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~ . 	 DOMESTIC POLICY DISCRETIONARY IV 2000 NEW INITIATIVES 


Initiative 

BI01ERRORISM To train epidemic intelligence officers) 	 $90*1 
develop a mass casualty emergency (:0 
response system, maintain stockpile of 
pharmaceuticals. and develop new 
vaccines and antibiotics. 

PurpQse Funding Request 

h. 	 SUPERBUG 

c. 	 LONG TERM CARE: FAMILY CAREGIVER 
SUPPORT 

d. 	 LONG TERM CARE: NURSING HOME QUALITY 

e. 	 LONG TERM CARE: EDUCATION OF MEDICARE 
BENEFICIARIES 
-.-~~.,.-. 

I To educate health providers and S10 
conSumers on appropriate use of 
antibiotics and to undertake research and 
surveHlance efforts that will help in 
deve~opjng effective responses to 
antibiotic resistance. 

ITO establish one-stop-shops to assist $140 
families who care for severely impaired 
elderJy relatives through counseling, 
training, respite service, and adult day 
care. 

, To strengthen enforcement ofnuning -	 $50 (eliminating 
standards:inctuding-by increasing 


surveys of repeat offenders and improving 

training ofsurveyors. 


To educate beneficiaries about limits of $25 

Medicare coverage oflong-term care and 


~inform them about private sector --,,: ......... 	 . - -- - ·--1·-­

-' 
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$50 

$50 

$80 (eliminating 
earmark) 

$100 

$25 

$25 

$40 

$200 

$685 

To promote social promotion policies and $450 

f. AIDS 

g. RACE AND HEALTII 

h. MENTAL HEALTII 

L AsTIIMA 

J. RURAL EMERGENCY SERVICES 

k. CHILDREN'S HOSPITALS 

\. DoD MEDICAL RESEARCH 

HEALTH SUBTOTAL (NOT INCLUDING DoD 

INCREASE) 

a. SOCIAL PROMOTION! AFrER-SCHOOL 

ITo increase access to Ryan White 
programs. 

To sustain commitment to prevention and 
treatment programs focused on minority 
communities. 

ITo sustain commitment to public heal~h 
efforts dedicated to reducing racial 
disparities in disease incidence. 

ITo provide direct mental health services 
and to raise awareness of mental health 
problems. 

I To disseminate new treatment guidelines 
for asthma, raise public awareness about 
asthma, reduce asthma triggers in homes, 
and establish school-based asthma 
programs. 

To improve access to emergency medical 
services in rural areas. 

ITo assist children's hospitals in providing 
graduate medical education. 

I To strengthen cancer research and 

I 
osteoporosis research programs at DoD. 

expand supportive summer school and 
after-school services. 
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b. TEACHER QUALITY To (il expand Higher Education Act 5250 
scholarship program and provide 
fellowships to top high-school students 
entering careers in teaching through Byrd 
Scholarship program; (ii) continue Troops 
to Teachers program and encourage other 
mid-career professionals to enter teaching; 
(iii) assist districts to reduce number of 
out-of-field teachers; and (ivl set up 
principal academies, 

To accelerate charter school expansionc. CHARTERS AND CIIOICE $60 
and promote work-site schools and 
magnet schools on university campuses. 

To provide new monies in Title i to assistd. ACCOUNTABILITY FuND $200 
states in turning around low-performing 
schools hy supporting external 
assessments ofschools and responses to 
critical needs. 

EDUCATION SUBTOTAL 5960 (but could 
delay teachers or 
accountability fund) 

-~~~~~~~~~~ 
a. DoDNA CESSATION 

b. PUBLIC HEALTI! (CDC) 


To provide smoking cessation services to 
veterans and military personnel.

---+1--- --­
To fund counteradvertising and public 
informati6ncampaigns addressed to youth 
smoking, and to work with states and 
other countries on implementing effective 
tobacco control 

590 (anotber $60 in 
defense spending) 

-
521 



c. 

d. 

FDA ENFORCEMENT 

MFJ)ICARll SUIT 

TOBACCO SUBTOTAL (NOT INCLUDING DoD 

COSTS) 

To enforce FDA rule's access restrictions 
through conducting compliance checks of 
retail establishments. 

To support 001 and other agencies in 
preparing large-scale litigation against the 
tobacco companies. 

$66 

$20 (estimate) 

$203 

a. CHILD SUPPORT ITo double prosecutions ofegregious child $10 
support violator.; by providing funds for 

and legal support. 

b. ACCESS TO 1005 


c. HouSING VOUCHERS 

I To expand program to connect welfare $75 
recipients to jobs by providing new or 
expanded transportation services. (N.B, 
We are reviewing Chris Edley idea on how 
to target this increase.) 

"" ._-----­

I To bring total number ofwelfare-to~work $145 
housing vouchers to 100,000. 

.._--_. 

WELFARE SUBTOTAL $230 


a. 

b. - ­

c. 

CHlLD WELPARE IUDICIJ\L REFORM To support courts handling abuse and $5 
neglect cases by providing technological 
services. training, and technical assistance. 

._-- ---+--'--------l 
-FMJ.:A-ANIJ PAID LEAVE RESEARCH FUND To conduct research on how states can $10 

best provide paid leave systems. 

To improve security ofabortion clinics byABoRTION SAFElY $5 
providing additionai U.S. Marshall 
support and giving grants to conduct 
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F AMILIES SuBTOTAL 

a. ExpANDING AMERlcORPS To expand the number of Americorps $132 
members to 100,000 by 2001, with new 
initiatives involving high school and 
college students. 

b. SENIORS FOR SCHOOLS To create a senior corps of40,000 people $40 
to serve as tutors, mentors, and 
afterschool workers. 

SERVICE SUBTOTAL $172 

a. FOOD SAFETY To establish a nationally integrated food $75 
safety system, involving federal, state, and 
local officials, and to enhance international 
surveillance and inspections. 

b. EQUAL PAY To support EEOC and DOL in performing $20 
outreach and technical assistance activities 
and upgrading enforcement efforts, with a 
special focus on non-traditional. 
occupations. 

MISCELLANEOUS SUBTOTAL $95 

a. COPS II To renew the President's COPS initiative, $750·ofnew money 
with new_emphases_o_n cri!J1J:-fighting (to keep COPS at 
technologies, community-based $1400)
prosecutors, and community crime 
prevention programs. 

b. F~SENFORCEMENT To expand the Youth Crime Gun Initiative $25 
and dedicate new resources for federal, 
state, and local law enforcement to 

and orosecute gun crimes. 



To develop and implement punishmentc. CERTAINTY OF PUNISHMENT $95 
alternatives to incarceration for youthful 
offenders. 

d. COERCED ABSTINENCE To ensure rigorol;1s drug testing, 
sanctions, and treatment for all drug 
offenders within the crimina~ justice 
system. 

$95 

CRIME SUllTOTAL $965 

-




DOMESTIC VIOLENCE 

States may elect the Family 
Violence Option under thelt b1ate 
plan, and provide good cause 
waivers of program reqts to victims 
ofdome5tl<: violence. 

~ .. ...~ 

DEFINITION OF WORK 

In determining whether states are 
meeting panidpation rates, ~"pe<:ifi(: 
lists of activities count as work and 

Granting of such waivers by a state does 
not directly affect the detennination 
whether the state has met it'> 
partidpatior't "Hes or time-limit 
ex£:eption cap. However, if the state has 
granted good -cause waivers that meet 
cerEa.lrl stds, and would have met the 

-participation rate or 2(}% cap when 
waiver cases are taken out of the 
cakulatiOll, \.\'e will grant reasonable 
CllUse. (State wa"iver' and SSP policies 
can affect eligibility for this reawnable 
cause.) 

The stds we set in NPRM included 
individuaiittd strategies based on 
individual needs assessments; waivas 
cannot exceed 6 months; waivers UII,ls1 

be under FVO; time-limit waivers do not 
stop the clock and are limited to cases 
where viclim cannot work when the 
time-limit is reached; servi.ce pian that 
includes work expectations must be jn 
effect 

I States may define these activities, but 
must provide ns a defmition. 

About 25 comments earne specifically 
from women's groups, legal 
organizations, or members of the 
domestic violence community. Their 
concerns were generaUy consisteru with 
the views of states, the unions. and 
other advocates on this issue. 

With a few ntltable exceptions, 
cornrnenters were sati~fied with the 
general framework, but objC1::ted to 
specific aspects ofour policy. 

We did not assure confidentiality (as 
statute provides); service plan was not 
appropriate and could put victims at 
added risk; 6-month limit on waiver 'vas 
inappropriare (statute says as long as 
nC1;essary); allowing tlme-Hrnit waivers 
{mly where victim couldn"t work was 
inappropriate; should allow dock to 
stop. 

Add reference to confidentiality reqt. 

Allow waivers for as long as necessary, but 
require 6--month redeterminations. 

Clarify thai welfare agencies should work with 
providers in domestic violence community to 

,develop appropriate service strategies and ... 
coordinate decisions. Clarify that NPRM did not 
envision that welfare agency would be making. 
all these dedsions. 

Clarify in preamble that victims ofdomestic 
violence should be protC1::ted from inappropriate 
sanctions through state good cause provisions. 

Keep service plan ceq1; indicate thAt wOrk: 

included, to extent consistent with safety lind 


fairness. 


Remove link between time-limit waivers and 
ability to wOlk. Allow dock [0 stop when family 
has waiver. 

See '"Domeslic Violence" section in Preamble, 

I ~~~~~~~~~~~~u!~~g at subpart B of part 26ft 
With very limited exceptions. Make no change in reg. 

commenters supported our decision not 

to create f«leral defwitions. 


oj:l;l~.r.p!l-nj~t»ll'.t"ioWn,,-______-,--________________1.._______________-'-___________________-' 
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DATA COLLECTION 

States must report detailed 
disaggregated data on families 
receiving T ANF assistance and a 
limited amount ofaggregate data, 
including l>om~ ~Ap~nditure data. 
They may use samples for case· 
record reporting. 

Secretary must report annually to 
Congress on state program 
characteristics, participation rates, 
and demographic and financial 
characteristics of families applying 
for, receiving, or becoming 
ineligible for, assistance. 

States that fail to submit reports 
required under the statute are 
subject to penalties of up to 4% 
for any quarter. 

tms has limited authority to 
require data collection and 
reporting not specified in the law. 

In addition to variables specifically in 
the statute, states must file disaggregate 
data to compile participation rates and 
monitor time limits, and a limited 
amount of other data. Stales must file 
similar data on closed cases for the 
month of closure. 

They must report on members in the 
assistance unit, as well as parents, minor 
siblings, and others whose income and 
resources are counted. 

They must file additional aggregate 
financial data that we will use in 
assessing whether there is misuse of 
TANF funds and proper MOE claims. 

States must file T ANF program data 
electronically. 

They must file annual reports that 
include data necessary for us to complete 
our annual report to Congress and annual 
addendum to fiscal reports. 

Penalties will be assessed where states 
fail to submit complete and accurate 
reports that contain statutorily required 
data. In some cases, other penalties may 
also apply (e.g., work) if slates fail to 
provide data by which to determine 
compliance. 

States must also file reports related to 
claiming case10ad reduction credits, 
claims of reasonable cause, and child· 
only cases, and corrective action plans. 

If they want case10ad reduction credit, 
high performance bonuses, certain 
penally relief, they must file comparable 
data on SSPs that theY file on T ANF 

For states, the data reqts are arguably 
the biggest issue. They question our 
legal authonty for some of the data 
collection. 

Some advocates and a few research 
types argue that most of these data are 

·appropriate and valuable for tracking _ 
the effects of welfare reform. In a few 
cases they ask for more (i.e., to get a 
better handle on how TANF and MOE 
funds are being used to support families 
and identify whether supplantation is 
going on.) However, some advocates 
are concerned that the reqts on SSPs 
will thwart innovation and 
collaboration. 

States complain about the growth in data 
elements over the Emergency report, 
underestimates of burden, reqts on 
closed cases, reqts related to the annual 
rep.ort (which they argue are largely 
duplicative of state plan information), 
reporting on individuals not receiving 
assistance, sample sizes, and the 
defmition of"complete and accurate". 

States also argue that they need &'12 
months at a minimum to implement 
reporting changes because ofcomputer 
set-up and reprogramming problems. 

For disaggregate data, we are reducing the 
number of elements (from 106 to 76) and 
number of codes, and reducing reporting for 
members of the family who are not in the 
assistance unit. We are keeping the proposed 
sample sizes. 

We are eliminating the annual program~_ 
performance report and changing the 
disaggregate reporting on closed cases (to reduce 
general burden but capture better info on why 
cases close). We are also proposing a number of 
clarifications (e.g., on issues such as reporting on 
non·custodial parents and penalty rel!ef available 
for less than perfect reporting) that respond to 
state concerns. 

We are also reducing SSP case-reporting, so that 
we capture disaggregated data only for programs 
that serve basic needs. Would get only 
aggregate reporting on other SSPs ( e.g., EITC). 
Such changes would result in more appropriate 
connections between SSP reporting requirements 
and our penalties. SSP reporting is tied to 
availability of caseload reduction and high 
performance bonus, but no longer to penalty 
relief. 

We are expanding aggregate reporting on 
programs used for Stale MOE, so as to better 
track State compliance with "new spending" and 
other MOE requirements. 

Finally, we are proposing to give States until the 
end of fiscal year or October I, 1999 , to 
implement the new reporting reqts and other 
requirements under the rule. 

See part 265 and appendices. 



CHILD CARE PENALTY 

If states sanction single custodial 
parents with a child under 6 in a 
case where child care was not 
available, they will be subject to a 

sa~clio~ of up!o.5_%. ____ .__~ 

CASELOAD REDUCTION 

To the extent that caseloads have 
gone down since 1995, the 
participation rates states must 
achieve go down accordingly. 
However, reductions due to 
eligibility changes do not count for 
this purpose. 

States must establish criteria for 
determining parents cannot fmd care and 
infonn parents of these criteria. 

States .....il1 receive the maximwn penalty 
if we see a pattern of substantiated 
complaints or states do not have a 
statewide process in place for parents to ­
claim this exemption. States may get a 
reduced penalty if violations are isolated 
or have an effect on a minimal number of 
cases. 

Under the child care rule, CCDBG 
agencies must advise parents of this 
provision (and the fact that an exemption 
does not stop the clock). The CCDBG 
State plan must include these criteria. 

Reductions in state two-parent caseloads 
determine the credit for the two-parent 
rates, and reductions in overall case loads 
determine the reduction in the overall 
participation rate applicable to a state. 

States must advise us of all eligibility 
changes and the caseload effects of those 
changes. 

Examples of eligibility changes include 
changes in income and resource 
standards. States get credit for caseload 
closures where new verification 
techniques have found ineligibility, but 
the standards ha\'en't changed. 

State agencies argue T ANF agencies 
should administer this provision, not 
child care agencies. 

Advocates argue that we should require 
that welfare agencies advise parents 
abuut the availability of the cxemption 
and of the availability of child care--­
subsidies. They also say we should 
require referral to child care agencies. 

Advocates and states have differing 
concerns about the criteria of a "pattern 
of substantiated complaints." 

States (and some advocates) would like 
an option to apply the overall caseload 
reduction or two-parent reduction to the 
two-parent rate. A few suggest that the 
overall rate apply to both. 

States have some complaints about the 
burden, want full credit for reductions 
related to new behavioral reqts. 

Stales object to including cases in SSPs 
in calculation and withholding credits 
unless states submit SSP data. 

Advocates do not want credit given for 
cases closed due to full family sanctions, 
or reductions due 10 the direct or 
indirect (deterrent) effect of new state 
behavioral or procedural reqts. 

Ad\'ocates and slates would like offsets 
for caseload increases that are due to 
eligibility changes. 

Retain requirement for child care agencies to 
advise families and for CCDBG plan to include 
criteria. 

Require TANF agencies to advise families about 
child care protections. Take this factor into 
consideration in determining maximum penalties. 

Keep standard of "pattern of substantiated 
complaints." 

See preamble and regs for §§261.l5, 261.56 and 
261.57. 

Keep separate credits for overall and two-parent 
participation rates. 

Modify SSP reporting, as discussed above for 
programs that are not welfare-like. (See SSP 
section.) 

Allow offsets for caseload increases due to 
eligibility cha!lges. And allow adjustments to 
1995 baseline data. 

Indicate thai full-family sanctions and behavioral 
requirements are eligibility changes. 

See preamble and reg for subpart D of part 261. 



WORKER AND RECIPIENT 
PROTECTIONS 

Statute identifies four Federal non­
discrimination laws that are 
applicable within T ANF. 

regular employees by T ANF 
recipients and requires states to 
implement a grievance procedure 

Sec. 417 limits fed regulatory and 
enforcement authority. 

,-1- Statute prohibits displacement of 

Reiterates statutory reqt on 
displacement. 

Preamble mentions applicable non­
discrimination laws, but indicates no 
T ANF enforcement. Refers to OCR. 

Unions, EEOC, and a few legal action 
groups objected to the lack of attention 
to this issue. 

Suggestions included: 
I) Improve references to other Federal 
laws, other Federal guid.:mce, and 
EEOC; -­ - _- .,--­

2) Take away credit for participation 
where displacement occurred; 
3) Deny states penalty relief where 
violations occur; 
4) Give complying states credit towards 
penalty relief; 
5) Actively engage in litigation; 
6) Set standards for grievance 
procedures; 
7) Suggest that states follow stronger 
WTW grievance procedures and 
d~acement standards. 

Add references to EEOC, other Federal laws, 
and other Federal guidance in the preamble. 

Add regulatory text covering 4 applicable 
provisions and indicating that sec. 417 does not 
undermine the applicability of other Federal 
laws. 

_______ . 

See "Worker and Recipient Protections" section 
of preamble and §260.35. 

TWO-PARENT PENALTY 

States must meet a two-parent 
participation rate, in addition to the 
overall rate. 

States failing to meet their work 
participation rates face a penalty of 
up to 5 % of their T ANF grant in 
the flrst year, which grows to up to 
21 % for a stale that fails year­
after-year. 

States that miss only the tv.·o-parent rate 
face a reduced penalty based on their 
two-parent caseload. 

Commenters universally commended the 
two-parent adjustment. A few argued it 
make more sense to use a national 
adjustment, and a few argued for other 
changes to protect states against the 
tough two-parent standards (e.g., by 
giving them credit against the two­
parent rate for excess participation 
under the overall rate, giving states 
offsets in caseload reduction credits for 
increases in caseload due to eligibility 
changes.) 

Retain the two-parent adjustment provided in 
determining base penalty amount (Changes to 
caseload reduction rules may provide relief in 
some states.) 



PENALTY REDUCTION, 
REASONABLE CAUSE, AND 
RELATED PROVISIONS 

For many penalties, states may 
avoid penalties if the Secretary 
grant;; reasonable cause or state 
comes into compliance under a .... 
corrective compliance plan. States 
have some opportunity for reduced 
work penalties based on degree of 
non-compliance or, at the 
Secretary's discretion, if they are a 
"needy state" or due to 
extraordinary circumstances. 
There may also be penalty 
reductions if states make 
substantial progress towards 
compliance while under a 
corrective action plan. 

Reasonable cause is limited to: natural 
disasters; incorrect federal policy advice; 
and isolated, non-recurring problems of 
limited impact. 

States operating SSPs or continuing 
waivers may lose eligibility for penalty 
relief............. 

To get a reduced work penalty based on 
degree of non-compliance, states must 
get within 90 percent of the target 
participation rate. 

To get a reduction based on achieving 
substantial progress during the corrective 
action period, states must close 50 
percent of the gap between participation 
rate in year for which they failed and rate 
in effect during corrective action period. 

Corrective action plan can be no longer 
than 6 months. ., 

Commenters generally argued for more 
opportunities for reasonable cause and 
other penalty relief. Among items 
suggested for inclusion--economic 
downturns, caseload increases, other 
factors beyond state control. 

Many commenlers thought rules should _I 

give Secretary more discretion, while 
some argued for creation of fonnulas 
and addition of specific items. For work 
penalty reductions, some argued for 
alternative measures of achievement. 

90% threshold for reducing work 
penalties appears arbitrary, and 
produces strange and inequitable results. 
Some argued that 50% or 75 % would 
be more appropriate. 

6-month compliance period is 
inadequate; often systems changes .. 
would be involved. 

Keep reasonable cause tight, but allow Secretary 
to exercise discretion in additional cases. 

Change the 2Q.percent threshold for substantial 
compliance to 50%. Adjust penalty relief for 
states based on mcrease in number of 
participants, number of failures. 
__ 

Keep the 50% threshold for defining significant 
progress during corrective action period. 

Modify corrective action period to require 
compliance within the year of the compliance 
period for work participation, but provide 
individualized periods for other penalties (which 
could be shorter) 

Calculate base penalty amount on post-transfer 
funding. 

See preamble and regs for §§ 263.2-263.7 and 
subpart E of part 261. 
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DEFINITION OF ASSISTANCE 

Families receiving assistance in 
TANF program are subject to work 
reqts, data collection, child 
support, and time limits (if 
federally funded) 

Most everything is assistance except 
items that do Dot have direct moneta!)' 
value for family (i.e., are not direct or 
implied income support) •• such as 
counseling and case management .. and 
one·time ,short-term assistance (limited 
to once a year, paid over 30 days and 

_covering 90 days). Child care and 
ttansportation are in the definition 

One-time, short-term definition is too 
tight; thwarts state diversionary 
programs. 

Child care, transportation, and work 
support should come out; should not be 
time-limited or assigned for child 
support. ______ . _______ _ 

Wage subsidies and workfare should be 
excluded. Wage subsidies are not of 
direct monetary value; workfare is 
compensation for work, should not be 
time-limited or assigned. 

Remove the restrictions on one-time, short-term 
(i.e., once a year) to allow diversion programs. 

Based on sttong legal arguments, keep child 
care, transportation, and related work supports 
in definition. (Develop separate guidance 
indicating that States would rot retain all T ANF 

.assistance_:.-.only amounts paid to_the familY')' __ 

Clarify that certain payments to employers might 
be excluded under existing stds (e.g., payments 
under performance-based contracts), but 
workfare payments and some wage subsidies 
would be assistance. 

Clarify that assistance received by non-custodial 
parents and other adults who are not beads of 
household or spouses of heads of households 
would not count against the family's time limit. 

See preamble and reg for &260.30. 

I___. 




I'mul RuleI Statutory Provision INPRM 	 IComments 

SEPARATE STA.iE 
PROGRAMS 

For MOE purposes, qualified State 
expenditures include expenditures 
in non~TANF programs that ,_re not 
subject to TANF rules (e,g., child 
support and work requiremenl"') 

CIHLD-Oi'l"l.. Y CASES 

Unlike pdOl law, stalule doc!. not 
specify which irnlividuids rnU$t be 
in the rUing unit 

-.- ~~~~ ~~~ ~~~~~ 

I	States that <:reate SSPs with the effect of 
avoiding work requirements or diverting 
child support collections lose eliglbility 
for penalty relief (4 penalties for either 
action), 

States that create SSPs for the purpose of 
avoiding work lose eligibili1Y fOl 
reductions in work penalty amOUnls. 

States must report the same data on cases 
in SSPs as required in T ANF to get 
caseload reduction credits, high 
performance bonuses, and work penalty 
relief. 

Slates may define "families". However. 
they may not exclude indivi.duals for the 
purpose of avoiding work req~ or time 
limits. If they do, we may add thQse 
cases back into the calculations. 

Also, states mu..,t file aIU1uai repons on 
lhe {lumber of child·only cases, by type. 

Widespread consensus Illat NPRM 
shows distrust, presumes guilt when 
there is no evidence. 

Policies violate intelll, ifnu! the letter, 
of the law. 

SSPs serve valid poliey interes1s, such 
as providing supports 10 working 
families and enabling states to better 
meet the needs of their most vulnerable 
families. 

lbreats and data reporting requirements 
will have a chilling effect on innovation. 

h is undear what the criteria ne and 
how they would be applied. 

SSPs. will not necessarily be the same as 
TANF; requiring comparable data 
collec1ion would be unreasonable in 
S;)nre cases (e.g .• an EiTe progru.m). 

Widespread objection -- from Hill, 
states, advocates 

ACF threats will have a chilling effect 
on state attempts to serve needy 
families. and keep children \'\.'itb 
relatives. 

ACF cannot judge purposes. 

ChlJd-only cases exist for valid reas:ons; 
have been common under prior law. 

Proposed rule violates Congressional 
intent re state flexibility. 

I R.eoorrin;; is onerous. 

RelUove tbrea[S about penalty denial. 

Require "TANF" reporting on SSPs that address 
basic needs; remove reporting barriers that might 
preclude :H3teS from pruviding different kinds of 
supports and working with alternative delivery 
systems under SSPs. 

Tie access to caseload reduct:ion and high 
performance bonus to SSP reporting; remove tie 
to penalty reHef. 

See "Separ.J.tc State Programs" in Preamble 

Remove threat to add families back in; monitor 
inste<l!t 

Use regular TANF data collection sys~em to 
evaluate nature ofchild-only cases and monitor 
changes. 

-.---~---~'~-., 

See "Child-Only Cases" in Preamble 

http:Separ.J.tc


WAIVERS 

Under section 415, states may 
continue waivers to the extent 
inconsistent with T ANF provisions 

For this purpose, waivers include 
specific waivers granted and other 
provisions of prior law integral to the' 
purpose of the waiver. 

, 

Inconsistent means complying with 
T ANF would require a change in policy 
reflected in an approved waiver. 

Re work reqts, states with waivers could 
count different activities, and hours of 
work in some cases, but Dot exemptions 
(i.e., change the denominator). States 
had to have time limits that resulted in 
case closures or individual termination to 
claim a time-limit inconsistency. 

For research purposes, states can carry 
over provisions of prior law more 
broadly. 

For states that continue waivers, the 
GoveI1}or must certify the specific 
inconsistencies and provide other 
information. If the state is found 
penalty-liable for a work participation or 
time-limit penalty, it is not eligible for 
reasonable cause, must consider 
modifying its waivers under corrective 
action, and loses eligibility for cenain 
penalty reductions. 

We will publish work participation and 
time-limit exception rates achieved 
under " ..aiver and nonnal T ANF rules. 

NPRM is not consistent with statute or 
Congressional intent. HHS does not 
have the authority to regulate this 
provision of the statute. 

Statute indicates we should encourage 
states to continue their waivers and 
evaluations -- NPRM violates that 
provision. Retroactive interpretation of 
waiver inconsistencies could cause 
states to abandon their waivers. 

HHS is presupposing what the purpose 
ofa state's waiver is; that is matter for 
states to determine. 

HHS does not have the right to require 
that continuation of waivers be balanced 
against the objectives of the Act. 

Commenters have general perspective 
(somewhat implied) that authority to 
continue waivers is authority to continue 
whole program in the demonstration. 

, 

States have authority to continue waivers "to the 
extent" inconsistent with TAhTf" statute; rules 
address implications re work and time-limit 
penalty detenninations. 

States may not avoid data collection 
requirements, child support requirements, or 
work participation penalties under this provision. 
States may not expand geographic scope of 
waiver or scope of families covered. 

