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WHAT HAPPENS IF REVENUE SHARING DOESN'T PASS

[1376]

Excerpts from a Report by the National Governors' Conference

Arizona

Connecticut

Hawaii

Illinois

Kentucky

Towa

Maine

Michigan

Missouri

. New York

Nevada

Would have to increase personal income

tax by 14% or decrease school aid by 10%.

Would have to increase corporate income
tax by 13% or increase sales tax by 4%.

Would have to increase personal income
tax by 9% or increase sales tax by 14%.

Would have to increase personal income
tax by at least 6%, increase sales tax
by at least 6%, or reduce Medicaid by 28%.

Would have to eliminate auxiliary education
services, adult education, and school lunches.

Wwould have to increase personal income tax
by 6% or increase corporate income tax by
50%.

Would have to increase personal income
tax by 27%, increase corporate income
tax by 91% or decrease school aid by 12%.

Would have to increase personal income
tax by 7%, increase sales tax by 9%, or
reduce higher education support by 15%.

Would have to eliminate capital construction.
Would have to cut state salaries by 10%.

Would have to increase sales tax by 10%,
decrease school aid by 6%, or iminate
health programs.




Oregon

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

South Carolina

South Dakota

Tennessee

Vermont

Waéhington

West Virginia

Wyoming

Would have to increase personal income
tax by 5%, increase university tuition by
59%, or reduce medical services by 60%.

Would have to increase personal income
tax by 10%.

Would have to reduce aid to community
colleges by 81% or reduce health programs
by 50%.

Would have to increase personal income
tax by 13.5%, increase sales tax by 8.5%,
or reduce teacher salary aid by 14%.

Would have to increase sales tax by 10%,
increase property tax by 7%, or increase
university tuition by 100%.

Would have to increase state tax by 3.5%,
increase sales tax by 7-10%, or decrease
school aid by 4%.

Would have to increase personal income
tax by 11% or increase sales tax by 20%.

Would have to increase gas and user taxes
by 50% or reduce Medicaid by 30%.

Would have to eliminate housing deVelopment.

Would have to increase state taxes by 3.8%.
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WHAT HAPPENS IF REVENUE SHARING DOESN'T PASS

Excerpts from a Report by the National Governors' Conference

Arizona Would have to increase personal income
tax by 14% or decrease school aid by 10%.

Connecticut Would have to increase corporate income
tax by 13% or increase sales tax by 4%.

Hawaii Would have to increase personal income
tax by 9% or increase sales tax by 14%.

Illinois Would have to increase personal income
tax by at least 6%, increase sales tax
by at least 6%, or reduce Medicaid by 28%.

Kentucky Would have to eliminate auxiliary education
services, adult education, and school lunches.

Iowa Would have to increase personal income tax
by 6% or increase corporate income tax by
50%.

Maine Would have to increase personal income

tax by 27%, increase corporate income s
tax by 91% or decrease school aid by 12%;f*ﬁ03

Michigan Would have to increase personal income =~ oy
tax by 7%, increase sales tax by 9%, or -
reduce higher education support by 15%. o
Missouri Would have to eliminate capital construction.
. New York Would have to cut state salaries by 10%.
Nevada Would have to increase sales tax by 10%,

decrease school aid by 6%, or eliminate
health programs.



Oregon

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

South Carolina

South Dakota

Tennessee

Vermont

WaShington

West Virginia

Wyoming

Would have to increase personal income
tax by 5%, increase university tuition by
59%, or reduce medical services by 60%

Would have to increase personal income
tax by 10%

Would have to reduce aid to community
colleges by 81% or reduce health programs
by 50%.

Would have to increase personal income
tax by 13.5%, increase sales tax by 8.5%,
or reduce teacher salary aid by 14%.

Would have to increase sales tax by 10%,
increase property tax by 7%, or increase
university tuition by 100%.

Would have to increase state tax by 3.5%,
increase sales tax by 7-10%, or decrease
school aid by 4%.

Would have to increase personal income
tax by 11% or increase sales tax by 20%.

Would have to increase gas and user taxes
by 50% or reduce Medicaid by 30%.

Would have to eliminate housing development.

Would have to increase state taxes by 3.8%.






MEMORANDUM

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

January 14, 1976

L]

MEMORANDUM FOR OB WOLTHUIS
FROM PAUL MYER
SUBJECT: GOP Seat on House

Budget Committee

Jim Hastings' resignation from the Congress opens
up an important seat on the House Budget Committee.
Given the crucial role this Committee will play in
forthcoming deliberations on the President's budget
and the implications for General Revenue Sharing
renewal, I hope that we might be able to have this
seat filled by a Member who both strongly supports
the President and is an advocate of the General
Revenue Sharing program. Past experience indicates
a pressing need for the latter.






