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Honorable Marion Menning
State Senator

State Capitol -- Rm. 28
St. Paul, iMinnesota 55155

Dear Mr. Menning:

Thank you for your letter to the President regarding the low-income energy
assistance program.

We recognize the role States play in administering the low income energy
~dssistance program, and we fully support you and your State's efforts to target
energy assistance only to the truly needy.

In an effort to reduce the Federal regulation burden and increase the
flexbility of States to decide eligibility requirements (including assets
1imitations) for programs such as energy assistance, the Administration has
proposed an Energy and Emergency Assistance Block Grant. Under this proposal
States and localities would be able to determine their own needs and to decide
who gets energy assistance and how much they get.

Thank you for sharing your views with us. I hope you will continue to advise
us of your thoughts on the policies of the Administration in the months and
years ahead. As part of its action on Reconciliation legislation, the Congress
is considering proposals to revise the low-income energy program and establish
a block grant. We believe the Congress will take this opportunity to act on
the Administration's initiative and to reform the kinds of abuses you have
noted.

Sincerely,

/s/ Donald W. Moran

-Dona1d W. Moran
Associate Director for Human
Resouces, Veterans and Labor

cc: John A. Svahn
Commissioner/SSA

cc: Official file -- IM Branch
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. MARION (MIKE) MENNING
Senator 26th District e

R.R. 1, Box 300D } .
Edg=rton. Minnesow 56128 -

Room 28 State Capitol

St. Paul, Minnesota 35155
Phone: (612) 2964171 . : . State

| | . Sensais
of Minnesota

April 3, 1981

Mr. Herbert R. Doggette, Jr. _
Acting Commissioner P
Office of the Commissioner of Social Securlty
Baltimore, Maryland 21235

" Dear Mr. Doggette:

Thank you for your letter of March 18. However, I am again
sending you a copy of the letter I sent to the President on
February 19, 1981. I am sick and tired of the bureaucracy
saying they apprecilate my comments when they will not give

- me the assurance that what I say is,true and that I will see

" some results. You have to realize that what I say is correct,

and that it is absolutely poor and rotten govermment to
continue the practlces of the Carter adnunlstratlon

Please do somethmg, or must T tun for the Unlted States
" Senate in order to get at people like you?

L :..:___..:j: . " j_ ; .A . " . . ‘./'

N "~ . ;. .. Sincerely, '

Marlon (Mlke) Mermmg
State Senator

enclosure ‘ ‘ ‘ '

COMMITTEES . Finance - Chairman, Semi-States & Transportation Division « Energy and
Housing « Transportation « Steering

LY, et
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Honerable Marion (Mike) Mennlng

Minnesota Senate
St. Paul, Minnesota 55115 -

Dear Mr. Menning:

Thank yvou for your letter to President Réagan concerning possible abuse

in the Low Income Energy Assistance Program (LIEAP).

Let me assure you that the new Administration is sincerely concerned with

the many problems of waste and abuse in various public assistance programs.
The Administration is looking for ways teo cut costs and, at the same time,

to protect the rights of ‘the genuinely needy. We appreciate your sharing
your comments with us and we will consider them as we develop recommendations

to address this vitally important issue.

Sincerely, _
; ,

W;& {t f"' w"f"’““ﬁiiﬁ' ;‘f
5

Herbert R. Doggette, Jr.
Acting Commissiocner

}
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MAR;D\ {BIIK L) MIENN] \L,
‘Senator 26th District . - e
R. R. I, Box 300D S B
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' February 19, 1981
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The Honorable Ronald Reagan = . . . .~ AT
President of’ the Unlted States . - .- Lol S
The White House i S R T A o

Washlncton D C.'iZOSOO

Dear Pre51dent Reacan-

RV FE oL

Congratulatlons{;
furuher cuts.

You are really trylng "I have a suggestion on

1In 1mplementlng the fuel a551stance program the Carter Admlnls—
~tration refused to include an asset limitation on the applicant's
:ellolblllty to receive funds. -In the State of Minnesota, there
. are many individuals worth $50,000 to a half million dollars who
are collectlng money for fuel oil assistance during the winter
- season. .I might add that there are even some farmers collectlng
‘assistance under this program who’ have land holdings worth a ~
"million dollars. ~As’ a taxpayer, I am 'sick and tlred of hav1ng
omy tax dollars go to’ people: w1th ‘this much money S :

IR ',mow'y RIS
In Mlnnesota 'we have been’ worklng on our state procram to'1np1ementf
"an asset limitation on-eligibility for fuel oil assistance. I do
“believe the: program should be continued, in some cases. - It is
necessary “to- help those'people who truly need 1t e

If youiaeed. | y» is 'l'

Marlon (Mlke) Mennlng '
State Senator-j;-.
0
L B LN i . i - R : . . . .
CO‘A\/HTTELS + Finance - Chmrmdn Claims . Ener ) and Housing - Local Goverament . . i
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Mr. William F. Gillen
21 East 58th Street
Brant Beach, N. J. 08003

June 11, 1981

Congressman William J. Hughes
436 Cannon Building
Washington, D. C. 20515

Dear Congressman Hughes

I reguest that you contact President Reagan and ask him to
turn down Mr. Carter's request for permission to shop at
military exchanges and commissaries.

Mr. Carter, after being educated at the Naval Academy, s=pent
seven (7) years on active duty and then elected toc go to
"greener pastures". He now receives a pension as a former
president of 779,500 plus his pension from the State of
Georgia, plus private income, which places him in the vicin-
ity of more than $200,000 per year. This is far more than
three times the pay of the highest ranking military commanders
or our country now on active duty. :

In Los Anceles in May 1977, he said, "It's not unreasonable
for the taxpayers to demand that Lhe military at least pay
enough for goods they buy to cover operating expenses

Granting Mr. Carter his request is an insult to every indivi-
dual who retired from our mllltary services after completing
at least twenty (20) years of military service to their coun-
tryv.

Regpeﬁtfu]ly yours,

Wlllldm F 110n
LCDR USHNR (Ret..)

