Urban Policy Review: Isyues and Direction

The Problem: Distressed, economically isolated communities, particularly inner cities and
the growing concentrations of poverty in these communities. Left unaddressed, this problem
will only lead to further economic and social decline for the people who live there, for
surrounding regions and the nation as a whole. Thus, this policy review will focus on solving
- the problems of distressed communities and the people who live there. We will not focus
exclusively on people or on places; as with the Empowerment Zones initiative, we recognize
that we must have policies that help both people and places. As the President's draft National
Urban Policy Report emphasizes, distressed communities and their residents must find viable
niches or opportunities in their surrounding regional economy or they will only become
further isolated. :

Goals of Urban Policy Review: To develop a decision. memorandum for the President.that
reflects various strategic options for addressing the problem. The options would reflect
courses of action he should consider takmg both with respect to the FY 96 budget and in the
coming year , ( _ R

Strategic Optxons' Although the problem focus is dlstresscd urban commumtlcs, the

~ strategic options for addressing this issue range in scope and focus. Potential options for
addressing the problem can be placed in the following categories: (1) budgetary programs
that focus exclusively on distressed communities or poor populations; (2) budgetary programs
that have a broader focus but will have a concentrated impact on distressed communities; (3)
non-budgetary, private sector initiatives; and (4) non-budgetary efforts that focus on
governance and process. Using this framework, a working group would consider a range of

. options and ultimately present a limited number of core strategic agendas to the President in
the form of a decision memorandum. The following is a list of some of the types of
initiatives that might be conSJdered none of which are mutuaily exclusive:

1. Direct Expenditures for Distressed Communities.

Disadvantaged Youth Development and Employment Strategies: options mcludc .
(1) Community Schools/"good shepherd partnerships" to develop youth and empower
parents (Crime Bill/Welfare Reform); (2) Job Linkage Networks (identify and invest -
more in most effective existing programs); (3) Direct Job Creation for Disadvantaged
- Youth and Adults (Y.E.S. program in Crime Bill); and (4) Neighborhood /
“infrastructure rebuilding efforts that will employ residents (LA Joblink Pl‘O]CCt HUD
Section 3 programs) : , .

- Tax Credit for Commercial/Business Development in All Distressed Communities:
e.g., 5% ITC, analogous to the LIHTC, for opening clusters of retail, commercial and
service stores in distressed areas. Such tax incentives might also be made available
for clean-ups of industrial sites, supporting minority entrepreneurship and investments
in telecommunications infrastructure in distressed communties. ~



Fully Fund (or eipand) Existing priorities for Distressed Communities: CDBFI,
SBA One- Stop Capital Shops; Empowerment Zones/Enterprise Communities additional
appropriations (ZEDI); Head Start increases, ESEA.

Metropolitan Approaches. Proposals, such as the MEZ proposal, that would use
new expenditures to stimulate comprehensive, metropolitan-wide solutions to urban
distress —— solutions that could focus on any of the types of strategies mentioned
above. MEZ proposal features a national dialogue to build national and regional
consensus on an "urban report card," planning grants, and flexible funding and
program deregulation to 12 regions. ‘ ‘

»Low-Budget Options for EZ/EC Round II. Low-cost tax incentives or building on
the PACT process to reward EZ/EC applicants that do not win EZ/EC designations.
(See also non-budgetary waivers option below.) :

2. Broader Focus Expetidi_tures with High Impact on Urban Distressed Comm;mities.

Lifelong Learning Initiative: Would include increased funding for Goals 2000;
School-to-Work (especially existing grants for high-poverty areas); Income- .
contingent loans; National Scrv:cc ete. :

Safety and Security: Fully funding community policing/cops, drug courts, etc. .

Infrastructure Bank, GSE or Financing: Infrastructure Working Group will
complete an options memo in September which will include discussion of targcting to
distressed communities.

Mayors' Priorities: Restoring Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit and other changes to
1986 Tax Act. ' ; :

3. Non-Budgetary, Private Sector Initiatives.

National Campaign for Youth Opportunity and Responsibility: Set national goals

- for youth development and economic integration. Create a national, non-
governmental entity to pursuc these goals and attract private—sector capital for local ,
youth development partnerships. Use the Ounce of Prevention Council or Community
Enterprise Board to coordinate federal efforts and provide a clearinghouse on best
practices. :

- National Homeownership Strategy: Use tools of HUD, FHA, Fannic and Freddie
to provide low- and no-downpayment loans to eligible low- and moderate—income
purchasers; coordinate outrcach and education to generate a national homeownership



" rate of 66 percent by thc year 2000. Carnpalgn would bc lcd pnmanly by HUD

Access to Private Capltal Usc levcragc prescntcd by CRA Rcform and GSE
Investment Partnérships to increase investment by mainstream financial sector -

* (including entitities not currently. covered by CRA) in underservcd markets.. (Credit
Access Workmg Group is begmnmg to address such optlons)

