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PARTNERSHIPS FOR STRONGER FAMILIES 

The goal of Partnerships for Stronger Families is to make the federal govemment a more 
responsive and supportive partner in efforts to implement comprehensive community-based 
initiatives to serve children and families. Many promising domestic initiatives of the Qinton 
administration have been designed to support community-developed strategics including the 
Empowerment Zone/Enterprise Commumty Program and the National Performiincc Review's 
State and Local partnerships. This effort will take lessons learned from those models and 
others across the country and pursue systemic change to make federal practices; more 
supportive of community efforts. 

Partnerships is an interagency effort, coordinated by several White House offices including 
the Domestic Policy Council, the National Performance Review, the Communiiy 
Empowerment Board, and the Office of Management and Budget. Federal agency staff have 
formed five action teams to pursue a concrete agenda for administrative action in 1996. The 
teams and their initial mandates arc: 

1. BuCding Capacity: Technical Assistance Mission: to inventory federal technical 
assistance to communities in children and family services and to consider ways to improve 
mteragency coordination and make TA more responsive to customer needs. 

2. AccountabiUty: National Indicators Mission: to develop options for a system of 
national indicators of family and child well-bemg, possibly modelled on the Index of Leading 
Economic Indicators. 

3. Financing: Flexibility Mission: to explore federal funding and regulation of efforts to 
integrate services to children and famiUes, to recommend improvements, and to explain to 
communities how to maximize federal funding and flexibility. 

4. Information Dissemination Mission: to inventory federal clearinghouses, iveb sites and 
800 numbers providing information to communities on programs for children ajid families and 
to recommend ways to integrate these resources into an easy-to-use reference system ~ on 
the World Wide Web and through non-electronic means. 

5. Single Point of Contact Mission: to examine how a single federal point of contact for 
states and communities might be implemented, using the HUD/ Connecticut MOU as a model 
and leammg opportunity. 

The teams are currently holding their initial meetings and have been asked to submit work 
plans by the end of May indicating reasonable goals for action in 1996. Participating 
agencies include Health and Human Services, Housing and Urban Development, AgrTculhire, 
Labor, Education and Justice. Each agency is participating on all five teams, l̂ eam chairs ' 
are Assistant Secretaries or other high-level agency officials. The initiative is l)eing managed 
by a Steermg Committee consisting of the Team Chairs and representatives of the various 
White House offices. 
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U. S. Departmem of Housing and Urban Development 
Washington. D. C. 20410-6000 

September 23, 1996 

ASSISTAMT SECRETARY FOR 
POLICY DEVELOPMENTT AND RESEARCH 

MEMORANDUM TO: Action Team Members 

FROM: Michael A. Stegman 

SUBJECT: Action Team Meeting 

I am calling a meeting of the members of the Promoting 
Intergovernmental Partnerships Action Team for Thursday, 
September 26 from 9:30 a.m. to 11:00 a.m. in Room 8202 in the HUD 
building. 

The purpose of the meeting i s to discuss the attached draft 
paper which contains preliminary recommendations of our Action 
Team. Please be advised that the paper i s undergoing minor 
revisions. We hope to have the new version to you in advance of 
the meeting. 

I hope to see you on Thursday. This meeting, and our review 
of the draft paper, w i l l be an important part of the preparations 
for the Domestic Policy Council meeting on September 30. 

Attachment 
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DRAFT #1 ~ September 10, 1996 

PROMOTING INTERGOVERNMENTAL PARTNERSHIPS 
PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FEDERAL ACTION 

BACKGROUND 

During the past two months, the Partnerships fcr Stronger Families' workgroup on Promoting 
Intergovemmental Partnerships has analyzed eight intergovemmental partnerships between the 
Clinton Administranon and various states and localities. These partnerships have varied 
histories and goals but teach us very similar lessons about what it takes to make partnerships 
work. The eight considered were: 

1. The Community Empowerment Board and its work with the Empowerment Zones 
and Enterprise Communiries (EZ/EC) program. 
2. The Oregon Option 
3. Our MOU with Connecticut for its Neighborhood Revitalization Zones (NRZs) 
program 
4. SchooI-to-Work 
5. Performance Partnership Grants 
6. The Pacific Northwest Initiative 
7. Project PACT 
8. Federal Executive Boards (FEBs) 

The following analysis is preliminary, and the progress of these parmerships will doubdess 
teach us more over time about how different levels of govemment can work together. 
However, our analysis yielded some useful lessons and recommendations that we hope will 
guide us as we look to to expand and improve our efforts. 

LESSONS LEARNED AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CHANGE 

I . Federal management of interagency partnership initiatives requires an interagency 
oversight structure, with high-level oversight and centralized management 

The Oregon Option's success on the federal level stems from the long- term commitment of 
individuals in agencies who are empowered to make change. The Community Empowerment 
Board's effectiveness is increased immeasurably by the Vice President's involvement, which 
reinforces the importance of all member agencies' ongoing commitments to the EZ/EC 
program. The Pacific Northwest Initiative got its initial energy from the President and Vice 
President's visit to the region. Where parmerships have been managed by one lead agency, 
such as DOJ's management of Project PACT, it is difficult to sustain commitment and 
participation of other agencies. 
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Recommendatioa: The federal management of these partnership initiatives should be \ J 
the responsibility of a White House-based interagency structure, such as the CEB or 
DPC. 

2. Partnership efforts require adequate administrative support 

Resources to support the implementation of the partnership are essential. Existing federal 
efforts have been maintained without special funding allocations for administrative costs; staff 
salaries and overhead have been financed by agencies. These resource limitations have 
constrained the ability of existing interagency boards, like the CEB, to fulfill their stated 
mission. It is apparent that intergovernmental partnerships could do so much more to realize 
their potenrial if they were independently financed. Policy makers often view the staffing and ^ 
fimding of an initiative as a detail to be worked out later, but promising ideas can fail if those ^ 
carrying them out are forced to beg and plead for resources and support. 

Recommendation: The interagency management of intergovemmental partnerships / 
requires its own budget, staff, and administrative support in order to properly respond 
to communities'needs. 