"Waiver" of a work provision would encompass 
all prior law related to the policies in section 407 
(I.e., re allowable activities, hours, exemptions 
from the denominator, and sanctions). To claim 
time-limit inconsistency, State would have 
needed a waiver to reduce or terminate 
assistance based on passage of time (i.e., have a 
waiver that created an inconsistency with section 
408(a)(7)). 

HHS will compute and publish information from 
T ANF data collection OIl participation rates that 
waiver states would have achieved under TANF 
rules. 

HHS will require specific certification by state of 
its inconsistencies and the applicable alternative 
work or time-limit policies in effect. 

States will not be disqualified from penalty relief 
or expected to abandon waivers as part of 
corrective action. 
See "Waivers" section of Preamble and subpart 
C of Part 260. 

, 
" 



AD:\UNtSTRATIVE COSTS 

for both federal and state monies, 
no more than 15% ofeKpendjtures 
may go towards administrative 

15% cap applies to the post-transfer 
amouot. 

Pre1ll11hle says that eligibility 
determination costs (but not (;ase 
rnanazement) must be charged to admin 
costs depending on how workers spend 

States say <:ap should apply to the pre­
transfer amount. 

States and counties feel the pmtmble 
policies will have bad program 
effetts------increasing administrative and 
:u:counting burdens and discouragintt 

Cap applies to postwtt'ansfer amount. [NOTE: 
For (;oosistency's sake. we would also use post· 
transfer amounts in determining the baSe fOr 11 
penalty calculations. This has the effe<'t of . 
reducing maximum penalties by up to 30 pe!('ent 
for states that tran:Sfet the maximum amoWlt 
allowable.] 

thejr time. 

Prealnble suggests that contractor (;0515 

must be allocated in the same way as 
agency Cl)sts. 

~~ipation ~f(;~ity-bas~d 
groups in delivery of services. 

The preamble language does not reflect 
the changing role of front·line wQrkers, 
The distinction between eligibility 
determination and case management is 
not dear. 

. . .­~ 

Revise regulatory text to explicitly include 
eligibility determination within definition of 
administrative costs. Require slate dcfimtions 
<;oU'sisten( With regulatory framework 

Allow coutracted :services to be charged as 
program costs, base determlnatiollS on nature oJ 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~ L ...... . 

One union conunented \hal trealment of 
admin costs shou1d not distinguish 
between T ANF agency and third~party 
expenditures. 

contract. 
See preamble discussion for part 263.0 and regs 
,,§§ 263.0, 163.2, and 263.13. 

7 
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Dead-Beats Contribute to Poverty 

By Laura M..'Ckle'r 
Associaled Press Writer 
Friday, April 23,1999; 2:39 a.m, EDT 

WASHINGTON (AP) - Absentee parents who spend time with their 
chi1dren are more likely to pay child support, the Census Bureau 
says, 

But researchers do not know if the visits make parents more likely to 
pay up or those who pay are more likely to insist on visits, 

In any case, the new statistics, being released today, offer support to 
projects under way across the country that try to connect f.'i.thers witb 
their children, for both emotional and financial reasons. 

About three-fourths ofth05e who had j01nt custody or visitation 
agreements made payments in 1995, That compares with just 35 
percent of those without these agreements, 

The report also finds that parents who do not pay support are more 
likely to have children who live in poverty. It spotlights a striking 
problem in the era ofwelfare reform. where child support is 
supposed to make up some of the money lost when families leave the 
rolls. 

But the Census report is based on data from 1995. Since then, there 
have been new efforts to' collect more money and collections have 
risen. 

Part of the problem is that many ofthe fathers <?fthese children also 
are poor. 

. 'They have similar if not more.barriers (than low-income women) to 
getting work,'! said Michael Kharfen • .a spokesman for the 
Department of Health and Human Services. "A lot of them h;~vcj;:tiJ 
time." 

Overall, the repor( found that $17.8 billion was paid in support in 
1995. That's 63 percent of the $28,] biIJion that parents said they 
were-owed. 

The Census: report is the nation's only estimate of an child support 
paid and owed across the country. HHS releases similar numbers. but 
those figures only capture parents who pay through the government's 
collection system, explaining why (he HHS collection numbers for 
1995 were lower. 

But the Census report also concluded that just $28.3 billion was 

lof2 4123199 S:27 AM 
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owed, whereas HHS says nearly $50 billion was duc that year. ThatI , may because parents responding to the Census questionnaire did 110t 

admit all the support owed from previous years. 

Other findings in the Census report include: 

-- fn spring 1996, when the survey was conducted, 22,8 million 
children under 21 years lived with 13,7 million parents while their 
other parent Jived elsewhere. That's 28 percent of all children under 
21 living in fam.ilies. 

-- The vast majority -- 85 percent -- of these custodial parents were 
women. 

-- Mothers were more likely to receive child support from absentee 
fathers than fathers were from absentee mothers. 

~- About seven in 10 custodial parents who were due child support 
got at least a portion of what was owed. The average received was 
$3,732. 

-~ About four in 10 got everything they were owed. 

~~ About 32 percent of custodial parents who were owed child 
support but did not get anything lived below the poverty line. By 
contrast. about 22 percent of parents who got at least part ofwhat 
they had coming were poor. 

Focusing on custodial mothers, the report found that moms were 
most likely to receive payments if they were wealthier, white, 
educated, older than 30 and divorced. 

For instance, 62 percent of poor women received at least some of the 
money. compared with 73 percent of non-poor women. Nearly three 
out of four white women got something~ for blacks it was 59 percent 
and for Hispanics, 58 percent 

Just over half of women who had never been married got payments 
versus 73 percent of those who had been divorced. 

© Copyright 1999 The Associated Press 

Back to the top 
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FY 2000 FUNDING ISSUES 


AgencyJProqram 

Agriculture/Ruml Oevelopm"nt 

Agriculture: 


County Office SSE aM Common CompUl1ng E:wir.. .. , 


Food Safety Initiative {USOA}, ..... ,., ...... , ............... ,. 


Lends Legacy. ...................................... 


Clean Water AcHon Plan ..................... ", ............. , 


Foot! &, Nutution SrvceJEconot'l'lic ResearCh Srvce .. 


HHS: 


FDA Tobacco Enforcement Activities ...................... .. 

Food Salety IniUative (FDA) ................................. .. 

OtherFOA...... ", .............. ,,, ...... ,,, ................ .. 


Subtotal FDA .....................................,.', .. "" ..... , 


Subtotal, Agrieulture.......................................... 


FY 1999 

J;l}stcted 


BA 

2.270 

119 

1 

12 

34 
158 
943 

1,135 

3,537 

FY 2000 

f.tQPosed 
SA 

2,377 

151 

50 

48 

13.7 

as 
188 

1,082 
1,338 

3,978 

Latest House 

Action 


BA 

2,283 

124 

17 

34 
155 

'\,049 
1,271 

3,696 

latest Senate 
Action 

BA 

2.266 

136 

0 

5 

12 

34 
183 
993 

1,2.10 

3.630 

House Less 	 House Less 
Enacted PropoUd 

SA ll8 

~----.--~.-.- _.. 

13 	 -94 

5 	 -27 

-50 

-47 

5 	 3 

-34 
30 

106 -33 
136 -67 

159 	 ·282­

ilJ3OI99 

4:26 PM , 
r.J,1d3tanooOdeallerejgame.Jd~ 

Senate Less Senate Less 

Enacted Propoud 


BA §A 


. -~~-

4 ·111 

,7 -15 

0 -50 

5 42 

-2 

-34 
25 -5 
50 -89 
75 ·128 

93 ~347 

Page 1 

http:r.J,1d3tanooOdeallerejgame.Jd


--

..-. ­

FY 2000 FUNDING ISSUES 

Agency/Program 


--.... - -- ­ .--~------

Commetce/JusticcfSate 

Commerce: 

2000 Census.................... ,............ ,' ."." .. ,'"" ..... ,' 

NIST AT? .... "'" ............................ ", ........ " 

NOAA: Lands legacy ........... ".""" ........... 

NOM: Padiic Coast Salmon initiative ............... 

NOAA: EnViron, prog. (GLOBE. Clean Water, ESA)...... 
Globe (inCluded abOve)............... ,,, .. ,. ,.,,', ... ," .,' 
Ctean Water Actio;; Plan {Included above) .. 
Endangetf!d Species Act (inc!uded above) ..... 

'NOM: Nato!. Polar Orbiting Erwir. SateHte SysL .... " .. , 

Economic Development AdminlslraOOn .. " •... __ ..... 

Crilicallnfraslruclure Assurance Office ..... ,,, ....... 

Digital Transition for Public Broadcasters ..... ,........ 

Justice: 

CO?SI21st Century P¢liong InihalNe. ............ 

Core OOJ Law Enforcement (FBI. DEA, USA}.,. 

!rnrnigraHon and Naluraliz.aUon Service (INS) .. , .. , ...... 
Guam/INS (indvded above)....... ". 

1~rrorism and CriticallnfrastrucllJle ,., ..... " .. "" 

Drug Testing & Intervention Program .. 

FY 1999 

J:.n3ct~~ 

61\ 

1,239 

20. 

78 

48 
3 

17 
26 

65 

392 

6 

21 

1,430 

6,148 

2,657 

214 

103 

FY 2000 

Proj!osed 


ft~ 

4,638 

239 

183 

160 

82 
5 

22 
55 

au 

393 

6 

35 

1,275 

8,102 

3,037 
19 

266 

215 

Latest House 

Act!.(m. 


BA 


4,619 

Bl 

41 

15 
26 

40 

3B8 

18 

266 

6,373 

3,021 

138 

103 
Page 2 

latest Senate 

Action 


SA 


-

2,915 

221 

109 

100 

57 
3 

I. 
40 

80 

226 

6 

30 

325 

6,120 

2,709 

286 

103 

House Less 

Enacted 


SA 


-- ._-­

3,380 

-204 

3 

-1 
-3 

-2 
-2 

-2' 

-4 

-6 

-3 

-1,162 

225 

364 

·76 

House l&$$ 


Pr2:S!ru!:€!iI 

I'll 


-19 

·239 

~102 

-160 

-41 
·5 
-7 

·29 

-40 

-5 

-5 

·17 

·1,007 

·329 

-16 
·19 

-128 

-112 

8130199 

4:26 PM 
g:Jd31a12tlOOdea"Vendllillme.Jds 

~nate-les$ Senate less 
Enacted Proposed 


SA SA 


---- -- . -

1,676 -1,723 

23 -12 

31 ·74 

100 .&J 

9 ·25 
-3 

·3 ·6 
12 ·15 

15, 
·164 ·165 

9 ·5 

-1,105 -950 

·2B ·582 

52 ·328 
·19 

72 20 

-112 

_.... ­

,.~ 



--

FY 2000 FUNDING ISSUES 


6.gency/Proqram 

.~~- --,~-

Civil Rights OivisionlEnforcement Partnefstiiml". 


Tobacco Li1ig,3lton.... " ................ ",. ",""", .. ","" 

, 

Indian Cauntly lilW Ertfcrcement ........ ,., .. , """' 


State: 

Secoflty aod Maintenance of U,S, Missions,,",.,,"" ..... , 
Adv;mce Appropriation ..... , ... ,u." •• ", ....... "n"" .. ,"., 

Contributions to Inlema!ional Organizalions. __ ..• , ... , ". 

Contributions to International Peacekeeping .......•.... 


UN Aucars ..............................•......................... 


Slal-e Department OperatiOrlS", , .. , ....••....... 


SSA~ 

Sman Business Loan Program Funding ... 

New Markets Iniliative,"" ... .................. 


Disaster Loan Progtam ........ ..... 
New Budget Authority {included above} ................. 
Contingent Emergency Funding (incuded above) 
CanyoverJHecoveries (included above), .. " ... , ........ 

Administralive Expenses ....... ,............ ," ..... .- ..... _. 
Emergency Funding (incuded aboVe) .. " ................ 
CarryoverjR~~coverie$ (rncluded ab(:lve) ... 
8usiness/Disaster Loan Adm:rL (included above) .. 

FY iS9!} ~y 2000 Latest HO\JSe 
EnactQ:ti. E:roP9_!'.?:~~ Action 

!l8 SA SA 

-'-82--~69-­ 74 


143 189 149 


89 124 


1.081 748 717 

3,BOO 

922 963 643 


231 235 200 


475 446 351 


3,326 2,926 2,807 

125 148 129 


85 


248 207 201 

76 39 139 

71 158 


101 10 62 


376 408 321 

75 


5 

245 292 210 


Page 3 


Latest Senate 

Actlon 


f,?,A 

' '71­

143 


111 


583 


836 


144 


351 


2,721 


168 


78 

78 


303 


215 


House Less 

Enacted 


SA 


5 


6 


-89 

·364 

-79 

-31 

·124 

·519 

4 


·47 

63 

.71 

-39 

·55 

6130199 

4:26PM 

9:~~aVern:lgam8,x!s 

House less Senate Less Senate le$$ 

Proposed Enact@d ~Ys1 


SA SA SA 


-----8 ---- ~ ~~2- _.11- -. -- ,­

.40 -46 

~124 22 ~13 

·31 -498 -165 
-3,600 -3.600 

w120 ... ·127 

·35 -87 -91 

·95 ·124 -95 

~121 -6D5 ·207 

·19 43 20 


·as ·85 

·6 ·170 ~129 


100 2 39 

·158 -71 ·158 

52 ·101 -10 

·87 ·73 .105 


. , 
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.; 
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FY 2000 FUNDING ISSUES 

FY 1999 fY 2000 Latest House Latest Sc<nate House Less House Less 
E;[l_<!.c;tl?9. froposed Ac;tion Action Enacted Proposed 

Agency/Program SA SA SA SA SA ~ 

-------.~--~~~.- ­ --.-- .------- ­
OIA's: 

Equal Emproyment Opportunity Commission ........... " .. 219 312 279 279 -33 

FCC Spedtum 8ankruptcy PtOvisien ...... -200 -200 200 

Legal SeNt-ces Corporation (LSC) ...... 300 340 200 300 .50 ·90 

Securities and Exchange CommissiOn (SEq.. , ....... 358 363 333 374 -25 -3D 

USiA: International Broadcasting Operations ... ___ ..... 384 432 4HJ 386 2B ·22 

Subtotal, Commerce/Jus tic~lState.................. __ .... 20,839 28,553 22,()92 19,94;) 1,25-3 -6,451 

' ­
--' 

IlI3Il19l1 

4:28PM 

01<.l1lta!200O<.Je.wendgam~.J:!t 

Senate Less Senate less 

Enacted Proposed 


SA SA 


·33 

·200 

"'0 

16 11 

2 -46 

-897 -8,610 

-- _. 
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FY 2000 FUNOING ISSUES 


AgeneylProgrerll 

Defense: 

000 Military T opline ~J(d. Spectrum {Non-Add)., 

F-22 
Procurem~nL••• ,...... , .... , .•. , ..... , 

Research and Development ..................... .. 


Chemica! Demilitarization (DOO/n MA)."" ..... . 


Overseas Contigency Operalions Transfer Fund 


GPS....................... , ..................... " 


Medium Extended Air Oefense System (MEADS)........ , 


LHD-8 AmphibiOl,ls Ship, ,...... 


000 Counter Drug FOfW3r{j Operati."9 Locations." ..•• ,' 


National Polar Orbiting Operational Environmental 

Sati!lile System (NPOESS) ... '" ..........................., ... 

Globa! AIDS .. 

Subtotal, Defense" ..................................... , ...... " 

FY 1999 
Enacted 


SA 


'50,720 

769 
1571 

777 

7.305 

192 

45 

85 

10,724 

FY 2000 
erQ~ 

!:!~ 

262,933 

1,852 
1222 

1,169 

2.3$8 

270 

49 

43 

80 

10 

1.083 

Latest House 

Action 


§A 


268,408 

1222 

778 

1,813 

202 

43 

40 

4,09S 

Latest Senate 

Action 


SA 


264,382 

1,852 
1222 

1,1),24 

7.088 

270 

49 

500 

80 

7,085 

House Less 

Enacted 


SA 


17,688 

-769 
-349 

~1 

-5.492 

10 

~45 

43 

"",603 

BJ31l199 
4:<6 PM 

gMata12000deallenCij<lrM.m 

House less Senate Uss Senate less 
Proposed Enacted Proposed 

SA SA SA 

~--." ._-----­
5,475 13,662 1,449 

~1,8S2 1,083 
-349 

·393 247 ·145 

-575 -5,217 -300 

-68 78 ... 49 

455 500 

-43 

~10 ·10 

~2,947 -MS4 2 

Pages. 
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FY 2000 fUNDING ISSUES 

Agency/Program 

EnergyiWatet Development 

Energy: 

Nuclear Waste Disposal (Yucca Mountain) .. 

Weapons Activities ....... .. 

Defense Envir, ResiorationlWaste MgnL. ...... ".......... 

Spallation Neutron Source Construction ... " ........... ,. 

President's lT2 lnitiative (DOE) ... , ..... , .. 

Climale Change Technology Initiativtt (DOE) .. ,. 
Solar and Renewa.ble Energy {inci. above} .. 


Next Generation Internet .............. ,,, .. , ........ . 


Corps of Eng;neers: 


Everglades Restoration .. 


California Bay-Delta Ecosystem RestorutiO'''1" ..... . 


Coturnbia River Salmon Restoraifon .. 


Harbor Services Trusl Fund........... ,." ..... , " .. 
n ....... . 


TVA: 

Land Between the Lvkes" 


Subtotal, EnergyIWater .. , ............................. "',n. 


FY 1999 

Enacted 


SA 

35a 

4,400 

4,321 

130 

350 
336 

15 

29 

75 

95 

7 

9,780 

FY 2000 

Proposed 


BA 

409 

4,508 

4.498 

214 

70 

437 
396 

15 

110 

95 

100 

-494 

7 

9,969 

Ill3Oi99 
4:26 PM 

g~ldatAl2OOOd'lalll!ndg.a!l)lujs 

Latest House Latest senate House Less House Less Senate Les$ Senato Less 
Action Action Enacted Proposed Enacted Propo.s:e~, 

!l8 SA ~A BA BA BA 

281 355 ·77 -12.6 ·3 ·54 

3,962 4,610 438 -546 210 102 

4,158 4,552 ~163 ·340 231 54 

68 187 ·52 ·148 57 ·27 

10 15 10 -00 15 ·56 

317 339 .33 ·120 ·11 ·98 
309 301 	 ,27 ·89 ·35 ,97 

.15 ·15 ·15 ·15 

98 92 69 ·12 03 ·18 

75 50 ·20 ·25 45 

65 70 ·30 ·35 "-25 ·30 

494 	 494 

7 ·7 ·7 

9,034 10,277 -746 ~935 497 308 

PageS 
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FY 2000 FUNDING ISSUES 

M~JJ~yj~t,?gram 

Foreign Operations 

Treasury: 

Internalicnal Narcotics and law Enforcement ........ ,.. 

lntelnalklnal Assislance Programs. 

Multilateral Developm(!n{ Banks Summury (Non-Add} .. 

Global Environmental Fund {GEF)..... 

Asian Development Bank & Fund," 

African Development Fund. 

International Development Association (IDA} .... 

AID Devt AssisUChikl Survival and Disease Prog......... 

AID Operating Expense-s (incl. IG) ....... " .... ., 

Peace Corps ................. ,"", ...... .... " ............. ' .. 

Debt Restructurmg (HtPC) .............. 

Support for Eastern Europe and Baltic Siales .• , ". , .•.. , 

New Independent Stales (NIS) Assistance............ ... 

Wye Rive, Memorandum Funding ......... " ...... " .... 

Economic Support Fund ........... .........-... 

Peacekeeping Operations ...... 

FY 1999 

Enacted 


SA 


261 

1,451 

168 

223 

128 

800 

1,781 

493 

240 

33 

550 

847 

100 

2,433 

71 

FY 2000 
fLQ~ 

M 

295 

1,394 

143 

19' 

132 

803 

1,878 

553 

270 

370 

714 

1,OJ2 

500 

2.389 

130 

Latest House 

Action 


~A 

285 

S02 

50 

114 

lOa 

009 

1,757 

460 

240 

33 

393 

721) 

100 

2,241 

77 

Page? 

latest Senate 
Actiq!l 

BA 

2:15 

D42 

25 

64 

5 

776 

1,783 

495 

220 

43 

53:) 

780 

2,195 

80 

House less 

_!;!1J!.ctert 
BA 

-. ----, .---- -.,­

24 

·549 

-118 

-'09 

·20 

·231 

·24 

·,3 

·157 

·122 

·1$6 

8130199 
4:26PM 

House ten 
li'tdatal2OOOdealiel'ldgal'mntit 

Senate Less Senate Len 
frQ~;!,!ed 

SA 
Enacted 

BA 
Proposed 

SA 

---.-~ -

·'0 

-492 

·93 

·77 

·24 

-234 

-121 

·13 

·30 

-337 

-321 

·307 

-400 

·142­

-53 

-46 

·509 

·143 

·159 

-123 

.2, 

2 

2 

·20 

'0 

·15 

·67 

·100 

·238 

3 

-- ,--­ --~-----

·80 

-452 

·118 

~127 

·127 

·27 

·95 

·58 

·50 

·327 

·179 

·252 

·500 

·'94 

·50 



FY 2000 FUNDING ISSUES 


"""'"'4:26PM 

9:Ma\$?OOOdeallf!~gamtlJd5 

FY 1999 FY 2000 Latest House Latest Senate House less House Less Senate less Senate Less 
Enacted Proposed Action Action En!i~I!~~d PropQ-$~~, Enacted Proposed 

A51?flcy/Proqram SA SA SA SA 1M BA SA BA 

~~ _._. _.Non·proliferat!on,anti·terrorism,deminJng - - .- -- .--. ~-- .~ - - --- -_._--­
and fcl<:tled programs ind, KEDO.. .......... ,., .. 198 231 182 175 ·16 -49 ·23 .51! 

Global AIOS .. d." ...... ,',." •.•••••••• "".,', ...... 55 ·55 -55 

Sublat;)!, rCfci9n Operations." , .......... ,""" ... ,' 8,332 9,686 7,360 7,391 -912 ·2,32$ ·941 -2.295 


Pene a 

.--:-­



FY 2000 FUNDING ISSUES 


Agency/Program. 

-~ ~ ~tnteric;(~- .. _ .. --- ­-
Agriculture: 


!¢fest & Rangeland Research., .......... , ....... , U','''" 


Climate Change Technology Initiative (incl. above)", 

Lands Legacy (USDA) ......... 

Clean Water Action Plan (USDA). 

Energy: 

Energy Conservation 

Fossil Energy/Clean Coal R&D ........ " ..... "h. 


Elk Hills instal!ment Payment.. ... , .... » ••••••••••••• , •••• 

HHS; 


Indian Health Service ....... " ... " ............ "n ...
P' ..... 

Interior: 


Lands M<1nagemenl Ops. (DOltuSDA) nOOwadd,"" 


Pafl< Service Unreqllesled Constr. Projects ...... , .... 


BIA [ndian SchoolConstruction & Bond Prop1)sal" .. "." 


TribBi Prior;ty AUocalions (8IA)............." ... " ..... ,"' .... , 


Office of Spec. Trustee fet American Indians {IO!erior) ... 


Lands Legacy !nitiatlvc (DOl}... " .... ·n ..... "" .. 

Everglades Restoration (inCluded abovo)""n. 


FY 1999 
Enacted 


BA 


197 

155 

281 

692 

3', 

36 

2,242 

[4,260[ 

226 

60 

699 

66 

225 
80 

FY 2000 

PrQP~ 

~JI. 

235 
6 

218 

359 

83S 

lOS 

36 

2,412 

[4,5091 

194 

10S 

716 

100 

579 
SO 

Latest House 

Action 


j!'; 


~ ~ --_. 

204 

40 

308 

696 

24 

30 

2,398 

14,4701 

170 

61 

69S 

95 

20e 
42 

Page 9 

latest Senate House Less House less 
A(;tior'\ Enacted Proposed 

llA SA §II 

~- ---~---~- ------- ­

187 7 ·31 
~6 

82 -115 -178 

276 27 -51 

683 4 w142 

/.11 -320 -84 

2,324 156 ·1. 

[4,3731 [219j 1·30j 

221 ·56 -24 

82 1 -47 

693 ., -18 

79 29 -5 

179 ·17 -371 
33 ·38 -38 

8130(99 

4:26PM 
g'lds;tlI!'2OOOdea!lem;lgam~,III'I$ 

Senate Less Senate Less 
gn~;;ted Proposed 

BA SA 

~ 

-~ ----~--~~ 

·10 48 
-S 

·73 ~131l 

-5 -83 

-9 -155 

-133 103 

.36 -36 

82 -88 

[1131 1-1361 

-5 27 

22 -26 

-e ·23 

13 -21 

46 -400 
-47 -47 <".j 

\ .",'.: . 
. ,.~.~. 



.- , ..- . 

FY 2000 FUNDING ISSUES 

Agency/Program 

-Clean Water Action Plan (DOI) .. -:-:-:: .. ;-;-;-;.-:-o.-.................. 

Millennium Initiative ...................... . 

Assistance to Guam (appropriated entitlement) .. 

OIA's: 

Institute of Museum & library Services .................. . 

National Endowment for the Arts .................... '", .. . 

National Endowment for the Humanities ............. . 

Smithsonian Institution .. 

Subtotal, InterieL .............................................. . 

FY 1999 
Enacted 

SA 

• ---348 

30 

5 

23 

98 

111 

408 

6,241 

FY 2000 latest House 
Proposed Action 

SA SA 

372 _____360 

30 

10 5 

34 24 

150 98 

150 111 

447 438 

7,086 5,969 

Latest Senate House Less House Less 
Action Enacted Proposed 

SA SA SA 

____348_. _____ J2_______-12 

-30 -30 

5 -5 

24 1 -10 

99 -52 

100 -39 

423 30 -9 

6,011 -272 -1,117 

8130199 

4:26 PM 

g:/datal2000dealiendgame.xls 

Senate Less 	 Senate Less 

Enacted Proposed 


SA SA 

_____ -".__~___ -'"24.____ _ 

-30 -30 

-5 

1 -10 

-51 

-11 -50 

15 -24 

·230 ·1,075 

Page 10 

<..~.< 



FY 2000 FUNDING ISSUES 


Agency/Program 

.laborlHHS 

Education: 

Title 1- Education forthe Dlsacivantaged................ . 

Special Education· Part 8 Stalf¢ Grants" .."", "",,,.,, ". 
Adv3nc-e ApproptiattofL." .. , ..... ,".,., .',"._.........__ ... 

After-school·· 21st Century Community 
Learning Centers ... 

Schools as Cerltef$ (If Community....... , 

S;;tfe and Drug Free Schools and Communities Act. ... ,. 

Reading Excellence Act (America Reads} .. " ....... ",.. ,"" 

Gear,Up .... 

n ...... ........
Indiall Education ......... " ............ " 'H''', 


Adult F.d~tion (Hispamc f:ducatiOtl AC1totl Plan). 

Bilingual and lmmigrant Education.... "" ...... " ... , , 

Impac! Aid. 

