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I. Education ~ ~ ObkJ ...tv.

A. Class Slize -	 ~'"' ~~ . , 
-- highly targeted to the kids who need it most: uses Title r fonnuJ.a to stutes. States must 

take care of districts with 30% poverty levels first. ~~~ \1..v.- 1/,-.....,. 
- all the research shows that young, underprivileged children benefit most 
-- POTUS~always talks about it in combination w/5chooi construclion 

B. Education Opportunity Zones 
-- working with Rep. Clay on legislation to steer $1 ,5B to poor urban/rural districts that 

hold schools accountable,and provide extra help ~~ mentoring, summer school ~- to help' kids 
meet high standards 

-- our answer to vouchers: don't walk away from public schools, fix them 

C Teacher Recruitment (~f\C;» 
_M Chu1lenges in inner city schools is attracting teachers. Suburbs have more applicants. 
_. budget includes S350m to create 35,000 scholarships to teach in underserved areas. 
_. also designed to help attract more minorities into the teaching profession. 

I
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II. 	 nllLDCARE .f\'AW...... ...,1'\<\<.~'P"j 

, '. ,,\-rc- I 
A. CCD8G 

-- $7.5h 10 double from 1m 102m. 

-- Only I ,in 8 eligible currently gCI served. 


8. After-school 	 .. $lb 
C. Other initiatives to raise quality without reducing affordability 

D, Budget resolution b~ttle 


Ill. HEALTH CARE 

A Race & health initiative to eliminate racial & ethnic disparities in 6 areas hy.2010 
-- $400m,to start closing the health gap on {) diseases: diabetes (70% more), heart disease 

(twice as likely), AIDS, infant mortality, cancer, immunizations 
, 

B. Chi1dr~n;s health outreach - $90Om for more progress on 4m eligible but not covered 
-~ 25% nrc African~American. 30% are Hispanic 


I 
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C. Patien~s Bill of Rights (emergency room care etc.) 
D. Tobacco: working closely wieBe and Hispanic Caucus to make sure that cessation & 

cOlllucradvcrtisiJig & research nrc targeted 10 minority comms, where tobacco cos have t;lrgeted. 



IV, OTHER OPPORTU"IITY GAP 

A. \Vcllare·lo-work vouchers -- S283m / 50,000 vouchers to help people live near where 
they work and reduce the 2-hour commutes 

-- $150m for WTW tnmsportation in Senate NEXTEA bill 

B. Enforce Civil Rights laws . 
-- supported legislation on hate crimes (Hate Crimes conference, Hate Crimes hiB) 
-- 15% increase for EEOC, to cut the backload more than VI 
-- I!ew initiatives for paired testing at EEOC and HUD and other refonns 
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FIGHTING HOMELESSNESS 

This is a proposed initiative that we received from the V A to address more fully the 
needs of homeles~ veterans. According to the Federal Plan to Break the Cycle of Homelessness, 
there are as maoy as 600,000 homeless persons on any given night. The National Coalition of 
Homeless Veterans estimates that there are 275,000 homeless veterans on any given night. They 
estimate that there would be double that number over the course of a year. This initiative would 
reach 50,000 additional veterans per year (l50,000 over 3 years) for a total of approximately $60 
million per year. 

I. 	 FEDERAL PROGRAMS TO ADDRESS HOMELESSNESS· 

The McKinney Act, which was cnacted in 1987, is the major federal legislation I 

addressing homelessness. McKinney funding for targeted homeless assistance has increased 
dramatically. The. McKinney Act grant assistance programs fund activities that provide' homeless 
men, women, and children, with emergency food and shelter, surplus goods and property, 
transitional housing, some supportive housing, primary health-care services, mental health care, 
alcohol and drug abuse treatment, education, and job training. HUD currently administers nearly 
70 percent check of the McKi~ney Act funds, or spends approximately $1 billion on ' 
homclessncss per year (OMB). 

There are !hree major V A programs that work with the homeless: 

I. 	 Homeless Grant and Per Diem. This program awards grants to community-based 
organizations to acquire transitional housing with services. In FY 94 through FY 
97; 101 grants were awarded to 84 non-protit or state or local government 
agencies in 36 states. There is approximately $5 million per year for new grants. 
Pays up to $16/day for ongoing operational costs. I 

I 	 . 
2. 	 Homeless Chronically Mentally III Veterans Program. The HCMl program places 

homeless veterans needing more intensive treatment into one of its roughly 200 
contracted community-based facilities. The program serves over 20,00~ 
homeless veterans per year, with over 3,000 receiving residential treatment. The 
average cost per day is $38. 

3. 	 Domiciliary Care ror Homeless Veterans. Treatment takes place in approximately 
1500 dedicated beds at V A medical center domiciliaries. 

SPECIFIC PROPOSAL FROM VETERANS AFFAIRS 

A. 	 Increase Funding for VA's Homeless Grant and Pcr Diem Program 



; 

Background 

This program allo'ws for the provision of grants and per diem payments to assist public and non
profit organizations establish and operate new supportive housing and service centers for 
homeless veterans. Since the first round of funding in 1994, the V A has awarded 101 grants to 
84 community agencies in 36 states and the District of Columbia. Total VA funding for these 
projects was over.$21 million, or approximately $5 million annually. When these projects are 
completed, approximately 1,700 new community-based beds will be available for homeless 
veterans. With the current round of funding that number is expected to grow to 2,200 beds in the 
future. 

1. 	 Increase funding for new grants by $7 million. This additional $7 million, a~ded to 
the $5 million already funded by the V A for a total of $12 million, would create,' 
approximately 1000-5000 new beds annually with services for homeless veterans. At 
least 75% of the beds would be for eligible veterans. 

2. 	 Increase per diem funding by $7 million. This funding is for ongoing operations, and it 
subsidizes providers, paying no more than one-half of their operating costs. Cufrently, 
approximately 3,200 veterans receive services from existing programs. Seven million 
would pay for approximately 5,000 different veterans receiving care paid for by :;A. 
Within 2 years, more 10,000 homeless veterans annually could be completing treatment 
in V A quality-approved community setting operated by nonprofit entities, Native 
American tribes, or state and local governments. 

3. 	 Provide $S million in new per diem funding. P.L. 102-590 that created the Homeless 
Grant and Per Diem Program did not require an entity to receive a grant in order: to be 

. 	 . 
eligible for per diem; however, V A, by regulation and in an attempt to protect its grant 
investment, has limited per diem to programs that receive a grant: This would help to pay 
for care of approximately 2000 veterans in non-grantee, yet V A-approved, community-
based programs. ' 

Part A summary: $24 million in fund in million if xisting $S million not counted) for 
treatment and services for more than 5,000·""""'"",,,,,,lfiiin:llu;ally with service provided in 
community-based settings. 

B. 	 Increase Funding for Dedicated Staff and Contract Care Dollars at Each V A 
Medical Center. 

Background 

There are approximately 150 VA Medical Centers across the country. At 64 of these centers, 
there are dedicated staff with contract dollars to buy services from community service providers 
for homeless veterans. At those sites approximatel): 65 veterans arc serviced at each site for an 
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approximate total,of4,000 veterans. At 10 additional medical centers there are dedicated staff 
without contract ~are money. 

1. 	 Increase funding by $27 million so that each ufthe npproximntcly 150 VA Medical 
Centers in the country ""'ill have dedicalcd...s.taff and contract dollars to nddress the 
needs of homeless veterans. If thiSp~posal is initiated with an average of 1.5 FTE per 
site for a cost of $1 00.000 annually and contract care dollars for residential contract care , . 	 . 
and transp,ortation for a cost of $\50,000 per site annually, there would be, for the first 
time, a comprehensive nationwide system to address the needs of homeless veterans by 
having dedicated slaff at each V A Medical Center. Costs arc approximately $250,000 
annually per site. This would allow as many as 4,000 new veterans to be treated in 
community residential settings. A total of up to 8,000 homeless veterans could be treated 
annually under this program by expanding the existing program. New: Dedicated staff at 
all V A Medical Centers would mean that more than 100,000 veterans could be seen and 
interviewed by VA clinicians in outreach activities'over a three·year period. The 
additional staff (150 FTE) would, on average spend half their time on outreach activities 
thereby se~ing an additional 10,200 veterans each year or more than 30,000 veterans over 
a three· year period. 

2. 	 Provide $2 million in new funding for Homeless Women Veterans Programs. These 
funds would be used to develop up to 20 new programs for outreach, case management, 
and to provide residential care for homeless women veterans. Less than 3 percent of, 	 . 
veterans treated under current programs arc women. Special programs arc ncedcd , 
because current offerings an: male dominated making many women veterans I 

uncomfortable, particularly considering a high rate ofscxual trauma among women, 
.veterans. These programs would bc largely contracted community care. The Department 
of Veterans Affairs estimates that up to 500 women veterans could be served annually 
under this initiative. 

I 
3. 	 Provide $2 million in new funding for Compensated Work Thernpy. VA's medical 

care program offers Compensated Work Therapy (CWT) to help homeless veterans , 
become gainfully employed. This program offers many veterans with significant barriers 
to employment, particularly homelessness. with job readiness experiences. At present. 
this program helps approximately 3,500 veterans a~nually to be able to move di~ectly into 
competitive work in the community, and helps another 10,000 who need additional skills 
development and training. This program ties very closely with a number of programs at 
the Department of Labor to help veterans gain employment. The VA estimates that an 
additional '$2 million could help more than 2.000 veterans by creating new programs at 
ten sites and increasing pro~ugmentations at 10 additional CWT sites. 

Part 8 	summary: 31 million in fundirlg to provide a V A continuum of care for veterans, 
including some hyr o-reach r '11fiid women vcterans with an estimated 13,200 veterans being 
assisted annually. 

3 



c. 	 Collahor~tion to J·r(widc Cllre and Services Needed by Homeless Veterans. 

I. 	 Increase funding by $10 uti' fa, he rJ>m~~s VetC,lans Rcintc..Iratiqn Program 
(HVRP). Tho Deportment f Labor" 'Iomc1ess Veterans Reintegration Program 
(HVRP) provides grants to co ofit or lanizations that work, directly 
with homcJcss veterans. Currently, this program receives 52.5 million and has 23 
operating shes. The VA estimates that an increase of funding 01'$10 million for'a total of 
$12.5 million would permit grants to be aWJrded 10 one or more projects in 
approximately 37 states, The VA estimates that with an additional $10 million would 
allow up to 100 grantees to be funded and that more than 10,000 veterans could be served 

. annually with up to 7,000 placed back on the employment rolls. 

2. 	 J'rovidc .m additional $2.5 million fol' Stand Downs. At almost 100 sites acr?ss the 
country each year, community-sponsored events called "Stand Downs" bring hoineless 
veterans together with cornmtlnity~based service providers; state and local government 
service providers; V A health care and benelits staff; and many others prepared to assist 
homeless veterans and their families with housing, health care" empioyment, legal 
mattcrs~ education. transportation, and other barriers preventing them !rom reintegrating 
into the social mainstream. The V A estimates that, wi1h an additional $2.5 miHi~n, more 
than 100 sites would be able to conduct these one-stop service delivery programs for 
homeJess veterans. A lhrec~ycar study of227 events showed that more than 80,000 
veterans and their 111mily members were assisted by these events. The VA propOses that 
these additional funds could be used to help between 25,000 and 50,000 veterans attend 
"Millennium Stand Downs," ..vhich is a While House project (involving Dena Wood and 
John Hnnson) \vith a goal ofensuring that all veterans will have safe lodging and \viU be 
able to secure treatment at the Millennium. The V A estimates that 35,000 veterans a year 
and over J00,000 over a three-year period could be engaged in first-step recovery 
activities, 

3. 	 Fund an additional $0.5 million to provide excess property tu homeless veterans. 
The VA. along Wilh the General Services Administration and the Department of Defense, 
provide e](ccss property cach year to homeless veterans. Primarily, this program,provides 
clothing such as boots, hats l coats, pants, shirts, and other excess. military personal 
clothing ilems. However. sleeping bags. blankets and other items arc sometimes 
available as well. A current inventory lists over 220 items with a total value of more than 
$11 million. This Hammer AwardRwinning program has. distributed more than $35 
mBiioIl of property to homeless veterans during the last four ye-ars. The V A proposes a 
new initiative to add donated civilian clothing, furniture, and equipment to assist 
thousands of homeless veterans and community-based homeless veterans service 
providers. The V A estimates that an additional $0.5 million could secure additional 
warehouse space and pay for shipping costs associated \\1.th this initiative and co,uld help 
approximately 25.000 to 50.000 veterans. The V A estimates that approxlmately AO.OOO 
per year and 125.000 veterans over a three-year period would be assisted by this .initiative. 
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4. 	 Fund am ~dditional SO.S millilln for the North East J)rogram and Evaluatiml Center. 
The North East Program and Evaluation Center (NEPEC) reviews, monitors, and 
evaluates V A '5 bomeless programs. With all the additional programs and sites suggested 
under this 'initiative. additional funding would be needed to ensure a quality review with 
reliable information. According to the VA, NEPEC's high~quallty standards of review 
are unmatched lUlder any existing homeless program in the country and is the best 
protection'in order to ensure that the highest quality evaluation is conducted. 

Part C summary~ 59.in funding for VA and S ';7, for the Department of 
Labor for job training an services for more than 1 i 5,000 0 s veterans annually. 'While 
some of these veterans may be duplicated. it would certain I represent the largest commitment 
ever made to improve the lives of homeless veterans, 

D. 	 Improvement of HUD's McKinney Act Funding Sources for Veterans. 

Background: 

Veteran-specilic HUn McKinney Act funded projects are disproportionately under funded. and 
many projects (:iuiming to be veterans' projects are not really t~lrgeled to veterans. After HUD's 
tast round offunding, the V A contacted each or the projects listed by HUD as veleran~targcted or 
veteran-specific and found that many were not tmgeted or designed to serve veterans. According 
to information supplied by HUD, more than $21 million was earmarked for "veteran" project:;; 
however, VA disl.;(}vercd that more than $9,5 million was not availoble for veterans. In its 
assessment, the V A excluded projects where less than one~thtrd of their clients would be 
veterans. In facl, the V A found that many of the projects statetllhat no veterans or less thun ten 
percent of the population to be served were expected to be veterans, 

1. 	 Veteran representation on HUJ)'s local planning boards. Veterans Service 
Organizalions bt:lieve that there is. a strong need to have veterans; advocates at the local 
level because there is no existing mechanism to assist veterans nt the national level to 
ensure that tile needs of homeless veterans arc addressed. 

1. 	 Require HUn to usc the "CI-IALENG for Veterans" Report. For more than four 
years, VA has conducted meetings with strong participation from the veterans community 
in order to examine the services available locally for homeless veterans, identify 'the 
unmet needs of homeless veterans, and develop local action plans to address those unmet 
needs. This meeting and report called "CHALENG for Veterans" occurs at each VA 
medical center u~ross the countr), and contains local resource information and u "veterans 
community view" of the uomet needs or veterans in the area. The overall lnfornlution is 
folded into a national report The VA proposes to require BUD and its local plmlning , 
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process to use the "CHALENG for Vetenms" report to ensure that the needs of homeless 
veterans vJili be met under HUD's local continuum of care plans. As with any reporting 
system, the weight each community would give to this infonnation would vary; however, 
the VA believes that it is imperative that this information be available. , 

3. 	 Provide an additional $4 million to HUD-VASH. In this joint Supported Housing 
program with the Department of Housing and Urban Development, V A staff at 35 V A 
Medical C,enters provide ongoing case management and other needed assistance to 
homeless veterans in permanent housing supported by nearly 2,000 specially-designed 
HUD rent~1 assistance vOllchers. Long-term housing has been identified as one of the top 
unmet needs of veterans for several years in the CHALENG report. Each V A employee, 
usually a social worker. manages approximately 30 voucher recipients. The V A estimates 
that up to 500 HUD Section 8 vouchers are expected to expire in the near future~ The V A 
proposes that all current vouchers for veterans should be held and that more vouchers 
should be offered for seriously mentally and physically ill homeless veterans. The V A 
recommends that thirty additional sites be added and that 1,800 vouchers be added. The 
VA estimates that an additional $4 million will pennit approximately 1,800 veterans to 
gain long-tenn housing which will reduce their dependence on the V A health care system. 
[HUD cosls associated with this proposal have not be estimated.] 

4. 	 Amcricorps. Military service and ciyilian volunteer service ~re highly compatible under 
the Corporation for National Scrvice's "Collaboration for Homeless Veterans." LA 
VETS is a National Direct grantce from the Corporation and operates a highly effective 
program with approximately 90 full-time members. Approximately 40 percent of those 
members are veterans and many of those veterans have been homeless. The V A 
estimates that a near tripliflg of full-time members to 250 nationwide would mean 
operating programs in at least 20 slates and providing outreach and coordinating· 
community resources with VA health care for at least 50,000 homeless veterans.' VA 
estimates the cost to the Corporation for National Service to be $2 to $3 million 'per year . 

I)nrt I) summary: . funding lo provide long-term housing for approximately 1,800 
veterans. 

FINAL COSTS/SUMMARY 

This proposal would constitute the single largest investment into breaking the cycle of 
homclcssness among veterans. This proposal seeks to increase residential alternatives, 
community-based contracted care, job preparation activities, stand down activities, the 
distribution of clothing, and long-term housing. This proposal is estimated to positively. impact 
100,000 to 150,000 veterans annually. Additional funding for the V A would be $60.5 million 
and additional funding for the Department of Labor's Homeless Vcterans Reintegration Program 
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(HVRP) would be $10 million. HUD's Section 8 costs are not contained in this estimate.lThere 
appears to be a significant effort to increase section 8 long~tcrm housing alternatives and this 
would simply urge a portion of those new voucher to be dedicated under this effort. Additional 
resources in the amount 0[$5 million per year for the next two years would be needed. After 
three years, the increased funding could be reduced to the present level ifprojections of services 
arc achieved . .I 

The V A estimates that if 40,000 veterans are returned to work by the third year of this 
initiative and that each veteran carns $1,000 per month, the economy will be enriched ~ith $480 
million in paid wages and, that assuming an overall tax rate of 15 percent, there will be $72 
million in addilional tax revenues. . 

Estimate of Veterans Impacted hy Program Area 

Over a Three-Year Period 


, Existing (Over 3 Years) New (Over 3 Yrs) 

Outreach 60,000 40,000 

Stand Downs 60,000 37,000 

Clothing Distribution 

Contract Care 9,000 12,000 

Per Diem 10,000 21,000 

CWT 40,000 6,000 

HVRP 5,000 25,000 , 

Amcricorps 10,000 15,000 

TOTAL. 154,000 156,000 

, 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 

Outreach and Community Contract Clinical Care 27 27 27 

New Grants ..H""I 12 12 

Per Diem for Grantees 7 7 7 
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Per Diem for NOll-Grantees 5 5 5 

Compensated Work Therapy 2 2 .2 

Stand Downs 2.5 2.5 2.5 

Excess Property Distribution 0.5 0.5 0.5 

Program Monitoring 0.5 0.5 -0.5 

~~:?- :2 
Ongoing EjfiJrts, 5 :10 

, , 

TOTAL Per Year pe:S~.~ 61.5 66.5 
i 
I 

Additional Funding MOther Agcncy, 
Collaborations 

, 

HUD-VASH I 2 3 

Corporation for ~ational Service 3 3 3 

HVRP 10 10 ' 10 

TOTAL Pcr y'car 14 15 16 

, 
, 
, 

, 

, 
, 
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USE OF DISCRETIONARY FUNDS FOR THE I'Y 2000 BUDGET 

Detecting and managing bioterrol'ism. (new lnitiative) Bioterrorisrn is becoming an 
increasing threat that has the potential to injure or kill millions of Americans through deadly 
diseases, such as anthrax, This proposal funds HHS to train epidemic inteUigence officers who 
identifY and respond to attacks, develop a mass casualty emergency response system, maintain a 
stockpile of pharmaceuticals. and develop new vaccines and antibiotics that could he used in the 
event ofan attack, It is strongly supported by HHS. O.MB, DPe and the Vi(:e Presiden(s Office, 

C\lli, Original HHS cast estimate: $370 million ,, 
w---k~' OMS believes that research and product regulation are primarily Federal responsibilities, 


N);Cc "'Tr"" ,- while publis health sUlyejJ1a~ laboratory and epidemiological capabilities, and m~icaf resp~e 

systems are areas that are primarily State responsibilities. Therefore, N1H, CDC, FDA, and 


"SANIHSA did not receive the full funding amount requested. 

It,\,..,o.f'\>'\., 

Response. Although States play an important role in public health surveillance and emerge \.... 
medical response ~ctivities, it is clear that the current local ublic health infrastructure' .unable to 
support these essential surveillance and response activities. Budget cutbacks and increas(n-gIY 
limited resources have forced many public health clinics and public health departments to close 
their doors pennanently, and the Federal-State communications network 1s so inadequate that a 
recent test demonstrated that CDC was unable to contact nearly half of local health departments 
within a day>s time. Depending on local public health entities to independantly meet the 
challenges of detecting and managing the repercussions of a bioterrorist attack will place the 
country at risk. The OMS passhack level prevents CDC from deveJo in im roved surveillance 
and overall emergency preparednea plans an elay FDA's deveiopment of new vaccines for 
anthrax and botulism. The passback level also eliminates SAMHSA's ahility to assess the mass 
benavioral psycnOToglcal. and socioeconomic response to a bioterrorist event. ~ 

c.'bC\~ ..... ~ , ..... "'\.~, (ttu.t..lt~""'qo."tO .... ~~1 1 

SllUwi, OMB passback: +$152 million; WH Need: additional +$90 million; HHS appeal 
addtion.1 +$218 million, 

Combating resistance to antibiotics (superbug). (ne"\\<' DPe proposal.) Recent reports nave 
indicated that resistance to antibiotics is increasingly becoming a public health crisis, causing 
prolonged illnesses and even death. Currently, hospitals spend over $600 million each year 
treating infections caused by bacterial strains that are resistant to antibiotic therapy. This propo:;a! 
funds CDC to develop and implement public health strategies that combat bacterial strains that are 
resistant to antibiotic therapies. This policy is supported by DPC and the Vice President is office. 

CQsl. Original DPe cost estimate: $20 million 

Issues ofCQncern. OMB would prefer to subsume this proposal in a new public health 
survelllance initiative, essentially eliminating the practical public health component of this 
pmposat In addi'tioli, they believe that some of the infrastructure investments that are riccessary 
improve our ability to respond to antibiotic resistance are similar to the steps we are pr~posjng to 



respond to bioterrorist attacks. 

