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Record Type: . Record 

To:' Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP@EOP. Eric P. Liu/OPD/EOP@EOP 

cc: Andrea Kane/OPD/EOP@EOP. J. Eric Gould/OPD/EOP@EOP.Eugenia Chough/OPD/EOP@EOP 
Subject: New Ideas for FY 2001 Budget . 

Here are our new ideas to date on welfare (defined broadly as usual). It's a bit long but designed to be 
easy to read. As the chart on the first page shows. many of these ideas could be packaged in a number 
of useful ways, and could perhaps be joined with some other team's proposals under certain broad 
agenda categories. 

. ~ 

FY01 Budget Ideas 1119 to br. 

We have not finished preparing tobacco ideas. Do you want us to write up various pay-for options yet? 
Besides the expected investments in FDA and CDC prevention programs and the DOJ lawsuit and the 
$328 appropriation for tobacco farmers we should extend in 2001. we could, if we were willing to re-open 
recoupment, put together a tobacco prevention package which we would require states to fund out of 
their state settlement dollars as a condition of receiving federal Medicaid funds. It would never pass the 
Congress. but it would better define what we want states to do and Shalala could use it as a platform if we 
send her aroul"!d to state legislatur,es. Dan Mendelson is interested Medicaid coverage of cessation which 
could be part of such a package. There are several down sides -- how do we handle farmers ... are we 
willing to put a price tag on how much we want states to spend, etc. Do you think this is worth exploring? . 
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Various Ways to Package Welfare Budget Ideas 
11/19/99 DRAFT 

1. Child Support Enforcement 
2. Welfare to Work Grants 
3. Hou~ing Vouchers 
4. Transportation 
5. Food Stamps' 
6. Individual Development 

Accounts 
7.. Homeownership 
8. WOTC/WtW Tax Credits 
9. Full Funding of Social 

Services Block Grant 
10. Transitional Medicaid 
11. Legal Immigrant Benefits 

-----------------

12. Ex-Offender Employment 
13. Incentives for Charitable 

Giving 
14. Tax Credit for Work 

Expenses for People with 
Disabilities 

15. Increased Access to 
Technology for People 
with Disabilities 

~------------

16. DOL Funding for 
Employment of People 
with Disabilities 

Promote Support Help People Move More Encourage 
. Responsible Working Get to New People from Saving and 

Fatherhood Families Jobs Welfare to Asset 
Work Building 
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Faith and One 
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1. 	 Child Support Enforcement: While child support collections have risen dramatically under 
the reforhts enacted by this Administration, in' too many cases child support is an unreliable 
source o~' income for families moving from welfare to work and other low income families. ' 
We cou put forward a package of proposals to,a) collect more child support; b) provide 
more re 'able support for mothers and children; and'c) help low-income fathers get jobs so 
they caq support their kids. These proposals could be coupled with new collection data we 
expect tb have shortly showing collections since 1992 have nearly doubled, from $8 billion 
to an exbected $15.5 billion or more. ' ' , 

! 

a) 	 COI~ectingMOre Support: We are just beginning to explore the feasibility of increasing ~ 
federal involvement in garnishing wages and bank accounts in interstate child support ~ 6Y' ) 

cases. Currently, the federal government, through the newly created federal databases, ----=
, locates the jobs and bflnk accounts of deadbeat parents in other states, but then relies on 

the states to follow up. The federal government could possibly assist state efforts by 

directly contacting the employer of the deadbs:at parent to begin withholding wages and 

contacting the financial institution to seize financial assets. 


b) 	 Streamlining Child Support Distribution Rules So Mothers Get More Reliable 

Child Support Income: The current child support distribution rules are complex and 

often counterproductive. When a father pays support in a given month, whether or how 

much of that support goes to his children depends on a complex set of rules involving , 

whether the child is or ever was on welfare, and whether the father owes past due suppo 

that accumulated before the mother and child were on welfare, while they were on 

welfare, or after they left welfare. As a result, there(dften little connection between what 

a father pays and what his family gets, parents have less incentive to cooperate with the 

child support system, families 'can't count on stable child support income, and state child 

support staff spend time figuring out how to distribute payments every month among ~ 4 

categories - time they should use to collect more sllpport. 


HHS has proposed a two part proposal, which simplifies the child distribution rules at a 
cost of $500 million ov~r 5 years, and also provides federal match to states that pass 
through child support to families on welfare, at a cost of$100 million over 5 years. ~ 

(These proposals cost money because collections which under the current rules woul¥.o 
the state and federal governments for past-due support accrued before or while the family 
was on welfare wolild go instead to the family.) The cost of the pass through proposal is 
kept low by providing federal match only to states that increase their pass through from 
current levels (about half the states currently pass through $50 or more) ,up to a cap of 
$100 per month. We would suggest amending thi's to give the handful of states now 
passi,ng through $100 or more some incentive byproviding federal match for either 
additional pass through up to a total of $1 00 per month or $50 more than the current pass
through level. 
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Republican House memo d states ate very interested in reforming the distribion ~4~rules; in particular Rep. ~hnson's Ways and Means subcommittee staff have ~? 


indicated they plan to, make this aptieI:i in the comi'ng months. House and Senate . ~ 

Democrats and some R~py'blicans are interes e . . creasing pass through to families on . 

welfare, including Senators Kohl, Snowe, Bayh, and Dorn, .. who have introduced bills 

to do so, , ' ' 11 L 


, 	 ~o 

HHS partially ftmds these pr~p~sals by an initiative to require states to se' e gambling (J) ~vntfy' 
proceeds from Raren. ts who owe Chil~d ver fiverv ~.support, raising just over $200 million 
years, 11~ ti" nu I,! (.e,s , t£r-'"'i"d1m:~r-" . (J'.... ')

(,I"> VV" " T' --"'jJl.__ ." 	 :r . '., " r-zr~ P/l~/S~ , ' ' 
c) Enable more low income fathers to work and pay cliild support (see Welfare-to-Work 

grants and Ex-Offender Employment ~ections below). ... ," 

a) DC5€~~~!)ll-nos? .<..\!\aWe~:~~ . I nO. 
2. 	 Welfare-to-WbrklG'r~'nis: New investme!1ts in th~ Welfare-to-Work program could help AJ" 

both long-t~rm welfa~e recipi.ents (mostly mothers) and non-cu~todial parents (mostly r};\~,rLJrtf1. 
fat~ers)get and keep Jobs. Smce 1998, the WtW program has mvested more than $350 k1:,....-... 
mil!ion i~ ? rojects helping n?n-custodial parent.s ofchildren on wel~are .to work and SU?~ort '~_,n ~ 
their famIlIes. At the same tIme, the new techmcal amendments whIch mclude an explIcIt ~ I r 

personal responsibility contract requiring child support cooperation for non-custodial parents ~ 

and expand eligibility for non-custodial parents should increase the program's focus on 

fathers. There are several ways we could propose additional resources for Welfare to Work: 


a) 	 Propose additional $750 million - $1 billion, similar to ourFY 2000 proposal, with 
some additional program changes we proposed this year that were not enacted as part of 
the technical amendments (including requiring states to spen~ ",t le~st.20~ on low 
income fathers, increase funding for tribes, allow tribes to apply directly. for competitive' 
grants, rolling unallocated formula funds to competitive grants and giving preference to 

~ communities and tribes from states who chose not to apply). 

