tmpact of Potential Progremmatic Additions on Crosacutting Catagories — Compariace with FY 1994 Ot
{thncretionary proterams orfy, i milons of doltars) trrym

FY 1904 FY 1905 ' Change
¥ $ %

Al o Ba —OL -~BA WA _.BA

R s

Restoring the Fulure
YOursy ChIAFBN.........ccvveevvrresvvacsamemmesecnrm s csn s suasas sasmn omanass sonen 3638 090 Mar 31985 2834 1018 2.0% 3.3%
Jobs and Training and Postsecondary Education......oocen. 40004 S8 14t £3.003 Jo041 3069 . ) 1.8% 2%
Petmodiad Charggen:
Dislocated Workers (asscenes o marxizipry pmnmm} R - -t K14 1% _ — — _
Aelirstnd, Jots and Traking art Postsecondarny EGcation. ... oo 40004 it 43,393 J9.955 3350 815 ‘A% 2%

EmpowernBnt ... ovecveenns A e —aa s 24 Sun 44 uunnn e pA VA e nn e KA aan annn 24045 23974 21159 25000 2214 1058 agx 4.46%

2BTA  2TASS 26315 2516 1341 01%  55%

HHS: mwmnmsmms Hoalt... ,.‘.'ff.., I,
HHES: COC harawizations..... 8 e e A s SRS et A 0

24,045
BRI . .ooeviirsnintncnmnesss s mnnss vparee cmnvvsammemmans et sbe e amnn s s e s enn re bRt 55442 54318 55,400 58,771 33 458 1% 08%
- 173 73

DRI ... ccmosecommmesarime o rmsemanmsend o remes s b om0 s b e em s e a0 - : ;
Adhestad, HBAI ... ..c.coovommecnisininn e isissnnens . 56442 54318 55,58 55,148 A6 920 S 15%

CHIMQ AN DIMIOB.........ceovcieerr e s cnncovesrsssnnsnsassssnsssuasnmvvvasssess 20303 208 23585 N7% 1472 ML e% 4.4%
Poterial Changes:

Tmmw (withott WWM} s areennas e pirmrrppee s beAne ermrabe b s em -
memm eeesessr oot opese rer bt e seesse 2303 2081 WL HT 3437 1108 wim 5%

125 113

Toward & New World
Tm# Pmn».,u-nwwnuu v dbtean 1,?41 i,m 1.457 1m 'm w "15|3% 8.5%

in’temtionai i&m e eesrbatarrannrs eretrsaeaavavrraes w1 0718 .7 20350 553 358 2% £ %

m""““" wemasanns B P g - — *x0- - - Hqo —er e T - . .
- - AUStR, temational lssues 7, LTI LU - °mm 078 0677 20 460 " 250 46% -12%

Mational Security [SBUS...........coveeorccecerersnremsinnssnssssesnnsesnssssinsn 20311 274900 W1317 M P04 3512 DA% AR

Adprstod Nationa Securly 1S60es............ SO 2231 274900 M7 73 M G512 0P A%

17 BA inchucdes Oblgation timftations
* Otlicyations Lirndiztioes
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Impact of Potential Programmatic Additions on Crosscutting Categories — By Agoncy
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Hi. FUNDING THE $3.4 BILLION SHORTFALL

15D 3
shorttal wicl

i If
memew 5hama FHUR S A YA T TR P I ANk I A AN AN LN R F I NE LR FF P PPV L b F v b N A A AR PR Ad P N A v B A AR L A A R T L R I F T AR TAS LI Tr LSS CC R BT TImE &
Funding

Rasarved for Inflation Adjustment............ ey RN Py R PO APV AT s R b £ Ren s namnna as nEmen

Funding Disasters as "Contingent Emergencies”

UIEOY BEA TUIBS e e reracmsseruess s s avassevs v mavvsva vasva vagvos nsees s vh oo aatressesvanrr srnesesnesrsane
Crimna bill spendout 1echnital BAUSIMONL ..o st vrvrersreressaemreessasnessrsarase

- o
gs{imatw P’mrgmenz SaanSIOil‘-'ll"I¢l¢¢hb!rl¥£¢¢.!‘44xﬂvv»> AR TV FRANY FF T P VARSI RA N CF AT A C AP RTINS RERT R Annsnnnd sk

,m; 0"59&5"----""----"-«--------------n-uu. ««««««««««««««««««« TR EETE PPy PETARTA NN RRATEEARAR ATy T AN o rmanE s nanE

FY 19495
Outlays

{$ in biliions)

1.2

0.4
1.3
0.5

3.4

24




V. OPTIONS FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDING

OPTION #1

No additional changes.




" Qbtigation fimitations

OPTION #2 -~ “Long List” of Potential Additions
FY 1985
Crosscut {8 In mitlons)
__Category BA  Qutlays
« ISTEA; full funding ot
wr PGHWAYS e Do AN AR oA RSO SR e e R e enE e oA da . Infrastructure 2,087 * 326
-~ mass transit formula capital......ooovocvcvinnvonvie v, e rrernnrreeernarenaen s INfragsructure 325 20
- Dislocated Workers (assumes no mandatory programs).......covevccnn,. T taining & PostSec. Ed. 300 15
» Veterans Health.......cccooceeven i, e evereveney vEanY A vas e et e e aae e san serenesennnyes s eent Health 300 270
o NIST i i e s e e VheseraETatninte st e ree <neas crmns srmennn Science & Technology 248 113
- NOAA (fisheries & FCCSET) 44t e e YA E A AP AT AR E 4R AR A P4 e s et axane nnera nenns Environment 120 87
- Census 2000 and Resource Depletion Measurement................ eereeienrans crresaen Infprmation Infrastructure 16 14
«  Land and Water Conservation Fund (Ag and Interior}. ... i e envcven v Environment 60 24
- Mass Transit {operating subsidias)..........coeee revare seassySeas s e aesas sare £ens e entrannrvon Infrastructure 107 64
- Alrport Grants......oceenveeneens CreveeseameasanneAsTARSaAn HARES N AR e PR PR SO AS S Ae A as e san s sns ey Infrastructure 427 77
- Penn S1ation.......cocccneeene e4evenerensaneanaveas AAbee YRR AR P A4 AR RS 28 45 aser e nsans an s nen Infrastructure 99 10
< Ag Resaarch & ConsServatoN. . ... i ivassrsses resenssessssesss sessrasassssssiar . Erwironment 350 280
o U v sresn s srarn cavesmeas es as o aene Vs £ tRer a0 e HER YRR R S H Sr v e arans s arne A e en cveorees Urban & Regional Dev. 1,171 1A
-~ Treasuty (without border crossing 188} evvnvevarvranes eeeenes eravr e eavrenas Crime and Drugs 125 113
~ BBA ROANANCIG ... .. orirreiscneamammenmimanessmanesses sotneanesssans s vsasosmaves sessessnssnnrs sesanas Business Development 30 30
~ HHE: NiH {(AIDS Hesearch & anan 5 Hsai!?zj .................................... reeerrnanas Health 173 73
- HHE: COOC IMmmMUuNiZaions. ..o s secremsmeonas HE8IH 46 23
« HHES: SAMHSA........ocoiieeraer e eseasersevavHLRYAVEAtyatENs esnireneeanannnsersrnrvararsrras Crime and Drugs 150 75
~ HHE: LIMEAP.... e et ashY e b aatsbahe S snes reaannren eannnersta aeas Empowerment 300 285
- OSHA ..o e hedaserbenbash ey asner et ane sy on e e AR T et ernnsaee beeannrnrarasannes Health 10 8
- DOD. i nermnerneecseer e Careekdt e n e e anmyn ek R YA E Y Ao R ks naTaR aes s terarbineeneennrane Defense . 1,700
« GSA....connn. e retrnr et eae sor e danraTe s a b b e v rE s a v cn e ererare R h e s b s ks Re Infrastruciure . 1.500
w BRI e e ey e Fevrr s e s e e sen st o 1 ace e rae e cren e eyt oa International 360 110
SUBOMAL oo oot et it sncascanvasas e menvsasn asm s aasramien® e crn s Sus aee sEeeas £ans e neRARnrASAnS AARS AP 25 AR AR S ATAS Be RO S0 nEOnconr arr s 9,865 2.008
L.ess obligation kmrtatum .......................................................................................................................... 2,514 e
C BN 7 BL 87011 B 7 e mrorrever O Tt oo TSROSO ereove rrnarrans g svavisston emes envamarnanmans ? 482 2,009
Paid for by:
Across-the-board cut in non-defense, non-invesiment programs: % Cut BA Qutlays
~ 10 Anance BA (058 $2.5 DIHlION).. . i icmiircvicnrienrssnesessssncssmnecssccassurcunasssossasevansasencoama suces 2.52 4,943 2416
= {0 finance oullays..........c..... revess . . 2.10 4,110 2,008
- to finance outlays (Iess SEIJB mslhon) .................................................................................... 1.78 3,480 1,701




OPTION #3 - Providing Funding for Additional Key Areas Only

Crosscut
Category

- ISTEA, full funding:

- HIGhWAEYS. v s s esruvesssyerearentrresenre infrastructure

-~ rass transit formuda capital.. v S RfTaSrUCUNE
- Dislocated workers...oo.ean cormrnvsirasssrsvenssnseversesenensceeer << 3 FRING & POSLSeC. EG,
- Veterans health....ovvvvn AYRXee AR RTsN bR L eI Y CensarsyRREeR s c e Health
- Defenss..onuno. PNeaesearcerabeneraveasna recarareresssbrearasearenas esas ras Delenss
- BHS! LIHEAP (oo irirsciantisens imssasns scasesnsossmsns caconsa Empowernment
Environment

- HUD..... MO AN A€ im0 44 AA S A4S AR SRR L AL b8 005 Urban and Regional Dev.

Subtoal, ()ptierz#.‘i
Less obHGAtON BMHIANON ... o ccrremimcsrrnesrrars veenraccerscscnnrcsbesscnesbbecs savassncarns

Total, Option #3....
Paid for by:
Across-the-board cut in non-defense, nonJnvestment pragrams:

~ to finance BA (1885 $2.5 DIllION).......c.ovurevieeveviriveverecrsvsereservaassemessssssssescsresss seas
- to finance outlays....

-- to finance outlays (iess 3303 mi!l?on}

* Obligaton Hmitagons

MW A R A AN B AR RN B A S NN R ARSI ARATE AR AN S RN EF ANt paaapsaanhdsar b achidabdd

Ry e R R R R L LT T TN

FrryaTe

FY 1993

BA

Cutlays

{$ in millions}

2,087"
325
300
300

1,700
0o
J50

1,171

R

i A

1,808
2,367
1,737

326
20
15

220

2851

280
1%

e —

1,157

M T R

1,157

Outlays

932
1,157
849




OPTION #4 ~ Key Areas Only Plus Half of Others

Key areas:

ISTEA, full funding:

Crosscut
Category

FY 1995

{$ In millons)

BA Qutlays

- highways.......ieee

. Infrastructure

L T Y TP T T T e P YT eI ey

- mass transit formuia capial........... reanrraererneceannrn cesmnnne Infrastructure

Distocated workers. ... v sereeserermen o) (3IING & FO8t.Sec. E4L

Veterans ot e e vt cosnvavsns i s orreseraniveneny Hagalth

%f&ﬁ% ****** FEFFLFARH IR dba N tsnaprancdsr vt VFPiLa # ¥ N AUl Y YA SRR RpTTCSp AP Cd s RV Y
HHS: Liﬁﬁap?¢0$lbt*ttl&tvvlc'xttz-‘q"‘k
Agriculture research and conservaion... ... veec e

HGD LELEZ LS EERTEAY L2

Other investment argas:

NS T . ccrrecmrsssrararrsacsss snenas Neterranssevenssnesnanerenaasressns srere Science & Technology

NOAA {Hishories &

Census 2000 and Resource Depletion Measurement. ... Information Infrastructure
Land and Water Conservation Fund {Ag ared Interior)......

.Detense
Empowerment
Environment

e R e L e LR L]

L T P TP T I PP E L PIY )

FOOSET L cimmcenmrsnconian vrertceemren svcnans Emvironmernt

Ernvirenmaent

Mass Transit {opemtzng subsidi es} ................................... infrastructure

Airport Grargs......
Penn Station.........

Treasury (without barder crossing feeh......... .
s erasessenns resvasrrnasversrnaans Business Develppment
HHS: NIH {AIDS ﬂamarch & Women' s Heaitrz}m »

SBA Refinancing. ...

reravsrns s vvarsinvernsnenneneannnns INYASHUCIUYE
........ lnfrastrutﬁure
oSO and Drugs

S -t o

HHS: COC Immunizations., s SO o 711!

HHS: SAMHGA....

!
rekvteerararertaserrkianrsecie iritaeknxsvuransasanraseed Crime argt Drugs

e IFASHUCIUR

HBIE e crerieeressecessseansrse natan b st ssmm s mes acnamn e s VAR R SR SN PR ARR Sun anan Intemational
Subtotal, Other investment areas....... creeiennsreenasnransaneesasess wrebammevesnn vrennravennas rereememsveans 1,731

Total.......cnm
Less obligation limitation

Total, Option $.......cov e ccnmmveconnie, hrarseersan s cons sesan s cesberrans comraries

Paid for by: Across-the-board cut in non-defense, non-investment p{ogfam&
w10 ANANCE BA {1088 $2.5 BHEON)..ccccovvviiemtiraves s vees sascessssvesasvaavneavresasvesens svevss
- {p finance outiays....... ceormisesaiaren
- 1¢ finance outiays (less $3{}8 mnﬁzon) ............ e anerTreRRR e PR aanen dntad A NN AAE AN AR a eras b .

¥ Dhsligation fimitations

LLUrban and Regional Dev.
Subtotal, Key areas... bV AE NS €1 42T S et £ RSP 2SR B 0a 84 a TR e a0

«««««««««««««««««««««««««««««««««««««««««««««««««««««««««««««««««««««««««««««

2,087
a2s
304
300

1,700
300
350

1,171

——— . ——

wosvvene 5,033

124
60

b S 48 1 T

B L T T N T e T L e PR L R RN P L e

errermerrcesernere | 3,964
% Cul BA

.75 3,426
1.83 3,188
1.31 2,557

328
20

157

220
285
280

e M S 4

12
32
34

&
57
16
37
12
38

8

- hah

55

401

-

1,558




V. Potential Impact of Option 2 Additions Financed by an Across-the-Board Cut

{in bithons of dollars)

Y 1995 Optior 2 _.% Agrong-the-Board Y 1995 Rec'd
Fecommended Additiens Lyt After Add'l Cint
BA o, 8A oL BA Of, 84 oL

Agriculture texchuding internationsli. o e 13,5673 131685 0400 G300 -0.166 53,126 138067 13.861
E BTHTIBIG R s vvuris saes e saessansm sessnnsmamsannssassesnanehmmnnnuin s 3.596 34585 0.384 0,194 £.044 3025 3.938 2.624
BIRIEREE. ... v sasnnsnmsnnuavnnasnrrsunscenessnannanonsnnes | 2 SLB00 260,316 1.7160 o~ e 2H2.200 260.316
2 (Tt (T N UIURPRRURRROUSTRU - 1 £ ST 9 L2 348 -0.086 25827 24052
Energy.... S UUU U TURUURPUSORPOUUN B 02 - S I .- .1 43,330 0186 18875 17.802
Health am:! Hmen semcea ..................................... 35000 38,600 0.569 0458 -0.573 3240 35088 36816
Housing and Lirban Develooment. ... et b arrnns 24.780 24,892 117 G.O1t -£.437 £.048 25514 23.855
Irterior... e crmrerarresterna 7096 T.380 003 2.004 £.109 LH.O07R 6.087 7419
Intemazmml programs i?mﬁ:tmn 150} crmreenneeenns 2331 200350 0.360 0110 427 -0.22% 20261 20.23%
Justice... 5891 9.965 £3.188 0137 9.503 8828

Vinlerst Cﬁme H&ductnm YF 2423 0.699 — e 2423 0.638
Labor 11.433 10.445 0.310 G.024 -0.182 3027 $1.551 10.442
THINSPOITAUON....0vrrrrrirereccsaemerrrrmrrmrmrissnssinneses 12664 38,289 Q522 * 0.4597 £0.248 3062 12,838 38,704
FIRBBUIY ciavnenirrrrinsassrssssi s s iomns spsansssnasrinsto 10.076 16,203 0.125 8113 -3, 189 0.186 10012 10451
VEtRrang AHAIIS. ....cvvoveresiisevassesaseens srosessnssssassesons 17.802 17.738 0.300 £.270 £3.367 .306 17435 17.902
Corps of EAINBEIS ovu v actare s e s s 33414 3.53% L0770 3081 3.2 3480
EPA o ecoverrinsssiimme s e rvsrrsmrsressssst s by s v rsa T r e eae e s sa bl TATR 7.009 100 4,03 70786 B978
FEMA,...... . 0.357 1.837 0008 .005 0.380 1.832
Gengral Semsms A&nlnlstmizm .............................. 0.181 1.241 1.500 ve -0.004 £.000 1817 1.2a1
NASA. ..o retveremrrebisadss e 14 304 14,487 £.215 £.140 14.G86 14.347
NSF... rraeesnTEERER RS AR e re s 3.230 2.882 -G.003 -0.001 3.227 2.831
Office of ?emonnei Mamgenwm .............. treaernespasen 0,117 0223 30033 -0.001 0.115 3.222
MNational Service Initiative... 07212 0.738 — o 0.712 G738
Small Business Adminiatmiimm.,.,.....‘..m.m‘-mw Q0.716 Q.768 0.830 6.030 3.008 -£.006 0.737 0.780
Logislative Branthi, ... eiccssc i 2.300 2.300 — — 2.300 2.300
The JudiCiany, ..o s snteees . 2924 2812 o - 2.92% 2812
Othar BRENGHES. ... coorravris s sseisse s aanansasannsasaes 4,788 454y -0.091 -0.054 A6G78 4487
ATOWENCR. .ov i sicscisiiins manprrressggsatoress s W BO8 POLBOR e - i T T T 0,503 63500

Total, Discretionaty Spending..... .. 501.858 541.107 7481 2.008 -4, 110 -2.008 3054027 54107

Caps...occevinnnn

P P L AL L L L T PR

FTotal Discrelionary IB55 CADS. . oveeeiiresisnrssinmns v rsns

504.184 B41 107

-2.538 0.G50

* {iblgation limitation increased by $2.541 biflion,

504.184 541,107

0.833

L0000
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V. MAJOR REDUCTIONS CONTAINED IN THE RECOMMENDED LEVELS
{budget authority, in millions of dollars)

FYs4 Fyss FY9% . FY94
ENACTED RECOMMENDELD INFFERENCE

Depariment of Health and Human Services

Low income home energy assIStance.......cocorea o, 1,437 500 837
Department of Housing and Urban Development

Subsifized hoUuSIng PIOGIBIMIS. ..o rericcenemrnerss s rne s #8313 8410 -903
Dapanment of Health and Muman Sevices

HCFA accourds {Discretionary Program MgmB......veeos 2,980 2180 500
Dapartment of Energy

General science pnd research ACBHES. ..o eee s coernes o . 1815 845 720
Ervironmental Protecion Agency

Wister indrastuctur BRBBEING.. .o v ssmnrsssasssusransssnuans 2477 1,950 527
Depariment of Houslng and Urban Development

Homae Block Grant........... A eute s o AR AR b R 0 1275 750 -32%
Dﬁpamnem of Agriculture

Rural housing insurance fund peogram actount .. ... 1,115 720 ~395
Corps of Enginsers

ConstrucBon - generil. .o oo aussermer . 1,279 901 -378
Department of the Treasury
_ U8, Customs Service, salaries and expenses... L1454 o 4084 o AT
National Aeronautics ardd Space Adminisiration

Space fight, contral, and data communications............... 4 854 4544 ~310

Nafiona! Aeroasutics and Smw Administration
Congtruction of facilifies... 518 217 -3t



V1, MAJOR REDUCTIONS CONTAINED IN THE RECOMMENDED LEVELS
(budget authority, in millions of doliars)

program counts may be undersiated.

FY94 FY3s FYas.Fyss
-ENACTED RECOMMENDED DIFFERENCE
Depariment of Veterans Affairs
Construchion 000U ... ... oo v aeerssme s comnaomnas essonns H24 224 =300
BExpant-import Bank of the United States
DI DPODTRIIIS coecovvesinr cancvveresanse et s sasms s vsrabss sesemsns ams susunyies 1,845 745 ~300
Department of Housing and Urban Development
Saverely distressed public housing.........ccveun s aerses 778 483 295
Department of Justive
Justioe asSIFANGE. ....ccovnvn et s G678 a8 281
Department of Health and Human Services
indian Health Service a000UMS. ... ece e evrrarreaaresssmmers 1,943 1,696 247
Depariment of Enengy
Pefense environrmental restorationiwaste mgmi. ... 5174 4,953 vy
Depariment of Energy
Weapons AoMBES......cover e s ey v s eeess 3,585 3,402 -193 )
Depariment of Agricuiture
Walershed and Sood prevention operalions..........cceovee 242 64 482
Deparirent of Energy
Matedials suppert and other defense programs......ou.... 1,964 1,782 A8
Total number of programs reduced from FY 18584; 218" Ty
Total number of programs frozea at FY 1954 lpvely: 142 1275m
BSREM
* ‘fhesa totals are not accurate program counts because certain progeams have been grouped together; TP e WS



12/18/9) VI[. FY 1995 BUDGET FULL-TIME EQUIVALENT EMPLOYMENT

{rtesk22) Exgcutive Aranch Agenciss fess Fusts! Service
Kmrmn 1998 v wmn Km0 e w 1YE e o D
1993 Agsncy favised Agenicy Griginal Agoncy Ravinwd Rovised
(FTER in thousands) £stimate Rupinnt R ' of Rivepinrs Rec‘d Apprsn ) Ret'd  Rec’d Loval
Agricufture 1184 111.1 111.1] 108.7 08, % 108.5
Commerce 6.9 5.8 15.8 mra 35.3 .5 i 36.4
fefense 916.7 596, ¢ 896, 1 65%.9 459.9 85%.9
Educetion 5.9 5.4 5.1 %.2 5.2 A ) 5.8
Energy 20.2 20,45 20.8 20.9 20.7 -8 5 21.%
Haeith snd Humsn Services 129.9 129.4 128.% 129.1 1256.4 2.4 2.0 28,7
Housing and Urben Dovelopment 15.% 13.3% 13.3 11.3 13.1 o R 1%.2
interiar 78.0 T6.0 F1- N TH.Y 74,7 EL
Justice 9% .4 9%.7 vk, 9 0.9 100.8 00,8
t.shor 19.7 9.4 9.5 9.9 19.3 N4 .8 9.6
State 25.% 25.% 25.% 25,3 25.0 25.0
Departsent of fransportation 69.8 69.3 " en.7 67.9 67.9 67.9
Tressury 161.0 162.5 162.5 183.1 160.9 .3 .3 51,2
Veaterans Affairs 234.0 2315.% 2342 248.% 225.7 8.9 1.9 aen.8
Corps of Englneers 28.4 28.% 28.5 8.7 27.8 27.8
EFA : 1.1 18.4 8.4 2.1 8.5 1.3 .2 WY
FOIC/RTC 22.6 22.8 22.8 i 2.8 22,8 22.8
CSA 23.0 22.¢ 329 az.5 22.4 2.4
NASA 2%, 9 24.6 24.6 24,5 24.5 2u.5
Pename Canst Comission 8.5 B.8 A.& 2.0 8.2 8.8
TVA 15.9 18.% .2 1.4 8.5 .4
T TOther Tsnal b sgencies - e T TTESTTTTTT T 65,5 .8 BERE - % : T &ELG
Total Executive Brasnch 2.109.2 Z2,15%.% 2.108.0 2,073,454 2.951.4 1%.9 5.5 2,060.9
Reduction from 93 Base { 2,160.9} ~41.7 ~55.% «55.9 -85 ~309.5 - 190.0
Reductinn percentage «1.5% ~2.6% -2,6% -4, 0% -5.1% ~N.5%

FYE Farget {100,000 reduction) 2,098.4 2,098.4 2,080.% 2,060.9 2,060 .9
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BUDGET ROLLOUT ITEMS

EDUCA’Z‘I{)}"&"

-Charter Schoe .
A -Public school cholce
NOTE:!'The 4™ year Charter Schools Report is ready at any time, and could be combined

wilh 2 budget announcement . st Prr 3 % seloasle 6 Pyor. Plom - 175

wEaE “Failing Schmls
oF Universal After-School

Title ifAccwntaizsl:{y Funding

“Teacher Quahzy Initiatives
?wfemamemﬁas&é Pay and Peer Review
Fauw Troops 2::} Teachers
2 Teacher Recruitment
Prmcz;zz} s - School Leadership Centers

-Class Size {could be hinked witcacher quality initialives)

£oTV <bchool Comimat!on

-Higher Educauon Inittatives
-including or separate — Hispanic Education initiative
-Pell, Trio

© -Special Edueation (\}P)
LA CSAT and ACT Test Preparation

? -AP Orline Wz { ;\D{P{JA / Uhiy 4&2%?
SET @%ﬁ School R{ﬁfém Initiative

-Minority Serving Institutions

NOTE: Teacher (Jualiy Summii sponsored by Department of Education, January 10-12, in
Washington, DC to include university presidents, deans, professors, and teachers (800 attendecs)
|
é

i
1



HEALTHCARE

H

gl ew health insurance coverage initiatives

(yﬁoﬂ. Access for Uninsured Amerleans
Community Health Centers

» KRG -Preventing medical errors and improving health eare quality
. Medical Records ,

-CHIP Qutreaeh proposals \
NOTE: we coan release ¢ new state-by-state study announcing that 2 million children are

. vered under CHIP
’ /?:sh%: the job for people with disabilities returning to work

tax credit
permanent Medicare extention

NEXT : * .
3}(, -Preventing the sale of unsafe drug products over the intemnet
> i * * b ’ N + r *
~Announcing a major in crease in the war on smerging infectious diseases
uee National Electronic Disease System
e %

-Delermining the environmental causes of diseases, including breast and prostate cancer
|

Ryan While grant program

p? (nveiiing major new investment to combat HIV and AIDS
V.
Prevention initiatives

M%(Highlighiiﬁg major new investment in food safety (incl. funding of ¢gg program)

i
ME G ~én£:w&sia g prévenlian and treatment services for mental illness and substance abuse

L

7
LENK @raéicating pé_ziie warldwide

<ot -Preventing genelie discrimination
o 1akae :

T <lm§3rm%ng nursing home quality

yhe Alncreasing fan}ziéy planning efforts nationwide
H .

¥
. H . . B
~Improving heslth care services for Nalive Americans

jiee {-Education fund to Children’s Hospitals

R,



Lf,ﬁ-;!‘,.. -Bioterrorism |

[Le 1
[

-Asthma initiative

Jf “Medicare Fraud

ey NOTE:; Can be combined with annual report on $ recoverad from Medicare fraud: not
‘”;}wz‘. ready until January
,,.{\z?

-Veterans healthcare system

|
NON-BUDGET EVENTS:

NOTE: Kaiser ianzi RW] are scheduled fo release a study on January 4 calhng for better’
coordination of CHIP enrolimoent with other federal program cnrollment, L.e., food stamps,
schoo! lunehes.