3. Promises of flexibility should not exceed what is legally possible 

Current parmerships have found it very difficult to fulfill their commitment to local flexibility 
and barrier removal because of the shortage of statutory waiver authority, stringent audit 
requirements, and lack of support in agencies. In addition, community parmers often lack 
sophistication about existing federal or state waiver authority and about real or perceived 
barriers, further slowing the process as their requests are clarified. Barrier removal efforts 
have been most successful in initiatives like the Oregon Option, where (1) the state and local 
parmers had a clear idea of what they needed, (2) involved federal agencies had adopted a 
"get-to-yes" attitude, arid (3) the scope of barrier removal requests was limited enough to be 
manageable. Barrier removal efforts have suffered when, like in the EZ/EC process, there 
was a lack of specificity given to communities at the front end. 

Recommendations: 

o The Administration should continue to support legislative expansion of waiver 
authority and local flexibility. 

o Commtmities, states and local govemments need clearer information about the 
flexibility^apd walv/̂ r opportunities that do exist. ~" 

o Hi{>h level reinforcement t̂ g nn̂ d tn adopt friendlier policies towards local 
flexibility and innovation is required to 

o Promises of flexibility should not exceed capacity to grant it. 

4. The cross-agency **single point of contact" is an exciting concept but difficuU to 
implement 

The federal initiatives examined have provided a variety of ways to facilitate contact for 
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partners with the federal govemment. While the notion of a community having a single point 
of contact with the federal govemment is attractive, it is unclear how a single staff person can 
be expected to have the authority and breadth of knowledge to serve as an all-purpose federal 
representative, truly responsive to commimity needs. In addition, we have not brought 
communities into the policy development process to explore what kind of liaison would work 
best for them. Some of our efforts, like EZ/EC, have tried several different liaison models, 
causing frustration on the part of some local leaders. 

Recommendation: The federal interagency management structure, with input from 
state and local partners, should develop a on-site "commimity ombudsman" structure to 
provide partner communities with a one-stop resource for federaTassistance (this could t^' [/ 
be an jndividual or anjnteragency board). This "single point of contact" staff person ^ ^ 
should not be affiliatedwidi one agency, but would represent the interagency manager 
of the partnership. 

5. Regional offices have a logical role in implementing partnerships, but the lack of a 
consistent government-wide policy on regions makes it difficult 

Twenty years of government centralization have resulted in regional ofTices with few staff 
resources and little program authority. Downsizing during the past four years has continued 
this trend. Some agencies have discussed abandoning a regional structure, and others have 
considered (and implemented) radical realignments of their regional and field offices. We 
tend to forget these inconsistencies when we tum to regional offices to making 
intergovemmental partnerships work. When region-based interagency parmerships are 
successful, it is because of the energy and dedication of the regional staff who run diem, and 
(most importantly) because their bosses in Washington actively support the effort and have 
agreed to devolve some decision-making authority to the regions. The more successful FEB 
efforts are a good example of this. Even when regional involvement works, many regional 
offices often lack the program authority to solve the bulk of community issues, and localities 
must once again tum to Washington for help. 

Recommendation: Parmerships must be entered into with a clear sense of the federal 
regional role; regions should be involved whenever possible, and can serve as the lead 
federal representative if programmarically practical. If regions have leadership in 
agency parmerships, they must be given the resources — and the active support -- of 
Washington. 

6. Most federal intergovernmental partnership efforts lack an institutionalized way to 
track results or evaluate success 

In absence of internal rnechanisms. some of the models studied have used their federal 
interagency frameworks as an ad hoc "enforcer." The CEB is one example of this. The 
system is not ideal, and with the advent of performance-based budgeting as required by the 
Govemment Performance and Results Act, all agencies will have to find a bener, more 
formalized way to quantify their contributions to these intergovemmental partnerships. 
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Recommendation: Tracking and accountability mechanisms must be in place at the 
beginning of any intergovemmental partnership. 

7. Successful partnerships need unified, broadly representative local governance and 
cooperative states. 

Local efforts are most effective when there is a strong, single governmental body which 
represents all the local interests involved in the partnership. Project PACT'S varying 
experiences across different sites is a testament to this, as is the EZ/EC governance board 
model. Where local leaders are bought in and unified, successful partnerships result. 
Similarly, state buy-in is a cmcial component of any intergovemmental partnership, regardless 
of whether the state is a primary partner or not. So many programmatic and flexibility 
decisions rest with states; they must be informed and willing participants in any partnership 
effort. ^ 

Recommendation: Parmerships should only be entered into if the state and local 
partners have a clear sense of the goals they want to achieve and have an 
infrastructure in place to implement these goals. Federal partners can assist 
communities interested in entering into partnerships by developing clear guidelines and 
"best practice" suggestions about how to build community capacity and a self-
sustaining governance stmcture to manage an intergovemmental partnership. 

NEXT STEPS 

These lessons teach us that, if the federal government is to continue to offer partnerships to 
states and localities, we must (1) give communities a clear set of criteria needed from them 
on the front end before entering the partnership, and (2) get our own (federal) house in order 
so that we may fulfill our promise of a more responsive and "reinvented" federal-local 
parmership. 

Assuming consensus on the lessons learned and recommendations of this preliminary 
document, we intend to gather key decisionmakers from the White House and from agencies 
to put together a proposal for making these suggestions a reality. 

> 
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U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
Washington, D. 0. 20410-6000 

October 15, 1996 

ASJllSrAriT SECRFTARY FOR 
POUCY DEVELX)PMENT AND RESEARCH 

MEMORANDUM FOR: Action Team Members 

FROM: Michael A. Stegman] 

SUBJECT: Revised Paper 

At our meeting on September 26, we had a very good 
discussion of the draft paper on Promoting intergovernmental 
Partnerships. Thank you for your participation. Based on the 
discussion, the paper has been revised, and I am forwarding i t 
for your further review. Please provide any comments to me or 
Jeremy Ben-Ami. 

The meeting of the Domestic Policy Council scheduled on 
Septeinber 30 to review our paper and those of the other Action 
Teams was postponed to mid-November. I w i l l keep you informed on 
these and other matters pertinent to our Action Team. 

Attachment 
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REVISED: October 7, 1996 

PROMOTING INTERGOVERNMENTAL PARTNERSHIPS 
IMPLICATIONS FOR FEDERAL ACTION 

RACKGROUND 

Dunnes the past two months, the Partnerships for Stronger Families' action team on 
Promoting Imergovemmenul Partnerships has analyzed eight intergovmimental partnerships 
between 5ie CUnton Administration and various states and localities. These partnerships 
have varied histories apd goals but teach us very similar lessons about what it takes to make 
partnerships work. The eight considered were: . ̂  ^ r: ^^«r 

1. The Community Empowerment Board and its work with the Empowerment 
Zones and Enterprise Communities (EZ/EC) program 

2. The Oregon Option . /vm-y x 
3. Our MOU with Connecticut for its Neighborhood Revitalization Zones (NR/is) 
4. School-to-Work 
5. Performance Partnership programs 
6. The Pacific Northwest Initiative 
7. Project PACT 
8. Federal Executive Boards (FEB.s) 

The following analysis is preliminary, and the progress of these partnerships will doubtless 
teach us more over time about how different levels of government can work together. 
However, our analysis yielded some useful lessons and implications for change to guide us as 
we look to expand and improve our efforts. 

