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DRAFT STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT

I have today received from my staff a report on the
status of the General Revenue Sharing legislation

now before the Congress.

I am gratified that the Government Operations Committee
is proceeding with a markup of this legislation which
is important to every state and local government and
therefore important to every citizen in the country.

It is essential that this legislation be acted on by

the Congress as soon as possible.

More than a year ago I proposed an extension of the
current Revenue Sharing legislation to provide 39.8
billion dollars for the next 5 3/4 years. I remain

committed to that proposal.

I shall be following closely the actions of the House
Government Operations Committee and subsequent actions

by the Congress.



RECOMMENDED TELEPHONE CALL

TO:
DATE:
RECOMMENDED BY:

PURPOSE:

BACKGROUND:

TOPICS OF DISCUSSION:

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

Congressman Al Cederberg

Monday, May 3, 1976

Jack Marsh, Max Friedersdorf
The President stated his desire to make this
call at a meeting on Saturday, May 1, 1976.

To urge his support for the President's
position on the method of funding General
Revenue Sharing.

The question of how revenue sharing is funded
is a most controversial issue. The President
supports long-term funding. Opponents of the
legislation, led by Brooks, Mahon and Adams,
seeking annual appropriations. Subcommittee
bill is consistent with the President's
objectives and preserves basic revenue sharing
concept. Congressman Cederberg voted against
revenue sharing on a key vote in 1972. His
position this year will influence other
Republican Members.

1. Government Operations Committee begins
markup of General Revenue Sharing bill on
Tuesday, May 4.

2. Major fight is expected on the question of
how revenue. sharing is funded.

3. Brooks, Mahon and liberal Democrats want to
gut the program.

4. President's commitment to long-term funding
and opposition to annual appropriations.

5. Cederberg's public support is needed to
preserve this critical provision of the bill.

Date of Submission: Sunday, May 2, 1976

Action




THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

May 3, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR - JACK VENEMAN oe
FROM PAUL MYER 4,,\2‘

) o
SUBJECT: : = "Vice President's Calls

to Key Congressmen on
General Revenue Sharing

The following information may be helpful to the Vice Presi-
dent in making the phone calls we discussed to various
congressmen to urge their support for the President's posi-
tion on the method of funding of the General Revenue Sharing
program.

The question of how revenue sharing is funded is the most
controversial issue which will be before the House Govern-
ment Operations Committee when it begins to mark-up the bill
tomorrow, Tuesday, May 4.

The President supports long-term funding, and the Subcommit-
tee bill contains an entitlement financing approach which

is consistent with the President's objectives and preserves
the basic revenue sharing concept.

Opponents of the legislation led by Brooks, Mahon, Adams
and a number of liberal Democrats, are seeking annual
appropriations and a major fight is expected in Committee.

We have launched a major effort to insure that the long-term
entitlement financing provision is preserved. The Vice
President could be helpful with phone calls to these Members.
You will note that two are not Members of the Government
Operatlons Committee, however, their support is critical on
this issue because a number of Members will be seeking their
views. The Members we would like him to call are:

Wilbur Mills (Ark.) -- as leader of the fight for
revenue sharing in 1972 he fought to keep the Appro-
priations Committee out of the program; if he were to
change his position now it could greatly affect the
situation.
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Barber Conable (N. Y.) -- as a member of both
Ways and Means Committee and the new Budget Com-
mittee, he could similarly influence Members who
respect his opinion. He voted right in 1972.

Bill Moorhead (Pa.) and Jim Wright (Tex.) --
both Democrats on the Committee who voted wrong in
1972 but who might vote with us in Committee.

The following points could be made by the Vice President:

1. Government Operations Committee begins mark-up of
General Revenue Sharing bill on Tuesday, May 4.

2. Major fight is expected on the question of how reve-
nue sharing is funded.

3. Brooks, Mahon and liberal Democrats want to gut the
program.

4. President's commitment to long-term funding and
opposition to annual appropriations.

5. Member's public support is needed to preserve this
critical provision of the bill.

I would appreciate hearing from you some time this afternoon
as to whether or not the Vice President was able to complete
these calls.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

May 5, 1976
MEMORANDUM FOR MAX FRIEDERSDORF
IM CANNON
FROM ' \ PAUL MYER
SUBJECT: Review of House Government

Operatiogéiiammfffgg‘ﬁctionéR
on Gener Revenue Shari
Wednesday ~May. 5 ..l9-76 =

The House Gavernment Operations Committee today
rejected two attempts to subject the General
Revenue ‘Sharing formula to annual appropriations.,f:}gﬁ;\\
A (/
o

The key vote was on an amendment offered by
Congressman Moss. It was rejected 15~26, with -
twelve Democrats joining the Republican Members. = >
This vote reaffirmed the commitment to long-term ‘.~
funding which the President has insisted is an
essential provision of his renewal proposal.