WFG:mac
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MLLIAM J. HUGHES . WASHINGTON OFFICE:

B4 ~20 Diesaty, New JemseY 436 CANNON Houst OFFICE BUILDING
WasiinGTon, D.C. 20515
COMMITTEES: (202) 225-6572
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY
DISTRICT OFFICES:
COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT 2920 ATLANTIC AVERUE
MARINE AND FISHERIES Ameantic Ciry, NEw Jersey 08401

| (609) 345~
/L SELECT COMMITTEE ON AGING
427 1 anre Auenne

VINELANG 08360
{

June 22 s 1981 151 NORTH BROADWAY
1 ‘:z?::ﬂ 08070
President Ronald Reagan -3333
The White House
Washington, DC 20500 200
& 11238763

Dear Mr. President:
I am fowarding to you a copy of a letter sent
to me from a constituent regarding benefits to

former President Carter.

I would appreciate your attention to and
comments upon this correspondence.

I thank you for your prompt reply.

With kind personal regards.

WIH:§1









October 9, 1981

Mr. Max L. Friedersdorf
Special Assistant to the President
for Legislative Affairs ~NaD
Thw White House {_}&(_731
Washington, DC ZOQQJ _____ —

Dear Mf;’E;iedE;Edorf

I am writing to follow up on phone calls from
Mike Calhoun of my staff requesting assistance in obtaining
four photographs of President Carter.

I am assembling a photo montage for my Burlington,
Vermont office and already have, through you and your
staff's help, the necessary photographs of President
and Mrs. Reagan.

I would appreciate your additional help in securing
the following photographs.

A.) One, 16 x 20 medium range shot of the 1976
Presidential swearing in ceremony taken at the Capitol.

B.) One, 16 x 20 shot of President and Mrs. Carter
walking down Pennsylvania Avenue.

C.) Two, 8 x 10 color prints taken on January 19, 1981,
of my son Kevin, with President Carter in the Oval Office.

Calls to the former President's offices in Atlanta
have failed to turn up any of these photos and they have
suggested they be obtained through the White House Press
Office. I would be grateful for any help you can offer in

this regard.

PATRICK J. LEAHY
United States Senator

PJL/jbe









GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301

December 2, 1981

Honorable William J. Hughes
House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Hughes:

This is in reply to your letter of November 2, 1981 to
President Reagan. Subsequent to his November 16 response to
you, Max L. Friedersdorf, Assistant to the President,
forwarded your letter to this Department.

Your letter was accompanied by a copy of your June 22, 1981
letter to the President, forwarding the inquiry of your
constituent LCDR William F. Gillen, USNR (Ret.). LCDR Gillen
objected to any extension of post exchange and commissary
shopping privileges to former President Carter. According

to our records, your letter was not received in this Department.
However, we did respond to two other letters sent by LCDR Gillen.
A copy of each is enclosed for your information. Those letters
summarize this Department's policy on the shopping privileges.

I trust these .letters will be helpful in preparing your response
to LCDR Gillen.

Sincerely,

William H. Taft, IV

Enclosures



November 2, 1981

The President
The White House
Washington, D. C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

In the event my correspondence of
June 22 never reached your office, I have
enclosed another copy, for your use and
information.

I would appreciate your reviewing
Mr. Gillen's remarks, and furnishing me with
the benefit of your thoughts and observations
so that I may respond to my constituent,

With kind personal recards.

WJH:em
Enclosure

(55640






June 27, 197

Fresldent Ronald Reapsn
The White House
Washingron, HC 20502

DearyHr. Presldent:
T ozm Fowarding to wpee o cory ol 2 letbarpihht

to me from a constituvent vecarddng hemgfits
former Prosicent fOavtar.

T would appreciate wvour atteution to and
comments upon thils corressomdence.

b3
4.

i

handk you for vour prompir reikly.
With kind person8iucepaids.

Sincr}.rel}f [

ilidam T, Hughes
Marber of Congress

WIH 41
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Mr. Fred Fielding
Counsel to the President
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. Fielding:

This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter regarding
Curtis L. Wrenn v. Jimmy Carter, President of the United States,
et al., Civil Action No. C82-~192A (N.D. Ga.). The plaintiff in
this case has improperly named former President Jimmy Carter in
this Title VII discrimination case and we intend to advise the
Court that the former President is not a proper defendant. The
case has been delegated to the United States Attorney's office in
Atlanta and has been assigned a supervising attorney in this
office, Jose Sandoval 633-3416.

JRpun——y

Sincerely,

%

|
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COMMENT

DIANNA G. HOLI

Approved

Please handle/review

For ,your information —.Zhen
ZZIQMLZh4LC,QQu&QLz

For your recommendation

For the files

Please see me

Please prepare response for
signature

As we discussed

Return to me for filing



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

February 18, 1982

MEMORANDUM FOR J. PAUL MCGRATH
FROM: FRED F. FIELDING

SUBJECT: Wrenn v. President Jimmy Carter, et al.,
U.S. District Court for the Northern
District of Georgia, Atlanta Division,
Civil Action No. C82-192a

Attached for handling by your office is the Summons

and pro se Complaint for Monetary and Injunctive Relief
in the above-referenced lawsuit which was received by the
White House via certified mail on February 11, 1982.

This action seeks monetary, injunctive and other
equitable relief arising from the alleged wrongful

denial of employment of plaintiff by Defendant Emory
University and the alleged wrongful refusal by the
Federal Defendants to investigate a charge of racial dis-
crimination based on the denial of employment.

Unless you reguest otherwise, it does not appear
necessary that this office participate further in the
defense of this action. However, should any further
guestions arise, please have the attorneys assigned
this matter contact David Waller at 456-2674.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance in the
defense of this matter.
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THE WE 1 ‘OUSE

WASHINGTON

March 18, 1982

E

Quick review of attached.
Detailed analysis of Carter's Urban Policy effort.
Seven models for policy formulation

ae.

1.
2.

3.
4.
5

6.
7.

legislative clearance model
Departmental-White House Staff (or OMB)
nodel

WH Staff Model

Outside Task Force Model

Cabinet Government-Interagency Task Force
Model

WH Lead-Interagency Task Force Model
Congressional Initiative Model

Description of Carter's Urban Policy Process
A disaster from beginning to end.
Evaluation criteria

1.

Did the process actually produce a decision?

a) Was the decision internally consistent?

b) Did it meet budget constraints and
indicate priorities?

c) Politically viable?

d) Decision rendered within whatever time
constraints were relevant?