4. Non-Budgetary,'Governance/Process I‘nitiativesl

 Metropolitan Empowerment Zones and Incentlves for Reglonal Cooperatlon. ‘

~ (Non-budgetary version.). The MEZ proposal could be pursued in a budget neutral
fashion by seeking statutory authority to create flexible funding awards from existing
programs and use these as incentives to promote regional cooperation. The National
Dialogue on Metropolitan Solutions, as called for in the National Urban Policy Report,
could be uscd as a campalgn for- passage of stich lcglslatmn

Waivers/Local Flexnbxlxty Act -= EZ/EC Round II.' (The Local Flcx1b111ty Act is
still a part of thé Conference for S.4 and could pass.) Could bc used to reward EZ/EC
appllcants that did not receive EZ or EC desxgnatlons ‘

Mayors Priorities: Unfundcd Mandates (Glenancmpthomc comproxmse would
require an-authorization to fund any new mandate); Federal Urban Purchasmg
Prcfcrenccs, urban locatxon preferences for Federal facxlmes

Remventmg Publlc Housmg, Consohdatmg HUD Programs

Remventmg Educatmn, Tralnmg, and Reemployment Programs.
Concentrating Enérgies on Good Implementation. of Existing New Initiatives:
Commumty Enterprise Board/EZs and ECs; Goals 2000, School-to-~Work, CDBF]I,
etc.” (This would include coordination of youth developmcnt programs through | thc

Ounce of Prcventlon Council 1f the Crime Bill passes)

Addressing Urban Envxronmgntal Challenges: mvcstlgatc ‘non4b1idgétary options
for promoting redevelopment-of abandoned urban industrial "brownfields." - ..



meweoss L COPY
: WASHI’NCL‘:‘;TON. o . .

" July 28, 1994

-

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OFTHETREASURY SR R
THE ATTORNEY GENERAL - . .~ -~ .~
.~ - THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE o
oo " THE'SECRETARY OF LABOR
R ~ ©  THE SECRETARY OFHHS. : .~ = ... Lo
' THE SECRETARY OF HUD o I
THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION ., =~ -~ ..~ = 0o
... THE SECRETARY OF EDUCATION S B
‘. . THE ADMINISTRATOR OF THE EPA" =~ S
. .. THE DIRECTOR OFTHEOMB @ L AT
""" THE CHAIR OF THE COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS I
... 'THE ADMINISTRATOR OF THE SBA S
- " THE DIRECTOR OF THE ONDCP. o
T THE PRESIDENT OF THE CORPORATION FOR NATIONAL
SERVICE -

FROM: .

SUBJECT - fAdfri'it‘n;s.t-'r'atiOn 'Ufbaxj Policy P'ro‘ée(séﬂ"

'{',"


http:Jh~p1~'devdoPinerii;i)npro~.ed

g

o Sheryll Cashin-

- -

call a pnnexpals meeting to dxscuss and defme the effort to be un. through a DPC!NEC
deputles and pnnc:pals process, thh pnncxpals mectmgs as needed S

During t this two-weck perxod of catalogmg, you may want’ 10 have your staff contact
Sheryll Cashin (NEC), Paul Dimond (NEC), Paul Wcmstem (DPC) or Kumxkl beson (OVP
w:th efforts currently underway at your Dcpartment SRR U

e . 5

If you have any questlons please feel free to call Carol Rasco or Bob Rubm. «

cc: * Vice Presxdent
* Carol Rasco .-
‘Robert Rubm o
" Jack qunn ,
Chrlstme Vamey

~ Paul Dxmond.;; .
‘Kumiki Gibson
.. Paul Weinstein .,
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. August 11, 1994

MEMORANDUM FOR  CAROL RASCO
ROBERT RUBIN

JACK QUINN
THROUGH: ALICE M. RIVLIN -
FROM: CHRISTOPHER EDLEY, JR. M

SUBJECT: . URBAN POLICY

Thanks for. the opportunity to review your staffs’ draft overview of options for urban
policy. Recogmzmg that this is a work in progress, we at OMB want to give you some
general reactions.

Problem and Goals -

To begin with, it seems to us that our deliberations would benefit from having a
succinct statement on paper of the problem and our goals, both substantive and political. In
our view, the central concern and the focus of our urban policy should be the growing
concentration of poverty in many cities and older suburbs. These concentrations are
overwhelming the resources of many individual local governments. They have effects,
including crime and lost productivity, that spill over jurisdictional boundaries and profoundly
affect our society. Properly addressing this difficult problem will require greater cooperation
among governments, particularly those within a metropolitan area, and mobilization of the
private sector. The Federal government may serve as the catalyst for the cooperative effort
that I believe is needed. :

To be regarded as programmatically successful, we believe the Administration’s urban
policy must make a visible difference in the problem within a reasonable period, say the next
four to six years, and should construct a legacy in institutions and governance adequate to
sustain a long-term effort. To be regarded as politically successful, our policy must be bold
enough to give key audiences hope, now, that change is on the way.

