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THE UNDER SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20220

April 7, 1975

a

MEMORANDUM FOR: Mjames M. Cannon A
James H. Falk !
James N. Purcell ‘
Walter D. Scott v
Graham W. Watt P

FROM: Edward C. Schmult£;£§3§§3

SUBJECT: Revenue Sharing Renewal

Attached are "final" drafts of the following revenue
sharing renewal items:

1. Proposed renewal legislatioh.

2. "Comparative type" showing changes in
law.

3. Analysis of legislation.

4, Press or public information booklet
which includes the President's message,
a comparative fact sheet, Qs and As, a
summary of the legislation and a table
showing revenue sharing payments by
types of jurisdictions.

Also enclosed is a suggested White House press release. The
Presidential message is almost in final form and we are
transmitting our comments thereon to Jim Falk. We are now
preparing a "White House form" fact sheet and will circulate
this for review shortly.

The world "final" is in quotes in the preceding para-
graph to indicate that if we are to meet our time schedule
any more changes should be only to cure "disasters" and not
to edit. We hope to send the press booklet with the
Presidential message included to the printer for galley
proofs within the next day or so.

I shall be giving Jim Cannon or Jim Falk a call to
discuss our timing for a press conference, etc.

Attachments


















































































































Renewal of

General Revenue Sharing

““there could be no more practical
reaffirmation of the Federal compact
which launched this country than to
renew the program which has done
so much more to preserve and
strengthen that compact -

.~ General Revenue Sharing.”’

President Gerald R. Ford
Message to Congress

April , 1975

Department of the Treasury
Washington, D.C. 20220
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KEY PROVISIONS OF
‘GENERAL REVENUE SHARING LAW

CURRENT AUTHORIZATION

RENEWAL PROPOSAL

$30.2 billion to be distributed
January 1972 - December 1976,

Additional $39.7 billion to be
distributed July 1976 - September 1982

Non-contiguous states (Alaska §
Hawaii) appropriation of $23.9
million, January 1972 - December
1976.

Non-contiguous states (Alaska §
Hawaii) appropriation of $27.5
million, through September 1982.

Funds authorized and appropriated
for entire 5-year period.

Funds authorized and appropriated for
entire 5-3/4 year period,

All units of general government to
be eligible participants (states,
counties, cities, towns, townships,
Indian tribes and Alaskan native
villages)-

No change.

No general review of program
required .

Secretary of the Treasury to report
to Congress two years before expira-
tion date.

Money allocated by formula set forth
in the law, using data supplied
primarily by U.S. Bureau of the
Census.

No change, except as noted below with
regard to 145% maximum constraint.

States receive 1/3 of the funds
distribed; local governments
receive 2/3.

No change.

Allocation to local governments
limited to 145% of average state-
wide per capita allocation within
their states.

145% limit to be raised to 175% by

6 percentage points per entitlement
period in five steps..




CURRENT AUTHORIZATION

RENEWAL PROPOSAL

Allocations to local governments are
not to be below 20% of average state-
wide per capita allocation witin
their states.

No change.

To keep citizens informed, recipient
governments must publish use reports
in newspapers of general circulation.
All media must be notified.

Secretary of the Treasury may
authorize other methods to publicize
use information locally.

No provision to require assurance
that there will be a public hearing
or other method by which public may
participate in deciding how shared
revenues are to be spent.

Recipient governments must assure
the Secretary of the Treasury that
public has access to a public hear-
ing or other appropriate means of
participation in decision-making
for uses of shared revenues.

Law prescribes reports on amounts
and purposes of planned and actual
expenditures. ‘

Secretary of Treasury would have
full discretion to determine form
and content of recipients' use
reports.

.. Law contains strong anti-discrimina-

tion requirement. Secretary's en-
forcement powers are stated in
general terms: to refer matter to
Attorney General for civil action,
to exercise powers and functions
provided by Title VI of Civil Rights
Act of 1964, or to take such other
action as may be provided by law.

