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Major Savings and Reforms in the President’s 2009 Budget

“As we work to keep taxes low, we must do more to restrain spending. My Budget
proposes to keep non-security discretionary spending growth below 1 percent for 2009
and then hold it at that level for the next 4 years. It also cuts spending on projects that
are not achieving results—because good intentions alone do not justify a program that
is not working.”

President George W. Bush
The Budget Message of the President
Fiscal Year 2009 Budget

This volume describes and provides funding levels for major discretionary and
mandatory savings and reform proposals in the Fiscal Year 2009 Budget. These proposals
will result in savings to taxpayers and improved Government services by eliminating or
restructuring low-priority programs and programs that are not producing results. The
proposals were guided by criteria that considered whether the programs met the Nation's
priorities, constituted an appropriate and effective use of taxpayer resources by the
Federal Government, and produced the intended results.

In total, the Budget proposes to terminate or reduce 151 discretionary programs, reducing
2009 spending by $18 billion. These include 103 terminations saving $7 billion and 48
reductions saving $11 billion. The Budget also proposes mandatory spending reforms that
will achieve an additional $16 billion in net savings in 2009, and result in $208 billion in
savings through 2013. Mandatory savings proposals highlighted in this volume total $19
billion in 2009 and $233 billion through 2013, and exclude reforms that are cost-neutral
or result in cost increases.

The Budget also includes a number of budget reform proposals which are described in the
Analytical Perspectives volume at:
http://www.budget.gov/budget/fy2009/pdf/apers/proposals.pdf



http://www.budget.gov/budget/fy2009/pdf/apers/proposals.pdf




Discretionary Terminations






Discretionary Program Terminations
(Budget authority and obligation limitations in millions of dollars)

2008 2009 2009
Enacted Request Less 2008

Program Terminations
Department of Agriculture:

Community Connect (Broadband) GrantS ..........cccueeeiuieeeiiiieesiiieeesreeeesiteeessseeeessaeeesssseeessseesessssessnsesssnnses 13 -13
COmMMUNILY FACIILY GIANTS ....coiiiiiieiiiiii ettt et e e skt e e e s abe e e e s sbe e e e e sbe e e e e bt e e snbeeeeanbeeeeeanneeas 27 -—- -27
ECONOMIC IMPACT GIANES ...iiiviieeiiiiie et e et e e ettt e e ettt e e s te e e st e e e e tee e e e ssteeaesstseaeeasaneeesnsteeeassneeeasnneeesnnteesannres 14 -14
Farm Labor HOUSING PrOGIAM ......cooiiiiiiiiie ettt ettt ettt ettt et e e e bb e e e e aabe e e e sasbe e e sbbe e e e annneeesnreeens 22 --- -22
Food and Nutrition Service - Commodity Supplemental FOod Program ...........cccceeieeiiieiennieeneee e 139 -139
FOrest SErviCe ECONOIMIC ACLION ...ttt ettt ettt e ekttt e e s b et e e e bt e e e s aabe e e e e bb e e e e sabbeaebeeeeaanneeeesnnneas 4 -—- -4
Forest Service Valles Caldera National PrESEIVE .........cccuiiiiiiiiiiiieiiee et 4 -4
HIGN COSt ENEIGY GIANS .. ..eeiiiiiiiiiiitiie ettt ettt e te et e stee e e e sttt e e e sbe e e e aabe e e e o sbe e e e anbe e e e e abseee e aaneeaanbeeeeeanneeeesnnneas 20 -—- -20
Rural Economic Development Loan and Grant Program .........cccceieieeeesiieeeeiiieeesnieeeesaneesssseesssseesssssssessnnes -39 -39
Multifamily HOUSING DIFECE LOBINS .......uueiieiiiiieeiitie ettt ettt ettt ettt et e e e s bbe e e e esbb e e e ensbe e s annneeesnnneeeannnes 30 - -30
LU o] (ol ] (o F= o [0 TS A €] =V o | €T S TP PP P R PPPTPPROPRRPPPIN 5 -5
Research and Extension Grant Earmarks/LOw Priority PrOgrams .........cccccoouiieeiiiiee i seiee e 144 - -144
Resource Conservation and Development PrOGIAM .........ccoiuiiiiiiiiieriie ettt 51 -51
RUFAI BUSINESS GIANTS ...ciiiitiiiiiiiiie ettt ettt ettt e te e e e s iae e e e skt e e e s kbe e a2 e sbe e e e e sbe e e e ambe e e e e kb eeeaabeeeaanbeeeeaanneeeesnnneas 45 -—- -45
Section 9006, Renewable ENergy PrOgram .........coiiuiieiiiiiee et e siee e sstee e siaee e ssteeessteeeessnaeaessnsaeeessneeessnseeas 36 -36
Self-Help Housing Grants ...........ccccoceeeennenen. 39 --- -39
Single Family Housing Direct Loans 105 -105
Value Added Producer Grants ......... 19 -—- -19
Watershed Programs ..........c.cccc.u.... 30 -30
Total, DepartmMent OFf AQIICUITUIE ........ii ittt e e et et e s b e e e s sbe e e ssan e e e snbeeeanres 747 -39 -786
Department of Commerce:
Emergency Steel Guarantee LOan PrOGram .........cc.ueiiiuuieoiiieeiiieeeesieeeesseeeessiaeeesssneeessnsaeeessseesssssaessnssesesns -49 -49
Manufacturing EXteNSION PartNerSIp ..........eooiiiiiiiiiiiie ettt ettt e et e et e e e see e e e satn e e e snnneas 90 4 -86
Public Telecommunications Facilities, Planning and Construction Grants ...........ccccceevevveeesiieeesseveessnneeeenes 19 -19
Technology INNOVALION PrOGIAM ........cii ettt ettt e e s be e e e e bbe e e s sase e e e sasbeeeaasbeeesanbeeeaanbeeaeas 46 - -46
Total, Department Of COMMEICE .....oiiiiiiiiii ettt b ettt et e e enaee s 155 -45 -200
Department of Education:
Academies for American HiStOry @nd CIVICS .......cooiiuiiiiiieiieiiiiee ettt ettt e e e e sier e e s sne e e e e snnneas 2 - -2
Advanced Credentialing ............. 10 -10
Alaska Native Education Equity 33 -—- -33
AICONOI ADUSE REAUCTION ...ttt ettt e b e a e sb et et eh e e sabeeesbeesaneenbeeenes 32 -32
F S =To [ o=V o] o N ST PO OUPPTUPPPPOt 38 - -38
B.J. Stupak OlympiC SCROIAISNIPS .......ooiiiiiiieiiiiie e e e e e s st e e e e ta e e e st e e etaeeeessseeeesnseeas 1 -1
Byrd HONOIS SCNOIAISIIPS ....ceoiiiiiiiie ettt ettt et e e e ekt e e e st bt e e sasbe e e bbe e e e snnbeaeennenens 40 --- -40
Career and Technical Education National Programs ...........cccuureiiiiieeiiiieeesieeeeseee e ssieeeeeniaesessssneesssneessnsneas 8 -8
Career and Technical EJUCAION State GIantS .........c..oooiiiiiiiiiiie ittt bee et e e e e e sbe e e sbee e e sbeeeesneeens 1,161 --- -1,161
[O31Y ol o (0o i [o] o O P O PO T TP UP VP RUPTPPN 32 -32
ClOSE-UP FEIIOWSNIPS ...cittiieeiiiee ettt ettt ettt ekttt e e st e e e et b e e e e ekt b e e e sasb e e e ane e e e ambbeeesnsbeaeeanbeeaaas 2 - -2
Comprehensive SChOOl REFOIM ... ettt 2 -2
Education for NatiVe HAWAIANS .........c.eiiiiiiiieiiiie ettt ettt ettt e e e bb e e s saeb e e e nbe e e e e snbeeeesnnneas 33 -—- -33
Educational TeChNOIOgy STate GraNntS .........ccciciiiiiiiiieeiiie e st e e st e e st e e e s e e e st e e e snaeeessbeeeesseeesnnteeeanssnnens 267 -267
Elementary and Secondary SChOOl COUNSEIING .....coiuuiiiiiiiiie ittt et e e e e eeeannes 49 - -49
=T IR = o PP PUP R PPPRTPPPRR 66 -66
Excellence in ECONOMIC EAUCALION ........iiiiuiiiiiiiiie ittt ettt e e e bb e e s satr e e e sae e e e e sanneeesnnneas 1 -—- -1
[ oT0TaTe Fo Lo g TS {o] g =T T o1 1o SRR 1 -1
Higher Education Demonstrations for Students with DiSabilIities .............ccciiiiiiiiiii e 7 - -7
Historic Whaling and Trading PartNErS ........c...eeiiiiieiiiiieeeiiieeesiiee e siee e e siae e e snteeessnteeeessaeeesssseeasssessessssenesnnes 9 -9
Javits Gifted and Talented EQUCALION ...........ooiiiiiiiiiiie ittt e s e e sbb e e e saee e e e sbbeeeenneas 7 - -7
Leveraging Educational ASSIStANCE PrOQIaMS .......cuuiieiiuieeiiiieesiieeeessieeeeestreeessseeeeasssssesssseessssessessseesssssnnens 64 -64
Mental Health Integration in SCROOIS .........ooueiiii et enre e e 5 - -5
[T a1 o) T T N d (0o - U PSSRSO 49 -49
N E o] e LR g1 iTg T = (1T o T PP PP UPPPPPPPRPPRN 24 --- -24
Parental Assistance INfOrmMation CENLETS ...........oiiiiiiieiiieie ettt se e aees 39 -39
Perking LOAn CANCEIIALIONS ..........ooiiiiiieiiiiie ettt ettt ettt e e it e e e eatb e e e ebbe e e e aasb e e e sasbeeaasbreeesnbeeeaannenens 64 --- -64
L 0125 (o= LI o [ o L4 o USSP 76 -76
Projects with Industry ....... . 19 -—- -19
Reading iS FUNAMENTAL .........coiiiiiiiiiie et et s e e et e e s te e e s st e e e e ste e e e e sssaeeesneeeeenseeeeesnseeeennsaes 25 -25



Discretionary Program Terminations

(Budget authority and obligation limitations in millions of dollars)

Ready to Teach ........cccocveeviieiiiiiecs

School Leadership .......cccocceeiiiiiiiniinenn.