. '.' 	 ~~k Propose $250 - $500 million only for competitive grants, with major emphasis on se~\~~b) responsible fatherhood and other priorities. Major advantages of this approach include: I,~
~~~'>ff there has been strong unmet demand for competitive grants, this gets funds directly to . ~ 41b;~vs,·tf;'i' >,' 

locals (many competitive grantees are cities and counties), it positions us for working if i-. ~~~~I{r .. with Hill on fatherhood proposals, and it targets resources where they are most needed. --::::= 
,.' 	 ::;:;:;-

Y' 
c) 	 Extend the three year deadline for formula and competitive grantees to spend down FY ~ 

1998 and FY 1999 funds. This would probably not have a cost given OMB's spending -1'1'\ 
projections, but it probably would given CBO's (which we expect to assume all the $3 IA 

billion is not spent in time).' 

3. 	 Housing vouchers: We should support HUD's overall request for $983 inillion for 172,000 O.MG-
new Section 8 vouchers, with the ca.v~at tha~~rather than .the 2.5,000 HUT? proposed, ~. \y 
be used for welfare to work. In addItIon, we should propo'se designatmg approXImately vno;..l\., 
1 ,000 vouchers for family reunification awarded on a competitive basis for responsible ~]. 
fatherhood demonstration projects that encourage non-custodial parents to re-unite with their f" \;'1l.(OC\; 

Aj~ DMB, ~ ~..",..,{ ';'N~ ~"'<S G~"-J0;L 
. /)e~~. M,,1/~ -") ~ 

http:le~st.20


---

4. 

~/~:\ 

~ 
, ~~\~ 

5. 

families. This would build on a promising father's program implemented in Hartford. OMB 
advises that Congress has historically provided several thousand family unification vouchers, 
even in years when they provide 110 new vouchers, though these vouchers have traditionally 
focused on keeping families together to avoid foster care. 

Transportation: There are several ways we could help low income families get the 
transportation they need to get to work. 

a) 	 Access to Jobs Transportation: Support funding at full authorized level of $150 
million. Funding bf $150 million wbuld roughly double the number of communities 
served (as many as 150 new projects) and provide continued funding for the multi-year 
projects approved in FY 1999. For FY 2000, Congress provided funding only at the 
guaranteed level of$75 million, then earmarked about $50 million of the funds, leaving , 

only about $25 million for competitive grants., ," '-::::; CD f15 '/~ l'H-t ~ 
b) 	 Family Loan Program: We could provide 6~ed funding tlone or more 7 ,tlW} , 

national organizations to provide loans to low-income families, which under current .. ~ J( 
models families use primarily to repair or purchase cars. The Ways to Wor loan ~ 

program has already provided $13 million in loans ranging from $750 to $2,~QjChkl to ~ 
over 12,000 families in about 30 sites to help them move t,o self-sufficiency and i8'n~ . 
seeking federal funding to expand this effort to reach over 50,000 families in 70 ~------

,communities over the next 10 years. TANF funds could be used for this purpose, though MI r}~:'" 
state by state investments may be an inefficient way to spur a national effort. .." . (' .... , 

, 	 --~-.-

c) 	 Promote Car Leasing: Another optiori is to help low-income families lease cars, which ' ..... 
provides access WithO"!l,t the ongoing responsibility of ownership. W,e are investigating '~~ I, J-r. 
several ideas outlined by Paul Glastris, including tax credits to encourage companies to JIl~1 ~ 
enter this market (building on a model by' former Detroit Lion Mel Farr who the President ....--:--' 
met with during his first New Markets Tour), more generous depreciation rules on used ~ 
cars, ,making the tax code more Javorable for working poor people who buy or sell used . 
cars, or subsidies to families to offset leasing costs. As with loans, TANF funds could be " , " 

used for this purpose. pp \ ~ c~ J ; llS ('lifh./,~ , 

. 	 " . . , ~.., 	 ();v¥' iil/Jt~ ~. 1'-$,"~G d) 	 Food Stamp Vehicle Limit: See below. 
fIl~I~"". 

e) 	 IDAs -- Expand to Include Cars:' See below. 

Food Stamps: There are several proposals we could make to help ensure access to food 
stamps for working families.' Unlike the executive actions we took last July, these require 
legislative changes. 

a) 	 Food Stamp Vehicle Limit: Currently families with incomes.under 130 percent of 
poverty who own a car worth more than $4,650 are not eligible for food stamps. In' 
recognition of the importance of a reliable car for families moving from welfare to work, 
most states have increased their vehicle asset limits for TANF. This proposal would give 

. states the option to conform this foed stamp vehicle limit to. the vehicle limit used in their 



if \,;t'tsj1h .~t.-~ 
T ANF or Medicaid pro'~~, ensuring families that work their way off welfare dO'not 

suddenly face the loss of their food stamps ifthey buy a reliable car. This builds on the 

executi~e ~ction we.t~ok this. s~mni.er, whiphclarifie~that state~,could u.se the hig~er ~ (.,::r' 

TANF hmItfor famIhes receIvmg TANF funded servIces, even If they dId not receIve ~ 


T ANF -fu~ded. cash as.sistance. T~is~il}.c?st $1.6 billion over 5 years, and is part of 1-6 I'J 

broader bIpartIsan antI-hunger legIslatIon, mtroduced by Senators Specter and Kennedy vt-c1nr, 


, and Representatives Walsh and Kaptur which is strongly supported by advocacy gro:ups ~ lx' 

, 	and also includes legal immigrant food stamp benefits (see below), an increase intlie , 


shelter deduction ($495 million over 5 years) and increased funding for TEFAP - ' ~ 

emergency food ($20. million appropriation per year). 


.~ 

b)' Food Stamp Outreach: We should propose at least $10. million for FY 20.0.1 for on


going fooq stamp outreach efforts, including campaign materials and an enhanced 1':'80.0. 

number. We are exploring whether a "Community Food and Nutrition" HHS program 

that Congress funded at $5.5 million for FY 2o.o.o..could be useful in, this regard. (HHS 


01' .7 a t~cipatio~ that Con,gress Wil,l contin'!,eJundin~ this',
proposes no fundiI}g f9r FYjo.o.l :i'n 
\,l~~' . ,effort.) jV~t~, ,V!n~ ,'" I ~}7~'.- t(t=(-r cvfV~, tv #;)·th--Jt',


" ' ''ft m ~. fr.Ot) at h1 q)</.;;fy..R~ '*~ , ',' 

c) Improving Nutrition Among the Elderly: Less than 30. percent of the elderly who are 

.eligible for food stamps actually participate. For many, the application process is tOQ 
, complicated while others, are to embarrassed to ,seek out and use food stamps. To ' 
overcome these barriers, USDA proposes to spend $65 million over five years ($15 ' 
million in FY 20.0.1 and $25 inillion in '0.2 and '0.3) to conduct a,pilot program which will 
test-an array of alternative application and benefit structures over three years. These' 
alternatives would test a commodity alternative for the elderly, a streamlined food stamp 
application process, and provide assistance in completing, applications. We plan t'? '. 
examine this proposal' closely to see ifit is worth supporting. . .lA?t, H~ r (..-C(O~ .7. 

d/ 	 Food Statpps fOArf)Le$.al, Immigran,~ts: _s~~ 5ection on,regal 1m,migra~ts~elow,'ih ~~~ 
. ~) ~ 4v1.{~' ~J ff:?tJ'"'\.C:OMB)L-) f(b~~', "" . ' 
6. 	 Individual Development Accoun~: We should support HHS's request for fi ding the. ' 

Assets for Independence IDA demonstration program at full authorized level of $25 million 
and should consider expanding IDA use t<? include cars needed to get or keep a job: 
Currently, both the-iDA demonstration program and,the IDA provisions under TANF allow 
these matched savings qccounts for three purposes: to'buy a first home, pay for higher 
education, or start a small business. Helping families to save for a car~ reinforces the 
importance of saving while giving them access to a vehicle which will allow them to get a 
job, keep ajob, or take advantage ofjob' opportunities they couldn't otherwise access, and 

, reduce long,and stressful commutes. In FY 20.0.0.; the Administration proposed $20. million 
~... for IDAS',bud:ongres,s only 1~propriated $10., 'million., . ;;r;'J)fj' -ht,vJJc4 . , 

.. ' . lAS ~- OAvtiL r~ . 
" '7. 	Homeownership:*~ are exploring a nf~b~r ofO'pti~s to promote home-ownership among 

low-income families. We understand '!Ieasuiyi§_developing a proposal to encourage 
, homeownership through a tax credit tha~ reduces monthly costs farlow-income homeb4yers. 

PPI has proposed "no interest second mortgage tax credits" to lending institutions that are 
willing to make small no-interest 25 .year l?ans to qualified low-income familie~e as f

' 	 l r-.'?_h > V / . 
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dowl1 payments. Incentives could also be provided to employers to help their low-income 
employees buy homes, such as Bank ofAmerica's Associate Horne Ownership Program 
which was highlighted in the President's August 3!'d welfare town hall. This approach has the 

, advantage 9f connecting employment and horne ownership, and enlisting employer 
participation, but on balance, it probably makes more sense to subsidize individuals than 
businesses. We could certainly highlight leading-edge companies such as Bank of America, 
whose efforts would complement a tax credit for families, in any announcement. 

8., WOTC/Welfare to Work Tax Credits: We should support multi-year extension or 
: perma~ent extension of these cred~ts beyond the new December 31, 2001 date. yost to be 
.determmed, ' ,.' . " (yVI~'.t--fM;;.1 

~ 9, Full FundingofSocial Services Block Grant: We ould support full $2.4 b' lion fundini1 ~,~ 
. of the So~ial Sen:'ices Block grant, which states use t 'nvest in child~ . ster care, and . J..e.k ~ e, other famIly SeJVlces. HHS's budget proposal funds SSB at only ~lllOn, the amount i, 1-< 6,

¥> 00 ~nacted in FY 200~ but a $680 million cut ov.er our proposal last ~ear. !his issue is f\JA ~ 
/" Import~aJ'<Uhe_chlld care ady"o,c.ac~_c. OMie -=5'Cn-<- ~hclvi ~~ t'\W\+mty../ 	 '~+~ , 'VAt'-1v< !qqc l)1

10. Transitio "ed,je,a,ifh--+.he..transitionaI..M icaid program, whicfi provide, ar of ~ 

Medicaid for families leaving TANF due to .increased earnings or child support, is expiring in ~ 
FY 2001 and we should propose to extend it. [Need to verify costs, whether HHS proposed 
it, what health team thinks]. ~-0~ ,~ i'.'l.5vt41nu{rlw,-l.fJ~~ 

11. Legal Immigrant Benefits: At a minimum we should repeat the proposals we made last 
year, and there are compelling reasons to go further in several areas. 

a) 	 Health Care: Our FY2000 proposal would have provided a state option to cover children 
and pregnant women under CHIP and Medicaid, regardless of when they entered the U.S. 
(Under current law,states have this option only for immigrants who arrived in the U.S. 
before 8/22/96.) This proposal has bipartisan' support and was introduced by Senators 
Chafee"Mack, McCain, Jeffords, Moynihan, and Graham and costs $325 million over 
five years, 

The immigrant groups support expanding our proposal by adding one introduced this year 
by Senator Moynihan and Rep . .Levin that would expand this M'edicaid state option to 
also cover disabled immigrants irregardless of when they enter the U.S. This proposal 
would cost about $2 billion over 5 years. The groups identified this as their highest 
priority to add to our proposals from last year. 

b) 	 Domestic Violence Victims: The immigrant groups,say their second priority ~bove our 
proposals from last year is to allow legal immigrants who are qualified under the, 
Violence Ag~inst Women Act due to domestic violence to be eligible for all .federal 
public benefits, including SSI, food stamps, TANF, Medicaid, and CHIP, regardless of 
the date of entry. Cost is likely to be small, but is yet undetermined, 

http:i'.'l.5vt41nu{rlw,-l.fJ


.

c) 	 Refugees: The groups' third,highest priority is to eliminate the 7 year limitation on the 
exemption from all benefits for refugees and asylees. The argue many elderly or disabled 
refugees have avery hard time learning English or otherwise qualifying for naturalization 
and will lose benefits without this extension. The Balanced Budget Act extended these 

, benefits from 5 to 7 years.. 	 ' 

d) 	 Food Stamps: Last year, our budget contained a modest food stamp proposal making 
legal immigrants in the United States on August 22, 1996 who subsequently become 
elderly eligi1;>le for food stamps, at cost of$60 million over 5 years. (The 1997 
Agricultural Research Act covered those already elderly as of 8/96.) 

There is growing support for a much broader restoration, which would make all legal 
immigrants eligible for food stamps (this principally adds adults who entered the U.S. 
before 8/96 and all immigrants who entered the U.S. after 8/96 to the restorations made 
by the Agricultural Research Act.) This proposal would cost $975 l1!illion over five years. 
This broader restoration was included in bipartisan anti-hunger legislation introduced by , 
Senators Specter and Kennedy and Representatives Walsh and Kaptur which is strongly 
supported by advocacy groups and also inCludes expanding the food stamp vehicle limit 
(see above), an increase~in the shelter deduction ($495 million over 5 years) and 
increased funding for TEF AP' emergency food ($20 million appropriation per year). 

Itis also possible to devise a proposal to restore food stamps to specific subsets of the 
legal immigrant population (e.g., all those eligible under our SSI proposal- see below; 
all immigrants who entered the U.S. before 8/96; all household with children andlor 
elderly, irregardless of date of entry)., 

e) 	 SSI Disability Payments: SSI payments for the poor 'ejisabled also confer Medicaid 
eligibility. The Balanced Budget Actof 1997 restored disability and health benefits to 
380,000 legal impligrants who were in U.S. before 8/96 and become disabled after entry. 
Our FY 2000 budget would have restored eligibility for SSI and Medicaid.to legal 
immigrants who enter the country after that date ifthey have been in the United States for 

..~~ five years and become disabled after entering the United States, at a cost . of about $1 
billion over 5 years. ' This proposal needs to be rescored but will be much more expensive ~J 	df 

, 

this year, since with the passage of time more immigrants wo.uld qualify.bt Neither the Balanced Budget Actnor our FY 2000 proposal restored SSI to the poor 
o'{'~ 	 elderly who are not disabled (who would be cover,ed under SSI if they were citize~s and 

many of whom eventually will qualify as disabled as they become frail). This provision 
is included in the Moynihan/Levin bill, but this expansion ofour proposal has not been 
identified as high a priority as others listed above' by the key groups we have consulted. 

, We do not have a score' of the cost of this addition. ' 

12. Ex-Offender Employment: Because'many low-inco'menon-custodial parents have criminal 
records and a high proportion ofmert in prison are fathers, we're exploring ways to help, men 
in prison become better fathers and prepare them for employment upon their release. DOL 
has proposing $200 million in the FY 2001 budget for ex-offender training through the 

http:Medicaid.to
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, Workforce Investment Act" and OJ is proposing a re-entry program. In co~cePt, these, ' , 
initiatives have merit and we ar' in the p'roc~ss of learning l110re about both department',s, ¥}1 Gf~ ,
proposals.' 

1)1 t1 'bj tnt 
13. Incentives for Charitable Giving: There !ire a varit!ty of tax proposals we developed ,~~leading up to the Philanthropy Conference we may wish to propose in·theFY 2001 budget. 

" , ~p..fVv 
~' 

Deductibility of Charitable Contributions for Nonitemizers: Qne broad change that 
~ 

;could effect'both the level and composition of individual gifts would be to allow non
itemizers to claim a deduction (or tax credit) forcharitable contributions above a certain 
floor. In addition to affecting the total amount ofcharitable' contributions,allowing non
itemizers to take such a deduction could also affect tneproportion of gifts going to 

'differenttypes ofrecipients since non-it~mizers gifts disproportionatelY" benefit religious 
organizations and sodal service groups as opposed to educational institutions and private' 
foundations. There are a number o'f ways this proposal could be structured, which could 
cost from $2 to $6 billion a year. ' . - , 

Allowing Charitable' Giving Until April 15: If the charitable deduction is meantto 
provide some incentiv.e for charitable giving,'there should be considerationofthe entire 
design of the prognimin order10 achieve this purpose in the most effective manner. The 
cost of this proposal is negli&ible. 

Excise Tax on Investment Income of Private Foundations: Private foundations pay an 
,excise tax on their net investment income; which inchides interest, dividends, and net 
capital gaIns and is reduced by expenses incurred t.o earn this .income. While the intent of 
the distinction between a 1 and 2 percenf rate of tax on investment'income was to prevent 

. foundation disbursements from falling, the mechanism is unduly complicated and may 
even reduce foundation giving. This excise tax should beeliminated or modified. Cost 
to be determined. 

I 

Improving Disclosure by CharitableOrganization~: Because of the public nature of '. 
charities, their tax returns are open to ,the public and by far the, most iinportant source of 
public informatio'n about charitable ofl~ariizatioris are th~ IRS Forms 990 annual ' 

,~~-V' information returns. Over the years, the amount of information to be included on these ,
01-" ...~: ,,?!' returns by charitable ,organizations has increased, as have the penalties for failure to file 

./1 ~ lA:.- 1fC'\(\~~ and accurately complet~!1g these returns'. 'Despite the evolution, the Forms 990 are , (t,~~' 
, frequently criticized both by 9harities' who havedifficultycompleting them and by the (JlV ";~y& publicthat has difficulty reading them ..Requiring electronic filing of F9nns 990 would , D~,' , ' . 

VX~ , make It eaSIer for the publIc to access thIS mformatIon and reduce fraud. ~" . ' 'J?: \I'~.l , ' ,~#~ W5 . ..'. ,f-,~ , 

- ~~14. Tax Credit for Work Expenses for People with Disabilities: We should propose again the 
t'1'~, tax credit developed by ourhealth team, which would providing a $1,000 tax credit for work

,,' related expenses for people with disabilities. Under this newprpposal, workers with ' 
~ §f1{ 'I'-'~, significant disabilities would receive an· annual $1,000 tax credit to help, co'ver the formal' and 

~~t~~ '/(? i~forrrial costs that are' SOCIa e WI, \ ent ,~uch as s, eci ,an ortatio and ,I ,'\' 
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technology. Last year, this tax credit was estimated to cost $700 million over 5 years and 
projected to help 200,000 to 300,000 Americans. 

'15. Increased Access to Technology for People with Disabilities: We should make again the 
proposal NEe developedJor last year's budget which would: (1) help make the federal 
government a"model user" of assistive technology; (2) support new and expanded state loan 
programs to make assistive technology more affordable for Americans with disabilities; and 
(3) invest in research, development and technology transfer in areas such as "text to speech" 
for people who ,are deaf, speech recognition, and eye tracking for people who cannot use a 
keyboard. Last year's proposal cost $35 million in FY 2000, more than doubling the 
government's current investment indeploying assistive technology. 

16. Labor Department Funding for Employment of People with Disabilities: The 
, Department of Labor has proposed $148 million in FY 2001 to help increase the employment 

of people with disabilities. T:he concept is worth considering, but we need to work with DOL 
to better define what the funds would be used for. 
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IW{~0~' rug· 
-- should we try aga?Ln teacher scholarships? /.- Y .. ''lr' . 

CHILD CARE , , ~'I" :-.... ~ ) 
1. Mov.e CCDBG to ,discretionary side, scale back to $Sb o~~(s, J/!I'J ')'tIt !rr\").:O 0 j . C\1TIT J 
2. Sc~le back ~arly L.earning Fund if possible IN<kJJfktJrri. /'1'" --:-) (.~ ~ {\O'7Ji,~ ".. ilvleW?':" 

! ~~~;~:,n:;r~~~~::~dd:;~SB~ 44ar l:r C' .. / ~ ,N<"'fH'(lh_;~.;tf~ '11'Y . 
s , UJj. t?(,v..o. 1.'1--1- . ,v, ~~ ,~ b'1 ~Ct."'IY7' C~ ,V!f" t(; &( ) 

WELFARE/FOOD STAMPS/IMMIGRANTS . , '. '. 


,.1. Child support enforcement/distribution rules/pass-through: 1OOm/yr (maybe more if we can come up 

with a good enforcement idf:')a) " .. 

2. Competitive grants for welfare-to-work: 2S0-S00m, with another SOO-7S0m of formula grants in the 
out-years (and extend the 3-yr deaqline for when they can 'spend down the $). We're looking at the VP's 
proposal forworkrequiremepts for father's. . , .. 
3. Cars-to-work: Raise the food stamps vehicle limit (1.6b over S),' plus perhaps a few other cheap bells 
and whistles . .. 
4.IDAs: 2Sm 

S. Food stamp outreach: 10m (We're also looking at USDA's proposal on elderly'nutrition) 
6. Whatever you think we can get on immigrant benefits" ' 

, , 

7. Re-entry: DOL has proposed a training program for ex-offenders; we're also looking at a DOJ proposal 
on fathers leaving prison. Maybe we should combine all these fatherhood proposals together into a single 
packcw~, " . 
'\~ (IH~ 

In the no-cost department, we'd like to expand cha~itable choice to whatever social services programs we 
can. 
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'l'hi$Facsimi~e is from the' 

Administration for Children and Families 
.Office of Community Services 

, ~, ' 
, ,DemQnstration and Special Projects Division 

.,:.' 370 L'Enfant Promenade, SW 
•···Washi'n'gton, 	DC 20447-0001 

FAX NUMBER: (202) 401-5538 

This transmission consists of this cover page plus 4 pages~
.,.' " 

.' ' 

D.te: . ,·;1 -'2·lf '7"1'1 ' ,"" , 
To: (h4f.e. C~<J 

·.Phone: 

Fax: ,No:': 
. .' ' ,. ' 

··.·j),d.~.···From: 

Office: 

Phone: . {202} ~01~'-'1?' ~f / 
,:" , , , . ' 

z, '.,: 

MESSAGE: 
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,. , ' 'FAX NO. :,21212412115538 Nov,. 24 1999 1217: 42PM P2, 

, , 
. !;" .'. ;; ;,: ,THE:DEMO~.IS'TRArION PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM 

,." 	 " , .•.. ,. ;.; ',I .' .. ' '. ',', . ",'" , . \ • ' 
.;. : . '. ;;. ~ .. ' ,.:. ' 

:;~:' "Tti-e 'b'~m'bnstratidtiPartn'ershipc p;~g';am (Oppj,' administered by OCS, in ACF, was created' by 
'. ,Sectior'408 of the' Human Service's Aeauthorj:zation Act of 1986, as amended in 1994. It is the 

laboratory for new ideas coming from focal communities through the network of 1000 
Community Action Agencies ~- lo'cal agencies that are in the forefront of the movement from 
"Maini~riance to Transformation" in soclai services. that is at the heart of welfare reform., 

'DPP's purpose is to stimulate the development of innovative approaches to increasing thB self
, 'suffi.ci;'I?,CY of the poor; to testand'evaluate these new approaches, and to encourage their 

;epiicatlon through dissemination ofproject results and findings.DPP strengthens the ability of 
grantees to integrate, coordifuite and redirect activities through community partnerships ' 
pioi!loting maximum self-sufiiciency among the poor. As such, DPP can be a powerful resource 
for States as thBY seek to move TANF recipients into sustaining jobs. 

Demonstration Partnership Grants. are made .to Community Action Agencies and·other CSBG 
Eligible Entities fOT projects which are: .. limovative.'nvolve new combinations of community 
JjartnershiPs • Include rigo;ousthil'd party evaluation ofprocess and outcome. Three-yeargrants 

" " 'are made for general programs for an amount up to ,$350,000, with a 100% non-federal match. 
, 	 ,;": ';' :.' ,', ':, -, ':;, ,.,: "". ,; . ' .' . ", " 

<Since' 19,87 i 104 'grants have been..awarded under the program addressing a wide range of issues 
, 	 which are now ofvitai'importance to States as they. seek successful transition of TANF recipients 

to work which can sustain their families, Some examples: DPP in 1987 funded two ground-
breaking projects in mlcro-enterprise!self-ernployment for the poor in Vermont and New York 
State which became models for similar programs across the country. In 1989 DPP funded the 
first project for comprehensive Family Development for self-sufficiency in Marshalltown, Iowa, 
which now trains communities across the country' in the highly successful techniques of this 
innovative approach which builds on family and personal strengths .and self-evaluation. In 1992 
DPP funded a Philadelphia project which, for the first time' has successfully developed Micro-Enter

'" 
" 

piise/Self':'Emp/oymfmt opportunities' for homelsss men and women. That same year OPP funded 
the Phoer)b( Young Fathers Mentoring Program, in whiCh for the first time the Big Brothers/Big 
Siste'rso'rganization worked with young fathers to help them assume greater responsibility for the 
well being of their children. In 1994 DPP funded Steps to Career Success; a program in Tacoma; 
WA which provided essential post employment support tlel'Vices to former welfare recipienrs ' 
newly placed in jobs. In September 1997, the Vice President invited the project's Director, 
Rosemary Barnhart to present the project findings to bis Coalition for Sustaining Success, and 
included among materials given to all conference participants the project's Guidelines fot , 
'Establishing 'a Post EmploymentSuppolt services Program/or Welfare Recipients. Other projects 
funded in' 1994 include the f!enqiJis Pris.oners/-Families Projedt, whic~ is' working with inmates to 

': '. strengthen ties to their families and help prepare them for gainful employment after release; the 
i,.eadAbatement Avvarenessand Training Program, in Fresno, CA, which trains and certifies fow
income' weatherization crew members statewide in lead hazard control; and the Western Maine 
Family Development Partnership, on which Maine is basing much of its TANF program. 

'. . , . 

DPP is one of the few programs that requires strict third-party evaluations of all funded projects. 
The recently published Self-Sufficiency Projsct Implementation Manual provides valuable insights 
on "best practices" lear~ed from eight years of DPP proje;;ts to achieve successful programs. 
With modest funding DPP can continue' ittl ground-breaking, work in identifying and 0 vercoming 
the barriers to successful transition ·fTom welfare to work, in sectoral development of true career 
'opportunities for TANF reciPients, and in new efforts with the grOWing prison populations and 
support for noncustodial parents, to increase their capability to fulfill their family responsibilities.. 

. 	 " 

Appropriations for OPP are authorized at $30 million; DPP last received a then "full" $7.9 millio~ 
appropriation in FY 94; the last appropriation, in FY 1995. was rescinded by the Congress in May 
1995. The DPP authorizing legislation remains intact. Because of DPP's broad flexibilitY and foc.us 
on locally developed innovative solutions to pressing problems facing' successful transition from 
welfare to work, there is growing, interest in renewed funding for the program. October 1999 

" 	 , 
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DEMONSTRATION PAR!fNERSHIP PROGRAM 
AUTHORIZING LEGISLATION (As ammended in 1995) 

HUMAN SERVICES REAUTHORIZATION ACT 01'1986 
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'\," ',; ':>Se'c. 408. DEMONSTRATION PARTNERSHfP AGREEMENTS ADDRESSING THE 
~. '~',' , '·~EEOS OF THE :pOqR: .._. '~', 

, {' 
, " 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY. 
(1) In order to stimu1ate the development of new approaches t9 provide for g:reater 

self-sufficiency of the poor, to test and evaluate such new approaches, to dissemj,nate project 
results and evaluation findings so that such approaches can be replicated, and to strengthen the 
integration, coordhiation. and redirection of activities, to promote maximum self-sufficiency 
among the poor, the Secretary may ma,ke' grants from' funds appropriated under subsection (e) 
to eligible entities, for the development and implementation of new and innovative approaches 

'to deal with pa11ieularly critical needs or problems of the poor which are common to a 
,; i' "nlimbero'f comrimnities. GrantS may be made ,only with respect to applications which 

, 1 " (A) involve activitios which can be incorporated into or be clos,ely coordinated 
, with eligible entities' ongoing progranl.c;;' , ' 

(B) involve significant ne", combinations of resources or new and innovative 
approaches involving partnership agreements; Or 

(C) are structured in away that' wi1l, within the li'mits of the type of assistance 
or activities contemplated, most fillfy and effectively promote the purposes of the, 
Community SerViCeS Block Grant Act; and 

',(0) conta,in an assurance that the applicant for such grants will obtain an 
,,', .' indepimdeht, methodologkally sound eva1uation of the effectiveness of the activitics 

, carried out with sUCh grarn and wiU submit such evaluation to the Secretary. 
(2) No grant may be made under this section unless an application is subr.oitted to the 

Secretary at such time. in such manner, and containing or accompanied by such information, 
as the Secretary may requ,ire. ' 

(3) Initial and subsequent grant. awards may fully fund projects for periods of up to 3 
years. 

(b) FEDERAL SaARE; LIMITATIONS. 
(I) (A) Subject to subparagraph (B) grants awarded pursuant to this section shaH 
be used 'for new programs and shall riot exceed 50 per centum of the co~t of such new 
programs. . 

, 	 (B) After the first funding period. for which an eligible entity receives a grant 
under this section to carry out a progranl, the amount of a subsequent grant made 
under this section to such' entity .to carry out such program may not exceed 80 percent 
of the amount of the grant previously received by such entity under this section to 
carry out 'such program. . 
(2) Non-Federal contributions may be in cash or in kind, fairly evaluated, including 

but not limited to plant. equipment, or services. ' 
. (3) Not more thanone grailt in each fiscal yearmay be made to any eligible entity > 

and no grant may exceed $350,000 .. , Not more than 2 grants n:my be made under this section 
to an eligible entity to carryoutapanicular program.· " . 

(4) No application may be approved for assistance under this section unless the 
Secretary is satisfied that- . . 

(A) the actjvitie~ to be carried out under the application will be in addition to, . 
and not in substitutionfor. activities previously carried on without Pederal assistance; 
and ' . .' ... ,., ' " 

(8) funds or other resources' devotoo'to programs designed to meet the needs 
of the poor 'within the COmnlUnity, area, or State will not be diminished in order to 
provlde the tn4tching contributions required under this sectioll. . 

, :, 
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, ' , (C), PROGRAMS DIRECTED TO SPECIAL POPULA nONS. 
,,: " (1) In addition to the grant prograrnsdescribcd in subsec[ion (a), the Secretary may 

,,": 'grants to coriull1inity' ~Ctioil agen~ies for the purpose enabling such agencies to demonstratc 
,/,1 ',' liew 'approaches to dealing with t.l!e problems caUsed by entrenched. chronic unemployment 

, 'arid lack of economic opportunities for urbim youth. Demonstrations shall include such 
activities' as peer counseling. melltoring; developing of job skills. assistance with social skills, 
community services, 'family literacy. parenting skills, opportunities for employment or 