Strong anti-discrimination require-
ment and general powers retained.
Secretary expressly authorized to
withhold all or part of funds used
in discriminatory program or
activity, to require repayment,

and to terminate eligibility for one
or more payments.




CURRENT AUTHORIZATION

RENEWAL PROPOSAL

Revenue Sharing funds may not.be
utilized to meet Federal matching
grants and the Davis-Bacon Federal
minimum wage rate law applies to
certain construction projects funded
through revenue sharing. Local
governments may use funds for any
capital projects but only for
operating and maintenance of programs
in eight priority expenduture
categories.

Restrictions retained in their
present form.



QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ABOUT HOW GENERAL REVENUE SHARING
WORKS AND WHAT CHANGES ARE PROPOSED

Length of Program and Funding Levels

Q: When did the General Revenue Sharing program begin and for
how long does it last?

A: The State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act (P.L. 92-512)
was signed into law on October 20, 1972. Title I of the
Act authorized General Revenue Sharing and made it re-
troactive to January 1, 1972. The first checks went out
on December 7, 1972. The program is due to expire on
December 31, 1976.

: How much money is being distributed under the present
g P
program?

A: $30.2 billion over the five year period. An additional
$23.9 million is provided for non-contiguous states:
Alaska and Hawaii.

Q: What steps is the Administration taking to extend the
program?

A: After careful review, the Administration is proposing a
5-3/4 year renewal along the general lines of the present
program.

Q: Will the funding level of the new program be similar to
that currently in effect?

A: Yes. The funding level is to continue to increase at the
rate of $150 million per year. $39.7 billion would be
provided for 5-3/4 years. The non-contiguous states of
Alaska and Hawaii would receive an additional $27.5
million.



Eligible Participants

Q:

A:

Allocation Procedure

Who are the recipients of the money that is distributed
through General Revenue Sharing?

All units of general government in the United States are
eligible to receive General Revenue Sharing funds. Nearly
39,000 States, counties, cities, towns, townships, Indian
tribes and Alaskan native villages are receiving the money
on a regular basis. '

Must all units of general government participate in the
program?

No. Local governments may elect to waive participation.
When a government waives its revenue sharing money for

an entitlement period, those funds are paid to the next
higher level of government. Currently, one-third

of one percent of all eligible governments have chosen

not to participate directly in General Revenue Sharing. /iﬁ

Q:

A:

How is the money allocated to recipient units of govern-
ment? ‘

The funds are distributed quarterly according to formulas
contained in the law. - Data relating to population, per
capita income, tax effort and other factors are supplied,
principally by the U.S. Bureau of the Census, for each
unit of general government. Using sophisticated computer
techniques, these data are applied to the formulas to
compute amounts to be paid each recipient government dur-
ing each entitlement period.

Do governments apply for the money?
No. Unlike grants, shared revenues are "entitlement"

funds which are distributed automatically, on a regular
basis, in October, January, April and July.



Does the legislation propose any change in the way revenue
sharing funds are allocated?

Only one change is proposed. After careful evaluation
of existing and alternative formulas, it was decided to
propose a gradual rise in the 145% maximum constraint to
175% in five steps. .. . This provision presently limits
the entitlements of local governments to 145% of the
average per capita allocation for localities in the
States in which the jurisdiction is located.

Why is the Administration proposing to raise the maximum
constraint? '

The increase would permit the basic formulas to function

in a less constrained manner. Thus many governments with
high tax effort or low per capita income, or both, in-
cluding some large urban governments which have been con-
strained, will receive more money. Due to the gradual

rise of six percentage points per entitlement period in

the maximum constraint and continuation of the $150 million
annual funding increases, virtually all other local govern-
ments will not suffer a decrease in funding.

Expenditure Decisions

Q:
A:

.Who decides how revenue sharing money should be spent?

The basic purpose of the General Revenue Sharing program
continues to be that of providing funds to be used to
meet needs identified by the recipient State and local
general purpose governments.