NOTE: HIAA, ?gzmziws USA, and RW] will be holding a Healhicare Coverage Conference on
January 13",

-Releasing }'nrasm piion drug cost report

FPL “OPM workmg on sick leave regs

CHILDREN AN l) FAMILIES

|
Lg)}l-f— -Childeare imtlatwe

-'E'}C‘T"f-

~Head Start

-Early Chz%dhmd Development

{ ok <TFMLA Paid Lazzvt: ’
HRC

i
H
i
2

CRIME

“irearms Enforcement Budget
EVENT Could be combined with:
Gun Violence Reduction Strategy {must be done by Jan. 21)
Gun Trafficking Repont - % :

LRk éman’ Gun Technology Research


mailto:L.@\""LL.r:Childcare

i
4"’ !

u)n- L.ommunity ;.‘Suparvisien -~ Reentry
(el HHUD Gun ngndiag |
<}-Buy-bag;k ?r;:;gram
«Youth Vieieflme

“Youth Offcn:a:iers Initiative (job training)

NON-BUDGET ITEMS: -

i
»Administratijon Involvemicent in Las Vegas Gun Industry Trade Show {Jan. 21)
-Police Gun Resale Event {after release of budgel)

WELFARE AND WORK

-Rewarding Work and Family
{EA  —————Housing vouchers

FIMET AH OFEK I - aFeTis—g

Tr*so rtation grants and lood stamp/car changes
!
< TV ¢ esponsible Fatherhood Initiative {not ready until January)
(ew) Chikd Support
i,
w\g; éood Szampsf /I;ﬁ'zm‘t"
-Universal Récmpiﬁymcﬁt
LE (ﬁ\ K:} -Equal Pay Izl.itiaiive {310 million)
RO P
0n~?mﬁ§*’?izilanthm;3y
promote increased charitable giving by ali taxpayers
Th. Nonprofit Leadership Imitiative
{3"'%;% Increasing involvernent of community- and faith-based groups in after-school and other
o & i important programs

i

IMMIGRATION AND CIVIL Elﬁ?iTS

|
~HESLICivies Inttiative
(..u-{"" i

-Naturalization Testing Process Streamlining



<

(ork

-INS Rcsimcﬁiring Propasals
i

AGRICULTURE

~Farm Salety i\;cz
i

-AgNet Regisiry for Farmworkers

NATIVE AMERICANS INITIATIVE

%1 billion initiative including:
mcrc%f:fi funding for BIA school construstion
initiatives (o address the di gital divide
funding, for 500 new Native American school administrators
over $200 million increase for the Indian Health Service
fundmgFfor new roads i Indian Country

HOMELES&NESS

$1 billion in HUI?) fundmg (McKinney Act)
contnnuum of care grants
cmergency shelter grants

Mainstream romcicss Initiative

ENVIRONMENT

~Lands Legacy Ejnitiaiive - permanent funding stream
-Salmon Reeovery Fund

~Climate Change

~Tropical Forest i(;‘z}xzservazien

Second Tier ;

~Environmental ézziiiazive — waler, clean air {7}, wetlands

H
H
H
H

~Everglades,



SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY

,‘\’;,g Research and Devetopment Initiative (31.5 billion)

-incizz?i;zg rostoration of balance between biomedical and other seientific research
~clean energy

|
HISPANIC BUDGET ITEMS

-Education Initiative

-Welfare :
-Irmigration)
|
OTHER
-National Service
U):; Americorps
M 3 -
xli‘?‘ C{}mm%um ty Coaches

« ¢f™  Digital Divide
. !

Aol Wolfury™

Milienium

%Iﬁs B ’Tfl‘t* p&(‘,%%%ﬁf
Ceobes
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DRAFT: POTENTIAL BUDGET EVENTS OR LEAKS PRIOR TO THE

SOTU E
1, New hcalth insurance coverage ini tiatives: parents and targeted tax
incentives i
2, Rﬁieaézng a new state- by-staw study announcing that 2 miliion children are
covered zznéez* CHIP and unveiling new outreach proposals
3. E’reveémng medical errors and improving health care quality
4, Rcleaéing prescription drug cost report
5. Finisﬁing the job for people with disabilities returning to work
6. vaz:;uiﬁg the sale of unsafe drug products over the intemet
7. Anﬁéiizzzcing a major increase in the war on emerging infectious diseases
8. Deterfnining the environmental causes of breast cancer
9. Unvei;]ilng major new investment to combat HIV and AIDS
10.  Highlighting major new investment in food safety
11. Increasing prevention and treatment services for mental iliness and
382?32%12268 abuse X
I
12.  Eradicating Polio worldwide
13. Prevc%nting genetic diserimination
14, lmprgving nursing home qualit.y
15, lncre%sing family planning efforts ﬁationwi’de
16, Imprévizzg health care services for Native Americans
{7.  Asthma Initiative

|
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Available dc]ilverables in next six weeks:

I, Gun violence reduction strategy and firearms enforcement budget, {early 1o mid-
January — must be done before January 21) This is the response o the President's directive from
eatlier this year that was designed to provide a buffer in the enforcement debate. In response to
the directive, aii 93 1.8, Attorneys worked with ATV Special Agents in Charge and the local
cormmunitics ta develop gun violence strategies. The report will alse lay the groundwork for
current and new legislative/budget proposals: more resources at the state/federal level, stranger
gun laws, industry accountability, prevention and local partnerships. The strategy could be
rolled out with FY 2001 budget highlights for fircarms enforcement.

2. Gun trefficking report. (ready mid-late January) This is a Treasury/ATF report based
on ATF tmf’ﬁckmg investigations. This report will present strong evidence that :Ilega! gun
trafficking 1s a serious publie safety problem that must be addressed through aggressive
enforcement. !t will provide an analysis of distribution channels and how criminals utilize
loopholes in our existing laws, such as gun shows, to obtain firearms. The report could
ermnphasize relatcd portions of fireanms enforcement proposals from FY 2001 budget.

3, Smart gun technology. (Anytime in January). We could highlight the $10 million that
wilf be provided in the budget to fund smart gun and other personalized gun technology
development at DOJ/National Institute for Justice. This should pmhab}y be released as a leak
before the SOTU.
4. Comnmmty Sapervision — Reeniry. (mid-January). We could highlight new funds in
budget to help ‘provide greater commuunity supervision of offenders released after incarceration.
The budget will contxin at lcast 360 million for the new initistive (o establish reentry
parinerships and reentry courts — to provide more drug testing and treatment, job training, (o hire
el pwbaﬁen and parole officers, and link released offenders to child suppornt and fatherhood
groups. This could be done as a press leak on ils own or highlighted as part of the respongible
fatherhood initiative.

: i
5. HUD gfun funding. {mid-lanuary) We could release the $30 million in new funds for
HUD’s gun violence reduetion initiative to promote public education on gur safety, implement
local gun violenee reduciion programs, and fund technology such as computer crime mapping to
target gun crimes. This could be done as a leak.

6. Shot show. {January 21} The Administration will send representatives to join settiement
discussions between the cilies and gun indusiry in Las Vegas at the industry’s annual trade show,

7. Police Gun Resale Event. (Shortly afler release of budget in Feb.) The President could
join with natnonal law enforcement organizations to condemn the practiee of reselling used
poliee guns arzd; confiscated crime guns on the civilian market. The law. cnforcement
organizations could issue a joint statement encouraging their members to end the practice, and
the President cauld highlight $10 million in his budget 0 provide federal assistance to local
authorities to achigve this goal,

H
i
|
4



DRAFT MEMO ON EDUCATION INITIATIVES:

4

: Elementary and Secondary Education

" The ongoing reauthorization of the Eicmmtary and Secondary Education Act coupled
with the necd to provide inereases (o several elementary and secondary base programs
has led us to develop nitiatives that complement these efforts while supporting
innovation, high standards, and efforis to fix failing schools.

. Sigmificant Existing Programs
Title I - Wt'; recommend increasing funding for the Title [ aecountability set-aside to
$250 million for FY01 and increasing the funding for the basic Title I grants by at least
an equal amount.
i
AﬁeﬁScimz}l — We are analyzing options and developing a proposat that will make after-
school programs umversal for students in schools identified as failing under Title . We
- also recommend allowing 30 percent of funds for after-school and other extended
learning programs to be granted dircetly 1o non-profit eommunity-based orgamzanons
{CBOS)—-—-—mciudzng faith-based organizations. These programs would be mun in
partnership ¥ with public schools at the schoo] site, This change would allow local
organzzatzens that have proven track records in after-school and can offer innovative
educational strategies and oflen better connections to parents and the broader community
{0 get involved the program. At present, no funds can be granted to CBOs, although the
ESEA reauthorization proposal would allow up to 10% of fundsina givenyearto be
awarded to nonprof' it CBOs.

Class Size - We recommend a signifieant increase to stay on track toward hiring 100,000
teachers. The program is now funded at $1.3 billion and we recommend increasing
funding to al least [Erc: check with Bmce and get his latest thinking here, this has been o
moving tzzzgez]

Charter Sci;aeis - With an increase of approximately $120 nullion the charter schools
program will support the President’s goal of 3000 charter schools. We recommend
funding the program at this level.

Elementary and Secondary Education Act Proposals

The President’s ESEA reauthorization proposal contains ifems that we recommend
including in the budget for FYOL.

Teaching tolﬂigh Standards: The President’s ESEA reauthorization proposal would
consolidate Goals 2000, the Eisenhower Professional Development Program, and Title VI
into a standards-based-reform grant program. We recommicnd that the FY01 budget
request reflect this proposal. At their FY00 enacted levels the Eisenhower program and
Goals 2000 are a combined § 830 million. Although the Administration docs not

H
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recommend funding the Title V1 program in its budget request, the Teaching 1o High
Standards inttintive should reflect an inclusion of cumrent Title V! funding (§380 million
FY 00} and be funded at a minimum of $1.21 billion. In order (o reach this level while
funding our new initiatives, we recommend including five carmarks in the Teaching to
High Sianda:{is funding: Teacher Academies (OMB proposal for $100 million), Troops
to Tcache;"s - Transition to Teaching {330 million), Pay for Performance Demonsiration
Program ($50 miliion), Dual Accredited Teachers ($30 million), and School Leadership
($40). Thie.se carmarks are described in more detail in this memo.

Public Schwi Choice OPTIONS Proposal ~The OPTIONS initiative would create g
grant program that would fund the demonstration, development, implementation;
evaluation and dissemination of information of innovative public school ehoice projects.
Funded projects would focus on areas such as new choice options {or students within
districts, partnering ehoice schools with other schools to disseminate information and
stimulate imprmemen% and overcome barriers {o choice. The $30 milhon request covers
$28 mllllon for approximately 40 new grants $1.3 million for evaluation, and $200,000
for peer review,

Troops to Teachers — The Troops 1o Tcachers program was created in 1994 1o help
imprave public sehool education by injeeting the talent, skills, and experience of military
service members and other federal civilian personnel into high-poverly schools. Recent
studies have found that a significant number of mid-career professionals who possess
strong subject matter skills are interested in begi nning a teaching career-this program taps
this valtzatﬁe resouree. ‘The now proposal will continue the recruiting, preparing and

su pporlmg retired military personnel as teachers in high-need subject areas and school
distriets, It will also suppert sitnilar programs for other mid-garcer professionals by
awarding gra.nts to public agencics, institutions of higher education, and nonprofit
orgaamzmcms to reerunt, prepare, and sup port career-changing professionals from diverse
fields zs*h@ge knowledge and experience could help them become successful teachers,
$30 millich for FYO1.

New Initiatives

Fund for Future Sehools — During our discussions with educators and education leaders
this fall, a mmmon theme was the lack of funding available for large-scale innovation,
Qur proposal would establish an independent and bipartisan fund to support innovative
regional, sza{e and local ideas that require up-front infusions of {unding. As opposed to
séhaahbasaé only reforms these resources would suppert structural changes at the school
disiret, sz:z}e anéfoz regional level,  Por cxample, a recent Education Commission of the
Stales e’ziieé for changes in school governance, especially in large school districts, The
report reeommended that schoo! districts either move toward compleie site-based
management or a portfolio approach where different schools are accountable to the
schoo! board for performance but operate independently essentially as eharier schools.
Hugh Price, President of the Urban League recently called for a sinular ehange inan
editorial in Education Week and a few school districts are moving mn this direction. For
example Seattle has implemented site-based management and Cincinnati is slowly

H



moving loward the portfolio model. However, changes of this nature require both fiscal
and political will. By providing funding we would help school distriets that are
struggling to maintain services wilh current funding adopt changges that would otherwise
‘be out ofthelr reach and also help generate political will by making funds available for
changes of thls nature. Of course, this funding could also support sehool based or other
changes 1hal the board deemed worthy of support. A local matching requirement would
encourage local support and investment. Prime Minister Blair has started a similar fund
in England and British offieials report that in its second year their Education Action Zone
initiative is showmg positive results however they believe that the independence of the
fund is a key characteristic. $50 million would be distrnibuted by competitive grants in the
first year of1 this program.

Performanee-Based Pay and Peer Review — As part of the 1999 National Education
Summit in Pa]isades, New York, the governors and assembled business leaders pledged
to sponsor “pay for performance” initiatives for teacher salary in 10 locations as a
strategy to make teacher pay more competitive with other professions. Denver Colorado

- had adopted such a measure just prior to the summit, Dcspite eonsiderable attention to
the issue of teacher quality, teacher pay still remains far below other professians with the
national average starting salary only approximately $25,000, average teacher salary
overall only approximately $38,000, and the average maxinmum teacher salary in any state
only about $51,000. In addition, the Vice President and others have called for
developing more equitable and expeditious ways to reward good teachers and get low-
performing teachers out of the.classroom. Spccifieally, in his May 16" speech at
Graceland College, the Vice President eallcd for teacher evaluations by experienced peers
and adminislrators every 5 years to ensure, “faster but fair ways to identify, improve, and
when necessary remove low performing teachers. California in addition to several large
sehool districts have programs similar to what the Vice President proposed. Qur proposal
would fund 10 pilot pay for performance plans similar to what Denver has dcveloped.
While detalls would be left up to the local school districts and their teachers, the pilots
could supporl performance awards that are ellher individual or school based. We would
also prov1de grants for 10 pilots of “pcer revicw” programs where teachers are evaluated
by their peers every 5 years and low-performing teachers are given support to improve or
ultimately removed from the system in a fair but fast manner. 10 pilots for each strategy
eould be funded for $50 million in the first year.

Rewarding Leaders and High Performance —The federal government’s role in
cducation has evolved to one that expects all students to achieve, holds schools
accountable for performance, supports improvement, refuses (o tolerate persistent failure,
and rewards|success. However, we have not yet put into place a viable rewards program.
This proposal calls for a Rewards Fund for Leaders and High Performance that would
award funding to states thal met {ederal performance criteria and would support teacher
perfonnance pay demonstration projects (described above). From FY2001-2003, statcs
would receive awards for developing accountabilily systems, including high school exit
exams, meeting teacher quality requirements, and developing and disseminating report
cards ahcad of the timetable the President is calling for in his ESEA proposal. After
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2003, the Reward Fund would move to a system based on actual student performance
measures,

Initially, this fund would also provide seed money Lo states (e help them develop school
report cards including the guidelines that the President specif*ed in his Education
Asezzantabziziy Act. This would help undermine Republican oriticism of our ESEA
m;uzmmems as unfunded mandates o the stares. Beginning with 3128 million in FYQ!
andd including our peer review and pay for performance proposals, we would be on a track
ta spend $I hillion rewarding performance over five years.

Leadership for 21" Century Schools ~Without quality school Ieaders, school reform is
destined to {ail. To address this, our initiative would fund independent Schoot
Leadership Centers. The Centers would foeus on leadership development opportunilies
for existing schools leaders (principals, superintendents, etc) in areas such as effective
management, school design, technology, and distriet govemanee.  In addition, reeruiting
and training nontraditional candidates for school and distriet icadership would also be
part of the Center’s mission. Centers would be mun by independent nonprofits or public.
‘private paz‘imrsbzps on a stale or regional basis and they would be required o partner
with ie&éersth from the public and private seetor.  Just as Presidential leadership has
increased ihe national foeus on zmprovmg icacher quality, foderal jeadership is needed (o
push states 10 make grezzter investments in developing guality school leaders prepared for
accountab1hty, the devolution of decision making, and the {ocus on school-based reform.
At present] there 1s no federal program focused solely on school leadership and only a
handful of programs allow funds (o be uscd for il. There is broad political support for a
focus on improving school leadership, as evidenced by the inclusion of a smaller
provision in the House-passed ESEA bill. We recommend $40 million in competitive
grants to fund approximately 20 state-lovel or regional centers.

Schools without Walls: Ensuring Actess through Distance Tochnelogy ~This
inttiative aims fo ensure challenging eoursework for all students by providing access to
high-quality on-line academic courses to students in under-served arcas, While this
Administration has shaped a federal education role that holds all students to high
standards artd expects they can achieve, the reality of school finance in America prevents
all studcnls from having access to challenging educational opportunities. Small and poor
schools often lack the resources and teachers needed to offer challenging courses,
including Advanced Placement courses af the high schod! level. Today, less than 60% of
LIS high schools offer AP courses 16 their students. A lack of qualified teachers in these
areas, also mean that students don’t have access o challenging math and seience courscs
or classes in English a8 Second Language.

Ths proposai complements existing federal efforts in technology o fund intemet
{:onneeitom equipment acquisiiion and teacher training, by funding a competitive grant
program 1{: districts that will allow schools to purchase on.ling curriculum, train teachers
to use on- hne eurriculum, or purchase course materials. Although many states are
devempmg virtual school capacities to offer courses to students throughout their state, the
quality of on-line courses has yet to match the capacity of technology. In order to ensure
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hi gh-qnaiziy content, the proposal also calls for a parinership with leading course
software developers ke APEX (run by Microsoft co-founder, Paul Allen), which would
subsidize the cost of high qualily Web-based course development in refurn Jor cuterate
prices for high poverty schoel districis. The proposal also calls for increases in the
Technology Literacy Challenge Fund, which allows computer equipment purchases, and
the Technology Tcacher Training Program, and confinucd commitment to E-Rate. The
initiative sheuid win broad support as Republicans and Demoerats have supporied AP fee
assistance azzd Senate Democrats and Republicans have consistently supported Star
Schools, a d;s%anec fearming initiative, Total funding for the mitiative would be $225
million, mqiadmg $50 million for grants, §23 million for course development, and $123
million in igzcrcascs in exisling programs.
The Backyard Teacher Recruitment Initiative ~The problems of teacher recruitment
and out-of-field teaching are issues that loom large for public education. For schools and
districls in rural areas and inner cities across the country they are especially difficult,
Despite federal and state efforts, these areas continue to have greal difficulty finding
qualified eandldates in areas such as math, science and special education. This proposal
aims to help high-need poor school districts with large percentages of out-of(-field
teaching by paying for high-quality teachers in nen-shertage figld to be trained and
certified in shortage areas. This program would {ocus on teachers who have already made
the dccisioﬁ to teach in high-need areas. Recognizing that they already have teaching
expertisc the program would provide bonuses and tuition assistance for content traimng
in a high-need subject area for 10,000 teachers aeross the country. In return, they would
commit to teac:h for at least three years in their districl.

While this can certainly not be considered a fix for teacher recruitment, 1t can provide
some immediate relief for districts with chronic teacher shortages in critical subject areas.
And by focusing on a population already i schools, 1t adds a needed dimnension to a
federal recruitment effort that focuses largely on efforts to bring new people into the
profession. Teacﬁsr recruitment is a key issue in states across the nation and could attract
bipartisan suppm The initiative would cost 330 million.

Secomi«(l‘hance Behools — This proposal would create new second-chance schools
through an infusion of additional funds to the Department of Education’s Charter Schools
program earmarked for this purpose. The inlliative would build on the existing charter
schools program, maintaining priorily for states with well-designed charter school laws
that hold schools accountable for resulis.  Second-chance schools would be intended to
serve students who have been removed from their previous schools because of discipline
problems. This funding would support schools that provide alternative setiings for
disruptive students while allowing them 1o continue academic work toward state
academic standards. This initiative would cost $30 million in the first year,

; .
Small Sehz;{zis - This proposal would build on an inifiative in the FY00 appmpriaticng
bill szz;;poncd by Congressman Obey to establish smaller learning communitics in
America’s h;gh schools. The program would offer compelitive grants to school districts

;



that submit a plan to create smaller leaming environments for students by Qpemng
smatler schoois (inctuding chanter schools), or by breaking up larger schools using
stralcgles such as creating schools-wilhin-schools, establishing career academies, or
restructuring the school day. Allowable uses of federal funds could include planning and
implementation costs, professional development, team building, minor facility
renovation, additional planning time, legal and accounting consulting, supplies and other
relevant eosts. These funds could also be used o seed small charter high schools in the
district. The Obey initiative is funded at $45 million in the FY 2000 appropriations bill
and we rez:ommend expanding funding to 3200 million for FY01.

SAT and ACT Test Preparation — Historically poor and minority students have not
scored wel§ on college entrance exams such as the SAT and ACT. At 3 time when these
$COTCS are a very influential factor in college admissions and when backlagh against

affi rmatlve aetion is decreasing mmcamy eproliment in some top institutions, it is
appmpna_le and necessary o offer low income students the same eollege test prep courses
that boost the scores of their more privileged classmates. This program would be modeled
after Califormia’s College Preparation Partnership Program, which the NAACP has
recently recommended replicating aeross the country.  The program would support
parinerships of high schools, proven providers of college test prep courses (such as
Kaplan and Princeton Review), and commaunity based organizations that would offer
hzgh»neé.d students college test preparation and other services related to college
admtss;ons Funding for these partnerships would be distribuied by competitive grant.
$30 milhi z{?rz would serve approximately 50,000 students,

Teacher Rccrmtment — This program would provide competitive grants to high-
poverty school districts to develop programs to "grow their own” ieachers as a means of
addressing their shortage of qualified teachers. Programs supported by this grant would
begin to cultivate and recruit students as they move through high school. Upon high
school graduation, participants would attend universities to gain expertise and teacher
certification in a high-need field. Afier coliege, the sindents would return to high-poverty
districts to guaranteed teaching positions. Throughout the program, students would
receive exposure and (raining experiences at summer camps and as teaching assistants.
“Home grown" teachers would also reeeive salaries for work during high school and
eollege, schotarshxps for tuition, recruitment signing bonuses, and high quality
pmfessmmi development. This program could be started in 100 school districts with
$100 million in FY 2001
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DRAFT — DRAFT - DRAFT - 12/20
Policies not ﬁgal .

]

Rewarding Work and Family: Unvcil, perhaps with or after possible child care, health
insurance coverage, and EITC announcemcnts, additional key initiatives to promote work and
family, including a) 120,000 new housing vouchers for hard-pressed working families; b) grants
to help low-income working parcnts succeed on the job and move up the career laddcr, and c)
initiatives to help working families get to work, through transportation grants and ehanges to
ensure families don’t have to choose between a reliable car and food stanips.

Responsible Fatherhood Initiative: Promoting responsible fatherhood 1s the critical next stage
of welfare r(.fon'n and onc of the most important thmgs we can do to reduce child poverty. We
could a) announce new data showing the dramatic increases in child support collections made by
this Administration and at the same time put forward a package of proposals to b} ¢nsure every
unemployed parent who owes child support goes 1o work and supports his children; €) collecl
more child support from parents who can afford to pay; d) revise outdated rules to ensure
mothers and chlldrcn recelve more of the support the father pays; and €} promole efforts to
ensure fathers returning from prison become responsible fathers and responsible members of
society.

{
Employment for People with Disabilities: By enabling people with disabilities to work and
keep their health care, the Tieket to Work and Work Incentives Improvcmcnl Act of 1999 will
give mdmduals with disabilities a greater opportunity to participate in our nation’s workforee.
To build on lh!S progress, the FY 2001 budget will contain proposals to assist people with
disabilities in transmonmg into the workplace, possibly including a) funding a $1,000 tax credit
for workers with disabilities, b) extending Mcdicare coverage even longer for people with
disabilities who retum to work, ¢) improving acccss to assistive technology, d) ensuring the
Department of Labor’s employment One Stop centers better serve people with disabilities, e)
funding a new Offiee of Disability Policy at the Department of Labor and f) increasing
enforcement of the Americans with Disabilities Act.

Promoting Independent Solutions: The budget may contain several initiatives to promote
important e{forts by the independent, nonprofit seelor, including a) promoting increased
charitable giving by allowing all taxpayers to take a tax deduction for charilable contributions
(only taxpayers who itemize now can) and rcducing or eliminating the excise tax that
foundations must pay; b) increasing the eapacity of the nonprofit sector through a new Nonprofit
Leadership Initiative; and c) increasing the involvement of community- and faith-based groups in
after-school and other important programs. Some of these initiatives grew out of follow-up to
the October White House Conference on Philanthropy.
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S5OTU ROLLOUT IDEAS
g FROM THE POLICY PLANNING TEAM

Enhancing the natien’s food s:zfefv system. We could rollout our food safety
ixu{%gei CDC estimates that contaminaied food kills up to 5,000 Americans and
su:icens 76 million more each year. In keeping with President’s longstanding
commumenf to ensuring food salcty, this mitiative will increase the number of
lmpo;‘ted and domestic foad inspections by over 7,000, with @ special emphasis on
high risk domestic foods such eggs and unpasteurized juice, It will also place an
addditional 100 inspection agents in the field. The FDA expeots that this new
investment will prevent over 100,000 illnesses per vear.

Equal Pay. We eould rollout our joint Department of Labor and Equal Employment
Cpportunity Commission equal pay initistive. This rollout would include
announcement of a new $10 million initiative {paid for by the feos from HIB visas) in-
order;to provide training to wemen in nontraditional jobs in the high tech industry.

{
Native American Initiative. We could announce our over $1 billion Native
American FY2001 budget initiative. This initiative brings together all the agencies in
order to address the needs of Native American eommunilics. Somne of the highlights
of this initiative include: increased funding for BIA school construction; initiatives to
address the “digiial divide” such as encouraging Nalive Americans o enter
zzzformatwn technology liclds; funding 500 new Native American school
3émzmstrators an over 3200 milhon increase for the Indian Health Service, and over
$100 million for new roads in Indtan Couniry.

H

f .
Mainfst’ream Hometess Initiative: We could anncunce our FY2001 homelessness
budget which is over $1 billion in HUD funding. We could also highlight a new
initiative that would create, for the first time, a2 mechanism by which states are
provided assistance 1n order to ensure that so-called “mainstream” programs —
Medicaid, CHIP, TANF, Food Stamps, and the Mental Health and Subsiance Abuse
Bloek Grant -~ are geecuntable 1o the homeless. This now $10 million initiative
would award competitive grants to 5 or 7 stale and large county health or social
service agencies with existing collaborations targeted on improving serviees and
izeﬁaﬁ;t reccipt for homeless populations. States and couniies would be selected based
on: {1} proposed enhancement of oulreach activities for the homeless; (2) collection
of data regarding homeless status during program intake questioning; (3)
demonstrated accountability in treating the homeless; (4) specified future goals (o
address the needs of the homeless; and (5) specific outcome measures that will be
used fo see whether the homeless reeeive needed benefits and services.



December 20, 1999

TO: ! Bruce Reed

15 Eric Liu
FROM: -Irene Buene

SUBIECT: FY 2001 Budget Proposal and SOTU ideas - EVENT IDEAS

In response to your request, the following are some event ideas for our FY 2001 budget
proposals. Pie;ase let me know if you would like to discuss further. Thanks.

-, { R
IMMIGRATION EVENT IDEAS — New Americans

Background: In FY 2001, the Immigration budget will include funding for the ESL/Civics
Initiative; to streamlmc na!’urahzauon testing program to provide high quality, limely and [air
service; and tm provide additional funds to reduece naturahization and other immigration services
application consxstcnt with our INS restructuring proposal. Below is a further update on these
budgget proposals

Event Ideas: '|

{a) Naturalization Ceremony; The President could parlicipate in one of the first natyralization
ceremony of the millennium, At this ceremony, the President could emphasize the importance of
weleoming new Americans into the fabric of American sociely and the Administration’s efforts
1o provide more funding for English courses that are linked to eivics and life skills instructions,
to make sure that our naturalization test are fzir and applications are considered timely, and to
restructure the fl&S to improve customer serviee.  The President could also mention his
immigration I&gtsia{wc prierities to provide {ammess to immigrant families { INS restructuring
legislation; restoration of important disability, health, and nutrition benefits to additional
categories of lcgal immigrants; passage of the Administration’s propesal (o support the process
of democratization and stabilization now underway in Central America and Haiti and ensure
equitable treatment for migrants from these countries; and changing the registry dake to permit
long-torm mi gz;ii}i‘i to adjust their status — see fuller ﬁc&c;zpzm below),

{b} ESL Cezltqr - Alternatively or in addition, the President could visit a teaching center that
provides English as a Second Language Programs that are linked to civics and lifeskilis
instruction. However, since this program is run by Education it would make less sense to discuss
INS budget proposals and INS restructuring at this event.
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[mmigration Budget Proposals for FY2001 - Background

1. ESL]CIv]u:s Initiative, This proposal would provide funding to English as a Second
Language Programs that ar linked to civics and lifeskills instruction. In FYZ2000, the
President requested $70 million and received $25.5 million. In FY2001 budget request is
$75 million.

2. Streamlining the Naturalization Testing Process. This proposal would provide funding 10
implement the Pricewaterhousecooper's recommendations Lo sireamline and improve the
current naturalization citizenship test process. INS has begun to implement these proposals
but have bcen hindered due to funding constraints and lack of expertise in implementing
these proposais The INS passback includes $1.5 million to begin implementation of these
mommendazwns INS expects # will take at least a two-year process o sctually institute all
the recommended reforms.