TABLE I: IMPACT ON CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS AND STATES
CONGRESSIONAL STATE | STATE
STATE DISTRICTS . TOTAL GOV'T.
Gain Lose
ALABAMA 6 1 19.2 20.6
ALASKA 1 0 26.9 34.5
ARIZONA 1 3 -7.8 -7.8
ARKANSAS 4 0 24.8 54.7
CALIFORNIA 4 39 -17.6 | -17.6
COLORADO 2 3 2.8 2.8 ‘/,qﬂgny
CONNECTICUT 1 5 -21.6 | -21.6 O
DELAWARE 1 0 30.0 34.4 [® %
FLORIDA 10 5 5.2 5.2 {7 3
GEORGIA 6 4 20.7 23.5 % D
HAWATI 2 0 15.4 9.5 N
IDAHO 2 0 2.2 3.7
ILLINOIS 8 16 -16.7 | -16.7
INDIANA 3 8 -8.8 -8.7
IOWA - $ 0 13.5 13.5
KANSAS 1 4 -5.6 -5.6
KENTUCKY 4 3 18.0 52.3
LOUISIANA 7 1 8.8 12.9
MAINE 0 2 -24.3 | -24.3
MARYLAND 2 6 -2.0 -2.0
MASSACHUSETTS 4 8 0.8 0.8
MICHIGAN 5 14 -11.8 | -11.8
MINNESOTA 6 2 31.5 31.5
MISSISSIPPI 4 1 15.7 41.5
MISSOURI 3 7 1.6 4,2
MONTANA 1 1 8.4 8.4
NEBRASKA 1 2 -5.2 -5.2
NEVADA 0 1 -13.8 | -13.8
NEW HAMSPHIRE 0 2 -20.0 | -20.0
NEW JERSEY 2 13 -25.1 | -25.1
NEW MEXICO 0 2 -3.0 3.0
NEW YORK 16 23 0.1 0.1
NORTH CAROLINA 10 1 35.6 35.6
NORTH DAKOTA 1l 0 0.2 0.2
OHIO 8 15 -12.0 | -12.0
OKIL.AHOMA 2 4 7.0 7.0
OREGON 4 0 29.9 29.9
PENNSYLVANIA 4 21 -11.0 | -11.0
RHODE ISLAND 0 2 -17.5 | -17.5
SOUTH CAROLINA 3 3 19.5 40.1
SOUTH DAKOTA 0 2 -10.9 -10.9




STATE CONGRESSIONAL STATE STATE
DISTRICTS TOTAL GOV'T..
Gain Lose

TENNESSEE 6 2 12.7 12.7
TEXAS 13 11 15.2 28.9
UTAH 0 2 -14.7 -14.7
VERMONT 0 1 -20.3 -19.8
VIRGINIA 8 2 19.0 19.0
WASHINGTON 2 5 -14.1 -14.1
WEST VIRGINIA 2 2 4.1 18.7
WISCONSIN 6 3 18.0 18.0
WYOMING 0 1 -18.9 -18.9
TOTALS 182 253 0.0 2.8




TABLE II:

BY MEMBERS OF THE HOUSE GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS COMMITTEE
(Percent of change from existing allocation)

DEMOCRATS (29)

REPUBLICANS (15)

IMPACT ON CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS AND STATES RESPRESENTED

Cong'l.| State | State Cong'l.|State |State
Dist. | Total | Gov't. Dist. |Total |Gov't.
Jack Brooks, Tex. +7.0 {+15.2 | +28.9 |{Frank Horton, N. Y. -42.3 0.1 0.1
*L.H. Fountain, N.C +84.7 | +35.6 { +35.6 }John Erlenborn, Ill. -80.0 |[~16.7 |-16.7
John Moss, Calif -20.9 | -17.6 | -17.6 %Jack Wydler, N. Y. -64.0 0.1 0.1
Dante Fascell, Fla. +2.3 +5.2 +5.2 ¥Bud Brown, Ohio -30.5 {-12.0 {-12.0
Torbert Macdonald, Mass.| -39.3 +0.8 +0.8 |Gilbert Gude, Md. -61.3 -2.0 -2.0
Wm. Moorhead, Pa. -12.1 {-11.0 | -11.0 |Paul McCloskey, Calif. -49.7 |-17.6 |=17.6
Wm. Randall, Mo. -26.0 +1.6 +4.2 |John Buchanan, Ala. +6.4 |+19.2 |+20.6
Ben Rosenthal, N. Y. +35.8 +0.1 +0.1 |Sam Steiger, Ariz. -10.5 -7.8 -7.8
Jim Wright, Tex. -25.6 | +15.2 | +28.9 |(Garry Brown, Mich. -33.3 [-11.8 |-11.8
Fernand St. Germain, R.IJ -19.8 | ~-17.5 | -17.5 |Charles Thone, Neb. -5.9 -5.2 -5.2
Floyd Hicks, Wash. -19.6 | -14.1 | -14.1 *Alan Steelman, Tex. -18.6 |+15.2 |+28.9
*Don Fuqua, Fla. +38.1 +5.2 +5.2 ]Joel Pritchard, Wash. -20.7 ]-14.1 |-14.1
John Conyers, Mich. +46.4 | -11.8 | -11.8 |Ed Forsythe, N.J. -57.6 1-25.1 (=25.1
Bella Abzug, N. Y. +35.8 +0.1 +0.1 |Bob Kasten, Wisc. -35.3 |+18.0 [+18.0
Jim Stanton, Ohio +7.1 [ -12.0 | -12.0 |Willis Gradison, Ohio +13.1 |{-12.0 |-12.0
Leo Ryan, Calif. -58.5 {-17.6 | -17.6
Cardiss Collins, I11. +15.3 | ~-16.7 | =-16.7
*John Burton, Calif. +8.2 | -17.6 | -17.6
Richardson Preyer, N. C. +1.5 | _35.6 |+35.6
Mike Harrington, Mass. -20.0 +0.8 +0.8 R
*Bob Drinan, Mass. -28.8 | +0.8 | +0.8 EXLIEISY
*Ed Mezvinsky, Iowa +2.5 | +13.5 | +13.5 AN
*Barbara Jordan, Tex. -2.1 |+15.2 |+28.9 e
*Glenn English, Okla. -8.1 +7.0 | +7.0 \e,
*Elliott Levitas, Ga. -29.0 {+20.7 |+23.5 "
Dave Evans, Ind. -7.2 -8.8 -8.7 T
Toby Moffett, Conn. -49.1 }|-21.6 |=-21.6
Andy Maguire, N. J. -66.4 {-25.1 |-25.1
" Les Aspin, Wisc. -5.2 |+18.0 |+18.0
AVERAGE -5.3% -.02% +1.6% -32.7%| ~-4.8%} -3.8