Can revenue sharing funds be spent for any purpose?

‘Under both the present program and the Administration's

proposed renewal program, all States and local govern-

ments must spend their '"'shared revenues™ in accordance

with the laws and procedures that apply to the expenditure
of their own revenues. State governments are not restricted
in the areas of activity for which they may use the money.
Local governments (i.e., cities, counties, etc.) may use

the funds for any capital project (capital, as defined

by local law) or for operating and maintenance of programs
and projects in the following categories: public safety,
public transportation, recreation, environmental protection,
financial administration, health, libraries, and social
services for the poor or aged.
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What general restrictions are imposed on uses of the money?

The President's proposal retains restrictions that now
apply to all expenditures of shared revenues. The money
may not be used to match other Federal funds. Use of
the money in any program or activity in which there is
discrimination because of race, color, national origin
or sex is prohibited. In addition, if shared revenues
are to be used to pay 25% or more of the cost of a
construction ; ;oject, and if $2,000 or more in revenue
sharing funds is involved, then Federally-established
minimum wage rates must be paid (i.e., the Davis-Bacon
Act applies).

When must recipient governments spend their shared revenues?

Governments must use, obligate or appropriate their shared
revenues (including any interest they earn on the money)
within 24 months from the end of the entitlement period

to which the check is applicable, unless approval is
obtained from the Office of Revenue Sharing for an exten-
sion of this time. '

How have governments been spending their shared revenues?

States and local governments together have spent approxi-
mately 60 percent of their shared revenues in the fields
of public safety, education, and public transportation.
During fiscal year 1974, State governments used 52 per-
cent of their revenue sharing money in support of public
education. The latest figures indicate that more money
was spent during fiscal year 1974 to operate and maintain
programs than for capital expenditures.



Reporting Requirement

Q:

Does the Administration proposal seek to make any changes
in the reports which recipient governments must file with
the Office of Revenue Sharing?

Yes. The current law requires each recipient government
to file two one-page reports with the Office of Revenue
Sharing for each entitlement period. Prior to the begin-
ning of each period, the recipient government must submit
a report on its plans for use of the money it expects to
receive for the coming period. After June 30 of each
year, the recipient government must report for what pur-
poses funds have been spent. The Administration proposal
widens the discretion of the Secretary of the Treasury to
determine the form and content of these reports so that
the data obtained will be more useful to interested citi-
zens and to the Federal Government.

Citizen Participation

Q:

A:

Can citizens influence the use to which shared revenues
are put?

Recipient units of governments establish their own proce-
dures to set priorities for using their shared revenues.
The present law requires that each Planned and Actual Use
Report be published in one or more newspapers which are
published within the State and have general circulation
within the geographic area of the recipient government
involved. The proposed legislation seeks to improve this

- process by permitting the Secretary of the Treasury to

prescribe alternate procedures for publicizing reports.
These would be utilized where it is determined that the
requirement of publication in a newspaper is unreasonably
expensive in relation to the amount of funds involved or
where the Secretary finds that there are better methods
for bringing information to the attention of residents of
a community.



Does the Administration's proposal further the goal of
increasing public participation in the expenditure of
revenue sharing funds?

Yes. The proposed 'legislation would add a new provision
to the current law to require that a recipient government
give written assurance to the Secretary that it provides
its residents the opportunity of a public hearing or the
like to give recommendations and views on how revenue
sharing funds should be spent.

Revenue Sharing and Civil Rights

Q:

Is there a provision in the proposed legislation to assure
that revenue sharing funds are not used in a discriminatory
manner?

Yes. Section 51.32 of Title I of the State and Local

Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972 provides that "No person in
the United States shall, on the ground of race, color,
national origin, or sex, be excluded from participation in,
be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimina-
tion under, any program or activity funded in whole or in
part with entitlement funds...". This provision is retained
in the proposed legislation.