Pell Grants (SA}, ...................... " 

BFllances needed .... ' ... , 
r 01,,1. Program Level.. .. 

Work·Su,.lc!Y................. . 

Comprehensive School Reform Denl(nlslratiorl. .... , .... 

Voluntary Nahona! Tests ..... . 

813019. 

4:26 PM 
g·l1:IataI2000dea!fe~.m 

FY 1999 FY 20000 Lntest House latest'Senate HOllse Less House Less Senate Less Senate Less 
Enaeted 

!lA 
e[QP.~~~ 

BA 
Action 

!!~ 
Action 

SA 
Enacted 

SA 
PrppQ$~ 

!lA 
Enactqd 

!i3A 
i?"!9Posed 

SA 

7,676 7,996 -7,676 ·7,996 -7,676 ·7,996 

. 4311 
___ ........... ,'., 

2389 
1925 

-4,311 -2,369 
·'1,925 

-4,311 -2,3a9 
~1,925 

200 600 -200 ·600 -200 ·600 

10 -10 ·10 

sse 591 -565 -591 ·565 -591 

260 2GB -200 ·288 -260 -286 

120 240 -120 -240 -120 ~240 

00 77 -66 ·71 -65 ·77 

385 575 -385 -575 -365 -576 

380 415 -380 -415 -360 -415 

8<S4 736 -854 -736 ·854 ·736 

7,704 7,463 -7,704 -7,463 ·7.704 ·7,463 
·312 449 312 -449 312 -449 

7,3'92 7.912 -7,392 -7,912 -7,392 -7,912 

870 934 -870 -934 -870 ·934 

145 175 -145 -175 -145 ~17S 

2 15 
Page 11 ·2 -16 ·2 ·16 

.. . ~~ 



FY 2000 FUNDING ISSUES 


Agency/e(95:lv!Ql 

FY 1999 
Enac~¢' 

SA 

FY 2000 
Proposed 

SA 

Latest HQ\ISe 
ActiJit:l 

SA 

Li!tc~t Senate 
Action 

SA 

House Less 
Enacted 

SA 

House Less 

a~RQ$~~ 
SA 

BI301W 

4:26 PM 

g·'datel200Odealleod9ame.~, 

Senate Less Senate less 
~nacted Proposed 

SA BA 

---EduCQ:tion Technology .... .":,,.............. ................ . - 698 --801---­ -­ ·698. _ -801 -600 .. __ > ·eOL_ 

Education Research and $Iatistics......... n ................ 252 320 ·252 -320 -252 -320 

Schao! Conslruction (Appropriation} . 

HHS: 

Temporary Assistance for Needy Fammes (TANF) ...... 

Social Service Block Grant{SSBG). ,.,,,,,, ' .... ," ....... , 

o 

o 

-1683 

..00 

1,683 

600 

1,Ila3 

600 .:. 
" 

Head Start .. , .... , ..... "'" ... ,, •...........• 4,660 5,267 -4.060 -5,267 .-4,660 -5.267 

National Family Caregiver Support Program ..... 

Home-Delivered Meals.",., ..... , "" ".,"" ... ," __ .... "." ..... . 112 

125 

147 ~112 

-125 

·147 

I 

-112 

·125 

·147 

Global AIDS .. n" ••.• ,.,., ..... , ......... " .................... . 35 -35 ·35 

Labor: 

Employment Service Stale Granls. 762 B15 -762 ·815 -762 -815 

One-Stop Career Genlers ... " 147 149 -147 ·149 ·147 ·149 

Adult Employment and Training" ..... 955 955 ·955 ~955 -955 ·955 

OiSlccale<i Workers............................................... 1406 1596 '1,406 -1,596 -1,406 ·1,596 

School-T o·Wo,k (!!(lucatiOJi &, DOLl,,'.n ............. ., .. . 2Si) 110 -250 ·110 ·250 ·110 

Youlh Opportunity Grants {YOO) ...... 250 250 -250 -250 ,2Si) -250 

Youth Aclivilies Granls 

Right Track PartnerShipS (RTP) .......................... 

1001 1001 

15 

Page 12 

-1,001 ~1,OO1 

-75 

-1,001 -1.001 

-75 



FY 2000 FUNDING ISSUES 

8130/99 

4:26 PM 
g.ldatal200c-dealfendQame,:ds 

FY 1599 FY 2000 latest House Latest Senate House less House less Senate Less Senate Less 
Enacted Proposed Action Adlon Enacted Propos~d Enaeted Proposed 

Agency/Program SA SA SA BA !1!A SA BA ~.A 

OSHA funding ...... 353 388 -353 -388 -353 ·388 

--1S-4----- --- :210- --- - ­N;;!lionallabor Rel;,ltiof'ls SQard -.::..-:-~_:::=: ----~ -184 - --- - - 210~---' - - ---- '-184 :'210 

SubtOtill.laborlHHS.. , ....... ,..... "., ....... " ... ,... ,....".. 34,579 32,464 -34,519 ·32,464 .-34,579 -32.464 


Page 13 



- -------

,,-'. ,'-'. 

FY 2000 FUNDING ISSUES 

A~neyfProqram 

Transportation 

FAA Operations .. ,.......... . 

FAA Facilities and Equipment .. ..·· .. __ ."n." .... 

CPS.. ". 

LIvability· Job Access/Reverse Commute •... ,. 

Transportation Community PreseNation Program .. 

• Other Transportation Uviibilily Initiatives ....... "" ... .. 

FTA Formula Gran!s {included above) ........... .. 

FHWA CMAQ Program (included above)" .. ," .. 


NHTSA {Operalions and Research} . 

Subtotal, Transportation .... ." .............................." 


FY 1999 

EnaGted 


SA 


5,551 

2,123 

75 

14 

4,207 
2,799 
1,406 

161 

12,131 

FY 2000 

Proposed 


SA 


6,039 

2,319 

17 

150 

48 

5,080 
3,310 
1,770 

197 

13,a50 

8I31l1S9 

4:26 PM 
91daIAl?OOOdeallenQg;l.lTltnKis 

Latest House Latest Senate House Less House Less Senate Less Senate Less 
Aeti¢n AGtion Enacted Proposed Enacted PropostHj 

SA §A SA !lA ~A I SA 

5,925 5,908 368 ·114 351 -131 

2,200 2,()46 77 ·119 .77 -213 

-17 -17 

75 75 -75 -75 

24 12 10 -24 -2 -36 

4,622 4,629 415 ·<sa 422 ·451 
3,098 3,098 299 -212 299 ·212 
1,524 1,531 116 -246 123 -239 

181 169 -36 8 -28 

13,O{)7 12,83"9 870 ·843 702 -1,011 

Page 14 



.~''''. 

FY 2Qoo FUNDING ISSUES 
IlI:lOIll9 

4:26PM 
lI:fda~me.x1$ 

FY 1999 FY 2000 Latest House Latest Senate House Less House Less Senate less Si:!nate less 
Enacted Proposed Action A,<-1Jgn I;n~cted Proposost Enact-eJi Proposed 

AgencylProqram BA !!A SA !it~ SA !!A ee, SA 

TreasuryfGeneral Governmcnt: _____ • ~ ____ -- - --- -- - ---~- -- --- ------------- ­
ATF Headquarters ........................ " .................... " 15 -15 ·15 

IRS Organizational ModernizatioN 
r~estructuring & Reform Service ImprovemenltL. 8,268 8,249 8.110 8,191 -158 ·139 -77 -sa 

GSA Federa18uifdings Fund ........... ...... ............ 293 ·195 ·217 -48a ·199 ·510 -221•
New Obligfltion<J1 Authority {Non·add) ....... ,,. ..... ,, ... {S,60S) 15.345J IS,146} [5,144J 1-460J 1,197J 1-464) (-2011 


ONDep Mcdllll Campaign., ..................... , .... 185 195 195 146 10 ·39 -49 


EOp·Unanticipated Needs ... ", ...... ,', ... , 1 -1 • 1 


Subtotal, Treasury/General Government..:....••...... 8,747 6AG4 8,111 8,120 -636 -353 .~27 ·344 


Page 15 

http:lI:fda~me.x1


~-~,.... -. 

'FY 2000 FUNDING ISSl 

AgencyJPrognl,,!!!, 

VAlHUD:' 

HUD: 

incremental Housing Vouche;s ........ . 

HomeJess Assislance Granls " ........ . 

America's Pfivatc lrwcslrnent COlpor<tt!on. 

Empowerment Zones... " ..... ,..... " ............ . 

Regional Connections...... ,"""" .......... ,,, ................ . 

8rownfields (HUD)....... , ... , 

Youthbuild ... 

Livability ..... , ".,,, ........ , ... " ........ " ....... '" '" ..... . 
Regional Empowerment Zones {included above} .. 

Abandoned Buildings (induded 300ve) ......... . 


HOF"VVA.......... " .. " ........ ,.... , ..... , ........ , ..... .. 


F3ir Housing 


Climate Change Technology Initiative (PATH) .... 


VA: 


VA Medical Care .............. " ... ,,, ............... . 


General Adminislralion. 


Inspector General. ............................. 


Minor Construction, 


FY 1999 
~tI.~~!9rt

eA 

10,326 

975 

45 

25 

43 

225 

40 

10 

17.279 

199 

36 

175 

FY 2000 

Proposed 


BA 

11,522 

1,025 

37 

20 

50 

50 

75 

100 
50 
50 

240 

47 

10 

17,306 

200 

43 

175 

BI2OI99 
4:26 PM 

gJdlllal2OOl)deallendgame.lds 
Latest House Wlt~st Senate House Les$ HOuse Less Senate Less Senate Less 

Action A~ljQ.!1 Ena.~t~~_ Proposed Enacted Proposed 

SA BA BA SA SA BA 


10,540 214 ~9B2 ~10,326 -11,522 

970 -5 ~55 -975 -1,025 

-37 -37 

-45 -20 -45 -20 

-so -50 

20 -5 -30 ·25 -50 

43 -33 -43 -75 

-100 -100 
,SO -SO 
-50 -50 

215 -10 ~25 ·225 ~240 

38 -3 -10 ,40 -47 

B -2 -2 -10 -10 

19,006 1,727 1,700 -17.279 -17,306 

190 -9 -16 ·199 -206 

39 3 -5 -36 ",3 

102 ~i'3 ,73 -175 -175 
Pege 16 



--

--
FY 2000 FUNDING ISSL 

FY 1999 FY 20no Latest House 
Enacted Proposed Action 

A-!1enCyJPr9!lr.!r:I1 eA BA SA 

Ve:erans8enefitsAdmlnlstration............. ,.... " .........•. ,-,812 _______ 860 ________ 849· 


EPA: 

Drinking Water SRF ... , ................ 7?fj 825 775
H .. 

Clean Air Partnership ........................................... . 200 36 


Superfund._.... " ", , ... ,.,,,. , ........ ," " 1,500 1,500 1,450 
Brownfields (induded above) .. .. 90 90 90 

Operating Program .. ""."'"_ .. '" __ " 3,490 3.682 3,487 

Clean Water Action Plan (included above)., ."' 50b 630 630 
Climate Change Tech, Initiative (included above)., lOY 216 105 
Globe (included above)..... ........ . ... " ..... . o 1 1 
Montreal protocol (inclUded above) ..... " ._ ... 11 21 a 

FF.MA Disaster Relief Fund,"", .. n' ............. , ..... " •• 1,5&3 2,777 297 

SA (includ~d above} . ., ""' ... " .. ." ..... ". ,,, ... " . ., ... .,. 308 297 7.97 
Conligent Emergency (included above) ......., 1,278 2.480 

FEMA Food and Sheller Program 100 125 110 

NASA: 

Space Science ............ ,.................. ., .................. , 2,1 i9 2,197 1,932 


Earth Science ........... ,............................ . 1,414 1,459 1.173 

Globe includud above ............ ".... ,. ......... . 5 5 


Human Space Flight .......... , ........ , ............ "." .... " 5,480 5.638 5,388 
Space StaUon (im;hlded above}, ... .. 2,305 2,483- 2,383 

Mjssion Support ...... " ...... ,", ................................ 2,511 2,495 2,269 


Page 

Latest Senate 

Action 


SA 

House Less 

Enacted 


~.A 

37· 

35 

·50 

·3 
25 

-4 
1 

-11 

-1.289 
-11 

.1,276 

10 

-187 

-241 
·5 

-92 
76 

·242 

8130199 

4:26 PM 
S'/dIJt3l2000dea!Jr:ndgamo,)t], 

House Leu 
pr2DOsed 

SA 

- '--11 

·50 

-164 

-50 

-195 

-111 

-21 

-2,480 

-2,480 

·15 

• 
-265 

-Z86 
·5 

·250 
-100 

·226 

Senate Less 

Enacted 


SA 


-812 

-775 

·1,500 
-90 

·3,490 
-605 
-109 

-11 

-1,586 
·308 

·1,27B 

-100 

-2,119 

-1,414 
-5 

·5,480 
-2.305 

w2,511 

Senate Leu 
~$J~~,I 

~A 

• '-,860 ._- - ­

-826 

·200 

-1,500 
·90 

·3,682 
-630 
·216 

·1 
-21 

-2.177 
·297 

-2,480 

-125 

-2,197 

·1,459 
-5 

~5,638 

~2,483 

·2,495 

, " 
':."~ 



'-', 

FY 2000 FUNDING ISSU. 
St30199 

4:26PM 
g:td3taf2000de-allern:lgame xls. 

FY 1999 FY 2000 Latest House L.at~st Sl;!nate House less House les$ Senate Less Senate Le$$ 
1;!1~~j~S'! frgposed At;:!lQp. Acti90 Enacted Proposqd f¥n;"!~,ed f.r~mosed 

t\gencylProgram SA SA SA BA SA SA SA SA 

NSF: . - _w·_ . __ . __._­ -_.­ -­ ---­
NSF overall funding .........................., .................... 3,671 3,922 3,647 ·24 ·275 ·3,671 -3,922 

Globf! (included above) ........................... ... 2 2 2 ·2 ·2 
Pre$!ciem's IT2 Initiative {inclUded aboVe) ..... , ... 146 35 35 ~111 ~146 

COFL ... 95 125 70 ·25 ·55 ·95 -125 

National Service (incl. IG} ... ......................... 439 549 -439 -549 . -439 -549 

Subtotal, VA/HUD................ ,........ " .. , ........... , .••••.• 52,092 54,780 52,653 561 .2,127 ~52.092 ·54,780 

Poge 18 



/ j ~f{1~l~:;"<'/ 
MJ,OJO 

A11'ACHMENT C 
7127199 

FY 2000 APPROPRIATIONS BILLS: LANGUAGE ISSUE;> 

AGRICULTURE 

• FDA - RU486 (House) 

• Infringement on Executive Authority (re: CIO) (House) 

• Infringement on Execulive Branch Review (House) 

COMMERCE/JUSTICE/STATE 

• Jcru~nlcm ,(Senate) 

• Dctailces t,o the National Securily Council (Senate) 

i 
• Bureau of Prisons/Abortion (Senate) , 

I 
"Brady Actl(prohibition on changing fcc and retaining records) (Senate) 

• Rules Outlining Punishable DO) Employee Conduct ("McDade II") (Senate) 

DEFENSE 

• Dcft;nsc Articles and Services Transfer Notification (House/Senate) 

• Federal Communications Commission Reporting Requirements (House/Senate) 

MEADS Air Defense System (House) 

India/Pakistan trade restrictions related to nuclear nonproliferation agreements (Senate) 

Alaska/New Mexico public lands sct-aside (Senate) 
I 
I 

I 
I 



/ 

i 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

• Limit on Attorneys' Fees in Special Education Cases (House/Senate) 

• Abortion (HousciSenate) 

• DomesticiPartners Act (House/Senate) 
I, 

• Restrictloh on City Council Salaries (Senate) 

• Voting Rlpresentation (House/Senate) 

I 
• Parole Policy (Senate) 

I 

• Medical Marijuana (House) 
I 
I , 
, 

ENERGY/WATER DEVELOPMENT ,, 
• Wetlands IAppeals Process (House) 

I 
• Wetlands Natio!lWlde Permit 26 (House) 

• Harbor selices Proposal (House/Senate) 

I, 
I 

FOREIGN OPERATIONS. 

• Mex}co C~ty Abortion Language (n01 yet in bill) 

• NIS (Sena,tc) 
, 

I 


• UNFPA (probable House Floor issue) 

1 



/ 

INTERIOR 


• 	 BLM Grazing Permit Extension Nationwide (Senate) 

• 	 Grazing Permit Extension at the Lake Roosevelt (WA) National Recreation Area (House has 
pennanerit extension; Senate has 20~year extension), 


I

• 	 Delays iniNationa! Forest Planning (House/Senate) 

1 
• 	 Limitation on Tribal Self-Detcmlination Contracts/Grants (House) 

• 	 Permanent Prohibition on Grizzly Bear Reintroduction {MTIID) (Senate) 

• 	 Wildlife Survey Limitation (Senate) 

• 	 Additional Delay for the Interior Columbia B.asin Ecosystem Management Project 
(MTIOHJIDIMT) (House/Senate) 

I 

• 	 Mining LJw Limitation Inv·olving Millsites (Waste Piles) (Senate) 

• 	 Columbia giver Gorge (WNIO) National Scenic Area Land Acquisition (Senate) 

I 
• 	 . Lead Mining in Mark Twain Kation"1 Forcst (MO) (Senate) 

• 	 Energy Efficiency Limitation (Cochran Proposal) (Senate) 

• 	 Limitation on Receipt afFair Market Value for Oil from Pcderalffribal Lands. (Senate) 

• 	 Everglades:,(fL) Restoration Limitation (House) 

• 	 Land bctw~en the Lakes (TN) Transfer to the Forest Service (House ~~ report language) 

• 	 American Heritage Rivers Progrom Limitation (House) 

• 	 Prohibition' of a New Kankakee River- National Wildlife Reruge (IN/IL) (House) 

• 	 Gettysburg l Natlonal Military Park (PA) Vis.itor Center Relocation (House) 

• 	 Cost-sharing rOf Weatherization (House) 

• 	 Denial oj' Illtcrior RClmbursCj:lcnt to DOC/NTIA for Specl:'Ut11 Managcme:l! (Hot:sc) 

• 	 IHS/BIA COIHract Support Costs (Senate) 



,/ 

LABORlHHSIEDUCA T10N 

/ 

• No actioJ to date 

, 
LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 

I 


, I'd 'fi d 
• No Issues I cnt! Ie 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

• Bluegrass: KY, Chemical Demilitarization Facility (Senate) 
I 

• NATO Security Investment Program/Partnership for Peace (House/Senate) , 
I 

I 
TRANSPORTATION 

• States' Allocation of Transit Funding (Senate) 

• ··Prohibition of Work on CAFE Standards (House) 

• Prohibition on Funding FAA Controller-in-Charge Differentia! (House - report language) 

• Cap on DOT Support of the Transportation Administrative Service Center (Housc/Scnnte) 
, 

Limitationk on DOT's informational activities (Senate) 
I 

TREASURYIG/;"NERAL GOVERNMENT 

• Frozen Foreign Assets (Senate) 

• Abortion/FEHBP (House/Senate) 
I , 

• FEHBP/Cclst Accounting Standards (House) , 
I 

, 

• Professional Liability Insurance (I-louse) 
1 



, 

VA/HUD/INDEPENDENT AGENCIES 

• No action to date 

• Bill and report not yet available, bUl objection.ble Kyoto Prolocollanguage approved (House) 

July 23, 1999 (2:37PM) 

12 
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FY 2000 FUNDING ISSUES 
G/'JW 

3:23PM 

. 

FY 1999 FY:WOo­ l.,atest House Latast Senat& House Less House Less 
!;1dllital2OOOdeldlertdQ&me.ldl 

Sltnate Less Senate less 

AgeneyJPro9ram 
Enacted 

SA 
P,oPOI!u~d 

SA 
AetlQO 

llA 
Aetlon 

llA 
Enacted 

IIA 
Pro29;sed 

llA 
Enact" 

llA 
Proposyd 

BA 

-----~. ---- ­ ----_.. ~- ~. --~~-- -- - ----- -------- -. -------- ­tntcriot 

Agriculture: 

Forest & Rangeland Research ........ , .. , .........•. "...,""'_ 199 . 235 204 187 5 ~31 ·12 -48 

.,,.Lands legacy (USDA, .•. H. " ............. " ••• ",.............. 155 218 40 84 ~115 -178 ·72 

Climate Change Technology Initiative (USDA)... p. '- 6 ·6 -6 

Cte(!n Water Actioi') Plan {USDA), .............. ,."..., ...... 281 359 359 287 78 6 ·72 

Energy: 

Energy Conservation..... , .. " ..... " .. __ ............ ". 628 838 732 603 55 -155'04 ·'00 

Climate Change Technology rnttiative (DOE} ...... " ....... 552 007 .557 557 5 -130 5 ·130 

Elk Hills lnltttallment ?aymenL._...•.. "",,, .... 36 36 36 ·36 .$ 

HHS: 

!ru;jian Healtb Set'Vice......... «. " ••••••• ,,. .............. , ...... 2,242 2,412 2,397 2,325 155 ·15 .3 -87 


Interior: 


Lands Management Operal1ons (DOlIUSDA)., ..... ' •. , .... 4.200 4,500 4,459 4,362 199 ·50 122 
 ·'27 

Indian ccnstruction flond Proposal"........ ."., ............ 30 ·30 ·30 

Trib:al Priority Allocations (BIA) ......... ,"'" ................ «, 699 716 698 693 .1 .1' -6 -Xl 

Office of Spec. Trustee for American Indians (Interior} ... 00 100 95 79 29 ·5- 13 ." 
Lands Legacy Initiative {DOl) ........ , .. , ..................... 225 &79 207 179 -372 -46 -400
·'8 

Clean Water Action Plan (001) ..... , .................. ". " .... 349 313 360 351 11 -13 ' 2 ·22 


Everglades RestoraUon (001) ................................ 144 151 113 90 ·31 ·38 ·34 
 -61 



FY 2000 FUNDING ISSUES 

"'"'"3:23PM 

g:Id4~i\lUiod\ollirrl*..ldI 

FY 1999 FY2000 utest House Latest Senate HouseUiss House Len Senate Lest Senate Less 
EnaSfted fro!;!OS§ld ~ Actl!!:!! En!!~tl!d ~roPO'Sed Enacted proeosed 

AUen!<Yi'P.12QJ8m BA SA SA SA SA SA SA BA 

-Millennium Initiative... ,."., ....." " .....•. '''u ••• "' • .............____30 - -3() -30 -30 -30
"-~"" '._ ... - --­ --~---~------

Unrequested ConstructlMa!ntenenance {NPS),.""" "" •.. 230 194 169 201 -<>1 ·25 ·29 7 

Assistance to Guam (appropriated enUUement}.: .......... 5 10 5 5 ·5 ., 

DIA's: 

..... _._National Endowment for the Ms.".n .._..... ' ,. ... q 96 lSO 96 -52 -51.. 
National Endowment for the Humanities...... ,. ......• ,.... 111 lSO 111 112 ·39 1 -3() 

111$titute of Musaum & Ubmry Services." .......... , ....... 23 34 24 24 ·10 -10 

Subtotal. tntJi!rior................................................ 10,329 11,801 i0.tHiS 10,333 ·1,148 ~1.47•"0 • 

, 



- -------

FY 2000 FUNDING Issues 
8I2/ll9 

3:23PM 
g:MItaf2~~me..Jd$ 

AW}ncylProgram 

Energytwater o.velopment 

Energy: 

NuClear Waste DIsposal ..................... ,. ........__ • ., ." .. . 

'Weapons ActMties .................. " ............. " .••.....•..•. 

Defense Envir. RestoratiotWVaste MgnL. ................ .. 

Spaltation NeIJtrcn &urte Cooslructlon..................... 

President's 112 Initiative (DOE) .............. , ................. . 

Climate ChaOl}1! Technology Initiative (DOE) .............. . 
Solar and Renewable Energy (in¢!, above} ... ,. ......... . 

Nexi Generation lnternet. .................... ,................. 

Corps of Engineers: 

Clean Water Action Plan (~I, ............"' .... " . ... __ .,.. 

Everglades Restoration",., ........... ., •. ,,"' .....• ". " ...... . 

Celifomii'J Say-Delta Eeosystt'JP Restoration...... ,"",""" 

Kill Van KuU and Newark Bay ChanneL. ............ ., .. .. 

Cctumbia River Salmon Restoration.................. " ,.,. 

Subtotal, EnergylWater ......, ............... , ........... " ••• 


FY1999 
Enaetgd 


Il! 


169 

4.400 

4,331 

130 

350 
267 

15 

106 

45 

75 

30 

95 

9.746 

FY 2()OO 
PfQPosed 

SA 

297 

4,50S 

4,499 

214 

70 

437 
399 

_15 

142 

129 

95 

60 

100 

10,566 

latest House 
Action 

Il! 

169 

4,000 

4.15a 

68 

317 
279 

117 

116 

15 

40 

65 

9.125 

Latest Senate 
~ 

BA 

242 

4,610 

4,552 

187 

339 
301 

115 

108 

50 

40 

70 

10,313 

House Lest 

EnaclJd 


Il! 

-400 

-173 

-&2 

-33 
12 

-15 

11 

71 

10 

·30 

-&21 

House Leu 
ProPoted 


SA 


~128 

·508 

-341 

-146 

·70 

-120 
-120 

·15 

·25 

·13 

·20 

·20 

-35 

-1,441 

Senate Less 

Ena..~ 


SA 


73 

210 

221 

57 

·11 
34 

.1$ 

9 

63 

-25 

10 

-25 

'" 

SeMite less 

Prop9!!ed 


SA 


-$ 

102 

53 

-'P 

·70 

-liS 
-9S 

·15 

·27 

·21 

-45 

·20 

-30 

·253 



AgeneyfProgram 

"-.--~~ 

CommoreeJJusticnlSate 

Commerce: 


i;oonomic Development Admlni:sttation." .•. , ........... . 


2000 Census .... ",...,....... ,............... ,.......... , ....... . 


NOAA; Pacific Coast Salmon Initiative........, 
H' '" ••••••••• 

NOAA: GlObe........ , ..... , .......... ." ...... ., .. , .. . 


lands Legacy...................... , " .. . 


Clean water Action Plan {NOAA) ...... ." ........... , ........ . 


CfllTlate Change Technology Initia1ive (N1ST).. 


NIST ATP., ... , .. ,.. , ....... " ......... , ..... , .......... , 


Justice: 


'':;::'' Tobacco Lhigation ..... ,,, ......... , .......... , .. , ........ .. 


,* Civil Rights DivisionJEnfou::ement p,utnerships ........ " .. 

Federal Bureau of Investigations (FBI) ... ,., ..... , ...... , .. .,. 

Orug EnrorcementAgency (DEA) ........ ., ..... " ... n., ...... 

* 21st Century Policing Initiative." .............. , .......... "... 


Drug Intervention Pr?9ram........ ., ................ , ........ ., .. 


Irnrnigfalion and Naturafl.lation Service (INS), ......... ," ". 