Smaller Learning Communities ...............
Special Olympics Education Programs ...

State Grants for Incarcerated Youth .......

Strengthening Alaska Native/Native Hawaiian INSIULIONS .........ccoouiiiiiiiiieiiie e
Supplemental Educational OppOrtUNIty GIaNTS ...........cceiiiiiiiieiiieiiee ittt ettt e e

Supported Employment State Grants .....
Teacher Quality Enhancement ...............

Teachers for a Competitive Tomorrow ....

Tech-Prep Education State Grants .........

Thurgood Marshall Legal Opportunity .....

Tribally Controlled Postsecondary Vocational EQUCALION ...........c.coviiiiireiiiieesiiiee e ciee e ssee e see e svee e s e e

Underground Railroad Program ..............

Vocation Rehabilitation - Migrant and Seasonal FarmwOrKers ...........cccceviiiieiiiiie e
Vocation Rehabilitation - Recreational PrOQramS ..........oooiiuiioiiiiiee et e et e e seeee e e e anes

Women's Educational Equity ..................
Total, Department of Education ....

Department of Energy:
Oil and Gas Research and Development

University Nuclear Energy Program (Nuclear Regulatory COMMISSION) .......ccuueieiiiieeiiiiieeeniiiee e e siee e

Weatherization Assistance Program* .....

Total, Department of Energy ................

Department of Health and Human Services:

Administration for Children and Families
Administration for Children and Families

- Community Services BIock Grant .........ccccccevevviieeeviiiee e
- Other Community Service Programs

Administration for Aging - Alzheimer's Demonstration ProjECT ............ceoviiireiiiiieeeiiee e siee e s
Administration for Aging - Preventive Health SErviCes ..o

Centers for Disease Control - Preventive

Congressional Earmarks ............cccocceene

Health and Health Services Block Grant ..

HRSA - Children's Hospital Graduate Medical Education Payments ...........cccecvieeiiiiieesiieeessinieeeseeneesnneee e

HRSA - Maternal and Child Health Small

CategoriCal GrantS .........oceeieiiiiiieeieie e

Indian Health Service - Urban Indian Health Program ...........ccccocuieiiiieiiesiiiee e eee e e see e e vae e snaee e
Total, Department of Health and HUMAN SEIrVICES .......coocuiiiiiiiiiiiii et

Department of Housing and Urban Devel
Brownfields .........cccooviiiiiiiii,

opment:

Revitalization of Severely Depressed Public HOuSING (HOPE V1) .......oiiiiiiiiiiiieeee e
Rural Housing and ECONOMIC DEVEIOPMENL ........ccuuiiiiiiiiiiiie ettt sane e

Section 108 Loan Program .............cc......
Total, Department of Housing and Urb

Department of the Interior:

aN DeVEIOPMENT ...oiiiiiiiiiic e

Bureau of Indian Affairs - Housing IMprovement PrOGIAM ...........cooiiuiiiiiiie i sieee st e st ee e eieee e

Bureau of Indian Affairs - Johnson-O'Mal

Indian Land Consolidation Program ........

ley ASSISTANCE GrantsS .......cceveeiuiieeiiieeeiieeeesee e see e s sieee e sreee e,

Land and Water Conservation Fund State Recreation Grants ...........ccccuveeiiieeeiiiiressieeeesieeessveeeesneeeeessenens

National Park Service Statutory Aid ........

Office of Surface MiniNg RECIAMALION GIaNTS .........cciieiiiiiiieiiiiee e iiee e siee e s e e s e e s e e e e seaee e e sseaeeansaeeeesnneeas

Rural Fire Assistance Program ...............
Total, Department of the Interior .........

Department of Justice:
State Criminal Alien Assistance Program
Total, Department of Justice

2008 2009 2009

Enacted Request Less 2008
11 -11
14 -14
80 -80
12 -12
22 -22
12 -12
757 -757
29 -29
34 -34
2 -2
103 -103
3 -3
8 -8
2 -2
2 -2
2 -2
2 -2
3,261 -3,261
25 -25
15 -15
227 -227
267 -267
654 -654
45 -45
11 -11
21 -21
97 -97
451 -451
302 -302
40 -40
35 -35
1,656 -1,656
10 -10
100 -100
17 -17
5 -5
132 -132
14 -14
21 -21
10 -10
25 -25
7 -7
20 -20
6 -6
103 -103
410 -410
410 -410



Discretionary Program Terminations
(Budget authority and obligation limitations in millions of dollars)

2008 2009 2009
Enacted Request Less 2008

Department of Labor:

Denali Commission JOb TraiNiNg EArMArk ............oooiiiiiiiiiieiiee ettt e e ebee e snne e e enees 7 -—- -7
Migrant and Seasonal Farmworkers TraiNiNng PrOgram .........ccoiuueeeiiuieeiiieeeesieeesiieesssieeeesssseeesssseeesssneesnnes 80 -80
Susan Harwood TraiNing GraNtS.........coiueeeioiiiieaiiiieeaaiieeestbee e e atae e e e aaeeeesasbeeeaasbeeeaasbseeeaanbeeesanbeeeannneeesnnbeeeaannes 10 -—- -10
WOTK INCENLIVE GFANTS ....o.eeiiiiiiiiee ettt sr s esreer e e nn e e seesre e e e sneeereennes 14 -14
Total, DepartMent OF LADOT . ...ttt et e e sbe e e e sabb e e e sn e e e e sbneee e annbeaeaas 111 - -111
Environmental Protection Agency:
Targeted WatErSNEA GIaNTS .......cccueiiiiiiieeiiiieesree e e stee e e e see e e s steee e e taeeeessaaeeesssaeeeesaaeeeasneeeesnneeessneeeeasnneeeanees 10 -10
Unrequested Water INfrastrUCUIe PIOJECES ........c.uiiiiiiiie ettt e e be e e s ene e e snbeeeennnes 133 - -133
Total, ENVironment Prot@CioON AGENCY ...cciiuiieiiiiie it eieee e e sttt e et ee e e staee e e sstteaessaeeeansaeeeesssseeessteeensnenensns 143 -143
Other Agencies:
Commission of Fine Arts, National Capital Arts and Cultural Affairs ... 8 - -8
National Veterans Business Development COPOTAtioN ............ccueiuiiiiieiiieneeenieiesiee sttt nnee e 1 -1
Postal Service Forgone Revenue APPIrOPHALION .........oiueiioiiiieeiiieee ettt et et e et e e e ssbe e e s ssbae e snbeeeeas 29 -—- -29
U0 1 €= U @] 4 1= Ao 1= L] = RSSO 38 -38
| Total, Program TErMINALIONS ............cc.ivviereieereiereieeeisieeeiseieei ettt sttt sneees 7,023 -84 -7,107

* In Table S-5, Discretionary Program Termination and Reductions, of the main Budget volume, 2008 Enacted for the Weatherization Assistance
Program was reported incorrectly as $243 million. The correct figure, $227 million, is displayed above.



Department of Agriculture: Discretionary Proposal
Community Connect (Broadband) Grants

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
Enacted Proposed From 2008
Budget Authority.......c...cceeveennnen. 13 -—- -13

Administration Proposal and Impact

The Budget proposes zero funding for Community Connect Broadband grants. However, funds
are available through the Rural Utilities Service’s (RUS”) broadband loan program to provide
broadband service to rural areas. It is more efficient to support broadband service through loans
rather than grants because the appropriations need only cover the risk the borrowers will default.
Communities can obtain loans through RUS, which, due to the low interest, the communities are
able to repay.

Background

The purpose of the Community Connect Broadband Grant Program is to provide broadband
transmission service that fosters economic growth and delivers enhanced educational, health
care, and public safety services. Grants would be used for the deployment of broadband
transmission service to extremely rural, lower-income communities on a “‘community-oriented
connectivity” basis. This program is duplicative of the Broadband Loan Program authorized in
the 2002 Farm Bill. The areas eligible for grants are also eligible for low-cost broadband loans
through RUS.



Department of Agriculture: Discretionary Proposal
Community Facilities Grant

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
Enacted Proposed From 2008
Budget Authority.......c...cceeveennnen. 27 -—- -27

Administration Proposal and Impact

The Budget proposes no funding for the Community Facilities (CF) Grant Program. Thirty-five
percent of the funds are earmarked; also, the program’s second evaluation under the Program
Assessment Rating Tool revealed that the grants are not always used in conjunction with the
community facilities direct loans. Therefore, the CF grants are redundant with other Federal
economic development programs. While the grants are redundant, the loans are not, and the
community facilities direct and guaranteed loan programs continue to be fully funded in the
President’s Budget.

Background

The CF Grant Program was newly authorized in the 1996 Farm Bill. It was to be used in
conjunction with the community facilities direct loan program or as a stand-alone grant to
provide financial assistance for essential community facilities, such as health care, public safety,
and educational/cultural services. The grants are for rural areas, defined as communities less
than 20,000.



Department of Agriculture: Discretionary Proposal
Economic Impact Grants

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
Enacted Proposed From 2008
Budget Authority.......c...cceeveennnen. 14 -—- -14

Administration Proposal and Impact

The Budget proposes no funding for the Economic Impact Grants Program, which are a special
category of community facilities grant designed for areas of high unemployment and out-
migration. Like many other economic and community grant programs, this program is redundant
with other Federal programs.

Background

Economic Impact Grants were authorized in the Grain Standards and Warehouse Improvement
Act of 2000. This is a specialized community facilities grant program that requires that the
community be suffering from extreme unemployment and/or severe economic depression in
addition to being rural and lacking the ability to secure commercial credit. It may be used in
conjunction with the community facilities direct loan program but is typically a stand alone grant
to provide financial assistance for essential community facilities, such as health care, public
safety, and educational/cultural services. Rural areas for this program are defined as
communities of less than 20,000.