Did process permit reasonable debate of

up side and down sides?

Alternatives considered? Up side etc.

Did interested parties participate?

Adequately informed--data, analysis etc.

provided?

Encourage creativity, innovation and new

ideas?

Reality testing?

Were there understood decision rules?

Decision consistent with the will of the

. A - . Tz A






tion resulted from propesals formulated
by the White House staff on the basis of
the deliberations and discussions of out-
side task forces. These task forces, put to-
gether by the White House, were intended
to reflect the major interests in American
society concerned with the issue under
consideration. They worked closely with
White House and Bureau of the Budget
staff, frequently with relatively little par-
ticipation by affected departments. Presi-
dent Johnson viewed the outside task
force as a device for inspiring more cre-
ativity and innovation in the process of
policy formulation than reliance on the
bureaucracy would provide.?

AP NPT Ry e IR SRR, g A
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force, perhaps chaired by a lead agency as

in the Interagency Task Force-Cabinet
Government model, but with the White
House playing a stronger and more direct
role in shaping policy. The primary differ-
ence in the two models is the activism or
passjvity of the White House role.

Congressional Initiative. In this model
a particular Congressional committee,
subcommittee, or Congressman inijtiates
legislation; the Administration responds,
either routinely through departmental
analysis or through review by the White
House.

These seven models vary in formal
structure and process, particularly with
respect to (1) the initiator of the policy
formulation process, (2) the relative de-
gree of involvement of the White House
and the departments, and (3) the hierar-
chical nature of decision-making process.
From Kennedy through Nixon presidents
increasingly relied on the White House for

initiation of important proposals. The :

White House staff played a progressively
more active and determinative role in the J
process relative to the Departments.

The Carter Administration came into

CARTER URBAN POLICY | 403

office with a philosophy of policy formu-
lation somewhat at odds with these recent
trends. Reacting against the dominance
that the White House staff commanded
during the Nixon and Ford Administra-
tion, President Carter declared his inten-
tion to institute ‘“‘Cabinet Government.”’
According to Jack Watson, the Secretary
to the Cabinet, the four central aspects of
cabinet government include:

e Cabinet officers should be free to
appoint subordinates of their own
choice.

* Cabinet officers should be able to set
their own priorities for their depart-
ment. ,

e Cabinet officers should be able to
administer their bureaucracies free
of- White House interference.

e Cabinet officers should be delegated
significant policy-making authority.?

Carter and the Urbarn Policy

Jimmy Carter’s campaign statements,
his electorial constitutency, and his initial
appointments all suggested that confront-
ing the problems of America’s cities
would be one of his Administration’s pri-
orities. At the U.S. Conference of Mayors
meeting in Milwaukee in June 1976,
shortly after his nomination was assured,
Governor Carter told the mayors that if
elected they would have ‘‘a friend, an ally
and a partner in the White House.”’ Car-
ter then added ‘I believe that working to-
gether, we can turn the tide, stop the de-
cay and set in motion a process of growth
that by the end of this century can give us
cities worthy of the greatest nation on
earth.”

As President, Carter turned quickly to
address urban problems. With his prefer-
ence for Cabinet Government as the pre-
ferred model of formulating domestic
policy, he constituted an interagency task
force to tackle urban policy. On March
21, 1977 the President issued a memoran-
dum to HUD Secretary Patricia Roberts
Harris requesting that she exercise her au-
thority to convene the major domestic
agencies as an Urban-and Regional Policy
Group (URPG). By implication, the bur-
den was on the participating agencies to
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conceptualize and elaborate a national ur-
ban policy for the Carter Administration.

The task force proceeded slowly. In
July, 1977, Vernon Jordan, Executive Di-
rector of the National Urban ILeague,
publicly upbraided the President for his
inattention to the problems of cities and
their minority residents. Speaking at the
National Urban League with President
Carter In attendance, Jordan said, ‘‘the
sad fact is that what this Administration
has not done . . , far exceeds its list of ac-
complishments.” His remarks, as a highly
respected spokesman from a core of the
President’s electoral constituency, galva-
nized the Administration into action and
constituted a turning point in the urban
policy process. The URPG was quickly

transformed from a rather passive group
- for long range policy development into a
mechanism for the formulation of the
“‘urban policy’’ component of the Presi-
dent’s domestic program for the coming
year.

As the framing of a national urban pol-
icy proceeded, the structure of the policy
process began to depart from Carter’s
original model of cabinet government,
which characterized the period prior to
Jordan’s critique; ultimately it evolved
through three other models—the White
House Lead-Interagency Task Force
Model, the Departmental-White House
Staff Model, and the White House Staff-
Departmental Model. The evolution of
the process can be analyzed with respect
to the following structural characteristics:

Mandate and Timetable. There were at
least four distinct changes in the mandate
before the URPG. No one of them pro-
ceeded with an explicit imperative from
the President himself.

Mandate 1) In the pre-Jordan period,
the URPG only inferred a mandate from
the President’s initial memorandum to
Secretary Harris establishing the URPG.
In the memo the President noted, that
“*During my campaign, I pledged an ur-
ban and regional policy based on mutual
trust, mutual respect, and mutual com-
mitment between states and local govern-
ment on the one hand and the federal gov-
ernment on the other . . . the first step to-
ward achieving the goal must be coordina-

tion among federal departments and
agencies.”” The memo stated that, ‘‘The
purpose of the group will be to conduct a
comprehensive review of all federal pro-
grams which impact on urban and region-
al areas; to seek perspectives of state and
local officials concerning the role of the
Federal Government in urban and region-
al development; and to submit appropri- .
ate administrative and legislative recom-
mendations,” The memo was silent, how-
ever, on what the nature of those recom-
mendations should be. .

The lack of substantive guidance from
the President was highlighted at the first
meeting. After a freewheeling discussion
among departmental representatives, Sec-
retary of Commerce Juanita Kreps asked
the director of the Domestic Policy Staff,
Stuart FEizenstat, what the President
thought the most pressing urban problems
were. Eizenstat responded that the Presi-
dent had never directly answered that
question, but during the campaign he had
frequently commented on the loss in tax
base many cities were experiencing.