3. INS Restructuring Budget Propesals. The FY200! budget provides 335 million in
appropriations to address INS systom and capital infrastructure investment initiatives and
establishes a Immigration Scrvices Capital Investment Fund (ISCIF} o provide funding for
on-going backlog reduction efforts in all immigration benefit programs and cover major
capital acquisitions. This fund will be capitalized with an estimated $93 million from two
new fecs 1) A premium process foe of $1,660 (o expedite the adjudication of business.
related semccs Payment of this volurttary fec will ensure INS action on an application
within 60~days through direct business-INS liaison; and 2) the re-authorization of the 245(i)
adjustmcnt of status penally provisions with proceeds divided between detention and
1mnugrauon service improvement initiatives. The 245(1) adjuslmcm of status program
permifs cenam migrants to adjust their status while remaining within the United States,

4. Immigration Legislative Proposals

Central American and Haitian Parity Act of 1999, Tiis proposal would allow
qualified nationals of El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, and Haiti an opportunity to
become lawful permanent residents of the United States if they have been continususly
present in the United States since Deeember 1, 1995, Consequently, under this bill,
eligible nationals of these countries would receive treatment equivalent to that granted 0
the Nicaraguans and Qubans under Nicaraguan Adjustment and Contral American Relief
Act af 1997 (NACARA), This is an Administration proposal that which has bipartisan
suppar‘s

Regis_iry Date Revision., This proposal would permit Tong-term migrants Lo adjust their
status if they have been in the US since 1986. Since 1952, the United Siates immigration
Jaw has permifted individuals who have been living in the United States for a long pened
of time and are of good moral character to become legal permanient residenis (section 249
of the Immigration and Naturalization Act). This provision is referred (o as the “regisiry
dare”fi The registry date has been revised throughout the years and the last time the
registry dute was revised was in 1986 to its currcnt date of January 1, 1972, The policy
raticnale behind (he registry date is recognition that undocumented immigrants who have

H
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remded in the country for a fong period have developed substantial tes to this country
mcludmg cstabllshmg families, homes and ties 10 their communities, There is litte
naz;onal interest in tracking down and deporiing these individuals.  Furthermore, this
pmposal will help late amnesty individuals.

Resioraiiw of Dscretion,  This proposal would primarnily restore immigration judgcs
{Zzscrezi{m not 1o detain or deport certain legal immigrants who have committed crimes
and some other provisions.  The 1996 Immigration Reform law instituted some harsh
provisiens that have resulted in (he tragic scparations of families. Almost daily, there are
storics about legal immigrants who have families, j0bs and are valuable members of
American-sociely who ar¢ bemng deporied because many years ago they commitied
crimes that may have been considered minor at the time have since been determined to be
aggravated felonies. And immigration judges no longer have the discrefion not (o enforee
deportation orders. Currently, there are several bills, including legislation sponsored by
Republicans, lo undo some of the harshness of those {aws, by restoring immigration
judges discretion. I am working with DOJ on developing on @ proposal. This is the
targel of 2 eampaign that immigrant advoeates have begun cailed Fix 96.

5. AgNet Registry for Farmworkers, The President’s FY 2000 Department of Labor budget
included a request $10 million to fund America’s Agricultural Labor Network (*AgNet™) that
would benefit agricultural industry and farmworkers by establishing an efficicnt altemative
mechanism to mateh workers with employment opportunities. The final FY 2000 budget

-does nol contain funding for this proposal but it 1s important ta reintroduce this proposal to
demonstrate the Administration’s commitment to ensure an adequate labor supply for
growers in a predictable and timely manner.  We expeot that next year Congress will
consider a broader legislation proposal to overhaul the current system that the Administration
opposes. The Department of Agriculure staff believes that Aghet could substantially
improve grower’s recruilment efforts provided we work with growers, farmworker advocates
and develop public-privaie parinerships lo ensure that the system is widely available and user
friendly. The FY 2001 budgel proposal will include a request of $10 million.

CIVIL RIGHTS EVENT IDEAS

Background: In FY 2001, the budget includes 398 million for the Department of Justice’s Civil
Rights Division — the highest budget request for this offiee. In FY200Q, the President requested
and the finai budget agreement included $82 miltion — this represented 2 19 percent incroase
from the previous vear. The FY 2001 budget includes additional funding for ADA educatian,
training, and enforcement and eriminal investigations of hate erimes and police abuses cases;
funding for hate crime prevention assistance and training; and funding for One America
dialogues (see below for {uller description).



Event Ideas:

{z) Civil Rights Budget — The President could participate in a Civil Rights Budget event with
the need for Congress to pass hate crimes legislation, This event could be tied 1o Martin
Luther King's birthday,

{t) Hate Crimes Legislation - Altematively, the President could participate in a hale crimes _
event urging Congress to pass hate erimes logislation and 1o fund fully the President’s request
for the Civili Rights budget.

|
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Civil Rights B%:ﬁget Propusals - Background
FULFILLING THE PROMISE OF THE AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT

July 2000 markis the tenth anmiversary of the enactment of the Americans with Disabilities Act,
the landmark cmi rights law that provides comprehensive civil rights pmiectxons for this
nation’s 54 mllllon persons with disabilities. The Civit Rights Division has primary
responsibility for ADA enforcement, and during the {irst 10 yvears has focused is effits on this
nation’s largest-entitics; franchisers and chains in the private sector and large government
agencies in the public arena. Agreements with hotel chains, restaurants, entertainment venues,
police departments, and local governments have removed architectural barriers for people with
mobility zm;mzmmts and provided services in an accessible format (o people who have hearing
or vision impairments. Everyday aspects of American daily life - things many Americans take
for granted «- are opening to people with disabilities.

Despite these efforts, too many barriers continue to exist, People with disabilitics have become
ingreasingly fmstmtad that, after 10 years of ADA outreach and enforcement, that they continue
to be denied Z‘t:;id}’ access to community programs and public accommodations. To ¢ffect the
fundamental {:%zarzgé that the ADA’s enactment promised, the Civil Rights Division seeks to
expand is impiemerzz;zzzon efforts under the ADA by proposing four new Initiatives to fulfill the
promise of the new millennium for people with disabilities:

Pro;ectICommumty Access: Most Americans take for granted the abxizzy iry use basic
guvemmem services - to eall 911, to hop on a public bus or subway car, to pay a late
utility bill in person, to vote, to apply for a driver’s license, to land a govemment job i
qaaizfied to adopt a stray dog at the local shelter, {0 fight a traffic ticket in court, and to
tive and _participate in integrated communities. Yet millions of people with disabilities
are not able to successfully accomplish one or more of these basic acts of community life
because building arehitecture, communication systemns, public mass transit systems, and
discriminatory attitudes, policies, and practiees cominue to exelude them, even though it
is illegal. Project Community Access will focus on brining down these barriers and make
these hasic serviees accessible to all Americans,

Training Iaw enforeement officers on mental disabilities: On loo many occasions, we
have witnessed tragic situations involving law enforcement officers and a person with a
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mental disability. Officers may misinterpret the threat posed by mentally disabled
persons, with tragic, and often lethal, results. Providing training on how (o identify and
deal with persons who have a mental disability will help to reduce situations involving
excessive and unnecessary force by law enforcement officers.

Opening America’s History: People with disabilities are still denied acecss to many
Amencan destinations, such as historic landmarks and tourist attractions. These
destinations themselves may have barriers to access. Private transportation, such as tour
buses or shutles to and through these sites, is not accessible. Holels, motels, restaurants,
service stations, rest stops, and a myriad of other accommodations remain inaecessible to
persons with disabilities. Millions of American families are being denied the opportunity
lo share in and benefit from the rich and living history available at these sitcs. Additional
personnel is critieal to the Section’s ability to significanily impact access in this
‘lrnporlant area, to make sure America’s historic landmarks and tourist attractions are
avallablc‘ to persons with disabilities.

|
MeetingqUnmet Needs for ADA Information: Over the last 10 years, the Division has
reached out to Ameriea’s businesses, to State and local governments, and to persons with
dlsabﬂmes to inform them of their rights and obligations under the ADA. This
knowledge is essential to ADA compliance because if people understand the ADA and
know how to comply, they will comply with the law. But many in the business world
and people with disabilities remain uninformed about the ADA. Small towns and
businesses in rural areas, non-English speakers, and minority populations in urban centers
have been difficult to reach. The Division proposes (o take additional steps to reach these
under served rural and urban populations. We can also use new lechnology and a
multi-media approach to serve a diverse, information-hungry audience.

HATE CRIME{IPREVENTION ASSISTANCE AND SUPPORT

Preventing and prosecuting hate cnimes and passage of the Hate Crimes legislation is a high
prionty for the Admlmslratmn This year, hate erimes took the lives of many Ameneans
beeause of their race ethnie background or sexual orientation. The Department of Jusliee as
well as many state and local govermments have established working groups and other entities to
prevent and proslecute hate erimes in their ecommunity. This proposal would expand the
resources of the Depanrnent to provide technical assistance and support to federal (including the
Hate Crimes Working Group); state and local law enforcement to prevent and respond to alleged
hate crimes. This proposal is part of the Hate Crimes legislation that the Administration
submitted earlier this year.

COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIPS TO PROMOTE ONE AMERICA DIALOGUES

President Clinton has calied upon the Americans to have an honest and frank discussion about
race. Talking is a first step towards action. Experience has shown and race relations experts also
agree Lhat constructive dialogue is widely accepted as one of the most effective ways to start to
address raee relations. This proposal would provide about $3 million for the Department of
Justice to support and technical assislance to state and local governments and community- based

|
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and other organizations to promote and facilitate dialogues on racial diversity and understanding.
This would include utilizing and implementing the One America Race Dialogue Guide in
communities throughout the country. This guide was developed by DOJ’s Commaunity Research
Service as a tool kit to help communities {rame a dialogue around race,

ONE AMERICA PUBLIC EDUCATION CAMPAIGN. (Funding was not provided
specifically for this proposal but I would still Iike to explore way to sccure funding perhaps as
part of the Community Partnerships for One America Dialogues).

The face of America has and will continue to change in dramatic ways inn the new millenniom.
There is a need 1o raise awareness of the growing diversily of America and to support and
amplify vanous positive ciforts (hat are underway to promote tolerance and diversity.  Indeed,
the White House Office on One America has mel with a broad range of organizations and
constituencies, including corporate, media, educational, advocacy and non-profit. The
overnding consensus is that a national visibility eampaign is cssential to promote tolerance and
diversity. A focal point message for the campaign is a national imperative that Amcricans must
be preparcd to meet the challenges of diversity and to rcap the rewards of diversity in the new

millcnnium. | -

I
This One Am{{rica Public Education Campaign would be modcled afier the Gifice of National
Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) Media Campsign to encourage Amcricans particularly kids to
stay drug-free.! To get the word out, the ONDCP campaign has $1 billion over five years for
paid media; involves a series of public/private partnerships that gencrate a range of
communication activities; and support efforts of schools, civie and community organizations.

|
The One Amei'icn Public Education Campaign would be 2 much smaller campaign run by the
White Housc Office of One America in conjunction with other appropriatc White House offices
and federal age;ncies. The campaign would mvolve;

Public fﬁervice Anncuncements ~ $1 million to help fund Public Service
Annpuncetnents {PSAs) and other range of communication activities ineluding internet,
publications such as the Weekly Reader and Scholastic Magazine that target vouth, o
send out a message that is positive and proactive about race. NBC Broadcasting and (his
year’s “The More You Know™ PSAs that focus on tolerance is 3 good model for the types
of products thal the Campaign would promote.

Public/Private Partncrships — One America would build partnerships with pablic-
private organizations o help leverage funding for these communicalion activities that
reinforces the message.  Similar fo the ONDCP campaign, we could chinllenge the
entertainment, high tech, and other industries to help reinforce the federal communicalion
activities. For example, we could partner with organizations with the Advertising
Council, YWCA and other organizations involved in media and visibility campaigns, 1o
promote diversity and iolerance.

Community Partnerships to Promote One America Dialogues - provide additional
resources for the Depariment of Justice’s Community Relations Service for support and

i
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technical' assistance to statc and local governments and eommunity- based and other
organizations to promote and facilitate dialogues on racial diversity and understanding.
This would inctude utilizing and implementing the One America Raee Dialogue Guide in
mmmum}ies throughout the country. This guide was developed by CRS as a tool kit to
help mmz'munity’s frame a dialogue around race.
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FY 2601

Program FY 2000 FY 2000 FY 2001
{millions of §) (request) {final) {CEQ rec.)
Lands Legacy | 1030 652 1400
Salmon iix:cz}veiry 215 126 225
(NQAA Fund and ESA)
Climate Qi’;&z&g?ﬁ*

O ¥ 1368 1099 1366

GEF % 143 36 200

CAPF | 200 R 150

New | - - 328
Tropical F{}ws{s - - 40

ENVIRONMENTAL APPROFRIATIONS PRIORITIES

FY 2001
(OMB pb)

926

215

1349
176
100

CEQ New
Add o pb

+380

0

0

0
+80

+4{)

The chart show%s the CEQ proposed distribution of $500 million in potential new initiative
fanding for FY 2001, OSTP has also proposed $1235 million in new initiatives spending for
climate as part of an S&T initiative, with 565 million for science and $65 million for biofuels

rescarch. The CEQ) proposal is consistent with the OSTP proposal and would add $15 millien fo

biofuels and give $65 million to 2 new trade promotion effort. Because part of the OSTP
proposal would support research under CCTY, approval of the GSTP proposal would also

ingrease CFTI éli ghtly above the FY 2600 request.
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ENVIRONME|NT BUDGET PROPOSALS

1

Lands Legacy: -

The POTUS would announce a major increase in funding to protect sensilive lands at all levels
of government and would once again eall for creation of a permanent trust to provide dedicated
funding for this purpose in the future. The announeement could also be combined with a
POTUS status on the possible ereation of new national monuments.

This proposal includes DOI, USDA, and NOAA and provides funding for acquisition and
prolection of sensitive Federal land and state and local greenspace. The content of the FY 2001
proposal is similar to the FY 2000 request level of $1030 M, with the main exception that the
level would be increased to $1.3 billion in an effort to broaden support for permanent legislation
by expanding lh|'e coastal and wildlife proteetion pieees.

Climate Change:

The POTUS would announce a major increase in support for climate aclivities. The
announcement would have four major parts: (1) the next installment in the multi-year Climate
Change Technology Initiative, including tax proposals; (2) a renewed call for the EPA’s
innovative Clean Aur Partnership Fund; (3) vigorous implementation of the President’s executive
order on biofuels to promote renewable energy sources; (4) increased funding for thc Global
Environment Facility, the lead U.S. entity for promoting positive international action on climate
change; and (5) l:1 new international effort lo promote clean U.S. technologies abroad.

The intemalionz{l elean energy effort builds on the recommendations of the President’s Council
of Advisors on Science and Technology. Electric power accounts for one third of greenhouse
gas emissions, v;gith the fastest growth occurring in developing countries. By 2020, a projected
$1.7 trillion will be invested in power capacily in developing countries. These measures would
help demonstrale to developing countries that they can protect the environment while growing
their economies, and would help encourage their participation in global climate change efforts.

Tropical Forest Conservation:

The proposal would expand AID’s work on tropical forcst, implement the Congressionally
authorized Tropical Forest Conservation Act at Treasury, and provide teehnical assistance (o
struggling developing countries through USDA. The initiative would be designed in part (o help -
the U.S. to respond to eriticisms heard during the WTO process about the impacts of

international tra'ldc on forests.

Salmon Recovcrg

This proposal cc!msusts of a Salmon Recovery Fund, whieh funds state efforts in the Pacific Nw '
and the 1mp]emcntauon of the treaty with Canada, and Endangered Speeies Act money for
NOAA. The F\I 2001 proposal maintains FY 2000 proposed level of $160 million for the Fund.

|
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DRAFT: POTENTIAL BUDGET EVENTS OR LEAKS PRIOR TO THE
SOTU ‘

. New health insurance coverage initiatives: parents and targeted tax
incentives

2 Releasing a new state-by-state study announcing that 2 million children are
covered under CHIP and unveiling new outreach proposals

3. Preven:ting medical errors and improving health care quality

4, Releasing prescription drug cost report

5. Finishi}zg the job for people with disabilities returning to work

6. Pr&veniting the sale of unsafe drug products over the internet

7. Anmzu;zciﬁ g a major increase in the war on emerging infectious diseases

8. Detemltining the environmental causes of breast cancer

9. Unveiliing major new investment to combat HIV and AIDS

190, Highiiéﬁting major new investmént in food safety

11. }ﬁcmasiing prevention and treatment services for mental illness and
substm}ca abuse

1Z. Eradicétzing Polio Q@ridwide

13. Prevcnfting genetic discrimination

14, Impm\;iﬁg nursing home qualify

15. lncreaéing family planning efforts nationwide

16, lmproving health care services for Native Americans

i7. Asthma Initiative
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Available deb vcéab%es %n next six weeks:

1. Gun viaizezzw reduction strategy and firearms enforcement budget. {early to mid-
January ~ must be done before January 213 This is the response to the President’s directive from
garlier this year that was designed to provide a buffer in the enforcement debate. In response o
the directive, all 93 LS. Attorneys worked with ATF Special Agents in Charge and the local
eommunities fo develop gun viclence strategies. The report will also fay the groundwork for
current and new legislative/budget proposals: more resources at the statc/federal level, stronger
gun laws, industry aceountability, prevention and local partnerships. The strategy could be
rolled out with FY 2001 budget highlights for firearms enforeement.

2. Gun traflicking report. (ready mid-late January} This is a Treasury/ATF repori based
on ATF traffs ckmg investigations. This report will present strong evidence that illegal gun
trafficking is a smcus public safety problem, that must be addresscd through aggressive
enforcement. It will provide an analysis of distribution channels and hew criminals ulilize
loopholes in our existing laws, such as gon shows, to obtain firearms. The report could
emphasize rc!azeé pertlens of firearms enforcement proposals from FY 2001 budget.

3 Smat‘t gtm techinology. (Anytime in January). We could highlight the $10 million that
will be provided in the budget 1o fund smart gun and other personalized gun technology
development at DOJ/Nauonal Institute for Justice. This should probab!y be released as a leak
before the S()'I'U

4, Commun' ity Supervision — Reentry. (mid-Jahuary). We could highlight new funds in
budget to help provide greater community supervision of offenders released after inearceration.
The budget will contain at feast $60 million for the new initiative to establish reentry
parinerships and reentry eourls — to provide more drug testing and ireatment, job training, to hire
more probation and parole officers, and link released offenders to child support and fatherhood
groups. This could be done as a press leak on ifs own or highlighted as part of the responsible
fatherhood initiative.

5. HUD gmi funding. {mid-January} We could releasc the $30 miilion in new funds for
HUD’s gun violence reduction initiative to promote public education on gun safety, implement
local gun vielence reduction programs, and fund technology such as computer crime mapping to
target gun ﬁr%mes. This could be done as a leak,

&, Shot shaw {January 21} The Administration will send representatives 1o join settlement
discussions b@tw?cn the cities and gun industry in Las Vegas at the industry’s annual rade show.

7. Palice (‘;zm Rezale Event. (Shorily afler release of budget in Feh.) The President could
joinwith ﬁaﬁzmai law enforcement organizations to condemn the practice of reselling used
police guns and confiscated erime guns on the civilian market. The law enforcoment
organizations could issue a joint slatement encouraging their members to ond the praciies, and
the President could highlight $10 million in his budget to provide federal assistance fo loeal
suthorities to achieve this goal.



DRAFT MEMO ON EDUCATION INITIATIVES:

!
;
; Elementary and Secondary Education

The ongoing reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act coupled
with the neéd to provide inereases o several elementary and secondary base programs
has led us to develop initiatives that corplement these efforts while supponting
innovation, high standards, and efforts to fix failing schoels,

Significant Existing Programs

Title I — Wé recommend inercasirig funding for the Title | aceountabilily set-aside to
3250 miﬁi&ﬂ for FYO! and increasing the funding for the bagic Title I grants by at least
an equat ammmz

Al'ter-Schoéal - We are analyzing options and developing a pm;)osai that will make after
school pmgmns universal for studenis in schools identified as failing under Title . We

. also recommend allowing 30 pereent of {unds for after-school and other extended
fearning programs to be granted directly to non-profit community-based organizations
{CBOs)—including faith-based organizations. These programs would be run in
partnership with public schooels at the sehool site. This change would allow loeal
organizations that have proven track records in after-school and can offer innovative
educational strategies and often better connections to parents and the broader community
to get involved the program. At present, no funds can be granted to CBOs, although the
ESEA reauthorization proposal would allow up to 10% of funds in a given year to be
awarded to nonprofit CBOs.

Class Size {Wa recommend a significant increase to stay on track toward hiring 100,000
teachers, The program is now funded at $1.3 billion and we recommend increasing
funding to at least [Eric: check with che and get Ais latest thinking here, this hus been a
moving mrgez]

Charter Schools — With an increase of approximately $120 million the charter schools
program will support the President’s goal of 3000 charter schools, We recommend
funding the program at this jevel,

Elementary azzd Secondary Education Act Proposals

The President’s ESEA reauthorization propoesal contains Hems that we recemmend
including in the budget for FYOL

Teaching to|Iligh Standards: The President’s ESEA reauthorization proposal would
eonsolidate Goals 2000, the Eisenhower Professional Develapment Program, and Title VI
into 3 standards-based-reform grant program. We recommend that the FYQ1 budget
request refleet this proposal. At their FYDO enacied levels the Eisenhower program and
Goals 2000 gre a combined § 830 million. Although the Administration does not
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recommend funding the Tatle VI program in its budge! requesl, the Teaching to High
Standards mzi;a{zvé should reflect an inclusion of cusrent Title VI funding ($380 millien
FYO0) and be funded at a minimum of $1.21 billion. 1n order to reach this level while
funding our ﬁw initiatives, we recommend including five earmarks in the Teaching to
High Szazxiards {unding: Teacher Academies {OMB proposal for $100 million), Troops
to Teachers — - Transition 1o Teaching (850 milhon), Pay for Performance Demonstration
Program ($5{} million), Dual Accredited Teachers (830 million), and School Leadership
{5403 ?'féfzse; earmarks are described in more detail in this memo,
Public School Choice OPTIONS Proposal ~The OPTIONS initiative would create a
grant program that would fund the demonsiration, developnient, implementation,
evaluation and dissemination of information of innovative pubilic school choice projects.
Funded projects would focus on areas such as now choice options for students within
districts, partnering cheice schools with other schools to disseminate information and
stimulate improvement, and overeome bammers {0 choice. The $30 million request covers”
$28 million for approximately 40 new grants $1.3 million for evaluation, and $200,000
for peer review,

Tmo;:s to Teachers — The Troops to Teachers program was created in 1994 (o help
xmprovc public school education by injecting the talent, skills, and experience of military
service members and other federal civilian personne! into high-poverty schoals. Recent
studies have found that a significant number of mid-career professionals who possess -
strong subjeet matter skills are interested in beginning a leaching career-this program laps
this valuable resource.  The new proposal will continue the recruiiing, proparing and
supporiing retlrcd military personnel as teachers in high-need subject areas and school
districts. 1t will also support similar programs for otber mid-career professionals by
awarding grants to public agencies, institutions of higher education, and nonprofit
organizations to recrult, prepare, and support carcer-changing professionals from diverse
ficlds whose knowledge and experience could belp them become successful teachers.
$50 million for FYOL.

New Initiatives

i
. Fund for Future Schools - During our discussions with educators and education leaders
this fall, a common theme was the lack of funding available for large-scale innovation,
Our pmpc-sal would establish an independent and bipartisan fund to support innovative
regional, state, and loeal ideas that require up-front infusions of funding. Asopposed io
school-based only reforms these resources would support structural changes at the school
district, state, and/or regional level.  For example, a recent Education Commission of the
States ealled fOr changes in school governance, especially in large school districts. The
report rccommcndcd that school districts either move toward complete site-based
managemem or a portfolio approach where di{fercnt schools are accountable to the
school board for performance but operate independently essentially as charter schools.
Hugh Frice, President of the Urban League recently called for a similar change in an
editorial in Educatmn Week and a few school districts are moving in this direction. For
example Scatt ¢ has implemented site-based management and Cincinnati is slowly

i
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moving toward the portfolio model. However, changes of this nature require both fiscal
and political will. By providing funding we would help schoo! districis that are
strugghing 2:0 maintain services with eurrent funding adopt changes that would otherwise
be out of their reach and also help generate politieal will by making funds available for
changes of this nature. Of course, this funding could alse support school based or other
changes thal the board deemed worthy of suppert. A local matching requirement would
encourage local support and investment.  Prime Minister Blair has started 4 similar fund
in England and British officials report that in its second year their Education Action Zone
initiative is'showing positive resuits however they believe that the independence of the
fund is a key characteristic. $50 million would be distributed by competitive grants in the
first year of; this program. -

Performance-Based Pay and Peer Review — As part of the 1999 National Education
Summit in Palisades, New York, the governors and assembled business leaders pledged
to sponsor ‘{‘pay for performance” mitiatives for teacher salary in 10 locations as a
strategy to make teacher pay more eompetitive with ather professions. Denver Colorado
had adopted such a measure just prior to the summit, Despite considerable attention to
the issue of teacher guality, teacher pay still remains far below other professians with the
national average starting salary only approximately 325,000, average teacher salary
overall only approximately $38,000, and the average maximum teacher salary in any state
only about 351,000, In addition, the Vice President and others have ealled for
developing more eguiiable and z:;xpixizizons ways to reward good wachers and get low-
performing teachers out of the classroom. Specifically, in his May 16™ speech at
Graceland College, the Vige President called for teacher evaluations by experienced peers
and adminis:trators every S years {o ensure, “faster but fair ways to identify, improve, and
when necessary remove low performing teachers. California i addition to several large
school districts have programs similar to what the Vige President proposed. Our proposal
would fund 10 pilot pay for performance plans similar to what Denver has developed.
While details would be left up to the local school districts and their teachers, the pilots
could support performance awards that are either individual or school based. We would
also provide grants for 10 pilots of “peer review” programs where teachers are evaluated
by their peers every 5 vears and low-performing teachers are given support to improve or
ultimately removed from the system in a fair but fast manner. 10 pilots for each strategy
could be funded for $50 million in the first year.

Rewarding Leaders and High Performance ~The federal government’s role in
education has evolved to one that expects all students 1o sehicve, holds schools
accountable for performanee, supports improvement, refuses 1o tolerate persisient failure,
and rewards success. However, we have not yet put into place a viable rewards program,
This ;zropesal calls for a Rewards Fund for Leaders and High Performance thal would
award funémg to siafes that met federal performance eriteria and would support teacher
;}érfemzzce pay demonstration projests {described above). From FY2001-2003, states
would receive awards for developing accountability systems, including high school exit
exams, meeting teacher quality requirements, and developing and disseminating report
cards ahcad of the timetable the President is calling for in his ESEA proposal. Afler
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2003, the Reward Fund would move to a system based on actual student performanee
measures,

Tnitially, ﬁ"zislﬁznd would also provide seed money o states to belp them develop school
report cards including the guidelines that the President specified in his Education
&co{zﬁﬁzabziﬁy Act. This would help undermine Republican eritieism of our ESEA
reqwremenis as unfunded mandates to the stares. Beginning with $125 million in FY01
and including our peer review and pay for performance proposals, we would be on a track
to spend 31 billion rewarding performance over five years.

Leadership for 21* Century Scheols ~Without quality school leaders, school reform is
destined to fail. To address this, our initiative would fund independent School
Leadership Centers The Centers would foeus on leadership deveic;pmiznz opportunities
for existing schools leaders (principals, superintendents, efc) in areas such as effective
management, school design, technology, and distriet governance: In addition, recruiting
and training nontraditional candidates for sehool and district leadership would also be
part of the Center’s mission, Centers would be' run by independent nonprofits or public-
private parinezshxps on 1 state or regional basis and they would be required to partner
with ieaéersth from the public and private seetor.  Just as Presidential leadership has
increased t%ze national focus on zmpmvzag teacher quality, federal leadership 15 needed to
push states ia make greater investments in developing quality school leaders prepared for
acwantabzlziy, the devolution of decision making, and the focus on school-based reform.
At present, 1here is no federal program fogused solely on school leadership and only a
handful of programs allow funds @ be used for 1. There 13 broad political support fora
focus on unpmvmg school leadership, as evidenced by the inclusion of a smaller
provision in the House- -passed ESEA bill. We recommend $40 million in competitive
grants to fund approxlmatcly 20 state-level or regional centers.