T.FASONS LEARNFn AND IMPLICATIONS FOR CHANGE 

1. Federal management of interagency partnership initiatives requires high-level 
ongoins involvement with centralized oversight and support. 

The Oregon Option's success on the federal level stems from the long-term commitment of 
individuals in agencies who are empowered to make change. The Community Empowertnent 
Board's effectiveness is increased immeasurably by the Vice President's involvement, which 
reinforces the importJince of all member agencies' ongoing commitments to the EZ/EC 
program. The Pacific Northwest Initiative got its initial energy from the President and Vice 
President's visit to the region. Where partnerships have been managed by one lead agency, 
such as DOJ's management of Project PACT, it is difficult to sustain commitmeni and 
participation from other agencies. 

Implications for change: The federal management of these partnership initiatives should 
provide leadership and top-level involvement through a White House-based interagency 
Structure. 
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2. Partnership effort.s require adequate administrative support. 

Resources are essential to the implementation of partnerships. Existing federal efforts have 
been maintained without special funding allocations for administrative costs. In some cases, 
staff salaries and overhead have been financed by agencies. "Hiese resource hmitations have 
constrained the activities of existing interagency boards. It is apparent that intergovemmental 
partnerships could do so much more to realize their potential and carry out the 
Administration's vision of a reinvented federal-local relationship if they were more 
thoroughly financed and supported. Policy makers often view the staffmg and funding of an 
initiative as a detail to be worked out later, but promising ideas can falter if those canning 
them out lack resources and support to fulfill their mission. 

Implications for change: To be effective, the management of intergovernmental 
partnerships requires budget, staff, and administrative resources sufficient to support 
communities' efforts and provide ongoing development of local capacity 

3. Promises of flexibility should not exceed what is iegaUy possible-
Current partnerships have found it very difficult to fulfill their commitment to local 
flexibility and barrier removal because of the shortage of statutory waiver aulhorily, stringent 
audit requirements, and lack of support for change within agencies. In addition, commumty 
partners often lack sophistication about existing federal or state waiver authority and about 
real or perceived barriers, further slowing the process as their requests are clarified. Barrier 
removal efforts have been most successful in initiatives like the Oregon Option, where 

. the state and local partners had a clear idea of what they needed 

. involved federal agencies had adopted a "get-to-yes" attitude, and 

. the scope of-barrier removal requests was limited enough to be manageable. 
Barrier removal efforts have suffered when, as in the EZ/EC process, there was a lack of 
specificity given tt) communities at the front end. 

Implications for change: The federal govemment's promises of flexibility should not 
exceed its capacity to grant it. The administration should continue to support legislative 
expansion of waiver authority and local flexibihty, and to provide communities as weU as 
state and local governments with clearer information about the fiexibility and waiver 
opportunities that do exist. At the same time, there is a need to change the culture within 
agencies to adopt friendlier policies towards local flexibility and innovation. High level 
support is essential tOi initiate and sustain this culture change, especially in its eariiest stages-
High level oversight is also essential if we are to leam from these partnerships and translate 
the learning into policy. 
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4. The assignment of staff from one agency as a "single point of contact" for tbe federal 
oovemment is an exciting concept but is difficult to implement. 

The federal mitiatives examined have provided a variety of ways to faciliUte contact for 
partners with the federal government. While the notion of a community having a single 
point of contact with the federal government is attractive, it is difficult for a staff person 
from a single agency to be expected to have the authority and breadth of knowledge to serve 
as an all-purpose federal representative, truly responsive to community needs. In addition, 
we have not broughi communities into the poUcy development process to explore what kind 
of liaison would work best for them. Some of our efforts, like EZ/EC, have attempted to 
implement several different liaison models, causing fmstration on the part of local leaders. 

Successful partnerships require that communities and states have access to federal agencies 
with a commitment to resolve problems, eliminate barriers, and develop mutually acceptable 
solutions. Tbis role "pn the ground" in partner communities and states requires an 
empowered advocate with knowledge of federal agencies and departments and clear lines of 
communication with decisionmakers. 

Most federal regional offices have few suff resources and little program authority. Wc tend 
to forget these limitaUpns and the inconsistent roles of regional offices across federal 
departments when we tum to regional offices to make intergovernmental partnerships work. 
When region-based interagency parmerships are successful, it is because of the energy and 
dedication of the regional suff who nin them, and (rwoai imporuntly) because their bosses in 
Washington actively support the effort and have agreed to devolve some decision-making 
authority to the regions. The more successful FEB efforts are a good example of this. Even 
when regional involvement works, regional offices often lack the program authority to solve 
the bulk of community; issues, and localities must once again turn to Washington for help. 

Implications for chaise: The federal interagency nrianagement structure, with input from 
state and local partners, should work with its state and local partners at the outset of each 
new intergovernmental partnership to decide how best to provide partner communities with a 
one-stop resource for jpederal assisunce. If the model chosen is a "single point of contact" 
suff person, lhey shoiild not be affiliated with one agency, but represent the interagency 
manager of the partnership. Whether represented by an interagency board or an individual, 
whether on-site or not, this "community advocate" would work with suies and communities 
to develop partnership̂  around specific needs defined by the partners. When necessary, the 
"community advocate"' plugs commimity leaders into the right agency program conucts. 
Information about the experiences of the communities, and their needs from the federal 
government, should be used to inform systemic change at the federal level. 

Partnerships must be entered into with a clear .sense of the federal regional role; regional 
staff should be involved whenever possible, and can serve as the lead federal represenutivc if 
progT̂ mmatically practical. If regions have leadership in agency partnerships, they must be 
given the resources - and active support - from Washington. 
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5. Most federal intergovernmental partnership efforts lack an institutionalized way to 
track results or evaluate success. 

m absence of intemal mechanisms, some of the models studied have used their federal ̂  
interagency frameworks as an ad hoc "enforcer." The CEB is one example of this. The 
system is not ideal, and with the advent of performance-based budgeting as required by die 
Government Performance and Results Act, all agencies wiU have to find a better, more 
formalized way to quantify their contributions to these intergovernmental partnerships. A 
centralized partnership structure can help provide peer-to-peer support and an exchange of 
ideas for successful implemenution. 