The only attempt at further specificity
was offered by Jack Watson, At one early
meeting of the URPG he urged the partic-
ipants to prepare a memorandum for the
President by mid-summer which would
characterize existing federal policy and
also propose some broad philosophy or
set of principles to guide the Carter Ad-
ministration in designing its own urban
policy.

Watson’s recommendation was notable
in two respects, First, it was conveyed
merely as a clarification of the original
memo. It was presented as a suggestion,
not a mandate; phrases such as the ““Pres-
ident wants™* or the ‘“President expects’’
or any other such invocation of presiden-
tial authority or imperative were not as-
serted. Second, despite the ambiguities in
the first memo there was no further sub-
stantive guidance,

Mandate 2) After the Carter-Jordan in-
cident, the mandate changed drastically,
shifting from a philosophical considera-
tion of policy principles to a challenge to
frame a coherent urban policy, consisting
of specific proposals.

The timetable also changed. The pro-
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nouncement of the main themes of the
President’s urban policy was targeted for
the State of the Union Message in Jan-
uary, with the important details to be spe-
cified in a special message to Congress
scheduled for March 15. Hastening to re-
spond to Jordan’s critique, as many of the
new programs as possible were to be cap-
tured in the Fiscal Year 1979 budget. The
members of the URPG, once passive dis-
cussants of policy principles, now turned
actively to programs and funding levels.
The timetable called for URPG budget
submissions to OMB by late September
and for presenting an overall draft report
to the White House by early November.
When the agencies failed to meet the
September deadline for budget submis-
sion the date was extended to mid Oc-
tober, then late October. Eventually, the
budget target was dropped altogether,

Work then focused on meeting the No-
vember target for the draft report. While
direct presidential guidance was not forth-
coming, Eizenstat and Bert Carp, his dep-
uty, took a more active interest in the UR-
PG deliberations. They urged the URPG
to produce a document with federal policy
targeted toward large cities in distress.

A draft document, reflecting the URPG
deliberation and recommendations, was
completed by late October. Entitled
““Cities and People in Distress’’ and pre-
pared primarily by Marshall Kaplan, a
HUD consultant, the draft set forth five
primary problem areas affecting cities
(unemployment, fiscal condition, physical
environment, institutional capacity, and
equal opportunity); numerous policy pro-
posals were directed at these problem
areas. The document was embellished
with a long list of proposals which the
member agencies or URPG had sug-
gested. The 111-page document, promptly
leaked to the press in early November,
sparked criticism for its exclusive focus on
distressed central cities and for its conten-
tion that all federal programs should be
“‘titled toward strengthening Urban
America.”’

Within the White House and OMB the
document was accorded suspicion. A
quick calculation of the accumulated
costs signalled a phenomenal increase in
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the budget. The proposed programs
would cost an estimated $10-20 billion an-
nually, instead of the $5-7 billion the Do-
mestic Policy Staff had set as it estimate.
The publication of the document ended
the effort to tie urban policy directly to
the FY 1979 budget; instead the Adminis-
tration decided to ask for a supplemental
appropriation for any programs it later
decided to fund in FY 1979.

Mandate 3) Once again the mandate
changed. With a Presidential pronounce-
ment about urban policy set for the Presi-
dent’s State of the Union Message in
January, 1978, budget and programmatic
details were set aside in search of a state-

"ment about general principles and guide-

lines, enlivened with a few major illustra-
tions of new policy initiatives. The timeta-
ble now called for a memo to the Presi-
dent in mid December for use in the State
of the Union Message,

Work now commenced on writing a de-
cision memo for the President conveying
to him the gist of the document *‘Cities
and People in Distress,’’ but revised to re-
move its exclusive emphasis on large
cities, and its long list of programs. The
decision memo was to reflect only the phi-
losophical underpinnings of an urban pol-
icy and the broad outlines of programs
and proposals consistent with those un-
derpinnings. The memo, addressed to the
President jointly from Eizenstat and
HUD Secretary Harris, was first drafted
by HUD but several drafts ensued from
extended negotiations between HUD and
Domestic Policy Staff. (After November
the URPG did not meet and for all prac-
tical purposes, ceased to function.) As a
result of this prolonged effort, the memo
was not formally signed by Harri$ and Ei-
zenstat until January 9 and apparently
was not read by the President until gfrer
his State of the Union Address.

Instead, OMB briefed the President
and in early January presented to him a
listing of various urban programs consid-
ered in the URPG discussions along with
their budgetary implications. The Presi-
dent rejected them and retreated from in-
cluding a major urban policy statement in
the State of the Union Message. The mes-
sage, in fact, contained only casual refer-
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ence to urban issues; Carter indicared that
a supplementary budget request would be
submitted for any new initiative to be an-
nounced in a special urban message in
March,

Mandate 4) The White House then di-
rected the entire process toward the draft-
Ing of the March special message. The
mandate for this message was made some-
what less ambiguous as a result of the

Precidant’c racmamen f 1o 7o _

concentrated on a new decision memo to
serve as the basis for the President’s ur-
ba.n message. The President finally re-
c_elv'ed this memo, after protracted neéo-
tlat{on between HUD and the Domestic
Policy Staff, on March 23. The Presi-
dent’s urban message was delivered on
March 27,

Membership, Participation and Struc-
ture. In the pre-Jordan days, the URPG
typified Watson’s notion of Cabinet Gov-
crnment. HUD served as a convener for
the Interagency task force whose members
consisted of seven departments or agen-
cles whose mission directly touched the
concerns of urban areas. In addition to
HUD, the members included the Depart-
ments of Commerce, Treasury, Transpor-
tation, Health, Education and Welfare,
and Labor, and (belatedly) the Environ-
mental Protection Agency. ““Non-urban”’
agencies with a potential stake in the out-
come—the Departments of Agriculture,
Justice (LEAA, Immigration Service),
and _GSA—-were not members, nor were
they included as observers. Nor, were oth-
er o_ngoing policy processes—the Eco-
nomic Development Reorganization Task
Force, the Tax Policy Process, Welfare
Reform, and Energy—synchronized with
the urban _policy process; occasionally
representatives were sent as observers.

