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Michael Bof 

NEC/DFC Community Empowerment Procc 

Paul, the attached memo represatts-SGmepreliminary thinking of my office, Economic PoUcy 
and Tax PoUcy, as well as members of the CEA, and several ideas that we have discussed 
initially with HUD. It is, of course, quite sketchy and may include ideas that we should not 
support upon further analysis. 



Ideas for FY99 Budget 
Community Development PoUcy 

Pros: 

Implementation of a 'Tair Tending/Fair Housing Initiative" to ensure equitable access to 
credit markets. This initiative would include several sub-points: 

Examination of the impact of credit scoring loan systems and risk-based pricmg 
on the availability and price of capital to lower-income and minority individuals. 
A Presidential initiative urging the banking regulators to obtain more data on 
reasons for home mortgage denials (HMDA provides only partial information) 
and, v êre possible, on the applicants' credit score, (A similar initiative might be 
undertaken with respect to race and income data under HMDA's new small 
business reporting requirement, which only pertains to geographic data at this 
time.) 
A Presidential request to the GSEs to retain loan denial data for further analysis of 
lending patterns (currently, GSEs retam only the loan approval data) 
Increased funding for DO J/HUD "testing" of how applicants are treated 
PubUc education around the 30 year anniversary of the Fair Housing Act 

This is an important issue. HMDA data continue to show disturbmg disparities in loan 
denial rates across racial and ethnic groups. 

Cons: 
Legislative action in this arena would prove difficult, and might lead to countervailing 
legislative efforts to undermine existing safeguards and programs; regulatory actions and 
hortatory efforts, however, may prove quite contentious in their own right, and might in 
any event prove to be inadequate to the task. 

2. Secondarv market / securitiTation of ftconninic develonment loans 
Launch innovative, private-sector driven effort to assist in crating a secondary inaricet for 
community and economic development loans. Such a market would create liquidity for 
mstitutions with the expertise to make development loans to small businesses, micro 
entrepreneurs and development projects. Together with other agencies, such as Commerce, 
HUD, and Agriculture, Treasury would launch small pilot projects that create loan pools, engage 
eijqperts to provide technical advice on secondary market creation, hire outside firms to conduct 



Pros: Linking community and economic development lending intermediaries to the market 
would enhance Uquidity, tend to improve loan performance standards, and potentiaUy 
bring in new sources of capital for these purposes. 

Cons: For many intermediaries, securitization would prove to be an expensive source of capital. 

3. 

Pros: 

Cons: 

Pilot a national Capital Access Propram (CAV^ based on the successfiil prograrris 
currentlv operating in 23 states. 

Compared to loan guarantees, the CAP program is a much more elegant and effective 
alignment of incentives between the government and the banks. State government 
matches an insurance premium paid by the borrower, aU of which goes into a segregated 
account at the originating bank. There is no mdependent loan review by the government. 
Any losses on the portfolio are absorbed first by the accumulated insurance premiums. 
CAP offers a specific government investment for a specific lending volume. 
By working with the successful state programs, a national CAP could quickly benefit 
firom states' experience. 
Treasury's CDFI Fund has existing authorities to begin such a program, given sufficient 
fimding. The underlying statute should be modified as part of the CDFI Fund's 
reauthorization this year to make the program more effective at scale. 

A CAP program could be seen as competing with guarantee models for credit provision. 

4. F-nmurage nonbank lenders such a.s mortpaffe companies and other credit fmPPUerg tP 
f n«;T̂ «« lending to low and moderatft income persons on a voluntary t>a?i?-

Pros: 

Ahnost 60% of home mortgages are now made by mortgage companies, entities; 
covered by CRA. The largest lenders of other types of loan (consumer lendmg, car 
lending, institutional real estate lending) are also often not covered by CRA. As major ̂  
niches of the credit markets become dominated by non-bank players, access to credit may\ 
increasingly suggest looking more broadly than banks. 



Cons: 

5. Launch a Presidential mitiative to create a private sector "CEOs for the Cities," which 
wovild (1) help provide a structure for local efforts to provide busmess-to-busmess 
technical assistance; (2) act as a supporter for broad-based efforts to revitaUze cities. 

Pros: 
Just as President Kennedy helped launch the Lawyer's Conraiittee for Civil Rights to 
provide national exposure and expertise to the struggle for equality under law. President 
Clinton could launch the CEO for the Cities to provide exposure and expertise to local 
efforts to bring residents of distressed communities into the economic mainstream. 

• There is a clear need for the transmission of busmess to business expertise, and local 
efforts often lack sufficient resources or networking capacities. On a broader tcont, such 
an effort could increase support for programs affecting the nation's poorest communities. 

A number of local efforts, as well as SBA's SCORE program, already exist, so it would 
be important to assess what value added a new initiative would bring. 

6. Fund Innovative Local Efforts bv Community Based Organizations to Promote Job 
Readiness 

Pros: Job readiness is a central issue for the job prospects of low income persons and central to 
the welfare to work effort. Locally based organizations in a number of communities have 
developed track records in serving as intermediaries to train and place low income 
persons. Tliese local mitiatives, however, often lack resources, or other intermediaries 
that can bring them to scale. The Labor Department is aheady funding an effort to 
expand the model used by the San Jose GET in a number of sites. This effort could be 
dramatically expanded, and an additional component - intermediaries along the LISC 
and Enterprise models — could be added. 

Cons: The Labor Department is aheady fimdmg pilot projects with CDCs and it has not been 
demonstrated that these local initiatives can be successfully adapted to other sites or can 
reach scale. Thus, an initiative here may be premature and costly. 

7. Create a new "Small Business Start-up F.qiiitv Fund" to research and develop how credit 
scoring can be used to expand access to equitv for small businesses. 

These would be small equity investments, <$100,000 per investee, which is a segment of 
businesses ahnost completely unserved by the formal financial markets. The scoring system 
would seek out indicators other than net worth and current earnings. It is likely that such ̂  &nd. 

participants provide bofli funding and some staff talent to oversee the project From tiie 



beginning, the project could be structured so that either (1) the knowledge learned would be 
given away, or (2) the private sector participants could purchase the expertise. 

8. Create a program to stimulate greater personal savings of low-income individuals. 
possiblv through Individual Development Accounts fIDAs) or similar structures. 

Pros: 
An IDA effort could gamer bipartisan support. Coates will introduce a bill this year for a 
4 year/$100 million demonstration of ID As, and is likely to get the support of Harkm; a 
companion HaU/Kasich measure may also be introduced. 
In the economic development field, there is a gathering consensus that improving savings 
is key to supporting lower-income people. 
Some states, philanthropies and the CfED are experimenting with IDA accounts, both . 
under welfare reform and as part of purely private efforts. ' foRj foiU0^il ^ 
A federal pilot m this area could effectively leverage its dollars. c/d I Ho -if) '3 

Cons: 

Fostering savings among the poor is highly difficult. ID As have been criticized as 
seekmg to foster long-term savings, while savings for emergencies is often a more 
pressing problem for the poor. 

9 . Technical assistance for non-profits. 

Experience suggests that many nonprofit organizations lack capacity for developmg busmess 
plans for sustamable interventions/programs. This need results fix)m a shift iri the nonprofit 
funding environment itself: there is now a greater emphasis on financial sustamability, high-
quality busmess management skills, and, in some cases, generating related and unrelated 
busmess income. The needed assistance is m proposal writing, business planning, and connecting 
to other sources of funding. This could occur through workshops; collaborations with 
educational institutions. 

10. - Targeted child care training for neighboriinnds with large numbers of welfare recipients. 
Ml . ^ 

\ \ ^ Training would be aimed at (1) welfare recipients receiving training as child care employees and 
^ (2) mdividuals interested in'starting a center or home-care business.«This would promote 

employment, business ownership, and address potential siq)ply bottienecks m distressed areas 
that experience a surge m demand for care as a result of welfere refoniL 

I into higher inxxuM neighbo^^ paitidpiits lemainjd^ ^ 
f ^ • neighborhoods. 'This TO^ at tiie hous^ authority level for femiUes w J 5 -i'!^^ 

moving out oftheirjurisdiction, in part because ofbuUt-in program mcentives to retam V 



households within their jurisdiction. To promote mcreased portabUity of vouchers, programs 
could be adopted to increase the willingness of local housing authorities to promote mobihty of 
Section 8 recipients to otiier jurisdictions. For example, it could be possible to allow local 
housing autiiorities to keep a larger share of their administrative fee if tiiey port out a voucher. 
In addition, more resources could be made available for housing mobility counseUng and 
landlord outreach, as under HUD's Regional Opportimity CounseUng program. 

12. Promote Linkages Between Low-Income Areas and Other Parts of the City/Subwbs 

A number of community-based organizations are now experimenting with programs which try to 
link workers in low-mcome neighborhoods with job opportunities elsewhere m tiie city. These 

. .Y p̂rograms expand tiansportation avaUability between inner-city areas to otiier parts of tiie city and 
the suburbs. In addition, tiiey tiy to increase information by building networks between locally 

. J ^ . based institiitions tiiat serve mner-city residents and employers and employer networks tiiat may 
\J^\W provide suitable jobs. These efforts could be ftirther supported by mcreased federal fimding of 
'iW promismg local mitiatives, and tiirough federal monitoring of local efforts and dissemination of 

information about promismg local models. One potential model is PubUc/Private Ventiire's 
"Bridges to Work" program, which is now bemg tested m 5 cities. 