entrepreneurship, and' other services deSigned to assist such at-risk youth to continue their 
education, to secure meaningful employment, to, perform community service, or to pursue 

" ',' • other productive alternatives within 'the' community. ' 

", '''.' '(2)Such granfs may be made only with respect to applications tllat··~ , 


" ,I,:, ,; " ' ; , :' , '(A) identify arid desCribe the population to be served, the problems to be 

" : ",;,' "':'" ' addressed,. the overall approach and method.~ of outreach and recrui tment to be used. 


" ',' ',' '1' " ,

and the services to be provided; 
(B) describe how the ,approach to be used differs from other approaches used 

for the population to be served by the project; , 
(C) describe the objectives of the project and co'ntain a plan for measuring 

progress toward meeting those objectives; and 
(D) contain assurances that the grantee will report 011 the progress and results 

of the demonstration at such times and in 'such manner as the Secretary shall require. 
(3) NotwithstandIng subsection (b), such grants shall not ex.ceed 80 percent of the cost 

of such programs." , ' ' 
(4) Slich grants'Iri:ide (mder this subsectio,n' on a comPetitive basis shall be based on an 

annual competition determined by the Secretary. Grant made 4Dder this subsection lihall not 
exCeed $500,000.' ' 

, (d) DISSEMINATION OF RESULtS.~--- As soon as practicable, but not later than 
180 days after the end of the fiscal year in which a recipient of a grant under this section 
coinph~tes(,he expenditure of such grant, the Secretary shall prepare and make available to 
each State and each eligible entity description of the program carried out with such grant, and 
relevant information developed andresult'3achieved, and,a SUIllml.'lry of the evaluation of such 
program received under subsection (a)(1)(D) $0 as to provide a model of innovative programs 

, , ,", for 'othe'r ellgible entities .. 

(e) REPUCATION OF PROGRAMS. 
, '(1) The Secretary shan annually identify programs that receive grants under this 

section that q,emonstrate a significant potential for dealing with parcicularly critical needs or 
problems of the poor that exis't in a number, of, communities. 

(2) Not less than 10 percent, and not more than 25 percent. of tQe funds appropriated 
. , for eacbfiscal year to carry out this section shall be available to make grants under this 

section to replicate in additional geographic area..:; programs identified under paragraph(1). 
.' , . 

,', ' \; . 
• • \ '."" .' - '. _. ~ I ' ,!. " . ,-. 

(1) REPORTTO CONGRESS. -~-The secretary shall submit alUlually, to the 
Comnlittee on, Education and Labor of the House of Representatives and the Committee On 
Labor al'ld Human Resources 6f tlle Senate, a report containing-~.~-

, (1) a description of··- , 
(A) programs for which grants Under this section in the then most recently' 

completed fiscal year; and 
(B) the evaluations received under subsection (a)(l)(D) in such fiscal year; and 

(2) a description of the methods used by the Secretary to comply with subsection (d)~ 
(3) recommendations of the Secretary regarding the suitability of carrying out such, 

programs with funds made availa~le underother Federal laws; and, 

\. " 
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. '. ' -, 
, " (4)' a description of eactl program id~Iitified under subsection (d)('l) 1 

, ori'eplicated under subsection (e) (2); and an identificationofthe geographical 
location where such program was carried out, 

(g) DEFINITIONS. --As used in this section-
(1) the term "eligible entity" has 'the same meaning given such tenn by section 

"673(1) ofthe Community Services Block Grant Act 42 U.S.C. 9902(1», except that 
" ,,'such term includes an. organization that serves migrant and seasonal farm work.ers and 

" " tPat receives, a grain under the Community Services Block Grant Act (42 U.S,C. 9901 
, et seq.) in the fiscal year preceding the fiscal year for which such organization request 

1, • ,i grant under this section; and , 
(2) the temil "Secretary" means the Secretary of Health and Human Services. 

(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 
(1) There are authorized to be appropriated $30,000,000 for fiscal year 1995, 

and such sums,as may be necessary fiscal years 1996, 1997, and 1998, to carry out 
this section. " 

(2) Of theamoQnts, appropriated for thj.ssection, not less than 30 percent and 
, not more than 40 percent shall be used to carry out the programs authorized under 


'. ; : "subseCtion'(c)~' ., " . ,.,' , ' , 

(3) In additioIi,tbsums which are required to carry out the evaluation, 

reporting, and dissemination of results under subsections (a), (c), (d), and (0, the 
Secretary is authorized, to reserve up [Q 2 percem of the amounts appropriated 
pursuant to subparagraphs (1) and (2) for administrarion of the ptogramas well as for 
planning a~d teclmicaI assistance. 

~42 U.S.C. 9910b) 

". , .... , 1,. " > ," 

, . ,'; [LaSt ~lIli apprOfl~iati~ifot'$7:9 millimi for !'PP apportioned in flY 1~94; $7 rniilion of $7.9 ~ilIiOn FY 1995 
" .·appropriation was rescindecl'by the CongresS in me Sprmg of 1995; no appl'Opriations for FY 1996, 1997, 1998, 

1999, or 2000. Tbe underlying authorization for the progrl,'m remains intact, althougH the Raulhorization for ' 
appropriations" lleciion only provided for appropriations through 1998.1 ' 

1 Error in amendment mildeby section 601(1)(8) ofPublic Law·lOI.50L Should STrike 'subsection 
(d){l)' and insert 'subsection (e) (1)'. ' " , 
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Record Type: Record 

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP@EOP, J. Eric Gould/OPD/EOP@EOP, Andrea Kane/OPD/EOP@EOP 

cc: 
,Subject: CORRECTION: Neighborhood Innovation Program 

I realized that the fax was missing a key page, and I was reading the wrong auth()rizing language. The 
language IS very flexible and broad afterall -- could be good for outreach. New additional page is in your 
box. Please disregard my earlier email below. Here's correct info: 

It was authorized as part of the CSBG reauthorization. The appropriation level is 9% of the CSBG block 
grant for 3 discretionary programs (Community Econ Development, Rural Community Development, and 
Neighborhood Innovation). If the first 2 were zeroed out, and HHS got their full $500 million request, it's 
true that up to $45 million could go to Neighborhood Innovation program.. . 
In sum, authorizing language authorizes grants, loans, or guarantees to state and public agencies and 
nonprofits OR contracts or jointly financed cooperative arrangments with states/public agencies and 
non profits and even for-profits. Purpose of grants or contracts are to test or develop innovative . 
approaches that overcome problems identified by communities, including assistance to projects designed 
to serve I()w-income families. 

HHS' 2-pager sounds is vague. They talk about CBOs providing post-employment svcs, job training for 
fathers, helping and preventing incarcerated dads, women in non-traditional jobs. 

Coates and Dodd sponsored this provision. Apparently Coates was shooting to make more money 

available to faith-based communities, but the final language wasmuth broader than that. 


I have a call into HHS to find out who on Hill would be likely supporters. Let me know if you have other 
questions for them. 

0t@ ••
• Eugenia Chough 11/23/9903:00:31 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP@EOP. Andrea Kane/OPD/EOP@EOP. J. Eric Gould/OPD/EOP@EOP 

cc: 

Subject: Neighborhood Innovation Program 


I'm putting a copy of the authorizing language in your box. It was authorized as P9rt of the CSBG 
reauthorization. The appropriation level is 9% of the CSBG block grant. HHS requests $500 million for 
CSBG in FY01-- if they got that amount. up to $45 million could go to Neighborhood Innovation program .. 



In sum, authorizing language creates discretionary competitive grants for private nonprofit community 
development corps to provide technical arid financial assistance for low-income families by creating 
employment and business development opportunities. 

HHS' 2-pagersounds much broader and mushier than the language. They talk about GeOs providing 
post-employment svcs, job training for fathers, helping and preventing incarcerated dads, wofnen in 
non-traditional jobs. 

I have a call into HHS to find out who on Hill would be likely supporters. Let me know if you have other. 
questions for them. 
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"(0) GoVERNlNG BOA1l1)S.-Fara comsnunity ~evelCJP':' 
meut eorpore.ticm. to reeeive .t1mds to carry out this para· 
&mP.h, tl:ie COl:'pOtation &hall be ~ ,by aboard. that. 
shall consist oC residents of the cammu.mty and business 
and civic leaden; and shall have p. a principP} purpose 
planning. d~I .. or M,!"aging low·income housing or 
c:ammUDity develOpment proJects. . 

-(D) GEOGBAPIDC ntST.BIBOTlON.--InmaldDg ~~ to 
cafty out this par~ the Sec:retozy shalf take mto 
conSidete.tiOll the gnlphicdisttib1Iticm of fundirlg among 
States and the :!:'tive ptoportiOll or ftmdmg among rural 
and utbaD 8rf.UlS.. . __ ...1 • 

·eE) REsmVATlON.-O£ the amOlmts JWW.e available 
to cs:rr:/ out. this pa:ragre.pl;. the Secretary may reserve 
Dot more than 1 petce11t for ~~ year to ~ 
grants to private! nonprofit ~tions or to en~ ~nto 
mntraCtS with pnvate. nonprofit or far-ptOfit organl':atioras 
to provide tecbi:lical assista.nce to aid commumty develop" 
ment corporations in develOping or ~eutipg activities 
funded to ~ out this paragraph and to evaluate activi
ties funded to carry out. tliis paragraph. .. 
"(3) RURAL' COMMUNITY nEVELOPMENT AO'1'IVIT.IES.-'I'b.e 

Secretary sball provide the assistance described in parasr,aph 
(Il for ruraltommunit.y development activities, which shiill 
include providing-' . 

. "CAll!I'ants to private. nonprofit co:pore.tions to eiaahle 
the corporauons to provide aSsistance home.m~' 
repair LO rural low-income families and conoorning . 
and developing low-income rural rental housing units; all 

"CBl J;I'3llts to mulUstate, te&?onal. priv'ate, nonprofit 
organizations 1.0 enable the orgamzatioms to prOvide train.
ing and. t.echnh:al assistance to small, :rural c:ommtmitiss 
eoncetDing meeting their c::om.munity facility needs. 
"(4) NEICllbORUOOD I~"OVATJON PaOJECTS.-The Secretary 

..hall provide the assistance described in .para.;raph (1) for 
nelgbhorhood Innovation projects. which 6hall inclUde PfOViding 
grants \0 nelJ!bbarhood-oased. private, nonprofit organizatiDns 
to test or asSISt 10 the, development of new approaches or 
methods that ~ill aid in overcoming spec:i.al problems identified 
by commWl~t.Jes or neiShborhoods or otherwise assist in. further
ing the PurPoses of this subtitle. and which may include provid
ing assisLance .ror projects that. are designaQ to &el'Ve low
income indjvidu.ls .and families who a:re not bei.tlg efl'eet.ively 
served by other programs. . 
"(b) EVAl..UATJOs.-TheSec:retary shall require all activities 

receiving assistance under this section to be evaluated for their 
effectiveness. Funding {or such evaluations shall be provided as 
8. stated percentage of the assistance or through a separate grant 
awarded by the Secretary specifically for the pu.rpose of evaluation 
ofa partic:Ular activity or group ofact.ivities. . . 

"(c) ANNUAL REPORT.-The Secretai}' shall compile an annual 
repOrt eon.taining a· rmmm:JI of the .8'V8luaticms ~ui!ed in sub
sec:tian (b) and a llsUng of act.ivitiesassisted under this section. 
The Secretary shall annually submit the report to the Chairperson
of the Cml'm;ttee on Education and the Workforce or the House 
of ~presentatives and the Chairperson of the Committee on Labor 
and Human Resourees of the Senate. . 

http:indjvidu.ls
http:spec:i.al
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Record Type: Record 

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP@EOP.Andrea Kane/OPD/EOP@EOP, J.Eric Gould/OPD/EOP@EOP 

cc: 

Subject: Neighborhood Inn9vation Program 


I'm 'putting a copy of the authorizing language in your box. It was authorized as part of the CSBG 
reauthorization. The appropriation level ,is 9% of the CSBG block grant. HHS requests $500 million for 
CSBG in FY01-- if they got that amount, up to $45 million could go to Neighborhood Innovation program. 

. , 

In sum, authorizing language creates discretionary competitive grants for private nonprofit community 
development corps to provide technical and financial assistance for low-income families by creating 
employment and business development opportunities. ' ' 

HHS' 2-pager sounds much broader and mushier than the language. They talk about CBOs providing 
post-employment svcs, job training for fathers, helping and preventing incarcerated dads, women in 
non-traditional jobs. ' 

Ihave'a call into HHS to find out who on Hill would be likely supporters. Let me know if you have other 
questions for them. 

mailto:Rice/OPD/EOP@EOP.Andrea
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This Facsimile is from the 

Administration for Children and Families 
, Office of Community SerVices 

Demonstration and Special Proj~ctsDivision 
370 L'Enfant Promenade, SW 
Washington, DC ,20447-0001 

, FAX NUMBER: (202) 401,~5538 
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BEC..119. JIEIIEAI,. OF BEAD STAB'!''1''aAN8l'1'IONPBO.JBC'l'ACr. 
The Head Stert. ~ Project Act (42 U.S.C. 9855-9855g) 

is :repealed. 
r-

TITLE iI-COMlWJNlTY S~VlCES 

BLOCK GRANT PROG:RAM 


nc.fIOl. BE4trrB01UZA.TlON. 
The Community Services "Block Grant Ad. (42 U.S.C. 9901 

et, seq.) is amended to read as fallows: 

"Subtitie B-dommtmity Services Block 
Grant Program 

'"SEC. 67L SHORT TlTLE. 

"'This subtitle mfly' be cited. as the' 'Community Services Block 
Grant Act'. 

"SEC. 612. PURPOSES AND GOALS. 

"'The purposes ofthis subtitle m-e
"(l) to pro\'ide aSsistance to States aDd local eoumnmities 

. working through a network of community action agencies ;i;i 
other neighborhood-based organizations. for the reduction or 
poverty, the revit.aliution of low-i~ communities, and the ' 
empawennent.o! 10000-intome fanUlief> and. individuals in .ru:ral 
and urban areas to become fully self-sufficient (partic:ularly 
families who are att.empting to traDsitiOll off a State program 
carried out under part A of title IV of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.)}; and ' 

"(2) .to accomplish the goals described in pant,graph (1) 
t.brougb-' . 

. ' "(A) the strengthening of comDlunity ca~ties for 
pl8JlQ.inS and coordinating the use of a broad range of 
Federal. State, local. and other assista.D.ce (including pri
vate resources) related to the elimination of poverty, 80 

. that this assistance can be used in a manner :responsive 
to loca.I needs and conditions; . 

. "eB) the organiuLion of a l'~f! of services related 
to the needs of ,low-income families and individuals, 60 
that these services may have a measurable and potentially 
major impact on the causes of poverty in the community . 
and may help the families and. individuals to achieve self

. sufiiciency;' '. ' 
"(C>. the greater use of innOvative and effective oommu

nity-based. approaches to att~ causes and effects 
of poverty and of colDlDunity . 

"CD) the maximum participa!.ion of l'fIBidents of the 
low-income COJJUnunities 8.nd. :members of the sroup6 served 
~Fgra.rn.s assisted through the block grants mBde under 

. . subtitle to empower sUch residents B.Dd membmi to 
respond to· the wuque problems and needs within their 
communities; and 

http:assista.D.ce
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8.2206-29 

-ssc. 874.. ADTHORIZA.TION OFAPPBOPBIA.'tIONB. 

"(a) IN GENEiw..-Tbe1'e are autbmized to be appropriated 
such B1llDS 88 Dl8.y be nec:essa:ry for each orBseal ~ 1999 through
2003 to ~ ou.t the provisiane of tbiB subtitle (other than sectionsr 681 and 682). . 

. "(b) REsERVATlONS.-Of the BDlOUD.ts ~priated under ~ 
section (8) for each fisc:al year the Secretary sb8ll ~ . 

f<l(1) 'ria of 1 ~ far ca:r.r,.mg out section 675A (relatiDg 

to pa~i'::-=~~Livities authoriled· in sectioDS.678A 
th:rough 678F. ofwbich-· . 

lOW not less thaz:t. lh of the 8D1l71Ult 1'88erVed by the 
Secretary UDder tbi& par~ shall be distributed clliectly 
to eligible entities, orgtmizatioDs, or associations described ' 
in section 678A(cX2) for the pu:pose of ~ aut act.ivi· 
ties desc:ribed in section 678A1c); 8:D.d " 

"CB) ;/2 or the remaiDder or the amOt1Dt reserved by 
the Secretary under this paragraph IhaD be used by the 
Secretary to ca:riy out evSluation and to,assist, States in 
~ out COITecUve'action ac:t.i.viti08 'and moaitoring (to 
correct p'rogrs.mmatic de.ficieucies of ~ eutities>, as 

" \ ' described in sections 678B(c) amd 678A; wid 
"(3) 9 perc:ea.t for ea.mrin~ ou.t section 680 (relating to 

discretiou.ary activities) and eect.ioIl 678E(b)(2). 
'"SEC. 675. ESTABLISHMENT OF BLOCK GKANT Pl1OGRAlI/L 

"'Tbe Secretary is authorized to establish a community 8ervices 
block grant. program and make grants thnJu;h the program to 
StatA!!S to ameliorate the causes of poverty in .com.mumties within 
the States. 
"SEC. 875A DIS'l'IUBtmON TO TERlUTOlUES. 

"(a) A,pPORTIONME.!I.'T.-The Secretary Iihall =tion the 
amount. reserved under section 674Cb){1) for eau::h year on 
the basis of need among Guam. American Samoa, the United States 

. Virgin Islands, and the Commonwealth of the Northern. Mariana 
Islands. 

"(b) APPLICATIO:';.-Eacb jurisdiction to which subsection (a) 
applies may receive a grant. under .this section for the amount 
aPl'Ol"tioned under subsection (a) OIl tsubmitt.ing to' the Secretary,
and obtaining approval of. an applialtion. containing p:mvi&ions 
that, describe the programs for which assistance is sOUht under 
this Gectioo. that. is prepared in aeeordauce with. and contains 
the information described in. section 676. ' .' 
"SEC. 676B. ALLOTMENTS AND PAnmN'1'8 TO 8t:ATES. 

"(a) ALLoTME.!I.'TS IN GENERAL.-The Secretary sllalL from the 
amo~t appropriated under section 674(8) for each fiscal year that 
remams after the Secretary makes the reservations required in 
section 674(b}, allot to each State (subject to section 677) an amount 
that. bean; the same ratio to such remaining amoUnt 88 the amount 
reea.ived by the State Cor fiscal ,ear 1981 under section 221 of 
the Eeonomic OpjXJrtunity Ad 0 1964 bare to the total amount 
received by, all t:itat.es for fiscal year 1981 under such aect.ion, 
except".

"(1) that no State shall receive less th.!ul ¥.I of 1 ~Ilt 
of the amount appropriated under section 674(a) for such fiscal 
~;and . .' 

http:t:itat.es
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8.2206-49 

tI(B) to remove .nligiow; art., iccm.a. sc:ripture. or other 

.in o~h;k eliglDle to.preM.cle "assistance Under a program 
d.escribed in GUbsectiaa. (a). ,. • 

-(3) EMPLoYMENT PBACTICES.-A ielieious ~zation" 
exeJJ1ption 1JrO\'idI!d under ·section '102 of iDe Civil Rights Act 
of 1964 (d U.s.C. 2OQOe-1) ~!=pl~ ~of~~ 
shall nOt be 8Jl'ected. by its :~on m. or receipt 
from. programs described ilL Su.baed:ioD (a). . . 
-(e) LiMITATIONS ON USE OF FuNDs lOR CERTAIN PvJ/.POSES.

No f1.mds provided. directly to a. religiow; arpoization to provide 
. assistaD.ce under &D1 J»'OgrBm ~~ subsection (~) ~ 

be ~nded for BeCtal'iaD. worship, iDsb'uCti0ll, or' proselytization. 
. .. d) FlSCAL AccoUll1TABlLlTY.

, 11(1) IN GENEB.AL.~Except as pmvi.ded ilL paragrapb (2), 
. uy religious oIpllization r.u:vvicl.iai assistance iinder any pro

, gram described in' suhsec:tfon (a) mall be subject to the same 
iegulatioPB as other nongovernmental arganizations to Bl:COUIlt 
in accard with ge~, accepted ~~ples for the 
use ofsuch funds proviaed UDder such program. . 

"(2). LIMITED AUDtt.-Sw:b. organization shall segregate 
government fWlds provided under sUch p~ into a separate 
account. Only the government funds shall be subject to audit 
by the government.. ' 
"(e) TREATMEl'."T OF EUCIBLE ENTITlES AND OTHER INTERMEDI. 

ATE ORGAA'ZATIONS.-If an eligible entity Ol' other organization'
(referred t.o in this subsection as an 'ilLterm.ediate· or~tion'), 
acting WIder· a contract, or grant or other agreement, with the 
Federal Government or a State or local govemment, is given' the . 
authority under the contract. or agreement to select ncmgovern
mea.t.al .orgcm.izations to provide assistance under the p~
described in subsection Cal, the intermediate organization shall 
have the same duties under this section. as the govemment. . 

"'S2C. 880. DISCRETIONARY AlJ'l'HOIlrl'Y OFTBE SE~. 

r} 

"Ca) GRA..\."TS. CO~"TRACTS. ARRANGElctENTS. LoANS. AND GuABA,N
TEES.-· . 

"(1) IN O&~ERAL.-The ~ shall, from funds reserved. 
under section 674(bXS). make gnmts. loans, or guarantees to 

"States and Publi.C agencies' an~~vate.~'non.profit ~tioDS, 
or enter into c::CtDt.racts 01" joinUy financed oooperetive arrange
ments with, States and pUblic agencies ab.d private, nonprofit.
organizations ('and for-piofit organizations. to the extent speci
fied in paragraph" (2)(E» for e8.ch of the oQjectives desciibed 
in paragraplls (2) through (4). 

. "(2) COMMtJNnY ECONOMIC DEV.J:ll.OPMEl'lT.
"(A) ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACTIVlTIES.-Tbe Sec

retary shall make grants described in paragraph (1) on 
a competitive basis to private. nonprofit organjzations that 
are community development corporations to provide tech- , 
meal and fin8ncia1 assistance for econOlnie development 

. activities designed to address the economic needs of low- '. 
income individu.als and families lv: eres.t.ing employment . 
and business deve10pxnent opportwnties. ' 

-(B) CONSUL'l'ATlON.-Tiie 8ecreta;y shall exercise the 
authority ~vided under s~}i (A) ·after consulta
tion with other relevlmt FedeiBI ofUcUi.ls. 

http:ofUcUi.ls
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"Moving Families From Welfare to Work" 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND WELFARE RE~ORM 

--. . .' 

ti,ere is an emerging issue in Welfare Reform: Will TANF replace welfare with apermal,entunderclass of working 
poor whose needs will drail~ local communtty resources? Or are we to supplant welfare mothers with families having 
pride and hope? What is needed to give families pride in tbeir work and hope for their futures? . 

o .First: We must do more than just connect T ANF recipients to existing jobs and employers; we must focus on 
building capacity;,z low-income communities which will offer not justjobs, but a measure ofeconomic 
control over the engine which creates jobs. We must build vel1ically integrated local enterprises that will 
create career opportunities with upward mobility and will reverse the dollar drain from low income 
communilies and revitalize thsir economies. Above att, we must nat be satisfied in the short term (or at any 
rime) with the-dirty jo~s at the bottom -- minimum wage or part-time jobs without benefits. performing work 
which profits absentee owners. 

o 	 Second: We 11lW;t work to provide the supports and incentiv(!s thal will make it pOf&ible for transitioning 
welfare clients to succeed in their employment,. advance their career a, and achieve genuine. and lastittg self
sufficiency. This will ~an involving employers with local Social Agency support stmctures, such as the 
network of1000 Community Actioll Agencies, to provide ''post employment support services" essential wjob· 
retention and advancement; and it will ~an seeking innovative ways, such as the growing practice of 
establishing tmd .f;uPPol'tb'g nlndividual Development Accounts" -- "IDAs" - to encourage low iltcome 
families to accumulate assets which will elt.ahle tI,em to move into the economic mainstream. 

o 	 Third: We must look to local Community Action Agencies~ and other community based organkalions for· 
inru)vative strategies to develop partnerships llUll can access national and local resources, build local 
capacities, and overcome barriers, botll personal alld stractural,.:10 success. This Inustinclude work with 
noncustodial fathers to Ilelp them become family breadwimzers, and. of the utmqst importance, strategie ... 

.that can reduce tile rates of incarceration among minority males, and tJlai can help prisoners and tkeir 
'families maintain ana strengthen the ties that can reduce recidivism and cOlltribute to family prosperity after 
release. . 

1. Creating Career Opportunities Through SectorIII Development: We must look at Sectors ofthe Economy which 
hold special promise for significant enterprise and job creation, andfor which we have, or can develop, proven· 
models for program desigll, interventio1l$, and partnership collahoraliont;. OCS has in recent years, through its 
Economic Deve1opment, JOLl, and Demonstration Partnership Program (DPP), funded scores of economic 
development; job creation, and self-sufficiency projects, many of which have been rigorously evaluated, and from 
which a variety of valuable "~stpractices" have been extrapolated. A comprehensive array of best practices can be 
found in OCS' recently published SelJ~Sufficiency Project Implementation Manual. [The Implementation Manual is 
available from the Superintendent of Doc:uments for $7.50. Stock #017-090-000-84-4 by calling (202)512-1800.] 
Some sectors to consider: I 

o 	 Several JOLl, DPP, and Economic Development Microenterprise ProjeC'lSover the past years have 
successfully moved welfare recipients to self-sufficiency. The Central Vermont CAADPP project has 
expanded [0 a statewide network of microentrepreneurs, many of whom are now engaged in a broad program 
of sub-contracting; the WSEP lOU project in Chicago and the InstitUte for Social and Economic Development 
JOU project in Iowa City have moved into a second generation phase of expanding. successful microenterprises 
.to creat.e additional jobs; the Women Enrrepreneurs of Baltimore (WEB) project has helped over SOlow 
income womell start their own businesses. For more information contact Nolan Lewis at OCS (202) 401- . 
5282, nJewis@acf.dhhs.gov; and the Damon Bethea at the Aspen Institute's Self Employmcilt Le.arning 

. Project, (202) 833-7446, damon.bethea@aspeninst.org, website: www.:.•~.~.pehinst. argo . 

o 	 lobs and Businesses as Day Care Providers. OCS-fundedprojects in Minnesota, Lincoln Nebraska,and 
Chicago have aU assisted welfare women to undertake successful home based day care businesse~, which not· 
only provide income, but also help others to overcome one of the most important barriers to moving from 
welfare to work. A major dilemma which must be faced up 10 in Child Care is how to I"crease the iltcome of' 
Day Care providers to a reasonable level whieh can. support their families and at tI,e same time provide care 
dUll TANF recipients can afford. It is a truism that our society pays three times as much to those who care for 

mailto:damon.bethea@aspeninst.org
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and maiIltain our automobiles as we pay 1.0 those who care for our children. Another importanl c,onsideratitm 
is the availability ofday care during non-traditional working hours. In Washington State, for example, fully 
40 percent of jobs into which TANF recipients have moved are jobs with "non-normal" hours. that is, during 
evenings or early mornings. Millions of childcare dollars go to the States~ Millions more in DOL W~lfare 
to Work dollars go t ..rough the States to local Private Industry Councils. For information: DOL 
website: hltp:llwtw.doleta.gov; existing programs: Lincoln Action can be reached at (402) 471-4515. 
Beatty Brasch i~ Executive Director. Bethel New Life can be reached at (773) 826-5540. , 

. , 

Jobs and-Businesses in Transportation Services. Another critical barrier to moving from welfare to work is 
the Spatial Mismatch between jobs and low income workers. A recent Cayahoga County,'Ohio study found. 
that 90% of available jobs were inaccessible to TANF recipients. A similar spatial mismatch also frequently 
exists between TANF recipients and essential services and tra..iriing opportunities. This is not only a serious 
barrit:r to employmt:nt, it also represents tur opportunity for creative entrepreneurial and career development. 
TEA21 (tile successor to ISTEA) contains substantial funding to the Depll11ment of Transportation for 
overcoming "spatial mismatch"Jor TANF recipients. Localcommunmes mll.,t seek to Q.$~ure that at least 
some oftilts funding supports weally owned community-based transportation system ..~ that will provide jobs to 
local residents. Many' rural CAA I S have long been involved in· altemative transportation programs: and there 
is now an HilS-funded Community Transportation Assistance Project, focusing on welfare':to work-issues. 
carried out by the Community Transportation Association of America through its National Transit 
Resource Center: 1-800-527-8279, and its website is "www.ctaa.org". 

Women in Highway Construction. Pilot projec{~now underway in Kentucky, Colorado, North Carolina, 
Washington, DC (under JOLl) and Montana and Washington State, are training welfare recipients for well
paying jobs in highway construction and maintenance. Up to $10 million a year in federal highway monies. 
under Section 140(b) ofTEA21 are.availabJc to the Secretary of Transportation to support additional pilot 
programs to perfect project design for recruitment, training, placement. and support services for programs of 
this kind. This is a $20 billion a year industry with a workforce that today averages over 55 years in age! A 
serious shortage oftrained workers is threatened; women now make up less than 5% of the industry 
workforce,' there is an ongoing presUlential initiative to put women in these jobs, and $ubsection (c) oftllis 
same section oj TEAll pro.vides up to $10 millioll per year for a program to support disadvantaged and 
minority contracting ~usinesses Wit/I training and assistance programs, These programs are administered 
by FHwA's Office of Civil Rights, whose DirectoX', Ed Morris, c~ be reached at (202) 366-0693 . 

. Contacts for the OCS funded projects: Stephanie Gorrell at Kentucky River Foothills, (606) 624-2046; 
Alice'Daly at MiCa..'lli in Denver; (303) 573:-1302; Donneania Davis at Rural Advancement Fund, NC, 
(919) 134-3994, ddavis@pindigital.nct; Sandra Van Fossen at W.O.W., Washington, DC, (202) 638
3143. 


Home Ilealth Care and Housekeeping Care for ike Elderly imd Infirm. A JOLI project in Boston is creating 
higher thall minimum wage jobs for low income residents of Boston. Another highly successful program which 
provides Housekeeper Services that have employed thousands of welfare reCipients over the past two decades is 
the CABS Corporation in Brooklyn, NY. More information about these programs i.. available from the 
Boston Home Care Associates Project (61'7) 262-2422, and the CABS Housekeeper Service Company in 
Brooklyn, NY (718) 388-0220. 

Opportunities in Enviro"mental Hazard Remediatinn. In 1995 EPA and· OCS jointly funded six. projects to 
train and support cOllununity residents for llew jobs and conrractingopportuni[ies in lead hazard ('emediation 
activities. Most of these projects have also suppo~ed success~' small contracting businesses that have 
oo(ained contracts from HUD lead hazard control granrees. HUD has made· over $500 million in lead hazard 
comrol grants to States and ciLiesacross tbe country for remediation of low income houRing; and this will only 
rtllich Ii small portion of the millions of homes that- contain such hazards. The job and contracting opporninities 