Department of Agriculture: Discretionary Proposal
Farm Labor Housing Program

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
Enacted Proposed From 2008
Budget Authority.........ccceeeennnee. 22 - -22
Grant BA plus Loan Level......... 37 - -37

Administration Proposal and Impact

The 2009 Budget requests no funding for the Farm Labor Housing Direct Loan and Grant
program. Farm Labor Housing is a special category of multifamily housing specifically for farm
laborers. Like the multifamily housing direct loan program, the structure of the Farm Labor
Housing program is costly and inefficient. Developers interested in constructing a farm labor
housing project qualify for the Department’s multifamily guaranteed loan program.

Background

The Farm Labor Housing Loan and Grant Program, authorized in the Housing Act of 1949,
provides capital financing for the development of housing for domestic farm laborers. A direct
loan/grant combination is provided to construct, rehabilitate, and/or repair multifamily rural
rental housing for very low- and low-income migrant farm laborers. To help achieve affordable
rents, the interest rate is subsidized to one percent, and, in addition, the farm worker’s rents are
further reduced to 30 percent of their adjusted income through rental assistance grants.

The Administration has proposed no funding for new construction in the multifamily housing
direct loan program since 2001. This was necessary to focus on rehabilitating the current
portfolio and discontinuing a program that is costly and inefficient. The reduction in funding
was continued and expanded beginning in 2007 by requesting no funding for construction of any
kind for the multifamily housing direct loan program. Taking the next step to not fund the Farm
Labor Housing further expands on that policy. However, the loan level for the multifamily
guaranteed loan program is increased by more than $170 million to $300 million for 2009.



Department of Agriculture: Discretionary Proposal
Commodity Supplemental Food Program

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
Enacted Proposed From 2008
Budget Authority.......c...cceeveennnen. 139 -—- -139

Administration Proposal and Impact

The 2009 Budget proposes to eliminate the Commodity Supplemental Food Program (CSFP). In
the limited areas where it is available, the program duplicates two of the Nation’s largest Federal
nutrition assistance programs — Food Stamps and the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program
for Women, Infants and Children (WIC). Instead, the 2009 Budget provides funding to serve all
eligible individuals who apply for WIC, and provides resources for outreach and temporary
benefits to help elderly households transition from CSFP to the Food Stamp Program.

Background

CSFP provides a monthly food package to low-income women, infants, children and elderly in
selected sites in 32 States and the District of Columbia, and on two Indian reservations. Many
recipients are eligible for the Food Stamp and WIC programs. By contrast, those programs
provide nationwide access to generally larger and more flexible nutrition benefits for all eligible
individuals who apply.



Department of Agriculture: Discretionary Proposal
Forest Service Economic Action Program

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
Enacted Proposed From 2008
Budget Authority........cc.cceveeneenee. 4 - -4

Administration Proposal and Impact

The Budget proposes to terminate the Forest Service’s Economic Action Program. This program
duplicates the efforts of other Department of Agriculture (USDA) Rural Development programs
that can more effectively address priority needs in rural areas and assist forest-based industries.
In addition, the President’s Healthy Forests Initiative calls for significant increases in
stewardship contracting that will benefit local businesses by allowing private companies,
communities, and others to retain forest and rangeland products in exchange for the service of
thinning trees and brush and removing dead wood. This approach fosters a public/private
partnership to restore forest and rangeland health by giving those who undertake the contract the
ability to invest in equipment and infrastructure.

Background

The Economic Action Program provides technical and financial assistance to communities and
groups to enhance rural economies through the utilization of forest and related natural resources.
Established by the 1990 Farm Bill, the Economic Action Program is highly earmarked by the
Congress and is duplicative of other programs within USDA.



Department of Agriculture: Discretionary Proposal
Forest Service Valles Caldera National Preserve

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
Enacted Proposed From 2008
Budget Authority........cc.cceveeneenee. 4 - -4

Administration Proposal and Impact

The Budget proposes to terminate funding for the Valles Caldera National Preserve. The 2008
funding completes the Preserve’s move toward financial self-sufficiency as envisioned by the
authorizing legislation. Other funding is also available to the Preserve through receipts
generated from hunting, fishing, recreation, grazing, and other uses.

Background

The Valles Caldera Preservation Act of 2000 (P.L. 106-248) provided for the acquisition of the
Baca Ranch, located in the Jemez Mountains of New Mexico. The Act requires management of
the Preserve by the Valles Caldera Trust (VCT), a wholly-owned Government corporation. The
Act provides for interim management of the Preserve by the Forest Service with appropriated
funds until the Trust assumes full responsibility for the Preserve. The Trust assumed
management authority over the Preserve in August 2002.

The Preserve was established to protect various natural resources within its boundaries, and for
providing multiple-use and sustained yield of renewable resources within the Preserve. Receipts
are derived through multiple uses of the Preserve, including hunting, fishing, recreation, and
grazing.



Department of Agriculture: Discretionary Proposal
High Cost Energy Grant Program

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
Enacted Proposed From 2008
Budget Authority.......cc.cccvveeunennnee. 20 - -20

Administration Proposal and Impact

The Budget proposes no new funding for High Cost Energy grants, because such grants are less
effective than other forms of assistance. In particular, funds available through the Rural Utilities
Service’s (RUS) electric loan program are used to support the provision of electric service in
high-cost areas. However, using loans to provide support is less expensive than using grants
because loans provide more support (loan level) with fewer appropriated dollars. Low interest
loans through RUS would also help lower-utility rates.

Background

High Cost Energy grants are for areas where the cost to deliver energy is significantly higher
than the national average. The grants fund energy facilities and more cost effective means of
acquiring fuel in extremely high energy cost communities. Only Alaska, Hawaii, the territories,
and a few isolated areas within the continental United States qualify for the program. The goals
of the High Cost Energy Grant program are duplicative of the RUS electric loan program, which
is more effective. The areas eligible for grants are also eligible for low cost electric loans
through RUS.



Department of Agriculture: Discretionary Proposal
Rural Economic Development Loan and Grant Program

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
Enacted Proposed From 2008
Budget Authority...........ccoeevenennee. --- -39 -39

Administration Proposal and Impact

The Budget proposes to cancel $39 million in unneeded funding for lower-priority and
duplicative programs authorized by pending farm legislation. An additional $603 million is
proposed in discretionary reductions. The program assists electric and telephone utilities to
promote sustainable rural economic development and job creation projects. In the past, the
Congress has adopted similar savings proposed by the Administration.

Background

This program provides grants to utilities for rural economic development and job creation
projects. Funding for this program is provided from the interest differential on the Rural Utilities
Service (RUS) borrower’s cushion of credit accounts. Funding for this mandatory program is
determined by the amount of interest collected on the loans of RUS borrowers. The Budget
proposes to cancel the full amount of the projected interest, providing an offset to fund higher-
priority discretionary programs.



Department of Agriculture: Discretionary Proposal
Multifamily Housing Direct Loan Program

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
Enacted Proposed From 2008
Budget Authority.......c...cceeveennnen. 30 - -30
LoanLevel........coovvivvevineneenne. 70 - -70

Administration Proposal and Impact

The Budget proposes no funding for the Multifamily Housing Direct Loan Program. Instead, the
Administration proposes to provide rural multifamily housing units through the multifamily
housing loan guarantee program. This will allow the Department to provide a similar number of
units at a lower cost. The loan level for the multifamily guaranteed loan program is increased by
more than $170 million to $300 million for 2009.

Background

The Multifamily Housing Direct Loan Program, authorized in the Housing Act of 1949, provides
capital financing for the development of housing for very low- and low-income, elderly or
handicapped residents. The program makes loans to private developers or nonprofits to
construct, rehabilitate, and/or repair multifamily rental housing in rural areas. To help achieve
affordable rents, the interest rate is subsidized to one percent, and, in addition, the tenant’s rents
are further reduced to 30 percent of their adjusted income through rental assistance grants.

Since 2001, the Administration has not requested funding for new construction in this program,
because the higher-priority focus has been to deal with dilapidation in the current portfolio. The
dilapidation issue arose because the original loan agreement did not require adequate reserves for
major property improvements. In addition, these loans are for 50 years and pre-payment is
prohibited.



Department of Agriculture: Discretionary Proposal
Public Broadcasting Grants

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
Enacted Proposed From 2008
Budget Authority.......cccccveennnnen. 5 - -5

Administration Proposal and Impact

The Budget proposes no new funding for Public Broadcast grants. Funds provided in previous
years will already have helped public broadcast companies convert to digital prior to the
February 2009 deadline.

Background
The purpose of the Public Broadcast Grant Program is to provide funding to public broadcast
companies to convert to digital. Funds have been provided for this program for five years. With

the deadline of February 2009, funding made available in 2009 would be too late to benefit the
companies.
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Department of Agriculture: Discretionary Proposal
Research and Extension Grants and Low Priority Programs

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
Enacted Proposed From 2008
Budget Authority.......c...cceeveennnen. 144 -—- -144

Administration Proposal and Impact

The Budget proposes to terminate funding enacted in 2008 for over 200 unrequested research
and extension grants and low-priority projects. These grants are not awarded on the basis of a
competitive, merit-reviewed process and do not represent the most effective use of Federal
dollars. The Budget redirects a portion of these funds to the Department of Agriculture’s
National Research Initiative — its main discretionary competitive grants program.

Background

The Administration’s policy has been to support research funding that is awarded on a
competitive peer-reviewed basis as the most effective use of taxpayer dollars. A prime example
is the National Research Initiative, for which increases have been proposed in recent years. At
the same time, the Budget proposes to eliminate funding for earmarks and low-priority programs
enacted in the previous year, since they are not awarded on a competitive basis and often support
State and local needs, rather than address national issues. Earmarks also reduce the
Administration’s ability to effectively manage program allocations.
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Department of Agriculture: Discretionary Proposal
Resource Conservation and Development Program

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
Enacted Proposed From 2008
Budget Authority..........c........... 51 - -51

Administration Action

The Budget proposes to eliminate the Resource Conservation and Development (RC&D)
program. A Program Assessment Rating Tool evaluation determined that the program is
duplicative. It concluded that the program duplicates other similar resource conservation
planning, rural economic development, and community programs provided by other Department
of Agriculture agencies (such as the Forest Service and Rural Development) and other Federal
departments, such as the Department of Commerce’s Economic Development Administration.
The Budget instead targets scarce conservation funding to well-defined programs with the
highest conservation outcomes.