Options

In thinking about options to address urban poverty and its consequences, we believe it
will help to separate consideration of options for substantive or programmatic focus from
consideration of options for organization or process. Concerning substantive focus, I have
several thoughts. First, it seems to me unwise to force ourselves to choose between one
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particular dimension of this problem and another -- human resources or youth development,
crime and violence, business development, housing deconcentration, or whatever. Rather
than competing, initiatives for each of these interlocking problems can be complementary.

Programs to address them ought to be part of an overall strategy.- We and other levels of

government are devoting substantial resources to all of them already, albeit in a fragmented

- and perhaps inefficient way. Second, I believe the diversity of the Nation’s urban areas and

a.shortage of successful program models should incline us toward allowing communities wide
(but accountable) discretion in the choice of programmatic approaches, even as we push them
toward more ambitious efforts to deal with this problem. Third, ‘as I read the history of
federally designed programs to correct urban problems, it suggests that we are not very good
at designing uniform national solutions and carrying them out successfully. These points
taken together lead me to conclude that we should marshall our resources on behalf of the

Vbroad goal of reducing concentrations of urban poverty but devolve the tasks of detailed

program design and 1mplementat10n to lower levels of government.

,Separately from the issue of substantive focus,‘-we'should. consider our options for

‘process. Here, I believe that our next round of efforts should build on the innovative -

approach taken in the Administration’s Empowerment Zones program: that communities
propose a strategy and be given as much flexibility as possible in using Federal resources to
accomplish the broad goal. The Metropolitan Empowerment Zones option that we have
advanced would build on that model, making two important additions: (1) requiring a
strategy that is metropolitan in scope; and (2) tying increased flexibility more closely to
increased accountability for performance and effort: The first of these is critical to
overcoming the isolation of individual jurisdictions and to overcoming the perception that

“urban policy is just subsidizing ineffective central city governments. The second is vital to

convincing Congress and the public that greater local flexibility in using Fe_d«:ral dollars is
warranted and will reduce rather than increase waste. More positively, I see this approach as .
fostering effective new political coalitions between progressive forces in central cities and
their suburbs. At a fundamental level, no, urban policy initiative from Washington will be

‘effective in a meaningful sense unless it is specifically designed to change the local political

dynamics around issues of poverty and opportunity. S

I see many common elements between the Metropolitan Empowerment Zones concept,

the Attorney General’s PACT initiative, and State innovations such as Oregon Benchmarks.

We should consider what steps we can take to build on and support these institutional
reforms regardless of the initial substantive focus. In fact, I believe that whether we start
with an emphasm on violence, on housmg, on youth development, or on business
development in the inner city, such processes should and can produce mtegrated local

_ strategles that address: all aspects of the urban problcm

Returning to the draft opnons memorandum, we at OMB do dbjéct to the
placement of the Metro Empowerment Zones option because it seems to-oppose this.to

 the options for substantive focus. We have suggested that the MEZ options should focus

substantively on a mix of fedérally and locally generated priorities. ~ Perhaps lt would be
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useful to nominate three or so Federal priorities at the outset: youth opportunity; crime and
violence; and another. Viewed this way, we do not see the MEZ structure and process
options as competitive with any substantive focus. 0n the contrary, MEZs may be the '

~ best vehicle for dellvermg on our substantive goals.

- Some Next Steps.

To organize the next phase of our internal drscussmns of these issues, 1t may help 0.
ask ourselves a series of leadmg questions such as the following: :

o What steps would make current urban programs more effective" ‘What can we do to

pull together scattered initiatives into packages that communities can build mto their
own urban strategres more easily? :

A

. If we could find as much as $1 or $2 blllron annually in add1t10na1 resources how .

should these be spent‘?

'®  Havewea strategy for addressmg structural barrlers that inhibit locally generated

solutions to urban problerns? ‘
) Have we a strategy for building a political climate of support for urban po]iey? .
L What will we do for those who lose out in the Empewerment Zones/Enterprise

Communities compet1t1on‘7 How do we avoid a perception that a-new 1n1t1at1ve is a
departure from the Empowerment Zones policy?

& By what standards will we and the public gauge success?

] What set of policies will yreld visible progress in two years and a measurable
reduction of the problem in four to srx years? :

Answering these and similar quesuuns should help us to sort through the many
options and may lead us to the right result

We are, of course, pleased to know that we will soon be involving the principal
cabinet officers in these discussions. There are common elements and themes in the

- approaches being pursued by the Secretaries of HUD, HHS, the Attorney General, and

others. It seems vitally important that dlscusswns ‘include them and lead to an 1n1t1at1ve that
has their united support

Strategy

Let me return to, the problem of picking a particular substantive focus for the next .
phase of urban policy. This seems to me intrinsically problematic. Let’s assume, for
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‘example, that our preferred focus is youth opportunity. Although I am substantively

sympathetic, selecting thls (or any) single focus poses the following generalizable difficulties:

®  Communities are in various situations with regard to their own substantive priorities. -
Some have already dedicated substantial resources to this issue. Others may have
different needs which they legitimately feel are more urgent.