13. F.ypand funding for Community Health Care Clinics' Infrastructure 

To address tiie serious shortage of primary care providers m low-mcome areas, tiie federal 
government could mcrease fimdmg for community healtii centers and cUnics in low-mcome V , # ^ / 
neighborhoods. This would help to increase access to healtii care m disadvantaged 
neighboriioods, as weU as to increase local employment opportunities. A potential fimding-^ 
source for tiiis mitiative is a portion of the tobacco settlement ^ 

14. provide funding for Aft«r-school ĉ iT f"̂  tie this effort to the ^ ^ ^ ^ u j ^ ^ S 
r.̂ rft (;;̂ onference Agenda 

A significant problem for parents, particularly in low income mner city neighborhoods, who wish 
to move into tiie job market is tiie lack of after school alternatives for tiieir children, who may 
face violence m tiieir neighboriioods. The Administration could propose block grants to tiic 
states to fund after-school programs m distressed neighborhoods. 
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METROPOLITAN PARTNERSHIPS 

d. NOTE 
Considerable discussion regarding a "metropolitan initiative" has occurred within the 
Administration over the last few years. Hiere is strong support for the concept arfaong 
agency staff. But due to the shortness of time, it hasn't been possible to consult with 
others outside of CEQ. Therefore, this paper wiU propose a process to create a 
metropolitan iiutiative with the full mvolvenient of all interested parties. 

L INTRODUCTION 
There is a growing consensus that the metropolitan region may be the most esfifective scale 
to address the economic, social, and environmental problems facing large urban areas. 
The Administiation should laimch an initiative to catalyze "Metiopolitan Parhierships".in 
six to 12 regions thki will bring together center cities and surroUndihg suburbs to develop 
regional strategies to meet local needs ~ such as creating jobs, cleaning up brownfields, 
reducing traffic congestion, moving people from welfare to work, preventing crime, and 
curbing sprawl. 

n . BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT. 

• TheDPC-NEC Urban PoUcy Working Group. In tiie fall of '94 tiiis workiiig ̂ roup 
gave serious dWsideration to '?prprnotk inetrppolitari approablies to solving .urban 
problems and providing inpMi 
. off as starting pdint for developing a niew Metrb^ 

; The^Presidenf 8 Council bioi Sustainable peVelppment In January 1997, the PCSD 
) sent a progress report to the President that recommended that the Administiration: 

"Establish apilotdenidi^ encourage metropoUtahcodperdtiqn 
and problem-solving. IJie federal govenment should act as d catalyst arid 
facilitator for selected metropolitan regions to pursue metropolitan-scale 
problem-solving strategies by highlighting ongoing initiatives and successful 
models, poordind^ng thefederdl respdnse^ leveraging existirtg resources;Using 2 
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The Joint Center on Sustainable Communities. Upon releaseof the PCSD's 
"Sustamable America" report m March 1996, the US Conference of Mayors (USCM) and 
the National Association of Counties (N ACo) aimounced theh mtentiori to create the 
Joint Center for Sustainable Communities. The primary purpose of this new entity is to 
promote cooperation among cities and surrounding counties within metropolitan regions 
ui meeting economic, social̂  and envhonmental challenges. Both USCM and NACo 
would be very supportive of a MetropoUtan Partnerships initiative. 

The McArthur Process. Since early 1997, several national foundations - most notably 
McArthur — have; been supporting an effort to provide recommendations to the 
Administration on unplementmg the PCSD recommendation referenced above. In the 
past six months regioiial meetings with a broad representation of local interests have been 
held m Miami, Los Angeles, San Francisco, St, Louis, Chicago, Detioit, Atianta, New 
York/New Jersey/Coimecticut, Cleveland, Boston, Pittsburg, and Mmneapolis/St. Paul. 
Federal agency representatives have been present at each of these meetings. A 
Washington meeting with representatives from each regional session will be convened in 
October to discuss final recomihendations to the Administration. Administration ^ 
representatives will be invited to this session. Final recommendations could emerge from 
this process later this fall. (Additional information concerning this process cari be found 
in iteihs 8-10 on the attached chronology and at www.cilt.org under "MetiopoUtan 
Initiative.") -

The P C S D . The PCSD has created a new task force with a 
/promoting niulti-jurisdictional and commimity cooperation in metiopolitan areas'' that is 
cp-chaired by Secretary Cuomo, Mayor Susan Savage pfTjilsa^d Scott Bernstein, 
Piresid t̂ of tiie <>nter for Neî bbrhood Technology liii PCSD can serve -
as ah effectiveiji0iaiis of involving non-federal partners'in ê̂ [esigh of aMetropbUtan̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ 
Partnership initiative. - . , . -.iv'̂ ' : • " 

•.•<••4',̂ '"• 

• Building oil Existing Initiatives. The C 
nurherbus mhovative economic development, social policy, and environmental quaUty 
mitiatives m the past 4 54 years. The Metiopolitan Partnerships mitiative will not create 
newprograhis; it's focus win be better Qoord^^ 
mefropoUtiin level. 



• •-3-. • •; • • 
No New Fe^fera/Money. Because of the current budget climate, the initiative wiU 
require no new federal money beyond what will be necessary to adnunister the initiative. 
However, because of the stiong interest of the foundation community, it should be 
possible to leverage significant foundation funding in support of the initiative. 

• A Low- Profile Effort. This initiative should not be the subject of high-profile national 
attention. Metiopolitan regions should not be selected to participate through a highly 
visible application process. Rather, candidates will likely emerge from the McArthur 
process and through other discussions. National attention should be reserved until'V-=^ 
success stories begin to emerge in specific metropolitan regions. / 

IV. NEXT STEPS. ^ 

The foUowmg steps should be taken to develop a Metiopolitan Partnei?hips initiative: 

• A Metiopolitan Partnerships working group should be created under this DPC-NEC 
process. The working group should mclude representatives of all agencies participating 
in the metropolitan task force of the PCSD; 

• Scott Bernstein of the Center for Neighborhood Technology should be invited as soon as 
possible to brief this new metiopolitan working group on the status and lessons leamed 
from the McArthur process; 

• The workiiig group should bring in representatives of outside interests, starting with j 
representetiyes of inajor foundations that suppo 
paitnasiups. Nex̂  the group shoû ^̂  
begummig with the USCM and 

The working jgj»i|p^ ' 
will lead to the final recommendations to the Admmistration that will emerge froiti the ; V 

•:McArthurprbcess.'•'•^ •• : :•: •:./. '.'•••.•'•[• .••[^ . 

This fall, the workinĝ  group should prepare, in anticipation of the recommehdations from i ' 
the McArfliur pixk«ss, a draft proposal to <a«̂  
regions. Upon formaUy receiving the McArtiiur liecoriunendatior̂ ^ 
will prepare a final dr̂ ft for internal Adiniiiistration review by DecembCT. 



PCSD Sustainable Communities Chronology 

A. PGSD Phase I : The Report (June 1993- March 1996) 

(1) President Clintori issued an Executive Order in June 1993 establishing the President's 

CouncU on Sustamable Development (PCSD). Creating the PCSD fulfdled a US pledge made 

by former President Bush at the Earth Summit m Rio in 1992. President Clinton asked the i 

PCSD to propose a sustainable development strategy for the US. . 

(2) In March 1996, the President's Council on Sustainable Development trarisinitted its pr^^ 

strategy to President Clinton in a report entitied Sustainable America: A New Consensus for 

Prosperity, Opportunity, and a Healthy Environment. 

(3) The PCSD report included the following national goal:, 

"SUSTAINABLE G O M l ^ ^ ; 
coinmunities w^ere natural and historic resbiirces are preseryedj jobs are a\^able, :spiiiawl iŝ^̂^̂^̂^̂  

. contained, neighborhoods are secure, education is lifelong, transportation and hefdth care are • 
; acc<Msible, arid all citizeris have o 

B. PCSD Phase 11: Implementation (May 1996 - January 1997) 

(4) Upon receiving the Council's report in March 1996, the President asked the jPCSD to 

continue its work by focmihg upon recoinmendatibiis for implementing Sujto/^ 

iBS:B-:.- follow through on its sustainable comiminities recommendations, tiie Cot^i l creati3d:ft̂ ra .̂ 

ifiStel^Tbetadc'fbnie was cb ;̂haired by Dri'Jambs'Baketi^Admihisti^ 

p?!<ii!^^:fs?hPresident of tiie Center for Neighboriiood TechnolbgyXCNT) m Chicago;''••mim:- "?f-:W: 
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(5) After transmittal of the PCSD report to the President, Laura Tyson (Chair of the National 

Economic Council) and Katie McGinty (Chair of the Council on Environmental Quality) 

established an Interagency Working Group on Sustainable Development. NEC and CEQ 

asked federal agencies to review the PCSD recommendations and action items and report on 

related programs and activities. This process produced a 376 page inventory of ongoing federal 

activities related to sustainable development 

(6) Upon release of the PCSD report, the US Conference of Mayors and the National Association 

of Counties aimounced the creation of a Joint Center for Sustainable Communities to focus 

upon implementing the PCSD report at the local level. This is a truly Auiique partnership for 

these representatives ofcities and surroimding areas had never worked together before. The new 

Joint Center was formally launched in December 1996 Ayith support from DOC, DOE, and EPA. 