Background

RC&D provides assistance to local communities to address locally identified natural resource
and development concerns. The program aims to improve community access to Federal
conservation and community development assistance and develop local community leadership.
RC&D’s long-term goal is to improve the capability of local communities to plan and deliver
improvement projects. These include not only natural resource projects, but also projects for
economic development, community infrastructure, waste collection and disposal, and recreation
and tourism.

Several other Federal programs provide assistance to communities for these purposes. It is also
unclear what role RC&D plays in implementing NRCS’ mission that is not already filled by
NRCS’ State Technical Committees, which have substantial collaborative relationships with
State and local resource agencies outside of the RC&D program.
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Department of Agriculture: Discretionary Proposal
Rural Business Grants

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
Enacted Proposed From 2008
Budget Authority..........c........... 45 - -45

Administration Proposal and Impact

The Budget proposes no funding for Rural Business Enterprise Grants and Rural Business
Opportunity Grants. These programs are duplicative of other Department of Agriculture rural
development programs and Federal programs in the Departments of Commerce, Health and
Human Services, Housing and Urban Development, and the Treasury. In addition, the
effectiveness of these programs is limited because they are traditionally earmarked.

Background

Rural Business Enterprise Grants are authorized in the Consolidated Farm and Rural
Development Act of 1972; the Rural Business Opportunity Grants are authorized in the Federal
Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act of 1996. The Rural Business Enterprise Grants
program provides grants to public bodies, private nonprofit corporations, and federally-
recognized Indian tribal groups to assist emerging businesses in rural communities. The Rural
Business Opportunity Grants program funds economic planning for rural communities, technical
assistance for rural businesses, and training for rural entrepreneurs or economic development
officials.
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Department of Agriculture: Discretionary Proposal
Section 9006, Renewable Energy Program

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
Enacted Proposed From 2008
Budget Authority..........c........... 36 - -36

Administration Proposal and Impact

The Budget proposes no discretionary funding for the Renewable Energy Program because the
Budget includes a mandatory proposal to fund this program. The Administration’s Farm Bill
proposal requests $50 million for grants and $21 million for loans, which is a

$35 million increase over 2008 enacted levels.

Background

Created in the 2002 Farm Bill, the Renewable Energy Systems and Energy Efficiency
Improvement Program provides funds for businesses and farmers in rural communities to
produce renewable energy and obtain energy efficiencies. The program distributes grants and
loans to entities in rural communities of 50,000 or less. The Administration’s Farm Bill proposal
requests $21 million for loans and $50 million for grants. Loans would target additional
projects, including cellulosic ethanol plants and be capped at $100 million; currently they are
capped at $10 million. Grants would be targeted to smaller alternative energy and energy
efficient projects.
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Department of Agriculture: Discretionary Proposal
Self-Help Housing Grants

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
Enacted Proposed From 2008
Budget Authority.......c...cceeveennnen. 39 - -39

Administration Proposal and Impact

The Budget proposes no funding for Self-Help Housing Grants. Demand for the program also
relies heavily on the funding of the Department’s direct Single Family Housing Direct Loan
Program, for which the Administration is requesting no 2009 funds. Historically 98 percent of
these grant recipients qualify and receive single family direct loans from the Department of
Agriculture. With the termination of the direct single family housing program there is no need to
fund this program.

Background

This program provides financial assistance to nonprofit organizations that offer technical
assistance to low- and very low-income households to build their own homes in a rural area.
Funds may be used to pay salaries, rent, and office expenses of the nonprofit organization under
this program, and it provides some families their only homeownership opportunity. However,
most such families are very low-income, minority families and nearly all obtain Department of
Agriculture direct single family housing loans.
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Department of Agriculture: Discretionary Proposal
Single Family Housing Direct Loans

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
Enacted Proposed From 2008
Budget Authority.........ccceeeennnee. 105 -—- -105
Program Level..........ccccoevveeenenns 1,121 --- -1,121

Administration Proposal and Impact

The Budget proposes no funding for the Single Family Housing Direct Loan Program, since the
most cost-effective way to provide single family housing mortgage assistance is through
guaranteed loans. The single family housing guaranteed loan program was newly authorized in
1990 at $100 million and has grown to more than $3 billion annually. Meanwhile, the single
family direct loan program has been stagnant at approximately a $1 billion loan level.

The shift toward guaranteed loans has also occurred with other Federal homeownership
programs; in fact, there are now no Federal single family direct loan home ownership programs
for urban areas. While some rural areas remain isolated from broad credit availability, these areas
are shrinking as broadband internet access and on-line lending grow. Therefore, relying on the
private banking industry to provide this service, with a guarantee from the Federal Government,
is a more efficient way to deliver rural homeownership assistance.

To compensate for the elimination of funding for direct single family housing loans, the Budget
proposes a $4.8 billion guaranteed single family housing loan level, an increase of over $600
million above 2008.

Background

The Single Family Housing Direct Loan Program, authorized in the Housing Act of 1949,
provides loans that are directly funded by the Government to help low-income individuals or
households purchase homes in rural areas. Families must currently be without adequate housing,
but be able to afford the mortgage payments, including taxes and insurance. In addition, interest
payment subsidies are available to applicants to enhance their ability to repay the loans. The
interest rate is based on the borrower’s income and can be subsidized to as low as one percent,
but it is capped at the Government’s borrowing rate. Applicants must be unable to obtain credit
elsewhere, yet have reasonable credit histories.
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Department of Agriculture: Discretionary Proposal
Value Added Producer Grants

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
Enacted Proposed From 2008
Budget Authority...................... 19 - -19

Administration Proposal and Impact

The Budget proposes no funding for Value Added Producer Grants. Performance measures
indicate that the program is ineffective and inefficient. Less than 30 percent of assisted
businesses are still operational three years after the project is completed, and only 48 percent of
grants are fully spent within 18 months of the obligation date (the grants are designed to be fully
utilized within a one-year time period).

Background

The Value Added Producer Grant Program was created in the 2002 Farm Bill. Grants may be
used for planning activities, for working capital for marketing value-added agricultural products,
and for farm-based renewable energy. Eligible applicants are independent producers, farmer and
rancher cooperatives, agricultural producer groups, and majority-controlled producer-based
business ventures located in communities of 50,000 people or less.
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Department of Agriculture: Discretionary Proposal
Watershed and Flood Prevention Operations

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
Enacted Proposed From 2008
Budget Authority.......cc.cccvveeunennnee. 30 - -30

Administration Proposal and Impact

The Budget proposes to terminate the Natural Resources Conservation Service’s (NRCS’)
Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Operations Program. The program funds local, in
many cases privately-owned, flood prevention and water improvement projects that are not
Federal priorities. Moreover, extensive congressional earmarking in this program effectively
prevents NRCS from identifying and funding priority projects; for example, the 2008
Consolidated Appropriations Act earmarked 100 percent of the funds for 25 congressionally-
directed projects. A 2004 Program Assessment Rating Tool evaluation of this program also
found that NRCS’s typical flood damage reduction project provided about 50 percent less net
benefits than a typical Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) project and about 70
percent less net benefits than a typical Army Corps project (though many of NRCS’s projects
address a broader array of resource issues such as water quality, water supply, and
rehabilitation). The Budget proposes no funding for this program and redirecting the savings to
other higher priority programs.

Background

The Watershed Operations program provides technical and financial assistance to local
communities to plan, design, and construct flood prevention, water supply, and water quality
improvement projects. The program is designed to operate in federally-authorized watershed
project areas that are up to 250,000 acres in size. In addition, each project must contain benefits
directly related to agriculture that account for at least 20 percent of the total benefits. By
agreement with the Army Corps of Engineers, this program funds only operations in small, rural
watersheds and in communities with small populations. NRCS has helped to construct thousands
of dams and other flood control projects across the country over the program’s 60-year history.
NRCS has reported that there is a “backlog” of $1.4 billion in requests from local communities
for new community watershed and flood prevention projects. However, these projects should be
a local rather than a Federal responsibility.

In the 2004 Budget, OMB compared the cost effectiveness of the Corps of Engineers, NRCS,

and FEMA flood damage reduction programs. Evaluation of projects completed over a five-year
period demonstrated that NRCS’ program provided the fewest benefits per dollar.
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Department of Commerce: Discretionary Proposal
Emergency Steel Guaranteed Loan Program

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
Enacted Proposed From 2008
Budget Authority.......c...cceeveennnen. - -49 -49

Administration Proposal and Impact

The Budget proposes to cancel all remaining credit subsidy balances for the Emergency Steel
Guaranteed Loan Program (ESGLP), as the subsidized financing assistance that these funds
support is no longer needed, due to the recovery of the industry.

Background

The ESGLP was enacted in 1999 to help steel firms suffering financial losses from low prices
and the inability to obtain financing for continued operations and facility re-investment. Since
2003, the Administration has proposed to cancel funds from the program as it has become an
unwarranted corporate subsidy and exposes taxpayers to significant costs from loan guarantee
defaults. Further, demand for guarantees has been much lower than expected. Only three loans
have been made through the program, and no new loans have been guaranteed since 2003.

Beginning in 2004, international demand for steel increased significantly and numerous
consolidations occurred in the domestic steel production market. According to the Bureau of
Labor Statistics’ Producer Price Index, steel mill product prices are 67 percent higher than in
2003 and 73 percent higher than in 1999, when the program was enacted. The industry’s
recovery is further evidence that this program is no longer needed.
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Department of Commerce: Discretionary Proposal
Hollings Manufacturing Extension Program (MEP)

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
Enacted Proposed From 2008
Budget Authority.......c...cceeveennee. 90 4 -86

Administration Proposal and Impact

The Budget proposes that Federal funding for MEP centers be discontinued, and that they
become self-supporting, as intended in the program’s original authorization. Requested funds in
2009 will be used to cover termination costs.