Schools 1vﬁritljmut Walls: Ensuring Access through Distance Technology ~This
initiative am}s to ensure challenging coursework for all students by providing access to
high-quality ‘on-line academic courses fo students in under-served areas. While this
Adrinistration has shaped a federal education role that holds all students to high
standards and expeots they can achieve, the reality of sehool {inance in America prevents
all students from having access to challenging educational opportunities. Small and poor
schools oﬁen lack the resources and teachers needed to offer challenging courses,
mneluding Advanced Placement courses at the high schodl level. Today, less than 60% of
US high schoeis offer AP courses fo their students. A lack of qualificd teachers in these
areas, also mcan that students don’t have access o challenging math and science eourses
or elasses mlEnghsh as Second Language.

|
This proposal complements existing federal efforts in technology to fund internet
connections, equipment acquisition and teacher training, by funding a competitive grant
program to districts that will allow schools to purchasc on-line eurriculum, train teachers
to use on-ling curriculum, or purchase course materials, Although many states are
developing \«muai school capacities to offer sourscs to students throughout their state, the

quality of Oﬁ»iiﬁﬁ courses has yet to match the capacity of technology. In order to ensure
j
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high-quality conient, the proposal also calls for a partnership with leading course
software developers like APEX (run by Microsoft co-founder, Pauf Allen), which would
subsidize the cost of high quality Web-based course development in retum for cut-rate
prices for high poverty school districts. The proposal also ealls (or increases in the
Technology Literacy Challenge Fund, which allows computer equipment purchases, and
the Technology Teacher Training Program, and conjinued commiiment to E-Rate. The
initiative should win broad suppor as Republicans and Democrats have supported AP fee
‘assistange and Senate Democrats and Republicans have consistently supported Star
Schools, a distance learning initiative. Total funding for the initiative would be $225
mtitlion, mcludmg $50 million for granis, $25 million for course development, and $125

million in mcreascs in existing programs.
[
}

The Backyard Teacher Recruitment Initintive —The problems of teacher recruitiment
and out-of-ﬁeld teaching are issues that loom large for public education. For schools and
districts in mrai areas and inner cities across the country they are cspecially difficuit.
Despitc {edcral and state efforts, these areas continue to have great difficulty finding
quelzﬁed carzé;dazcs in areas such as math, science and special education. This proposal
aimsto hei;} hfgh-neﬁé poor school districts with large percentages of out-of-field
teaching by paving for high-quality teachers in non-shortage field (o be trained and
certified in s?wziage areas. This program would focus on teachers who have already made
the éeCiSt{m to teach in high-need areas, Recognizing that they alrcady have teaching
experlise, the program would provide bonuses and tuition assistance for content training
in a high-need subject area for 10,000 teachcers across the country. In return, they would
eommit to wach for af least three years in their distrigh

While this can certainly not be considered a fix for teacher recruitment, it can provide
some immediate relief for districts with chronic teacher shortages in critical subject areas,
And by focusing on a population already in schools, it adds g needed dimensiontoa
federal recruitment effort that (ocuses Iargeiy on efforts to bring new people into the
profession. Teacher recruitment is a key issue in states across the nation and ceuid atéract
bipartisan support. The imiiative would eost $30 million.

Second-Chance Schools ~ This proposal would create new second-chance schools
through an infusion of additional funds to the Dcpartment of Education’s Charter Schools
program azzzmriwé for this purpose. The initiative would buald on the exasting charter
schools pwgr&m, maintaining priority for states with well-designed charter school laws
that hold schools accountable for resulis.  Second-chance schools would be intended to
serve students who have been removed from their previous schools because of diseipline
problems. This funding would support schools that provide slternative seltings for
disruptive studcnts while allowing them to continue academic work toward state
academic stzmdards This initiative would cost $50 million in (he first year.

i
Small Schools — This proposal would build on an initiative in the FYQQ appropriations
bill supported by Congressman Qbey to establish smaller learning communities in
America’s high schools. The program would offer competitive grants to school districts



that submit a'plan to create smaller lcamning environments for students by opening
smaller schools (including charier schools), or by breaking up larger schools using
strategies such as crealing schools-within-schools, establishing career academies, or
restructuring the school day. Allowable uses of federal funds could include planning and
implementation costs, prefessional development, team building, minor facility
renovation, additional planning time, legal and accounting consulting, supplies and other
refevant costs. These funds could alse be used to secd small charter high schools in the
district. The Obey mitiative 15 funded at 345 million in the FY 2000 appropriations bill
and wea recommend expanding funding to 3200 million for FYQ1.

SAT and ,»&(1”? Test Preparation — Historically poor and minorily students have not
seored well (:f?i college entrance exams such as the SAT and ACT. Af a time when these
$COIes are a very influential factor in college admissions and when backlash against
affirmative ascizzm 1s decreasing minority enrollment in some top institutions, it is
appropriate agxz:i necessary to offer low income students the same college test prep courses
that boost the scores of their more privileged classmates. This program would be modeled
after California’s College Preparation Partnership Program, which the NAACP has
recently rémmmendeé replicating across the country.  The program would suppori
partnerships af high schools, proven providers of college test prep courses (such as
Kaplan and Princeton Review), and community based organizations that would ofTer
high-need students college test preparation and other services related to college
admissions, fFurzélng for these parinerships would be distributed by competitive grant.
$30 million would serve approximately 50,000 students.

Teacher Recruitment — This program would provide competitive grants to high-
poverly school districts to develop programs to “grow their own” teachers as a means of
addressing their shortage of qualified teachers. Programs supported by this grant would
begin to eultivate and recruit students as they move through high sehool. Upon high
school graduation, paticipants would attend universities to gain expertise and teachor
certification in a high-need ficld. Afler college, the students would retum to high-poverty
districts 1o guaranteed teaching positions. Throughout the program, students would
receive exposure and training experiences at summer camps and as teaching assistanis.

* "Home grown” teachers would also receive salaries for work during high school and
college, scholarships for tuition, recruttment signing bonuses, and high quality
professional dcvelopmem This program could be started in 100 school districts with |
$1{)O million in FY 2001,
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Rewarding Work and Family: Unveil, perhaps with or after possible child care, health
IASUrance coveragﬂ and EITC announcements, additional key initiatives to promote work and
family, mcludlng a) 120,000 new housing vouchers for hard-pressed working families; b) grants
to help low-income working parents succecd on the job and move up the earcer ladder; and ¢)
initiatives to Ezeip working families get to work, through transportation grants and changes to
ensure famziz&s don’t have to choose between a reliable ear and food stamps.

Responsible i‘izmerbaoé Initiative: Promoting responsible fatherhood is the critical next stage
of welfare mi’am and one of the mast important things we can do (o reduce child poverty,. We
could a) announce new data showing the dramatic increases in child suppont collections made by
this Administration and at the same time put {orward a package of proposals to b) cnsure every
unemployed parent who owes child support goes to work and supporis his children; ¢} collect
more child support from parents who ean afford to pay; dj revise cutdated rules to ensure
methers and children receive mare of the support the father pays; and e} promote efforts 1o
ensure {athers reluming from prison becomie responsible fathers and responsible members of
society.

Employment for People with Disabilities: By enabling people with disabilities to work and
keep their health care, the Ticket o Work and Work Incentives Improvement Act of 1999 will
give individuals with disabilities a greater oppertunity to participate in our nation’s workforce.
To build on this progress, the FY 2001 budget will contain proposals (o assist people with
disabilitics in transitioning into the workplace, possibly including a) funding a $1,000 tax credil
for workers with disabilities, b) extending Medicare coverage ¢ven longer for people with
disabilitics who return to work, ¢) improving access to assistive technology, d) ensuring the
Depariment of Labor’s employment One Stop centers better serve people with disabilities, ¢}
funding a new.Office of Disability Pelicy at the Department of Labor and f) increasing
enforcement of the Americans with Disabilities Act.

Pramoting Independent Solutions: The budget may contain several initiatives to promote
important efforts by the independent, nonprofit sector, including 8} promoting increased
charitable giving by allowing all taxpayers (o take a tax deduction for charitable contributions
{only taxpayers who itemize now can} and reducing or siiminating the excise tax that
foundations must pay; b) increasing the capacity of the nonprofit sector through a new Nonprofit
Leadership Initiative; and ¢} increasing the involvement of community- and faith-based groups in
after-school and other important programs. Some of these initiatives grew out of follow-up to
the October White House Conference on Philanthropy :

§
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SOTU ROLLOUT IDEAS
FROM THE POLICY PLANNING TEAM

Enhancing the nation’s food safety system. We could rollout our food safety
budgel, UDC estimates that eontaminated food kills up to 5,000 Americans and
sickens ?{3 million more cach year. In keeping with President’s longstanding
commitment to cnsuring food safety, thig initiative will increase the number of
imported zzrzé domaestic food inspections by over 7,000, with a special emphasis on
high risk éamﬁsii{: foods such eggs and unpasteurized juice. [t will also place an
additional 100 inspection agents in the field. The FDA expects that this new
igveszmer:i will prevent over 100,000 illnesses per year.

Equal Paiy We could rollout our joint Department of Labor and Equal Employment
Oppcrtumty Commission equal pay initiative. This rollout would include
annauncement of a new $10 million initiative {paid for by the fees from HIB visas) in
order to promde training to women in nontraditional jobs in the high tech industry,
Native Alineriearl fnitiative. We could announce our over $1 billion Native
American FY2001 budget initiative. This initiative brings together all the agencies in
order (o address the needs of Native American communitics. Somc of the highlights
of (his initiative include: increased funding for BIA school construction; injtiatives to
address the “digital divide™ such a8 encouraging Native Americans (o ¢nter
information technology fields; funding 500 new Native American school
administrators; an over $200 million increase for the Indian Health Service, and over
$100 million for new roads in Indian Country.

Mainsiream Homeless Initiative: We could announce our FY 200! homelessncss
budget w&fi{;ﬁ is over §1 billion in HUD funding. We could also highlight a new
initiative that would ereate, for the first time, a2 mechanism by which states are
provided assssiame in order 1o easure that so-called “mainstream” programs —
Medicaid, CHIP, TANF, Food Stamps, and the Mcntal Health and Substance Abuse
Block Grant - are accountable to the bomeless, This now $10 million initiative
would award conmpetitive granis to $ or 7 state and large county health or social
service apencies with existing collaborations targeicd on improving services and
benelit receipt for homeless populations. States and counties would be selected based
on: (1) proposed cohancement of outreach aclivities for the homeless; (2) collection
of data regarding homeless staius during program intake questioning; (3}
demonstmted accountability in trealing the homeless; (4) specified fulure goals to
address the needs of the homeless; and (5) specific outcome measures that will be
used to see whether the homeless receive needed benefits and services.

!
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December 20, 1999

T Bruce Reed
Eric Lin
FROM: irenc Bueno

SUBJECT:  FY 2001 Budget Proposal and SOTU Ideas - EVENT IDEAS

In response to your request, the following are some event ideas for our FY 2001 budget
proposals. Please et me know if you would Iike to discuss further, Thanks.

IMMIGRATION EVENT IDEAS — New Americans

Background: In FY 2001, the Immigration budget will include funding for the ESL/Civics
Initiative; to streamline naturalization lesting program o provide high quality, timely and fair
service; and to provide additional funds to reduce naturalization and other immigration services
application congistent with our INS restructuring proposal. Below is a further update on these
budget pro;wsa%;& .

H
Event Ideas: E

(a) Naturalization Ceremony: The President could participate in one of the first naturalization
ceremony of the millennium, Al this ceremony, the President could emphasize the importance of
welcoming new Amernicans into the fabric of American society and the Administration’s efforts
to provide more funding for English courses that are linked to civics and life skills instructions,
to make sure that our naturalization test are fair and applications are considered timely, and to
restructure the INS to improve customer service.  The President could also mention his
immigration legislative priorities to provide fairness to immigrant families ( INS restructuring
legislation, restoration of important disability, health, and nutrition benefits to additional
categories of legal immigrants; passage of the Administration’s proposal to suppori the process
of democratization and stabilization now underway in Central America and Haiti and ensure
equilable treatment for migrants from these countries; and changing the registry date to permit
long-term migm;}ts to adjust their status - see fuller description below).

{b} ESL, Center - Alternatively or in addition, the President could visit a teaching center that
provides English as a Second Language Programs that are linked (o civics and lifeskills
instruction. However, since this program is run by Education it would make less sense (o discuss
INS budgel proposals and INS restructuring at this event.

f
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Immigration Bl:ldget Proposals lor FY2001 - Backgrouud

1. ESL/Civics Initiative. This proposal would provide funding to English as a Second
Language Programs thal are linked to civics and lifeskills instruction. In FY2000, the
President requested $70 million and received $25.5 million. In FY2001 budget request is
$75 million.

2. Streamlining the Naturalization Testing Proccss. This proposal would provide funding to
implement lh'e Pricewaterhousecooper's recommendations to strcamline and improve the
current nalurallzatlon citizenship test process. INS has begun lo implement these proposals
but have been hindered due to funding constraints and lack of expertise in implementing
these proposals The INS passback includes $1.5 million to begin implementation of these
recommendatlons INS expects it will take at least a two-year process to aclually institute all
the recommended reforms.

3. INS Restructuring Budget Proposals. The FY2001 budget provides $35 million in
appropriations to address INS system and capital infrastructure investment initiatives and
establishes a Immigration Services Capital Investment Fund (ISCIF) to provide funding for
on-going backlog reduction efforts in all immigration benefit programs and cover major
capital acquisitions. This fund will be capitalized with an estimated $93 million from two

.new fees: 1) A premium proccss {ee of $1,000 to expedite the adjudication of business-
related services. Payment of this voluntary fee will ensure INS action on an application
within 60-days through direct business-INS liaison; and 2) the re-authorization of the 245(1)
adjustment of status penalty provisions with proceeds divided between dctention and
immigration service improvement initiatives. The 245(i) adjustment of status program
permits certailn migrants to adjust their status while remaining within the United States.

4. Immigration Legislative Proposals

Central American and Haitian Parity Act of 1999. This proposal would allow
qualified nationals of El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, and Haiti an opportunity to
become lawful permanent residents of the United States if they.have been continuously
present in the United States since December 1, 1995, Consequently, under this bill,
eligible nationals of these countries would receive treatment equivalent lo that granted to
the Nicaraguans and Cubans under Nicaraguan Adjustment and Central American Relief
Act of 1997 (NACARA). This is an Administration proposal (hat which has bipartisan
support.

|
Registry Date Revision. This proposal would permit long-term migrants to adjust their
status 1flhey have been in the US since 1986. Since 1952, the United States immigration
law has pcrmltted individuals who have been living in thc United States for a long period
of lime and are of good moral eharacter to become legal permanent residents (seclion 249
of the lmmlgratlon and Naturalization Act). This provision is referred to as the “registry
date”. The registry date has been reviscd throughout the ycars and the last time the
registry date was revised was in 1986 to its current date of January 1, 1972.  The policy
rationale behind the registry dale is rccognition that undocumented immigrants who have
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resided in the country for a long period have developed substantial ties to this country
ineluding establishing families, homes and ties to their communities, There is little
national interest in tracking down and deporting these individuals.  Furthermore, this
proposal will help tate amnesty individuals.

Restoration of Discretion. This proposal would primarily restore immigration judges
diserction not to delain or deport certain legal immigrants who have commitied crimes
and some other provisions.  The 1996 Immigration Reform law instituted some harsh
provisions that have resulted in the iragic separations of families. Almost daily, there are
stories about legal immigrants who have families, jobs and are valuable members of
American society whe are being deported because many years ago they commitied
crimes that may have been considered minor at the time have since been determined (o be
aggravated felonies. And immigration judges no longer have the discretion not to enforce
éepoﬂaiwn orders. Currently, there are several bills, Including legislation sponsored by
Republicans, to undo some of the harshness of those laws, by restoring immigration
judges discretion. | am working with DOJ on developing on a proposal. This is the
target (3}f a campaign that immigrant advocates have begun called Fix 86,
!
5. ApNet Registry for Farmworkers. The President’s FY 2006 Department of Labor budget
.included a fequest $10 million to fund America’s Agricultural Labor Network {“AgNet”) that
would benci’;t agrieultural industry and farmworkers by cstablishing an efficient altemative
mechanismito match workers with employment cpp{zrtumhcs The final FY 2000 budget
does not contain funding for this proposal but 1t is impontant to reintroduce this proposal to
demonstrate the Administration’s commitment (o ensure an adequate labor supply {or
growers in a prediciable and timely manner.  We expeat that next year Congress will
consider a broader legislation proposal io overhaul the current system that the Administration
opposes. The Department of Agriculture staff believes that AgNet could substantially
improve growsr’s recruitment efforts provided we work with growers, fanmworker advocates
and develop publie-private partnerships to ensure that the system is widely available and user
friendly, The FY 2001 budget propasal will include a request of $10 million,

CIVIL RIGHTS EVENT IDEAS

Background: In FY 2001, the budget inctudes $98 million for the Departinent of Justice’s Civil
Rights Division ~ the highest budgel request for this effice. In FY2000, the President requested
and the final budget agreement included $82 million — this represented a 19 percent increase
from the previous year. The FY 2001 budget includes additional funding for ADA education,
training, and enforeement and criminal investigations of hate crimes and police abuses cases;
“funding for hate crime prevention assistance and fraining; and funding for One America
dialogues (see ?eiew for fuller description).
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Event Ideas:
{a) Civil Rights Budget — The President could participate in a Civil Rights Budget event with
the need for Congress to pass hate crimes legistation. This event could be tied to Martin

Luther King’s birthday.

{b} Hate Crimes Legislation - Alternatively, the President could participate in a hate erimcs _
event urging Congress fo pass hate erimes legislation and to fund fully the President’s request
for the Civil Rights budget.

Civil Rights Budget Proposals « Background

FULFILLING THE PROMISE OF THE AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT
July 2000 marks the tenth anniversary of the enactment of the Americans with Disabilities Act,

‘the landmark cm§ rights law that provides comprehensive civil righis protections for this
natior’s 54 mziimn persons with disabilities. The Civil Rights Division has primary

. responsibibty fcfr ADA enforeement, and du:‘mg the first 10 years has focused its efforts on this
nation’s largest enzmes franchisers and chains in the private sector and large government

" agencics in the pzzi}ize arena. Agreements with hotel chains, restaurants, enterlainment venues,
police departments, and local governments have removed arehitectural barricrs for people with
mobility impaimicnis and provided scrvices in an accessible format to people who have hearing
or vision impairments. Everyday aspects of American datly life -- things many Amcrnicans take
for granted .- are’opﬁning to people with disabilitics,

Despite these effons too many barriors continue to exist. People with disabilities have bocame
increasingly fruslratcd that, afier 10 years of ADA outreach and enforeement, that they continue
to be denied rcady access to communily programs and public sccommodations. To effeet the
fundamental change that the ADA’s enaetment promised, the Civil Rights Division seeks to
expand its implementation efforts under the ADA by proposing four new initiatives to fulfill the
promise of the new millennium for people with disabilities:

Project Community Access: Most Americans take for granted the ability to use basic
government services - 1o call 911, to hop on a public bus or subway car, o pay a late
atility hill in person, to vote, to apply for a driver’s license, to land a government job if
qualified, to adopt a stray dog at 1he local shelter, to fight a traffie ticket in court, and to
live and participale in integrated communities. Yet millions of people with disabilities
are not able 10 successiully accomplish one or more of (hese basie acts of community life
because building architeclure, communicalion systems, public mass transit systems, and
diseriminatory attitudes, policies, and praciices continuce 1o exelude them, even though it
is illegal.| Project Community Access will foeus on brining down these barriers and make

thase hasic services accesmble to all Americans.
|

H

Training law enforcement officers on mental disabilities: On too many occasions, we
have wi in}z:ssz:é tragic situations involving law enforeement officers and a person with a
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menta] disability, Gificers may musinterpret the threat posed by mentaily disabled
persons,Fwith tragic, and often lethal, results. Providing {raining on how o identify and
deal with persons who have a mental disability will help 1o reduce situations involving
excessive and unnecessary force by law enforcement officers,

Opening America’s Ristory: People with disabilities are still denied access to many
American destinations, such as historie landmarks and tourist aftractions. These
destinations themselves may have barriers to access. Private transportation, such as tour
buses or.shuttles to and through these sites, is not accessible. Hotels, motels, restaurants,
service stations, rest stops, and & myriad of other accommodations remain inaccessible to
persons with disabilities. Millions of American families are being denied the opportunity
to share in and beneiit from the rich and living history available at these sites.  Additional
personnel is critical to the Section’s ability to significantly impact access in this
lmportant area, to make sure America’s historie landmarks and tourist sttractions are
avaxlabl? to persons with disabilities.

Meeting Unmet Needs for’ ADA Information: Over the last 10 vears, the Division has
reached oul to Amerniea’s businesses, 10 State and local governments, and to persons with
disabilities to inform them of their rights and obligations under the ADA. This
knowledge is essential to ADA compliance because if people understand the ADA and
know how to oompiy, they will ::ompiy with the law. But many in the business world
and people with disabilities remain uninformed about the ADA, Small towns and
busmesses in rural areas, non-English speakers, and minority populations in urban centers
have been difficult to reach. The Division proposes to take additions! steps 10 reach these
under served rural and urban populations. We can also use new technology and a
multi-media approach (o serve z diverse, information-hungry audience.

HATE CRIME PREVENTION ASSISTANCE AND SUPPORT

Preventing and prosecuting hate crimes and passage of the Hate Crimes legistation is a high
priority for the Administration.  This year, hate crimes took the lives of many Amerieans
because of their race, ethnic background or sexual onentation,  The Department of Justice as
well as many state and local governments have established working groups and other entities (o
prevent and prosecute hate crimes in their community. This proposal would expand the
resources of the Department to provide technical assistance and support to federal {including the
Hate Crimes Working Group), staie and local faw enforcement o prevent and respond to alleged
hate crimes. This proposal is part of the Hate Crimes legisiation that the Administration
submitted earlier this ygar.

C()M}i’UNITY{' PARTNERSIIPS TO PROMOTE ONE AMERICA DIALOGUES

President Cimton has called upon the Americans lo have an honest and frank discussion about
race. Talking is a first step towards action. Experience has shown and race relations experts also
agree that eozzszmcfzve dialogue is widely accepted as one of the most effective ways (o start to
address race relations. This proposal would provide about $3 mitlion for the Department of
Justice to support and technieal assistance 1o state and local governments and community- based
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and other ergamzmzm‘zs to promote and {acilitate dxalogues on racial diversity and understanding.
This would mciuée utilizing and implementing the One America Race Dialogue Guide in
communitics thwﬁghcui the country. This guide was developed by DOJ’s Community Research
Service as a toed kit to help communities frame a dialogue around race.

ONE AMERIC!& PUBLIC EDUCATION CAMPAIGN. {Funding was not provided
specifically for this proposal but I would still ike to explore way to secure funding perhaps as
part of the Community Partnerships for One America Dialogues).

The face of Ameriea has and will continue to change in dramalic ways in the new milleanium,
There is a need t:p raise awareness of the growing diversity of America and to support and
amplify various positive ¢fforts that are underway to promote tolerance and diversity. Indeed,
the White House Office on One America has met.with a broad range of organizations and
eonstitueneies, including eorporate, media, educational, advocacy and non-profit. The
overriding consensus is thal a national visibihty eampaign is essential to promole toleranee and
diversity. A fecal peint message for the camipaign is 2 national imperative that Americans must
be prepared (0 meet the challenges of diversity and 1o reap the rewards of diversity in the new
millennmum. f

This One America Public Education Campaign would be modeled afler the Office of National
Drug Contral i’citcy (ONDCP) Media Campaign to encourage Americans particularly kids 1o
stay drug-free. To get the word out, the ONDCP eampaign has $1 billion over five years for
paid mediz; involves a series of public/private partnerships that generate a range of
communieation activitics; and suppert efforts of scheels, civic and community orgamzations.

The One America Public Education Campaign would be a much smaller campaign run by the
White House Qfficc of One America in conjunclion with other appropriate White Housc offices
and federal agencies. The campaign would involve:

Public Service Announcements - $1 million to help fund Public Serviee
Announcements (PSAs) and other range of communication activities including internet,
publications such as the Weekly Reader and Scholastic Magazine that target youth, to
send out 2 message that 1s positive and proactive aboul race. NBC Broadcasting and this
yemr's “The More You Know” PSAs that focus on tolerance is a good model for the types
of products that the Campaign would promote.

Public/Private Partnerships — One America would build parinerships with public-
private organizations to help leverage funding for these communication activities that
reinforees the message.  Similar to the ONDCP campaign, we could challenge the
entertainment, high tech, and other industries {o help reinforce the federal communication
activities. For example, we could pariner with organizations with the Advertising
Council, YWCA and other organizations involved in media and visibility campaigns, to
promote 'divcrsity and tolerance.

Cummunitv Partnerships to Promote One America Dialogaes - provide additional

rcsourccs for the Department of Justice’s Community Relations Service for support and
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techmczfl assistance to state and local governments and community- based and other
orgamzalzons to promote and facilitate dialogues on racial diversity and understanding.
This wmzh:i mmclude utilizing and implernenting the One Amgrica Race Dialogue Guide in
cemm&zmiics throughout the country. This guide was developed by CRS as a too! kit to
help cz}z}nmaﬁziy s frame a dialogue around race.
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FY 200%

Program ; FY 2000 FY 2000 FY 2001
{millions of §) {request} {final} {CEQ rec.)
Lands Legacy 1030 652 1400
Salmon Recovcriy 218 126 225
(NOAA Fund and ESA)
Climate Change*

CCT] 1366 10589 1366

GEF 143 36 200

CAPF 200 0 150

New | -- - 328
Trapical Forests - — 44

ENVIRONMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS PRIORITIES

FY 20011
{OMB pb)

926

213

1349
176

0

CEQ New
Add to pb

+380

.