(7) In January 1997, the Council transmitted a Progress Report on implementation to President 

CUntoiL The progress report reflects an emerging ĉ  

the best scale to address sustainable communities issues in lifban areas. -By adopting a . \ 

metropolitan approach, the federal government can help to bring tbgesther.center cities with 

; suiroipdiiig suburbs and rural areas to create regional partnersliips to clean up brownfields, ; :i 

redi^ people fi:om\wlfare to A^̂ r̂ ^ 

farmland, curb urban sprawl, etc. ..-"̂  •̂ "••••:-T;!J;-':v 

The task force co-chaired by Jim Baker and Scott Bemŝ  

report that included the following "Recommended Next Steps" for the federal goveiranent to 
adopt a nietropoUtan approach to building sustainable cdmmuijities: . ; '' '^/ f \^< -l .Y^::::..: 

|##?#<Step-l) Develop and adopt federal metropohtan^^cale^oUty^hroufi^ an^^^ 

j l^Metropoli tatfSistainableD^^ 



Action 1: Establish a pilot demonstiation program to encourage metiopolitan cooperation 
and problem-solving. The federal government should act as a catalyst and facilitator for 
selected metiopolitan regions to pursue metropolitan-scale problem-solving strategies by 
highlighting ongoing initiatives and successful models, coordinating the federial response, 
leveraging existing resources, using admmistratiye flexibility, streamlming service 
delivery, and directing resources to more effectively support metiopolitan sustainable 
development strategies. , 

Action 2: Identify and change existing federal programs or policies which encourage or 
subsidize sprawl and urban disinvestment, reorienting them to revitalize existing 
commuriities, whether urban, suburban, Or small town. - • , • • . • . . ' . ' • ̂  •' • • .• 

Step 2) Similar to the efforts with respect tq metropolitdri regions, con\>ene a group to 

focus on implementing sustainable development in rural communities and regions. 

C. The McArthuriProcess (January 1997 - ) 

(8) In December 1996, Adele Sunmons, President of the McArthur Foundation, requested a 

White House meeting to discuss miplementation of the PCSD's metropolitan poUcy 

recommiendatipns (above).' In addition to Ms. Sunmons, that meeting included Katie McGinty, 

LauraTyson, Joe Stiglitz, (Chair of the GouhcU of Economic Advisors), 

three other founcbtions (Surdna, Pew, arid̂ ^̂ ^ 

tl^ ;WfTute Housê  representatrv̂ es fixjm the foUnc^ prô de the AdIm^^s^^ v .̂ ii-̂ ^^^ 

recommendations on how a: nietix)p6litan initiative vvotUd be unpleimeii^ 

(9) To create such recommendations, tiie McArthur Foundation contiacted witii Scott iBemstein 

of the Center for Neighborhood Technology (CNT). He assembled a team to a) identify 

metropolitan areas inwiiich cooperation is occtirring between cities and suburbs; b) identify 

federal poUcies 

^^g§i:,^#i^Admm 

: • ••••••• unplemented.'-•'mM^'^--'-^^^^^^ 
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(10) The McArthur process has focused upon three major ways that the federal government can 

participate in a metiopolitan partnership: 

a) Smart Citizens: How can federal information and technical assistance programs provide 
tools for problem-solving to the citizens of a region? 

b) Smart Money: How can existing federal speridmg be invested wisely to meet the unique 
needs of a region? 

• . ' 
c) Smart Regulation: How can federal regulation be crafted to meet national goals in a 
manner that is cognizant of the unique circumstances foimd in a region? 

Detailed information concerning the McArthur process in general and these three areas of focus 

in particular can be found at www.cnt.org under Metiopolitan Initiative. 

D. PGSD Phase i n (May 1997- ) 

(11) In April 1997, the Administration renewed the charter for the PCSD for another two years 

and asked the Council to address the foUpwmgr 

"Advise the President on poUcies and apiptbiaches that proinote sustainable cominunities. In 
particulaf/theC^uucilsiiouldprom^ _ 
ihetibix)Utan {Uid rural areas. Tbe Council should qr^te and participate in projects tiiat help 
forge partnerships among representatives of federal and state agencies, urban centers, * 
suburban areas, and riiral (kjmmunitiesi with the goal of solving, in a bomprehensiVe way, 
local and regional sustainable development issues. The Coimcil should use the partner^p 

sustainable development strategies 
that engage the <!x)ii£ftituencies represented by the Cotmcil." 



D E P A R T M E N T OF A G R I C U L T U R E 
O F F I C E OF T H E S E C R E T A R Y 

WASHINGTON, O.C. 2 0 2 5 0 

SEP 0 5 1997 . 

MEMORANDUM TO PAUL WEINSTEIN - DOMESTIC POLICY COUNCIL 

FROM: Carl Whillock 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
White House Liaison 

SUBJECT: Department of Agriculture's Future Contribution to Economic Development 

When you first became President, you preposedT îral ^ ^ f f . ^ f ^^^^^^^^ 
been eLted and strongly supported by the Department of AgncuUure. Funding for USDA 
rural development programs has also increased 34 percent smce 1993. 

USDA's obiective over tiie next few years is to ensure tiiat each rural resident has tiie opportmuty 
from a dynLc, growmg economŷ  TMs W ^ - ^ ^ . ^ 

residents who have endured decades of persistent poverty and little hope tiia children lives w^ll 

bebett to 
incomes below tiie poverty level. Evenmdre alaiirung is that ahnost 55% of African Amencan 
children Uve in homes witii incomes belpw tiie poverty level. 

ap^h^roblems cojnprehcnsively and strategioaUy, enabling them to manage projects more 

effectively. 



c. iT^DA's rural business programs, if funded 
r u Fnhancine Rural Businesses: USUA s rurd Assuming level 

Creating Jobs and En^^^^^S^^^^ ̂ îst in creating or ̂ ^̂ ^̂ f;/?]'̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  by these 

fundmg . i5 also focusing more effort on ti^e d^^^^°P^ guarantee loans to 

creation of ne« jobs in P — f ^ ^ ' ^ o seek authority to assist non-farm cooperatrve 
the income generated locally. USDA may 

Q r # » a ^ development efforts in rural areas 
deveiopmcm Rural 
^p„vin .Ru^Te,e«m^^^^ 

iZ^^dget in eleotlic and 'd^^one systems «.Ugen«^^^ ,elecommnnications also opc^ 

e W f X t ^ « 
S ^ e constnicaoa and improvement ?f ̂ r ^ ^ ^ f o n jn rural America. Included 

meis the difference b e t w e e t . " " ^ ^ ^ ^ rural areas to provide clean, 
S f for t i sdreWa^raOOOIm^^^^ L S r t ^ e W « 2 0 0 0 I m d e . v e ^ c ^ 
safe drinking water to their homes. I»f , ̂  short-term employment opportunities 
^ i S t t e w a t e r a n d w t ^ ^ s p o s d m — 

. i-irnnnnmic 



, A r-KJM rare- USDA also finances a variety of 
Helping Rural Hospitals, Educational and Ch âĵ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  and child care facilities. 
Isser^ri community facilities including ̂ ^̂ P̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  community facilities are 
r S o n to helping attract a.d ~ f / ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ are frequentty the largest 
emnloyment generators in tiieu own nght. Fô  f^^P^' appropriations for the commumty 
3 ^ e r i n s U t ~ d o « r ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

? ; S : = " n n " i n r u r a l a r e a s . 

„, . ,,cnA assists rural towns by helping them plan, 
Rural Economic and Land Us. P " ; ^ " ^ ° ^ p ^ v e the use of land; preserve and miprove 
d"elop, and carry out programs ' o ' ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ r . o m c , and environmental conditions 
Mtutalresomces; and improve and enhance the s^^^ 
to rural America. USDA also establ.*« « ™ p t ^ ^̂ ^̂  ,̂  
communities to use Federal, ŝ te, '"'^'^f P ^ ° | X t I d effective way for rural conmumUes 

it-^r^gî T^^s^r^^^^^^ 

provide finUial - ^ . ' - " f ^ ^ ' ^ l ' ^ v e ^ ^ S : water quality and supply 
projects on private land for watershed P"'~°°^ " ji^^^. our programs also provide ^ 

srŵ x̂̂agXr̂"̂ ^̂ ^̂  



Memorandum 

To: The Domestic Policy Council Vi 

From: Aram Kailian, Special Assistant to the Commissi^ ̂ cj 

Public Buildings Service, General Services Administration 

Date: September 2, 1997 

Re: Considerations for the Administration's Empowerment & Urban Policy Agenda 

General 

The Clinton Gore Administration has initiated an unprecedented level of interagency and inter­
governmental efforts during it's first term. The second term promises a continuation of this productive 
practice. For various reasons, many predictable in the context of the management of any large 
organizational or bureaucratic structure, projects and initiatives have not been linked and coordinated 
as well as they might or could be. This is true at the national level and across the agencies regional 
structure nationwide. 

The recommendation as we move forward is for the Domestic Policy Council and the National 
Economic Council to identify the opportunities and determine where it makes the most sense to 
coordinate, collaborate, connect and thread initiatives that highlight a large picture vdth special 
attention to the pieces of policy that fit. (i.e. &npowerment Zones to Metiopolitan Region^ Planning 
Stiategies which incorporate Welfare to Work, AflBrmative Action, the Race Initiative, Work 
Opportunity Tax Credits, Brownfields, Sustainable Development, Urban Location, Job Training, 
ICTEA, Community and Economic Development, Micro Lending, etc.). 

Also deal with duplication of effort and areas where cross purposes or fabricated jurisdictional 
barriers are inhibitmg opportunities for success. In short, hold agencies and their principals accountable 
for meeting the Administration's objectives and goals as articulated by the President and Vice 
President. 

Specific 
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Begin an initiative seeking the voluntary agreement from individual private sector business 
providers of goods and services to the government which would allow targeted entities providing 
jobs, employment, and training for residents fi"om distressed economic areas to purchase from the 
GSA Schedules, especially in the areas of information technology and communications. 

Reinforce through Presidential Memorandum or Executive Order the intent for each CEB Agency 
to provide preferences for government programs, facilitate waivers, and provide technical 
assistance for contracting and procurement at the regional and local level for the designated 
Empowerment Zones and Enterprise Communities. 

Place high level emphasis on the link between EZ/ECs to Empowerment Contracting (EO 13005). 