* Member of Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations

and Human Resources.





















THE WHITE HOUSE INFORMATION

WASHINGTON

January 30, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

.
-

FROM: JIM CANNO 511

SUBJECT: Revenue Sharing

The Vice President met with Congressman Jack Brooks
in an attempt to persuade Brooks to take his foot
off the revenue sharing bill.

Brooks' response, slightly expurgated:

"I am not going to foul up revenue sharing this year
like I did last year. I am going to let it out of
my committee."”

Brooks also said that there will be a five-year
authorization, with annual appropriations, "so the
Congressmen can get credit for all this money we are
handing out."

cc: William Simon
Max FPriedersdorf
Ed Schmults L
Steve McConahey ST
Paul Myer ’ A
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OF

NELSON ROCKEFELLER
VICE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES
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4:00 P,M, EST = ;
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VICE PRESIDENT ROCKEFELLER: I will pick up
one point the President made, which seems to me is awfully
interesting and important, and that is the low cost of
overhead and personnel.

He gave a percentage of dollar figures. A total
of §6 -billion were distributed at a total cost to the Federal
Government, the Treasury, of $3 million and less than 100
people.

Now, when we had these meetings for the Domestic
Council. the President asked me to conduct around the
country, the thing which is of the most irritation to
State and local Government, to business and to even the
recipients of welfare, is bureaucratic red tape in Washington.

This totally eliminates bureaucratic red tape
because it is a distribution of cash on a formula that
goes directly to State and local Governments, and they
have the responsibility in response to their people as
to how the money should be used.

Now, this is a conceptual question. It is a
philosophical question. It relates to the whole Federal
system, which has meant so much to this country, and this
is the move which the Governors have been proposing for 15
years and supporting.

So, we have here now five years of most successful
operation, Tragically, local governments,State governments,
expect it to go so they have taken it for granted and
haven't done too much to support it, but now they are
waking up and finding that nothing has happened.

MORE
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Not only do some budgets start in January of
next year, but some start in July 1 of next year, and you
cannot -~ if you have to have a balanced budget -~ put
an item in your budget of revenue unless it has been
authorized, and this has not been authorized.

If I could give one local illustration -~ nobody
would be able to guess which -- if you take
New York City -~ the President has recommended to the
Congress that they pass legislation so that he can advance
funds against their three-year period while they balance
their budget.

The balancing of their budget included this $263
million a year, each year, and it is the integral part of
balancing the budget.

Now, the State of New York has just cut $100 million
from New York City, so they are trying to struggle with
that. If they now lose $263 million, this makes it impossible
for them to balance the budget and therefore assures their
bankruptey,

Excuse me for using a local illustration, but
it is dramatic and, if they go bankrupt, I would
just like to point out the other recommendation of the
President -- to change the bankruptcy laws -- has not been
accomplished by the Congress yet and, therefore, there
would be a chaotic situation and a chaotic situation could
spread to other areas,

MR. NESSEN: Let me explain some of the things
we will ke passing out here.

VICE PRESIDENT ROCKEFELLER: I hope I am not
one of them. (Laughter)

MR. NESSEN: This morning, some people asked
about why there was such a rush when this didn't expire
until December 31, The Vice President will be referring
to this chart, which shows the legislative steps it needs
to go through in Congress.