Implications for change: Tracking and accounubility mechanisms must be in place at the 
beginning of any inte^ovemmental partnership and must be owned and supported at all 
levels. 

6. Successful partnerships need unified, broadly representative local governance and 
cooperative state governments. 

Local efforts are most effective when there is a strong, single governmental body which 
represents all the local interests involved in the partnership. Project PACT'S varying 
experiences across multiple sites testify to this need, as does the EZ/EC governance board 
model. When local leaders are invested and unified, successful partnerships are the result. 
Similarly, sute buy-in is crucial to any intergovemmental partnership, regardless of whether 
or not the .state is a primary partner. Because many programmatic and flexibility decisions 
rest with sutes, *cy must be informed and willing participants in any partnership effort. 

Implications for change: Partiierships should only be entered into if sute and local partners 
have a clear sense of the goals they want to achieve and have an infrastructure in place to 
implement these goals. Federal partners can assist communities interested in entering into 
partnerships by developing clear guidelines and "best practice" suggestions about how to 
build community capaJcity and a self-susuining governance structure to manage an 
intergovernmenUl partnership. 

t 

NEXT STEPS 

If the federal governrhent is to continue to offer partnerships to sutes and localities, we 
must: 

(1) give communities a clear set of criteria needed from them before entering into the 
partnership, and 

(2) get our own (federal) house in order so that we may fulfill our promise of more 
responsive and "reinvented" federal-local partnership. 
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If there is consensus on the lessons leamed and recommendations of this preliminary 
dUumen ^dTf there is agreement that action on this i.ssue should be a continued pnonty of 
f r A T m L ™ we in^nd co gather key decisionmakers from the White House and from 
agencies to develop options for making these suggestions a reality. 
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July 8, 1996 

Ipartnerehips f o r Stronger Families 
Action Team: Promoting Intergovernmental Partnersliipe 

Work Plan 

TOPIC I : Connecticut Memorandum of Understanding (CT/MOU) ais a 
Laboratory 

Goalst 

Use the resources of the Action Team to help tnake 
the CT/MOU a success. S p e c i f i c a l l y , to bring the 
resources of agencies other than HUD and EPA to 
support the e f f o r t of the Connecticut Neighborhood 
Revita l i z a t i o n Zones (NRZ's) 

Assess the strengths, weaknesses, and lessons to 
be learned from the CT/MOU 

Work Plan: 

-o- DPC to issue memorandum to heads of relevant 
Federal agencies supportiung CT/MOU and 
designating i t as a laboratory f o r Partnership. 
Target date: July 9. 

DPC to lead a f i e l d v i s i t to Connecticut of 
relevant Federal agency representives to explain 
the purpose of the CT/MOU and to discuss agency 
cioordinating procedures and issues. Target date: 
Mid-August. 

Use Action Team as a forura for discussion and : 
resolution of issues a r i s i n g from implementation 
of CT/MOU. Target date: ongoing. 

o Prepare report on CT/MOU lessons 
September 20. 

Target date, 
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TOPIC l i t Framework f o r Intergovernmental Partnership 
Agreements fo r Federal Programs fo r Children 
and Families 

Goals: 

o Assess models f o r best practices: 

* CT/MOU 
* Oregon Option 
* Community Empowerment Boards 
* Federal Executive Boards 
* Performance Partnerships 
* Northwest I n i t i a t i v e 
* Other 

Develop a model partnership framework for children 
and family programs 

Work Plan; 

o Assign papers on strengths and weaknesses of each 
of the i d e n t i f i e d models. Target date for 
completion: July 31. 

o Prepare "maps" of Federal f i e l d contacts for 
children and family programs i n selected 
l o c a l i t i e s . Target date: July 19. 

o Create a sub-group on model partnership framework 

* Define subject matter focus 
* I d e n t i f y Federal participants and clients , 
* Develop model f o r Federal agency p a r t i c i p a t i o n 

and coordination and prepare information package 
for October Conference. Target date: 
September 6. 

o Discuss proposed framework wi.th representative^ of 
States or l o c a l i t i e s to gain feedback. Target; 
date: September 20. 
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Meeting Summary 

Chaired by HUD As s i s t a n t Secretary Michael A. Stegman, the 
f i r s t meeting of the Single Point of Contact (SPOC) A c t i o n 
Team, a sub-group of the Partnership f o r Stronger F a m i l i e s , 
was h e l d on May 22, 1996 at the HUD b u i l d i n g . An attendance 
l i s t i s attached. 

Stegman welcomed the group and s t a t e d t h a t the o b j e c t i v e s of 
the A c t i o n Team are t o make the sure the Connecticut MOU 
CT/MOU i s working as w e l l as po s s i b l e , and t o draw on the 
CT/MOU experience t o t a i l o r a model MOU embodying the SPOC 
concept t o the subject matter of the Partnership, namely 
c h i l d r e n and f a m i l y assistance programs. Perhaps a State can 
be i d e n t i f i e d t o put such a model MOU i n t o p r a c t i c e . 

Jeremy Ben-Ami, DPC, addressed the r o l e of t h i s A c t i o n Team 
i n r e l a t i o n t o the Partnership. He urged the group t o focus 
on both short term and long term o b j e c t i v e s w i t h respect t o 
fo r m u l a t i n g c o o r d i n a t i n g mechanisms f o r the Federal agencies 
and improving customer service t o c l i e n t s . 

Ray Jordan, HUD Connecticut Coordinator, b r i e f e d the group 
on the CT/MOU, i t s focus on neighborhood r e v i t a l i z a t i o n 
zones (NRZ) i t s current s t a t u s . He desribed some of the 
issues which have arisen such as the State coming between 
H,UDand the mayors, and the lack of n o t i c e about the CT/MOU 
t o o t h e r r e l e v a n t Federal agencies s e r v i n g Connecticut. 

Preston Lee, HUD, f u r t h e r discussed the CT/MOU from the 
viewpoint of HUD Headquarters, and elaborated on the issues 
r a i s e d by Jordan. 

Jud i Gold, NPR,stressed the importance of the CT/MOU and 
urged ever^-one t o remain very p o s i t i v e about i t s p o t e n t i a l . 