Develop strategies and identify the means which promote partnership and bottom-Up approaches to 
strengthening and defining the critical interrelationship for economically distiessed areas (EZ & 
ECs) within larger metropolitan planning strategies, transportation links (getting people to work), 
and the provision of health and social services. 

Prepare an Executive Order directing agencies to identify the ways and means to provide national, 
regional and local support for Alternative Government Structures such as, but not limited to, 
Councils of Government (COG), Regional Planning Commissions (RPC), Community and 
Economic Development Corporations (CDC, EDC),.CohimUnity Development Funding Institutions 
(CDFI), Business Improvement Districts (BID) and Empowerment Zones (EZ). The order should 
stipulate an emphasis on the promotion of interaction, networking and communication through 
conferences and other vehicles which would offer opportunities to share successes, support and 
promote local governance, encourage pilots and facilittite the waivers of regulations. 













result, tlie city is now home to over two 
thousand environmental companies 
which have done wonders for both the 
air and the economy. Today, old indus­
trial buildings in downtown Denver are 
filled with expensive apartments and 
shops, and abandoned industrial sites 
along the river are being converted to 
parks. Pittsburgh, desperate after the de­
cline of the steel industry, has discov­
ered that it's a lot easier to draw new 
people and business to the city without 
smoke from steel mills billowing through 
the air. 

Cities are even giviiig suburbs a run 
fortheir money when it comes to the cost 
and availability of labor. These factors 
are key in corporate decisions to relocate 
because human resources is a compa­
ny s largest recurring expense, 50 percent 
to 75 percent of the total budget. Calcu­
lating this cost is relatively easy for man­
ufacturing and assembly plants that hire 
local workers; it is simply a matter of 
checking local wage scales. But for R&D 
facilities and headquarters, wages are 
only one factor. "Hi^er-quality workers 
have more choices about where and how 
they spend their money, so the ameni­
ties a city has to offer become critical," 
said Shari Bamett, a location cbnsultant 
at Ernst & Young. "VJe look at housing, 
schools, cultural institutions, the arts, 
and universities. Universities are attrac-

: tive to corporations because the labor 
^pool tends to be better, and because en­
gineers dnd high-tech people usually 
want to continue their education.* 

More and more compaiiies will likely 
relooate to cities as the U.S. economy 
continues its fundamental shift &om 
brawn to trains. After all, this is the era 
of Bill Gates, not Heniy Ford. Accord­
ing to economist Nuala Beck, author of 
Shi/itin^ Gears: TTiriving in the New 
Economy: The old manufacturing-
based economy peaked in 1981. We have 
become, a knowledge-based economy in 
\^ch people are paid to think and busi­
ness is based on brains alone.,'nie great 
cities of tomom}w will be the ones that 
attract the great scientists, engineers, 

•'Hiid thinkers." .Sr^ l-^a^-••• ^•>^'^i:<- M 

.^John;Baviaso^^ 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
URBAN POLICY INITIATIVES 

r.ommuter Incentives 

Expand theinewly-pa-ssed Parking Cash-Out policy. 
Support statutory expansion of parking cash-out to cover Federal employees. Passed as part ol 
tiie recent Tax Bill, Parking Cash-Out allows employers the option ol giving ihc cash value of 
dieir employees' parking subsidy to the employees as taxable income. I'arking C:a5h-0ut 
provides employees with tiie choice of using this funding for transit, other transportation 
expenses, or personal use. Because tiie cash-out law does not expliciily apply u, I-cdcral 
agencies,'additional legislation is recommended. LfigiiilMiŷ ^Ciimi. 

Harmonize the tax-free parking and transit benefit levels at $165 per month. 
Propo,<id Administration action: Support legislation increa.ung the lax-Jree transit henejil level. 
Available nationwide, the Transit Benefit Program allows employers to provide up to $65 per 
month tax free to their employee.s that travel by Iransh to and from work, limployers are also 
allowed to provide up to $165 per month in tax free parking to tiieir employees. This disparity in 
economic incentives minimizes tiie motivation to shift modes when high value parking is ottered 
for free (e.g., parking priced below tiie $165 cap bm above the $65 tninsit level). Increasing the 
transit benefit level to $165 would harmonize tiie existing dinercncc between the parking and 
transit benefit levels. ! ggĵ lative action. 

Pyî lioPrivHie: Infra-Struryir.̂  Development 

Ease tax code constraints which discourage public/private infrastructure development. 
Current tax rules explicitly discourage cooperation between infrastructure investment and 
economic development. Limits on tiie amount of "private benefit" a i;.x-excinpt inrrasiructure 
project canigenerate. as well as the percentage of bond proceeds that can be used for non-transit 
purposes, discourages public/private spm-off development that transportation projects, namely 
transit projects, could generate. In addhion. limits on private participation m tax-exempt 
highway projects leaves potential urban and near-urban loll facilities undeveloped becau.se ot a 
lack of capital Three possible changes tiiat would address these limiiuiit)ns - ̂ .̂.thout mcica.s,ng 
the allocations of tax exempt debt - are: 1) Raise tiie current cap on private benelii" from tax 
exempi debt from 10 to 20%; 2) lacrcasc tiic cap on bond proceeds use for non-transu purpose.* 

&grte/its. Current SIB law only: „ . - ^ . CTTJ,W^S«^^ 
does not allow pension fund participation in SlBs. This proposal would change existing SIB and^p. 
pension fund tax law to allow for in-till, Bnjwnficlds and smtdlcr local redevelopment PTOjocts,|:,.̂  



Additional action related to tiiis proposal would allow pension funds lo pass along the tax-
benefits to parties able to utilize ihc SIB tax benefits. Lc îsMjvc action. 

Financial Institution Partnerships. 
Develop partnerships between financial institutions regulatory agencies and the CDFI Fund I o 
identify, promote, and undertake transportation-related infrastructure and mobility enhancement 
projects. These partnerships would allow tiie Department of Transporlation lo educate financial 
institutions on tiie use of tiie Community Reinvestment Act Credits prt̂ gram, as well a-s CDFIs, 
in order to leverage large and small private financial resources to undertake iransporiation-related 
projects in low income urban areas. Once awareness is raised among the linancial institutions 
community about transportation intrastruclure and mobility enhancement project cliyibiliiy, 
DOT would lend technical support in identifying and undertaking projects. Atlministr<itive ettoQ 
with some reirylainrv clgrificHlion ^̂ tcr-̂ ^̂ •̂y inc-.rc-«sc awareness ol proiccl yliyibilitv in 
financial infjtitntinn rnmmunitv. 

F.nhanced PnhlicTnfrastmrt̂ irft nevelopmem 

Grade Crossing ConsoUdation 
Enhance Federal effort to consolidate at-grade rail/highway cro.ssinfi.'̂  in urban areas. Existing 
grade crossing grants are focused on crossing safety devices iind incentives I or crossing 
elimination: This does not recognize tiie unique needs of densely populated urban areas where 
crossing devices and elimination may not be a suitable option. In diesc insinnccs grade 
separation frequentiy needed to maintain tiie How of rail-bome goods a.s well as cross-grade 
traffic and i)edestrian movements (for example, tiic extreme case of the Alameda Comdor 
Project). In addition, rail mergers and traffic growth have substantially incrca.scd the volume of 
rail trafFie moving tiurough numerous communities. DOT proposes a broader grant progr̂ un lliat 
would pro\ide Federal funds for tiiesc larger grade separation infrastructure projects. Ugis'̂ '̂ve 
changes an(< blT̂ g<>tnrv rp̂ snnrces would be necessary. 

Improved Pedestrian Movements: 
Improve intra-city access and mobility by improving cross-track mnhif ity Rail corridors 
traversmg uri)an areas often have tiie effect of bisecting communities and creating dilTicultics for 
s-dfe pedestrian access from one side of the tracks to the other. Inipiovcmcnts to pcdcstnon 
access would reduce ttespasscr fatalities and injuries. In addition, bisected communities are 
frequentiy low hicome and would benefit from improved access to shopping, jobs and public 
services. This cfibrtcouW also be, tied in wtiiti^^ 

£xpand the Livable Communities Conccpt.̂ .̂ 5r?̂ ;f V ; ' . ' .'-m̂ ^̂ '̂ -̂' 
Announce a new Federal Livable Communities Grmt Program for up to 15 cities that 
incorporates a broad range of Federal programs andfocusex Federal resourca.ii to provide 
incentives for improving the quality of life in selected cities. The Livable Communities concept 



is one tiiat has an extiemely broad level of support and a readily identiliablc image, fhis Federal 
initiative would expand DOTs Livable Communities initiative from its transportution focus mm 
a national program linking various federal efforts such as brownfields redevelopment air quality 
improvements, sustainability. regional collaboration, welfare Lo work, community policing, 
education ahd Empowerment Zones/Enterprise Communities. While ni<my ot these 
Administration initiatives also address the livability of a place, there has been little ellort to 
combine Federal resources. Working chiefly through existing programs with existing resources 
the Federal Livable Communities grant program would provide an opportunity to extend abroad 
based public private partnership and leverage significant funding in specitic locations. Sinne 
^j^^^j^^tmn î ter-apencv coordination and bud^mrv resonrcpf̂  would bo necessary. 

Improve Federal Cnordination 

Regional Collaboration. 

Encourage Regional collaboration and deci.<;ion making. Federal agencies should ensure, 
whenever possible, that tiieir programs facilitate multi-jurisdictional cooperation. 
. Put all Federally required planning processes an similar timeframes, and geographic 

boundaries to allow better integration of programs. Federal requirements are inconsistent 
and create barriers to coordination. Differing geographic boundaries and timeframes hamper 
coUaborative efforts at tiie Federal and local levels. Harmonizing l-cdcml planning 
requirements at tiie regional level will fosier regional pruMem solving. AdminLitraiiveand 
ff.̂ \sMnTV acTin"̂  Legislative actinn mav be nccessarv 

• Where appropriate, use the same regional forums for a variety nfj-cderal planning 
responsibilities For example, tiie Administration's proposal for N1-.XT1:A proposes an 
expanded role for Metropolitan Planning Organizations beyond transportauon planning to a 
wide range of planning responsibilities. Building on existing regional fomms is an effective 
way to increase the coordination across Federal programs. May: r<-(iuirc rcgulatonaK 
legislative change. 

