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EXECﬁTIVB SUMMARY [}&ﬁé'lqzé/

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide a brief
discussion of H.R. 5247 and to outline the advantages of
a community development block grant substitute for the
enrolled enactment. '

I. Summary of Descrlptlon and Weaknesses of H.R. 5247

Title I. Provides a FY 1977 authorization of $2.5
billion for 100% federal grants for local public works
projects, thereby replacing careful local project selection
with grantsmanship.

Title IXI. Provides for temporary grants to State and
local governments to help them maintain basic municipal
services. The estimated cost is $1.5 billion over the
next 15 months. The program is triggered by the national
unemployment rate exceeding 6%. Because local fund allo-
cations would be based in part on local taxes raised,
cities and States would receive aid based on what they
spend, creating incentives to greater expenditures.

Title I1I. Provides (1) $1.4 billion in FY 1977 funds
for EPA's wastewater treatment grants, (2) an extension,
$500 million authorization and modification of the Job
Opportunities program, (3) interest subsidies on EDA loans
to businésses, and (4) additional EDA grant and--léan author-
ity which would effectively make EDA an Urban Renewal Agercy.

Only a small proportlon'of the over $6 billion cost of
H.R. 5247 would be available, in the short term, to create
local jobs.

II. Proposed Alternative to H.R. 5247 v

A. Program Description

Under HUD's proposal funds would be provided
primarily to cities with more than 50,000 population, since
they were the hardest hit by the recent recession and will
be slowest to recover. The HUD proposal seeks to create
private sector jobs in areas of excessively high unemploy-~
ment.* This temporary assistance, which dove-tails with the
President's philosophy that economic growth is best produced
through the private sector, will help revitalize these very
depressed areas so that they may participate in the national
recovery.

* East St. Louis - 18% Pontiac - 30% Niagara Falls - 18%

Flint -~ 19% Canden - 16% Providence - 17%
Detroit -~ 22% Buffalo -~ 17% Laredo - 20%
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The program would be activated only when the
national unemployment rate is over 7%, and $15 million
per quarter would be available for each .1% by which
unemployment exceeds 7%. At the present 8.3% rate of
unemployment (1.3% above 7%) funds would be provided in
the amount of $195 million per quarter, or $780 million
per year. '

Assistance would be provided only to cities
with unemployment over 8% based on the extent to which
the city's unemployment exceeds 8%. (See attached table
for examples.) :

Twenty~f1ve percent of the funds would be dis-
trlbuted to states with unemployment over 8% to use in
areas outside cities of 50,000.

B} Program Administration

Grants would flow into their community development
program, subject to the same statutory standards as
community development block grants. To participate, the
city would submit a brief statement of its planned use of
the funding, referencing its HUD-approved community
development application. ,

C. Advantages

(1) The measure’proviées emergency’relieﬁ oniy
to those local governments with high
unemployment.

(2) Cities which experience improved employment
conditions will have their own supplemental
funding reduced quarterly.

(3) The program phases out automatically when /4 f0¢.
the national unemployment rate drops bel
7%, which is predlcted to occur in early ™~
1977. , N\

i

{(4) Directing supplementary funding into local -
community development programs is responsive
to the special problems of the cities. 1In
addition to stimulating the local economy
with "new” money, the supplement will allow
the recipients to attract and keep industry
and stabilize and improve declining neighbor-
hoods. These activities should create
private sector jobs and merove the local
economy.



(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

.(9)

(10)

Most of the funds would be spent on activities
which create jobs in the private sector rather
than creating long term obligations for
financially strapped local governments by
swelling publlc payrolls.

The HUD proposal, at a cost of $780 million,
will create at least 38,000 jobs during the
first quarter after implementation and another
25,000 within the naxt 6 months. In contrast,
H.R. 5247, at a total cost of over $6 billion,
would produce 28,000 jobs during the first
guarter after implementation. Ultimately,

H.R. 5247 would create up to 198,000 additional
jobs, but only long after the program was
implemented and the s;lmulus needed.

Use of the existing block grant administrative
structure at the Federal and local level

reduces start-up time and administrative costs;
requires local priority-setting which would be

" lost under the catégorical programs in H.R.

5247; and avoids the disruption which often
occurs when Federal funds are discontinued.

As the economy continues to recover and interest
rates fall, the cost of government borrowing
will decrease and the Administration can remain
within its budget target of $395 billion. :

The $6 billion public works/public employment
bill now before you passed the House by a clear
veto override margin. Availability of a far
less costly and programmatically sounder ,
Administration alternative could prov1de the

"margin to sustain a veto.

Proposing an alternative, even if it is :
unsuccessful and tha veto is overridden, shows
that the Administration is concerned about and
looking for ways to help urban centers w1th
high unemployment.

/ﬁ ,

i
kY
i

$
i

&



L]