FY 1999 

Enacted 


SA 


.13 

1,083 

3 

78 

17 

2<)4 

69 

2,952 

1.228 

1,400 

2,553 

FY 2000 FUNDING ISSUES 

FY 2000 Latest House Laie$t Slnato 
PropO$j!!:.<!. A~ Action 

BA BA. SA 

393 388 226 

4.512 4,476 2,7$9 

100 100 

5 3 

183 	 123 

22 " 
2 	 2 

23. 	 221 

20 

87 11 

3,294 3,11.1 2,91)4 

1,388 1.2~ 1,188 

1,275 268 '95 

100 

3,037 3,021 2.709 

House l~ss HQUHUs. 
Enacte<l Prqposed 

BA !!6 

"-- ---"-- - ­

-25 ·5 

3,393 ·36 

·160 

·3 ·5 

·76 ~1S3 

·17 ·22 

·2 

·204 ~239 

·20 

-<9 -"7 

159 ·183 

56 -104 

-\,132 -1,007 

·1 (){) 

468. ·16 

812199 

'3:23 PM 
\l:ldJIl:a./2ClOC'dmtendg.mu$t 

Senate Less Senate len 
Enacttd Proposed 

!!6 aA 

--~ -- ---- --­

-185 -165 

1.706 	 ~1,723 

100 -60 

·3 

45 -so 

., -e 

2 

23 ·12 

-20 

2 ·16 

32 -310 

40 ·200 

-905 .780 

·100 

156 ·326 
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gJ~l'Idgam".Jd, 

FY 1999 FY 2000 lamsl House Latest Senato Houseles$ HouteLess S(!rtate Leu Senate Less 
Enact!',!d Ernn2sed Adltlo A<::t!gn ~Di!!it£!1 fm.I:!9sl!!1. Enacte!:i Propost!4 

AgeneyIProgram SA SA IlA SA SA !!A !!A SA 

--~- - ---~--
Stale: 

Security and Maintenance (If U.S. Missions ......... " .... 1,031 '48 717 .25 ~314 -31 -500 -223 

Contributions to International Organizations ... 922 963 843 943 -7' -120 21 ·20 

Contributions to I nlemalional Peacekeeping ... '., _" ... >" 231 235 200 281 -31 -35 50 46 

UN Arrears .. "" .............. ,,' , .............. , .. H. , .. _•••. ,.," .,. 4'5 446 351 244 ·124 ·95 ~23t -202 

Slate Department Operatio.'lS." ............,,'''q......_, .• 2,573 2,929 2,817 2.151 244 ·112 118 ~178 

SIlA 

Disaster loans, ...... n , __ • ., .'" ......... , ...................... " '96 125 253 184 51 128 -32 39 

New Markets !nitiative",., .. , ....... , .. ,.."." ......... .,., .. ,. 15 ·'5 -15 

Salaries and &pens".......... "" .... " ......................... 289 294 245 251 ... -49 -38 -43 

OIA's: 

Equal Employment Opportunity Commission....... 27. 312 279 279 -33 ·33 

fCC Spectrum Bankruptcy Provision ... ,,, ........... ,""',. -200 ·200 200 -200 

FCC Spectrum Broadcaster's Fee.. , .......... , ............. -200 200 200 

legal Services COrporation (LSC), .... , .. , .... , ....... ,..... 300 340 141 300 -159 ·199 -40 

USIA: lotematlonal6roadCitl$ting OperatlOI'l$,.........., 352 432 395 343 33 -37 ·1. -69 

Subtotal, CommerwJJusti<:c1State ....... ," .............. 16,658 21.156 1$,139 16.813 2,132 .2,367 158 -4,343 

http:gJ~l'Idgam".Jd
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FY 2000 FUNDING ISSUES 
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3:23PM 

g:!dlltal20~Jd5 

FY 1999 fY 2000 Latest House latest Senate Hott9Ei Less House Less 
Enacted Proposed Actign ActiOIl Enaete~~ Progoseg 

AillUl~y{Program llA llA J!A SA !!ll, SA 

-
VNHUO,; 


HUO; 


Climate Change TechnolOgy Initiative (HOD)•..•.. ___ ...... 10 10 -2 ·2
• 
*" 
Welfare-to-WQ!'kVouchers." ' .. '" ,..... __ . __ .... ., .... ",.", .. 263 144 .283 ·144 


Economic DevWlpmcnt lnitf?tive'd .............. ", '.. '., , .. 415 t25 2. -395 -105 


H ................
Homeless PrograrrtS".""" .• " .......... ,.'". 975 1,025 970 ·55 


Brownfields (HUD).... "."'."'."" ",., , ........... ", ........ , .• ,.• 2. 50 20 -5 ·30 


HOP\NA.", .... ,......................." "." ., ........•..•..,.'"'''''' 225 240 2t5 ..:10 ·2. 

Empovre!TTlent Zones."•..• " ....... ,., ... , ... " ..• ,.. 4. 2. -45 ·20 


EPA: 


EPA Clean Water Action Pfan (EPA) ....................... 605 630 &30 25 


Drinklng Water SRF................. ,., .. , ............... , ..•.. , 775 825 775 """ 

Clean Water SRF... , ............................. , "., ..... 1350 600 1,175 w175 375
0> ...... 

Superfund.. "•. ,•. ," ....... " ........................"." "' ...... 1,500 1,500 1,450 ·50 .50 


~rating Program ., ........... , ........... , .. , """"" ............ 3,491 3.682 -3,491 -.3,682 

Climate Change Technology Initiattve {inck.lded above tOO 2t6 t05 -4 ·111 

Globe (included above)........... , ................. , ..... , ... t 1 

Boston Hart>oc {incl\ltled above} ............... " ... , .. ,.,. n. , .. , ...... 2 2 2 

Brownfields {included above) .. , .. ' ,......... ,. , ''',........ , ............ ,,' .. 90 90 90 0 




FY 2000 FUNDING ISSUES 

AgencyJProqram 

---_. -- - ~~. -- ._---_. 

NA"'" 
Space SCience", H ........ ,_ •••••••• , , •• , ••••••• " •••• 


Earth Science •....... ,.,," _... _._ .. , '" ... _,. '" ....... ,_ n. " .•••• 


Globe included above..• , .... ,'"" .. , .. '., " .. "' .,_ .......... .. 


Human Space Flight .... , ",. ",. " ........ " ..... ,. ,," ... ", .. , .,. 

Space Station (ilicluded above),,, ........ , '" " ....." .. , , .. 


Mission Support .... ,. " ....... ", _,_ ....•. n, ••.••••• , •• , , ••• , ••• , 


NSF: 

NSF ovel'3!1 funding .....•.. , ••...... , ,., ,., ..... , •.. " ............. 
Globe (Included above),,, ....... ,. ......... q" ........ ,,', .. 

President's 1T21nrtiati'Je included above ... ." .. , .. , ...... 

CDFL ............................................................... 
-l'­

* 
NaHontll ServiCl!! (jnel, to).... , ..... , .. , .... " .................. 


Subtotal. VAJHUO............. " •.............. , ..••" ..... , ...••• 


VA 

VA MedIcal Care ............... , ............ " ............. " ... " 


'12IlI9 

3:23PM 

,,:IdataI'200Ot\e:Mf~.lds 

FY 1$99 fY2GOO latest House Latest Sen.ate House less House less 
Enal::t~ Proposed A!',<tlolJ Aetiory J:!l..1U'1!£t Propos.i11 

SA PA SA SA SA SA 

._-- -- --- ------_. _. ---,,--_. ­
--- ._---­

2,119 2,197 1,956 -163 ~241 

1.414 1,459 1.174 ·240 .285 
5 5 -5 -5 

5,480 5,638 5,388 -92 ·250 
2,305 2,463 2,383 ! 7. ·100 

2,511 2.495 2.269 ·242 -226 

3,671 3,921 3,647 -2' ·274 
2 2 2

14. 35 35 ~111 

95 125 70 ·25 -55 

43. 549 -439 -549 

25,537 28,2:30 22,348 -5,499 -6,382 

17.904 18,055 19,748 1.844 1,693 



FY 2000 FUNDING ISSUES 

""" 
3~23 PM 

Ii~Jd:t 
FY 1999 FY 2.000 Latest Hous& Latest Senato House Less Housl!J Less Senate Less Senate Less 
!:ipac~J.1: Pr°ti°sed AsUon Actlgn Enacted Prcaost!d EJ13C:~!!~ Proposed 

AgcnCyJPf9gram BA SA SA SA SA!lA !lA !lA 

- ,~-~ - --_. . - ----. . ­Foreign OpcratloJt$ 

Treasury: 

International Narcotics Control. .. , .. H' ............... " ........ 261 295 285 21. 2. .10 -80
4. 
!nternational Assistance Programs: 

Global Environemntai Facility., .•..• " .....• """. , .•. .,,, .... le. 143 50 2' -118 ·93 .143 -116 

Asian Development Bank & FUM.. ,." , ...... " ....... ., '" ... 223 "' 64 ·109 ·71 ~159 ·121
I., 
African Development Fund ... ,,,., ...,.,, .. ,,_ .." ...... " ..., ... 128 132 100 5 "0 ·32 -123- ~127 

-8,AID Oevl AssistfChUd SuMval and Disease ?tog" ....." 1,731 1,868 1,149 1,783 18 -119 52 

AlO Operating Expense$ (ind, IG) ........ _........, ....".,. 514 533 505 520 ·9 -28 6 ·13 


'<' "' .... _ •• " "_ ••, ,,, ••••• , "".".,,,. __ •• ,.,.Peace Corps.•.... 241 270 240 220 -1 -30 -21 -50 

Debt Restructurirtg (HIPC) ..•.. ,." " .., .................. , , ..... 33 120 33 43 -87 10 ·77 


Eastem Europe and Baltic $tates .. , ....... " .. , " ............. 430 383 383 535 ·37 105 142 


New Independent States (NISj A$ststanoe...... "_ .,....... "'" 1,032 725 780 -76 -301 ·21 ~252 


Wye River MemorartG\lm Funding ....... __ ." '" __ ... ,., ." 500 -500 -500 


Econom!c Support Fund.............................. '""" ...... 2,376 2.389 2,247 2,195 ~131 ·142 -183 ·194 


Peacekeeping Operatiorts ..... , ......... ,,, ......., , ........ , .. n 130 77 80 ·53 3 -50 


Non-prohferatioo,antf..terrorism.demlrttrtg 
<lind re!<Jter:! programs (KEDO) ....... " ... ,............ , ...... 198 231 ,.2 175 -1. 4. ·23 ·56 

Subtotal. Foreign Operations, ........... __ ............ , .., .... " 7,iS! 8,227 6,100 6.640: ..03 -1,5%7 -$43 w1,681 
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Ag@m;;yfPrbq~~m 

FY 19:99 
Enacted 

l!!> 

FY ~GOO 
ProP9sed 

SA 

utest Houso 
Action 

l!!> 

Latest knate 
Action 

.SA 

HOUH teu 
EnacWd 

~A 

House tess 
Pcopoied 

l!!> 

""'" 323 PM 

1i11datar2~me." 

senate leu Senat& Los'S 
Enacted ProP03!d 

SA ~ 

-----TiitiiportatlorC -- ..--­ ~-~~"--. 
-~. ~---

FAA Operalions, .. , ..•..•. , ............ _.. '" .. "".,_ ........ ', .• 

FAA FaciliUes and Eql.lipmenL............ .,..... '" .... ,.... 

5.557 

2.087 

5,039 

2,319 

5.925 

2,200 

5,657 

2,046 

356 

113 

~114 

·119 

300 

..., 
-182 

·213 

NHTSA Operations and Reseatth. .............. ." ....... .. 8!l 89 75 1 89 ·13 75 

Tl1!l1$it FOrTnula Grants .... ., .,. ........ , ... ,,, •.•• _•....•• ,., ••. 4,252 4,638 4,538 4,638 366 38!l 

Transportation Community Preservation Program........ . 14 46 23 12 9 ·25 ·2 .3$ 

Motor Carrier Safety Grant Program ........... , ." ... , .. ,., 100 155 105 105 5 ·50 5 -50 

'* 
Job AccesslReverse Commute ............ : .... " ............ . 

GPs., .......................... , •. ,. '"' ....... ""'", ........ . 

75 150 

17 

75 75 -15 

.17 

.75 

-17 

Subtotal, Tr.msportation ...................... ,,,.............. 12.173 13,3:&8 13,055 12,806 662 ·311 "" 456 
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3:23 PM 

'ij:Id!!W:WOOdcallendg1lme.:ds 

FY1999 FY 2000 Latest House late'St Senate Housft Less Hount.ess Senate Leu: Senate L'tlSS 
Enaeted Proposed ~5!.1J Action Enactg PropOSE!d EnactrN Proposed 

Ageng'lProgram M BA BA !ill !ill M SA SA 

--- -",,--asury-/G-eneralG~Q:'v::.::m~m;;;:.n:""" '--'----,- ­

.,.A1F Headquarlers .... " •., ......... .. 15 ,15 


IRS Organizational Modeml?:alionl 
RestructUring & Reform Ser;riee Improvements ..•...... 50 247 158 247 lOa ... 197 

GSA Federal BuildiO{ls Fund....... , ..•. , ..................... .. 294 " ·195 ·;(17 -199 -511 ·221
""'. 
QNDCP Media Campaign...... ,,, .. , ..... ,." ........ .. '.5 195 195 913 ,. .a9 


.,EOP·Unanticipated Needs,". '''".: ............................. , ·9 1 10 9 


Subtotal, Treasury/General Government••••••...... ,., 020 462 159 12< "., ·303 -394 -33. 


.99 
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,,~,aII"iI4"lIIm.-.,d5 

AgeneyJProgram 

~Deren'$e; 

Defense TQpline - 000 Military {Non-Add) ............... '" 


F~22 ... , ..... , .. _.. " ........... " ," ,.. ,. ....... " ............ . 


Chemical Oemlfri:arization (DOOIfEMA).. " •.......... " .... 

Oversec.$ Contlgcncy Operatiol'l$ Transfer Fund ...... ". 

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


Advanced Concept Tech Demo (MEADS} •. , ........ . 


LHD-S Amphibious Ship"....... ,. ............ ' ............... ". 


Next Generation InterneL. .......... " ........ , ." 


Subtotal, Defense................................................ 


FY 1999 
Enit-ted 

SA 

250,591 

2.340 

777 

1,956 

229 

89 

46 

5,436 

FY 2000 
Pf9~ 

SA 

~ --~ 

262.709 

3,074 

1,169 

2,368 

324 

lI. 

40 

1,113 

latest House 
A&!.!.Q!! 

8A 

. ­

2SB.277 

t,571 

771 

1,813 

252 

89 

" 
4,537 

Latest Sen:tte 
~ 

SA 

264,233 

3,074 

1,025 

2.088 

320 

122 

500 

31 

1,160 

Housv less 

!l.!I -

17,686 

-769 

.. 
~143 

23 

·5 

.... 

Hotfscless 
Er2e.~ed 

SA 

5,568 

-1,603 

-398 

~515 

·72 

·29 

1 

-2,576 

Senate Less 
Enactl.'!'d 


SA 


13.642 

734 

2'. 
132 

91 

33 

500 

-15 

1,124 

Senate Len 

Proposed 


~A 

1,524 

·144 

-300 

... 
4 

500 

-9 

47 
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!II2I9l> , 

3:2:3 PM 
,.:Jdlila/2OOOdelll1/end!;l1tlTMl :de 

• FY 1999 
Enacted 

AgeneylPl'"ogmm SA 

-- - Agrlcult\lrnJRund Development 

AgricullUrc: 

county Offrce SaE {Common Computing Environment 40 

k Food Safety [nlUaINe (USOA) .... ,. " .........."., .... " , .. ". 

lands Legacy, ..............., .................•...... "., ...... .,. 

Clean Water Action Pian.,.,." .• "'<""" ••••_............." .... 1 

CUmale Change Technology InitiatWe....................... . 

Women, lnfan{s. and Children Program.................. ,,; 3,924 

HHS: 

~ FDA Tobacco Enforcement Ac1MUes.. " .................. .. 
other FDA•..... ,." ...... , ........ , .. "' ...•..•..........• ,,,, ...... . t,135 


Subtotal FDA ........ , ............. , ....... '"" ., .. , .,. ....... , ... .. 1,135 


Subtotal, Agriculture ..••. , ................................... . Sti DQ 


FY 2lJOO 

Proposed 


SA 


74 

62 

.. so 

10 

4, \05 

68 
1,257 
1,325 

5,674 

Late$t House 
AcUot! 

BA 

3S 

4,005 

34 
1,227 
1.251 

5,302 

Latest Senate 
~ 

!!A 

44 

6 

4,038 

34 
1,176 
1,210 

5,298 

House les:, 
Ensetqd 

!!A 

..0 

3S 

61 

34 
92 

12. 

202 

House Less: 
proposed 

!!A 

-74 

-2' 
-so 

.., 
-10 

-100 

-34
-3. 
-64 

-3n 

Senate Less 

Enacted 


SA 


..0 

44 

5 

114 

34 
41 
'5 

'99 

Senate ~lJ 
Proposed 

!!A 

-74 

-1. 

-5!l 

-42 

-10 

, -67 

-34 
-61 

-115 

-3" 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 


WASHINGTON 


ECONOMIC TEAM MEETING 

August 12, 1999 


Cabinet Room; 12:15-1:J5pm 


, 
I. Sensitivity of Budgel Projection to Economic Variables 

II. WalktJough ofDiscretionary B~dget Demands 
,, 

Ill. Major Substantive End-game Issues 

• Criteria and elements 

• Six major issues 
• Hypplhelical Republican Offers 



CRITERIA FqREVALUATING POTENTIAL . . 'I 
I . BUDGET DEALS 

~--~--;----

I. 	 Maintain a record of fiscal discipline 
I 

• 


2. 	 Keep ~he economy strong and interest rates low 
, 

i 3. Keep ~he domestic discretionary budget viable 
1 

4. 	 Enactlong-term structural reforms, including extending solvency 
in Medicare and Social Security 

i 5. Prevent fiscal irresponsibility in future years , 

ELEMENTS OF POTENTIAL BUDGET.DEALS 

I. Debt Reduction 

2. Social Security Solvency 

3. Medicare Solvency 

4. Medicare Refonns 

5. Medicare Prescription Drugs 

6. Military Readiness Commitments 

i 7. Strong Domestic Discretionary Path 

18. Tax Cuts: Non-exploding, Savings, Middle-class, Responsible Size' 

2 




I' SIX M~JORSU~STANTIVE END-GAME. ISSUES 1 


Question•1: How Large Must the On-budget Surplus , 
Allocation for Discretionary Spending Be? Is 
$328 Billion Enough? 

, 
Perspective: 

I. No. Without The Offsets,'We'Need $470 BilIion'To Reach'Ouf 

Discretionary Spending Goals. . . 


.. 
I " , 	 ' " • " 

•• 	Withou~an agreement on offsets we should not agree to a long-term; ,. . 
budget that is not near $470 billion: 

. 
i. 	Even with this amount;'norf-defensediscretionary spending' would be , 

cut by 1'3 percent in.real terms in 2009. ,(Even ~ithout.cqunting new 
increases for veterans' and agriculture.) . 

,2, 	Yes. We Will Look Like Endless Spenders Asking For More 1 

Than $328 Billion When We Have Made This Our Public . 
Demand . . 

,. 	Even if we do not get offsets this year, with $328 billion, we could 
I , 	 seek yearly offsets to meet caps as we have done successfully each of 

the last several years. 

3 




Question ~: 

Perspectives: 

What Is The Test For Whether We Have 
Satisfied The Fiscal Discipline Test? Is A 
Lock-Box A Strong Enough Fiscal 
Achievement To Justify A Larger Tax 
Cut? 

I. 	Yes. Lock-boxes Are Significant . . 
, ...... ",.. 	 . ,., 

, 	 , ' 
• 	 If we hav,e an acceptable and strong Social Security lock-box then we 

have cOrI}ffiitted to pay down $2 trillion in debt - two-thirds of the 
unified surplus. 	

, 'i• 
. - . . 

'. 	Therefore, a compromise tax,cut would still be part of an enormous 
fiscal discipline achievement.· 

,2. 	No. Lock-boxes Are Not Significant. 

• 	 All you would be doing is one real fiscally irresponsible thing - ­
giving a tax cut - - and one symbolic thing that would still leave $2 
trillion lC! be allocated by future Congresses. 

,. Only the 'tax cut is irrevocable fiscal change. 


3. No. Don't Need L~ck-boxes To, Protect Social Security. 
I' 	 . . 

.. • 1 	 • 

'. 	Moving Social Securityoff'-budgetwill protect Social Security from . 
being raided and lead to debt reduction. 

, ' 

i. You don't need a lock box to enforce this. 

4 



i 
I 

Question 3: Does a Strong Social Security Lock-Box Pose 
I 

Too Much Stockman Risk for Domestic I 
Discretionary Spending? 

, 

Perspectiyes: 

.1. 	Yes; IfOri"Budget,Surpluses.Are Below Projections,There
" ' "l' .~. ~ "" , .,,, .' ' 

\\;iIl~e, Greater.,'.J>ress:ure To,Cut Domestic Spending,Than 
IIrThe,1980s. Wb?' , " ',' '. " " , ,.' '" . y . "." ,,', " "r"'., ..· 

"'.~ ~" ......, ~ 'J'"'-"'~""'''''-''''.":~''",,,.. ~.'~_.,,,, __ ._ .. ,".,,_'... -,..,,;, "" .... ",~. 
, 	 'J ; j , ': .', ,," ", •.' 

: 	 .,.'" ..... ,.""., .. ~~, •••••• N .. _'--"" ••••'. _. ~." •• ". ~ ~.I' ' . 
•',,; B/?cailse in the 1980s the large Reagan' tax cut forced the chOice 
I between 'cutting spending or increasing deficits.' ; . . !

'I' <". "" 'w , , , • .. • • , 
, 	 ." ~'. " ' .' "'I ' ' , 

'~ With the[presentRepublicantax cut,ifthe'budg~t situ~ti?n. ' ' 

'" become~f~ofs.e,J:l!!!.ll: prOj~C!€!!1,.c.lo~~~iS spendtn~,~o~l~.b~" ' 

, pitted, against· b~eaking theSocjal Security lock-bo,x. '" ' 


,--_'._. t .•-,....... ',,-' ." ~"' "'; .. ,~ .. _'",' .':'~~ .•. "'_ d"'"~.''' 


2, 	No. A Strong Social Security Lock-Box Accomplishes 
Solvency And/Or Long-term Debt Reduction. 

• 	 This is a :major accomplishment and Congress will figure out , 
ways in the future to sustain domestic spending without 
"raiding'?, SoCial Security, 
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, 
Question 

, 

4: 	 What Represents a SUbstantial Medicare 
Accomplishment? 

Perspectives: 
" I 
jrReforni A~d Surplus For:Sol,v,ency And'Prescription Drugs. 
, ,I ~. " 	 ,'~ 

I ~ 	IV[ediCa~e reform must meet the tests of real competitiona~d ,', . 
, 	 ,'I ",' , , 

modernizations along with dedication of the surplus for solvency and 
•aptescription drug benefit that is available'and'affordablefor all 
',benefiCiaries, 

2, 	Prescription Drugs And Solvency Only Through Reforms - No 
Surplus Transfers. 

• 	 In the sb;late, some Democrats as well as Republicans are resisting 
any dedication of surplus for solvency as only general revenue IOUs, 

'. They might agree to a smaller prescription drug package out of 
surplus land solvency only from reform savings. 

,. $75 billion in reforms would extend solvency to roughly 2020, 
• 	 With only small amount of surplus for Medicare Prescription drugs, 

more on-budget surplus could be divided between tax cuts and 
discreti6nary spending, 

I 
I 


3. Simply!Res~rve Oil-Bl;Idget Surpluses For Medicare. 

-'Semite Democrats have soTai not agreed to dedicating the surplus for , 


solvency" Conrad-Baueus Amendment simply reserves one~third of .,' 
the surplus for Medicare. ' . .' 

• 	 Tliis.leads to more debt reduction but no solvency. .• '., ' 
. 'j - • 	 • • . • . .' . . 

- l[-surplus projections prove optimistic even the~reserve"c6uld ' 
i' vanish depending on construction 

Issue,' Scnate;Democrats may be more responsive to A1edicare salvencj;' where debt reduction 

leads to interest savings for paying benefits as to special Treasury bonds We need to develop an 

option jar cmisideration. . 


, 	 i , 
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, 
Question 5: 	 Are We Willing to Use Social Security 


Surpluses for Medicare Reform and Solvency? 


Perspectives: 

1. 	No. We Should Draw. A Hard Line. .' 
." }" , 	 " ­

!" Too rriariyJ;knjocrats; :~ ~§nrad, .D9rg~n,::are,p.uris,!s on.Sg,cil!l: . 

. : SecuFity, an<i"surpluses:,.The~:may not acceptany'!hing diat::'raids" 

• r , 'the Sbci\iL}'S~curit1 surplus":';' >: ~~" - ,:j , ,\,,' ',. % ~ ~.~ ,~~;; ~>~~,~~",,~;~, i ,,' , 

, , -, i''' ,.,,,' t''' .,',' , , ~ ",' -," "" """: ", 
• 	 Can be, portrayed as "raiding" Socia:! Securit}rto m~ke toom for atax ,i 

'\ -' 	 " ' , ' . , , ," " "",, ": '·cut.- ~ 	 . .~ "~, '\ , " 'I "r' 
{- , ' ' 

i. Breaks the ,disc~plinc of a ~ocial Sccurity lock-box and could lead to 
.more, de,tenoratlon\. " '. _ ',c, ,,_,_ .. .:." ,",.. ' _ ••• , .......~.•. : " 

• 	 Critics could'say it is"double counting," - ,,~ 
';, 	Will simply inak'c i'ocimIona'rger on-bridget tax cut withless'debt' 

. reduction, ',' . " 
, '.'. 	 " ).., , 

, 2. Yes. Best Option For Compromise That Achieves Many of OUf 
Goals. 

• 	 Both Republican lock-boxes are for "Retirement Security" - they 

allow Social Security surpluses to be used for Social Security or
, 
Medicare. , 

• 	 Our initial plan used the Social Security surplus for Medicare. 
• 	 "Raiding" the Social Security surplus for Medicare is not as 


politically potent as claiming it is being used for tax cuts or other 

spending. 


• 	 Substantively it is the only way to make room for a deal- if $350 
billion for Medicare is off-budget this will allow for a compromise 
decision of $1 trillion between discretionary and tax cuts, 

• 	 More surplus available for non-retirement entitlement issues. 
• 	 Could mitigate Stockman risk on discretionary spending, 

7 




I, 
Question: 6: Is Progress On Social Security or Medicare , 

! 	 Solvency and Reform Worth Concessions on 
the Size of Tax Cuts? 

