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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF T HE PhR ESIDENT
16-Sep-1994 05:04pm

TO: Stanley S. Herr

FROM: Jeremy D. Benami

Domestic Policy Council

SUBJECT: Friday update

Haven't seen you today, so here's my latest news:

- Spoke to Lisa. Word from OMB is we have the green light from -
Alice on the memo and on moving ahead.

- Next steps:

- meeting Monday with Lux. Can you let Lisa and Richard
know what room it's in. [Me too!!]

- I am working to set up a legislative meeting. I am
trading phone calls with folks but hope to nail it down for next
‘week.

- Can you provide Pat Romani with the names and phone .
numbers of the three people we need to set conference calls with
so she can begin to schedule for next week.

- I'will take a crack at a draft one'page memo from carol
and Alice to the agencies that will initiate discuss1ons with them
about this process.

Also: we have a 3:00 meeting today on the Childhood Dlsablllty
Commission in Carol's office.

See you Monday. .
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EXECUTTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDE" 3
EXECUTTIVE OFFICE OF T HE PRESIDE jg
18-Aug-1994 01:58pm
TO: Stanley S. Herr
TO: Lisa B. Fairhall
TO: Richard E. Green
FROM: Jeremy D. Benami
Domestic Policy Council
SUBJECT: Thoughts on Disability Review

August 18,
To: Stan Herr
Lisa Fairhall
Richard Green
From: Jeremy Ben-~Ami
Re: Thoughts on Disability Review

1994

~agencies and outside players. In October, through a series of
meetings and discusSsions, we would actually lay out an agenda,

The following are some thoughts on the process and politics of -
pulling off an ambitious natjonal review of disability policy --
shaped by *~New YorRKywith similar complex issues and
here with(yelfare reform?. Most important, I would raise an early
warning to be aware of the size, importance, and potential :
controversy of the effort we are about to undertake. How it is
launched and how the groundwork is laid, internally in the
administration and externally, is vitally important.
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Given the scope of -this effort, I would suggest devoting all of
September to laying the groundwork before beginning: meeting with

timetable and structure the process. The full-fledged review
could begin within 2-3 months from now.

——.

FETTITE e TV

1. External Relations

Given thé potential'scope of this review, the early involvement



of key non-federal players will be important. This includes:

Congressional leaders - including staff
State/local representatives

Interest Groups

Existing Commissions

Before a process or an agenda begins to float, we should hold
early meetings with key players in each of these areas to solicit
ideas and advice and coordinate a process that will allow them

- input and involvement. In light of the FACA restrictions, we"
will need to structure this as a federal working group. However,
we can make every effort to lay outfaiﬁ%ggggggg“for our work that
permits outsjide groups and individuals to have constructive input
into the process. '



I would suggest the following steps:

- early development of an outreach strategy that identifies
key leaders in the advocacy, legislative, and
intergovernmental arenas with whom we need to work. A i
couple of political shepherds within the administration who
understand the politics of the community and can help act as
liaison would be helpful in this process (late August)

- meetings in September with identified leaders to share
initial thoughts about such a process, to solicit ideas
about agenda, framework, process, etc.

2. Internal Administration

Just as important as getting the outside players on board is
ensuring that the agencies and key appointees are part of the -
process from the beginning. They have to have room to shape the
agenda and the process from the outset or they will not be bought

in. -_
—_—
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My suggestions here:

- Laying the groundwork for this process will require a series
of meetings :

- Start with a Carol/Alice meeting with high-level players
which opens with a review (like the OMB disability review)
and raises some questions, opening the door to the
introduction the task force idea and the review. I would
leave all issues open - membership, agenda, sStructure

/7 -rather than walking into a meeting with a blueprlnt. We'll
end up with something we can live with and we'll start off
on the right foot.

-

- Follow this meeting with a series of meetings with
designated agency representatives to get their 1nput and
advice during September.

- Close this process with the first meeting of the actual
working group in early October where the results of these
ipitial meetings are laid out for group consideration as to
agenda, structure, and process.

One tricky question: Who should actually be on the task force? If
you name the Secretaries, you won't get their involvement -see,

e.g., Interagency Council on the Homeless. However _
strategically picking people at the Dep, Asst, anvel may
get their personal involvement. Let's discuss.

I hope these thoughts are helpful. I look forward to lunch
tomorrow.
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FIRST DRAFT DRAFT saved as C:dispol

To: Carol H. Rasco

From: Stan Herr and Jeremy Ben-Ami

Subject: Options Paper on National Disability Policy Review
Date: August 11, 1994

We had a good discussion with Belle and four members of her staff
this morning. Here are the discussion points we briefly raised.
Appendix 1). Belle said she liked many of the ideas we canvassed,
such as the broad approach that is values-based and draws on the
President's overall philosophy on disability policy. She also
liked the reference to the overseas experience, and noted that
Alice Rivlin had written book on Swedish policy that might be
usefully consulted. On time table, OMB initially ventured an
ambitious April-June 1995 product, but quickly acknowledged that
June 1995 or June 1996 might prove more realistic. We talked of
the possibility of some interim report that could influence the
1997 budget process. On structure, they suggested a Task force
co-chaired by you and Alice with some Secretaries, and a Working
group level with DPC-OMB leadership and designess from various
timetables. To advance our discussion further, they asked for our
writings and we shared the following outline which we noted was
purely a rough draft. In all, it seemed a positive initial
exchange. Based on our discussion and input, they will work up a
next draft on options.