1976/

ALLOCATICM : : CoRG

ALLOCATION
. . -UNDER $ 15 MILLe . UNEMPLOYMENT EXCESS ENTITLEMENT UNDER HR5247
- L IRVAL) 1 UG LINEMPL YMENT - FY1978 TITIE 11
FORMULA (5000)  PERCENT -+ NOs (%000) FORMULA (5000} :
» ( A = . e Y
' ACABAMA ) i o
ANNTSTOM 3s0, 12.6 1462, 534, . 235, 0.0
RSN b g o ST T S R R 11.1 1463, .. 409, 1024, 0.0 ..
RADSDHEN g96, lbo.l 31"0'. 1477, 305, 471,22
HUNTSVILLE 677, 9.8 5457, 1004, 4065, 463.9 2 .
AL ASKA
ANCHOFBGE 79, 8,5 1962, 117, 658, 2lé 8
ARTI70ONA
DHOFNIX 3748, 10,3 __ 24867, 5553, 2570, 2513,1 L.
SCOTTSDALE 57, 8.3 2361, 85, 1832, 204,2
don TEMPE 1841, 9.0 2416, 268, 853, "~ 170.9
ARKANSAS
FAVETTFVILLE 172, 10.1 1229. 256. 854, 0.0
T FORT SMITH 376, 10,1 2678, 557, 736, 75.7
SPRINGDALE 103, 10.1 737, 153, 202 0.0
CALIFORNIA
ALAMFIRA &7, 8,2 2872, - 70, 260, 140,1
AMAHE [ n 282, 8.5 347, 373, 511, 492,9
PELLFLOKAR 78, 3.5 1975, 116, J83, 46,5
RIFAXKETLEY 2014, 13.4 7413, 2987, 2812, 906,.1
RLP S ANK P%h, 9.0 3952, 439, 273, 371.1
CARSNHN 73. B.‘ ?216. luuo 3?0. 1591‘
C=ULA VISTA 415, 10,3 2756, 615, 258, 251551
CAvRTON 1190, 14,6 3603, 1764, 49R72, 353.0
CONCORD 47, 8.2 -~ 2675, 70, 223, 162,8
CoSTn MFSA RS, Bab 2639, 126, 229, 242.,3
FL CRJON 2sl, 9.7 2036, 357, 192, 200.1
b Fi, MANTE 150, B.8 2440, 2P2, 367, 146,5
- T FEINFTELD YN A.5 150G, 92. 172, . 0,0
by FREMONT 26, 8.1 3173, 39, 288, 210.7
FRESND . 733, 9.7 6203, 1087, 10038, d423,.3
FULLFRTON 77, 8.3 3146, 114, 250, 223,
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ALLOCATION ; - cCOBG ALLOCATION
UNDER $ 15 MILL, UNEMPLOYMENT EXCESS ENTITLEMENT UNDER HRS5247
__PER 1/10 i UNEMPLOYMENT _FY1978 __TITLE 11
FORMULA (5000) PERCENT NO. ; ($000) FORMULA ($000)
GARDEN GROVE 172, 8.5 4328, 255, 367, 200.6
HAWTHONME P42, 9,4 2414, 359, 175, 120.9 o
HAYWAKRD 1214 10,7 4238, 1069, - 336, 473,.3
ITMGILF KOND 214, 8,7 3938, 317, 1851, 327.8
LARERQOD 148, B.6 * 3017, 215, 231, 116.1"
L ONG_RFACH 1758, 9.6 15666, . 2608, 1514, 1483, 4
.0OS ANGELES 227R3,. 10,7 133890, 33785, . 38545, 20273.0
MANESTO 726, 12.4 © 3034, 1077, 251, 369,0
MOARNTEREY &4AT , 11.1 2482, 643, 872, 0,0
MOAMAYL K 475, 10,0 f 824, 705, 374, 124,6
DAKLAND 4974, 12.7 19931, 7376, 12734, 3098.7
OMTASIO 817, 12.8 3230, 1211, 297. 251,.6
CYNARD 375, 10.0 2784, 557, 1598, 295,2
o PICH RIVERA 114, A.B___ - 1854, 169, 254, 85,2
POMOMA 354, 9.6 3240, 540, 395, 364,46
Ernonnd BEACH 307, 9,8 2440, 448, - 1149, 259.5
KICH%OND i BT5. - 12.0 3891, 1297. 4096, 71046
RIVFRSINE 643, 9.7 5438, 953, 1608, 440,1
SACRAMENTO 11R9, 9.7 10060, 1763, 3791, 1219,.4
SALTINAS 709, 12.2 3053, 1051, 264, - 37446
SANTA ANA 472, 9,1 . 5786, 699, 689, 479,5
SANTE 1. aRA 439, 9.7 .__Aar15, 651, 359, 338,.7
SAMTA Crul 427, 13.2 , 1609, 634, 1bé, 0.0
S.‘..‘-,'TA MO!\"IC"! ‘13. 9.4 i 6108- 612. 361. 3719‘
SadTE FOSA 436, 11.3 2214, 647, 1821, 356,6
S54 KERMARDING 1009, 11.9 - 4567, 1497, 3117, 641,2
<A NIFGO . 503?0 7 10.4 3?338. 7‘63- 91‘8. 2924.5
SAN FRAMCISED 5420, 10,5 " 38173, B779, 28798, 10492,0
SAM JOSE 2689, 10,1 17613, 3662, 6554, 2074,7
SAM' LEAMDRO 21. A.1___° 2539, 31, 193, 227,9
SFASIDE 373. 11.1 1980, 853, 1725, 0,0
SIMI VALLEY 40h, 11.0 2210, 603, 249, 109.2
SOUTH GATE 52, 6.3 2138, 17, 218, 106.5
STOCK o 1177, _12.2 5069, 1745, 1803, 806,3
SUNNYVALE 86, A,3 35384, 128, 255, 252,5
WESTMIMSTER 31. B.2 1905, 46, 194, 107.5
ALAMEDA COUNTY 1974, 10.7 "11599, 2927. 745, 48T74,2
COMTRE CNSTA CO. 11l1es 9.1 13647, 1650, 1060, 2356,3
FRFESNO COUNTY 1530, 10.5 . 9530, 2269, 1560, 1957,3
KERM COUNTY 261, R4 R123, 387, 1440, 1417,.2
t 0S5 AMGELES COUNTY - 8005, 9.5 . 75183, 11871, 14461, 32645,0
Dkt B COUNTY 0, A,0 16687, Oy 1361, 3A074,8
RIVFARSOF COUNTY 1625, 10,6 9825, 2410, 1342, 2356,2
SACRAMENTO COUNTY 1040, 9.0 13874, 1542, 1258, 27862,4
SANTA CLakA COUNTY k&b, 9.0 11258, 1254, 1ol2, 3496.1
SAN DIEGH COUNTY 2655, 10,0 19643, 3937, l16ll, 67745
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ALLOCATION e CORG ALLOCATION
UNDER $ 15 MILL.  UNEMPLOYMENT EXCESS ENTITLEMENT  UNDER HR5247
PER 1/10 ¥ LINFMPL OYMENT FY1975 TITLE T1
FORMULA (3000) PERCENT NO. ($000) FORMULA ($000)
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT

ARIDGEPART 19439, 12.3 B438, 2950, 4113, 1710,4
RRISTOL 1042, 14,3 3507, 1545, 1533, 514,9
NANKIIRY 666G, 12.5 2755, 992, 1198, 411.2
FAISFIELD 67, 8.5 1682, 99, 162, ° 2¢9,8
HARTFO#N 1ATH, 11.9 8498, 2785, 10267, 2312.7
o MERTAFM 630, 11.9 2885, 946, 40A8, 352.6
MILF Ok 559, 11.7 2621, 829, 515, 490,0
WEY NUTTAIN 13K5, 13,3 5152, 2053, 4182, 752,2
MFW HAVEN 1357, 11,6 6T49, 2013, 18162, 1493,2
NEW LONDON 41, - B4 1268, 60, 6413, 0,0
NORWALK 97, 8.4 3019, 1644, 812, 383.3
. NOETCH 46, 8,4 1429, 68, 1478, 0.0

WATERRLRY 1637, 13.8 6482, 2724, 5688, 1164,
WEST HAVEM 179, 9,1 ‘2193, 265, 7SR, 194,84

" DELAWARE
WILWINGTON 1447, 14.5 4187, 2146, 4490, 1104,.3
NEY CASTLE COUNTY 16891. 10.3 12557, 2804, 759, 539,64
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
FLORIDA

RNCA RATON 187, 10,9 1045, 278, 408, 0.0
cncoa 247, 13.4 907, 366, 113, 0.0
;'\AYTONA HEACH 312. 10-8 1787. ‘b3. 675. 0,0
FORT LAUDERDALE 1478, 11,8 6806, 2192, 612, 1103,R
FORT MYERS 324, 12.3 1373, 480, - 518, 0.0
HIALERH 99, 8,3 4069, 147, 512, 237.6
~ALLYWOOD 1475, 13.5 5370, 2188, 408, 741.3
’ { AHELAND i 8.0 1279, Oly 217, 0,0
MELRQUL N 579, 13,4 2131, 859, 580, 0.0
MTAMT HFACH 7721, 12.1 1} 04, 1079, 564, 12669
pIA“I 2#26. 10.3 1611‘0 3596- 3165. 1901.0
NRL ANDO R93, 11,0 4856, 1324, 936, 591.8

3
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£LLOCATION : COBG _ _ ALLOCATION 4
UNDER $ 15 MILL,  UNEMPLOYMENT EXCESS ENTITLEMENT  UNDER HR5247 B
PER _1/10 UNFEMP] OYMENT £Y1975 TIILE 11
FORMULA ($000) PERCENT NO o : ($000) FORMULA (5$000)
PENSACOLA : 160, - 8,9 2053, 208, 367, 133,7
SAINT_PETERSBURG 733, 9,5 6886, 1087, 1010, 631.8
SARASOTA ' 3349, 11.5 1650, 502, 965, 0.0
TANOA 1645, 10,0 11856, 2291, 8577, 1118.3
TITUSVILLE 440, 13.4 1621, 653, 959, 0.0
WEST PALM BEACH 713, 12,1 3121, - 1058, 307, 449,7
WINTER HAVEN 0. R, 0 549, 0o 96, 0.0
KEOWARD) COUNTY 1434, 12.5 " 8906, 2126, 1435, 1288.2
NADE CAUNTY 2144, 9.0 28616, 3180. 21610, 3993,0
H11 1 SRORAUGH _COUNTY 1033, 9,8 7339, 1532, 922, 1073, 7
ORANGE COUNTY 1916, 11.2 9947, 2842, 905, 987,3
‘PaLm BEACH COUNTY 1727, 10.9 9627, 2561 . 1068, 1237.6
PINELLAS COUNTY 698, 9.4 6948, 1035, 816, 758,.5
GFNQGIA
L} fANY 625, 10,1 3032, 630, 690, 168,0
ATLANTA 6953, 12.7 27860, 10310, 18780, 3609,9
A JGUSTA 759, 9.7 r 2190, 384, 1062, 209,3
CALUMRUS 256, 8.6 64634, 379, 4287, 567.2
MACON 337, 9,0 " 6495, 499, 1023, 383,46
SAVANMAH 288, 8.9 4217, 426, 7264, 366,.8
HAWALT
¥
INAAD
ILIL INOIS
CHICAGD 10743, © 9,1 132285, 15991, 43201], 18583, 0
DFCATUD' ‘9“9. . 1 11.3 _‘311' 1259. 515. 32800
FAST SATINT LOUIS 1463, 18,0 3904, 2169, 34927, 573,5
FLGIN 0. 8.0 1949, = 157, 125,3
.01 JFT 243, ' 9,1 298], 360, 295, 256,48
VAUKFGAM 20, ) 2435, 30, 268, 206,9
MAGISON COUNTY 15843, 10,3 10247, 2288, 992, 203,0
SAINT CLAIR COUMTY 1592, 10.9 8875, 2361, A90. 342,1

- ————
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ALLOCATION CDRG ALLOCATION
UNDER % 15 MILL. UNEMPLOYMENT : EXCESS ENTITLEMENT UNNRER HRS5247
PER _1/7]0 _UNEMPL OYMENT Fylers TIXLE 1L
FORMULA ($000)  PERCENT NO. ($000) FORMULA (5000)
S T T e
ANDERSON 1344, 14,7 4371, 1992, 762, 49847 . ?QV
0 FVANSVTLLF SR, 9,5 5476, A65, PHIA, 449,9 2 a
FART WAYNE ivoo, T 11.3 AG13, 2521, 2081, 773,9 & :
GARY 8§37, 9,2 AlOS, 796, ‘6974 o 776.7 - -
INDIANAPOLIS 1067, 8.5 26690, 15482, 13929, 2834,9 . "
MINCTE 922, 12,9 3598, 1367, 344, 378,3 :
SOUTH REND 391, 9.1 4798, 580, 3547, 459,.0 e
INuA
CouMnTL R UFFES 200, 9.2 2278, 297, 267, 126,.1
NAMSAS
T T RENSES TCTTY #13. 9.3 6507, 910. 6206, 665.3 =
KEMTUCKY )
CAVINGTON 356, 10,8 2197, 570, 1507, 267.0
HOPKTNSVILLE BTy 2 8.3 696, 25, 140. 0.0 \
LCOISTANA =
i e KA NTEE & 256, 10,5 1582, 377, 325, 0.0
L AaKE CHARLES 729, 9.2 2600, 339, 1678, 240.9
¥ONGOF 124, 3,9 1819, 184, 1415, 126.2
NF & OALEANS 22571, 9.5 21194, 3346, 14808, 2969.8
SHREVEPNRT 438, 8.9 A417. 649, 1142. 627.0
MAINE
LUBURN 347, 12.9 1353, 5l4, 701, 0.0
LEWISTON 608, 12.9 2372, 901. 2936 0,0
pr);\TLAND 2.,3. 9.5 ?.Sbl. 404‘ 5272. 435.9
¥ I
MARYIAMD i
BALTIMORF 6794, 10.7 36624, 10074 32749, 5220.7

