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ON FRIDAY, APRIL 25TH, RUTHIE DRINKARD 
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DOr-.lESTIC COU1\CIL CLEARi\~\CE SHEE'I' 

DATE: April 24, 1975 

JMC action requi red b y : A.S.A.P. 

T O: 

VIA : DICK DUNHA:\1 

JI:M CAV A~AUGH 

F R OM : JIM FALK / 

SUBJECT: General Revenue Sharing Letter 

COMi\lE?-JT S: 

DATE : 

RET URi'>J T O : 

Materi al has been : 

Signed c.nd fonvarded 

___ Changed and signed (copy a ttc.ched) 

He~c.rned per our co::tversation 

Jim Cannon 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

April 24, 1975 

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: JIM CANNON 

SUBJECT: General Revenue Sharing Letter 

The attached letter has been prepared to be sent over your signature to all 50 
Governors, 200 Legislative Leaders, 150 Mayors and 100 County Leaders through­
out the country. 

With your approval the letter will be prepared and sent. Bob Hartmann, Jack Marsh, 
Jim Lynn, Max Friedersdorf, Bill Seidman and I recommend your approval. Paul 
Theis and the Counsel's office have cleared the letter. 

Approve ------- Disapprove 

Attachment 



April 25 I 1975 

Dear ------------------
I am a strong believer in the Federal system of shared sovereignty which protects 
freedom of action and promotes creativity at all levels of government. This Federal 
system was designed to enable all Americans to be served by that level of government 
closest to them and best able to act in the public interest. 

In 1972 1 we made an historic decision to support and advance our Federal system with 
the passage of General Revenue Sharing. I am proud to be one of the bipartisan group 
of leaders and Members of the House and Senate who worked together to pass Revenue 
Sharing. 

Since that time I I have had numerous meetings with State and local officials I who have 
told me that their number one priority in Federal programs was the continuation of 
General Revenue Sharing. In these discussions 1 I emphasized that I would be a strong 
advocate for reenactment of this essential program. 

Today I I sent to the Congress a message and a proposed bill which would continue 
General Revenue Sharing in substantially its present form for an additional 5 3/4 years. 

In addition 1 I am proposing that Congress continue to increase the amount by $150 million 
each year I so that the total program over the full extended period will be $39. 85 billion. 

My staff is sending you a copy of the message and the bill. 

I am confident that you and the citizens you represent will benefit from this informa­
tion and explanation of a program in which every American has a vital stake. 

Sincerely I 

Gerald R. Ford 



April 24, 1975 

J ~,[C <:.•:::tion requir:..!cl by: A.S.A.P. 
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VIA: DICK DU::\1-iA".\l 

Jii.\I CAV_-\SAUGH 

FROM: JIM FALK / 

SUBJECT: 
General Revenue Sharing Letter 

DATE: 

H.ETUR:\i TO: 

f·:lc:terial h.c...s been: 

Jlii l C i:lfll!.DI1 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

April 24, 1975 

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: JIM CANNON 

SUBJECT: General Revenue Sharing Letter 

The attached letter has been prepared to be sent over your signature to all 50 
Governors, 200 Legislative Leaders, 150 Mayors and 100 County Leaders through­
out the countr-y. 

With your approval the letter will be prepared and sent. Bob Hartmann, Jack Marsh, 
Jim Lynn, Max Friedersdorf, Bill Seidman and I recommend your approval. Paul 
Theis and the Counsel's office have cleared the letter. 

Approve ------- Disapprove 

Attachment 

·,,.,It' 

.. \ '• 



.. 
... 

April 25 1 1975 

Dear ------------------
I am a strong believer in the Federal system of shared sovereignty which protects 
freedom of action and promotes creativity at all levels of government. This Federal 
system was designed to enable all Americans to be served by that level of government 
closest to them and best able to act in the public interest. 

In 1972 1 we made an historic decision to support and advance our Federal system with 
the passage of General Revenue Sharing. I am proud to be one of the bipartisan group 
of leaders and Members of the House and Senate who worked together to pass Revenue 
Sharing. 

Since that time I I have had numerous meetings with State and local officials I who have 
told me that their number one priority in Federal programs was the continuation of 
General Revenue Sharing. In these discussions I I emphasized that I would be a strong 
advocate for reenactment of this essential program. 

Today I I sent to the Congress a message and a proposed bill which would continue 
General Revenue Sharing in substantially its present form for an additional 5 3/4 years. 

In addition I I am proposing that Congress continue to increase the amount by $150 million 
each year I so that the total program over the full extended period will be $39.85 billion. 

My staff is sending you a copy of the message and the bill. 

I am confident that you and the citizens you represent will benefit from this informa.:... 
tion and explanation of a program in which every American has a vital stake. 

Sincerely I 

Gerald R. Ford 
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April 25 I 1975 

Dear _________ _ 
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I am a strong believer in the Federal system of share sovereignty which protects freedom of action and promotes creativity at allleve of government. This Federal system was designed to enable all Americans to be erved by that level of government closest to them and best able to act in the public i terest. 

In 1972 I we made an historic decision to sup;tor; and advance our Federal system with the passage of General Revenue Sharing. I a proud to be one of the bipartisan group of leaders and Members of the House and Se ate who worked together to pass Revenue Sharing. 
I 

Since that time I I have had numerous meetings with State and local officials I who have told me that their number one priority in Federal programs was the continuation of General Revenue Sharing. In these discussions I I emphasized that I would be a strong advocate for reenactment of this essential program. 

Today I I sent to the Congress a mlssage and a proposed bill which would continue General Revenue Sharing in substantially its present form for an additional 5 3/4 years. 

In addition I I am proposing that Congress continue to increase the amount by $150 million each year I so that the total program over the full extended period will be $39. 85 billion. 

My staff is sending you a copy of the message and the bill. 
f! 

I am confident that you and the citizens you represent will benefit from this informa­tion and explanation of a, program in which every American has a vital stake. 

Sincerely I 

Gerald R. Ford 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

. Date 4/24/75 . 

TO: Jim Cannon 

=~~----~~:~~2.:!. ________________ _ 
XX For your information 

___ For your appr~priate handling 

---For your revtew and comment 

Return to me 

___ Return to file 

---Return to central files 

Comments: 

In discussing the Presidential letter to local 
elected officials with John Marsh, you may find 
it useful to have the attached legal memorandum 
to me approving our letter. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

WASHINGTON 

April 24, 1975 

JIM FALK 

KEN LAZARUS ~ 
Anti-lobbying Provisions: Draft 
Letter to state and local elected 
officials on revenue sharing. 

Attached are copies of two memos which explore the impact of 
relevant anti-lobbying provisions on efforts to expand and 
elaborate upon Presidential legislative initiatives. 

Consistent with these analyses, it is my opinion that your draft 
letter to state and local elected officials does not run afoul 
of either anti-lobbying provision for two reasons. First, the 
legislative history behind these restrictions makes clear that 
they are intended to prohibit only attempts by the Executive 
branch to influence the Congress through the public. Secondly, 
even assuming that this type of letter is subject to relevant 
prohibitions, it seems equally clear to me that the intent 
behind your letter and the actual language which is employed 
is consistent with the President's valid 11information and 
explanation" function and therefore does not run afoul of 
prohibitions on ••publicity and propaganda". 

I trust this satisfies your inquiry. 

Attachments 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

January 17, 1975 

KEN COLE 

KEN LAZAR US~ • 

Distribution of Information Relating to 
President's Economic and Energy Programs 

You asked me to explore any legal restriCtions which may be relevant 
to the printing and distribution of certain materials elaborating upon 
the President's economic and energy programs as recently discussed 
in the State of the Uniori Message. 

Introductory Note 

It is anticipated that the packet would include the Message itself, 
fact sheets and a series of Q and A's. · 

My understanding of the available avenues of distribution may be 
summarized as follows: 

1. Pr-ess: Mailings are routinely made to the approximately 250 largest 
newspapers and 300 TV stations. Frequently, this list is expanded to 
cover an additional 1, 000 daily newspapers. On rare occasions, 
mailings are also made to some 5, 000 weekly publications. 

2. Special Interest GrOUfS: Bill Baroody apparently has compiled 
a list of some 2, 000 special interest groups which have been invited 
to participate in White House briefings on the subject proposals - .. 
some lesser number will actually participate. I am advised that this 
list of 2, 000 represents but a fraction of potential special interest 
recipients. 

3. State and local government officials; Jim Falk would anticipate 
a distribution covering approximately 350 state and local government 
officials. 

4~ Citizen distributions: The extent to which you are considering 
distributions to individuals, e. g. RNC mailing lists, is unknown. 
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Legal Authorities 

There are two statutory provisions which bear on the use of 
appropriated funds in this context. 18 U.S. C. §1913, in pertinent 
part, provides that: 

* * * 
''No part of the money appropriated by any 
enactment of Congress shall, in the absence 
of express authorization by Congress, be 
used directly or indirectl-y: to pay for any 
personal service, advertisement, telegram, 
telephone, letter, printed or written matter, 
or other device, intended or designed to 
influence in"any manner a Member of 
Congress, to favor or oppose, by vote or 
otherwise, any legislation or appropriation 
by Congress, whether before or after, the 
introduction of any bill or resolution 
proposing such legislation or appropriation • 

* * * 

• • 

<: • ~- ;~: /::- t':' 

,. .,_.~ ... -~ 

n 

't·.~l 
·"' 

In addition, a direct appropriation restriction is found in the Treasury, 
Postal Service, and General Government Appropriation Act of 1974, 
(Pub. L. 93-143) which includes the appropriations for the White House 
Office of the President. Section 607(a) of Title VI of that Act states:. 

* * * 
No part of any appropriation contained in 
this or any other Act, or of the funds 
available for expenditure by any corporation 
or agency, shall be used for publicity or 
propaganda purposes designed to support 
or defeat legislation pending before Congress. 

* * * 
Provisions similar to Section 607 have been attached to appropriatiqn 
acts since 1951. These provisions clearly signify Congressional 
sensitivity to the use of appropriated funds to pay for lobbying · 
activities of government officials. 
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The distinction between the President's responsibility to inform the 
public regarding his legislative programs, for which appropriated 
funds may be used, and pr·oscribed lobbying activities is difficult 
to draw. Generally, the transformation from "information and 
explanation" to "publicity and propaganda" would occur at the point 
where an honest evaluation of the activities involved requires the 
conclusion that the activities are primarily design~d to influence 
Congress with respect to specific legislation under consideration. 

Discussion 

In applying the standards noted above to the situation at hand, the 
following distinctions can be drawn: 

1. It would appear that the bulk of the materials intended for 
distribution relate not to Presidential action but to proposals for 
legislative action. Therein lies the basic rub. In order to c-ontain 
the e1'fort within the "information and explanation" function as 
opposed to "publicity and propaganda", your efforts should be care­
fully circumscribed. 

2. As a general rule, you would be operating within the "information 
and explanation" function in responding to any express or implicit 
inquiry for elaboration on the President's proposals. Clearly un­
solicited mailings (other than distributions to the media) would tend 
to draw your effort outside permissible boundaries. 

3. Quantitative distinctions, although not very helpful, have also 
been made. Although evidence of an actual criminal violation could 
not be established, Congress has objected to efforts to "saturate 
public opinion" in favor of particular programs pending in Congress 
as violating the spirit of the anti-lobbying provision. Investigations 
of such efforts have been conducted in the past both by the Congress 
[H.Rept. 2474 (1948). and H.Rept .. 3239 .(1951)] and by GAO at its 
request (Hearings Before House Select Committee on Lobbying 
Activities, 81st Cong. 2d Sess. (1950)]. 

4. The nature of a group of recipients obviously could be reflective of 
the intent of the distributor. Thus, a mailing to a group of Washington 
"representatives" would likely run afoul of the statute. 
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5. Distributions to the media would clearly appear to be 
autho·rized, a~suming the scope of the distribution is not extra­
ordinary and is not based on any prior commitments which may 
have been received. 

6. Obviously, in any distribution that is made, re~ders should not 
be asked to communicate with Congress to support the President's 
program. 

Recommendations 

Based upon the foregoing discussion, it is my opinion that appropriated 
funds could be used to cover the costs of printing and distributing 
an appropriate packet of i.riformation to: ( 1) customary media 
recipients; (2) the state and local government leaders suggested by 
Jim Falk; and (3) those ·special interest groups which explicitly 
request the material or implicitly indicate an interest in the subject 
matter by virtue of their attendance at White House briefings. 

Beyond these groups, any distributions a:t public expense would be 
questionable. Of course, such additional bulk mailings could be 
relegated to the Republican National Committee. The RNC would 
have to absorb the costs of printing, envelopes, postage, etc. 
The documents would be commercially printed. The envelopes 
could_ be imprinted with some indication of presidential origin but 
official White House envelopes paid for from appropriated funds 
should not be turned over to the Committee. 

H 

-

.. 
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n - :: WHITE HOU S E 

WASHINGTO I'. 

February 24, 1975 

MEMORAI\Du"1.1 FOR: FRA.NK ZARB 

FRCM: KEN LAZARUS {.9--

SUBJECT: Anti-Lobbying Provisions 

You requested some guidance on the restrictions imposed by 
certain anti-lobbying provisions relative to the conduct of your 
office. 

1. Relevant Statutes 

Two statutory provisions are relevant to your inquiry. First, 
18 U.S. C. 1913 (Tab A) generally proscribes the utilization 
of 2ppropriated fund s to i n flue nce in any manner a Men1ber of 
Con gress to favor Ol' oppose any legislation or appropriation. 
Secon d, a direct appropria tion restriction to the s ame effect is 
contained in Section 607(a) of the General Appropriations Act 
of 1975 (Pub. L. 93-381) (Tab B). Provisions similar to 
Section 607(a) hav e been attached to appropriation acts since 1951. 

II. Con struction of Statutes 

At the out set, it should be noted that the re a;re no judicial or 
formal a dministrative precedents construing either of the 
provisions noted above. However, consid erations · of legislative 
history~ consistent practice and constitut ionality provide quite a 
bit of guidanc e . 

A. L~_gislative History. 18 U.S. C. 1913 is derived 
from s e ction 6 of the T hird Deficiency Appropriations Act, fiscal 
ye;u 1919. !/ \Vhile the committee reports make no mention of 
.. 'h 1·., ~c·"'t l· ~- ~ t1-.e ~loor .,......;.,~~g~~ o• t,....~ 1-.~n ~~ ~1-.e ua"se e· ~pla1"ned &,.J..J. ~ :0 "" V .;.J. I i.J.. J... ..l..i..I. ~Jo. ..oi.U.. C..o.. ..L J. ..LC.. U..LJ...L. J.....Ll. t..J..l. ..1..1.. U ~ 

that: 

1/ . 
- 41 Sta:. 68. 

/..-C:: r-:-

< 

X'J 
jl 
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''It is new legisl 2. ':ion, but it \Vill 
prohikt a practice th 2.t h2.s b een 
i n dul;; r.:d in so often , \Vi thout regard 
to whn.t adrninistration i s in power -­
th e practice of a bureau chi <. f or the 
}H'ad of a d e partment w riting letters 
throtlghout the cou...11try, sending 
telegrams throughout the country, 
for this organization, for this man_, 
fo r that company to write his 
C ongressman, to wire his Congress­
m an, in behalf of this or that 
l egis lation .•. 11 ?:_/ 

~:: '!;: ~::: 

The second provision relevant to this discussion, section 607(a) 
of the General Appropriations Act, derives from the Agricult ure 
Appropriations A ct , 1952, as a floor amendment in the House. '}_/ 
The sponsor of the amendment, Congre ssrnan Smith of -wisconsin, 
was critica l of the number of public relat ions personnel employed 
i n the Government agencies and of the g reat volume of Government 
p ublications. He recomme nded his amendment and it was . 
a dopted in the context of stemming the flow of such publications. 4 / 
A lthough there was no dis cussion of this amendment in the S enate 
committee' report and no mention of it in d e b ate on the S enate floor, 
S enate discus sian of th e same amendment in the Independent 
O ffice s Appropriation Act disclosed a conc e rn only with the 
e xpenditure of Government funds for personal services and 
publications intended to affe ct the course o£ legislation by molding 
public opinion. 2./ The enactment o£ this provision in the y e_ars 
since 19 51 has been routine and without sign ificant Congressional 
comment. 

Zj - 5 8 Cong. Rec. 403, May 29, 1919 . 

'}.J 97 Cong. Rec. 5474 , May 17, 1951. 

~./ 97 Cong. Rec. 5474-75, May 17 , 19S l. 

'i! 97 Cong. Rec. 67 33-3 9, June 19 , l? 51; 97 Con g . Rec. l 0065, 
August 15, 1951; 97 C ong . Rec. l :)~ll , A ug u st 16 , 19 51. 
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B. Legi s lative Functions of the President. Article II 
of the Cons:itution, relatin g to the du ~:. cs of the President; 
providE: ;, , in pertL.Dent part; that: 

II 

to the 
of the 

.... ··-

he shall fr . . rn t ime to time give 
Congre s s information on the State 
Union and recommend to their 

consideration such measures as he 
shall judge necessary and expedient. 11 

In analyzing this prov1s1on, commentators are unanirnous in 
the vie w that, in painting with such a broad brush, the Framers 
contemplated that the President would be an active power in 
l vgislation . ~/ Ei.s right, indeed duty, to propose legishtion 
touc.b.!cng every aspect of American society and then to speed its 
pass age down the legislative transmission belt has become so 
vita l th :caugh the years that the President has been aptly termed 
th e Chief Legislator. 7 I 

It is equally clear that the President cannot carry out his 
Constitutional duties in the legislative arena by himself and that 
ne ce ssarily he must entrust authority to his subordinates to act, 
and ia turn to direct their own subordinates to act, in this arena 
in hi.i, stead. Cong re s s itself has given specific recogn ition to 
the propriety of 11 lobbying" activities on the part of Government 
officials in section 308 of the Federal Regulation of Lobbying 

~/ S e e e. g. Norton, The Constitution of the United States, Its 
S ou.cces and its Application (1940L p. 123; Rossiter, Th~ 
-tunerican Presidency, (2d e. 1960), p. 113; and Corwin, 

- < 

The President, Office and Powers, (4th ed. 1957), pp. 265-277. 

]j Chamberlain, The President; Congress a.nd Legislation, 
(1946) p. 14. 

) 
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A r;t of 1946. '§__/ That section in ge:1ec<2.l imposes registration 
requi.rer::1~0ts on persons \Vh :J 2-re paiC. for attempting to influercce 
p :issage or defeat of any l egisl2.:ion by Congre ss. However , 
ce1·tain categories of persons are excepted from these require­
n1ent s , including in particular "public officials acting in an 
official capacity". '}j 

It is apparent that 18 U.S. C. 1913 and section 607(a) of the 
General Appropriations Act were enacted for essentially the 
~ '~me purpose, viz. to prohibit attempts by the Executive Branch 
t o influence the Congress through the publ ~ c . However, applied 
lite rally they would se em to preclude the exercise of legislative 
responsibilities grounded upon constitutional doctrine. Therefore, 
th e se statutes have be e n observed by both the Legislative and 
Executive Branches in the light of their common purpose . .!..Q_/ 

It should also be noted th a t these provisions should not be 
cons trued to derogate the right and responsibility of the 
A dministration to inform the public of its programs and policies. 

'§j 2 u.s. c. 267. 

Jj Se e also Hearings, Select Committee on Lobbying Activities, 
81st Cong., 2d Sess. which points to the need for substantial 
11 lobbying 11 activities by th e Executive Branch. 

}_Q/ With respect to direct contact with Members of Congress, 
howev er, certain congr essmen have asserted a contrary 
p ri;;. ciple. The ir concern seem s to stem from the prospect 
of hundreds of faceless bureaucrats roaming about the halls 
of Congress. 
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III. B E-s ic Operathg Principles 

The vast majo rity of questions involving the application of the 
t wo instant provision.:> may be re solved by following one of 
s e veral b as ic operaL .'. g principles. 

A. Utilization of appropriated funds. In order to run 
afoul of either the direct appropriation restriction or the 
c riminal sanction, one must commit public funds to the 
11 lobbying 11 effort. In this regard, 18 U.S. C. 1913 proscribes 
the use of public monies to pay for such items as printing · 
or mailing costs, telephone or telegram bills, advertising or 
p ersonal services. Obviously, the statutes can be completely 
disregarded in instance s where the effort does not have any 
d irect or indirect cos ts associated with it or when costs are 
paid from political coffers, ~· the Republican National 
Committee. Close questions can arise r egarding the presence 
or absence of iden tifiable or alloc able costs . Consider the 
follo wing: 

Example #1 :_ During normal business 
hours , y ~.-·~1 d evote .an identifiable amount 
of ti!Y'.e (c. g . one hour) t o the exclusion 
of yo '.J.r statutory functions, exhorting an 
as sembled g roup of business exe cutives 
to lobby k e )' congressional committee 
chairman in support of the President's 
position on oil tariffs. 

Exa!!<n le #2. During a brief, chance 
encounter with a major u..nion off icial) 
you r e quest that he lobby a k ey Senator 
i n suppo.·t of an extension of the voting 
rights act which has b een proposed by 
the President. 