L Given the Government’s track record, the uncertainty that any new Federal
programmatic strategy would work, and the deep resonance of federalism concerns,
there are good arguments against unposmg another nationally designed initiative on

- local governments

° Even if the proper focus is on disadvantaged youth, this single problem is embedded
in a web of interrelated problems, communities must fashion a comprehensive strategy
to deal with concentrated urban poverty, with Federal, State and private partners.

. This issue is not the place where many voters would start in defining the problem.
Thus, politically, it may be easier to engage the public and build a strong coalition by
starting with crime and violence, or some other focus. When we say "disadvantaged
youth", many suburbanites will hear inner "city," thus raising the kind of race- and
class-based politics that has doomed prior urban initiatives.

L An urban policy initiative next year ought to include important strands of reinvention,
s0 that jurisdictional and bureaucratic barriers to devising comprehensive solutions
and progressive coalitions are addressed. Whether the focus is troubled youth, the
homeless, or whatever, no initiatives will be sustained in the long run unless we
introduce structural reforms that change the local. political dynamic.

] The Administration already has many initiatives aimed at youth -- including the
prevention programs in the crime bill, School-to-Work, and Goals 2000. To the
extent that these are not effectively targeted to inner-city youth, there is little reason
to believe that a new initiative won’t be subject to the same polmcal pressures and
thus to the same dilution.

These considerations militate against acting as though we here in Washington know
what is best for all needy communities. We should have confidence in the broad strokes, not
the fine lines. Our challenge is to balance focus with comprehensiveness and federal
leadership with local flexibility. Picking one cluster of issues as a response to Urban
America will not do.

Finally, we believe that no strategy that rests exclusively on the paradigms of |
subsidy, charity and redistribution can be self-sustaining; fiscal and political realities
guarantee that. Michael Porter’s fundamental point rings true: we must identify the natural .
strengths of each urban area, and adopt strategies to nurture seeds of . regeneration. ‘
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MEMORANDUM FOR < CAROL RASC

ROBERT RUBIN :
JACK QUINN AUG | | RECD
FROM: ALICE RIVLIN
S ]
SUBJECT: URBAN POLICY

i

Thanks for the opporfumty to '}eview your staffs” draft overview of options for urban
policy. Recognizing that this is a work in progress, I wanted to give you some quick
reacuons ;

{
§

Problem oal

First, it seems to me that our, dehberauons would benefit from having a succinct
statement on paper of the problem and our goals, both substantive and political. In my view,
our greatest concemn and the focus of our urban policy should be the growing concentration
of poverty in many cities and older suburbs. These concentrations are overwhelming the
resources of many individual local governments. They have effects, including crime and lost
productivity, that spill over jurisdictional boundaries and profoundly affect our society.
Properly addressing this difficult problem will require greater cooperation among
governments, particularly those within a metropolitan area, and mobilization of the private
sector. The Federal government may serve as the catalyst for the cooperative effort that I
believe is needed. J :

To be regarded as programmaﬁcally successful, I believe the Administration’s urban
policy must make a visible difference in the problem within a reasonable period, say the next
four to six years, and should construct a legacy in institutions and governance adequate to
sustain a long-term effort. To be regarded as pght_xcallz successful, our pohcy must be bold
enough to give key audiences hope, now, that change is on the way. -

Options f:

In thinking about options to address urban poverty and its consequences, I believe it
will help us to separate consideration of options for substantive or programmaric focus from
consideration of options for organizarion or process. Concerning substantive focus, I have
several thoughts. First, it seems to me unwise to force ourselves to choose between one
particular dimension of this problem and another — human resources or youth development,
crime and violence, business development, housing deconcentration, or whatever. Rather

!
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than competing, initiatives for each of these interlocking problems can be complementary.
Programs to address them ought to be part of an overall strategy. We and other levels of
government are devoting substantial resources to all of them already, albeit in a fragmented
and perhaps inefficient way. Second, I believe the diversity of the Nation’s urban areas and
a shortage of successful program models should incline us toward allowing communities wide
(but accountable) discretion in the choxce of programmatic approaches, even as we push them
toward more ambitious efforts to deal with this problem. Third, as I read the history of
federally designed programs to correct urban problems, it suggests that we are not very good
at designing uniform national solutions and carrying them out successfully. These points
taken together lead me to conclude that we should marshall our resources on behalf of the
broad goal of reducing concentrations of urban poverty but devolve the tasks of detailed
program design and implementation to lower levels of government.

Separately from the issue of substantive focus, we should consider our options for
process, Here, I believe that our next round of efforts should build on the innovative
approach taken in the Administration’s Empowerment Zones program: that communities
propose a strategy and be given as much flexibility as possible in using Federal resources to
accomplish the broad goal. The Metropohtan Empowerment Zones option that we have
advanced would build on that model, makmg two important additions: (1) requiring a
strategy that is metropolitan in scope; and (2) tying increased flexibility more closely to
increased accountability for performance and effort. The first of these is critical to
overcoming the isolation of individual jurisdictions and to overcoming the perception that
urban policy is just subsidizing ineffective central city governments. The second is vital to
convincing Congress and the public that greater local flexibility in using Federal dollars is
warranted and will reduce rather than increase waste. More posmvely, I see this approach as
fostering effective new political coalitions between progressive forces in central cities and
their suburbs. At a fundamental level, no urban policy initiative from Washington will be
effective in a meaningful sense unless it is specifically designed to change the local political
dynamics around issues of poverty and opportunity.