MEP centers provide manufacturing firms consulting services that are also provided by private
entities. Given the reported benefits MEP clients receive from the program, they have the profit
incentive and means to cover the costs of these services through modestly increased fees.

Although intended to benefit small firms, MEP centers also assist larger firms. These firms often
use outside providers of legal, accounting, and other services and should not require federally-
subsidized management consulting services.

Background

The MEP program was established in 1988 to provide business and technical assistance services
to small- and medium-sized manufacturers. MEP’s original legislated design called for a phase-
out of Federal monies to each center after six years of funding, with the goal of making each
center self sufficient. While this requirement was removed in 1998, all centers are now more
than six years old, and the average center is 13 years old.

Currently, fees charged to recipients generally cover one-third of the centers’ costs; the Federal

Government and State/local matching grants together cover the remaining two-thirds of the
costs.
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Department of Commerce: Discretionary Proposal
Public Telecommunications Facilities, Planning and Construction Grants

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
Enacted Proposed From 2008
Budget Authority.......cc.cccvveeunennnee. 19 - -19

Administration Proposal and Impact

Since 2000, most Public Telecommunications Facilities Planning (PTFP) awards have supported
public television stations’ conversion to digital broadcasting. Digital conversion efforts
mandated by the Federal Communications Commission are now largely complete, and there is no
further need for this program.

Background

PTFP was created in the early 1960s to assist in the planning and construction of public
telecommunications facilities through matching grants of up to 75 percent of project costs. The
Commerce Department’s National Telecommunications and Information Administration has

administered the program since 1979.

Since 2000, almost 70 percent of PTFP awards have supported public television stations’
conversion to digital broadcasting prior to the February 2009 deadline.
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Department of Commerce: Discretionary Proposal
Technology Innovation Program (TIP)

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
Enacted Proposed From 2008
Budget Authority.......cc.cccvveeunennnee. 46 - -46

Administration Proposal and Impact

The Administration supported the recent termination of the Advanced Technology Program
(ATP) by the Congress, but believes that the Technology Innovation Program (TIP) that was
created in its place is not warranted in today’s research and development environment, given the
growth of venture capital and other financing sources for high-tech projects.

While TIP is intended to be a better targeted program than ATP, the Administration believes that
it will still provide subsidies for activities that private industry has the means and incentive to
support.

The Budget continues the Administration’s support for basic scientific research through the
American Competitiveness Initiative (ACI), which doubles over 10 years the collective budget of
ACI programs at the National Science Foundation, the Department of Energy’s Office of
Science, and Commerce’s National Institute of Standards and Technology labs.

Background
ATP was a grant program for businesses that was intended to develop new technologies for
commercial use. TIP was created in the 2007 America COMPETES Act and is intended to be

more focused on national needs. However, it is a lower priority for Federal funding than basic
research and agencies’ mission-directed research programs.
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Department of Education: Discretionary Proposal
Small Elementary and Secondary Education Programs

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
Enacted Proposed From 2009
Budget Authority.......c...cceeveennnen. 494 -—- -494

Administration Proposal and Impact

The Budget proposes to terminate 23 small elementary and secondary education grant programs.
Termination of these narrow-purpose programs does not mean that Federal support is no longer
available for these activities. States and school districts that view these issues as a high priority
can support them with funds provided under broad-purpose Federal education programs, such as
Title I, Teacher Quality State Grants, and other programs.

Background

The 23 grant programs described below are narrow-purpose and have no demonstrated results.
Many of the activities supported by these programs can be supported under large formula grants
if localities determine the need to be pressing. Others support activities targeted for elimination
that do not fill an appropriate Federal role. While most of these programs are intended to support
laudable purposes, their design has not allowed them to meet their goals. Many of them lack
performance objectives and measures and none have rigorous evaluations, preventing the
Department of Education from assessing program effectiveness and identifying successful
intervention strategies that could have broad national impact. Further, most of these programs
lack administrative mechanisms for holding grantees accountable for achieving results, and
programs are required by statute to be awarded to specific service providers rather than running
true competitions. These programs differ from many other programs authorized under the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), such as Title I and Reading First,
which have a strong accountability framework and encourage the use of scientifically based
interventions, improving the prospects for participants to achieve positive and measurable
outcomes.

Most of these programs are authorized by the ESEA and are subject to reauthorization this year.
The Administration is not recommending reauthorization for any of these programs.

Comprehensive School Reform (CSR) (2008 level: $1.6 million) supports research-based reform
models that address multiple aspects of schools and instruction, particularly in low-performing
schools. In 2004, the Department of Education and the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) used the Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART) to assess the program and found it to
be duplicative of several aspects of Title I Grants to Local Educational Agencies, the largest
ESEA program. It also duplicates School Improvement grants, both of which can fund
comprehensive reforms. In 2006, the Congress reduced funding for this program by $197
million, providing only a few million dollars to complete the contract for the program’s technical
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assistance center. The last year for that contract is 2008; therefore, no additional funds are
needed for this program.

Javits Gifted and Talented Education (2008 level: $7.5 million) supports activities to help high
schools meet the educational needs of gifted and talented students. Current grants are not
structured to assess program effectiveness and identify successful intervention strategies that
could have broad national impact.

Education for Native Hawaiians (2008 level: $33.3 million) supports the provision of
supplemental education services to the Native Hawaiian population. School districts that wish to
implement programs and services tailored to the educational and cultural needs of Native
Hawaiian students are able to use funds provided under other Federal programs. For example,
significant funds are provided to Native Hawaiian students who receive services through Federal
formula grant programs, such as Title I Grants to Local Educational Agencies and Special
Education State Grants program.

Alaska Native Educational Equity (2008 level: $33.3 million) supports the provision of
supplemental educational programs and services to Alaska Natives. The services provided to
Alaska Native students through this program are redundant with many of those provided through
the Department’s Indian Education programs.

National Writing Project (2008 level: $23.6 million) provides a non-competitive grant to a
nonprofit educational organization that promotes kindergarten through college level teacher
training programs in writing. The 2006 PART assessment conducted by the Department of
Education and OMB rated this program as Results Not Demonstrated. The program does not
have data on its annual performance or long-term performance measures, and it lacks a rigorous
evaluation of its effectiveness. Funds for training teachers in all academic subjects are provided
under the Teacher Quality State Grants program.

School Leadership (2008 level: $14.5 million) supports recruiting, training, and retaining
principals and assistant principals. The activities funded under this program can be funded under
other authorities, including Teacher Quality State Grants.

Advanced Credentialing (2008 level: $9.6 million) supports the development of advanced
credentials based on the content experience of master teachers. Funds also support related
activities to encourage and support teachers seeking advanced credentials. Federal support for
this program is no longer needed because the development and implementation of advanced
credentialing systems through the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards and the
American Board for the Certification of Teacher Excellence is complete. In addition, the
Administration does not believe that additional funding for outreach, recruitment, or candidate
subsidies is warranted without conclusive evidence that advancing credentialing increases
student achievement.

Close-Up Fellowships (2008 level: $1.9 million) provides a non-competitive grant to the Close-
Up Foundation to provide fellowships to low-income students and their teachers to finance their
participation in one-week Washington, D.C. seminar programs to learn about the Federal
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Government. In 1997, the Congress requested that the Close-Up Foundation provide a plan to
continue its fellowships without Federal funding. In the succeeding years, the foundation
surpassed its private sector fundraising goals. Given the popularity of this program and its
successful private fundraising, the Administration believes this program would continue without
Federal support.

Academies for American History and Civics (2008 level: $1.9 million) supports intensive
workshops for teachers and students in the areas of history and civics. The activities funded
under this program can be funded under other authorities, including Teacher Quality State Grants
and Teaching American History.

Reading is Fundamental (2008 level: $24.6 million) awards an annual contract to the nonprofit
literacy organization Reading is Fundamental, Inc. to provide aid to local nonprofit groups and
volunteer organizations that serve low-income children through book distribution and reading
motivation activities. These funds are required by statute to be awarded to a specific
organization, rather than awarded under a competitive, merit-based process.

Ready to Teach (2008 level: $10.7 million) supports competitive grants to nonprofit
telecommunications entities to carry out programs to improve teaching in core curriculum areas
and to develop and distribute innovative educational and instructional video programming.
Federal resources for these purposes are already available through the larger Teacher Quality
State Grants program.

Exchanges with Historic Whaling and Trading Partners (2008 level: $8.8 million) provides non-
competitive grants to support culturally based educational activities for Alaska Natives, Native
Hawaiians, children and families of Massachusetts, and (as amended by Public Law 109-149)
any federally-recognized Indian tribe in Mississippi. This program does not serve a national
need, and could be best supported with State, local, and private funding.

Excellence in Economic Education (2008 level: $1.4 million) supports a competitive grant to a
single nonprofit educational organization to promote economic and financial literacy for
kindergarten through 12" grade (K-12) students. The activities funded under this program can
be funded under other authorities and private sector outreach.

Mental Health Integration in Schools (2008 level: $4.9 million), first funded in 2005, provides
grants to States and school districts to support collaborative efforts between school systems and
mental health systems. The activities funded under this program can be funded under other
authorities, including the Safe Schools/Healthy Students initiative within Safe and Drug-Free
Schools National Programs.

Foundations for Learning (2008 level: $1.0 million), first funded in 2003, provides grants for
comprehensive services to help children under seven who have multiple at-risk characteristics —
including exposure to violence or abuse, low birth weight, and cognitive deficits — be prepared to
enter school. A separate $1 million program for this purpose is not necessary, since Federal
funding provided under IDEA, Head Start, and Title I all help at-risk preschool children enter
school ready to learn.
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Arts in Education (2008 level: $37.5 million) makes non-competitive awards to both VSA Arts
and the John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts, as well as competitive awards for
demonstration projects and leadership activities to encourage the integration of arts into the
school curriculum. School districts that are implementing arts education activities can use funds
provided under other Federal programs for this purpose. Further, the Kennedy Center and VSA
Arts have a long history of obtaining financial support from the private sector, individual donors,
and other non-Federal sources. This financial support can be expected to continue even without
this program.