V i c t o r Vazquez, USDA, asked whether the Federal agencies, 
knowing the l o c a l plans, could i n i t i a t e a c t i o n s , such as 
waivers, without w a i t i n g f o r requests from the State. 
Jordan pointed out t h a t by Connecticut s t a t u t e the_NRZ 
program requires l o c a l governments t o come through the State 
f i r s t . ' " . 

Stegman observed t h a t any e f f o r t which promises measurable 
r e s u l t s w i l l take time t o get s t a r t e d , so we should be 
p a t i e n t w i t h the CT/MOU process. 

Susan Valaskovic, NPR, spoke about the possible r o l e of 
Federal Executive Boards f FEBs) as a coord'inating meclianism 
i n the context of the Action Team o b j e c t i v e s . Paula 
Bridgham, OPM, explained the cur r e n t FEB s t r u c t u r e and t h e i r 
t y p i c a l modus operandi. 
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Dave Garrison, HHS, mentioned the Oregon Option as a 
p o s s i b l e model. He st a t e d h i s opinion t h a t both the FEB and 
the CT/MOU models are somewhat l i m i t e d f o r the purposes o f 
the A c t i o n Team. 

Margaret Pugh, O f f i c e of the Vice President, metioned the 
l o c a l Community Empowerment Boards, created t o help 
implement the Empowerment Zone/Enterprise Community program, 
as an a d d i t i o n a l model t o consider. 

Barbara Dyer, a t l a r g e , f u r t h e r discussed the Oregon Option 
and p o i n t e d out some di f f e r e n c e s from the MOU model, f o r 
i n s t a n c e , t h a t the Oregon approach involves no Federal SPOC. 

Gold emphasized t h a t the SPOC i n any model should be seen as 
a convener and expediter, not a problem s o l v e r . She also 
s t a t e d t h a t t o be e f f e c t i v e , the Federal agency of the SPOC 
should not be too prominent, otherwise there w i l l be 
je a l o u s i e s and t u r f c o n f l i c t s w i t h other agencies. 

Stegman brought the a t t e n t i o n o f the group back t o the need 
t o develop a work plan, and suggested the idea of f i n d i n g a 
State which would be w i l l i n g t o develop an o p e r a t i o n a l MOU 
geared t o c h i l d r e n and f a m i l y assistance. Most others 
present thought t h a t i t would be b e t t e r t o focus on 
developing a model MOU t h a t would ha^e broader 
a p p l i c a b i l i t y . 

Possible work plan a c t i v i t i e s mentioned f o r the A c t i o n Team 
were: 1) develop a model SPOC p o s i t i o n d e s c r i p t i o n ; 2) 
develop a compendium of SPOC/MOU best p r a c t i c e s ; 3) organize 
a v i s i t of the DPC t o Connecticut t o meet w i t h a l l r e l e v a n t 
Federal agencies t o underscore the importance of the CT/MOU; 
4) develop a model Federal agency c o o r d i n a t i o n agreement; 
and 5) develop a model SPOC/MOU f o r Federal c h i l d r e n and 
f a m i l y assistance a c t i v i t i e s . At the meeting's end t h e r e 
no was c l e a r consensus on choices among these o p t i o n s . 

Stegman noted t h a t he would be out of the country f o r the 
next t h r e e weeks, but t h a t Larry Thompson, h i s General 
Deputy, would be responsible f o r working w i t h the A c t i o n 
Team d u r i n g h i s absence. 
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PARTNERSHIPS FOR STRONGER FAMILES 

S i n g l e Point of Contact 

NAME AGENCY 

Aaron, James 
Ben-Ami, Jeremy 
Bridghani, Paula 
Brostrom, Molly 
C a s h i n , S h e r y l 
Deiraeke, L i n d a f o r ̂ nn 
Donahue, Agnes 
Donovan, Ann ^ 

Duran, Angela 
Dyer, Barbara 
FaBcione, D a n i e l HHS -
G a r c i a , Fred DOJ -
G a r r i s o n , David HHS -
G l a s e r , Howard HUD -
Godwin, B e v e r l y NPR 
Gold, J u d i NPR 
J e f f e r s , Helaine HHS — 
J e h l , Jeanne DOEd--
Jordan, Ray HUD --
Lambert, G i l d a HHS --
Lee, P r eston HUD --
Leonard, Paul HUD --
Meredith, K a t h e r i n e 
Pugh, Margaret OVP --
Redburn, Steve OMB 
Robinson, Reggie DOJ — 
Smith, Henry DOEd--
S t e f f y , Marion HHS --
"Stegman, Michael HUD --
Thomas, Denise USDA— 
Thompson, Lawrence HUD --
V a l a s k o v i c , Susan NPR 
Vasquez, V i c t o r USDA 

* = Team C h a i r 

DOL — Employment & T r a i n i n g Programs 
Community Empowerment Board 
OPM C o o r d i n a t e s / F e d e r a l E x e c u t i v e Board 
Domestic P o l i c y C o u n c i l 
Community Empowerment Board 

Donovan 
HHS -- O f f i c e of Intergovernmental 
ARF -- O f f i c e of C h i l d Support 

Enforcement 
HHS -- ASPE 

- ACF/Region I I I ( P h i l a d e l p h i a ) 
- OJP 

- Community Planning & Development 

HCFA 
OESE 
Connecticut S t a t e O f f i c e 
ACF 
O f f i c e of the Deputy S e c r e t a r y 
O f f i c e of P o l i c y Development 
...D.V.̂..|Ajw>A_<L _ 
Community Empowerment Board 

OJP 
OILA 
ACF/Region V (Chicago) 
P o l i c y Development & Research 
O f f i c e of A n a l y s i s 
P o l i c y Development & Research 

PHONC NUMBER 

202-219-5580 
202-456-5584 
202-606-1251 
202-456-5561 
202-456-5369 
h:X- i.^ 1 - 5-1 
202-205-1830 

202-
202 
202 
212-
202 
202 
202-
202 
202 
410 
202 
203 
202 
202 
202 
202 
202 
202 
202 
202 
312 
202 
202 
202 
202 
202 

•401-
690-
456-
596-
-514-
•690-
•708-
•632-
•632-
•786-
-260-
-240-
-205-
-708-
-708-
-395-
-456-
-395-
-307-
-401-
-353-
-708-
-305-
-708-
-632-
-619 