arc enormous; and OCS and HUD have signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) that underscores and 
reinforces the policy pf Section 3 ofthe Housing and Community Development Act that requires that 
Itemployment and otner economic (Jpportunilks" generated thefejund..ll Itsludl.. to the grealesrex(entj'easihle, 
be directed toward low- and very 10wMincome persons /I Copies of the MOU are available from oes. 
Among the sources of information represented by the OeS/EPA projects are Tim Bolding at Unjted Way 

mailto:ddavis@pindigital.nct
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of the Mid';South,. Memphis TN (901)543-5731; and Trinette Britt, Bethel New Life, Chicago IL (773) . 
826-5540,· In a recent development HUD has received an appropriation of $10 million CO undertake an 
initiative in "Healthy Homes" which seek to develop programs taking a holistic approach to dealing with all . 
environmental hazards in low-income homes, from lead and asbestos to carbon monoxide, pesticides, and 
asthma causing antigens. As a "Healthy Homes Initiative" takes hold both the breadth of work experience and 
the number of employment and contracting opportunities will increase significantly. Information about both 
the Lead Hazard Control Program and the new "Healthy Homes Initiative" are available from the IUJD 
Office of Lead Hazurd Control, (202)755-1822, and Dennis J.,ivingston, Community Resources, 
Baltimore, MD (410) 727·7837. E-mail: ..dlrcsource@aol.com.. 

o 	 Brownfields Remediation and Development. We must seek ways to link welfare to work activities with the 
developme:nt of Brownfield sites. With innovative partnerships between the community. local public agencies, 
and private business and industry, tJ:!e goals should be the expansion of the community's equity in its physical, 
economic. and social resources·, which would include the creation of career ladder jobs. opportunities for· 
entrepreneurship and home ownership, the rehabilitation and beautification of the physical environment, and 
improved health <md qu;tlity of life in low-income communities. Up-to-date information about Brownfields 
development is available from Marjorie Buckholtz at EPA, telephone (202) 260-61,53 or Mynl Blakely at 
(202) 260-4527. HUDhnd a Brownfields NOFA which closed in August 1998. For information about 
future funding opportunities go to http://www.hud.gov/brrelds.html . 

o Vertically Integrated Building Deconstruction and Materials Re-Use. OCS in FY 1997 first funded The 
Instimte of Local Self-Reliance (ILSR) in Washington D.C.. to carry out the initial phase ofwhat we hope will 
be a major program looking toward the l'eplacement of demolition hy a return to the deconstruction of buildings 
and the re-use ofsalvaged building mauirialswhich now go to the landfill. Deconstruction is environment8lly 
preferable and more labor intensive than demolition, offcring important opportunities for training and union 

. Jobs. The Hartford (CT) Housing Authority. with the support of its HOPE VI contractor and the Laborers 
International Union, and with assistance from ILSR and funding from its HOPE VI grant under Section 3, has 
trained 8 l~w-il1come fathers and one mother from the Housing Project. who are in the ·union's apprenticeship 

. program, working for their Own Deconstruction Service Company. and earning a wage and benefit package of 
$23/hour (which will increase when they achieve journeyman starus). The Hartford project is expanding to 
create another 40 new jobs by spring of 2000 through deconstruction of abandoned city-owned properties; and 
a marketing-sales enterprise for building materials re-use, also worker-owned, is being established. Similar 
projects in eight other communities are in the planning Stage. Alwlysis oftile take-down ofthe frist six unit~ ill 
Hartford shows that once tl~e initial one-time training and business development costs are discounted, the 
cost jor decoMtroctiotl, at approxima!ely $3/slJuare foot, is comparable to tl.QJ for traditional demolilion. 
Deconstruction also offers opportunity for significant, vertically integrated enterprise development through 
materials salvage, recycling, re-use and renumufacturing. For example, through its JOLl program OCS has 
funded I:he Materials for the Future Foundation (MFF) in San Fnmt.isco, which as representative of a 
consortium of area deconstruction projects will develop and operate a mill that will reprocess and re~work 
lumber retrieved from deconst.ruction, creating such products as flooring and molding with significantly higher 
value, thereby greatly enhancing the markets for. their member deconstruction programs. More information is 
available from ILSR, ·2425 18th Street NW, Washington DC 20009, (202) 232-4108; e-mail: ilsi:@igc.org; 
website.: h t t.p: I!:-:!...ww.i lsr. org. Lisa Geller of MFF can be reached at (415) 561-6530. ' 

o 	 Other recycling-related initiatives include Scrap~Based Manufacturing, Wood Pallet Recycling and Re-U~e, 
Carpet Recycling, and tile Recycling and Re~U$e 01 HOIl.';ehold Appliances. Each of these aJ;"ea.~ presents 
promising opportunities for low~income community-Oa.c;ed and -owned enterprises wlth career potential. ' Each 
is the subject of a separate Report by the Institute for Local Self-Reliance (ILc)R) prepared for EPA. 
{Example: 500 miUion wood pallelS are produced in the U. S. each ye.ar - representing 50% ofall the 
hardwood timber harvested in the U.S.! III 19904.6 MiUion Tons ofllsed pallets were $ent to the landfill. 
J'oday, 30 pallet reuse operations have created 882 jobs in handling 331,000 tona ofpa11ets each year. {Only 
7% oftile pallets going to the londfiU in 1990, so there is room lor expanf/:ion!] JLSR has ~ide experience 
working with State and local governments and community groups on projects of this. kind. Reports and 
information about all of· these initiative..o; are available from ILSR (see above). Another resource: 
Appalachian Regional Recycling Consortium:http://civic • bev. net/pdc/arrc/arrc. html 

mailto:ilsi:@igc.org
http://www.hud.gov/brrelds.html
mailto:dlrcsource@aol.com
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n. Mu.king it possible for lowwincome families to work, to retain their jobs, to advance in their careers, and to 
cnter the economic mainstream. The lessons of OCS Programs and Projects are many and varied: 

o 	 Welfare recipietUs going to work need a strong stnJ.~/ure oJ~~PPOrl that can respond to crises but whicl, 
recognizes the already great demands on tl,eir time. The Pierce County, W A CAA in Tacoma WA two years 
ago completed asuccessfufDPP project, Steps to Career Success, which rested post employmen~ intervention. 
strategies, including workplace memoring. and validated their importance for enhancing job retention of client'; 
moving from welfare to work. Project Director Rosemary Barnhart recently presented a.t the Vice 
President's Coalition for Job Retention. Sbe can be reached at (360) 866-7589. Copies of the Project's' 
"Guidelines for Establishing a Post Employment Support se~ces Program for Welfare Recipients" are 
nvailable from oes and from Rosemary's Webpage: http://www.olywa..nct/rosemaryb 
E-mail: roscmaryb@olywa.net 

o 	 Prel'tnMtt of Homelessness, which can be the most Serious barrier lo.employment and job retention. The 
Steps to Career Success program in Tacoma found that over 30 p~rcent of their participants, recently hired . 
former welfare recipients, experienced sedous threats of homelessness through eviction as many as three lime 
ill one year, each of .which would have meant loss of job bad the project not been able to intervene. 
Stabilization and crisis services such as those provided by the Steps project and OCS' Family Support Center 
Projects, should continue after employment. 

o 	 impoTj(lnce ofStabUizanon and Suppo11il'e Services thai can overcome barriers to self-sufficiency: 
Stabilization Services:are survival-oriented serViceS designed to meet basic needs, and can inClude food, 
clothing, shelter and utilities, family crisis intervention, emergency medical and mental health care, emergency 
detoxification. Supportive Services address some of the barriers to self-sufficiency that exist for most welfare 
recipIents and many worldng poor, and most often include transportation, child care, life'skills trainjng, 
parenting training, health care, mental healthcounseling, work clothing and tools. A recent study by the 
National Governors' ASSOCiation, WORKING OUT OF POVERTY, Employment Retention and Career 
Advancement for Welfare Recipients, found widespread (¢cognition ofthe need for such Post Employment 
Services, but its authors found little knowledge or experience among social agency practitioners or employers' 
about whnt to do to meet the need or how to do it. The study is available on the Association's website at 
www.nga.org/cdp/center.asp. The Steps program in Tacoma is a source 'of valuable jnformatioll about 
effective provisiouof stabilization and &'Upportive services. (see references above.) 

o 	 Finding innovative ways to encourage and suppon asset accumulation among low-:-income families through 
tools.1ike Individual Development Accounts (lDAs). New legislation, the Assets for Independence Act, signed 
in Oc.tober 1998, authori7.es $25 million a year for five years for OCS to implement a program of 
demonstration projects to set up IDAs among the poor. The FY 1999 appropriatiofl to OCS was SID million, 
with which OCS funded 40 IDA projects in twenty-five states and the District of Columbia, averaging total 
funding of approximately $195,000 tor the five-year prqject. Resources to contact formorc informittion: 
CFED, (202) 408-9788, contad: Ray Boshara, "ray@<:fed.org", website:' www.idanetwork.org; The 
National Federation of COl11Dlunity Development Credit Unions, 1-800-437--8711,'conta~; Cathie MahoD, 
IIcmahon@natfed.org" t website: www.natfed.org; Center for Social Development, (314)93.5-7433, 
contact: Michael Sherraden, "sherraden@gwbssw.wustl.edu", web: bttp:/Igwhweh.wustl.cdu/users/csd; 
and at OCS, Sheldon Shalit, sshalit@acf.dhhs.gov. . 

III. Buildillg community partnerships that will mobilize resources and overcome barriers to success. If we are to 
succeed in finding ways to provide family-sustaining jobs and careers for TANF recipients and the fatners of their 
children, jobs and careers that wil11ift them out of poverty and' "ot create a poverty stricken underciass, then:all 
available resources mtlst be found and exploited. In some case this will mean working to access Federal funding, in 
oth.ers it mean~ working with St~tes to access block grant type funds. At the same time we must work to overcome and 
remove harriers to success such as unhealthy dwellings and communities that cause asthma and developmental 
disorders which lead to low educational attainment; .!lubstance abuse which leads to loss of employment and family 
disintegration, and .perhaps the greatest barricr of all: incarceration .. A few examples follow_There are undoubtedly 
more. 

mailto:sshalit@acf.dhhs.gov
mailto:sherraden@gwbssw.wustl.edu
http:www.natfed.org
mailto:IIcmahon@natfed.org
http:www.idanetwork.org
http:ray@<:fed.org
http:authori7.es
www.nga.org/cdp/center.asp
mailto:roscmaryb@olywa.net
http://www.olywa
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o 	 Implementing HUDSectWn 3 oftlt~ Housing and communitY Development Act. HUD-funded housing and 
development project<; represent a major source of economic activity in many distressed neighborhoods. The 
policy of the Congress and the purpose of Section 3, as expressed in the Section 3 legislation as a.mended in 
1992, is "to. ensu.re that the employment and other economic opportllnitie ... ·ge/terated by Federal financial 

, assistance for housing and community development programs sl,aH, to the greatest extent feasible, be 
directed toward low-and very low-income persons, particularly those who are recipients ofgovemmelu 
assistance for housing ". Enforcement of Section 3 compliance is the responsibility of the Division of 
Economic Opportunity, beaded by John Waller~ (202) 708-3633 ,0048. Overall responsibility for Section 
3 implementation rests with the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Fair Housing and Equal 
Opportunity, Ms. Eva Plaza, (202)708-4252. Contact Richard Saul at OCS for infonnation on Memoranda 
of Underst.anding spelling our Section 3 requirements and opti?ns. rsaul@acf.dhhs.gov. 

o 	 Using State discretionary authority· 10 fund traiIJing and su.pport afwomen and minorities in Highway 
Construction an.(/. Maintenance. It has 3J.ready been noted that Secti~n 140(b)" authorizes the Secretary of 
Transportation to withhold highway funds for thc support of Pilot Projects .. The same section authorizes the 
States, at their option, to withhold up to 112 of one percent of their highway funds each year for similar 
purposes, including support for the training and support of women and minorities in these careers. Nationally, 
this represents some $60 million dollars a year, yet only a handful of Stares exercise that option .. With looming 
shonages ojtrained workers ill highway construction and maitwmance7 and a 50 percent increase in . 
Ilighwqy fundillg, communily leaders should urge Stole DOT's to take advantage ofthese funds to 
strengthen their llighway construction workforce while rntiking a significant contribution to the success of 
tlleir State's TANF program•. 

o 	 Working with local Private Industry CouncUs to access DepmtmetU oflAbor Welfare to Work fundillg in 
. support ofallo! these options aJtd opportunities. The DOLIETA Welfare to Work Internet Homepage has a 
wealth of information about the WtW program 'with links to a wide variety of information sources for 
individuais, employers, and the community, including ETA's regularly published issue·hriefs Rural Voice and 
ncwsl~tter Ideas 71lO,t Work. The DollETA Homepage address is: ''http://wtw.doJeta.govl!. Another very 
valuable resource for all kinds of WtW information is the· McKIDght Foundation website at: . 
1Ib.«p://www.mcknight.org/welfare-reforml" 

f] 	 Muzddng perhaptf the greatest barrier ofall: incarceration. Accessing programs of the Department of 
Justice, sabstance abuse programs ofNIH7 and progrtltnS in ACP's Office of Child Support Enforcement 
that support nonCU$lodi.aIfathers. Resourc~s to try; SyJviaMcCoUwn, Inmate Placement Admin., Fed. 
Bur. otPrisous, e-mail:smcollum.@Central.unicor.gov; Shannon Bonsey, who directed the OCS-funded 
Priso~ers and Families Dem()1l ..<ttration Partnership Project at Penquis Community Action Program, 
Bangor ME, (207) 973-3578; DOJ's Weed and Seed program: website: www.ojp.usdoj.gov/eows; Office 
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention: website: www.ncjrs.org/ojjdp; and HUD'$ 1I0fficer Next 
Door" program: www.hud.gov/search, and search for "Officer Next Door" . 

P.... nu,rC r.\(onnation contact Richard Saul. Offi<.:e Of Community Sc:rvi(eslACF/DHHS. WA.dlillgtOll. DC (202) 401-9341. e·m.~iI! r>aul@aef,dl\hs.gov 

http:r>aul@aef,dl\hs.gov
www.hud.gov/search
www.ncjrs.org/ojjdp
www.ojp.usdoj.gov/eows
mailto:e-mail:smcollum.@Central.unicor.gov
http://wtw.doJeta.govl
mailto:rsaul@acf.dhhs.gov
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. Record Type: Record 

To: tjohnson@acf.dhhs.gov 
cc: yolanda butler <ybutler@acf.dhhs.gov>,Cynthia A. RiceIOPD/EOP@EOP, J. Eric 

Gould/OPD/EOP@EOP,An'drea KaneIOPD/EOP@EOP 

bcc: 

Subject: Re: Neighborhood Innovation Project FY 2001 ~ 


,J 

Thanks, Thelma! 

Thelma H Johnson <tjohnson@acf.dhhs.gov> , 

Thelma H Johnson <tjohnson@acf.dhhs.gov> 
11/23/99 08:42:03 AM ' 

Please respond to tjohnson@acf.dhhs.gov 

Record Type: Record 

To: Eugenia Chough/OPD/EOP 

cc: Yolanda Butler <ybutler@acf.dhhs.gov> 
Subject: Neighborhood Innovation Project FY 2001, 

Per your discussion with Yolanda Butler in the DHHS, ACF Office of 
Legislative Affairs and Budget on yesterday, I am attaching a description of 
the OCS plans for the Neighborhood Innovation Program for FY 2001. 'realize 

. ' that you asked for a 1-pager;. however, I hope the 2-pager will suffice. 

,I will be away fromthe office most of today. If you wish to discuss this 

justification today, you should call Richard Saul, on (202) 401-9341. 


Otherwise, you can reach me in the office on either Wednesday or Friday on 
(202) 401-5523. Or you can send me an e-mail at: 

Tjohnson@acf.dhhs.gov 


The following was included as an attachement. Please use UUDECODE 

to retrieve it. The original file name was '2001 NEIGHBORHOOD INNOVATIONS.DOC'. 
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THE OCS NEIGHBORHOOD INNOV ATION PROGRAM 

SUPPORTlNGLOW INCOME FAMILIES AND FATHERS AT THE COMMUNITYLEVEL 

Helping low-income working families, including many leaving TANF, succeed and advance at 
work is one of the next great challenges for effective implementation of welfare reform. 
Another is rea~hing and assisting the transition to' successful work experience of the hardest to 
serve. Many of these are fathers with backgrounds of incarceration, substance abuse, and low' 
educational attainment. Others are the families that make up a significant proportion of those 
who remain on the welfare roles. ' 

Through creative use of the b,road, flexible authority of the, new Neighborhood Innovation 
Program community-based organizations can be helped to playa cruCial' role in meeting these 
twin challenges. There is an emerging issue in Welfare Reform: Will TANF replace welfare 

, with a permanentunderclass of working poor whose needs will drain local community 
resources? Or are we to supplant welfare mothers with whole families having pride and hope? 

To give families. pride in their work and hope for their futures we must do more than just 
connect TANF recipients to existingjobs and employers. We must focus on building capacity 
in low-income communities which will offer not just jobs, but a measure of economic control 
over the engine which creates jobs. We must build vertically integrated local enterprises that 
will create career opportunities with upward mobility and will reverse the dollar drain from 
low income communities and revitalize their economies. 

At the same time, we must work to provide the supports and incentives that will make it 

possible for transitioning welfare clients to succeed in their employment, advance their 

careers, and achieve genuine and lasting self-sufficiency. This will mean involving employers 

with local Social Agency support structures, such as the network of 1000 Community Action 

Agencies, to provide "post employment support services" essential to job retention and 

advancement; and it will mean seeking innovative ways, such as the growing practice of 

establishing and supporting "Individual' Development Accounts" -- "IDAs" to encourage low, 

income families to accumulate assets which will enable them to move into the economic 

mainstream. 


Finally, we must look to local Community Action Agencies, and other community based 
organizations for innovatIve strategies to develop partnerships that can access national and 
localtesources, build -local capacities, and overcome barriers, ,both personal and structural, to 
success. This must include work with noncustodial fathers to help the'm become family '\ 
breadwinners, and, of the utmost importance, strategies that can reduce the rates of 
incarceration among minority males, and that can help prisoners and their families maintain 
and strengthen the ties that can reduce recidivism and contribute to family prosperity after 
release: 



The broad, flexible authority of the Neighborhood Innovation Program will enable OCS to 
entertain and support new, locally created and designed initiatives in all of these areas that will 

. show the way for the deployment of major resources in ways that will assure their most 
effective and efficient use in the resurrection of low income communities. 

,With Neighborhood Innovation Program funding, OCS can continue its ground-breaking 
work in identifying the barriers to successful transition from welfare to'work imd developing 
and testing innovative prog~ams to overcome them. We can foster Sectoral Development: . 
looking at new sectors of the economy which hold special promise for significant enterprise· 
and job creation, and for which we have, or candevelop, proven models for program design, 
interventions, and partnership collaborations. These will lead to the creation of new 
enterprises and activities such as Building Deconstruction and Materials Re-use, or careers for 
Women in Highway Construction, that provide true career opportunities for Fathers and 
TANF recipients. We can forge new efforts to strengthen the family ties of the growing prison 

. populations, helping them return to productive lives after release. We can develop new <s 

programs to promote healthy homes in l)ealthy communities through grass roots environmental 
clean-up activities that also create new careers. And, in partnership with the Office of Child 
Support enforcement, can continue support for young fathers, whether noncustodial or within 
their families, to increase their capability to fulfill their family responsibilities. 

, 
A recent study by the National Governors' Association, WORKING OUT OF POVERTY, 

Employment Retention and Career Advancement for Welfare Recipients, found widespread 

recognition of the need for Post-Employment Support Services, but its authors found little 

knowledge or experience among sQcial agency practitioners or employers about what to do to 

meet the need. OCS has funded a broad network of community-based organizations to carry 

out anti-poverty programs which provide many of these very services and support. With its 

limited discretionary and demonstration resources, OCS has already identified innovative and 

promising roles for community-level agencies in creating new employment opportunities and 

in assisting low-income families to succeed at work and home. . 


What is needed now is a concerted effort to disseminate the findings of these projects and to 
initiate new projects that will build on their experience ito further refine the most successful, 
techniques for the support of successful transitioning from welfare to work, and for post 
employment support for T ANF recipients that will assure their on-the-job success and upward 
mobility. In isolated urban low-income communities, immigrant neighborhoods, and rural 
areas separated from labor markets, low-income parents struggle to find productive jobs, and 
once found, to master the challenges ofthe workplace and achieve upward mobility. Local 
organizations which have a stake in those communities provide these parents with an 
indispeQ,sable link to employers and social service agencies offering new avenues to 
employment and essential services and support. These local organizations need the direction 
and knowledge that can be gained from the kinds of programs OCS plans to support and 
evaluate under its FY 2001 Neighborhood Innovation Program. 

2 




Record Type: Record 

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPO/EOP@EOP 
cc: 
bcc: .. 
Subject Re: FW: WtW applicants? 13 

We can say we got $6.5 billion in requests for a total of nearly $700 million in available funds (the 

competitive grants are 25% after backing out tribal allocations, abstitence evaluation, WTW evaluation, 

and peformance bonus). The total of the 3 rounds was $690 M. . 

Cynthia A. Rice 


Cynthia A. Rice 11/23/99 05:07:20 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Andrea Kane/OPO/EOP@EOP 
cc: Eugenia Chough/OPO/EOP@EOP 
bcc: 
Subject: Re: FW: WtW applicants? I]) 

So we can say we got $6.5 billion in requests for a total of --was.it -- $750. million in competitive grants? 

Or was it closer to $700 million? 

Andrea Kane 


Recor9 Type: . Record 

To: Cynthia A Rice/OPO/EOP@EOP 

cc: 

SubjeCt: FW: WtW applicants? 


---------------------- Forwarded by Andrea KanelOPD/EOP on 11/23/99 05:05 PM ----------~~---------------. 

Oahin Emily <dahm-emily@dol.gov> 
11/23/9904:50:48 PM . 

Record Type: Record. 

mailto:dahm-emily@dol.gov
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Record Type: Record 

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP@EOP. Andrea Kane/OPD/EOP@EOP, J. Eric Gould/OPD/EOP@EOP 

cc: 
Subject: SSBG approps history 

$ in billions 
Authority Pres Budget Enacted 

1989' (authorized) 
1994 
1996 (WR -- new ceiling) 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 (TEA-21 -- new ceiling) 

$2.8 

$2.38 
$2.38 
$2.38 
$2.38 
$1.7 

$2.38 

$2.8 $2.8 
$3.8 (Senate) 

$2.38 ' $2.38 
$2.38. $2.5 
$2.38 $2.299 
$1.909 $1.909 
$2.38 $1.775 
$1.7 (HHS request) 
$1.909 (OMB idea) 
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 


WASHINGTON, D.C. 20250 


November] 5, 1999 

I rn~rnO\Y7@ \1 
I D ' 

The Honorable Jack Lew, Director \ '.~. ~ ,:, , 

Washington, D.C. 20503 " . ,'- ,'" - ' 

,~:i~:~.~~,~t;:~:1:t~~:'~''-'f:-~'i~:::Vi::'~~~i4-;~;1''i~f.;'~'!'...4,:''i~\~'' 
Dear Jack: , , 

In the submission of the fiscal year 2001 budget, certain legislative proposals for the 
Departmentof Agriculture's (USDA) nutrition assistance programs were not included. I 
recently completed my review and provide for your consideration proposals which will 
improve nutrition· among seniors, support the working poor, and expand nutrition 
education. 

IMPROVING NUTRITION AMONG THE ELDERLY 

The sharp increase in the elderly population forecast over the next decade poses a special 
, challenge to our nutrition assistance programs., Relatively few elderly--Iess than 30 

percent--who are eligible for food stamps actually participate. For many, the application 
process is too complicated while others are too embarrassed to seek out and use food 
stamps. To overcome these barriers, USDA proposes a pilot program which will test an 
array ofalternative application and benefitstructures (within the authority of the Food 
Stamp Program) over three years. These alternat~ves would test a commodity alternative 
for the elderly, a streamlined food stamp application process, and provide assistance in 
completing applications. The focus would be elderly-only households with income at or 
below 130 percent of the poverty guidelines. This modest investment now will show the 
Administration's commitment to ensuring the nutritional well-being of seniors. 

MAINTAIN NUTRITION ASSISTANCE SAFETY 

NET AND ENHANCE EMPLOYMENT OPPOij,TUNITIES 


The Nation's nutrition safety net provides critic,al support for families moving from 
welfare to work. However, less than half of all working individuals who are eligible for 
food stamp benefits participate in the program. Increasing access to food stamps for 
working families will pro~ote work, good nutrition and health and will help families 

, remain in the work force and offwelfare. ,One major obstacle is the current restriction on 
the ownership of reliable vehicles. Current rules prevent many 10w-iI),come working 
households from participating in the Food Stamp Program. Eliminating the fair market 
value test would extend nutrition support to many working poor famiiies and remove a 
barrier to finding and retaining' work. 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 



The Honorable Jack Lew 
.. 

Page 2 

USDA also proposes to strengthen the adeqmicyoftJie nutrition safety net and enhance 
the food security of low-income Americans by lowering the food stamp benefit reduction 
rate (BRR) from 30 percent to 25 percent.· The BRR has not changed since it was' set in , 
1977. Since then~ the portion of household expenditures spent on food has fallen while 
spending.on housing~ utilities, and other essentials has risen. Data from a recent FNS 
sponsored survey of food stamp participants suggest that more than half may not be able 
to set aside 30 percent of their net income for food purchas-es to supplement their food 
stamp benefits. Reducing the BRR will increase benefits to households with income and 
help ensure thattheyhave the resources to purchase a low-cost, nutritious diet. 

'., 	 . 
USDA also proposes to· restore food stamp eligibility to certain legal immigrants made . 
ineligible by welfare reform legislation enacted in 1996. Agricultural research legislation 
in 1998 restored eligibility to some; this proposal would complete the restoration. 

I am aware that OMB and FNS staff are working to develop legislative proposals to 
enhance program integrity in the Child and Adult.Care Food Program. I am confident 
this collaborative effort will culminate in proposals that correct many of-the integrity 
concerns surrounding this program . 

. NUTRITION EDUCATION 

Currently there are.no funds for Nutrition Education and Training in schools. 
Accordingly~ USDA proposes to provide a stable funding base for State agencies to 
support nutrition education and food service training of the school meals programs. The 
State Administrative Expense funding base would be expanded to include the value of 
entitlement commodities. 

'. 	 I look forward to working ~ithyou. during your consideration ofnot only these proposals 
but all of the Department's bud~et te~uests. 

Secretary 

Enclosure 

http:spending.on
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Program: 


Proposal: 


Rationale: 

FNCS DEPARTMENT ESTIMATES FISCAL YEAR 200] .' 
PROPOSED LEGISLATION 

Pilot Program for the Elderly 

Conduct a pilot program to improve nutrition among the elderly to test the 
relative merit of streamlining the food stamp application process, changing the 
form of benefits or providing assistance to access existing benefits . .The three
year pilot program with multiple alternatives would focus on pure-elderly 
households with incomes at or below 130 percent of the poverty guideline. ,The 
elderly could be given a modified application-asking only limited questions. ' 
The pilot could also test the acceptability of providing applications at locations 
other than welfare offices, such as senior centers, hospitals or Social Security 
offices: The alternatives might include: ' ' 

'Commodity Alternative for the Elderly: This alternative would provide an 
alternative application process and benefit package for pure-elderly 
households. Participants would receive a monthly comprehensive food 
package tailored to the needs of the elderly. 

Alternative Application Process for the Elderly: This alternative would 
modify and simplify the application process for pure-elderly households but 
give them food ~tamp benefits via EBT. • 

Application Assistance for the Elderly: This alternative would also act 
within the structme cf the Food Stamp P!"ogram al~d '.vould rely 011 the 
current application form, but would provide assistance in filling out the 
applicatiol!- to elderly households. . 

Senior Discount Card: This alternative would build on'the popularity of 
many Senior Discount operations offered by retailers. Elderly households 
,would receive benefits via an alternative EBT card, 

. , 

Evaluations would be conducted to examine how well elderly households 
respond to these alternative application and benefit delivery components. A 
separate survey may be conducted to better understand why some elderly 
households do not participate in the Food Stamp Program. 

Participatio~ in the Food Stamp Pro'gram among elderly households remains 
low. Approximately 30 percent of the eligible households with elderly members 
participate in the Food Stamp Program versus 63 percent for the FSP population 