Has the Administration proposed any changes in the section
of the current law which empowers the Secretary of the
Treasury to secure compliance with the non-discrimination
requirement? '

Yes. The proposed legislation makes it clear that the
Secretary has the flexibility to invoke one or more of
several remedies where a recipient government is found to
have used revenue sharing funds in a discriminatory activity.

.The legislation expressly states that the Secretary may

withhold all or a portion of entitlement funds due that
government, may require the repayment of funds expended in
a discriminatory manner, and may terminate the eligibility
of a State or local government to receive one or more pay-
ments.



Administration

Q:

A:

What does it cost to administer the General Revenue Sharing
program?

The Fiscal Year 1975 appropriation for operating the Office
of Revenue Sharing is $2,133,000. Administration of the
General Revenue Sharing program currently costs 12/100ths
of one percent of the amount being distributed.

What is the size of the Office of Revenue Sharing staff?

The Office of Revenue Sharing is authorized a maximum of
85 positions, all of whom are located in Washington, D.C.
A total request of 116 positions has been made to Congress
in the Fiscal Year 1976 budget.



A SUMMARY OF THE

STATE AND LOCAL FISCAL ASSISTANCE ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1975

The State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act Amendments
of 1975 will extend and improve the general revenue sharing
program to provide essential fiscal assistance to general
purpose governments through September of 1982. The bill
amends the State and Local Fiscal Assistanct Act of 1972
(Public Law 92-512). The bill has nine sections, which
are summarized below. |

1. Reserve for Adjustments

This section provides the means for making adjustment
payments to governments where data corrections are necessary
after the time when final allocations of funds have been
made for eligible state and local governments. The amount
of payments to each of approximately 39,000 governments
is a share of a natiénal total, and each share is determined

according to data factors for each government relative to

data factors for all governments. A change in the data;. 5""7

for one government may change the shares for a large nuﬁﬁer
of governments. The current Act gives the Secretary |
authority to make necessary adjustments after payments have
been made, but does not mention the means of funding such
adjustments.

The bill authorizes the Secretary of the Treasury to

reserve a percentage of the total funds available for any
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entitlement period to be used to make any necessary
adjustment payments after the final payment amounts have
been determined for all the governments. This method
previously has been prescribed by regulation and expfess
inclusion in the statute is now proposed. The method
allows adjustment payments to be made to one or more
governments without adjusting the payments of all
governments.

2. Funding of Payments

The second section of the bill provides continuing
funding of payments to recipient governments, including
Indian tribes and Alaskan native villages, through
September of 1982. The funding level is an extension of
the funding established in the original Act, and continues
to provide annual step increases of $150 million each
federal Fiscal Year beginning after June 30, 1976. Fixed
appropriations are érovided for each federal Fiscal Year,
through and includiﬁg Fiscal Year 1981, so that all levels
of government may undertake with confidence their financial,
program, and project plans for future years. Total
appropriations for the 5 3/4 years amount to $39.7 billion.

Funds for adjustments to allocations to Alaska and |
Hawaii are continued at the present annual rate of $4.78
million, totalling $27.5 million for the 5 3/4 year
extension period.

A three-month appropriation provides for transition

to the new federal Fiscal Year which begins October 1, 1976.
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As permitted in the Congressional Budget Act of 1974,
this section specifically provides that funds appropriated
for the extension of the general revenue sharing program
are exempted from certain annual appropriation procedures
otherwise required by the Congressional Budget Act.

The bill also requires the Secretary of the Treasury
to submit a report, with recommendations concerning the
" extension of general revenue sharing program, to the
appropriate Congressional committees a full two years
before the proposed expiration date. Review of the general
revenue sharing program at such time will minimize future
uncertainty for state and local governments regarding
availability of shared revenues.