Also, the Governors Conference has sent to the
White House a State-by-State breakdown by the Governors
themselves of what they would have to do in their own
States to either cut programs or increase taxes if they
lose general revenue sharing.,

We have prepared some excerpts from the reports,
and it comes from the Governors. We are also handing out
now a State-by-State breakdown of how much each State has
received.

MORE
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I am sorry for the small print, but it was the
Office of Revenue Sharing saving this money that the
President talked about, Small print costs less.

This will show you how much each State has
received since the beginning of the revenue sharing plan
four and a half years ago. I will Xerox some copies of
the chart, which you can take away with you.

VICE PRESIDENT ROCKEFELLER: The only thing that
is important to me in this chart from your point of view
is the urgency of time with the new budget procedures in
the Congress. The committee hearings have got to be held»
prior to the committee review and estimate on FY 1877
funding due to the budget committees, so you have to get
in before here and you have to have another round here.

These are new hurdles, if you want to call it
that, that have to be covered between now and the time you
get to the ordinary appropriations committees. So, this
is a very new and interesting situation.

When I worked on this in 1972, there were only
two committees -- Ways and Means and Finance., Now there
are seven committees. This is under the reorganization
of Congress to speed up their process.

So, I think this just gives you the urgency to
act now because of the complexity of what has to be done
if it is going to be done in time to include in people's
budgets. If not, I can give you a few illustrations.

If you take the President's own State of Michigan,
if this was not enacted, Michigan as a State, not
including counties and cities, gets $90 million. In order
to make up for the loss of that, they would have to use any
one or a combination of the following: a 7 percent increase
in State personal income tax, a 25 percent increase in State
corporate income tax, a 15 .percent reduction in State
support of higher education, a 9 percent increase in State
sales tax, or abolishment of the State's public health
programs,

That gives the range of the impact from a State
point of view. e

il
bc
v

Now, you have it in counties and then cities. ‘0,
Arizona--$22 billion to compensate for the loss of this. ™.
It would mean a 75 percent increase in State university
student fees, or a 14 percent increase in State personal
income tax, or a 75 percent increase in State tobacco
tax, or 10 percent decrease in assistance to schools.,

<
%
)

MORE
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These are the kinds of changes, and you can go
through these for the counties and for the cities. I
have given you the figure on New York and will be glad
to discuss details, both from a conceptual point of view
and from the financial point of view,

Q Mr. Vice President, where is the opposition
from this coming from?

VICE PRESIDENT ROCKEFELLER: Inertia,
Plus a few people who have been Constitutionally opposed
to this either because they come from a State where they
have other revenues that are so great they don't need it,
or they would prefer -- and this gets back to that funda-
mental argument over categorical grants, of which we
now have 1,007 categorical grants.,

It used to be, when I was Governor, 35 in the
field of education alone., We had to prepare 22 State
pPlans, submit them to Washington and, when we got all
through doing all of that -- and I never could find out
who read theplans when they got down here, and I hate to
think who didn't read them up there -~ when we got all
through we got 5 percent of our cost of primary and
secondary education,

This is where the red tape and the bureaucracy,
the resistance, comes. It is the complexity, it is where
the Federal Government has moved in increasingly to
dominate States, counties, cities and to control, really,
virtually control their actions in almost every field.

MORE



Q Specifically, what are your plans, Mr. Vice
President, for getting Congress off the dime, so to speak?

VICE PRESIDENT ROCKEFELLER: You have a whole
series of ways of working on this. One which I have started
is talking to the key people who have been opposed. Two
is to get the States, the counties and the cities properly
organized. The cities have been always. The counties are
moving very rapidly. They are very effective because this
gets right down into the home districts. The States have
never been as effective lobbyists, if you want to put it

that way, but they can be and we hope they will be.

But I think also the other side of the coin is
getting back to the people of the State so that they recognize
that they are either going to have tax increases or they
are going to have services cut., And it is just as simple
as that. It isn't $90 billion; it is $6 billion.

Q Mr, Vice President, it sounds like you are
having trouble with the committee chairmen more than anything
else, because they tend to initiate things. 1Is that true?
Are you talking to committee chairmen?

VICE PRESIDENT ROCKEFELLER: Yes, but I think
really a lot of it is inertia -- so many problems and so
forth, you put it off, They say, well, it doesn't expire
until, what is it, December 31, and therefore what is the
big rush? But then they haven't figured out or brought into
focus the fact that budgets have to be made up now, starting
now and States, some States have them in July, and local
governments, some in later periods, Where
the State law says that the State and city has to come up

with a balanced budget, you have to put in authorized sources
of revenue.

Q Is this what you are saying to us today
with that chart and with this news conference and so on?

Is that an alternative to what you have attempted to do on the
Hill already?

VICE PRESIDENT ROCKEFELLER: It is not an alternative.
This is sort of like a roadmap to the places that have to
be dealt with -- the committees, the chairmen, the Members
in both Houses, the time schedule, conflicts that come up -- =«
one drafts it one way, another one does it another,
reconciling the differences and so forth,

Q I understand that, but have you been on the
Hill, or have you been on the telephone to those key
subcommittee chairmen explaining to them, as you said,
that they are unaware of the need for the publication of
the budget?