0
i
3
+8{

+4{

The chart shows the CEQ proposed distribution of $500 million in polential new initiative
funding for FY 2001. OSTP has alse proposed $125 million in new initiatives spending for
climate as part of an S&T initiative, with $85 million for science and 363 million for biofuels

research. The CEQ proposal is consistent with the OSTP proposal and would add $13 million to

bicfuels and give $65 million to 2 new trade promotion effort, Beeause part of the OSTP
proposal would support research under CCTI, approval of the OSTP proposal would also

increase CFTI slightly above the FY 2000 request.
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ENV&R{}NMI}NT BUDGET PROPOSALS

Lands Lt};gaeg:E

f
The POTUS would announee a major merease in funding to proteet sensitive lands af all levels
of government and would onee again call for creation ofa permanent trust to provide dedicated
funding for this purpose in the future. The announcement eould alse be combined with a
POTUS status on the possible ereation of new nalional monuments,

This proposal includes DOI, USDA, and NOAA and provides funding for acquisition and
protection of sensitive Federal land and siate and local greenspace. The content of the FY 2001
proposal is similar to the FY 2000 request lovel of 31030 M, with the main exception that the
level would be increased to $1.3 billion in an cffort to broaden support for permanent legislation
by expanding the coastal and wildlife protection pieces,

Climate Change:

The POTUS would announce a major increase in support for climate activities. The
announcement would have four major parts: (1) the next installment in the multi-year Climate
Change T&chm?ogy Intiative, ineluding tax proposals; {2) a renewed call for the EPA’s
innovative Ciczn Air Partnership Fund; (3) vigorous implementation of the President's execulive
order on hmfucls to promote renewable energy sources; (4) inercased funding for the Global
Envirgnment Facrltiy, the lead 118, entity for promoting positive inlernational action on elimate
change; and (5) a new intemational effort {o promote clean U8, technologies abroad.
]

|
The international clean energy effort builds on the reeommendations of the President’s Couneil
of Advisors on Scienee and Technology. Electrie power accounts for one third of greenhouse
gas emigsions; with the fastest growth oceurring in developing countrics. By 2020, a prejected
£1.7 tinilion will be invesied in power capaeily in developing countries. These measures would
help demonstrate to developing countrics that they can protect the environment while growing
their e&onc:mes and would help encourage their participation in global climate change efforts.

i

Tropical Forest Censervation:

The proposal would expand AILY's work on tropical forest, implement the Congressionally
authorized Tropical Forest Conservation Act at Treasury, and provide technical assistapee to
struggling developing eountries through USDA, The initiative would be designed in part to help
the UL.S. to respond to eniticisms heard during the WTQ process aboul the impacts of
international trade on forests,

Salmon Recovery:

This proposal consists of @ Salmoen Recovery Fund, which funds state efforis in the Pacific NW
and the implementation ¢f the treaty with Canada, and Endangered Species Aot money for
NOAA. The FY 2001 proposat maintains FY 2000 proposed level of 3160 million for the Fund,



FIREARMS ENFORCEMENT PROPOSALS

Original Propoesal: $309 million total
f. $275 million propesal {Need $34 million in proposed reductions)

Keep ariginal requosts buf change:

¥

{a} Pr@secuwrsv_

250 Federal prosceutors $28.7 million {-$28.7 million}
750 ]GC%}EI prosecutors $112.5 million {increasc could be eanmarked

! within existing $200 million
i COMMUnNItY Prosecutons}

. {
(b) Brady/NCHIP  $19.7 million {-$5.3 million)

Towal reduciion= 834 million

2. $250 million prepoesal (Need $59 million in proposed reductions)
4

. i .
Kecp original requesis bul change;

{a) Ballistics ms%irzg £ 30.5 millien (-$5.3 million)
ATF -- $26 mithion
FBI ~ $4.5 nullion

{ BradnyCH]i’ — I3 {HCTease {-825 million}
{¢) Prosecutors !
250 Fede;ral prosecutors $28.7 mitlion {- $28.7 million)
750 local prosecutors $112.5 million {increase coutd be zarmarked

within existing $200 million
COMMURILY prosecutors)

L

c{f"‘f Total reduetion = $59 million
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Crime Budget Priorities
Increases over Enacted

{$ in millions)
DPEG Current/ Possible .
Request Offer Comments g .‘.‘9\
rearms Enforcement: \§
500 New ATF Agerts | 5690 5145 Funds105agents - k&
: ‘“' Y
250 New ATF Inspeciors 4.6 8.4 Funds 144 inspeclors
Gun Tracing {Treasuty) 12.8
1,800 Gun Proseculons
500 Fedarat * " £7.5 7.0 Funds 80 positions
500 Siste/local 750 75.0 Earmarkad withi $200M fur prosscutors

{

i

% OPC requests $35.8 bul does nof specify the split
! bet. Treas and Dod. iotat gurrent offer is 368.4M
Expanded Ballistics . a5.2 balance of 32840

Fal 14

: B

Brady Bacxground Cracks {(Slates)

by doubdirg NCHIP ($358 in 2000) A5.0 250
National Iqstanl Notification 50 50 ¢
Subtotal Firearms Enforcoment 304.0 150.0 ) F‘-“h ‘é‘ﬂ" ‘N\A
Kids and Guns:
Promoting Gun Safaty (Treasury) 20 0.0
Local Media Campaign (Just*oe} 10.0 10.0 Earmarkin Byrne

Rentry " Reatry Counts and Rentry Farinerships 1250 %B includes $25M for Tirug Testin
] +

|

Palice Gun Buvhagk 1
Ending Re-sale of Lsed Police Weapons 10.0

10.0 Earmark in COPE L -

s .

1 Gentury Policing

Exira hiring funds would reduce prossautors o

COPS Hirng ' 200.0 50.0 $150 milion

Zero Tolerance Drug saggggggm
Drug Testng 156.0

H

800 includes T28M for ONDCR

Drug Courts ! 35¢

, . o
Remdenticd Subsiance Ahuse Traatment 22‘8
£

i TOTAL 53480

* DOJ reports inat 500 Federal prosecutors would resull in between 2[300 § per year and require $1.3 - $3.8 I

e LROYICHOn
bidlion in new prisan.gonsipction and an annual cost of batween 3320 mallion - $1.515 billion 1o furud prison operation, delention )
ardl the LS, Marshals, .
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FY 2001 Crime Budget ldeas/Priorities

Firearms Enforcement (3309 million)

The National Gun Enforccment Project (8309 million): This would be a multi-pronged initiative
to put an unpresedented level of resources into firearms enforeement:

More ATF agents than ever (369.1 million}. Our initistive would fund 500 pew ATF agents lo
support local enforcement imitiatives throughout the country in making eases against armed
eriminals, investigate more gun trafficking cases ineluding straw purehasers, gun show
enforcement, and Brady denial cases. This would cover additional agents to expand the Youth
Crime Gun Interdiction Initiative to a total of 50 eilies,

New ATF inspé{:zers to crack down on unserupulous deslers, manufacturers and distnibutors
($14.¢ mi]%iczz}l?ﬁe nsitigtive could fund 230 new ATE inspectors o work with ATF agenis to
ensure industry compliance with gun laws and regulations. Enforcement efforts would focus on
Koensees with indicators of crine gun activity, sueh as high numbers of crime gun traces.

Comprchenssve crame gun fracing (312 million). The initiative would be the Woward an
effort for law enforcement to traee every ¢tine gun in America. It would fund ATF training and
software for 2530 cities and Tocalities to help them trace firearms, and additional staff for the
National Tracing Center fo accommodate the increase in trace requests.

1,000 new gun prosecutors ($132.5 million). The initiative would fund 1,000 new federal, state
and local gun prosecutors to increase overall firearms prosecutions: 500 federal prosecutors and
500 state and loeal prosecuters. The new prosecutors would bolster the local gun sirategies
developed by all 94 U.S. Attorneys in response to the President’s dircetive on gun enforcement.
One federal prosecutor would be assigned to every judicial distriet to coordinate firearms cases
with {ocal authorities to maximize scntencing for the most dangerous gun eriminals, The
inftiative would provide $57.5 million for federal prosecutors and support staft, and $75 miltion
for state and Jocal prosecutors, potentiatly designated out of the community prosecutors’
initiative, '

Expanded ballist}cs testing ($35.8 million). The initiative will make it more diffieult for
criminals 1o cover up crimes commilted with firearms by expanding the use of ballistics
mformation. Ballisties testing helps police track down gun criminals using bullets or ballet
casings left ot crime scenes, The funds would support the new ATF/FBL universal system — gun-
fire. el W ereate a national ballistics information network and will help o triple the number o1
existing ballistics testing systems io over 200 law cnforeement agencies over a two-year periad,

Stronger Brady backerovnd ehecks through records improvement {320 million). The mitliative
would make background checks more effective — and prevent more eriminals, mentally unstable
persons, siaikcrﬁ, and other prehibited persons from buying guns - by doubling the eurrent level
of NCHIP funding. This will help States to computerize and make other improvements (0




criminal history records, menial healib records, domestic violence restraining orders, and other
criminal justice records, and facilitate better records shanng for law enforcement and other
purposes.

Naticnal Instani Notification (NIN) {35 million). This new prevention systen: would help make
the Nattonal Instant Criminal Background Check System (NICS) an cven more powerful
enforcement toel by sending instant notifications of Brady denials (o Jocal authorities when
felons or other restricted persons are Hlegally attempting to purchase guns in their communitics,
The NIN system would rely on existing technologies to fransmii the notifications threugh
NLETS, which connects every law enforcement agency in the nation. Funding would support
additionai pczso:nnel and computers.

Kids and Guns (312 million)

Promoting gun safety (82 million). The initiative will help expand information, outreach and
rescarch about gun safety and gun technology to help prevent childrens’ acecss to guns,
accidental écaihs, and other unautborized uses. The initiative will fund gun safety technology
cXperts, research, and related publi¢ education initiatives at ATF.

Local media campaigns on gun safety and gun vielence, {$10 million) The injtiative would
provide matching grants from the Justice Department to support local media campaigns finked to
the laeal gun violence strategics to highlight proper storage of guns as well as other messages to
prevent child access, accidents, and other forms of gun violence. Localities could also use media
campaigns 10 publicize gun penallies to maximize deferrence against gun crime,

Community Supervision of Released Offenders (3125 million)

Reentry Courts and Reentry Partnerships (875 miltion). The reentry initiative will help address
conununity safety coneerns, lower recidivism rates, as well as support issues for the nearly
500,000 inmates that will leave prison this year, Two-thirds of all prisoners re-arrested for new
offenses within three years of releasc. The mitiative — which would ideally be targeted to arcas
with the most returning offenders -- would be comprised of three elements: reentry partncrships,
recatry courts, an';l the hiring of more probation and parole offieers.

Reentry partnerships (850 mitlion}. Through reentry partnerships, police and correptions
ageneics would team up wilh other community service providers and local orgamizations
(e.g., faith-based groups, eivie organizations, fatherhood groups) o monitor offenders
reemering the community from prison or jail. In addition to providing greater
supervmon of offenders, the parinerships would target and provide resources sueh as
drug tremmfmt job training, 2nd mental health services — a3 well as help ensure that ehild
suppori m.i{}lkzer outstanding obligations are met. This would fund up 10 50
demonstration sites, one per state. Communities with the highest number of reeently
released offenders would be targeted.
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Reentry courts (825 million). Reentry courts would use the drug court eoncept of judicial
supervision to oversee offenders on conditional release. Offenders would meet regularly
scheduled court appearances on the slatus of individual accountability plans, with
graduated sanetions for failing to meet plan requirements. Reentry courts would work
with community serviee providers to identify and targel needed resources for the
offender. This would fund up to 25 sites for reentry courts,

Hiring more probation and parcle officers {350 million). To heighten community supervision of
oflenders, and to complement reentry couris/parinerships, the instiative would establish a grant
program to provide {unds for localities to hire additional probation and parole officers. These
officers would help commumties to betler momtor oifenders through frequent home visits,
regular drug testing, location monitoring devices, and other means.  Officers could administer
swift and certain punishment for offenders who violate the terms of their parole or probation.

Police Gun Boyback ($10 million}

Ending the re-sale of used police weapons and scized guns ($10 million). This initiative would
encourage state and local police depariments to end the practice of re-selling used police puns
and confiscated ¢rime guns on the civilian market. The grant program, which ¢ould be {unded by
the Justice Department or Treasury Department, would purchase used police guns on a one-time
basis {rom departraents on the condition that they permanently agree to halt re-sales or trade-ups
in the {uture (unless they want to transfer the guns to another police agency) and destroy all
seized fircarms., All purchased guns would be destroyed.

Local Law ﬁnfé;rccmmt&i * Century Policing Initiative ($1.475 billion)

21st Contury ?{}iiciz}g Initiative (31.4273 hilbon): This proposal would centinue the President’s
21 Century Policing Initiative mto its second year, with added resources for hiring to meet the
goul of 30,000 officers by FY 20035, Our request would fund the hiring and redeployment of
8,000.9,000 officers; law enforcement technology, community prosectiors; and community
erime prevention. This includes: $800 million for hiring {about $600 million for straight hiring
and $200 mii%ii}{; to rotain current hiring-related earmarks); $350 million for law enforcement
technology; $200 million for commumity prosecutors; and $125 miltion for community crime
prevention,

H

Zevo Tolerance: Drug Supervision {3300 million)

This mitintive combines Xey programs to promote coereed abstinence from drugs {or offenders
under criming) justice supervision, This funding level builds on the FY 2000 budget request.
The mitiative provides: {1} 5150 million 1o help sinfes and loealities fo drug test, treat, and
punish prisoners, parclecs and probationers; (23 875 mullion for drug eourts; and (3) $75 million
for the Residential Substance Abuse Treatment program 10 provide intensive drug treatment fo



hardoore drug asers before and after they are relensed from prison,



Record Type: Recerd

To: Bruce N, Reet/OPD/ECP@EOCP, Eric P. LiW/OPD/EOP@ELCP
o Cynihiz A. Rice/OPEQP@EQR, Leanne A. Shimabukuro/OPD/EOP@GEDP, Deanne E.
Benos/OPD/EDPREQP

Subject: DOL ex-offender funds

We hear good news that OMB is planning to give DOL an additionat $45 mitlion for ex-offender
empioyment grants, for total funding of $75 M. DOL requesied $200 M, pass back was $30 M, we
suggested an additional $20 M targeted for the communities participaling in the DG re-entry iniliative,
and OMB is granting that plus another $25 M. We've told OMB  they need lo convey to DOL that at least
$20 million of the add-on has to be closely coordinated with DOJ funds, by largeting communities and
populations participating in the re-entry initiative. We thoughl # was necessary to send a clear signal now,
otharwise DOL may end up focusing all the money on youthful offenders, which is thelr priority. While
DOL. has a preily generous notion of "youth”, we want to make sure that older offenders leaving prison
through the re-entry partnerships also receive the critical emplaymeant services they need o work, meat
their {amily responsibilities, and lessen the chance they'# comrmit another crime.
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Recorg Type: Record

To: Bruca N. Reed/OPD/EQOP@EQP

cC: Eric P. LiWOPD/EOP@EOP, Deanne E, BarnosiOPLEQP@ECP, Anna RichledGPDIECPEEGP, Cathy
R, MaysiOPDIEOP@EOP
Subject: budget paper for Michaal Delch

Here is the wish list for Daich. A few additions/ changes to nate from the last varsion we subimitiad:

e The firearms enforcement inifiative is now $308 million. We added: a §20 million ingreage for ¢riminal
history records improvement for better Brady checks, and $5 mition for a new national instant
notification system tied to NICS to send instant notifications of Brady denials 10 loca! suthoriiies when
felons or other restricted persons are filegally aliempling 10 purchase guns In their communities, Alsg,
we relooled the gun salety initiative a bit 30 it is clearly within currant Traasury authonly,

& We added $200 miliion for COPS 10 help gol us 1o the 30,000 goal by FY 2008, CORS estimates that
it wili take between $180 million 1o $230 million more than current budget level altows o do this, We
will have funded abcut 109,050 officers by the end of FY 2000 - leaving 41,000 10 be Rinded over the
nex: five fiscal years. Whila this technically maans that we will nged o fund less than 10,000 per
vear, COPS wants to overshoot the 50,000 total a bit to allow for MORErelated downward
adjustments {hal will inevilably cocur,

»  We added $35 mitlion fo the zero tolerance drug supervision initiative to make it a 3300 million total
initialive. S0 now, we're only $500 million below the VP's “Get OFf the Juice or Rat in Prison Forever™
Program {offline program name}, which is pretly similar in concept.

Who knew that spending money could be 50 hard?

PY2001 rald.do
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Record Type:  |Record

i
Ta Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP@EDE, Eric P. LiWOPDIEQP@EOP

£e! Deanne E. Benos/OPD/EQOP@EOP, Cathy R. Mays/GRDECHRECR, Ama RiehlenOPDEQPRECP
Subject: budget biurb for gun safety technology

In response to'your request, here is a brief budget paragraph description on NI funds for gun
safety technology. As it turns out, the cerrent FY 2001 Justice budget provides 34 million
after passback. We propose increasing it to $10 million.

Improving Gun Safety Technology ($10 miltion). This would fund expanded development,
testing and rephcation of “smart gun™ technologles that can help ensure that guns cannot be
used accidentally by children or intentionally by someone other than their proper owner, The
funds would be used by NII to help replicate and distribute certain childproofl gun prototypes
to law enforcement for fickd esting, provide training for law enforcement, and advance the
development of other smart gun technologies.

{This proposed funding level is 36 million more than the passback level,  NIJ internally
sought $10 million for such research in the FY 2000 budget, and could use this level of
funding; the final FY 2000 budget included $4 million, none of which was funded in the final
CIJS appropriation. |
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: FIREARMS ENFORCEMENT PROPOSALS

:
:

i

Original Proposal: 3309 million tutal

1. 5275 million proposal (Need 534 million in proposed reductions)

Keep onginal requests but change:

{a) Prosecutors
250 Federsl prosecutors $28.7 million
750 local prosecutors $112.5 million

{b} Brady/NCHIP $19.7 million

(~§28.7 million)

{increase could be carmarked
within existing $200 million
community prosecutorsk

{-35.3 mitlion)
Total reduction= $34 million

2. $250 million proposal (Need $59 million in proposed reductions}

Keep original requests but change:

{a) Ballistics testing § 30.5 million
ATF — $26 million
FBI -- $4.5 million
:
|
(b} Brady/NCHIP - no increase
i
{c} Prosecutors
250 Fc;dezai proseeutors $28.7 million

{
750 local prosecutors $112.5 million

{-$5.3 miltion)

(-$23 million)

{- $28.7 miilion)

{increase could be carmarked
within existing $200 million
community prosecutors}

Total reduction = $3% million
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COFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
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MEMORANDUM FOR GENE SPERLING
! BRUCE REED
NEAL LANE
‘ GEORGE FRAMPTON

FROM: E Jack Lew
Sylvia Mathews

SUBIECT: FY 2001 Initistive Proposals

Al zchcd for your review is a table histing the initiatives discussed in the policy eouncils’
memoranduns (o the President. [ would appreciate i you could roview the document (o ensure
that afl of your proposals have been included and help us 1 1o the missing cost information for
the praposals, W{;: may discuss these issues with the President as early as Thursday, se it would
be helpful to gel any cemmcents and information vou can provide as soon as possible tomorrow
morning. If you have any questions or comments, please call Rob Nabors at x55604.

uatervoli
(‘__.,Le\-c v\. Mba ,
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FY 2001 Initiative Proposals

(3 in billions)
FY 2001 FY 2001-2005 FY 2001-2010
Cost - Cost Cost
Science and Technology for the 215t Century : 1.500

Restoring balance by foousing On university-based research
Cornrect dispainties between disciplings

B{ea‘gh;eagb ressarch for the New Millenium

Millenium fund for University Research - o0
frouble University-Dased Research in five yoers

Clean Epnergy for the 2'ist Century 8,204
Global Clean Ensgyy inthe 215t Century R TN
Clean Alr Bong o

A Permanent Lands Legacy 1.350

Greening the Globe 0.15¢
Gilnbal Forest Fund {100
Lebt-For-Nature 0.060

Clean Waters Across America 3.000
Wastewsler systems improvements . 1.500
Reduce sontamination from farmingfranching 0.500
Restoration of wetlands & Gulf of Mexico Dead Zone Q.500
Assis! Sialos with Greal Lakes pollution 0.500

Building More Livable Communities 1.408

Betler Amedes Bonds (§1.4 B over fva vaars)
Exparvding transporistion choices
Mext generalion of brownbalds redevelopment

Strengthening and Modernizing Medicare
Plan 16 Skrengehen and Modemfze Medicare
Madicare Freventive Benefil Authoriiy
immunosuppressive Drug Exiension Adugimean 8100
GCancer Clinfcal Trials (three years 2002-2004) 8.750



FY 2001 Initiative Proposals

{3 in billions}
FY 2001 FY 2001.2005
Cost Cost

improving Access to Affordable Health insurance Coverage

o e s s M\anam;;y Hegllh ingyranes imbinbeg e G e ——— 2 e e e e e ot g

Medionn Opdion o Qover Poor Adults
Tax Gredit o Individual insurance fo Address Current Tax nequily
Encauraging Small Businesses to Offer Health Insurance
Meticare Buy.in for Cerain 85 1o 65 Year Cids
Medicaid Cevarags y Cenaln Women with Breast Cancer
All Faderal Workers have Access to Employer Based Insurance
‘Tax Cradit for COBRA Conlinuation Coverage

Finishing the Job of Targeting and Enrolling Uninsured Chiidmn

. Fneauraging School-Based Qutreach

Ensuring Seamlass Heallh insurance Coverage for Children

Long-Term Care Initiative -

Discretionary Initiatives
Preventing Medical Errors 0.060
Internet Drug Sales -+ ' a1
Preventing Breast and Prostate Cancer - B.0%0
Improving Nursing Home Quality 0031
Education Funds for Children's Hosplals 0,104
Addressing Mental lliiness 0.100
HIV and AIDS 8100
Access for Uninsured Americans . £3.500
invesiment in Biomedical Reseach . bHw1s
Safeguards Against Scientific pnd Blomedical Abuses

Early ChildhoodfUniversal Freschool VAW
Increase Head Stant Funding D400
Early Childhood Leaming Fund 2400 \e \)};

.
. y \ﬁd Q“&
Universal Afterschool {0.550 *

G Colremnt

# AR

1EG00
140
1.800
L300

1.000
0.500

6.000

i

FY 20042018
Cogd

35,000
.50
23040

3.006

0t 46

20 to 38



FY 2041 initiative Proposals

{$ in billions)

{ass giza

' : FY 2001
SE("‘"L n”f"rkw'llw ) Cost

Turning Around Every Failing School

"Closing the Digital Divide
Commmunity Techinology Centers
Beveiop Universal Inlemat Access
Taacher Training for the Intgmed
School Internet Modemization Fund

Ciosing the Opportunity Gap for College
Keeping Sludents On Track o College
AP Courses Online and Tast Prep for Poor Kids
Refundable Hope Scholarship and Pall Grant Increase
Challenging Students 10 Complele Tollage

Demanding Responsibie Fatherhood

Rewarding Work and Family

Expaading Mousing Youchers

Expanding Health Loverage
Extend OHIP 10 Parenis
Cuiireach to Brrol Uninsured Children In Medicaid
fastore Oplion o Cover Legat immigrants
Prograssive Savings Accoumns

Rewarding Work and Family Through the EITC andg Child Care
Making the EITC Even More Pro-Work
£8C increases for three children
Child Care Blook Grant in Discrelinnary Budgel
Making the Depersient Care Tax Crafit Refundable

Now Markets Initiantive and Empowarment Zones
Expanded Mow Marketls Tax Crodié
Expansied Empowerment Zones Credit
Exparded Low-Incoms Housing Tax Credit

4.300

Ry R

0.470
4.100
8100

0.420
0.254
0.078
0.100
0288

1.000

0.2640

0.800

FY 2001-2GG5
Cost

Js

$io018

4040

FY 20012010
Cost

3105

10.009

10.000

5.000
18 to 15
01035

3.000
3.000

11.000
8.000

8.006

4.000

30
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Tobacco Budget 1deas

; 12/12/99 DRAFT

H
Price Increuse: The following proposals would reduce youth smoking by raising the price of
cigarettes and providing tobacco companies with incentives o siop markeling tobaceo to children.

H
Optien 1. Siafiiiﬁg in FY 2001, the federal tobacco exelse tax would be raised by 25 cents. If youth
smoking does not deercasc by ope-third within three years and by half within five years, the excise
tax would be raised by another 25 cents in FY 2003 and FY 2005, Thus, to avoid additional tax
increases, yozzﬁz smoking would have 10 deeline by one-third between 1999 and 2002 and by hal(
between 1999 ané 2004,

Optima f: Cigarette Price Increases and Revenues, FY 2001-2008

! FY i1 FY2] EY'Q3| BFY'"M  FY'0S FY 0103

inttial Excise Tax Incrvase 23¢eniz ] 28cents ] 28cents | Zdcents | 2% cents -

Addilionat Excise Tax Inceenses - -1 2ceniz i 283 c¢ents . S oenis -
i Youth Smoking Reduciion
Targets are Nos Met

Potential Total Excise Tax 35 cents | 25cems | SDcenls | SUcents | 78 cents e
Increases i
Revenoes® i 32951 229m $iEm 33 M 87 $26.1 bi

*Figures need Lo be revised by OMB and Treasury: they are based on the simphistic sssumption that every 18 cont
increase in the ex;cisc 1ax raises $1. 16 bitlion {since o 35 cent inerease ramses about $6.4 bllion),

v, . .
A comparable price increase would be put in place for other tobacco preducts (the percentage price
increase from currcm levels would be the same as for cigareties), using the same tobacco use
reduction targ,cts {one-third within three yoars and balf within five yearsy

Progress in mclcung the tobacco use reduetion targets would be based on data for children aged 12
to 17 from HHS’ Nations Flouschold Survey on Dirug Abuse. (Note: nead to {i{}z:b ¢ cheek that
survey 1nc,ludc|s atl tobaeco producis.}

Option 2: The same as Option !, except the initial excise tax increuse would be 35 cents, and il
would be raiscd by 15 conts 10 2603 and 2005 if youth smoking reduction targets weren't met.

Option 2: Cigarette Price Increnses and Revemes, FY 20012808

FY *01 FY0Z| PY'8l 1 Fy 4 Fy*6S FY 017053

Imifial Excise Tox Increase Jdcents | 35c¢ems | ASeents | IS conts | 35 cenis e

Additional Excise Tax Increases - b Fheemts |18 cents | Meenis -
if ¥outh Smeking Reduction
Targets a2 Not Mat

Potential Towal Excise 1aX 25 cents | 25¢enmtz 1 S0 cents | 50 comts | 43 ceals —
increpses !
Bevenuss™ %4.1 bi 34,1 b 358 5.8 bt 875k $273 b

*Figures need to be revised by OMB and Treasury; they are based on the stmplistic assumprion that every L0 rent
mcrease In the excise fax raises $1.16 ballion (since a 535 cent ingrease raises about $6.4 billian},
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Option 3: The same as Option 1, but in additon, if youth smoking of a particular company’s brands
iy o g
docs not écclzziw by one-third within three vears and by half within five years, the company would
pay an assessment for each additional underage smoker. This surcharge would be based on the
hifetime profid :Lhe company would be expecied to oblain from each youth smoker {estimated at
$1,450 per child discounted to present value}. For example, if in FY 1999 one million chyldren
smoked a pan.i[cu]ar company’s brands of cigarettes, then (o meet the targets, the number of youth
smokers of those brands would need 1o decline to at least 666,666 by FY 2002 and to at {east
500,000 by FY 2004, 1f 600,000 children smoked the company’s brands in FY 2004, the company
would pay an lassessment of (§1, 45(} x 100,000) or $145 million in FY 2005,

Option 4: The same excise tax levels as Oplion 2, combined with the company-specific asscssment
i Option 3.

-

Nate: The McCain bill had the following youth smoking reduction targets:

Calendar Year After Date of Required Percentage as a Percentage of Base
Fnactment Incidence Percentage in Underage Cigaretie tse*
Years 3 arxl 4 15 percent

Years § and 6 30 pereent

Years 7, & and 9 30 percent

Year 10} and thereafler 60 percent

State Lookback: Although state officials said the purpose of the $246 billion state settlements with
the tobacco mdusiry was 1o reduce vouth smoking, few states are investing settlement funds in
programs to prlcvem youth tobuceo use. This proposal would ensure that if the provisions of the
state settlement (45 cent price increase, some limitations on marketing and promotion of iohacco
products, and funding for a natioval foundation 1o reduce youth smoking) do not actually reduce
youth smoking, then states would spend seitlement funds on vouth smoking prevention programs.
The spending provisions would be friggered if youth smoking did not decting by one-third within

three years and by half within five years,

Specific fﬁind’ng requirements would be based on CDC recommendations, which vary by staie
based on stals @bmzcterzsms, such as demographic factors, tobaceo use prevalence, and other
factors, TDC’s recommendations range from $7 to §20 per capita in smaller states (population
under 3 mil] Z{}ﬁ} $6 10 317 per capita in medium-sized States (population 3 to 7 million), and 35 to
Si6 peor g:zzp;iagm arger States {population over 7 miilion}.

A penalty E:ozz dbe Simc‘%tit‘eé that would require States that miss the above youth smoking
targets to ;mesz additional funding into vouth tobaceo prevention activities. The greater the
percentage laze states miss the targets by the more they would have 1o invest in prevention aclivities
based on _CD(.:’S recommended investment guidelines for the State.

'
F
1
|
l
!
1
!
|
|
|



Tobacce prevention could be defined as evidence-based efforts to reduce tobacco, particufarly
among youth, inchiding: 1} tobacco prevention and control activities at the school, comrmunity, and
state levels; 2)ienforcement of tobaceo control laws and regulations; 3} public edueation programs,
including the zise of mass media; 4} cessation services consistent with AHCPR guidelines and
cessation treazmems approved by the FDA; 5) surveillance and evalustion programs to provide
accouniability!

I

OMB staf’ fl have not discussed this option with Jaek Lew and tend to think that, due 1o state

opposition, this proposal would be quite unlikely fo pass the Congress.