Example #3. You are planning a trip 
to the West Coast to consider oil spill 
p roble ms and intend to us e 2. government 
plane . You are assured t.~at the cost of 
the trip would not be increased even 
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n1arginally if yo u we re to take along 

a leading cons erv a t io:-1 o.d ·,·ocat e in 

o r cter to enlist hi s supp o rt for the 

A dministration 1 s le :;islative proposals 

requiring n ew tanker standards 

intended to reduce spill problems. 

None of these activities would demonstrate the ultimate in discreet 

judgment, As to the first example, one could argue that a . portion 

o£ your salary \vas being diverted to the lobbying effort. Although 

this construction strikes me as tenuous, such unnecessary risks 

should be avoided. 

The second and third examples point to the problem of marginal 

or unident ifiable co sts. Although neither of these situations 

would appear to be violati ve of the anti-lobbying provisions, 

t hey rais e problems of app e arance that also should be avoided 

since those individuals and organizations following these provisions 

ar e an extremely litigious lot . 

B. Focus on le gislation. Bear in mind that these 

prohibitions apply only to efforts at influencing congressional 

action. A discussion of Presidential goal s and programs outside 

the legislative arena may be conducted unencumbered by these 

r e:.;t raints. Also bear in mind, however, that virtually all of 

t h e P resident rs economic and energy p r oposals require legislative 

action and thus are subject to the provisions under discussion. 

C. Valid informationa l purpos e s . Assuming that a 

particular project has certain attendant costs, the distinction 

between the Administration's responsib ility to inform the public 

regarding its legislative prog rams, for which appropriated funds 

n :a.y be used and proscribe d lobbying activities is difficult to 

dra w. Generally 1 the transfonnation fron1 "information and 

explanation" to "publicity and propag anda" would occur at the 

point where an honest evaluation of the activities involved 

r equires the conclusion that the activi ties are primarily designed 

t <) influence Congress with respect to specific legislation under 

c ons i d eration. As a general rule, one \';ould be operating clearly 

within the 11information and explan ation ' 1 fu!1.ction in responding 

to any express or implicit inquiry for elaboration on Pre s idential 

l egislative proposals. 
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1 . Me rr: 1w r s of C on a Tf~ s s • As noted above, 
the two provisions w,d er discussion are not 
g enerally construed to r each direct comrnuni­
c ;;c:i0ns to M e mb e r s of Congress. 

2. >Jews media. It clearly would be within 
the "information and explanation" f unction 
to pre s s the Administration's case with 
representatives of the news media. 

3. Rec)resentatives of state and local 
governrn ents. Discussions with representatives 
of state and local governments would appear 
to be permissible as sun1ing traditional 
channels are utilized and the scope of the 
effo r t is not extraordinary. 

4. Special interest and citizen groups . . As 
a general rule, discussions with speciai intere.st/ 
citi z en groups should only be conducted in 
re s ponse to an explicit or implicit request 
for information on pending legislative 
proposals of the Adminis t ration. Special 
care should be taken in dealing with 
Washington "representatives". 

IV. Closing Note 

I hope that this information is responsive to your needs. Please 
give me a call if you care to discuss the matter further or in the 
event any troublesome questions arise. 
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18 § 1912 CTIDES Part .1 

p rhoned not more th2.n '. '? 
_ _, 

:r~ ~Jr_::.:J o: Doth ; and shall forfeit his 
<Jffice.. 

.June 25, 19 -±8, c. 6-± 5, 62 S: 2.:. 7~2-

l:Listori-:;:,l a::~ 

B ,...rl~e r's ~-ot~. Based on 'ri tl~ lS, r.S. 
C.., 10-;:~ et! .• ~ 1~ (~far .. ~, l C~}Z,I, c. 3'21 . ; 

:l:ri, 35 Stat.. l.lOI (D eri>ed !rom P..S. l 
f..:!.~:!L 

The phrase "~f!i_~er or e::::np1c-y-?-e c! tb:?' 
United. SUtc3 or a.:::.y a,g-ency t h~ :- e-:> i., wz.'-! 
-substitute<d t.o:r the ph:::1·ee Hin 5p.::c tor c! 

::R.e\""jsion Not e.~~ 

s:~~c:Jboa.ts" in >lee.· c r. 10-lG neorg-n.n.i.za­
t ion Phn !'>o. 3, e~- Ju ly 16, J~5. ll :F.P-
7$75, &J St2t.. 1097, abolishinf: lnspedora 
~.nd trao "ierr!.ct: their !unctions to the 
Co~:::t GunrcL ' 

~En0r clw ... ::J.g-.~3 ·were rnnGc in pbttsealo-
gy.. SO~h Ccng rcss I!ousa Report -No .. ~-

C:r;-oss ~fere!l.ces 

'Comma:1dant o! the Co:?.st Guard to :;.e::-torn functioo9 pHblning- to lnsp~tion ot 
ve.sels, s~ note nnde.r sectlo::t 1 ot 'J.'itl9 48, Ship;>!o:;. 

inspection o! st= '!'essels, see se-ction :51 et seq. o! ':title 46, Shipping. 

Libr.ary Eeference:'l 

f!hl;>~!ns- ~17. C.J.S. Shipping§ 12. 

:§ . 1913~ Lobbying "'lth appropriated moneys 
No part of the money appropriated by any enactment of Cong-r~s;; 

shall, in the absenc~ of exprt:!s .s authorization by Congress, be used 
-directly or indirectly to pay for any personal service, advertisement, 
-telegram, tel"phone, letter, printed or written matter, or other 
de>·ice, intended or designed to influence in any mann er a 1\tember of 
Congress, to favor or oppose, by vote or otherwise, any l egislation 

-or appropriation by Congress, "nether before or after the introduc­
iion ·of any b ill or resolution proposing such legislation or appro- • 
!priation; but this sha1l not pre'."ent officers or employees of the 
United States or of i ts departme nts or agencies from communicating · 
to Members of Congress on t he r ecu :::st of any l\Iemb er or to Con­
:gress, through the proper offici:.l c·::;1nne!:: , requests for legisbtion 
-or appropriations v;hich they deem neces~ ~ r-; for the eificient con­
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] 
·duct of the public business . 

\Ybo ever, being an officer or emplo;:ee of the 1:.7nited States or of 
.any department o1· age:1cy thEr"of, vio}o.tes or atterr.pts to violate­
this section, shall be fi ned not mo:·e than $500 or imprisoned not 
.more than one year, or both; and after 1:.o~ice and h.eJ.ring by the 
.1'\!:;:Jerior officer vested with the power of r-:':no..-ing him, shall bert.'­
:xnoved f rom o~fice or e;mploymen:.. 

C~qi 

<"~:l 

.June Z5, 1948, c. 645, 62 Stat, 792. 
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Irrterdepar"t­
l!le~al .gro•Jps, 
e x;B:-..scs. 

59 St2.'., l~~. 

Sj:a::e and ser­
y-:~'=e char;-~s 
sr.c! 'builc~:~ 
i mpro·;e,ce,-;ts. 

73 _St2."t- . ~ 7~ ~ 
40 usc 6'Jl note . 
40 USC 603 note. 
u.s. or Postel 
Service g'~a!'ds, 
f t.:nds. 
40 USC 603 ncte, 
84 Stat. 739., 

( 
P ~- ' - La \v 9 3 - 3 8 l - l s - August 21, 1974 

:S : ,;:r;·. \:c) ::\o 1 '~" ~of :cny ,q,propri~ttinn c:ontaillt:tl_in this or any otL ... : · . , oro f r he : u t ~·!:;:; ~~ \. :.1 tl ~ ~/ ,.__. ·: ~ , !' l'X pe ndit ure OJ· any en rptn -~t t !ou or;., : :. _ \ . ~1Lt1l Oe u::::~..· •.l flll' 1~ ::~ 1 : : . -::-·. · : · 1.: · ·~p·~~a1tLL~ I· 1 trpu~cs d'-'~!!!itl'd r: .. . . 1 ' ·~· • , ,. 'I 
• 

f ,l :--:u · ~o r d\.·fl'at L:· ,:::~ . ; tt :._,::. 1)- · :,.ll!~e:; lh..) lore l ongrt·~$. , (h ) ::\0 p:trt of :1 ·· .. \ ''l'l'~·u:'J > : i•.l!l cont:tilled in thi;:; _\ct skt!l L,­;\Y:.li~:d,;._. fur tllt• p:ty!J l•'!!t tlf r~:t· ~:1bry ,,f ali.\ n!!i,-d- or t·Jrtl•lnyl't' of thl' l-ni!t•tl ~t:llt'S l'u c:::t~ ::- ~ 1 1 i ·:~- wl:-1-( l) prultibih or p l · el.t'Jt:~. ,r· :t:Ctli'J•i,; or t]Jn•atcns tn p!·olti!oit o1· pt .: n :nt , :1ny ofric:,•r or C'lll['l0:•t' i.' of the· l'nitecl ~\at(•$ Po:>t al St n ·icl' fn•1 n ),_,•;in·r :till- dire'<: ~ :·:d or l';rita·n C'Oillllilillic~ltion or co11t:u: t ,,-ith any ~r·r: !:lln_:;-. or'commitn:e of Cr•lil!t , ~ in Ctl!l!It.'t:iinn wit], :lll\' JJU!tt·l perbining to the t: rnployn~ent of ~tl< !1 ulh•: t• r tlr l'J:tploy(•e or- pf.1-tainin 1~ t o th<ll~n!tc•l St:n,·., l'o~; :tl :-=:,·ni ee i .. any way. irn'~p·ctin~ of ·whethe~r such c-onm:uuication or cGnt:H·t i5 :1t t he initiatin~ of such oflicer or emplo_;-l'e or in rc:'pm:se to thl' 1\·tj:it':it or ilit]Uiry of such ~JciHoer or conllnitt t·e ; or 
( ~) rernows. ,;uspei!ds from clnty v:ithout pa_r, demotes, reduces in nmk, seniority, st8.tu~, P<\"- or pnfom1:mce or efricienc:y rating, denies promotion to. relocate:;, n•;tssigns, trnn,;fers, disciplines, or dis.:I·im­inate:; in rrg:nd to nny cmployrn~nt right, entitlement, or benefit, or any tE>rm or contlit1r'ln of cmploymPnt of, any unicer or employee of the Unitrd States l'o,.tal Sen·ic:P. or attempts or thrratens to commit any of the ·fo.regoiHg actions with respect to such oHicPr or employee, ln· .te.3son of any comntuait::lt ion or contact of suc:h officer or employee with any ::\Iember or committee of C'o!!gre:;s as de:;cribed itt para­gr:,ph (1) of this snb;;,•dion. 

S.:c. 60:-i. Xo part of an,Y appropriation contai11ed in this or any other _-\ct. s1J:tll hP :n·aihble to fiHance intenlPpartmPntal hoards. cornmis:;ions. cotuteils. c·ollll1littrt,s. or ::;imilar gruup3 under f>l•ction ~1-t of t!1e Indt· IH'!lUi'nt Offices _\Jipropriation<; Act, l!HG (:':! U.S.C. 6!11) wh! c: lt do not llll\"P prior· and sprc·ifit· con:rn•ssio11al apprfl\·a1 of such metltod of tia:ntr'ial support. 
~l-.i'. f:fl:l, .\ppropriation,; aY ai lable to any department or agellC\" _ during tl1P cm-rPnt !i:it: ,d ,H'<tr for lH'C('.·:ii\1',\' cxpeuses, including main­teuaue<> or oprrating (':qwnse,.;. ,.;hall :~Lm Lc :n·ailahle fot· prryment to the nrn?rul St ' ITiC'I~S ..-\dlnini;;tration for ch:u·ges for 5pact· :ilid sen-ices a ml tlHJ~ PXlH'n:ws of rPIHn·ation :t!td altn:ltion of buildings and hcili­t-i(':3 w·hit:h roJ15tit11te puL.:ic impron•nJt•nts. perfonm·cl in accordance with tht.> PuLlie Buildin:rs .\ct of 1H.">0 (1:~ Stat. i-!~1}, the Publi(· Buildin;s .\ntPtHlments of lDT:Z (Sfi Stat. :?H;), or other appli,:ai,!e law. S~::c. 610. Funds nwde an1ilablt> lo\- t!Ji,.; or any othPI' . .\rt to tl1e fund cn•:lti'd by tltP l'uiJiie Building:; ~\J-lll'JHl lll\'llh of 1UT2 (l:'ti Stat. 2l!i) . uud the '"l'o.,t:d Sen-iee fumr' (:l:J F.S.C'. :2on:q. :-;hall he :n~nilabh· for employment of .g-uard;-; ·for· all Lui1t!iJ' .:!" ant1 ar('as owned or occnpiPtl by the 'Cnited Statr,; or thP I'o:;tal ~cn·ice and nmll:'r thE.> charge and CO)ltro1 or the Grneral ~t·n-iees .\d;nini~tl·ation Ol" the l'o:Ot:tl Sen-ice. and such guard,; sltull ha ,-r. with rP.~pe t:t to :onch property. the p'>we:':' of specia1 r••iicrnit·JI pro\·idecl by th C' fir~t ;:ection of the Ad of .June 1. HW3 (G:? St:tt. :.!Sl; -W FS.C. :-n8), Lut ~hl11lot be re:;tl'ietPcl to cer­t ain Federal property a:-: otlterwi"'' rc'i ·'i~·ed by the pro..-iso eontnint>d in said section, and, as to propeny 011Ted or occ-upiecl Ly the Postal Service, the Postma:-; tpr GE'nerul m ::y tuke thP same nct1ons ns thP A dminist ru.tor of General Sen-ice,; J:lit).- tah:e undct· the pr<'·v i,.;ions of s;;ctions 2 und 3 of the Ad of .Jun e 1, H)-±3 ( 6:2 Stat. :281; 40 F.S.C. 818a., 318b) :~ttaching thereto pc ::~d co;::oEqt!e:lc.e>:; under the authorit\­a nd within the limit;; provided in ~ction -l- of the Art of .Tune 1, 19-fS (62 Stat. 281 : 40 F .S.C. ~1Rc). 
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April 25, 1975 

Dear -----

I am a strong believer in the Federal system of shared sovereignty which 
protects freedom of action and promotes creativity at all levels of govern­
ment. This Federal system was designed to enable all Americans to be 
served by that level of government closest to them and best able to act 
in the publi-c interest. 

In 1972, we made an historic decision to support and advance our Federal 
system with the passage of General Revenue Sharing. I am proud to be 
one of the bipartisan group of leaders and Members of the House and 
Senate who worked together to pass Revenue Sharing. 

Since that time, I have had numerous meetings with State and local offi­
cials, who have told me that their number one priority in Federal programs 
was the continuation of General Revenue Sharing. In these discussions, 
I emphasized that I would be a strong advocate for reenactment for this 
essential program. 

Today, I sent to the Congress a message and a proposed bill which would 
continue General Revenue Sharing in substantially its present form for an 
additional 5 3/4 years. 

In addition, I am proposing that Congress continue to increase the amount by $150 million each year, so that the total program over the full extended 
period will be $39. 85 billion. 

I have asked the Domestic Council to provide you with a copy of my 
message to the Congress as well as the ~ bill. 

~p~ 
I am confident that you and the citizens you represent will benefit from 
this information and explanation of a program in which every American 
has a vital stake. 

Sincerely, 

Gerald R. Ford 
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f'~,;t.:. -In 1972"' v:e made an historic decision to support and adv9nce our Federal ystem with 

·• the passage of General Revenue Shc.ring. I am proud tfla..t-J-was one of . l?iteat!'F¥=·~~ 

(. .a-nW. bipc.rtisan group of leaders and Members of the House and Senate who worked to­
gether to pass-Revenue Sharing. 

oJ\J f'-"" ~ t._ .... '~'<. I 
Si.nce that time 1 I have had numerous meetings with State and local of~ ..aaG- \ 
rllifrl¥ have told me that their number one priority in Federal programs was the con­
tinuation of General Revenue Sharing. In these discussions I I emphasized that I 
wm.2ld be a strong ad-v-ocate for ree:::actment of this essential program. 

Today I I sent to the Congress an official message and a bill whic~would continue~ 
~ ~ 

1 
m substantially its present form ~er1a_l Revenue S~ar~I?:rofor !:>-3/4 years. 

/ · -"" '-8'- ~:!~~-'-J..-~_]_OT 
'J In addition I I am proposing that Congres~ "increase the amount by $150 million each K 

· ~ year I so that the totc.l program over the full extended period will be $39. 85 billion. 

rviy staff is sending you a copy of the message and the bill. 

I am confident that you and the citizens you represent know that every American has 
a vital stake in the continuation of this program I and I sincerely hope that you will 
lend your support to tne oc.ssage of the extension of General Revenue Sharing at 
this /)~ssion of the 94th C-ongress. A" 

Sincerely, 

/Vp- '- .-c, " 

• J ~. I ! .,-~ " 

1 Gerald R. Ford 



MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

April 22, 1975 

ROLAND ELLIOTT 

JIMFALK 7 
General Revenue Sharing Mailing 

Attached at Tab A per our discussion is the letter from the President to the various 
elected officials whose names are provided on the lists at Tab B. 

The letters should be prepared for mailing on Friday, April 25, the day the Pres­
ident will transmit his Message and Legislation to the Congress. 

cc: Jim Cannon 
Dick Dunham 
Jim Cavanaugh 



,. 
STATE LEGISLATIVE LEADERS 

ALABAMA 

Honorable Joe Fine 
President Pro Tern 
Alabama Senate 
Montgomery, Alabama 36104 

ALASKA 

Honorable Chancy Croft 
President of the Senate 
Alaska Senate 
Juneau, Alaska 99811 

Honorable Mike Colletta 
Minority Leader 
Alaska Senate 
Juneau, Alaska 998ll 

ARIZONA 

Honorable Bob Stump 
President of the Senate 
Arizona Senate 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Honorable Fred Koory, Jr. 
Minority Leader 
Arizona Senate 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

ARKANSAS 

Honorable Robert Harvey 
President Pro Tern 
Arkansas Senate 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201 

Honorable Jim Caldwell 
Minority Leader 
Arkansas Senate 
Little Rock, Arkansas 

Honorable Joe C. McCorquodale, Jr. 
Speaker of the House 
Alabama House of Representatives 
Montgomery, Alabama 36104 

Honorable Mike Bradner 
Speaker of the House 
Alaska House of Representatives 
Juneau, Alaska 99811 

Honorable Tom Fink 
Minority Leader 
Alaska House of Representatives 
Juneau, Alaska 99811 

Honorable Stanley W. Akers 
Speaker of the House 
Arizona House of Representatives 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Honorable Craig E. Davids 
Minority Leader 
Arizona House of Representatives 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Honorable Cecil L. Alexander 
Speaker of the House 
Arkansas House of Representatives 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201 

Honorable Preston Bynum 
Minority Leader 
Arkansas House of Representatives 
Little Rock, Arkansas 



CALIFORl'-riA 

Honorable James R. Mills 
President Pro Tern 
California Senate 
Sacramento I California 95814 

Honorable George Deukmejian 
Minority Floor Leader 
California Senate 
Sacramento I California 95814 

COLORADO 

Honorable Fred E. Anderson 
President of the Senate 
Colorado Senate 
Denver I Colorado 80203 

Honorable Ray Kogovsek 
Minority Leader 
Colorado Senate 
Denver I Colorado 80203 

CONNECTICUT 

Honorable Joseph J. Fauliso 
President Pro Tern 
Connecticut Senate 
Hartford I Connecticut 06115 

Honorable Lewis B . Rome 
Minority Leader 
Connecticut Senate 
Hartford I Connecticut 06115 

DELAWARE 

Honorable J. Donald Isaacs 
President Pro Tern 
Delaware Senate 
Dover I Delaware 19901 

Honorable Leo T. McCarthy 
Speaker of the Assembly 
California Assembly 
Sacramento I California 95814 

Honorable Robert G. Beverly 
Minority Floor Leader 
California Assembly 
Sacramento I California 95814 

Honorable Ruben A. Valdez 
Speaker of the House 
Colorado House of Representatives 
Denver I Colorado 80203 

Honorable Ronald H. Strahle 
Minority Leader 
Colorado House of Representatives 
Denver I Colorado 80203 

Honorable James J. Kennelly 
Speaker of the House 
Connecticut House of Representatives 
Hartford 1 Connecticut 06115 

Honorable Gerald F . Stevens 
Minority Leader 
Connecticut House of Representatives 
Hartford I Connecticut 06115 

Honorable Casimir S. Jonkiert 
Speaker of the House 
Delaware House of Representatives 
Dover I Delaware 19901 



DELAWARE (continued) 

Honorable Michael N . Castle 
Minority Leader 
Delaware Senate 
Dover, Delaware 19901 

FLORIDA 

Honorable Dempsey J. Barron 
President of the Senate 
Florida Senate 
Tallahassee, Florida 32304 

Honorable John T. Ware 
Minority Leader 
Florida Senate 
Tallahassee, Florida 32304 

GEORGIA 

Honorable Al Holloway 
President Pro Tern 
Georgia Senate 
Atlanta, Georgia 30334 