MORE



VICE PRESIDENT ROCKEFELLER: I have only talked
to one so far myself, but what we have been trying to do is
to get the organized groups of States, counties and
municipal governments and they have very good offices
here and they have very knowledgeable people. The most
important thing is to get them to get their people back
home,to call their Congressmen and just alert them to
the fact and give them the list of things that it means
and what they have used the money for and what they would
have to cut out and get them to talk to their people in
those communities. So the people themselves, the interest
groups, in a sense -~ the firemen, the policemen, whichever
groups have been getting the money -« to get them
active. You know, this is the way our Government works and
so we might as well stay with it.

Q What is your timetable for action? When do
you want to get the bill signed into law?

VICE PRESIDENT ROCKEFELLER: Well, if it was yesterday,
it would be great. Really, just as fast as we possibly can.

Q I can't read your chart.
VICE PRESIDENT ROCKEFELLER: Neither can I,

Q It looks as though something is happening in
October. 1Is that when you want to have it all?

VICE PRESIDENT ROCKEFELLER: That is the appropriations,
There are two processes: One is authorization and the
other is appropriation.

Authorization is really the most important. First
of all, if it is authorized, then the State is in a better
position.

Q So when do you want to get the authorization
approved?

VICE PRESIDENT ROCKEFELLER: Just as soon as we can.,

Q Practically speaking, though, you have to
get some work done; you have to get your people lobbying.

VICE PRESIDENT ROCKEFELLER: We are not going to
let any grass grow any longer under anybody's feet that we
can prevent,

Jim, I don't like to give a deadline.

MORE



MR, JAMES CANNON (Assistant to the Vice President):
No, sir, we can't give a deadline. We have been working
So far to try to get Congressman Fountain's subcommittee
to schedule the markup session and that is our first
effort, because until we do that, Carroll, we can't take
the next step.

Q Sir, you are mounting what appears to be a
huge lobby on this thing, but are you really that concerned
that it is not going to be extended?

VICE PRESIDENT ROCKEFELLER: No, but I have found
in life that, if there is a little concern, it is worth
making sure that it doesn't happen. Sometimes little
concerns get out of hand. Therefore, this is so important
and so vital to so many communities that it is inconceivable

to me to think what would happen in this country if it
wasn't done.

Now, as long as there is opposition and as long
as there are possibilities of its being sidetracked, of its
being amended so that it is made inoperative -- and let's
face it, there are a lot of Congressmen who would prefer
the categorical grant because they become personally
identified with it, Ithas a special group back home and,
you know, they can notify the people of the grants and so
forth and it is more personalized.

But this goes counter to the concept of the
Federal system where the responsibility is most responsibly
exercised closest to the people.

Q Sir, since committees are controlled by the

Democrats, are you saying the Democrats are too slow to
move on this?

VICE PRESIDENT ROCKEFELLER: No, sir, I didn't
say that,

MORE
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Q In effect, aren't you saying so?
Q Is that a factor?

VICE PRESIDENT ROCKEFELLER: You know, I frankly
didn't even differentiate in my own mind. I have just
been thinking in terms of people, who is in the key position
and how do you reach him or her most
effectivelyy to understand the problem.

I have been a Governor for 15 years, and a vote
is a vote, whether it is Democrat or Republican., It is
important to have.

Q You are saying this is bipartisan apathy
in Congress, then? (Laughter)

VICE PRESIDENT ROCKEFELLER: Why don't you
just stick with what I did say instead of what you are
trying to put in my mouth. What I said was there was
apathy in Congress. I didn't classify it or identify it
with one party or the other.

I just think they have been loaded with so many
problems that on this issue -~ certainly they are not
apathetic on some other issues I can think about.

Q How much money are you asking for?

VICE PRESIDENT ROCKEFELLER: Just renewal of the
present program.,

Q How much is that?

MR, CANNON: $39.85 billion.

VICE PRESIDENT ROCKEFELLER: They are extending
from five years to five years and three quarters, but
what would it be a year?

MR. CANNON: A little over $6 billion, Governor.

The Ford proposal has a $150 million annual
increase, Mr, Vice President.

VICE PRESIDENT ROCKEFELLER: That is a small
reflection of inflation.

Q Sir, have you arrived at a figure? ;3

MORE
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VICE PRESIDENT ROCKEFELLER: Yes, we have. There
is a bill in, the President has put a bill in.

MR. CANNON: The total is $39.85 billion over the
five and three-quarter year term.

Q Mr, Vice President, if you are not concerned
that Congress will eventually extend --

VICE PRESIDENT ROCKEFELLER: I am,
Q You said you were not really concerned.

VICE PRESIDENT ROCKEFELLER: Excuse me, somebody
said .in the back of the room why was I so exercised if
there wasn't a major concern. My feeling is, even if
there is a minor concern, that I am concerned.