overall. There is some evidence that the reason for such low participation 
among the elderly includes the complexity of the application and the application 
process, the negative attitude of eligibility workers, and the stigma of applying 
for and using food stamps. Increasing participation by elderly households in 
nutrition assistance programs is vital to improving their nutritional status and 
will become even more critical as the riumber of elderly persons grows with the , 
aging of the "baby boom" generation. Only by testing these and other . 
alternatives can FNS determine what works best to improve nutrition among the 
elderly. This pilot would also provide an opportunity to examine more closely 
why elderly do not participate in the Food Stamp Program. When fully 
implemented, we could serve from 20,000 to 40;000 people. 

1 




Budget Impact: The proposal would impact food stamp benefits. Mandatory fundirig 
-4$jn millions) 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 Total 

Cost* $15** $25 $25 $0 $0 $65 

*Most of the expected costs are for establishing various pilot projects and the potential for increased 
benefits for current and new participants in the pilot sites. Depending on the response to a request for pilot 
projects and the success of the initial projects, additional funding may be requested in the future. 

**In the first year, we expect a lower cost due to the time needed for start up (most ofthe first year cost is 
to award an evaluation contract). Once the projects have been aW,arded to sites and. the infrastructure 
established where needed, costs will increase because of the benefit cost associated with 'this pilot project. 

\ . . . 

,',' 
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'-Program: 

.. Proposal: 

. 'Rationale: 

Budget Impact: 
r- ($ in millions) 

FNCS DEPARTMENT ESTIMATES FISCAL YEAR 2001 
PROPOSED LEGISLA110N 

Food Stamp Program 

Enhance nutrition security for low-income Americans by lowering the benefit 
reduction rate to 29 percent of a.household's netlncome in FY 4001,27 percent 
in FY 2002 and 25 percent in FY 2003 and beyond .. 

The current benefit reduction rate was established in 1977. It was set somewhat 
arbitrarily at 30 percent to represent what.was thought then to be a reasonable 
investment by participating households to achieve their food needs. 

Since then the portion of household expenditures devoted to food has fallen 
while housing, utilities, and other costs have increased. S!)me food stamp 
households now spend over half of their budget on housing and a significant 
portion on transportation. A recent national survey of pfogram participants 
found that people ~ith incomes below poverty spend, on average, 25 percent of 
their incQ'me on food. Reducing the BRR will help ensure that they have the 
resources to purchase a low-cost diet. 

The pressure to meet other necessities may limit the ability of low-income 
families to meet their food needs. Recent data suggest that more than half of 
participants rna y not have 30 percent of their net income available to 
supplement their food stamp allotments. As a result, the majority of low-income' 
households spend less than the value of the Thrifty Food Plan on food. These 
households are more likely to be larger, to have children' and to have earned 
income. 

, 
This policy supports work by decreasing the reduction in food stamps for 
working poor families that increase their earnings. When fully implemented in 
FY 2003, FNS calculates that 15.3 million people (150,000 of them new 
participants) will benefit, raising their average monthly benefit by $8 per person 
($24 for new participants). 

, The proposal ,would impact food stamp benefits. MandatoryJunding 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 TOTAL 

. Cost $260 $815 $1,440 $1,540 
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Program: 


Proposal: 


Rationale: 

Budget Impact: 
($-in millions) 

FNCS DEPARTMENT ESTIMATES 'FISCAL YEAR 2001 
PROPOSED LEGISLATION 

Food Stamp Program 

Eliminate the fair market value (FMV) test in determining household vehicle 
resources for food stamp eligibility. In essence, this policy excludes from 

. countable resources one vehicle per household and the value of vehicles with 
little to no equity. 

In today's market a reliable car is necessary to find work, hold ajob, and use 
child care, Current food stamp rules create a barrier to participation and may 
discourage work by forcing low-income families to choose between a central 
n~tritional support and ownership of a reliable vehicle. 

Eliminating the fair market value test will help families with children and the 
working poor. Of those househOlds who are ineligible for food stamps because 
of their vehicles, almost 60 p'ercent have children and alittle more than halfare 
working poor households. Eliminating the FMV test would allow more of these 
poor families to receive needed nutrition assistance. In addition, this policy 
simplifies program rules, lessening the administrative burden for States and 
participants. 

The President recently acted to ease the vehicle rules for some households, 
containing 22,000 people, so that they could more easily achieve self
sufficiency. Our FY 200 I proposal continues the President's efforts by helping 
even more working people. In FY 2002, 395,000 people will benefit, and their 
average monthly benefit will be $84 per person. 

The proposal would impact food stamp benefits; Mandatory funding. 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 TOTAL 

Cost $190 $400 .$415 " $425, $445 $1,875 
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- FNCS DEPARTMENT ESTIMATES FISCAL YEAR 2()()1 
PROPOSED LEGISLA TIOl\l 

Program': Food Stamp Program 

Proposal: Restore food stamp eligibility for legal immigrants made ineligible by the 
Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation.Act of 1996 

. (PRWORA) and not made eligible by the Agricultural Research, Extension,and 
Education Reform Act of 1998. Eliminate the five-year waiting period for food 
stamp benefit receipt (Note: elimination of the five~year waiting period 
requires a change to INS laws and regulations and this change is beyond the 
jurisdiction of the Agriculture committees.) . 

Rationale: President Clinton said when signing PRWORA into law that some of its 
provisions went too' far. Enacting.this proposal would reverse an action in'· 
PRWORA that is unrelated to moving mdividuals from welfare to work and is a 
continuation of the President's FY 2000 proposal which restores eligibility to 

. legal immigrants who become elderly after August 22, 1996. This FY 2001 
proposal will improve child well-being by' increasing food .stamp benefits to 
households with children in need of nutrition assistance. In addition, it will ease 
State administration of the program by providing a comprehensive restoration in 
place ofthe patchwork of restorations to portions ofthe legal immigrant 
population. The President has supported our efforts .to restore eligibility to .' 
legal irnrnigrants who lost their eligibility when welfare reform passed. This.' 
proposal finishes this task by restoring eligibility to all remaining legal 
immigrants. When the restoration is fully realized (we assume legal immigrants 
will return over.a 3 year period), we 'expect 560,000 people will benefit and 
their average monthly benefit will be $56 per person. 

Budget Impact: 
($ in millions) 

The proposal would impact food stamp benefits. Mandatory funding. 

2001 2002 2003. 2004 2005 TOTAL 

Cost; $105 $235 $375 $405 . $425 $1,545 
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Program:. 

Proposal: 

Rationale: 

Budget Impact: 

FNCS DEPARTMENT ESTIMATES FISCAL YEAR 2001 
PROPOSED LEGISL~J)ON.. 

Child Nutrition Programs 

Provide funding for nutrition education and training activities through 
expansion of the State Administrative Expense (SAE) Fund earning base. 

The Nutrition Education and Training (NET) Program is a direct grant-to-States 
program which provides the nutrition education and food service training 
componeI}.t of the Child Nutrition Programs. For more than 20 years, NET has 
promoted an infrastructure and quality standards that support local schools in 
providing nutritious meals and improving the health and nutrition behavior of 
our Nation's children. State and local NET coordinators have beim responsible 
for much of the local success of the Department's Team Nutrition effort. 

Under current law, funding for the NET Program is bas~d on a fOlillula under 
which States annually are entitled to receive 50 cents for each child enrolled in 
schools and child care institutions within the State, subject to the availability of 
appropriations. In the recent past, the Congress has appropriated little or no 
moneys for NET which has seriously undermined the States ability to carry out 
their nutrition education responsibilities to food service professionals, teachers 
and students. . . 

In order to address the unstable nature of NET Program funding and the 
problems which it has caused, the Department is proposing to increase the 
amount ofSAE funds currently available to States by including the value of 
entitlement commodities in the total amount of program dollars upon which the 
amount of SAE funding is based. Under this proposal, the current discretionary 
ful}ding for NET would be replaced by mandatory funding provided for under 
the ad<.iition~1 SAE described above and this funding would be allocated to 
States on a formula basis and earmarked for NET-like activities at the State and 
local level. 

. 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 TOTAL 
(in millions), 


Cost $11 $11 $11 $12 $12 $57 
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r,l1 Eric P. Liu 
~"'.<X>. 11/22/9907:13:14 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPO/EOP@EOP, Andrea Kane/OPO/EOP@EOP,J. Eric Gould/OPO/EOP@EOP 

cc: 

Subje.tt: new ideas 


I just found buried in my folder a memo that might be of some interest to you -- it's a set of ideas drawn up 
by a guy named Dalton Conley, who's a pol sci prof at Yale and whose schtick is "asset policy" -
measuring and· creating wealth rather than mere income (wrote a book called "Black Wealth, White 
Wealth"). He was referred to me by a mutual friend at NSC, and he sent this memo that I forgot about 
shortly thereafter and that I'll now fax over to you. The Child Development Account, and the Saved 
Income Tax Credit, seem interesting. Curious what you think of the underwriting ideas. 

Anyway, more grist for the mill. 

http:Subje.tt
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0~To: Eric tiu. Domestic Policy COutwil 
fi'r: Dalton Conley, Yale University 
R~: Asset :Policy
.' . .' .. . ' .' 

..uset policy representS the tid!'. way to lift the boats of disadvantaged Americans. 
( • • j 

Amcric:anS are listening to andwonying about their'net wortbs more than e'VeI', as 
evidenced by reoord leVels of individual involvement in th~ stock market. However, 
despite the recent robust economy, inequality.inn.et-worth bas grown. even while incomc· 
iriequality has been reduQed. At the same time" U.S. savings ,rates have hit new l~oW$. 
Both these issues point to the importance of a broad~ ~sset..based social policy. ',,' 

. . 

Social pollcy'has generally missed halftbe stoiywhen ncomes to the economic . 
resources ofAmerican families. We have focused on incontes.atthe expense ofignoring . 
wealth (a.k.a., assets or net ..worth). When ODe understands family economic resources to ' 
he more Wm just Ulcome, a new image ofthe American socia-economic landsQape 
emerges with respect to opportunity, with respect to race relations, with respect to long
term economic security. Some polleyeiforts have.befIID xnade here and there as oflate to 
oonsidct assets, but these have been scattered and Small..scale for the most part (such as 
IbAs, micro-entclprise, etc.). 'By contta~ here I am advocatiug that :II broad based, 
"asset policy" form the centerpiece of the last year of the CUnton administration, 
fonning linkages across the domains of education, hea~ houslng~ economic' 
deVelopmeat Bnd .. ace policy. Asset policy enjoys the political advantage , ofbeing very 
progressive while coMoptmg the themes ofsa.vings, thrift and self-reliance so often gl'Vetl 
lip service my Republican 1awinakers.Ptn1her, recent.chaIlenges to race:'based policy 
also point to an opportunity for asset policy as a means to "heal America's racial divide." 

• Aftlnnative Asset Poliey:"Equity inequity" is the single largest race g~p in 
America today. African Americans own approxi~tely Oile~tenth the wealth of' 
whites; and this gap haS grown si~'e the civil rights triumphs ofthe 19608. While 
this gap itself should be attacked in the inany of the ways I outline below J it also 
presents a unique oppo~ity to PurSl1e raoiallyprogressive policy in a number of 
other areas while remaining ostensibly color blind. . ., 

Por instance! a number ofstates have recently had their affinnativc action policies 
thrown out by the col1l'tB. In response) several ate deVeloping class-based,p<?licies 
for university admissions~ hirlng~ etc. How~er, they are measuring class in the. 
traditional way, by income, wbichmay ~cerbate the problem ofmcial 
inequality. However, given the unequD:l distribution ofwealth by race,ifclass:, 
based affirmative action were based m;t a combined wea1th"w.conie measure, then 
it would de'facto aid minorities di.sprOp9l1ionately.· , . 

This type ofaffirmative action would blunt the criticism that it is based ()1J. gro~p .. 
rights, that it aids the ininorities who need it least, and~hat it is stigma.tiziD.g~ since 
'net worth is a lot less obvious than ~in color. It might nul into .opposition from 
traditional minority constituencies, but ifpresented as the only way to save 
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a.ffinnative action such resistance QO~ld be overcome. This would make good on 
Clinton's promise to 'lnend. not end" affirmative action and could be done 
through executive orders and requirements.~ are pegged to Federal education 
and research funding. One thing to think about when. designing this. or any asset 
based, criterion is the potential for individuals to game the system. Families may 
shift assets to appear more asset poor than they really are. An alternative would 
entail usins neighborhood averages as proxies for fiunily asset levels; ofcourse, 
this option has its own drawbacks. Perhaps a oombinati.on ofindividual and 
census traCk measures would work best. . 

• Social Insur9.l1ce: This initiative would entail tbe Federal government 
providing funds or other impetus for states or public-private partnerships to . 
underwrite insurance against any drop in real estate values in oormnunities that is 
. a result ofa cbanging racial composition ofa neighborhood. By insuring against 
value changes, such apo1ic;)' bas the potential ofending the vicious cycle of 
C#white f1igb.t'~ and ''tipping.'' That is, most white residents 'Who move out ofa 
neighborhood that begins to integrate do SO for fear that others will leave as well~ 
that a rash ofselling will occur. thereby depressing real estate values. This. of 
course, becomes a self-fulfilling prophecy since everyone wants to sell before 
eve.ryone else does. With insurance in place against such price runs~ the primary 
incentive for selling is eliminated. .' 

Ideally, as was the case in Oakla~ Dlinois:, this :insurance will never need to be 
cashed in. This will help foster integrated communities and preserve housing 
equity among minority residents who bear the brUnt ofsuch selling sprees. The 
Federal government can foster such policy through block grants or by 
underwriting the insurance itself The problem that might be associated with such 
a policy is in the realm ofpublio relations: Minorities may resent the perception 
that they need to be ''insured against." . Also, developing astatiBtical model for 
housing prices tha.t factors out the effects ofrace from 'other forces presents a 
challenge, though a tractable one, inmy estimation. 

• Home Ownership: In addition to trying to foster integrated communities, the 

government can do much to promote home ownership in-America's inner cities •. 

First, a massive initiative to provide low-interest, governinent backed loans to 

urban home buyers would do much to aid the conditions ofimpoverished urban 

colDlXlunities. This policy could be modeled aftft the FHA and V A programs 

that, in the wake ofWorld War n, created a whole new class ofs~burban 


homeowners. An additional, more controversial plan would entail selling public 

hOusing to its residents for a nominal fee. This, ofcourse, has the drawback of 

taking units out ofHUO's stock. 

Higher rates ofhome· ownership translate to cleaner neighborhoods, less crime 
and more c;ivic participation in aeneral. The analogy I like to use is that when yOll 

own your home, you think twice about pouring glop down the drain, as compared 
to when you rent. Own~hi'p gives Americans a stake in. the fUture oftheir house 

. I, 2 
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and their local area.. Home ownership creates economic aUegii!l1lces in local 
comm'LUlities since one!s housing values are determined DOt justby the condition 
of one~s oWn home, but by the s:tate ofone's neighbors' house" an,d as the general 
conditions ofthe area inQluding sohool quality, crime rates, environmental 
oonditions an so on . 

• Chlld Dev.iopment Accounts: Individual Development Accounts (!DAs), the 
current demonstration project to foster savings among low-income, 'low-wealth 
families!Jas several problems. PitstofalIt it is much too small in scope, an 
experi.tUent rather than a. soeial policy. Second, it is focussed on adults, for whom 
the publio is ~uch less Jikely to have sympathy than children. Third, in most of 
the experimental sites, the withdrawal Mea are much too lax. Fourth, it requires 
poor families to put away much of the IIIOney themselves. 

I suggest a complementary program called Child Development Accounts (CDAs). 
This program gives each child, when born, a sroall asset sum (perhaps 54.000). ' 
This fund, however, would not be fungtDle by the child5s guardians. Itwould 

. only be accessible by the child ~mlhe1'Selfwhen s/he reached the age ofmajority. 
The state ofNebraska has put such a polley on the table and should be examined 
as a potential model (its initial endownleIit figure is S2.000). Parents could add to 
this sum.' tax-free, up to a limit (as is the case with the Uniform Gift to Minors 
Act). but once they put the money in, they would not be able to take it out. If 
made universal., sucb a program might be poUtically morefea.sible since it would 
appeal to middle class parents saving fur their children's college tuition. 

If this sort ofredistributive meaBlU'e is too politically lmfeasible in today's climate 
ofpublic opinion, another option would scrap the initial birthright endowment of 
the fund and require families to put in money th.emselves,'tax free. This could be 
made both universal (and. thus politically popular) and progressive by , 
accompanying it with a matohing fund that is cal®1ated along the lines ofthe 
same subsidy rate as the Earned Inoome Tax Credit or the IDA model. It could be 
called the Saved Income Tax Credit (SITe). The Barned Income Tax'Credit is 
currently the most effective ,means we have oflifting working fiu:n.ilies Qut of 
poverty, but of course t;ocuses on t8mily incomes~ neglecting their asset status, 
The BITC as it eurrently stands could be combined With a savings matobulg plan 
in the tonn of a refundable tax credit to give low..income working families an 
additional financial advllntage if they put their BITe money straight into a CDA . 
or IDA. ' 

• TANF: In order to make welfare trUly temporary asset restrictions shoUld be 
slaokened and savings should be allowed. Such changes can hi! made without 
congressional approval. Many states have already raised their asset caps but 
should be pushed farther. Further, during the time period in which recipients 
would receive T ANF, they should be allowed to save money., Only ifcombined 
with savings will work "truly be a way out ofwelfare. Only by allowing welfare 
recipients to save themselves out ofdependency will we make welfare a hand up 

3 
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and not a band out. The Food Sta:rop program has even stricter asset tests (8 

$2s000 limit). The USDA could be instmcted, without Congressional action, to 

rai$e these llinits substantially • 


• Meus Testing: Ifwe altered the poverty line to not be focussed solely on 
income, but on family wealth level as wellJ social pollcy would target the "truly 
disadvantaged" more effectively. For example. ifwe deiined poverty not just by 
income, but with the additional criterion that a famUy could not .own more than, 
say, an equal amount in net-worth in order to be considered poor, we could raise 
the Poy~y line and reach more ofthe worldng. "near-poor" pop-ulation that is 
currently the forgotten group in American social policy. Por instance, in 1998, 

. the poverty line for a family oftwo adults and two children was approximately 
$17,000 in annual inoome. If added a poverty qlUllification criterion that the 
family could not have a nat worth in excess ofthat same income line either, we 
may be able to, in a cost-neutral fashion, raise these limits to $25.000 (which 
better accords with most public opinion data ofwhere the poverty line should be). 

Such a change would have enormous implications for howmoney is divided up 
among the states since many programs currently.base their funding on the 
numbers offamilies living inpoverty, by state. Since many means..testt:d 
programs are pegged to the poverty line in some way at the individual level as 
well~ this would have an enormous impact on expandingeljgibility for Medicaid~ 
Foodstamps, TANF. and so on. The drawback ofthis pollcy is political; anytime 
one fiddles with the way states are allocated money, it is a huge nightmare of 
entrenched interests fighting the novel approach. 

However, short of such a massive change, there are ways to ohange individual 
eligibility requirements for Federal programs through agency regulations, adding 
an, asset component to the calculation ofneed. This may initially appear to stand 
in contrast to the argument I have been making about relaxing asset restrictions 
for TANF and Food Stamp eligibility) but in the eiJ.d is not, since the asset tests . 
for those pl'Ograms are much ~gh~er than I would be Buggesting here. l1lere are 
also many other Federal programs that are means tested and which can have an 
asset component, ranging from schoolluncbes to Section 8 housing vouchers to 
some agricultural subsidies. . 

4 
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To: Eric Liu, Domestic Policy Council 

Pr: Dalton Conleyl Yale University 

R~: Fjrst LAdy's Phil=thropy Conferenee 


The maiD focus of the phllimthrop)' comerenee should be asset boilcling in 
disadvantaged oonimWlities. Assets can be defined broadly to ino1ude areas ranging 
from health to horne oWnership to busiD.ess'equity~ 

The innovative meebarusm to achieve these ends is by "iDdirect support.." Indirect 
support entails donors using their resou.rees to teverage or underwrite lolUls and 
blsurance, sa opposed to the tradltionallllodel ofdirect giving. This approach ofteri 

. involves partnerships between traditioDSl business interests and the foundation and 
volunteer &eotor~ By thinking ofassistance more broadly than direct grant making, the 
resources offoundations or individual donors can be spread a lot farther. 

Perhaps the best ~ple oitrus is the partnership between the Ford Foundatio~ Self 
Help. a North Carolina based nonprofit gonnnunity development organization, and 
Fannie Mae, the nations largest source ofhome mortgage funds. Ford provided $50 
million to Self Help bi order to underwrite mortgages to low wealth individuals who 
would normally not have qualified for a home loan. By spending its money in this 
indirect fashionl ford is able to provide $2 bilUon dollars in loans to 3S,000 families. 

I think that this type of partnership is the model for the future oflarge-scale phUantbropy. 
Ofcourse, programs fur home loans should be expanded, but there are also a number of 
other innovative wa.ys in which philanthropio donations can be used to have maximum 
impact in both social and economic reahna. 

o 	 SmaU BUldness DeveIopmenttFoundations can provide the capital 
reserves for small business loans to ecOnomically distressed communities. 
This entails the same idea as the home ownersbip strategy. leveraging a 
s~ler amount ofdonor money to give a lot ofmicro enterprise loans that 
would not have othexwise qualified. Foundations can also provide the 
seed money to underwrite informal capital pools, mimicking those in some 
immigrant communities. 

.. Health insurance: Donors cai1 Use funcis to underwrite illSuranoe for 
underprivileged communities. With foundation supp~ more low income 
working families who are not ourrently eligible for Medicaid may be able 
to purchase health insurance through foundation sponsored health 
insurance purchasing cooperatives (HIPCs). 

• 	 Socisd ha~urance: Perhaps the most innovative idea would help foster 
integrated communities. This is insurance against a drop in real estate 
values that is d"Qe to a changing racial composition ofa neighborhood. By 
insuring against value changes, this insurance short circuits the vicious.. 	 cycle Of'twhite fligbf' and '~pping." That iSI most white residents who 

1 



11/22/99 19:15 FAX NATL ECONOMIC COUNCIL I4J 007 
. ...' ,SEP':3121 '99 1219: 3:3AM YALE ISPS P.? 

move out of a neighborhood that begins to integrate do so for fear that 
others will leave as well, that a rash ofselling will occur, thereby 
depressing real estate values•. This, ofcoUrse. becomes a self~tw.fi11ing 
prophesy since everyone wants to sell before everyone else does. With 
insW'ance in place against such price IUIlS, the primary incentive for selling 
is eliminated. Ideally, as was the case in Oaidawn IL., this insuraJice will 
never need to be oashed. in.. This will help foster int~ated comm'Ullities 
and preserve housing equity among nllnority residents who bear the brunt 
of suoh selling sprees. ' 

• 	 Home Ownership: Donors underwriting mortgage insunmce would allow 
econorolca11y disadvantaged families to put down less money when 
buying a home. 

Prbgrams such as these represent an effort to provide the "fishing poleJ' as opposed totbe 
'"fish," as the old ~dage goes. the ''third way" approach to philanthropy in the realm of 

, economic development. 

'\ 
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Record Type: Record . 


To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP@EOP 


cc: Eric P. Liu/OPD/EOP@EOP 
Subject: 2nd chance homes 

Should we fund something on 2nd chance homes in the budget, given BC's interest? 



·-. 


Budget Ideas - E~ic 11/19 REVISED 

Restoring Benefits to Legal Immigrants 

Health Care 
Our FY2000 proposal would have provided a state option to cover all qualified children and 
pregnant women under CHIP and Medicaid, regardless of when they entered the U.S. This 
proposal was also introduced in a bipartisan manner by Sens. Chaffe, -Mack, McCain, Jeffords, 
Moynihan, and Graham. 

I Cost I 
00 01 
32 57 

03 
67 - 82 

01-06 I 
325 -

The immigrant groups support a proposal introduced this year by Sen. Moynihan and Rep. Levin 
that would build upon the proposal in our FY2000 budget by expanding this state option to also 
cover all lawfully resident disabled immigrants under Medicaid (i.e., eliminate the 5 year bar and 
"qualified" !imitation for lawfully resident disabled immigrants). This proposal would cost 
about $2 billion 15years. 

Food Stamps 
Restore food stamp eligibility for legal immigrants made ineligible by PRWORA and not made 
eligible by the Agricultural Research Act. Eliminate the five year waiting period for food stamp 
benefit receipt. This proposal is a continuation ofthe FY2000 proposal which restores eligibility 
to legal irimiigrants who become elderly after 8122/96 (the five year cost of the FY2000 proposal 
was $60 million). Less th~m full restoratiori may be perceived as undercutting the bipartisan 
congressional efforts led by Sens. Kennedy and Specter and Reps. Walsh and Kaptur (they have 
introduced and have bipartisan cosponsors for a comprehensive hunger proposal that includes 
restoring food stamps to legal immigrants, allowing a T ANF 1food stamp vehicle, an increase in 
the shelter deduction [$495 million 15 year] and increased funding for TEF AP emergency food 
[$20 million appropriation 1per year]). 

I 01 I . 02 03 04 05 01-06 
Cost I 30 I -115 200 275 - 355 975 

SSI 
The FY2000 proposal would have restored eligibility of post 8122/96 qualified immigrants who 
have been in the U.S. for at least 5 years and who have become disabled after entry. 

05 01-06 
200 '1,000 , 

ForFY2001, immigrant advocates and a group of congressional pemocrats led by the 
Moynihan/Levin bill support building upon the FY2000 proposal by fully restoring eligibility of 
pre-8/22/9'6 immigrants (i.e., permitting elderly pre-8/22/96 immigrants to obtain SSI without 
proving disability.) We don't yet have an estimate of this expansion. 



Refugees 
Eliminate the 5 to 7 year limitation on the exemption from benefits fonefugees and asylees. 
Many elderly or disabled immigrants have a very hard time learning ~nglish or otherwise 
qualifying for naturalization. 

Domestic Violence Victims 
Allow legal immigrants who are qualified under the Violence Against Women Act due to 
domestic violence to be eligible for all federal public benefits, including SSI, food stamps, 
TANF, Medicaid, and CHIP regardless of the date of entry. ' ' 

Food and Nutrition - In the Vice-President's hunger policy announcement lastmonth, he 
proposed three of the ideas below - the option to allow states to conform the food stamp auto 
allowance with their T ANF or Medicaid auto allowance, restoring food stamps to all legal 

'immigrants and expanding outreach efforts. 

Allowing Working Families to Own a Reliable C~,r Without Being Denied Food Stamps' 
The Nation's nutrition safety net provides critical support for families moving from welfare to 
work. However, less than half of all working individuals who are eligible for food stamp 
benefits participate in the program. Increasing access to food stamps for working families will 
promote work, good nutrition and health and will help families remain inthe work force and off 
welfare. One major obstacle is the current restriction on the ownership of reliable vehicles. 
Current rules prevent many Iow..:income working households from participating in the Food 
Stamp Program. States should be given the option to conform this food stamp vehicle limit to 
the vehicle limit used in their TANF or Medicaid program. This would allow - but not require 
states that have liberalized the rules in their TANF programs,to apply the same rules 'in the food, 
stamp program, so that families that work their way off welfare do not suddenly face the loss of 
their food stamps. , 

I 01, 02 I 03 04 I 05 01-06 
I Cost 195 355 I 345 355 I 365 ,1,615 , 

Improving Nutrition Among the Elderly 
The sharp increase in the elderly popUlation over the next decade poses a challenge to our 