O SR R S P e -~ "~



ALLOCATION - CORG ALLOCATION
UNDER $ 15 MILL. . UNEMPLOYMENT EXCESS ENTITLEMENT  UNDER HR5247
PER 1710 UNEMPL QYMENT FY1975 TITLE 11
FORMULA ($000)  PFRCENT -  NO. ($000) FORMULA ($000)
MASSACHUSETTS
AR| INGTON 36, 8.3 “1486, 54, 141, 295.7
ROSTNN 9066, 12,8 35842, 13441, 32108, 15957, 0
HIOCK TON fozl. i2.1 . 4466, 1513, 1032, 1070.2
CAMHRINGE 1291, 11,9 . 53642, 1915, 4035, 1835,1
CNICHPEE 946, 12.7 3791, 1403, 365, 505,6 .
_FaLL RIVFR 1947, 14,7 ‘6334, PR87, 5442, 1329,3
FTTCHUURG 412, 11.3 2092, 611, 566, T 0.0
FOAMTNGHAM 40, 8.3 1651, 60, 249, 409,2
HAVFRHTLL 436, 1153 2205, 644, 1976, 0.0
gy HOL Y OKE 940, 14,8 - 3035, 13%4, 2942, 613,1
LhwIENCE 939, 12.6 3816, 1393, 1578, 700.7
LEGMINSTER alr. 11.3 - 1609, 470, 113, 0.0
LOWFLL 1397, 13,1 5321, 2071, 3542, 1011,9
1LYNY 1151, 12.5 4739, 1706, 3227, 1250.4
MALDEN 433, 10.6 2616, 662, 4546, . 549,1
JEDFORD 2R1, 9.5 2642, 417, 181, 497,2
MEWTON | 135, 8.5 3611, 201, 655. 721.,5
MEY: BEDFORD 2366, 16,0 7016, 3508, 10138, 1563,3
PITISFIELD. 491, AT . 2607, 728, 1342, 549,5
AUTNCY 788, 1120 4285, 1169. 9R3, 1169.9
SOMERVILLE 1295, 12,9 5056, 1921, 337, 941,7
SPRIMGFIELD 2484, 13.4 9142, 3584, 9096, 1786,7
VAL THAV 2724, - 9.2 2547, 332, 193, 410,3
VEYMAUTH 58, 8,5 1456, 86, 163, 335,9
HORCESTER 1471, 19.9 Al198, 2181, 6044, 1820,.9
MICHIGAN
AMN_ARROP €93, 10,3 4601, 1027, 2476, 453,8
RATTLE CREEK 453, 12.2 1953, 672, 177 0.0
RAY CITY 914, 15.2 . 2863, 1356, 1314, 0.0
DFARAOPN HEIGHTS 640, 11.0 © 3480, 949, 231. 193.9
DFARRORN 721, 10,4 4670, 1078, 294, 916,9
ETROIT 55534, 21.6 130795, 82353, 34187, 38027.0
FAST L ANSTING AR, 12,1 2730, 1010, 164, 0.0
FLINT 5573, 19.1 ‘14220, 8264, 8759, 2363.6
GRAMD FAPTDS 2806, 13.1 106388, 4161, 4815, 1169,.3
JACKSON 284, 10.4 1852, 427, 1062, 0.0
KALAMAZON “88, 11,7 4163, 1317, 343, 194,1
l hN"iI'JG " 1695. 12.5 6983. 2"14. 69670 878!‘
LIMIOLN PARK 719, 12,7 2881, )L6h, 456, 178,9
LIVONiA 751, . 8.9 3685, 373. 256. . 352.4
MUSKEGON HETGHTS 200, 12,1 802, 287, 676, 0.0
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ALLOCATION _ CDRG. ALLOCATION
UNDER & 15 MILL.  + UNEMPLOYMENT EXCESS ENTITLEMENT  UNDER HR5247 3
PER _1/10 LINEMPLOYMENT EY197S IITLE LI
FORMULA ($000) PERCENT NO. ($000) FORMULA ($000)
MUSKE GON 559, 12.7 2239, . 828, 1108, 0.0
PONTTAC 4785, 29,9 9628, 7052, 3198, 2786,0
PORTAGE 153, 9,7 1298, 227, 84, p
RNEEVILLFE 1185, 15.4] 612, 1698, 212, ‘ 302,.4
HOYAL OAK 503, 10.0 3729, Té46, 221, 237.0
o SAGTMNAW 1668, 14,8 067, P32A AANK, 7756
SAIMT CLARE SHORES a7e. RO 4088, 1293, 261, 263.9
__SNUTHFIFLN 289, 9.5 2713, s2R, 145, 336,6
STERLING HEIGHTS K04, 13,2 2026, 1192, 144, 379,3
TLY! R . 13258, 15,6 4037, 19487, 239, 408 ,4
WARGE N 2022, 12.3 65764 2998, 1586, 975.5
~BESTLAMN 502, 10,7 3536, A92, 26R, 208,13
WYORING 494, L10r 2644, T38, 183, 1T7.6
. GENESEE COUNTY 4718, VT 13146, 69Y6 , 721 1487, 8
NLKL_AMD CGUNTY 6793, 14,6 22284, 10073, 954, 2286,1
WAYME ONLNTY 5561, 17,1 15498, R247 . 837, 8345.0
MINNESOTA
T AULTTH 274, 9.0 3651, 406, 3386, 254 .4
MINNEADALTS P76, 8,2 16773, 409, 16793, 1409,.0
MISSISSIPPI i
RILOXZ 31, ‘8.2 1695, 46, 3933, 3,8
MISSOURT
KANSAS GITY 2259, 9,5 21215, 3350, 17859, 3378,0
SAINT LOUIS 8200, 12,9 32014, 12160, 15194, 8560,0
ONT AMA
ATLLINAS A6, 8.5 2167, 127, 246, 152,7
GREAT FALLS 130, 8.8 2128, 193, 243, 136.9
NEBRASKA
) (MEHA 498, 8,5 12554, 738, 1390, 1207.7