3. State Maintenance of Transfers to Local Governments

The third section of the bill deletes a special rule
to measure state assistance to local governments during
the final six-month entitlement period included in the
original Act. The gpecial rule is no longer needed as
that six-month entitlement period is modified in the
bill to become a 15-month entitlement period ending
September 30, 1977. The current regulations of the
~Office of Revenue Sharing provide that the point of
reference for measuring a state's assistance to local
governments will be that state's fiscal year, making a
special statutory rule unnecessary for the 15-month

entitlement period.
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4. Increasing Equity Under the Formula

Section four of the bill increases the amount of funds
that may be received by local governments characterized by
unusually high tax effoft or low per capita income or both.
The original Act limits a local government to an amount
which may not exceed on a per capita basis 145% of the
average per capita amount for all local governments in a
state.

By -raising the 145% constraint to an upper limit of
175%, the bill will allow governments now constrained to
receive all or a greater part of the shared revenues other-
wise allocated to them by the formula. By increasing the
upper limit gradually, by 6 percentage points each entitlement
period until the 175% limit is reached after four and one-
quarter years, the potential negative impact on other govern-
ments will be minimized by the annual §$150 million increase

in the total appropriations. The 175% upper limit will

" e e 4

continue to serve, as Cohgress originally intended, to
prevent excessive amounts being allocated to jurisdictions P
with unusual characteristics whose needs are distorted by the
prescribed data, such as certain resort communities and
industrial enclaves.

Should an Indian tribe or Alaskan native village
waive receipt of its shared revenw payment, the bill
provides that the funds will be paid to the county

government as is the case with funds waived by any unit



of municipal government.

The present Act gives state governments the option
of adoption of an alternate formula for distributing
sharing revenues to its county areas and municipalities.
The bill extends to September 30, 1982, the time period
during which any such law must remain in effect.

5. Date for Determining State and Local Taxes

The fifth section of the bill makes the definition
of the "most recent reporting year" for the state and
local taxeé component of the data factor, called the
"General Tax Effort of States", consistent with the
definition for all other data elements used in the
general revenue sharing formulas. For all data elements,
the data used for allocations will be the most recent
data available before the beginning of each entitlement
period.

6. More Effective Reports on Use of Funds

The sixth section of the bill gives the Secretary
of the Treasury increased discretion to prescribe the
form and content of recipient government reports made
before and after use of shared revenues.

The bill also allows the Secretary of the Treasury
to authorize new ways to publicize the use reports where
newspaper publication costs would be excessive in relation
to the amount of shared revenues received by the local
government, or where better methods for informing the

public are available.



7. Non-Discrimination

Section seven of the bill clarifies the authority
of the Secretary of the Treasury to enforce the broad
non-discrimination requirements of the existing law.
The bill states explicitly that when a jurisdiction
is found to have discriminated in the use of revenue
sharing money, the Secretary may withhold all or part
of the jurisdiction's entitlement funds. The Secretary
also 'is specifically authorized to terminate the eligibility
of the jurisdiction to receive one or more future payments,
and to require repayment by the jurisdiction of revenue
sharing funds expended in a discfiminatory program oOr
activity.

8. Increased Public Involvement in Expenditure Decisions

Section eight expands the opportunity for the public to
participate in decisions by state and local governments on
the use of shared revenues. In addition to the requirement
for publicity of the report on the planned uses of shared
revenues, each government 1is required to assure the Secretary
of the Treasury that it will provide the residents with an
opportunity to give their recommendations and views on the
proposed expenditures of shared revenues. This opportunity
for public involvement may be provided either in a public
hearing or by other appropriate means prescribed in

regulations to be issued by the Secretary of the Treasury.



- 7 -

The bill also removes a burdensome restriction on those
Indian tribes and Alaskan native villages whose members
reside in more than one county. The original Act required
them to apportion the benefits of expenditures among county
areas in the same ratios as those used in the revenue sharing
allocation of funds. This bill will allow all Indian tribes
and Alaskan native villages to concentrate their revenue
sharing expenditures in areas of greatest need.