OUTLINE OF IDEAS
I. Summary

A. Carol's request to us

B. Alice's concurrence with a "very big deal" review

C. The whole enchilada approach versus sectorial reviews

D. Federal disability review v. "anonymous horde" review
(see NYT, 8-10-94 re settlement discussions on the health care
advisory task force suit, the quoted matter being the US
position)

E. Constraints imposed by the Federal Advisory Committee Act

5 U.S.C., App. 2 -- public forums can be held by the 3
presidential advisory committees
II. Background

A. The Campaign promises on disability policy

B. The centrality of the ADA

C. The positive services to make the ADA work

D. the mandate (and interest) of the National Council on
Disability (NCD) to make recommendations on disability

E. ditto -- the President's Comm. on Employment of People
with Disabilities (PCEPD)

F. ditto within the mental retardation/developmental
disabilities fields for the President's Committee on mental



Retardation (PCMR)
G. OMB reviews on disability programs
H. DPC paper on the status of the implementation of the ADA
I. Highlights of other nations' experience: the Swedish
plan; query Canada; Germany

III. Scope options

A. Conceptual issues raised in Belle's list of questions
(see Appendix 2) concerning federal responsibilities, & policies
advancing the President's disability credo: inclusion,
independence and empowerment, and applied to the following
program and topic clusters, such as:

B. infant and toddler programs

C. education programs (age 3 to 21)

D. cash benefit programs

E. medical and other health programs

F. social services and family supports

G. school to work transitional services, rehabilitation
services and training; employment services

H. access to, and integration with state and local
government programs

I. access to transportation systems

J. access to housing

K. shifts away from institutional settings to community-
based options

L. advocacy services and civil rights enforcement

M. information and referral; & other government actions
aimed at greater empowerment, inclusion, dignity, and
independence

N. services for older persons

O. personal assistance, mentoring, surrogate decision-
making options; guardianship reforms

P. access to telecommunications and other assistive
technology

Q. services for prevention or minimization of disability

R. federal government as model employer and other
disability accommodations to job applicants, customers, and
visitors (note: Federal Disability accommodations Working Group
underway )

S. all the rest of the items one could imagine
IV. Process options

A. DPC/OMB joint working group on national disability policy

B. augmented by federal employees from the three national
advisory committees;

C. or further augmented by agencies with specialized
jurisdictions, e.g. the Access Board; EEOC; FCC.

D. on a purely advisory level, and without direct connection
to the working group, the NCD, PCEPWD, and PCMR can have their
own outreach and policy recommendation groups to offer broader
range of input and political base-touching. They may also be
preparing their own policy recommendations on a national
disability policy that could feed into this process. See App. 3.

E. The Disability appointees meeting that you chair can also
be a forum for this policy development and as a focus group.



V. Recommendations

A. WHEN TO START?

B. Who starts?

C. Outcomes desired?

D. desire to bring some overall structure to the small,
limited and uncoordinated national disability policy efforts to
date

E. Chinese proverb: journey of 1000 miles begins with a
single step

Appendices 1-3



Appendices 3

MEMORANDUM TO CAROL H. RASCO FOR BRIEFING OF PRESIDENT CLINTON
FROM: Stanley S. Herr

SUBJ: Summary of "Operation People First: Toward a National
Disability Policy"

DATE: April 29, 1994

Summary. Justin Dart and the staff of the President's Committee
on Employment of People with Disabilities (PCEPD) have produced a
good overview of the task of framing a coordinated and
comprehensive national disability policy. The policy they urge
would reshape laws, regulations, programs, and services at both
the federal and state levels to conform to "the spirit and the
letter of ADA" (the Americans with Disabilities Act). They see
the overall goal of that policy as empowering people with
disabilities to maximize their potential. Tony Coelho, as our
newly appointed PCEPD chair, concurs in the report's findings and
recommendations and echoes the "need for a cohesive national
policy on disability," supportive of the ADA and designed to
bring people into the mainstreams of our culture. Although the
recommendations range from the highly general to the narrowly
specific, they appear to reflect the Administration's main
priorities in this field -- health care reform to ensure
universal coverage and end pre-existing condition exclusions, and
a broad array of ADA education, implementation and enforcement
activities.

Report-making Process. "The Operation People First" report (the
Report) is based on 60 teleconferences with 1200 "disability
constituency leaders" in the 50 states, DC and the territories.
Those conference calls were held from March 1993 to September
1993, and lasted for up to two hours. The aim was to represent
the views of a cross-section of major disability constituencies
(see pp. 5-6). The tone and substance reflects Mr. Dart's input
and his strong empowerment rhetoric and dedication to vigorous
ADA enforcement and health care reform enactment. It leads with
our campaign pledges of fully integrating all persons with
disabilities into mainstream society, and actively involving
people with disabilities in "developing a national policy that
promotes equality and opportunity." (p. 1). It sees President
Clinton's participatory aims as consistent with the historical
movement from "authoritarian paternalism" to a "society that puts
individuals first" and will bring into the decision-making
processes the "vast majority" of excluded Americans with
disabilities. (p. 2).

Main Recommendations. The crux of the Report is that the U.S.




lacks a coordinated and comprehensive policy consistent with the
ADA, and that a major overhaul of our disjointed laws and
fragmented services is long overdue. (p. 23)

The recommendations which follow from those premises include:

« enactment of a right to health care for all persons
regardless of income, health or disability status, thus
eliminating a powerful work disincentive to stay on the
disability rolls, and achieving parity of coverage and civil
rights protection for mental disability needs (pp. 10-12, 17-18)

* dedication of more resources at federal and state levels
to implement the ADA through wider information dissemination,
White House and other governmental leadership, "forceful,
proactive steps" to speed compliance, carrot and stick approaches
to eliminate what is perceived as local and state governments'
"footdragging", etc. (pp. 12-15, 24)

e initiation of an array of government actions from changing
Medicaid-waivers to open more community-based services to closing
"dehumanizing institutions for people with developmental and
psychiatric disabilities;
from a national database of job opportunities and training
programs to removal of a host of work disincentives;
from targeting undeserved populations of minority, elderly, or
rural Americans with disabilities to developing transition
programs ... for graduating students with disabilities." (pp.
8-9, 20, 25)

¢« launching of media and multi-sector campaigns to change
attitudes and overcome the pervasive stigma against people with
disabilities, especially those with mental disabilities or AIDS
(pp. 21-22, 25-26)

« reform of various service-delivery sectors to promote full
and meaningful inclusion in schools, accessible, integrated and
safe housing, effective and available transportation systems
(especially in rural areas), affordable and consumer-controlled
personal assistance services, and other changes (pp. 8-9, 19-21)

« improvement of advocacy, empowerment, and equal
citizenship status and strategies through training in substantive
rights and self-advocacy skills, affirmative action, coalitions

« creation of programs that focus attention on the
difficulties of school-to-work/adulthood transitions, and the
need for work-study programs, vocational training programs,
internships, business partnerships with schools, and others steps
to aid 18-year-olds who are now unprepared to work and are
abruptly severed from sources of vocational, aid, counselling,
assistance, and structured activity (pp. 9, 20-21).