9360 
5883 
9712 
4367 
1563 
6891 
1606 
0374 
0150 
5648 
1854 
4523 
8347 
3161 
3896 
4988 
9039 
4610 
•5933 
-0414 
4237 
1600 
•2118 
•1600 
0150 
0289 

FAX Nlrt'lBER 

202-219-7190 
202-456-7028 
202-606-3350^. 
202-456-7028 ^ 

202-401-

202-401-5559 
202-690-7383 
202-544-0466 ' 
215-596-4437 / 1 
202-514-7805 
202-690-5672 ^ 

202-786-3252 ' ^ 

203-240-4674 

202-708-4087 

/ 

202-456-9054 ^ 

202-514-7805 
202-401-8607 

^202-619-8000 

202-619-8000 

J 
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Partnerships for Stronger Families 
Single Point of Contact Action Team 

A d d i t i o n a l Thoughts Relayed A f t e r 5/22 SPOC Meeting: 

Francis S. Redburn 
Office of Mgmt and Budget, RTF 

My apologies t o the c h a i r f o r leaving your meeting e a r l y yesterday 
f o r another (on HUD a p p r o p r i a t i o n s ) . I f I had spoken before I 
l e f t , I might have o f f e r e d something along the f o l l o w i n g l i n e s : 

A b s t r a c t i n g from the concrete examples t h a t were discussed of 
e f f o r t s t o coordinate contacts w i t h the Federal government, i t may 
be h e l p f u l t o consider a l t e r n a t i v e models f o r the 
s i n g l e p o i n t o f c o n t a c t r o l e . I n s t y l i z e d terms, these could be 
reduced t o two: a strong and a weak model. 

The weak model -- A l l of the examples o f f e r e d f a l l close t o t h i s 
model, i n which the s i n g l e p o i n t of contact acts as a convenor, has 
a peer r e l a t i o n s h i p ( a t best) w i t h other Federal agents, has 
moderate s k i l l s and st a t u s , and operates i n a c o l l e g i a l fashion. 
Interagency c o l l a b o r a t i o n i s pursued l a r g e l y by i n f o r m a l means, 
t a c t i c a l l y , t o deal w i t h problems as they a r i s e . The substantive 
focus o f the c o o r d i n a t o r r o l e i s f a i r l y d i f f u s e . The agenda tends 
t o be set r e a c t i v e l y as problems are r a i s e d by s t a t e or l o c a l 
people. No s p e c i a l funding. No a u t h o r i t y t o reward or sanction. 

The s t r o n g model -- Charged w i t h a cl e a r mission ( t o maximize use 
of Federal and other resources t o promote stronger f a m i l i e s ) t o 
which the A d m i n i s t r a t i o n has assigned high p r i o r i t y . Given 
c a r e f u l l y s p e c i f i e d a u t h o r i t y t o intervene and enforce interagency 
c o l l a b o r a t i o n . High status and samurai-like s k i l l s as a 
bure a u c r a t i c p r o f e s s i o n a l . Backed up by a formal c h a r t e r 
prenegotiated among Federal agencies and w i t h White House 
endorsement; a b i l i t y t o t u r n t o WH or CEB f o r support on major 
issues. A s t r a t e g i c approach t o the work, i n c l u d i n g a t t a c k i n g 
b a r r i e r s t o e f f e c t i v e implementation of major c r o s s - c u t t i n g 
A d m i n i s t r a t i o n i n i t i a t i v e s i n a p a r t i c u l a r community and a 
pr o a c t i v e approach t o i d e n t i f y i n g major l o c a l issues, b r i n g i n g key 
actors (not l i m i t e d by the way t o governments) t o the t a b l e , and 
hel p i n g them shape a l o c a l s t r a t e g y and plan of a c t i o n . Part of a 
well-organized Federal e f f o r t t o r e p l i c a t e successful l o c a l 
s t r a t e g i e s i n communities across the country. Access t o resources 
t o encourage and reward c o l l a b o r a t i o n across agencies (not l i m i t e d 
t o Federal agencies) and j u r i s d i c t i o n a l boundaries. 

A hypothesis: Not much w i l l change unless SPOC r o l e has most 
feat u r e s of the strong model as sketched above. 

Sorry I wasn't able t o make my c o n t r i b u t i o n a t the meeting 
i n order t o get some immediate r e a c t i o n . 



David Garrison, HHS 

Your j u x t a p o s i t i o n of two approaches t o the SPOC model i s h e l p f u l 
i n framing the discussion. I have some suggestions f o r the 
f l e s h i n g out of the "debate". 

F i r s t , I t h i n k you s e l l short the "weak" model, as you c a l l i t . I 
would i n s t e a d t i t l e i t the c o l l a b o r a t i v e model (and perhaps the 
second one as the command and c o n t r o l model). At the heart of the 
t r a d e o f f s between these two approaches (and h y b r i d combos of the 
two i n the middle) i s the extent t o which one's o b j e c t i v e i s 
long-term s t r u c t u r a l change versus c r e a t i v e coping coupled some 
s i g n i f i c a n t c u l t u r a l change. Because I have serious doubts 
about the commitment i n t h i s town t o long-term s t r u c t u r a l change ( I 
i n c l u d e the Congress i n t h i s sweeping g e n e r a l i z a t i o n ) , I tend t o be 
i n c l i n e d toward coping s t r a t e g i e s t h a t r e l y more on p l a y i n g t o the 
b e t t e r natures of key bureaucratic actors combined w i t h hightoned 
jawboning from fancy, r e i n v e n t i o n - o r i e n t e d p o l i t i c o s . 

Also, t h i n k a b i t about the nature of the problem we are supposedly 
addressing here. I t ' s not u n l i k e the problem we t h i n k we are 
d e a l i n g w i t h i n the Local Flex e f f o r t . The problem i s not, i t 
seems t o me, how t o get C i t y X an appeal o p t i o n above the HUD 
Secretary when HUD says no t o something. Instead, we are 
p o s t u l a t i n g t h a t communities desire t o approach t h e i r problems 
h o l i s t i c a l l y i n ways t h a t c r i s s - c r o s s through our Federal 
stovepipes. We are thus looking f o r e f f e c t i v e ways (achievable i n 
our l i f e t i m e s ! ) t o b r i n g the Fed as a " s i n g l e " forced t o the t a b l e 
t o f a c i l i t a t e our r o l e i n making these l o c a l s t r a t e g i e s work. I t 
i s the c o o r d i n a t i o n and blending of the Federal response t h a t i s 
our t a r g e t . 