In March 1977, the first meeting of the
URPG took place in the Roosevelt room
of tp_e White House with Secretary Harris
chairing the discussion among the princi-

pals—for the most part, the Secretaries of
the several departments or their desig-
nated Undersecretary or Assistant Secre-
tary—and several key White House staff
sat in, most notably Stuart Eizenstat of
the Domestic Policy Staff, and Jack Wat-
son, the President’s Advisor on Inter-
governmental Relations.

Thereafter, the URPG meetings in-
volved departmental deputies. Secretary
Harris designated Donna E. Shalala, As-
sistant Secretary for Policy Development
and Research, as chair, but then assigned
one of the Secretary’s own special assis-
tants, Lyn Curtis, to be Executive Direc-
tor. After the first principals’ meeting in
the White House, junior members of the
White House Domestic Policy Staff and
the Vice-President’s office attended, as
did a Deputy Director from OMB. On oc-
casion, Watson appeared to make a few
brief remarks.

The agenda was loosely set. In the
earliest meetings, there were no formal
rules of procedure, no hierarchy and no
assignments. Meetings were little more
than wide-ranging discussions.

The membership and structure changed
notably after the jordan encounter. The
most publicized change occurred when
Harris replaced Shalala with Robert Em-
bry, Assistant Secretary for Community
Planning and Development. Embry, who
presided over HUD’s Community Devel-
opment Block Grant Program, came to
the Department from Baltimore with a
reputation as a man capable of reviving a

" declining city. He had been seriously con-

sidered by President-elect Carter for the
secretaryship of HUD, and, perhaps more
than any other HUD official, was known
to have strong ties to the White House.
The second change was one of venue.
Meetings, previously held in a HUD con-
ference room, were now scheduled weekly
in the Old Executive Office Building. Per-

- haps the most important change was the

regular attendance of Eizenstat assuming
a co-chair responsibility with Embry.

A more hierarchical arrangement ma-
terialized. Embry asserted a more vigor-
ous role in outlining and distributing
agendas for the frequent meetings, in
guiding discussions, in instructing or at




least imploring agencies to prepare sup-
portive documentation for their proposals
and in attempting to bring closure to the
discussion. Under Embry, the URPG
took on a formal organization with a set
of operating procedures and assignments,
But the URPG faltered when faced with
deadlines for the FY 1979 budget and then
the State of the Union Message.

" After the preparation of the ‘‘Cities
and People in Distress’’ document the
URPG as a formal organization ceased to
exist. It neither met nor deliberated. The
January 9th decision memo from Eizen-
stat and Harris resulted from negotiations
between HUD and the White House Do-
mestic Policy Staff. The same actors were
the only participants in the development
of the President’s March message.

Staff Resources. At no time did the in-
teragency task force have independent
staff resources. Before Embry assumed
the co-chair, there was virtually no staff
support for the URPG, even within HUD,
Although Secretary Harris assigned Cur-
tis as Executive Director on a fujl-time ba-
sis, he had but a handful of interns plus a
secretary or two, While Shalala presided
over some 200 staff in her capacity as As-
sistant Secretary for Policy Development
and Research, none spent their time on
urban policy matters directly. The curious
division of responsibility within HUD be-
tween Shalala and Curtis made the former
reluctant to use her ample staff resources
in a way which would seem competitive
with Curtis, the Secretary’s designee. The
other URPG agencies lent no support.
Deputies and their staffs spent relatively
few hours at URPG meetings, in reading
and commenting on the successive drafts
of discussion papers, and in preparing
their own agency proposals.

When Embry assumed control, policy
and staff functions within HUD merged.
Embry recruited Yvonne Perry, a profes-
sor at Howard University, to assume a
post as Deputy Assistant Secretary, with
primary responsibility for staffing him at
URPG. Perry freed up several civil ser-
vants to work with her, and she enlisted
the assistance of a few academics on leave
in HUD. Embry also made available
funds for her to hire consultants, includ-
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ing Kaplan, the primary author of the
first draft of “‘Cities and People in Dis-
tress.”

In the post-URPG phase, the White
House for the first time designated a staff
person, Ralph Schlosstein, on loan from
the Treasury Department, to work on ur-
ban policy. HUD continued to rely on
Embry and his staff, with Kaplan assum-
ing a larger role.

Operating Procedures and Decision-
Making Rules. In the pre-Jordan period,
early meetings resembled seminars with
each agency articulating its own point of
view on urban problems and urban pol-
icy. These discussions were provoked by a
lengthy thought paper prepared by Curtis,
reviewing and evaluating the policy
thrusts of the Great Society and the New
Federalism; it broadly charted the course
of urban decline, and it asserted the need
for a ‘‘coherent” federal urban policy.
When the paper circulated for comment,
each agency typically reacted defensively
to the characterization of its own urban
activities; most submitted a reinterpreta-
tion of how its departmental urban-re-
lated policies and programs worked. The
paper exchange usually produced yet an-
other draft in the series of the paper; each
version became diluted in its once-pithy
critique of existing urban policy.

When Embry assumed the Co-chair,
operating procedures became clearer.
Task forces were set up to carve out sub-
stantive areas of policy concern. Each
task force was chaired and convened by a
lead agency. For example, Treasury
served as the lead for public finance;
Commerce for economic development;
and HUD for neighborhoods. The fre-
quency of task force meetings, the nature
of their deliberations, their proclivity for
action and their internal cohesion varied
across the proliferating task forces. In
most cases the internal process within the
task forces mirrored the URPG; they were
unable to move effectively toward a deci-
sion.

The task forces periodically reported to
the URPG as part of the weekly URPG
agenda set by Embry. Their formal pre-
sentations were usually orderly, but the
discussions - among URPG members
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tended to wander. Lacking a clear deci-
ston-rule, it was difficult for thc chair to

Tarivmoer tho Afo i aalacs o o d_022a -

new programs oOr increased expenditures.
The primary motive driving each agency
was to protect its own turf and if possible
to increase its budget for existing (or
slightly revised) programs or to aggrand-
ize for a lead role on a new initiative such
as Urbank. At the stage when the process
was dovetailed with the budget cycle, the
URPG agencies inventoried their existing
programs in search of an urban link; the
unspoken assumption was that justifica-
tion for additional funding would be
more compelling if existing or proposed
programs could be defended as contribu-
tions to the urban policy. HUD, for ex-
ample, attempted to portray its housing
proposals as part of the urban policy,
although these proposals had been for-
mulated prior to the existence of the
URPG.