Response. Although the surveillance efforts associated with this initiative can be subsumed under 
this new public health surveillance initiative, we believe that the implementation of public health 
strategies to prevent resistance are important enough to be funded separately, 

1 

.s..tlliJ..s.. OMS passback: +0 (subsumed in surveillance initiative); WH Need +$10 million! 
, 

Family Caregiver Support Program. (new initiative) Approximately 7 million family 
caregivers currently enable their elderly relatives to remain in the community, providing care . 	 , 

that would cost between $45 and $75 billion annually if provided by home health care aides. 
This proposal creates a new national program through the Administration on Aging to: support 

;.l...R": Americans who care for chronically ill or disabled family member or frie~ds. It provides State 
O)~ grants for "one-stop-shoe," access point to provide services, such as information and, 
\,...~ counseling as well as resIiite services and' adult day care. This proposal is a priority for, the Vice 
~'\...-.t~ President, OPC, and NEC, and is generally supported by OMS. ' 

l!I.OoJ~ \....... ' r-.t..foo(, ....'h.....~vs.· 
~.. ~v-

.c&.s.t. Original HHS cost estimate: $150 million ~,'Wt.\...J'w. 
;...1....:0-

"""'!.C . \ 
,.,.J. ... J ''''' ~. OMB only provided $10 million for this initiative, far less than what is necessary for it 
~ '"'0'" r.< to be creditable. Barbar;t Chow has indicated, however, that this would be her first funding 

;.,..........rf""'" - priority if she couictia-'ii(i(jition"al resources. 

Response. The OMB passback level prevents the establishment of a national program, 
providing only enough funds to establish systems in a limited number of States. This policy is 
a critically important component of the long term care initiative, as it complements th~ long 
term care tax credit. Funding of this proposal is necessary to obtain broad based validation 
from the advocacy community for our entire long term care package. 

Sll!llis. 	 OMB passback: +$10 million; WH need: additional +$140 million; J:IHS lappeal: 
additional +$140 million 

Nursing home quality initiative. (orginally a WH proposal; HHS has expanded it) On.July 21, 
the President" announced his committment to addressing the current shortcomings in nursing 
home quality of care. This initiative provides mandatory and discretionary funds to HCFA to 
help States strengthen nursing home enforcement tools and increase Federal oversight:of 
nursing hom~ quality and-safety stanQards.-Funding will be provided for new enforcement 
provisions and increased surveys of repeat offenders and improve surveyor training. This proposal 
is strongly supported by ope and the Vice President's office. 

Co.sl. Original BHS cost estimate: $153 million 

~. OMB funds $50 million of this initiative through user fees. The passback also assumes 
that HCFA will assume the survey and certification costs ($12.5 million) associated with the 
initiative within its current funding levels. : 

, 
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Respouse, The user fees used to fund a large part of lhis initiative wi!] rapidly be discarded by 
the Hill, placing the initiative in jeopardy" Requiring HCFA to absorb the survey and 
certification costs associated with (his initiative would significantly reduce the level of these 
important activities. In addition, there is currently another GAO investigation on nursing horne 
quality underway: which underscores the need for a significant investment in this area. 

SlJUw;. 	 OMS passback: +$107 million; WH Need: additional +$37.5 million ($12.5 
million + $25 million to reuuce the unrealistically high user fees from $50 
million to $25 million); HHS appeal: additional +$12.5 million 

• 
I 

Educating Medicare beneficiaries uoout long term care options. (new WH initiative) 
Medicare beneficiaries are often unaware that Medicare does not provide long term care services, 
This proposal provides funds to HCFA to use the Medicare +Choice marketing materials to 
educ-ate beneficiaries about long term care options outside of the Medicare program. This 
proposal is strongly supported by DPC and has been validated by the aging community, as they 
believe this proposal is necessary to assure beneficiaries have the information they need to 
understand their options. 

~: Original DPC cost estimate: $25 million. 
.' 

~. OMB believes this is a solid policy worth funding, panicularly if it is used to promote high 
quality long term 9are products. HHS has concerns with this proposal because it fears that it will 
be perceived as an. endorsement of private long term care insurance. ! , 

ResPQDS~. We need this initiative to convince the private sector that we believe it has an 
important role to play in this area and to also indirectly affirm that the Federal government cannot 
and should not be relied on by the public at large to meet the overwhelming long term care needs 
facing the nation. : 

I 

OMB passbaok: +(0); WH Need: additional +25 million 

Improving access to Ryan White programs .. (existing program) Low income individuals 
infected with H1V:ofien bave to wait up to a year in order to access the comprehensive range of 
drugs needed to effectively treat HIY This proposal will increase our current proposed : 
investment in the Ryan White program and the AIDS Drug Assistance Program, which provide a 
range of critical services for people with HIVIAIDS. OMB and HHS are not advocating for an 
increase but do not oppose one. Increasins'this investment is a top priority for the AIDS'office 
and the Vice President>s office. , 

~. Original AIDS office Ryan White request: $165 million 

~. OMS has concluded that it does not have the resources necessary to meet the AIDS 
Office recommendation of an additional $165 million for the Ryan White program. 

Ryan White OMS passbaok: +$72.2 million; WH Need: additional +$50 million; 



no HHS appeal 

Addressing HIV/AIDS in minority communllies. (existing WH initiative) Tnis past October, 
in response to the Congressional Black Caucus, the President declared HJV/AlDS in minority 
communities 10 be a "'severe and ongoing health crisis, " This proposal seeks emergency 
funding to strengthen substance abuse treatment and prevention programs that include an HIV 
component and enhance funding for 60 Ryan White planning grants, It is strongly supported 
by OPC, HHS and the Vice President's office, , 

:
• 

ctlC fib.,,\.« 
l:&sl, Original HHS cost estimate: $50 million 

I 
~, OMB's official position is that this initiative was limited to a one time investment and 
that there was no committment to future funding. However, they unofficially have ; 
acknowledged lhat it wjJI be difficult to discontinue this funding priority in the face of extreme 
pressure by the Congressional Black Caucus, As such, they would not oppose additional 
funding if dollarS:could be made available, 

: 
Response. The O:tvIB passback completely eliminates funding for Ihis initiative and prevents us 
from sustaining our commitment to the Congressional Black Caucus and minority co~muni(ies 
throughout America. 

, 

StanIs, OMB passback: +(0); WH Need: +$50 million; HHS appeal: +$50 million 

Building on the President's Race and Health Initiative. (existing WH initiative) Minorities 
suffer as much as five times the rate for certain diseases and mortality rates, such as cancer, 
diabetes, heart disease, immunh·..ations, HIV/AIDS, and infant mortality. Last year, the President 
announced a $400 million commitment over 5 years to eliminate racial health disparities in six 
critical areas by 2010, This proposal funds public health programs designed to prevent diseases 
experienced disproportionately by minorities and a grant program to test and replicate 
innovative approaches that address these disparities. It is strongly supported by OPC. HHS, 
and the Vice President's office, 

l:&sl, Original HHS CDS! estimate: $50 million 
l 

~. The OMB passback suggests tbat HHS earmark $50 million of community health center 
funding for this initiative, rather than providing new funds. 

Response. It is extremely important to continue to make significant investments in this 
initiative in order to deliver on the Presjdent's committment. Dedicating doUars already 
earmarked for CHCs will be viewed as ineffective and unresponsive by the minority 
community. In addition. since they only provide direct services. CHes are unable to 
adequately address the significant public health infrastructure issues that currently prevent 
minorities from aceessiog effective health care services that could arrest disproportionate rates 
of infection and disease. 



OMB passback: +(0); WH Need: +$80 million: HHS appeal + $50 n'.iIlion 

[nhanting mental health services. (existing program) Approximately 44 million adults and 14 
million children suffer from a mental disorder annually. This proposal increases funding to 

SAMHSA in order to enable states to provide critical mental health services, including access to 
prevention and treatment services and providing new incentives to communities who have 
implemented effective mental health programs. This proposal increases ,UJndjng to SAMHS{\ as 
well as raising awareness about mental health through enhancing the current level of funding 
provided to States through the mental health block grants. This proposal is strongly supported by 
the Vice President's office, 

Qill Originall1l1S <Xlst estimate: $146 million 
· • • 

l.ss.JJ.es. The OMS ipassback refocuses mental health activities within tbe PHS, concentrating on 
mental health research at NIH, and State grants and specialized service delivery. OMB has stated 
that the reduction in mental health research grants is justified in the context of large incr~ases for 
mental health re,earch at NIMH. 

· ! i 

ResPOUSe:. Mrs. Gore's office is recommending a White House Conference on Mental Health for 
this spring to rais~ awareness about mental illness and to take the next steps to improving access 
to and treatment of mental health. [n addition, next year, HHS will release a Surgeon General's 
report documentirig the widespread incidence and impact of mental illness. ' 

OMB passback: +(0); WI1 Need: +$100 million; HI1S appeal +$1 16 million· . 
I 

Preventing and treating asthma. (new initiative) Over the past 15 years, the number of 
children afflicted ""ith asthma has doubled to total about 6 million. The most rapid increase in 
prevalence over this time period has occurred in children under the age of 5, with rates increasing 
over l60 percent The steep climb in rates of morbidity and mortality classify asthma as an illness 
with significant public health implications. This proposal funds I1RS and EPA to educate patient' 
and providers: abo~t new treatment guidelines for asthma, conduct a national asthma aw~eness . 
campaign, reduce asthma triggers in homes. and establish school based asthma programs:in every 
community. This proposal is strongly supported by both the First Lady's office and DPC. 

, i 

Qill. Original estimates: $50 million for HHS and $25 million for EPA I 
I 

~. OMS has developed a counter-proposal that invests $25 million in EPA and uses the 
Medicaid progra~ LO disseminate new treatment guidelines for asthma. but eliminates'the 
research and public health strategies that are integral to the HHS proposal. They belieye that 
those components of the proposal could be SUPPOI1ed through existing sources of funding. 

• II . 

Response. Although OMB's disease management strategies can and should be incorporated into 
the HHS proposal, to eliminate the research and wider components of the proposal would 
greatly inhibit our ability to alleviate the morbidity and mortality associated with this iI!~ess. , 

http:l.ss.JJ.es


OMS passback: +(0); WH Need: +$25 million for HHS; HHS appeal: +$50 
minion j 

,, 
Promoting Medicaid de~institutjonalj:tati()n. (new initiative) One of the biggest frustrations for 
people with severe disabilities and their families is tne "institutional bias" in Medicaid ~~ meaning 
the tendency to simply put people with great health care needs in nursing homes rather than 
develop viable, co:mmunity~based alternatives. This proposal builds on a current demonstration 
program that by develops and propagates models that give people residing in a nursing home a 
choice of care settings: after a "date certain". This proposal is strongly supported by HHS. 

Dill. Original HHS cost estimate: $38 million 

~. OMB and DPC believe that this program is not weiI designed and would not be ~alldated 
by the disability community, which is already complaining about the current demonstration 
program. 

OMB passback +(0); WH Need: +(0); HHS appeal: +$38 million ., 
1 

lmproving Emergency Medical Services in RuraJ Are-as. (new initiative) The presence:: of 
viable EMS syste'ms is critical for residents in rural and frontier areas. Because of the high 
rates of occupational injury associated with employment unique to rural areas, such as 
farming, mining, and fishing. rural residents experience disproportionate rates of trauma and 
medical emergencies. Many rural and frontier communities face challenges in obtaining 
ambulance equipment and communication systems and recruiting, training. and retaining EMS 
personnel. This proposal provIdes grant funds to States and local communities through HRSA to 
promote EMS systems development, integrate EMS systems into local primary care services, and 
enhance provider recruitment, retention and education efforts. It is supported by HHS and DPe, 
and has been endorsed by the National Rural Health Association. 

Dill. Original HHS estimate: $50 million 

1>=. OMS would prefer to fund this program through the Medicare program ,athet than 
through a PHS-grant program. They believe that this initiative would do little to improve access 
to health care services or address the many health problems facing rural communities.. 

Response. The g~ant program structure takes into account the unique nature of small rural 
communities and' allows States to design systems that work for theIr individual constituencies. 
In addition, the proposal is a way to relieve some financially burdened rural hospitals of the 
extraordinarily expensive burden of 24-hour a day ER coverage. 

Slluus. OMIl passback: +(0); WH Need: +$25 million; HHS has not appealed 

Providing needed education funds to children's hospitals. (new WH initiative) Medicare has 
invested billions ofdollars in graduate medical education to hospitals since 1966: However, 
because of its current distribution formula, free-standing children's hospitals are forced to , 



, 

shoulder the majority of the cost of training pediatricians, placing them at a severe financial 
disadvantage. This proposal creates a new discretionary grant program to provide GME funds 
through the PHS in order to provide freestanding children's hospitals with Federal financing for 
the cost of providing direct graduate medical education. This proposal is strongly supported by 
the First Lady's office, DPe, and the National Association of Children's Hospitals. HHS'does not 
oppose this proposal, as long as it is not funded through the Medicare trust fund. 

Qlli. Orignal DPe cost estimate: $40 million 

ls..su..e..s.. OMB is strongly opposed to this proposal because they believe that the children's 
hospitals are financially stable and do not need additional federal assistance. ,i [ 
Response. We believe that there is a legitimate equity argument here, as these hospitals shoulder 
much of the responsibility for training the nations' pediatricians and pediatri.c subspecialists. 

SlaM. OMS: +(0); WH Need: +$40 million 

, 
Investing in DoD cancer research programs. (new DPC proposal) Every year the Congress 
funds programs at DoD for prostate and breast cancer research. While every White J:Iouse 
principal has highlighted these innovative, widely acclaimed research programs, we have never 
proposed a single dollar for them in our budgets, We are also proposing an investme'nt in 
osteoporosis research at the 000. This is a priority for the Vice President. 

CQsl. Original DPC estimate: $250 million 

~: DoD is resistant to this concept as· they believe that although they have developed a 
model program in response to a Congressional mandate, cancer research is not within their 
military mission. They are more open to the concept of osteoporosis research because there are 
many military stress fractures. However, we think it could be highly problematic if the first 
time we ever inv'ested in these programs we ignored the prostate and breast cancer programs 
and only funded 'osteoporosis, 

• 
Respoose: Giveri the high level of commitment to cancer research and the fact that these 
programs are already up and running, it is important that we underscore our support for them. 
Also, DoD is likely to receive generous increases in the budget and this is a good way to 
invest in cancer priorities in a tight budget. I 

OMB: +(0); WH Need: ·earmark $200 million of 000 increase 

Investing in Prf?mising Biomedical Research. 

!:&st. Original HHS request: $1.5 billion 

~: While both HHS and DPC support more generous increases, OMB has suggested that 
NIH reduce the amount of research started in FY 1999 in order to adjust to this new funding 



~ . . . 

level. Many argue that this is not the best use of resources in a tight budget given the already 
generous funding at NIH. 

Response. Funding NIH at the OMB passback level would allow the agency to fund only 6,600 
new research project grants, which is a 28% decrease from the number of projects funded in 1999 
and the lowest level of new research since 1994. OMB suggested that NIH reduce the amount of 
research started in FY 1999 in order to adjust to this new funding level, which is not a reasonable 
or responsible path to advocate. It is also important to note that both the president and Vice 
President have both spoken in great detail about the importance of investments in biomedical 
research. ' 

Slall!.<. 	 OMB: +$49 million; WH Need: additional +$750 million; HHS appeal $1.5 
hillion. 



MOVING THE PRESIDENT'S AGENDA FORWARD: 
FUNDAMENTALLY IMPROVING AMERICAN EDUCATION 

This FY2000 budget appeal is designed to build on the momentum that the President has 
generated for reaJ education reform. to redouble our efforts to achieve educational excellence, 
and help States and communities deliver the better. safer schools that the American people told 
us they wanted in the recent elections. In addition. this proposal includes measures to hold 
schools accountable for ending sociai promotion, raising student achievemeJlt, lowering dropout 
rates. and putting ~igh starldards into the curriculum and instruction. ' 

This request would provide a $3.2 billion increase in discretionary funds overthe I'YI999 level. 
including Class Size Reduction. In d911ar tenns. this increase would be roughty equal to the 
investment level proposed by the President for education in I'YI998 and FYI999, and would 
demonstrale co~tjnued strong support for education as a top priority. . 

Increases are focused in the following areas (dollars are in mill,ions): 

1999 2000 Proposal Change 

CLASS SIZE REDUCTION (2 OPTIONS) 

Hire 45,000 Teachers without Match SI,200.0 SI,800.0 +$600.0 
(fflre 45,{)(){) Tet1cflc'K wilh 20% Match

Requfr~$Aulhori;rr/ion $1,;]00.0 $/.500.0 +$JOO.O) 

INCREASING ACCOUNTABILITY AND PUTTING 
HIGH STANIlARDS IN SCHOOLS AND CLASSROOMS 

Goals 2000 $491.0 S591.0 +$100.0 
Comprehensive School 

Reform Demonstrations (Obey.Porter) $145.0 $215.0 +S70.0 
Charter Schools SIOO.O SliM +$10.0 AGREE 
Tough Courses in High School $100.0 +$100.0 
Repol1 Card. to Rate Schools on Their Progress (See Title 1 increase below) 

IMPROVING READING AND THE BASICS 

Reading Excellence Act $260.0 $3100 +$50.0 
Even Suut $135.0 51850 +550.0 
Title I Grants to LEAs $7,676.0 58,076.0 +$400.0 
ReSearch to Improve Early Reading and . 

Mathemal ks Instruction 575.0 +$75·9 
Earlier Identification to Help Young Children 

With Reading and Behavioral Problems 550.0. +$50.0 
Special Education - Preschool, Infants and 

Toddlers. State Improvement $779.2 $861.4 +$82.2 



Pase 2 - Alternate 2000 ED Budget Proposal 

1999 2000 Proposal 

ENSURING A WELL QUALIFIED TEACHER IN EVERY CLASSROOM 

Eisenh.ower Professional Development 5335.0 $435.0 
Teacher Quality and Recruitment S75.0 5175.0 
Improving Math Instruction 550.0 
Bilingual Professional Development S50.0 S65.0 
Technology Teacher Training. 575.0 575.0 
Middle School Teacher Training 510.0 

STRENGTHENING SCHOOL SAFETY AND 
EXPANDING AFTER·SCHOOL CARE 

Safe and Drug·Free Schools $566.0 $613.0 
21" Century Community Learning Centers 5200.0 $400.0 

CREATING HIGH HOPES AND fATHWAYS TO COLLEGE 

Pell Grants $1,704.0 58,409.0 
Pell Grant Maxi'mum Award $3,125 $3,325 
Perkins Loans Capital Contributions SIOO.O $100.0 
GEAR·lil' SI20:0. , S240.0 
TRIO 5600.0 '. 

, $650.0 
Tech·Prep and Vocational Education 51,154.2 ~$1,179.7 

College Work 'tudy 5870.0 $934.0 

December 14, 1998 

i 

j 

."	I 

, . 

+5100.0 
+5100.0 

+$50.0 
+$15.0 

+530.0, , 

+$47.0 
+$200.0 

+$1050 
+5200 

+SI20.0 
+$50.0 
+$25.5 
"'$64.0 

I 

AGREE 

AGREE 


AGREE 




SUMMARY OF ALTERNATE APPEAL FOR FY 2000 ED BUDGET 


. , 
A review ofth.Department'. appeal of the OMB passback on the 2000 ED budget re,quest 
suggests the following alternative proposal: !,, 
A $36.3 billion request would provide a $3.2 billion or 9.8 percent increase over the·I999 level. 
In dollar terms, ,this increa.e would be roughly equal to the increase. appropriated by Congress 
for the Department in 1998 and 1999 and would demonstrate centinued strong support for 
educational reform and improvement " 

This appeal is designed to build on the momentum for real education refonn, redouble our 
efforts, and help States and-communities deliver the better. safer schools that the American 
people told us they wanted in the recent elections. . J 

I 

Increases are focused in the following areas: 

CLASS SIZE REDUCTION 

The SI.8 billion request is an increase of 5600 million over the 1999. level that would support 
hiring,more than 45,000 teachers., Of almost half of the President's commitment to hire 100,000 
new teachers over 7 years, As an alternative. a $1.5 billion request with a legislative proposal for 
a 20-percent match from the S.ates would support hiring the same number of teacher ... 

INCREASING ACCOUNTABILITY AND PUTTING 

IHGH STANDARDS IN SCHOOLS AND CLASSROOMS 


Goal. 2000: .$,q I million (+$100 million) to help State. complete development of standards and 
assessments and "ring standards-based reform to an addi!ionaI2,800 schools. I 

Comorehensive School RefQ[IlI Demon'lrations (CSRD): $215 million (+$10 million under 
Title I) to help an additional 1,300 school. carry out comprehensive. research-based reforms. , 

The $145 milli." FI' 1999 appropriation willfund abO"'], 700 CSRD grants at $50,000 each. 
This will reach approxi_tdy 2,160 - or14 perce"'- ofIfte 6,JOO tow-pofomUng Tille I 
schools identified for school improvement 

Our FI'2000 appeal would rt:ac/t an additionall,JOO Tille I sc/tool._ including 1,040 ,,.hoo' 
imp~1M1d sc/rooh. This increau would reach, in total, about 51 pucent ofthe schooll 
targeted. by tIu! legislatWlI 4. mo51 in "eed ofseTl'ica. 

{Assumption" (I) Title I ""hool impro""me,,' schools are the IMin targetfor this program; 
and (2) 80 percent ofthe CSRD schoot. an school impl'f}V(lmelll schools, 

Charter Schools $110 million (+$10 million) to stay on track to reach the President's goal of 
supporting·J.ooO new charter schools by 2001. 

. 
• 



I 

Page 2 - Narrati~e Summary of Alternate 2000 ED Request 

Toui!lJ Courses in High School: $100 million in new funds to expand effort. to increase the rigor 
of instruction and improve academi~ achievement at the high school level. with a priority on . 
districts and high schools: with a high concentration oflow~im~ome students. Funds would 
support expansion of Advanced Placement curncula offerings and ~ougher coursework in noo-
AP areas like Algebra. as well as reforms aimed at reducing drop-out rates. improving school 
safety, raising sludent achievement, and increasing college-going rates.· 

IMPROVING READING AND THE BASICS 

Reading Excellence Act: $310 million (+$50 million) '0 help an additional 100,000 children 
read well and independently by the end of the third grade through direct instruction, tutoring,. 
professional development oftheir teachers, or other means. 