I f we are serious about such an e f f o r t ( w i t h or w i t h a new Local 
Flex law ) , and we have, say, f i f t y of these "partnerships" a c t i v e 
underway a t any one time, what would the impact be on the various 
p a r t i c i p a t i n g agencies? Would the command-and-control approach 
work best i n such a s i t u a t i o n ? Would we not run the r i s k of having 
agencies forced t o put aside t h e i r "normal" business i n order t o 
handle the higher p r i o r i t y demands f o r decisions from the White 
House? I f we improve our Federal response t o some l o c a l a c t i v i t y 
at the expense of other, more r o u t i n e Federal business, are we 
r e a l l y b e t t e r o f f ? 

I don't c l a i m t h a t the c o l l a b o r a t i v e model solves t h i s dilemma I 
pose. But I do suggest t h a t the command-and-control approach would 
exacerbate the n a t u r a l t e n t i o n s between the agencies and the WH and 
among the agencies themselves, and t h a t the c o l l a b o r a t i v e model at 
l e a s t seeks buy-in from the key p a r t i c i p a n t s a t the get-go. 

I look forward t o more discussions of t h i s c e n t r a l issue. I n my 
view, t h i s debate encompasses the core value we need t o hash out i f 
we are t o be successful w i t h e i t h e r the SPOC or Local Flex ideas. 



Steve Redburn, OMB 

I agree that there are potential problems of resistance generated 
by a command-and-control model. Without getting i n t o a full-blown 
debate now, l e t me j u s t emphasize that the "strength" of t h i s 
someone acting i n t h i s role would not only derive from formal 
authority, as Dave's r e t i t l i n g suggests, but also from his or her 
status as a person speaking for the Administration's p r i o r i t i e s 
and not j u s t f o r one agency's interests and from the s k i l l s and 
resources that the person could bring to bear. F a c i l i t a t i o n and 
collaboration are part of the strong as well as the weak model of 
SPOC. 

In any case, I'm glad to be j o i n i n g the discussion. 



E X E C U T I V E O F F I C E O F T H E P R E S I D E N T 

23-May-1996 10:34am 

TO: REDBURNF 

FROM: D G a r r i s o 

CC: Michae l_A._S tegman 
CC: b e n a m i _ j 
CC: b ros t rom_m 

SUBJECT: Re: SPOC - Partnerships f o r Stronger Families 

Your j u x t a p o s i t i o n of two approaches t o the SPOC model i s h e l p f u l i n framing 
the discussion. I have some suggestions f o r the f l e s h i n g out of the 
"debate". 

Fij.-st, I t h i n k you s e l l short the "weak" model, as you c a l l i t . I would 
instead t i t l e i t the c o l l a b o r a t i v e model (and perhaps the second one as the 
coinmand and c o n t r o l model). At the heart of the t r a d e o f f s between these two 
ap]3roaches (and h y b r i d combos of the two i n the middle) i s the extent t o 
which one's o b j e c t i v e i s long-term s t r u c t u r a l change versus c r e a t i v e coping 
coupled some s i g n i f i c a n t c u l t u r a l change. Because I have serious doubts 
about the commitment i n t h i s town t o long-term s t r u c t u r a l change ( I include 
the Congress i n t h i s sweeping g e n e r a l i z a t i o n ) , I tend t o be i n c l i n e d toward 
co]ping s t r a t e g i e s t h a t r e l y more on play i n g t o the b e t t e r natures of key 
bureaucratic a c t o r s combined w i t h hightoned jawboning from fancy, 
r e i n v e n t i o n - o r i e n t e d p o l i t i c o s . 

Al:30, t h i n k a b i t about the nature of the problem we are supposedly 
addressing here. I t ' s not u n l i k e the problem we t h i n k we are dea l i n g w i t h i n 
tha Local Flex e f f o r t . The problem i s not, i t seems t o me, how t o get C i t y X 
an appeal o p t i o n above the HUD Secretary when HUD says no t o something. 
Instead, we are p o s t u l a t i n g t h a t communities desire t o approach t h e i r 
problems h o l i s t i c a l l y i n ways t h a t c r i s s - c r o s s through our Federal (' 
stovepipes. We are thus l o o k i n g f o r e f f e c t i v e ways (achievable i n our 
l i f e t i m e s ! ) t o b r i n g the Fed as a "s i n g l e " forced t o the t a b l e t o f a c i l i t a t e 
our r o l e i n making these l o c a l s t r a t e g i e s work. I t i s the c o o r d i n a t i o n and 
blending of the Federal response t h a t i s our t a r g e t . 

I f we are serious about such an e f f o r t ( w i t h or w i t h a new Local Flex law), 
and we have, say, f i f t y of these "partnerships" a c t i v e underway a t any one 
time, what would the impact be on the various p a r t i c i p a t i n g agencies? Would 
the command-and-control approach work best i n such a s i t u a t i o n ? Would we not 1 
run the r i s k of having agencies forced t o put aside t h e i r "normal" business |'\(jL' • 
i n order t o handle the higher p r i o r i t y demands f o r decisions from the White 
House? I f we improve our Federal response t o some l o c a l a c t i v i t y a t the 
expense of other, more r o u t i r i e Federal business, are we r e a l l y b e t t e r o f f ? 
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I don't cl a i m t h a t the c o l l a b o r a t i v e model solves t h i s dilemma I pose. But I 
do suggest t h a t the command-and-control approach would e x a ^ r b a t e the n a t u r a l 
t e n t i o n s between the agencies and the WH and among the agencies themselves, 
and t h a t the c o l l a b o r a t i v e model at l e a s t seeks buy-in from the key 
p a r t i c i p a n t s a t the get-go. 



I<l.ook forward t o more discussions of t h i s central issue. I n my view, t h i s 
debate encompasses the core value we need to hash out i f we are to be 
suc:cessful with e i t h e r the SPOC or Local Flex ideas. 



E X E C U T I V E O F F I C E 0 F T H E P R E S I D E N T 

23-May-1996 12:54pm 

TO: D G a r r i s o 

FROM: Francis S. Redburn 
O f f i c e of Mgmt and Budget, HTF 

CC: Michael_A. Stegman 
CC: benami_j 
CC: brostrom_m 

SUBJECT: Re: SPOC - Partnerships f o r Stronger Families 

Thanks, Jeremy and Dave, f o r the reactions t o my e a r l i e r e-mail. 
Garrison makes the case as eloquently as anyone can f o r the weak 
( I mean " c o l l a b o r a t i v e " ) model. 