Parental Information and Resource Centers (2008 level: $38.9 million) provide training,
information, and support to State and local educational agencies and other organizations that
carry out parent education and family involvement programs. Since parent education and
support activities are required and funded under other No Child Left Behind programs such as
Title I, a separate program for this purpose is not necessary.

Women'’s Educational Equity (2008 level: $1.8 million) supports activities promoting
educational equity of girls and women. Since the enactment of the Women’s Educational Equity
Act in 1974, the need for a program focused on eliminating the educational gap for girls and
women has diminished greatly, as women have made educational gains that match or exceed
those of their male peers.

Alcohol Abuse Reduction (2008 level: $32.4 million) supports programs to reduce alcohol abuse
in secondary schools. These activities are already supported by two activities the Budget funds
within Safe and Drug-Free Schools National Programs — the $78 million Safe Schools/Healthy
Students initiative, and the $10 million that is dedicated to research-based alcohol and drug use
and violence prevention programs.

Mentoring (2008 level: $48.5 million) supports mentoring programs and activities for children
who are at risk of educational failure, dropping out of school, involvement in criminal or
delinquent activities, or who lack strong, positive role models. Mentoring activities are
supported by many other Federal programs — the White House Task Force on Disadvantaged
Youth identified over 100 youth programs which support mentoring in 13 agencies.

Elementary and Secondary School Counseling (2008 level: $48.6 million) makes grants to
support elementary and secondary school counseling programs. Current statute requires that all
appropriations below $40 million must be used for elementary school counseling. School
counselors are primarily supported with non-Federal funds, and a small Federal categorical
program can have, at best, a marginal impact on the number of counselors employed in schools
or the availability of counseling for students, and has even less of an impact on the quality of the
counseling provided. In addition, the Budget request for Safe and Drug Free Schools National
Programs includes $78 million for the Safe Schools/Healthy Students initiative and $10 million
dedicated to research-based alcohol and drug use and violence prevention programs — both of
which districts may use to fund counseling as part of a comprehensive, research-based focus on
the school environment.
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Physical Education (2008 level: $75.7 million) supports physical education programs (including
after-school programs) for students in K-12. The Department of Education and OMB assessed
the program in 2005 using the PART and the program received a rating of Results Not
Demonstrated. Physical Education programs have historically been supported by States and
LEAs.

Civic Education (2008 level: $31.9 million) supports several non-competitive grants to
organizations that promote civic responsibility through teacher training and instructional
materials, and educational exchanges with developing democracies. Given the popularity of this
program and its successful private fundraising, the Administration believes this program would
continue without Federal support.
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Department of Education: Discretionary Proposal
Small Postsecondary Student Financial Assistance Programs

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
Level Proposed From 2008
Budget Authority.......c...cceeveennnen. 172 -—- -172

Administration Proposal and Impact

In 2009, the Budget proposes to terminate five small postsecondary student financial assistance
programs totaling $172 million because they have either achieved their purpose or are
duplicative of nearly $95 billion in grants, loans, and work study made available by the
Department of Education each year. The Budget’s proposals help address the findings and
recommendations of the Secretary’s Commission on the Future of Higher Education, which
called for increasing need-based grant aid and simplifying the student aid programs.

These terminations are more than offset by the proposal in the 2009 Budget to increase the
discretionary Pell Grant program by $2.6 billion. This increase, along with the $2 billion in
mandatory funding provided under the College Cost Reduction and Access Act, will allow the
maximum Pell Grant award to rise to $4,800 in 2009 and up to $5,400 by 2012. Overall the
Budget will increase the amount of aid available to students, including a net $1.8 billion
discretionary increase in need-based grant aid.

Background

The following five programs provide financial assistance to selected groups of postsecondary
students. These programs have either served their mission or are duplicative of other Federal,
State, local, or nonprofit activities.

Leveraging Educational Assistance Program (LEAP) (2008 level: $63.9 million) has
accomplished its original objective of stimulating all States to establish need-based
postsecondary student grant programs. However, beyond the establishment of these programs,
LEAP does little to encourage States to increase their investment in grant aid for their neediest
students, or effectively target this aid to the students who could most benefit from it. In 2004 the
Department of Education and OMB assessed the program using the Program Assessment Rating
Tool (PART) and rated it Results Not Demonstrated. The PART assessment also identified
structural problems with LEAP that limited the program’s effectiveness.

Perkins Loan Cancellations (2008 level: $64.3 million) provide loan forgiveness to certain
Perkins Loan borrowers in exchange for undertaking certain public service employment, such as
teaching in Head Start programs, full-time law enforcement, or nursing. In 2008, the $64.3
million Federal appropriation reimburses institutional revolving funds for these loan
cancellations. The PART analysis conducted in 2004 rated the Perkins Loan program as
Ineffective. It found that this program is duplicative of the direct and guaranteed student loan
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programs and is not well targeted to the neediest students. Eligible Perkins loans would continue
to be cancelled but no appropriations would be made to replenish the institutional revolving
funds. This program termination is coupled with the Budget’s proposal to eliminate the Perkins
loan program and recall the Federal portion of these revolving funds.

Byrd Scholarships (2008 level: $40.3 million) are intended to promote academic excellence
through grants to States that support scholarship assistance for up to four years to high-
performing high school students entering an undergraduate course of study. The program
received a PART rating of Results Not Demonstrated because it lacks performance data and does
not have a need-based component unlike other Department of Education postsecondary aid
programs.

Thurgood Marshall Legal Educational Opportunity (2008 level: $2.9 million) provides minority,
low-income, or disadvantaged college students with information, preparation, and financial
assistance to help them gain access to and complete law school. This program is largely
duplicative of similar assistance that is available through the Department’s traditional
postsecondary student financial aid programs.

B.J. Stupak Olympic Scholarships (2008 level: $1.0 million) provide financial assistance to
athletes who are training at Olympic Training centers and who are pursuing a postsecondary
education. This program lacks performance data to show progress toward meeting its goals and
therefore received a PART rating of Results Not Demonstrated in 2004. Even with this
termination, athletes may still receive grant, work-study, and loan assistance based on their
financial need through the Department of Education’s other postsecondary student aid programs.
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Department of Education: Discretionary Proposal
Career and Technical Education State Grants and National Programs

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
Level Proposed From 2008
Budget Authority...........c.c........ 1,169 - -1,169

Administration Proposal and Impact

The Budget proposes to terminate the Career and Technical Education (CTE) State Grants
program (formerly known as the Vocational Education State Grants program). The
Administration believes the goals of this program could be better accomplished through the high
school reforms included in the Administration’s reauthorization proposal for No Child Left
Behind. These reforms, in addition to the Budget’s $406 million increase for Title I, will help
improve academic achievement and graduation rates for at-risk high school students — many of
whom are CTE students. The Administration’s No Child Left Behind reauthorization proposal
will also seek to close the achievement gap in middle and high schools through high standards
and accountability, and to increase the rigor of coursework offered to middle and high school
students to better prepare them for postsecondary education or the workforce.

Background

The CTE State Grants program provides grants to States to support high school and community
college activities related to vocational and technical education. About two-thirds of the funding
supports high school activities and the remainder supports postsecondary technical training. In
its 2004 Final Report to the Congress, the National Assessment of Vocational Education found
no evidence that high school vocational courses themselves contribute to academic achievement
or college enrollment. The Department of Education and the Office of Management and Budget
assessed the program using the Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART) in 2002. The PART
rated Vocational Education State Grants as Ineffective because the program produced little
evidence of improved outcomes for students despite decades of Federal investment. The
Congress reauthorized the CTE program in 2006. While the CTE reauthorization added some
new accountability measures, the Congress largely rejected the Administration’s attempts to
reform the program. This program, as a result, shows little promise of improving its record on
student achievement.
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Department of Education: Discretionary Proposal
Educational Technology State Grants

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
Level Proposed From 2008
Budget Authority.......c...cceeveennnen. 267 -—- =267

Administration Proposal and Impact

The Budget proposes to terminate the Educational Technology State Grants program and redirect
its funding to higher priority programs that are more closely focused on student achievement and
have a more rigorous accountability structure in place.

Background

The Educational Technology State Grants program supports funding for States and local school
districts to utilize technology to improve instruction and student learning. It was created in the
No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 as a consolidation of disparate educational technology
programs. Funding supports teacher training in educational technology, technology deployment,
and a host of other activities designed to utilize educational technology to improve student
achievement.

While the program was created to better focus educational technology investments on student
achievement, it is not clear that Educational Technology State Grants has been successful in
accomplishing this mission. When the Department of Education and OMB recently completed a
Program Assessment Rating Tool assessment of this program, they found that there are not yet
enough data available to determine the program’s impact on improving student academic
achievement.

Educational technology may have a positive impact on student achievement, but it is not
necessary to have a stand-alone Federal program solely dedicated to this purpose. States can
continue to support similar activities through other, larger Department of Education programs,
such as Title I Grants to Local Educational Agencies ($14.3 billion) and Teacher Quality State
Grants ($2.8 billion).

The Congress decreased funding for this program from $496 million in 2005 to $272 million in
2006, a 45-percent decrease. The Congress further reduced funding to $267 million in 2008.
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Department of Education: Discretionary Proposal
Even Start

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
Level Proposed From 2008
Budget Authority.......c...cceeveennnen. 66 - -66

Administration Proposal and Impact

In 2009, the Budget proposes to eliminate the Even Start program and redirect funds to programs
that are likely to be more effective at improving early childhood education, including Title I.

The 2002 Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART) assessment by the Department of Education
and OMB, which rated Even Start as Ineffective due to its poor results on national evaluations
over a number of years, provides strong justification for terminating the program.