The FY 1999 appropriation Jor the Reading Excellence Act will albJw local ..u.cational 
agetu:i•• to rench approximately 520,OQO childnn - less than 15pe:rc.rol ofchildr.It_ grades 

. K-3, who f/emmntrate the lowest reading proficiency or reading readina& 

Our appeal Jor a FY11J00 appropriatiolt ofSJ I 0 milliolt ",ill allow 'lS 10 re""h an addiliorral 
1110,000 childuro, brilfgilfll the total up '" almost IB percelft oJlh. populatiolt. 

Eyen Start: SI85 million (+$50 million) to permit States to provide family literacy sctvices to 
additional 50.000 disadvantaged children and parents. 

I 
Title) Grants tQ LEAs: S8.1 billion (+$400 million) to help more than 12 million disadvantaged 

and minority students meet the same higb standards as other students. . 


Education Rese.roh: $139 million (+$75 million) 10 support new research on the impact of 
technology in the classroom. effective strategies to help Spanish-speaking children to learn to 
read in English, a~d methods to prepare teachers in early reading and math. 

Special Education School-based Research [mplementation: $50 million to assist school districts 
in addressing the needs ofchildren aged S through 9 with marked,problems learning to read and 
children with behavioral problems. Hundreds of thousands of young children who may later be 
identified as learning disabled or emotionally disturbed could benefit from early intervention. , 

ENSURING A WELL-QUALIFIED 

TEACHER IN EVERY CLASSROOM 


fisenhowe,:ProfeSsiQnal Development Slate Grants: $435 million (+$100 million) to provide a 

"down payment'~ on a reauthorization strategy aimed at providing teachers with support and
. , 
guidance during their first three years of teaching (a critical time. when many new teachers leave 

the profession)~ supponing on~8ojng. intensive professional development that allows teachers to 

collaborate on the improvement of teaching; and establishing performance~ba.sed teacher 

assessment systems. 


• 
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Page 1 - Narrative Summary of Alternate 2000 ED Request 

Teacher Qyality and Recruitment: $175 million (+$100 miltion) for granis that would fund 
2,000 more scholarships over the 19991evo1 to help recflJit new teachers to serve in high·need 
school districts, The appeal level would fund 20 additional State grants and 16 additional 
Lighthouse Partnerships. The Department estimates that 700,000 new teachers will be needed 
over the next ten years 10 teach in high~poverty school districts. . 

The FYI999 appropriation provides 1,400 .choltuShips to lIelp recruit '''''' teach"", to teach /n 
high-poverty artt1.t. This is less Ihlllt one percent ofthe I!5timated 7()(),O(}(J new teachers neetkd 
over th. next I.nyears to teach In high.poverty school districtJi. 014,2000 appeal Would 
P1'ovUh! alolal ~/3,400 scholarship,~ - ~ small, but significant step towards meeting the 
Nation's need. 

0", FY100(1 appeal would also Increase f"'''' 20 to 40 the n"",ber ofStat. grants, and would 
mot'< l/tan double lite number ofpartne,./tip grants to 28. 

Improving Math Instruction: $50 million in new Eisenhower Federal Activities funding to pay 
for mathematic~ teacher leaders who will work to boost math achievement in 4,500 hi'gh~poverty 
schools, ' 

Bilingual Professional DevelQomsnt: $65 million (+$15 million) to support new .wards in 2000, 
In December 1996, the C.liforni. Department of Education reponed. shortage of21 ,000 
credentialed teachers to serve limited English proficient students, Approval of Proposition 227 
by California voters is likely to increase the demand for teachers with training in alternative 
methods for serving limited English proficient students. States such as Texas. Wisconsin. and 
New Jersey have .1", reported critical shonages ofbilinguar'nd ESL teacher., 

Rased (llf Californ;a data, we esiimaJe that thue is (Z national shortage ofapproximately 
53,000 certified hilingual., ESL leachen Ou, FYI??? appropriation will suppon the 
preparation ofahout 4,000 teach ...., Ie.. Ihan 8 percent of Ihls need, 

AI ou, FY1000 appeal level, we slwuld be able to ".aill 5,100 n .... ltach...., almost 10 percent 
ofthe'number needed. ' 

STRENGTHENING SCHOOL SAFETY AND EXPANDING AFTER·SCHOOL CARE 
, 

Safe and Drug.Free Schools and Communities: $613 million (+$47 million) to support new 
strategies to reduce violence and drug abuse in the Nation's schools. Increases include 520 
million to develop mod~1 approaches for alternative schools serving students removed from 
regular schools:for disciplinary reasons. SIS million to expand the Coordinat9r Initiative, and 
$12 million for,!'rojea SERV, I 
I' . , " 



• 
Page·4 - Narrative Summruy of Alternate 2000 ED Request 

21" Century Community teaming CenrerJ: $400 million (.;.$200 million) to increase support for , 

after·school pros"rams in rural and inneroo{;ity public schools throughout the Nation. The request 

will provide new awards to an additional 500 districts to support programs in an additional 1.600. 

schools and communities to serve 250,000 more students and community members. These 


,programs provide expanded learning opportunities in a safe. supervised environment during 
after·school hOUfS, on weekends and during the summer months. . ' t, 
The FY1999 .ppropriatio'; ofS200 mill/on ",III supporl approximately 1,700 centers 'that serve 
250,000 stuthnts - only 5 pe,.",ttl ofthe ..timatedflVl! to Sevell milliall .fchOol..o.ged lohilllnn 
who go home. alone aftt!r school each day~ , 

0".. FY2000 OfFal of$400 million will allow '" 10 serve twice the number ofstudents and 
co_,,/Ii.. - a/otal of500,000 studettls in 3,200 cenlers In 1,000 districts - th". '.achlng 
10 percent of"u,target POPlllatlDIl . 

, . 
(;REATING HIGH 1I0PESAND PATHWAYS TO COLLEGE 

I 
Pell Grants: $R.4 billion (+$705 million) to support a $200 increa", in the Pen Maximum to 
53,325.. 

Perkins LQans Cap.i~al Contributions: SIOO million, the same as in 1999, to support more than S' 
billion in loans to approximately 683,000 students, or 15,000 fewer than in FY 1999, : 

, 
GEAR L1': $240 million (+$120 million) to support early college awareness and preparation 
services to an additional 180,000 disa~vantaged students. The new program targets low~income 
middle school silidents and may include scholarship assistance, " 

• 
Ofthe 6,1100 hith.poverly schools eligible fo.. Partnership grantt, we would only be able to 
give awartiJJ to _!wut 700.- or 12 perc.II'- ofIIr""" school. in FY1999, Our FY2000 appeal 
would allow U,f fa make awa:n13 to .()Oman! high-poverty schools - thus serving mol't! than 
18% ofeligibldchooli . .. , , 

In FY1999, approximately 30 State gran. awards. would be made 10 tbe 53 eligible States and 
Territories. Our FY2000 appeal wollid allow u,10 make _tiJJ to U additional States. 

TRIO: $650 million (';'S50 million) to expand services and increase staff training for 
postsecondruy outreach and student support services that complement the new GEAR UP 
program, 

/11 FY99, Ih" TRIO programs """,Idserve approximately 7211,000 disadvattlaged .tudentt
aboul ten pm:.nl oftire eIigihle papulatitm. 
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Record Type: Record 

To: Laura EmmettlWHOfEOP 

cc: 

Subject: Tobacco discretionary one pagers 


budt120B,wpd Note to Elena and Bruce: if we can increase CDC beyond $100 million I would like to 
(they asked for $243 mi •• $' 69 mi above current levels •• and have appealed for a $154 mi 
increase). Their ab!lity to work with states will help ensure the $206 billion settlement is put to 
good use and throl}gh CDC we can support some of the international efforts some of our f~iends 
care so much about without highlighting it as 'international.' 



Smoking Cessation 

The state settleme~nt with the tobacco industry will provide funds for states to provide coverage of 
smoking cessation to Medicaid recipients as well as privately insured individuals if they choose to 
do so. As we pur~ue national legislation to finish the job of reducing teen smoking and holding 
the tobacco industry accountable, we should ensure that individuals with federal health insurance 
have access to treatments to help them quit smoking. While we can and should provide such 
coverage to feder~l employees by executive order, we need additional funds to provide coverage 
to veterans and m~litary personnel. In FY 2000, these proposals would cost an estimated $90 
million in non-defense discretionary and $60 million in defense discretionary. 

I 

Smoking. Cessation Works 

More than 90 perdent smokers who attempt to quit do so on their own, and the vast majority fail 
within 2 to 3 days! However, research shows that effective cessation methods can increase quit 
rates by as much ~s fourfold (from about 5 percent to 10-20 percent) and could alone help over 2 
million people stop smoking. The Agency for Health Care Policy and Research (AHCPR) ha~ 
endorse 5 smoking cessation methods that have been proven to be effective in helping people to 
quit: gum, patch, ~asal spray, inhaler, and pill (Zyban). 

I 
Many Veterans Started Smoking While in the Military , 

Of the 25 million ~eterans in this country, approximately 8.9 million or 36 percent smoke. Our 
FY '99 budget proposed a new discretionary program open to all veterans who began using 
tobacco products ~hile in the service, regardless of their eligibility for other VA health care 
services (services -hrould be contingent only on the availability of funds). Under the proposal, the 
VA would contract with private sector entities to furnish AHCPR-approved services to interested 
veterans. OMB e~timated that this proposal would cost $87 million for the first year, and $435 
million over 5 years. We propose to include this initiative in the FY 2000 budget. . 

I 
Tobacco Use Reduction is Critical to Military Readiness , 
Currently about ohe-third of military personnel smoke, and the Department of Defense has set a 
goal ofa smoke-free military by the year 2010. DOD's comprehensive plan would include: 
incorporating antiltobacco messages into education and training programs for military personnel 
and commanders; launching a military-wide tobacco counteradvertising campaign; requiring data 
collection and ann~al assessments regarding tobacco use including questions about tobacco use in , 
all medical evaluations; and covering over-the-counter tobacco cessation products under military 
health care coverage (currently the military covers prescription but not over-the-counter drugs). 
The estimated annual cost of this cessation benefit would be $60 million per year. 

I 

I 



Tobacco: Public Health Funding 

The FY 2000 budget should include critical core federal public health efforts to prevent yaung 
people from smoking by curbing youth access to tobacco products, sponsoring counter
advertising and other public information campaigns, providing technical assistance regarding the 
best ways for states to spend their settlement dollars, conducting additional research C!n what 
works, and monitoring youth behavior through expanded surveys, Currently, the OMB passbacks 
fund FDA, CDC, lind SAMSHA tobacco programs at FY 199910vels. We recommend: I) fnr 
FDA, an increase of $66 million (from $34 to $100 million); 2) for CDC, an increase of $27 
million (from $73 to $100 milliqn); and 3) for SAMSHA, an increase of $4 million (from $0 to $4 
million). 

Food and Drug Administration 

A critical part of the FDA's tobacco regulation involves access restrictions to ensure underage 
youth cannot p~lrchase tobacco products. These restrictions r~main in effect, unlike the other 
parts of the FDA rule stayed by industry litigation. Unde{this initiative, ill FDA works with 
states to conduct unannounced compliance checks of retail establishments and provides retailers 
¥lith public information materials to help them enforce the ruJes (which require picture LD. for 
any tobacco purchasers who appear to be under age 27 and impose fines on retailers that violate 
the rules). IfFDA is funded at the FY 1999 $34 miJJion, it will onlv be able to conduct minimal .. 	 
complia~~e che~~ efforts in the st~tes. 

Centers for Disease Control 

Addition funding for the Centers for Disease Control's Office of Smoking and Health will fund: 

• 	 ,Counteradvertising and public inrormation campaigns to discourage young people 
from smoking, It is unclear when the state settlement-funded counteradvertising campaign 
will be Iaunched, and how effective it will be. Without additional funds, CDC will be 
unable to fund new counteradvertising efforts. 

• 	 Programs and technical assistance. Funds are needed to provide technieal as:sistance to 
the states regarding best l!ractiw and promising tobacco control interventions and to 
provide support and advice to efforts in other countries, Funds are also critical to 
continue core state tobacco prevention programs and expand school health. education 
programs in states and local communities, 

• 	 Research on effects of tobacco on human health and impact of public health programs. 

SAMSHA 

SAMSHA's S4 million FY 2000 request will fund the expanded SAMSHA survey which will 
col1ect more complete and accurate information on teen tobacco use, mCluding inform.ation on 
teen tobacco use by brand. These data will form the basis tor lookback surcharges tbat will 
ensure tobacco companies undertake meaningful efforts to reduce youtn smoking. In June, the 
President directed HHS to collect these data_ 
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21't Century Community Learning Centers 

1. Policy Description: The initiative would add an incentive program to the regular 21st 
Century Community Learning Centers competition targeted for schools and districts that are or 
wilJ implement policies to end social pmmotions. Currently, schools and districts aU apply in one 
competition for funds for after*school programs. Through a peer-review process, applicants are 
ranked by a point system, in which applicants who meet the priorities set by the program receive 
extra points. The apphcants with the highest scores receive funding. [According to information 
self-reported by the 282 grantees on their applications, among the current 824 community 
learning centers. 59 percent ofschools plan to offer weekend programs and 79 percent of schools 
plan to offer summer programs.], 


, 

Our proposal would maintain this current structure. but would add an additional incentive 
program for 21 st Century Community Learning Center grantees who request support to provide 
additional after-school or summer school services to student who oeed extra help in order to meet 
promotion standards, We propose setting aside 50010 of ~ funding dedicated to providing 
services for children who need extra assistance or enrichment to meet state or local standards. 
The Department orEducation will develop a two~tiered competition: Tier One will be the regular 
21 st Century competition, open to everyone eligible under the statue; and Tier Two will be open 
only to 21 st Century grantees ---either current grantees or successful applicants from this new Tier 
One competition-~ and will be exclusively for incentive grant supplements, added to the 21st 
Century grants, for services to children not meeting state or district standards for promotion. Tier 
One grantees would have their applications for Tier Two automatically forwarded and current 
grantees will also be invited to submit an incentive application for Tier Two review, 

, 

The applicant's eligibility as a district for Tier Two grants will be determined by whether they are 
implementing policies that require students to demonstrate they have met academic performance 
standards in order.to be promoted, at key transition grades. In addition to the currently required 
application describing their 21 st Century program, districts applying for these incentive funds 
would have to demonstrate that they have a no-social promotion policy which includes the 
provision of after-school and summer school help, They would also have to show that they are 
taking appropriate steps (including appropriate use of Ti!!e I and other federal funds) to improve 
teaching and instruction througout the school day (e.g., smaller classes, better trained tcachers. 
dear grade-by-grade standards, early identification of students who need extra help, etc,), rather 
than relying solely on extended learning time to help students meet promotion standards. 

2. Cost: $500 million in new dollars for the proposal, so that funding for the 21 st Century 
Learning Centers would teta' 5700 million in FY 2000. Of the new funding. $250 mittion would 
s.upport the currently structured 21 st Century Learning Centers Program and $250 miUion would 
fund the targeted funding for social promotion., 
3. Unresolved Iss.ues: Because many school districts have promotion policies requiring students 
to meet standardslbut still praclice social promotions, we have additional work to determine how 
best to ensure that applicants are genuinely ending social promotion. Our present thinking is to 
require evidence tbat the district (I) will rely on assessments tied to state or local academic 

http:order.to
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standards, with established performance standards that must be met for promotions, (2) has 
established a system to provide extra help to students who need it, including through after-school 
and summer school programs, and (3) has widely publicized the policy to parents, students and 
teachers. 

All involved in the development of this proposal have been concerned that linking an end to social 
promotions with the after-school program could narrow the support for after-school programs by 
too closely identifying it with low achieving students. We believe the program design proposed 
above will mitigate against this by clearly enabling districts to receive funds and operate programs 
without ending social promotions. However, there is clearly some risk in this approach. 

, 

4. Status: We have consulted with Department of Education staff, and there is understanding 
through the Deputy Secretary level that this proposal replaces the Education Opportunity Zones 
proposal, the Secretary has not signed off on this policy option. 



Mlchael"Cohen , 12/15/9801:14:21 PMr«, 
Record Tvpe: Record 

To: Bruce N. R~ed!OPDfEOP, Elena KaganfOPDfEOP 

cc: 

Subject: New Initiatives 


Elena asked this morning If we should do anything on teacher qJallty in new initiatives, in lig~t of, 
yesterday's me!)tir:g. My immediate answer was no, stick with $200 million for Title 1 
accountability. 

I've continued to think about Elena's question, looking for a way to give as more of a teacher 
quality message. 'I've just received and reviewed the latest, scaled-back passback appeal from ED, 
which you presllm€:tbly discussed with RlIey a little while ago. I've also got a little more 
intelligence from the Hill on Troops to Teachers. As a result of all this, I would suggest the 
tollowing: 

1. $18 million for,Troops to Teachers !this is a proposal that will clearly move on the hill, and we 
should be part of it. This wOuld extend the ccrrent program. but would not provide the broader 
effort to recruit midwcareer adults into teaching. However, it is clearly a step toward the $120 
million teacher recruitment component in the teacher Quality proposal we discussed last night. 

,AND , 

2a. $182 ml!!ton for accountability, 


OR 

2b. add $82 million into the Teache-t Quality and Recruitment program in HEA (which is based on 
OUf proposa!). This wli! fund (1} additional scholarships (around L200) to help recruit new teachers 
(2) grants to 15-28 states to strengthen teacher certification and (3) expand the lighthouse 
partnerships (abou~ 12. more} to strangthen teac!'ler education programs. 

AND add $100 mIllion far Title 1 accountability, as a downpayment toward $200 million in ESEA. 



TM 


National Service Initiatives 

Expand AmeriCorp. to 100,QOO, 

L Policy Description. We propose expanding the AmeriCorps program from its current level of 
50,000 members per year to 76,000 members in 2000 and then to 100,000 members by 2001. 
This expansion will target activities that are focused on the needs of children and youth, including 
summer programs, after-school programs, tutoring and mentoring. This expansion of25,OOO 
members in FY 2000 would include: 
• 	 j:Jjgb S~bQQI; a new initiative to expand AmeriCorps to 10,000 high schools students 

serving full time in the summer and part~tirue (S hrs/week) during the school year. These 
high school students will tutor, mentor, staff after-school programs and provide special 
assistance to at-risk children in summer programs such as Head Start. In exchange, 
students will be eligible for an AmeriCorps education award, and receive the equivalent of 
minimum wage for their fun-time summer service. 

• 	 Summer. adding 15,000 to a summer program targeted at college students. AmeriCorps 
currently has a surnmernonly component that is very popular ....vith college students seeking 
meaningful summer emp1oyment, 

• 	 fuJI-time; supporting the addition of 5,000 other full-time AmenCorps members. 

2. Cost. This expansion will cost $132 million in FY 2000 and $170 million in FY 2001 over the 
current funding level for AmeriCorps, 

3. Unresolved Issues. We are still discussing the blend of high school, summer and full-time 
AmeriCorps participants, The second year expansion (in 2001) relies heavily on the summer 
program. We are also still considering which grade levels to target with the high school program 
(11th and 12th grade, only 12th grade etc} We are also looking at whether to make the service 
cross~generational Le. high schoolers also serving in senior centers. 

4. Status. We have worked with the Corporation for Kational Service. OMB, NEe, the First 
Lady's office, Education and Treasury 011 this proposaL OMB is skeptical of the ability of the 
Corporation' accommodate a large expansion of its program, particularly with full-time 
AmeriCorps members. 



Experience Corps; Seniors for Schools. I 
I 

t. Policy l)escri~tion. We now have the largest, healthiest senior population in the Nation's 
history, At the same time, growing numbers of young people are in desperate need of responsible, 
adult intervention.' We propose expanding an existing demonstration program to create a senior 
corps allowing 40,000 seniors to serve in afterschool programs, and as tutors and mentors and in 
child care centers in their communities. Of this total, 10,000 will serve between 15-20 hours per 
week, and the remainder wilt serve 3-5 hours per week. In exchange. seniors would be eligible 
for small incentives, including awards to participate in senior learning programs. Evaluations 
from the demonstrallons show increased test scores among the participating students and 
heightened senior involvement in the local schools. 

I 
2. Cost. $40 million for the first year) funded as a demonstration program through the national . . ,
senior servlco corps., 

I 
3. Unresolved Issues. We are still looking at the range of incentives that could be provided to, 
seniors. 

4. Status. StalffTom the CorporatlOn for National Servlce, Treasury, OMB, the First Lady's 
office, NEe and Education all worked on the design of this proposal. While OMB did not fund 
this, their staff waS very supportive of this proposal and ofthe demonstration upon which this is 
based. . 

I 
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1,000 Service-Learning Leader Schools 

1. Policy. This initiative proposes to buiTd upon the President's "Leader schools" program which 
designates schools with exemplary service~learning acti\~ties in order to help create 1,000 schools 
with outstanding service~learning programs, Research has shO\vn that high.quality service
learning has a positivc,impact on student achievement and behavior. Moreover, as states (MD and 
soon CA) and large school systems (Chicago) move to require or strongly encourage service, 
these schools can serve as models for state and local investments in service programs. 

2. Cost. $30 million in FY 2000, 
: 

3. Unresolved issues. We have not resolved how this program would deliver services to high 
'schools to enable them to be designated "leader" schools. This proposal envisions the delivery of 
technical assistance, coordinators and other support to enable schools to implement high-quality 
service programs. ! 

i 
4. Status. eNS and NEC are highly supportive ofa service-learning initiative provided that the 
emphasis is on the: development ofhigb~quality programs, and not merely the requirement that 
students perform Some type of service. Education is doing some internal consultations on 
recommendation at:;, to how to best encourage the development of 1,000 high quality programs. 