nutritIon assistance programs. Relatively few elderly less than 30 percent who are eligible 
'for food stamps actually participate. For many, the application process is too complicated while 
others are to embarrassed to seek out and use food stamps. To overcome these barriers, USDA 
would conduct a pilot program which will test an array of ~lternative application and benefit 
structures over three years. These alternatives would test a commodity alternative for the ' 
elderly, a streamlined food stamp application process, and provide assistance in completing 
applications. The focus would be elderly-only households with income at or below 130 percent 
of poverty. This modest investment will show the Administration's commitment to ensuring the 
nutritional well-being of seniors. " 

02 03 04 05 01-06ICost I ~~I 25 25 65 



Enhance Knowledge of the Food Stamp Program 
Provide $6 million in funding for the development and implementation of a campaign designed 

to disseminate information to the working poor about eligibility for participation: in the Food 

Stamp Program. Informing this targeted audience is very important, particularly given their low 

participation rate and. potential confusion about losing their food stamp eligibility when they 

leave TANF. 


Child,Support 

Federal Assistance in Enforcing Inter-State Wage Withholding and Asset Seizure of Dead

Beat Parents 

Despite recent improvements in child support collections, much more needs to be done to ensure 
that all children receive the support from their noncustodial parents. A significant challenge still 
persists in establishing and enforcing inter-state child support orders. The Federal governnient 
could assist state efforts by directly contacting the employer of a non~compliant obligor, who is 
identified by the Federal Parent Locator Service (FPLS), that they must begin withholding 
wages. The Financial Institution Data Match (FIDM) enables identification of accounts 
belonging to noncustoidal parents who are delinquent in their child support orders. Again, in 
inter-state child support cases the Federal government could assist States by seizing certain· . 
financial assets of delinquent obligors. 

Assisting Child Support Agencies in Enrolling Children in Medicaid/CHIP 
As part of the data gathering IVD agencies do to establish child support orders they in- many 
cases have the income infonnation necessary to determine whether the children are qualified for 
such coverage. Thus, IVD agencies could take an active role in enrolling children in 
Medicaid/CHIP. However, these tasks would constitute ari expansion of the IVD agency's role 
and would require a commitment ofIVD'time and resources. For this to occur, additional 
resources and incentives would need to be provided . 

. Non profits 

Supporting the Role of Nonprofits and Encouraging Philanthropy 
The nonprofits sector is an integral component of our national life and as this sector grows in 
size and importance, there is an ever greater opportunity to forge partnerships with Government 
to address pressing public problems. To promote the potential between nonprofits and , 
government we should offer the same type of services and assistance to the nonprofits sector that 
we do for small businesses: Nonprofits need access to capital in order to build the infrastructure 
to assist our communities. The FY2001 budget could provide assistance through seed funding or 
subsidized low-interest loans. In many cases, it is philanthropy through gifts and volunteerism , 
that fuel the efforts of nonprofits. The Administration could encourage and foster philanthropic 
behavior through tax proposals. 

Tobacco 

1. Tax 
A: A 55 cent per-pack increase. 



Cost 
01 

6,400 
02 

' 6,400 
03 

6,400 ' 
01-06 

, 32,000 

B. Acceleration of the BBA's 5 cent exCise tax. 
,01 02 ,OJ 04 05 :01-06 , I, 	" 

ICost 679 163 I, 	 842I I I 	 I I 
2. ~upport Criticai Public Health Effo~ts to Prev~nt Youth Sinoking 

A. 	 CDC -- $101 million to continue the National Tobacco Control Program, providing 
funds f9rstates to: prevent initiation amo'ng youth, eliminate exposure to ETS, 
promote quitting among adults and youth, ?TId eliminate disparities among population 
groups. Four program compqnents include: (1) community interventions, (2) counter'
marketing, (3) policy and regul<ition, and (4) surveillance' and evaluation. In 1999, 
National Cancer Institute's ASSIST (17 states) program and CDC's IMPACT (32 
states and DC) program were consolidated into the National Tob'acco Control 
Program at $51 million. Requested increase would bring stat~s wit the former 
IMP ACT programs up to a comparable funding level as states with former ASSiST 
programs. 

B. 	 CDC -- $30 million and 10 F:TEs'to provide the Foundation for the New Millennium 
ofTobacco Use Prevention and Control. CDC would expand efforts 10 coordinate a 
national approach by: 

- Providing federal leadership -- $22.3 million for co.operative agreement support for 
the state,National Tobacco Control Program, technical assistance, communication artd 
education support to states, school healthartd oral grants. ' 

- Strengthening tobacco use science for public health action -- $6.3 million for 
surveillance and evaluation TA, lab and community prevention resc'trch. 

'- Working with partners to create global tobacco programs -- $1.4 million to support 
global tobacco control efforts, T A, oversight, coordination ,of interiIational data, and 
p~rtnerships with multil~teral organizations. : 

C. 	 FDA --·$88 million to expand youth anti.:smoking outreach and enforcement 
activities in aU states.' , 

.' ., . ' . . . ! ' 

- Enforcement and evaluation -Expand inspections from 400,000 in FY 2000 to 
540,000 retailers. Monitor compIlance with rules such as advertising outside the 
proximity of schools and playground;s, black and white text only ads, and 
.elimination of.vending machines except in adult-only places. Funds would also 
support completion ,of l)ational retailer database.. ',' 

- Complian~e outr~ach,~ Distribute retailer.'information kits arid newsletters. 
-Product regulation FDA may need to develop performance standards for 

cigarettes and smokeless tobaccoproducts"clas'sify products, and inspect i,ndustry , 
practices. ' 



3. 	 Fund the Department of Justice for the Necessary Legal Costs Associated with the 
Tobacco Litigation. The Department of Justice has initiated litigation against the tobacco 
industry to recover certain federal health expenditures caused by tobacco use. The FY2001 
budget should propose $20 million for the Department of Justice to finance costs incurred in 
preparing and bringing litigation against the tobacco 'companies f<?r tobacco-related Federal , 
health costs.' . tA) 'D ()'j" .~) l-(+fJ-V~' ~J»O~ 

4. 	 Medicaid Cessation Coverage. Promotion of cessation among current smokers offers the 
promise of immediate health benefits. In order to assist individuals in helping to kick the' 
habit of smoking, Medicaid could provide a limited benefit for prescription smoking 
cessation products. 

5. 	 Claiming a Federal Share of State Tobacco Settlements 



Cynthia A. Rice 11/22/99 05:42:30 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: ,Victoria A. WachinolOMB/EOP 
cc: J. Eric Gould/OPD/EOP, Eugenia Chough/OPD/EOP 

bcc: 

Subject: Re: Sen. Robb's alternative idea for tobacco farmers inb 


Now that we're all re~focusing on FY '01, we'd like to get Treasury's read on ,the Boucher bill and Senator, 
Rabb's alternative to it, to see if we should include ,nthe,'01,'budget. Do you guys want to proceed 'with 

, re~en9aging Treasury or would you like us to work on them? ' , 

Victoria A. Wachino ' 
" , 

, , 

Record Type: Record 

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP@EOP 

cc: 

Subjeet:Re: ~~n .. RoWs alternative idea for tob,aceo farmers ffitI 


Joe has had 'a difficult time getting Treasury's read on this. His take is that they are overwhelmed, with 
extenders and other· things coming to a head on the Hill this week. ' 

. "~ 

" , 



Eric P. Liu 
11/19/9902:30:05 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message 

cc: Bruce'N: Reed/OPD/EOP@EOP, Cathy R. Mays/OPD/EOP@EOP, Anna Richter/OPD/EOP@EOP 
Subject: budget/sotu ideas 

If you've sent BR and me rough sketches of your budget ideas, thanks. If not, pis do that soonest. What 
we want to do next is have these sketches fleshed out into paragraph-long bullets, with cost estimates 
where applicable, by COB next Wednesday. Anna will set up times on Man or Tues with each of you so 
we can talk through what you're developing, We're in a compressed timeframe, but from the looks of it; 
we've got some very good stuff in the mix. . 

Message Sent To: 

Christopher C. Jennings/OPD/EOP@EOP 

Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP@EOP 

Thomas L. Freedman/OPD/EOP@EOP 

Paul J. Weinstein JrJOPD/EOP@E.oP 

Irene Bueno/OPD/EOP@EOP 

Nicole R. RabnerIWHO/EOP@EOP 

Andy Rotherham/OPD/EOP@EOP 

Sandra Thurman/OPD/EOP@EOP 
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Record Type: Record 

To: ·Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP@EOP 

cc: 

Subject: FYI: Proposal for Vouchers from Center for Budget ~nd Policy Priorities 


I of course told Steve we'd.hold this close, and look forward to discussing this and other housing ideas in 
more depth once they finish Director's review . 
---------------------- Forwarded by Andrea Kane/OPD/EOP on 11/19/99 09:52 AM --~------------------------

Record Type: Record 

To: Andrea Kane/OPD/EOP@EOP 

cc: 
Subject: FYI: Proposal for Vouchers from Center for Budget and Policy Priorities 

. . 
I don't think Michael would mind my sharing this with you. It indicates where we are heading. Will be able 
to talk more specifically Cifter our conv,ersation with the Director next week. 

---------------------- Forwarded by Francis S. Redburn/OMB/EOP on 11/19/99 09:32 AM -------------------------~-

[FffifiCiss:-R'eaburn ' 11/15/99 02:41 :541{ 
~.•'.N.v.'''V,'''''V,V.:''~V'..'.''.,V.'''••V':.''''."W• .v'.W''.'W"W,"A"V,""·"V'V.'~',v,v•••• \".v,v.'.,v,v.••·.,v,v••v",.,.'''.."WM'.,vo''.'"vw"·v,•.",,v"w"w"""F'IVIv. 

Record Type: Record 

To: Micha.el Deich/OMB/EOP@EOP 

cc: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message 
Subject: FYI: Proposal for Vouchers from Center for Budget and Policy Priorities 

You should have received a,copy ot'this 11/12/99 proposal from Greenstein, Sard, and Lubell. It 
recommends a small initiative to make vouchers work better in difficult markets and additional steps to 
improve voucher success rates. 

I was pleased to see that their ideas so closely parallel the recommendation in the Rental 
Assistance Issue Paper for Director's Review, which draws from the investigation Katherine conducted as 
her Summer project. One difference: they propose competitive awards to PHAs for a menu of additional 
administrative efforts or payments to landlords or families plus separate initiatives. to provide TA and 
training and to challenge discrimination against voucher holders. Our proposal folds these purposes 
together; rath4:)r than having the funds be awarded competitively, it gives HUD discretion to direct the 
funds to places where it spots a problem and to specify the appropriate intervention. 

Jeff Lubell and I both attended the recent Urban Institute roundtable on these issues. I've since 
spoken to Marge Turner of UI, who organized the roundtable .. She was enthusiastic about an initiative of 

http:Micha.el


the kind weare recommending. We also are talking to PIH and PD&R staff about a practical method of 
identifying PHAs where success rates are low or falling, in order to facilitate timely and appropriate 
interventions. 

Message Copied To: 

Alan B. Rhinesmith/OMB/Eo'P@EOP 
Katherine L. Meredith/OMB/EOP@EOP 
James F. Jordan/OMB/EOP@EOP 
Douglas Pitkin/OMB/EOP@EOP 
Sherron Duncan/OMB/EOP@EOP 



Record Type: Record 

To: Eugenia Chough/OPD/EOP@EOP, Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP@EOP 

cc: 

Subject: FY 2000 substance abuse budget 


good news 
~---'--~~-------------- Forwarded by Andrea Kane/OPD/EOP on 11/19/99 12:32 PM ---------------.,.----------

. Patrick Aylward 11119/9912:10:02 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Andrea Kane/OPD/EOP@EOP 

cc: Richard J. Turman/OMB/EOP@EOP, Leanne A. Shimabukuro/OPD/EOP@EOP 
Subject: FY 2000 substance abuse budget . 

I don't believe we've met, 'but I am the SAMHSA examiner, and Richard has asked me to respond to your 
question. . 

The FY 2000 budget requested $1,615 million for the substance abuse block grant. The vetoed LlHHS 
bill had $1,585 million. Our bottom line during negotiations was $1,600 million - which is the. level that 
was achieved. 

The FY 2000 budget requested $110 million for targeted treatment capacity expansion. The. vetoed bill 
included $88 million. Through additions from the esc and our negotiations, the current bill provides $114 
million. 

Please let me know if you require any further information. 

Record Type: Record 

To: Richard J. Turman/OMB/EOP@EOP 

cc: Leanne A. Shimabukuro/OPD/EOP@EOP 
Subject: FY 2000 substance abuse budget 

did we end up getting the increases we requested for substance abuse block grant and targeted capacity 
expansion grants? 



.. '. 


Budget Ideas - Eric 11119 

Restoring Benefits to Legal Immigrants 

Health Care 

Build upon the FY2000 proposal (which would have provided a state option to cover all 

qualified children and pregnant women under CHIP and Medicaid, regardless of when they 

entered the U.S.) by providing a state option to cover all lawfully resident disabled immigrants 

under Medicaid (i.e., eliminate the 5 year bar and "qualified"limitation for lawfully resident 

disabled immigrants). 


Food Stamps 
-Restore food stamp eligibility for legal immigrants made ineligibie by PRWORA and not made 
eligible by the Agricultural Research Act. Eliminate the five year waiting period for food stamp 
benefit receipt. This proposal is a continuation of the FY2000 proposal which restores eligibility 
to legal immigrants who become elderly after 8122/96. Less than full restoration may be 
perceived as undercutting the Kennedy/Specter proposal. 

01 02 03 04· 
Cost 30 115 200 275 

SSI 
The FY2000 proposal would have restored eligibility of post 8122/96. qualified immigrants who 
have been in the U.S. for at least 5 years and who have become disab)ed after entry.' For 
FY2001, build upon the FY2000 proposal by fully restoring eligibility of pre-8122/96 immigrants 
(i.e., permitting elderly pre-8/22/96 immigrants to obtain SSI without proving disability.) 

01 02 03 04 05 01-06 
Cost 200 200 200 200 200 1,000 

Refugees . '. . 

Eliminate the 5 to 7 year limitation on the exemption from benefits for refugees and asylees. 

Many elderly or disabled immigrants have a very hard time learning English or otherwise 

qualifying for naturalization. 


Domestic Violence Victims 

Allow legal immigrants who are qualified under the Violence Against Women Actdue to 

domestic violence to be eligible for all federal public benefits, including SSI, food stamps, 

TANF, Medicaid, and CHIP regardless ofthedate of entry. 


Food and Nutrition 


Allowing Working Families to Own a Reliable Car Without Being Denied Food Stamps 

The Nation's nutrition safety net provides critical support for families moving from welfare to 

work. However, less than half of all working individuals who are eligible for food stamp 

benefits participate in the program. Increasing access to food stamps f~r working families will 

promote work, good nutrition and health and will help families remain in the work force and off 

welfare. One major obstacle is the current restriction on the ownership of reliable vehicles .. 




Current rules prevent many low-income working households from.participating in the Food 
Stamp Program. States should be given the option to conform this food stamp vehicle limit to 
the vehicle limit used in their TANF or Medicaid program. This would allow but not require 
states that have liberalized the rules in their TANF programs to apply the same rules in the food 
stamp program, so that families that work their way offwelfare do not suddenly face the loss of 
their food stamps. .. 

01-06 
Cost 1,615 

Improving Nutrition Among the Elderly 
The sharp increase in the elderly population over the next decade poses a challenge to our . 
nutrition assistance programs. Relatively few elderly - less than 30 percent who are eligible 
for food stamps actually participate. Formany, the application process is too complicated while 
others are to embarrassed to seek out and use food stamps. To overcome these barriers, USDA 
would conduct a pilot program which will test an array of alternative application and benefit 
structures over three years. These alternatives would test a commodity alternative for the 
elderly, a streamlined food stamp application process, and provide assistance in completing 
applications. The focus would be elderly-only households with income at or below 130 percent 
of poverty. This modest investment will show the Administration's commitment to ensuring the 
nutritional well-being ofseniors. 

01 01-06 
Cost 15 65 

02 03 
25 25 

Enhance Knowledge of the .Food Stamp Program 
Provide $6 million in funding for the development and implementation of a campaign designed 
to·disseminate information to the working poor about eligibility for participation in the Food 
Stamp Program. Informing this targeted audience is very important, particularly given their low 
participation rate and potential confusion about losing their food stamp eligibility when they 
leaveTANF. 

Child Support 

Federal Assistance in Enforcing Inter-State Wage Withholding and Asset Seizure of Dead
Beat Parents 
Despite recent improvements in child support collections, much more needs to be done to ensure 
that all children receive the support from their noncustodial parents. A significant challenge still 
persists in establishing and enforcing inter-state child support orders. The Federal government 
could assist state efforts by directly contacting the employer of a non-compliant obligor, who is 
identified by the Federal Parent Locator Service (F~LS), that they must begin withholding . 
wages. The Financial Institution Data Match (FIDM) enables identification of accounts 
belonging to noncustoidal parents who are delinquent in their child support orders. Again, in 

. inter-state chlId support cases the Federal government could assist State,s by seizing certain 
financial ass~ts of delinquent obligors. ' 



Assisting Child Support Agencies in Enrolling Children in Medicaid/CHIP 
As part of the data gathering IVD agencies do to establish child support orders they in many 
cases have the income information necessary to determine whether the children are qualified for 
such coverage. Thus, IVD agencies could take an active role in enrolling childnin in 
Medicaid/CHIP. However, these tasks would constitute an expansion of the IVD agency's role 
and would require acommitment ofIVD time and resources. For this to occur, additional 
resources and incentives would need to be provideci . 

. Nonprofits . 

Supporting the Role of Nonprofits and Encouraging Philanthropy 
The nonprofits sector is an integral component ofour national life and as this sector grows in 
size and importance, there is an ever greater opport~.mity to forge partnerships with Government 
to address pressing public problems. To promote the potential between nonprofits and 
government we should offer the same type of serVices and assistance to the nonprofits sector that 
we do for small businesses. Nonprofits need access to capital in order to build.the infrastructure 
to assist our·communities. The FY2001 budget could provide assistance through seed funding or 
subsidized 10\V-interest loans .. In many cases, it is philanthropy through·gifts and volunteerism 
that fuel the efforts of nonprofits. The Administration .could encourage and foster philanthropic 
behavior through tax proposals. 

Tobacco 

1. Tax 
A. 	 A 55 cent per-pack increase. 

I 01 02 03 04 05 . 01-06 
Cost I 6,400 6,400 6,400 6,400 6,400 32,000 

B. Acceleration of the BBA's 5 cent excise tax. 

I 01 I 02 I 03 I 04 I 05 01-06 
Cost I 679 I 163 I - I - I - 842 

2. Support Critical Public Health Efforts to Prevent Youth Smoking 

A. 	 CDC --$101 million to continue the National Tobacco Control Program, providing 
funds for states to: prevent initiation among youth, eliminate exposure to ETS, 
promote quitting among adults and youth, and eliminate disparities among population 
groups. Four program components include: (1) community interventions, (2) counter
marketing, (3) policy and regulation, an~ (4) surveillance and evaluation. In 1999, 
National CancerInstitute's ASSIST (17 states) program and CDC's IMPACT (32 
states and DC) program were consolidated into the National Tobacco Control 
Program at $51 million. Requested increase would bring states wit the former . 
IMPACT programs up to a comparable funding level as states with former ASSIST 
programs. 



, B. 	 CDC -- $30, million and 10 FTEs to provide the Foundatio~for the New'Millennium 
of Tobacco Use Prevention and Control. CDC would expand 'efforts to coordinate a 
national approach· by: ' 

• 	 Providing federal leadership --$22.3 million for Gooperative agreement support for· 
the state National Tobacco Control Program, technical assistance, communication and 
education'support to states, school health and oral grants. ' 

• 	 Strengthening tobacco use science for public health action -- $6.3 million for' " 
. surveillance and eval)latiqn TA, lab and community prevention research. 

• 	 Working with partners to create global tobacco programs --$1:4 million to support .. 
global tobacco control efforts, TA, oversight, coordination of intematio'nal data, and " 
partnerships ~ith multilateral organizations. . 

C. 	 FDA -- $88 million to expand 'youth anti-smoking outreach and enforcement 

activities in all states. " 


• Enforcement and evaluation-'Expand inspections from 400,000 in FY 2000 to 
. 540,000 retailers. Monitor compliance with rules such as advertising outside the 

proximity of schools and playgrounds, black and white.text only ads; and -, ' 

elimination ofvending machines except in adult-only places: Funds would also 
support completion ofnational retailer database. 

• 	 Compliance outreach Distribute retailer information kits and newsletters. 
• 	 Product regulation FDAmayneed to develop performance standards for' 

cigarettes and smokeless tobacco products, classify products, and inspect industry 
practices.. 

3. 	 Fund the Department of Justice for tfte Necessary Legal Costs Associated with the, 
Tobacco Litigation. The Department ofJustice has initiated litigation against the tobacco 
industry to recover certain federal health expenditures caused by tobacco use. The FY2001 
budget should propose' $20 million for the Department of Justice to finance costs incurred in, 
preparing and bringing litigation against the .tobacco companies for tohacco-related Federal . 
'health costs.' 	 '. " , 

4. 	 Medicaid Cessation Coverag~.Promotion of cessatio~amongcurrent smokers offers th~ 
promise of immediate health benefits. In order to assist-individuals in helping to kick the 
habit of smoking, Medicaid could provide a limited benefit for prescription smoking 

. cessation products. 

5. 	 Claiming a Federal Share of State Tobacco Settlements, 

.' , 
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Record Type: Record· 

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP@EOP 
cc: 
bcc: 
Subject: Re: and on another issue 

The numbers below are still fine. Congress earmarked $49, of the $75 M, leaving $26 M in FY 2000 funds 
for competitive grants. This will be comgined with about $4 Mleft over from FY 99 grant process, for a 
total of about $30 M to be awarded in the upcoming round. . 
Cynthia A. Rice 

Cynthia A. Rice 11119/9909:55:34 AM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Andrea Kane/OPD/EOP@EOP 

cc: 
Subject: and on another issue 

This would be updated given the ATJ i,nfo we got last night, right? 

. For FY 2000, Congress provided funding only at the guaranteed level of $75 million, then· 
earmarked aDout $50 million of the funds, leaving only $25 million for competitive grants. 

\ 



\&~ 

••
• Eugenia Chough 11/19/9909:13:54 AM 

Record Type: Record' 

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP@EOP, J. Eric Gould/OPD/EOP@EOP 

cc: 

Subject: FDA and CDC 2000 approps 


---------------------- Forwa,rded by Eugenia Chough/OPD/EOP on 11/19199 09:13 AM -------------------------- 

Frank J. Seidl III 

11/18/9908:04:54 PM 


Record Type: Record 

To: Eugenia Chough/OPD/EOP@EOP 

cc: Richard J. Turman/OMB/EOP@EOP, Matthew Vaeth/OMB/EOP@EOP, Melany Nakagiri/OMB/EOP@EOP 
Subject: Re: 00 FDA and CDC $? f~ . 

Yes, the conference level for FDA tobacco programs ended up at $34.0 million and the level for'CDC 
tobacco was $100.9. These are amounts prior to any across-the-board reductions. 
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{l Currently: /-)(011[-'~\ 
~ All mothers, whether on welfare now or in the past, can never keep the child support 

payments on debt that accrued while she was on welfare because the federal and state 
~ governments claim those child support collections as theirs. 

Mothers who are on welfare no~ don't get to ke.ep any of their Chi.ld support until they leav~ 
welfare. The state keeps allJ~1.=- ,2'e~he chIld support that was due before she went or:J 
welfare. ~WVr'J~}~ OVU ne, ~A.v< J-.t. he(y-

Some mothers who leave welfare can keep the child support that was due before she was on 
welfare, depending on t!..:l~ Qat~ s!..:l~ l~ft w~lfar~ aReQ t!..:l~ l+l~t!..:lgQ t!..:lat t!..:l~ stat~ !,Uj~Q tg bgn~Qt 
how and when the state collected the support. 

All mothers who leave welfare can keep the child support paid for the current month. ' 

Some mothers who leave welfare will get child support payments for several months or'---""'" 
. years, but then those payments will cease in .order to begin paying the federal and. states \ 
governments for their share Ofpast-due support. Once their share is paid, payments may goj 

back to the mothers. ~~~~.~ S~~. Ct~~·'" 

Under the UUS proposal: . rfo~, Otr"t' ~ ~~ Vllr'~ 

Mothers who are on welfare now don't get to keep any of their child support until they)eave 
welfare. The state keeps all of it -- even the ~hild support that was due before she went on 
welfare. 

Mothers who leave welfare get to keep everything. 

Under the Smith proposal: 

All mothers, whether on welfare now or in the past, get to keep the child support that was due 
before she went on welfare. 

Mothers who are' on welfare can never keep the child support for debt that accrued while on 
welfare because the federal and state governments claim those child support, collections as 
theirs. 

Mothers who leave welfare can keep the child support paid for the current month. 
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• Eugenia Chough 11/15/9906:27:40 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPQ/EOP@EOP 
cc: j. eric gould/opd/eop@eop, andrea kane/opd/eop@eop 

bcc: 

Subject: Re: As to your Q's Re: Draft summary of 01 proposals !.ffiJ 


Revised budget document is attached. It includes more ~etails on the CDC tobacco prevention program, 
too. 

According to OMB, SSA's budget recommends the legal immigrants proposal from last year. HHS did :.oot 
-- apparently the Department wanted a broader proposal, but the cost gave HCFA cold feet and they 
pulled it at the last minute, so now there's nothing in the HHS budget. Jeff thinks they may come back 
with something else after passback. 

~ 
FY01 agency proposals.d 

Cynthia A. Rice 

Cynthia A. Rice 11/15/990'1:18:15 PM 

Record Type:. Record 

To: 
cc: 
bcc: 
Subject: 

Eugenia Chough/OPD/EOP@EOP 
j; eric gould/opd/eop@eop, Andrea Kane/OPD/EOP@EOP 

Re: As to your Q's Re: Draft summary of 01 proposals !NJ 
, . 

I was trying to ask a somewhat more simple question on the legal immigrants provisions: did SSA and 
HCFA propose legal immigrants provisions in the budgets they submitted to OMB in September? If so, did 
they re-propose what was in our budget last year or something different? 

And pis send a revised version of the summary when you're done with it. Thanks. 

Eugenia Chough 11/10/9906:47:48 PM 
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Record Type: Record 

To: J. Eric Gould/OPD/EOP@EOP, Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP@EOP 

cc: 

Subject: As to your Q's Re: Draft summary of 01 proposals 


. . . 
---~--~---------~----- Forwarded'by Eugenia Chough/QPD/EOP on 11/10/9906:47 PM ----~--------------.:.-------
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• Eugenia Chough 11/10/9906:39:00 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Andrea Kane/OPD/EOP@EOP 
cc: cynthia a. rice/opd/eop@eop j. eric gould/opd/eop@eop 

bcc: Records Managemerit@EOP 

Subject: As to your Q's Re: Draft: summary of 01 proposals IjD 


(1) TANF: The $20 million reduction in TANF is due to an increase in penalties in 01 to $50 million, $20 

million above the $30 million estimates in 00. 


(2) HUD Vouchers: 2,000 for family unification. In recent years, even those in which no funds were 

provided for "incremental" vouchers, Congress always provided funding for some family unification 

vouchers as well as vouchers for witness relocation. ' 


. (3) "II put summaries of 3 HHS programs -- JOll, Neighborhood Improvement Program, and another 

one I noticed and added, Community Food and Nutrition Program -- in your boxes. ACF does not 

propose to fund the CFNP grant program, in anticipation that Hill Will fund it. 


,> 

(4) DOL Vulnerable Workers program: I've put more detail in the latest version to explain the breakout of 

the $21.4 million new DOL program. If you're thinking about how this might relate to the Task Force 

Directives, it may just be a good place to think about incorporating a co"uple of their ideas. 


(5) legal immigrant provisions: Diana Meredith says that both the SSA and MA pieces are still up for 

discussion, and neither the agencies nor OMS have really weighed in on these decisions yet. ' They'r,e 

having a meeting to discuss the SSA mandatory pieces next week. They have to redo the cost estimates, 

even if they're the same proposals. Diana pointed out that the SSI piece would cost significantly (SO%) 

more since we're at the end 6fthe 5 year ban . 


. ' (6) ESLlCivics: OMS staff plan to repropose at $7S'million, $5 million above 'last year (see my earlier note· 
. on this). I'll add a legal immigrants table to the summary. 

Andrea Kane 
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Record Type: Record 

To: .. Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP@EOP 
cc: eugenia chough/opd/eop@eop, j. eric gould/opd/eop@eop 
bcc: 
Subject: Re: Draft summary of 01 proposals 

Genie, ditto on howhelpful this is. I have a few other questions: 

what is $20M reduction in TANF? . 

are any of the housing ~ouchersdesignated for'family reunification .(doesn't sound like it but just wanted to .. 

check) . . 

Cynthia A. Rice' 

Cynthia A. Rice . 11110/9903:17:.19 PM 

~ecord Type: Record 

To: Eugenia Chough/OPD/EOP@EOP 
cc: andr,ea kane/opd/eop@eop, j. eric gould/opd/eop@eop 
bcc: 
Subject: Re: Draft summary of 01 p~oposals 

.. . , ' 