. Make regional consultation a factor in all Federal discretionary grants. 1 his practice would 
rcsuk in the development of new partnerships and tiie identification of mutual inieresis 
further facilitating cross-jurisdictional coordination, î (̂ minî rr̂ 1livo nnd reRulatory actiQPi 
gre necessary. 

. Furui regional visioning and land use planning exerc/AC.v. The I cderal government can act 
as a catalyst and facilitator for metropolitan reeions who wish to pursiu- problem solving 
'Strategies and improved land use planning. Land tise planning is local but tiie impacts cross 

'^"^ the new DOL Challenge Grants may oe mea-io-mrecuyjuna irunspunuuu,, /'-v^iv.̂ ? 
move welfare recipients to work. There is a geographic mismatch between welfare recipients and 
entry level jobs: iwo-tiiirds of all new jobs arc in die suburbs, while three out ot cvc-ry four 



welfare recipients live in central cities or rural areas. For most welfare recipients transportation 
options are limited. Only six percent own automobiles, and, due to hisioricul commuting patterns 
and fmancial conshaints, transit does not always provide good service lo the .suburban job 
markets. Currentiy there is confusion about whether such funds can ho used lo pay transportation 
providers for services. Historically, both DOf and DOL programs have dcfi ned transportation 
support services in terms of the individual client - and allowing reimbursement for services used 
- rather thari service availability. Most state TANF programs have continued this by identilying 
individual client reimbursement for transportation as an allowable job support activity. 
Explicitiy making transportation services an eligible u.sc of TANF and DOL wellarc funds will 
help ensure that states consider welfare recipient transportation needs alongside other potential 
uses for tiie welfare reform funds. This will ensure, for those who want lo work, there arc 
actually ways to get there. Possible Executive Order nthpr aHrpinisimTive action necessary. 

Targeted Transportation Prô 'rams 

Urban Trahsportation Safety for Children. 
Undertake a targeted transportation safety campaign that focuses on children. Specific goals 
include raising the rate of seatbeh use among urban populations, as well as educating children on 
the need to wear bicycle helmets, and obey trafTic signals. In addition, continued emphasis can 
be placed on educating parents on tiie need for and proper use ol" child saiety seats. lYcsidential 
declaration :of initiative kick-off and event. 

Urban Intercity Bus Facilities Redevelopment. 
Offer tax incentives for rehabilitating and redeveloping privately owned urban inter-city bus 
facilities, the proposal calls for a tax credit of similar size and worth as that granted for historic 
stmcture rehabilitation (20%). The Administration's current NF.XTF.A proposal allows 
privately-owned inter-city bus facilities to be eligible lor Federal grants. I lowevcr. additional tax 
incentives for private parties to undertake this type of activity are limited. I hc one existing 
incentive is in tiie fonn of an investors' tax credit if die building is a historic stmcture. However 
many privdte inter-city bus facilities are not historic stnjcturcs. Yet these structures could form 
tiie nucleus of areas of iirban redevelopment - in the way some train stations have, l.cgisltitive 
changes arfe necessarv. 

• i 

Education Programs 

Encouragie students to consider transportation careers and promote lite-long learning. 
Support tinltancements oftlte Garret A. Morgan Transporiatinn and Technology Futures 

îlS^^ f̂:*: JVogrflm:'-Recentiy initiated by Secretary Slater, tiie Morgan program is designed to reach one 
;..>."' million sttKicni'by thê ^̂  2000. 'the prograTti fosters partnerships between the transportation 

M^if ^̂ îs*o industry; Federal, State, and local governments; the education community: and others, to ensure 
: • 4;; :V:af that America's students have frill access to transportation career opportunities and the skills ;ind 

technical expertise ticcessary to take advantage of tiiose opportunities. 'Lcgislativc_imd 
administrative action, as well budgetary resources mav bc necessary. 



To: Paul Weinstein 

From: Michael Barr 

Sub J ect: NEC/DPC Community Empowerment Process 

Paul, tiie attached memo represents some preUminary thinking of my office, Economic PoUcy 
and Tax PoUcy, as weU as members of tiie CEA, and several ideas tiiat we have discussed 
mitiaUy witii HUD. It is, of course, quite sketchy and may include ideas tiiat we should not 
support upon fiirther analysis. 



Ideas for FY99 Budget 
Community Development PoUcy 

1. Implementation of a "Fah Lending/Fair Housing Initiative" to ensure equitable access to 
Ĉ redit markets. This initiative would include several sub-oomts: 

Examination of tiie impact of credit scoring loan systems and risk-based pricmg 
on the availability and price of capital to lower-income and minority individuals. 
A Presidential initiative urging the banking regulators to obtain more data on 
reasons for home mortgage denials (HMDA provides only partial information) 
and, where possible, on the applicants' credit score. (A sunilar initiative might be 
undertaken with respect to race and income data tmder HMDA's new small 
business reporting requirement, which only pertams to geographic data at this 
time.) 
A Presidential request to the GSEs to retain loan denial data for fiirther analysis of 
lending patterns (currentiy, GSEs retam only tiie loan approval data) 
hicreased fundmg for DO J/HUD "testing" of how appUcants are tieated 
PubUc education around the 30 year anniversary of the Fair Housing Act 

Pros: 

This is an important issue. HMDA data continue to show disturbing disparities in loan 
denial rates across racial and ethnic groups. 

Legislative action m tiiis arena would prove difficult, and might lead to countervailing 
legislative efforts to undermine existing safeguards and programs; regulatory actions and 
hortatory efforts, however, may prove quite contentious in their ovm right, and might m 
any event prove to be inadequate to the task. 

2. Secondarv market / securitization of economic development loans 
Launch mnovative, private-sector driven effort to assist in crating a secondary market for 
community and economic development loans. Such a market would create liquidity for 
institutions with tiie expertise to make development loans to small businesses, micro 
entrepreneurs and development projects. Together with other agencies, such as Commerce, 
HUD, and Agriculture, Treasury would launch small pilot projects that create loan pools, engage 
experts to provide technical advice on secondary market creation, hire outside fums to conduct 
research on existing portfolio, and reduce existing barriers. Five fimdamental challenges to be 
overcome in stimulating a secondary market are: 

lack of standardization in loan underwriting; 
lack of consistency in documentation; 
overcoming inhibitory regulatory barriers; 
insufficient industry data for market assessment; 
lack of knowledge in the development lending busmess regarding securitization. 

Cons: 



Pros: Linking community and economic development lending mtermediaries to the market 
would enhance liquidity, tend to improve loan performance standards, and potentially 
bring in new sources of caphal for these purposes. 

Cons: For many intermediaries, securitization would prove to be an expensive source of capital. 

3. Pilot a national Capital Access Propram fCAP^ based on tiie guccessfiil programs 
currentlv operatinp in 23 states. 

Pros: 

Cons: 

Compared to loan guarantees, tiie CAP program is a much more elegant and effective 
alignment of incentives between the government and the banks. State government 
matches an insurance premium paid by the borrower, aU of which goes into a segregated 
account at tiie originating bank. There is no independent loan review by tiie government. 
Any losses on tiie portfolio are absorbed first by the accumulated insurance premiums. 
CAP offers a specific government mvestment for a specific lending volume. 
By working witii tiie successfril state programs, a national CAP could quickly benefit 
from states' experience. 
Treasury's CDFI Fund has existing authorities to begin such a program, given sufficient 
fimding. The underiying stattite should be modified as part of the CDFI Fund's 
reautiiorization this year to make the program more effective at scale. 

A CAP program could be seen as competing with guarantee models for credit provision. 

4. F.nroiirape nonhank lenders sur.h as mortgaPR companies And other credit SUPpUers to 
inq-̂ .ase lending to low and moderate income pp.rsons on a voluntary basi?-

Pros: 

Cons: 

Almost 60% of home mortgages are now made by mortgage companies, entities not 
covered by CRA. The largest lenders of otiier types of loan (consumer lendmg, car 
lendmg, institiitional real estate lending) are also often not covered by CRA. As major 
niches of tiie credit markets become dominated by non-bank players, access to credit may 
increasingly suggest looking more broadly than banks. 

As part of Treasury's financial modernization proposal, we have not extended CRA to 
nonbank instimtions. Legislative action in tiiis arena is next to impossible. Even 
hortatory steps by tiie Admmistration might be seen as leadmg to legislative actions and 
might be bitterly opposed. Moreover, numerous conceptual and practical difficuUies 
arise m trying to determine appropriate measurements. 



Pros: 

Cons: 

Launch a Presidential initiative to create a private sector "CEOs for the Cities," which 
would (1) help provide a stiiicture for local efforts to provide business-to-busmess 
technical assistance; (2) act as a supporter for broad-based efforts to revitaUze cities. 

Just as President Kennedy helped launch the Lawyer's Committee for Civil Rights to 
provide national exposure and expertise to tiie struggle for equality under law, President 
Clinton could launch tiie CEO for tiie Cities to provide exposure and expertise to local 
efforts to bring residents of distressed communities into the economic mainstream. 
There is a clear need for the transmission of business to business expertise, and local 
efforts often lack sufficient resources or networkmg capacities. On a broader front, such 
an effort could increase support for programs affecting the nation's poorest communities. 

A number of local efforts, as weU as SBA's SCORE program, already exist, so it would 
be important to assess what value added a new initiative would bring. 