Q My question to you was ==

VICE PRESIDENT ROCKEFELLER: I will rephrase my
answer, I am concerned,

Q Do you honestly believe the Congress might
not extend revenue sharing?

VICE PRESIDENT ROCKEFELLER: Yes, it might not.

Q You said just a few minutes ago that you
weren't.

VICE PRESIDENT ROCKEFELLER: I would like to
get the transcript of what I did say and correct it, because
I am concerned or I wouldn't be wasting my time doing what
I am doing. I don't mean wasting it in this room, excuse
me. I beg your pardon, not here. I mean in this whole
program, (Laughter)

Now, I am very concerned because the potential
impact of not passing this is so serious to the country
that I don't think, as long as there is a shadow of a
doubt, that anybody should relax.

THE PRESS: Thank you very much, Governor.

VICE PRESIDENT ROCKEFELLER: It has been a

pleasure, indeed. (Laughter)

END (AT 4:17 P.M. EST)
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Now this puts municipalities, this puts States .
in a very difficult situation unless we get some affirmative
action from the Congress.

I have asked the Vice President, who spearheaded’
the drive for the enactment in the first instance in 1972
of general revenue sharing, to use his talents to convince
the Congress that it must act promptly. I believe that he
will work with Governors, with State officials, in general,
with county officials and with city officials to convince
the Congress that delay or a failure to act would be
catastrophic in the meeting of local needs or State needs.

The Vice President knows how it was done in %972.
I am sure that he will be successful. But time is rap1q1y
running out and Congress has an obligation to move now if

we are to save cities, counties and States from a serious
financial setback.

So, Mr, Vice President, would you tell them how
you are going to do this?

END (AT 4:00 P.M. EST)






PLAN OF ACTION (to be presented by Jim Cannon)

1.

Over the past six months our efforts have been directed
toward building a firm foundation for a major effort on
renewal this year.

The public interest groups have begun to intensify their
efforts on behalf of your renewal legislation. Steve
McConahey and the Intergovernmental Relations staff are
working closely with governors, mayors and county
officials, both through their national organizations and
on an individual basis. The President and Vice Presi-
dent will be speaking to those State and local government
officials who will be attending their organizations'
mid-winter meetings in Washington. Additionally, Steve
is developing a list of regional and local meetings of
public officials which should be attended by Administra-
tion spokespersons. Steve will be coordinating those
participating in this campaign with Dick Albrecht at
Treasury and Ray Shafer with the Vice President.

We also plan selected mailings and, where appropriate,
personal presentations to other national and local
organizations encouraging support for GRS renewal. Every
effort will be made to develop the broadest possible
support from the business community (e.g. Chamber of
Commerce); labor organizations (e.g. building trades
councils, Teamsters, etc.); and community and citizen
groups (e.g. League of Women Voters).

We will again encourage all Cabinet and Sub-Cabinet
officials to use various opportunities presented to
them to make the case for General Revenue Sharing
renewal. A suggested text insert will be provided to
Departmental speech writers and others concerned with
scheduling such events.

We also will send two important letters this week:

A. Letter to all Members of Congress from Secretary
Simon urging prompt action and enclosing more
detailed data than previously provided to them
on actual GRS payments under the existing program
and projected under the President's renewal bill
for all jurisdictions in their Congressional dis-
tricts. (Attached is a sample of this information.)
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B. Letter from the Vice President to governors, mayors
and county officials, urging them to intensify
their efforts on behalf of GRS renewal and enclos-
ing data similar to that noted above.

The PIGs are also launching a public affairs campaign,
contacting editors and newspapers throughout the country
to generate greater awareness of the consequences of
delay or failure to renew GRS and providing the data on
GRS payments for jurisdictions which their readers might
find of interest.

The legislative representatives of the national organi-
zations of public officials are coordinating their
lobbying efforts with Max, Paul and Treasury staff to
successfully move the bill from committee to the House
Floor.

A meeting with you and the New Coalition is contemplated
for later this month to provide this group with a forum
to reiterate their support for your bill.















THE WHITE HOUSE REQUEST

WASHINGTON

February 11, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR JIM CANNON /

FROM PAUL MYER

SUBJECT: General Revenue Sharing --
Citizen Participation

Attached per your request is a memorandum from Dick
Albrecht of Treasury regarding Washington, D. C.
media coverage of the District government's use of
General Revenue Sharing funds.

In addition, you requested the actual regulatory
language with respect to citizen participation under
the revenue sharing program.

Attachments:.

Tab A -- Original memo on Citizen Participation
Tab B -- Albrecht memo
Tab C -- Statutory and regulatory language



THE WHITE HOUSE-
WASHINGTON
January 21, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: PAUL MYER

FROM: JIM CANNONY
/
SUBJECT: Revenue(Sharlng

This is an excellent summary.
Would you give me specific language of the existing regula-
tions mentioned on Page 2 (31 C.F.R. Sec. 51).