The participating agencies appeared to
assume that the President’s political need
for a policy would free up added re-
sources despite his general commitment to
controlling federal spending. The domi-
nance of logrolling as a decision-making
rule is evidenced in the fact that, disre-
garding the President’s intentions, the
URPG recommendations never contained
a proposal to eliminate an existing pro-
gram or to reduce any programmatic ex-
penditure. Indeed there was never any se-
rious discussion at the weekly meetings of
the URPG of such possibilities.

HUD, as convener and lead agency,
could not superimpose its will on co-equal
Cabinet departments. Nor could it effec-
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**Cities and People in Distress,”” which
enumerated, without any effort to impose

priorities, the wish lists of the participat-
ing agencies.

After the public releaseef ‘Cities and
People in Disiress,’’ the task of se
priorities, sifting through alternative pro-
posals, and defining a coherent policy
moved away from the URPG. The pro-
cess for producing the Eizenstat-Harris
decision memo resembled a department-—
White House staff model for policy for-
mulation, HUD prepared draft docu-
ments which were presented to the Do-
mestic Policy Staff, and, on the basis of a
series of meetings and negotiations be-
tween HUD personnel (Embry, Kaplan
and staff) and Eizenstat and his staff, an
acceptable memo was ultimately prepared
for Presidential review.

In his subsequent meeting with Harris
and Eizenstat to discuss the decision
memo, the President made clear his
strong interest in issuing an urban policy
statement. From that point, the influence
of the White House Domestic Policy staff
expanded while HUD’s diminished. The
final stage resembled the White House
staff-departmental model. HUD fur-
nished substantial staff work, but subject
to the direction of the Domestic Policy
staff. The decision-making rule was clear-
ly a hierarchical one—the will of the

- White House, as expressed through the

Domestic Policy staff. The final decision
memo was primarily the work of Schlos-
stein. )

On March 23rd, the President was pre-
sented with a decision package—a 168-
page list of proposals with boxes along-
side each option for checking agreement,
disagreement, or further consideration. In
reviewing the document the President re-
jected four major proposals—the Urban
Development Bank, the Labor Intensive
Public Works Program, the Targeted Em-
ployment Tax Credit, and the Differential
Investment Tax Credit—which his ad-
visors considered critical. The next day
Harris and Eizenstat personally and
privately met with the President io per-
suade him to change his mind. They were
successful in arguing that the exclusion of
these proposals would be politically
disasterous; it would vitiate the very rea-
son for why the process had evolved as it




did: the need to respond to Vernon Jor-
dan and his urban black constituency. In
the end, the President’s March 27th mes-
sage reflected the recommendations pre-
sented in the decision memo which was a
paired down version of what URPG had
earlier proposed. In the end what pre-
vailed was the President’s expressed con-
cern about controlling the budget and
scope of federal intervertions, plus the
realization that Congress would be reluc-
tant to pass legislation aimed solely at the
largest, most distressed cities.
Leadership Style and Behavioral
Norms. So long as the URPG functioned,
the primary behavioral norm was turf
protection and, in some instances, turf ex-
pansion. In the pre-Jordan days, when the
White House exhibited little interest or in-
volvement, HUD and its designated chair,
Shalala, acted primarily as a convener
rather than a leader or broker. When Em-
bry assumed the chair, his style was more
forceful—reflecting both a personality
difference and the more urgent mandate
from the White House. With the new
mandate the White House staff aban-
doned its role as a passive, disinterested
observer; and Eizenstat and his staff
adopted a more active role. Nonetheless,
Embry conducted the URPG meetings
calling upon, and often deferring to, Ei-
zenstat or his deputy Carp for comment
as appropriate. Thus, Embry, a HUD As-
sistant Secretary, found himself in an
awkward position, just as Shalala had.
On the one hand, he was restricted by the
behavioral constraints implicitly imposed
in chairing a meeting of a group of peers.
On the other hand, Eizenstat—a hierar-
chical superior—was frequently present;
seldom as a strong participant, he was an
inhibiting factor on Embry’s perfor-
mance. Embry too was unable to force
out of the URPG a set of priorities.
Between November and up until
March, the process became more covert;
it moved from a bilateral negotiation be-
tween HUD and the White House with the
White House playing an increasingly ac-
tive role to an hierarchical arrangement
with the White House directing HUD.
The President’s personal involvement re-
mained largely absent until the very end,
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when he was put in a reactive mode vis-a-
vis the advice of Eizenstat and Harris.

- Relations with Environment. Both the
structure and the style of the URPG pre-
cluded a coalition across the URPG agen-
cies in support of an urban policy: turf
protection dominated. Further, no at-
tempt was made to enlist the interest or
support of other agencies even when it
was obvious that their policies exerted
profound impact on the condition of ur-
ban areas. Although recent research find-
ings had documented the effect on cities
of such decisions as locating federal in-
stallations, especially military bases, and
letting federal contracts, no formal com-
munications transpired between the
URPG and GSA or the Defense Depart-
ment despite their recognition accorded in
*‘Cities and People in Distress.’’ Ironical-
ly, the final message carried a recommen-
dation for an urban impact statement
which would pertain to all federal agen-
cies,

Efforts to elicit reaction from external
groups potentially affected by the policy
were sporadic. The meetings of the URPG
were not secretive, and the press carried
reasonably accurate summaries. Especial-
ly after the Jordan encounter, major
newspaper began running stories on the
issue and proposals before the URPG. In-
directly and informally, congressmen and
their staff’s may have learned what was
going on, but there was no formal attempt
to brief them or to test out proposals. The
only groups formally contacted were the
constellation of interest groups represent-
ing urban interests such as the National
League of Cities. In the early fall, Harris
and Eizenstat met with these groups to
discuss somewhat generally the emerging
contours of the urban policy. Informal
communications continued after the pub-
licized meetings so that the major state
and local public interest groups knew
what was happening from week-to-week
with the URPG.

ii. An Evaluation of the Urban Policy Process

We now turn to an evaluation of the ur-
ban policy process. Such an evaluation re-
quires a set of general criteria by which we
can evaluate decision processes and the
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TABLE 1
Changes in the Process of Formulating a National Urban Policy

Phase Time‘ Period

Critical

Model Turning Point

Pre~Jordan;
Discussing a policy philo-
sophy for urban areas.
Post-Jordan

(1) Linking the URPG policy  August-
proposals to FY 1979 November
budget. 1977

(2) Targeting the State of the
Union Message.