Perspectives: 

I. Yes. Seize Miljor Accomplishment:- No One.Can Predict Future 

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

".; :, ',' ',' ,.' "'~;:' ,,;;.,,_,e,,,,., 
,'I,;. , ",~.,. , 	 ' ' _'" . ~ "" ... ". • " " '" " 	 ... ""'0':" :,'" ' '-44<," ., '~'" ~,~ <.k • -." •• ~ ~"'lh'lr"-. ,.._ ;.,','; 

~ ·Ifwe have an opportunity tQ acc<)mplish structrirarMedicarerefonTI, 
o'r a Social'SecurityloCk:box for 'solvency, wc'snould seize such 'a .. 
major accomplishment and' not pass it up onconcems of squeezing 
discretiomiryspending 11] later years when e~eQriew forecasts in . 
January~ or July 2006 could,!show additional surpluses, ,' ... 

2. No. We Should Not Jeopardize Our Fiscal Accomplishments. 

.• As important as Medicare or Social Security solvency and reform is, ' it is not worth agreeing to a larger tax cut when our current projection 
suggests it would squeeze domestic spending or may leave us in a Jess! ljfiscally stable position. 	 .. , 

g 



. V. THREE POSSIBLE REPUBLICAN OFFERS 


SCENARIO 1: POSSIBLE REPUBLICAN OFFER WITH NO 
, ~", ',.' , -

., •. ~SOLVENCYFROMQN-BUDGET ..... . 
'; ~ 

, , 

On Budget: 

• Discretionary Spending: 

• Tax Cut: 
• Prescription Drugs: 

Off-Budget:, 
• Medicare Reform with 

all savings for solvency: 

$328 billion 

$425 billion 

$100 billion 

$75 billion = solvency to roughly 2020 

. 

SCENARIO 2: POSSIBLE REPUBLICAN OFFER ON ON-
i . BUDGETDlVISION 

On-BUdget: 
I D' . S d'•. Iscretlonary pen 109: 

.: Tax Cut: 
$300 billion 

$400 billion 

-; Medicare Reserve: $200 billion 

iSCEN.:\RIO 3:.POSSIBLE REPVBLICANOFFER ONllSING 
I SOCIAL SECURITY SURPLUSES FOR MEDICARE AND 
! . DI¥IDING ON-B{jDGET BETWEEN DISCRETIONARY 

: - 'SPENDING AND TAX CUTS­
. ," 

On-Budg~t: 

• Discretionary Spending: $375 billion 
• Tax Cut: $475 billion 

Off-Budget: 

~ Medicare Reform, Solvency, 

And Prescription Drugs: $350 billion 


'-;'''S'=ceO':'na::r::::jos-::';4'J:'s:::,,':::,m':::e""Scoring Using OMB Assumptions 
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SENSITIVITY OF MSR SURPLUS TO REAL GDP GROWTH AND INTEREST RATES oal>tm 
(In billions of dollars) 1 \:25 NJ 

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 00-09 

2000 MSR unified surplus._. ___________ ._, 142 168 220 223 254 286 343 389 428 473 2,926 

Unified budget impact ot 
__ -40 __ . __ _O.S%_higher reat growth ................ ", ,,, _ 4 _ .14 __ "26 73 93 116 - 141·-",154- -7-1 


0.5% lower real growth .... ", ................ -4 -14 ·26 -39 -55 ·72 ·91 ·112 ·137 ·163 ·713 


1.0% higher interest rates" .... __ ........... -6 ·13 -15 -16 ·16 ·16 ·14 ·13 ·10 -7 ·126 

1.0% lower interest rates .................. , 6 13 14 15 15 14 12 10 7 4 109 


Resulting unified surplus for: 
O.Scl" higher real growth .............. 147 182 246 263 309 360 437 504 569 627 3,643 
0.5% lower real growth ...... _. ___ ..... , ...... 138 154 194 183 199 215 252 276 291 310 2,213 

1,0% higher interest rates ................... 137 155 205 207 237 271 329 376 417 466 2,800 

« ••• ,,''', ••••1.0% iower interest rates ..... 148 181 234 238 268 300 355 399 435 477 3,035 

2000 MSR on~budget surplus ................ 5 24 65 58 79 94 142 174 203 240 1.083 


On~budget impact of: 
0.5% higher real growth ..................... 3 10 20 30 42 55 71 88 107 113 539 
O.5°/fJ lower real growth .. "."' ..... -3 ·10 -20 -30 -41 ·54 ·69 -85 '·104 -124 ·541 

Resulting on-budget surplus for: 
0.5% higher real growth ... , 8 35 85 88 121 149 212 262 310 353 1,623 
0.5% lower real growth ....... "" ..... 2 14 48 28 37 39 73 89 99 115 543 

Note: aI/ economic changes assumed to begin in 2000 Q1. 

C:\WORK\ 1 ?3\t300\MS RUP 



ALTERNATIVE DISCRETIONARY LEVELS 
(oullays in billions of dollars) 

2000 

CSO inflated capped baseline..... ,",..•.. ,"',... ,",..... ," 580 


I 

OMB technicals and higher growth rate"".""""." ·1 


I ,
OMB capped baseline"..."""..... "".""""..."""".. ,,,,. 579 


Administration policy proposals: 

Increases financed by offsets..... ""...... ".. .,,, ..... , 18 

Surplus, allocation..... ,., ........... " ......." .... ,.. "."" ." 


Administration policy................................................. 597
, 

Potential additions: 

Veterans,."., .... ", .... .,,, ...... _, .. "."" ...... _, ........ , ... 1 

Agriculture... u" ••••• "" ••••• " ••••• .,,,, ......, ••••••.,.,... 3 

Emergencies, ..._.,,,,, .. ., ..... 1.Q
___ 'n,.' "_,.", ............., 


Subtotal, potential additions ... , ... , ........ , ... , ......... ,.,. 14 


, 

Administration policy plus potential additions........... 611 


'OO~'O4 

2,905 

3 


2,908 

73 

138 


3,118 

5 

15 

50 

70 


3.188 

'00-'09 
6,127 

32 


6,158 

142 

328 


6,628 

10 

30 


100 

140 


6.768 
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POTENTIAL DISCRETIONARY REQUIREMENTS 
(in billions of dollars) 

;1900 '00-'04 '00-'09 

, ,
Surplus,allocation ........... , ........ , ........ , ...,.... " .. 138 328 


Increases financed by offsets ..... " ..., .... "'".. ,, 18 73 142 


Po:ential additions (agriculture, 
, ), 

vetera~s, emergenCies ., .. -. .................. ".,. .. 14 70 140 


Shift to CSO base assumptions"""""""",.", ::1 l.l 32 


, Subtotal. increases... ",,,.,., ................ 31 283 641 


Rela~ed debt service" .. ", ............................. . 1 34 172 


Total, ,,,""', "".,,', .... "., """. '"'''''' .,,""'" """ ". 32 317 814 
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COMPARISONS TO 1999 ENACTED PLUS INFLATION 
I (outlays in billions o~ dollars) 

1999 enacted plus inflation............................................. 


Comparison to 1999 enacted plus inflation: 
OMS capped b,aseline............................... ................ 


Administration boney without offsets........ ................. 


Administration 'policy with offsets............................... 


Administration policy plus potential additions.............. 


Administration' policy without offsets - ­

compared to '99 enacted plus inflation: 


1
Defense .... .'........................................................... . 

Non-defense ......................................................... . 

Total ..................................................................... . 


Administration: policy with,offsets­
compared to '99 enacted plus inflation: 
Defense ................................................................ . 
Non·defense ......................................................... . 
Total ............ : ........................................................ . 

2000 
595 

'00-'04 
3,135 

'00-'09 
6,700 

w16 

w16 

2 

16 

-227 

-89 

-17 

53 

-541 

-213 

-71 

69 

0.6% 
-6.0% 
-2.9% 

1.3% 
-6.6% 
-2.9% 

4.9% 
-10.4% 

-3.3% 

0.6% 
0.2% 
0.4% 

1.3% 
-2.1% 
-0.5% 

4.9% 
-6.2% 
-1.1% 

08f11 f99 
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OFFSETS 
(savings in bi!!ions of dollars) 

Federal tobacco taxes ..... .,.............................. , -8 

Tobacco reco~pment policy .... , ........ " .... ,........... 0 

Superfund tax extensions ....................... ".......... -2 

Health care savings.......................................... -1 

FAA user fees..................................................... -1 

Change in military retirement contributions ... "", -1 

OtheL................................................................. -4 

Total. offsets (or discretionary............................ -17 

Paygo balances allocated 
to defense ... :., ....... .,,, .......... , .................... , .. , .... .. -3 


'00-'04 

-34 

-9 

-6 

-5 

-5 

·6 

·4 

·70 

·5 

'00-'09 

-66 

-25 

-13 

·10 

·8 

-13 

-6 

-142 

-5 
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ADMINISTRATION BUDGET POLICY·· OMB/CSO SCORING 

I (10 year estimates in billions of dollars) 
I 


OMS 
Mid-Session 

Policy 
Available on-budget s~rpIUS.....................................u" ....... .. 1,083 

Tax cut including relat~d debt service" .... , ........ , ...... ,.,,, .... , .. , 287 

. I 


Discretionary: I 


Defense -- AdminIstration Policy ......... " ..... "" ..."" ..... " .... 127 

Nondefense ~- Admfnistration Policy -- 6.7% below 


1999 level plus inflation ............. "".....""..."""".,,,,.. ,, ..," 201 

Offsets including tobacco -- if not enacted caps 

are even tighter .... ] .......................................................... . 


T ctaL .................. ! .................... __ ....................... ,., 328 

I 


Po~ential additions: I 

Veterans.. , ........... "' ... ~ ..................... " .......... 
>< ...... n .............. .
, 

Agricu:ture ...... ", .......! ................ " ... ,"'"."''''', .. ,,'',., .. ,,,., .. " .. 

Med:care BBA adjust'mer.ts ............................. ,.,......", ..... " •• 


I 

Medicare: f 

Prescription Drugs ..j; _.. •.... __ .... •• _..... _. _...... _. _•••• _................ . 46 

Solvency .............. ,)... . 328 


I,

Interest cost ............... ' ............................................ , ............ . 95
, 

, 
Resulting Deficit.......t.......................................................... 

I 

i 


Memorandum 

Allowance for average cost of defense, natural 

disasters and other contingencies ................................. .. 100 


.. The Adminis~ra!;on's total discretionary proposal includes $147 billion of offsets . 

... Mid~Session Medicare policy includes $7.5 billion for BBA adjustments 

$250 billion tax cut 
OMS 

1,076 

287 


322 


148 


·147 

323 


10 

30 

15 


46 

255 


110 


100 


CBO 
996 


286 


339 


162 


·118 
383 


. 10 

30 

15 


111 

27 


134 


100 
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DESCRIPTION 


• 	 Available Jo-budget surplus. In the Midscssiol1 Review. the Administration estim8(CS 

~m on-budgbt surph:s of S 1,083 billion based on your policies prior to Social Secu:ity a:1d 
Medicare rcfonn over ten years, CBO estimates 11 current-policy baseline on-budget 
surplus of $'996 binion over the same period. a difference of $87 billion. OMB scoring of 
a $250 billion tax cut is based on an OMB baseline on-budget sUi'plus of $1 ,076 billion. , 
Administration policy proposals are responsible for the $7 billion difference between the, 
OMB policy and baseline surplus estimates. 

I, 
• 	 Tnx cut including related debt service. The yIidsession Review includes the' , 

Administrat,ion's 5250 billion tax cut (and assoc:atcd $37 billion debt service cost), The 
$1 billion di fferencc in the OMB and eBO scori:lg of debt service costs for this tax cut is 
:hc result of slightly different assumptions: about ir.terest r.Hes, 

• 	 Discretional'Y. The Midsession Review allocates {l total 0[$328 billion of the on-budget 
Surpt:IS for ~r;tical Ilational needs like military :'ctldiness and educat:on, The 
;\dn... il1istra~jon non~defen$e discretionary level over ten years is more than 6 percent 
below an inflated 1999 funding level and in 2009 alone is 13 percent below the 1999 
inflated level. 

Tl:.c di:Tercnccs in defense f~lnding result from the t:1ct that a large portion oftbc 
Adl1~iliistra\ions defense increase is f;mded within the underlying policy before allocating 
the surplll~.' TI:c lurger a:nO~ll1ts :Ire measured from a current policy baseline which does 
not reflect Ibcse unde:'lying changes. To nccommo"date these aggregate levels, it is also 
necessary that our offse:s, such <!os the Administration tobacco poiicy, be enacted a:1d 
scored or tl1,o spending limits win be even tighter. The Administration's discretionary 
Jcvcis are tight and should represent a floor rather than a ceiling. 

• 	 'Possible A~dcd Costs. Although the Midscssion Review does not specifically include 
funding for additional increases in Veterans and Agriculture, such costs will need to be 
accommod*cd within an overall fis.cal policy. [f not separately accounted' for, Veterans 
und Agriculture spending would create pressure under the caps in the future or require on­
going spenqing outside the caps.. Similarly, tl~e BBA adjustments would reduce the on­
budget surplus jf not offset. 

! 

Tile funding levels included are illustmtive estimates a:1d do not reflect a policy 
rccommer.dation', The Agriculture funding level reflect current estimates of an 
Agriculture:package based on the three concepts we discussed -~ crop insurance, an safety 
net targcled: to sm~111 famlers, alld shorHenn solutions that do not lead to long-term 
payments, ~lcdicilrc providcr payment adjustments'to BBA refonllS arc shoy.:n at $15 
':ii1lion. Th~ i'.1idsession Review included S7,5 billion for these adjustmer'.ts,. 
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• 	 Medicare! The Administration's. prescription drug proposal is included under each 
Seemlr!o. CBO hus scored the cost oftbis proposal at $111 billion, $65 hillion'more than 

•
OMS s(:oring. Under OMB and CBO baseline scoring, Medicare transfers would have to 
be reduced to ensure that the budget does not go into deficit. , 

I 
• 	 Interest Costs. Interest costs under either OMB baseline or eBO scoring of the $250 

billion taxjcut propos£!: \\'oll:d be higher thun in the Administration's policy due LO the 
higher spending levels. 

• 	 RCSUlting!OCfldt. The Midsession Review provided a balanced approach that provides 
for Social ~e<::urity and Mcdkare solven<:y, prescription drugs, investments in critical 
national pnorities, Hnt! debt reduction while ensuring on·budget balance. As is noted 

•
above. tinder OMB and ceo baseline scoring, Medicare transfers would have to be 
reduced to: ensure that the budget does not go into deflcit. 

• 	 Mcmoran'dum - Potentiallldditional costs: AIJm\:ance for average cost of defense, 
natural disasters and other contingencies. Although emergencies and other 
contingencies are :lot scored in advance, the costs when they occur reduce the on-budget 
SHtpl:1S, R;ccently, Congressional critics of the tax eut have complained that any 
allccalio:l 'arthc snrplus Blust inelude an allowance for annual emergency spending 
rcquirerr.e~1ts, It is cs:i:nated that slIch an allowance would cost roughly $10 billion 
nnnllnl1y. 

o 




,. , . 

SOCIAL SECURITY: 	 ~~t~ n 
, 	 ~~w 

,. 	 Transfers to the Sodal Security Trust Fund. All Social Security surpluses will go to debt V 
reduction, The interest sa\'ings rrom the debt reduction will then be transferred to the Social 
Security trust fund starting in 20 iI, Beginning in 2011: 

>- 100 percent of the transfers to the Social Security tmst funds will be used to purchase 

cquitic~ until 15 percent of the Trust fund's assets arc in t-"quities. At this point, no more 

equities wiU be purchased. 


>- The appro~imate time period for equity purchases is from 2011~2014. 


.

> For 2014 ard beyond, the i1linual transferred amount will be used by the Social Security 


trust fund to purchase L:.S. Government Treasury bonds. 


• 	 Social St.'Curity Exhaustion Ilate. Under the new framework, the Social Security 
exhaustion date is 2053. The change in the actuarial balance is 1.27 relative to the baseline 
imbalance of2,07 

• 	 Share of Tota.l Stock Market the Social Security Trust Fund will hold. The avcnlge 
share of the stock market owned by the Social Security Trust fund from 2011-2040 is 3,3 
percent The rnaximum amount that could be owned by the Trust Fund during this period is 
4.0 percent. I 

BUDGET: 

Shnrcs of OnMBuidgct Surnlus (netting out financing costs) , . 
5 yearu 2000-2004: 
• 	 Social Securit'y - nla 
• 	 Medicare _M 23 percent 
• 	 USA·· 12 percent 
• 	 Dl.scrctionary'- 64 percent 

10 year..2000·2009 
Social Security - 'nla 
Medicare ~~ 39 pen:ent 
USA - 26 percent 
Discrelionary - 3~, percent 

15 year-2000·2014 
Social Security -- 23 percent 
Medicare - 33 percent 
USA - 23 percent 
Discretionary - 22 percent, 



On-Budget Surplus Totals (in billions) 

Off-Budget Surplus Totals (in billions) 

, 


2701 3067 366 


Unified Budget Totals (in billions) 

'5-year Amounts for Programs (in billions) 

Prdgram 

I 
Fcbrmlh'1999I ' . 

, , 

Mid-Session 
Re"iew 

Medicare: 124 50 
USA, I 96 26 

Discretionary 138 138 



10 and 15 year Amounts for Programs (in billions) 

I .'chruary 1999 i\lid-Scssion , 
Re\'iewI, I 

I 

I O-year Mcdi~an; 
350 374 


IS-year I 

I 

,,,794 , 
IO-year 
lJSAs 

Medicare 686 

272 250 
IS-year 

, USAs 536 540 
; IO-vcar 

328i Dis~rctionarYl 318 
,IS-year 


DiscretionarYi 
 481 522 

, 
DEBT REDUCTION 

In the 19805, The Federal Debt Quadrupled. Under Presidents Reagan and Bush, the debt held 
by the public quwJrupJed, As a share ofGDP, the publicly held debt increased from 26 percent 
in 1981 to 50 percent in 1993. When President Clinton took office, the debt-to-GOP ratio was 
projected to rise to nearly 80 percent by 2003, according to the Congressional Budget Office, , 


I 

),ublicly held debt as share of GI», 
• 1981 -- 26 percent 
• 1993 - 50 percent 
• 2003 - 80 percent (projected when president took office), 

Instead of rising! debt has decreased substantially and is projected to continue decreasing 
in the future. Today, we have the first budget surplus in a generation and the debt is $1.7 
trillion lower today than projected in 1993. 

Since President Clinton took office, debt held by the public has decreased substantially. 
The publicly held debt as a share of GDP has dropped from 50 percent in 1993 to 44 percent in 
1998. Under the PresidelH '$ framework to save Social Security and strengthen Mcdicart.;. tht.; 
publicly held debt as a share of the economy will be just 0.26 percent by 2014 and will be 
eliminated by 201,5. This has not happened since President Jackson. 

i 

Publiclv held debt as a share of GOP 
• 199& -- 44 percent 
• 2014 -- 0,26 percent 
• 2015 -- elimil~atcd 

For every family, the publicly held debt will be $291,000 lower in 2014 lhan projected when the 
President took office. Because of this fiscal responsibility, interest rates will be lower by an 
estimated 2.5 perCentage points or more. 
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l'abl" fi, FItAMEWOItK FOIt SOCIAL SECURITY AND MEDICARE 

REFOItM 


:Dollar Jl.n!lluul.$ in bHllcns) 


..J'Reserve' pendmg Sadal Semrits and MeditatE r~rorm .......H'p.'H 


Off·l:.:udglll ,,,,,,,,,..... . .." ... "".,.. , ....................... "."." ... 

On·blidget " ......... H 
 •• ""..." ... , ....... " ..... " ."'"""..",,
, 

Socitd Security nnd deb, ttdudion lockbox (ofT,budg!lt) .H........ ... 


All()(:ntion d tm·hudget surpluS" 
TT1Hl.~f(lr \.0 ~tend S()d~1 S«urit.y ijolvency and redUCE debt 

(baSed (ill Interest ~Vjllg$) ..... " ............................. ""....... " .... 

Tmnsfen: to strengthen Medkal'(' !lod rEd~ debt .... 
Universal Savingt; Acwur.ts '''''' ....... " ........... m '"'''' 

Discretionary invel!t(f;~nis: 
,Mi,itary Teadm.eu .."'...... ""............ . 
fn....e1ltmenta {or it secure futuro " ..,,,,, 
ChildrEn nnd edu~tion trl.l%t fund ........... "."" ,," .. 0< ""••• 

Tow! dj$etcunnary illvesi:m~nl,& '"'' 
Finaocine: CUlts ... ~.......... .,...... " ••••••• " ... . ."................... ", .., . 

Thtal c·n-budget a!l~lltiOfl 

Total allocation of reSA!:I'Vt: " ........... ,. .................. . .. -." .... ""... . 

Off·hudget ... , ............ "".", ........ " ................... " .. " ..... , .". 

OIl-budget .",....",......... ,,,.,, ... ,, " ........ " .... , ... """........ , ,,. .. ,,,, .... , .... . 


RemaiAing Qn.hwlget surplUJ> '" ........... , .......... '"" ''''', .. .. 


Sutwtlll Subtotal Total 
2000-2(l{)4 2000-2009 2000_2014 

1,007 2,926 5,935 
776 1,643 3,067 
231 1,083 2.868 

17$ 1,84,'J 3,007 

Q ,<3•
50 37. 794 
26 ". 540 

55 127 ••3 
55 127 ' '83 
28 74 15£ 

"8 J28 '22 
16 1$2 469 

231 1,083 2,868 

1,007 2,926 5,935 
776 1,843 3,001 
231 1.083 2,868 

• 0 0 

12. 2,028 4,238 

! ~tlt debt reduction ine!udes Social Suutity aurplus, Meditare uAlUfe-fl, and other meant of fitmnc­
i1ij;, Boo Tab:e 21. 

• Inuestment in national needs. 	 The frame.­
work would aUocate $522 bUlion over fif ­
teen years for investments in critical nn­
tional needs. Increased resotlrces for miH­
tary readiness would ensure that the Na~ 
tion's defense forces maintain high levels 
of performance. Investments in other pri· 
onties for a secure future would enSure 
sufficient funding for essential government 
functions such as veterans affairs,lenviron­
mental pTo~tion, health resenn::h, farm 
security, and protecting Americans at 
home and abroad. Finally, a new trust 
fund for chHdren and education would 
strengthen the Nation's ability to raise 
educational achievement and improve the 
health and well~being of childrcl!-. These 
investments would begin in 2001. Like the 
other c~mponents of the program, these. 
funds are contingent on Social Security 
and Medicare reform, The Administration 

is committed to "save Socia} Security first" 
by maintaining existing budget rules that 
will reserve the entire surplus both. off~ 

budget and on-budget until the enactment 
of Social Security and medil::are refonn. 

Social Security and Medicare TranBfcl'$, 
Debt Reduction, and Trust Fund. Solvcnc,' 

The Administration's budg('lt framework re­
serves the off-hudget surplus for Social Seeu­
Tity through a lockbox mechanism which 
ensures that each dnUar of off-budget (i,e. 
Sodnl Security) surplus IS used to reduce 
publicly held debt by one dollar, By reducing 
pubtidy held debt, the iockbox: also reduces 
future interest costs on that debt. Reducing 
interest payments ()ver time frees up on­
budget resources which can be transferred 
to the Social 'security Trust Fund to extend 
its S<llvency. 

http:Teadm.eu
http:Acwur.ts
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17 FRAMEWORK FOR SOCiA:' SE:Ct;RIT'{ AND Mr~i):CARE fi!i.:F'ORM 

Table 6. ALLOCATION OF BUDGET RESOURCES. 2000-2014 
tOollnr nffiour.ts in billions) 

Mld·S!!ssion Review 

SllrpLu~ Pe~{,~I'.t of 
Amount Total 

''t' 
AnlO\ml of -surplus available: 


Off.budg!!, ........... " ... 

On·Ludgct 


; 7ot:ll ." .... " ..HH... 	 " .... " .. H ............... " 


: Allocation for debt reduction snd ('quit" pUTthast" thtouCh 
j 	 Socllli SecuTit)\ 

Off·budget ........ . ......................... "' .. 
O{>budget ............... " ...... " .,......"" ...... . ...,,_......... 

Total ""''' __'''''''''''_',,''_' .... _........... . 

Allocation of remaining on,budge!. surplus: 

Tramcfcl'$ w strengthen Medien!e ned redoce debt 
Universal Saving. Ateountb ........ ,." .. " .... , ............. ,,,.,, ....... .. 
Di"ctetimHuy investments ....."H.."" .."." ........... __....""... 

"QtaJ ...H ......... " .......H.H.H.....H .....HU.....""... " ............,,,,,..... 


'fotollllllocauon "f iilUrpjUS exdudlng finanClng OO$U: 
Off.budget .... "'" ......... "."."'"..... " .. ,.. "...,",... " ............ " ....... ,.,"" 
On.budget """"" " ......... "."''''.''''''.'' ...... " .... "."..".",,,... ,,,, 

Financing 00$1.$ , .. "'"...,"" ...... " .."."",.. , .. ""'.. ,.,,",.,"",.,,',,..,, 

Total ttllocation of surplus im:luding financing cosu: 
OIT.budget " .._."" .•" ... " .." ..... " .. "'... ,,.".."... " .." ...................... _.. 
Ou.·budget ............... " ....... " .. , ... , ......... , .. " .......... ,," ..... ' .. m" •• " 

'l'otoll ....... , ...... ,",... ,,', ""''''''''''''''.. '''''''''' ... ,,' .".,""..... " .. , 


3,06:7 
2,8(;8 

5.935 

3,067 
543 

3,609 66'" 

7., 
 15.. 
540 I"'" 
522 10% 

1,856 

3,007 
2,399

---'---'- ­
5,466 100'"' 

469 

3.007 
2,858 

5,935 

I 

The transfers to Social Security begin in 
2011. The Administration's policy to reserve 
off-budget surpluses will yield $543 billion 
in interest savings which will be transferred 
to Socia) Security between 2011 and 2014, 
Cumulatht(J : debt reduction of $3.7 trillion 
wilt reduce net interest costs by $189 billion 
each year by 2015. Therofore, the $189 billion 
will ~ transferred to Social Security in 
2015 and every year thereafter, Budget en­
forf:ement roles will ensure that these on­
budget trn!l$fcl"S, and the corresponding trans­
fers for Medicare, reduce the mea.sured on· 
budget Burplus nnd cannot be used for other 
purposes. 