This vote took on added significance since both
Mahon and Adams made special appearances before
the Committee to appeal for annual appropriations.
While this issue will be revisited on the floor,
the wide margin will place us in a strong posi-
tion to defend this provision at that time.

<y

The Committee also rejected, 15-26, an attempt by
Congressman Drinan to extend the program for only
2 3/4 years.

In other actions, the Committee not only rejected
all attempts to modify the current distribution
formula, but also adopted a Burton amendment
which lessened the impact of a provision in the
Subcommittee Bill which was designed to limit the
General Revenue Sharing funds distributed to
smaller communities and townships.
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The Committee should complete action on the bill
tomorrow when it considers the citizen participation,
civil rights and reporting requirements provisions
and takes up miscellaneous amendments. In the
latter category, an attempt is anticipated to add a
provision to distribute some additional funds on the
basis of a "need"” factor.

Attached is a copy of the roll call vote on the Moss

amendment to subject the revenue sharlng ‘program to
annual appropriations. =

Attachment



Rejected an amendment by Mr. Moss to subject General
Revenue Sharing to annual appropriations by a vote of
15-26 (15 D; 0 R & 12 D; 14 R):

YEA

Brooks

Moss

Moorhead
Randall
Rosenthal
Wright (proxy)
Conyers (proxy)
Ryan (proxy)
Burton

Drinan
Mezvinsky
Jordan

English (proxy)
Evans (proxy)
Maguire (proxy)
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" MEMORANDUM

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

May 7, 1976

FOR J CANNON

FROM PAUL MYER

Attached is a re-draft of the report I gave you
earlier today. I have discussed this with Max
and he would like to review situation on Monday.
Copies of this report have been circulated to

appropriate staff members.

Attachment

Note for file:
Discussed with Myer and Friedersdorf: Tuesday, May 11, 1976
N 10 aomo



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

May 7, 1976
MEMORANDUM FOR MAX FRIEDERSDORF
JIM CANNON
FROM AUL MYER
SUBJECT: House Government Operations

Committee Actions on General
Revenue Sharing
Thursday, May 6, 1976

The House Government Operations Committee reported a General
Revenue Sharing renewal bill by a vote of 39-3. Republican
Members expressed strong reservations and reluctantly voted
to report this bill. A report, including minority and
individual views, will be filed on Wednesday, May 12, 1976.

The legislation does preserve the long-term funding concept
and the current distribution formula. However, a number of
Democratic amendments were adopted which must be either
substantially modified or deleted before the bill can be
viewed as acceptable legislation. The amendments are:

1. A greatly expanded civil rights provision (adopted,
23-19);

2. A provision calling for submission of reports by
State and local governments on modernization and
revitalization -- the old Humphrey-Reuss proposal

(adopted, 21-20);

3. An additional allocation formula which would dis-
tribute any revenue sharing funds in excess of
$6.5 billion on the basis of a poverty factor
(adopted, 21-20); and

4. A provision expanding the Davis-Bacon Act to any
capital project using revenue sharing funds
(adopted, voice vote).

In other actions the Committee did clean up certain troub-
ling features of the Subcommittee bill concerning the
citizen participation, reporting and auditing requirements.



A detailed analysis of the
tive legislative situation
believe we should schedule

week to review this matter.
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Committee bill and the prospec-
is now being developed. I
a meeting some time early next
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WASHINGTON
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MEMORANDUM FOR IM, CAVANAUGH

FROM PAUL MYER

SUBJECT: Your Request for Potential
Items on the President's
Schedule

The House will consider legislation to extend and
revise the General Revenue Sharing program between
now and June 15. Such action might be scheduled
for the week of May 24, 1976. Once the House has
acted, it is anticipated that the Senate Finance
Committee would immediately begin hearings and
mark~up of this legislation.