6, Fund Innovative Local Efforts bv Community Based Organizations to Promote Job 

Readiness 

Pros: Job readmess is a central issue for the job prospects of low income persons and central to 
the welfare to work effort. LocaUy based organizations m a number of communities have 
developed track records in serving as intermediaries to train and place low income 
persons. These local mitiatives, however, often lack resources, or other intermediaries 
that can bring them to scale. The Labor Department is aheady fundmg an effort to 
expand the model used by tiie San Jose CET in a number of sites. This effort could be 
dramatically expanded, and an additional component - intermediaries along the LISC 
and Enterprise models ~ could be added. 

Cons: The Labor Department is already fimdmg pilot projects witii CDCs and it has not been 
demonstrated tiiat tiiese local mitiatives can be successfiiUy adapted to otiier sites or can 
reach scale. Thus, an initiative here may be premature and costly. 

7. Create a new "Small Business Start-UP Equity Fund" to research and develop how credit 
scoring can be used to expand access to equity for small businesses. 

These would be small equity investments, <$ 100,000 per investee, which is a segment of 
businesses ahnost completely unserved by the formal fmancial markets. The scoring system 
would seek out indicators other than net worth and current earmngs. ft is likely tiiat such a fimd 
would experience up to 50% losses in the early years, but tiie goal is to demonstrate a 15% loss 
rate by year 5. The private sector is unlikely to develop tiiis product on its own because of the 
high losses in early years, and the longer timeline to financial payoff 

The fimd could be 50%-75% fimded by the federal government, witii remaining fundmg coming 
from major money center banks and philanthropies. It is critical that the private sector 
participants provide both fimding and some staff talent to oversee the project. From tiie 



beginning, tiie project could be structtired so that either (I) tiie knowledge leamed would be 
given away, or (2) the private sector participants could purchase the expertise. 

8. Create a program to stimulate preater personal savings of low-income individuals. 
possiblv through Individual Development Accounts flDAs) or similar structtires. 

Pros: 
An IDA effort could gamer bipartisan support. Coates will introduce a bill tiiis year for a 
4 year/$lOO milUon demonstration of ID As, and is likely to get the support of Harkm; a 
companion Hall/Kasich measure may also be intioduced. 
In the economic development field, there is a gathermg consensus tiiat improving savings 
is key to supporting lower-mcome people. 
Some states, philantiuopies and the CfED are experimenting with IDA accounts, botii 
under welfare reform and as part of purely private efforts. 
A federal pilot m tiiis area could effectively leverage its doUars. 

Cons: 

Fostering savings among tiie poor is highly difficuU. IDAs have been criticized as 
seeking to foster long-term savings, while savings for emergencies is often a more 
pressing problem for the poor. 

9 . Technical assistance for non-profits. 

Experience suggests tiiat many nonprofit organizations lack capacity for developmg business 
plans for sustainable interventions/programs. This need results from a shift in tiie nonprofit 
fimding environment itself: there is now a greater emphasis on financial sustainabiUty, high-
quality business management skills, and, in some cases, generating related and unrelated 
busmess income. The needed assistance is in proposal writmg, busmess planning, and connecting 
to otiier sources of fimdmg. This could occur through workshops; coUaborations with 
educational institutions. 

10. Tf̂ rpeted child care training for neighborhoods with large numbers of welfare repipients. 

Training would be aimed at (1) welfare recipients receiving training as child care employees and 
(2) individuals interested m starting a center or home-care business. This would promote 
employment, business ownership, and address potential supply bottlenecks in distressed areas 
that experience a surge in demand for care as a resuU of welfare reform. 

11. Promote the Portability of HUD Section 8 Vouchers 

While Section 8 vouchers are potentiaUy an important vehicle to integrate low-income families 
into higher income neighborhoods, many Section 8 participants remain clustered in low-income 
neighborhoods. This could reflect a lack of support at the housing authority level for famiUes 
moving out oftheirjurisdiction, in part because of built-in program mcentives to retain 



households witiiin their jurisdiction. To promote mcreased portability of vouchers, programs 
could be adopted to increase tiie willingness of local housing autiiorities to promote mobiUty of 
Section 8 recipients to otiier jurisdictions. For example, it could be possible to allow local 
housing authorities to keep a larger share of their administrative fee i f tiiey port out a voucher, 
hi addition, more resources could be made available for housing mobility counseUng and 
landlord otitreach, as under HUD's Regional Opportunity Counseling program. 

12. Promote Linkapes Between Low-Income Areas and Other Parts of the City/Subtffbs 

A number of community-based organizations are now experimenting with programs which try to 
link workers in low-mcome neighborhoods with job opportunities elsewhere m tiie city. These 
programs expand transportation avaUability between inner-city areas to otiier parts of tiie city and 
the suburbs. In addition, tiiey try to increase information by building networks between locally 
based instimtions tiiat serve inner-city residents and employers and employer networks that may 
provide suitable jobs. These efforts could be fiirther supported by increased federal fimdmg of 
promismg local initiatives, and through federal monitoring of local efforts and dissemination of 
mformation about promising local models. One potential model is Public/Private Ventiire's 
"Bridges to Work" program, which is now being tested in 5 cities. 

13. F.ypand fiindinp for Community Health Care Clinics' Infrastructtire 

To address tiie serious shortage of primary care providers in low-income areas, the federal 
government could increase fimdmg for community healtii centers and cUnics in low-mcome 
neighborhoods. This would help to increase access to healtii care in disadvantaged 
neighborhoods, as weU as to mcrease local employment opportunities. A potential fimding 
source for tius initiative is a portion of the tobacco settlement. 

14. Provide fimding for After-school r.pre for kids and tie this effort to the White House Child 

Tare Conference Agenda 

A significant problem for parents, particularly m low income mner city neighborhoods, who wish 
to move into tiie job market is tiie lack of after school altematives for tiieir children, who may 
face violence in their neighborhoods. The Administiation could propose block grants to tiie 
states to fimd after-school programs in distressed neighborhoods. 

15. Public safety and economic development 

A number of small scale initiatives have been undertaken by community groups, national 
nonprofits such as LISC and Enterprise, business leaders, and poUce departments to develop 
integrated anti-crime and economic development strategies at tiie neighborhood level. The 
Administration could host one or more "best practices" conferences to discuss tiiese stiategies. 

16. Incentives for RegionaUsm? 
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METROPOLITAN PARTNERSHIPS 

6. NOTE 
Considerable discussion regarding a "metropolitan initiative" has occurred within the 
Administiation over the last few years. There is stiong support for the concept aihong 
ageiicy staff. But due to the shortness of time, it hasn't been possible to consult with 
others outside of CEQ. Therefore, this paper v^U propose a process to create a 
metropolitan initiative with the fuU involverhent of aU interested parties. 

I. INTRODUCTION 
There is a growing consensus that the metropolitan region may be the most effective scale 
to address the economic, social, and environmental problems facing large urban areas. 
The Administiation should laimch an initiative to catalyze "Metropolitan Partnerships" in 

. six to 12 regions that' wdll bring together center cities and surrounding suburbs to develop 
regional strategies to meet local needs ~ such as creating jobs, cleaning up brownfields, 
reducing traffic congestion, moving people from welfare to work, preventing crime, and 
curbing sprawl. 

IL BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT. 

The DPC-NEC Urban Policy Working Group. In the fall of '94 this working group 
gave serious consideration to "prpmbting nietiopoUtan approachies to solving urban 
problems and providmg incentives for regional cooperation.''. This work should be dusted 
off as starting point for developing a new Metiopolitan Partnerships initiative, 

The President's Council on Sustainable Development. In January 1997, the PCSD 
//sent a progress report to the President that recommended that the Administiation: 

"Establish a pilot demonstration program to encourage metropdlitan cooperation 
and problem-solving. The federal government should act as a catalyst arid 
facilitator for selected metropolitan regions to pursue metropolitan-scale 
problem-solving strategies by highlighting ongoing initiatives and successful 
models, coordinating the federal response, leveraging existing resources, iising 
administrative flexibility, streamlining service delivery; and directing resources to 
more effectively support metropolitan sustainable development strategies. " 

(The attachment entitied "PCSD Sustainable Communities Chronology" provides more 
detail on the Council's work in this Eirea.) 
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• The Joint Center on Sustainable Communities. Upon release of the PCSD's 
"Sustainable America" report in March 1996, the US Conference of Mayors (USCM) and 
the National Association of Cotmties (NACo) aimotmced their intention to create the 
Joint Center for Sustainable Communities. The primary purpose of this new entity is to 
promote cooperation among cities arid surrounding counties within metiopolitan regions 
ill meeting economic, social, and environmental challenges. Both USCM and NACo 
would be very supportive of a Metiopolitan Partnerships initiative. 

• The McArthur Process. Since early 1997, several national fotmdations -- most notably 
McArthur ~ have been supporting an effort to provide recommendations to the 
Admiiustration on implementing the PCSD recommendation referenced above. In the 
past six months regional meetings with a broad representation of local interests have been 
held in Miami, Los Angeles, San Francisco, St, Louis, Chicago, Detioit, Atlanta, New 
York/New Jersey/Coimecticut, Cleveland, Boston, Pittsburg, and Miimeapolis/St. Paul. 
Federal agency representatives haye been present at each of these meetings. A 
Washington meeting with representatives from each regional session will be convened in 
October tO discuss final recommendations to the Administration. Administration , 

. representatives will be invited to this session. Final recommendations could emerge from 
this process later this fall. (Additional information concerning this process can be found 
in items 8-10 on the attached chronology and at www.cnt.org tmder "Metiopolitan 
Initiative.") 