Suppeort Criti'cnl Public Health Efforts to Prevent Youth Smoking: We should support
continued funding of tobacco prevention programs at CDC and FDA, and include an increase if

possible. !
|
!

a} €CDC }%‘unding: Qverall, HHS is requesting $131 million for CDC in FY 2001 for tobacco
prevention ciforts, $30 million over Y 2000 levels. OMB has proposed in passbaek an
increase of 85 million over FY 2000 levcls, for a total of $105 million. If HHS appeals this
passbagk we should try o give them additional Tunds if possible. HHS plans 1o target the
increased funds to) providing technieal assistance and support (o states, schools, and
eommam{zes operating tobaceo prevention programs, collecting and cvalugting data on
Sm{xkngg rates and prevention programs, and funding efforts to reduce tobaces use world
wide. |

b) FDA Funding: HHS is requesting $88 million (820 million over FYZ000 request and $54
million over FY2000 funding) 1o expand youlh anti-smoking outreach and enforcement
activities in ail states. In passback, OMB has flat-funded the FDDA anti-tobacco program at
the FY, 2000 $34 million level, saying appropriators have made clear that they do not intend
10 increase the funding until the Supreme Court ease is completed. 1 we are willing to
propose {lat fundling, we should insist that OMB agree that if the Supreme Court rules in
FDA’s favor, we will submit 2 budget amendment to the Hill for at Jeast the $68 muilion we
requested in FY 2000, and perhaps more. Alternatively, we should msist that the FY 2001
budget include 368 million when announced.

HHS said 1s request of $88 million would atlow FDA fo;

s Expand rotgiler inspections from 400,000 i FY 2000 to 540,000 retatlers. Fund
retailer information kits and nowslctters explaining underage purchasing
| prohiibitions, Complete national retailer database tracking rosulis,
» | Monilor compliance with advertisiug restrictions (if these provisions are put in place,
pending Supreme Court review).
s | Begin to devclop performance standards for cigareties and smokeless tobacco
- producty, clussify products, and inspeet industry practices.



Fund the Department of Justice Tobacece Litigation, The Department of Justice has initisted
litigation against the tobacco indusiry to recover certain federal health expenditures caused by
tobacco use.

{);stimf It Propose $20 million Tor the Department of Justice 1 finanee costs incurred in
preparing and bringing liligation against the tobaeco companics for tobaceo-related Federal
health Costs. This would be the same unsuceessiul strategy employed in the FY2000 budget,
Option 2: Inelude the shared costs of the litigation within the requests for HHS, Dol and
VA since the suit is intended o recover the smoking related costs incurred-by the cheral
govemment, of which these three departments experienced substantinl costs,

OMB plans to fund the fitigation at $20 mullion, but accerding to Michael Deich, they have
not deeided which of these options o prefer. For FY 2000, OMB required HHS, DoD), and VA 1o
cach provide $2.65 biflion in funds for the Rrigation.

Cessation Coverage, Currently, smoking eessation prescription and non-preseription drugs are
oplional state Medicaid benefits that are matehed by the Federal government at the individual states
FMAP rate fwhich on average is 57 percent}). Qur understanding is that 27 States provide Medicaid
coverage for FDA approved smoking cessation products. There are a number of options we could
propose 10 expand the coverage of smoking cessation products for Medicaid and other Federal

prograins: '
E

Option 1A: Mandale coverage of prescription/nonpreseription smioking cessation producis
and reimburse at FMAP, In 1998, HCFA estimated that the Federal costs of this provision
would be about 5114 over 3 years.

Optlori 18: Create an enhanced FMAP rate {or cessation services. For example, the
Hanscn Mechan biil pmposed 1 00 percent Federal match rafe for State costs of providing
ccssatlon programs. This enhanced match would theoretically offer Stales the incentive (o
cover thesc sCrvices,

}

Optmn 1C: Reguire States to provide cessation programs and reqzzm: them to fund the
costs rlmmselves (using wbacce seitlement or glher funds). Thas is the option OMB prefers.

Opti{mj 2: Require DoD to provide effective cessation programs and reintroduce the
pwpt:rshi in last year's budget for VA to fund cessation programs {or Veterans.

Ciptwu 3: Require, through a dircctive this Spring, the Federal Employees Health Benefits
ngra?z 10 provide a more generous cessation benelit.

i . . . .
Of course, any model of Option { can be combined with Option 2 and/or 3.

4



Farmers: These are two proposals that would allow us (o maintain our commitment to ensure the

well-betng of lobacco farmers, their families and their communities.

a)

b)

Complcnsating Tobaeeo Farmers: The Agrieultural Appropriations bill for FY 2000
directs|the Secretary of Agriculture lo use $328 million in funds from the Commodity Credit
Corporation to provide payments to compensate flue-cured and hurley tobacco farmers that
had their quotas reduced in 1999, We could propose an additional $328 million in FY 2001
for l‘arl:*rleré facing quota reduetion in 2000.

|
Prci'cr;ablc Tax Treatment of Payments to Tobaceo Farmers: Proposals supported hy
Sen. Robb and Rep. Boucher would exclude from gross income payments made hy (he
lobacco industry to lobacco farmers as part of last year’s settlement (The $5 billion in
payments are to be paid out over the next 12 years). The Treasury Department has
expressed initial opposition to this proposal, arguing that tobacco farmers should not get to
exempt payments [rom taxes when other farmers cannot. ' We believe we can argue back that
this situation is unique because only tobaeco farmers have received these types of payments
(settlement payments from companies); other farmers get federal subsidies which are
different. Treasury has nol yet seored Lhis proposal, bul using a few basic assumptions, it
appears the provision would cost between $400 and $800 million.

Rough scoring assumptions: 1} Taxes would be relieved for $2.56 billion in payments in the
hudget window (assuming the provision is made retroactive to 1999 and that only taxes on
tncome through 2004 would be paid during the budget window); and 2) farmers would
nonmally pay either 15 percent or 28 percent tax bracket on such income. Using these
assumptions, the provision would relinquish $384-3717 million over [ive years.

Payout schedule for $5.15 billion in tobacco settlement payments:

1999: $380 mi
2000: $280 mi
2001: $400 mi
2002-2008: $500 mi °
20[}9: $£295 m
2010; $295 mi



Androw Rotherham <arotherham@netzaro.net>
12/16/89 12:21:56 AM

Record Type: ‘Recaed

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP

oc:
Subject:  sacial promotion for ioday's meeting
r

Bruce: Thig nate is from my home account so please don't reply to it

| spoke with Mike on Wednesday night. They are ro further in their thinking thanwe sre en haw to do
social promolion, In the gontext of rying to attach some maney 1o same of our Title Xt ESEA
accountability initialives Mike and | discussed & matching grant program for school districts or siates thal
have adopted a social promotion policy 1o help them do i "he right way”.

The logic here is that all of the recent news arlicies aboul siandards {I submilied a bullet for the weekly

outlining the main gist of them so the Fresideni may have sean it} basically are the result of a deliberale
strategy to increase pressure an the syslern {o gel beller resuils and more invesiment. Now is the time
for investment,

| also outlined some of what we are discussing on Tille 1 and Mike concurred that a falling schools focus
would be » good way to go and added that he thought some sort of state buy-in for thal was important tco.
| think that our implementation plen would cover that bul there could be a link there with matching granis
for social promotion too,

| guess the largar question is do we want 1o iake (hat fight on again with the civil rights communily or nol.
If we do something on social promotion | guess the counfervailing force that would help us is a big Tile |
nereass.

S0, the badiors ling Is that i the Prasident really wands {o do something on social promotion again this
year, we opn dof somea sort of g maiching grant program,

Arly

l@ - it him
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Andy Rotherham
0142412000 06:43:22 PM
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Record Type: iReccnrd

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP@EOP

CCI
Subject: RE. Budget Numbers

Here are answers o your budget questions from team leaders this AM,

Andy

Forwarded by Andy Rotherham/QPD/EQP on 01/2472000 D6:41 PM

R
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i / Peler A, Weber
: T 01424/2000 05:56:09 PM

Record Type: Record

To: Andy Retherham/OPD/EOP@EOP

cc: Barbara Chow/OMB/EOP@EOP, Jennifer E. McGeefOMB/EOP@EOP, Wayne Upshaw/OMB/EOP@EOP,
David Rowe/OMB/EOP@EOP
Subject: RE: Budget Numbers

t have answered your guestions below. In addition, the attached table shows the discretionary Program
Levels for each year and the relative increases by dollar and percentage.

|
% total increase in education spending for FY 01 budget over FY 00 13%

% increase in el-sec educalion spending for FY 01 budget over FY 00 13%

% increase in higher education spending for FY 01 budget over FY 00 10%

$ amount in@:rease in education spending for FY 01 budget over FY 00  $4.5 billion .

$ amount increase in el-sec educalion spending for FY 01 budget over FY 00  $3.0 billion

$ amount increase in higher education spending for FY 01 budget over FY 00 $1.2 billion

% increase in total education spending since Republicans look over Congress  74% increase from
FY 1996 to FY 2001

e $increase in total education spending since Republicans took over Congress $17.1 billion
increase frcl')m FY 1996 to FY 2001

b
1
'
|

FY 2000 vs. F|Y2001.
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® J. Erlc Gould 01/19/2000 08:25:15 PM

Racord Type: - Recod

Tor ;3mz:<s£z Rest/OPDIEOP@EDP, Eric P, LWOPD/ECP@EQP

Lol Cyag?zza A, Ricg/OPIHEQPREOP, Cathy R, Maysf’OPBIzGP@EDP Anra Richler/OPD/EQP@EOP
Subsch  chanily loxes - dong

| just spoke 1o Borman and he &aizﬁ that the lax package 15 Iocked down and that there were no changes in
the philanthropy plece. Thal said, I's a done deal - the total package costs $4.3 billion/5 and $14
billion/10. They include {1' aiso fax vou Treasury's paper, which only has the numbers):

1. Manitemizer 50% above-thedine deduction for chariiable coniribulions in excess of 31000
singles/$2000 joints - 20012005 $500 singles/31000 joints - 2008 and theresfiar,

{Costs are in millions)
01 674 03 04 05 08 07 08 02 16 0065 00-10

$516  JH1062 -§733 3765 3817 31245 51847 31828 -32007 -$2082 -$3883 13002

2. Simplity the excise tax on private foundations from the current 1-2% flcating rate to 2 fiat 1.85%
01 02 03 04 05 o8 07 08 08 10 00-0% 00-10
549 570 71 . 873 .§75 578 581 .$84 -$87 -$60 3338 -$7s8

3. Increase limit on charitable donations of apprecialed stock. This includes increasing the current 30%
AG! limit on appreciated assats to 50% AGI; and increasing the current 20% AG! limil on appragiated
assers to private foundations 1o 30% AGI.

01 02 03 04 05 08 o7 08 09 10 0005 U010

] |

47 %47 |-$2p 20 12§86 -$8 59 -5¢  -$10 5115 5159
] ' *

* The budget aiso includes the te chrical clarification to donor advised funds, which has insignificant

ravenye impaczl« I
|
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

December 20, 1995

MEMORANDUM FOR DISTRIBUTION B ,R‘QQJ
| |

FROM: ' ERSKINE BOWLES

SUBJECT: Briefing Groups for Budget Negotiations

In preparation for commencement of serious negotiations on the budget, we have put
together 8 "briefing teams" to prepare materials for the principals involved in the
negotiations.

We would like each group to first eomplete a set of initial "response” documents on each
issue that may come up during negotiations, following the attached sample format.

Attached is a list of the groups. The chair for each group should bring the group together
to begin to assemble the information that the negotiators will need. Gene Sperling and Jack
Lew will be working with each group to compile and format this information for use by the
negotiators.



BRIEFING TEAMS

‘
t

A, Medicare/Medicaid F.Discretionary
i." Bruce Vladeck {Chair) i. Jack Lew (Chair)
i. Nancy-Ann Mia _ i1. Gene Sperling
i, Chris Jennings ' ' iii Martha Foley
iv: Jack Ebler, HHS iv. Bo Cutter
v. Alan Cohen
3. Welfare (3. Other Entitlements
. Ken Apfel (Chair) i.  Joe Minarik {Chair)
ti. Bruce Reed ' 1. Gene Sperling
fil. Les Samuels iti. John Angell

_Evi Peter Edleman
v." Rahm Emanuel

C. Tax Team H. Coordinate with Hill

i. | Les Samuels {Chair) i. Pat Griffin (Chair)
ii., Larry Sumimers i, Jack Lew
iiil Gene Sperling tii. Linda Rohiason
v Joe Minarik | iv. Goody Marshall
v‘f Joe Stigiitz v. Martha Foley

D. Asszzmgnons i I. Message
i. 1 Joe Stiglitz (Chair) L George Stephanopoulos {Chair)
it. Larry Surnmers it Don Baer
iii! Joe Minarik ; iii.  Barry Toiv
iv: Laura Tyson’ iv.  Larry Haas
v., Dan Sichel | '3 {(Gene Sperling

‘ i, Howard Schloss !
j ' vii. Michael Waldman
o , viii,  Lorraine Yoles

E. gggget Procesy « fazisafe, enforcement
I Laura Tyson'(Chair)
ii. Bob Damus
in: Bo Cutter
iv. Martha Foley
v. Alan Cohen !



; ' COMPILATION OF BRIEFING MATERIALS

For eaeh ma;ar areg of the budget, we must be able to provide the President concise, usable
mformaimn or both the main disagreements between us and the Republicans as well as
their mam%mcrail arguments and our responses. To assist the President, each group shouid
anticipate ne:edad information and be ready to put it in usable, digestible form.

Each bmfing team complete as soon as possible a brzef "elaim" vs. "response” document
on the mcz;or areas of disagreement.

» E}ocumerzis should be easy on the eyes: our participants will have to digest a lot
of information.

. T‘hcy shouid be in the form that lets our people know how Republicans are likely
to phrase their arguments (and how they are likely to respond to our answers), so
thaz the President, Vice President and Leon not only know the subject matters, but
bow the argument is tikely 1o come gt them and how they should respond.

v 'Z‘hey should make clear the main issues we must hold firm fm.

. ’i’}my should not be overly technical, but should provide the President with
spccifzc factual, political and thematic points he needs toc make his case.
%
So that we are able to provide the President, Vice President and Chief of Staff with clear
materials, ezaeh office should use the same format. Each docoment should have the
following three sections: '

L. Main Affirmative Points

I, Republiean Main Charges and Responses

HIL | Specific Policy Points of Disagreement and Rgs;mnses‘

The %fz:ﬁiowing is a sample that evervone should follow in doing this initial
assignment. |

|
|



; SAMPLE ISSUE: EITC
|

L. MAIN AF?ZRMA [IVE POINTS:
|

. {fzzrm%rztiy 2 family with two children working full time at the minimum wage is still
below the poverty line. All our plan does is seek to say that if people work full time,
they should not live in poverty.

1. ngammx MAIN CHARGES AND OUR RESPONSES:

Repuhkcan Claim: EITC is way out of control - it is one of the fastest growmg
* entitlerments, and all we want to do is slow the growth:

Respm;se:

. :EE”?C is not at all out of control. It is only ramping up temporarily because of
sfpaciﬁc legislation to raise workers with two children above the poverty line.

»  Once legislated ramp up Is over, it grows right at inflation and is one of slowest
growing entitlement programs.

Republican Claim: Evervone is getting a net tax cut. With our $500 targeted tax cut,
gveryone is getting a tax cut,

Response'

. I\ﬂt true. Treasury sl finds that 5-7 million families or households will get a pet
tax increase -- by often over $500.

. Not make sense in any case to single out these families for a tax increase that
raises their net taxes or negates tax relief other families are gelting.

|
1L MAIN SPECIFIC POLICY DIFFERENCES:

- ObjectianableliRepuhlicnn Proposal: Eliminate the tax credit for workers without dependent
children.

Republican Claim: EITC was never supposed fo be for single workers.
Resptm:ﬂ:

+  These are people who work full time -- near the poverty line. All this does is offset
a portion of their payroll taxes.

. Can t justzfy raising $4 billion by taking 3 rillion warkmg poor while giving such
large tax cut to those who don’t need it



THE WHITE HOUSE

WABMIHGTON

January 21, 1994

MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN PODESTA

TODD STERN
FROM: ) DOMESTIC POLICY COUNCIL
SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON PRESIDENT'S FY85 BUDGET

This chapter needs considerable redrafting. It contains
many factusl errorg about the Empowerment Zone/Enterprise
Community (EZ/EC) initistive and uses none of the principles that
the Community Enterprise Board working group has developed over
the past five months in developing this program. It is also
gquite astounding that a chapter in the President's budget on
Economic Development includes no mention of the Community
Development Bank and Financial Ingtitutions (CDBFI) legisliation
or reform of the Community Relnvestment Act {CRA}, which along
with the EZ/EC proposal are the foundation of the
Administration's economic empowerment agenda.

» Page 1, the two bullets should be deleted and replaced with

o Promote economic opportunity and creating jobs by
spurring priveate sector investment into distressed
communities.

1
o Create sustainable community development through a
coordinated and comprehensive strategy that includes
physical development as well a human development.

t

o Enéourage communi ty-based partnerships by bringing
together a broad conlition of all segments of a
community, local and State governments, the private
sector, and community groups and organizations.

s+ Page 2,%366 after “capital”™ in the first sentence "and promotes
scononic empowerment through the creation of private sector joba
and the hgrnessing of the entrepreneurial spirit”.

« Page 2, lsecond paragraph, delete the first sentence.

« Page 2, second paragraph, second sentence, delete "some” and
after "money" insert "can take advantage of 8 new category of
private tax-exempt facility bonds, can apply for s new community
development corporation tax credit, will be raceive considerstion



2

for other  Federal program listed in the program guidebook, and”™.
Delete the word "mostly”.

« Page 2,?aeacnd paragraph, delete last sentence. The White
House has not yet decided on when the designation of the EZI&/ECs
will be m?ﬁﬁ.

+ Page 3,;£ixat sentence, add before "tax™ "Additional”.
s Fage 3,'&alate third bullet, it is incorrect.

+ Page 3, last paragraph, third sentence, delete "social
services” and replace with "activities.™ Also, delete
"including” and add before “"drug" "economic development®.

|
« Page 6, ladd new title "Community Development Banks and
Financial Institutions (CDBFI) and Community Reinvestment Act
{CRA) Reform". This section should read as follows:

“The President has proposed creating a network of
CDBFIgs that will provide capital to underserved low- to
moderate~income communities. Along with the
President’s initiactive to reform CRA, these two
irdtiatives will spur billions of new private
investment into disgtressed communities.”

Chaptex: Housing and the Homeless

There 18 no mention in this chepter of private public
partnerships with Government Sponsored Entities (GSEs), such as
Fannie Mae, tO promote homeownorship.

Chapteyr: Infragtructure

During the digcussions over the FY95 budget last year, there
was 8 proposal made by DMR ¢o eliminate all Transit Operating
Subsidies {while increasing Transit¢ capital .outlays). Objections
ware ralised to this proposal, the most sericus of which ig that
eliminating thaese subsidies effects small, poor, and rural
communities disproporticnately. What happsned to these
subsldies? It is not clear in the document whether they were
eliminated or not.

Under the section "Streamlining The Federal Government”
there needs to be a report on the status and gsavings from the
implementation of Executive Order 12837 ~~- regquiring agencies to
st up separate categories in thelr budgets for administrative
expenses and requiring that those accounts be reducted by 14% by
F¥Y97 ~« and Executive Order 12838 -- reguiring agencies by the
end of FYS93 to identify a third of all non-statutory Federal
advigsory commissions to be eliminated.



&

ggptrollinq Cfime

+ Page 3, ' first paragraph after sentence ending with "drugs”
insert “commita the resourcen required to ensure that vioclent
criminals and serious drug traffickers serve stiff asentences
behind bars”.

« Page 4, fifth paragraph after the word "appear"” delete the rest
of the paragraph and insert "to have remained stable in recent
years, the number of violent crimes and murders reported have
reached intclerable levels”.

« Page 4, sixth paragraph, first sentence delete after the word
"gociety™ through "subptantially® &nd replace with "has remained
gteable®. In the same sentence, delete the word "twenty" and
replace with "few”.

« Page 4 and 5, delete section “"Growth in Federsl Prison
Population.” This section should be replsced with & paragraph on
meeting our prigon needs {particularly for violent offenderg and
sexious drug traffickers).

« Page 5, delete Chart 6-1.

+ Page G,Ffirst paragraph, delete the phrase "no less than® and
replace w}th Yas many as®.

Drug Abuse Control

» Page 11; third paragraph, second sentence, after the word
"programg add a coma and ingsert "while keeping most drug law
enforcement spending congtant”.

I
+ Page 11, thixd paragraph, delete the sentence starting with
"Thig" until the word "chart".

+ Page 12, Chart 6-3, query: Can wa separate law enforcement
spending xa show we're not cutting?

+ Page 13 ahanga title "Providing Help For Non-Violent Drug
Offenders” to “Demanding That Non-Violent Drug Offenders Be
Treated™ )

H
« Page 14, first peragraph, sadd after word "expense" in last
aentanaei”fhaﬁﬁ who don’v, return to serve their sentence”™.

+ Page 14, second bullet, delete from "also” to "schools.” 1In

next sentence sdd delete after "These programs”™ delets "together
with the detexrrent value of a highly visible police progence on
our ¢ity streets” and insert “can help to reduce both the supply
of and demand for illegal drugs: They can help close down open-



glr drug merkets, while elso helping to identify hard-core drug
upers in need of treetment”.

s In Bama'paragraph after "will™ add "elso” and sfter "awareness”
dalete ”r?duce drug sales” and add "and”.

+ Page 14, under title "Changing Direction of Urug Lew
Enforcement” delete in second sentence afiter “it" o "increases”
and replace with "keeps spending on Fedarsl law enforcement
congtant and®. After "increases® delete “in® and add "resources
for", f

;
» Page 14, fourth bullet after lsst sentence ending with "crime"
8dd "and help scolve long-term drug crime probleams.”

Bordey Security And Illegal Immigration

« The title of thisg section should be chénged to: "The
Pregldent’s Border Becurity And Anti~Illegal Immigration PlanT.

« Page 8, first paragraph, third sentence delete "The Federal
role for controlling the borders is clear and”.

+ Page 8, delete "this responsibility" and replace "its role for
controlling the border”.

+ Page Q,iin the title "Pressing Immigration Problems--The
Pragsident's Border Security Plan" add "and Illegal®.

+ Page 9, third paragraph, after "{IRCA}" add "which included
employer sanctions”.

+ Page 9, seventh paragraph, after "INS" add "components®,

« Page 10, first psragrsph, after "able to" delete "substantially
reduce " and add after "entry” "move affectively”.

« Page 10, fifth paragraph, delete "300,000" and add after
"cages® "as well 88 the significant numbsr of new cases recelived
annually”. In same paragraph delete "and the 140,000 new annual
cagen”™,

» Page 10, seventh paragraph, after “of" add "citizens and",
i

;
g de

+ Page 7, last paragrsph -- Last sentence of this paragraph,
contradicts President’s campaign position of using the EEP as an
asggressive toel to achieve fair and open trade.
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We are generally concernad that there is no section orxr

amphesis in the chapter on direct entry to jobs through job
search. Here are additional comments:

« Page 45, second paragraph delete “detailed”™ and insext
“comprehéhsive". In the next sentence, ¢elete “In the interim"
and change the regt ¢f the sentence to read: "The Adminlstration
is consulting extensively on & bipsrtisan basis to finalize the
plan, and the entitlement reforms which finance it".

1
+ Page 47, first line after “providing™ add "job search”. Sanme
sentence delete "but" and add "and”.

» Page 47, first paragraph, after "parent education” insert
"family preservation”. '
- Page 48, first paragraph delete sentence that starts with "Only
in Alaska” and insert "Worat of all, the current system penallzes
people who go to work”,

s« Page 48, second paragraph, first sentence, add after "with”
*growing®.

« Page 49, first line after "children” add ".” and delete "and
80", ;

» Page 52, first bullel, after "child care”™ add "Head Start®,
» Page 53, first line, after "to® add "job search®,

+ Page 54, under “"Expanded Access to Education and Training
Services Through the JOBS program”, second sentence after "and”™
delete "a muich highexr percentage of” and replace with "many more
(many not off percentage basis could be cohorg, eto.}.

» Page 54, same gection, after "expand" delete “of".

+ Page 54, under section "A More Integrated Education and
Training System” in the first sentence after "about” insert “job
gsearch and placement™.

+ Page 54, under section "A Time Limit For Cash Benefits®, first
sentence,faftar *asusistance™ add "to two years®.

+ Page 54, same gection, second sentence, ingert after "The" two~
year"®.

+« Page 54; same section, delete last sentence.

+ Page 55, under section "Making Work Available to Those Who Have
Reached the Time Limit" delete in the first gentenge "States will
be required to®.
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Carol, Bruce, Bill

Jose

Priorities for the FY 1%9% Budget
| .

Sorry about the delay in getting this to you. Here are my

thoughts on presidential priorities for the uptoming fiscal year.

AO

Legacies

i. bomestic Security -- As mentioned by Bruce and David
Gargen in a recent crime meeting, President Clinton should
be the filrst President to slevate the orime issue and treat

in omuch the same manner as we have historically treated

national security and defense. We determine our defengse and
national security budget and policy based on what's
necessary to keep America safe ~- hence the development of
Pob’'s “"top line" in the budget process. But domestic
gecurity needs are in competition with every other domestic
discretionary investment. Keeping America safe should not
be wviewed ag an "investment”, hut ag a necessity. And cuts
to our prison and law enforcement accounts should not be
viewed as simpy another domestic discretionasry cut. I
believe the public has shown time and time again --
especlally after the most recent election results ~~ that it
is willing to pay more money to be safe. Cuts to the crime
budget should come after we'wve made strides in making Those
"who work hard and play by the rulesz” feel safer.

{ Immigration issues alse tie in to the Domestic Security
theme),

b
2. Community Empowrment -- We need to find the right
conbination of message and smongy 6 empower gommunities and
families to solve their preblems. We need to spend the
government’'s money in such a manner that we are supporting
comnunities in their efforts -~ whether that is to invest in
vheir' nelghborhood, reclaim their streets from ¢rime and
drugs, revitalize their schools, ete. In large measure, I
think we've done this with initiatives like like emnpowerment
zones, naticonal service, cod banks, and others. Recently, in
the context of the crime issue, the President has spoken
guite forcefully to the need to rebuild communities and
families. In terms of message, we need to make sure that
cur pelicies allow us to speak to community empowerment
1sgues much more 1n this tone. Welfare raform will probably
osffer the best opportunity to speak to this issue from a
perspective of moral leadership.

3. Health Care ~- Just one brief, specific comment, I Think
the drug treatment component of health care needs to be
quantified Iin some way, so that we can take credit for
whatever increases it will result in. I also think that the
drug treatment conmponent can help us highlight savings in a
way that makes sense to pegple. Hard-gore addictas that

3

|
!
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receive no treatment end up in enmergency rooms after having
averdosed, contract AIDS and tuberowlosis, give birth to
crack-addicted bables, etc., placing a large burden on the
health care system.

H

B. Legacies w/no budget impact

1. Consolidate/Better Coordinate Drug Grants -- Dealing
with the drug problem is an inportant aspect of community
empowerment, and throughout the B0s many communities
mabilized and developed coalitions t¢ lead a broad attack on
the drugs and alcohol at the community level. ®We should
package cur anti-drug monies in such a way that a community
can apply for them at the same time with a single
appiication -~ ang, at the back end, be agcountable to a
single federal agency.

2. Community Enterprise Board -- I don't know what future
plang we have for the Community Enterprise Board, but it

. seems A mechanism that can be used €or much more than the
Empowermant Zones. As a cabinet level group that will, o
some axtent, interphase with communities, it seems a perfect
mechanism for broadly promoting and implemsnting the
community empowerment agenda.
3. DFC Policing and Public Safety Book -~ I have had an
interest in producing & DPC book on policing and public
safety. Once we've passed our cops bills and some of the
other. legislation with cops-related language, I think DPC
should work to chalienge communities ¢ work with thedir
police and then document the President's accomplishment’s in
this ares. : .

These are just some initial and guick thoughts. I hope they are
helpful and not oo general.



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

July 8, 1993

MEMORANDUM FOR CAROL RASCO
f
FROM: JOSE CERDA 11

SUBIJECT: f MEETING WITH OMB ON JUSTICE FY 95 BUDGET

With rcg:czs, Carol, I forward this memorandum to you outlining the difficulties that
we face in de;zmnmmg next vear’s budget for DOJ. Not only is the budget picture c;uxtc
bleak, bui =— as characterized by OMB ~~ DOJ's budget woes are a “worst case scenario”
compared 10 some of the other agencies.

j

A. The Problem

The {argest part of DOJ's budget problem stems from the “federalization” policies
pursued by the previous administration and acquiesced to by Congress. Together, Congress
and the Bush Administration proposed federal law enforcement policies that gave the federal
government jursdiction over crimes traditionally dealt with at the state and local level «- and
created a federal presence in state and local law enforcement that will now be difficult to
continue or difficult to reduce.