I 

" 



DRAFT: CHILDREN AND FAMILIES 
USES OF FUNDS FOR ~'Y 2000 BUDGET 

(Dollars in Billions) 

DISCRETIONARY Reque'l OMB HHSIDOLlDOJ WH COMMENTS 
Passbnck Appeal Priorities 

FY 2000 FY 2000 FY 2000 FY2000 

Child Cnrc Quality 0,1&2 0,1&2 	 FY99 tID\'ancc 


appropriated 


Head Start" 4.997 4997 +039& 	 Participiltion goal" 
dit'-'mrna 

FMLA./Paid Leave' 0.0 M 00 0,010 	 Important next 
Research Fund (ooL) 	 step 

0,0 M 0,045 	 High priority 

Abuse and ::\Cglccl 0.0 0,0 0,0 0,005 FLon:s priority 
CounRcform 

Transitional Living oms 0,020 0,0 FLOTt.;S priority
l , 

'"·Sc!.: IIUnch\.'d one-pilger for discussion, 
______________________._.___________ un____uu_unu_____ • ____o_."_______ UWW_"_____ U __ u_u__ u.uu___________, 

MANDATORY Request OMB HHS WH COMMENTS 
Passback Appeal Priorities 

FY 2000-04 FY 2000.()4 FY 2000-04 FY 2000'{)4 

CCDBG (Subsidies IQ,5 Replaces fY99 
and Infanl Fund)' Subsidies and 

Earty Learning. 
Fund 

Independent Uvi~g 0,175 0,175 High priority 

IV-E Extension for 0,0 0.0 c,O.OSO OMl3 holding 
Foster Youth In its bllSC 

-For child cure numdatory items. lil!S made no !>JlCCific FY 2000 request and OMB made 00 specific passback~ 
presumed rcqllC!!llcvcJ for FY 2000 is taken from iCY 1999 budget 



DRAFT: COMMUNITY EMPOWERMENT 
USES OF FUNDS FOR FY 2000 BUDGET 

(Dollars in Billions) 

DISCRETIONARY Request OMB Treas/HUD WH COMMENTS 
Passback Appeal Priorities 

FY 2000 FY 2000 FY 2000· FY 2000 

Vouchers 
Section 8 11.408 IUI7 
WTW .289 .144 .289 .145 Ocich would go 

along if not out 
HUD budget. 

Family Incremental .204 .927 
Subsidized Housing .144 .564 

CDFI Fuud .125 .100 N/A .25 We asked for 
$125 last year 
and got $90. 

MANDATORY Request OMB Treasury/HUD WH COMMENTS 
Passback Appeal Priorities 

FY 2000-04 FY 2000-04 FY 2000-04 ry 2000-04 

Green Bonds 1.0 N/A N/A o· 

Tax Credit For 
Equity Investments 
In CDFIs 

o. I N/A N/A 0 

Empowerment Zonc~ II .750 750 0 

Treasury 
dislikes, but 
NEC,OVP, 
CEQ, EPA, 
HUD support. 

Treasury will go 
along but Tax 
Policy doesn't 
like idea. 
Proposed in 
1996 budget. 



NEW CRIME INITIATIVES 
USES OF FUNDS FOR FY 2000 BUDGET 

(Dollars in Billions) 

DISCRETIONARY Request OMS AGCY WH COMMENTS 
Passback Appeal Priorities 

FY 2000 FY 2000 FY 2000 FY 2000 

COPS II 0315 0.3 0,0 1,4 

Fircanns Enf. 
Initiative 0,021 0,006 0,0 ,031 

Certainty of 
Punishment 0,060 0005 0,0 0,100 

Coerced Abstinence 0,187 0,153 0,085 0,250 

$650 M in offsets 
!llld $650 M in 
new W.Uftt.) 

idcntillcJ~ still 
I:OQM :<hu[t 

NecdS25 M in 
m.m: funds tor 200 
new agents nnd 
pmS(."Culm;:, ($15 
MhATF;$10 
M h DO]} To 
be coupled ",,1$715 
M nlready in 
budge! for total of 
$109 M, 

Need $95 M to 
fund. Could be 
ultCl1)utivc t(} 
prison funding 

Need $97 M to 
tumL Could be 
alternalive w 
prison iuuding. 



EDUCATION INITIATIVES 

USES OF FUNDS FOR FY 2000 BUDGET 


DISCRETIONAR Y Rcquc!i OMB ED WI! COMMENTS 
Puul)llck Appeal Prlorilie! 

FY 2000 FY 20CO FY 1000 FY 2000 

21s1 Century AIkr· 
~ho<Jl Pml;mrr. 
(\:nding S\..'C. Prom) 

300 250 +150 +450 POTUS priority 

~ 
Charter Schools 120 110 +10 Keeps usoa 

path to 3.000 

Work-site :;chool;; +10 I!.Xparu.!s public 
school choice 
()plion;; 

Magnet Schools 104 
(fer intcnlistrict magnets) 

114 1'llssback meets 
ourpriodty 

High Schools at J20* 106 
C{)mmll.'lity Colleges 
(In Tech-Prep linc itl,p) 
.. !Q million for this ini~;a:j\'c;, 
T~n!,;b\,l; Qugli!X 
T cllcher Quality a."1d i75 
Recruitment (IlEA Title ll) 

+I' 

75 

+10 

+100 

expAnds public 
Sl;hool cholce 
options 

Tcacht.... Recruitment 
(Byrd Scholarship) 
*w,) funding inciuJed 
for this new initiative 

39.2* 39.2 +28 usc existing 
authority f()r 
neW initiative 

Hcducc Unquaiificd 
Teachers 
(l~iscnhowcr nalional) 
no runding included (or 
this inilialive 

...... +5D 

Mkl,Cl1n..'er TClIChl.'111' 

(expand ~'roops ttl 
Teach",:,s) 

+25 

School Leadership 
(Eisenhower nalional) 

50 +50 



Education Refonn 
Education Excellence 
and Accountability 

(add to Title I) 

+200 Respond to 
porus Fund 
priority lor 
stronger 
accountability 

Goals 2000 515 491 +100 +25 signal that 
G2K remains 

high priority 



DRAFT: IIEALlll CARE 

USES Of FlJ.'iDS HlR llIE FYZtlIIO BlillGEf 


(f.blu> in bUb>; ""'"l"",,) 


COMMENTS 

Pas,Iu:k All!lCal Priorities 


liD) 21MM' 21D) 2!I!MJ 


Emnori;m 0.37(1 OJ52 +{1.218 +0.090 


DISCREnONARV RclJEsts OMB IIfIS \WI 

Hill> pffioy 
(I,mo (I,OOQ +0.Ql0 Hill> pffirity 


fV)A a.rogiwr f'ru£>um OJ50 0,010 +OJ4Q +0,140 

~ 

No:dcd fOr L1C ~ 


N~l:l:lt1" QmIiy OJ53 OJU7 +0,013 +0.500 
 Needs $; mm:l &<Iilcr; u;cr ICc ~ 
No:dcd fOr L1C _M>fum: L1C PdtC01iJn (1,025 (tOOl +0,025 


Mill' Ryan v.!ic (I )(10 (I,on +OJJ50 
 OMB fin!ingooo/nUinun 

Mill' COC lniml.< 0100 (1,000 +0.050 +0,050 
 No:dcd lOr C'OC 

_&fullh 0080 O,(m +0103 +0.050 
 Hill> prbri1y 

Merta] fullh (I I(~) (tool +0.116 +0100 
 VPpriny 

_ (000/ EPAr.ds) (1025 0,0(10 +0.050 +U025 
 Fmlal tJrou;P EPMmybc M,di:ail 


Rlralcm;;:rg.:n;y ~ 03>50 0.(0:1 +U,025 
 po"" _Ipo,,",~ mm:latory 

FDA, Food Soli:<y 0550 (U27 +0.263 +0050 
 No:<! $50mfur fuod ""'Iy 

a.iklIaI, GME OJ50 (WOO +U,040 
 FLlJI1JS prbri1y 

CbD O=:r, 0SIC0p<Jr0Sis 
 WWll $200 rriIIion ofDJD irr;rcasc 

Eiom:di:al_ )5l" (t04!) + I,SOO • 
 VP pliJnty (will mcd $51"151lni) 

TOTAL; New lnitiativt~ 3.l7J 11.517 +2.453 +1.155 

laal: (Jv.!wJ// HJ/S R.s(ued J,128 +2.453 in::hxics otter iniIDt.i\<:s mt J5tcd 

MANDATORY Rt(J.('sts OMS Atkitions 
~1$s1xu:k Priorities 

2(.M).I>I mM)·O' 21MlI).I)4 

JcIliJrds-Kcm.Jdy )200 1.200 I'011JS prinyidisabilitj' oonm -. in

M:.""" &!y-m )1<" 0,000 +1.700 f'CYIC'S prbri1y 
O=:r CIi1i:al Trials 0,150 0,000 +0,150 VI' prbri1y 

_ Di;abilitj. Equity Opti OJ 10 OJ 10 
 """""'" to _illyCOI1IlU1iy 

[vWi.:aU lOr Foster Kids 0,050 0,050 
 Fl.DlUS prbri1y 
lcg!l111ll"igm!l Kils 0.100 OJOO last l""" proposal

" .CHIP TcrritoR!s 0.100 0.100 

QMB LDw-In:.onc Rcibnu; O,{)OO (l,(XiO 
 ~onoo.:lil:, buljj:o mco:d 

" .Ki!s' OtJtrcxh 0.000 0,000 

TOTAL 4,010 1.5<'.0 +2.4,10 

• Cbes rot irdu:.ie !\IN 

http:irdu:.ie


DRAFT: NATIVE AMERICANSIFOOD SAFETY/EQUAL PAY 
; USES OF FUNDS FOR FY 2000 BUDGET 

(Dollars in Millions) 

DISCRETIONARY' Request 	 OMB Agency WH COMMENTS 
Passback Appeal Priorities 

FY 2000 FY 2000 FY 2000 FY 2000 

Food Safety Admin. Priority 

FDA $48.9 $0 $48,9 $48.9 

CDC $18 $0 $18 $18 

USDA $20 $20 ($30.5)' $30.5 


Equal Pay Next step 
EEOC $17,3 $0 $17.3 $17.3 
IJOL-OFCCP $10.4 $0.383 $0 $104 

,Native I\m.crican 
Educ: 1000 Teachers I $0 $0 $\0 $10 POlUS 

Executive order 

Interior: Ecan Dev $0 $0 $0 $1 	 POTUS 
Directive 

Interior: I3IA School Follo\\l1P 10 
Construction $108.8 $78.3 $)0.5 (to make up din) FY99 Rcq 

HHS-IHS budget $382 	 $175 $207 (to make up dill) 

I 
... Although no part of the Food Safety Initiative, USDA objects to denial of salury increases, arguing that this will cut the 
number ofinspcclions!ancl undercut the Initiative. 

, 



DRAFT: TOBACCO 

USES OF FUNDS FOR FY 2000 BUDGET 


(Dollars in Billions) 

DISCRETIONARY Request OMB Ag~ncy WH COMMENTS 
Passback Appeal Priorities 

FY2000 F'Y 2000 FY2000 FY 1000 

ToOO<oo 

CDC ,243 .74 +.26 

FDA .184 34 +.66 

SAMl {SA Survl.'Y .4 0 +.4 

Smoking Cessation 
Non~Dcrcnsc +.90 
Defense +.60 



____________________________________ ____________ ______________________ ___ •• __ •• ___ • 

, . 

DRAFT: WELFARE 

USES OF FUNDS FOR IT 2000 BUDGET 


(Dollars in Billions) 

DISCRETIONARY RC{lucst OMB A"It'CDt"Y Wil COMMENTS 
Pajl~b~k Appeal Priodtit!~ 

PY 2000 FY2000 FY 200:) FY 2000 

Child Support 
Crackdown. 

Access to Jobs 
level 

Wc:run....\o·WorK 
1-IOll.,>ing. Vuuchc:s 

Targeted Substance-
Abuse- Grants 

lIJAs 

BRIDGE 

NA 

.075 

.144 

.026 

012 

0 

•••__._._._._._. 

FY 2000-04 

NA 

.150 

.289 

Through svgs 
WTW) 

.121 

.150 

• 

MANDATORY Request 

FY 2000.(l4 

NA 

.ISO 

.2R9 

'1'/ 

NA. 

____________________w 

+.092 

"".750 

T.144 

+.24 

+.13 

+-150 

$8 rot to DOl 
$1.2 m! !oBBS 

Pull uuthorizcd 

Pusshack uls\\ hud 
up to 36,000 

(Not 011 

About 113 for 
womcn wi kids 

Prc."I<..lentlul 
initiuliv;: 

Task Force 
priori!), 

DOL 
Appeal 

FY 2000-04 

Welfare-to-Work 6.5 N.A N.A. +5.0 OMB hus not 
pa->i<Cd buck 
yet 

WH COMMENTS 
Priurities 

FY 2000-04 



Work..Site Satellite Schools 

1. Policy Description: The purpose of this initiative is to broaden the choices available in the public 
school system by increasing the number of public elementary schools located at work sites. TypicaHy, 
the employer pays for the school facility, utilities. and maintenance. The district provides the 
teachers, curriculufI:l and instructional materials. The work~slte schools are paired with "host" 
neighborhood elementary schools that provide administrative support and other resources. Through 
such arrangements. districts can increa.<:;e parent Involvement, relieve overcrowding, promote diversity 
(as workplaces are often more diverse than neighborhoods), offer smaller class sizes and save on 
facilities and transP9'rtation costs. Companies can enjoy greater productivity and offer the school as a 
~mity-friendly emp,loyee benefit. This initiative will provide plannmg grants to school districts and 
tax. credits to participating businesses in order to increase the number ofsatelHte work·site s.chools 
from 30 existing schools to about 1,000 by early in the next century. 

Grants of up to $250,000 to $500,000 will be dis.tributed competitively to 20-40 school 
districts that have identified interested \'JOrk~sjte business partners. These grants wilt support 
planning and start-up activities for the development ofwork--site satellite schools, including: staff 
training, coordination between the district. employers, work~site and neighborhood host schools, and 
coordination between districts for satellite schoo~s drawing students from multiple districts; staff 
planning with businesses on changes to facilities prior to service as public school. curriculum 
planning for both satellite and host schools, information meeting with affected neighborhood schools 
and potential business partners, transfers of meal and resource (art/musIc) services between satellite 
and main host school and other start¥up costs, 

Local districts will be required to report on the number of satellite schools created and to 
provide data on the kchievement at satellite schools for research and evaluative purposes. Because 
these schools will actually be part of an existing elementary school, they should be required to follow 
whatever reporting requirements (including Title I assessments) that are applicable at the main 
campus. Any assessment information should be broken out to reflect scores at the satellite school. In 
addition, satellite schools together with their host schools will be required for providing special 
services to limited English proficient students and students with disabilities. 

2. Cost. $10 million for first year, $85 million over 5 year.L Funded through ED's FIE (Fund for 
Improvement of Education)" This would fund planning grants for 150 - 300 school districts. and 
could support the planning for approximately 500 work~site schools. 

3. UnresoJved Issues. We have proposed a companion tax credit (see description below) to provide 
incentives for business to participate in this initiative, However, we have not yet resolved with 
Treasury the cost of the credit; nor have we yet reached agreement with ED and Treasury over how 
best to administer the credit -- specificaliy. which agency would have responsibility for certifying that 
business are eligible for the credit If necessary, we believe the program can work effectively without 
a tax component, in part because a number ofparticipating work sites (e R, hospitals) are non profIts 
and therefore wil1 not benefit from a tax break, and partly because for-profit companies derive 
tangible benefits (e.g., reduced costs due to employee turnovers) so that a tax break may not be 
needed. 



Tax Crodu: Businesses that provide facilities for use as a public school or operate existing 
facilities will be eligible for a tax credit covering 25% ofqualified costs, not to exceed 
$150,000 per year. I Qualified costs include: the value of property that the business has built, 
leased, or donated for use as a public schooL In order to be eligible for this credit the workM 
site school must be open to children ofall employees of the company (or contractor of that 
company), anow students from surrounding districts to fill remaining slots in school and aHow 
aU students to complete the academic year regardless of changes in their parents employment. 
Each year, a limited number ofcredits could be claimed: in the first year, up to 60 credits 
would be available" In subsequent years, the limits would be as follows: Year 2 ~ 120~ Year 3 
- 240; Year 4 - 480; Year 5 -960. 

4. Status. We have worked closely with Education and Treasury staff in the design of this proposal. 
However, the Deputy Secretary of Education has recently expressed strong opposition to this 
proposal. though his reasons do not appear compeHing. We are continuing to try and work this out 
with him. 

:Modeled on the tax credit for businesses that provide daycare facilities, 
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Child Support Law Enforcement Initiative 

This initiative will·.£louble the number of pros ecuti ODS of egregious child support violators over 
the nex@ears by providing resources to identity, investigate, and prosecute these cases. This 
effort will be part of a challenge to law enforcement in every state to join our national effort to 
ensure America's children receive the support that they need and deserve. Cost: $45 million over 
5 years ($40 million to DO), $5 million to HHS). II t. c;.. '2.<>-0 7 t~M 

~~ ~ ~- \ .~ . 
c..--"" 'iI ~ ? J ~L-. c........ - ~"_,,, "?

Willful Failure to Pay Child Support is a Felony 

In June, the President signed into law the Deadbeat Parents Punishment Act, creating two new 
categories of felonies for the most egregious child support violators, a proposal he had made in 
the 1997 State of the Union. This law strengthens the Child Support Recovery Act, which has 
resulted in nearly 500 child support prosecutions since 1992. Many prosecutors say they would 
be able to prosecute even more child support cases prosecutor's office if they had legal statT 
dedicated to child:support issues and if they received referrals after a complete financial 
investigation had been conducted. 

, 

New Initiative will Double Child Support Prosecutions 
I, 

This new initiativ~ will 1) create Child Support Multi-Agency Investigative Teams in every region 
of the country to identify, analyze, and investigate cases for prosecution and 2) provide US 
Attorneys' offices·with garalegals dedicated to child support issues. This initiative will not only 
force those prosecuted to pay the child support they owe, but will innuence the conduct of many 
other parents who owe support. 

New Investigative Resources: The new funds will establish investigative teams in every region of 
the country. States will refer child support cases to this site, where trained investigative staff will 
locate the violator, determine exactly how much he owes, and document information needed for 
prosecution. The investigated case will then be referred to federal or state prosecutors as 
appropriate. The first five screening sites will be set up in Columbus, New York, Baltimore, 
Dallas, and Sacramento serving 17 states plus D.C. that have the majority of the nation's child 
support cases. 

New Prosecutorial Resources: To ensure US Attorneys' offices have the skilled legal staff they 
need to double the number of prosecutions in XX years, this initiative will fund a paralegal 
dedicated to child ,support cases for every US Attorneys' office that does not now have one. 

A Challenge to Law Enrorcement in Every State 

More and more law enforcement officials realize that failure to pay court ordered child support is 
a crime and can be a major contributor to juvenile delinquency and crime. In announcing this 
initiative, the President will challenge law enforcement in every state to fight for child support 
enforcement and join in cooperative agreements with child support agencies as authorized by the 
1996 welfare reform act. 



, . 

Access to Job~ Transportation 

When the President signed the Transportation Equity Act into law, he praised the new Access to 
Jobs program noting that "If you can't get to work, you can't go to work." TEA-21, as the 
transportation bill is called, authorized the President's welfare to work transportation proposal at 
$150 million annually, with guaranteed funding from the Highway Trust Fund at $50 million in 
FY 1999, $75 million in FY 2000, growing to $150 million by 2003. DPC recommends FY 2000 
funding at the full authorized level of $150 million, which would double the number of 
communities served to 400, The OMS passback recommended $75 million in FY 2000, the same 
amount as appropriated in FY 1999. 

Access to Jobs Expands Transportation for Low Income Workers 

The Access to Jobs program provides competitive grants to assist states and localities in 
developing flexible transportation services to connect welfare recipients and other low income 
persons (up to 150% of poverty) to jobs and other employment related services. The program is 
intended to promote new or expanded transportation services such as shuttles, van pools, new bus 
routes, connector services to mass transit, employer provided transportation, and guaranteed ride 
home programs. TEA-21 also included $10 million a year for Reverse Commute grants to 
address the urban/suburban mismatch for workers of all incomes. 

Transportation is Critical for Welfare to Work 

As the President has often remarked, transportation continues to be one of the significant 
challenges facing people making atransition from welfare to work. While two-thirds of all new 
jobs are in the suburbs, three-quarters of welfare recipients live in central cities or rural areas. 
Many entry level jobs require evening or weekend hours that are poorly served by existing transit 
routes, and few welfare recipients owning reliable cars. Forty percent of rural counties don't even 
have public transportation. 

An Additional $75 Million Will Senre 200 More Communities 

The additional funding will double the number of individuals who receive Access to Jobs 
transportation serVices by expanding both the number of communities who receive Access to jobs 
grants and the funding level for these initiatives. With current funding levels, average grants are 
limited to $1 million for the largest communities and $150,000 for rural communities. Such 
funding levels are inadequate for communities trying to fill major transportation gaps. One 
possibility that has been discussed in the context of the President's race book would be to target 
the additional $75 million above pass-back to a select number of areas who agree to participate in 
a Jobs Gap Challenge to raise the employment rate of young adults in distressed neighborhoods 
through regional economic strategies .. , 



Welfare-to-Work Housing Vouchers , 
In his 1998 State 6.r the Union the President said "helping fummes move closer to available jobs" 
was one of things we need to do to complete the job ofwelfare reform and in the FY t999 
Appropriations Act, the President secured 50,000 new weJfare-ta-work housing vouchers This is 
the first time that housing vouchers have been targeted for families moving from welfare to work 
,!-nd these were the first nev,t housing vouchers authorized by Congress in five years:, For FY 
2000, OMB's pass-back included $I.±I million for 25,000 additional welfare-to-work housing 
vouchers. DPC recommends 25,000 more welfare-ta-work vouchers, at a cost ofS144 million 
above pass-back, to bring the total number ofwelfare-to-work vouchers to 100,000 in FY 2000, 

, -:~,.,." ~~~ ,t.... 
Housing Assistan,ce Can be Critical to Getting Rnd Keeping a Job' f..- ('~~~ 

Families can use these housing vouchers to move closer to a new job, to reduce a long commute, 
or to s.ecure more s.table housing to eliminate emergencies that keep them from getting to work 
every day on time .and perform their best on the job. These targeted vouchers will give people on 
welfare a new tool to make the transition to a job and succeed in the work place. 

, 
In many places, jobs are being created far from where most welfare recipients live and are not 
readily accessible hy public transportation. Currently, about two~thirds of new jobs are being 
created in the suburbs, but three of four welfare recipients live in central cities or rural areas. 
These housing vouchers complement the Access to Jobs transportation funding. 