This is very helpful,thanks .. Please continuE? to update as YQu get more information. 

I have a few questions, mainly about the programs with which I am less familiar. In particular: 

(1) What does the JOLI program do? (HHS) 
(2) What would the Neighborhood Innovation Program do? (HHS) 

(3)'Can you tell me a little more aboutthe Vulnerable Workers program (DOL)? Does the description give 

any sense of what share of these funds could be expected to beus'ed for the different purposes? 

(4) Did HHS or SSA re-propose any of our legal immigrant provisions? I guess it would be inthe HC:FA 

budget. . , . 

(5) Also could ypucheck into the Dept of Education budget, in particular to see what they did witli Adult 

Ed and whet~er they included the increases we proposed last year on ESUCivics and add this to. the 

thart? . 


Thanks. 

Eugenia Chol:Jgh 11/08/9904:36:30 PM 

• Eugenia Chough 11/08/9904:36:30 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP@EOP,Andrea Kane/OPD/EOP@EOP, J. Eric Gould/OPD/EOP@EOP 

cc: 

Subject: Draft summary of 01 proposals 


http:11110/9903:17:.19


.'", 

I'm attaching a draft stlmmary of th~ agency proposals -- first welfare, 'and then last page is tobacco. For 
each agency, I've created a tpble to.summarize the FYOO request, FYOO enacted (still empty in mo~t 
places -- Steve Redbum is helping me fill in HUD table) and FY 01 request levels. Under the table, 
bullets highlight major proposals. Please let me kno""'; if you h~3Ve suggestions, I'll incorporate, and 
resend. Thanks. 

Aiso note tliat the Child Support #s don't include collections (and thus, don't reflect the costs of the 
passthrough, distributions and gaming proposals), but Michele is sending me the A-19 which has more 
detail than the HHS submission. . . 

~ 
FY01 agency proposals.d 

;" 

, . 

•1 



Summary ofFY 2001 Agency Welfare Proposals 
, . . ($ in nearest millions) , 

HHS 
, , 

Proposal 
, . 

FY 2000 
Reques~ 

FY 2000 
Enacted 

FY2001. 
Request 

Change from FY 
2000 request 

TANF " $17,004 $16,984 -$20. 
Child Support* $3,217 $3444· +$227 
SSBG $2,380 ." $1~700 , -$680 
LIHEAP ' $1,100 $1', 100 0 
IDA $20 $25 ' ' +$5 
CSBG , $500 $500 .. 0 
Neighborhood Innovation Program 0 $27 +$27 
Community Food and Nutrition 0 $5.5 0 0 
Job Opportunities for Low-income Individuals 0 ~ ';,. $11 +$-11 
_esearCh& Technical Assistance $69 $64 -$5 

. ces Research and Demo ' $6 $6 0 
evelopmental Disabilities ' $n9 $155 .' $119 0 ; 

*Excludes collectlOns, so passthrough; dIstnbutIon and gammg proposals are not ,ret1ected m thIS table. 

1. 	 Child Support: " 

• 	 Passthrough - Federal government'shares in the cost of child support 'passed through to 
TANF families and disregarded for purposes of income eligibility. For amount above the 

. state's current passthrough limit, the federal government will share wit4 the state in the 
cost of a passthrough o~up ,to $100. of current'child support collected.' . 

• 	 Distribution State option to simplify 'existing child support distribution rules. 
Collections made on behalf of families' who no longer receive' assistance ~ould be paid 
directly to the family. 

'. ,Enforcement' Require state to intercept and gambling proceeds of noncustodial parents 
: ,'thai owe overdue child support. This proposal will save $200 million over, 5 years., 

,\ '; 

2. 	 Community Services 

• 	 IDA -- $25 million, a·$5 million'increase aboveFY 2000 level. 
.,CSBG - Continues FY 2000 request of $500 million. There are also a few sll1all 


discretionary grantprogramsuuder CSBG,'lncluding 
 I • 

(1) JOLI-.grants tononprofits (including community development corporations) for 
job creation efforts for: individual$ below 100 percent of poverty; micro enterprise 
business opportlmities for eligible participants; business expansion through 
technIcal and financial assistance to private employers inlow-income 
communities. $10.5 million in discretionary grants that were zeroed out in FY 
2000. Funding level nearly triples FY 1999 level. . 

(2) Community Food and Nutrition -	 grants to public and private, state and locals to 
coordina~e existing food resources; initiate new nutrition programs inl,mderserved . 	 . . . ' . . . 



areas;,and identify spons6~s of child n~trition programs. HHS 'propos~s not to 
fund, in anticipation that Congress wilL ' 

(3) Neighborhood Innovation Program -	 Newly authorized in 1998, but never funded." 
$27 million would fund gr~nts to neighborhood' based nonprofits to support 
innovatiye approaches to addressing obstacles to, succeeding at work. 

3. 	 Children's'Research and Technical Assistance 

,. 	 CSE Training and TA -- $14.4 million. This'funding levelis pased on coilections and 
would increase to $15.4 million if the CS passthrough legislation is enacted. 

• 	 CSE FPLS- $28.8 million. This funding level is based on collections and would increase 
to $30.8 million iftheCS passthibugh legisl~tion is enacted. 

• 	 Welfare reform research -- $15 million 
• 	 Child welfare longitudinal study -'-$6 million 

\ ' 

4. 	',Developmental Disabilities: 

, .,','• 	 Basic State Grants -- $64 million 
.' Protection and Advocacy -- $27 million ,. 


, • Projects ofNational Significance -~ $10 million 

• 	 Centers for National Excellence -:. $i 7 million. 

DOL 

Proposal FY 2000 
Request 

FY 2000 
Enacted 

FY 2001 
,Request 

Change from FY 
2000 request 

Welfare-to-Work $750: - '$250 -$500 
Lifelong Learning n/a n/a ' , $354 n/a 
Disability Services - ODPET n/a ' , 'n/a $148 n/a 
Vulnerable ,Workers n/a n/a $21 n/a 
You~h Activities, $1,001 $1,001 $1,251 ,+$250 
Y~uth Opportunity Grants $250 $250 $250 0 
Adult Training $955 $950 $1,055 +$100 
Job Corps $1,347 $J;359 $1,445 +$98 
Ex-offenders n/a $15, $200 ,n/a 

1. , Welfare-to-Work: $250 million, reflecting our revised ,authorization proposal.to spreaq 
extension over two years, with $750 million in FY 2000. This proposal may need to be 
revised. ',' 

2. 	 Lifelong Learning: $354 million and 25 FTEs to close the skills gap and the .wage gap 
,between high school and college graduates. Funds will: 

.' Support on-the-job, training by employers to their current adult employees;particulady 
those who are less education or in smaller establishments. 

http:proposal.to


• 	 Link youth to the post-school workf6rce system. 
• 	 Help adjust older workers to the changing workplace., 
• 	 Ensure that no groups, including individuals with disabilities,and minorities, are le'ft 

behind technologic~l developments., , ', 
• 	 Improve access to and training ori:~he Internet for all populations and geographic areas. , 

3. 	 Disability Services: $148 million and 106'FT~s to establish ,a new Office ofDisability 
Policy, Evaluatiori and Technical Assistance. The offi~e will provide overall coordination 
and: leadership in federal disability services;and help leverage local and private resources. 
ODPET will promote the employment ofpeople with disabilities, and savings througn 
[,educed dependency spending and consolidation of existing programs. 

4. 	 Vulnerable Workers: $21.4 million and 23 FTEsas part of a new multi-year project to help 
'Vulnerable workers ~eet the challenges of an increasingly diverse, temporary and aging, 
workforce. Funds will allocated as follows: " ' ' 

• 	 Temporary workers -~ $1.5 miilion for an FLSA enforcement progr~m targeting 
temporary workers; $2.5 million in grants to CBOs to provide outreach and training to 
contingent workers;, and $500,000 in research. 

• 	 Employee Rights -- $2.1 millio~ to share information with workers and employers on 
employee rights and responsibilities. Handbooks will be developed in several languages ' 
and braille, and. other outreach activities~ " , , 

• 	 Older Workers ~- $10 million in ETA for competitive grants to employment and training 
entities, such as Workforce Investment Boards, that partner with employers ,to hire or 
upgrade the skills of older workers, particularly in the manufacturing sector; and $3.4' 
million to expand the scope of the Survey of Occupational Irij uries and Illnesses. 

,5. 'Youth Activities: $1.25 billion to help approximately 750,000 low-income,' at-risk youth,(age, ' 
14.:21) prepare for academic success, emplo),ment, and good citizenship. 

,. . . 

6. 	 Adult Training: $1.1 billiori to increase the numb~r of adults to be served and to ensure 
successful implementation of WIA in all states and territories. 

7. 	 Ex-offender: $200 million to' examine more effecti~e methods t~ transItion ex-offenders, 
particularly YOUIig mid first-time offenders, into the mainstream economy. This initiative 

, will be the first significant effort to address the labor market needs ofthis population, as 
targeted by WIA. An estimated 50,000 individuals would be served by the competitive 
grants to states, 10calWIA agencies, and corrections agencies tha~ provide remedial 
education, pre-release and initial release activities sl,lch as career and life plal1?ing, and job 
placement. ' , 

HUD 

Proposal FY 2000 FY 2000 FY 2001 Change from FY 
Request Enacted' Request 2000 request 



. Vouchers $491 $347 $983 
EZs ' . $150 " $70 $150 0 
CEF .$400 
APIC' , ' $20 , 

CDBG $4,775 $4,800 $5,300 +$525 
Regional Connections <, $50 . nla $50 o " 
Indian Housing Block Grant , $665 $620 $710 +$45 
HOME Investment Partnership $1,610 '$1,600 $1,800 +$190 

1. 	 Vouche~s: $983 million for 172,000 new vouchers, ofwhich 25;000 will bewelfare to work; 
. 20;000 for homeless; and the remaining 127,000 for people on waIting lists for assisted 
housing. This request doubles the FY 2000 request to fund 25,000. welfah~ to work vouchers, 
18,000 homeless vouchers, and 60,000 i,ncremental vouchers. . . 

2. 	 EZs: $150 million for .s~cond year of Round II funding. 

3. 	 Community Empowerment Fund (CEF): $400 million to leverage ,$2 billion in private sector 
investments and create nearly 300,000 jobs. 

4. 	 America's Private Investment Companies (APIC): $1 billion to leverage $1.5 billi9n {or 
revitalization efforts andjob growth in rural areas and central cities: . " 

.' 

5. 	 C:PBG: $5.3 billion (10 percent increase over FYOO), limiting set-asides to $173 minion. FY 
2000 appropriation includes $55 million setaside for Regional Connections and $275 for the 
Econ'omic Development Initiaitive. ..: . ' 

6. 	 Regional Connections: Authorize a $50 million program (pr~posed"in FYOO as CDBG set
aside) to provide competitive grants to states and localities that coordinate strategic plan'S 
.addressing urban and rural comrimnities. ' , , 

7. 	 indian Housing Block Grant: $710 million in grants'to increasing n~mi;er of eligible tribes 
for housing assistance, economic ,development and job creation activities. 

\ ' 	 . 

8. 	 HOME Investment Partnership: $1.8 billion to provide flexible funding for communities to 
construct or repair homes for low- to moderate-income families. " 

DOT 

Proposal' FY2000 
Request 

'FY 20.00 
Enacted 

FY 2001 
Request 

Change from FY 
200.0 request 

Job Access and Reverse Commute Grants $150 $75 $150, 0 

$140 million in Job Access Grants and$10M for Reverse Com~ute Grants. 
• 'I 	 ' 

, ". 



USDA 

Legal Immigrants 

Proposal FY 2000 
Request 

FY 2000 
Enacted 

FY 2001 
Request 

Change from ~ 
2000 request 

ED.- ESLICivics Initiative $70 $75 +$5 . 
SSA - SSI (plus related Medicaid) $930 0 $930 0 
HHS - Medicaid $105 0 



. ". 

Summary of FY 2001 HHS Tobacco Proposals 
. ($ in nearest millions) 

FY 2000 FY 2000. FY 2001 Change from FY 
Request' Enacted Request' 2000 request 

bacco Use Prevention and Control $101 $131 +$30 
~th Anti-smoking $68 $88 +$20 

1. 	 CDC -- $101 million to continue the National Tobacco Control Program, providing funds for 
states to: prevent initiation among youth, eliminate exposure to ETS, promote quitting among 
adults and youth, and eliminate disparities among population groups. Four program 
components include: (1) community interventions, (2) counter-marketing, (3) policy and 
regulation, and (4) surveillance and evaluation. In 1999, National Cancer Institute's ASSIST 
(17 states) program and CDC's IMPACT (32 states and DC) program were consolidated into 
the National Tobacco Control Program at $51 million. Requested increase would bring states 
wit the former IMP ACT programs up to a comparable funding level as states with former 
ASSIST programs. 

2. 	 CDC -- $30 million and 10 FTEs to provide the Foundation for the New Millenium of 
Tobacco Use Prevention and ControL CDC would expand efforts JO coordinate a national 
approach by: 

• 	 Providing federal leadership -,- $22.3 million for cooperative agreement support for the' 
state National Tobacco Control Program, technical assistance, communication and 
education support to states, school health and oral grants. 

• 	 Strengthening tobacco use science for public health action -- $6.3 million for surveillance 
and evaluation TA, lab and community prevention research. 

• 	 Working with partners to create global tobacco programs ~- $1.4 million to support global 
tobacco control efforts, T A, oversight, coordination of international data, and . 
partnerships with multilateral organizations. 

3. 	 FDA -- $88 million to expand youth anti-smoking outreach and enforcement activities in all 
states. 

• 	 Enforcement and evaluation - Expand inspections from 400,000 in FY 2000 to 540,000 
retailers. Monitor compliance with rules such as advertising outside the proximity of 
schools and playgrounds, black and'white text only ads, and elimination of vending 

. machines except in adult-only places. Funds would also support completion ofnational 
retailer database. 

• 	 Compliance outreach Distribute retailer information kits and newsletters. 
• 	 Product regulation FDA may need to develop performance standards for cigarettes and 

smokeless tobacco products, classify products, and inspect industry practices. 
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Record Type: Record 

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP@EOP 
cc: 

bcc: 

Subject: Re: Could you remind me re child support stats lill) 


Collections under this administration have doubled from approx. $8 billion in 1992 to around $16 billion in 
1999 (FY99 will probably be a around $15.5 billion - it's a matier of rounding up). 
Cynthi~ A. Rice 

Cynthia A. Rice 11/18/99 01 :50:06 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: J, Eric Gould/OPD/EOP@EOP 

cc: 

Subject: Could you remind me re child support stats 


. what the preliminary newcoliections numbers are that Paul mentioned to you that we would be able to 
announce in the State of the Union? 



Record Type: Record 

To: Cynthia A. RiceIOPD/EOP@EOP 

cc: 
Subject: 01 budget ideas -- rough draft 

Here's what I've got so far. I'll continue to refine, and shorten, but welcome any feedback you've got. My 
plan is to have one graph for each item in the front document, with attachment with supporting 
information. Right now, the "attachments" are just at the end of the document. Some of the housing and 
car ideas venture into NEC land but I haven't seriously engaged with them yet - based on informal 
conversations with Carl, they're even farther behind than we are .. Also, I'd like to get Paul's input on a few 
of these, especially the tax-related things, but have only had brief conversations with him so far. 

~ 

FY 2001 Budget Ideas. 



FY 2001 ~lJdget Ideas: Welfare 
Draft as of 11117/99 

Housing 

Welfare to Work Housing Vouchers , 
Support HUD's overall request for $983 million for 172;000 new Section 8 vouchers, with 
50,000 for families moving from welfare to work. HUD has proposed designating 25,000 for 
welfare to work, 20,000 for homeless, and the remaining 127,000 for people on waiting lists for 
assisted housing. In 2000, the Administration requested 100,000 vouchers, of which 25,000 
were designated for welfare to work. We ended up with 60,000, none of which were designated 
for welfare to work. S~lling new vouchers will continue to be a challenge on the Hill, 

. particularly vouchers designated for specific purposes. We will need to do considerable 
education on how the FY 99 welfare to work vouchers are benefiting families and communities, 
and overcome concerns about the delay in awarding FY 99 vouchers. New vouchers will be 
welcomed by housing advocates and local ?fficials. 

( 

Responsible Fatherhood/Family Unification Vouchers '.\,,- ........ , \ 
Propose designating approximately 1,000 Family Unification vouchers on a competitive basis for 
responsible fatherhood ~emonstnition projects that encourage non-custodial parents to re-unite 
with their families. In addition to strengthening individual families, this will strengthen 
communities by increasing the presence oftwo-parent families 'and fathers who are taking 
responsibility for their children. According to the Hartford Housing Authority, 85% ofpublic 
housing residents are in single parent families [CHK]. OMB advises that Congress has . 
historically provided several thousand Family Unification vouchers, even in years when they 
provide no new vouchers, so there is considerable support. In the past these have focused on 
keeping families together to avoid foster care, but we would expand the concept to promote two 
parent families. This would build on a promising father's program implemented by the Hartford 
Housing Authority (see attached). Costs are included in the $983 million for new SeCtion 8 ~ 
vouchers. This initiative will advanc~ HUD's implementation of the' Executive Memorandum 
directing agencies to include fathers in their programs,policies and research. It should be 
supported by congressional members interested in fatherhood, as well as advocates of providing 
opportunities for low-income fathers to do the right thing. . 

Home Ownership 
There are a number of options to promote home-ownership among low-income families. We 
understand Treasury is developing a proposal to encourage homeownership through a tax credit 
that reduces monthly costs for low-income homebuyers. PPI has proposed "no interest second 
mortgage tax credits" to lending institutions that are willing to make small no-interest 25 year 
loans to qualified low-income families· to use as down payments [need to CHK whether NEC or 
Treasury has .looked at t~is]. Incentives could also be provided to employers to help their low
income employees buy homes, such as Bank of America's Associate Home Ownership Program 
(see attachment). This approach has the advantage of connecting employment and home . 
ownership, and enlisting employer partIcipation, but on balance, it probably makes more sense to 
subsidize individuals than businesses. We could certainly highlight leading-edge companies 
such as Bank of America, whose efforts would complement a tax credit for families. 



Transportation 

Access to Jobs Transportation 
Support funding at full authorized level of$150 million. TEA-21 authorized funding at $150 
million annually, with guaranteed funding of$100 million for FY 2001. For FY 2000, Congress 
provided funding only at the guaranteed level of $75 million, then earmarked almost all of the 
funds essentially precluding new competitive grants in FY 2000. Funding of $150 million would 
roughly double the number of communities served (approximately [150] new projects) and 
provide continue~ fun,ding for the multi-year projects approved in FY 1999. There was 
considerable unmet demand for FY 99 funding. Even with an exceptionally short tum-around 
time, DOT received 266 application~ for over $100 million'in funds. The 179 projects funded in 
FY 1999 produced a diverse array of innovative projects and partnerships in 42 states including 
new van service, extended bus routes and hours, shuttles that accommodate workers with non
traditional hours, linking'workers tojobs near child care and transit facilities, trip mappIng, car 
and vanpooling, and guaranteed rides home in emergency situations. Supporters include the' 
Surface Transportation Policy Project, state and local organizations, and a broad coalition of 
l<;>w-income and' community advocates. This program has received bipartisan support on the 
Hill, though our biggest challenge will be to avoid congressional earmarking. The other 
challenge is demonstrating additional need in the face ofTANF reserves. [Need to explore 
whether any program modifications are appropriate, i.e. PPI suggests requiring or preference for 
projects with employers' share in costs, and tribes currently have to apply through states.] 

Cars 
While Access to Jobs takes important steps to improve public transit solutions, these, strategies 
do not work for all families and Access to Jobs funds cannot be used to help individuals lease or 
purchase cars. PPI,. Brookings, and others have highlighted the importance of cars for some low
income workers, including those in rural areas,those making reverse commutes and working 
non-traditional hours, and parents trying to juggle work and family responsibilities. Researcher' 
Kathy Edin, who has conducted extensive in-depth'.interviews with hundreds of low-income 
women says cars are critical to overcoming the enormous logistical challenges that some parents 

. face as they transition from welfare to work. A study in Michigan found that ca~s were an 
,important factor in helping families make a successful transition from welfare to work [need to 
get details], While states can use TANF funds to repair, lease or purchase cars, and help with 
ongoing operati.ng costs, only a few have taken full advantage ofthe flexibility they have ~nder' J",., I, 
the new regulatIOns . .I.here are a number ofplOde§1 steQs we ,,£ould take to help more low-mcome') (l',' /' 

working families access cars, by sending a signal that this is acceptable and supporting some t·.,. 

creative strategies. These could be packaged with other steps being considered related to food j 
stamps. 

Family Loan Program: We could provide one-time seed funding to a national organization that 

provides loans to low-income families tohelp them stay on the job, For example, the Ways to 

Work loan program has already prov'ided $13 million in loans to over 12,000 families in about 

30 sites to help them move to self-sufficiency and is now seeking to expand this effort to reach 

over 50,000 families in 70 communities over the next 10 years. The primary use of these loans, 

which range from $750 to $2,500 [cbk] is to repair or purchase a car. The program has strong 


http:operati.ng


documented results with an 85% repayment rate. ' Thi~ effort has been funded primarily with 
private foundation and bank funding, and has marshaled significant private commitments to 
expand the program. However, they seek a one-time infusion of$15 million in federal funding 
to leverage $85 million in private commitments and state and local funding. Major private 
backers include the McKnight Foundation, Bank of America, and Shorebank. Ways to Work 
has approached a number of federal agencies, but this program does not neatly fit into anyone 
program or agency-jurisdiction. They began conversations with the Hill this year, but have so 
far not succeeded in getting a line-item appropriation. While the family loan concept is 
appealing, and this model could be a strong pUblic-private partnership, further discussion is 
needed as to whether we should directly fund a single national modeL . 

Promote leasing arrangements: Another option is to help low-income families lease cars, 
which provides access without the ongoing responsibility of ownership. Paul Glastri~outlined a 
number of interesting options to encourage leasing arrangements, including tax credits to '. 
encourage companies t6 enter this market (building on a model by fomler Detroit Lion Mel Farr 
who the President met with during his first New Markets Tour); more generous depreciation 
rules on used cars, making the tax code more favorable for working poor people who buy or sell 
used cars, or subsidies to' families to offset leasing costs. As Paul points out, TANF funds could' 
certainly be used to subsidize costs for low-income working families (not just families on 
welfare), and perl1aps all that is needed is to plJ.Qlish federal guidance highlighting these 
i~vative.£illtllms. 

IDAs - allow IDA funds to be used to purchase cars (see below) 

Welfare-to-Work Extension/Funding 
Options include: 
1) Propose additional $750 million - $1 billion similar to FY 2000, with the program changes 

we proposed this year that were not enacted as part of the LaborlHHS bill (including 
requiring states to spend at least 20% on low income fathers,increase funding for tribes,. 
allow tribes to apply directly for competitive grants, rolling unallocated formula funds to 
competitive grants and giving preference to communities' and tribes from states who chose 
not to apply). c)<-;~ 

2) 	 Propose $250 -$500million only for compe tive grants, with major emphasis on responsible 
fatherhood and other priorities. Major adva tages 'of this approach include: there has. been 
strong unmet demand for competitive grant , this gets funds directly to locals (many 
competitive grantees are cities and counties), it positions us for working with Hill on 
fatherhood proposals, it targets resources where they are most needed: We would not 
anticipate major objections from states, and the local,S who receive most of the fommla grants 
could apply directly for the competitive grants' without having to wait for funds to be passed 
through the state. We may also want to consider ex,tending the deadline for fommla and . Jl.. 
competitive grantees to spend downFY 1998 andFY. 1999 funds .. ~~~~~(A>lJ 

Fathers in Prison 
A high proportion of low-income non-custodial parents has criminal records, and xx men in . 
prison are fathers. There is a strong interest in helping these men while in prison become better 



fathers, through parenting classes and preparing for employment upon their release. DOL is 
proposing $200 million for ex-offender training through the Workforce InvestmentAct. DOJ is 
proposing a re-entry program. Responsible Fatherhood should be a strong theme in both 
initiatives. In concept, these initiatives have merit and we are in the process of learning more 
about both department's proposals, as well as OMB's reaction to them. 

Individual Development Accounts 
Support HHS' request for funding the Assets for Independence IDA demonstration program at 
full authorized level of $25 million. The Administration proposed $20 million for FY 2000, but 
Congress only appropriated $10million (the same as the start-up funding provided in FY 1999). 
In FY 1999, HHS awarded the first round of IDA grants to xx communities and xx families. It is 
estimated that $25 million would support xx grants for xx families. 

Propose expanding IDA use to include cars needed to get or keep a job. Currently, both the IDA 
demonstration program and the IDA provisions under T ANF have three allowable uses for these 
matched savings accounts: to buy a first home, pay for higher education, or start a small 
business. Helping families to save for a car reinforces the importance of saving while giving 
them access to a vehicle which will allow them to get a job, keep a job, or take advantage ofjob 
opportunities they couldn't otherwise access, and reduce long and stressful commutes. A recent ' 
IDA grant program launched by the Office of Refugee Resettlement included purchase of a car 
in its allowable uses. We believe it is worth considering expansion of the T ANF and AFI 
demonstration program to also include cars. PPIsupports this expanded use, and we believe 
several states have expressed interest in the co'ncept (e.g. Indiana). ApparentlY,there have been 
some concerns raised on the Hill when this concept has been discussed in the past, and HHS 
advises that Tillie Fowler objected when she learned that one of the Refugee IDA grantees in her 
district was using federal funds to buy cars. The IDA/asset purists (such as CFED) have 
reservations because cars are a depreciating rather than appreciating asset. However, we are 
exploring whether Michael Sherradin, the "father ofIDAs" may actually support the concept. 

Work Opportunity Tax Credit/Welfare to Work Tax Credit 

Support multi-year extension or permanent extension 


, Other Agency Budget Ideas Worth Exploring: 
.:. 	 HHS -- CSBG/JOLl: are these grants competitive? Can we target to support Administration 

priorities such as microenterprise (already listed by HHS), job creation in underserved 
communities including Indian country or responsible fatherhood? HHS has requested $10.5 
Million. [need to discuss further w/ OMB] 

.:. 	 HHS -Neighborhood Innovation Program. Is this something the Administration supported? 
Could we use to support coordinated outreach strategies for Medicaid/food stamps/child ' 
care/EITC etc? . 

•:. 	 DOL Women Achieving Parity: $11 M includes $2 M for Low Income Women's 

Employment Demonstration Pilot Program focusing on non-traditional employment, 




· . 

especially hi-tech, for low-income women. This sounds worth exploring and possibly 

expanding . 


• :. 	 DOL -- $5 Million for employment and training for at-risk Native American youth to respond 
to return migration of welfare recipients to reservations. Have shared with Mary but need to 
explore fuI1her. 



TO BE MADE INTO ATTACHMENTS 


Hartford Housing Authority Fathers' Program . . 
The Hartford Housing Authority seta goal of reuniting 100 families in public housing by 
bringing fathers back to their families and children. In order to participate in the program, 
fathers must establish paternity, have a child living in public housing: and agree to provide. , 

financial, emotional and other forms of paternal support. Participating fathers sign and comply 
with a Family Reunification.Program Contract through which fathers will receive employment 
and job training opportunities in exchange for agreeing to work and support their family, report 
income to child support, pay rent on time, refrain from dnigs and any form of physical or· mental 
abuse, participate in th~ir children's school and other parenting activities. Some of the fathers 
have been trained and hired to help with deconstructins. and renovating public housing, which. 
helps the housing authority meet its "Section 3" requirements to involve residents in housing 
construction. The,Housing Authority has worked closely with the Connectic;ut T ANF and child 
support agency to align policies and procedures, and have negotiated reduced child support 
payments while the father in participating in training so he doesn't build up further arrears. A 
similar program has been developed for mothers. This program was featured at an event wIth the 
Vice President several years ago .. 

Promote home ownership through employer incentives 
Encourage employers to assist first time homebuyer e~ployees. This could be modeled on Bank 
of America's Associate Homeownership Program that allows company employees to get either a 
$2,500 or $5,000 five-year loan that can be used towards a down payment, closing costs, or other 
expenses associated with a mortgage for a primary residence, as long as the mQrtgage is through 
Bank of America. If the employee stays with the company for the five-years of the loan period, 
the Bank will pay off the entire principaL' This helps deal with the two bi'ggest hurdles facing 
new home buyers - coming up with up-front funds and addressing credit issues. The Ballk 'sees 
this as a retention tool for its employees, which will contribute to a more stable workforce and 