(3) Planning for a special
message on National
Urban Policy

November 1977-
January 1978

1978

March-July 1977 Cabinet Government

White House Lead
Interagency Task

Jordan-Carter
Confrontation

Release of “Cities”
and People in Dis-

Force. tress”
Deparntmental—White The “Eizenstat memo
House staff to Carter”

February-March White House staff—
Departmental

contributions of each of the various mod-
els described in Part I. (As noted earlier it
is quite likely that some of these models
function better than others.) Since exist-
ing literature appears to be rather scanty
in this regard, we posit a set of criteria
which might be used for evaluating any
decision process and apply them to the ur-
ban policy process discussed above. The
urban policy process passed through four
of the models listed; as a result we must be
careful to distinguish among them in the
evaluation. Unless otherwise noted we re-
fer to the Cabinet Government model

message. In that sense a decision was
reached; the process resulted in useable
output. However, it is important to recall
the models used at various stages in the
process. The Cabinet Government model
in its pure form did not produce a deci-
sion and appeared incapable of producing
a decision. Only after the. White House, in
response to the Jordan indictment, moved
responsibility within HUD from Shalala
to Embry and provided for a form of co-
chair with Domestic Policy Staff Direc-
tor, Eizenstat, did a document reflecting
URPG decisions result. And that docu-
ment, ‘‘Cities and People in Distress,”’
was prepared primarily by a HUD consul-

tant who attempted to organize the ram-
bling URPG discussions and issue papers.
Only after the process moved into the fi-
nal Departmental—White House and
White House-Departmental models did a
decision on policy actually occur. Appar-
ently it proved difficult for an interagency
task force chaired by one of the depart-
ments to generate decisions without a
strong White House role in the process.
HUD, in a position of negotiating among
peers, had insufficient leverage to move
several recalcitrant and defensive depart-
ments to agreement.

. Y

ent and comprehensive urban policy. Per-
haps no process could have produced such
an ambiguous and undefinable result. The
URPG. resorting to logrolling, made a co-
herent and comprehensive urban policy
less rather than more likely. Even operat-
ing under subsequent models where the
likelihood should have been greater, the
objective was not attained—perhaps be-
cause - clear leadership on the substance
was never forthcoming. The result, except
for the packaging, resembled what the
traditional urban policy-making mecha-
nism would have yielded: disaggregated
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miserably on this criterion. A task force
composed of peer agencies lead by one of
the peers could hardly be expected to in-
voke hierarchical decision rules. Nor was
voting an acceptable process. Consensus
was the only possible decision-rule and
logrolling the most obvious means of ar-
riving at consensus,

However, even consensus through log-
rolling requires some means of verifying
the existence of a consensus and legitimat-
ing the specific results arrived at. HUD,
as lead agency in the Cabinet Government
model, was not able to force such a con-
sensus in the rather rambling and chaotic
URPG meetings. The effort to produce a
consensus first occurred in the drafting
and circulation of Curtis’ policy paper.
However, written reaction to a policy pa-
per is an extraordinarily difficult way to
arrive at a consensus through logrolling; it
discourages negotiations among the agen-
cies. Each agency tended to comment in
terms of its maximum position.

As the process evolved into the White
House Lead-Interagency Task Force
model, the decision process of building
consensus through logrolling became
more orderly. The White House interest
in forging decisions encouraged adher-
ence to an agenda and promoted a con-
sensus through logrolling at the URPG
meetings. The difficult task of identifying
and verifying a consensus was undertaken
by URPG Chairman Embry, mostly in
private consultation with White House
Domestic Policy Director Eizenstat or his
deputy, Carp.

As the process evolved into the Depart-
mental-White House staff models, the de-
cision-rule adopted was the one character-
istic of such a model: negotiation between
HUD and the White House staff within a
modified hierarchical context. The White

41 staff per hand in the ne-
gotiating process bgcause 1T represesied,

at least implicitly, the will of the President
while HUD was somewhat restricted by
the necessity of representing in the nego-
tiations {or at least being perceived as re-
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presenting) the decisions arrived at
through the logrolling process within the
URPG.

The final decision, in a formal sense,
was made hierarchically. The content of
the President’s decision memo was deter-
mined primarily by the White House Do-
mestic Policy staff, with HUD personnel
acting partly as a lobbying force, partly as

“a negotiating partner, and partly as staff
for the process. The President reviewed
and approved or disapproved the results
of interaction between HUD and the
White House Staff. In the final presiden-
tial decision the hierarchical decision rule
was followed in form only. When the
President disapproved four of the major
recommendations in the decision memo,
Eizenstat had to persuade the President to
change his mind in order to preserve the
political viability of agreements reached

rion, The President, at the final stage, ex-
pressed his will and was, in effect, over-
ruled. The President, for all practical pur-
poses, did not participate in or make his

" policy preferences strongly felt at any
stage of the urban policy process.

It is worth considering the extent to
which this result flowed from the dynam-
ics of the process'as opposed to the per-
sonal choice of the President which con-
ceivably might have been different. The
President, with the few exceptions noted
previously, gave almost no substantive
guidance to the URPG, nor at any stage in
the process did he enunciate what policies
he preferred.

The President’s staff participating in
the process may or may not have had sub-
stantive discussions with the President

_concerning his policy preferences. If so,
his staff did not convey the results of
those discussions, except in the most gen-

“eralterms, to the URPG. Strikingly ab-

sent from the comments or reactions of
White House staff participants was the
phrase ‘‘the President wants”’ or ‘“‘we
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have discussed this with the President and
he said . . .”

There remains a broader question: can
Cabinet Government serve the President’s
will, even if it is known? Interagency task
forces rely on consensus among a variety
of peer departments or agencies; they de-
pend on logrolling to reach a decision. In
the case of the urban policy, the Presi-
dent’s desire for a comprehensive and
consistent urban policy with limited bud-
getary impact was not a probable result of
the process chosen to produce it.