I agree t h a t there are p o t e n t i a l problems of re s i s t a n c e generated 
by a command-and-control model. Without g e t t i n g i n t o a f u l l - b l o w n 
debate now, l e t me j u s t emphasize t h a t the "s t r e n g t h " of t h i s 
someone a c t i n g i n t h i s r o l e would not only d e r i v e from formal 
a u t h o r i t y , as Dave's r e t i t l i n g suggests, but also from h i s or her 
st a t u s as a person speaking f o r the A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ' s p r i o r i t i e s 
and not j u s t f o r one agency's i n t e r e s t s and from the s k i l l s and 
resources t h a t the person could b r i n g t o bear. F a c i l i t a t i o n and 
c o l l a b o r a t i o n are p a r t of the strong as w e l l as the weak model of 
SPOC. 

I n any case, I'm glad t o be j o i n i n g the discussion. 



E X E C U T I V E O F F I C E 0 F T H E P R E S I D E N T 

23-May-1996 10:09am 

TO: Francis S. Redburn 

FROM: Jeremy D. Benami 
Domestic P o l i c y Council 

CC: Michael_A._Stegman@HUD.GOVQINET 
CC: Molly Brostrom 
CC: DGarrisoQos.dhhs.govQINET 
CC: Katherine L. Meredith 

SUBJECT: RE; SPOC - Partnerships f o r Stronger Families 

I t h i n k Steve has l a i d out some i n t e r e s t i n g i n i t i a l elements of a 
framework f o r l o o k i n g at t h i s issue. There's obviously a spectrum 
of p o s s i b l e s t r e n g t h f o r the r o l e running from strong t o weak, and 
a range of elements t o the st r e n g t h : source of a u t h o r i t y , 
a v a i l a b i l i t y of resources, degree of WH/Washington commitment and 
support, e t c . 

Michael: Maybe a short paper on the possible models, the pros and 
the cons of each, and proposals on how t o t e s t the models might be 
an a p p r o p r i a t e pre-September product f o r your group? 

Also: I have asked Molly t o work w i t h Larry and Ray Jordan t o get 
a l e t t e r from Carol t o the Secretaries out ASAP. I t h i n k the 
l e t t e r should ask f o r s p e c i f i c contacts ( 1 or more than one as 
app r o p r i a t e ) from each of the agencies - and should i n d i c a t e t h a t 
a group of us from Washington would l i k e t o come t o Ct t o meet 
w i t h the feds and w i t h the s t a t e and l o c a l f o l k s as appr o p r i a t e . 
G e t t i n g the l e t t e r out, having the meeting, and c h a r t i n g an 
appr o p r i a t e short term course f o r i n t e r a c t i o n w i t h the NRZ's would 
be an another good product by September. 
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-c-^v»ft.^p (L e^ OOarii 



lal, eL_ir. - .A^^IPOW^ '^^U.f^ 



E X E C U T I V E O F F I C E OF T H E P R E S I D E N T 

23-May-1996 09:43am 

TO: Michael_A. _Stegman(aHUD. GOVQINET 
TO: Jeremy D. Benami 
TO: Molly Brostrom 
TO: DGarrisoQos.dhhs.govQINET 

FROM: Francis S. Redburn 

O f f i c e of Mgmt and Budget, HTF 

CC: Katherine L. Meredith 

SUBJECT: SPOC - Partnerships f o r Stronger Families 

My apologies t o the c h a i r f o r l e a v i n g your meeting e a r l y 
yesterday f o r another (on HUD a p p r o p r i a t i o n s ) . I f I had spoken 
before I l e f t , I might have o f f e r e d something along the f o l l o w i n g 
l i n e s : 

A b s t r a c t i n g from the concrete examples t h a t were discussed of 
e f f o r t s t o coordinate contacts w i t h the Federal government, i t may 
be h e l p f u l t o consider a l t e r n a t i v e models f o r the 
s i n g l e p o i n t o f c o n t a c t r o l e . I n s t y l i z e d terms, these could be 
reduced t o two: a strong and a weak model. 

The weak model -- A l l of the examples o f f e r e d f a l l close t o t h i s 
model, i n which the s i n g l e p o i n t of contact acts as a convenor, 
has a peer r e l a t i o n s h i p ( a t best) w i t h other Federal agents, has 
moderate s k i l l s and s t a t u s , and operates i n a c o l l e g i a l fashion. 
Interagency c o l l a b o r a t i o n i s pursued l a r g e l y by i n f o r m a l means, 
t a c t i c a l l y , t o deal w i t h problems as they a r i s e . The substantive 
focus of the coordinator r o l e i s f a i r l y d i f f u s e . The agenda tends 
t o be set r e a c t i v e l y as problems are r a i s e d by s t a t e or l o c a l 
people. No s p e c i a l funding. No a u t h o r i t y t o reward or sanction. 

The strong model -- Charged w i t h a c l e a r mission ( t o maximize use 
of Federal and other resources t o promote stronger f a m i l i e s ) t o 
which the A d m i n i s t r a t i o n has assigned high p r i o r i t y . Given 
c a r e f u l l y s p e c i f i e d a u t h o r i t y t o intervene and enforce interagency 
c o l l a b o r a t i o n . High status and samurai-like s k i l l s as a 
bure a u c r a t i c p r o f e s s i o n a l . Backed up by a formal c h a r t e r 
prenegotiated among Federal agencies and w i t h White House 
endorsement; a b i l i t y t o t u r n t o WH or CEB f o r support on major 
issues. A s t r a t e g i c approach t o the work, i n c l u d i n g a t t a c k i n g 
b a r r i e r s t o e f f e c t i v e implementation of major c r o s s - c u t t i n g 
A d m i n i s t r a t i o n i n i t i a t i v e s i n a p a r t i c u l a r community and a 
pr o a c t i v e approach t o i d e n t i f y i n g major l o c a l issues, b r i n g i n g key 
actors (not l i m i t e d by the way t o governments) t o the t a b l e , and 



helping them shape a local strategy and plan of action. Part of a 
well-organized Federal e f f o r t to replicate successful l o c a l 
strategies i n communities across the country. Access to resources 
to encourage and reward collaboration across agencies (not l i m i t e d 
to Federal agencies) and j u r i s d i c t i o n a l boundaries. 

A hypothesis: Not much w i l l change unless SPOC role has most 
features of the strong model as sketched above. 

Sorry I wasn't able to make my contribution at the meeting 
i n order to get some immediate reaction. 
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