Honorable Paul D. Coverdell 
Minority Leader 
Georgia Senate 
Atlanta, Georgia 30334 

HAWAII 

Honorable John T. Ushijima 
President of the Senate 
Hawaii Senate 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Honorable Wadsworth Yee 
Minority Leader 
Hawaii Senate 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

-3-

Honorable Harry E. Derrickson 
Minority Leader 
Delaware House of Representatives· 
Dover, Delaware 19901 

Honorable Donald L. Tucker 
Speaker of the House 
Florida House of Representatives 
Tallahassee, Florida 32304 

Honorable William G. James 
Minority Leader 
Florida House of Representatives 
Tallahassee, Florida 32304 

Honorable Thomas B. Murphy 
Speaker of the House 
Georgia House of Representatives 
Atlanta, Georgia 30334 

Honorable Michael Egan 
Minority Leader 
Georgia House of Representatives 
Atlanta, Georgia 30334 

Honorable James Wakatsuki 
Speaker of the House 
Hawaii House of Representatives 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Honorable Andrew K. Poepoe 
Minority Leader 
Hawaii House of Representatives 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 
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IDAHO 

Honorable James Ellsworth 
President Pro Tern 
Idaho Senate 
Boise, Idaho 83720 

Honorable C. C. Chase 
Minority Leader 
Idaho Senate 
Boise, Idaho 83720 

ILLINOIS 

Honorable Cecil A. Partee 
President and Majority Leader 
Illinois Senate 
Springfield, Illinois 62706 

Honorable William C. Harris 
Minority Leader 
Illinois Senate 
Springfield, Illinois 62706 

INDIANA 

Honorable Phillip E. Gutman 
President Pro Tern 
Indiana Senate 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 

Honorable Robert J. Fair 
Minority Floor Leader 
Indiana Senate 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 

IOWA 

Honorable Minnette F. Doderer 
President Pro Tern 
Iowa Senate 
Des Moines, Iowa 50319 

Honorable Clifton C. Lamborn 
Minority Leader 
Iowa Senate 
Des Moines, Iowa 50319 

Honorable Allan F. Larsen 
Speaker of the House 
Idaho House of Representatives 
Boise, Idaho 83720 

Honorable Patricia L. McDermott 
Minority Leader 
Idaho House of Representatives 
Boise, Idaho 83720 

Honorable William A. Redmond 
Speaker of the House 
Illinois House of Representatives 
Springfield, Illinois 62706 

Honorable James R. Washburn 
Minority Leader 
illinois House of Representatives 
Springfield, Illinois 62706 

Honorable Phillip E. Bainbridge 
Speaker of the House 
Indiana House of Representatives 
Indianapolis, Indiana 462 04 

Honorable Kermit 0. Burrous 
Minority Floor Leader 
Indiana House of Representatives 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 

Honorable Dale M. Cochran 
Speaker of the House 
Iowa House of Representatives 
Des Moines, Iowa 50319 

Honorable Floyd H. Millen 
Minority Leader 
Iowa House of Representatives 
Des Moines, Iowa 50319 



KANSAS 

Honorable Richard D. Rogers 
President of the Senate 
Kansas Senate 
Topeka, Kansas 66612 

Honorable Jack Steineger 
Minority Leader 
Kansas Senate 
Topeka, Kansas 66612 

KENTUCKY 

Honorable William L. Sullivan 
President Pro Tern 
Kentucky Senate 
Frankfort,. Kentucky 40601 

Honorable Eugene Stuart 
Minority Floor Leader 
Kentucky Senate 
Frankfort, Kentucky 40601 

LOUISIANA 

Honorable Michael H. 0 1Keefe 
President Pro Tern 
Louisiana Senate 
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804 

MAINE 

Honorable Joseph Sewall 
President of the Senate 
Maine Senate 
Augusta, Maine 04330 

Honorable Gerald P. Conley 
Minority Floor Leader 
Maine Senate 
Augusta, Maine 04330 

-5-

Honorable Duane S . McGill 
Speaker of the House 
Kansas House of Representatives 
Topeka, Kansas 66612 

Honorable Richard C. Loux 
Minority Floor Leader 
Kansas House of Representatives 
Topeka, Kansas 66612 

Honorable Norbert Blume 
Speaker of the House 
Kentucky House of Representatives 
Frankfort, Kentucky 40601 

Honorable· W. Harold DeMarcus 
Minority Floor Leader 
Kentucky House of Representatives 
Frankfort, Kentucky 40601 

Honorable E .L. Henry 
Speaker of the House 
Louisiana House of Representatives 
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804 

Honorable John L. Martin 
Speaker of the House 
Maine House of Representatives 
Augusta, Maine 04330 

Honorable Linwood E. Palmer, Jr. 
Minority Floor Leader 
Maine House of Representatives 
Augusta, Maine 04330 
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MARYLAND 

Honorable Steny H. Hoyer 
President of the Senate 
Maryland Senate 
Annapolis, Maryland 21404 

Honorable Edward J. Mason 
Minority Leader 
Maryland Senate 
Annapolis, Maryland 21404 

MASSACHUSETTS 

Honorable Kevin B. Harrington 
President of the Senate 
Massachusetts Senate 
Boston, Massachusetts 02133 

Honorable John F. Parker 
Minority Floor Leader 
Massachusetts Senate 
Boston, Massachusetts 02133 

MICHIGAN 

Honorable John T. Bowman 
President Pro Tern 
Michigan Senate 
Lansing, Michigan 48903 

Honorable Robert W. Davis 
Minority Leader 
Michigan Senate 
Lansing, Michigan 48903 

MINNESOTA 

Honorable Alec G. Olson 
President of the Senate 
Minnesota Senate 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155 

Honorable Robert 0. Ashbach 
Minority Leader 
Minnesota Senate 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155 

-6-

Honorable John Hanson Briscoe 
Speaker of the House 
Maryland House of Delegates 
Annapolis, Maryland 21404 

Honorable William M. Linton 
Minority Leader 
Maryland House of Delegates 
Annapolis, Maryland 21404 

Honorable David M. Bartley 
Speaker of the House 
Massachusetts House of Representatives 
Boston, Massachusetts 02133 

Honorable Francis W. Hatch, Jr. 
Minority Leader 
Massachusetts House of Representatives 
Boston, Massachusetts 02133 

Honorable Bobby D. Grim 
Speaker 
Michigan House of Representatives 
Lansing, Michigan 48903 

Honorable William R. Bryant, Jr. 
Minority Floor Leader 
Michigan House of Representatives 
Lansing, Michigan 48903 

Honorable Martin 0. Sabo 
Speaker of the House 
Minnesota House of Representatives 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155 

Honorable Henry J. Savelkoul 
Minority Leader 
Minnesota House of Representatives 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155 
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MISSISSIPPI 

Honorable Bobby G. Perry 
President Pro Tern 
Mississippi Senate 
Jackson, Mississippi 39205 

MISSOURI 

Honorable William J . Cason 
President Pro Tern 
Missouri Senate 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Honorable A. Clifford Jones 
Minority Floor Leader 
Missouri Senate 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

MONTANA 

Honorable W. Gordon McOmber 
President of the Senate 
Montana Senate 
Helena, Montana 59601 

Honorable Frank W. Hazelbaker 
Minority Floor Leader 
Montana Senate 
Helena, Montana 59601 

NEBRASKA 

Honorable Jules W. Burbach 
Speaker of the Legislature 
Nebraska State Legislature 
Lincoln, Nebraska 68509 

NEVADA 

Honorable Warren L. Monroe 
President Pro Tern 
Nevada Senate 
Carson City, Nevada 89701 

Honorable John R. Junkin 
Speaker of the House 
Mississippi House of Representatives 
Jackson, Mississippi 39205 

Honorable Richard J. Rabbitt 
Speaker of the House 
Missouri House of Representatives 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Honorable Robert 0. Snyder 
Minority Floor Leader 
Missouri House of Representatives 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Honorable Pat McKittrick 
Speaker of the House 
Montana House of Representatives 
Helena, Montana 59601 

Honorable Lloyd C. Lockrem, Jr. 
Minority Floor Leader 
Montana House of Representatives 
Helena, Montana 59601 

Honorable Keith Ashworth 
Speaker of the Assembly 
Nevada Assembly 
Carson City, Nevada 89701 
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NEVADA {continued) 

Honorable Clifton Young 
Minority Floor Leader 
Nevada Senate 
Carson City, Nevada 89701 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 

Honorable Alf E. Jacobson 
President of the Senate 
New Hampshire Senate 
Concord, New Hampshire 03301 

Honorable Delbert F. Downing 
Minority Leader 
New Hampshire Senate 
Concord, New Hampshire 03301 

NEW JERSEY 

Honorable Frank J. Dodd 
President of the Senate 
New Jersey Senate 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 

Honorable Alfred N. Beadleston 
Minority Leader 
New Jersey Senate 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 

NEW MEXICO 

Honorable I .M. Smalley 
President Pro Tern 
New Mexico Senate 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501 

Honorable John E. Conway 
Minority Floor Leader 
New Mexico Senate 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501 

Honorable Virgil M. Getto 
Minority Floor Leader 
Nevada Assembly 
Carson City, Nevada 89701 

Honorable George B. Roberts 
Speaker of the House 

·. 

New Hampshire House of Representatives 
Concord, New Hampshire 03301 

Honorable Chris Spirou 
Minority Leader 
New Hampshire House of Representatives 
Concord, New Hampshire 03301 

HonorableS. Howard Woodson, Jr. 
Speaker of the Assembly 
New Jersey Assembly 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 

Honorable Thomas H. Kean 
Minority Leader 
New Jersey General Assembly 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 

Honorable Walter K. Martinez 
Speaker of the House 
New Mexico House of Representatives 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501 

Honorable Hoyt Pattison 
Minority Floor Leader 
New Mexico House of Representatives 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501 
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NEW YORK 

Honorable Warren M. Anderson 
President Pro Tern and Majority Leader 
New York Senate 
Albany, New York 12224 

Honorable Manfred Obrenstein 
Minority Leader 
New York Senate 
Albany, New York 12224 

NORTH CAROLINA 

Honorable John T. Henley 
President Pro Tern and Majority Leader 
North Carolina Senate 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27602 

Honorable Donald R. Kincaid 
Minority Leader 
North Carolina Senate 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27602 

NORTH DAKOTA 

Honorable Robert Melland 
President Pro Tern 
North Dakota Senate 
Bismarck, North Dakota 58501 

Honorable S . F . Hoffner 
Minority Floor Leader 
North Dakota Senate 
Bismarck, North Dakota 58501 

OHIO 

Honorable Oliver Ocasek 
President Pro Tern and Majority Leader 
Ohio Senate 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 

Honorable Michael J. Maloney 
Minority Leader 
Ohio Senate 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 

Honorable Stanley Steingut 
Speaker of the Assembly 
New York Assembly 
Albany, New York 12224 

Honorable Perry B. Duryea, Jr. 
Minority Leader 
New York Assembly 
Albany, New York 12224 

Honorable James C. Green 
Speaker of the House 
North Carolina House of Representatives 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27602 

Honorable Laurence A. Cobb 
Minority Leader 
North Carolina House of Representatives 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27602 

Honorable Robert F . Reimers 
Speaker of the House 
North Dakota House of Representatives 
Bismarck, North Dakota 58501 

Honorable Richard J. Backes 
Minority Floor Leader 
North Dakota House of Representatives 
Bismarck, North Dakota 58501 

Honorable Vernal G. Riffe, Jr. 
Speaker of the House and Majority Leader 
Ohio House of Representatives 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 

Honorable Charles F. Kurfess 
Minority Leader 
Ohio House of Representatives. 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 
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OKLAHOMA 

Honorable Gene C. Howard 
President Pro Tern 
Oklahoma Senate 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73105 

Honorable James M . Inhofe 
Minority Floor Leader 
Oklahoma Senate 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73105 

OREGON 

Honorable Jason Boe 
President of the Senate 
Oregon Senate 
Salem, Oregon 97310 

Honorable Victor Atiyeh 
Minority Leader 
Oregon Senate 
Salem, Oregon 97310 

PENNSYLVANIA 

Honorable Martin L. Murray 
President Pro Tern 
Pennsylvania Senate 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120 

Honorable Richard C. Frame 
Minority Floor Leader 
Pennsylvania Senate 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120 

RHODE ISLAND 

Honorable Erich A. O'D Taylor 

Rhode Island Senate 
Providence, Rhode Island 02903 

Honorable Lila M. Sapinsley 
Minority Leader 
Rhode Island Senate 
Providence, Rhode Island 02903 

Honorable W. P. Willis 
Speaker of the House 
Oklahoma House of Representatives 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73105 

Honorable Charles R. Ford 
Minority Floor Leader 
Oklahoma House of Representatives 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73105 

Honorable Philip D. Lang 
Speaker of the House 
Oregon House of Representatives 
Salem, Oregon 97310 

Honorable Roger E. Martin 
Minority Leader 
Oregon House of Representatives 
Salem, Oregon 97310 

Honorable Herbert Fineman 
Speaker of the House 
Pennsylvania House of Representatives 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120 

Honorable Robert J. Butera 
Minority Floor Leader 
Pennsylvania House of Representatives 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120 

Honorable Joseph A . Bevilacqua 

Rhode Island House of Representatives 
Providence, Rhode Island 02903 

Honorable Frederick Lippitt 
Minority Leader 
Rhode Island House of Representatives 
Providence, Rhode Island 02903 
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SOUTH CAROLINA 

Honorable L. Marion Gressette 
President Pro Tern 
South Carolina Senate 
Columbia, South Carolina 29211 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

Honorable Mike O'Connor 
President Pro Tern 
South Dakota Senate 
Pierre, South Dakota 57501 

Honorable G. Homer Harding 
Minority Leader 
South Dakota Senate 
Pierre, South Dakota 57501 

TENNESSEE 

Honorable Edward C. Blank II 
Majority Leader 
Tennessee Senate 
Nashville, Tennessee 37219 

Honorable Tom Garland 
Minority Leader 
Tennessee Senate 
Nashville, Tennessee 37219 

TEXAS 

Honorable Glenn Kothmann 
President Pro Tern 
Texas Senate 
Austin, Texas 78711 

Honorable Rex L. Carter 
Speaker of the House 
South Carolina House of Representatives 
Columbia, South Carolina 29211 

Honorable John K. Earle 
Minority Leader 
South Carolina House of Representatives 
Columbia, South Carolina 29211 

Honorable Joe Barnett 
Speaker of the House 
South Dakota House of Representatives 
Pierre, South Dakota 57501 

Honorable Dennis C. McFarland 
Minority Leader 
South Dakota House of Representatives 
Pierre, South Dakota 57501 

Honorable Ned R. McWherter 
Speaker of the House 
Tennessee House of Representatives 
Nashville, Tennessee 37219 

Honorable Tom Jensen 
Minority Leader 
Tennessee House of Representatives 
Nashville, Tennessee 37219 

Honorable Bill Clayton 
Speaker of the House 
Texas House of Representatives 
Austin, Texas 78711 
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• UTAH 

Honorable Ernest H. Dean 
President of the Senate 
Utah Senate 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114 

Honorable Dixie Leavitt 
Minority Leader 
Utah Senate 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114 

VERMONT 

Honorable Robert A. Bloomer 
President Pro Tern and Majority Leader 
Vermont Senate 
Montpelier, Vermont 05602 

Honorable John J. O'Brien 
Minority Leader 
Vermont Senate 
Montpelier, Vermont 05602 

VIRGINIA 

Honorable Edward E. Willey 
President Pro Tern. 
Virginia Senate 
Richmond, Virginia 23219 

Honorable Robert S. Burruss, Jr. 
Minority Leader 
Virginia Senate 
Richmond, Virginia 23219 

WASHINGTON 

Honorable Al Henry 
President Pro Tern 
Washington Senate 
Olympia, Washington 98501 

Honorable Harry B. Lewis 
Minority Floor Leader 
Washington Senate 
Olympia, Washington 98501 

Honorable Ronald L. Rencher 
Speaker of the House 
Utah House of Representatives 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114 

Honorable Lorin N. Pace 
Minority Leader 
Utah House of Representatives 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114 

Honorable Timothy J. O'Connor, Jr. 
Speaker of the House 
Vermont House of Representatives 
Montpelier, Vermont, 05602 

Honorable Thomas H. Candon 
Minority Leader 
Vermont House of Representatives 
Montpelier, Vermont 05602 

Honorable John Warren Cooke 
Speaker of the House 
Virginia House of Delegates 
Richmond, Virginia 23219 

Honorable Jerry H. Geisler 
Minority Leader 
Virginia House of Delegates 
Richmond, Virginia 23219 

Honorable Leonard A. Sawyer 
Speaker of the House 
Washington House of Representatives 
Olympia, Washington 98501 , 

Honorable Irving Newhouse 
Minority Floor Leader 
Washington House of Representatives 
Olympia, Washington 98501 
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WEST VIRGINIA 

Honorable W. T. Brotherton, Jr. 
President of the Senate 
West Virginia Senate 
Charleston, West Virginia 25305 

Honorable Roy H. Rogerson 
Minority Leader 
West Virginia Senate 
Charleston, West Virginia 25305 

WISCONSIN 

Honorable Fred A. Risser 
President Pro Tern 
Wisconsin Senate 
Madison, Wisconsin 53702 

Honorable Clifford W. Krueger 
Minority Leader 
Wisconsin Senate 
Madison, Wisconsin 53702 

WYOMING 

Honorable J . W. Myers 
President of the Senate 
Wyoming Senate 
Cheyenne, Wyoming 82001 

Honorable Lewis N. McManus 
Speaker of the House 
West Virginia House of Delegates 
Charleston, West Virginia 25305 

Honorable George H. Seibert, Jr. 
Minority Leader 
West Virginia House of Delegates 
Charleston, West Virginia 25305 

Honorable Norman C. Anderson 
Speaker of the Assembly 
Wisconsin Assembly 
Madison, Wisconsin 53702 

Honorable John C. Shabaz 
Minority Floor Leader 
Wisconsin Assembly 
Madison, Wisconsin 53702 

Honorable Harold Hellbaum 
Speaker of the House 
Wyoming House of Representatives 
Cheyenne, Wyoming 82001 

Honorable Joe W. Stewart 
Minority Leader 
Wyoming House of Representatives 
Cheyenne, Wyoming 82001 
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LEAGUE OF CITIES/CONFERENCE OF MAYORS DIRECTORS 

Honorable Lester E. Anderson 
Mayor of Eugene 
City Hall 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 

Honorable Herbert H. Behrel 
Mayor of Des Plaines 
City Hall 
Des Plaines, Illinois 60016 

Honorable Crawford J. Carroll 
Mayor of Dover 
City Hall 
Dover, Delaware 19901 

Honorable Nathan B . Kaufman 
Mayor of University City 
6801 Delmar Boulevard 
University City, Missouri 

Honorable Kathryn Kirschbaum 
Mayor of Davenport 
City Hall 
Davenport, Iowa 52801 

Honorable Gordon H. Paquette 
Mayor of Burlington 
City Hall 
Burlington, Vermont 85401 

Honorable George M. Sullivan 
Mayor of Anchorage 
P .0. Box 400 
Anchorage, Alaska 99510 

Honorable Phyllis Lamphere 
Council woman 
City Hall 
Seattle, Washington 98104 

Mr. Donald C. Benning hoven 
Executive Director 
League of California Cities 
1108 0 Street 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Honorable Louis Bay, 2nd 
Mayor of Hawthorne 
445 Lafayette A venue 
Hawthorne, New Jersey 07507 

Honorable Robert B. Blackwell 
Mayor of Highland Park 
30 Gerald Avenue 
Highland Park, Michigan 48203 

Honorable William S. Hart, Sr. 
Mayor of East Orange 
City Hall 
East Orange, New Jersey 07019 

Honorable Walter J . Kelliher 
Mayor of Malden 
City Hall 
Malden, Massachusetts 03148 

Honorable Mario A . Micone 
Mayor of Butte 
City Hall 
Butte, Montana 49701 

Honorable George W. Phipps 
Councilman 
City Hall 
Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37830 

Honorable James L. Taft, Jr. 
Mayor of Cranston 
City Hall 
Cranston, Rhode Island 02910 

Honorable Betty Abbott 
Councilwoman 
City Hall 
Omaha, Nebraska 68102 

Honorable Edward Bivens, Jr. 
Mayor of Inkster 
City Hall 
Inkster, Michigan 48141 
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Honorable Leonard E. Briscoe 
Councilman 
City Hall 
Fort Worth, Texas 76102 

Mr. Joel Cogen 
Executive Director 

-2-

Connecticut Conference of Mayors 
and Municipalities 

956 Chapel Street 
New Haven, Connecticut 06510 

Mr. William R. Drew 
Director of City Development 
City Hall 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 52302 

Honorable Mary W. Henderson 
Council woman 
3098 Muller Court 
Redwood City, California 94061 

Honorable Alex P. Hurtado 
Councilman 
1560 Washington Blvd. 
Ogden, Utah 84404 

Honorable Henry L. Marsh, III 
Vice Mayor 
City Hall 
Richmond, Virginia 23219 

Honorable Russell G. Pounds 
City Councilman 
222 Hickory Drive 
Ames, Iowa 50010 