I see many common elements between the Metropolitan Empowerment Zones concept,
the Attomney General’s PACT initiati?e, and State innovations such as Oregon Benchmarks.
We should consider what steps we can take to build on and support these institutional
reforms regardless of the initial substantive focus. In fact, I believe that whether we start
with an emphasis on violence, on housmg, on youth development, or on business
development in the inner city, such processes should and can produce integrated local
strategies that address all aspects of the urban problem.

Returning to the draft optmns memorandum, I do object to the placement of the
Metro Empowerment Zones option because it seems to oppose this to the options for
substantive focus. We have suggested that the MEZ options should focus substantively
on a mix of federally and locally generated priorities. Perhaps it would be useful to
nominate three or so Federal priorities at the outset: youth opportunity; crime and
violence; and another. Viewed this way, I don’t see the MEZ structure and process
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options as competitive thh any substantive focus. On the contrary MEZs may be the
best vehicle for delivering on our substantive goals.

;
i
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Some Nex

To organize the next phase of éur internal discussions of these issues, it may help to
ask ourselves a series of leading_questipns such as the following:

° What steps would make current urban programs more effective? What can we do to
pull together scattered initiatives into packages that communities can build into their
own urban strategies more easxly?

9 If we could find as much as SlJ or $2 billion annually in additional resources, how
should these be spent?
® Have we a strategy for addressing structural barriers that inhibit locally generated
solutions to urban problems? .

° ‘Have we a strategy for building a political climate of support for urban policy?
|

® What will we do for those whc{ lose out in the Empowerment Zones/Enterprise
Communities competition? How do we avoid a perception that a new initiative is a
departure from the Empowerment Zones policy?

e By what standards will we and the public gauge success?

o What set of policies will yield -;visible progress in two years and a measurable
reduction of the problem in four to six years?

Answering these and similar qi_’:est’ions should help us to sort through the many
options and may lead us to the right result.

I am pleased to know that we will soon be involving the principal cabinet officers in
these discussions. There are common elements and themes in the approaches being pursued
by the Secretaries of HUD, HHS, the Attorney General, and others. It seems vitally
important that discussions include thex;n and lead to an initiative that has their united support.

Finally, let me return to the problem of picking a pamcular substantive focus for the
next phase of urban policy. This seems to me intrinsically problematic. Let’s assume, for
example, that our preferred focus is youth opportunity. Although I am substantively
sympathetic, selecting this (or any) smgle focus poses the following generalizable difficulties:

i
i
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Communities are in various sitiations with regard to their own substantive priorities.
Some have already dedicated substantial resources to this issue. Others may have
different needs which they legitimately feel are more urgent.

Given the Government’s track record, the uncertainty that any new Federal
programmatic strategy would work, and the deep resonance of federalism concerns,
there are good arguments agamst imposing another nationally designed initiative on
local governments.

Even if the proper focus is on ;iisadvantaged youth, this single problem is embedded
in a web of interrelated problems, communities must fashion a comprehensive strategy
to deal with concentrated urban‘ poverty, with Federal, State and private partners.

This issue is not the place where many voters would start in defining the problem.
Thus, pohucally, it may be easier to engage the public and build a strong coalition by
starting with crime and violence, or some other focus. When we say "disadvantaged
youth”, many suburbanites will hear inner “city,” thus raising the kind of race- and

~ class-based politics that has doomed prior urban initiatives.

An urban policy initiative nextvfyear ought to include important strands of reinvention,
so that jurisdictional and bureaucratic barriers to devising comprehensive solutions
and progressive coalitions are addressed. Whether the focus is troubled youth, the
homeless, or whatever, no initiatives will be sustained in the long run unless we
introduce structural reforms tha.t change the local political dynamic.

The Administration already ha‘s many initiatives aimed at youth -- including the
prevention programs in the crime bill, School-to-Work, and Goals 2000. To the
extent that these are not effectively targeted to inner-city youth, there is little reason
to believe that a new initiative'won’t be subject to the same political pressures and
thus to the same dilution.