9, Entitlement Periods

The ninth and last section of the bill defines the
entitlement periods which govern the distribution of funds
to recipient governments. A fifteen month entitlement
period beginning July 1, 1976 and ending September 30, 1977
permits transition to the new federal fiscal year. Funds
distributed during this fifteen month entitlement period
are provided from both the transition quarter appropriation
and the appropriation for FY 1977. Five equal quarterly
payments will be made to all recipient governments during
this period. Each entitlement period after September 30, 1977
has the same beginning and ending dates as the applicable

federal fiscal year.
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE APRIL » 1975

Office of the White House Pres Secretar"

THE WHITE HOUSE

STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT

President Ford asked Congress today to renew General
Revenue Sharing for 5-3/4 years past its present expiration
on December 31, 1976.

To renew General Revenue Sharing, the President request-
ed Congress to amend the State and Local Fiscal Assistance
Act of 1972 (P.L. 92-512), Title I of which authorizes and
appropriates funds for the first five years of the program.
As it now stands, the law authorizes the Treasury Department's
Office of Revenue Sharing to distribute $30.2 billion to
State and local governments over a five year period -- from
January 1972 through Décember 1976. An additional §23.9
million is provided tofbe allocated to non-contiguous .
states: Alaska and Hawaii. To date a total of $18.9 billion
has been paid to State and local governments.

Today's proposal would provide §$39.7 billion in General
Revenue Sharing funds, to be distributed from July 1976
through September 1982. Another §$27.5 million would be
allowed for Alaska and Hawaii. Thé funds would be authorized

and appropriated at the outset, for the entire renewal period,



as was done for the first five years of the program. The
present $150 million annual stairstep increase in funding
level would be retained. The renewal measure also provides
for review of General Revenue Sharing two years before the
1982 expiration date.

With one change, the present basic formula used to
allocate funds to States and local governments would be re-
tained in the next 5-3/4 years of the program. Whereas the
present formula limits a local government's maximum alloca-
tion of funds to 145% of the average per capita local alloca-
tion in_its state, the President's proposal would increase
that level to 175% at a rate of 6 percentage points per
entitlement period in five steps. This would permit more
money to be allocated to certain communities now constrained
by the 145% maximum, including some large urban areas.

The increase from 145% to 175% will be made gradually,
in order to minimize tﬁe potential negative impact on govern-
ments that otherwise would lose funds with the change in
constraint level. Few, if any, jurisdictions will experience
a net dollar decrease in funding since reductions stemming
from the constraint change should be offset by additional
funds available to be distributed for each period.

States would continue to receive one-third of the money

distributed; and local governments would receive two-thirds.
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It has always been a goal of the program that thé public
be able to participate in local decision-making on uses of
revenue sharing dollars. President Ford is recommending that
the existing legislation be strengthened to require recipient
jurisdictions to assure the Secretary of the Treasury that the
public has access through a public hearing process or that
other satisfactory methods of public participation are avail-
able. -

The President's proposal would give the Secretary of the
Treasury discretion to determine the form and content of
reports that must be made by recipient governments on their
plans for and uses of shared revenues. The Secretary would
also be allowed to authorize new ways to publicize the use
information locally.

The existing revenue sharing law carries a broad anti-
discrimination requirement. The President is recommending
that the civil rights-related enforcement powers of the
Treasury Department be clarified in the statute. The renewal
proposal makes clear the Secretary of the Treaéury's authority
to withhold payments to recipient governments that are found
to have discriminated in theluse of revenue sharing money.
The Secretary would be explicitly authorized to withhold a
jurisdiction's entire amount or that portion found to be used

in a discriminatory program or activity. He also could terminate



the eligibility of a State or local governmént to receive funds
under the program ahd require repayment of revenue sharing
money spent in a discriminatory activity.

President Ford urged Congress to give revenue sharing
renewal prompt attention, since States and local governments
already need to.be able to plan their budgets past the

program's present expiration date.









DRAFT

Dear

I am a strong believer in the system of
shared sovereignty which protects freedom of aétion
and promotes creativity at all three Constitutional
levels of government'simultaneously. This federal
system was designed in part to enable all Americans
to be served by’ the government closest to them ahd

best able to act in the public interest.