Honorable Ruben Romero 
City Councilman- Vice Mayor 
2275 W. Golden Hills Drive 
Tucson, Arizona 85705 

Honorable Charles Bussey 
Vice Mayor 
City Hall 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201 

Mrs. Betty M. Dean 
Executive Director 
West Virginia Council of Towns 

and Cities 
1615 Washington Street, East 
Charleston, West Virginia 25311 

Honorable Edgar Gadbois 
Mayor of Marlborough 
City Hall 
Marlborough, Massachusetts 07152 

Honorable Ruby Hunt 
Councilwoman 
City Hall - 7th Floor · 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55102 

Mr. Walter W. Kingham 
Executive Director 
Wyoming Association of Municipalities 
P .0. Box 2535 
Cheyenne, Wyoming 82001 

Honorable John C. Orestis 
Mayor of Lewiston 
City Hall 
Lewiston, Maine 04240 

Mr. Donald C. Rider 
Executive Director 
Oklahoma Municipal League 
4040 Lincoln Blvd. 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73105 

Honorable Thomas Ryan, Jr. 
Mayor of Kankakee 
City Hall 
Kankakee, Illinois 60901 
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Honorable Joseph Valdes 
Mayor of Santa Fe 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501 

Mr. J. McDonald Wray 
Executive Vice President 

-3-

Municipal Association of South Carolina 
P .0. Box 306 
Columbia, South Carolina 29202 

Honorable J. Palmer Gaillard, Jr. 
Mayor of Charleston 
Charleston, South Carolina 29402 

Honorable John J. Buckley 
Mayor of Lawrence 
Lawrence, Massachusettts 01840 

Mr. Ronald R. Williamson 
South Dakota Municipal League 
222 East Capitol 
Pierre; South Dakota 57501 

Honorable Jack D. Mal tester 
Mayor of San Leandro 
San Leandro, California 94577 

Honorable Robert B. Blackwell 
Mayor of Highland Park 
Highland Park, Michigan 48203 

Honorable Doris A . Davis 
Mayor of Compton 
Compton, California 90224 
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MAYORS OF 152 LARGEST CITIES 

Honorable John S. Ballard 
Mayor of Akron 
Akron, Ohio 44308 

Honorable Erastus Corning, II 
Mayor of Albany 
Albany, New York 02207 

Honorable Harry Kinney 
Mayor of Albuquerque 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87101 

Honorable Charles E. Beatley 
Mayor of Alexandria 
Alexandria, Virginia 22313 

Honorable Joseph Daddona 
Mayor of Allentown 
Allentown, Pennsylvania 18101 

Honorable L. Ray Vahue 
Mayor of Amarillo 
Amarillo, Texas 79105 

Honorable W .J. Thorn 
Mayor of Anaheim 
Anaheim, California 92805 

Honorable Maynard Jackson 
Mayor of Atlanta 
Atlanta, Georgia 30303 

Honorable Roy Butler 
Mayor of Austin 
Austin, Texas 78701 

Honorable William Donald Schaefer 
Mayor of Baltimore 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Honorable Woodrow D. Dumas 
Mayor of Baton Rouge 
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70801 

Honorable Ken Ritter 
Mayor of Beaumont 
Beaumont, Texas 77704 

Honorable Warren Widener 
Mayor of Berkeley 
Berkeley, California 94703 

Honorable George Seibels, Jr. 
Mayor of Birmingham 
Birmingham, Alabama 35203 

Honorable Kevin H. White 
Mayor of Boston 
Boston, Massachusetts 02101 

Honorable Nicholas A. Panuzio 
Mayor of Bridgeport 
Bridgeport, Connecticut 06604 

Honorable Stanley Makowski 
Mayor of Buffalo 
Buffalo, New York 14202 

Honorable Walter J. Sullivan 
Mayor of Cambridge 
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139 

Honorable Angelo Errichetti 
Mayor of Camden 
Camden, New Jersey 08101 

Honorable Stanley A. Cmich 
Mayor of Canton 
Canton, Ohio 44702 

Honorable Donald J . Canney 
Mayor of Cedar Rapids 
Cedar Rapids, Iowa 52401 

Honorable John M. Belk 
Mayor of Charlotte 
Charlotte, North Carolina 28202 

Honorable Robert Kirk Walker 
Mayor of Chattanooga 
Chattanooga, Tennessee 37402 

Honorable Richard J. Daley 
Mayor of Chicago 
Chicago, Illinois 60602 
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Honorable Theordore M. Berry 
Mayor of Cincinnati 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 

Honorable Ralph J. Perk 
Mayor of Cleveland 
Cleveland, Ohio 44114 

Honorable Andrew Marshall 
Mayor of Colorado Springs 
Colorado Spri80901 

Honorable John T. Campbell 
Mayor of Columbia 
Columbia, South Carolina 97433 

Honorable Jack P. Mickle 
Mayor of Columbus 
Columbus, Georgia 39102 

Honorable Tom Moody 
Mayor of Columbus 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 

Honorable Jason L uby 
Mayor of Corpus Christi 
Corpus Christi, Texas 78401 

Honorable Wes Wise 
Mayor of Dallas 
Dallas, Texas 75202 

Honorable James McGee 
Mayor of Dayton 
Dayton, Ohio 45402 

Honorable Orville L. Hubbard 
Mayor of Dearborn 
Dearborn, Michigan 48120 

Honorable William H. McNichols 
Mayor of Denver 
Denver, Colorado 80202 

Honorable Richard E . Olson 
Mayor of Des Moines 
Des Moines, Iowa 50309 

Honorable Coleman A . Young 
Mayor of Detroit 
Detroit, Michigan 48226 

Honorable Robert Beaudin 
Mayor of Duluth 
Duluth, Minnesota 55802 

Honorable Thomas A. Dunn 
Mayor of Elizabeth 
Elizabeth, New Jersey 07201 

Honorable Fred Hervey 
Mayor of El Paso 
El Paso, Texas 79901 

Honorable Louis J. Tullio 
Mayor of Erie 
Erie, Pennsylvania 16501 

Honorable Russell Lloyd 
Mayor of Evansville 
Evansville, Indiana 47708 

Honorable Paul C. Visser 
Mayor of Flint 
Flint, Michigan 48502 

Honorable E. Clay Shaw, Jr. 
Mayor of Fort Lauderdale 
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33301 

Honorable Ivan Lebamoff 
Mayor of Fort Wayne 
Fort Wayne, Indiana 46802 

Honorable R . M . Stovall 
Mayor of Fort Worth 
Fort Worth, Texas 76102 
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Honorable Donald Dillon 
Mayor of Fremont 
Fremont, California 94538 

Honorable Ted C. Wills 
Mayor of Fresno 
Fresno, California 93721 

Honorable Bernard C. Adams 
Mayor of Garden Grove 
Garden Grove, California 92640 

Honorable Richard G. Hatcher 
Mayor of Gary 
Gary, Indiana 46402 

Honorable A. Carl Meseck 
Mayor of Glendale 
Glendale, California 91205 

Honorable Lyman S. Parks 
Mayor of Grand Rapids 
Grand Rapids, Michigan 49502 

Honorable E. S. Melvin 
Mayor of Greensboro 
Greensboro, North Carolina 27402 

Honorable Joseph E. Klen 
Mayor of Hammond 
Hammond, Indiana 46325 

Honorable Ann Kilgore 
Mayor of Hampton 
Hampton, Virginia 23369 

Honorable George A. A thanson 
Mayor of Hartford 
Hartford, Connecticut 06103 

Honorable Dale Bennett 
Mayor of Hialeah 
Hialeah, Florida 330ll 

Honorable David R. Keating 
Mayor of Hollywood 
Hollywood, Florida 33020 

Honorable Frank F. Fasi 
Mayor of Honolulu 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Honorable Fred Hofheinz 
Mayor of Houston 
Houston, Texas 77002 

Honorable Alvin M . Coen 
Mayor of Huntington Beach 
Huntington Beach, California 92648 

Honorable Joe W. Davis 
Mayor of Huntsville 
Huntsville, Alabama 35801 

Honorable Richard A . King 
Mayor of Independence 
Independence, Missouri 64050 

Honorable Richard G. Lugar 
Mayor of Indianapolis 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 

Honorable Russell C. Davis 
Mayor of Jackson 
Jackson, Mississippi 39501 

Honorable Hans G. Tanzler, Jr. 
Mayor of Jacksonville 
Jacksonville, Florida 32202 

Honorable Paul T. Jordon, M.D. 
Mayor of Jersey City 
Jersey City, New Jersey 07302 

Honorable Richard F . Walsh 
Mayor of Kansas City 
Kansas City, Kansas 66101 

Honorable Charles B . Wheeler, Jr. 
Mayor of Kansas City 
Kansas City, Missouri 64106 

Honorable Kyle C. Testerman 
Mayor of Knoxville 
Knoxville, Tennessee 37902 
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Honorable Gerald W. Graves 
Mayor of Lansing 
Lansing, Michigan 48933 

Honorable Oran K. Gragson 
Mayor of Las Vegas 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

Honorable Foster Pettit 
Mayor of Lexington 
Lexington, Kentucky 40507 

Honorable Sam Schwartzkopf 
Mayor of Lincoln 
Lincoln, Nebraska 68508 

Honorable George Wimberly 
Mayor of Little Rock 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201 

Honorable Edward H. McNamara 
Mayor of Livonia 
Livonia, Michigan 48154 

Honorable Edwin W. Wade 
Mayor of Long Beach 
Long Beach, California 90802 

Honorable Thomas Bradley 
Mayor of Los Angeles 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Honorable Harvey Sloane, M . D . 
Mayor of Louisville 
Louisville, Kentucky 40202 

Honorable Roy Bass 
Mayor of Lubbock 
Lubbock, Texas 79401 

Honorable Ronnie Thompson 
Mayor of Macon 
Macon Georgia 312 01 

Honorable Paul Soglin 
Mayor of Madison 
Madison, Wisconsin 53702 
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Honorable Wyeth Chandler 
Mayor of Memphis 
Memphis, Tennessee 38103 

Honorable ~Aaurive Ferre 
Mayor of Miami 
Miami, Florida 33132 

Honorable Henry W. Maier 
Mayor of Milwaukee 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53202 

Honorable Albert Hofstede 
Mayor of Minneapolis 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55415 

Honorable Gary A. Greenough 
Mayor of Mobile 
Mobile, Alabama 36602 

Honorable Jim Robinson 
Mayor of Montgomery 
Montgomery, Alabama 36102 

Honorable C. Beverly Briley 
Mayor of Nashville 
Nashville, Tennessee 37210 

Honorable Kenneth A . Gibson 
Mayor of Newark 
Newark, New Jersey 07102 

Honorable John Markey 
Mayor of New Bedford 
New Bedford, Massachusetts 02741 

Honorable Bartholomew F . Guida 
Mayor of New Haven 
New Haven Connecticut 06510 

Honorable Moon Landrieu 
Mayor of New Orleans 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70112 

Honorable Abraham D. Beame 
Mayor of New York City 
New York City, New York 10007 
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Honorable Harry Atkinson 
Mayor of Newport News 
Newport News, Virginia 24507 

Honorable Irvine B. Hill 
Mayor of Norfolk 
Norfolk, Virginia 23510 

Honorable John H. Reading 
Mayor of Oakland 
Oakland, California 94612 

Honorable Patience Latting 
Mayor of Oklahoma City 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73102 

Honorable Edward Zornisky 
Mayor of Omaha 
Omaha, Nebraska 68102 

Honorable Mortimer J . Mathews 
Mayor of Pasadena 
Pasadena, California 91109 

Honorable Lawrence Kramer 
Mayor of Paterson 
Paterson, New Jersey 07505 

Honorable Richard E. Carver 
Mayor of Peoria 
Peoria, Illinois 61602 

Honorable Frank Rizzo 
Mayor of Philadelphia 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107 

Honorable Timothy Barrow 
Mayor of Phoenix 
Phoenix, Arizona 85003 

Honorable Peter F. Flaherty 
Mayor of Pittsburgh 

·Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15319 

Honorable Neil Goldschmidt 
Mayor of Portland 
Portland, Oregon 97205 
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Honorable Richard J. Davis 
Mayor of Portsmouth 
Portsmouth, Virginia 23705 

Honorable Vincent Cianci 
Mayor of Providence 
Providence, Rhode Island 02903 

Honorable Clarence Lightner 
Mayor of Raleigh 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27602 

Honorable Thomas J. Bliley, Jr. 
Mayor of Richmond 
Richmond, Virginia 23219 

Honorable Ben H . Lewis 
Mayor of Riverside 
Riverside, California 92501 

Honorable Thomas P. Ryan 
Mayor of Rochester 
Rochester, New York 14614 

Honorable Robert W. McGaw 
Mayor of Rockford 
Rockford, Illinois 61104 

Honorable Richard H. Marriott 
Mayor of Sacramento 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Honorable John H. Poelker 
Mayor of Saint Louis 
Saint Louis, Missouri 63101 

Honorable Lawrence Cohen 
Mayor of Saint Paul 
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55101 

Honorable C. Randolph Wedding 
Mayor of Saint Petersburg 
Saint Petersburg, Florida 33701 

Honorable Conrad Harrison 
Mayor of Salt Lake City 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
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Honorable Charles L. Becker 
Mayor of San Antonio 
San Antonio, Texas 78205 

Honorable W. R. Holcomb 
Mayor of San Bernardino 
San Bernardino, California 92401 

Honorable Pete Wilson 
Mayor of San Diego 
San Diego, California 92101 

Honorable Joseph L. Alioto 
Mayor of San Francisco 
San Francisco, California 94103 

Honorable Janey Hayes 
Mayor of San Jose 
San Jose, California 95110 

Honorable Vernon Evans 
Mayor of Santa Ana 
Santa Ana, California 95ll0 

Honorable John P. Rousakis 
Mayor of Savannah 
Savannah, Georgia 31402 

Honorable Eugene J. Peters 
Mayor of Scranton 
Scranton, Pennsylvania 18503 

Honorable Wesley C. Uhlman 
Mayor of Seattle 
Seattle, Washington 98101 

Honorable L. Calhoun Allen 
Mayor of Shreveport 
Shreveport, Louisiana 7ll01 

HonorableDavid H. Rodgers 
Mayor of Spokane 
Spokane, Washington 99201 
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Honorable William C. Sullivan 
Mayor of Springfield 
Springfield, Massachusetts 01107 

Honorable Jim Payne 
Mayor of Springfield 
Springfield, Missouri 65801 

Honorable Frederick P. Lenz, Jr. 
Mayor of Stamford 
Stamford, Connecticut 06901 

Honorable Manuel Silveria 
Mayor of Stockton 
Stockton, California 95202 

Honorable Lee Alexander 
Mayor of Syracuse 
Syracuse, New York 13202 

Honorable Gordon N. Johnston 
Mayor of Tacoma 
Tacoma, Washington 98402 

Honorable Kenneth M. Miller 
Mayor of Torrance 
Torrence, California 90503 

Honorable William F. Poe 
Mayor of Tampa 
Tampa, Florida 33602 

Honorable Harry W. Kessler 
Mayor of Toledo 
Toledo, Ohio 43624 

Honorable William B . McCormick 
Mayor of Topeka 
Topeka, Kansas 66603 

Honorable Arthur J . Holland 
Mayor of Trenton 
Trenton, New Jersey 08608 
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Honorable Lewis Murphy 
Mayor of Tucson 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 

Honorable Robert J . LaFortune 
Mayor of Tulsa 
Tulsa, Oklahoma 74119 

Honorable Curtis Payne 
Mayor of Virginia Beach 
Virginia Beach, Virginia 23458 

Honorable Ted Bates 
Mayor of Warren 
Warren, Michigan 48090 

Honorable Walter Washington 
Mayor of the District of Columbia 
Washington, D.C. 20513 

Honorable Victor A. Mambruno 
Mayor of Waterbury 
Waterbury, Connecticut 06702 
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Honorable Garry H. Porter 
Mayor of Wichita 
Wichita, Kansas 67202 

Honorable Franklin B. Shirley 
Mayor of Winston-Salem 
Winston-Salem, North Carolina 27102 

Honorable Israel Katz 
Mayor of Worcester 
Worcester, Massachusetts 01602 

Honorable Angelo Martinelli 
Mayor of Yonkers 
Yonkers, New York 10702 

Honorable Jack C. Hunter 
Mayor of Youngstown 
Youngstown, Ohio 44503 

Honorable Carlos Romero-Barcelo 
Mayor of San Juan 
San Juan, Puerto Rico 00905 



GOVERNORS 

Honorable George C. Wallace 
Governor of Alabama 
Montgomery, Alabama 36104 

Honorable JayS. Hammond 
Governor of Alaska 
Juneau, Alaska 99801 

Honorable Raul Castro 
Governor Arizona 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Honorable David Pryor 
Governor of Arkansas 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201 

HonorableEdmundG. Brown, Jr. 
Governor of California 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Honorable Richard D. Lamm 
Governor of Colorado 
Denver, Colorado 80203 

Honorable Ella Grasso 
Governor of Connecticut 
Hartford, Connecticut 06ll5 

Honorable Sherman W. Tribbitt 
Governor of Delaware 
Dover, Delaware 19901 

Honorable Reubin O'D Askew 
Governor of Florida 
Tallahassee, Florida 32304 

Honorable George Busbee 
Governor of Georgia 
Atlanta, Georgia 30334 

205/269-7642 

907/456-3500 

602/271-4331 

501/371-2345 

916/445-2841 

303/892-2471 

203/566-4840 

302/678-4101 

904/488-4441 

404/656-1776 
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Honorable George R. Ariyoshi 
Governor of Hawaii 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Honorable Cecil D. Andrus 
Governor of Idaho 
Boise, Idaho 83701 

Honorable Daniel Walker 
Governor of Illinois 
Springfield, Illinois 62706 

Honorable Otis R. Bowen 
Governor of Indiana 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 

Honorable Robert D. Ray 
Governor of Iowa 
Des Moines, Iowa 

Honorable Robert F. Bennett 
Governor of Kansas 
Topeka, Kansas 66612 

Honorable Julian Carroll 
Governor of Kentucky 
Frankfort, Kentucky 40601 

Honorable Edwin W. Edwards 
Governor of Louisiana 
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804 

Honorable James B. Longley 
Governor of Maine 
Augusta, Maine 04330 

Honorable Marvin Mandel 
Governor of Maryland 
Annapolis, Maryland 21404 

808/548-2301 

208/384-2100 

217/525-6830 

317/633-4567 

515/281-5211 

913/296-3232 

502/564-3450 

504/389-5281 

207/289-3531 

301/267-5901 



-3-

Honorable Michael S . Dukakis 
Governor of Massachusetts 
Boston, Massachusetts 02133 

Honorable William G. Milliken 
Governor of Michigan 
Lansing, Michigan 48903 

Honorable Wendell R. Anderson 
Governor of Minnesota 
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55101 

Honorable William L. Waller 
Governor of Mississippi 
Jackson, Mississippi 39205 

Honorable Christopher S. Bond 
Governor of Missouri 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Honorable Thomas L. Judge 
Governor of Montana 
Helena, Montana 59601 

Honorable J . James Exon 
Governor of Nebraska 
Lincoln, Nebraska 68509 

Honorable Mike O'Callaghan 
Governor of Nevada 
Carson City, Nevada 89701 

Honorable Meldrim Thomson, Jr. 
Governor of New Hampshire 
Concord, New Hampshire 03301 

Honorable Brendan T. Byrne 
Governor of New Jersey 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 

Honorable Jerry Apodaca 
Governor of New Mexico 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501 

617-727-3600 

517-373-3400 

612/296-3391 

601/354-7575 

314/751-3222 

406/449-3111 

402/471-2244 

702/882-7213 

603/271-2121 

609/292-6000 

505/827-2221 
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Honorable Hugh L. Carey 
Governor of New York 
Albany, New York 12224 

Honorable James E. Holshouser 
Governor of North Carolina 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27611 

Honorable Arthur A. Link 
Governor of North Dakota 
Bismarck, North Dakota 58501 

Honorable James Rhodes 
Governor of Ohio 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 

Honorable David L. Boren 
Governor of Oklahoma 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73105 

Honorable Robert Straub 
Governor of Oregon 
Salem, Oregon 97301 

Honorable Milton J. Shapp 
Governor of Pennsylvania 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120 

Honorable Philip Noel 
Governor of Rhode Island 
Providence, Rhode Island 02903 

Honorable James B. Edwards 
Governor of South Carolina 
Columbia, South Carolina 29211 

Honorable Richard F. Kneip 
Governor of South Dakota 
Pierre, South Dakota 57501 

518/474-8390 

919/829-5811 

701/224-2200 

614/466-3526 

405/521-2345 

503/378-3111 

717/787-2500 

401/277-2397 

803/758-3261 

605/224-3212 



• Honorable Ray Blanton 615/741-2001 
Governor of Tennessee 
Nashville, Tennessee 37219 

Honorable Dolph Briscoe 512/475-4101 
Governor of Texas 
Austin, Texas 78711 

Honorable Calvin L. Rampton 801/328-5231 
Governor of Utah 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84ll4 