A major effort is going to be necessary in the

House to gain adoption of a bill consistent with

the President's objectives. Consequently, time

may be required on the President's schedule for
internal staff review, as an item for the regular

or a special Congressional Leadership meeting,

and possibly a meeting with key governors and elected
local government officials. A Presidential statement
may be also given consideration.

cc: Sim Cannon
Max Friedersdorf



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

May 6, 19746

MEMORANDUM FOR: PAT DELANEY
JUDY HOPE
GEORGE HUMPHREYS
SPENCER JOHNSON

PAUL LEACH ey

DAVID LISSY /{ v
SBRAH MASSENGALE (=
LYNN MAY \¢ 2
ALLEN MOORE > ~

‘9 .
PAUL MYER e

DICK PARSONS
GLENN &OuTwmTIn™ \

FROM: JIM CAVANAUGH\{\ /

SUBJECT: Major Itemsgfbr Pre31dent S Schedule
Between Now and June 15

As vou know, the President has a number of trips
cut of town in the wesks ahead. For scheduling
purposes, in order to maximize the use of his time
witile h2 is here in the office, I would like to have
from each of you by 11 a.wm. Friday morning an
identification of major items that the President will
have to act on or should act on by June 15 that will
be in the public domain. These would be action-forcing
events or suggestions that you or the members of the
Cabinet that you work with have for the President to
de, such as speeches before groups here in town,
meatings at the White House with the groups that you

would propose, lfessages to the Congress, or items of
a similar nature.

Thank you very much.
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Following the above meeting we should see Congress-
men Rhodes, Michel, Anderson, Cederberg and Quillen.

Our participation in the meeting and subsequent
visits with the above individuals would be to relay

- the President's strong personal interest in this
matter. In our individual meetings, we must stress
the point that retention of the long-term entitlement
financing provision is essential to maintaining sup-
port for the President's position. Mahon will seek
to delete this provision. If Mahon were to succeed,
it would be interpreted as a major legislative
defeat for the President. Y

{

AL

R

Four items deserve your attention:

v,

oF

g

1. Timing -- the Committee bill may be seqien-

tially referred to Appropriations under the new
Budget Act procedures. The Committee would have 15
working days to review the funding level. However,
due to a technical error in a key amendment, it is
also possible that the bill would not be referred.

In either case, it is unlikely that Rules Committee
consideration would take place until late next week
at the earliest and floor action should come after
the Memorial Day recess. The delay is to our benefit.

2. Rule —-- the bill will not require any extra-
ordinary rule; however, we should seek some protection
on formula issues. We have a good case for a rule
requiring that amendments which would alter the dis-
tribution of funds be submitted in advance.

3. Funding Level -- if the bill is referred to
Appropriations, Mahon could seek to reduce the fund-
ing level. A more likely effort would be an attempt
to gain support for a Committee amendment to delete
entitlement and substitute annual appropriations.

4, Substance -- the Committee adopted four
amendments which will be opposed by Republicans.
They are:

A. The "Rosenthal" amendment dealing with
reports on modernization and revitalization by
State and local governments;

TR
LA
R :’% \:

-
P

3.
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B. the "Jordan" amendment to expand the
scope of the present program's nondiscrimination
provisions; -

C. the "Moorhead" amendment to extend the
Davis-Bacon coverage; and

D. the "Fascell" amendment which adds a
supplementary formula for the distribution of
additional revenue sharing funds in accordance
with a "need" factor. -

Attached for your information are summaries of these
four amendments.

Attachments



ROSENTHAL AMENDMENT

This amendment would require that each State shall establish as a goal
a master plan and timetable for modernizing and revitalizing the state
government and all of its local governments. The proposed master plan
and timetable shall be published for comments in newspapers throughout
the State. The final plan shall be submitted to the state legislature
and the legislators shall vote on whether to submit the plan to the Sec-
retary of the Treasury.

The Secretary of the Treasury shall make an annual report to Congress
- on progress made by each State in developing and carrying out its plan

and timetable and the Secretary shall make recommendations on this require-
nent. '

Detailed specifics of each plan "may" include such specifics as:
1) assignment of government functions, 2) local government consolidation,
3) state and local tax structure and administration, 4) management
capacity, 5) citizen participation, 6) interstate agreements, 7) per-
sonnel systems, 8) local home rule, 9) zoning powers and 10) the planning
process.

This amendment is a blank check for galloping centralism to be ad-
ministered by appointed federal bureaucrats.



JORDAN AMENDMENT

This amendment would expand Federal nondiscrimination laws to
inciude the aged and handicapped and cover all activities of states
and local government funded in whole or in part, directly or indirectly,
with revenue sharing funds. The amendment is based on current Federal-
lews but clarifies and substantially increases the administrative
ren2dies to enforce the law. Specifically the amendment adds time-
tables and deadlines for decisions on charges of discrimination.

Most sections of the amendment are supported by a majority of
committee members as well as state and local governments. However,
one section calls for automatic suspension of revenue sharing funds
in 45 days after the U. S. Attorney General has made a complaint of
discrimination, even if a court has not made a finding pro or con and
the issue is still in court.

This section would give a Federal administrator the power to.
suspend funds after 45 days on the presumption of guilt.