The additional vo~chers "viII be available on a competitive basis to local housing agencies, 
including tribes and tribally designated housing authorities. Applications must be developed in 
consultation with the state, local, or tribal welfare agency and the local Welfare-te-Work formula 
funds grantee (typically the Private Industry Council), to enSure that services are coordinated. 

,, 
The vouchers will ,be used wbere they are es~ential to a successfui transition from welfare to 
work-that is, where housing assistance is critical for a family to get or keep ajob. To receive a 
welfare to work vl?ucher, a family must be eligible for or currently receiving Temporary 
Assistance for ~e~dy Families (TANF) or have received TANF within the past two years, and not 
already receivlng HUD tenant-based housing assistance. 

The N"eed for Welfare-to-Work Housing Vouchers is Great 
I , . 

HUD is currently developing the notice of funding availabiJity so it is too early to determine how, 
many applications will be received. However, we know there is a large unmer need for affordable 
housing for welfar~ recipients and other working poor families. There are over 5 million families 
who qualify for but do not receive federal housing assistance. About 2.4 million renter 
households with 'worst case' housing needs were working, with over half earning the equivalent 
of full-time year-round pay at the minimum wage. Only about one-quarter of current welfare 
recipients currently receive federal housing aSs1stance, 

, , , . 
Substance Abuse Treatment for \Vomen Moving from Welfare to Work, 



SAMSHA's Targeted Capacity Expansion Grant program provides funds to address emerging 
substance abuse problems. Unlike the SAMSHA block grant, which states decide how to spend, 
the targeted grants are awarded on a competitive basis by HHS to assist specific needy 
populations and t~ey can go directly to local communities. In FY 1998, approximately one-third 
of these grants went to poor women with children, many on TANF. For FY 2000, SAMHSA 
requested $121 million in funding for these grants (a $100 million increase from FY 1999). OMB 
passback included $26 million. DPC recommends increasing funding to $50 million or more so 
we can double the: number of welfare recipients served. 

Many Women on Welfare May Need Substance Abuse Treatment 

While funding for the basic SAMSHA state block grant increased this year, there continues to be 
extreme pressure on substance abuse treatment resources in many communities, and limited 
funding for women with children. National estimates show that approximately 20 percent of 
welfare recipients have a substance abuse problem, and some states who have recently reviewed 
their welfare caseloads have even higher estimates. Many of these individuals will need treatment 
and after-care services in order to get and keep a job. , 

I 

Targeted Capaci~y Grants Serve Women with Children and Other Needy Populations 

In FY 1988, SAM'SHA supported 41 targeted capacity grants totaling $24 million to a 
combination of st~te, local, and tribal agencies and community-based organizations. Grants are 
available for three~years, with tirst year funding generally between $500,000 and $700,000. 
Approximately one-third of the FY 1998 grants are targeted to T ANF or substance abusing 
women with child;en. For example, Women in Need in Brooklyn received $250,000 to expand 
capacity to serve an additional 85 homeless women and women with children receiving TANF. 
The Wisconsin Department of Health and Family services received $750,000 to provide intensive 
family treatment to 121 women with children and T ANF recipients. The targeted capacity grants 
have strong support from local officials. 

i 
SAMHSA has identified six target groups for these targeted capacity grants including: substance 
abusing women and their c~ildren. clients participating in welfare reform programs, juvenile and 
adult criminal justice-referred offenders, dually diagnose youth offenders, substance abusing 
physically and cognitively challenged individuals, and hard-to-reach IV drug users. 



, '. 	, 

Individual Development Accounts 

In 1992, Bill Clinton proposed to "establish Individual Development Accounts (IDAs) to help 
low-income Americans save, and create new private-sector opportunities." President Clinton 
included IDAs in his 1994 welfare reform proposal and the 1996 welfare reform law allowed 
States to use welfare reform block grants to establish IDAs. The Human Services 
Reauthorization Act signed by the President in October 1998 for the first time directly authorizes 
Federal funds for IDAs by establishing a five-year, $125 million demonstration program. The FY 
99 Appropriations Act included S 1 0 million to get this demonstration off the ground. For the FY 
2000 budget, O~B's passback includes only $!£..million, or one~halfof the authorized amount 
DPC supports funding the new demonstration at the full authorized level in FY 2000 in order to 
successfully launch this Presidential ir.itiative. The additional S13 million will fund IDAs for up t{( 

6,000 more people. -- 

An Asset-Based Approach To Help Low-Jncome Americans Get Ahead. Fully one-half of 
all Americans have either no, negligible, or negative assets available tor investments. Low-income 
individuals and families, whether working or on welfare, should be encouraged to develop savings 
and assets, IDAs will help low-income families achieve greater independence and economic 
well-being by providing incentives to save tor a first home, education and training, or to start a 
new business. 

, 
Highlights of the IDA Demonstration Authorized by the Human Services ReauthQrization Act 

• 	 Establishes a five-year, $125 million demonstration program to establish Individual 
Developm,\,nt Accounts (IDAs) for more than 50,000 people. 

• 	 For each dollar deposited into the IDA by a low-income family, the administering agency 
would provide a match ofbetween $1 and $8. 

• 	 IDA investments could be withdrawn for three purposes: (1) purchase of a first home, (2) 
post~secondary education and training; and (3) the creation of a new small business. In 
cases of hardship ~- such asjob loss or serious medical illness ~~ individuals are allowed to 
withdraw their own savings, but would tose the matching contributions. 

• 	 Households that are either eligible for Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) 
or that qualifY for the Earned Income Tax Credit and have a net worth below $10,000 are 
eligible to participate in this demonstration. 

• 	 Grants will be provided to loea] entities -- including non~profits -- to administ.er the tDA 
demonstration. The demonstration gives a preference to entities that are abJe· to attract pledges 
of substantial nonMFederal, especially private sector, fimding to serve as a match for the Federal 
dollars. 

• 	 Requires a rigorous evaluation of the program. 

http:administ.er


CIIATIVE AMERICAr-i INITIA TlVE 

I 
Policy Rationa1 and Cost: The initiative has four parts. taking steps in each of the areas the 
President identifi~ at the Native American Economic Development Conference, 

1. 	 1000 New'Teachers for Native American Students. American Indian children have the 
highest drop-out rate and the lowest high school completion rate ofany racial Or ethnic 
group in the country" Despite this tremendous need, American Indian school children 
have few role models to guide them" Ofthe Nation's more than 2 million elementary and 
secondary teachers. less than I percent -- only 18,000 teachers, are American 
Indian/Alaska Native, Recognizing these needs and challenges, the plan seeks to train 
1000 new Native American teachers, At the Native American Economic Development 
Conference. the President signed an executive order that called for an interagency plan to 
be developed with recommendations identifYing initiatives, strategies, and ideas for future 
action to support the goal of improved education. Our plan seeks to increase the number 
of American Indians entering the teaching field and to"enhance the skills of those already 
in the pipeline. The Department of Education proposal has three pans: (1) a fellowship 
program that will support the training of 1000 new American Indian and Alaska Native 
teachers over 5 years by providing for their expenses while attending school, including 
child care~'(2) funding for 25 grants to educational)nstitutions, with priorities for 
partnerships with tribal colleges, to create teacher training programs in Native American 
communities; and (3) providing continuing education for in-service teachers to improve _f' 7 
the qualitYtofteaching in Native American communities. (Cost: $10 million.) ').ck- ~t.~ . 

, 
, 

Uncertainties and vetting: This initiative was not included in the Department of 
Education's initial budget request. but had requested.$3 million for a related effort on 
professional development In its appeals, the Department has included a request for our 
$10 million initiative. (The Department would require approximately $7 million in 
additional money above their initial request initiative coupled with another $3 million from 
their initial budget request that they have reallocated to this initiative.) Education and 
ope have been working with OM13 very closely and OMB has become more supportive Qf 
the idea. Both Interior and Education are vel)' much in favor of this idea .. 

2. 	 T«hnical Assistance for Economic [)cvel(jIJllH~'llt. At the Native .American Economic 
Development Conference, the President directed the Department of the Interior, the 
Department ofCommerce, and the Small Business Administration to develop. within 90 
days, a strategic plan for coordinating economic development initiatives for ~ative 
Amencan and Alaska Natl ve commumties. The centerpiece of the strategic plan would 
provide a toll~free number. located at the Bure.'lU ofJndian Affairs, in which tribes could 
access information about how the federal government can assist them in economic 
development cHons, This number would provide one point-of-contact for tribes across aU 
government agencies and would eliminate the need for tribes to be familiar with the 
intricacies of specific government programs, In addition, the BIA will organize business 
seminars throughout Indian country (staffed hy various agency representatives) which will 
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consist of both general sessions and individualized technical assistance. (Cost: 

$1,043,640). 


Uncertainties and vetting: Interior. did not include this in their initial budget request or 
their appeal stating that they had to make hard choices and that they hoped the WH would 
push the plan. OMB is generally supportive of this request, but doesn't know where 
additional money would come from. Interior, the groups (National Congress of American 
Indians), and the tribes are very enthusiastic about this initiative. 

3. 	 BIA School Construction and Repair. Compared to other schools, Bureau of Indian 
Affairs schools are generally in worse condition. Two-thirds of the educational facilities 
are over 30 years old and morc than one-quarter over 50 years old. The backlog to 
correct safety and code deficiencies and to replace existing facilities exceeds $1 billion and 
is growing. With new funds, BIA will build three new schools and provide much needed 
repairs to several others. This proposal follows the President's initiative from last year 
that sought a 61 percent increase over FY 1998 ($87 million was in the President's 
budget, Congress gave $60 million) and is also included as a response to the President's 
Native American education executive· order. (Cost: For FY 2000, BIA requested $108.8 
million but received only $78.3 million from OMB, they request the difference --$30.5 5-<.l-~'7 
million.) 

Uncertainties and vetting: Interior strongly supports this measure. The groups have 
listed this as one of their priority areas. OMS is generally supportive, but doesn't know 
where the additional money would come from. 

, 
4. 	 Improving Health Care. There is a high degree of well-documented unmet health care 

needs in the Native American community. Because of inflation and the fact that the Native 
American population is one of the fasting growing. a major emphasis of the IHS FY2000 
budget is on increased funding to restore access to basic health care services such as 
immunizations, emergency care, primary care visits, well-child visits, and needed 
improvements in basic facilities. This proposal also includes program enhancements in 
health care for women, children, and the elderly. (Cost: $207 million. IHS requested $382 
million above FY 1999 enacted, the passback provided $175 million) . 

•
Uncertainties and vetting: OMB is supportive of increasing-funding for health care, but 
feels that the entire amount should not be given in one year because IHS doesn't have the 
capacity. OMB fully funded the access to clinical care part of the request and feels that is 
the most important area. IHS feels it can absorb these funds and has appealed for the fuJI 
amount of its request. 
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Food Safety Initiative 

Policy Rationale and Cost: Advancing food safety is one of the Administration's signature 
issues and this year's initiative would maintain our leadership in the area by working to establish a 
nationally integrated food safety system with Federal, state, and local authorities. The initiative 
includes measures by FDA, USDA and CDC. 

FDA: The majority of FDA's request ($25.6 million) would go toward expansion of their 
inspection and compliance capability. As part of its efforts to integrate efforts with non-federal 
agencies, FDA will enter into contracts and partnerships so that states will follow FDA guidelines 
and procedures. Among the tangible goals FDA states they could accomplish if the initiative were 
fi.inded: for the first time in decades, FDA will ensure that every high risk food manufacturrr in 
the United States is inspected at least once a year; for other food firms, inspections will be twice 
as often as today (from once every 8 years to once every 4 years) and for the first time ever, state 
and Federal inspection results will be shared, via an electronic connection, that will reduce 
overlapping efforts and greatly enhance the ability of those authorities to improve public health. 
The measure also boosts our international capability 50 that FDA will increase the number of 
international inspections fi nd will conduct evaluations of foreign food production 
systems. n a !tIon, FDA seeks $9.0 million improving its traceback capabilities; $6.9 million 
for new research programs and $2.7 for risk assessment; and $4.7 million in new education 
funding. (Cost: $48.9 million over the FY99 request.) 

, 

CDC: The goal is to create a national system that provides comprehensive data on the 
occurrence of food-borne illness that can be used by agencies at every level to combat food-borne 
illness. The majority of the investment is targeted toward surveillance activities, specifically 
expanding the scope of FoodNet and the capacity of Pulse Net to better capture pathogen DNA 
fingerprints ofboth E. coli 0157:H7 and Salmone/~a enteritidis and include more state health 
departments in the network. This expanded surveillance network is the heart of our nation's 
food-borne disease early warning system. The current surveillance system does not provide 
adequate coverage of the US population. (Cost: $18 million over the FY99 request.) 

USDA: USDA complains that while OMB more than fully funded their initiative, they imposed 
$473 million in user fees on FSIS and failed to provide a needed $30.6 million for obligated salary 
increases and redeployment of inspectors. This is on top of a flat budget when the agency is 
trying to implement extensive new HACCP reforms. FSIS has very little discretionary money, 
since most is tied up in inspector salaries and other fixed costs. USDA has stated that OMB's 
failure to include the $30.6 million will force them to shut down the inspection program during 
the last 9 days of the year or furlough over 300 employees. The Secretary has sent a letter 
complaining that the lack of salary funds effectively downsizes his inspection force and undercuts 
the commitment the President made to improve food safety and effectively regulate meat and 
poultry. (Cost: The salary increases and inspector redeployment cost $30.6 million). 



... 


Uncertainties: 

USDA. The USqNOMB dispute on user fees is an old one, and USDA acknowledges they will 
probably lose again. USDA may suggest a compromise they think OMB might agree to: include 
the full funding request for FSIS in the budget ($652 million) but elsewhere in the budget 
acknowledge that the Administration expects user fees to cover $473 million of the cost. The 
argument being that currently Congress is not technically being requested to provide the actual 
amount the Administration and most observers think it really needs., 

Vetting. 
, 

These proposals have been developed by the USDA, FDA, and CDC and explained to 
OMB. OSTP has ,also been involved in their development. 

We have not consulted with consumer groups, but it seems likely they would strongly 
support the initiative. The groups have called us to support the idea that there be some new 
initiative, and to complain in general about user fees. It seems likely we will get significant flack 
for the user fees from Congress and consumer groups, especially if we have no new initiative. 



EQUAL PAY 


Policy Rational'and Cost: Current!y. American women earn about 75 cents for every 
dollar men earn. In the past, the Administration has announced a package of initiatives 
on equal pay, including endorsing legislation to strengthen enforcement of wage 
discrimination, This proposal suggests further steps the Administration can take 
(without legislation) in the EEOC and Department of Labor on thiS important issue. 
The measure includes: an education program for employees: new outreach to 

businesses to provide information on current law and offer technical assistance; and 
upgrading training for EEOC employees and resources for increases in enforcement 
capabilities, As a result of the initiative, EEOC states it will reach over 10 million 
workers through public service announcements and reach over 3000 small, medium, 
and large employers by providing technical assistance. The Department of Labor 
(Office of Pederal Contract Compliance Programs) also seeks funding for a related 
Women In Non-Traditional Occupations Initiative. which will identify best practices, 
emphasize anti~discrimination and anti-harassment activities. and explore incentives to 
improve access for women into glass ceiling and nontraditional opportunities such as 
conSllUctihn, technology, and manufacturing. (Cost: $17.3 million for EEOC and 
$10.4 million for DOL .. $6.8 million for DOL's non-traditional occupations and $3.8 
million fot, DOL equal pay outreach and compliance reviews). 

Ullcertaillty: EEOC did not receive any of the $17.3 million in their passback for 
this ~nitiative. but they ar!! appealing the entire amount. OMB did not fund this 
because they stated they prefer that EEOC continue to work on reducing its backlog, 
but OMB staff seems open to some funding for this initiative. DOL received only 
$383,000 out of the $6.8 million requested in a Women in Non-Tmditiorutl 
Occupations Initiative. OFCCP also requested $3.81 million in their base for the equal 
pay compliance reviews and outreach, bUl did not receive any of this request. DOL is 
currently not appealing any of the $10.4 million. 

Vetting: The agencies produced the equal pay proposal at our request. The issue is 
one of the~mos( important to Americans. and the proposal (while small) would certainly 
be greeted positively by groups active in the area. OMB implied to EEOC that they had 
to make a choice between reducing the backlog and undertaking this effort, We think 
both the equal pay measure and reducing the backlog are worthy of support. 



DRAFT: CHILDREN AND FAMILIES 
USES OF FUNDS FOR FY 2000 BUDGET 

(Dollars in Billions) 

DISCRETIONARY Request OMB HHSIDOLIDOJ WII COMMENTS 
Passbllck Appeal Priorities 

FY 2000 FY 2000 FY 2000 FY 2000 

Child Care Quality 0.IH2 0.182 FY99 advance 

appropriated 

Head Start** 4.997 4.997 +0.398 .. Participation goal 
dilemma 

FMLA/Paid Leave 0,0 0.0 0.0 0.010 linportnnt next 

Research Fund (DOL) step 

Abortion Safety 0,0 0.0 0.0 0.045 High priority 

Abuse and Neglect 
Court Reform I 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.005 FLOTUS priority 

, 
Transitional Living, 0,015 0.020 -0.005 OMS level FLOTUS priority 

**Sec attached one-pager for discussion. 

MANDATORY Request OMB I1I1S WII COMMENTS 
Passback Appeal Priorities 

FY 2000-04 FY 2000-04 FY 2000-04 FY 2000·04 

CCDBG (Subsidies 10.5 	 Replace:. FY99 

and Inrant Fund)* 	 Subsidies und 

Early Learning 
Fund 

Independent Living 0.175 0.175 	 High priority 
, 	 ~'7IV-E Extension for' 0.0 0.0 OMB holding 

Foster Youth In its base(:>

"'For child cure mandatory items, HHS made no specific FY 2000 request and OMI3 mnde no specific passbuck; 

. presumed rcquestlcvcl for FY 2000 is taken from FY 1999 budget. 



ABORTION SAFETY 


I. Description of Policy. This proposal would provide additional security for abortion clinics in 
the wake of escalating violence against clinics and providers. As you know, this builds on the 
Justice Department's National Task Force announced on November 9 that creates a central 
location for information related to clinic violence and that provides training to federal, state and 
local law enforcement personnel. While the Task Force is already providing valuable support to 
communities affected by clinic violence, a key missing piece is funds for security at clinics. Under 
this proposal, Justice would give grants to conduct security assessments, purchase hardware, and 
provide additional U.S. Marshall support for clinics at risk. 

I 
2. Cost. $4.5 million in FY 2000. 

3. Status and Unresolved Issues. DPC has developed this proposal with 001. It has been 
vetted by and has the strong support of outside groups, including Planned Parenthood, the 
Feminist Majority, and the National Abortion Federation. OMS has seen this proposal, but has 
not signed off on jt. 



Reform and Automation of Abuse and Neglect Courts 

Policy. The purpose of this effort is to provide enhanced support to abuse and neglect courts in 
order to better serve children in our public child welfare system. The 1997 Adoption and Safe 
Families Act (AS FA) shortened timeframes for judicial decision-making and permanency planning 
for children in foster care, adding to caseload pressures already felt by abuse and neglect court 
systems throughout the country. This initiative would help alleviate this burden by providing 
0ID1petitive ~rang; to state and local abuse and neglect courts for the development of 
computerized case-tracking systems to better monitor and expedite the permanency.plans of the 
children served by the courts. In addition, the initiative will enhance judicial training and 
disseminate "best ·practice" standards for attorneys practicing in the abuse and neglect courts. 
The DOJ would administer the court automation initiative, while HHS would administer the 
training and technical assistance effort. The model dependency court work done at the 
Department of Justice and current work underway to implement the ASF A has set the stage for 
increased support· for court data systems development to ensure that children do not fall through 
the cracks of unreliable data systems. Senators Rockefeller and DeWine introduced a bill at the 
end of the 105th Congress that included these two pieces. 

Cost. Total of$5 million in FY 2000 discretionary funding: (1) $4 million for OJJDP to otTer• 
competitive grants for abuse and neglect courts to automate case-tracking systems, and (2) a 
million to HHS for judicial training and for dissemination of"best practice" standards for 
attorneys practicing in the abuse and neglect courts. The funding level would be maintained over 
five years, in order that multi-year automation grants be awarded. 

Objections and Status. DPC has only had preliminary discussions with HHS and DOJ; HHS and 
DO] staff believe that support for courts is critical for the ASFA to be successful, but both 
agencies are likely object to this increase if it replaces other funding priorities. 



I 
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Head Start Expansion 

Policy and Cost., The purpose of our Head Start expansion policy is to reach the President's goal 
of serving I million children with Head Start services by the year 2002. The 1999 reauthorization 
of Head Start made that goal more expensive to accomplish because it increased significantly the 
percentage of expansion dollars (new money in the program) that must be targeted to quality, 
rather than to serving more children. Before the reauthorization, twenty-five percent of expansion 
dollars were targeted to quality; under current law, the quality percentage rises sharply but phases 
down over time -- 50 percent in FY 2000, 47.5 percent in FY 2001, and 35 percent in FY 2002. 
Another factor making it difficult to meet our goal is the gradual expansion of Early Head Start, 
which carries a more expensive per-child cost. OMS and HHS also disagree about the per-child 
cost of Head Start services. 

Our FY99 budget' (before the reauthorization) assumed the creation of 44,000 new slots in FYOO, 
for a total enrollment of910,000. OMS advises that adding 44,000 slots in FYOO under current 
law requires a funaing level of$5.266 billion. Due to lower than projected participation rates in 
1997 and 1998, however, adding 44,000 new slots brings the program to only 881,000 and would 
require $5.8 billion over the five-year guidance levels to achieve our goal. Reaching 910,000 slots 
in FYOO, as assulT!ed in the FY99 budget, would require over 70,000 new slots in FYOO, costing 
$6.6 billion over the five year guidance level to reach our goal. 

OMS estimates that its FYOO Head Start guidance level -- $4,997 billion -- will allow the program 
to add about 20,000 in FYOO, for a total enrollment of 857,000. Under this scenario, reaching the 
1 million by 2002 would require adding 71,000 new slots in each ofFYS 2001 and 2002, which, 
OMS calculates, would cost roughly $5.3 billion over the five year guidance levels. HHS' 
amended request (after the reauthorization) and appeal for Head Start for FYOO is $5,395 billion, 
with which they propose to create 54,000 new slots for a total of 892,000 slots in 2000. 