Background

Launched as a small demonstration program in 1988, Even Start combines early childhood
education, adult education, and parenting classes into “family literacy” programs for low-income
children and their parents. However, three national evaluations of the program, including two
with rigorous random control trial designs, show that Even Start is not effective. The children
and adults who participate in the program do not make greater literacy gains than non-
participants. The most recent evaluation concluded that, while Even Start participants made
small gains, they did not perform better than the comparison group that did not receive Even
Start services. In addition, the scores of Even Start participants after one year of participation in
the program were very low. For example, Even Start children scored at the sixth percentile when
tested at the end of the program on a measure of vocabulary knowledge and Even Start parents
scored at the third grade level when tested at the end of the program on a measure of reading
comprehension. Consequently, Even Start received an Ineffective PART rating in 2002.

In 2004, the Administration proposed to fund only continuation awards, based on PART findings
and the national evaluations, and to begin phasing out the program. In 2005, the Administration
proposed termination. The Congress provided the first funding reduction for the program in
2005 (-$22 million), reducing it from $247 million to $225 million. The Congress reduced the
program further in 2006 to $99 million and in 2008 to $66 million.
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Department of Education: Discretionary Proposal
Small Higher Education Programs

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
Level Proposed From 2008
Budget Authority.......c...cceeveennnen. 30 - -30

Administration Proposal and Impact

The Budget proposes to terminate funding for five small higher education grant programs
because they support activities that may be carried out under other Department of Education
programs, or have accomplished their intended missions and no longer require Federal support.

Background

The five programs discussed below provide support to certain postsecondary institutions for
highly specialized purposes. These programs have either served their mission, do not have a
significant national impact, or are duplicative of existing programs.

Strengthening Alaska Native and Native Hawaiian-serving Institutions (2008 level: $11.6
million) supports Alaska Native and Native Hawaiian-serving Institutions to enable them to
improve and expand their capacity to serve Alaska Native and Native Hawaiian students. The
types of activities supported by this program may be carried out under the Higher Education
Act’s Title III Strengthening Institutions program. Also, in both 2008 and 2009 this program
will receive $15 million in mandatory funds provided by the College Cost Reduction and Access
Act.

Tribally Controlled Postsecondary Career and Technical Institutions (2008 level: $7.5 million)
provides grants to tribally controlled postsecondary career and technical institutions to provide
career and technical education to Indian students. The statutory language for this program is
written to limit eligibility to two institutions: United Tribes Technical College (Bismarck, ND)
and Navajo Technical College (Crownpoint, NM). Even with this termination, these institutions
would be eligible to apply for competitive grants under other Federal programs, including the
Higher Education Act’s Title III Strengthening Institutions program and the Strengthening
Tribally Controlled Colleges and Universities program. The latter program is supported with
mandatory funding in 2008 and 2009 under the College Cost Reduction and Access Act of 2007.

Demonstration Projects to Ensure Quality Higher Education for Students with Disabilities (2008
level: $6.8 million) funds technical assistance and professional development activities for faculty
and administrators in institutions of higher education in order to improve the quality of education
for students with disabilities. This program has achieved its primary goal of funding model
demonstration projects. Similar projects can and do receive funding under the Fund for the
Improvement of Postsecondary Education and programs within the Office of Special Education
and Rehabilitation Services.
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Underground Railroad (2008 level: $1.9 million) provides grants to nonprofit educational
organizations to establish facilities that house, display, and interpret artifacts relating to the
history of the Underground Railroad, as well as to make the interpretive efforts available to
institutions of higher education. This program was not intended to provide a permanent source
of funding, and prior grants have succeeded in spreading the history of the Underground
Railroad through websites, expanded library collections, and private funding and endowment
funds to support ongoing operations.

Teachers for a Competitive Tomorrow (2008 level: $2.0 million) provides competitive grants to
partnerships to develop either baccalaureate or master’s degree programs in science, technology,
engineering, mathematics, or critical foreign languages that are integrated with teacher education
and result in teacher certification. The activities supported by this program can also be supported
under other Department of Education programs, including the Improving Teacher Quality State
Grants program, Transition to Teaching program, and Troops to Teachers. In addition, the
program is duplicative of the National Science Foundation’s Robert Noyce Scholarship program,
with includes a specific focus on training math and science teachers.
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Department of Education: Discretionary Proposal
Small Vocational Rehabilitation Programs

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
Level Proposed From 2008
Budget Authority........c..cceeeenenee. 53 - -53

Administration Proposal and Impact

In 2009, the Budget proposes to terminate the small Vocational Rehabilitation (VR) Migrant and
Seasonal Farmworkers (MSFW), Projects with Industry, and Supported Employment programs,
since these programs serve the same populations and provide the same services as VR State
Grants. In addition, the Budget proposes to terminate VR Recreational Programs because the
activities are more appropriately supported by State, local, and private entities.

Background

The following programs provide life skills or job training services to individuals with disabilities.
Most are duplicative of the $2.9 billion Vocational Rehabilitation (VR) State grant program.

Supported Employment (2008 level: $29.2 million) was created in 1986 to encourage VR
agencies to provide supported employment services to individuals with significant disabilities.
At the time, supported employment was a new practice to employ individuals who traditionally
would not be employed in integrated settings. Today, VR agencies recognize and utilize
supported employment practices as an effective strategy to help individuals with significant
disabilities obtain jobs. The Supported Employment program has achieved its original purpose.
The 2007 Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART) review rated this program as Results Not
Demonstrated because the program lacked long-term measures and targets, and could not
demonstrate improved efficiencies.

Projects with Industry (PWI) (2008 level: $19.2 million) help individuals with disabilities obtain
employment and advance their career in the competitive labor market. PWI is duplicative of the
VR State Grants program because both provide the same services to the same target populations.

VR Recreational Programs (2008 level: $2.5 million) supports projects that provide recreation
and related activities for individuals with disabilities to aid in their employment, mobility,
independence, socialization, and community integration. The program has limited impact, and
State and local agencies and the private sector can more appropriately provide these services.

VR Migrant and Seasonal Farmworkers (MSFW) (2008 level: $2.2 million) supports
rehabilitation services to migratory workers with disabilities. Originally established as a
demonstration program in the mid-1970s, the program no longer needs to demonstrate the
benefits of serving migratory workers. The much larger VR State grants program serves the
same population. In 2006, a PART review rated MSFW as Results Not Demonstrated because
the program lacked long-term measures and targets, credible performance information, strategic
planning, and sufficient oversight.
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Department of Education: Discretionary Proposal
Smaller Learning Communities

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
Level Proposed From 2008
Budget Authority.........ccoeeu..... 80 - -80

Administration Proposal and Impact

In 2009, the Budget proposes to terminate the Smaller Learning Communities program because
of its narrow focus and lack of evidence of effectiveness. The populations served and services
provided under this program are duplicative of Title I Grants to Local Educational Agencies. In
addition, the Administration’s No Child Left Behind reauthorization proposal will more
effectively target funds to high schools with the most need.

Background

The Smaller Learning Communities program makes competitive grants to support the creation or
expansion of smaller learning communities in large high schools. In 2005, the Department of
Education and OMB assessed the program using the Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART)
and rated it as Results Not Demonstrated. The PART findings noted the lack of rigorous
evaluation data about the effects of smaller schools on performance and called attention to the
diminished need for a specific Federal program to support the creation of smaller learning
communities.

Since 2000, non-Federal funds have become available through the Carnegie Corporation of New
York and the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, among others, to support multiyear high school
reform initiatives that focus, in part, on creating smaller learning communities. In addition,
records on the 2006 competition indicate that the grant awards were sharply concentrated
geographically, with local educational agencies in two States (California and Florida) receiving
29 percent of the available funds. Interest in the program thus appears to be narrowly
concentrated.
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Department of Education: Discretionary Proposal
Special Olympics

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
Level Proposed From 2008
Budget Authority.......c...cceeveennnen. 12 -—- -12

Administration Proposal and Impact

The Budget proposes to terminate the Special Olympics program because the award must be
made non-competitively to a designated grantee and is not the best way of ensuring that public
funds are used effectively. Also, many of the activities to be supported under this program, such
as increasing the participation of individuals with disabilities in the Special Olympics, are not
directly supportive of the Department of Education’s mission, and are more appropriately
supported with private funds.

This elimination is consistent with the Administration’s policy of increasing resources for higher
priority programs, such as the Special Education Grants to States program, and eliminating small
categorical programs that have limited impact. In addition, the Special Olympics has a long
history of receiving significant private support, and should continue to receive this support
without this Federal funding. In fact, for the year ended December 31, 2006, Special Olympics
received $36 million in direct mail contributions and another $36 million from individual and
corporate contributions and sponsorships.

Background

The Special Olympics Sport and Empowerment Act of 2004 authorizes awards by the Secretaries
of Education, State, and Health and Human Services to Special Olympics to support activities
related to the Special Olympics in a number of areas. Awards made by the Secretary of
Education are authorized for:

e Activities to promote the expansion of Special Olympics, including activities to increase the
participation of individuals with intellectual disabilities within the United States; and

e The design and implementation of Special Olympics education programs, including character
education and volunteer programs that support the purposes of the Special Olympics Sport
and Empowerment Act of 2004, that can be integrated into classroom instruction and are
consistent with academic content standards.
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Department of Education: Discretionary Proposal
State Grants for Incarcerated Youth Offenders

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
Level Proposed From 2008
Budget Authority.......c...cceeveennnen. 22 -—- -22

Administration Proposal and Impact

The Budget proposes to terminate the State Grants for Incarcerated Youth Offenders program
because it is small, narrow-purpose, and has not demonstrated results. While the program is
intended to support laudable purposes, it has not been evaluated and does not have strong
administrative mechanisms for holding grantees accountable for outcomes.

In addition, this program is largely duplicative of the Department of Labor’s Reintegration of
Ex-Oftenders (REO) program, for which the Budget requests $40 million. The REO program
offers a range of job training, housing, and mentoring services for juveniles and adults. For
juvenile offenders, REO provides a greater focus on building basic literacy and numeracy skills
and the completion of secondary education through alternative education pathways, leading to
career opportunities through postsecondary credentialing programs or pre-apprenticeship and
apprenticeship programs.