Analysis. The executive summary displays a formidable array of
building blocks to set in place for the desired national
disability policy. (pp. 8-9). And this list is not even
comprehensive. It says little about an accessible
telecommunications system; the need for a full array of personal
and family supports to avoid unnecessary guardianships,
institutional stays, and other stigmatizing differences; reform
of welfare and social security disability programs; the need for
sports and recreation to minimize isolation and boredom; and a



jobs or work-activity program commensurate with the unemployment
rate cited in the Report (76% of persons with severe disabilities
unemployed). Nevertheless the Report's priorities are a good
faith starting point. Although the Report acknowledges that the
development of coordinated national disability will take several
years and require cooperative work with the National Council on
Disability, it does not spell out the appropriate next steps to
do this task. The overlapping missions and charges of the
President's Committee and the National Council on Disability will
require some White House oversight. In line with your query
yesterday, this appears to be a matter relevant to the DPC since
we also receive the recommendations from the President's
Committee on Mental Retardation which is now reenergized and soon
will be capable of contributing to national disability policy.

Please let me know if I can offer you any further assistance or
elaboration.



FIRST DRAFT - DRAFT saved as C:dispol - -

To: Carol H. ﬁaséo

From: Stan Herr and Jereﬁy Ben-Ami

Subject: Optlons Paper on National Dlsability Policy Review
‘Date: August 11 1994

We had a good discussion with Belle and four members of her staff
this morning. Here is the discussion points we briefly raised.
Appendix 1). Belle said she liked many of the ideas we canvassed,
such as the broad approach that is values-based and draws on the:
President's overall philosophy on disability policy. She also
liked the reference to the overseas experience, and noted that
Alice Rivlin had written book on Swedish policy that might be
usefully consulted. On time table, OMB initially ventured an
ambitious April-June 1995 product, but quickly acknowledged that
June 1995 or June 1996 might prove more realistic. We talked of ,
the possibility of some interim report that could influence the -
1997 budget process. On structure, they suggested a Task force
co-chaired by you and Alice with some Secretaries, and a Working
group level with DPC-OMB leadership and designess from various
timetables. To advance our discussion further, they asked for our
writings and we shared the following outline which we noted was
purely a rough draft. In all, it seemed a positive initial
exchange. Based on our discu551on and input, they w1ll work up a
next draft on options.

OUTLINE OF IDEAS
I. Summary

A. Carol's request to us

B. Alice's concurrence with a "very big deal" review

C. The whole enchilada approach versus sectorial reviews

D. Federal disability review v. "anonymous horde" review
(see NYT, 8-10-94 re settlement discussions on the health care
advisory task force suit, the quoted matter being the uUs
position)

E. Constraints imposed by the Federal Adv1sory Committee Act

5 U.S.C., App. 2 -- public forums can be held by the 3
presidential. advisory committees
II. Background . '

A. The Campaign promises on disability policy

'B. The centrality of the ADA

C. The positive services to make the ADA work

D. the mandate (and interest) of the National Council on
Dlsabillty (NCD) to make recommendations on disability

E. ditto -- the President's Comm. on Employment of People
with Disabilities (PCEPD)

F. ditto within the mental retardatlon/developmental
disabilities fields for the Pre51dent s Committee on mental
Retardation (PCMR) °




FIRST DRAFT DRAFT saved as C:dispol

To: Carol H. Rasco

From: Stan Herr and Jeremy Ben-Ami

Subject: -Options Paper on National Disability Policy Review |
Date: August 11, 1994 - |

We had a good discussion with Belle and four members of her staff
this morning. Here is the discussion points we briefly raised.
Appendix 1). Belle said she liked many of the ideas we canvassed,
such as the broad approach that is values-based and draws on the
President's overall philosophy on disability policy. She also
liked the reference to the overseas experience, and noted that
Alice Rivlin had written book on Swedish policy that might be
usefully consulted. On time table, OMB initially ventured an
ambitious April-June 1995 product, but quickly acknowledged that
June 1995 or June 1996 might prove more realistic. We talked of
the possibility of some interim report that could influence the
1997 budget process. On structure, they suggested a Task force
co-chaired by you and Alice with some Secretaries, and a Working
group level with DPC-OMB leadership and designess from various
timetables. To advance our discussion further, they asked for our.
writings and we shared the following outline which we noted was
'purely a rough draft. In all, it seemed a positive initial
exchange. Based on our dlscussion and input, they will work up a
next draft on options. .

OUTLINE OF IDEAS
I. Summary
A. Carol's request to us
B. Alice's concurrence with a "very big deal" review
. C. The whole enchilada approach versus sectorial reviews
D. Federal disability review v. "anonymous horde" review
(see NYT, 8-10-94 re settlement discussions on the health care
adv1sory task force suit, the quoted matter being the US
position) \
E. Constraints imposed by the Federal Advisory Committee Act
5 U.Ss.C., App. 2 -- public forums can be held by the 3
presidential adv1sory committees
II. Background
A. The Campaign promises on disability pollcy
B. The centrality of the ADA
C. The positive services to make the ADA work
D. the mandate (and interest) of the National Council on
Disability (NCD) to make recommendations on disability
E. ditto -- the President's Comm. on Employment of People
with Disabilities (PCEPD) '
F. ditto within the mental retardation/developmental
disabilities fields for the President's Committee on mental
Retardation (PCMR)




G. OMB reviews on disability programs

H. DPC paper on the status of the 1mplementatlon of the ADA

I. Highlights of other nations' experience' the Swedish
plan; query Canada; Germany

III. Scope options

A. Conceptual issues raised in Belle's list of questions
(see Appendix 2) concerning federal responsibilities, & policies
advancing the President's disability credo: inclusion,
independence and empowerment, and applied to the following
program and topic clusters, such as:

B. infant and toddler programs

C. education programs (age 3 to 21)

D. cash benefit programs

E. medical and other health programs

F. social services and family supports

G. school to work transitional services, rehabilitation
services and training; employment services ‘
' H. access to, and integration with state and local
government programs -

I. access to transportation systems

J. access to housing ..

K. shifts away. from 1nst1tutlonal settings to community-

based options

L. advocacy services and civil rights enforcement

M. information and referral; & other government actions
aimed at greater empowerment, inclusion, dignity, and
independence

N. services for older persons '

0. personal assistance, mentoring, surrogate decision-
making options; guardianship reforms

P. access to telecommunications and other assistive
technology

Q. services for prevention or minimization of disability

R. federal government as model employer and other
disability accommodations to job applicants, customers, and
visitors (note: Federal Disability accommodations Working Group
underway) :

S. all the rest of the items one could imagine
IV. Process options

A. DPC/OMB joint working group on national disablllty policy

B. augmented by federal employees from the three national
advisory committees;

C. or further augmented by agencies with speciallzed
jurlsdlctions e.g. the Access Board; EEOC; FCC.

" D. on a purely advisory level, and without direct connection
to the working group, the NCD, PCEPWD, and PCMR can have their
own outreach and policy recommendation groups to offer broader
range of input and political base-touching. They may also be
preparing their own policy recommendations on a national
disability policy that could feed into this process. See App. 3.

E. The Disability appointees meeting that you chair, can also
be a forum for this policy development and as a focus group.



V. Recommendations

A. WHEN TO START?

B. Who starts?

C. Outcomes desired?

D. desire to bring some overall structure to the small,
limited and uncoordinated national disability policy efforts to
date - : ' :

E. Chinese proverb: journey of 1000 miles begins with a
single step '

. Appendices 1-3




" DISCUSSION POINTS

Disability'Policy Review

Some possible items for discussion today:

- What is the goal/scope of this effort:_

o broadest: a new national disability policy
integrating all aspects of disability programs/policy

o more narrow: better integration of income, health
and education programs -’ ' :

- Timeframe

o relates to goai - anywhere from one to three years
- Process o

o0 internal vs. public

o what level of agency involvement

o relation to existing bodies

o other outside involvement
- - Product

o report, recommendations, new legislation, etc.
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QUESTIONS FOR POSSIBLE DPC/OMB REVIEW OF DISABILITY

/ 0

'What~is:the*FederaI respon31b111ty for. people'w1th

y

disabilities? What is the rationale for assuming.

'. responsibility (e.g., .insurance, indemnity, need)? Does the _

scope and nature of the respons1b111ty dlffer based on age
(chlldren vs..adults7) _ - _

" How are we meetlng those:responsibilities? 'What is the.

current array. of programs? What services/benefits are they
providing? How delivered? To whom? What are the gaps and

- overlaps?

‘What do we know about how recipients are doing? .What data

are. we currently collecting, and what do we need?

What changes are needed to program purposes, and to,program
structure, to better meet Federal respons1b111t1es° Are we -
currently targeting the correct ‘individuals? Are - L

- prov1d1ng the correct array of serv1ces and benefi s9

Should we revise statutes and regulatlons to alldn

definitions of disability? How can we make sens¢ of -
eligibility criteria for various programs, to mifimize
overlap and duplication of services and benefits, and ease

"administration and assessment of program performance and
-partlclpant outcomes’- _

. ./.

- Should we move program focus towards part1C1pant outcomes?

Should we develop a leglslatlve strategy to integrate cash
benefit programs with service programs to promote - -

beneficiary independence and self suff1c1ency and reduce the
need for benef1ts° ~ . . :

| 1
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Appendices 3

MEMORANDUM TO CAROL H. RASCO FOR BRIEFING OF PRESIDENT CLINTON
FROM: Stanley S. Herr

SUBJ: Summary of "Operation People First: Toward a National
Disability Policy"

DATE: April 29, 1994

Summary. Justin Dart and the staff of the'Pré31dent s Committee

on Employment of People with Disabilities (PCEPD) have produced a
good overview of the task of framing a coordinated and
comprehensive national disability policy. The policy they urge
would reshape laws, regulations, programs, and services at both
the federal and state levels to conform to "the spirit and the
letter of ADA" (the Americans with Disabilities Act). They see
the overall goal of that policy as empowering people with
disabilities to maximize their potential. Tony Coelho, as our

newly appointed PCEPD chair, concurs in the report's findings and

recommendations and echoes the "need for a cohesive national
policy on disability," supportive of the ADA and designed to
bring people into the mainstreams of our culture. Although the
recommendations range from the highly general to the narrowly
specific, they appear to reflect the Administration's main
priorities in this field -- health care reform to ensure
universal coverage and end pre-existing condition exclusions, and
a broad array of ADA education, implementation and enforcement
activities. '

Report-making Process. "The Operation People First" report (the
Report) is based on 60 teleconferences with 1200 "disability
constituency leaders" in the 50 states, DC and the territories.
Those conference calls were held from March 1993 to September
1993, and lasted for up to two hours. The aim was to represent
the views of a cross-section of major disability constituencies
(see pp. 5-6). The tone and substance reflects Mr. Dart's input
and his strong empowerment rhetoric and dedication to vigorous
ADA enforcement and health care reform enactment. It leads with
our campaign pledges of fully integrating all persons with
disabilities into mainstream society, and actively involving
people with disabilities in "developing a national policy that
promotes equality and opportunity." (p. .1). It sees President
Clinton's part1c1patory aims as consistent with the historical
movement from "authoritarian paternalism" to a "society that puts
individuals first" and will bring into the decision-making
processes the "vast majority" of excluded Americans with
disabilities. (p. 2).