Do you think it would also be possible to find any press
releases put out by the D.C. government about how revenue
sharing would be used, plus any advertisement or news story
published in .the Washington Post as a result of the information
made available for release. :

My point is that this information probably is made available
.to the public; but newspapers, including the Washington Post,
pay little or no attention to it.






















THE GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE TREASURY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20220 "

FEB 31976

MEMORANDUM FOR: Paul Myer

FROM: Richard R. Albr@

SUBJECT: Request for Information on D. C.
Newspaper Reporting on Use of GRS
Funds '

The Office of Revenue Sharing has searched their
clipping files, which include the Washington Post and
~the Star, and found only one article remotely related
-to0 local D.C. use of shared revenues. This article
and others were sent to you on January 31.

Most of the coverage of GRS appears to be editorial,
reporting on amounts of entitlements, and of national
orientation. The Public Affairs Manager at ORS states
that the D. C. newspapers, like most others, do not
publish articles about local uses of funds because they
do not "sell newspapers".

ORS éiso reports thét the D.C. Government does
little beyond meeting the publicity requirements of the




State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972 (P.L. 92-512)

I.

II.

Statutory Provisions -- Citizen Participation
Sec. 121. Reports on Use of Funds; Publication.

(a) Reports On Use of Funds. -- Each State government
and unit of local government which receives funds under
subtitle A shall, after the close of each entitlement
period, submit a report to the Secretary setting forth
the amounts and purposes for which funds received dur-
ing such period have been spent or obligated. Such
reports shall be in such form and detail and shall be
submitted at such time as the Secretary may prescribe.

(b) Reports on Planned Use of Funds. -- Each State
government and unit of local government which expects
to receive funds under subtitle A for any entitlement
period beginning on or after January 1, 1973, shall
submit a report to the Secretary setting for the
amounts and purposes for which it plans to spend or
obligate the funds which it expects to receive during
such period. Such reports shall be in such form and
detail as the Secretary may prescribe and shall be
submitted at such time before the beginning of the
entitlement period as the Secretary may prescribe.

(c) Publication and Publicity of Reports. -- Each
State government and unit of local government shall
have a copy of each report submitted by it under
subsection (a) or (b) published in a newspaper which
is published within the State and has general circula-
tion within the geographic area of that government.
Each State government and unit of local government
shall advise the news media of the publication of its
reports=:pursuant to this subsection.

Regulatory Provisions -- Citizen Participation

§51.13 Publication and publicity of reports; public
inspection. (31 C.F.R.)

(a) Publication of required reports. Each recipient
government must publish in a newspaper a copy of each
report required to be filed under 851.11 (a) and (b)
prior to the time such report is filed with the
Secretary. Such publication shall be made in one or
more newspapers which are published within the State
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and have general circulation within the geographic

area of the recipient government involved. In the case
of a recipient government located in a metropolitan
area which adjoins and extends beyond the boundary of
the State, the recipient government may satisfy the
requirement of this section by publishing its reports
in a metropolitan newspaper of general circulation even
though. such newspaper may be located in the adjoining
State from the recipient government.

(b) Publicity. Each recipient government, at the

same time as required for publication of reports under
paragraph (a) of this section, shall advise the news
media, including minority and bilingual news media,
within its geographic area of the publication of its
reports made pursuant to paragraph (a) of this section,
and shall provide copies of such reports to the news
media on request.

(c) Public inspection. Each recipient government shall
make available for public inspection a copy of each of
the reports required under 851.il(a) and (b) and infor-
mation as necessary to support the information and data
submitted on each of those reports. Such detailed
information shall be available for public inspection

~at a specified location during normal business hours.
The Secretary may prescribe additional guidelines con-
concerning the form and content of such information.




February 13, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR M CANNON
FROM AUL MYER
SUBJECT: Fact Sheet -- Public

Works Veto Message

Attached is page 7 of the above fact sheet. It is

a disaster as far as General Revenue Sharing is con-
cerned. These are the very arguments which are being
used by the critics of the program. I am at a loss
to explain how we could use arguments like this,
“particularly when the President has personally been
defending the program.

There are many good reasons why countercyclical is
bad. Using those noted in the Fact Sheet indicates
a degree of substantive and political insensitivity
which I find intolerable and damaging to the Presi-
dent.

P. S. Also on page 8, the figure of $11 million is
used for administration of the GRS program. The
direct amount is $3 million. The larger figure
includes items from IRS, Commerce and God knows where
else. From an accountant's view, it's likely proper
to use it -- but not when the President has and is
claiming the virtues of the program's efficiency by
citing the $3 million figure.
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and then to further expand their programs as thelr tax
revenue increases with the resurgence of the economy. They
would be led to expect still more Federal assistance the
next time they are in financial difficulty.
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SUGGESTED SPEECH INSERT
GENERAL REVENUE SHARING RENEWAL

The renewal of the General Revenue Sharing program
should be of vital concern to the citizens of this
State and community. Since its enactment in 1972, over
$23.5 billion has been equitably and efficiently
distributed to the 50 States and over 38,000 local
communities throughout the Nation. To date the State

of has received $ ;

the (name of city or county) S .