FY96 Urban Policy Review [Indicates curreilt source of consideration]

Focus on Metropolitan Region: Encourage metropolitan regions to work creatively to connect
inner—city neighborhoods/families to main streams of economic growth (e.g.,second round of
EC/EZ challenge with appropriate criteria); regional, low-income housing rental vouchers&
fair housing; federal office location [OMB Spring Review, DPC-NEC Urban Report,
Community Enterprise Board, HUD—ONII{I Budget, HUD-DPC Fair Housing]

Direct Job Creation: Federally fund subsidized private or community service jobs (e.g., 4,
additional Support for YES~-type programs, HUD partnerships with construction unions for
public housing and other infrastructure) [DPC Interagency Crime Bill with NEC input;
NEC- DPC with OMB/HUD; Relch-—NEC]

Families and Schools:* Increase/target fedcral support for WIC, Headstart, Goals 2000, ESEA
Reauthorization, School-to-Work, Pell Grants/Rcstructurcd Student Loans, EITC, possible
"Second Chances"like Job Corps [NEC-I)I:C ETR Working Group] -

Socialization and Networking for Youth: Encourage private sector (business, churches, family
and youth organizations, and colleges) in each region to form on-going partnerships to
provide inner city youth (ages 10-18) with' after—school mentoring, coaching and networks to -
opportunities (apprenticeships, jobs, higher;education)(e.g., teen pregnancy prevention
campaign of welfare reform and community schools, policing, and recreation initiatives in
Crime Bill) [DPC Welfare Reform/Crime Bill with NEC input; ETR Workmg Group;

DPC Comprehenswe Serwces} "

Job Networks: Support creation of networks of job developers, career centers, and other "old-
boy/old-girl" intermediarics that can effectively connect inner—city residents to jobs for which
they are qualified throughout metropolitan region; employment anti-discrimination; choice of
_residence to move closer to job/learning opportunities [ETR Working Group; Reich~NEC]

Access to Capital: Funding and support f"c}r CD Banks, CRA regulatory reform, SBA One-
Stop Shops, HUD-GSE Home Ownership Partnerships, community—based business
organizations (non-profit and for-profit); CDC tax credits; fair lending [DPC-NEC
Community Development Workmg Group, Agency Initiatives from HUD, Commerce}

Nemhborhood Renewal and Housing Pohcv: HOPE VI&Public Housing Modemization,
LIHTC, other mixed-income rehab and construction; transitional subsidies for low&moderate
income housing; off-budget home ownef_fship; tax credits for supermarkets, basic retail,
historic preservation; parks, recreation, évnvironmcntal remediation&other physical
improvements; EZ/EC [HUD~()MB-DPC Budget Review; Community Enterprise Board]

Federal Coordination: Waivers; consohdatc interagency funding (e.g., Indiana, Wcst Virginia
State Plans); PACT (2 metro areas, D.C.,&Nebraska); unfunded mandates —— all w/ no
additional money [Community Enterppse Board; Six Secretaries]

i
!

' 1 ‘ .
Infrastructure Bank: Target funding and support of infrastructure bank [NEC Group]
*The main components of Health Care; Welfare Reform, and the Crime Bill are not included
in this list but are relevant for policy and budget. Given the similar relevance, high priority
and separate ETR/DPC process of the Llfclong Learning Agenda, how to include the school
and family elements in this urban pohcy review nceds to be considered.



e



| E.J. Dionne Jr. ‘?
Chnton’s
K

Buﬂy Pulplt“;

‘ President Clinton's speech on Saturday to
the convocation of the Charch of God in
Christ in Memphis was the most important of
his 10-month-cld presidency~mote impor-
tant than his well-reviewed budget speech of
fast February, more critical than his health
care speech this fall, i .
Clinton's message was as straightforward ™
as it was important: The United States has
reached an entirely new turn in the strugghe

for racial equality, and it's time to be honest

about both the gains we've made and the -
huge problems we face, 4
The truth we do not often admit s that in .
many respects, the civil rights struggle was an
enormous success, As Clintoa told the meeting
of black ministers, the barriers of legal segre-
gation have been tomn down, individual Afnicen -
Americans have found their way to the top, the
black middle class has grown. K ’
But what would the Rev. Martin Luther -
King Jr. make of the new tragedies that haunt -
black America? Trying to imagine what Dr.
King would say, Clinton offered this: *I did tot
live and die to see the Amercan family
destroyed. I did not Live and die to’ see -
13-year-old boys get automatic weapons and -
gun down S-year-olds just for the kick of it. 1.
did at live and die to see young people
destroy their own lives with drugs and then.-
build fertunes destroying the bives of others.
Thatis not what [ came here todo |~
Clinton went on: “The freedom to die be-
fore you're & teenager is mot what Martn
Luther King tived and died for.” Ao
Ah, say those who can't stand Clinton, there”.
he goes again: getting tough with black Ameris -
ca, blaming the victim for political gain. That
view is absolutely wrong, as Clinton's predomi-
nantly African American audience understood
when it cheered hime so loudly. The key is that
Clinton is 2 close student of the work of