Main Recommendations. The crux of the Report is that the U.S.
lacks a coordinated and comprehensive policy consistent with the




ADA, and that a major overhaul of our disjointed laws and
fragmented services is long overdue. (p. 23)
The recommendations which follow from those premises include:

* enactment of a right to health care for all persons
regardless of income, health or disability status, thus
eliminating a powerful work disincentive to stay on the
disability rolls, and achieving parity of coverage and civil
rights protection for mental disability needs (pp. 10-12, 17-18)

e dedication of more resources at federal and state levels
to implement the ADA through wider. information dissemination,
White House and other governmental leadership, "forceful,
proactive steps" to speed compliance, carrot and stick approaches
to eliminate what is perceived as local and state governments'
"footdragging”", etc. (pp. 12-15, 24)

 initiation of an array of government actions from changing
Medicaid-waivers to open more community-based services to closing
"dehumanizing institutions for people with developmental and
psychiatric disabilities; _
from a national database of job opportunities and training
programs to removal of a host of work disincentives;
from targeting undeserved populations of minority, elderly, or
rural Americans with disabilities to developing transition
programs ... for graduating students with disabilities." (pp.
8-9, 20, 25)

* e« launching of media and multi-sector campaigns to change
attitudes and overcome the pervasive stigma against people with
disabilities, especially those with mental disabilities or AIDS
(pp. 21-22, 25—26) :

« reform of various service-delivery sectors to promote full
and meaningful inclusion in schools, accessible, integrated and
safe housing, effective and available transportation systems
(especially in rural areas), affordable and consumer-controlled
personal assistance services, and other changes (pp. 8-9, 19-21)

« improvement of advocacy, empowerment, and equal
citizenship status and strategies through training in substantive
rights and self-advocacy skills, affirmative action, coalitions

* creation of programs that focus attention on the
difficulties of school-to-work/adulthood transitions, and the
need for work-study programs, vocational training programs,
internships, business partnerships with schools, and others steps
to aid 18-year-olds who are now unprepared to work and are ,
abruptly severed from sources of vocational, aid, counselling,
assistance, and structured activity (pp. 9, 20- 21)

Analysis. The executlve summary displays a formidable array of
building blocks to set in place for the desired national
disability policy. (pp. 8-9). And this list is not even
comprehensive. It says little about an accessible
telecommunications system; the need for a full array of personal
and family supports to avoid unnecessary guardlanshlps
institutional stays, and other stigmatizing differences; reform
of welfare and social security disability programs; the need for
sports and recreation to minimize isolation and boredom; and a
jobs or work-activity program commensurate with the unemployment



rate cited in the Report (76% of persons with severe disabilities
unemployed). Nevertheless the Report's priorities are a good
faith starting point. Although the Report acknowledges that the
development of coordinated national disability will take several
years and require cooperative work with the National Council on
Disability, it does not spell out the appropriate next steps to
do this task. The overlapping missions and charges of the
President's Committee and the National Council on Disability will
require some White House oversight. In line with your query
yesterday, this appears to be a matter relevant to the DPC since
we also receive the recommendations from the President's
Committee on Mental Retardation which is now reenergized and soon
will be capable of contributing to national disability policy.

Please let me know if I can offer you any further assistance or
elaboration. '



ROUGH DRAFT DRAFT saved as C:dispol

Jeremy -- draft memo re Disability Policy Review; is this rough
initial draft something we can work from? anything to add?
cautions?

Subject: Options Paper on National Disability Policy Review
Date: August 10, 1994

OUTLINE OF IDEAS
I. Summary

A. Carol's request to us

B. Alice's concurrence with a very big deal

C. The whole enchilada approach versus sectorial reviews

D. Federal disability review v. "anonymous horde" review
(see NYT, 8-10-94 re settlement discussions on the health care
advisory task force suit, the quoted matter being the US
position)

E. Constraints imposed by the Federal Advisory Committee Act

II. Background

A. The Campaign promises on disability policy

B. The centrality of the ADA

C. The positive services to make the ADA work

D. the mandate (and interest) of the National Council on
Disability (NCD) to make recommendations on disability

E. ditto -- the President's Comm. on Employment of People
with Disabilities (PCEPD)

F. ditto within the mental retardation/developmental
disabilities fields for the President's Committee on mental
Retardation (PCMR)

G. OMB reviews on disability programs

H. DPC paper on the status of the implementation of the ADA

I. Highlights of other nations' experience: the Swedish
plan; query Canada; Germany

III. Scope options
. infant and toddler programs
. education programs (age 3 to 21)
. cash benefit programs
. medical and other health programs
. social services and family supports
. school to work transitional services, rehabilitation
services and training; employment services

G. access to, and integration with state and local
government programs

H. access to transportation systems

I. access to housing

J. shifts away from institutional settings to community-
based options

K. advocacy services and civil rights enforcement

L. information and referral; & other government actions
aimed at greater empowerment, inclusion, dignity, and independence

TTmoQmwy»



M. services for older persons

N. personal assistance, mentoring, surrogate decision-
making options; guardianship reforms

0. access to telecommunications and other assistive
technology

P. services for prevention or minimization of disability

Q. federal government as model employer and other
disability accommodations to job applicants, customers, and
visitors

R. all the rest of the items one could imagine
IV. Process options

A. DPC/OMB joint working group on national disability policy

B. augmented by federal employees from the three national
advisory committees;

C. or further augmented by agencies with specialized
Jjurisdictions, e.g. the Access Board; EEOC; FCC.

D. on a purely advisory level, and without direct connection
to the working group, the NCD, PCEPWD, and PCMR can have their
own outreach and policy recommendation groups to offer broader
range of input and political base-touching

V. Recommendations

HELP!

A. WHEN TO START?

B. Who starts?

C. Outcomes desired?

D. desire to bring some overall structure to the small,
limited and uncoordinated national disability policy efforts to
date

E. Chinese proverb: journey of 1000 miles begins with a
single step

Jeremy --FYI Carol had asked me to summarize this report on
framing a national disability policy.