Objections and Status. OMB anticipates that the discussion of the FYOO and out-year Head 
Start funding levels will take place during Shalala's meeting with Lew. The options to be 
considered will be (I) commit to the goal and invest the dollars necessary to reach it; (2) commit 
to reaching 1 million children but over a longer time, e.g. by 2004; (3) walk away from our goal. 
The ope should atlinn that we must determine and commit to a path to reach the 1 million 
participation goal,:perhaps over a longer period. '. Y~5 



FMLA and Paid Leave Research and Evaluation Fund 

Policy. The purpose of creating an FMLNPaid Leave Research and Evaluation Fund is to 
strengthen the foundation for innovation in the States toward providing paid p~rentalleave 
benefits for lower~income American workers. Today, a few states are providing these benefits 
and several states are exploring strategies to do so. However, many unanswered questions 
remain. This fund would serve to (1) explore how best to structure paid leave delivery systems; 
(2) evaluate current state systems; and (3) support state efforts to design or explore paid leave , 
systems, e.g. through a state paid leave commission. In addition, this fund would provide needed 
resources to update the data in the 1995 national FMLA Commission·leave study, to answer 
important questioris such as how many Americans have benefited from the FMLA since its 

I 
enactment. ' , 


I 


Cost. The cost of this FMLA and Paid Leave Research and Evaluation Fund is $10 millio.!!..for 
FY 2000; it woul~ be administered by the Department of Labor. -

I , 
Objections and Status. The DPC has engaged in discussions primarily with the Department of 
Labor to explore anumber of paid leave policy options -- including a federal system of providing 
benefits, a demonstration fund, and research and evaluation efforts -- and has determined with 
DOL input that a tesearch fund is a necessary foundation for either of the other more ambitious 
options. While OMB has been involved in broader discussions of paid leave, we have not , . 
discussed the research fund with them. 

I 



. DRAFT: HEALTH CARE 

USES OF FUNDS FOR THE FY 2000 BUDGET 


{Dollars in bimons. fiscal yeaf$) 

..DISCRETIONARY" , , 'Requests . OMS HHS WH . 
Passback Appeal Priorities 

2000 2000 2000 2000. 

B!oterrorlsm 
Superbug 
AoA Caregiver Program 
Nursing Home Quality 
Medicare LTC Education 
AIDS: Ryan White 
AiDS: cae lnitiative 
Race & Health 
Mental Health 
Asthma {only EPA funds) 
Medicaid de-institut grant 
Rural emergency servk;es 
FDA, Food Safety 
Native Americans 
Ctli!dreo's GME , 
DoD Cancer, oS1eoporo$is. 
Biomedical Research 

I 

TOTAL' i 

0.310 
0.020 
0.150 
0.100 
0.025 
0.100 
0.100 
o.oao 
0.100 
0.025 
0.050 
0.050 
0.5S0 
0.500 
0.150 

0.500 

2.670· . 

0.152 
0.000 
0.010 
0.035 
0.000 
0.072 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.121 
0.175 
0.000 

0.049 

. 0,620 

+ 0.218 

... 0.140 
+0.Q13 

+ 0.050 
+ 0,103 
+0,116 
+0.050 
+ 0.038 

+ 0.263 
+ 0,205 

+ 1.500 

+ 2.696· 

+ 0.090 
+ 0.010 
+ 0.140 
+ 0.100 
+ 0.025 
+ 0.050 
+ 0.050 
+ 0,050 
+ 0.100 
+0.025 

+ OJ)25 
+ 0.050 

+ 0.040 

+ 0.755· 

MANDATORY Requests OMB Addl~on$l 
} Passback Priorities 

2000"()4 2000-<)4 2000.04 

Jefford$~Kennedy 

Medicare Buy-In 
Cancer Clinical Trials 
Medicaid disability oPilon 
Medicaid for Foster Kids 
Lega! Immigrant Kjd~ 
CHIP Territories 
OMB l('JW..lncome Reforms 
Kids' Outreach 

TOTAL 

1.200 
1.100 
0.150 
0,110 
0,050 
0.100 
0.100 
0.000 
0.000 

4,010 

1.200 
0.000 
0.000 
0.110 
0.050 
0.100 
0.100 
0.000 
0.000 

1.560 

+ 1,700 
+ 0,750 

'+ 2.450 

COMMENTS 

High priority 
High priority 
Needed for LTC init1ative 
GAO investigation underwayl need $ 
Needed for LTC initiative 
OMS funding only minimum 
Needed for cae 
High priority 
VP priority 
Funded through EPA/maybe Medicaid 
other disability policies Should be enough 
POTUS interest/possible mandatory 
Need $50 m for food safety 
Probably OK 
FlOTUS priority 
want $200 mdlion Qr DoD increase 
Problem that won'1 go WHay 

POTUS inlerO$t 
VP priority 
Important to disability community 
FLOTUS priority 
Last ~ars proposal 
,.. 
Depending on baseline, budget neutral 

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

1217198 



. DRAFT: HEALTH CARE 

SOURCES OF FUNDS: FY 2000 BUDGET OPTIONS 


OMBLIST 

2000 5 Yaars 

COMMENTS 

Somewhat controversial
SOmewhat eontroverSia.' 
Can only have 1 Lab policy (see below) 
Very controversial 
Very oontroversiaVcontrary to disability inlt 
Very controversial 

Contrary 10 fraud e.fforts 
Dropped from Omnibus; very controversial 
Vlable but controvers;a!/ should lower amt 
Not good policy 
Ahead of Commission! not for this year 

For Discretionary Programs 
ORa Payments , 

" "'" .Siog16' Fee"for' $-urg'~ry"~' " 

Lab Fees 

Hospice Double Payment 

Reducing Prosthetics & Orthotics 

Reducing En!erat Nutrients 

Subtotal 

MIPf Flatlining Fraud ." 

Sad Debt Payment Reductions 

Hospital Update Reductkfn 

OSH Reduction or Medicaid Admin .~ 


fME refOrm .... 

Subtotal 

TOTAL 

0.084 
0:f40 
0.030 
0.060 
0.090 
0.030 
0.434 

0.090 
0.100 
0.250 
0.150 
0.300 
0.950 

1.384 

0.420 
o:ioo 
0.190 
0.360 
0.470 
0.150 
2.35D 

0.990 
1.490 
4.600 
1.770 
2.000 
10.850 

13.200 

. 
For Mandatory Programs 

Cost Allocation ! 
With TANF Prohlbltion 0.295 1.900 :Very controversiaJlbad policy 
Without TANF Prohibition 0.050 ' ..000 :8atter but still difficult 

Last Year's Program Integrity 2,300 :OK 
20% Lab Coinsurance for lower prevent copays 0.300' Ahead of Commission/one 1 Lab policy 
Medicaid Generics , 0.100 Slightly controversial 
Technical Fix to Medicare SGR (physicians) 0.300 OK 

TOTAL 5.900 

.. OMS may drop on itt own, 

1217196 




, . 
MANDATORY HEALTH PROGRAMS IN THE FY 2000 BUDGET 

, Jeffords-Kennedy Work Incentives Improvement Act. (New WH initiative; Congressional 
proposal) Th~ unemployment rate among the 30 million working-age adults with disabilities 
continues to be much higher than that of the general population -- close to 75 percent for people 
with significant disabilities. This proposal would enable people with disabilities to go back to 

/

work by providing an option to buy into Medicaid and Medicare, and includes other pro-work 
initiatives. This initiative is strongly supported by the disability community; it is their number one 
priority for the next Congress and has broad bipartisan support in Congress and in the states. 

!&.st. Original estimate: $1.2 billion over 5 years 

l..s..su..c.s. Since the Congress and disability community know this bill's costs, this funding level will 
cause great concern -- especially with the AIDS groups who primarily benefit from the 
demonstrations which were cut. 

OMB passback: $1.05 billion over 5 years; WHNeed: + $150 million 

Medicare buy-in. (WH initiative included in last year's budget) Americans ages 55 to 65 have a 
greater risk of becoming sick; have a weakened connection to work-based health insurance; and 
face high premiums in the individual insurance market. This initiative allows (a) people ages 62 to 
65 to buy into Medicaid; (b) displaced workers ages 55 to 65 to buy into Medicare; and (c) 
extends COBRA. for retirees whose employers drop their health coverage. The President 
expressed interfst in keeping this policy in the budget. 

~. ffiIS pn~liminary estimate: $1.7 billion over 5 years 
,, 

.l.s..su..ts.. Ol\.1B and ffiIS do not support since they believe that it uses scarce offsets and is not 
politically viable prior to the Medicare Commission's report. They have also raised a concern 
about implementation in 2000 due to Y2K. 

Response: The President feels strongly that we keep this proposal in the budget. He rightly 
recognizes that recent data continue to underscore the severity of this problem. Since the . . 
Commission is not addressing this issue at all, its inclusion in the budget is hardly getting ahead of 
the Commissiori. Moreover, it is one of the few coverage expansion initiatives being proposed 
and would be noticed if not included. Senators Daschle and Moynihan as well as Congressman 
Gephardt are in'tending to introduce this legislation at the beginning of the next Congress. We, 
are looking into the Y2K issue, but believe that this may be overstated. 

OMB passback: $1.6 billion over 5 years; WH Need: Start in 2000 

http:l.s..su..ts


Medicare cancer clinical trials demonstration. (\VH initiative included in last year's budget) ,
Americans over the age of6S make up halfof all cancer patients, and are 10 times more likely to 
get cancer than younger Americans. This proposed three-year demonstration would cover the 
patient--care c?sts associated with certain higi1..quality clinical trials. This policy is strongly 
supported by the Vice President's office. 

~. $750 million over 3 years (capped mandatory program, separate from the Trust Fund) 

~. This policy is not supported by OMB because of concerns about singling out a specific 
disease group and the belief that it substitutes for existing spending. HHS has not indicated that 
this is a high priority. They have also raised a concern about implementation in 2000. 

Reswnse, As therapies and the possibility of a cure progress, there i,s growing support for 
covering the costs ofclinical trials by both Medicare and private insurance (a provision was 
included in the:Dingell·Ganske bill). This policy is a capped demonstration that offers the 
opporunity to determine the feasibility and advisability ofcovering clinical trials generally. This is 
a top priority of the Vice President and aU the cancer advocacy groups. We disagree that there is 
a Y2K probleni for this proposal. 

OMB passback: $750 million for 2001-03; WH Need: Start in 2000" Not in HHS 
submission. 

Medicaid disability equity option. (New IDfS initiative) Historically, Medicaid policy and , 
practice has inadvertently discriminated against community-based people with disabilities by only 
allowing states to expand eligibility to residents in nursing homes. To help reduce this 
"institutional bias", this policy would provide a parallel option for covering community-based as 
weU as nurSing home residents WJth income up to 300 percent of the SSI limits. This pohcy was 
recommended by HHS and is supported by OMB, DPe and I\"EC" It is needed because some in 
the disability community believe that we need to focus on this issue as wen as the "retum to 
worki! agenda, 

~" IDfS estimate: $110 million over 5 years 

illw:Ji. None 

OMB passback: $1 10 million over 5 years; WH Need: SO 

Medicaid for foster care children. (New First Lady's office initiative) Children who grow up 
in foster care arrangements often are less prepared for the challenges ofadulthood~ their rates of 
unemployment aQd lack of insurance are much higher than average. This policy allows states to 
continue Medicaid coverage for foster care children who turn t8 and lose Medicaid eligibility 
(extended through age 23). This policy is supported by IDfS, OMB, DPC and NEe 

, 



'. 

Wl.\1, HHS estimate: $50 million over 5 years 

liliU!a: OMB passback: $50 million over 5 years; WH Need: $0 

Medicaid and CHIP eligibility fOT legal immigrant children. (OMB initiative included in last 
year's budget) A part ofwelfare reform that ti,e Administration opposed was its treatment oflegal 
immigrants ~- p~rticularly children. It banned legal immigrant children who enter the country after 
8/22/96 from b~ing eligible for Medicaid and the Children's Health lnsurance Program (CHIP), 
This policy wOl!ld lift this ban, allowing qualified immigrant children to receive the important 
health care offered by Medicaid and CHIP, This policy is supported by all agencies., 

Wl.\1. HHS estimate: 5230 million over 5 years 

lli=. None, 

OMB passback: 5230 million over 5 years; 'WH Need: SO 

Medicaid Asthma Initiative. (OMB initiative in response to HHS initiative). Over the past 15 
years, the number of children afflicted with asthma has doubled to total about 6 million, HHS's 
initiative (described in the discretionary program list) includes grants through the PubUc Health 
Service, OMB has proposed that HHS provide competitive start-up grants for states to develop 
disease management programs through Medicaid. This both finks the funding with the Medicaid 
providers who most often see these children and takes some ofthe pressure off of the 
discretionary budget, 

Wl.\1. OMB estima,e: S50 million in 2000 

lli=, Since this proposal was only developed on December 9, we have not yet gotten HHS's & 
other WH office~' input We believe that it makes policy sense but aren't sure of the politics, 

OMB passback: $50 million 2000; WH Need: $0 

, 
Medicare Rural Hospital Initiative. People residing in rural areas continue to face barriers to 
access to health care. HHS submitted an initiative to improve rural emergency systems (described 
in the discretionary program list). However, because of the problems on the discretionary side of 
the budget; OMB recommended that we consider mandatory Medicare options, This option 
would provide grants to rural hospitals to become Critical Access Hospitals (CAH). CAHs are 
small, limited service hospitals with 15 or fewer ~s that treat uncomplicated cases like simple 
pneumonia. Such hospitals get special reimbursement from Medicare. This improves local access 
to needed health :care services: The President and Chief of Staffhave expressed interest in rural 



health, as have ,Senator Daschle and many other members of Congress. 

Dill. WH estimate: $50 million in 2000 [note: mix ofgrants and Medicare payments; may have 
more than a one-year cost] 

~. This has not yet been vetted by OMB and HHS -- although OMB has indicated it would 
be sympathetic,to a Medicare~based approach, This could raise issues With the Medicare 
Commission which has discussed rural subsidies. 

OMB passback: $0 million; WH Need: $50 million in 2000 , 

CHIP funding for territories, (OMB initiative included in last year's budget) When the 
Children's Health Insurance Program (CHIP) was created in 1997, the Congress rejected the 
share of the total $24 billion that the Administration recommended for the territories. Part of this 
funding was restored in the CHIP technical' amendment passed in 1997. This policy would 
restore the remalnder ofthe allotments to the territories that we originally proposed, This policy 
is supported by:an agencies. 

Dill: HHS estimate: $144 million over; years, 

~:None. 

OMS passbaok: $144 million over 5 years; WH Need: SO 

"Qualified Individuals" Medicare beneficiaries' premium support reforms. (New WH 
initiative) One of the PresidenCs priorities in the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 was an expansion 
of premium assistance for low~income beneficiaries. Because the Repuhlicans insisted that (a) it 
be capped; and (b) it fund only the part of the premium associated with the home health transfer 
for beneficiaries'with incomes between 13S and 170 percent of poverty, this program has been 
difficult to implement This proposal would make this assistance more meaningful by increasing it 
to 50 percent of the premium for beneficiaries with incomes up to 150 percent ofpoverty. 

Dill. Depends on final Medicaid baseline (know by 12/14); hoping it is budget neutral 

~. This policy i. supported by all agencies, but support may chanse ifit is not budget neutral. 
States and aging advocates would be for this initiative. 

~. This is pending the cost estimates. 

- . 
Children~s health outreach, (Modified WH initiative) Covering up to 5 million uninsured 
children is one of the President's major health priQrities. Although impiementation of the new 



Children's Health Insurance Program (CHIP) will go a long way towards this goal, at least 4 
minion urunsured children are eligible for Medicaid today, This policy allows states to use up to 3 
percent oftheir CHIP allotment for specific outreach activities. 

Qill, HHS estimate: $0 

~; Because childrenls health outreach is a priority for both the President and First Lady, the 
absence of an outreach policy in the budget would be noted. However. last year's initiative -~ that 
included Medicaid presumptive eligibility in sites like schools and child care centers and the use of 
a special TANF fund for outreach -- Cost $900 million and were nol widely supported, OMB and 
HHS support this approach, 

OMB passback: $0 million over 5 years; WH Need: $0 

Small business' purchasing coalitions. (Modified WH initiative) Over a quarter of workers in 
firms with fewer than 10 employees lack health insurance ~ almost twice the nationwide average. 
The White House initiative encourages the development of purchasing groups modeled on 
FEHBP by providing a temporary tax provision for private foundations that want to fund the 
startMup costs of qualified small business coalitions and havIng the Office of Personnel 
Management provide technical aSSIstance, It also provides tax credits to employers who purchase 
health insurance for their employees lhrough qualified small business purchasing coalitions, Only 
employers who ,did not previously otTer coverage qualify for the credit of up to 10 percent of the 
employer contri~ution. OMS has included a mandatory grant program in its passback •• identical 
to lhat included, in last year's budget 

Qill, Treasury: $44 million over 5 years; OMB: $100 million over 5 years 

~. The grant option has been included in the President's budget for the last several years but 
has not been seriously considered by Congress, DPe and NEC have concluded that the granl 
proposal is a non-starter and that the only viable option is the tax incentive option. Treasury , 
remains skeptical about the benefits of the \VH tax incentive option and worries that it opens a 
loophole for prqfit-seeking insurers to qualifY for preferential tax treatment. 

Response. The:President -- and Secretary Rubin - have historically supported the concept of 
purchasing coalitions. Shifting the funding to a public-private partnership model could be more 
eife<:tive at generating support. Also, since the Republicans are likely to introduce a much more 
problematic version in 1999, it might be good to have an alternative. Treasury's preiirninal)' 
estimates suggest that up to 1 million previously uninsured workers and family members could 
become covered as a result of this initiative, rrns generally supports the tax incentive option. 

OMB passback: S100 million over 5 years; WH Need: $44 million on tax side, 



\Velfare-to-Work Reauthorization 

In 1997, the President insisted that the Balanced Budget Act provide $1.5 billion a year in FY 1998 and 
FY 1999 for states and local communities to help move long-term welfare recipients in high poverty 
areas into jobs and heJp them succeed in the work force" In order to ensure the success ofwelfare 
refonn for individuals who face the greatest challenges, we propose to reauthorize the Welfare·to~Work 
program in FY 2000, with several program modifications including a stronger focus on increasing the 
employment of low income fathers so they can better meet their responsibilities to their children, Given 
current funding ccinst~..~:ts. we ~ecommend reauthorizing the program at $1 bittion for FY 2000, 

Continuing to Help Those with the Greate't Challenges Get and Keep Jobs 

The Welfare-ta-Work program funds job creation, job placement and job retention efforts such as wage 
subsidies and other critical post~mployment support services. The program targets welfare recipients 
with the greatest challenges to employment ~~ long tenn recipients with poor work h.istories., low basic 
skills, or substance abuse problems. The program also serves noncustodial parents with barriers to 
employment who:s~ children are long term welfare recipients. 

Currently> about 7~ percent of the Welfare~to-Work funds are allocated to states on a formula basis. 
which in turn must pass 85 percent of these funds to local Private industry Councils or Workforce 
Boards. The remaining 25 percent of the funds are awarded on a competitive basis by the Department 
ofLabor to support innovative welfare to work projects at a variety of private and public organizations. 

In this reauthorization, we propose to retain the program's strong focus on those most in need by 
retaining the bask individual eligibility criteria, with some modifications. \Ve propose to further target 
funds on areas of need by 1) conunitting the Administration to focus competitive grant funds on special 
high priority needs, ~including individua1s with substance abuse problems. low literacyJbaslc skills, andlor 
disabilities; 2) doubling the funds set aside for Native American tribes; and 3) requiring at least 20 
percent of formula funds to be used to help fathers get and keep employment and become financially 
responsible for their children. , 

Stronger Focus on Fathers 

B~ause it is criticaIly important that both parents contribute to the support oftheir children, this 
Administration has launched unprecedented and sustained child support campaign and in 1997 we 
collected a record $ J3.4 billion in child support, a 68 percent increase since 1992. While every father 
has a moral obligation to support their children, some need help getting a job and succeeding in the 
workforce in order t'o do so. Already! many states are using some oftheir Welfare-ta-Work funds to 
heJp fathers of child\en on welfare get jobs. Now, we propose to ensure every state help committed 
fathers fulfill their obligations to their children. Under this proposal, states will provide job piacement 
and job retention assistance to low income fathers who sign personal responsibility contracts committing 
them to work and pay child support. States shall commit at least 20 percent of their fonnula funds 
(.bout $150 million a year) to helping low income fathers get and keep jobs and ensuring they support 
their families. States that wish to devote more of their formula funds to this population may do 80. 



E~pansioD ofthe DeIC to Provide Benefits to Stay-ai-Home Parents , . 
Policy: We propose to extend the benefits ofour Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit (CDCTC) 
(as we proposed to change it last year) to stay*atwhorne parents with young children, by assuming 
minimum child-care expenses of $600 per year 

The CDCTC is equal to a percentage ofthe taxpayer's employment-retated expenditures for child 
or dependent care, with the amount of the credit depending on the taxpayer1s income, The 
CDCTC proposal we advanced last year would increase the credit from its current rate of3001o to 
50'10 for those With incomes under 530,000, and gradually phase it down to 20% at $59,000 of 
income. This proposal, which only provides a credit to families with actual child care expenses, 
costs $4.5 biUioh over five years, under current economic assumptions. (This is actually $.3 
billion less than 'rreasury's estimate last year, which was $4.8 billion.) 

This year, we propose to build on the CDCTC proposal we put forward by allov.ing all families, 
including those where one parent does not work, with a chlld under the age oftwo to have 
assumed expenses of $600 per year per child. Under this proposal, the maximum allowable 
expenses for those with actual child care costs would increase from $2,400 to $3,000 for one 
child and $4,800 to $6,000 for two children. The maximum benefit for a stay-at-home family with 
one child under one would be $300. 

. , 
Cost: The cost of, this proposal and our CDCTC proposal is S6.1 billion. However, it only 
requires $.8 billion in new dollars because Treasury now estimates that the CDCTC proposal we 
put forward last year is $.3 billion less than they had previously estimated, and we are replacing 
the business tax credit, which is $.5 billion, with this proposal, 

Unresolved Issues and Concerns: The child care and women's conununity is supportive of 
advancing a proposal that benefits families in which one parent stays at home, but oppose doing 
so at the expense of the CDCTC proposal we put forward last year. Therefore. they strongly 
urge that any benefits targeted towards stay~at~home families must be on top orIast year's 
proposal. 