As proposed in the budget in February, 
these transfers to Social Security will be 
invested in corporate equities, until equity 
holdings reach a limited share of the trust 
fund. Although the transfers invested In equj~ 
ties do not reduce the publicly held debt, 
the corporate equities are nonetheless an 
e<:onomic asset that will be used to finance 
future benefits. Transfers above the equity 
limit will reduce debt held by the public, 
giving the Social Security Trust Fund a 
daim against future general revenues. We 
will be able tfJ meet this daim precisely 
be<:ause we are reducing the publicly held 
debt and future Federal interest obliga.tions 
hy nn equal amount. 

http:nffiour.ts


• • • • • • • • • • • 

, i 

Table 11. IS-YEAR BUDGET TOTALS I~ 
(in bHlioruJ of dollars) 

Budget Estlmaw, ProjeclioflS l T<Jt<11 

21)00 """ 2<102 00(13 2004 200' 200' 2001 """ 2009 201(1 20n 2012 201;J 2014 004>4 OO.Of! 00-14 

February Buri.gt!t Poliey hnrling Social Security and Medic-are RerQrm: 

R~ipt.s ............ , ........ " ..... ".". 1,883 1,933 2,001 2,075 2,166 2,265 2,364 2,474 2,588 2,708 i,S28 2,950 3,0'12 3,197 3,325 to,064 'l2,464 37,835 

Outlays ............ " .. 1,7~ l,799 1.800 1.893 1,958 2,034 2,081 2,154 2,234 2,315 2,399 2,486 2Ji78 2,676 2,789 9.236 20,054 32,98l 


Unified surplus .... 117 134 IS1 182 'lOB 231 283 320 35. m <29 .6< ..5 52. 536 528 2,4(19 4,854 

On·budgel .............. , ....... -12 0 .. at 50 .. 103 131 15. 188 "I 253 312 333 II' 75(1 2)53 

Off-budget ...... " ................ ,.. 129 134 142 151 15S .!73 19<) 19. ,OO 2Il 2!l 2<)3 1,659 2,701
., '05 "" 2.' 11''" Mid.sc;;siun Poll'cY Pending Social Security and Medicare- Reform: 

~'flj\l··"'"'····.. ·· .. · .. · 1,914 1.963 2,034 2,113 2,2{l6 2,3l3 2,420 2,536 2,557 2,784 2,905 3,035 3,165 3,299 3,437 10,230 22,940 38,783 

OutlaY5 1,772 1,795 1,815 1,890 1,?52 2,02£ 2,{l7£ 2,147 2,229 2,311 2,386 2,464 2,558 2,559 2,"168 9,224 20,013 32.84'9 


Unified $urplm, ......... " .., .. ,"'" 142 168 22. 254 286 343 as, 428 m 522 571 ." 6<0 669 1,001 2,926 5,935 

On·hudget ........ ,,'"'' . 5 2. 65 '"58 79 .. 14'l 174 203 219 324 36. 394 428 231 1,083 2,868
".Orr.lrl.loget ......'", ..... " .. ,. !37 144 154 165 175 193 2[}',J 215 225 233 24J 246 "8 246 241 176 ),843 3.067 

Ch'lOg~s from thl! February Budget to thE' Mid·SeuiQa: 

R~(elpki ........ " .....,,'" 31 30 21 38 40 47 55 ., 69 77 50 8S ., 10J 112 '66 471> . 

Outlay~ ............... " 6 -4 -6 -3 -6 -8 -5 -6 -5 -4 -13 -'I -20 -'0 -12 -132'" 
_17 _41 

Unified surplus ........ " ...... "".. 25 34 33 41 .6 55 61 .. H so sa 106 113 119 133 17. 5n 1,(l8t 

On,budget .. " .... , ........ ,"".".. 17 24 21 2. 29 3. 43 47 52 58 71 76 82 94 1!7 715 

Off,b,udget .. " .... , ........... ,"', .. 10 12 14 17 I. "" 22 25 27 29 34 35 3. ,. 39 183 36.
• "" " MJd,S>?",rtioll Policy with Social Security 4nd Ml!(\ieare RefQl;ml 

R«t'ipts ,." ............ ," 1,914 1.963 2.034 2,110 2,183 2,U4 2,372 2,488 2,6{l8 2,732 2,852 2,971 3,107 3,240 3,378 lO,204 2?.tlS9 ,'38.243 

Outlny::; ..................... ,,', ......... , 1,172 1,818 1,867 1,9of() 2,001 2.os2 2.140 2;215 2,301 2,386 2,467 2,555 2,652 2,758 2,869 9,399 20,523 33,824 

Sl)(ial g.,rluity hxkoox'.l ..... " 137 14. 154 165 !75 193 202 215 225 233 243 356 38. 417 <51 116 1,843 3,696 

M~di"'H<;) lock box 5 12 5 7 29 59 83 113 142 67 .8 65 3. 324 723 


···1 _. __
Available unified surplus-;...~' ~Ow -- ~o~ 

• 
- 0 - 0' ~-Q 

I'•• o . • 0 • o ----0- - O--O~ -"I)' 0 0 •

On.budget ................ ,'" ... ,.. , 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Q 0 0 0 0 

Off"bnilgt't. ..... ,," 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 


'Proj~ti!)ns for 2OH} thttm,gh 2014 nre an OMS extension l)f detailed :q:eney budget estimetes through 2009 " U 
'Ineltldes< eilTnings, ~ 

lil 
" 

z 

" " ,; 
OJ 
~ 

0 



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

Table 22. FEDERAL DEBT WITH SOCIAL SECURITY AND MEDICARE REFORM Ii'! 
(lit billiona of dollarsl ;;: 

E;."timaw! PfO)~ti!lfls I:;!
;; 

2000 2(101 2\)02 2003 2004 2005 W06 2007 200S 2009" 2010 2011 20t2 2013 2014 ~ 
r 

nebtheldbYLhep\lb~ie: "" . ~"- --- ~~----- "l~ .--~--~." 
frnht held by the puhllc, hC{'.lnumg 01 period 3,653 3,531 3,404 3.255 3,HH 2,933 2,744 2,Ml:5 2,262 1,96.; <.625 1,249 944 1137 :~35 

Debt ,eduuio!! from; 
Off·budget il-urplus: 

Surplu!p<!ndingSociaISecurityandMedicarererorm .. -137 -144 -154 -165 ,175 -193 -2\)2 -215 -225 -233 -243 --246 -248 -2·;6 -241 
SocialSecurityllt\!v .. ncytranafers.,_..... ,,,u.... ,,.. ,........ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 {I 0 0 fl07 -125 -145 -1f.i6 
RcturnStlU(OVfllmentQftrn.nllfers 1 , .• _......""",,,.......__........ 0 0 0 0 (l 0 0" 0 0 Q U ~"-3 -14 27 l3 

Ml'llkareso\vencytrnn,fers, ........ ,, __ '''',,'',.......... -5 -:0 -12 -5 -7 -10 -29 -59 -S3 113 -142 ·G7 -tiS -SS _riB 

Less p1.w::hase of eq\litie~ by Social &lcurity trust fund 1 (j Q 0 Q Q 0 0 0 0 (1 () 110 ua 112 .29~J-

Other finfmdng reQUU'{,Hnents 2 ..... 21 11 11 hi 15 13 12 11 9 8 8 5 B '9 9 


Tol:.;;lJ I!Mllges ...... , ............ ., ·-122 ~12"l -ISO -1::;4 -161 ·lS9 -219 _263 -298 _339 -376 .-30G -301 <ill? ~";t91 


D(lbtheldhylhl(!publl~,en<:lofpedod 3,5313,404 3,255 3,1012,9332.7442,525 2,262 t.954 1,62& l.249 944 631 335 H 

Lessmnrket~·al\nof<Jquiti'\!s" .... "......... ij {I 0 fl 0 0 0 (I 0 I) 0 -110 -248 ·420 -629 

Debt hrld by the public, less equi~ holdings. end ef ~riOO ., .." 3,531 3,4U4 3,255 3,)01 2,933 2,744 2,525 2,262 1,96~ 1,625 1.249 834 3SB ,8ti -SE5 


D-ebt hf'ld bi Governmt'tlt aCCI)Unts: 
Debt held by GoveromnH l\c\'(luntJI, hegirUl!ng or period ",...... ,. 1,9112 2,172 2,377 2,612 2,848 a,09G 3,363 3,i)67 4.012 4,394 4.82,1 5,299 5,822 £,374 6,949 
Increasellri(lrtoSocia!S~ellrityreform ...".H...............,,, •• ,,,, ... 2C5 2M 222 2;.\U 240 254 271 200 2M 299 31G 3t.5 318 317' 31,\ 
&x:ial Security and Medicare suivencj tflHlsfen , 5 {) 12 £; 7 10 29 59 83 113 142 t73 19.1 210 22'f 
E:atflin~ on Im!Vi"lley transfers invested in TN!1l5ury sewriti~ 0 ti I 1 2. Z 3 6 11 17 25 35 42 48 tit. 
Le$s pur<:h/i,$l!ol equities by SlJ<ial Security trustfurnP 0 {I 0 {I (I 0 (J 0 0 (I 0 -:~~_~,)39 -172 -20$ 

'fetal chango>s ,." ..... , ................ ",,; ......... __'", ........"" 210 204 235 236 249 266 304 345 382 429 '-176 [,23 fl52 ,",7::; 593 


Debt held by G{)w~i:nment !u'Count$, end QJfJ'lriod ...". :U72 2,377 2,612 2,548 3,096 3,3£3 3,667 4,012 4,39'-1 4,523 5.299 5,822 6,374 li.94$ 7,543 

Plus mruktltvlllueef1'!1:luities ............. , .." .." ........... _ {I 0: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 110 2·1t\ 420 629 


Vl'bt and equitie-a held by G<tvernment Ill'1;(ll.mu, end of period 2,172 2,377 2,612 2,848 3,096 3,36-3 3,667 4,()12 4,394 4,1523 5,299 5,932 5,521 7,369 8,172 

llndvde$ ncuul!d capital gains, 

1 Primarily CTE"dit progllilms, 

Note: Projl'ctions for 2010 through 2014 9{~ an OMB extenskm of detailed agency budget esdIDIIUs through 200ft 


~ 
w 

,. 
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Additional Requirements and Initiatives 


.• Mandatory Reproposals: 
- Child Care and Early Learning 

- Medicare Buy-In 

- Superfund Orphan Shares 

- Other· 

• Tax Reproposals: 
- Affordable Child Care 

- Energy Efficiency/Climate Change 

- School Construction 

- Expiring Provisions 

- Other 

• Expiring Programs: - " - - -~ - - "-- - ~ - - ­

- Welfare-To-Work 


- COPS 


(Outlays) 
00 
1.2 
0.1. 

0.2 
0.7 

0.3 
0.4 
0.2 

1.0 
1.3 

0.2 
1.2 

S-Year 
9.3 
2.1 
1.0 
5.1 

5.6 
4.4 
5.0 
3.5 
5.9 

5.6 
3.6 

• New Initiatives 




. "., 

2000 Budget Goals 

• Save Surplus for Social Security 

• Fulfill Prior Commitments 

• Adequately Fund Core Government 

• Finance Initiatives 

$.9EH l~Pffl"WCI'd$ 
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Initiatives Summary 
(in millions of doliars) 

FY 2000 Budget In~iatives, New Money ............................. .. 

FY 2000 Budget Inillatives Funded in Base ........................ .. 

Unallocated Education ........................................................ . 


T otannitiatives Resources ................................................... . 


Amount 
2,630 

755 
700 

4,085 

1211719803:50 PM 




FY 2000 BUDGET INITIATIVES - r. 
If 

AgeocyJppJicy-ArQa 

CEQ 

HHS 

CoSl~! Salmon 
Lands and Livability 
C!ea~ Air Fund <:. 

I 
Subt,otal 

long-Term Care 
AIDS 
CBCAIDS 
Mental Health (SAMSHA) 
Race and HealU1 
CDC 
Children's Hospital 
Tobacco •• PH CDC 
Tobacco ~~ FDA 
Tobacco - Publit Health Education 
Food Safely 

Subtotal 

, 
Education 

Adult Literacy 
Social promotion 
Quality 
Urban/Rural Computing 
Charter Schools 
Stay in College 
Till~ I Accountability 
Ts.chnology for Disabled 
Native Americans 
Education Research 
Unallocated Education, 
Subtptal, 

labor 

Universal re~emp!oyment 
Yo~th employment 
FMLAJPaid Leave 
Child Labor 

Enforcement 
Standards 

EqtJalPay 
Manufacturing Assistance 
NLRB 

Subtotal 

12117 Policy Council 
DiSCYSiion ~t.f.r.te<lJ.oY.tl 

100 

5l)0 


0 


5l)0 

15l) 
28 
50 
65 
50 
60 

40 

27 

34 
15 
30 

549 

190 
350 ' ­

18 
60 
10 
25 
0 

35 
10 
0 

·700 

·2 

235 

150 


B 

40 
20 

0 
[10] 

453 

570 :lY' f,~! '1° 
250 11iI.J.'! 

40 

5l) :r~; ••t .. ,",S' 

250 
170 

55 .;.....'. 1,0 ~ ~l:,j,b 

1211719803:49 PM 
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FY 2000 BUDGET INITIATIVES 


Agooey/P.olioy.l\r•• 
I 
, 

Urban Initiative 
SSA 
Treasury 

Subtotal 

HUD Ab~ndoned bulldings 

Treasury 
Firearms 

I 

Americorps 

Child Labor 
, 

Microcred It,, 
Information Technology 

DARPA 
NSF 

DOe 

Digital Lihrary 

Subtotal 

Energy, 
Climate Change 
Russia 

Subtotal 

Agriculture 
Integrated Ecosystems Sciences 

VA 
Smoking cessation 

Homeless vets 


Subtotal 

Justice 
COPS II 
Coerced abstinence 

Offender Justice 


Subtotal, 

Total 

12117 
Discussion 

115 

115 

50 

15 

70 

o 

[I GOI 
[351 
[701 

10 

10 

75 
[2601 )00 

75, 

45 

[90) 
[50) 

o 

650 
[100) 

(40) 

650 

2.630 

Policy Council 
eu>forIJ!d.LOY.Ol 

150 

10 

20 

50 

1211719803:49 PM 
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The HHS Appeal 

• Following Through on Presidential Initiatives 

• 	 Tobacco, Health Research, Head Start, Food Safety, 

Drug Abuse Treatment 

• 	 Strengthening Public Health 
• FDA Modernization, Chronic Disease, Bioterrorism 


• Enhancing the Health of All Americans 
• 	 Safety Net, Racial Health Disparities,Native 

American Health, Violence Against Women, Elderly 

• Providing Sufficient Program Support 
• 	 All HHS Agencies and a modernized HCFA 

WI ~~'-(mnin-v>lJ'P'..1 



Medicaid Recoupment 
, 

• The Tobacco Agreement reimburses States for 

, Medicaid costs that are partly Federal costs. 


. • HHS has an obligation to the taxpayers to 
recoup the Federal share of these costs. In 2000 

. alone no less than $4 billion is Federal taxpayer 
. money. 

. • 	 Medicaid Recoupment can finance both the 
HHS appeal and other appropriate investments. 

OJ! ~SMn\h"'i""f..H 



I 

Health 
Research 

Head Start 

Food 
.Safety 

Tobacco 


Following Through on 

Presidential Initiatives 


--' 
Continue the long-range expansion plan for NIH, 
AHCPR health services, CDC prevention research. 
(+$1.2 billion) 

Continue on the path towards serving one million 
children in 2002. (+$1 00 million) 

Improve the safety of fruits, vegetables, seafood; 
reduce disease with faster response to outbreaks. 
(+$67 million) 

Enhance enforcement of FDA rule and reduce 
children's access to tobacco. (+$50 million) 

. HDeglamorize tobacco" - and provide the science base 
for tobacco control activities. (+$154 million) 

01\ ~SMRllbD.p<I pp'.1 



-- --- - -

~ -~ ,.*~" •.. --••_---­

Following Through on Presidential Initiatives 
Health Research - NIH, AHCPR, CDC 

--~ ~---~ . 
. " .--",~- ----"._----_ .._. -, --- -- ---- -- --­

• 	 This Administration committed to and should follow through on long­
term expansion 

.. 	Appeal continues 5-year, 50% NIH growth plan with even annual 
growth 

FY 1998 I $13.6 Billion I . 


FY 1999 I $15.6 Billion 


-_ .. __ .' 

FY 2000 PassbacH $15.6 Billion 

Appeal I S15.6 Billion D +$1.1 Billion 

10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 

Budget Aulhorily in Billions 

0/1 ~<lMSMIJ\B"',,", "",-« 



---

Strengthening Public Health 
Countering Bioterrorism 

--_._._._---- --.-------_. 

,We must improve the nation's readiness for the medical 
needs resulting from a bioterrorist attack, in the following 
areas: (+$193 million) 

• 	 Public Health ,and Medical Infrastructure (+$156 million) 
• 	 Employ more epidemiological intelligence and laboratory specialists 
• 	 Purchase rapid communication systems and lab equipment 
• 	Train medical and lab staff to detect lethal agents 

• 	 Research and Development (+$33 million) 
• 	 Ensure an effective defense against the health consequences of 

bioterrorism and develop better treatment 

• 	 Medical Response Capability (+$3 million) 
• 	 Better equip and train our National Medical Response Teams and local 

Metropolitan Medical Strike Teams ­

OU~~I"I'H 



~ 

Enhancing the Health of All Americans: 

Improving Native American Health . 


--,- ­

• Indian people have the Nation's worst health status. 

• 	 5 year mortality rate increases in alcoholism (+15%), 

diabetes (+35%), HIV (+200%), and cancer (+11%) . 

• 	 We need an additional $205 million to: 
• 	 Increase medical services - e.g., reduce current 30 to 90 

day waiting period for alcoholism services; respond to the 
2% annual growth rate in the Indian service population. 

• 	 Bring sanitation and clean water to 1,800 more homes 
• 	 Continue construction of hospitals (Navajo), and support 

Tribal Joil1t Ventures to build own facilities . 
. 

• 	 Support Tribal Self-Determination by funding 95% of tribal 
contract support costs. 

pJl~S\Ao.\8_I"!'f-!1 



'j~ aqrooo to Mill the poik:y OO\,InciI$. 

$500 minion ~Ider DtlWltivtlon 

'21st Century Commvnity I.twnirIg Ceruars {After School). 


'~~~'m"""""_"""'_"'_"'_'_ 

'ChalUft Sd'!ooIs {?tad\. intt S21M frofn M<ignet and WOftsite}.. 
'Stay it! COIkIge Irnllative!preWmed to be i;1 $FOG}. ........ _.._.... 
'ED/NSF Rooearch 1rntlatlve•••_ .......... ""..H ••••••_ 

'AdJrt Educ<i!iOnIl..rtcrocy {other pmiotl f~ below). ... ,........... 


Total 1$$00 mllllo" Pl.echolder)...• ",,,, .......... , ...... · ................... . 


OMS Olstrllmtion of tho S1.4 blilion Ov«r rus!)a",k 

"11"ldiiJll Teacher TraU\irt{k .... ,,,,,.-.,, ..... ,,............ ,,,. _ 
"Adult EducaIKmJUtet1ilC)'.'<,." .... ,,._.," ..... ,, ...... , 
•As$it;tive Tacl'! .. At.t.:es.slbifay (wIln NIDRR afl<:l Assl$Uve TIl<"..h). 

·OtherA~Tec.MoIogy(fIOIWKIdl",,_,' ,............................... 

($2M in 000, $210.1 to GSA SSM 11\ Wrloo.lS i.;Irge agenCIes) 

TiUe I Grants 10 LEAs ............ , .... "", ...... ,,... , __ 


Pen Grn~t!l (SA)•• "" ... " .. " ............ " ..... ,",. 


Vooational EdlJl..':L'l,tiOn (Stat. Gra"lsj, ..., 


Rehabilitative Serv!cas.. "', ..•••,',....... 

~ri03 ReaiJtI..... . 

GEAR UP....... .. 

PerkillS I MM (Capital Cel'llribvtiOf\s) ..... .. 


Spe¢iaI Edu!::atICPrt""•. ".... ., ....."".... , 

I~AJd .... " ..... "'" ...... " ...........,,, ...... ,, 

AP C<N.Ifsc bp;!nl'!iol'\........,., ..... " ..... " ................ ",........ . 


FJE 1$10 M for DC Sd100I RIlfooTi. p~I~\lel S j 1M ~ ilk 


of Chartermork&i1e- Tf9flSilerj, ..., ........ " .......".~" 


8ili:lgual Educaliotl {HiSP;nir: 1rulIa1.!Ve).".. " .... .. 

TRIO (Hispanic ltIiti8lkraj .......... _,.............. , ............... '_ ........... .. 

Migrant ~1iOn (Hispai'\lc InIlIGUve}.......".... .. .. .. 


HE? aM CAMP iH!spaoic In!'.!a!m). ........ '. ..... .. .... ""... ".,_ .... ,. 


CompretIensMl Sc.hoot Reform (Hi~ Ii'ldii\\Mj... ................. .. 

Hfspanlc Semng frumuOCM (Hispanic 1ni!1a!/IW} 


Total ($1.4 BI!lIon Over Pa'5'SWcel<j.,.,_ ............ , ... " ..... ,..,' 
'0.... . 

Other EO programs......... . ........... "' .......... , .. ""... " ..... " ..,"' ,"' 
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Hispanic !nitiativ~ 

lOA. rnilIi<:ms) 

FYOO FYOO $1.4 em'(l" ~r PU$baI:l( 
Pr.$ldtnt't "'" Add 10 fY9. --OMS Aiftfi';~...,,,ma E""etfd Enacted Eueled Passba()k FOAppeal Dlslrlbutlo" s.,uu::lud 

State agency migrnnt program 305.473 354,689 354.689 49,216 354.689 380.000 380.000 25.311 
DernonstratiOl'!:$ Of comprehensive school' reform 120.000 150JlOO 120.000 0.000 120.000 190.000 140.000 20.000 
High school cquNalency program (HEP) 7.634- 1OJ)OO 9.000 1.3$8 9.000 9.000 10,000 1.000 
College assistance migmnt program {CAMP} 2.081 5.000 4.GOO 1.919 4.000 4.000 6.000 2.000 
Siffngual educalion inslructionai :services 160.000 168.000 160.000 0.000 160.000 180.000 1811000 20.000 
'Bilingual education professional developrrn.lf1t 25.000 50.000 50.000 25.000 50.000. __85.000. ____65.000_ _ .___ 15.000 _ 

Adult education 360.551 394,000 385.000 24449 585.000 420.000 582.000 1£)1.000 
Hispanic-serving institutions 12.000 28.000 28.000 16.000 28.000 30000 33000 5.000 
Federal TRIO programs 529,667 583.000 600.000 70.333 600.000 650.000 6-50.000 50.000 

Total, Hispanic Initiative 1.522,4m) -1.?:4?,S8.9 1,711:1.689 188.283 1.71Q:~~~ 1,9~&!lQ..___ -1,046.()Q0 335.311 

Tdie I grants to local educauonal agencies 7.375,232 7,767.000 7,676,020 300.788 7,67ll020 8.0'l6Jl20 7,976,020 300.000 
Bilingual education support services 14.000 14.000 14.000 0.000 14.000 14.000 14lJOO V.OOO 

Total, Hispanic Initiativ$ {NEe count} 8,911,638 9,523.589 9.4C9:?~~ 489.071 9.400,109 10,018J)2Q 10,036,020 635.311.0.0..=="====,, .~""'*""' 

1Z11819805;58;13 PM 




TALKING POINTS -- INITIATlVES 
12.17.98 

L EDUCATION 

A. ESEA: Memo in the next few days on ESEA. Major recommendations: (""T:--r 
4< Require states to intervene in low-perfonning schools; set $ aside for what TX is doing L!l n...e r) 
.. Strengthen teacher accountability: require testing for new teachers, phase out the use of 

teachers aides in Title r, phase out emergency certification & teaching out~of-field 
'" Require states & districts to end social promotion with clear benchmarks at elementary, 

middle, and high school, including a high school skills test 

B. End Social Promotion/Expand After School: Cover another 500,000 kids in after-school, and 
give districts a strong incentive to end social promotion the right way, by providing mandatory 
aflcr~school and summer school. 

C. Teachers: $18m for troops-to-teachers program f alternatIve cerHf & recruitment 
D. Charters: Modes! increase (25-5001) 

I, 
II, HEALTH CARE 

Cl><:.. 
A SuperbuglBioterrorism: $60m to CDC to strengthen emergency preparedness at nospitals and 
make sure there's public health infrastructure in place to respond to a terrorist attack. Develop 
anthrax vaccine, Timely. 

B. 	Long~Term Care: 3 pieces to complement LT tax credit: 
Family caregiver program designed to help low-income families that don't make enough 

to benefit from the tax credit (respite services. adult day care, and one~stop counseling & referral) 
Funds to step up federal & slale enforcement ofrmrsing home quality 
A little bit of S to educate Medicare beneficiaries about L T care options outside Medicare 

C. AIDS: An increase for Ryan White and ADAP ($\OOm), and $50111 we've already promised 
the CBe to 1arget (he HIV epidemic in minority community. 

D. Mental Health,·· $65m for mental healthserviees thru SAMSHA; Mrs. Gore WH conf 

E. Race and Health ~- Keeps the commitment you made iIi race initiative to reduce racial 
disparities in can~cr. diabetes, heart disease (immuniz. HlV, infant mortality) 

F. Childrcns' Hosp ~- $40m to give children's hospitals the kind of assistance w/grnduatc 
medical education that other hospitals get thru Medicare. 

G. Tobacco/CDC -- $27m to CDC for countcradvertising and research, to make sure the slate 
settlement S is spent on programs Hmt work. 

http:12.17.98


H. Tobacco/FDA -- $34m to double FDA's enforcement budget to reduce youth access (still in 
effect despite CT rulings). #1 priority for public health groups. 

~ch, 
! 

K. Food Safety -- ~30m to increase inspections at high-risk food mfgrs and inspections of food 
imports. 

FMLAIPaid Leave -- research and demos 
E. 

c. 

- u,.w.,... 1~w"c..V't'OlU 
- \ sul~)-"b1 
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FY 2000 Discretionary Budget Status 

Agencies settled or about to settle: 

Commerce 


Defense 


Energy 


EPA 


Interior 


Justice 


Labor 


NASA 


Transportation 


Treasury 


Corps of Engineers 


FEMA 


. Legal Services Corporation 


NEAlNEH 


NSF 


OPM 


SBA 


SSA 


Other small agencies 


Possible appeals: ,, 

Agriculture 


Education 


HHS 


HUD 


State/International Affairs 

Veterans 



• 
, , 

Department of Defense 
Bridging the Gap 

($ ill billions) 

,I'Y_20.0.0 
.~ 

, 

Original Dol} Ovcrguidance Request 19.2 , 

poD Revised Request 13.0 I 

FX2Q@ 

000 Revised Request 13.0 
White Hou~e Initiatives Q.2 

Adjusted Request 13.2 
I 

,I 
I 

, 
Adjmtme_Dtll Agr.e_e_d...J:jLby DoD 

,Offsets -3.2 ,, 
Incrementa~ funding for Military Construction -3.2 

PAYGO Balances -2.9 

Expiring Balances/Rescission -1.6 
, 

Defer facilities funding request -0.8 

Alternative Scoring for Retirement Compromise -0.6 

Absorb some pay table reform costs -OA 

Additional ,budget authority (no outlays) :1\,:i 
, 

Remaining Gap 0.0, 



Initiatives Summary 
(in millions of dollars) 

FY 2000 Budget Initiatives, New Money .............................. . 

FY 2000 Budget Initiatives Funded in Base ........................ .. 

Unallocated Education .:...................................................... . 


Totai'lnitiatives Resources ....................................... : .......... .. 