Honorable Thomas P. Salmon 802/828-3333 
Governor of Vermont 
Montpelier, Vermont 05602 

Honorable Mills E. Godwin, Jr. 804/770-2211 
Governor of Virginia 
Richmond, Virginia 23219 

Honorable Daniel J. Evans 206/753-6780 
Governor of Washington 
Olympia, Washington 98501 

Honorable Arch A. Moore, Jr. 304/348-2000 
Governor of West Virginia 
Charleston, West Virginia 25305 

Honorable Patrick J. Lucey 304/348-2000 
Governor of Wisconsin 
Madison, Wisconsin 53702 

Honorable Ed Herschler 307/777-7434 
Governor of Wyoming 
Cheyenne, Wyoming 82001 
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Honorable Earl Ruth 
Governor of American Samoa 
Pago Pago, American Samoa 96799 

Honorable Ricardo Bordallo 
Governor of Guam 
Agana, Guam 96910 

Honorable Rafael Hernandez-Colon 
Governor of Puerto Rico 
San Juan, Puerto Rico 00902 

Honorable Cyril C. King 
Governor of the Virgin Islands 
Charlotte Amalie, Virgin Islands 00801 
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Steve Clark 
Dade County Mayor 
NACo Chairman for 

Community Development Steering Committee 
City Hall 
Hiami, Florida 

Philip Elfstrom 
Chairman, Kane County 

Board of Supervisors 
NACo Chairman for Crime and 

Public Safety Steering Committee 
County Courthouse 
Geneva, Illinois 

Nel Cordon 
County Commissioner 
Hultnomah County 

60134 

~ ~ NACo Steerin~ Committee Chairman 
' for Enviro~~ent and Energy 

Courthouse 
Portland, Oregorr 

Jack Halsh 
First District Supervisor 
San Diego Board of Supervisors 
NACo Chairman for Health and 

Education Steering Co~ittee 
Ad~inistration Center 
1600 Pacific Highi·TaY 
San Dlego, Calif. 92101 

Charles Hulcahy 
Su?ervisor, 25th District 
~ilwaukee County 
KACo Chairman for Labor-Hanagement 

Relations Steering Committee 
Ro o~ 201 Courthouse 
Hih:aukee, Hisconsin 53233 

Ernest W. Barrett 
Chairman, Cobb County Board of 

Commissioners 
NACo Chairman for Land Use 

Steering Committee 
P.O. Box 649 
Marietta, Georgia 30060 

Tom Cloud 
County Commissioner 
Nontgomery County 
NACo Chairman for Local Determination 

Steering Committee 
County Courthouse 
Dayton, Ohio 

John V. N. Klein 
County Executive 
Suffolk County Center 
NACo Choirman for Manpower 

Steering CoiTmittee 
Veterans Memorial Highway 
Hauppauge, Ne'v York 11787 

Jack Roderick 
Borough Hayer 
Greater Anchorage Area 
NACo Chairman for Taxation and 

Finance Steering Committee 
104 Northern Lights Blvd. 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Daniel Nikesell 
Supervisor 
San Bernardino County 
NACo Chairman for Transportation 

Steering Co!1ll.'1littee 
175 West Fifth Street 
San Bernardino, Calif. 92401 



. , 

\ 

1"2 Chairmen Addresses for Steering Committees for 1975 ~ ~~~~--2 -i~··~c- ~--

. { :.. 

.·· 
Frank Jungas 

_) Cot tomvood County Commissioner 
NACo Chairman for Helfare and 

Social Services Steering Conmittee 
County Courthouse 
Nountain Lake , Hinn. 

Francis B. Francois 
Chairman, Prince George's County 

Council 
NACo Chairman for Regionalism 
12421 Seabury Lane 
Bowie, Maryland 20715 



~ !fred B. De i Be l lo , Co . Exec . 
Westchester C6 . Office Bldg . 
~h ite Plains , New York 10607 

.> ~ 

Da n McCorq~oda l e , Supervisor 
Santa Clara County 
70 W. Hedd ing St. 
Sa n Jos e , Cal if. 95110 

Joseph Casti I lo, Supervisor 
Pima County Courthouse 
l ucson, Arizona 85702 

Fred Coo~e r, Ch a irman 
Alameda Co . Bd. of Supervisors 
Aom 1nis7ration Bldg. 
Oak l and , Ca l if. 94612 

<e nneth Hah~ , Member 
~ - A. Co . Bd . of Supervisors 
356 Hal i of Administration 
5QO West Temp le Street 
Los A~geles, Cal if. 90012 

Ra lph Cl ark , Chairman 
Jra nga Co . Bd . of Supervisors 
Post Cffice Box 687 
Santa Ane , Ca l if. 92702 

- Henry Kloss , Chairman 
~ac ramento Co. Bd. of Supv. 
327 7th Street 
Sac r amento , · Cal if. 

335 

Rm. 250 

30245 

J !es son Chikasu ye 
~ono lul u City-Co. Counc i !ma n 
~3 S. Kirg St ., Suite 5!0 
~o no lul u , ~~wa i i 96813 

rrrr;'a n 

Richard Lu ga r, Mayor 
lndi ana pol is-Ma rion County 
City-Cou nty Bui I ding 
lndianap61 i s , Ind iana 46204 

Wi I I iam D. Schaefer, Mayor 
City of Balti more 
Room 230 City Hal I 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Charlotte Wi I I l ams 
Genesee Count y Commissioner 
I 101 Beach Street 
Flint, Nichigan 48502 

Conrad Mal lett , Membe r 
Wayne Co. Bd. of Comm issioners 

· 726 City-County Bldg. 
Detroi t , Mich. 48226 

Tom Ol son , Chairman 
Hennepin Co. Bd. of Comm . 
Courthouse 
Minneapolis, Minn. 55415 

Thomas H. Cooke, Jr., Dir. 
Essex Co. Bd. of Freeholders 
502 Hal I of Records 
High St reet 
Newark , New Jersey 07102 

Edward V. Regan, Co. Exec. 
Erie County 
95 Fran kl In Street 
Buffalo, Ne•.v York 14202 

Joseph N. Ferrari, Pres ident 
Mo nroe Co. Legislature 
410 Co. Offi ce Bldg. 
Rochester, New York 14614 

Ralph G. Caso 
Nassau Cou nty Executive 
Executive Bu i I ding 
lv1ineola, Ne•11 York 11501 

r k 11901 

Seth Taft, Comm issioner 
Cuyahoga Co. Admin. Bldg. 
1219 Ontario Street 
Cleveland, Ohio 44113 

Donald Clark, Commissioner 
Multnomah County Courthouse 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Leona rd C. Staicey, Chairman 
AI legheny Co. Bd. of Comm. 
542 Forbes Avenue 
Pittsburgh, Pa. 15219 

C. Beverly Briley, ~'layor 
Nashvi I le-Davidson County 
City-County Government Center 
Nashville, Tennessee 37201 

Roy Orr, Commissioner 
Dallas County 
400 ~ecords Building 
Dallas, Texas 75202 

Harris County Judge 
I I 15 Congress Street 
rouston, Texas 77002 

Ra lph McClure, Chairman 
Salt Lake Co. Bd. of Cornm. 
City-County Bldg. 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84101 

Jean Packa rd, Chairman 
Fairfax Co. Bd. of. Supv. 
4100 Chain Bridge Road 
Fairf ax , Virginia 22030 

John Spe I I man 
King County Executive 
County Courthouse 
Seattl e , Wash. 98104 

John Doyne, Co. Exec. 
Milwaukee County 
Room 208 -County Courthouse 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53233 



-- - ---·- -· - ----,_. .... ~~...:uz.::~~ 

.cu is V: Mi I Is, Co. Exec. 
ircnge County Government 
;ashen, Neo,.1 York I 0924 

.) .~ .. 

Robert Barke I e\v, Comm. 
Brov1a rd County 
Room 248, Courthouse 

Cen-t-e ; 

Fort Lcuderda le, Fla. 33301 

Herbe rt J. Hei !man, Jr. 
Union County Freeholder 
762 ~e~lock Road 
Union, New Jersey 07083 

Thomas F. Donelan 
County Executive 
Jefferson Parish Courthouse 
Gretna, Louisiana 

Theodoi-e G. Venetou I is 
County Executive 
Execu-tive Office 
Towson, Maryland 21204 
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Board Of Directors, ;))ficer~ 197 4-75 
Stanley M. Smoot, President 
Commissioner 
Davis County Courthouse 
Farmington, Utah 84025 

Vance Webb, 1st Vice President 
Chairman, Board of Supervisors 
Kern County Courthouse 
Bakersfield, California 93301 

Dan Lynch, 2nd Vice President 
Chairman, Board of Commissioners 
Douglas County Courthouse 
Om:1ha, Nebraska 68102 

William 0. Beach, 3rd Vice President 
Judge , Montgomery County 

· P .O. Box 368 
Clarksville, Tennessee 37040 

Thomas M. Batchelor, Jr., Fiscal Officer 
County Executive 
Albemarle County Building 
Charlottesville, Virginia 22901 

Gil Barrett, Immediate Past President 
Commissioner, Dougherty County 
P.O. Box 858 
Albany, Georgia 31702 

Bernard F. Hillenbrand, Executive Director 
National Association of Counties 
1735 New York Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Floyd Anderson 
Commissioner 
St. Louis County Courthouse 
Duluth, Minnesota 55802 

Otto Brammer 
Chairman, Board of Commissioners 
Nez Perce County, Route 2 Box 30 
Lenore, Idaho 83541 

John Brewer 
Kent County Commissioner 
4301 Bill Mar Street, S.W. 
Grandville, Michigan 49418 

Marion Brock 
Chairman, Board of Commissioners 
Harnett County, Route #1 
Erwin, North Carolina 28339 

E. Loy Cluney 
Maui County Councilman 
P.O. Box 295 
KaunaKakai, Hawaii 96748 

Edwin L. Crawford 
County Executive 
Broome County Office Building 
Binghamton, New York 13902 

Doris Dealaman 
Freeholder 
Somerset County Courthouse 
Somerville, New Jersey 08876 

William E. Dunn 
Salt Lake County Commissioner 
205 City-County Building 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 

James Ford 
Greene County Commissioner 
194 Stringtown Road 
Xenia, Ohio 45385 

Glen Grow 
Supervisor 
Greene County Courthouse 
Jefferson, Iowa 50129 

Ray W. Gunnin 
Gwinnett County Commissioner 
4040 Gunnin Road 
Norcross, _Georgia 30071 

Henry H. Haws 
Maricopa County Supervisor 
111 South Third Avenue 
Phoenix, Arizona 85003 

Arthur Himsel 
President, Board of Commissioners 
Henricks County, P.O. Box 155 
Danville, Indiana 46122 

William Koniarski 
Chairman, Board of Commissioners 
Scott County, R.F.D. #1. 
Belle Plaine, Minnesota 56011 

Arch Lamb 
Lubbock County Commissioner 
Box 4096 
Lubbock, Texas 79409 

Roland Landry 
Androscoggin County Commissioner 
2 Turner Street 
Auburn, Maine 04240 

Edward J. Lobacki 
Chairman, Board of Commissioners 
Hillsborough County Courthouse 
Nashua, New Hampshire 03060 

Fred A. Lockwood 
-Chairman, Board of Commissioners 
Scotts Bluff County Courthouse 
Gering, Nebraska 69341 

John E. Mulroy 
Onondaga County Executive 
605 County Office Building 
Syracuse, New York 13202 

Beverly Parks 
Legislator, Jackson County 
415 E. Street 
Kansas City, Missouri 64106 

Lloyd Owens 
Chairman, Board of Supervisors 
Waukesha County, 515 W. Moreland 
Waukesha, Wisconsin 53186 

Peter Perrecone 
Winnebago County Supervisor 
119 North Church Street #400 
Rockford, Illinois 61101 

Jack Petitti 
Commissioner 
Clark County Courthouse 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89107 

Frank Pokorny 
8uyahoga County Commissioner 
~219 Ontario Street 
Cleveland, Ohio 44113 

John Puryear 
Chairman, Board of Commissioners 
Tuscaloosa County Courthouse 
Tuscaloosa,_ Alabama 35401 

Jack Ramsey 
Chairman, Board of Commissioners 
Shelby County, 160 N. Main Street 
Memphis, Tennessee 38103 

Bernard Reynolds 
Dallas County Judge of Probate 
Box 997 
Selrr.a, Alabama 36702 

National Association of Counties 1735 New York Avenue, N. W., Washington, D. C. ,2_0006 



Sig 2anchez 
Chairman, Board of Supervisors 

anta Clara County, 70 W. Hedding 
ian Jose, California 95110 

Charles Scarani 
Director, Board of Freeholders 
Cuml.Jerland County, 835 Landis 
Vineland, New Jersey 08360 

J ack Simmers 
Polk County Commissioner 
P.O. Box 2313 
Winter Haven, Florida 33880 

on 98104 

George Stahl 
Lehigh County Commissioner 
455 Hamilton Street 
Allentown, Pennsylvania 18105 

Robert Stephens 
Fayette County Judge 
Courthouse #406 
Lexington, Kentucky 40507 

J. W. Stevens 
Commi~sioner 
Broward County Courthouse 
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33301 

Mary Louise Symon 
Chair man, Board of Supervisors 
Dane County, 1816 Vilas Avenue 
Madison, Wisconsin 53711 

Ralph P. Thiel 
Tuolum ne County Supervisor 
41 West Yaney Avenue 
Sonora, California 95370 

James Thomason 
Spartanburg County Commissioner 
P.O. Box 306 
Spartanburg , South Carolina 29301 

Joseph Toner 
New Castle County Councilman 
144 East Third Street 
Wilmington, Delaware 19720 

Jerry Walley 
Police Juror 
East Carroll Parish Courthouse 
Lake Providence, Louisiana 71254 

C h1n:.l ott e W il.l.ia-n1 s 

Lloyd Wood 
Albermarle County Supervisor 
Route #8, Box 112 
Charlottesville, Virginia 22901 

-- ------- ---·--- --

Honorary Members 

W.W. Dumas 
Mayor-President 

see 37201 

East Baton Rouge Parish 
P.O. Box 1471 
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70801 

Conrad M. Fowler 
Shelby County Probate Judge 
Shelby County Courthouse 
Columbiana, Alabama 35051 

Dan W. Gray 
Calhoun County 
607 8th A venue 
Jacksonville, Alabama 36265 

R.B. Jordan, Jr. 
Chairman, Board of Commissioners 
Montgomery County P.O. Box 98 
Mt. Gilead, North Carolina 27306 

Representatives 
from Affiliates 

Daniel T. Murphy, NACA 
Oakland County Executive 
1200 North Telegraph Road 
Pontiac, Michigan 48053 

P. Eugene Price, Jr., NACCA 
Forsyth County Attorney 
Government Center 
Winston-Salem, North Carolina 27101 

Paul VanRoekel, NACE 
Oakland County Engineer 
2420 Pontiac Lake Road 
Pontiac, Michigan 48053 

J .M. Bistowish, M.D. NACHO 
Davidson County Director of Health 
311 23rd Avenue, North 
Nashville, Tennessee 37201 

Clyde Murray, NACIO 
Maricopa County Information Director 
111 South Third A venue 
Phoenix, Arizona 85003 

William Leone, NACo/ CIC 
Chief, Capital Projects Division 
Los Angeles County 
713 Hall of Administration 
500 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

..... 

~Q~~~~ -----

Gary Evans, NACMO 
Milwaukee County Manpower Planner 
901 North 9th Stre·et 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53233 

Robert Zapsic, NACPD 
Executive ~irector, Plan-ning · 
Commission 
Beaver County Courthouse 
Beaver, Pennsylvania 15009 

William L. Landahl, NACPRO 
Director, Park Department 
Jackson County 
Route #2, Box 408A 
Blue Springs, Missouri 64015 

Betty June Hayes, NACRC 
Orange County Register of Deeds 
106 E. Margaret 
Hillsborough, North Carolina 27278 

William Feldmeier, NACTFO 
Maricopa County Budget Director 
111 Sout h Third Avenue 
Phoenix, Arizona 85003 

Gilbert Dulaney, NACWD 
Fulton County Department of Public 
Welfare 
800 Peachtree Street, N.E. 
Atlanta, Georgia 30308 · 

P. Jerry Orrick, NCCAE 
Executive Director 
Association of Oregon Counties 
P.O . Box 2051 . 
Salem, Oregon 97308 

Jack Christensen, NCCAE 
Executive Director 
Utah Association of Counties 
10 West Broadway Suite 311 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84101 

John Doyne, CECE 
County Executive 
Milwaukee County Courthouse 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53202 

Jack Abrams, WRD 
Commissioner 

. Okanogan County 
Box 36 
Twisp, Washington 98856 

Glen Stutzman, WRD 
Commissioner 
Park County Courthouse 
Cody, Wyoming 83414 
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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 to preserve and 
strengthen that compact -
General Revenue Sharing.'' 

President Gerald R. Ford 
Message to Congress 
April25, 1975 

Department of the Treasury 
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PRESIDENTIAL MESSAGE ON GENERAL REVENUE 
SHARING RENEWAL LEGISLATION 

TO THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES: 

I am today transmitting to the Congress proposed legislation 
to extend and revise the State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 
1972. The act, and the General Revenue Sharing program which 
it authorizes, expires on December 31, 1976. I strongly recom­
mend that the Congress act to continue this highly successful and 
important new element of American Federalism well in advance 
of the expiration date, in order that State and local governments 
can make sound fiscal plans. 

The Value of Federalism 

The genius of American government is the Federal system 
of shared sovereignty. This system permits and promotes creativ­
ity and freedom of action simultaneously at three levels of gov­
ernment. Federalism enables our people to approach their prob­
lems through the governments closest to them, rather than looking 
to an all-powerful central bureaucracy for every answer. 

With the Federal Government heavily committed to inter­
national affairs, the Nation's defense, the state of the economy 
and the energy problem, we need strong, effective State and 
local government to meet the everyday needs of our people-for 
good police and fire protection, education, transportation, sanita­
tion, and the basic services of a well-governed society. 

In 1972, when General Revenue Sharing was passed, the Fed­
eral partnership was in trouble. The Federal Government, with its 
highly efficient taxing system, then collected some two-thirds of 
the Nation's total tax revenues. Federal revenues, particularly 
because of the income tax, grew with the economy. However, 
State and local revenues are more dependent on real property 
taxes and sales taxes. These governments had to meet rising 
demands for services and costs through endless rounds of tax 
increases. Simply stated, revenues had grown fastest at the 
Federal level, while needs were growing fastest at the State and 
local levels. 
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The Federal Government, then as now, sought to help States 
and communities meet their needs through Federal aid. For the 
must part, this aid is in the form of categorical grants-that 
is, narrowly defined, closely controlled grants for specific pur­
poses. Today, over one thousand of these categorical grants are 
available for almost every imaginable objective. 

However, the necessity to go to Washington for the solution 
to many local problems has had a stifling effect on the creativity 
and accountability of State and local governments. Along with 
Federal aid comes Federal restrictions which limit local initiative 
and flexibility. 

Furthermore, until the concept of block grants was devel­
oped, States and localities were limited to categorical grants 
which were designed to lead State and local governments in new 
directions. Consequently, the recipients, all too often, headed in 
the direction where the grant monies were available, rather than 
where their genuine needs existed. 

Finally, much of the aid the Federal Government makes avail­
able has to be matched by State and local funds. The impact of 
this requirement is often to aggravate rather than to alleviate 
a State or local government's financial plight. 

This was the situation the executive branch and the Con­
gress faced in 1972-a Federal system endangered by the grow­
ing impoverishment of two out of the system's three partners. 
This is the situation that the Federal Government wisely met, by 
the passage of General Revenue Sharing. 

This program has been a resounding success. Since its 
enactment, General Revenue Sharing has provided nearly $19 
billion to 50 States and some 39,000 local g-Overnments-money 
which these governments could use as they saw fit to meet their 
priority needs. These Federal revenue sharing dollars have meant 
new crime fighting equipment and more police on the street, help 
for essential mass transportation, a better environment, improved 
fire protection and many other useful public activities. If some 
communities have not used their revenue sharing funds wisely, 
they are a miniscule fraction of governments which have used 
this money well. 

The current revenue sharing act has also enabled individuals 
and citizen groups to play their part in determining the use of 
these Federal funds in their communities by placing the decision 
on the use of these funds at the local rather than the Federal 
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level. This citizen participation strengthens our democracy in 
the best possible way. It is my intention to strengthen our efforts 
to encourage the widest possible citizen participation. 

The Need Goes On 

General Revenue Sharing has also been the keystone of addi­
tional efforts to reform Federal aid. The new block grant pro­
grams, more decentralized grant management, joint funding 
projects and grant integration, improved program information, 
and executive reorganization have all been included in a large­
scale effort to make better sense of and to get greater results from 
the billions granted to State and local governments. 

The General Revenue Sharing program enacted in 1972 
turned a corner. It caught a serious problem in time and helped 
us get back on the road to a sounder Federalism, of shared rights 
and responsibilities. 