. g
Good jobs and good -
values go together. |
University of Chicago sociologist William J. -
Wilson, who joined Clinton for dinner Last week.
Wilson ts a figure worthy of much bonor ©
because he has warked so hard to cut through -
the intellectual paralysis that has affected *-
Amernicans of all races on the subject of race; .
Wilson was earlier than most who share his -,
broadly liberal views in linking the declineiof |
the two-parent family and the decay of inner-
city civic institutions to the social breakdown
that has made life so miserable for so many
young Alfrican Americans. Wilson was one of *
the first analysts to point to the wide cliss >
gulf opening up within black America—while >
many African Americans were rising from.
working-class to middle-class status, many
others were falling from the working class
into dire poverty. Wilson also risked -
larity by vigorously defending Daniel P. Moy
nihan for calling attention to these problems ~
before they became fashionable wornies, | -
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But unfike many conservatives who share .
his concerns about the family and civic tife of
the inner city, Wilson sees unempioyment as
a central factor behind the social decay.
Lately, he's been exploring how young black
men looking for work do not have access to
the sorts of famity-and-neighbor ‘neworks
that have helped many other minonty groups
to rise from poverty. -

Clinton, as a good Wilson student, was thu.s
insistent in his speech that if you couldn’t -
address the plight of the African Amenican
poor without tatking about moral\valua apd
personal responsibility, then neither _could

who are willing to work have work, Work
organizes life,” Clinton said. “We cannot-f -
submit to you——repair the American comma- .
nity and restore the American family until we
pfovidethestmcture.thevaluqs.u:em- .
pline and the reward that work gives. L
1 would submit that Clinton's Mesophis
speech embodied what has always been the
pmmiseofﬂintonksmsadthattbem M
tration has suffered from the absence of more ;
public talk and thinking along the lines the /
president laid down on Saturday. ;

What is distinctive about Clinton's ap~
proach is his insistence that while govemn- *
memhasalargeroletopla);umfastgu;g'
social fustice, government on s own >
substitute for nurturing families and strong
communities. Bringing together the first adea;' .
(characteristic of liberals) with the :
(characteristic of conservatives and commutiy-
tarians) may be & more chalienging potitical |
project than balancing the budget or creatng
a new health system, important as both of °
those goals are. Social problems such as-
family breakdown do not submit easily to°
10-point government programs, yet as Clin-
ton aide Wiliam Galston argues, nothing is ,
more important to a child's future than having
“at least one caring and competent adult to
show the way.” The paradox is that while
government can’t provide such aurturing,
government will be much less effective dotng
the things it actually can do o the nurtunng
isn't found somewhere,

Clinton, like the country, owes a large debt
on these issues to another fine preacher, Jesse ..
Jackson. Jackson's current crusade against o- ¢
nercityvioieaceisnmgitex;s«hroﬁms{
to speak out. “T am rather convinced that the'-_
pmniercivilrightsisweafthisdaya'ym@ :
violence in general and black-on-black erime in
particular,” Jackson told the Boston Globe, “it's
clear now that we must look inward in order to
goonward.’lnmtiswwampieo!bdt-r
son's rhetoric, he added: *More young black _
peogle kill each other annually than the sum
total of lynchings in our history.” B

There is a large opening here. A new gener.
ation of African American thinkers—their -
ranks include Cornel West, Stephen Carter,
Randalt Kennedy, Henry Louis Gates and Jerry
Watts, among many others——s trying to free
the country's thinking about race, violence and
opportunity from an ideological cage fashioned
by left and right alike. [n very different ways,
all of them urge a vision of the common good
that transcends race—and may therefore be
our best ally against racism. .

Perhaps it is sentimental to suggest that it
* is long past time to revive a slogan Iitthe heard . .
since the days of the civil rights movement,

~ “Black and white together.” But it is a slogan
that worked miracles i its day, and the
president is uniquely well-placed to make it
his own. On the issue of the violence teanng
apart our country, there is no other way.
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1. “Their citizens pinned down by gunfire in the
streets, their coffers emptied by the burden of
caring for the poor, their schools ineffectual or on
the verge of coliapse — America’s cities are crymg
out for an urban policy from Washington, .

« Presidents Reagan and Bush responded to that
cry with racial code words and scomn, often demon-
“jzing:cities for political gain. But in his speech last

weekend in Memphis, Bill Clinton confronted urban .

issues in a way that inspired people instead of
" dividing them. Mr. Clinton’s speech offers hope that
Washington may yet turn its attention to the cities,
America’s most pressing domestic problem:

.~Mr. Clinton spoke at the Temple Church.of God
in Chrtst in Memphis, from the pulpit where Martin
Luther King Jr. delivered his last sermon. The
Priesident spoke in chilling detail about the violence
anfl the drug trade that ravages the cmes Of the
young who are so afraid of random killing that they
plan their own funerals, he said, “I think, finally, we
may be ready to do something about it.””

. Mr. Clinton was refreshingly candid when he

spoke about breakdown of families and the rise of
illegitimacy and abandonment by fathers. In previ-
oub times, the topic had mainly been used as a way
of ;bludgeoning the poor and dividing Amencans
along ideological lines. But in Memphis the Presi-
dent explained to the nation that morality and
petsonal responsibility are intimately connected
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Chntons Prormsmg Speech -

with the surroundings in which people live. “'1 do not
believe we can repair the basic fabric of society
until people who are willing to work have work,”
Mr. Clinton said. “‘Work organizes life.”