Amount 
2,630 

755 
700 

4,085 

12/17/9803:50 PM 




, 
FY 2000 BUDGET INITIATIVES 

A9(meYl~olieY...Area 

CEQ I 
Costal Salmon 
Lands and Llvabll1ty 
Clean Air Fund '_ 

Subtotal 

HHS 
Long-Term care 
AIDS 
CBCAIDS 
Mental Health (SAMSHA) 
Race and Health 
CDC 
Children's Hospital 
Tobacco -- PH CDC 
Tobacco - FDA 
Tobacco ~ Public Health Education 
Food Safety 

Subtotal 

Educalion 
Adult Literacy 

Socia! promotion 

Qualily 

Urban/Rural Computing 

Ch'arter Schools 

StaY in College 
Title I Accoonlability 
TeChnology for Disabled 
Native Americans 
Education Research 
Unallocated Education 

Subtotal 

Labor , 

Universal re·employment 
Youth employment 
FMLAlPaid Leave 
Child Labor 

Enforcement 
Standards 

Equal Pay 
Mflnufacturing Assistance 
NLRB 

Subtotal 

12117 
Discussion 

100 
500 

o 

600 

150 
28 
50 
65 
50 
60 
40 
27 
34 

GP
30 

549 

190 
350 

18 
60 
10 
25 
a 

35 
10 
o 

-700 

-2 

235 
150 

8 

40 
20 
o 

[10) 

453 

Policy Council 
PLo{.[[edJ..v~1 

570 
250 

40 


50 

250 
170 

55 

12117/!18 03:49 PM 




FY 2000 BUDGET INITIATIVES 

• 
12111 Policy Council 

Agencyleollcy.A[•• Discussion P.roferrecLI.lMIl 

Urban Initiative 
SSA 
Treasury 

Subtotal 

Hun Abandoned buildings 

Treasury: 
Firearms 

AmeriCOrps 

Child Labor 

Microcredit 

Information Technology 
DARPA 
NSF 
DOE 
Digital Library 

Subtotal 

Energy 
Climate Change 
Russia, 

Subtotal 

Agriculture 
integrated Ecosystems Sciences 

VA 
Smoking cessation 

Homeless vets 


Subtotal 

Justlce 
COPS II 
Coerced abstinence 

Offender Justice 


Subtotal 

Totol 

115 150 

115 

50 

15 

70 80 

o 10 

[100] 
[351 
[70] 

10 20 

10 

75 
[260J 535 

75. 

45 so 

[901 
[SOJ 

o 

6SO 
[100] 

[40] 

6SO 

2.630 

12117198 03:49 PM 




; MOVING THE PRESIDENT'S AGENDA FORWARD:. 
FUNDAMENTAI.LY IMPROVING AMERICAN·EDUCATION 

" 

We need to contim.i'e to create a new sense of direction in America's schools. 
. I , .. 

A $2.2 biHion incr~ase over FY1999 ($2.4 billion over passback) is the minimum required to make 
fundamental impro'vements in education such as getting high standards and accountability into 
schools: and classrooms. This investment. along wi}h our school construction proposal in.the tax 
arena. would demonstrate our continued support for creating real momentum for school change and 
accelerating serious education refonn (reauthorization of ESEA and the redesign of Title I with 
more rigorous acc'ountability this coming year), 

Our new initiatives, such as Cla"ls Size Reduction, After~School! Reading~ Teacher Quality and 
Recruitment, and GEAR-t.JP require a second installment in FY2000 in order to ensure permanency 
beyond the first year. Othcf\vise, our ,legacy wilLbe nothing more than a series of small, one~time . 
programs. 

Also, because manyofth'ese initiatives are forward funded, this FY2000 budget will literally hit the 
schools in the FaU "f2000. 

. Our proposal basic~lIy has four parts: 

• 	 A $700 million package to support high standards and improving the basics tied to stronger 
accountability in schools and classrooms. ,This includes suqh items as putting in place report 
cards rating public schools and action to encourage improvement of poor schools through Title 
It improving re~ing and the basics and support to raise standards through Goals 2000 
expans\on. 

• 	 5300 million to accelerate school change and serious education reform - including the . 
expansion ofn~w initiatives like the doubling ofGEAR~VP and Aft:er~School, continued efforts 
to improve Safe and Drug~Free Schools, expanding charter schools, and turning around schools 
through expansion ofObey~Porter. 

• 	 5500 million to provide leadership to help address the massive need for quality teachers that 
measure up to high standards - including the second installment for t;:lass Size Reduction; morc 
than doubling funds to recruit new teachers to the neediest schools, strengthen State teacher 
certification standards, and hold teacher education schools accountable for preparing htgb­
quality te?-cheri;; improving math instruction; and strengthening th~ ongoing professional 
development ofcurret;t teachers. 

I 
• 	 $600 million to create high hopes and access to college by expanding Pel! Grants, TRlO, 


College Work-Study and Tech-Prep Vocational Education. 


The Department's :altemative proposal would provide a $2.2 billion increase over the FY t999 level 
- down froll!- our original requested increase of $3.8 billion. 

Additional measures we want to take would urge schools take a more active role in encouragmg 
more parents and families to get involved in their child's education, 

http:GEAR-t.JP
http:FUNDAMENTAI.LY


1999 lOOQ Proposal Change 

SUPPORT HIGII STANDARDS AND THE BASICS AND STRONGER 
ACCOUNTABILITY IN SCIIOOLS AND CLASSROOMS 
Title I Grants to LEAs - {includes report 

cards to rate schools on their progress} $7,676,0. 58,0.26,0. +$350..0. 
Reading Excellence Act $260.,0. $310,0 +$50,0. 
Even Start $135.0 $185,0. +$50.,0 
Goals 20.00 i $491.0 $541.0 +$50,0. 
Tough Courses in Higb School 54.0 $20,0. +$16.0 
Earlier Identification to Help Young Children 

with Reading and Behavioral Problems $50.,0 +$50,0. 
Spe<;:ial Education - Preschool, Infants and 

Toddlers, State Improvement $779,2 $841.4 +$62,2 , ,
Research to [mprove Early Readmg and 

Mathematics Instruction $75,0. +$75,0. 

ACCELERATE SCHOOL CHANGE AND SERIOUS EDUCATION REFORM 
GEAR-UP 5120.0 $200,0. .+$80.,0. 
21 ~I Century Community Leaming Centers $200,0. 5350..0 '-$150..0. 
Safe and Drug-Free Schools $566.0 5613,0 +$47,0 
Charter Schools 5100.0 8110.,0. +510.0 AGREE 
Comprehensive School 

Reform Demonstrations (Ohey~Porter) $145.0 $195,0. +$50,0 

ADDRESS THE MASSIVE NEED FOR QUALITY TEACHERS THAT MEASURE UP 
TO HIGH STANDARDS 
Class Size Reduction (40,0.00 teachers) $1,20.0,0 $1,450,0 +$250,0 
Teacher Quality and Recruitment $75,0 $150,0 +$75.0 
Eisenhower Professional Development $335,0 8410,0 ' +$75,0 
Improving Math instruction 550,0. ' -$50,0 
Bilingual Professional Development $50,0 565,0 +$15.0 
Technology Teacher Training $75,0 $75,0 AGREE 
Middle School Teacher Training $30,0 +$30,0 AGREE 

CREATE HIGH HOPES Al'lD PATHWAYS TO COLLEGE 
Pcll Grants S7,704,0 $8,109,0 +$405.0. 
Pell Grant Alaximum Award $3,125 $3,225 +$100 
Perkins loans Capital Contributions SIOO,O SIOO.O 
TRIO S600.0 5650,0 +$50.0 
Tech-Prep and Vocational Education SI,154,2 , $1,179,7 '-$25.5 
College Work Study S870,0 , 5934,0 +$64,0. AGREE 

TOTAL INCREASE OVER FY1999 +' $2,2 BILLION 
NOTE: School Construction CQst in FY2000 is $215 million, thus the total Education increase 
over FYI999 would be $2.4 billion, the same as the decrease in cost for student loans in FY2000. 



I 
EDUCATION DEPARTMENT FY 2000 BUDGET APPEAL 

I 
, 

, December 21, 1998 

FY99 FY 2000 FY200D Increase 

Einal OMS Passback ED Appeal Over FY22 

$33, I B $32,9 B 	 $35,3 B ,$2.2 B 

• 	 ED'slappeal includes funding for further class size reduction, , 

• 	 Our school constmction proposal is included on the tax side and costs 
$215millioll in FY2000, 

• 	 ED'sappeal also includes $2.4 billion in mandatory student loan savings in 
FY200D alone, 'Ihu,\', in FY200llihere would slill he no increased GO,\'/,\', 
/i'om 'educa/ion, , 	 I 

I Education Appeal 	 FY20DD 
• Discretionary increase +$2.2 billion 
, School constmction (tax proposal) +$0,2 billion 
I Mandatory student IQan savings -$2,4 billion 
• Net increase in educatioil 	 SO 
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; -..9 Michael Cohen ~ }~+ '~"" 12/H):/98 01:0$;0$ PM 
," , 
Record Type: R&Cord 

To: Bruce N, ReootOPDiEOp 

cc: Elena Kagan/OPD/EO? 

Subj-ect: T-fi8Cher Rffi!fuilme!11 SCholarships 


Elena and I just discussed the teaCher recruitment scholarship initiative that you and I discussed 
.after yesterd.ay's budget meeting. Here's what we are tt\lnklng~ 

In light of the President's intArest in this, and nOtwithstanding the appatantly strong Congressional 
disinterest, we-should proceed with our original idea of increasing funding for the Teacher Ouality 
and Recruitment program and including appropriations language that would allocate subthing like 
50% of the funds ito teacher recruitment scholarhips rather than the 10% in current law. In this 
way, we get credit for what we propose, and can fight with the Congress over the allocation later. 

The current appropriations provides a total ot $75 Million, of which 7.5 million goes to 
scholarships. If we go this route. I would argue for adding 75 to double the total funding, or 
perhaps 100 million (the Department's request), That would give us 35-50 million in new 
recruitment/scholarship funding. My back-at-the envelope calculations suggest that we would 
provide 7,500-10,000 new scholarships, up fmm the current 1400, (leave plenty of room for 
rounding error here!} 

I ran this idea passed Barbara earlier today··sha was lukewarm. largely beoause of the 
Congressional opposition we expect. I think she can be turned around, however, 

What do you think? 



Jose Cerda III 12/17;9803:54:33 PM 

i 
Record Type: Record 

To: Cathy R. Mays!OPO/EOP 

cc: 

Subject: Prisoner Rehab Programs 


eM: Wanted to get this to SR before his 4pm wIthe President. Any chance you can get it to him? 
jo3 
---------------------- Forwarded by J088 Carda liuQf'OIEOf' on i2/i 7/98 o3:l'iS PM ._-­

12/17/9803:52:00 PMtJ Jo•• Ca,da·'" 

Record Type: Record 

To:' Bruce N. ReedlOPD/EOP, Elena Kagan/OPDiEOP 

cc; Leanne A. Shimabukuro/OPD/EOP 
Subject: Prisoner Rehab Programs 

Bruce: 

Per your request: 

What we' va done: 

Over the past couple of years, most of our efforts to train and educate prisoners have come in 
the form of improvements in the Fedetal Bureau of Prisons (BOPI programs and grants to the 
stetes for comprehensive treatment {The Rapublican majority in Congress has not supported 
tunding tor oth.er programs, such as the boot camps we originally proposed). Specifically I 

we've accomplished the following: 

.~ BOP, le~t year BOP, through its Federal Prison Industries IFPU employed about 20,000 
inmates .- or about 25% of its prison population. BOP inmates also spent more than 11 
million classroom hours in such progtams as literacy, oecupatio.n.aljvocational training, 
English-es-a-Second language, parenting. health promotion. release readiness and other 
continuing adult education, In fact, on a typical day, about 35% of the federal inmate 
population is involved in some type of education program. And in 1998, more than 6,000 
federal inmates received their GED .- an increase of 25% from the previous year, 

-- Re~ddendal Substance Abuse Treatment (RSATlln the States, The Crime Bill authorized 
between $30 and $75 million per year for long-term residential drug treatment in state 
prisons. These programs fund between 6 and 12 months of substanCe abuse treatment -­
set apart from the general prison population -- and are required to provide aftercare services 
that include education and lob treining, 



What we propose doing in FY 2000: 

The FY 2000 budget offers several opportunities to expand education and training for prisoners. 
These include: 

- Certainty of Punishment. This $40 million initiative, designed to promote aiternatives to 
incarceration for young offendets (up to age 251, will allow us to fund innovative 
community-based cortection programs that can include long~tetm community service, work 
programs link~d to victim restitution, and other alternatives to incarceration that link job training 
with accountability {drug testing. compensating victims, day raporting, electronic monitoring, 
passing GED, paying child support). If the President wants, we can specifically dasign a 
program under this initiative that Is focused on emploYIng oflenders• 

•~ Coerced Abstinence. The FY'2000 budget will include some $200 million in drug testing 
and treatment that can be further linked wJedl..lcatioo and training, Although the $50 million in 
01'ug Courts and $65 million in RSAT funds can be strengthened to specifically include 
edueation and training components, the $85 million in new funds offers the best opportunity to 
do what the President wants. Since most of these will go·to fund state drug testing and 
treatment plans, we can essentially use this new program to replicate much of what the Federal 
BOP already does (see above). 

.~ Prison Work Demonstration. We can also add to the budget a proposed DOJ initiative to 
fund a $6 million Prison Work demonstration program that: (1) develops model ~Prison at 
Work" programs that systematically improve prison employment in the states (only about 
10% of state prisoners work); and (2) funds "Model Industry" innovation grants to lest new 
methods to increaso inmate employment (i.e., new production methods, targeting now 
portions of, the prison population, etc.), 

Other Ide(t!,J to consWer: 

Finally, there are a few more avenues that we can look into that don't necessarily require new 
funds or legislation, They include: 

.~ Fatherhood progr{tms. An estimated 60% of the persons in prisons are fathers. How can 
we tap into the support for fatherhood programs to work w/this population, 

n~ Welfare·to·work. Localities can chose to use their welfare-to-work grants to target 
exwoffenders. What more can we do to get cides to focus on this populuiion. Already, the 
Mayors are saying they want to focus on keeping ex·drug offenders clean when they are 
released from state prisons. Are they will to commit some of their W2W dollars for this 
purpose; 



4. Prisons at Work Demonstration Program ................... ..................•..•..•............. ... $6,000,000 


State prisons in the United States currently house 1.2 million inmates, 1 million of whom are between the prime working ages of 20 and 
64. Yet only 78,000, or 6.5 percent ofthe total, work in jobs that produce marketable goods and· services. The United States economy is 
operating at full employment levels while, at the same time, OUt prisons stockpile 2.5 billion untapped labor hours every year. Many 
economists wonder whether this huge labor force mighl help the U.S. keep its manufacturing and other jobs here. 

Prison employment programs also prepare inmates for meaningful re-integration into the community by teaching them marketable trades 
and skill .. In addition, inmates develop work ethic, pride, responsibility, and motivation. Together these learned skills give recently 
released offenders an alternative to criminal industries which, in tum, can lead to lower recidivism rates. A study tided "Crime and 
Poverty: Some Experimental Evidence from Ex-Offenders," R.A. Beck, K.J. Leinihan, and P.H. Rossi, confirmed previous findings from 
an unpublished paper, Recidivism Among FederalPrison Releases in 1987: A Preliminary Report. by Harer, M.D., showing that ex­
offenders with jobs commit fewer crimes than ..-offenders without jobs. Between 1979 and 1992, irunates employed in prison-based 
joinl ventures certified by the Department of Justice earned over $28.6 million, with contributions of$5 million to offset Ihe cost oftheir 
incarceration. $3.2 million in federal and state taxest $1.7 million in victim compensation, and $1.9 million toward support for their 
fumilies. These combined deductions of nearly $11.9 million represent a retum 10 society of$0.41 for every dollar these inmales earned 
(NIl's Program Focus, November 1995). The financial argumenl alone is compelling in ils support for prison employment programs, and 
the polential benefits to society in terms of reduced recidivism rates mC'fCly add furthcr weight tq this position. 

Despite these compelling reasons to increase inmate employmen~ no State employs more than 10 percent of its inmate workforce in the 
production ofmarketable goods or services. This is because efforts to increase utilization face many obstacles, including the realities that: 
(I) prisons aren't designed like factories; (2) security and safety considerations constrain efficient work arrangements and overall 
productivity; (3) correctional managers are trained for supervising and housing irunates, not for producing and marketing products; (4) 
many inmates arc unskilled and poorly trained for producing marketable goods and services; (5) prison industries are constrained by law 
and policy in the Iypes ofproducts they can produce; and (6) prisons are often noteonvenienlly located for interaction with private sector 
partners. 

The Federal government has over 60 years experience in developing and managing prison employment programs wruch, in 1997, 
produced over $500 million in goods and serVices sold to the U.S. government. The Federal government, and NIJ in particular, can build 
upon federal experience and expertise in administering prison-industry programs to develop national models and strategies to assist State 
prison systems in increasing irupate employment and transitioning offenders to fun-time employment upon release. 
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To achieve this, NU envisions a long term demonstration program that will concurrently employ two strategies: a model "Prison at Work" 
program and a "Model Industry" innovations grant program. In three "Prison at Work~l sites, NIJ will work intensively, over several 
y~ to remove barriers to employment and to increase the number of imnates employed. In "Model Industry" innovation sites, NIJ will 
offer incentive grants to test innovative prison employment experiments within 40~60 State prisons, Together, the two "Prison at Work" 
programs comprehensively apply state-of-the-art strategies in three prisons while also hosting 40-60 laboratories to develop and test new 
approaches that improve the state~of~thc~art, 

Model "Prison at Work" demonstration sites. NIJ will enter into long tenn partnerships with three State prison systems with the goal of 
systematically improving prison employment over a 5-year period. NIJ will work with the demonstration sites to gradually remove all 
obstacles to employment. Some obstacles require management analysis and reformation. Others might require legislation to remove 
restrictions on production for prison products, Othcr changes might be structural ~~ requiring redesign and reconfiguration ofprison space 
- or technological •• requiring new solutions to monitoring inmates working outside prison walJs. The partnerships win sustain focus on 
the list of barriers and the goal of significant increases in employment. 

Through a combination oftechnical assistance and demonstration funds, NIJ will help prison officials develop the planS, financing, 
training, management structures, incentives, and legislation needed to implenlent changes within designated prisons. During the 
implementation phase. on·site analysts and evaluators win monitor progress, identifY technical assistance needs, and document processes 
as well as results. Interim assessments will review the results of individual actions and modiry them as appropriate. NIl estimates the 
cost of these efforts at $3 million annually, over the projected five years of the program. 

"Model IndustO''' iMOvatioo grants. NIJ will award 10 "Model Industry" innovation grants per year to demonstrate and test innovative 
approaches to increao;ing inmate employment. Grant awards will require that prisons demonstrate new production methodst target new 
portions oftheir inmate popuIations, support prison operation needs through internal production, develop restorative approacbes for 
neighboring communities, Of test new marketing approaches. NlJ estimates the cost of this project at $2 million annually. 

Advocates ofwork in prisons suggest that~ besides producing revenue and defraying the cost of their imprisonment, working inmates are 
easier to manage. Many ~cqnQm~ts a~e tb~1 with prison work experience, reJea'ied inmates are more Hkely to be employed, and iess~-· "~. 
·likely to recidivate after release. NIJ proposes to test 1hese assertions over the life of the program. NIJ win conduct a multi~site outcome 
evaluation. sparming both programs, of the following two questions: 

I. 	 Do inmates who participate in full~time work white iri prison have better job success and recidivate less than idle inmates after 
release? 
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2. How does increased prison employment affect the structural and behavioral climates within prisons? 

In addition to this evaluation, each "Model Industry" innovation grant will contain its own internal evaluation and documentation of 
results and outcomes. NIJ estimates the cost ofprogram evaluation at $500,000 annually. 	 . 

, 	 NIJ will provide substantial amounts of technical assistance for the sites in both the demonstration and innovation components. Much of 
this assistance wiH come in the form of expert consultants on issues such as facility conversion, financial and market analys!s, 
management training, etc, NIJ estimates the cost ofthis a<;sistance at $300,000 annuaHy, 

NIJ win also disseminate information and findings in the fann ofpublications, national conferences, etc., to inform policy makers and 
practitioners of what works. what doesn7t, and what's promising in prison employment approaches. NIJ will also take its findings and 
develop one or more national prison employment models that can be replicated in State prisons. NlJ estimates the cost of this 
dissemination at $200,000 annually. 

To fulfill the mission ofthe "Prisons at Work" program, NIJ requests three additional positions. These personnel requirements - in terms 
of numbelS and skills of staff-- derive from N!J's experience in other large scale demonstration/evaluation programs: Breaking the Cycle, 
a $7 million/year longitudinal demonstration project; and Law Enforcement and Family Support, a $2 million annual innovation grant 
competition. 

A project director will: (I) oversee work and progress of the entire project and supervise staff; (2) oversee and plan the evalnation ofthe 
programs and project; (3) be responsible for stTIllegic planning; and (4) maintain contacts with Federal partners. 

A "Prison at Work" Demonstration program director will: (\) be responsible for planning, selecting, and managing 3 prison 
demonstration sites; (2) work with federal partners and prison industries to inform project; (3) work closely with prison staff to ensure 
program goals are met; and (4) coordinate infonnation exchange among 3 sites. 

A "Model Industry" Innovation program director will: (\) be responsible for annual solicitation, including writing the solicitation, 
----- -ooordinatingpeer reviews. makingrecommendations,-and ~;;tifYing app-ticantS; (2) ~-wge-uP-t~-t0~ts t~ t~~t i~~vative priso~ - ­

employment strategies; (3) hold annual grantee conference to excbange information; and (4) develop publications that coalesce 
experiences in all program sites to inform practitioners and policy as to what works, what doesn't, what's promising in prison employment 
models. 
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PERFOR,\fANCIlI\fllMJUR.EMENT TABLE: PRESENTED BY INITIATIVE AND PROGRAM 

~- -

lNlTIATIVE: Building Knowl"'se 
PROGRAM/ORC UNIT: Prisons At Work Demonstration 

Input 

Ou1puU 
Activity 

Performance Indicators 

L Appropriation (in mi11ions) 
2. New posiOOM 
3. Number {If applications for "Prison at Work" 
demonstration project. . 
4. Number I)f applications for "Modellndustty" 
Innovation Grants. 

6. Number cf awards for "Prison at Work" 
demonstratiun site$. 
7. Number of awards of "Model Industry" Innovation 
Grants. 

Intermediate I 9. Number of publicaliom/conierences produced 
Outtome 

Institute of Justice 

Data Sour« 

Congress 
OIP/OBMS 
NU file 

NO file 

NU file 

NU file. 

NO file 

End Outcome to. Number of prison employment programs Pinal prog reportS 
established. & outreach efforts._.------ ---­ ~------- - ---,­ --- _. .-~.---, 

-------------- ­ --------------­
A. Definitions or Terms or ror Indfcators and Data Sources: 

Selection 

l22Z 
Actu 
aI 

1m 
Current 

Plan 

lIl!l!! 
Plan 

$6M 
3 
5 

20 

3 

10 

<3 
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Tax Meeting Agenda 

December 16, 1998 

I. Discuss starting point package - modify on pay-as-you-go basis. 

II. Prioritize how package would be shaved if insufficient offsets. , 
I 

III. Prioritize how package would be modified/added to if additional offsets arc found. , 



· .. . .. .. Existing Tax Cut Package', '. . . ·.'. , .. 
, 

, 
· , fllQI'OStli. SYEAR COST (I:! HILLIQlSs!:lE Sl · 

;1- Child Care 
· 


a. Dependent Care Tax Credit (OCTC) 

h. Tax Credit for Employers 

II. School Constru;;;llon 

111. Employer Provided ~ducation (Sec. 127) 
, 

IV. Low Income Housing Ta." Credit 

1v. Climate Change 
d 

: VI. Pensions ; 
; 
, 

; VI!. Extenders (R&E, WqTC,WTW,etc.) 
, , 
I VIU. International and Puerto Rico, , 
, 
: IX. $2,000 Severance Pay Exemption 

:-r.OTAL 
• 1. , . 
L Savings; II;. year extenders 

n. Drop Severance Pay 
. · . 

:fOTAL, , 
" ". 
" "y., . •. . . , ., ,. 

,. 
. 
, . , 

'd 

S.1 

0.5 

5,0 

1.0 

1.6 

3.6 

0.9 
...._---­

3.3 

1.4 

0.8 


. $24.2 billion 
. 


-1.6 

-0.8 

$21.8 billion . .. ·· 

. ., 

, '" New Tax Cut'Proposals, . , , , . 
LI ... " • . . ~· .. ... .. 

, 
I'ROPOSAI. 5 YEAR COST (IN BILLIONS OF $),, 

:, 

I. Long~term Tax Cr~it 5.2 .l.•l :_ 

iII, Tax Credit for the Disabled 0.7 ,,~j ... 

0.2III. Small Business Health PurchaSing Cooperatives 

IV. Stay at Home Mqrns (add to child care) 0.6 C.y; ~ !,~S 

0.2 I , v. Tax Credit for Work-site Schools 
., 

: v!, Tax Credit for Workplace Literacy 0.2 

0.3: VII. Eliminate 60-monlh limit on interest deduction , 

, 0.7I VIII, Green Bonds ,
i- ­

0.9IX. Pund of Fund Tax Cut . , 

x, Personal Credits and AMT 
 0.8 , 

i 
0.3XI. Employee Telecommunter Expense 

, .
",~ .. , " ..-.. . , 

$10.1 Billion -.. 
c

TaTAL . , 
, ·" , . ; ,

I,' "' " , , • ·,,'. .. ,. · .,'.,~' . , ,' ... i' . ,".". . ,­ • . '~, -' .~.",- ,"., . t ,-. ~ , - ,'1l0:J1AL 0F·2TAX! pACKAGES '" i, ~" 

, 

; 
, $3L9Billion: ,· '." " ' -, -.. . 

; 

" 



I 

I 
Items Not Discussed at the Last Muting 

I , Optinn S YgR[ Co~t (billinns) 

Steel 
, 

I nn 

Proposals un On the TableIBclow tbe Line from Last Meeting 

, Op;tiq[! S ~~ir ~2:11 (biJIi!lDW 

Tax Credit for Work~Site Schools nn ~~ likely small 

Tax Credit for Workplace Literacy less than 0,2 

Liberalize Lifetime Learning Tax Credit Option Range: 2,8; 7, I 
,, , 

Exclusion for Americorp Education Awards 

Home Ownership Tax Credit 

na -- may raise very small amount 

Roughly 05 

CDFI Ta.x Credit , About 0,1 

Financial Sec~rity (one new small tax item) , un -­ likely small 

Cap Gains Exclusion ~- Land for Conservation, na ~~ likely smal1 
, 

Pensions - WTW (DOL proposal) na 

Propos.ls Taken Off the Table at the Last Meeting 

I 
, 

SY~B[ CDit (Ilillinn~)Oll1i2D 

Lifetime Learning Savings Accounts About S10 bilion over ten yeatS 

Penna:nent ~~ roughly 25­WTW-WOT(~ Longer Extensions 

na -- likely small Modify R & E Credit (Small business, consortia) 

n.Farm and Ranch Risk Management Accounts 

Pensions (DOL proposals EZs, EITC) na 

Oil and Gas Marginal Wells (DOE) n. 
,,HUD (multi-family eXit, LlHTC carveout, elderly tax nn , 

credit) 

, 

http:Propos.ls
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12116/9812:14:35 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPO/EOP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP, Laura EmmettIWHO/EOP 

cc: 

Subject: Excess Profits Tax 


Treausury is completing their options and scores but I got a verbal run-down. Here's a summary, 1 
have more details on assmuptions if you want them: 

Size of Excess Profits 

Treasury thinks we could credibly argue that the industry's making $2.5 billion a year in excess 
profits. The possible range is $1.5 billion a year (Gary Black's estimate) to $4 billion a year. At a 
volume of 20 billion, a $4 billion excess profit equals $.20 per pack. 