~
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ALLOCATION . CNRG ALLOCATION N
: UNDER § 15 MILLe .« UNEMPLOYMENT EXCESS . ENTITLEMENT UNDER HR5267 i
PER 1/10 : AINEMPL QYMENT FY1975 TITLE I
B FORMULA (3000) PERCENT NO. ($000) FORMULA ($000)
NEVADA .
LAS VEGAS 1611, 12,3 6836, 2390, 510. 974,3 i
PEND 357, 9,5 3350, 529, 257. 400,9 o
NEW HAMPSKIRE o 0
MANCHESTER 700, 10.7 4113, 1038, 2500, 627,.,0 .
\-, .
i
MEW JERSEY !
ASHLQY PARK 1R, 8.4 570, 27, 297, 0,0
ATLA\NT]C CITY 517. lanl ~ 226‘0 767. 3340. OQO
HAYONNE 66, 8,3 2107, 98, 500, 319,48 a2
F‘LGG"FIFLD 132. 8.8 ‘21‘90 195. 13‘. 25‘.‘ T ;
CEMPEN 2317. 16.6 76633, 3436, 5554, 1224,9 =
F1,7738FTH 771, 10,2 . 5303, 1ls4, 1) 682.0
TOVIMGTON 273, 9.4 v 2722, 405, 297, 306.9 )
JFRSSY CITY 1455, 10,5 11558, 2751, 6485, 1623,2 S
LONG ERANCH 37, 8.4 11a1, Y4, 145, 0.0
MILLVILLE 3H1, 164.0 ‘1319, ' 565, 78, 0.0
T T NEwaARK _ 8123. ~ 16,2 ,23799. 12047, 20513, 5457.3 L
NFW HRUNSWICK 37. 8.3 1508, 54, 1399, 0.0
PASSLIC 1130, 14.6 3706, 1675, 283, 358,.0
PATFESON 2679, 14,5 a862, 3973, 4036, 1316.4 15
PFRTH ANBOY 35. B3 1450, 52, 1441, 0.0
SAYREVTLLE 69764, 63,0 113677, 102720, 770, 0.0
TRENTON 616, 10,1 4396, 914, 5097, 658.4
UMIoM CTTY 1262, 14,8 4072, 1871, 301. 540,6
VINELANT 756, 14.0 2616, 1121, 1519, 0.0
PUARL INGTON COUNTY 1693, 10.9 9435, 2510, 509, 679.6 .
T RLNSOM COUNTY 1274, i1.5 59485, 1821, 385, 2379,.4
MITHLFSFX COUNTY 212, A.3 8112, 315. 655, 978.3
- TEoMeGUTH COUNTY 342, 9.4 10635, 507, 978, 809,6
IUINION COUNTY 168, 8.2 10206, _249, 613, 806,8
NFw WEXICO
e t
|
NEW YORK i
ELHANY 69. "8.2 4191, 102, 2109, §12.%




ALLOCATION : CNRG ALLOCATION
UNDER $ 15 MILL. - . UNEMPLOYMFNT EXCESS ENTITLEMENT UNDER HRS247
PFR 1710 UNEMPL OYMENT FY1975 TITLE 1T
FORMULA (%000)  PERCENT NO. : {$000) FORMULLA ($000)
RINGHAMTON 414, 10.3 2751, 614, 5614, 562.5 o
e “J_".' Eﬁ 1.0 lOID 99. ‘ 16‘...5 303‘3__1 0 155_690 1 16_6") e 66_?_] 4{_6‘__’___‘_‘_‘._“_ e s
ELMIfA 153, 9.5 . 1434, 226, ; 1610, 0.0
YOUNT VERNON 614, 10,7 3608, 910, 2590, 500,56
MEW ROCHELLE 337, . 9.5 3121, 493, ; 440, 551.3
NEYL NORK S6382, 10,5 351165, 8a6ll, 102244, 137835.0 e
MTAGAA FALLS erTh, 17.9 6102, 3375, 1571, 1174.4
e OCHESTER 600, 3.7 11059, 890, 116H6, 154844 i
I+ OME : 503, 11.9 P2Th, 745, © 1523, 159,5%
SCHEMECTADY 175, R.8 P86 260, 1484, 244,13
SYRACUSE 560, 9,0 74724 8304 ! 11861, 779.%
IR0Y - 101, B.6 2154, 150, 1614, 182,11 =
UTICA 1069, 12.2 4604, 1585, - 1551, 478,.8
Lol VRN e e D ipsl. 9.7 ABY2, 1558, 5245, 1138.7
FR1+ CNUNTY BHSAR0 ) 13.2 322949, 12724, .16P1. Bl97,0
RO ANG COUNTY .9, 8.1 58464, 72, 465, 546,46
LUFi oLy COUMTY 82, 8.1 - 9858, 122, 1079, 4825,.,0
NMORTH CAKOL INA
ASHEVIILE Q56 , 13.8 3332, 1421, 3233, 506.0
FURPLINGTON 412. 11.4 2050, 611, 1334, 0.0
o CHa=t OTTE 264, 11.6 12690, 3938, 10594, 1768,3
) GASTONMIA 280, 9.9 2162. 415, 1402, 0.0
__ GIEENSRARg 130, B.3 65337, 193, 2191, 550.9 b
HIGH BOINT 40, ° 8.2 2405, $9. 4038, 184.7
WILMTHGTOM Pai, 9.9 1856, 356, 961, 203,1 &
VINSTON=SALEM 2399, 14,4 8005, 3558, 5491, 1068,0
NORTH DAKOTA
0HI0
ARPOM 1758, 9,7 10706, 1876, 10079, 1168.7
Canirns 3%, 9.3 4036, BTle 1109, 388.3
CINCINNATY 31460, 10.5 19307, 4597, 18328, 34622.0
CLEVELAND’ 3066, 9.5 28799, 4547, 16092, 3220.9
NAYTON 16484, 10.4 10593, 2468, 6822, 12641.8
FLYRIA 220, 9.5 2068, et 1382 158,9
T HAMTL TON 1621, 13,7 3638, 1516, 597, 371,38
“ A LIsa =~ 1231, 16,5 3543, 1825, 230, 274,1
B L N24T 379, 9.9 2925, 561 . 1267, 258 4
WALSFLIRLD 46, - 8.3 1876, 68, 339. 144 ,2
MARIETTA 136, e 2 | Tl4, 149, 70. 0,0