• The PCSD. The PCSD has created a new task force with a mission that includes 
"promoting triulti-jurisdictional and comrnunity cooperation in metropolitan areas" that is 
co-chaired by Secretary Cuomo, Mayor Susan Savage of Tulsa, and Scott Bernstein, 

; President of the Center for Neighborhood Technology in Chicago. The PCSD can serve 
as an effective rneans of involving non-federal partners in the design of a Metropolitan 

• Partnership iiutiative. y 

i iL-"^'BASiGA^ ' 

• BuiWing on Existing Initiatives. The Clinton-Gore AdriiimStiation has launched 
numerous innovative economic development, social policy, and environmental quality 
initiatives in the past 4/4 years. The Metropolitan Partnerships initiative will not create 
new programs; it's focus will be better coordination of existing programs at the 
metropolitan level. 

• Coordinated with New Initiatives. The Metropolitan Partaerships initiative wdll be 
designed to complement other new Administration initiatives^ For example, one of the 
pilots could be located in the Washington, DC metiopolitan region as a means of 
supporting the Administration's DC Initiative. In addition, because the initiative would 
be based upon building partnerships between central cities and surrounding suburbs, i t : 
may also support the President's Race Initiative. 



• No New Federal Money. Because of the current budget climate, the initiative will 
require no new federal money beyond what will be necessary to administer the initiative. 
However, because of the strong interest of the foundation community, it shotild be 
possible to leverage significant foundation funding in support of the initiative. 

A Low- Profile Effort. This initiative should not be the subject of high-profile national 
attention. Metiopolitan regions should not be selected to participate through a highly 
visible application process. Rather, candidates will likely emerge from the McArthur 
process and through other discussions. National attention should be reserved until 
success stories begin to emerge in specific metiopolitan regions. 

IV. NEXT STEPS. 

The following steps should be taken to develop a Metropolitan Partnerships initiative: 

• A Metiopolitan Partnerships working group should be created under this DPC-NEC 
process. The working grOup should include representatives of all agencies participating 
in the metropolitan task force of the PCSD; 

Scott Bemstein of the Center for Neighborhood Technology should be invited as soon as 
possible to brief this new metropolitan working group on the status and lessons leamed 
from the McArthur process; 

• The working group should bring in representatives of outside interests, starting with 
representatives of major foundations that support the concept of nietropoUtan 
partnerships. Next, the group should meet with representatives of local govermnent, 
beginning with the USCM and NACo, , 

• - The working group shotild participate in the Washington, DC meeting in October that 
will lead to the final recommendations to the Administiation that will enieirge frorh the / 
McArthur process. ' 

• This fall, the working group should prepare, in anticipation of the recommendations firom 
the McArthur process, a draft proposal to create Metiopolitan Partnerships in six to 12 
regions. Upon formally receiving the McArthur recoriimendations, the working group 
will prepare a final draft for internal Administiation review by December. 

Attachment 



PCSD Sustamable Communities Chronology 

A . PCSD Phase I : The Report (June 1993- March 1996) 

(1) President Clinton issued an Executive Order in Jime 1993 establishing the President's 

Council on Sustainable Development (PCSD). Creating the PCSD fulfilled a US pledge made 

by former President Bush at the Earth Summit in Rio in 1992. President Clinton asked the i 

PCSD to propose a sustainable development stiategy for the US. 

(2) In March 1996, the President's Council on Siistainable Development transmitted its proposed 

stiategy to President Clinton in a report entitled Sustainable America: A New Consensus for 

Prosperity, Opportunity, and a Healthy Environment 

(3) The PCSD report included the following national goal: 

"SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES. Encourage people to work together to ereate healthy 
communities where natural and historic resources arie preserved, jobs are available, sprdwl is 
contained, neighborhoods are secure, education is lifelong, transportation and health care are 
accessible, and all citizens have opportunities to iinprove the quality of their lives.''v • 

B . PCSD Phase I I : Implementation (May 1996- January 1997) 

(4) Upon receiving the Council's report in March 1996 , the President asked the PCSD to 

continue its work by focusing upon recommendations for implementing Sustainable America. To 

follow through on its sustainable communities recommendations, the Council created a Task 

Force on Innovaitive Localj, State, and Regional Approaches. 

The task force was co-chaired by Dr. James Baker, Administrator of NOAA, and Scott Bemstein, 

President of the Center for Neighborhood Technology (CNT) in Chicago. 



(5) After transmittal of the PCSD report to the President, Laura Tyson (Chair of the National 

Economic Council) and Katie McGinty (Chair of the Council on Environmental Quality) 

established an Interagency Working Group on Sustainable Development. NEC and CEQ 

asked federal agencies to review the PCSD recommendations and action items and report on 

related programs and activities. This process produced a 376 page inventory of ongoing federal 

activities related to sustainable development. 

(6) Upon release of the PCSD report, the US Conference of Mayors and the National Association 

of Counties aimounced the creation of a Joint Center for Sustainable Communities to focus 

upon implementing the PCSD report at the local level. This is a tmly unique parmership for 

these representatives of cities and surrounding areas had never worked together before. The new 

Joint Center was formally launched in December 1996 with support from DOC, DOE, and EPA. 

(7) In January 1997, the Council tiansmitted a Progress Report on implementation to President 

Clinton. The progress report reflects an emerging consensus that the metropolitan region may be 

the best scale to address sustainable communities issues in urban areas. By adopting a 

metiopolitan a!ppr6ach, the federal government can help to bring together center cities vdth 

surrounding suburbs and rural areas to create regional partnerships to clean up brownfi(?lds, 

reduce tiaiffic congestion, move people froin welfare to w6rk, prevent crirne, preserve prime 

farmland, curb urban sprawl, etc. ^ . 

The task force co-chaired by Jiin Baker and Scott Bemstein drafted language in the progress 

report that included the follov^ng''Reconuhended Next Steps''for the federal government to 

adopt a metropolitan approach to building sustainable communities: 

Step 1) Develop and adopt federal metropolitan-scale policy through an Interagency 

Metropolitan Sustainable Development Working Group. . 
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Action 1: Establish a pilot demonstration program to encourage metiopolitan cooperation 
and problem-solving. The federal government should act as a catalyst and facilitator for 
selected metropolitan regions to pursue metropolitan-scale problem-solving stiategies by 
highlighting ongoing initiatives and successful models, coordinating the federial response, 
leveraging existing resources, using administrative flexibility, streamlining service 
delivery, and directing resources to more effectively support metiopolitan sustainable 
development strategies. , 

Action 2: Identify and change existing federal programs or policies which encourage or . 
subsidize sprawl and urban disinvestment, reorienting them to revitalize existing 
communities, whether urbari, subtirbah. Or small town. ' •. •. • • •' 

Step 2) Similar to the efforts with respect to metropolitan regions, convene a group to 

focus 6n implementing sustainable development in rural communities and regions. 

C. The McArthur.Process (January 1997 - ) 

(8) In December 1996, Adele Simmons, President of the McArthur Foundation, requested a 

White House meeting to discuss implerhentation of the PCSD's metiopolitan policy 

recommendations (above). In addition to Ms. Simmons, that meeting included Katie McGinty, 

Laura Tyson, Joe Stiglitz, (Chair of the (Council of Economic Advisors), and representatives of 

three other foundations (Surdna, Pew, arid Casey). Due to a strong expression of interest from 

the White FIouse, representatives from the fotmdations agreed to provide the Administiation ; 

recommendations on how a metiopolitan initiative would be implemented. 

(9) To create such recommendations, the McArthur Fotmdation contiacted v^th Scott Bemstein 

of the Center for Neighborhood Technology (CNT). He assembled a team to a) identify 

metiopolitan areas in which cooperation is occurring between cities and suburbs; b) identify 

federal policies and authorities that could be used to facilitate such cooperation; c) draft an ideal 

'•scenario" of how such cooperation might occur, including defining the federal role; d) test that 

"scenario" iri about 12 metropolitan regions with local leaders; and e) to submit to the 

Administration in the fall of 1997 a proposal for how a metropolitan policy might be 

implemented. 
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(10) The McArthur process has focused upon three major ways that the federal government can 

participate in a metropolitan partnership: 

a) Smart Citizens: How can federal information and technical assistance programs provide 
tools for problem-solving to the citizens of a region? 

b) Smart Money: How can existing federal spending be invested wisely to meet the unique 
needs of a region? 

c) Smart Regulation: How can federal regulation be crafted to meet national goals in a 
manner that is cognizant of the unique circumstances found in a region? 

Detailed information concerning the McArthur process in general and these three areas of focus 

in particular can be found at www.cnt.org under Metropolitan Initiative. 

D. PCSD Phase I I I (May 1997 - ) 

(11) In April 1997, the Administration renewed the charter for the PCSD for another two years 

and asked the Council to address the following: 

"Advise the President on policies and approaches that promote sustainable communities. In 
particular, the Council should promote multi-jurisdictional and community cooperation in 
metropolitan and rural areas. The CouricU shotild create and participate in projects that help 
forge partnerships among representatives of federal and state agencies, urban centers, 
suburban areas, arid niral communities with the "goal Of solving, in a comprehensive way, 
local and regional sustainable development issues. The Council should use the partnership 
projects to identify barriers to cooperation and innovative sustainable development strategies 
that engage the constituencies represented by the Council." 

(12) On April 29, the ?tSD held its first meeting of 1997. The Council created a new task force 

on metropolitan and rural approaches to building sustainable communities, cochaired by 

HUD Secretary Cuomo, Scott Bemstein of CNT, and Susan Savage, mayor of Tulsa. The new 

task force held its organizational meeting on August 5, 1997. 



DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
O F F I C E OF T H E S E C R E T A R Y 

WASHINGTON, O.C. 2 0 2 5 0 

SEP 0 5 1997 . 