Many State and local governments are facing deficits with 
the prospect of having to raise additional taxes or cut services. 
Our States and localities are facing these adverse developments 
at a time when their fiscal responsibilities have mounted due to 
the impact of inflation on their expenditures and the tax burdens 
placed on citizens. Further, the present high unemployment is 
taking its toll in terms of lower tax receipts and higher costs on 
States and communities. This combination of financial pressures 
is likely to continue to bear down on these governments for the 
foreseeable future. 

Many units of government, particularly in distressed urban 
areas, count on these funds for their budget planning. If the 
flow of shared revenues were to be turned off or scaled down, 
the results would be immediate and painful. Our efforts to revive 
the economy would suffer a serious blow. States, cities, counties 
and small communities would have to either cut back essential 
services causing increased public and related private unemploy­
ment or tax more or borrow more-thus defeating the objectives 
of our national efforts to reduce the total tax load and revive 
the economy. 

Enactment of Federal revenue sharing was a wise decision 
in 1972. Its continuation is imperative now. Before deciding to 
recommend extension of this program, I directed that an exhaus­
tive study be made of the present program to identify its strengths 
and weaknesses. This assessment has been carried out and has 
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taken into account the views of the Congress, State and local 
government officials, interested citizen bodies and private study 
groups analyzing government policy. I will also consider any 
significant findings which may yet emerge from studies presently 
underway. 

Based on our review of this work, I am now proposing to 
the Congress legislation which will maintain the basic features 
of the existing revenue sharing program while offering several 
improvements. 

The principal elements of the renewal legislation I am pro­
posmg are: 

-The basic revenue sharing formula is retained. Experience 
to date suggests the essential fairness of the present formula 
and I recommend its retention. 

-Funds will be authorized for five and three-quarters years. 
The effect of this provision is to conform the time period to the 
new Federal fiscal year. 

-The current method of funding with annual increases of 
$150 million will be retained to compensate, in part, for the 
impact of inflation. Over the five and three-quarters years, this 
level will produce a total distribution of Federal revenues of 
$39.85 billion. By the final year, the revenues shared will have 
increased by $937 million over the current level of payments. 

-Recognizing the need to raise the existing per capita 
constraint on the basic formula, my proposal would permit those 
hard-pressed jurisdictions now constrained by the per capita 
limitation to receive more money. The impact of this change on 
other communities would be minimized by phasing the change 
in five steps and by the increase of $150 million annually. 

-To strengthen the civil rights provisions of the existing sta­
tute, the proposed legislation would authorize the Secretary of 
the Treasury to invoke several remedies to enforce the nondis­
crimination provisions of the Act. This is accomplished by stating 
explicitly that the Secretary has authority to withhold all or a 
portion of entitlement funds due a State or unit of local gov­
ernment, to terminate one or more payments of entitlement 
funds, and to require repayment of entitlement funds previously 
expended in a program or activity found to have been discrimina­
tory. This change will further enhance the Secretary's ability 
to ensure that none of our citizens is denied on grounds of race, 
color, sex or national origin the benefits of any program funded 
in whole or in part through revenue sharing. 
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-To strenghten public participation in determining the 
use of shared revenues, the proposed legislation requires that 
recipient governments must provide a procedure for citizen par­
ticipation in the allocation of revenue sharing monies. 

-The Administration proposal would also make reporting 
requirements more flexible to meet varying needs from com­
munity to community. The legislation would grant the Secretary 
of the Treasury greater latitude in determining the form of re­
ports and the kind of information required of recipients. Simi­
larly, he would have more flexibility to determine the method by 
which recipient governments must publicize their use of funds. 

-Finally, the proposal requires a reconsideration of the 
program two years before its expiration. 

Early Renewal is Important 

I urge the Congress at its earliest convenience to begin 
deliberations on the renewal of the State and Local Fiscal Assist­
ance Act of 1972. Effective planning at the State capitols, city 
halls, and county courthouses will require action in this first 
session of the 94th Congress. In fact, in the fall of 1975 many 
of our States and local governments will be preparing their fiscal 
year 1977 budgets. It will be essential for them to know at that 
time whether General Revenue Sharing funds will be available 
to them after December, 1976. 

The expiration of the present General Revenue Sharing law 
is coincident with the year in which the Nation celebrates its 
bicentennial. 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 to preserve and strengthen 
that compact-General Revenue Sharing. 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

April 251 1975 

574-010 0- 75 - 2 

GERALD R. FORD 
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KEY PROVISIONS OF 
GENERAL REVENUE SHARING LAW 

CURRENT AUTHORIZATION 

$30.2* billion to be distributed January 1972-
December 1976. 

Non-contiguous states (Alaska and Hawaii) 
appropriation of $23.9 million, J ,anuary 1972-
December 1976. 

Funds authorized and appropriated for entire 
5-year period. 

All units of general government to be eligible 
participants (States, counties, cities, towns, 
townshiops, Indian tribes and Alaskan native 
villages). 

No general review of program required. 

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

States receive ~ of the funds distributed; local 
governments receive ¥:3. 

Allocation to local governments limited to 
145% of average statewide per capita alloca­
tion within their states. 

Allocations to local governments 'are not to be 
below 20% of •average statewide per capita 
alloc,ation within their states. 

To keep citizens informed, recipient govern­
ments must publish use reports in newspapers 
of general circulation. All media must be noti­
fied. 

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

RENEWAL PROPOSAL 

$39.85* billion to be di,stributed January 1977-
September 1982. 

Non-contiguous states (Alaska and Hawaii) 
appropriation of $27.5 million, J ·anuary 1977-
September 1982. 

Funds authorized and appropriated for entire 
53,4-year period. 

No change. 

Secretary of the Treasury to report to Congress 
two years before expiration date. 

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

No change. 

145% limit to be raised to 175 o/o by 6 percent­
age points per entitlement period in five steps. 

No change. 

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

Recipient governments must assure the Secre­
tary of the Trerusury that public ha;s access to 
a public hearing or other appropriate means of 
participation in decision-making for uses of 
shared revenues. 

* The dollar amount for the renewal proposal includes $75 million to be moved forward from the last months of the 
present program to provide linear stairstep increases in funding levels. 
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Key Provisions of General Revenue Sharing Law 

CURRENT AUTHORIZATION 

Law prescribes reports on amounts and pur­
poses of planned and actual expenditures. 

Law contains strong anti-discrimination re­
quirement. Secretary's enforcement 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. 

Revenue Sharing funds may not be utilized to 
meet Federal grant matching requirements and 
the Davis-Bacon Federal minimum wage rate 
law applies to certain construction projects 
funded through revenue sharing. Local govern­
ments may use funds for any capital projects 
but only for operating and maintenance ex­
penses of programs in eight :priority expendi­
ture categories. 
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RENEWAL PROPOSAL 

Secretary of Treasury would have full discre­
tion to determine form and content of recip­
ients' use reports. 

Strong anti-discrimination requirement and 
general powers retained. Secretary expressly 
authorized to withhold all funds or that portion 
used in discriminatory program or activity, to 
require repayment, and to terminate eligibility 
for one or more payments. 

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 retroactive to 
January 1, 1972. The first checks went out on December 11, 1972. 
The program is due to expire on December 31, 1976. 

Q: How much money is being distributed under the present 
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 53;.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. $39.85 billion would be provided 
for 53;.4, years. It should be noted that this amount includes $75 
million moved forward from the last six months of the present 
program to provide linear stairstep increases in funding levels. 
The non-contiguous states of Alaska and Hawaii would receive 
an additional $27.5 million. 

Eligible Participants 

Q: Who are the recipients of the money that is distributed 
through General Revenue Sharing? 
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A: 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. 

Q: Must all units of general government participate in the 
program? 

A: 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. 

Allocation Procedure 

Q: How is the money allocated to recipient units of gov­
ernment? 

A: The funds are distributed quarterly according to formu­
las 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 govern­
ment. Using sophisticated computer techniques, these data are 
applied to the formulas to compute amounts to be paid each 
recipient government during each entitlement period. 

Q: Do governments apply for the money? 

A: No. Unlike grants, shared revenues are "entitlement" 
funds which are distributed automatically, on a regular basis, 
in October, January, April and July. 

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

A: 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 7o in 
five steps. This provision presently limits the entitlements of 
local governments to 145 7o of the average per capita allocation 
for localities in the States in which the jurisdiction is located. 

Q: Why is the Administration proposing to raise the maxi· 
mum constraint? 

A: The increase would permit the basic formulas to func­
tion in a less constrained manner. Thus many governments with 
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high tax effort or low per capita income, or both, including some 
large urban governments, which have been constrained will re­
ceive 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, vir­
tually all other local governments will not suffer a decrease in 
funding. 

Expenditure Decisions 

Q : Who decides how revenue sharing money should be 
spent? 

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

Q: Can revenue sharing funds be spent for any purpose? 

A: Under both the present program and the Administra­
tion's proposed renewal program, all States and local governments 
must spend their "shared revenues" in accordance with the laws 
and procedures that apply to the expenditure of their own reve­
nues. 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 main­
tenance expenses of programs and projects in the following cate­
gories: public safety, public transportation, recreation, environ­
mental protection, financial administration, health, libraries, and 
social services for the poor or aged. 

Q: What general restrictions are imposed on uses of 
the money? 

A: 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 percent or more 
of the cost of a construction project, and if the total cost of the 
project is $2,000 or more, then Federally established minimum 
wage rates must be paid (i.e., the Davis-Bacon Act applies). 
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Q: When must recipient governments spend their shared 
revenues? 

A: 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 extension of this time. 

Q: How have governments been spending their shared 
revenues? 

A: States and local governments together have spent ap­
proximately 60 percent of their shared revenues in the fields of 
public safety, education, and public transportation. During fiscal 
year 197 4, State governments used 52 percent of their revenue 
sharing money in support of public education. The latest figures 
indicate that more money was spent during fiscal year 197 4 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? 

A: 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 beginning 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 purposes funds have been spent. The Administration pro­
posal 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 citizens and to the 
Federal Government. 

Citizen Participation 

Q: Is current information available to local citizens about 
the uses to which shared revenues are put? 

A: Recipient units of government establish their own pro­
cedures 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 geo­
graphic area of the recipient government involved. The pro­
posed legislation seeks to improve this process by permitting the 
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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 unreason­
ably 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. 

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

A: 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 recom­
mendations 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? 

A: Yes. Section 122 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 discrimination under, any program or 
activity funded in whole or in part with [entitlement] funds ... ". 
This provision is retained in the proposed legislation. 

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

A: 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 legis­
lation 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 lol'al government 
to receive one or more payments. 
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Administration 

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

A: 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. 

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

A: The Office of Revenue Sharing is authorized a maximum 
of 85 positions, all of which are located in Washington, D.C. A 
total request of 116 positions has been made to Congress in the 
Fiscal Year 1976 budget. 
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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 pro­
gram to provide essential fiscal assistance to general purpose 
governments through September of 1982. The bill amends the 
State and Local Fiscal Assistance 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 pay­
ments to each of approximately 39,000 governments is a share 
of a national 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 for one government may 
change the shares for a large number of governments. The 
current Act gives the Secretary authority to make necessary 
adjustments after payments have been made, but does not men­
tion 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 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 express inclusion in the statute is now pro­
posed. 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 
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original Act, and continues to provide annual step increases of 
$150 million each Federal fiscal year beginning after June 30, 
1976. Fixed appropriations are provided for each Federal fiscal 
year, through and including fiscal year 1982, so that all levels 
of government may undertake with confidence their financial, 
program, and project plans for future years. Total appropria­
tions for 53;4 years amount to $39.85 billion, which includes 
$75 million to be moved forward from the last six months of 
the present program to provide linear stairstep increases in 
funding levels. 

Funds for adjustments to allocations to Alaska and Hawaii 
are continued at the present annual rate of $4.78 million, 
totaling $27.5 million for the 53;4 -year extension period. 

A three-month appropriation provides for transition to the 
new Federal fiscal year which begins October 1, 1976. 

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 other­
wise required by the Congressional Budget Act. 

The bill also requires the Secretary of the Treasury to sub­
mit a report, with recommendations concerning the extension 
of the General Revenue Sharing program, to the Congress a full 
two years before the proposed expiration date. Review of the Gen­
eral Revenue Sharing program at such time will minimize future 
uncertainty for State and local governments regarding availa­
bility 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 special 
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 unneces­
sary for the fifteen-month entitlement period. 

4. Raising the Maximum Constraint on the Formula 

Section Four of the bill increases the amount of funds that 
may be received by local governments characterized by unusually 
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high tax effort 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 145ro of the average per capita 
amount for all local governments in a State. 

By raising the 145% constraint to an upper limit of 175ro, 
the bill will allow governments now constrained to receive all 
or a greater part of the shared revenues otherwise allocated to 
them by the formula. The potential negative impact on other 
governments will be minimized by increasing the upper limit 
gradually, by six percentage points each entitlement period until 
the 175 ro limit is reached and by the annual $150 million increase 
in the total appropriations. The 175 ro upper limit will continue 
to serve, as Congress originally intended, to prevent excessive 
amounts being allocated to jurisdictions with unusual charac­
teristics 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 revenue 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 adop­
tion of an alternate formula for distributing shared revenues 
to its county areas and municipalities. The bill extends to Sep­
tember 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 taxes com­
ponent of the data factor, called the "General Tax Effort of 
States," consistent with the definitions 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 author­
ize new ways to publicize the use reports where newspaper pub-
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lication 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 Sec­
retary 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 of 
the jurisdiction's entitlement funds or that portion used in a 
discriminatory program or activity. The Secretary also is spe­
cifically authorized to terminate the eligibility of the jurisdic­
tion to receive one or more future payments, and to require 
repayment by the jurisdiction of revenue sharing funds expended 
in a discriminatory program or activity. 

8. Increased Public Involvement in Expenditure Decisions 

Section Eight expands the opportunity for the public to par­
ticipate 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 gov­
ernment is required to assure the Secretary of the Treasury that 
it will provide its 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. 

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 gov­
ernments. 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-
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month entitlement period are provided from both the transition 
quarter appropriation and the appropriation for fiscal year 1977. 
Five 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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GENERAL REVENUE SHARING 
PAYMENTS THROUGH APRIL 7, 1975 

(with numbers of recipients by category) 

Indian Tribes & 
Alaskan Native 

State Name State Counties Municipalities Townships Villages Totals 

Alabama --------- $106,595,657 (1) $ 79,811,942 ( 67) $133,713,837 ( 399) $ 320,121,436 ( 467) 

Alaska ----------- 8,151,177 (1) 15,610,757 ( 126) $ 502,614 (92) 24,264,548 ( 219) 
Arizona ---------- 62,746,495 (1) 50,361,909 ( 14) 69,635,925 ( 66) 5,473,525 (18) 188,217,854 ( 99) 
Arkansas -------- 69,510,107 (1) 70,833,435 ( 75) 55,238,944 ( 458) 195,582,486 ( 534) 
California ________ 670,854,042 (1) 809,818,743 ( 57) 531,332,619 ( 411) 439,280 (54) 2,012,444,684 ( 523) 
Colorado _________ 65,926,982 (1) 46,565,115 ( 62) 85,251,972 ( 247) 125,967 ( 2) 197,870,036 ( 312) 
Connecticut _______ 79,662,535 (1) 85,046,335 ( 33) $ 74,404,145 ( 149) 239,113,015 ( 183) 
Delaware --------- 21,513,093 ( 1) 20,746,117 ( 3) 14,328,555 ( 54) 56,587,765 ( 58) 
Dist. of Columbia __ 84,346,800 (1) 84,346,800 ( 1) 

Florida ----------- 182,940,956 (1) 162,485,967 ( 66) 204,068,115 ( 386) 67,526 ( 2) 549,562,564 ( 455) 

Georgia ---------- 131,235,067 (1) 151,975,678 ( 158) 110,326,599 ( 510) 393,537,344 ( 669) 

Hawaii ----------- 27,769,366 (1) 13,785,221 ( 3) 41,753,506 ( 1) 83,308,093 ( 5) 

Idahc ------------ 25,409,184 ( 1 ) 29,286,689 ( 44) 21,250,024 ( 191) 281,613 ( 5) 76,227,510 ( 241) 

Illinois ----------- 321,490,473 (1) 145,128,416 ( 102) 375,071,021 ( 1266) 84,200,590 ( 1435) 925,890,500 ( 2804) 
N Indiana ---------- 133,429,274 (1) 91,027,087 ( 91) 144,268,402 ( 556) 31,538,816 ( 1000) 400,263,579 ( 1648) 
0 

Iowa ------------- 88,919,482 (1) 103,446,064 ( 99) 74,369,178 ( 942) 39,024 ( 1) 266,773,748 ( 1043) 

Kansas ----------- 60,543,743 (1) 61,612,162 ( 105) 52,727,466 ( 610) 6,677,819 ( 1150) 24,620 ( 4) 181,585,810 ( 1870) 

Kentucky --------- 119,366,078 (1) 87,677,671 ( 120) 101,332,824 ( 394) 308,376,573 ( 515) 
Louisiana --------- 146,682,050 (1) 117,231,843 ( 62) 169,081,739 ( 295) 19,977 ( 1) 433,015,609 ( 359) 

Maine ----------- 38,310,773 (1) 5,082,942 ( 16) 31,631,228 ( 22) 39,760,365 ( 474) 147,619 ( 3) 114,932,927 ( 516) 
Maryland -------- 124,631,230 (1) 145,159,546 ( 23) 104,154,181 ( 150) 373,944,957 ( 174) 
Massachusetts ____ 198,483,338 (1) 22,853,112 ( 12) 223,428,876 ( 39) 151,235,999 ( 312) 596,001,325 ( 364) 
Michigan _________ 266,937,865 (1) 155,459,927 ( 83) 329,785,203 ( 533) 48,891,318 ( 1246) 87,832 ( 5) 801,162,145 ( 1868) 

Minnesota -------- 124,450,206 (1) 132,688,249 ( 87) 100,936,211 ( 851) 15,347,576 ( 1786) 722,432 (12) 374,144,674 ( 2737) 

Mississippi ------- 107,730,187 (1) 129,712,527 ( 82) 72,631,500 ( 277) 139,963 ( 1) 310,214,177 ( 361) 

Missouri --------- 117,788,182 (1) 77,955,694 ( 114) 152,024,34 7 ( 871) 5,375,451 ( 340) 353,143,674 ( 1326) 

Montana --------- 24,795,577 (1) 32,917,719 ( 56) 14,867,791 ( 125) 1,799,394 ( 7) 74,380,481 ( 189) 

Nebraska --------- 45,242,176 ( 1) 44,942,342 ( 93) 42,449,611 ( 520) 2,888,578 ( 467) 188,852 ( 3) 135,711,559 ( 1084) 
Nevada ---------- 13,808,081 (1) 17,260,681 ( 16) 10,133,099 ( 17) 214,000 (17) 41,415,861 ( 51) 
New Hampshire ___ 20,065,455 (1) 5,241,933 ( 10) 19,023,527 ( 13) 15,994,890 ( 222) 60,325,805 ( 246) 
New Jersey _______ 197,304,585 (1) 139,546,268 ( 21) 175,520,213 ( 333) 79,616,848 ( 232) 591,987,914 ( 587) 
New Mexico ------ 40,936,304 ( 1) 32,313,628 ( 32) 40,412,093 ( 90) 5,262,231 (22) 118,924,256 ( 145) 
New York ________ 701,017,982 (1) 300,426,090 ( 57) 952,937,060 ( 619) 148,175,049 ( 930) 376,761 ( 6) 2,102,932,942 ( 1613) 
North Carolina ____ 161,145,301 (1) 173,513,583 ( 100) 149,191,324 ( 458) 351,242 ( 1) 484,201,450 ( 560) 
North Dakota _____ 25,086,436 (1) 25,784,127 ( 53) 16,806,213 ( 347) 6,565,389 ( 1360) 1,030,4 70 ( 5) 75,272,635 ( 1766) 

Ohio ------------- 250,822,997 ( 1) 159,058,849 ( 88) 293,615,356 ( 934) 48,927,549 ( 1320) 752,424,751 ( 2343) 
Oklahoma -------- 70,365,929 (1) 51,984,173 ( 77) 87,464,599 ( 531) 1,258,880 (25) 211,073,581 ( 634) 

Oregon ----------- 62,368,422 (1) 47,356,878 ( 36) 77,147,921 ( 232) 203,642 ( 4) 187,076,863 ( 273) 

Pennsylvania _____ 330,060,562 (1) 186,699,849 ( 66) 369,484,186 ( 1013) 104,552,547 ( 1548) 400 ( 1) 990,797,544 ( 2629) 
Rhode Island ______ 28,324,916 (1) 40,294,723 ( 8) 16,346,341 ( 31) 84,965,980 ( 40) 
South Carolina ____ 88,306,116 (1) 90,005,513 ( 46) 80,005,022 ( 256) 258,316,651 ( 303) 
South Dakota _____ 27,940,838 (1) 32,593,747 ( 61) 17,320,~50 ( 301) 4,024,127 ( 957) 1,920,825 ( 9) 83,799,687 ( 1335) 
Tennessee -------- 118,634,753 (1) 103,267,923 ( 94) 136,445,761 ( 321) 358,348,437 ( 416) 
Texas ------------ 298,229,926 (1) 220,569,873 ( 254) 374,361,656 ( 993) 61,583 ( 2) 893,223,038 ( 1250) 
Utah ------------ 37,112,350 (1) 36,921,263 ( 29) 36,672,985 ( 216) 572,734 ( 5) 111,279,332 ( 251) 
Vermont --------- 17,661,991 (1) 434,430 ( 14) 12,186,527 ( 55) 22,765,017 ( 237) 53,047,965 ( 307) 
Virginia --------- 124,558,263 (1) 92,153,679 ( 96) 157,419,760 ( 228) 5,649 ( 2) 374,137,351 ( 327) 
VVashington _______ 90,873,182 (1) 81,461,633 ( 39) 99,535,101 ( 266) 3,401 ( 3) 773,299 (22) 272,646,616 ( 331) 
VVest Virginia ____ 81,122,395 (1) 48,335,893 ( 55) 56,008,362 ( 227) 185,466,650 ( 283) 
VVisconsin ________ 158,038,834 (1) 156,134,786 ( 72) 134,753,494 ( 574) 25,195,870 ( 1268) 483,197 (10) 474,606,181 ( 1925) 
VVyoming ________ 11,669,645 ( 1) 16,985,238 ( 23) 6,011,605 ( 86) 258,757 ( 2) 34,925,245 ( 112) 

National Totals 
Funds _________ $6,410,917,358 $4,806,616,154 $6,699,067,503 $932,487,685 $22,833,908 $18,871,922,608 
Recipients ______ (51) (3,039) (18,451) (16,467) (343) (38,351) 
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EMBARGOED FOR RELEASE UNTIL 2:00 PM, EDT APRIL 25, 1975 

Office of the vlhite House Press Secretary 

------------------------------------------------------------
THE \vHITE HOUSE 

TO THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES: 

I am today transmitting to the Congress proposed 
legislation to extend and revise the State and Local Fiscal 
Assistance Act of 1972. The act, and the General Revenue 
Sharing program which it authorizes, expires on December 31, 
1976. I strongly recommend that the Congress act to continue 
this highly successful and important new element of American 
Federalism well in advance of the expiration date, in order 
that State and local governments can make sound fiscal plans. 