!

As a zcsfxiz of these policies, the federal government invesiigates, prosecutes and
incarcerates more criminals today than ever before. And to do this, it has hired more
investigators, attornevs and built additional prisons —— more than doubling DOY's budget
between 1986 and 1992 (from $4 billion to $10 billion). Thus, cven if we stop the growth in
“federalization” {i.e, limit new federal offenses, stop prison construction, eic.), we are still not
be able afford current criminal justice expenditures.

To fund [thc President's requested investments and to meet these rapidly growing
criminal justice sbhganons DOJ will have to find 32 billion in cuts from its $9 billion base
budget —- a near impossible task. To realize such a high percentage of cuts, we are faced
with the politically infeasible choices of dramatically scaling back the President's priorities
(cops and INS monies}, re-sentencing federal prisoners and laying off federal law
enforcement officers or gutting other Justice programs by an across-the~board percentage.
{NB: At this gx;ginz, OMB hasn't factored in what DOJ's priorities might be}.

|

1
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Both OMB Dircctor Panetta and Deputy Director Riviin agreed that DX0] would be
unable to find, $2 billion in cuts. There is no chance of addressing this problem with a
"budget scrub,” they concluded. Rather, it looks as though OMB will need to find money
clsewhere for DOJ to meet its obligations. - Director Panetta did propose, however, that OMB
at least be able 10 suggest same $600 million in cuts and $60 million in fees to DOJ a5 2
starting point.|

H
i

The growth in the federal prison population presents the largest and fastest growing
part of DOJ's budget ~ and its biggest headache. While the Attorney General has repeatedly
talked about undoing mandatery minimums and utilizing alternative sanctions, these proposals
will only address the long—term trends in our prison costs. Long-term prison construction
¢osts are not the issuc here; current prison maintenance costs and hiring the staff required to
bring new prisons on line are the problem. To realize immediate savings DOJ would have to
reduce the prison population by re-sentencing current federal inmates to shorter terms.  This
is a serious policy shift that ~- particularly if forwarded as a budget decision ~~ would be
political dynamite.

OMB staff also suggested shifting the investigation, prosecution, and incarceration
burden of z:cxtam crimes 10 the states. To a certain degree (his makes sense on policy
grounds and is partially consistent with the President's pro state and local law enforcement
views. However, states pz*zsmzs are more overcrowded than federal prisons. Such a shift
would have tef%}e phased in and, thus, would not realize immediate, sizable savmg'ﬁ

LLQQ.QQELCQQS

The Présidcm’s 100,000 cops pledge was repeatedly put on the table as any casy
source of funds. Panetta resisted such cuts, but Rivlin suggested that the AG was not
enthusiastic about the 100,000 cops proposal. OMB staff and | argued that (1) the pledge
was to0 important t¢ the President, and that (2} we were actually only asking DOJ to put up
the money foriS0,000 cops (the remainder coming from a collection of other programs).
OMB staff has flagged this proposal, for now, as 2 "non-optional” and definite presidential
priority. (Still, vigilance is our watchword when it comes to moncy for cops.)

OMB staff also suggested that, in light of the President’s commitment 1@ cops, we cut
other resources, such as the Byrne Grants ($430 million), to state and local law enforcement.
While there may be some room to cut duplicative monies here, I can't imagine that we will be
able to increase state and local law enforcement responsibilities and cut their main source of
funds (Byme Grant) at the same time. At best, we are talking tens of millions here, not
hundreds of millions.



i
|

D, INS and Berder Parol

OMB staff has also classificd INS monics as a "nop-optional”. INS is perhaps the
burcau at DOJ‘with the most significant infrastructure problems. The agency Tequires now
monics simply.to function properly, let alone to take any new duties. Also, OMB staff made
Panctta and Riviin awarc that the President has “twice” referred 1o now monies that he has for
more border patrol agents -~ money we donh actually have, (Although the House did pass a
Duncan~Hunter amendment to the appropriations bill to increase the border patrol account by
360 million. No offsctting provision was included.)

Suggestions made at the mecting to help pay for INS expenditures included charging
fees at the border, shifting legal immigration to the State Department or shifting employer
sanctions~related responsibilitics to Labor.

cc.  Bruce Reed
Dongia Strong

1
1
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

‘ OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET J—»’QW e S-F g?r;wﬂﬁ;’?
Qe ' ' WASHINGTON, 0.C. 20502 — f:‘i\»'/c- Dm
THE DIRECTOR : June 18, 1993 e ldad fo et anw?

. | (frwibis & iy )

Honorable Jesse Brown
Secretary of Veterans Affairs
810 Vermont Avenue, N.W,
Washington, D.C, 2021¢

though we are still working intensively with the Congress to bring the FY 1994
budget cycle 1o a successful conclusion, it is already time to starnt work on the President’s FY
1995 budget. The purpose of this memorandum is (o start the Process ¢ of working together to
achieve & FY 1995 budger that embodies the Clinton hdmxmstrauon,s pmgmm -

ud 1i
As you know, the Congress in iis budget resolution opted for a “hard freeze” on
discretionary spending. As a oonsequence, the FY 1995 discretionary outlay cap implied by
the resolution is $13.6 billion below the FY 1995 outlays shown in our economic plan (sce
table below). The discretionary investments proposed in the plan imply 1995 outlays of about
$18 billion. These investments do not include many important initiatives now under
development.

ADMINISTRATION DISCRETIONARY PROPOSALS COMPARED TO CAPS

(in billions of dollars)
FY 1994 EY 1993
Budgel ~ Budget
Authority Qutlays  Authority Qutlays
Caps in the House Reconciliation Bill 501.0 538.7 506.3  541.1 i

&

Administration Economic Plan
(proposals in the FY 1994 Budget) 508.9 544.1 522.6 5547

ALY
Amount by which proposals exceed caps 7.9 5.4 16.3 13.6 }M




Protecting Investments

The process of cutting $5.4 billion in outlays from our original FY 1994 spending
proposals to get to the speading caps will be extremely painful. We will fight hard to protect
the highest priority investments, but it appears that some of our investment program may not
be funded in FY 1994, Staying under the caps in FY 1995 requires that discretionary
spending be cut by two and a half times as much.

To meet the commitment 10 the crucial investments requires many difficult choices
that unfortunately-cannot be avoided. It is clear that the Congress will not change the caps.
It is equally clear that avoiding the caps by shifting programs to entitlements will require
additional revenues that are inconsistent with the economic plan and health care reform,
With the adoption of the economic plan, both the Administration and the Congress must be
commitied to enforcing the deficit reduction targets and o maintaining the credibility of this
effort,

The only way, therefore, o protect our investment programsis to cut other federal
programs in FY 1995, Another round of nickel and dime cuts — shaving here, paring
there - will not produce the reguired savings. Indeed, if we are to preserve the
discretionary programs we identified as investments in the President’s FY 1994 Hudget, /
OMB estimates that outlays in all other discretionary programs will have 1o be reduced by
about 10 percent. Clearly, preserving the Clinton program and making room for other new
prioritics will be the major challenge we all face as we work on the budget for FY 1595,

A Major Opportunity

This budgetary realily can have positive bencfits if it forces both our Administration
and the Congress to rethink and restructure federal activities. We can seize this opportunity,
not only to strengthen our investment proposals, but also to reexamine the whole range of
government programs. We can identify sets of activities that are no longer high priority, that
are of questionable effectiveness, or that other levels of government could perform as well.
We can work with the Congress 1o climinate these programs or drastically restruciure them.
The result could be a leaner, more effective, more muanageable federal government ~ and
room in the budget for higher priorities identified by the Administration. The effort.could
integrate the best ideas of the National Performance Review into the FY 1995 budget process.

The traditional federal budget process has been a bottom-up effort that tends 10
preserve the base and make incremental changes at the margin.  Agencies usually submtted
thair hudoat ramingic 10 CIMR in Sanfemher, Thege were axamined nainsizkinely bv OMB

statt, AHer a scrics ¢l Lhreclor’'s Keviews In UCioner and INOVENIDEE, the UMB EAICor
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issued a "passhack” in late November. Agencies could appeal o the President in December
and Ninal decisions we made shortly thergafter -- usually by Christmas.

For FY 1994 the budget process was both extremely compressed and turned on its
head. Because of the shoriness of time there were no agency submissions. Instead the
President made overall decisions on the main features of the FY 1994-98 economic plan
which OMB transiated into FY 1994 budget details. The process was essentiafly top down.

The difficulty of the decisions to be made for FY 1995 ~ especially the necessity of
cutting deeply into the base -~ requires a new kind of budget process.

. Because of the challenges facing the

Admnnxs&aﬁeﬁ, lh1s must bc a effort. The adversarial relationships that have
sometimes developed between the agencies and the OMB {or the White House)
must be avoided.

e PIOCESS tive. The President should have ample opportunity to
think abcmt alternative sets of prwmzes and to interact wnth His Cabinet and top
staff as the process proceeds.

® The process should be informed. OMB should work Wlﬂ’} the agencies fo lay out

options and altematives so that the President and others can see the big choices as
clearly as possible. Cross-cutting issues {such as environmental programs or
programs for children) should be highlighied.

® The process should be both a manapement and a budeet yeview, OMB and the

agencies should be working together to find opporiunities to use the government’s
resources more effectively.  Reorganization of functions, consolidation of activities
and elimination of programs should be seriously examined.

1 would like to share with you our corrent plans for the ¥Y 1995 management and
budget cycle.

® Apcency Management and Budget Previews. The first step will be 16 schedule
management and budget previews for each major agency to take place over the next several
weeks. These previews will be an opportunity for each of you to focus on your priorities for
FY 1995 and beyond and prescat those plans to me. The previews will allow us to discuss
how agency programs ¢an operate more cffectively and efficiently within the overall
constraints of the budget resolulion {e.g., the implied 10 percent cut in all non-investment
programs} and within the constraints on adminisirative expenses and FTE levels of the
Administration’s economie and budget plan, OMBE representatives will be working with your
wtaff tn minks the mreviews ag neefil a¢ moasahils 10 ug 3l
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# Identifving Management and Budeet Issues. OMB staff has been working to
identify a series of management and budget issues that we believe should be addressed before

decisions are made on the FY 1995 budget. Discussions between OMB and agency staff
have already bepun on some of these issues.

® Management and Budget Previcw w e Pregident. We will be working with
the NEC and agency heads to structure a series s of meetmgs with the President to lay sut

significant alternatives for FY 1995 and beyond to assist the President in formulating budget
priorities. Major cross-cutting budget issues should be presented o him, as well as major
agency-specific issues.

On the basis of the President’s decisions on major issucs, OMB will then work with
the agencies to prepare the complete FY 1995 budget proposal for a final review by the
President. A scheduk'; for budget decisions that reflects all of the above is enclosed.

1 look fazwa:ﬁ to meeting with you soon on the FY 1995 management and budget
PLocess.

t o

Enclosure
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June

Junedjuly

July/early August,

September/October

October |

i

Oclober/November

Early December -

December -
mid-January

February 7, 1994

FY 1995 BUDGET

PROPOSED SCHEDULE

OMB works with agencies to identify major issues that should be
considered for FY *95 and to be sure that good analysis of these
issues will be available. (This process has already started.)

Discussions involving the President, the Cabinet, the White House
staff on the nature of the problem and various approaches to fitting
Administration priorities within the 1995-98 budget resolution limits,
More specific guidance on agency spending hmits for FY 1995 will
likely result from these discussions.

Management and budget previews at which major agency heads
present their plans and priorities to the OMB Director. These
meetings are opportunities for interaction and discussion between
agencies and OMB/White House.

. i
OMB, working with the agencies, defines major issues and options
for consideration by the President and his staff. These discussions
will be organized around major Administration themes and cross-
cutting issues. The President, with the assistance of the NEC,
provides guidance on fundamental choices and priontes.

Major agencies required to submit complete budget requests for FY
AR

OMB reviews reguests in light of Presidential prioriies and budget
constraints, and discusscs any problems with the agencies.
Additional discussions held with the President if necessary.

The President is briefed on the complete set of proposals for the FY
1995 budget. Any final adjustments are made before Chiristrivas.

v

FY 1995 Budge! is wrilien,

FY 1995 Budget is transmitted 10 Congress,
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March 23, 1593 . &Agf

SBUHMMARY OF THE CONGRESSIONAL ACTION NEEDED
éTG ENACT THE PRESIDENT/H BUDGET PROFOSALS

The Congress will have completed action on the President’s
major FY 19%4 budget proposals when:

1. The thirteen regular appropriations bills are signed
inte law, More than one-third of the spending ($548 billion) in
the 51.5 tgizzion pudget agsociated with domestic, defense, and
international discretionary activities 1is covered in the
appropriations process, including the Administration’s
dzscretlanary investment proposals. %ppxmprxaia&n& legislation
is "must® legislation because the affected dlﬁﬁratzanary pragrans
will pot have the funds to continue to operate in FY 1994 (which
begins on October 1, 1983} without an annual appropriation. {In
many cases, too, legislation authorizing the appropriations
needed to implement the President’s proposals pust be enacted.)

2. Substantive legislaiion has been enacted providing for
a net $38 billion of 1994 deficit reduction {(and the associated
outyear savings) to reflect the Administration’s non-
discretionary investment and savings proposals. Unlike
appropriations programs, mandatory programs and revenue
provisioens do not reguire annual legislation to keep them in
force. ;

The tax changes and non~discretionary gavinugs proposals are
expected to be included in an enforcemsnt mechanism called a
reconciliation bill., Budget resolution deficit reduction targets
for these proposals are to be met by the authorizing committee
with jurisdiction. Assumptions about the way targets will be met
are not binding on committees. Congressional rules provide
procedures to offer amendments on the House and Senate floors to
add legislation to the reconciliation bill that would achieve
compliance wlth the targets if a committee does not, -

l
Increases in non-discretionary activities are usually
enacted in stand-alone legislation, not in reconciliation.
However, because of concerns about separating action on spending
increases and deficit reductions, sowe or all of the
Administration’s initiatives including health care reform may be
incorporated in reconciliation. The so-called Byrd rule
restricting extraneocus provisions from reconciliation legislation
may prohibit the addition of other than deficit reduction
legiglation. The decision about the compogition of a
reconciliation kill should be part of the Administration/
Congressional leadership strategy to enact the President’s
proposals, |
i
Attachments provide more detail describing: the
Congressional budget process; major dates; and information needs.

+
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; Attachment A

THE COKRGRESSIONAL RUDGET PROCESSE

The Congressiconal budget process begins shortly after
transmission of the President’s Budget. The law requires
transmittal by the first Monday in February. Because of the
change in Administrations, however, the FY 1994 Budget will not
be submitted until April. The Congressional Budget Cffice uses
the data and other information in the President’s Budget to
develop its estimates of the President’s proposals.

i

The House and Senate Budget Committees heyin thelir work each
year by holding hearings to slicit views on the budget. The
Director of OMB, the Secretary of the Treasury, and other
Administration 0fflClals are often called to testify. The
Director of OMB also typically testifies before the
Appropriations Committees, the House Ways and Means Committee,
and the Ssnate Finance Committee.

The initial product of the Congressional budget process is
the budget resolution, which lays out Congress’s budget plan., It
is a concurrent resolution and as such does not require
Presidential signature. The budget resolution must include:
totals ¢of budget authority and outlays, total revenues, the
surplus or deficit, and totals of budget authority and outlays by
major function. The programmatic assumptions on which the
functional totals in the resclution are based are not binding.

In fact, the House and Senate may not even agree on these
assumptions, but they can complete action on the resolution as
ipng as they agree on the totals.

The Budget Committees must specify the economic and
technical assumptions that underlie the resolution. In the past
they have used a variety of assumptions: CBO’s, OMB’s, or their
own., Most often, the committees have used B0 technical
assumptions. In recent years, the committees have used CBO
technical assumptions within the program function totals but
included a plug to adjust to OMB assumptions in the agdregate,
whether for budget totals or discreticonary totals. This allows
Congress to use CBO estimates to determine violations of Lthe
Budget Act (and whether points of order can be raised} and also
allows Congress to meet deficit targets and discretionary cap
levels, where compliance is ultimately determined using OMB
estimates.

There are two main enforcement/implenentation mechanisms in
the resolution process, The first, the so-called Ys02¢
allmaatian,vccntrcls discretionary and direct spending. The
§02 allocation is a divislion of the total spending in the
resolution by committee. The Appropriations Committees subdivide
their allocation by subcommittee and these suballocations form
the basis for the subcommittee work in reporting the 13 regular
appropriations bills. The committee totals and the subdivisions

El



Attachment B

MAJOR DATES IN THE BUDGET PROCESSH

+

The iéw& governing the budget process assume that action on

the ?ra&zdant’& budget will be cowpleted by Octeober 1, the
baginning of the fiscal year. The major steps in the FY 1994
pudget prax&ss follow.

1'

Fﬁbraarg 17 - The President submitted A Vision of Change for

Farly April - The formal FY 1934 Budget to be submitted,
containing appropriations language and detailed budget
sehedules for each appropriation account, and additional
summary information. The budget will be transmitted in
early April, recognizing that there was not time to prepare
a complete budget by the first Monday in February, the date
set in the 1990 budget agreement.

April iz - Congress is scheduled to complete action on a
Congressional Budget Resolution. Both the House and the
Senate are proceeding rapidly and appear to be on track
right now.

No action may be taken in the House on annual appropriations
bills untll a budget resolution is passed or until May 15,
whichever is earlier. The expectation is that the House
will begin to take action on appropriations bills very
quickly, probably by late aApril, if a budget resoclution is
passed on an accelerated schedule.

April E - The date by which Treasury estimates that the
current debt ceiling will need to be raised.

May. 13714 - Target dates for the House and Senate to report
reconciliation legislation cut of Committee. June 15 is the
date in law for completed action. In fact, reconciliation
1agi$l?tion usually is completed later in the year.

July.l5 - The Administration is required to update its
forecast of the budget in a mid-session review. This vear’s
nid-session review may provide a forum for incorporating
forecasts of the President’s health care proposals in the
pudget estimates, for reporting on the Administration’s
management agenda, and for discussing other worthy
legislative actions that could not be incorporated in the
time available toc prepare the February docurent.

August 9 - The August Congressional recess is scheduled to
begin.. This is a possible date for passage of the
reconciliation bill.



of the Approprlatlan Committees are enforced through points of
order in ﬁach House, as are the revenue totals.

The second, racancillatlon, implemgnts the deficit reduction
decisions canta;nad in the budget resolution relating to receiptis
and directfsgenﬁing {entitlement) programs, Reconciliation
instructions tell committees with jurisdiction over direct
spending or receipts the amount of savings that they are to
achieve. Savings are measured against the baseline used to
develop the budget resolution. While assumptions are usually
made about, where savings will be achieved, they are not binding
on committees. Instead, committees are only reguired to achieve
the dollar anmount specified. After the committees have been
given their raconciliation instructions, they report their bills
to their Budget Committee. The Budget Committees package the
bills together so that a single large bill is brought to the
floor. While the reconciliation bill is like other bills in that
it requlres approval of both Houses and a Presidential signature
prior to enactment, it is brought to the floor with special rules
designed to limit dabate«

Apgraﬁriatian& action nust be conpleted before the start nf
the fiscal year on Octeber 1. There are 13 separate
appropriations bills, generally dividing the discretionary budget
by agency. If the regular appropriations bills have not been
completed by the start of the fiscal year, a continuing
resolution must be passed. A continuing resolutien may be short
term, covering a few days, or longer term, sometimes covering the
entire fiscal year. Passage of the continuing resolution allows
the Federal Government to continue operations. Otherwise, in the
absence of apprepriations, a shutdown of non-emergency activities
OLCUrs. !

}

As appropriations bills, recoenciliation bills, and other
substantive legislation make their way through the Congress, the
Administration provides its views both informally and through
formal “"Statements of Administration Policy" {$AP}. These
statements ‘present the Administration?’s position on legislation
and indicate whic¢h bills and provisions will be supported,
opposed, and/or the basis for veto recommendations. Where bills
involve appropriations, direct spending or receipts, SAPs include
preliminary OMB scoring of the legislation,

‘__,,, _,,,..,..,,.w.‘...v,w,‘_.
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August 20 - OMB is required to release a "Segquestration
Update Report" providing information on the status of the
budget relative to the various caps and limits in the Budget
Enforcement Act. Because the limits are influenced
primarily by legislative action and major legislative action
has tended to fall at the end of a Congressional session,
this report has largely been a technical update, stimulating
little interest. If the legislative calendar is
accelerated, this report may receive more attention.
Octobéer 1 - The new fiscal year begins.

1
October 8 - Target date for Congressional adjournment. A
final sequester report is prepared detailing the status of
the Budget Enforcement ACT (BEA) caps and limits fifteen
days after the Congressional session ends. If necessary to
stay within the BEA limits, a Presidential order is issued
to segquester funds,
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E Attachment €
$

INFORMATION NEEDS OF THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ¥®ROCESS

|

OMBE provides information supporting the Congressional budget

process as follows:

2‘

For the Congressional Budget Resolution, the President’s
Budget provides gummary data and a detailed computer data
base backing up the summary information. Virtually all of
the summary information needed to produce a budget
resclution wag incorporated in A ¥ision of Chanage for
America. Detailed back-up was also made available to the
Budget and Appropriations Committees.

The formal FY 1994 Budget to be transmitted in early April
will repeat the February 17 economic projections and include
a preview report on the Budget Enforcement Act., It will
include summary tables by function, agency and account,
Finally, summary information on receipts, borrowing and
debt, employment, research and development expenditures and
other topics will ke included.

For the appropriations process, the President’s budget
provides a Budget Appendix with appropriations language

and detailed budget schedules for each appropriatien
account. Providing this information is the primary purpose
of th? early April document,

Because the Appropriations Committees consider only spending
programs, the Appendix does not include detailed information
on revenues, or receipts that are offset against outlays,
except for the receipts that are netted within individual
appropriation accounts. A separate chapter of the budget
provides a summary discussion ¢f revenue proposals,
supported by more detailed information prepared by the
Treasury Department.

For tée substantive legislative precess including
reconciliation, legislation is transmitted to the Congress
separately from the President’s budget, after clearance by
the lLegislative Reference Division of OME. Substantive
legislation is transmitted separately from the budget by
custom because:

A, It would add substantially to the length of a docunment
that is already unwieldy. In additien to Presidential
initiatives to change non<discretionary spending and
revenues, the Congress also acts on a host of other
legislative proposals by the Executive Branch,
including reauthorization of existing discretionary and
randatory activities.

3



B. Legislative proposals practically always take
substantially more time to prepare than is available
Pnder tight budget deadlines.

c. Sometimes the President’s proposals are not converted
into specific legislative language. Instead
}egislative drafting is left to the Congress.

Most of the substantive legislation required to support the
President’s budget proposals, and to carry out other Presidential
policies, are submitted to the Congress between March and May of
each year., Some bills are transmitted by the President, some by
Executive branch agencies. In certain cases, the Administration
may support a bill already introduced in Congress or work with
congressional committees in developing a bill.

5. Agencies provide even more detailed information to the
Congress supporting the President’s budget. This
information is cleared with OMB for consistency with the
President’s program. )
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MEMORANDUM FOR ERSKINE BOWLES

FROM: . Gene Sperling

SUBRJECT: Process for Promoting the Clinton Budget

I have tried to Iay out both the concepts and the processes that we will need to move
forward with 2 long~tenm budget strategy. My sense is that we will need to set up a "floating
war room,” with specific budget tasks assigned to different people on an ongoing basis. This
memo is just a draft, and 1 am sure that many people are engaged in different efforts that I
have irzazivmcmiy feft out,

" I, OVERALL OBJECTIVES

BASIC MESSAGE: The President's budget promotes his economic goals of creating growih,
increasing opportunity and raising living standards, and empowering working families to win
from ecopomic change. The budger that the President believes best promotes those goals is
one that 1} increases national savings while protecting the economic expansion by moving
toward fiscal balance in teh years, 2) invests more in key education and training programs; 3)
addresses health care in a way that is fair to seniors while moving toward serious health
reform, and 4) ensures that our tax system goes further to reward work for working families,
instead of asking working families to sacrifice education and Medicare to pay for tax cuts for
the most well-off. These four distinctions show that ours is the budget that puts working
familics first, while theirs is the budget for the well-off that takes risks with health care,
education and the ceonomy.

GENERAL S‘I’RATEGY——TAKING OUR CASE TO THE PEOPLE: As the Republicans
are in solid contm! of the Congress, if they go forward with a budget resolution that defigs
our principles, otr only hope for promoting the President’s economic growth strategy is to
take our case 10 the American people. We must make our case well enough that the
American people force the Congress to move foward our budget because it best achicves their
priorities. As their current budget is unacceptable, we must ¢reate an epvironment in which
the President's positive vision guides any budget negotiation and forces the Republicans o
move toward his position. This means a disciplined effort to convey the defining elements of
our plan, as well as a broad-based approach to encouraging efforts that wtakcn support for
their plan in any reasonable way,

By taﬁing our case to the American people, we will seek 1o ensure that we prevail if
there is an ultimare show—down, or that if there is a early negotiation, it reflects our strevgth
and their movement foward our priorities.



FOUR STRATEGIC GOALS: To succeed in taking our case to the American people, so
that the American people will take their case to the Republican Congress, we need to focus
on four basic goals:

1) Four M'ain Distinctions: We must ensure that Americans understand that we have
a clear alterative that is better for the economy and more closely aligned with the
interests of working families. This requires a disciplined focus on the basic message:
1) economic expansion and the need for a 10-year plan; 2) education and training; 3)
health care and fairness to seniors; 4) tax fairness, through a middle class tax cut and
opposition to making working families and the poor pay for a tax cut for the well—off.

2) Validation, Credibility and Support: While we must draw clear lines, we must
ensure that people see that our plan is real, politically viable, and credible.

3) Other Prorities: While we stress our top priorities, we must take advantage of
other subsidiary priorities that we care about promoting and that can weaken the
overall Republican alternative. The key is to do this while not losing a clear, defined
focus. The environment and crime prevention are major issues that sometimes will be
as important as our defining priorities. Technology and medical research will play
roles as well.

4) Body Blow Strategy: Without diluting our main message, we must also facilitate——
and certainly not discourage—-reasonable efforts that weaken support for their overall
approach. There are many issues that are outside our defining message yet are of
critical importance to millions of Americans, who will be hurt more than is necessary
because of their seven-year path and large tax cut for the well-off. Every critique in
areas like veterans and agriculture will be like another body blow to weaken their
plan. We must be willing to help efforts in these and other areas that the American
people carc about and where our plan is superior to theirs.

r II. GENERAL INTERNAL PROCESSES

1. GOALS: PLANNING, YET SPONTANEITY. We nced a budget calendar and budget
process that allows us to make strategic short— and long—term plans and achieve some
coordination. Yet we must also have a process that allows us to make quick and even instant
decisions. Entering a conflict that puts us on the side of our priorities within a given news
cycle will often break through even more than a perfectly planned event. A well-planned
education event may do less for us then a quick response or briefing following an off-the -
wall Gingrich comment on college aid. We must have a process for getting decisions made
so we can respond quickly.

2. COMBINED INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL CALENDAR: I is extremely important
that we maintain a comprehensive and up-to-date calendar of budget-related events.



NEED FOR EXTERNAL CALENDAR: While Congressional timing will be hard 1o
predict and to some degree less imponiant (han usual, since we will have less direct
control over specific appropriations commitices, we still need to have an external
calendar so that our planning addresses what is happening in Congress. This may
mean know when a certain Committee is mesting so that we get in the story, or when
a vote is occurring SO a group effort ¢can organized. We also need 10 understand when
Congress is home, so that our efforts and those of the groups must be more regional,

INTERNAL CALENDAR: One of the things we learned in both the budget and
health care war room is that we must have a unified internal calendar so that we know
what everyone is doing on budget related events. The main goal of this calendar is to
enstre rha.f we have major message events on our defining Issues every week, and
that we am make rational decisions about when to do what and where, The other
crucial go.?i is to ensure general coordination throughout the Administration.

OVERALL CALENDAR PROCESS: We need to develop a combined internal and
external calendar. Frskine must have someone who monitors the calendar for him,
and everyone around the White House must feed imto the calendar in a disciplined
way. It is especially important that legislative affairs update the calendar constantly so
that cur plannmg keeps up with Congressional events. Yet other divisions of the
White HOusc must also feed in so that we know about meetings of mayors,
convcnnons of major groups, or the like.