“We cannot, | submit o you, repair the Ameri-
can community and restore the American family,”
he said, “until we provide the structure, the values,
the discipline and the reward that work gives.”

The President owes much to William Julius
Wilson, The University of Chicago sociologist whose
pioneering work, “The Truly Disadvantaged,”
showed how the departure of inner<ity industry
greatly accelerated the unraveling of the urban
African-American famijly. Mr. Wilson offers solu-
tions as well, none of them cheap. ~ .

As inspiring as it was, Mr. Clinton's sermon
was only a prologue to an urban policy. Big-city
mayors will surely want to hear more of how he
intends to stimulate investment in cities. Enterprise
zones won't do it. What will?

And what of gun control? The Brady bill, with
its five«day waiting period, is a welcome advance
over guns on demand. But a plan for demilitarizing
the streets is still sorely needed.

And what of welfare reform? Housing and
feeding America’s poor is bankrupt,mg the cities
and states.

Memphis was the pmiogue now we awalt the
‘program.
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President Takcs Bully Pulpiton Crime,

.But Faces Dauntmg Considerations

sycwm IFILL
anmvmrm
WASHINGTON. Nov. 14— Earlywis| The President concedes that the
month, President Clinton was ﬁtmg tmost a national leader can do two ad-:

{with an old friend, Mayor Kart L. dress mherently jocal issues like vio-

i Schmoke of Baltimore, when Mr.

ient crime and its relationship o pove

. Schmoke described his Visit (o the fam- | ¢7TY is 10 use the pulpit of the Presiden-
nlyofanls-yﬁgldmmmh;dm cy 1o spread a message of hope and

1 ‘mty He has called it a “"mor-

News
Analysis Around the same time,

by
gyeamid acnngh on a2l duty.”

**] think the Pregident has a pulpit -
Teddy Rooseveit’s bulty pulpit — that |

H have to use and work hard on and ury to
! 2‘;,;,,"‘;;‘%,:“;‘,‘;;;93,’: live by 0 try 10 betp rebuild the condi-
, Post and read sbout an 1)-year-old girl | tiens of family and community and
‘in a crime-ridden neighborhood who ) educstion and eppormunity,” Mr. Clin-
‘was planning her own funeral, down to | 1o0 said during a White House news

the prom dress she would be buried in.

conference last week.

Although most senior officials at the
L i inin b gone ol 06 | b preocis

. logelber enough votes (6 try to pass the with Mr. Clinton's iatest high-wire leg-

North American Free TradeAgree. |isistive bacte over the trade sgree.
ment and assembling a working x?;i)or- ment. few were surprised when he dis-
ity for his health care plan, these epi- pensed with the issuve early in his
sodes and cthers have been weighing | SPeech on Saturday and focused in-

on his mind. aides said i
The topic has bubbled up in unex-

stead on crime and violence.
“Washingtan‘s kind of a trap,” said

llster, “1n the

pected piaces, during strategy meet- Stanley Greenberg, m:t é’mm(’s

ings.in the Oval Office, in

p

350Ut GLher tapics. on talk ghows and in | 1’5 BTt to be a social critic. So this has

dinners at the White House with schol- | been building up.” .
ars like Wiliam Julius Wilson, who Mr. Clinton, the aides said. had been

wrote *“The Truly. Disagvantaged,”’ a
book about the decline of me black
tamity.

. ‘!t‘saamclm‘{'f
Mr. Clinton has even coined & phrase

10 describe the plight of people who are |

caugm;nthecydeofjoblessnus

Sommhwewaxnhgmfewnotzs
Mr. Clinion’s growing concern about

|
Whatcana |
national leader do
about a local :
problem? Talk.

[

crime, viol and the dik that
face children growing up' in urban
aress came tumbling out inio the laps.
of a church full of mommw-uy
siunned ministesS on Sa

They did not stay stunned !or long.
The ministers, many of whom had been
saymgmesamemmtormxsm
exhortations (o their congregations, be-
ganwspplaud mwmmz-

on crime, viok
ity of black le.uders to confmt the|
their communities.y

problems plagaing
"Mr. Clinton has often been moved 103 ;o0

Scripture and sermonizing when he is
speaking at a church, where he is often
preaching 1o the previously converted.
The setting also underscored the
ugmrope Mr. Clinton must walk on
the policy and politics of this issue.

Thc anu-<Ccrime measure now before
the Senate, which he is supporting,
comains many of zhe same wugtwn

searching for a way to climb into his
pu!mt oa this issue for some time. Since

the ation its
health care plan, Mr. Clinton and his
wife, Hillary, have made frequen: ref-
erenices 10 the connectian between sky-
rocketing heaith care costs and the
expense of caring for the victime of

ty, linking it with the need for economic
revival and expansion. And he quoted
the Rev. Jesse Jacksan, Senator Daniet
Batrick Moynihan of New York and the
cornedian Bill Cosby on the subject, ali

wages, pay
ing to do the right thing by their ki
“We have to rebuild families and
communites in this country,”” Mr. Clin-
ton said during & recent news confer-
ence that was mrended © promoie the
trade 