MEMORANDUM TO CAROL H. RASCO FOR BRIEFING OF PRESIDENT CLINTON
FROM: Stanley S. Herr

SUBJ: Summary of "Operation People First: Toward a National
Disability Policy"

DATE: April 29, 1994
Summary. Justin Dart and the staff of the President's Committee

on Employment of People with Disabilities (PCEPD) have produced a
good overview of the task of framing a coordinated and



comprehensive national disability policy. The policy they urge
would reshape laws, regulations, programs, and services at both
the federal and state levels to conform to "the spirit and the
letter of ADA" (the Americans with Disabilities Act). They see
the overall goal of that policy as empowering people with
disabilities to maximize their potential. Tony Coelho, as our
newly appointed PCEPD chair, concurs in the report's findings and
recommendations and echoes the "need for a cohesive national
policy on disability," supportive of the ADA and designed to
bring people into the mainstreams of our culture. Although the
recommendations range from the highly general to the narrowly
specific, they appear to reflect the Administration's main
priorities in this field -- health care reform to ensure
universal coverage and end pre-existing condition exclusions, and
a broad array of ADA education, implementation and enforcement
activities.

Report-making Process. "The Operation People First" report (the
Report) is based on 60 teleconferences with 1200 "disability
constituency leaders" in the 50 states, DC and the territories.
Those conference calls were held from March 1993 to September
1993, and lasted for up to two hours. The aim was to represent
the views of a cross-section of major disability constituencies
(see pp. 5-6). The tone and substance reflects Mr. Dart's input
and his strong empowerment rhetoric and dedication to vigorous
ADA enforcement and health care reform enactment. It leads with
our campaign pledges of fully integrating all persons with
disabilities into mainstream society, and actively involving
people with disabilities in "developing a national policy that
promotes equality and opportunity." (p. 1). It sees President
Clinton's participatory aims as consistent with the historical
movement from "authoritarian paternalism” to a "society that puts
individuals first" and will bring into the decision-making
processes the "vast majority" of excluded Americans with
disabilities. (p. 2).

Main Recommendations. The crux of the Report is that the U.S.
lacks a coordinated and comprehensive policy consistent with the
ADA, and that a major overhaul of our disjointed laws and
fragmented services is long overdue. (p. 23)

The recommendations which follow from those premises include:

» enactment of a right to health care for all persons
regardless of income, health or disability status, thus
eliminating a powerful work disincentive to stay on the
disability rolls, and achieving parity of coverage and civil
rights protection for mental disability needs (pp. 10-12, 17-18)

* dedication of more resources at federal and state levels
to implement the ADA through wider information dissemination,
White House and other governmental leadership, "forceful,
proactive steps" to speed compliance, carrot and stick approaches
to eliminate what is perceived as local and state governments'
"footdragging", etc. (pp. 12-15, 24)

* initiation of an array of government actions from changing
Medicaid-waivers to open more community-based services to closing




"dehumanizing institutions for people with developmental and
psychiatric disabilities;

from a national database of job opportunities and training
programs to removal of a host of work disincentives;

from targeting undeserved populations of minority, elderly, or
rural Americans with disabilities to developing transition
programs ... for graduating students with disabilities." (pp.
8-9, 20, 25)

* launching of media and multi-sector campaigns to change
attitudes and overcome the pervasive stigma against people with
disabilities, especially those with mental disabilities or AIDS
(pp. 21-22, 25-26)

» reform of various service-delivery sectors to promote full
and meaningful inclusion in schools, accessible, integrated and
safe housing, effective and available transportation systems
(especially in rural areas), affordable and consumer-controlled
personal assistance services, and other changes (pp. 8-9, 19-21)

+ improvement of advocacy, empowerment, and equal
citizenship status and strategies through training in substantive
rights and self-advocacy skills, affirmative action, coalitions

* creation of programs that focus attention on the
difficulties of school-to-work/adulthood transitions, and the
need for work-study programs, vocational training programs,
internships, business partnerships with schools, and others steps
to aid 18-year-olds who are now unprepared to work and are
abruptly severed from sources of vocational, aid, counselling,
assistance, and structured activity (pp. 9, 20-21).

Analysis. The executive summary displays a formidable array of
building blocks to set in place for the desired national
disability policy. (pp. 8-9). And this list is not even
comprehensive. It says little about an accessible
telecommunications system; the need for a full array of personal
and family supports to avoid unnecessary guardianships,
institutional stays, and other stigmatizing differences; reform
of welfare and social security disability programs; the need for
sports and recreation to minimize isolation and boredom; and a
jobs or work-activity program commensurate with the unemployment
rate cited in the Report (76% of persons with severe disabilities
unemployed). Nevertheless the Report's priorities are a good
faith starting point. Although the Report acknowledges that the
development of coordinated national disability will take several
years and require cooperative work with the National Council on
Disability, it does not spell out the appropriate next steps to
do this task. The overlapping missions and charges of the
President's Committee and the National Council on Disability will
require some White House oversight. In line with your query
yesterday, this appears to be a matter relevant to the DPC since
we also receive the recommendations from the President's
Committee on Mental Retardation which is now reenergized and soon
will be capable of contributing to national disability policy.

Please let me know if I can offer you any further assistance or
elaboration.



September 26, 1994
NOTE TO CAROL:

This is the last draft on the National disability Policy
Review we have from our OMB colleagues. I gather that they have
incorporated our suggested edits (handwritten) on their word-
processed version.

One model for this type of national review is provided by
Sweden. The 1989 Disability Commission was appointed by
Government in that year to investigate the "situation for
children, young persons, and adults in Sweden with severe
functional impairments. Their main report, Disability, Welfare,
Justice, was presented in May 1991. They also had interim reports

on various subjects. Its sixth and final report was titled A
Society for All, and comprised 23 chapters on various
accessibility and integration topics. The fundamental principles
guiding their review seem analogous to President Clinton's
disability credo, or in the words of the Swedish commission: "We
have been guided by our fundamental principle, which express
qualitative demands and stand for self-determination and
influence, participation, availability, a holistic perspective
and continuity."

The idea of interim reports makes a lot of sense in terms of
phasing the workload of a large review such as the one we
contemplated. I think we also need the whole picture to ensure
that our disability programs and policies are coherent and fit
together at various life stages.