General Revenue Sharing has been the keystone for a
number of recent initiatives to reform Federal aid to
States and localities, providing generalized, "no strings"
Federal assistance, to enable our States and local
governments to meet the mounting demand for services
being placed upon them. Importantly, these funds are
used as the local citizens determined necessary for a
wide range of essential public services -- for health,
education, public safety, social services, recreation,
transportation and many other purposes.

However, the continuation of this highly successful
and effective program is jeopardized by Congressional
delay and inaction. Further delay or the reduction and
possible termination of General Revenue Sharing payments

would have a severe impact on your State and community.
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Compelling evidence provided by governors and local
government officials indicates that failure to extend
Tevenue sharing would force further cutbacks in essential
services, increase unemployment, or require increasegd
taxes. The fact that Congress failed to act last year
has already caused serious fiscal problems for many State
and local governments, and the situation will beéome more
acute as time passes.

Last April President Ford called for the immediate
enactment of his proposed legislation to extend this vital
program for an additional five and three-quarter years.
Again, in his State of the Union Address, he urged
Congress to act favorably and quickly to extend this program.
Under President Ford's proposed legislation, your State

would receive approximately $ from January 1977

through September 1982. The City (or County) of

would receive approximately $ during the same period.
The General Revenue Sharing program has helped to

increase the responsiveness of the States and chal

governments. The funds which have been efficiently

provided to your State and local community with a minimum

of bureaucratic reqd tape have been used wisely to meet

local needs. The extension of this program should no longer

be delayed, and 1 believe General Revenue Sharing deserves

yYour attention and support.

* * % %
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The Commerce Department budget also includes, in the
Bureau of the Census component, approximately $3.2 million
for 1976 which the Bureau of the Census justifies on the
basis of the annual collection of adjusted taxes and inter-
governmental transfer data from state and local governments,
and also the work needed to make periodic updates of the '
estimates of population and per capita income for each
place in the United States. This data is used by the
Office of Revenue Sharing as well as by other agencies and
the private sector.

By adding these Commerce Department costs and IRS costs
to the cost of administering the revenue sharing program the
total of approximately $11.1 million can be developed for
Fiscal Year 1976. -






THE WHITE HOUSE DEX TO THE

VICE PRESIDENT
WASHINGTON

February 28, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR THE VICE SIDENT

FROM: JIM CA

SUBJECT: Revenye Shaying

~Y

Here is a status report on revenue sharing.

As I indicated yesterday, the Democrats on Chairman
Fountain's Subcommittee are talking but not acting.

I will make this available to Jack Veneman, and get
a further report on Monday afternoon--to bring you
up to date when we get together Tuesday morning at 11.



THE WHITE HOUSE INFORMATION

WASHINGTON

February 28, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: JAMES M. CANNON
FROM: PAUL MYER
SUBJECT: General Revenue Sharing--House

Legislative Status

On Thursday, February 26, Democratic members of the
House Subcommittee held a private caucus to discuss
legislation to renew the General Revenue Sharing
program. Committee Chairman Brooks also attended and
played an active role in the meeting. The purpose of
this session was to determine the interest and concerns
of the majority and develop a course of action. It is
their intention to seek a consensus on the content of a
renewal bill. No date for formal, public mark-up
meetings has been scheduled, and no such announcement is
anticipated until the Democrats have concluded their
private deliberations. Officially, Subcommittee
Chairman Fountain noted that "substantial progress" is
being made and that the Democrats will meet again on
Monday, March 2, to continue their discussion.

Based on available information about the meeting, the
following facts are known: B —

1. The Democrats are committed to reporting a bill by o
May 15; however, they want it to be a "Congressional" ::
bill as opposed to the President's proposal.

2. Chairman Brooks wants the Subcommittee to draft a
bill which recognizes his personal views and would
enjoy his support.

3. The major issues they are seeking to resolve reflect
opposition to key points in the President's proposal:
length of program authorization; amount of funds to
be made available and the manner in which such
appropriations are made; modification of the existing
formula in order to allocate more funds to jurisdictions
of greater "need"; possible inclusion of a "countercyclical
aid" provision; and stronger civil rights enforcement
and citizen participation requirements.



Personal discussions with all members prior to and

after this meeting, as well as the observations of
others, indicate that the Democrats are under great
pressure to move, but are uncertain as to how they

can accommodate the competing and diversified demands
now associated with this issue. According to one
source, the Democrats are clearly "frightened" by the
prospects confronting them. Strong Committee leadership
is lacking, and staff support is weak. Few of these
Democrats have any experience in dealing with legislation
involving such political or substantial issues.
Importantly, there is little confidence that whatever
they do would be acceptable to a majority of their
colleagues in the House.

I will have an additional report for you following the
Democrats' Monday caucus.