Tax Options 

Option 1: Tax the excess profits based on company's reported profits (revenues minus costs). This 
will be scored somewhat low, because tax policy types assume companies could re-arrange their 
accounting practices to lower the reported profits. 

Option 2: Tax company revenue at a level that would capture the estimated excess profits. The 
scoring of this option will be more robust, and this tax is more likely to be passed onto price. 
However taxing revenue would give opponents the opportunity to argue it assumes inflated profits. 
This option is one that has been used for the oil industry. 

Treasury is scoring these options now and they say they'll have paper in the next day or two. 

~:
, 
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l Bruce N. Reed(.+ £... 12/11/98 05,34,16 PM 
, ' 

Record Type: Record 
,, 

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP 

cc: 

Subject: ope estimates 
, 

EDUCATION 559 
Social Promotion 
Title I I Acet Fund 
Charters , 

IHEALTH I 453 
BioterrlSuperbug 
LT Care , 
AIDS 
Mental Health 
Race & Health 
Rural 
Children's Hasp. , 
Food Safety 

T08ACCO 128 
FDA 
Cessation 
CDC 
Medicare suit 

MISCELLANEOUS 108 
Welfare 
Women/Children 
Americorps 
Equal Pay 

CRIME 565 
COPS II 
Guns 
Certaintyl Abstinence 

TOTAL 1.8138 

PREVIOUS TOTAL 2.2288 

SAVINGS 

000 
350 
200 
009 

090 
060 015 
150 
078 
075 
050 
000 025 
000 040 
040 010 

075 
034 032 
050 040 
024 003 
020 

040 
010 
018 
080 020 
000 020 

210 
550 100 
015 010 
000 learmarked] 100 

0.415 




1211519803:56 PM 

CEQ 
Costal Salmon 
Lands and Livability 
Clean Air Fund 

HHS 
CDC 
Long·Te~m Care 
AIDS 
CBCAIDS 
Mental Health (SAMSHA) 
Race and Health 
Children's Hospital 
Tobacco .. PH CDC 
Tobacco .. FDA 
Educational Research 
Food Safety 

Education 
Adult Literacy 
Social promotier 
Quality 

Urban/Rural Computing 
Shift general Ed Tech increase 
TLC 
Charter Schools 
Stay in College 
Title I Accountability 
Technology for Disabled 
Native Americans 

.Education Research 

Labor 

Universal re·employmenl 
Youth employmenl 
FMLAlPaid Leave 
Child labor 

Enforcement 
Standards 

Equal Pay 
NLRB 

Urban ~ :f...;..\.: ..Jr.-"v(. 
SBA 
Treasury 

HUD Abandoned buildings, 

Treasury 
, Firearms , 

Americorps 
I 

Microcredit,, 
Deduct Education 

Total 

Requost 

125 
500·750 

250 

75 
150 

75 
50 

" 40 
27 
66 
25 
50 

255 
350 

75·100 

9 
50·100 

250 
40·60 

10 
25 

300 
212 

8 

3 
40 
20 
10 

238 
25 

100 

25 

100 

-30 


10 


Possible 80ttloout Range 
Low High 

100 100 
375 375 
250 250 

60' 60 
150 150 
28 28 
50 50 
65 65 
50 50 
40 40 
27 27 
32 32 
10 15 
40 40 

110 150 
350 350 

18 18 

60 60 
[25[ 

41 41 
5 10 

25 25 
0 0 

35 35 
10 10 

210 250 
170 170 

8 8 

40 40 
20 20 
10 10 

458 458 

ISo 'So 

50 50 

15 15 

80 80 

10 10 

·500 ·500 
2502 2592 

1·" '2.1 
~ \.0 - \.0 

'3 (" .(bUX. 




COLUMBINE: 'LEARNING FROM THE TRAGEDY 
$h\cc the sh(H)(ings. the public has ;)Ct'li engaged in:l deb.lft' ,wer how to pl'I"vem funner tragedies (mm occurring. 
Solutions range rrom placing :l.l;opy of the ten cornm:mdments i::l every dasHoom, to irumllint; metal detectors 
:It every school entrance. While both of these are radical solmiOl'ls, .hc}' !Ucus on pJ.!~iy<: versus ilclive prev<,'l1tioo. 
DD Wl: teach ,mr ..:hildrcn (h:\t violence doc", nm resolve am!liCIs~ Do we try itien:irying trullhkJ chi:drcn in advJ.nce~ 
Or do we w()rk fO reitrkr lTIillor.~ fro:n n;I>'ing access to wC:1prms? 

I 
Fullr 91 percent support providing chat;lCur education - including manners :md yaloes - in public schoo!s, 
and tlHellsiry is high'(G6 percent strongly support), AtMit!onally. 81 percent suPPOrt establishing cummunity 
;x}lidng in 5d1001,. as :! w";lY ofidendfyi(lg cilfly w"nlill!; "igml, ~nd prevcn:illg .Ii;<.:ip'ine prohl<:lm (>t sa!i:t}' 
haurJs from erapting into gn:atcr Tragedics (55 pe:rn:nt ;;tf(Hlgly suppo~t). 

I 
Providing character. education - induding manners and values ~ in public schools. 

Do you strongty su~port, somewhat support,. somewhat oppose, or strongly oppose this proposal? 

,-_,-___________A1;;;;.I___O~~:;;;:'- hfl Ind. Gettx subuWM 

o~~'~~~~~p~~"----~--------~6~6----~~~--~6~7-----~7~'----~S7~--~S~3--
Total support 91 85 94 92 92 84 

TOth' ODP"O,,"=-__ 7 14 4 6 6 13 

Establishing community policing: in $(hl)ols as a way ofi!kntifying cady ""'arning ~ignaJ$ 
and preventing disciplint problem$ at ~afety hllZlU'ru from erupting into greater tragedies. , 

Do you strongly !>upport,. SOfJtf}Wl\at support. somewhat oppose, or strongly oppose this proposal? 

AU ...... ... 1m!, GenX ...­--..._---_.. 
Strongly support SS S1 66 49 65 4E 

"'etal support 81 76 84 82 90 86,.Tota! oppose 15 12 17 9 11 

4, Educational SOlutl0t:1s 

Evcn th<lug.t, Ameri;;i\m 'do. no! $('C 11 !ddt r>ffunciing as the higgesx problem facing the $.Choo!s. th<:y do believe ,ha{ we 

n«u II> make additimlai..:ommi{mems ro puhlic roueation - ~m:111ef da;;se5 :mJ Peller trained and paid I/!;).chcp; <Ire 
lit jhe !np of their lbL Addlti!)!iat pnptlbr s(lhHiuns wert;': placing mo~ ernphj,i, on discipline and dl.lrilC(Cf, as ....'1;11 ;I~ 
,\crting higher 5<;;:\001 stnntlmk 

- ...... 
Q: What do you think Is the best way to Improve the public s<h,OJ9l""" ­

All oem. Ind. 


Higher staooards 

More corr.petition bet#een public .'IN:! private schools 

less federal gQV{!mmef!t involvement 

17 

6 

6 

19 

2 

5 

'3 
7 , 

19 

• 
9 

MOre choice among pUblic schools 5 3 10 4 

PHOTOCOPY 

PRESERVATION 




Voters d.cmom;trnJed ~upporr filr a range ofuniquc and sometimes dramatic proVo..us, partkularty thosc aimed ..1 jmp~o'f. 
teacher quality. Eight ill ten $Irangly SUP!KHt<!d testing aU teachers periodically to make sure they arc romp<!em a 
qualified to tC3,h, while two-thirds support«! bmn pilying teachers ba~ Oft ~hl; It.i!.UI; thlu they bring to the classro, 
and empowering schools to rem{}ve low.performing tell(;hcrs. 

Oth~r strong proposals included strengthening community co!lcgc~ to prcp.uc ml-dcnts who will not :llfcnd a h:lU.r-y 
,:ollt'gc, but 5tHl requ.ire wine ro~t~high sduwl eduCation (73 pem:nt mongly ~Hrplln), and providing cham( 
education (66 (,{'fCenl strongly 5uppon). Overall, ! 2 ou! nf 16 proPOSiI[S etlj(l},ed morc than 60 percent $UpP,)rt. 

5. 	Charter SChools 

Charter schools remain [he sleeper 1.,( the educ<ltkH'!:U rehlfm movement. They ate popuwr in concept. but still I 

w:cldy known Qf understood, A majority doesn't know wh:u charter Khoob 1m: 07 percem think th:u they 
pr:v;w:: sch(}<>ls), bm fwo-thirds ,}f (:lOse who vt:ntun: an up:ni.m of them have a pusitive tmpr-es,ino of them, WI 
dC5cribed, over ~jx in tcn (63 percent) Ov~r.1U fj,vor ehilrta sehwls, and only a 'lUJner (26 percent; npp(}St' them. Wl 
[)(!moer.m 3fe slightly Jess likely II) favor charter ~cho()l;; (54 pe~ceflf faHlf, 29 !,crcent opp,ne), crillcaJ groups t 

lefwtlCn( the elecrorate of the fUHlte-GenXefl >loa Wired Workers-are mote I~ke!y to f3vor charter sdio' 
Three in ( ..,1.11" GcnXeh (76 percent) and Wired \V,nkcrs (73 percem) t'amf ch<1.rter schonls. 

Funnermore, jUst ov~r !:alfof respondents indicated [hal they would cnn,~ider ~e:I)d!ng their child 10;1 charrer x:hr 
whi!(! a third {32 pcrc~m) \HlI;!J n,;L AgAin, GeoXt:r~ ,)nd Win·d \X'orkc!s art' morc suppllrtivc of ch.'rlcr &chonJ, d 
{1\<)$(, lI",dkatlng;i willingnc~$ on the pan of the worker:. of tomurrow 10 loOK fOw~rd new solutiuns [0 lI11'prnW 
quality of t>JuGnion. ~ 

• 
Q: 	Charter $dlOOls are public sdlOOis that are run by teachers. parents, or private companies and financed by 

the stat£!' on a per-pupll bitshi. They are held 8CCOOntabfe fof achieving edtIcatlooal reSUlts. and In return 
they receIve waIvers that exempt them from many of the rHtf1ctions and bureaucratic rules that apply to 
tradltl¢nat publIc S(:hools. GIven thl$, do you favor or oppose Charter SChools? 

I 
WI.... 

Al' o~. ."", Irut -... 
Favor 	 63 54 74 67 7. 73 

26 29 18 2. 	 19" 
Q; Would you consIder sending your child to a dlarter SChool, or not? w,.... 

All oom. .... .,,'" Wol1to", 

Yes 55 44 -67 60 65 67 

NO 31 41 22 31 30 23 

6. Bridges to a Solid Start alld a Strong Completion 

:\meril.":1t)s SUppOtl <:Juc;lti{)!1almcasurcs that aJJrc~~ oot oaly dCmt'tHary ,m,lIlCCDnd<1.ry ~,la<:ation, lnH ...ls!) m, 
tIf(!, (n-al Itlcn.·are upportullltic fill pn:school and post-secondary studel)ts. 

~lemChooJ 

SUppOti flu univcrsal pm<hool is (werwhdming, with 85 percent supporting the idea. A ~imilar number, nearly rJ 

in fel), heiie;.'C that alprogram chat "'"(mM ..How all chilJrcn [0 havl.': the oppm(lmity m ancnd pr1!~chool sh()u\d b< 
impnrHlnt prl(Hiry, ~md six in rca hdi1!v;: II should he:\ vcry important pri,)rirr Out {If th(l.ie v. it!l "hiklrcn under f 
kven in (er. hdil..-'Vc thaf it ~hnulcl be a v;:ry impmtJnt pfim~ty" 
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In America 

BOB HERBERT 

AnyDayNow 

The ?resl!med candidate Sllll se· 

renely belore her Spt(lally invited 
audience. She nods every nGW and 
then. Wtten she speaks, It's IPt,lStly 
platitudes, delwl!red In Ii monotone, 
Then! lS no feeling of spontaneity, no 
sense of Hlllary RodhlUtl Clinton de­
S(endmg tram tit; priviJeg~ StatUS 
as First Lady into the real world of 
the peopm she hopes to represent I.n 
the S;:!nute. 

SlIe flies :n. hurrles Irom one ap­
pearance;", u.'wther. (hen flles hack 
to her ~1)r!;i There was a report last 
night that the Clintons may be inter. 
ested in a houte in G~burgh, In 
Westchester County, Jf that's t~. 

, it's not It momwt too $OOn. 
There ate those who think the cur­

petbaggur problem 1$ 00 bIg deal. 
T'hey are deluded. I hear Democratic 
voters speakltlg resendU11y about tt 
all the time, A typical oomment ls: 
"Who does she think she's fooling 
with that Yankee !::3p?" 

When -Robert Kennedy won his 
Senate seat in 19&4 he ran nearly t\r.'U 
mnJloll votes behind' Lyndon Jolm­
SOil. who tattle\!. the State by 1.7 
million votes in his landsltde victnry 
tlve' Barry Goldwater, Arthur 
Schleslnger Jr, reminds us that even 
mouah Kennedy ran far behl.nd the 
President,. he was "greatly helped" 
by Jobn$on's landsbde. Mm Clinton 
will t'.avc nothing like those coattails 
to hang onto, 

On Manday the- First Lady made 
an nppeimlfice In the Bed1mil-Stuy­
vesant sectkm of Brooklyn, The :nop 
was part of her filth "!istenlng tour" 

. (It New,YDrk and her first appear­
ance belore a m¢$(ty black; aud!en«-. 

Bed-Stuy Is an area she will cartY 
wIth apPrQXiI'I1ately 100 percenl ot 
the vote. The residents like her, nnd 
there is no way to (WeOita!e their 
dislike of RUdolph GillllanL But Mn. 
CllntM 'needs ~en more !;han tOO 
percetlf ()f the vote from neighbor­
hoods like Bed-Stuy. She needs huge 
turnauts, And to gt'1 them she'll have 
to do what she's nt:lt \iamB. now - roll 
up her' sleeves, step forward and 
begln to hOnestly and upenly culti­
vate the voters. LIke Robert Ken­
nedy, who offered the gill of hope and 
WI1S reVered in Bed-StIlY, Mrs Clin­
ton WJIl have to give the people a 
reason to be eliCIt¢(! IIbout her, 

The same goes tor the rest of the 
state, which will be a much harrler 
sell titan Bed-Stuy. I suspect that 
when the snooze-a.!1um Ilstcru"g 
tours rner(:!fuHy end, Mrs. Clmlon 
and her advisers wtll try 10 come up 
wilh other ways to shICk! her as 

m~h as possible tram the rough­
and-tl.:mbJe 01 poEtics in New York. 

Tliat would be understandable. 
Then' are sharks itl these waters. 
Just ask Rick LazlO. But it would be a 
mistake. Al some POUlt the reat Hilla­
ry Clinton will hll\'t (0 emerge. Run­
nlng for the Senate is nol for the 
inauilientlc or the faLllt of heart. and 
it can't be done from af,jir. 

f keep hearing tJUtt there's a 101 of 
time umil the el1letloo, Forget it 
Each passing day 1$ a lost opportuni­
ty. Mrs. Clinton has got to 'II.'Oric: thIS 
entiretn(>rmau5 sh'lle,aru:! she has 10, 
generate the kind 01 enthUSiasm that 
will translate mlo big poll numbers, 
espteially amung WIlmen and ethnic 
mInOrities. 

At the moment, a number(jt tl1!itgs 

Waitingf9r 
Mrs. Clinton 
to emerge. 

look problematic for Mrs. ClIntolt 
One, the Republi¢flns are getting 
their act togeCher and unlttn& behind 
Mr, Giulill.lll, who is already popular' 
upstate, in the suburbs and, omlnous-,', 
Iy for.any Democrat, In the city. Two." 
whenever Mrs_ Clinton estobUshl.l:ll a 
residence here, speculatJon about the 
state of ner marriage will soar. Fair' 
or no(' mill W1l1 feed mlo .the very, 
real pr()blem of Clinton fatigue. And· 
three, thm! 1$ already Jrumbling. 
among blacks in New York Clty (AI 
SharptOn _ remember htm?) that, 
Mrs. Clinton, like her hUSbartd in 
1992. may try to frnessf: the black 
vote, Th&( j'S. she may<lan¢e at ann's. 
length wltb the black electorate -; 
clos~ tnt!ugh ttl win black vot~!-. but 
not $0 close that she offends White 
voters, 

The main reason for Mr. Giuliani's' 
popularity (there is general agroo-­
mimt math's not Ius pef5.onallty) Is 
the sense that he has tnken f:ontrol of 
Ule Clty and Improved the quality {jf 
life, 'There 15 no- $e!\se yet that Mrs. 
ClintoolS In control Of anything, I'm 
learning. she says. 
Wel~ it's time t(} get rid or that 

scripl, Tell u;. that ynu're runnIng for 
the Senal{l<, and tell us why. Sbow uS 
the rt"aI Hmnry Clintoo. Coyness nev­
er won nny!hlng in New York. Cl 
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By Heather Mac Donald. 

T
he Federal entHlement 

I bureaunats are in de­
; spair al their shrinking 
( empire, Fltst .he 199& 
I welfare law made work 
, a pref{lqllisite for C&&1 

assistance. Now ,he \aleS! bad neWS: 
pblple .~ shunning food stllmps.' 
Sintl;' 1006, the leud stamp rolls have 
dropped nearly l\l perCent, more than 
the decrease I.i eHkial poverty. ~lany 
former welfare reciplNlt$ are Ilecid· 
rug to go Ii on theIr uwn. 

This U'I!lVe W'4'ard selt·suffllaem:y 
should be: (:tluse (or celebra!lon, In· 
stead, the tood stamp bureaucracy 
and ils Supporters in Congress are 
detflrmmea to snuff It 1)ut The Agri. 

, cuhure Depanmer.l hall begun an ad< 
vertlS.ing bhu promormg food 
stamps; Representatives WHHam J, 
C\l}'ne of Permsyll/ania and Sarn.kr M, 
Levin lit Michlg.an hal/e inttMueed 
legislation that would pay (:ommunity 
groups to do stamp "out~lIch." 

PrOOlctably, tile advocates have 
trotre.j out tOO most powtrtut appeal 
to b\lnress ~helr cas.e for expanding 
ttl\!: rolls. "Kids are going hungry," 
announeed Repl'e!enl.attve Levin on 
ABC News. Hunger "Is actually get­
tir.g worse," warned Reprt'Se'n(aUvl;! 
COyrle- • 

HeUlher Mac Donald it a CQncnbut­

InK edlt<»"~!lt the ,'l.fomwtIWt Ins!!· 

rute's City Journal, 

i 

Dv;;urbing caums, if {(lJe, but CM· 
crete evidence jor them IS: Ilcne}us\· 
ent. In lacl, Ihe Agri('ultl.;re Depart­
ment's a~Y1 ema show that the num· 
ber of houser.olds experiencing MY 
hunger, ho\~rever fleeting, over the 
course of a year drop~ed shghlly 
from 199~ to 199:8, even I1S ,Ihe food 
stump rolls plummeled. Clearly, 
hunger (or (ts lack) is not relmed to 
food stAmp use, 

Fewer food stamp 
users doesn't mean 
'kids are starving. 

Nevertheless. the Agrtcullure De­
partment nuw requires sU!~eS (0 hook 
peoplfl up ttl lood stumps on their first· 
viSit to a weUare ofll.Ce, after a<:IVt> 
Cllle:; complainOO thai 10000al wellhre 
\VQfkers were discll$stng work and < 

other means of support with applt­
cants before signmg them up. 

To tl'Jltress their case, hunger 
doomsayers poim to a 14 percent in­
crease In food bank U$e in 1998 m21 
out of JfI cities. A shitt t.award tood 
b;mks w<mld be ~xpe<:ted, Iwwcve:r, 
swen .hat government now USUti!ly 
requires some work from aId seekers, 
whereas food pantries!lllil ofteroome­
thing tor nothing. 

But Agriculture Secreta~y DOll 
Glickman tumse!f has provided the 
most powerful rebuttal of ,~e a:teged 
hUllgIH crisIS, l.ast Oc:ober, ....heo hun· 
get was SlJppI)iWdly "gettmg ",ors~:' 
:'1r. GHn:man was decrying Ihe "qUiet 
epidemic" 01 Childhood obe:my, an epI­
demic that plagues poor cluldren, eo­
pecia!ly black lUld Hispnnic cMldren, 
"'I II far higher rate than m~dh,<lass 
\'OOogSIl!"I'S. Food depnvatioo is not
the mam Il\.ltl"llicf)ul probJem facing 
the poor u,cay - tOO much 01 Ihe 
wrong food is. 

Contrary to the repealed assertions 
0: the MVlXates. food stamps are 
mamly aoother wel!3re subSIdy. nnh. 
er than a nutrltloo program. Qn:y :ro 
centS o! every toad stamp' dollar buys 
additional food, aCC(lrdir.g 10 th~ soci· 
ologls( Peter ROSSi, who has studied 
rood asslstantt" for the Federal Gov· 
ernment; the nm merely $ubstiwtes 
for c",!inary tfllXlme. Food stamps Ie­
ga:ly purth.ue gum, tandy, soda, 
chips ami ev~ryor:her Hem in (he ever­
expandmg larder of junk (ood The. 
anly way to make rood stamps a guar· 
anteed nutritional program Is [0 get 
rid ot them and replace them with 
balan~ food baskets, which tood 
pantries can oUer. 

If the growmg stl£ma against wei­
fart" has rubbed ott on~ lood stamps, 
so !llu<h the bener fer the poor. Food 
pantnes _ id~ll;- ones thal ask for 
S(Jmething in return - are In rilC! a 
wiHI' rnsponse to tt"mporary hunger 
than expandL'lg the mUs, tor mdepend­

•ence IS a bener guaran!e~ of eailng 
well than entitlements can ever be. 0 

I Victims Suing Victims 
By Makau Mutua 

BUFFALO 
ith the help of 
AmeriCan 
lawyers. 
abtrut 2,500: 
Kenyan and 
TlU\UIJlian 

vl>:tims of the American E.mbassy 
bombiagl! a yelU ago have annountr.:l 
their Irtlefltum to we tbe United StIUes 
GlWernment If it d® 001 compensate 
them for their palo and sulfering. 
These suits a',o appropnate and nec­
essary. ;' 

The Clinton AdmiP(stration has oj, 
teged t.'lat Osama bin Lade! was re­
spDns:hte for the bombmgs,. Regard­
less 01 wlm 'I\'as respot1siblf', more 
titan 200 Kenyans o.nd II TBr..lAf!lans, 
as well as 12 Americans. were kil:~<t 
1be altaeks also permanently blinded 
or otherwtse maimed about 6.WJO pe0­
ple, mostly Kenyans, 

:-lel/cnhelas$, washmgton hUS 
$."!own InsuUiClent iIlleres: in "s~j$ting 
the African VIctims. it has provided 
Keoyo. WH."! Sol:!. 3 million. but Ker.Yll-'ls 
say thut most o! the money has: gone 
for the rt!COnslruclxln of lWO nearby 
oUite boJikllngs destroyed in :h~ blast, 
tim to the VIctims "r.d IM:r famiHes, 

If the class-action lawsUlls are filed, 

M(li«lu Mutua 'is G pfj)fe~sor of low 
and direCfor of the Human Rights 
Cflrller at .hei SI<W! Ur.lversfl)' Of 
fI,'ew York at ~1J{f(j!CJ. 

!' 

they would most Ulrety bE' based on a 
claim of negligence, Washington has 
knowolor decades that its diplomalie 
oorpQst$ mJ.ght 00 bombmg tl1rget$, 
The Stote Departmeot lt$¢!t has ac­
knowledged that a number o! ils em­
baSSIes are vulnerable to auack. In 
fact. the HOIJsc veted lJl July to autho. 
rlze $1.4 billxlr! {I) Improve embassy 
secun;y, Government reportS before 

Africans hurt in 
the embassy 

bombings deserve 
compensation, 

and after the hombmgs indicatee that 
th.e :Nairobi and: Dar cs Salaam em· 
bassies "''t'Te among the least tl(!mre, 
and (he ArnNlClli! Ambassador fO 
Ket'!!f$., PruQffice Bushnell, asked lor 
security help, 

Thus, the Victlms' lawyers ar~ hke­
Iy to argue thal th: United Stales was 
negligent on at least IWO courJs: flrsl, 
\1 faded to provide adequa1:e SN:'Urity 
in the fate ol a known and (offlaeeahle 
danger. ar.d S«O;)d. It may have 
!lMwn the twO emhaS$les were tar­
gelS or were under surveillance by 
a:!a:kers, yet j( failed til warn Ke­
nyans 3.\id T;mumlans. An Amcrk1llJ­

appointro panel that investigated the 
bombings pomled to a "colle(t;ve fait· 
ure" by SU(:t«SIVi.! administratiOns 
and f.ongress that left embaSSIes vul· 
nerable to attack, 

Ametieao critics of the praposed 
lawtulls argue that it is wrong to go 
afllir the Governmenf S!Ilte It and 
Americans were also IIlttlms, They 
say (he- vimms Should go alter the 
a!leserl attad(J~rs insteaO. But under 
tort law. it is not only Uta direct wrong· 
door whO rllces llabHity. Those who 
have a particular relatlor-.ship to the 
'''ictims. Qf posSe:'>:'> certain knowledge 
might he liable, too, even though they 
are not directly responsible for the 
wrongful act llSe]L 

American conduct afler the homb­
mgs embittered Ken)'1l1ls m particu_ 
lar. Kenyan lawyers claimed that Ms. 
Bushnell ori1ered the embassy com­
pound sealed immerliatcly after t,'te 
el4il¢$ion. detlylng local tdC'Jers ac­
cess. Sruallf!d and trallma!lu>d Ke­
nyans saw her claim on nathmal tele­
vision that $.~e took the hetion to pre· 
vent looting. Had the bombing 01> 
curred in Britl1in, many Kenya", be­
lieve, President Chnton would have 
pen;ena:ly traveled t.'1ere. 

Bitterness aside. bo!:J-, Kenyans and 
Tantanians have been gracinus hosts 
10, American miSsions The American 
rf:isPQfl$e Ii) (he victims' plight ttl3y 
change 1M!. Yes, a sui! mllY further 
compliCate this relationship. Buf It is 
the one avenue that victims have 11'1 an 
e!!Drt to rebuild their !ives, IJerhaps 
the best resolutIOn would be an amica­
ble 5ettlemeat. - ·0 
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