h

—~



ALLOCATION coR ALLOCATION
UNDER $ 1S5 MILL. UNEMPLOYMENT EXCESS ENTITLEMENT UNDER HRS247
PER 1710 . {INEFMP] OYMENT FY1915 TITLE 11
FORMULA ($5000) PERCENT NO. - ($000) FORMULA ($000)
MINDLETOWN bub, 13.0 2492, 958, 5353, 0.0
s SBOINGE TELD 131, ) 2779, 194, 666, 196.9 .
TOLEND . 3843, . 11.6 18363, 8699, " 11831, 1939,0
WADREN . 472, 10.7 2776, 701, 914, 205,2
YOUNGSTONN | 1919, 13,3 7141, 2846, 3730, 922.6
HAMTLTON COUNTY 610, 8.5 10336, 608, 849, 1168,5
MONTGOMERY COUNTY . #3, fal 9948, 123, . 157, 658,6
. SUMMIT COUNTY 3 0. 8,0 6643, 0. S79, 512-0
‘ ;
ONLAHOMA
CREGON
FUGERE 575. 10,7 3379, ~ 853, 421, 386,1
___2nRTL &MD 2261, 10,0 16765, 3353, 8760, 1724.8
SaLEm 635, 11,5 3093, 941, 3183, 366,2
SPRIMGFIELD 336, 12,5 1383, 498, 104, 0,0
PENNSYLVANIA :
ALLENTOWN 431,. Ged 4577, 640, 2426, 349.8
61 ToOMA 257, 9,6 p2Bs, 381, 1225, 127,1
CHESTER 63K, i 14,2 3187. 1391. 2303, 376.6
HABD TSRS 137, 8.7 2530, 206, 2482, 158,1
HAZL= 70N 189, 10.2 1296. 280, 106, 0.0
| PNCASTFR 751, 12,4 1138, Y1135 4208, 2466,0
PHILADELOHIA 16306, 11.0 BR6T9, 24185, 60829, 21486,0
e PLTTHBUDGH 2748, 10,0 20375, 4075, 16429, 2679,3
OFANTING 1286 8.7 3426, 276, 4186, 193.1
SCRANTON 1459, 13,6 5627, 2164, 7747, 4746,9
WTLKFS=#ARRE 473, 10.8 2704, 701, 8084, 202.4
WTLL JAMSRORT 208, 10,1 14682, 308, 190”0, 0,0
Yna« 509. 11. 4 2531, 755. 1234, 233.3
_RUCrs COUNTY 310, A.5 13810, 659, 629, 426,5
LUZEENE COUNTY Gh4, . 10.2 6560, 1415, 584, 293.5
WESTMNRFLARD COUNTY 1475, 10.0 10565, 2113, 939, 294,9
#HODE ISLAND
i
o X TTT T CPaETON 943, 12.5 a8Y6, 1399, 461, 44740
74 PLoTHCYFT 1962, 16.3 5656, 2860, SA50., 171,56
PNV ILENEE 4706, 1731 13386, 7124, 9110, 2230, 4
o UAR JTCK 1527, 14,3 5172, 2279. 3ins, 362,.5

~~
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ALLOCATION e CPRG ALLOCATION
UNDER § 1% MILL. UNEMPLOYMFNT EXCESS ENTITLEMENT UNDEKR HRS5247
PER 1/10 UNEMPL QYMENT FY)I978 TITLE 11
FORMULA (S000) PERCENT NO. ($000) FORMULA (%000}
SOUTH CAROLINA - T e
CoLiumgTA 299, 4.8 4881, 444, 1936, 23646
GREFNMYTLIF 383, 104 2729, 567, 2208, 268.1
SPARTANKURG 805, 12,0 2247, 749, 4434, 0.0
SOUTH NAKOTA
UL SR L7 i SR T TR i e e T A ST O e T SR S e b L S
TFXAS
e PRORNSYTLLE 413, 11,9 1867, 612, 645, 172,46
RENTSON 256, 12.4 1236. 439, 179, 0.0
FO] e ifany Qs 10.4 502, 139. 4198, 0.0
Fl PASH ‘f‘l“-’o 10.1 1152‘*. 2396. 2195. 11"5.3
e _HARL INGEN 27h. 11,0 1230, 335, 385, 0,0
t ARENQ - la6l, 19.5 4176, 2463, 2663, 479,1
Sell i WMORTLEN 203, 10.4 1343, 310, 399, 0,0
LYLkR T4, & 10.4% 478, 110. 218, 0.0
PORT ARTHUR 766, 9,9 20b6, 3295, 1326, 1846, 8
SaN AMTOMNIO 653, 8.6 20335, 968, 17904, 1289,56
C,\P-Lg_s'F_l\:TTO Q-". ll.o 5180 ll“l. ?01. 0.0
. S=EEPMAN 74, 12.4 1565, 585, 109, 0.0
e _TFXARKANA 61. 8,7 1121, 90, 2812. 0,0
UTAH
ORIFN 426, 10,2 2931, 632, 655, 1777
NREM 12, 8,2 738, 18, 114, 0.0
PLOVO 40, 8,3 1641, 59, 3715, 691,0
SALT LAKE CITY 0. 8.0 6124, 0. 4176, 468,.8
VERMONT '
VIHGINTA
IYNFH";\!PG N ]f‘n 8.1 1887. 23. 3 1537| 227.8 LT