3. PLANNING MEETINGS. We must meet regularly to ensure that strategies are
developed, coordinated, and executed,

Erskine Weekly Planning Meeting and Twice~a-Week Check-In: Erskine must
call at least one weekly planning meeting for Presidential events that feeds into
strategy for the President, We don't want (0 have an unrealistic schedule~-which daily
meetings might represent.  But twice-a~week right after the senior staff meeting for
Erskine to run through things with key people on budget working groups seems

1

sensibie. |
1.

&  Commuanicatlons Coordination. One key goal of these mectings must be
to prioritize communications emphasis so that Mark Gearan, Lorrie McHugh
and others know where they should be directing their efforts. This week, the
focus was on overall definition and validation. It was a terrific effort in terms
of reaching major news organizations. But it will be bard to know what
whcii;c: we should doing regional press on edocation or health care or taxes on
any given day unless we develop a strategic focus through thess meetings.

Dally Gene-Erskine Check~In Conversation: Decisions are muade and key
discussions take place at the 7.30 aum. meeting and at Leon's evening meeling. Gene
and Erskine should try to have at Jeast two check~in meetings a day, with Gene



providing a clear list of decisions that have to be made or considered for the next day.
This way, Erskznc can make sure these issues are addressed, and Gene can give mhm
directions as to how pressing certain matters are.

|
Erskine~Leon-POTUS: Ultimately, the whole process will only work if thes 5 2
regular process for getting information to Leon and the President, getting approval,
and proceseding,

NEC Budget Strategy Meetings: Previously, Laura hosted budget strategy meetings
twice a week to provide ample time to discuss overall strategy. We should reinstate
these meetings. Gene would also continue to host "working group” level meetings with
staff from NEC, DPC, Treasury, OMB and CEA.

Budget/Appropriations/Cabinet Strategy and Coordination: We need
a process for communicating how we want to deal with appropriations.
This would be done in NEC meetings. )

NEC/POTUS Strategy Mectings: We will not be able to act on some major issues
unless we have made some strategic decisions with which the President feels
comfortable, For example, can we go all out against certain cuts that we would oppose
in our ideal budget, even if we will ultimately have 10 compromise on them? Not
knowing this will paralyze us below. We need to have somc ability for such issues to
be discusscl‘d at NEC-type meetings with the President for his sign off.

4. INFORMATION AND TALKING POINTS LIBRARY: As we get requests for
information and talking points from different outreach arms, we will need a process for
gcztizzg sign~off and a "{jbrary” of up~to~datc materials with sign-off. This notion of what
is usable needs some warching. There are some materials we can do 10 help others, but we
don't want as offi czai Administration documents. We also will have {o use the working group
to determing the mﬁst important state-by-state numbers we need.

Generally, Gene and OMB muwaiiy sign off on budget numbers and with Treasury on
tax numbers. What we need is to know at all times what we have, what we need, and how
we can distribute it. We may be able to use certain NEC staff as librarians of up~to-date
information who also know what it can be used for, and we can continue to use the NEC
process and Cabinet Affairs to distribute materials quickly and widely so everyone has them.

There Is an fmmediate need for talking peints for Administration officials on
overall message, These poinis should enable Cabinet members to make our key paints while
adding their specific issues, Specifically, the message should be that we can protect the
economy and balance the budget over 10 years with the right priorities, and that we should
not be cutting education, Medicare beneficiaries and in order to pay for tax cuts for
the wealthy and balance the budget in an arbitrary time pmod that would risk solid econemic
expansion.



L. Pnoéassss AND STRATEGY GROUPS IN FOUR MAJOR AREAS

QOur top prwrxty is to get our message out On the four major differences between the
President's budgetza:}d the Republicans”s 1) a solid 10~year plan is good for the economy; 2)
health care and Mcdzcazc, 3) education and training; and 4) tax fairmness versus tax giveaway,

l
A FIRST STEP: PRELIMINARY OUTREACH PLANS. A first step toward the
coordination process described below would be for each White House outreach arm to come
back by COB Friday or Monday moming with a preliminary plan to help in each of the four
major areas listed jabove.

PRESIDENTIAL AND VICE PRESIDENTIAL INVOLVEMENT. While these planning
cfforts and others are essential, I do not believe that any part of our plan can work if there is
not a sirong sense that the President is personally promoting his plan, and drawing the main
four distinctions {10 years, education, heath care, tax fairmness). This is most true on
Medicare. Our success there will be completely proportional 10 the effort that he and the
other principals give to making clear that they are cutting Medicare to pay for tax cuts, and
that we arc protecting Medicare beneficiaries and taking the first steps toward health care
reform. Where we do have Presidential events, we ¢an build all of the other elements around
that strategy.

{While it is not in our purview, the one other way for us o break through is with
advertising that lays out our position.)

FOUR MAIN STRATEGY GROUPS. While sach outreach arm of the White House should
have its own plan for the four areas of engagement, on the defining issucs we need to have
issues groups that take a holistic look at what we are doing in the four main defining areas.
Therefore, we need to have an education group, a health care group, a tax faimess group, and
a economy group. While I witl be happy 10 monitor all of them, the goal would be 10 have
some White House staffers and relevant agency people whose main responsibility would be to
consider our strategic planning in cach area. These groups would make sure that all relevant
arms are involved in the relevant strategy. The White House people would feed into the
Erskinc meetings what is being planned. As a result, we could make decisions as 10 when
education versus health care versus tax fairness should be on the calendar or given center
stage.



1. HEALTH CARE Chris, Jen, Nancy Ann, Judy Feder (HHS) can serve as the policy core
working with each outreach arm to devise an ongoing strategy. Some of what is planned
currently includes the following:
, .
. l%res{dential Involvement: The main issue is how the President gets
involved in defining the distinctions on Medicare, and when he starts
promoting health care proposals. The 30th anniversary of Medicare is July 30,
and a regulatory event with the VPOTUS and First Lady possible for July 11.

» First Lady: Does she wish 10 re—engage in a major way op Medicare or
Medicaid?

¢ Chart Package and Congressional Blitz: One of the best things we can do
is to give Democratic members of Congress the ammunition they need io stay
on the Medicare attack, while also making sure they know enough to go on the
offensive on our health care proposals. Members have reacted very favorable to
the charts. Our goal is to have a package of Medicare charts and Health Care
materials from OMB/White House/HHS signed off on by Monday, and then to
take Tucsday and Wednesday (o do all we can to bricf and get July 4th recess
materials to Democratic members.

® Op—ed: We are talking with Uwe Reinhardt on doing an op~ed. He seems
favorably inclined.

» Validatlon: We are fi nishing cal[s to health care economists to be sure they
w:ii validate our OMB baseline.

* Cabinet AfTairs: Secrctary Shalala is raring to go. Judy Feder will discuss
wﬂh us a strategy for on-going involvement.

We may also want to gear up Sccretary Reich 1o speak on the new
. health security for unemployed workess.
® Abllity to Break-Out Different Issues: Onc issuc for us to congider is that
we have many different proposals on health care. We could use them at
different times to keep giving ocur message a new "news hook.” For example,
we could do an event on the Alzheimer’s benefit and still stress Medicare. We
could do mammography and still stress Medicare differences and the new
security for unemployed workers, ¢te.,

o Groups/Public Lisison: Marilyn has senfors set up for Friday, Medicaid
groups set up for early next weck and possibly AHA.



2. EDUCATION AND TRAINING: Several people at NEC/DPC (myself, Jeremy, Gaynor,
Paul Dimomd} and Ken Apfel at OMB can serve as the policy core working with the outreach
ams 10 come up wxih unified schedule and strategy. We are plarmmg to meet together early

next week,

President's Schedule: The Presidential Scholar event was generally drowned
out by Fosier, though we did do well in the Washington Post. We may want to
go hard at college loans specifically as our next hit — particularly if the
Conferecs keep in the interest subsidy.

Possible Immediate Opportunity: We may want to look for a chance o ask
the conferees to drop the interest exemption in the next few days if they have
not reached agreement. This could be one of the conflicts they are still
resolving, If we challenge them to drop it and they do, we claim victory. If
they don't, we bave further defined 3 good fight for us.

® Valldation: We have achieved significant validation on education, with 80
groups supporiing our budget. There was a major stake—out with heads of 12
major groups on Wednesday. Because of the Foster issue, however, we will
havéc to look for other opportunities to get the validation out.

o Cilari and Paper: We have a strong one—page chart that appeared in the

ﬂashmmm a seven—page backgrounder that was signed off by OMB
and given out on Wednesday. .

" o State-by-state: We have several state by state and city
analysis ~~ including a district by districi on student interest
exempiion.

° Cabluet Affairs: Riley is clearly engaged in an active schedule, We will be
able to coordinate better when we meet. The same is true for Reich.

o ?ubllc Liaison: We clearly are in strong shape with the groups. We need to
pt:rhaps set up regular strategy meetings with the supporting groups for getting
ont the message.



3. TAX FAXKNKSS This is a largely missed opportunity so far, We have three general
areas here: 1) our ;ms:tzvc pmpasals ~- particularly the education tax incentive~~—that we
want to promote; 2) Thelr tax increase on 14 million working families; 3) the inequity of their
1ax cuts, and the specific tax breaks they are secking.

# Intersgency Group: We have ap interagency group on the Earned Income
Tax Credit that could easily expand o be the core of the policy part of this
component.

o Presidential Involvement: There has been little Presidential involvement on -
the tax issue, other than as a part of his overall message. Clearly, we could
promote any of these issues if we took them directly head-on.

¢ Charts and' Materials: We have good materials comparing our two tax
proposals, yet these could become quickly out of date when their budget
mso}a:mn is finished.

T:easuxy has done a state-by-state and district by district on the tax increases
on 14 million working families in the Senate documcnt

é

» C;abi:zei Affairs: Rubin will be willing to be as mg,aged on this as we want.

e Abllity to Break—Gut Different Issues: Herc too, when we are looking for
a news hook, we have can break out one of our positive proposals such as the
cducatmn tax deduction, or go after one or two clements of their pian DOne of
the most promising may be the elimination of the altemative minimum tax on
corp()mtlons which would allow some major corporations to pay no taxes at
all. |

4. ECONOMY: We will have to continually stress that ours is the balanced budget proposal
that will be good for the economy. Unlike the other points, this may be an definitional issue
that is just blended in with other messages, but it is still important.

Economists OQutreach: With Martin Baily taking the lead and Brad Delong
helping from the outside, we have been calling economists secking validation
of our plan and cur baseline. The issue is whether or not we will be able to
came up with a letter or statement or jointly—-signed op—ed.

WEFA Study: The WEFA study made news and we have been abic to use
since then for support,

NEC/Cabinet Affalrs: Ccrtamiy members of the economic team will make the
economic case in all of their formats that they part;c;pate in.
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SAVINGS TO AMERICAN TAXPAYERS
| FROM THE BALANCED BUDGET AGREEMENT

i

+ | ALL GOVERNMENT SPENDING OVER 10 YEARS:

~ Under current projections ... ov.cvve. .. 821,057 teiifion
. Under the balanced budget agreement ... $20.086 trillion

- Savings to taxpayers under
: the balanced budget agreement ........ .+ » 3961 biilion

~w ' TAX REVENUES QVER 10 YEARS:

i - Under current prajections . ............ $19.313 trillion
. Under tha balanced budget agreement ... $19.063 trillion
o Savings to taxpayers under

the balanced budget agreement . .......... §250 hiltion

+ TAX CUTS ASSUMED IN THE AGREEMENT,

- Relief for families with children (the child tax credit,
death tax relief} '

. Incentives for job creation and economic growth {capital
gains tax relief)

- incentives for savings and’investment (IRA expansion)

> Rellef for tamilies who send their kids to college

|

- N BUMMARY: THE AGREEMENT MEANS SMALLEH GOVERMMENT, LOWESR |
SPENDING, LOWER TAXES, AND A BALANCED BUDGET — ALL IN ONE
&GHEE!MEHT [SEE CHART ON NEXT PAGE],

i

B s e

i e I

;
THE LRLAMCED BUDGET SQREENIENT OF 1087 - Swemeary - PAGE X
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THE ERA OF BIG GOVERNMENT IS OVER

S— W s ——

Undar the Balanced Budget Agreement, totel government spending

« will deching from 22.8 percentin 1992 to 18.9 percent in 2002.

* i

It witl be the first ims since 7374 —— the year that Pally Hearst was
Kidriaped and Hank Aaron Rit his 715th homs run — that
govemmen! will havo spent fess than 20 percent of the Nation's
BCONOMIC rES0UrCes,

)-me umz;:a i.ﬁmrﬂt:v ’
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TAX RELIEF

! Major Policy Assumptions

P

[NOTE: THE BUDGET RESOLUTION ASSUMES THE FOLLOWING COMPONENTS. FINAL POLICY
DECISIONS REMAN WITH THE COMMITTEES 0F JUBISTICTION ]

1
L]

> Providas for gross tax cuts of up o $138 biillon over 3 years, and
net tax oults of $83 biliion over & years.

» . | Tax eelief can accommadate:

™ - « Tax rafief for families {child tax credit, death tax reilef).
= inconfives for savings and investiment (expanded Individual
| Retirement Acgounts).

E Incentives for sconomic growth (capital gains tax relief).

Help for tamities sending thasir children to collegs.

. The amount of fax refief in each area, and the structure of tax relis!
: provisions, will be determined by the Ways and Means Commitiee.

. Assumes extension of the airfine ticket fax.

R e : -
| - '

THE RALANCED BUDGNT AGREERENT Of 1947 . Semmary. PAQU 4
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Major Policy Asaumptions

[NQT"E me SUDGET RESCLUTION ASSUMES THE FOLLOWING COMPBONENTE, FINAL FOLICY
”ECISX}HS REMAIN WITH THE COMMITTEES OF JURISDICTION,]

i Over § years, assumes an addition of approxmately $17 tillion in
| discretionary sudget quihority and morg than $8 billion in
| discretionary outlays compared to the fiscal year 1867 Budget
! Resoclution Confsrence Report. These levels allow for mademization
1 of weapon sysiems, a high state of readiness, and a decent quality
. | ot lite for Armad Forces personnel. [Soe chart on the foilowing
. page.]
}
E
i
!

Assumaes fiscal year 1988 budget aui?mrzty & 3263 Liltion, Guﬂ&}%
ara 32668 bitllon,

- This is identizal to budget authority projected in the fiscal
ysar 1957 Budgst Resclution Confergnes Report.

. it is approximately $2.6 billien Kigher than the Peasident's
budgst request,

« i Does not assume any particular result from the Pentagon's
. forthcoming Quadrennial Deferise Review [QDR]. The QDR couid
hava a significant impact on sirategy, force levals, and personnel,

THE BALANGCKD RUDGET AGRESRENT OF 1957 Sesmmary - PAGE 3
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value of all gssociated cash flows wolld not increase the
cafich,

A raconciliation progess that will ingluds one or two
reconcilintion bills with a likely date of June & for authorizing
commitiess fo report 10 the Budgat Committes. -

OTHER ISSUES

L

' J0 gorrect soma misurideratandings about the budget plan;

|« Contrary 1 meédia and Democrat reperts, the plan contains
no spesific agreemeant conceming Superfund,

| . Contrary to media and Democrat reperis, the pian makes no

assumption abandoning a potential continuing appropnations
rasoiution.

o

— T M T, T i e

TRt

THE ZALAMCED BUGKIEY AARESMINT GF 1997 Bacwnary - PEQR 17



%
§5/15/87 Zi:GES

PR | R

the ravanus projections {which are based on incomse
estimatss calculated by the Depariment of Commarce). CBO
new says itis reasonabls 10 assume that fixing the technical
error will lower deficit projections by approximately $48 billion
8 yaar hirough 2002.

=, The assumptions also include the following componeants,
_incorporated by the Budget Committse:

+

Cr. The agreement does not require any legislated
chdrige in the CP1. The plan anticipates CPl corrections as a
result of statistical improvements assumed to be
indegendently implementad by the Bureau of Labor Statistics,

* CBO expects that when BLS updates its measure of the CPI,

it will corract the measure o remove a fraction of the upward
bizs that causes CPI io overstate inflation. The corrections

- arg expected 10 be 0.3 percentage points starling in 2000,

which rasull in deficit reduction of about §18 biliion for the
perad 2000-2002.

TEC HNECA}. CORRECTION [N PRICE MEARURES. Thig assumes a
Q.04-parcentage-point adiustimant in 1axable incomes,
coasistent with e CPI corrections above,

BUDGET PROCESS/ENFORCEMENT

. No final decisions have been reaghed conceming process and

_ g s g

enforcement, but the budget is likely to call tor the following:

Extending discretionary spending caps through 2002,
Extending the Pay-As-You-Go [PAYGO] discipiine.

Refains Current law an‘ separate Violent Crime Reduction
Trust Fund spending cap. i

A revislon of the asse! sales rule o score sales if nel present

THE SALANCER SUDGET ACRIEMENT GF 1997

i ittt T et

Sammary - SAOH n
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» OTHER: Other assumed mandatory savings includa:

- Leasing excaess capacity in the Sirategic Petroleumn Reserve
{SPHL

Extending vessal tonnage duties at current lavel,

. Achieving $524 million in unemployment trust fund savings
over 5 yaars by increasing the ceiling on Fadaral
administrative unempioyment trust funds to 0.5 percent of
total covered benefits.

Qenerating $783 million in savings over 5 years by adopting
administration proposals to conduct more bansfit integrity
activittes within the pregram aimed at detecting fraudutent
unempioyment Insurance claims and underpayment of

i unemployment insurance laxas.

ECONOMIC ASSUMPTIONS

[ —

. The plan is based on Congressional Budget Office [CBO]
economic assumptions. Assumes thatl Gross Domestic Product
grows at 2.1 parcent a year,

- FISGAL DIVIDEND, The assumptions Includa a fiscal dividend

‘ tor halancing the budget. Economists have long projecied
‘ that balaneing the budgst would produce favorable economic
sifects. Trhesa were assumed In the Balnnged Budgst Act
and would be assumed in any other balanced hadget plan.

- CBO REVENUE CORRECTION. Thers is widespread
: misunderstanding about the ravenus carrection CBO has
projeciad. This was not a sudden wingfall, A similar

‘ ghenomenon cccurted last year, causing CBO to lower its

| 1336 daficit estimate. CBO thought then thal this was a one-
! fime occurrénce, But when it happened again this year—

. basad largely on actual, not estimated, revenues — analysts
: determined that therg is semathing tundamentally wrong with

o A e

THE SALANCED BUDGET AGREEMENY OF 199y ’ Buswmary - FAGE 13
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penalties for fraudulent claims, a requirament that tax fliers
exgrcise “dus diligence” In claiming the cradit, and more IRS
resources for detecting fraud within tha program,

* | PERERAL AETIREMENT: Assumes $4.9 billlon over 5 years in Federal
L retiramant programs. : '

" Assumes ingreases in Fedara) agency cantributions to ths
. ~ Civil Service Retiramant and Disability Trust Fund [CSROF)

! for CSRS employses by 1.51 percentage points, beginning in
fiscal year 1998. Does not apply to the Postal Service.

Assumes phase-in of a one-half-percentage-point increase in’
the ampioyee contribution to the C8RDF teainning In fiscal
year 1089, All CBRS and FERS employess are coversd by
the increase, insluding Pustal Service employees, Agency
contribuions for FERS eniployees would not decrease,

]

. Assumes shifting to the Paostal Service the cost of financing
‘ workers compensafion benefits for pre-1871 postal
: - employees, for net savings of $121 million over 5 years,

- Rejects the COLA detay for Federal employeds proposed in
! the Presidant's budget.

.

’ VETERANS! Assumas $2.7 billion in savings over § years in
mandalory velerans programs, -

< Assurnes that the VA compensation COLA increase will be
reunded down io the nearest whole doliar amount,

- Assumnes extansion of expiring VA provisions of current law
that sunset in 19388,

. Assumess iifting of prohibition on home ican débt collections
and sxtending real estate morigage investmant conduits.

. SPECTRUM AUCTIONS: Assumes approximately $28.3 billion over 5
ve&ars in savings from spectiyum auctions.,

|

iI

—— wor

.
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OTHER MANDATORY SPENDING ASSUMPTIONS
|

MOTE: THE BULGET MESQLUNION ASSUMES THE ‘:CL..QWING COMPONENTS, FINN.. POLICY
DECISIONS AEMAIN WITH TRE SOMMITTEES OF JURISTHICTION, ]

i
i Majar Poilcy Assumptions
z

e v 1 STUDENT LOANS: Assumes 31,8 bilkon over 5 yaars in savings from
Si‘dﬁﬁﬁt loans.

|
i Asaumes reduction in direct loan administrative account, but’
- does not call for capping direct lending.

| _
| Assumes slimination of the $10.-per-ivan fee,

| ,

E Assumaes reclalming excess guaranty agency resamves.

> WELFARE TO WORK: Assumes $3 billion over S years in welfare-to-
. work grants to States.

» ' zu&;cﬁms; Agsumes restoration of aligibility for Supplemental
. Secunty incoms [SS1] disability benafits for certain noncitizens,

> FOOD STAMPS: Assumes the creation ot addiional workfare
positions in the Food Stamp Employment and Training Program
‘aver The neat 5 years for abie-bodiad adults subject 10 new work
 requiremsnts in the Food Stamp law,

> | EARNED INCOME CREDIT: Assumes $124 million over 5 years in
. savings. :

ja Assumes adeption of Treasury pfcpsséis 10 improvs
detection of fraud and errars among ‘ax ratums claiming the
! EIC. Expecied to be inctuded in the packags ars tougher

o -

THE BALARCED RUDGET AAREEMENT OF 1097 Bavsrnnry « BAGE 13
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CHILDREN'S HEALTH

NOTE: THE BUDQET RESOLUTION ASSUMES THE FOLLOWING COMPONENT.S' FINal. POLIGY
DECISIONS REMAIN WITH THE COMMITTEES OF JURISDICTION.]

Major Policy Assumptions

* Aasumes spending $18 billion over 5 years (1o provide up 105
million children with health coverags, 5emces Qr a combination
|ﬂ19reot by 2002).

~  The funding may include:

Medicaid, including outreach activities to identify and enrall
eligible children and providing the State option of 12-month
continucus eligibility; and to restore Medicaid for current
disabled children losing Supplemental Securnty incame [S8I]
hecause of the new deflnitton of childhood eligibility.

- A program of grants to States to finance health insurance
coverage for uninsured children.

. ™I IALTHCED RUDGET AJREEMENT OF 1147 ., Sammary - FAGH 12
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| |
» Assumes savings from redyced dispreportionate share [DEH]
payments and various provisions to enhanaa administrative
fiexlbﬁzty
| i -
> Assumes provisions to allow States more flexibility In managing the

Medicaid program, inciuding:

bl

i

Rspeal of the Boren amendment, which restricis Medicaid
paymant tevels for hospital and nursing home services,

increasing fexibility in program eligibility by allowing budgat-
neutral sliglbility simplification and anrotiment expansions.

. Corverting current managed care and home/community-

hased carg walvar procass to State Plan Amendment.

Eliminating unngcessary administrative requiremanty.

'l'he i&‘ifﬁnét’iﬂ Eug}get A;* 7y
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MEDICAID

NQTE: THE BUDGET RESOLUTION ASSUMES THE FOLLOWNG COMFORENTS. FINAL, POLICY
SESISIONS BEMAIN WITH THE COMMITIEES OF JUSISDICTION.)

»  Assumes Medicaid savings of $16 billion over 5 years,

- Federal Medicaid outlays would continug o grow at a 6.8-
- percent annual growth rata — rather rharf tha cumrently
projectad 7.8 percent. .

Medicaid spanding par anmlieelwawa? grow from 32.28%11n
19897 to §2,9863 in 2002.

Under the balanced budget plan, Federal Medicaid outlays in
fiscal year 1998 would he $105 billion, compared with
projecied fiscal year 1997 outlays of $9& oillion.

Fedaral Madicaid cullays would fotal $802 billion through
2002, campar&d with $438 b]i!zeﬁ aver the g:aa@i g yaam

b S v e e e e e e

. Assumes Medicaid
savings do not
reflect heaith care
spending for
children’s
coverage,
protsctions for agal
immigrants undar
welfare reform, or §
the extension of the [EEA
velerang pensicn 8§
limit for velerans in - K ‘ IR _
Medicaid nursing L e : -k " i
hames, |, geat 008w w2000 . Q02
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N 4 . N
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> -Assumes increase in per-bensficiary spending from $5,480 in 1997
to 36,811 in 2002 [see chart on previous paga}.

»  © Provides for Medicare spending growih fram $2083 billion in 1997 to
i 3280 biliton In 2002. Average annual growth would be 6.0 percent,
, and total growth over 5 years would be 34 percent,

f:?zfimna of Daf!&r& ’

2001 5 2002

. Part 8 Bremium: (1) assumes maintaining premium at 25 percent of
© program costs; and {2} phasing in over 7 years an adjustment for
e portion of home health expendituras reallocated to Part B, with
protestions for iow-income beneficianes.

v Allows for naw benefits, including but not timited to covearage tor
‘annual mammograms, diabetes selt-managernent, immunizations,
.and ¢oloractal cancer screening — but final gacisions on benefits
,jmll bie getermined by the Ways and Means Committaa.

THE BALENTWY BUDGET AGRESMENT OF 87 Eninewary - FAGK §
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MEDICARE

Poiley Assumptions

[NOTE: THE BUDGET BESOLUTHON ARSUMES THE FOLLOWING COMPOMENTS, FINAL
PRAICY DECISIQNE MEMAIN WITH THE COMMITTEES QF JURISDICTION.]

R

-

Assumas saving the Medicare Part A Trust Fund from bankruptey
through 2007, combining savings and structural referms, and
reallocating 382 billion in home health care gpending from Part Ao
Part 8.

?

‘i\ssumes siowing the growth of prajectad Medicare spending by
51 1% Ditlion over § yeaf&

Medxcare Speudmg Pe_re Banéﬁcléry
3 (lm:masax)

. THE BALANCED HUDORT AGRERRENT OF 1947 Sumonary - PAGY ¢
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! - Nendefense discretionary budget authorty will grow at an
| average of about 1.7 percent o year, compared with an

| avefaga of 8 percent a year over the past 5 years.
!
%
t
|

. in all, nondefensa discretionary spending will be reduced t}y
$64.1 bilion aver & years comparsd with projecied sgending
it Congrass did nothing.

* &Qndéfa"se discretionary spending in fiscal year 1297 s about 17.3
percent of otal Federal spending. Under the balanced budget pian
i it will be onfy 15.3 percent by 2002.

i

»  .Secton 8 renswals entail about $35 biliion In outlays over § years.
‘More than half of the cooupants arg elderly or disabled.

- Assurnes approximately $8.2 biflion in outlays over § years above
the 1997 leval for transportation, and $8.0 billicn in cullays above
the Prasidents proposed leval. The resolution also estabiishes a

deficit-neutral reserve fund making addifenal transpertation funding
-avaifable in the futura.

’l“lw Bnhmweti Kadg,et '\g;recmet af 997

Smaller Gavemment

=z anmy: 18m1 195541996 1997 Viss - 1049 2000 MWGT 2007

S p———

THE RALANCES $UDGET AGRIEMENT OF (WY Jumawary - PAQR T

Qoo


http:Assurr.es

05718787 14:01 B ‘ G oos

‘ "I'hé B nl‘uu l‘d Budget *\urc'e ent of 1‘!‘)1

Defense Spending

 itlians af Doilars  ~¢

FY 1337 Budget Resaiwiian:

Butxgat Athorty

" htleys

MBWQ«AQW
B w‘fﬁ?.

Baxigot Authaelry
L xiya

1

ama' P ¢ htpget hetencs :mam m..m ﬂm‘w Lot L

NOMNDEFENSE DISCRETIONARY SPENDING

Major Policy Assumptions

PHCTE: THE BULGET RESCLUTCN ASSUMES THE FOLLOWING COMPONENTS, SinAL POLICY
DEMSIONTS REMAN WITH THE QOMMITTEES OF JURIBDICTION.]
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> Provides for $35 billion over 5 years ahove the flscal year 1997
spending leve! after accounting for the renewal of section 8 nousing
mnzmcz's o maintain current gctupancy rates.
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» . Bulnondefense discreliOhary spending growth wilf be reduced
'sharply comparad with recent history.

- Nondefensea discrationary outlays would grow at an avarage
of about one-haif percent a year — compared with an
: average of 6 pargent a year for the past 10 years.
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