The Value of Federalism 

The genius of American government is the Federal system 
of shared sovereignty. This system permits and promotes 
creativity and freedom of action simultaneously at three 
levels of government. Federalism enables our people to 
approach their problems through the governments closest 
to them, rather than looking to an all-powerful central 
bureaucracy for every answer. 

With the Federal Government heavily committed to 
international affairs, the Nation's defense, the state of 
the economy and the energy problem, we need strong, effective 
State and local governments to meet the everyday needs of 
our people -- for good police and fire protection, education, 
transportation, sanitation, and the basic services of a 
well-governed society. 

In 1972, when General Revenue Sharing was passed, the 
Federal partnership was in trouble. The Federal Government, 
with its highly efficient taxing system, then collected 
some two-thirds of the Nation's total tax revenues. Federal_ 
revenues, particularly because of the income tax, grew with 
the economy. However., State and local revenues are more 
dependent on real property taxes and sales taxes. These 
governments had to meet rising demands for services and 
costs through endless rounds of tax increases. Simply 
stated, revenues had grown fastest at the Federal level, 
while needs were growing fastest at the State and local 
levels. 

more 
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The Federal Government, then as nov:, sought to help 
States and communities meet their needs through Federal 
aid. For the most part, this aid is in the form of 
categorical grants -- that is, narrowly defined, closely 
controlled grants for specific purposes. Today, over one 
thousand of these categorical grants are available for 
almost every imaginable objective. 

However, the necessity to go to Washington for the 
solution to many local problems has had a stifling effect 
on the creativity and accountability of State and local 
governments. Along with Federal aid comes Federal 
restrictions which limit local initiative and flexibility. 

Furthermore, until the concept of block grants was 
developed, States and localities were limited to categorical 
grants which were designed to lead State and local govern­
ments in new directions. Consequently, the recipients, all 
too often, headed in the direction where the grant monies 
were available, rather than where their genuine needs 
existed. 

Finally, much of the aid the Federal Government makes 
available has to be matched by State and local funds. The 
impact of this requirement is often to aggravate rather 
than to alleviate a State or local government's financial 
plight. 

This was the situation the executive branch and the 
Congress faced in 1972 -- a Federal system endangered by 
the growing impoverishment of two out of the system's three 
partners. This is the situation that the Federal Government 
wisely met, by the passage of General Revenue Sharing. 

This program has been a resounding success. Since 
its enactment, General Revenue Sharing has provided nearly 
$19 billion to 50 States and some 39,000 local governments 
money which these governments could use as they saw fit to 
meet their priority needs. 

These Federal revenue sharing dollars have meant new 
crime fighting equipment and more police on the street, 
help for essential mass transportation, a better environment, 
improved fire protection and many other useful public activities. 
If some communities have not used their revenue sharing funds 
wisely, they are a miniscule fraction of governments which 
have used this money well. 

The current revenue sharing act has also enabled 
individuals and citizen groups to play their part in 
determining the use of these Federal funds in their com­
munities by placing the decision on the use of these funds 
at the local rather than the Federal level. This citizen 
participation strengthens our democracy in the best possible 
way. It is my intention to strengthen our efforts to · 
encourage the widest possible citizen participation. 

The Need Goes On -------
General Revenue Sharing has also been the keystone 

of additional efforts to reform Federal aid. The new 
block grant programs, more decentralized grant management, 

more 
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joint funding projects and grant integration, improved 
program information and executive reorganization have all 
been included in a large-scale effort to make better sense 
of and to get greater results from the billions granted 
to State and local governments. 

The General Revenue Sharing program enacted in 1972 
turned a corner. It caught a serious problem in time and 
helped us get back on the road to a sounder Federalism, of 
shared rights and responsibilities. 

Many State and local governments are facing deficits 
with the prospect of having to raise additional taxes or 
cut services. Our States and localities are facing these 
adverse developments at a time when their fiscal responsi­
bilities have mounted due to the impact of inflation on 
their expenditures and the tax burdens placed on citizens. 
Further, the present high unemployment is taking its toll 
in terms of lower tax receipts and higher costs on States 
and communities. This combination of financial pressures 
is likely to continue to bear down on these governments for 
the foreseeable future. 

Many units of governments, particularly in distressed 
urban areas, count on these funds for their budget planning. 
If the flow of shared revenues were to be turned off or 
scaled down, the results would be immediate and painful. 
Our efforts to revive the economy would suffer a serious 
blow. States, cities, counties and small communities would 
have to either cut back essential services causing increased 
public and related private unemployment or tax more or borrow 
more -- thus defeating the objectives of our national efforts 
to reduce the total tax load and revive the economy. 

Enactment of Federal revenue sharing was a wise decision 
in 1972. Its continuation is imperative now. Before deciding 
to recommend extension of this program, I directed that an 
exhaustive study be made of the present program to identify 
its strengths and weaknesses. This assessment has been carried 
out and has taken into account the views of the Congress, State 
and local government officials, interested citizen bodies and 
private study groups analyzing government policy. I will also 
consider any significant findings which may yet emerge from 
studies presently underway. 

, Based on our review of this work, I am now proposing 
to the Congress legislation which will maintain the basic 
features of the existing revenue sharing program while 
offering several improvements. 

The principal elements of the renewal legislation I am 
proposing are: 

-- The basic revenue sharing formula is retained. 
Experience to date suggests the essential fairness of the 
present formula and I recommend its retention. 

-- Funds will be authorized for five and three-quarters 
years. The effect of this provision is to conform the time 
period to the new Federal fiscal year. 

more 
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--The-current method or funding with annual increases 
of $150 million will be retained to compensate, in part, for 
the impact ot inflation. Over the five and three-quarters 
years, this level will produce a total distribution of 
Federal revenues of $39.85 billion. By the final year, the 
revenues shared will have increased by $937 million over the 
current level of payments. 

·-- Recognizing the need to raise the existing per capita 
constraint on the basic formula, my proposal would permit 
those hard-pressed jurisdictions now constrained by the per 
capita limitation to receive more money. The impact of this 
change on other communities would be minimized by phasing 
the change in five steps and by the increase of $150 million 
annually. 

-- To strengthen the civil rights provisions of the 
existing statute the proposed legislation would authorize 

·, . ... :·· 

the Secretary of the Treasury to invoke several remedies to 
enforce the nondiscrimination provisions of the act. This 
would be accomplished by stating explicitly that the Secretary 
has authority to withhold all or a portion of entitlement funds 
due a State or unit of local government, to terminate one or 
more payments of entitlement funds, and to require repayment 
or entitlement funds previously expended in a program or 
activity found to have been discriminatory. This change 
will further enhance the Secretary's ability to ensure that 
none of our citizens is denied on grounds of race, color, 
sex or national origin the benefits of any program funded 
in whole or in part through revenue sharing. 

-- To strengthen public participation in determining 
the use of shared revenues, the proposed legislation requires 
that recipient governments must provide a procedure for 
citizen participation in the allocation of revenue sharing 
monies. 

The Administration proposal would also make reporting 
requirements more flexible to meet varying needs from 
community to community. The legislation would grant the 
Secretary of the Treasury greater latitude in determining 
the form of reports and the kind of information required of 
recipients. Similarly, he would have more flexibility to 
determine the method by which recipient governments must 
publicize their use of funds. 

-- Finally, the proposal requires a reconsideration of 
the program two years before its expiration. 

~arly Renewal is Important 

I urge the Congress at its earliest convenience to begin 
deliberations on the renewal of the State and Local Fiscal 
Assistance Act of 1972. Effective planning at the State 
capitols, city halls, and county courthouses \'rill require 
action in this first session of the 94th Congress. In fact, 
in the fall of 1975 many of our States and local governments 
will be preparing their fiscal year 1977 budgets. It will be 
essential for them to know at that time whether General Revenue 
Sharing funds will be available to them after December, 1976. 
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• • 

5 

The expiration of the present General Revenue Sharing 
Law is coincident with the year in which the Nation celebrates 
its bicentennial. There could be no more practical reaffirma­
tion of the Federal compact which launched this Country than 
to renew the program which has done so much to preserve and 
strengthen that compact -- General Revenue Sharing. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 

April 25, 1975. 

GERALD R. FORD 

# # # # 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

TEXT OF LETTERS FROM THE PRESIDENT TO THE 
SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

AND THE PRESIDEiiT OF THE SEUATE 

Dear !.fr. Speaker: (Dear Mr. President:) 
I Enclosed is a draft of a bill, "To extend and revise the 

State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972." 

The State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972 has 
provided·vitally needed funding to States an4 over 
38,000 local governments. While there appears to be 
no need for substantial changes, some amendments to the 
Act are considered desirable based upon our experience 
in administering the general revenue sharing program for 
the past two- and one-half years. 

The draft bill would make such amendments. In addition 
to extending the Act through the fiscal year beginning 
October 1, 1981, the amendments clarify certain provisions 
of the Act, require that residents within the recipient 
government's jurisdiction be provided an opportunity to 
give their views on how revenue sharing funds should be 
spent, and facilitate the administration of the Act from 
a management point of view. The inflationary impact of 
this draft bill has been carefully considered. 

There is also enclosed a section-by-section analysis of 
the draft bill and a comparative type showing the changes 
that would be made in the existing Act. 

I urge you to bring this proposed legislation to the 
attention of the House of Representatives/Senate at 
your earliest convenience. An identical draft bill 
has been transmitted to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives/President of the Senate. 

Sincerely, 

GERALD R. FORD 

IJ IIIIi I 
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··----------------------------------------------------------------
THE WHITE HOUSE 

FACT SHEET -
THE STATE AND LOCAL FISCAL ASSISTANCE ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1975 

The President is transmitting to Congress today the State and 
Local Fiscal Assistance Act Amendments or 1975 which will extend 
and improve the General Revenue Sharing program to provide 
essential fiscal assistance to general purpose governments 
through September of 1982. 

BACKGROUND 

The General Revenue Sharing program was authorized by Title I 
of the State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972, which was 
signed into law on October 20, 1972. The Administration has 
conducted a careful study of the program, which expires at the 
end or 1976, considering issues raised by interested groups and 
the several independent studies addressing themselves to revenue 
sharing. This review has led the President to offer this legisla­
tion, which seeks to continue the benefits of this program, in 
its existing broad outlines. It also would propose certain 
changes to strengthen the ability of General Revenue Sharing to 
contribute to a vital and balanced Federal syste~. 

IMPORTANT REASONS TO EXTEND THE PROGRAM AS PROPOSED 

(1) It 2rovides $39.85 billion to State and local general purpose 
&overnments over 5 and 3/4 ykars to make it possible for them 
to perform the esseiitral tas s requirea-~their resideiits:--

- Renews a program that has already distributed almost $19 
billion to nearly 39,000 State and local governments; 

·· These funds are used to pay for vitally needed day-to-day 
services and capital expenditures of benefit to a wide 
spectrum of Americans; 

- States and communi ties"" especially_ our lar~e cities where 
it accounts for about ~/3 of all -Federal a~d, depend on 
shared revenues to such a degree that termination of or a 
decrease in funding would lead to cuts in essential services 
and/or counterproductive increases in taxes; 

- It is vitally important that the program be renewed at the 
earliest possible time to assure governments planning their 
FY 1977 budgets in the Fall of 1975 that there will be a 
full year of GRS funding in FY 1977. 

more 
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It contributes to a revitalized, balanced Federal system 
in which States and localities can ~ their appropriate 
roles. 

- General Revenue Sharing has slowed the march of ever 
greater power and control over the lives of our citizens 
to Washington: 

- State and local governments can better perform those 
public tasks for which they are best suited as a result 
of sharing in the advantages of the Federal tax system; 

- GRS strengthens the ability of the Federal system to 
respond to the diversity of our large nation and to 
preserve our essential freedoms. 

(3) State and local budgets ~~whole are currently in ~ 
deficit situation. 

- State and local governments have had to face the impact 
of rising costs along with the effects of unemployment on 
both expenditures and tax receipts. For the first quarter 
of 1975, deficits on State and local general fund account 
stood at approximately $10 billion; 

~ There is little doubt that GRS is vitally needed to prevent 
cuts in essential services accompanied by increased un·­
employment, and tax increases --all of which would con­
tradict our efforts to further economic recovery; 

- State and local budgets are likely to remain under severe 
pressure in the foreseeable future. 

(4) The General Revenue Sharing program has given ~balance 
to ~ system of Federal assistance to State and local 
governments. 

- The program has provided a badly needed source of assist­
ance distributed by formulas responsive to need and tax 
effort which elected State and local officials can use 
to meet needs which they identify; 

~ Funds can be spent freely without trying to meet burden­
some and restrictive Federal requirements; 

- Shared revenues reach many smaller governments which 
are either ineligible for or not knowledgeable about 
most of the other forms of assistance or are unable to 
deal with the often complex procedures associated with 
these grants. 

(5) Allocation of shared revenues in the States and communities 
has focused]public attention on the governmental process at 
these levels of government. 

- The program has for many citizens served as a lesson in 
how to influence public •decisions in the States and 
localities; 

- Elected officials familiar with a wide scope of State and 
local issues and responsive to voters, as opposed to 
program-oriented bureaucrats in Washington, make most 
decisions about the use of shared revenues. 

more 
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(6) Th~ rresidentrs ~roposa~ ~ld ~trengthen the ~ur~ent 
E_!:~~ f.n ~-~a~ importan_t_ ~~~-~- . 

... The ceiling on local entitlements would be raised to 
allow the formula to work in a less constrained fashion: 

·-· An assurance that means for citizen participation are 
available would be required; 

... 'l
1

he Secretary of the Treasury would be given greater 
flexibility in requiring the reporting and publicity of 
uses of shared funds so as to improve the effectiveness 
of these requirements and make them less burdensome 

The remedies available to the Secretary of the Treasury 
in preventing the discriminatory use of GRS funds would 
be clarified. 

# # # # # 
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PRESIDENTIAL MESSAGE ON GENERAL REVENUE 
SHARING RENEWAL LEGISLATION 

TO THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES: 

I am today transmitting to the Congress proposed legislation 
to extend and revise the State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 
1972. The act, and the General Revenue Sharing program which 
it authorizes, expires on December 31, 1976. I strongly recom­
mend that the Congress act to continue this highly successful and 
important new element of American Federalism well in advance 
of the expiration date, in order that State and local governments 
can make sound fiscal plans. 

The Value of Federalism 

The genius of American government is the Federal system 
of shared sovereignty. This system permits and promotes creativ­
ity and freedom of action simultaneously at three levels of gov­
ernment. Federalism enables our people to approach their prob­
lems through the governments closest to them, rather than looking 
to an all-powerful central bureaucracy for every answer. 

With the Federal Government heavily committed to inter­
national affairs, the Nation's defense, the state of the economy 
and the energy problem, we need strong, effective State and 
local government to meet the everyday needs of our people-for 
good police and fire protection, education, transportation, sanita­
tion, and the basic services of a well-governed society. 

In 1972, when General Revenue Sharing was passed, the Fed­
eral partnership was in trouble. The Federal Government, with its 
highly efficient taxing system, then collected some two-thirds of 
the Nation's total tax revenues. Federal revenues, particularly 
becam:;e of the income tax, grew with the economy. However, 
State and local revenues are more dependent on real property 
taxes and sales taxes. These governments had to meet rising 
demands for services and costs through endless rounds of tax 
increases. Simply stated, revenues had grown fastest at the 
Federal level, while needs were growing fastest at the State and 
local levels. 
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The Federal Government, then as now, sought to help States 
and communities meet their needs through Federal aid. For the 
must part, this aid is in. the form of categorical grants-that 
is, narrowly defined, closely controlled grants for specific pur­
poses. Today, over one thousand of these categorical grants are 
available for almost every imaginable objective. 

However, the necessity to go to Washington for the solution 
to many local problems has had a stifling effect on the creativity 
and accountability of State and local governments. Along with 
Federal aid comes Federal restrictions which limit local initiative 
and flexibility. 

Furthermore, until the concept of block grants was devel­
oped, States and localities were limited to categorical grants 
which were designed to lead State and local governments in new 
directions. Consequently, the recipients, all too often, headed in 
the direction where the grant monies were available, rather than 
where their genuine needs existed. 

Finally, much of the aid the Federal Government makes avail­
able has to be matched by State and local funds. The impact of 
this requirement is often to aggravate rather than to alleviate 
a State or local government's financial plight. 

This was the situation the executive branch and the Con­
gress faced in 1972-a Federal system endangered by the grow­
ing impoverishment of two out of the system's three partners. 
This is the situation that the Federal Government wisely met, by 
the passage of General Revenue Sharing. 

This program has been a resounding success. Since its 
enactment, General Revenue Sharing has provided nearly $19 
billion to 50 States and some 39,000 local g.overnments-money 
which these governments could use as they saw fit to meet their 
priority needs. These Federal revenue sharing dollars have meant 
new crime fighting equipment and more police on the street, help 
for essential mass transportation, a better environment, improved 
fire protection and many other useful public activities. If some 
communities have not used their revenue sharing funds wisely, 
they are a miniscule fraction of governments which have used 
this money well. 

The current revenue sharing act has also enabled individuals 
and citizen groups to play their part in determining the use of 
these Federal funds in their communities by placing the decision 
on the use of these funds at the local rather than the Federal 
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level. This citizen participation strengthens our democracy in 
the best possible way. It is my intention to strengthen our efforts 
to encourage the widest possible citizen participation. 

The Need Goes On 

General Revenue Sharing has also been the keystone of addi­
tional efforts to reform Federal aid. The new block grant pro­
grams, more decentralized grant management, joint funding 
projects and grant integration, improved program information, 
and executive reorganization have all been included in a large­
scale effort to make better sense of and to get greater results from 
the billions granted to State and local governments. 

The General Revenue Sharing program enacted in 1972 
turned a corner. It caught a serious problem in time and helped 
us get back on the road to a sounder Federalism, of shared rights 
and responsibilities. 

Many State and local governments are facing deficits with 
the prospect of having to raise additional taxes or cut services. 
Our States and localities are facing these adverse developments 
at a time when their fiscal responsibilities have mounted due to 
the impact of inflation on their expenditures and the tax burdens 
placed on citizens. Further, the present high unemployment is 
taking its toll in terms of lower tax receipts and higher costs on 
States and communities. This combination of financial pressures 
is likely to continue to bear down on these governments for the 
foreseeable future. 

Many units of government, particularly in distressed urban 
areas, count on these funds for their budget planning. If the 
flow of shared revenues were to be turned off or scaled down, 
the results would be immediate and painful. Our efforts to revive 
the economy would suffer a serious blow. States, cities, counties 
and small communities would have to either cut back essential 
services causing increased public and related private unemploy­
ment or tax more or borrow more-thus defeating the objectives 
of our national efforts to reduce the total tax load and revive 
the economy. 