P

¢

o~
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ALLOCATION : ALLOCATION J
UNDER $ 15 MILL., + UNEMPLOYMENT EXGESS ENTITLEMENT  UNDER hRS247 g
PER _}/10 i Sty UNEMP] OYMENT FY1975 TITLE 11
& _ FORMULA (3000)  PERCENT NO. - ($000) FORMULA ($000)
PORTSMOUTH 0, 8.0 3521, 0. 4570, 394,2
ROANNKE 134, 8,5 3386, 199, 2629, 442.8
WASHINGTON
s - somine ('
SFATTLE 1010, A.6 21462, 1497, 11661, 2001.2
SPNKANF 1006, 10.2 6903, - 1485, 706 661,4
TACOMA B17, 9.5 &792, 915, 2459, 695,7 e C
VAKTHA : 469, 12,0 2085, 695, 256, 0.9
KThG COUNTY ' 669, Beb 20848, 993, 1511, 1357.1
PIENCE COUNTY 8k, 9,0 RB6T, 985, 718, 339.6 &
SNOROMISH COUNTY 402, 8.6 6562, 5974 573, 423.8
L
WESY VIXGINTA
PAPKFRSKURG 267, 10,3 1778, 396, 244, 0,0 - o
vyEIRTOMN 27. 8.4 AT &4l 89, 0.0 ‘
o
WISCONSIN
¥ ILWAUKEE 2963, 9.4 29498, 4393, 13383, 2500,8 C
OSHKOSH 105, 8.7 1938, 156. 179, 95,3
wEST LIS Ble. . 8.1 2517, 32, 196, 133.4
WYOMING
TOTAL CITY ALLOCATION 585000,
STATE SET=-ASIOE 165000,
TOTAL PROGR2M 780000,
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REQUESTED

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

To:

David Lissy

Paul Leachz//

Lynn May LA //
Steve McConahey/
Paul Myer

-

From: Allen Moore

Subject: Draft veto message for H.R. 5247
the Local Public Works Capital
Development and Investment Act of
1975.

Please review the attached and give me comments
or come to a meeting to discuss it Tuesday
4:00 p.m. in Art Quern's office.
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I am returning without my signature H.R. 5247, the Local Public
Wbrka; Caoltal Development and Investment Act of 1975.

(J nserft on concern for unea.p/ayed)

I believe, flrst of all, that this bill represents the wrong

strategy for solving thls country's serious problems of unemployment
and economic recovery. In addition, I believe that the bill suffers
frqm serious technical and administrative shortcomings which would
set some totally undesirable precedents for Federal intervention

and hamper the bill's limited potential for positive results.

Philosophically, I am opposed to this bill because it is basically a

public employment program. It would pump Federal dollars into local

areas to create temporary, public jobs. I have stated on many
Qg\éd‘wm\
occasions my opp031t10n to puttin IEHMblb&x money 1nto publlc

bayond
employment DrogramsLthan the nearly $5 billion we already spendffor

such p@ﬁposes.

The program I outlined in my étate of the Union address seeks a
continuation of the economic program initiated in late 1974. It

1s a program designed to develop real, permanent jobs which offer

a future to worklng Anerlcans,wand,whlch produce real goods and
services for our economy. Public employment programs can have a
role, but only a limited role. Otherwise, these prograﬁs build
false hopes; they substitute Federally sponsored employees for
persons who should be on the local economy's payroll; they work
against financial responsibility at the local level; they constitute

a drain on the producing sectors of the economy; and they promote

inflation .



-~
.

- My program for economic recovery lacks the glamour and political
appeal of new multi-billion dollar public works legislation. It
suffers by comparison in the short-term because it does not g:ginate
new municipal buildings in the Nation's communities. But it pro-
duces a preferable and more )v':;b‘}; cyresult in the long-run. My
program consists principally of Federal tax cuts, tax incentives
for private induétry expansion, tightly controlled growth of Federal
spending, and extended unemployment-éonpensation for the unemployed.
i firmly believe we are now beginning to realize some of the positive
and permanent results of the past year's efforts. The month of
January saw a dramatic drop in the unemployment rate from 8.3% to
7.8%. Nearly half a million persons left the rolls of the unemploved
to go back to work. I caution against projecting this rate of
improvement into the future because a drop this large is highly
unusual and may reflect some ﬁnusua1.3i§§§§¥§3 adjustments. We may
even see a sllght increase in February because the January decline

% an ThT 04T TAMY
was so sharo. The main point, however, is that my programnﬁs worklng. g

-

The unemployment rate has been falling steadily for months, the g

stock market moved ahead at record levels in January, real indus-
trial output is up , interest rates are falling, and price increases

are generally under control. The signs are.mostly positive, and I

. Hris freack.
strongly believe we should stay ©On r5e. iRt i ase e,

Let me turn now to some of the specific provisions in the bill

REQVIR T

which I believe would 4fmpest a veto decision even if there were no

SOR STANT/AL
phitosephieal disagreement on how best to involve the Federal

Government in the process of economic recovery.



Title I of the bill would authorize $2.5 billion for accelerated publicx
works projects. Priority would be given to local governments and to
areas with high levels of unemployment. This title has several major

shortcomings:

¢ It would increase the Federal deficit for 1977 by an
estimated $1 billion and the deficit for 1978 an estimated
$1.2 billion, by increasing spending at a time when we
already spend an estimated $18 billion annually on public
works projects.

e It would have its peak impact in 1977 and 1978, providing
- inflationary forces at a point when we should be well
-into our recovery phase.

o It would fund 100% of the costs of projects, thus reducing
the incentive for local governments to consider their
proposal in the proper.light of local priorities.

» It would force the Federal governmentig& make a funding
decision in every case within 60-days, a provision
grossly unfair both to the agency involved and to local
governments applying for grants.

o It would create a large, unwieldy categorical grant program
which would tend to favor local jurisdictions eguipped to
develop proposals quickly, irrespective of merit, at a

time when we are trying to return greater funding decision
authority to local levels of government.

Title II of the bill would authorize five calendar quarters of so-
called counter-cyclical revenue sharing funds to state and local
governments while unemployment stayed above 6% nationally. Funds
for maintenance of basic ser&ices would be distributed to local

oh
jurisdictions im a combined basis of unemployment and local tax

. 96 ‘ L3
effort. Thls‘pnéar;&.has several serious problems:

by

-'. % . '/i
o 7
a It would add $1.5 billion to the Federal deficit over™w....
five quarters (assuming a 7.5% rate of unemployment)

o It would not provide to local governments the budget planning
certanties so important to them which are contained in
the Administration-supported general revenue sharing legis-

lation. -



¢ It would provide grants as small as $250, thus creating
a wasteful administrative him@em burden.

¢ It would undermine strong current incentives on the part
of responsible local governments to-accumulate budgetary
surpluses in "good "years to help offset the effects of
poorer years.