As to what comes first, I think it depends on such factors
as:

+ what we learn during the course of our groundwork
interviews;

+ alignment with overall Administration priorities (e.g.,
attention to the needs of families, and especially those families
with children and young persons with disabilities;

+ the work of ongoing or proposed reviews (e.g., Childhood
benefits; the National academy of science's $1.2 million study of
federal support for rehabilitation science and engineering; the
DPC Federal disability accommodations Working Group, etc).

FYI, Alice Rivlin was the author of a book on the Swedish
economy so may well be intrigued by learning from the experience
of that and other countries to improve our national disability
policies. I'm borrowing the book.

See you and Jeremy at 2pm.

Stan

cc: Jeremy
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Late September You present the idea for a National
Disability Policy Review to a
meeting of the Domestic Policy
Council, perhaps prefaced by an
abridged presentation of material
and questions from the OMB
Entitlements Review prepared this
summer. You ask Secretaries to
designate members of the Review
Team at the Assistant or Deputy
Assistant Secretary level, as well
as staff contacts who will be able
to devote some time to this effort.

Early October . First meeting of the Review Team,
chalred by the two of you, to@clmn(_ge_
dffﬂucture ac\ag nda, process, oot
o

rk planl
e

Late October'/ij/J By the end of the manth, the Re ey
Z) L Team would ‘~ z’? o~

f7 € broad;ggendai
0[ J« Iy nd proposed staff ﬁureﬁ*_____,,/TZ¢*~z

vV
) the Review £e—the—€haiTs. A couple
2 Lo of meetings during October would

e (v 'géJP“(J [ build on the groundwork laid at the
@ — hne / Jc.j S individual agency meetings in
CJ/[0V07 September to reach agreement on
L i.——""""process and structure.
I
Ongoing The Review Team will provide

periodic updates and interim
reports to the DPC and OMB.



EXECUT]I V E OFFICE OF T HE PRESIDENT

13-Sep-1994 12:53pm

TO: Jeremy D. Benami
TO: Stanley S. Herr
FROM: Carol H. Rasco

Economic and Domestic Policy

SUBJECT: Disability review

I have now had the chance to read the memo and feel it is right on
track with what I had in mind.

The only two things that make me wonder about the advisability of
having them in a memo that will form the basis for the initial
outline of an agenda are under : Identifying and Implementing
Change....

3rd bullet point: the first two questions suggest a specific
course of action in a sense and I wonder if just deleting them
(although we will know those are things the group will do) doesn't
achieve the same purpose with the question that is left?

4th bullet point: 1Is the first question perhaps too leading in
its direction? Again, as in the point I make for bullet point 3,
I feel we can't be seen as pointing in a certain direction even
though the direction has merit...I fear it would set off undue
fears, expectations from the beginning. Can we reword that
question to make it more general for this first cut?

Thanks.



EXECUTTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

13-Sep-1994 02:31pm

TO: Jeremy D. Benami
TO: Lisa B. Fairhall
TO: Richard E. Green
FROM: Stanley S. Herr

Domestic Policy Council

SUBJECT: Disability Review edits/Lux meeting appointment

‘Carol's concerns seem well-taken to me. Also I'm a bit dubious that standard
definitions of disability are possible given the many statutory contexts and
purposes in which the term disability appears.

to the editing, Jeremy and I think that to reflect
Carol's input strike the first two sentences in the third bullet,
and revise the 4th bullet along the following more general lines:
"-- Are there new strategies to promote independence and self-sufficiency fo:
persons with disabilities?"

Does this do it?

Mike Lux, and perhaps Debbie Fine, in Public Liason is willing to meet with us
on Monday, Sept 19th. I'm trying to pin it down to 1 or 1:30 in his room OEOB
116. Hope those times will work for all.
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@& MEMORANDUM FO ALICE RIVLIN ANT} CAROL RASCO

"mom " Lisa Fairhall and Richard Green
. ’ Jaramy Ban-Aml and Stan Herr

' SUBJECT  Draft Proposal for DPC/OMB Disability Task Force

E.aekgm.md ' Q;Anﬁf"‘o""( /wazworéa/cﬁod 7%?,) | —~——
You have s : igh a joint DPC/OMB task force to examine issues @ ngasL e —v‘%
surroundmg Feders or individuals with disabilities. Lot G~

r“%//'/‘/fﬂ/ v, “MW'UL CoovedborAing = ristds of /

Below, we propose: a task force agenda, a time frame for task force activities, and

k -
zasevforce and ’gupport J_)ean} cor?,g%xsc‘)r‘r”":l"ke [ tn‘- of .5 ves {l-’iaw Pzg, 129.:.!‘ o

i‘aha\cd- g W ei"l lﬁc)" € ?”5;‘?
Ay ,. o rhevlale s rofine NoBetee

are
The Task Force should be guided by the President’s cre
and empowerment for persons with disabilities. The Task Force
the extent possible, the following questions, in order to

disability policy:

of inclusion, independence, | ,gguq( Ugjve
ould therefore answer, to
e Admrmstranon s overall

n C.f? 04 Arigb, w ¢ .
: w L A s f, : /L %M’%é
's o .nhfl]!ﬂi!i' a people with disabilities, and how can
- Is a realny? What is the rationale for assuming each specific
Fedoral responmbrlrty (e.g., insurance, indemnity, need)? Do the scope and nature o

the responslblllues differ based on age (children vs. adults) or severity of disability?

What are the policies and realities in other countnes (e.g., Sweden, Canada, Germany)
that may offer insight and direction to our

41 » [Federal Dlsabrlrty Programs:

-- . How are we meeting current responsibilitie What is currenf array of programs?
‘What services/benefits are they providing?/How delivered? To whom? What are the

gaps and overlaps? How are the Federal prosramslsemceﬁnteg{e wnh State and

local government programs hat oct\(, Uy /’h"H?;
/)r‘%d\m—é gnl:r 3, Low Can Gpe S Lif@m;..a 0(/

- Wﬁat do we lmow about the effect of each program and policy on recipients? What

data are we currently collecting in each aroa? What do we need to answer the impact
questions better?

Identrfying and lmplemenung Cllange.