Status: We have worked closely with the Treasury Department to develop this proposal. While 
they have raised concerns regarding the merits of proposals to h,elp parents who stay at home, 
thcy are generally supportive of this proposal. 



, CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT 


Policy and Co.t. We propose to expand the Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG) 
at a cost of $10.5 billion over 5 years, and to rnaintaln the structure that we proposed last year to 
devote $75 billion to expand subsidies and $3 billion to support early childhood education and child 
care quality. This will maintain last year's level ofcommitment to new mandatory dollars for child 
care subsidies and, quality" 

We \\·m more affirmatively package the overall investment as an increase in tbe block grant, with a 
portion reservedlfor community-based child care improvements, With the additional $7,5 billion over 
five years for chi,ld care subsidies (assuming the 80/20 match advanced last year), one million more 
children will be served, for a total of 2.25 million children in 2004, The $3 billion will go to 
communities to support early childhood education, home visiting and parent education, and child care 
quality improvements for infants and toddlers. 

, . 
Unresolved Issues and Objections. Our goal is to maintain our commitment to the significant child 
care initiative t'hat the President put forward last year, while repackaging the proposal as a 
commitment to increasing the block grant for both subsidies and quality child care. rather than as a 
new separate pr~gram for early learning. 

It is clear that our proposal will be judged by the advocacy community primarily on the funding level, 
so that it is important not to lower our commitment below $10.5 in mandatory funds. 

We believe that we need to maintain a strong commitment to child care quality and early childh.ood 
education. Many advocates, as well as some Member of Congress such as Senators Kerrey and 
Kennedy, have ~slmilarJy argued- that we should not retreat from the early learning fund, As you 
know, we had floated the idea ofcollapsing the early learning fund and building on the existing set~ 
aside in CCDBG for infants and toddlers. While the advocates are somewhat open to altering our 
proposal given the difficulty of obtaining authorization for a new program, most see using the set
aside as an endgame and view our best starting position as a commitment to last year's proposal. In 
addition, given that the infant and toddler set~llSide is currently only $50 million, it would be difficult 
to imagine raising it to $600 minion per year and would therefore most likely endanger the funding 
,level for early learning. Finally. some advocates strongly support targeting any new quaHty dollars 
to conununities, rather than to states. a goal that wiil be difficult to meet ifwe Duild on the existing 
set~aside. Therefore. we propose to maintain our commitment to the balance between subsidies and 
quality advanced last year, because, regardless of its prospects for passage, it is considered the best 
starting point to 

l 
congressional negotiations and addresses the growing need to target dollars to the 

community lev~l. 

Status. HHS and NEC continue to support maintaining the Early Learning Fund. \Ve have not had 
extensive discussions yet with OMB. , 



CHILD WELFARE: CHILDREN AGING OUT OF FOSTER CARE 


Policy and Cost. We recommend advancing several proposals to assist young people who "'age 
out" of the foster cafe system, i,e, who enter the foster care due to abuse and neglect, are unable 
to return to their birth families, and do not find permanency with an adoptive family, Federal 
financial support to them ends just at the time they are making the critical transition to adulthood. 
First, we propose to significantly increase the Independent Living program, the main federal 
program that ass,ists this population, Working essentially as a block grant to states and 
administered by HHS. the program provides services to support these young people as they earn a 
high school diploma; receive vocational training and education; and learn daily living skills such as 
budgeting, career planning. and securing housing and employment The Independent Living 
program has not1been increased since 1992~ increasing this mandatory program by 50 percent, as 
we propose, \\'ill cost $'175 million over five years, 

Second, we propose to increase the Transitional Living program, a discretionary program 
administered by HH.S which provides funds to local community-based organizations for residential 
care, life skills training, and other support services to homeless adoJescents, ages 16~2L Unlike 
the Independent~Living program, this program is able to fund housing, We propose to increase 
the program by $5 million in FY 2000, up from $15 million in FY 1999. 

Third, we propose to ensure Medicaid coverage for this popUlation up to age 24 (see DPe Health 
Team memo), for an estimated cost 0[$50 million over four years. Finally"we propose to extend 
IV-E eligibility for federal maintenance payments beyond age 18 for certain purposes, for a cost 
of approximately $50 miliion over five years, 

Objections. HHS and OMB have been extremely receptive to advancing a multi~faceted 
proposal in this ,area, The child welfare advocacy community is also highly supportive, 

Cost Overview: and Status. 
, 

(1) 	 Independent Living program (Mandatory) -- $175 million over five years to increase the 
program by 50 percent. HHS requested this increase and OMB included it in its passback. 

(2) 	 Transitional Living Program (Discretionary) -- $5 million increase over FY 1999 for a 
total of$20 million. HHS did not include this in its request, but OMB included it in its 
passback. 

(3) 	 Medicaid coverage (Mandatory) -- $50 million over five years. HHS did not include this 
in its request~ O~1B included in its passback., 

(4) 	 IV-E E1.igibility Extension (Mandatory) -- $50 million over four years. HHS did not 
request; ~MB planning to include in a l~ter passback. 



Green Bonds 

Policy: These bonds would encourage actions that recognize the relationship between land 
conservation and development. Green infrastructure projects would create environmental ' 
amenities in urban, suburban, and rural areas which would encourage long-tenn economic 
investment including those aimed at creating jobs, restoring environmental quality, and providing 
an attractive and functional setting for urban revitalization. This proposal would create a new 
financing mech?rusm -- green bonds ~~ to raise funds to finance environment-related public 
projects. Like qualified zone academy bonds (QZABs), this program would .llow st.te and local 
governments to issue zero interest bonds to lenders who could claim a tax credit for the life of the 
bond in tieu ofinterest. The issue makes no principal or interest payments on the bond until 
maturity (13 yws) The overall program would be capped at $200 million annually over five 
years, 

To be eligible for this support, lhe local community would have to raise the bulk of lhe financing, 
at least 55% (upresotved issuel The fifty largest cities. in partnership with appropriate 
stakeholder interests, governments. and organizations. would apply directly to EPA (& Interior ~~ 
open issue), for their credit subsidy, This MIl insure that these large cities, particularly those with 
many environmentally impaired neighborhoods, will receive adequate attention and appropriate 
treatment in th~ process of allocating the subsidies. A portion of the credit subsidies could be 
allocated and administered by the states among their local communities. The states would need to 
have plans to ensure that funding is allocated by the relevant state authorities according to need 
and also accor4ing to evidence that the interest rate subsidy is being used to support 
environmental improvement projects, The subsidies will be distributed among participating states 
and municipalities on a population-based formula. 

The green bonding proposal would encompass both public, governmental activities and private 
activities that promise public benefits. The virtue of a mechanism that encompasses both actjvities 
is largely one of efficiency and efficacy, For example, the cost to a developer of adding an 
environmental amenity with significant public benefits (e.g. extra pollution control features) may 
be far less than if a government entity had to implement the same measure independently, 
Similarly. incentives to accelerate the timing of private activity (e,g. more accessible compliance 
with the soot and smog rules) also may create public benefits (room for new development while 
auaining air goals) that governmental entities otherwise eould not promote. 

To, aUow greater flexibility to localities in electing between private or public approaches to the 
same "green infrastructureI'. public entities would be permitted to use the new bonding authority 
to capitalize revolving funds that in tum could be used by private entities meeting the qualified use 
definitions. This would probably ease the understandably daunting enforcement burden identified 
by the Internal Revenue Service, In addition. projects would be certified in compliance by a state 
environmental agency. 

There would be a menu of projects that would be eligible for assistance. In each category. the 
QZAB model would work for the public activitIes (same approach as school construction), and 
private activities (same approach as school construction except funds would capitalize a local 
revolving fundi,available to privale entities): . 



• Open Space (Including Fannlands and Wetlands) -- Activities to be eligible here should 
include the fo1l6wing: 1) Governmental acquisition or revitalization of open space or parks, 2) 
Private or nongovernmental acquisition of conservation or preservation easements; 

, 
" Water Pollution -- Activities to be eligible here should include the following: l)Goverrunent~ 
initiated passive infrastructure to control polluted runoff (i,e. not capital-intensive treatment 
plants funded under other mechanisms). 2) Enhancements to private development projects that 
add significant polluted runoff control features. 3) Public purchase of water pollution 
reductions from sources not captured by regulation (e.g, small businesses and fal111ers); 

• Brownfield Redevelopment; 

• More Accessible Smog and Soot and Carbon Reductions ~- Activities to be eligible here 
should include the following: Accelerated soot, smog. or carbon reductions by regulated 
entities. or reductions above the price-per-ton cap established in EPA's implementation plan. 

C""t: $200 miilion annually. $1 billion over five years., 
Issues: 1. Wh9 would allocate? 2. How much local match? What is targeting? 

Vetting: NEC; EPA, CEQ, OVP, OFL sUpp<>rt doing something like this, Treasury opp<>sed. 
OMB has not indicated a view, In general conversations, Conference of Mayors have 
indicated stronlg interest. EPA has done some preliminary vetting with groups such as 
American Fanpland Trust, Conservation Fund, Trust For Historic Preservation. 

I believe there: would be strong support from Governors as well. Today. Governor Gilchrest 
announced new support for environmental water cleanup and Michigan. with a coalition of 
Republicans, have passed a ne~ bond authority called the "Clean Michigan Fund," 
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OFFICE OF THE CEO 




CORPORAT10N 

FOR NATIONAL 

DSERVlce 

December I, 1998 

The Honorable Jacob J. Lew 
Director 
Office ofManagernent and Budget 
Washington. D.C. 20503 

Dear Jack, 

This Jetter and the attachments are the Corporation for National Service's appeal of the 
OMB mark for the fiscal year 2000 budget, The Corporation recognizes the priority 
afforded nati9!la! setvice by OMB within overall spending constraints, and appreciates the 
support designed to accomplish key management objectives. 

As you are aware) the Corporation has engaged in active discussions with various offices 
in the White House about the way to build upon the Administration's accomplishments in 
national service, An emerging consensus in those discussions is that the time is right for 
the Administration to make bold proposals to shape the role of national service for the 
next century. Those plans include: 

• 	 enabling AmeriCcrps to grow, providing 100,000 young people an opportunity 
to Serve in one year by the fall of2001; 

• 	 asking senior citizens - some 60 mifljol1. the biggest and most 8vaHabie 
resource ofcitizen power in the country - to meet critical community needs for 
after-school programs, child care, and support fur independenlliving in larger 
n~mbers and greater effectiveness; and , 

• 	 reaching out to the 60 million young people in schools and coUeges, who can 
contribute to their communities and learn the joy and duty ofserving if they ... 
themselves - and we see them - more as resources and leaders than problems. 

The additional budgetary investment in national'service that is required to achieve 
significant impact is relatively modest compared to other alternatives for federal spending. 
$176 million above tbe OMB mark. Growtb in national service also reinforces key 
Administration peticles in the areas ofafter~schoot care, child care, tutoring in reading and 
math. summe~ programs for youth. "education initiatives, and independent living. 

NATIONAL SERVICE: GETTING THINGS DONe" 1201 New York Mtnue, N.W.· \Vashington, D.C. 20525 . 
,\m,/1(,ijl" . 1,·<lJ1l ,I';'; :'<'1\." .Imn!!"" ' J\'"Iirnt,-J! .'\rlllolf.\mj,-,' ('''I'' .. lelephone: 202-6Q6.5000· website: W'Ww.ruuion.a1.<;ervice,org 



To accomplish these objectives the Corporation needs a budget of approximately 
$954 million in fiscal year 2000. This represents an increase ofS176 million above the 
OMB mark of $778 million, The comparable 1999 level is $715 million. 

Enciosed are the details conceming these appeals. In summary, the major items in the 
appeal, when compared to the o:.m mark, will: 

• 'Enable AmeriCorps to grow to 76,000 members in 2000, then to 100,000 
members in 2001. Part of this expansion is achieved through a new initiative to 
engage 10,000 high sehool students in serving full-time during the summer and 

, part-time during the school year along side older AmeriCorps members while 
earning money to go to college. The overall expansion will cost S132,1 million 
above 1999 )evcls~ in contrast, the OMB mark generally does not propose to 
expand AmeriCorps further in FY 2000, 

• 	 Launch a new senior service program. "Experience Corps: Seniors for 
Schools," enabling 40,000 seniors to Ineet after-school and child care needs in 
their communities" Of the total, 10.000 \\;11 serve between 15~20 hours per 
,week:, and the remainder will serve 3~5 hQurs per week, This program will cost 
18 total of$40 million) or $30.6 million more than the amount provided in the 
OMS mark for this initiative. 

• 	 Expand service-learning programs by building upon the 100 President's leader 
schools program being implemented thi. year to creale 1,000 more "leader" 
schools throughout the country. based -on the research that shows the positive 
impact of high quality programs on student learning and citizenship, and 
serving as models for state and local investment in quality service learning. 
This will require,S30 million above the OMB mark. 

• 	 Fulfill the President's stated purpose of providing a matched scholarship 
totaling $1,000 to. siudent doing outstanding service in every higb sehool in 
the country, This will require a lolal ofSIO million, or $5 millioo above the 
OMBmark. ' 

The enclosed document also identifies other minor adjustments to the OMB mark, In 
many areas, including the need for program administration and evaluation funds, we are in 
agreement with the levels and policies reflected in the OMB mark, 

At the request ofthe Presidenf. Chief ofStaff's office, this week we are also offering 
thoughts to the White House staff on how over the next year we can mount a bipartisan 
effort to further promote an ethic of service in the country, Asking our nation's youth, 
our experienced elders. and those in between to meet needs in their communities through 
service is a message that crosses not only poJitica1lines. but one that unites our nation' s 
religious" educatio~ business, and intellectual leaders. We can, I believe, use the progress 
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and momentUm of follow-up to the Presidents' Summit in states and communities 
throughout the country to fulfill an original purpose ofthe ]993 legislation: "to renew the 
ethic of civic responsibility and the spirit of community throughout the United States." 
The policies recommended in this appeal win help support that agenda. 

Also enclosed is a table summarizing the appeal levels by activity. 

As always~ we appreciate the exceUent support and guidance from you and your staff in 
developing the Administration"s plans for national service for 2000 and beyond. 

Sin~ 

Harris Wofford 

Chief Executive Officer ' 


Enclosures , 
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. Corporation for National and Community Service 

>11lPea1oftlle Q4[B Mark tpr ti,e 2000 Budget 
(dollars in thousands) 

AMERlCORPS 

The Corporation's appeal for AmeriCorps i. designed to expand AmeriCorps to 76,000 
members in 2000, growing to 100,000 members in 200L This expansion above the 1999 
level of53,Qoo members is achieved· through: 

• 	 • new initiative to enable 10,000 high sehool students to serve during the 
summer and part time in the sebeol year along side older AmeriCorps members 
while earning money to go to college; 

• 	 • summer program of 5,000 members (1,000 ofwhich will be through 
AmeriCorps"VISTA) who conduct activities focused on the education needs, 
including most importantly reading. ofyoung children and youth; 

• 	 growth in the full-year program of8,200 members, to include 2,350 under 
AmeriCorps State and National programs, 4,000 under the education award 
only program, 1,200 under AmeriCorps'VISTA, 200 under 
AmeriCorps*NCCC; and increasing the AmeriCorps Promise Fellowships from 
550 to the President'. stated goal of 1,000 (see Innovation and Asaistance for 
the AmeriCorps Promise Fellowship•. 

The overall eXpansion will cost S132.1 million above 1999 levels, or SIOL I million above 
the OMB mark, in the activities discussed below. In contrast, the OMB mark generally 
does not propose to expand AmeriCorps further in FY 2000, OMB had earmarked funds 
for the National Service Trust based on original projections by the Corporation of 
potential shortfans in the out years for the Trust. Recently completed analyses ofthe 
requirements for the Trust have indicated that such shortfalls will not occur under 
projected enrollment and trust fund usage estimates. 



Nafionld Service Trm"t 

The OMB mark is $96 million, an increase of$26 million above the FY 1999 enacted level 
but. decrease of $68 million below the original Corporation request. Ofthe amount 
provided, OMB has earmarked $5 miUion for the President's Student Service 
Scholarships, the same amoWlt as in the prior year, 

The Corporation's appeal is for $115 million, an increase 0[$45 miUion above the amount 
enacted in fiscal year 1999. The increased funds will provide for: (.) a President's 
Student Service Scholarship for a high school student doing outstanding service in every 
high school in the country (+$5 million above the prior year level); (b) education awards 
for a new High School AmeriCorps program, where 10,000 students will serve during the 
summer; (c) education awards for 5~OOO AmeriCorps members who will serve in summer 
programs to meet the education needs ofyoung children during those critical months; and 
education awards for 8,000 full~time members (including AmeriCorps Promise Fellows) 
serving in programs across the country. 

The President's Student Service Scholarships are designed to implement the President's 
announced goal of a $1,000 scholarship to be awarded for outstanding service to at least 
one student in every high scbool in the country, with 50 percent ofthe scholarship being 
provided by non-federal funding. The OMB mark would permit such scholarships to be 
awarded in only one-helfofthe high schools in the country. In contrast, the appeal level 
will permit a scholarship in every school, as announced by the President Although the 
original budget request sought $37.5 mimon to fund one unmatched and one matched 
scholarship in every school, the appeal seeks. total ofSIO million, which should be 
sufficient to fund one matched scholarship in each high school in the country. 

The President's Student Service Scholarships are a component of the President's Student 
Service Challenge, a key low-cost strategy to promote service at the elementary, 
secondary. ~nd postsecondary levels. These awards are designed to encourage more 
young people to serve in their communities, as ealled for under goal 5 of the Presidents' 
Summit 

The remaining increases in the appeal for the Trust result from the education award costs 
from expansion ofthe AmeriCorps program, as described helow under AmeriCorps 
Grants. AmeriCorps*VISTA, AmeriCorps*NCCC. and Innovation and Assistance, which 
includes the Education Award Only program and the AmeriCorp. Promise Fellowships. 
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ArneriCorns Grants 

The Corporation proposes growth in AmeriCorps grants of$79,5 million above 1999 
levers to sUpport expansion as foHows: 

State and Nationa:l Full-Year Programs 

The appeal proposes to add 2,350 members in activities designed to meet the 
needs ofchildren and youth, an overall priority for the Corporation. 

The estimated cost for this initiative is $27.l million. 

(We are also proposing to add 4,000 full-year members under the education award 
only program~ see Innova.tion, Assistance and Other below) 

lIigh School AmeriCorps 

The Administration will extend the reach ofAmeriCorps to the high s.hoollevel. 
, . 
, 

Specifically, 10,000 high school students will serve during their junior andlor 
senior years for approximately five hours per week, as well as full-time during the 
summer, in programs designed to meet the needs ofyoung children. These high 
school students will tutor, mentor, staff'after-school programs, and provide special 
assistance to at-risk children in summer programs such as Head Start. 

In ""change, the students will learn critieal skills, ;"manee their resumes when 
applying to oollege, and participate in effective service-learning programs. The 
students will receive the AmeriCorps stipend for their full-time summer activities, 
but no stipend for their volunteer service during the school year. Upon completion 
of the program, they will be eligible for. an AmeriCorps.educationaward of 
between $1,000-$1,250, depending upon the length ofthe program., 

Progrem costs in addition to those in the Trust are estimated at $30 million, 

Summer Program 

Under the appea~ the Corporation will support a summer program in the year 
2000 of4,OOO members (Plus 1,000 members under AmeriCorps'VISTA), mostly 
college students, who will engage in activities designed to meet the education 
needs ofyoung children. The activities will include supporting summer school, 
mentoring, teaching reading, math, and other basic slcills, and providing support 
for high school students to obtain the information and skills required to attend 
college. 

, 
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Summer programs are not new to the Corporation, and have generally been very 
effective when combined Witll full-year efforts, as opposed to starting new 
activities for a limited three~month period. \-Vith the numbers offuIt·year projects 
engaged in the America Reads Challe~ge, and the. tact that most AmeriCorps 
programs focus on the needs ofchildren and youth, expanding summer programs 
significantly at this time can be done efficiently and effectively. Further, these 
programs serve as excellent recruitment vehicles for future full-year AmeriCorps 
members. 

AmeriCorps members receive an education award ofSI.OOO for service during the 
summer. 

Program costs for the sununer program, in addition to th6se in the Trust; are 
estimated at $12 million. 

AmeriCor~s*NCCC 

The Corporation agrees with the OMB mark of $21 million. This level will support about 
200 additional members above 1999 levels, pennitting more cost effective utilization of 
the campuses and their capacity. . 

Amer'iComs*VJSTA 

The appeal level of $88 million, an increase of S15 million above the prior year level, when 
combined with a growth in cost shares, will support approximately 1,200 additional full
time members in fiscal year 2000, and a summer program of 1,000 members. 

,
The Corporation believes that growth in AmeriCorps should be reflected across its various 
components and AmeriCorps*VISTA offers unique opportunities to expand national 
service in the areas of technology and welfure-to-worlc In addition, AmeriCorps*V1STA 
supports the~America Reads Initiative, with approximately 40 percent of the overall 
resources of the program devoted to literacy, 
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SERVICE-LEARNING 


Over the last several years, with the support of the Administration and a growing number 
of states 'and school districts across the country, service-learning has gained stature and 
importance in education at the elementary, secondary and postsecondary levels because of 
its positive impacts. The powerful effects of service~leaming on civic and social 
responsibility, school engagement. and academic achievement are becoming widely known 
and this has. led to a rapidly growing trend in education toward mandating or encouraging 
service and service-learning in schools. Currently, Maryland, along with numerous local 
school districts such as Chicago, Philadelphia, Md Washington, have mandated service as 
an integral part of the schoof's curricu1um or extrnwcumculurn life. Many other states. 
including' California, and school districts are considering such policies, . 

These trends are supported by education research, Recent evaluations show that well:. 
designed ,and consistent service4 1eaming activities have the following benefits to student 
participants: increased engagement in school; improved academic performance; increased 
acceptance of others, including improved racial underatanding; improved civic leadership; 
and substantial self-reported increases in learning and complex problem solving. In 
addition, :at-risk students experience stronger improvement in measures of academic 
perfonnance and social responsibility, 

In addition to the impact upon the indivldual student, evaluations also indicate strong 
conununity benefits, Agencies where students serve have high satisfaction rates with the 
program and are able to increase their capacity to get important objectives accomplished. 
Further, ~ommunities tend to see schools in a more positive light. 