Enactment of Federal revenue sharing was a wise decision 
in 1972. Its continuation is imperative now. Before deciding to 
recommend extension of this program, I directed that an exhaus­
tive study be made of the present program to identify its strengths 
and weaknesses. This assessment has been carried out and has 
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taken into account the views of the Congress, State and local 
government officials, interested citizen bodies and private study 
groups analyzing government policy. I will also consider any 
significant findings which may yet emerge from studies presently 
underway. 

Based on our review of this work, I am now proposing to 
the Congress legislation which will maintain the basic features 
of the existing revenue sharing program while offering several 
improvements. 

The principal elements of the renewal legislation I am pro­
posing are: 

-The basic revenue sharing formula is retained. Experience 
to date suggests the essential fairness of the present formula 
and I recommend its retention. 

-Funds will be authorized for five and three-quarters years. 
The effect of this provision is to conform the time period to the 
new Federal fiscal year. 
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-The current method of funding with annual increases of 
$150 million will be retained to compensate, in part, for the 
impact of inflation. Over the five and three-quarters years, this 
level will produce a total distribution of Federal revenues of 
$39.85 billion. By the final year, the revenues shared will have 
increased by $937 million over the current level of payments. 

-Recognizing the need to raise the existing per capita 
constraint on the basic formula, my proposal would permit those 
hard-pressed jurisdictions now constrained by the per capita 
limitation to receive more money. The impact of this change on 
other communities would be minimized by phasing the change 
in five steps and by the increase of $150 million annually. 

-To strengthen the civil rights provisions of the existing sta­
tute, the proposed legislation would authorize the Secretary of 
the Treasury to invoke several remedies to enforce the nondis­
crimination provisions of the Act. This is accomplished by stating 
explicitly that the Secretary has authority to withhold all or a 
portion of entitlement funds due a State or unit of local gov­
ernment, to terminate one or more payments of entitlement 
funds, and to require repayment of entitlement funds previously 
expended in a program or activity found to have been discrimina­
tory. This change will further enhance the Secretary's ability 
to ensure that none of our citizens is denied on grounds of race, 
color, sex or national origin the benefits of any program funded 
in whole or in part through revenue sharing. 
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-To strenghten public participation in determining the 
use of shared revenues, the proposed legislation requires that 
recipient governments must provide a procedure for citizen par­
ticipation in the allocation of revenue sharing monies. 

-The Administration proposal would also make reporting 
requirements more flexible to meet varying needs from com­
munity to community. The legislation would grant the Secretary 
of the Treasury greater latitude in determining the form of re­
ports and the kind of information required of recipients. Simi­
larly, he would have more flexibility to determine the method by 
which recipient governments must publicize their use of funds. 

-Finally, the proposal requires a reconsideration of the 
program two years before its expiration. 

Early Renewal is Important 

I urge the Congress at its earliest convenience to begin 
deliberations on the renewal of the State and Local Fiscal Assist­
ance Act of 1972. Effective planning at the State capitols, city 
halls, and county courthouses will require action in this first 
session of the 94th Congress. In fact, in the fall of 1975 many 
of our States and local governments will be preparing their fiscal 
year 1977 budgets. It will be essential for them to know at that 
time whether General Revenue Sharing funds will be available 
to them after December, 1976. 

The expiration of the present General Revenue Sharing law 
is coincident with the year in which the Nation celebrates its 
bicentennial. 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 to preserve and strengthen 
that compact-General Revenue Sharing. 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

April 25, 1975 

574-010 0- 75 - 2 

GERALD R. FORD 
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KEY PROVISIONS OF 
GENERAL REVENUE SHARING LAW 

CURRENT AUTHORIZATION 

$30.2* billion to be distributed January 1972-
December 1976. 

Non-contiguous states (Alaska and Hawaii) 
appropriation of $23.9 million, J ,anuary 1972-
December 1976. 

Funds authorized and appropriated for entire 
5-year period. 

All units of gener·al government to be eligible 
participants (States, counties, cities, towns, 
townships, Indian tribes and Alaskan native 
villages). 

No general review of program required. 

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

States recei-ve lh of the funds distributed; local 
governments receive 2h. 

Allocation to local governments limited to 
145 % of average statewide per capita alloca­
tion within their states. 

Allocations to local governments 'are not to be 
below 20 % of •aV'erage statewide per capita 
alloeation within their states. 

To keep citizens informed, recipient govern­
ments must publish us·e reports in newspapers 
of general circulation. All media must be noti­
fi·ed. 

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. 

RENEWAL PROPOSAL 

$39.85* billion to be di,stributed January 1977-
September 1982. 

Non-contiguous states (Alaska and Hawaii) 
appropriation of $27.5 million, Janua;ry 1977-
September 1982. 

Funds authorized and app.ropriated for entire 
53,4-year period. 

No change. 

Secretary of the Treasury to report to Congress 
two years before expiration date. 

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

No change. 

145 % limit to ·be raised to 175 o/o by 6 percent­
age points per entitlement period in five :steps. 

No change. 

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

Recipient governments must assure the Secre­
tary of the Trea,sury that public has access to 
a public hearing or other appropriate means of 
participation in decision-making for uses of 
shared revenues. 

* The dollar amount for the renewal proposal includes $75 million to be moved forward from the last months of the present program to provide linear stairstep increases in funding levels. 
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Key Provisions of General Revenue Sharing Law 

CURRENT AUTHORIZATION 

Law prescribes reports on amounts and pur­
poses of planned and actual expenditures. 

Law contains strong anti-discrimination re­
quirement. Secretary's enforcement 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. 

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

RENEWAL PROPOSAL 

Secretary of Treasury would have full discre­
tion to determine form and content of recip­
ients' use reports. 

Strong anti-discrimination requirement and 
general powers retained. Secretary expressly 
authorized to withhold all funds or that portion 
used in discriminatory program or activity, to 
require repayment, and to terminate eligibility 
for one or more payments. 

R·estrictions retained in their present form. 
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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 retroactive to 
January 1, 1972. The first checks went out on December 11, 1972. 
The program is due to expire on December 31, 1976. 

Q: How much money is being distributed under the present 
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 53J~o 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. $39.85 billion would be provided 
for 53,4 years. It should be noted that this amount includes $75 
million moved forward from the last six months of the present 
program to provide linear stairstep increases in funding levels. 
The non-contiguous states of Alaska and Hawaii would receive 
an additional $27.5 million. 

Eligible Participants 

Q: Who are the recipients of the money that is distributed 
through General Revenue Sharing? 
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A: 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. 

Q: Must all units of general gove1·nment participate in the 
program? 

A: 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. 

Allocation Procedure 

Q: How is the money allocated to recipient units of gov­
ernment? 

A: The funds are distributed quarterly according to formu­
las 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 govern­
ment. Using sophisticated computer techniques, these data are 
applied to the formulas to compute amounts to be paid each 
recipient government during each entitlement period. 

Q: Do governments apply for the money? 

A : No. Unlike grants, shared revenues are "en ti tlemen t" 
funds which are distributed automatically, on a regular basis, 
in October, January, April and July. 

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

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

Q: Why is the Administration proposing to raise the maxi· 
mum constraint? 

A: The increase would permit the basic formulas to func­
tion in a less constrained manner. Thus many governments with 
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high tax effort or low per capita income, or both, including some 
large urban governments, which have been constrained will re­
ceive 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, vir­
tually all other local governments will not suffer a decrease in 
funding. 

Expenditure Decisions 

Q: Who decides how revenue sharing money should be 
spent? 

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

Q: Can revenue sharing funds be spent for any purpose? 

A: Under both the present program and the Administra­
tion's proposed renewal program, all States and local governments 
must spend their "shared revenues" in accordance with the laws 
and procedures that apply to the expenditure of their own reve­
nues. 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 main­
tenance expenses of programs and projects in the following cate­
gories: public safety, public transportation, recreation, environ­
mental protection, financial administration, health, libraries, and 
social services for the poor or aged. 

Q: What general restrictions are imposed on uses of 
the money? 

A: 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 percent or more 
of the cost of a construction project, and if the total cost of the 
project is $2,000 or more, then Federally established minimum 
wage rates must be paid (i.e., the Davis-Bacon Act applies). 
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Q: When must recipient governments spend their shared 
revenues? 

A: 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 extension of this time. 

Q: How have governments been spending their shared 
revenues? 

A: States and local governments together have spent ap­
proximately 60 percent of their shared revenues in the fields of 
public safety, education, and public transportation. During fiscal 
year 1974, State governments used 52 percent of their revenue 
sharing money in support of public education. The latest figures 
indicate that more money was spent during fiscal year 197 4 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? 

A: 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 beginning 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 purposes funds have been spent. The Administration pro­
posal 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 citizens and to the 
Federal Government. 

Citizen Participation 

Q: Is current infm·mation available to local citizens about 
the uses to which shared revenues are put? 

A: Recipient units of government establish their own pro­
cedures 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 geo­
graphic area of the recipient government involved. The pro­
posed legislation seeks to improve this process by permitting the 
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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 unreason­
ably 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. 

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

A: 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 recom­
mendations 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? 

A: Yes. Section 122 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 discrimination under, any program or 
activity funded in whole or in part with [entitlement] funds ... ". 
This provision is retained in the proposed legislation. 

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

A: 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 legis­
lation 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 loc>al government 
to receive one or more payments. 
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Administration 

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

A: 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. 

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

A: The Office of Revenue Sharing is authorized a maximum 
of 85 positions, all of which are located in Washington, D.C. A 
total request of 116 positions has been made to Congress in the 
Fiscal Year 1976 budget. 
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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 pro­
gram to provide essential fiscal assistance to general purpose 
governments through September of 1982. The bill amends the 
State and Local Fiscal Assistance 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 pay­
ments to each of approximately 39,000 governments is a share 
of a national 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 for one government may 
change the shares for a large number of governments. The 
current Act gives the Secretary authority to make necessary 
adjustments after payments have been made, but does not men­
tion 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 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 express inclusion in the statute is now pro­
posed. 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 
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original Act, and continues to provide annual step increases of 
$150 million each Federal fiscal year beginning after June 30, 
1976. Fixed appropriations are provided for each Federal fiscal 
year, through and including fiscal year 1982, so that all levels 
of government may undertake with confidence their financial, 
program, and project plans for future years. Total appropria­
tions for 5% years amount to $39.85 billion, which includes 
$75 million to be moved forward from the last six months of 
the present program to provide linear stairstep increases in 
funding levels. 

Funds for adjustments to allocations to Alaska and Hawaii 
are continued at the present annual rate of $4.78 million, 
totaling $27.5 million for the 5%= -year extension period. 

A three-month appropriation provides for transition to the 
new Federal fiscal year which begins October 1, 1976. 

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 other­
wise required by the Congressional Budget Act. 

The bill also requires the Secretary of the Treasury to sub­
mit a report, with recommendations concerning the extension 
of the General Revenue Sharing program, to the Congress a full 
two years before the proposed expiration date. Review of the Gen­
eral Revenue Sharing program at such time will minimize future 
uncertainty for State and local governments regarding availa­
bility 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 special 
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 unneces­
sary for the fifteen-month entitlement period. 

4. Raising the Maximum Constraint on the Formula 

Section Four of the bill increases the amount of funds that 
may be received by local governments characterized by unusually 
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high tax effort 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 145ro constraint to an upper limit of 175ro, 
the bill will allow governments now constrained to receive all 
or a greater part of the shared revenues otherwise allocated to 
them by the formula. The potential negative impact on other 
governments will be minimized by increasing the upper limit 
gradually, by six percentage points each entitlement period until 
the 175% limit is reached and by the annual $150 million increase 
in the total appropriations. The 175 ro upper limit will continue 
to serve, as Congress originally intended, to prevent excessive 
amounts being allocated to jurisdictions with unusual charac­
teristics 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 revenue 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 adop­
tion of an alternate formula for distributing shared revenues 
to its county areas and municipalities. The bill extends to Sep­
tember 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 taxes com­
ponent of the data factor, called the "General Tax Effort of 
States," consistent with the definitions 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 author­
ize new ways to publicize the use reports where newspaper pub-
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lication 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 Sec­

retary 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 of 
the jurisdiction's entitlement funds or that portion used in a 
discriminatory program or activity. The Secretary also is spe­
cifically authorized to terminate the eligibility of the jurisdic­
tion to receive one or more future payments, and to require 
repayment by the jurisdiction of revenue sharing funds expended 
in a discriminatory program or activity. 

8. Increased Public Involvement in Expenditure Decisions 
Section Eight expands the opportunity for the public to par­

ticipate 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 gov­
ernment is required to assure the Secretary of the Treasury that 
it will provide its 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. 

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 gov­
ernments. 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-
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month entitlement period are provided from both the transition 
quarter appropriation and the appropriation for fiscal year 1977. 
Five 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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GENERAL REVENUE SHARING 
PAYMENTS THROUGH APRIL 7, 1975 

(with numbers of recipients by category) 

Indian Tribes & 
Alaskan Native State Name State Counties Municipalities Townships Villages Totals 

Alabama --------- $106,595,657 (1) $ 79,811,942 ( 67) $133,713,837 ( 399) $ 320,121,436 ( 467) Alaska ----------- 8,151,177 (1) 15,610,757 ( 126) $ 502,614 (92) 24,264,548 ( 219) Arizona ---------- 62,746,495 (1) 50,361,909 ( 14) 69,635,925 ( 66) 5,473,525 (18) 188,217,854 ( 99) Arkansas -------- 69,510,107 (1) 70,833,435 ( 75) 55,238,944 ( 458) 195,582,486 ( 534) California ________ 670,854,042 (1) 809,818,743 ( 57) 531,332,619 ( 411) 439,280 (54) 2,012,444,684 ( 523) Colorado --------- 65,926,982 (1) 46,565,115 ( 62) 85,251,972 ( 247) 125,967 ( 2) 197,870,036 ( 312) Connecticut _______ 79,662,535 (1) 85,046,335 ( 33) $ 74,404,145 ( 149) 239,113,015 ( 183) Delaware _________ 21,513,093 ( 1) 20,746,117 ( 3) 14,328,555 ( 54) 56,587,765 ( 58) Dist. of Columbia __ 84,346,800 (1) 84,346,800 ( 1) Florida ----------- 182,940,956 (1) 162,485,967 ( 66) 204,068,115 ( 386) 67,526 ( 2) 549,562,564 ( 455) Georgia ---------- 131,235,067 (1) 151,975,678 ( 158) 110,326,599 ( 510) 393,537,344 ( 669) Hawaii ----------- 27,769,366 (1) 13,785,221 ( 3) 41,753,506 ( 1) 83,308,093 ( 5) 
ldahc ------------ 25,409,184 (1) 29,286,689 ( 44) 21,250,024 ( 191) 281,613 ( 5) 76,227,510 ( 241) Illinois ----------- 321,490,473 (1) 145,128,416 ( 102) 375,071,021 ( 1266) 84,200,590 ( 1435) 925,890,500 ( 2804) N Indiana ---------- 133,429,274 (1) 91,027,087 ( 91) 144,268,402 ( 556) 31,538,816 ( 1000) 400,263,579 ( 1648) 0 
Iowa ------------- 88,919,482 (1) 103,446,064 ( 99) 74,369,178 ( 942) 39,024 ( 1) 266,773,748 ( 1043) 
]{ansas ----------- 60,543,743 (1) 61,612,162 ( 105) 52,727,466 ( 610) 6,677,819 ( 1150) 24,620 ( 4) 181,585,810 ( 1870) ]{entucky _________ 119,366,078 (1) 87,677,671 ( 120) 101,332,824 ( 394) 308,376,573 ( 515) Louisiana _________ 146,682,050 (1) 117,231,843 ( 62) 169,081,739 ( 295) 19,977 ( 1) 433,015,609 ( 359) 
Maine ----------- 38,310,773 (1) 5,082,942 ( 16) 31,631,228 ( 22) 39,760,365 ( 474) 147,619 ( 3) 114,932,927 ( 516) Maryland ________ 124,631,230 (1) 145,159,546 ( 23) 104,154,181 ( 150) 373,944,957 ( 174) Massachusetts ____ 198,483,338 (1) 22,853,112 ( 12) 223,428,876 ( 39) 151,235,999 ( 312) 596,001,325 ( 364) Michigan --------- 266,937,865 (1) 155,459,927 ( 83) 329,785,203 ( 533) 48,891,318 ( 1246) 87,832 ( 5) 801,162,145 ( 1868) Minnesota ________ 124,450,206 ( 1) 132,688,249 ( 87) 100,936,211 ( 851) 15,34 7,576 ( 1786) 722,432 (12) 374,144,674 ( 2737) Mississippi _______ 107,730,187 (1) 129,712,527 ( 82) 72,631,500 ( 277) 139,963 ( 1) 310,214,177 ( 361) Missouri _________ 117,788,182 (1) 77,955,694 ( 114) 152,024,347 ( 871) 5,375,451 ( 340) 353,143,674 ( 1326) Montana --------- 24,795,577 (1) 32,917,719 ( 56) 14,867,791 ( 125) 1,799,394 ( 7) 74,380,481 ( 189) Nebraska --------- 45,242,176 ( 1) 44,942,342 ( 93) 42,449,611 ( 520) 2,888,578 ( 467) 188,852 ( 3) 135,711,559 ( 1084) Nevada ---------- 13,808,081 (1) 17,260,681 ( 16) 10,133,099 ( 17) 214,000 (17) 41,415,861 ( 51) New Hampshire ___ 20,065,455 (1) 5,241,933 ( 10) 19,023,527 ( 13) 15,994,890 ( 222) 60,325,805 ( 246) New Jersey _______ 197,304,585 (1) 139,546,268 ( 21) 175,520,213 ( 333) 79,616,848 ( 232) 591,987,914 ( 587) New Mexico ______ 40,936,304 (1) 32,313,628 ( 32) 40,412,093 ( 90) 5,262,231 (22) 118,924,256 ( 145) New York ________ 701,017,982 (1) 300,426,090 ( 57) 952,937,060 ( 619) 148,175,049 ( 930) 376,761 ( 6) 2,102,932,942 ( 1613) North Carolina ____ 161,145,301 ( 1) 173,513,583 ( 100) 149,191,324 ( 458) 351,242 ( 1) 484,201,450 ( 560) North Dakota _____ 25,086,436 (1) 25,784,127 ( 53) 16,806,213 ( 347) 6,565,389 ( 1360) 1,030,470 ( 5) 75,272,635 ( 1766) Ohio ------------- 250,822,997 ( 1) 159,058,849 ( 88) 293,615,356 ( 934) 48,927,549 ( 1320) 752,424,751 ( 2343) Oklahoma ________ 70,365,929 (1) 51,984,173 ( 77) 87,464,599 ( 531) 1,258,880 (25) 211,073,581 ( 634) Oregon ----------- 62,368,422 (1) 47,356,878 ( 36) 77,147,921 ( 232) 203,642 ( 4) 187,076,863 ( 273) 

Pennsylvania _____ 330,060,562 (1) 186,699,849 ( 66) 369,484,186 ( 1013) 104,552,547 ( 1548) 400 ( 1) 990,797,544 ( 2629) 
Rhode Island ------ 28,324,916 (1) 40,294,723 ( 8) 16,346,341 ( 31) 84,965,980 ( 40) 
South Carolina ____ 88,306,116 ( 1) 90,005,513 ( 46) 80,005,022 ( 256) 258,316,651 ( 303) 
South Dakota _____ 27,940,838 (1) 32,593,747 ( 61) 17,320;~50 ( 301) 4,024,127 ( 957) 1,920,825 ( 9) 83,799,687 ( 1335) 
Tennessee -------- 118,634,753 (1) 103,267,923 ( 94) 136,445,761 ( 321) 358,348,437 ( 416) 

Texas ------------ 298,229,926 (1) 220,569,873 ( 254) 374,361,656 ( 993) 61,583 ( 2) 893,223,038 ( 1250) 

Utah ------------ 37,112,350 (1) 36,921,263 ( 29) 36,672,985 ( 216) 572,734 ( 5) 111,279,332 ( 251) 

Vermont --------- 17,661,991 (1) 434,430 ( 14) 12,186,527 ( 55) 22,765,017 ( 237) 53,047,965 ( 307) 

Virginia --------- 124,558,263 (1) 92,153,679 ( 96) 157,419,760 ( 228) 5,649 ( 2) 374,137,351 ( 327) 
Washington _______ 90,873,182 ( 1) 81,461,633 ( 39) 99,535,101 ( 266) 3,401 ( 3) 773,299 (22) 272,646,616 ( 331) 
West Virginia ____ 81,122,395 (1) 48,335,893 ( 55) 56,008,362 ( 227) 185,466,650 ( 283) 
Wisconsin -------- 158,038,834 (1) 156,134,786 ( 72) 134,753,494 ( 574) 25,195,870 ( 1268) 483,197 (10) 474,606,181 ( 1925) 
Wyoming ________ 11,669,645 ( 1) 16,985,238 ( 23) 6,011,605 ( 86) 258,757 ( 2) 34,925,245 ( 112) 

National Totals 
Funds --------- $6,410,917,358 $4,806,616,154 $6,699,067,503 $932,487,685 $22,833,908 $18,871,922,608 

Recipients ------ (51) (3,039) (18,451) (16,467) (343) (38,351) 
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