We made a historic advance for this federal
system when Congress passed the General Revenue

Sharing in 1972. | e

It was my pleasure at that time to work with a
broadly based bi-partisan group of leaders and Members

in the House toward passage of Revenue Sharing. .

Since that time, I have had nﬁmerous meétings with
state and local officials, and many have told me thét”
their number one priority in Federal>programs was the
continuation of General Revenue Sharing. .In these diécussions,
I emphasized that I would be a strong advocate for reenact;

ment of this essential program.

Today I sent to the Congréss an official message .
and a bill which would continue in substantially its present:

form, General Revenue Sharing for 5 1/4 years.



In addition, I am proposing that Congress increase the
amount by $150 million each year, so that the total
program over the full extended period will be $39,625

billion dollars.

I am asking my staff to send a copy of the

message and the bill to you separately.

I am confident that you and the citizens you
represent know that you have a vital stake in the
continuation of this program, and I sincerely hope
that you will lend your support to the.passage of the
extension of General Revehue Sharing at this Session

of the 94th Congress.






























THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

April 9, 1975

Mo Beasdad™

MEMORANDUM FOR S A OT , 2
FROM: ﬂﬁﬁbf « ;‘L

Attached is a draft letter MAMW% to Governors Mayors,
State Legislators, and County Officials whenlGeneral Revenue Sharing is

T O
ssg list ofcocipieomts. The recipients witt-bethetonowng:

o mwreed De -
1. All ¥ State gud-POxsitduim] Governors.

2. 200 State Legislative leaders (Presidents and Minority Leaders of the Senates
and Speakers and Minority Leaders of the Houses of Representatives)

3. Mayors of 150 largest cities.

4. List of approximately 50 County Officials.




April 9, 1975

s I have had numerous meetings with State and Local officials

and I have repeatedly been assured that the top Federal legislative priority

of State and Local government is the re-enactment of General Revenue Sharing.
In these meetings, I have stated the position that I will be an advocate for the
re-enactment of this program.

It is, therefore, with a great deal of pleasure that I can inform you that today
I have transmitted a Special Message to Congress along with draft legislation
which keeps that pledge. My proposal would renew the program for 5 3/4
years in substantially its present form. In addition, the provision for annual
stair-step increases in appropriations of $150 million will be continued. I
have asked my staff to forward copies of this proposal to you at an early date.

I am sure that you and your citizens feel a vital stake in this program and I
sincerely hope that you will lend your personal support to its continuation in
this session of the 94th Congress.

Sincerely,

Gerald R. Ford

*The Blank will be filled in with names of appropriate Governors, State
Legislators, Mayors and County Executives.




THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON April 11, 1975
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM : JIM CANNON

SUBJECT : General Revenue Sharing

One decision remains concerning General Revenue Sharing.

BACKGROUND

In January you decided that your proposal for the
extension of General Revenue Sharing should include
an annual increase of $150 million through FY 1982.
This works out to an increase of $37.5 million per
quarter, which is Treasury's payment period for
Revenue Sharing.

Because the Fiscal Year will change in 1977, there
will actually be 15 months (five quarters) in FY 1977.

QUESTION

Should the $37.5 million increase per quarter apply
through the five quarters of FY 1977, which would
make the total increase come to $187.5 million (vs.
$150 million) for that one fiscal year?

The cumulative difference for the full extended period
for 5 3/4 years is $225 million, or slightly more than
1/2 of 1% of your proposed total cost of extending
Revenue Sharing.

RECOMMENDATION

Bill Simon, Jim Lynn and Max Friedersdorf recommend

the increase of $37.5 million for each quarter including
the extra 1/4 in FY 1977 over the life of the bill through
1987. This change would provide an additional $225 million.

I concur.

DECISION

The issue is whether you want to propose this additional
1/4 payment of $37.5 million due to the fiscal year change.

Agree Disagree Discuss
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