MEMORANDUM TO PAUL WEINSTEIN - DOMESTIC POLICY COUNCIL 

FROM: Carl Whillock 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
White House Liaison 

SUBJECT: Department of Agriculture's Future Contribution to Economic Development 

rural development programs has also increased 34 percent since 1993. 

USDA-s objective over the next few years is to t ^ e r r y " 

i ^ c o m t b " e p r e r t J S Eve lo re a « i n g is that ahnost 55% ot Afttcan American 

Children live in homes with incomes belpw the poverty level. 

To meet its obiective USDA's will increase efforts to work with tiie private sector to create 

to p l ^ a l d implement comprehensive strategies that work for them. Providing tectm cal 
IssYsSnrby leld staff and a proactive approach to community development wiU be &e 

effectively. 

^ : ! r : r : l - e , y e a n a o f o r c o n » ^ ^ ^ ^ 

grassroou ^ f f o - ' - ^ ^ X S ^ h s will create or 

impoverished rural communities. 



. Enhancing Rural Businesses: USDA's - a l » 
creating Jobs and Enh-^^^^^y ;„ ' « ^ ' ' " 8 . T " l t a t e d or saved by these 
at the requested FY ' " ' ^ j^op ^to^t 100.000 jobs farmer cooperatives 
funding >;^^;f , l :?„cusing more effort on the 4 — ^ ' ^ J ^ ^ ^ ^ . e e loans to 
programs alone. USDA is a s v̂estments. USDA can n s 
I assist farmers in " " ^ ' ^ ' X t e T ^ ° „ck in value-added J ltain more of 
individual fanners for the °V commodities and help ""^^"f^!!'„„erative 
creation of new jobs in P » f ^30 seek authority to assist non-farm coop 

income generated locally. USDA may 
f̂f̂ r+c in rural areas. the income gtuv^i^-— -

development efforts in rural areas. „rt Growing Rural 

---«."sSÂ ;=rfrê ^̂ ^ 
1998 budget m electric ana teicp investment in telecommui ^ • Q̂ ĝ 
nvestment and approximately ̂ ^ ^ ^ ' ^ ^ ^ ^ by erasing time and SP̂ '̂ ;̂̂ ^̂ "̂̂ ^̂ ^̂  generates 

oppormnity electiic t e l e c — 
v,ith urban areas, ^ach $ 1 ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  P"̂ ^̂ ^̂ "̂?̂  f J ^ ^ ^ ^ tiie Internet by the 
9̂  iobs Additionally, UbUA paru^ w _̂ _-.ect all schools and libraries lo u 

^ ^ ^ ^ 

1.5 V = ^ r V S o " o i n S c b-̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ the local ^ ' ' - ^ ^ " : ^ J ^ t ^ Z r ^ also aid 

SSDIW^C^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 
the local communities by heipmg 
local rural economies. 



J r̂ û Â rare- USDA also finances a variety of 
Helping Rural Hospitals, Educational facilities and child care facilities. 
S t i a l community facilities î ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ Ŝhospttalŝ ê ^̂ ^̂ ^ ^^^^^ .̂̂  f̂ .̂̂ îes are 
: S i o n to helping attract and retam em ôŷ ^̂ ^̂  ,he largest 
emnlovment generators in tiieir own right, ex^P^. appropriations for the commmuty 
: ^ - e r i n s L l l . o — 
^ f S S i r - ^ s i n r u r a l a r e a s . 

„, • TisnA assists rural towns by helping them plan. 
Rural Economic and Land Use use of land; preserve and mprove 
develop, and carry out programs t - " - ^ ^ , ^ ' ' S l ^ n o m i c , and environmental conditions 
natural resources; and improve and enhance the 
in rural America. USDA also - ^ " ^ ' ^ ^ ^ ' ' ^ ' ^ ^ ^ Z their benefit. This combination of tol 
communities to use Federal, state, =>»̂  ° f P'°g™^;^<i effective way for rural conmiumU s 

uy f nn the list of development and conservation 
Protecting Watersheds: Rural " ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ are ca^ed out cooperatively with 
concerns in rural communities. USDA ^Wa^e^he p g^ ^^^^^^^^^ development. Our 
local agencies and units of g^^'T'^^'ff^T^^e to local sponsors for watershed-based 
programs provide fmancial -^^^^^0^ 0^^^^^^^^ ^^^^^^ ^^^.r'"' 
projects on private land for watershed P'-^^f ̂ "̂̂^̂^̂^̂^̂  our programs also provide 

rovements, and recreation, " ^ r n ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ are a threat to life andproperty. 
assistance to watersheds damaged by severe natur 



Memorandum 

To: The Domestic Policy Council 

From: Aram Kailian, Special Assistant to the Commissi| 

Public Buildings Service, General Services Administration 

Date: September 2, 1997 

Re: Considerations for the Administration's Empowerment & Urban Policy Agenda 

General 

The Clinton Gore Administration has initiated an unprecedented level of interagency and inter­
governmental efforts during it's first term. The second term promises a continuation of this productive 
practice. For various reasons, many predictable in the context of the management of any large 
organizational or bureaucratic structure, projects and initiatives have not been linked and coordinated 
as well as they might or could be. This is true at the national level and across the agencies regional 
structure nationwide. 

The recommendation as we move forward is for the Domestic Policy Council and the National 
Economic Council to identify the opportunities and determine where it makes the most sense to 
coordinate, collaborate, connect and thread initiatives that highlight a large picture with special 
attention to the pieces of policy that fit. (i.e. Empowerment Zones to Metropolitan Regional Planning 
Strategies which incorporate Welfare to Work, Affirmative Action, the Race Initiative, Work 
Opportunity Tax Credits, Brownfields, Sustainable Development, Urban Location, Job Training, 
ICTEA, Community and Economic Development, Micro Lending, etc.). 

Also deal with duplication of effort and areas where cross purposes or fabricated jurisdictional 
barriers are inhibiting opportunities for success. In short, hold agencies and their principals accountable 
for meeting the Administration's objectives and goals as articulated by the President and Vice 
President. 

Specific 

• Link the Empowerment Agenda through better utilization and communication between the WH 
operations (i.e. DPC, NEC, CEQ, OPL, OGA, OCA etc;) with interagency vehicles such as the 
CEB. 



September 2. 1997 

Begin an initiative seeking the voluntary agreement from individual private sector business 
providers of goods and services to the government which would allow targeted entities providing 
jobs, employment, and training for residents from distressed economic areas to purchase from the 
GSA Schedules, especially in the areas of information technology and communicafions. 

Reinforce through Presidential Memorandum or Executive Order the intent for each CEB Agency 
to provide preferences for government programs, facilitate waivers, and provide technical 
assistance for contracting and procurement at the regional and local level for the designated 
Empowerment Zones and Enterprise Communities. 

Place high level emphasis on the Unk between EZ/ECs to Empowerment Contracting (EO 13005). 

Develop strategies and identify the means which promote partnership and bottom-up approaches to 
strengthening and defining the critical interrelationship for economically distressed areas (EZ & 
ECs) within larger metropolitan planning strategies, transportation links (getting people to work), 
and the provision of health and social services. 

Prepare an Executive Order directing agencies to identify the ways and means to provide national, 
regional and local support for Alternative Government Structures such as, but not limited to. 
Councils of Government (COG), Regional Planning Commissions (RPC), Community and 
Economic Development Corporations (CDC, EDC), Community Development Funding Institutions 
(CDFI), Business Improvement Districts (BID) and Empowerment Zones (EZ). The order should 
stipulate an emphasis on the promotion of interacfion, networking and communication through 
conferences and other vehicles which would offer opportunities to share successes, support and 
promote local governance, encourage pilots and facilitate the waivers of regulations. 
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result, the city is now home to over two 
thousand environmental companies, 
which have done wonders for both the 
air and the economy. Today, old indus­
trial buildings in downtown Denver are 
filled with expensive apartments and 
shops, and abandoned industrial sites 
along the river are being converted to 
parks. Pittsburgh, desperate after the de­
cline of the steel industry, has discov­
ered that it's a lot easier to draw new 
people and business to the city without 
smoke from steel mills billowing through 
the air. 

Cities are even giving suburbs a run 
fortheir money when it comes to the cost 
and availability of labor. These factors 
are key in corporate decisions to relocate 
because human resources is a compa­
ny's largest recurring expense, 50 percent 
to 75 percent of the total budget. Calcu­
lating this cost is relatively easy for man­
ufacturing and assembly plants that hire 
local workers; it is simply a matter of 
checking local wage scales. But for R&D 
facilities and headquarters, wages are 
only one factor. "Higher-quality workers 
have more choices about where and how 
they spend their money, so the ameni­
ties a city has to offer become critical," 
said Shari Bamett, a location consultant 
at Ernst & Young. "We look at housing, 
schools, cultural institutions, the arts, 
and universities. Universities are attrac­
tive to corporations because the labor 
pool tends to be better, and because en­
gineers and high-tech people usually 
want to continue their education." 

More and more companies will likely 
relocate to cities as the U.S. economy 
continues its fundamental shift from 
brawn to brains. After all, this is the era 
of Bill Gates, not Henry Ford. Accord­
ing to economist Nuala Beck, author of 
Shifting Gears: Thriving in the New 
Economy: "The old riianufacturing-
based economy peaked in 1981. We have 
become a knowledge-based economy in 
which people are paid to think and busi­
ness is based on brains alone. The great 
cities of tomorrow will be the ones that 
attract the great scientists, engineers, 
and thinkers." • 

John Davidson, a freelance writer in 
Austin, Texas, wrote 'Virtual Money"/or 
the January issue. Special thanks to Re­
gional Financial Associates, who pro­
vided additional research materials. 

WORKING WOMAN 47 