Background
The State Grants for Incarcerated Youth Offenders program provides formula grants to State

correctional agencies intended to assist and encourage incarcerated youth to acquire functional
literacy and life and job skills.
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Department of Education: Discretionary Proposal
Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
level Proposed From 2008
Budget Authority.......c...cceeveennnen. 757 - =757

Administration Proposal and Impact

In 2009, the Budget proposes to terminate the poorly targeted Supplemental Educational
Opportunity Grants (SEOG) program that is duplicative of the larger and more targeted Federal
Pell Grant program.

This termination is more than offset by the 2009 Budget’s $2.6 billion discretionary funding
increase for the Pell Grant program. This increase, along with the $2 billion in mandatory
funding provided under the College Cost Reduction and Access Act, will allow the maximum
Pell Grant award to rise to $4,800 in 2009 and up to $5,400 by 2012. Overall, the President’s
Budget will increase the amount of aid available to students, including a net $1.8 billion
discretionary increase in need-based grant aid.

Unlike SEOG, the Budget’s significant increases for Pell Grants will be broadly available to all
eligible students, regardless of the institution they attend.

Background

The Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant (SEOG) program provides grant assistance to
students through institutions of higher education, which provide 25 percent in matching funds.
Only about seven percent of postsecondary students receive funding under SEOG, compared to
the nearly one-quarter who receive Pell Grants. The amount of Federal matching funds provided
to institutions varies widely and is determined by a statutory formula that benefits more
established institutions. This antiquated allocation formula means that proportionately less
SEOG funding goes to institutions that educate the largest proportion of low-income students. In
2006 for instance, while nearly 65 percent of Pell Grant recipients enrolled in public institutions
of higher education, these institutions only received 45 percent of SEOG funds to provide to
needy students.

Additionally, SEOG awards are not optimally allocated based on financial need. Though
institutions are required by statute to give “priority” in awarding SEOG funds to Pell-eligible
students, there is no requirement that the size of these awards be tied to a student’s need, and
institutions have discretion to provide larger SEOG awards to students without the highest need.
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Compared to Pell Grants, a higher proportion of SEOG funds support administrative costs and a
lower proportion goes to students at institutions of higher education. While only 0.1 percent of
Pell Grant funding is available to institutions to pay for administrative costs, 5 percent of SEOG
funding is used for this purpose.

In a 2003 Program Assessment Rating Tool review , SEOG was found to be duplicative of other
programs, not effectively targeted, and unable to demonstrate results.
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Department of Education: Discretionary Proposal
Teacher Quality Enhancement Program

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
Enacted Proposed From 2008
Budget Authority.......c...cceeveennnen. 34 -—- -34

Administration Proposal and Impact

The Budget proposes to eliminate funding for the Teacher Quality Enhancement program, as the
program has failed to demonstrate results and many of its activities can be supported under a
number of other programs within the Department of Education, including the $2.8 billion
Improving Teacher Quality State Grants program. The Budget includes funding for other
activities designed to improve teacher quality, including support for the Teacher Incentive Fund,
Transition to Teaching, Troops to Teachers and an Adjunct Teacher Corps initiative to bring
more qualified mid-career professionals into the classroom.

Background

The Teacher Quality Enhancement program, first funded in 1998, provides support for multiple
types of activities, including Recruitment and Partnership Grants that support collaboration
between schools of education and local school districts to recruit and train teachers to serve in
high-need schools, and Grants to States for reforming their teacher preparation and accreditation
systems.

In 2004, the Department of Education and OMB completed a Program Assessment Rating Tool
(PART) evaluation of this program and gave it a rating of Results Not Demonstrated due to its
lack of performance information. The PART assessment also noted that the program’s
authorizing statute specifies how funds must be allocated across program components, limiting
the Department’s ability to manage the program effectively. While in response to the PART
assessment the program has developed long-term and annual performance measures and
collected data for these measures, it has not produced evidence that it is improving the quality of
teacher preparation programs. In addition, the program still lacks a rigorous evaluation that
demonstrates its effectiveness.

The Congress has reduced funding for this program by $55 million over the prior four years,
from $89 million in 2004 to $34 million in 2008.

51



Department of Education: Discretionary Proposal
Tech-Prep Education State Grants

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
Level Proposed From 2008
Budget Authority.......c...cceeveennnen. 103 -—- -103

Administration Proposal and Impact

In 2009, the Budget proposes to terminate Tech-Prep State grants and redirect the funds to
activities focused on strengthening high school education in general, rather than supporting this
lower-priority, narrowly focused program. In addition, the Administration’s No Child Left
Behind reauthorization proposal will support linkages between secondary schools and
postsecondary institutions.

Background

The Tech-Prep State Grants program supports partnerships that develop structural links between
secondary schools and postsecondary institutions to integrate academic and vocational education.
About two-thirds of the funds support high school activities. In 2002, the Department of
Education and OMB assessed the program using the Program Assessment Rating Tool and found
that the program could not demonstrate results based on a series of national evaluations
indicating that the program provides no measurable advantage for high school students in terms
of high school completion, postsecondary enrollment, and academic achievement.
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Department of Energy: Discretionary Proposal
Oil and Gas Research and Development

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
Enacted Proposed From 2008
Budget Authority.......cc.cccvveeunennnee. 25 - -25

Administration Proposal and Impact

The Budget provides for the orderly termination of the Oil and Gas Research and Development
(R&D) programs. These R&D activities typically fund development of technologies that can be
commercialized quickly, like improved drill motors. Therefore it is more appropriate for the oil
and gas industry to perform these activities. In addition, the programs have not demonstrated
results, as identified in the 2003 Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART) review and updated
annually. The industry has both the financial incentives and resources to develop inexpensive
and safe methods to extract oil and gas. The termination of the programs will be structured to
avoid disruption to the Federal workforce, respecting existing contractual obligations and
minimizing new contractual obligations in 2008 that would require activity in 2009.

Background

The Oil and Gas R&D programs develop technologies that industry can use to reduce the cost of
exploration and production of oil and natural gas reserves. On April 25, 2006, President Bush
stated, “...energy companies don’t need unnecessary tax breaks like the write-offs of certain
geological and geophysical expenditures, or the use of taxpayers’ money to subsidize energy
companies’ research into deep water drilling.”

The programs focus on incremental and evolutionary technology advances that oil and gas
companies have the resources and incentives to conduct, which is not in accordance with the
Administration’s R&D Investment Criteria. PART analysis of program performance rated the
Oil and Gas R&D programs Ineffective, largely on their failure to demonstrate clear results.
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission: Discretionary Proposal
University Nuclear Energy Program

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
Enacted Proposed From 2008
Budget Authority.......cc.cccvveeunennnee. 15 - -15

Administration Proposal and Impact

The University Nuclear Energy Program assisted universities in maintaining research and
education reactors, as well as providing dedicated fellowships for students studying nuclear
engineering. This program has historically been located in the Department of Energy (DOE), but
beginning in 2007, the Administration proposed termination. In 2008, the Congress moved
responsibility for the education assistance activity to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. The
program initially came about in response to low enrollment. At this point, target levels for
undergraduate enrollment have been met, and the number of universities offering nuclear-related
programs also has increased. In addition, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission expects to receive
from the nuclear industry approximately 20 combined construction and operating licenses for
upward of 30 new nuclear power reactors. These trends reflect renewed interest in nuclear
power. Universities, along with nuclear industry societies and utilities are expected to continue
to invest in university research reactors, students, and faculty members and, therefore, students
will continue to be drawn into this course of study. Consequently, federal assistance is no longer
necessary, and the Budget proposes termination of this program. This termination is also
supported by the fact that the program was unable to demonstrate results from its activities when
reviewed using the Program Assessment Rating Tool. The Budget includes $3.7 million at DOE
to continue supporting reactor fuel services for universities.

There are other more appropriate mechanisms to support nuclear education. For example, in
2009 through its Nuclear Energy Research Initiative, DOE’s Office of Nuclear Energy will
designate at least 20 percent of funds appropriated to its research and development programs for
work to be performed at university and research institutions. This commitment to strengthening
the Nation’s nuclear education infrastructure directly supports the goals of the American
Competes Act of 2007.

Background

The University Nuclear Energy Program was designed to address declining enrollment levels
among U.S. nuclear engineering programs. Since the late 1990s, enrollment levels in nuclear
education programs have tripled, although the University Nuclear Energy Program is not able to
demonstrate that its actions are responsible for this increase. Additionally, the program projected
that U.S. enrollment levels reaching upward of 1,500 students would be needed by the year 2015
— with enrollments having reached this level in 2005, there is no longer a need for this program.
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Department of Energy: Discretionary Proposal
Weatherization Assistance Program

Funding Summary
(In millions of dollars)

2008 2009 Change
Enacted Proposed From 2008
Budget Authority........ccccevveen... 227" 227

' In Table S-5, Discretionary Program Termination and Reductions, in the main Budget volume, 2008 Enacted for
the Weatherization Assistance Program was reported incorrectly as $243 million. The correct figure, $227 million,
is displayed above.

Administration Proposal and Impact

The Budget proposes to eliminate funding for the Weatherization Assistance Program and
redirect the funding to higher priority Department of Energy (DOE) R&D efforts. These
programs will yield long term benefits to all Americans. Using these funds to support the
President’s Advanced Energy Initiative (AEI) and energy efficiency efforts will save energy and
help accelerate development of clean energy sources that can transform the way America powers
its homes, businesses, and vehicles, and can help reduce the Nation’s dependence on oil.

Financial assistance for energy efficiency upgrades is not in line with DOE’s core mission or
goals. In addition, the return on investment of the Weatherization Assistance Program is
significantly less than some alternative uses of these funds. DOE estimates that the
Weatherization program has a benefit-cost ratio of about 1.5 to 1.0. For comparison, the
Department estimates that the historical return on its energy efficiency portfolio is about 20 to 1.

There are other sources of funding for weatherization activities. The Low Income Home Energy
Assistance Program (LIHEAP) in the Department of Health and Human Services allows some of
its funds to be used for weatherization assistance. States also provide non-Federal low-income
energy assistance, mostly in the form of credits and discounts from utilities companies. In 2006,
38 States reported almost $2.7 billion in non-Federal low-income energy assistance.

Background

The Weatheri