- What changes are needed to program purposes, and to program structure to better meet
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- : current Federal responsibilities? Are ‘we currently targeting thindividuals?
\ ~ Are we providing the most effective array of services and benefits Tor the costs

incurred by each level of government, the individual, and the private sector?

- -~ - For those responsibilities identified but not addressed, what should be done, and by
whom? : ' ' :

why' // - How should we revise statutes and regulations to align dofinitions of disability across
programs? What specific impact would such revisions have on eligibility and
services? How can we make sense of eligibility criteria for various programs, to
minimize overlap and duplication of services and benefits, and ease administration and

. assessment of ram performance gnd move each program's focus towards
ﬂ@%“lt( ~participant outcomes?"

( parorttetia o .
-~ Should we develop a legislative strategy to integrate cash benefit programs with
M‘\/ service programs to promote beneficiary independence and self-sufficiency and reduce

. the need for benefits? \ Db o yrs
RS e RIS P St praseee b o

Federal Government as a Model:

-~ How well does the Federal Govemnment serve as a model, in both employment pa(tu'e&/VV/L
ractices and customer service? H-not-welt: fow can this be improved™ €

-~ : eehit df"c)oi:t appliombs, v‘T‘iLg(wa/ Cud I'prwv.L,p M%W

e : ClUJ'tcu;(' h{";&jﬁpcrwyb)l c & "M Utv(‘ntyf) o/ : . '

Program areas to be revibwe \L‘(’:‘fxfﬂn’aﬁe (but would not be limited to): R

services to infants and toddlers -

education programs ' : .

cash benefit programs (insurance, subsistence, and retirement)

medical and other health programs :

social services and family supports _ .

school-to-work transitional services, rehabilitation services and training, employment

services .

transportation services

"housing

advocacy services, information and referr

personal assistance '

civil rights enforcement - T

services for older persons '

technology-related assistance

prevention programs

>
T
© 00000

0O 00 000COO

The work product should take thé form of a report outlining the Task Force's answers
to these questions, and recommendations for further action, including actions the
Administration can take administratively to alter the way Federal programs are implemented

J ‘through either changes to regulation or funding prioritie .4 adni ges fo the
e Federal Government's own internal activities (e-g., employment and customer service

~a~ TAAT AL AT LA “ - (R ~A «TT



ractices), or legislative proposals, :
pract ‘) 8 prop 0 (me of

. We recommend that the Task Force be cons tuted, the suppon team named, and the
agenda (see above) be agreed on by r. It should complete its activities
and submit its report to the President by June 1996, That ive the Administration
sufficient time to incorporate recommendations into the et. (We originally
considered a shorter time frame, with the Task Force reporting by June 1995. However, in / h7€;f =
order to ensure a comprehensive and thoughtful deliberative process, and ample time to l
analyze and synthesize the findings of the Task Force and support group and develop
- rocommendations, we have opted for a longer period.) The Task Force itself would meet at
least once every three months during this time.

Task Force Composition

We recommend the following structure for the task force:

- The Task Force would be jointly directed by the White House and OMB, but would
rely heavxly on agency participation.-

headed by the two of you, as "co- chairs "
Q\fe C’/UL" e
D,)OPM,

of tho key agencies (which would mclude DoD VA, HHS, SSAE}II
DOL) would be invited to participate at the pollcy €vel through the Setrafaries or

\9 their designees, presumably Assistant Secretaries responsible for key program and
v  policy areas.

The Task

&\,i},ﬁ‘o‘ﬁlc recommend the following structure for the support team:

,qob,w == Des:ghate “co-team leaders” fro@PC and OMB staff -- these are the people
35y who would be responSIBIe for making the task farce happen. The Co-team leaders
¢ &% would be responsible for organizing Task Force Meetings and for dlrectmg the work
¢t — -

~

of the M wa

-~ Designate as additional support team members OPD/DPC and OMB staff who are
currently involved in the disability area. For OMB, PADs would designate the
examiners responsible for accounts funding key disability programs to be members of -
the support team. The Administrator of OIRA should also designate one or more staff

to join the team. S

-- The aéenciesfv&nld be asked to designate staff to participate as members of: the
support team. We would expect each policy official to deSIgnate two or three people
from their areas to be members of the team.

=~ Even though this could result in a fairly large number of staff, we envision the support -
team dividing into small subgoups, each tasked with researching specific areas along
the lines of the proposed agenda.




Task force advisors

ke

Draw on the expertise of the three Presidential advisory coun s, the President's
Committee on Employment of People with Disabilities, the Nattpnal Council on
Disability, and the Presidont's Committee on Mental Retardation/ These councils

- could also provide the forum (formally or mformally) to tap disability community

sentiménts.

Invite the Architectural and Transportation Barriers Compliance Board, the Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission, and the Federal Communications Commlsston

to participate as appropriate,
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We believe thisfreview will be an important undertaking,
M ley
f?‘f‘14 subject to a great deal of interest and comment from people both
in and out of the administration. To get the review Qgét n tﬁgj_
2r~4 right foot, we propose spending time in September and/ Gﬂ?” Lin
p [} (]

- laying the groundwork internally
abrve and externally through a series of meetings outlined below

L@_Oou /% Eeweu 754»\,_
baging iy

is
5‘//“ outreach and initial leg-work wil uy us a=great—deal-—of goo "o";PNue,.
V) f‘ will by informing and involving p€ople as early as possible on Fde*ﬂm
*0n FIr~— the front end and developing ways of communicating and providing a
. input.

Pending your review and approval after Labor Day, we would
propose the following steps and schedule:

Early-mid September Preliminary meetings with
administration officials at key
agencies to explore the idea of a
Review, brainstorm about its
structure, work plan, and agenda

)

Meet with the three existing
federal advisory groups whose
mandate is to provide advice to the
President in this area: the
President's Committee on Employment
of People with Disabilities, the
National Council on Disability, and
the President's Committee on Mental

Retardation.
Mid September With help from the Office of Public
Liaisorand Legislative Affairs, rlaaheynnckk

meet with key advocates and Hill
staff to give them advance notice
and discuss avenues for their input
and consultation throughout the
Review.
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