MOOREHEAD AMENDMENT

This amendwment would mandate that the prevailing wage (not minimum
wage) in each labor market area would apply to all public construction
projects fumded in whole or in part, either difgzzly or indirectly,with
revenue sharing funds. The amendment deletes the 25 percent rule under
the current revenue sharing law which says that Davis-Bacon applies if a

construction project is funded with 25 percent or more of revenue sharing
funds. '

The current law is fair, workable and in no need of change. No
rationale for change was ev:r presented in the Subcommittee or Full
Committee. The only presumed defense is added but unnecessary res-
trictions that would benefit few and substantially increase the
paperwork costs at all levels of government.

Since a strong case has been made and accepted that revenue sharing
funds are "fungable", that is, not traceable under clear and convincing
evidence, then the total construction budget of all local governments
would be subject to . the Davis-Bacon law. The case for such a broad
expansion of t: law has not been made, especially as a pre-condition
for receiving revenue sharing funds.
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FASCELL AMENDMENT cn

This amendment would allocate all revenue shéfing fuéﬁé above $6.5
billion according to.a new formula based on the perceidt™of people below
the poverty line. '

This is a permanent lid on the program at $6.5 billion for

over two-thirds of all recipient governments. This amendment
addresses one specific issue, in this case the cost of services
to poor people. Equally legitimate reasons exist to modify the

“formula to accomplish other objectives such as excessive unemploy-

ment, eroding tax bases, prd?&essive tax systems, and reorganization
of local government. All of these goals have legitimate arguments
but would substantially change the basic purpose of the revenue
sharing program. ’

This amendment is the first major categorization of the revenue
sharing program. It establishes a separate revenue sharing category
based on the number of poor people. Substantial federal funds are
already provided for this specific purpose such as AFDC, Social
Security, Title XX social services, child nutrition, special
education, and food stamps. This amendment carries no guarantee
that the extra funds would be spent for poor people.

The Fascell amendment in part would reduce future payments to most
governments because no annual increase is provided to cover in-
creased costs, due to population, inflation and citizen demands
for more services common to all governments.

The current formula already has a special emphasis on state and
local needs because inverse per capita income and urbanized
population are two out of five factors in the determination of
each government's allocation.

The Fascell amendment also changes the formula in other sig-
nificant ways for distribution of any funds over $6.5 billion.
Other changes include: raise the minimum payment from $200

to $2500, change the per capita allocations from 145% to 300%
maximum and from 207 to 50% floor. The number of poor in central
cities would receive extra funds by raising the poverty income
level by 25 percent. Once adopted into law, future amendments
would be offered to apply the Fascell formula to all revenue
sharing funds.


























































































































































































THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

May 24, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR ’ C LIE LEPPERT
FROM PAUIL MYER

SUBJECT: Genera

The House Appropriations Committee is sWafduled to take up
the General Revenue Sharing bill on.$huxsdax‘_ﬂgz_3%é Mahon
has circulated a letter to all Members of the Committee
indicating that he would not lead a fight to reduce the
entitlement amount ($6.65 billion for FY77), but would seek

support for an amendment to strike the entitlement financimg/
provision in favor of annual appropriations.

The Appropriations Committee is considering this bill under
the sequential referral provisions of the Congressional
Budget Act regarding entitlement legislation and limits the
Committee's jurisdiction to a decision on the level of fund-
ing only. The $6.65 billion level of the Government Opera-
tions Committee bill is higher than both the First Concurrent
Budget Resolution and the President's submission ($6.542 bil-
lion). We do not plan to fight the additonal $112 million.

With respect to the annual appropriations issue, a "Committee
amendment"” is prohibited under these procedures; however,
Mahon will probably ask for support from the Committee for
his anticipated floor amendment. We strongly oppose annual
appropriations or advanced funding and will seek to limit
support for such amendments. /

Attached for your use is information on the Appropriations
Committee Members' 1972 record on the key votes.

Secretary Simon has sent a letter to all Republican Committee
Members setting forth our strong support for the entitlement
financing provisions. The letter is silent on the funding
level issue. Both Max and I have talked to Cederberg and a
meeting with Bob Michel is scheduled for 3:00 p.m. tomorrow.



I have asked Hal Eberle to touch base with the Democratic
and Republican Members of the Treasury Appropriations Sub-
committee. The interest groups representing State and
local governments are in accord with Administration pollcy
and will work the Democratic side.

Also attached is a copy of the telegram I mentloned at thls
morning's staff meeting.

Attachments

cc: Max Friedersdorf
Jim Cannon
Alan Kranowitz