enhance customer service. At the same time, it encourages employees to use the company's 
mortgage services. The Bank also provides employees with free, confidential assistance with 
buying a home and dealing with credit issues. Since the program started in _, over 1,200 
employees have applied, and over _loans have been closed, most to, first time home buyers in 
entry level (?) positions with inGomes in the low twenty~thousand range and credit scores below 
the level needed to 'qualify for a zero-interest loan. ' . 

The loan is unsecured at a fixed interest rate based on the prime rate. Each year the Bank 
, contributes an increasing percentage of the original note and, if the employee remains with the 
company for five-years, the Bank will pay offthe entire principal. The employee only pays 
interest, which is 'deducted from their account each month. If the employee opts for a $5,000 
loan, over the course of five years, he or she will have paid $1,358 in interest (starting at about 
$32/mo~th in the first year and declining to about $8/month in the fifth year), and the Bank will 
have paid $5,000 in principal (starting at $500 in the first year and growing to $1,500 in the fifth 
year). If someone leaves the company befordhe five-year loan term, the loan converts to an 



unsecured consumer loan at the current interest rate offered to the general pliblic and the Bank ' 
will cease payment toward the principaL' .' ., , 

PAUL GLASTRIS MEMO: 
. 9/15/99 

MEMORANDUM FOR, BRUCE REEI~, ERIC LIU ,'" ' .. 

FROM 	 PAUL GLASTRIS 

RE 	 MAKING IT POSSIBLE FOR EVERY WORKING F AMIL YIN 
AIVIERICA TO OWN THEIR OWN HOME, DRIVE THEIR 
OWN 9AR, AND SAVE FOR RETIREMENT 

Acar, a horne, and a comfortable retirement:' these are three piliars of middle class life, 
and among the hardest for the working poor to obtain. (They are also interrelated. Home equity 
is the best hedge against poverty in ()ld age; to own a home requires adecent':payipg job; most 
decent-paying jobs are in. the suburbs and require acarto get to them). 

In last year's State of the Bnion address, the President announced a bold retirem~nt 
policy, U.S.A. accounts. In this year's SOTU, he could announce policies to bring the other two 
goals within the reach of-every American family with a.breadwinner who wo~ks 40 hours or 
more a week. 

Hertz in the Ghetto-Help Working Poor Families Lease Used cars 
.' 	 . 

Last month, the Progressive Policy Institute published a compelling study by Margy . 
Waller and Mark Alan Hughes on the importance of providing working poor people with cars 
(http://www.dlcppi.org/texts/social/transportation;htm). The authors argue that poverty 
policymakers, devoted to the notion that the poor need public transportation, have given scant 
attention to the fact that the vast majority of low-wage jobs cannot be reached easily, if at-all, by 
public transportation. These jobs, in suburban industrial parks and strip malls, are often two-: 
hour bus rides from the inner city. Having to rely on public transportation, moreover, makes it' 
extremely hard for the working poor to do the shopping, pick up and drop off kids at school or 
daycare, or attend to life's myriad other duties. Only with a car can (hey truly overcome the~e 

. transportation barriers, .. 

The problem, of course, is that those who work for low'wages can rarely afford cars: 
There are two ways to address this problem, One is to figure mit policies that help the working 
poor own cars. W~ller and Hughes detail many local programs that attempt this. But I suspect 
that even the best such programs can oenefit only a limited number of people, for a simple 
reason: owning a used car is a nightmare.. 1just dropped $700 ori my,' 91 Jetta anp it's still not 
running right. It's extremely hard for someone living a notch or two above the poverty line to ' 
come up with that kind of cash-unless they cando the repairs themselves, something harder and 
harder to do as cars have become computerized. . . ' 

, . Some local programs give people money to fix up their cars. Theproblem is, used cars. 
need constant fixing, and a program that continually doles out money to fix ever-more-decrepit 

http://www.dlcppi.org/texts/social/transportation;htm


cars makes little sense. Nor is it clearly a good idea to saddle former welfare recipients with the 
"responsibility" of maintaining some bucket of bolts, when they should be concentrating on their' 
jobs and families. ' ,. 

The second option would be to help low-income working families lease used cars. I think 
this is a far superior option. It means working people get cars, not repair'bills (if the car breaks 
down, it's the leasing agent's problem). Another big advantage: private industry can deliver this 
service, so government agencies and non-profits don't have to. The New York Times recently -ran 
a piece on former Detroit Lion Mel Farr, who has a company that leases used cars to poor people, 
for as little as $50 a week. (http://www.nytimes.com/yr/mo/day/news/financial/mel-farr
cars.html). Farr has even figured out how to lease cars to people with bad credit. Ifacustomer 
misses his weekly payment, a computerized devise cripples the car. 

The President himself has seen the value of this leasing idea; he praised Farr during his 
New Markets tour. 

There are two ways for the federal government to create the conditions such that leased,' , 
used cars become widely available and affordable to low-income working families. First, there's 
the supply-side approach: come up with federal policies that lure into this market more. 
entrepreneurs like Farr-or perhaps bigger companies like Hertz or CarMax. There may be 
regulatory barriers that keep firms from getting into this market, but my guess is'that the key is to 
change the tax code. If our New Markets tax plan passes, that would surely give firms an 
incentive to get into this business. But to truly stimulate action (not to mention new 
deliverables), the President should propose some kind of used car leasing tax credit. Another 
possibility: more generous depreciation rules on used cars. A third idea: make the tax code easier' 
on working poor folks who buy or sell used cars. 

Then there's the demand-side approach: give working poor families subsidies so that they 
can afford to lease used cars. Fifty dollars a week (Mel Fart's price) is still too much for many 
families. According to Waller and Hughes, new TANF regulations published this spring give 
states the ability to use TANF dollars to help offset the costs of owning a car (paying half the 
down payment, 'subsidizing repairs etc). These subsidies can go to all low-income workers, not 
just those recently on welfare, without triggering the five-year cut-off clock: A few states 
(Michigan, Wisconsin) are experimenting with such subsidies. 

Why couldn't T ANF dollars be used for used car leasing? No reason, I guess, but as far 
as I know, no state is doing it. Soperhaps there is an opportunity here for the President to take 
executive action: have HHS issue regulatory language clarifying that states can use TANF 
funds to subsidize used car leases. Another possibility: change food stamp eligibility rules so' 
that leasing or owning a car would not trigger a cut-off. 

Getting one's own car for the first time is a transformative experience; as rp.ost ofus 
remember from our youths. It opens up new horizons-literally and figuratively. Imagine 
providing that experience to millions of working adults who have never had it. It has often been 
said that the car undermined civic life in America. Yet, like it or not, American life is now 
designed around the automobile, and it is hard to feel fully a part of that life unless you have a 
car. Enabling working poor people to afford cars would reconnect them to American life, and in 
so doing enrich that life for the rest of us. 

Home ownership for the working poor 

http://www.nytimes.com/yr/mo/day/news/financial/mel-farr


The federal government generously subsidizes home ownership for the middle class and 
upper class, and (less generously) rental housing for those with low incomes. It does little, 
however, to subsidize home ownership for the working poor. Here' are two ideas that would. 

IJ "Free" downpayments: 
This spring, the Progressive Policy Institute came out with a plan to help low-income 

, working families buy homes with the help of a "no-interest second mortgage tax credit" 
(http://www.dlcppi.org/texts/social/homeownership.h~m). Amore accurate term might be "no
interest down payment loans." They would work this way.' Uncle Sam would offer tax credits to 
lending institutions that were willing to make small no-interest 25-year loans to qualified low
income working people. The lenders would profit from the tax credit. The borrowers would 
then use the no-interest loan money as a down payment on a modest house they otherwise could 
not afford, or to bring down the monthly payments on a conventional loan for a new house to a 
level they can afford. For a $1 billion cost to the federal Treasury, 500,000 low-income working 
families could buy homes. In local experiments, no-interest loan programs have helped stabilize, 
neighborhoods while helping working families build wealth. ' 

2J "Brihing"citizens and local politicians to allow home "duplexing" 
For generations, immigrant families in big cities have made the jump to home ownership 

by buying 2-familyflats: one to live in, one to rent out to help pay the mortgage. Most suburbs, 
however, have zoning ordinances that favor single family homes and prohibit owners from' 
subdividing, or "duplexing" their houses and renting part of them out. Ift~ese zoning barriers 
could be torn down, lower-income families could buy homes in the suburbs they otherwise 
couldn't ,afford. It would also vastly increase the amount of affordable rental units on the 
market, and help alleviate the terrible shortage of such housing. 

Of course, there's a reason such zoning ordinances exist: suburban homeowners don't 
want some lower-class person buying the house next store and renting out half to an even-Iower

, class person . 
.But there are ways to sell this idea. First, it should appeal to anti-sprawl folks,. who'want 

suburbs to become denser. Second, it should appeal to senior groups, because it opens up, new 
possibilities for "aging in place." An elderly suburban couple could rent out part oftheir home at 
a discount to a young couple in exchange for help with household chores. Or, Baby Boomers 
could keep an aging parent out of a nursing home--but also out of their living room-by putting 
them in an "accessory apartment" attached to their house, complete with a kitchen and separate 
entryway. Third, I'll bet the building trades would be our friends on this, because subdividing 
homes requires carpentry, wiring etc. 

, Zoning is, of course, the quintessential local issue. Building codes are almost always 
locally controlled, via authority granted ~y state government. But there may be ways for the 
federal government to influence zoning, while blunting criticism that Washington is "dictating" 
local affairs. ' 

The secret would be create incentives that lead a sufficient number ofcitizens and local 
elected officials to conclude that they have so much to gain by breaking down these zoning 
barriers that they are willing to take on those who would fight like hell to keep them. We could 
stir a thousand such local tempests by putting in place two new tax incentives. For ordinary 
citizens: extend the mortgage interest deduction to cover one rental unit in an owner· 
occupied building. For local politicians: some kind of special tax treatment for bonds of 

http://www.dlcppi.org/texts/social/homeownership.h~m


municipalities that remove restrictive building codes. To critics, we could say "Washington 
is in no way overriding local authority. It is simply providing individuals and local communities 
with new choices. " 
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Record Type:' Record 

To: Irene BuenolOPD/EOP 
cc: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message 

bcc: 

Subject: 'Re: ESLlCivics update 


It looks like we got $25.5 million -- this amounts to 30% of the FY 2000 'increase in Adult Ed. over FY 
1999. Half of the funds will go to states (OMS estimates that about 5 states) with high populations of LEP 
adults,'and other half for states (about 10,states) with growing LEP populations, to be determined by 
OVAE. 

Irene Sueno 

Eugenia Chough 11/10/9906:37:39 PM 
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• Eugenia Chough 11/10/9906:37:39 PM 

Record Type: Record 

,To: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message 

cc: 

Subject: ESLlCivics update 


Here's the latest on the ESLlCivics Initiative according to OMS staff: 


2000: Congress has included only $14 million for National Adult Leadership Activities -- the program in 

which we want to house the ESLlCivics Initiative since it provides the most flexibility for us to target the $ 

at the states with the largest immigrant populations. Congress has signaled an interest in putting the 

ESLlCivics grants in a state formula gr~mt program. which would spread the $ thinly across all states. 

We are working with OVAE to see if we could limit the number of states that would get the grant. Hill 

negotiations are currently taking place. 


2001: OMS staff plans to repropose this initiative at $75 million through the National Adult Leadership 

Activities program again. .' 


, 

Message Sent To: 



Record Type: Record 

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP@EOP, J. Eric Gould/OPD/EOP@EOP, Eugenia Chough/OPD/EOP@EOP 

cc: 

Subject: more on'ACF budget request 


In looking through ACF's submission, I noticed some interesting info on welfare reform research (see pp. 
1-10 in OPDIV Specific Requirements section), and child support financing and res,earch, including a table 
with all child support research efforts (pp. 10-22 in same). It looks like this is in response to specific 
questions raised by OMB. Genie, can you copy these sections for us. Also noticed ACF is proposinga 
cross-cutting tribal initiative including $10 million for "Native American Programs", and, additional staff to 
support tribal TANF, child support, and child welfare. I can't tell what the Programs do, though they sound 
related to self-sufficiency and economic development, and therefore of interest. I've added these to 
Genie's handy chart, and will let Mary know since she's trying to coordinate tribal issues across agencies. ' 
She's also set up a meeting for Monday at 2 with Interior, me, and OMB to discuss Interior!s Indian 
welfare reform/job training proposals. 

~ 
FY01 agency proposals.d 



Record Type: Record 

To:' Francis S. Redburn/OMB/EOP@EOP.Michael Deich/OMB/EOP@EOP 

cc: WEINSTEIN_P@A1@CD@VAXGTWY@VAXGTWY. Cynthia A. Rice/QPD/EOP@EOP 
Subject: Family reunification housing vouchers .' 

We're interested in exploring options for using some number of '01 incremental housing vouchers to 
support responsible fatherhood/father involvement and two-parent families, possibly through the family 
. reunification vouchers. The Harford Housing Authority has a Family Reunification and Employment 
Program that appears to be doing innovative things. In this case, the PHA, working with welfare and child 
support agency, provides employment services to fathers who agree to assume responsibility for their 
children (Katherine shared a nice video on this). I'd like to pick your brains about whether there are ways 
to encourage more HAs to do things like this -- either through designating a certain number of vouchers 
for this purpose, providing some kind of services dollars (thOUgh I'd rather encourage people to leverage 
existing resources), or removing disincentives that may currentiy exist to have fathers reunify with their 
families. Let me know when you'd be available to discuss ideas. thanks 

mailto:Redburn/OMB/EOP@EOP.Michael


Record Type: Record 

To: 	 WEINSTEIN_P@A1@CD@VAXGTWY@VAXGTWY, Carl Haacke/OPD/EOP@EOP, William G. 
Dauster/O~D/EOP@EOP, MichaeI.Barr@do.t.reas:gov@ inet ' 

cc: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP@EOP 
Subject: home ownership ideas 

As I've mentioned to a few of you, Bank of America has an interesting home-ownership program for their 
employees thatwe may want to explore as a model for an '01 initiative. Here's an overview based on a 
presentation I heard at the Welfare-to-Work conference in Chicago (need to update number of loans to 
date, but I think its over 1,000). I'm curious whether you think this is something we would want ,to try to 
expand upon, either through some sort of tax credit, or simply by highlighting what B of A has done and 
encouraging others to follow suit. I could call the B of A contact to get a briefing iryou~re interested in 
learning more. Let me know. 

Bank of America's Associate Homeownership Program allows company employees to get 
either a $2,500 or $5,000 five-year loan that can be used towards a down payment, closing 
costs, or other expenses associated with a mortgage for a primary residence, as long as the 
mortgage is through Bank of America. If the employee stays with the company for the 
five-years of the loan period, the Bank will payoff the entire principal. This' helps deal with 
the two biggest hurdles facing new home buyers coming up with up-front funds and 
addressing credit issues. The Bank sees this as' a retention tool for its employees, which will 
contribute to a more stable workforce and enhance customer service. At the same time, it 
encourages employees to use the company's mortgage services. The Bank also provides 
employees with free, confidential assistance with buying a home and dealing with credit 
issues. Since the program started in _'_, over 1,200 employees have applied, and over_ 
loans have been closed, most to first time home buyers in entry level (?) positions with 
incomes in the low' twenty-thousand range and credit scores below the level needed to qualify 
for a zero-interest loan. ' , . 

The loan is unsecured at a fixed interest rate based on the prime rate. Each year the Bank 
contributes an increasing percentage of the original note and, if the employ~e remains, with the 
company for five-years, the Bank will payoff the entire principal. The employee only pays 
interest, which is deducted from their account each month. If the employee opts for a $5,000 
loan, over the course of five years, he or she will have paid $1,358 in interest (starting at 
about $32/month in the first year and declining to about $8/month in the fifth year), and the 
Bank will have paid $5,000 in principal (starting at $500 in the first year and growing to 
$1,500 in the fifth year). Ifsomeone leaves the compariy before the five-year loan term, the 
loan converts to an unsecured consumer loan at the current interest rate offered to the general 
public and the Bank will cease payment toward the principal. 

mailto:MichaeI.Barr@do.t.reas:gov
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Cynthia A. Rice 11/10/9903:17:19 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Eugenia Chough/OPD/EOP@EOP 
cc: andrea kane/opd/eop@eop, j. eric gould/opd/eop@eop 
bcc: Records Management@EOP 
Subject: Re: Draft summary of 01 proposals 

This is very helpful, thanks. Please continue to update as you get more information. 

I have a few questions, mainly about the programs with which ,I am less familiar. In particular: 

(1) What does the JOLI program do? (HHS) 
(2) What would the Neighborhood Innovation Program do? (HHS) 
(3) Can you tell me a little more about the Vulnerable Workers program (DOL)? Does the description give 
any sense of what share of these funds could be expected to be used for the different purposes? 
(4) Did HHS or SSA re-propose any of our legal immigrant provisions? I guess it would be in the HCFA 
budget. 
(5) Also could you check into the Dept of Education budget, in particular to see what they did with Adult 
Ed and whether they included the increases we proposed last year on ESUCivicsand add this to the . 
chart? 

Thanks. 

Eugenia Chough 11/08/9904:36:30 PM 

;:~: . 
• Eugenia Chough 11/08/9904:36:30 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Cynthia A Rice/OPD/EOP@EOP, Andrea Kane/OPD/EOP@EOP, J. Eric Gould/OPD/EOP@EOP 

cc: 

Subject: Draft summary of 01 proposals 


I'm attaching a draft summary of the agency proposals -- first welfare,' and then last page is tobacco. For 
. each agency, I've created a table to summarize the FYOO request, FYOO enacted (still empty in most 
places -- Steve Redburn is helping me fill in HUD table) and FY 01 request levels. Under the table, 
builets highlight major proposals. Please let me know if you have suggestions', I'll incorporate, and 
resend. Thanks. 

Also note that the Child Support #s don't include collections (and thus, don't reflect the costs cif the 
passthrough, distributions arid gaming proposals), but Michele is sending me the A-19 which has more 
detail than the HHS submission. 
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• Eugenia Chough 11/08/99 04:36:30 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP@EOP, Andrea Kane/OPD/EOP@EOP, J. Eric Gould/OPD/EOP@EOP 

cc: 
Subject: 

I'm .attaching a ra summary of the agency proposals -- first welfare, and then last page .is tobacco. For 
each agency. I've created a table to summarize the FYOO request, FYOO enacted(still empty in most 
places -- Steve Redburn is helping me fill in HUD table) and FY 01 request levels. Under the table, 
bullets highlight major proposals. Please let me know if you have suggestions, l'Uincorporate, and 
resend. Thanks. . . ' 

Also note that the Child Support #s don't include collections (and thus, don't reflect the costs of the 
passthrough,distributions and gaming proposals). but Michele is sending me the A-19 which has more 
detail than the HHSsubmission. 

~ 
FY01 agency pr~posals.d 



. Summary ofFY 2001 Agency Welfare Proposals' 
($ in nearest millions)' 

. HHS 
, 

Proposal FY 2000 .FY 2000 . FY 2001 Change from FY 
Request ! Enacted Request 2000 request i 

TANF $17,004 $16,984 . -$20 
Child Support* $3,217 

, 
$3444 +$227 

SSBG, $2,380 I $1,700 <;,$680 ) ~l 

LIHEAP $1,100 I $1,100 0 
IDA $20 I $25 +$5 
CSBG $500 ! $500 O. 
Neighborhood Innovation Program 0 i $27 +$27 
Job Opportunities for Low-income Individuals 0 I $11 +$11 
Children's Research & Technical Assistance $69 ! $64 . -$5 
Social Services Research and Demo $6 : $6 0 
Developmental Disabilities $119 , $155 $119 0 

i 

• 

*Excludes collectIOns, so passthrough, dIstnbutIOn and gammg proposal~ are not reflected m thIS table.. 

1. 	 Child.support:. 

• 	 Passthrough - Federal government shares in the cost,of child support passed through to 5'1/ 
TANF families and disregarded for purposes of income eligibility. For amount above the ~.Z 
state's current passthrough limit, the federal government will share with the state in the 
cost of a passthrough of up to $100 of current child support collected. 

• 	 Distribution State option to simplify existing child !support distribution rules. 
Collections made on behalf of families who no longer receive assistance would be paid 
directly to the family.' .'Vf'"I 

• 	 Enforcement - Require state to intercept _gambling proceeds of noncustodial parent~ 6.~ . 
that owe overdue child support. This proposal will save $200 million over 5 years. j ,~W'\ 

. . ~~.J\r'\ 
2. 	 Community Services ~~~v 

fJ'''' 

., 	 IDA -- $25 million, a $5 million increase above FY 2000 level. 

• 	 CSBG - Contin~e.s F-: 2~00 re~uest of $500 m~1lion. .... ~M 
• 	 JOLI $10.5 mIllIon m dIscretIOnary grants that were zeroed out Hi FY ;WOO. Fundmg] ~. fto? 

level nearly triples FY 1999 level. . . : ~ 

!I 	 Neighborhood Innovation Program - $27 million to establish a new demonstration J /" 
program . ; 

3. 	 Children's Research and Technical Assistance 

• 	 CSE Training and T A -- $14.4 million ..' This funding level is based on collections and 

would increase to $15.4 million if the ~S passthrough legislation is enacted. 




• 	 'CSE FPLS -, $28.8 million. This funding level is based on colleCti'ons and would increase 
to $30.8 million if the CS passthrough legislation is enacted. 

• 	 Welfare reform research -- $15 million 
• 	 Child welfare longitudinal stUdy -- $6 millIon 

4. 	 Developmental Disabilities: 

• 	 Basic State Grants -- $64 million 
• 	 Protection and Advocacy ~- $27 inillion 
• 	 Projects ofNational Significance -- $10 million 
• 	 Centers for National Excellence -- $17 million 

DOL 

Proposal FY 2000 
Request 

FY 2000 
Enacted 

FY 2001 
Request 

Change from FY 
2000 request 

Welfare-to-Work $750 $250 -$500 
Lifelong Learning nJa nJa $354' nJa 
Disability Services ODPET nJa " nJa 1$148 nJa 
Vulnerable Workers nJa nJa $21 

~Youth Activities $1,001 $1,251 
Youth Opportunity Grants $250 $250 
Adult Training $955, $1,055 10-$100 ) 
Ex-0ffenders nJa ~200)- nJa -

1. 	 W elfare-to-Work: $250 million, reflecting our revised authorization proposal to spread 
extension over two years,'with $750 million in FY ~OOO. This proposal may need to be 
revised. 

2. 	 Lifelong Learning: $354 million and 25 FTEs to close the skills gap and the wage gap 
between high school and college graduates. Funds will: 

• 	 Support on-the-job training by employers to their current adult employees, particularly 
those who are less education or in .smaller establishments. 

• 	 Link youth to the post-school workforce system. 
• 	 Help adjust older workers to the changing workplace. 
• 	 Ensure that no groups, including individuals with disabilities and minorities, are left 

behind technological developments. 
• 	 Improve access to and training on the Internet for all popUlations and geographic areas. 

3. 	 Disability Services: $148 million ancrlO6F~o establish a new Office ofDisability 
Policy, Evaluation and Technical As~e office will provide overall coordination 
and leadership in federal disability services, and help leverage local and private resources. 



ODPET will promotethe employment of people with disabilities, and savings through 
reduced dependency spending and con~olidation of existing programs . 

. 4. 	 Vulnerable Workers: $21.4million and 23 FTEsas part ofa new multi-year project to help 
vulnerable workers meet the challenges of an increasingly diverse, temporary and aging 
workforce; Funds will, for example; promote model codes of ~mployer condud for 
temporary employers, research on job-related injuries, handbooks to help immigrants 
understand their rights and responsibilities, create a pilot program to support a range ofjob 
skills programs for older and displaced workers. I 

5 . 	 Youth Activities: $1.25 bi11i'on to help approximately 750,000 low-income, at~risk youth (age 
14-21) prepare for academic success, emploYI?ent, and good citizenship. . 

6. 	 Adult Training: $1.1 billion to increase the number of adults to be seryed andJo ensure 

successful implementatiop ~fWIA in all states and territories. 


7. 	 Ex-offender: $200 million to exami'ne more,eff~ctive methods to transition~x-offenders, 

particularly young and first-time offenders, into the mainstream economy.,': This initiative 

will be the first significant.effort to address the labor market needs of this population, as 

targeted by WIA. An estimated 50;000 individuals would be served by the competitive 

grants to states, local WIA agencies, andcortectionsagencies that provide remedial. 

education, pre-release and initial release activities such as career and life planning, and job 

'placement. 	 ' . ' 

Hun 
- .' . 

, , 

Proposal' FY 2000 
Request 

;FY 2000 
' Enacted 

FY 2001 
,Request 

Change from FY 
2QQQ..request 

Vouchers, $491 $983 V+$492} 
EZs $150 $150 1)---/ , 

CEF " $400 
APIC $1,000 ........-... 
CDBG $4,775 $5,300 1~$525) 
Regional Connections $50 $50 O~ 
Indian Housing Block Grant $665 $710 , @4'5l 
HOME Investment Partnership $1,610 $1,800, <±$190') 

1.' Vouchers: $983 million for'17.1.Q.g2 ~ew vouchers, ofwhic€25,0~il~ be welfar~ to work,' 
20,000 for homeless, and the remammg 127,000 for people on"'Wmtmg lIsts for assIsted 
housing. This request doubles the FY 2000 request to fu~d 25,000 welfare-to work vouchers, 
18,000 homeless vouchers, and 60,000 incremental vouchers. ') " , 

2. 	 EZs: $150 million for second year 6fRound II funding . 

." 

http:for'17.1.Q.g2


~,' 	 .. 

3. 	 Community Empowennent Fund (CEF): $400 million to lev,erage $2 billion in private sector 
, investments and create nearly 300,000 jobs. 

4. 	 America's Private Investment Companies (APIC): $1 billion to leverage $1.5 billion for' 

revitalization efforts and job growth in ru~al areas and central cities. 


5. 	 CDBG: $5.3 billion (10 percent increase over FYOO), limiting set-asides to $173 million. 

6. 	 Regional Connections: Authorize a $50 million program (proposed in FYOO as CDBGset
. aside) to provide competitive grants to states and localities that coordinate strategic plans 

addressing urban and ru~al communities .. 

. 7. 	 Indian Housing Block Grant: $710 million in grants to increasing number of eligible tribes 
for housing assistance, economic development and job creation activities. 

8. 	 HOME Investment Partnership: $1.8 billion to provide flexible funding for communities to 

construct or repair homes for low- to. moderate-income families. 


DOT 

Proposal FY 2000 
Request 

FY 2000 
Enacted 

FY2001 
Request 

Change from FY 
2000 request 

Job Access and Reverse Commute Grants $150 $75 $150 0' 

$140 million in Job Access Grants and $10M for Reverse Commute Grants 

USDA 
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Summary of FY 2001 HHS, Tobacco Proposals, 
($ in nearest millions) 

Proposal FY 2000 FY 2000 FY 2001 

CDC Tobacco Use Prevention and Control 
FDA Youth Anti-smoking 

Request 
$101 
$68 

Enacted 

1. 	 CDC -- $30 million and 10 FTEs to provide the Foundation for the New Millenium of ] ~ 
Tobacco Use Prevention and Control. CDC would expand efforts to coordinate a national e.:tpllf i'tt:f 
approach by: , , , ~ 

, .~~ } 
• Providing federal leadership -- $22.3 million for cooperative agreement support for the ()AJ"'J'" if'I • 

state National Tobacco Control Program, technical assistance, communication and Iv'tJr 
education ~upport to states, s~hool health a~d oral gran:s. . . ..'.v.y 

• 	 Strengthem~g tobacco use SCIence f~r puplIc h~a1t~ action '-- $6.3 mIllIon for surveIllance V. ~r ' 
and evaluation TA, lab and com,mumty ,preven,tIOn research. , (. Ltt t / 

• 	 Working with partners to create global tobacco programs -- $1.4 million to support global . 1, ~ ,...
, tobacco c?ntro~ efforts? TA, oversig?t, ~oordinationof intemat~onal data, and-6~~\~ ./ 

I • partnershIps wIth multIlateral orgamzatIOns. " <;;~ 

2. 	 FDA -- $88 million to expand youth anti-smoking outreach and enforcement activities in all 
states. 

• 	 Enforcement and evaluation - Expand inspections from 400,000 in FY 2000 to 540,000 

retailers. Monitor compliance with rules such as advertising outside the proxImity of 

schools and playgrounds, black and white text only ads, and elimination of vending 

machines except in adult-only places. Funds would also support completion of national 

retailer database. 


• 	 Compliance outreach - Distribute retailer information kits and newsletters. 
• 	 Product regulation - FDA may need to develop performance standards for cigarettes and 


smokeless tobacco products, classify products, and inspect industry practices. 