We now turn to a more speculative ven-
ture, attempting to evaluate each of our
seven models in light of our criteria. As is
suggested below, no one model possesses
all the desirable attributes of policymak-
ing. In addition, it is reasonable to expect
that the utility of a model will vary with
circumstances. Nonetheless, we present
the following as an initial set of specula-
tive hypotheses concerning the effective-
ness of each of the seven models of policy
formulation.

Traditional Legislative Clearance Mod-
el. The great strengths of this model in-
here in its capacity to produce decisions
(Criterion 1), which are adequately in-
formed (Criterion 5) and which ensue
from an orderly, predictable set of deci-
sionmaking procedures (Criterion 8).
With most policy the result of this tradi-
tional approach, decisions are forged out
through bargaining and compromise to
reflect the mission and constitutent inter-
ests of a department and its Congressional
Committees. Further, the process is en-
riched by the store of experience and in-
formation which departments and their
Congressional committees accumulate
over time. The process conforms to the
long-established timetables and cycle for
formulating legislation and framing the
annual budget. The mode! in narrowing
the scope of deliberation.proves weak in
promoting the lively consideration of a
broad range of alternatives and points of
view (Criteria 2-4), in fostering change
and in admitting of new ideas (Criteria
6-7). With the policy debate constrained,
conflict is minimized and agreement is
more readily secured.

Departmental-White House Staff Mod-

el. The distinctive feature of this model is
the more direct accommodation of the
President’s view on policy issues (Cri-
terion 9). As such, the model takes on a
somewhat more hierarchical character as
well as clear method for reaching a de-
cision (Criterion 8). The approach also
benefits from the base of information
built up by agencies and OMB over time.
The chief deficiency of this approach is
the narrow scope of alternatives and
points of view aired in the deliberation
(Criteria 2-4 and 6-7). With a department
as the initiator, forced to lobby the White
House, the liklihood of reaching a deci-
sion is not certain (Criterion 1).

White House Staff-Departmental Mod-
el. With the White House playing a more
active, assertive and directive role, this
model assumes a more hierarchical mode
of policy-making. Not surprisingly, the
approach proves more capable of reach-
ing a decision on an issue (Criterion 1)
through a reasonably clear orderly proce-
dure (Criterion 8), in which the Presi-
dent’s views are articulated and decisively
influential (Criterion 9). On all other di-
mensions, the model ranks moderately
because of the constrained scope of delib-
eration (Criteria 2-4, 6-7). Although a de-
partment can bring to bear on the process
a base of knowledge and information, de-
cisions are more apt to reflect White
House preferences than analytically de-
rived choices (Criterion 5).

Outside Task Force Model. Since this
model expands the scope of policy delib-
erations drawing in a wider range of par-
ticipants often from outside the govern-
ment, it promotes debate on diverse alter-
natives and points of view (Criteria 2-4).
Further, it enlists a vast array of informa-
tion reaching beyond the government to
academic and research communities (Cri-
terion 5) and, as such, admits of novel
ideas (Criterion 6). As a model only occa-
sionally employed, typically convened by
the President to tackle broad policy issues
outside the normal policy-making proce-
dures, the apprdach lacks predictability
and order; it seldom follows the legislative
calendar or budget cycle. Its decision rules
and procedures are developed ad hoc (Cri-
terion 8). As this model diverges from an




hierarchical approach to policy-making,
the chances of not producing a decision
are increased (Criterion 1).

Cabiner Government-Interagency Task
Forces. This model proves exceptional on
only one of the criteria for evaluation: it
encourages debate among the agency par-
ticipants (Criterion 2). The model is ex-
ceedingly weak in its capacity to generate
a decision (Criterion 1), follow known
and predictable decision rules (Criterion
8) and accommodate a presidential per-
spective (Criterion 9). The approach is
also notable in its nonhierarchical mode
of decisionmaking; even a lead agency
cannot exercise decisive leadership among
equals. Composed of government agen-
cies, it does promote some diversity of
policy concerns and interests (Criteria
2-4). However, as the deliberations are
bound by traditional agency concerns, the
process does not invite bold, new ap-
proaches (Criterion 6). As agencies are in-
clined to act protectively of their own mis-
sions or perhaps aggressively vis-a-vis
each other, conflict is heightened. In the
absence of decisive leadership, the
chances of producing a decision are great-
ly impeded. ’

White House Lead-Interagency Task
Force. The active role of the White House
moves this interagency model more to-
ward decisive action (Criterion 1).
Through his staff, the President can assert
his views and leadership (Criterion 9).
While the presence of various agencies
permits some debate over alternatives
(Criteria 2-3), generally the scope is cir-
cumscribed (Criteria 4-7).

Congressional Initiative. Reflecting a
traditional mode of policy formulation,
this model proves very effective in arriv-
ing at a decision (Criterion 1) through an
orderly set of procedures (Criterion 8).
Since the President is placed in a reactive
mode, his opinion on a proposal is clearly
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elicited (Criterion 9). The weaknesses of
this approach are abundant in constrain-
ing debate, in limiting information and in
discouraging novelty as well as reality-
testing (Criteria 2-7),

Vill. Conclusion: Does Structure
Make a Difference?

Structure which shapes the process of
policy formulation is not the exclusive
determinant of policy outcomes. But it is
crucial variable all too often dwarfed in
analysis by attention to other factors. Po-
litical influences and pressures trans-
mitted through agencies, Congress and
the President; the President’s own per-
sonal phiicsophy about government and
policy responses to social problems; the
nature of the social problem itself, its ur-
gency and susceptibility to solution; the
prevailing mood of the political culture;
the informal and conventional processes
of decision-making—these and other fac-
tors go a long way to determine the sub-
stantive outcome. But how that outcome
is ultimately achieved, if at all, can turn
on the structure of the process.

Structure defines what issues are ad-
mitted into the deliberative process; who
is included or excluded from an authorita-
tive role in policy-making; what the scope
of solutions will be; what the rules are for
reaching a decision. As such, structure
helps define the extent, content and mode
of political conflict and how that conflict
gets legitimately resolved. At the point in
framing a national urban policy when de-
cisive action on policy was called for by
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