The Administration can help leverage these activities by providing funding to support 
quality programs in more schools. A1thougb the OMB mark provides an additional 
S1 rnillion above the prior year level to support sehool-wuversity partnerships, .s 
proposed by the Corporation, there are no additional monies for supporting the growth 
being disCussed with White House stalI 

The Corporation1 s appeal seeks an additional $30 million for two major purposes. First, 
we will provide grants ofup to $25,000 to develop 1,000 additionalleader'schools to 
serve as models for introducing service...leaming into elementary. middle j and high schools' 
across the country. The competition for 100 national examples ofleader schools for , 



service~le3rning is just being announced. This wilt provide the base for the use of the 
additional funds to support the following types ofactivities: 

• a portion of a master teacher's time to implement large-scale service-learning 
projects, train other teachers in service~leaming methods, and coordinate 

:service~learning projects on a schoolwide or districtwide basis:; 

• 	 the hiring of a service-Ieaming coordinator to support training and 
implementation ofservice-learning activities (some of these coordinators may 
be AmeriCorps members); 

• 	 the operation ofa summer institute on service-learning in which teachers pilot 
the use ofservice-learning with students, with the goal ofdrawing lessons from 
this institute to make service-learning a regular part ofthe curriculum used. 
during the school year; 

•• 	 'the training of principals; and 

• 	 the spread ofspecific component's ofthe President's servjce~learning leader 
schools program, including enhancing spetific effective practices,, 

In addition io the funding ofongoing programs, tbe Corporation seeks an additional 
$5 million in training and technical assistance funds to train teachers, faculty members, 
principals, Students, and community partners in effective servic<>-Ieaming methods, The 
strategy i. to identifY and support regional and local trainers who will train the above 
listed categories ofindividuals in effective service-learning practices, Some ofthese 
activities wi,1I be part ofthe continuing education for experienced teachers; others will 
focus on the significant numbers of new teachers being added either to reduce class size or 
to meet the needs of a growing number ofyoung people in those age ranges. 

, 
These strategic. to spread ","",co among all school-aged youth are further buttressed by 
appeals elsewhere in this package for the AmeriCorps High School program (see 
AmeriCorps grants) and the President's Student Service Challenge, including the 
President's Student Service Scholarships (see the National Service Trust), 
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NATIONAL SENIOR SERVICE CORPS 


Volunteer Program 43,001 54,347 49,000 46,000 

The Corporation's primary appeal within its Senior Corps programs is to launch a new 
Experience Corps: Seniors for Schoob initiative. This initiative is based on discussions 
with White House staff and is described in greater detail below" The CorpOration and 
OMB are in general agreement on the funding levels and strategies for the Corporation's 
existing programs, including incorporating the successful elements ofprevious 
demonstration initiatives, such as volunteer leaders, into these programs to increase their 
effectiveness. 

E-xperience Corps: Seniors for Schopls 

In this newly proposed initiative. the Administration will both challenge seniors. whose 
reservoir of skills and experience remain largely untapped, to give to their communities in 
new ways and Challenge communities to offer the structure and opportunities that wiU 
attract seniors to work on critical problems. 

Several publications coming out over the next few months will demonstrate the productive 
and humanitarian potential oflhi. growing natural resource-the !atl!est, best-educated, 
and most vigorous collection ofolder adults in the histol)' of the countl)'" At the vel)' time 
the Administration seeks to assure that the countris elders have the means for productive 
aging, it is appropriate to ask seniors to serve further in order to secure our countryts 
future. 

The Administration will support a new senior service initiative to engage, as a start, 
10,000 seIDors in intensive service oflS~20 hours a week, These Seniors will serve in 
programs in 500 communities and wilt target activities at the education needs of children 
and youth, including tutoring in reading and math, after-school programs, child care, and 
summer programs" In addition, they will recruit and help manage 30,000 volunteers, 
organized in teams, who will serve on a less frequent basis, typically 3-5 hours per week" 
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In total, 40,000 new seniors will serve in these 500 communities as a result oftrus 
initiative, 

Older adults are particularly appropriate: for national service assignments; they are 
experienced workers, family members and citizens, among other things. and are a rich 
repository ofthe support needed by young people to make the transition to adulthood, 

The 10,000 seniors will serve 15-20 hours per week in schools, community organizations, 
libraries, Boys and Girls clubs, and churches. Seniors \\~n tutor, mentor, staff after ..school' 
programs, provide special assistance to at-risk children in day care centers, and perform a 
full range: ottasks necessary to promote the successful education ofchildren, In 
exchange, ~eniors themselves wilheccive modest benefits totaling about $1,500-$2.000 
per individual per year that will defray the costs ofservice (e.g., transportation and meals) 
and provide sufficient incentives to serve an amount of time that is equivalent to a part~ 
time positiqn. The incentives could include cash, educational benefits, or reductions in 
costs for prescriptions. with each incentive package determined locally and supported in 
part by private and matching funds. 

The Corporation for National SerVice wiU build upon its-history of successful senior 
service programs to launch this new initiative, including most importantly recent 
successful demonstration projects over the last several years, 

The budget appeal level for the program is $40 qrillion., 
Retired and Senior volunteer Promm 

The Corporation's original request, and the OMB mark, recognized the need for program 
expansion to help resolve a critical issue facing this program. Specifically, a recent 
evaluation found that projects have reached a point where existing staff levels are 
insufficient t9' adequately support outcome-based assignments fur volunteers, which 
require greater time and effort to develop. To respond to the weaknesses identified, 
continue groWth ofthis program with a solid base ofover 450,000 volunteers, and 
increase qual~ty consistent with the Corporation's stated objectives under the Government 
perfonnanceand Results A<:t (GPRA), additional funds for local projects are critical. 

Both the Corporation'. original request and the OMB mark also incorporate the use of 
volunteer leaders in the Retired and Senior Volunteer Program, 

Although the Corporation's budget also included funds for the requirement that 113 of the 
increase be ta1rgeted at programs ofnational Significance as required by the authorizing 
statute. the OMB mark appeared to eliminate the request for these funds. 

In recognition of the fact that the Corporation's total appcal for senior programs and other 
initiatives exceed the target, the Corporation has adjusted its budget to. total of 
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$46 miliion, with the increase of$3 million above 1999 levels targeted primarily at the 
need for projects to have an administrative base sufficient to meet impact goals. Leaders 
will be supported under the new Experience Corps initiative descrlbed below, and all 
projecti including existing Retired and Senior Volunteer projects, wilJ he eligible to 
oompet~ for resources under this initiative. Therefore, leaders are not included in this 
appeal. ,Programs ofnational significance, mandated in the authorizing legislation, are 
included. 

Foster Grandparent Program 

. 
The OMB mark for this program is. slight increase above the '99 level The 
Corporation's original request was actually for a slight decrease when compared to the 
'99 level due to tbe tact that new projects awarded in 1999 and programs of.ational 
significance did not require funding in 2000. In September the Corporation did not 
request new projects in the 2000 budget, but did include modest growth for volunteer 
leaders. and expansion to permit up to 10% offederal funds be used to support non
income eligible persons to serve as Foster Grandparents. 

, 

The CorPoration is seeking $1.5 million above the appe~ level for this program. These 
funds would be targeted at existing programs requiring assIstance to support impact 
programining objective~ including programs of national significance as mandated in the 
authorizing legislation. Given thc absence ofauthorizing language to support leaders and 
to pennit up to 10% offederal funds to support non-income eligible persons. the appeal 
does not, include funds for these categories under the demonstration authority. 

Senior Companion Program 

The OMB mark provides for about one-half of the expansion originally requested by tbe 
Corpora~on. A significant part of this expansion was for new projects in und~rserved 
areas ofthe country. In addition, tbe Corporation sought funds for programs ofnational 
significance. leaders, and to offset the costs ofexpanding income eligibility to achieve 
impact programming goals. 

The Corporation proposed significant growth in this program because it supports the 
overall strategy of the Administration with respect to independent living assistance. The 
Senior Companion Program contributes to Federal cost containment ofboth aging and 
long-ternl care services in three direct ways. Firs~ it provides high quality, reliable, low
cost, personal support to seniors experiencing difficulties with activities of daily living, 
allowing them to live independently within their own homes for as long as possible. 
Specifically, Senior Companions provide personal companionship primarily to persons 
who have physica[~ mental, or emotional impainnents. Secondly.locaI Senior Companion 
projects represent a timely and significant addition to the array ofservices aV!litabte in 
local communities for adults in need ofextra assistance and tbeir caregivers. Finally, by 
engaging income eligible seciors age 60 and over in providing non-medical personal 
support ~th activities ofdaily living. the Senior Companions themselves experience 
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rugher levels ofwellness than peers not similarly involved in meaningful. valued roles 
within local health and social service agencies, 

The Corporation's app.al accepts the overall OMB mark for this activity, with slight 
adjustments.. The Corporation suggests language that will pennit the increased funds to be 
targeted at new projects; leaders, which are authorized under Senior Companions; and 
programs ofnational significance will be supported, 
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OTHER PROGRAM PROPOSALS 


The Corporation's appeals for these activities are related primarily to the initiatives 
mentioned above in other activities. Specifically, expansion of the education award only 
program under AmeriCorps and maintaining the AmerCorps Promise Fellows initiative is 
dependent on the Corporation's appeal being accepted for the Innovation, Assistance. and 
Other activity, 

Innovation. Assistance. and Other Activities 

The Corporation's original request of$45 million for this activity, a significant expansion 
of$16.5 million above the prior year level, was intended to fund an enhanced education 
award orily program, the second year of the AmeriCorps'Promise Fellowship program, 
and a series of initiatives related to training and technical assistance and direct 
communications with members. 

OMB's niark provides S3L5 million for tbis activity. It will support reduced efforts in 
existing training and technical assistance functions, no expansion of funds for education 
award only programs under AmeriCorps, and 113 ofthe AmeriCorps Promise Fellowship 

..initiative. 

The Corporation's appeal for an additional $11.4 million ahove the OMB mark focuses on 
two areas - the education award only program and the AmeriCorps Promise Fellowships. 

Education award only programs are the strategy used by the Corporation to place 
maximum reliance on state and local entities to provide almost all operational funding for 
AmeriCorps, with the Corporation providing modest funding for program support and the 
education award. This initiative, announced by the President at the Presidents' Summit in 
Philadelphia as a new partnership with the non-profit, educational, and faith-based sectors, 
has particularly strong Congressional support and was a key part of the agreement with 
Senator Grassley to bave the Corporation'. average budgeted cost, across all AmeriCorps 
programs, he $15,000 plus inflation in fiscal year 2000. 
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Ofthe expansion described under AmeriCorps, 4,000 new members will be enlisted 
through the education award only program, To provide the modest program support 
necessary for this initiative, the Corporation will require an additiona1 $2.0 million in this 
category. These funds will provide about $500 per member in local program support. 1n 
contrast, the OMS mark would not provide for any expansion of this initiative in 2000. 
The Corporation does not have the legislative authority to support the education award 
only program through the AmeriCorps grants activity. and it is therefore essential that this 
activity be funded beyond the OMS mark 

The second area within the appea1 is. the AmeriCorps Promise Fellowship program. This 
new initiative supports outstanding and experienced AmeriCorps members spending ono 
year serving as leaders in organizations that are committed to helping to meet one or more 
of the five goals ortb. Presidents' Summit. Last year afPhiiadelphia, President Clinton, 
former Presidents Bush, Carter, and Ford, Mrs. Nancy Reagan, and General Colin Powell. 
with the endorsement ofmany governors. mayors, and leaders of the independent sector, 
declared: "We have a special obligation to America's children to see that all young 
Americans have: 

• Caring adults in their Jives, as parents, mentors, tutors, coaches; 
• Safe places with structured activities in which to learn and grow; 
• A healthy start and healthy future; 
• An effective education that equips them with marketable skills; and 
• An opportunity to give back to their communities through their own service.» 

These five goals: are now the five fundamental resources sought by America's Promise
The Alliance for Youth, is the focus of the campaign to achieve the gnats oftbe 
Presidents' Summit. 

As a major partner in this effort with America's Promise, the Corporation for National 
Service devotes a substantial part ofits activities to help meet these goal~ including the 
work ofAmeriCorps, Learn and Serve America, and the National Senior Service COll's. 
This new Fellowship program is providing State. and local communities with additional 
and unique support through these AmeriColl's leaders to help carry out their plans to 
provide Amenca's children with these five fundamental resources. 

The cost of the program to tbe Corporation to support aheut 1,000 members is about 
$12.4 million annually; a significant portion of the costs are covered by public and private 
organizations at the localleve!. The OMS mark would about support 1/3 the size of the 
current program of 550 members~ in contrast, our appeal level will support a second year 
ofth. program at 1,000 members, tlte level called for in the President', remarks at the 
City Year Convention in Cleveland, with further growth dependent upon additional local 
funding. ; 
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Evaluation 

The Corporation agrees with the OMS mark of$55 million, an increase' of$SOO.OOO 
above the prior year level. These increased funds will support activities in fisca1 year 2000 
designed to measure the Corporation's progress against goals established through 
implementation of the Goverrunent Performance and Results Act 

roints of Light Foundation 

The Corporation's appeal includes $6 million for the Points ofLight Foundation, an 
increase 0[$500,000 above the OMB mark and the prior year level. 

These funds permit the Poil1ts ofLight Foundation to carry out its broad statutory 
mandate to encourage every American and every American institution to help solve our 
most critical social problems by volunteering their time, energies and services through 
community service projects and initiatives, The additional funds will help support the 
additional partnerships forged between the Corporation and the Foundation over the last 
several years, inc1uding~the joint national and community service conference, collaboration 
in state and local initiatives to achieve the goals of the President's Summit, the America 
Read, Challenge, and the President's Student Service Challenge. 
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ADMINISTRAnON 

The Corporation and O:MB mark are identical for fiscal year 2000; hence, there is no 
budget appeal under these activities, 

The Corporation is appreciative of the support and understanding O:MS has shown toward 
the managerial challenges brought on by the long-tenn under funding ofprogram 
administration activities. The proposed level will permit the Corporation to significantly 
strengthen its managerial capabilities. The Corporation will continue to concentrate its 
managerial improvement.s on financial management improvement and on grant oversight 
The new program elements will be administered within that funding total. 

The Corporation concurs at this time with the OMB passback of630 full-time equivalent 
positions: However, because the new program elements within the appeal will require 
additional grant activity, the Corporation may have to add up to 2() FTEs to manage those 
grants. The exact FTE totals will be worked out with OMS staffwhen those plans .re 
developed further during the discussion of the program appeals. 
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Completing the Promise 

Breaking the Cycle of HomelessnE!ss 


for America's Veterans 


Increase Outreach to Homeless Veterans: 


1. Outreach - Dedicated staff at all VA Medical Centers would mean that more than , 
100,000 veterall$ would be seen and Interviewed by VA clinicians In 
outreach activities over a three year lenn. The additional staff (150 FTEE) 
would, on average, spend haW their time on outreach activities thereby seeing 
an additional 10,200 additional Velerans each year or more than 30,000 
veterans over the three year demonstration. 

2. Stand Downs - at as many as 100 slles across the country each year there are 
events that bring homeless veterans together with community basad and state 
and local government service providers, VA health care and beneftts staff and a 
host of others prepared to assist them 'and their families with housing, health 
care, employment, legal, education, transportation or other barriers preventing 
them from reintegrating back Into the social mainstream, We estImate that 
these events with modest financial support could support these one-stop 
service delivery programs for homeless veterans. There Is a targetad Whtte 
House project to essure that all velerans at the Millennium will have a safe 
places \0 go to and will have be able to secure treatment as we enter the new 
millennium, This initiative could be targeted to that effort Between 25,000 and 
50,000 veterans could attend these Millennium Stand Downs. Over the three 
year period between 50,000 and 100,000 veterana could be engaged In first 
step recovery activities. 

3. Excess mllitery and eMllan clothing - VA, with GSA and 000 assistance, provides 
excess property to veterans Who are homeless. Generally this consists of 
boots, hat, coats, pants, shirts and other excess military personal clothing 
Items. Sometimes sleeping bags. blankels and other Rems are also available, 
A current Inventory lists over 220 nem. is being distributed to community events 
[such as stand downs, community-ba.ed veteran homeless service providers, 
to Vet Centers and other VA targeted homeless programs] This Hammer 
Award winning program has distributed more than $35 million of property to 
homeless veterans during the past four years. A Significant new initiative to 
add donated civilian clothing (much more 'appropriate for veterens attempting to 
retum to work) and donated furniture and equipment could assist thousands of 
homeless veterans and community based homeless veterans service 
providers, 70,000 -125,000 veterans would be aeslsted by this Initiative over 
a three year period. 

, 
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Increase community based residential care and services: 

1. 	31,000 veterans could be housed over three years In high quality community 
based settings By having 150 additional FlEE each VA medical center would, 
for the first time have dedicated staff with community based contract money 
available including $2 million for demonstration sites for new women velerans, 
These new dollars could GOsure that more than 19,000 additional veterans are 
provided residential care over three years, 

2, Nearly 20,000 veterans additional could be serviced over three years by 
community based programs by increaSing per diem by $7 million tor new 
grantees, providing $5 million for non grant recipients and using $2,5 million in 
new funds in years two and three, Average cost per veterans is estimated to be 
$1440 

3. 	 The psychological break to being homeless among veterans is to be gainfully 
employed, VA offers Compensated Wo", Therapy (CWT) to address this need, 
This program offers many veterans with significant barriers to employment, 
particularly homeiessness, with job readiness, job hardening, experiences, At 
present this medical care program results in some veterans being able to 
move directly into oompetitlve work in the community (approximately 3,500 
annually) With nearly 10,000 who need additional skills development and 
training, An addftional $2,0 million annually would allow ten significant new 
program activations and ten Significant program augmentations of CWT sites 
and expand programs that could place mora Cormany homeless veterans In 
competitive employment More than 6,000 voterans could benefit from this 
Initiative over three years, 

Collaboration with others 

The missing (Federal) links to help homeless veterans. 


1, HVRP ~ the Homeless Veterans Reintegration Program (admlnls!£!red and funded 
by DOL VETS) provides small grants to community based non-proflt 
organizations who war!< directly with homeless veterans, Currently this 
program receiVes $2,5 million and has 22 operating sftes, If funding is 
provided In the amount of $12,5 million, (an Increase of $10,0 million) we 
believe one or more projects could be awarded in 314'. (37) of the states, (Up 
to 100 grantees could be funded· up to 45;000 voterans could be served with 
up ,to 30,000 placed back on to employment rotls over the three year period. 
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2. Veteran representation on HUD's local planning bo8rds. There is a strong need 
to have a velerans advocate at the local level since there is no existing 
mechanism to assist vaterans al the national level to ensure that the needs of 
homeless veterans are addressed locally. 

3. 	 VA has,lqr more than 4 years, conducted meetings with strong participation from 
the veterans community 10 looking Into the services available locally for 
homeless velerans (catalogueillst) the current resources). identify the unmel 
needsiand develop local action plans to address those unmet needs. This 
meeting and report (called 'CHALENG for Veterans') occurs at each VA 
medical center across Ihe counlry and is filled wah local resource information 
and unmet needs of veterans In that area. A targeted way to get that 
Information to HUO's local planning process shOuld be initiated. IF HUD used 
the "CHALENG for Veterans" Report Itwould significantly ensure that the 
needs of homeless veterans are being looked at In the local continuum of 
care.plans. As wah any reporting system, the weight each communay would 
give to this information may vary. however. it Is important for this information to 
be oonsidered. . 

4. 	HUO·VASH • Long term housing has been identified as one of the top unmet 
needs of veterans for several years in our CHALENG report. Each VA 

. employees (generally a social workerJ case manages 	approximately 30 
voucher reclpiente. A number, believeCl to be up to 500 HUD Section 8 
vouchers are expecteCl to expire In the near future, All current vouchers for 
veterans should be held and more vouchers should be offered for seriously 
mentally and physically ill veterans who have been homeless. If t/lirty 
additional sites were added to the present list and 1,800 future vouchers would 
be added. there would be a total annual VA staff Investment of $4.0 million, 
1,800 veterans would ha1le long.tenn housing which will reduce their 
dependence on VA health care system. [HUD costs Bssociated wah tl1is 
proposal are unknown.) 

5. 	AmeriCorps -- Milaary service and civilian voluntary service ere found to be highly 
comp.tible under the Corporation of National Servlce's "Collaboration for 
Homele•• Veterans." LA VETS Is e National Direct grantee from the 
Corporation and operates a highly effective program wah approximately 90 full
time members. ApproxImately 40% of those members are veterans and many 
of those veterans have formerly been homeless. A near tripling of full-time 
members 10 250 (nationwide) could mean operating programs In at least 20 
states and provide outreach and coordinating community resources with VA 
health care for at least 50.000 veterans who are homeless. 



Program Monitoring and Evaluation 

1. Monitoring and evaluation of VA's homeless programs has been rigorous 
since Its inception more than ten years ago. With all the addrtional programs 
and silessuggested and to ensure a quality review with reliable information 
that Is both understandable and comparable 10 existing program monitoring an 
additional $0.5 million annually for the North East Program and Evaluation 
Center (NEPEC) is needed. NEPEC'a high quality standards of review are 
unmatched under any existing homeless program system in the country and is 
the bast protection to ensuring that the highest quality evaluation is conducted. 

FINAL COSTS/SUMMARY: 

Impact on Lives 

Over 3 years, more than 250,000 veterans will be seen, provided clinical care, 
including contract residential care andeere provided under per diem, JOb preparation 
and job referral. Tens of thousands will, as a result of this Increase intervention, be 
healthier and happier thereby reducing out nation's health care costa appreciably. 

If 40,000 veterans are returned to work, by year three and make $1,000 per 
month, the economy will be enriched w~h 5480 million in paid wages and even at an 
overall tax contribution of 15%, a contribution of $72 million In the total tax revenues 
could be aChieved. . 

Estimate of Veterans Impacted by Program Area 

Over a Three Years Period 


Clothing Distribution 
Contract Care 31,000 19,000 
Per Diem 42,000 30,000 
CWT 40,000 9,000 
HVRP 45,000 30,000 
AmerlCorps 25,000 15,000 

TOTAL 3Sa,000 170,000 
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