. It would not satisfactorily differentiate between com-
munities on the basis of tax effort or tax structure, thus providing
funds to some communities which had acted fiscally irrespon-
sibily and denying funds to some communities which had acted
with prudence.

Title IIXI of the bill is a conglomeration of items which would give
the Economic Development Administration (EDA) in the Commerce
Department authority to pay interest subsidies to private borrowers and
to give new assistance grants to cities of 50,000 or more. This.
title would also authorize $500 million for theextension of the job
Opportunities program and encourage its joint utilization with Title
I projects. Finally this title would authorize a $1.4 billion

.. 1increase in EPA's wastewater treatment plants. There are numerous
problems with Title III:

¢ The interest subsidy program would be very difficult to
manage fairly, it would have little effect on reducing
unemployment, and it would create a bad precedent for Federal
intervention.

e The grants to cities over 50,000 provision would bring EDA

into a new, potentially expensive, and generally undesirafis
urban development role.

» The Job Opportunltles provision is a costly and xnefficient
means of creating temporary jobs.

e The wastewater treatment provision would add additional
funds to a program which already has $10 billion to spend.
If the Congress is not satisfied with the current funding
allocation formula, it should change that formula directly
instead of adding new funds for certain jurisdictions.

In summation, I think we need to recognize this program for what it is
FRoAISI Taxy -
-=-a poorly concelveékpubllc efmployment program, an unneeded and wasteful

\::é__“\k&or t:.n-Q v Fladrea .
public works program, and an undesired admixture ©f poor precedentsy

Finally, its sponsorgs claimsof the creation of 600,000 to 800,000

jobs simply do not stand up to scrutiny. A much moxe realistic exper-
Wo
ienced based estimate would indicate is more than 250,000 jobs over



"5 years, with a peak impact of only 100,000 to 120,000 jobs.

QL_.'L‘&», LM LA N t& th‘, P eg }Lg\,'vb\

I offer as an alternative %ﬁe—gwtff~passage.oﬁ.myaeconom1c~1n1t1at;yes
Contimiba s w;b""\"v s @Rl . Ll ‘.«\" e A R s e Lh-.‘Qﬁ }"" ot AAs
which- are.des;gned to keep the county on its current course of p

A :
steady and permanent economic recovery. Similarly, I repeat my call
for early action on General Revenue Sharing legislation which properly

places public works and financial planning responsibility where it

belongs -- in the hands of state and local elected officials.
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A BILL

To provide supplementary community development block
grantrassistance to communities with high unemployment
‘due to adverse national economic conditions, and for

‘ 6ther purposes. |

Be it enacted by'thelsenéteiandlﬂdﬁse 6fVRepresentatives

of the United States of AmeriéévinAthgréss assembled, That

this Act may be cited as the "Community Development Anti-
‘Recession Assistance Act of 1976".
* SEC. 2. (a) The Congress finds --

(1) that many of the Nation's cities and other
communities, whose economic health is
essential to national economic prosperity,
are experiencing considerable hardships

~due to high unemployment resulting from i
recession; and

(2) that the existing commuﬁity development
block grant program can provide an effective
mechanism to increase significantly private
sector employment while fostering community
development in such communities.

(b) Therefore, the Congress declares it to be the

policy of the United States and the purpose of



this Act to reduce unemployment by encouraging
locally dgtermiﬁed community development activities
carried out by cities and other communities with
high unemployment due to advefse national economic
conditions., It is the intention of Congress that
the provision of assistance under this Act shall not
result in the reduction of assistancé under title I
of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974,
or any other law, |

SEC. 3. Title I of the Housing and Community
Development Act of 1974, P, L. 93-383, is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new section:

"SUPPLEMENTARY COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS

"SEC. 119. (a)(l) In addition to the
assistance otherwise authorized under this title,
the Secretary is authorized to make grants to any

. State, metropolitan city or urban county which
meets the requirements of this section, to
finance community development activities which
are approved by the Secretary as consistent with
the objectives of this title. There are hereby

authorized to be appropriated such sums as may



be necessary, in view of current and antiéipated
national unemployment trénds, to carry oﬁt tﬁe
provisions of this seqtion. Any amounts so
appropriated shall remain available until expended.
"(2) Notwithstanding any amounts appropriated
pursuant to paragraph (1) of this subsection, the
total of all grants approved under this section
with respect to any calendar quarter shall be
equal to the lesser of any amounts so appropriated
which remain uncommitted, or $15 million multiplied
by the number of one-tenth percentage points by
which the rate of seasonally adjusted national
unemployment for the most recent calendar quarter
which ended 3 months before the beginning of
such calendar quarter exceeded 7 per centum.
"()(1l) of the amount available pursuant
to subsection (a) for grants under this section
with respect to any calendar quarter, 75 per

centum shall be allocated by the Secretary to

b



metropolitan cities and'urbén counties, ékcept

that the Secretary may establish such higher

or lower percentage as the Secretary deems
appropriate in view of unemployment and related
factors in such metropolitan cities and urban
counties. From the amount allocated under the
preceding sentence with respect to any calendar
quarter, the Secretary shall determine, for

each metropolitan city and urban county which has a
seasonally adjusted unemployment rate in excess of

8 per centum for the most recent calendar quarter which



ended 3 months before the beginning of such
calendar quarter, a supplementary grant

amount which shall equal an amount which bears
the same ratio to the total allocation with
respect to the calendar quarter under the
preceding sentence as the ratio of (A) the
number of unemployed persons in excess of

the number of unemployed persohs which représents
8 per centum unemployment in such metropolitan
city or urban county during the most recent
calendar quarter which ended 3 months before

the beginning of such calendar quarter to (B)

the number of unemployed persons in excess of

the number of unemployed persons which represents
8 per centum unemploymenﬁ in all such
metropolitan cities and urban counties during

the same calendar quarter, For purposes of

determining grant allocations under this



paragraph, the'Secretary shall utilize
appropriate unemployment data, as determined
by the Secretary of Labor and reported to
the Secretary.

"(2)(A) After making the allocation with
respect to any calendar quarter required
pursuant to pafagraph (1), the Secretary shall
allocate the amount remaining with respect to
such calendar quarter for grants under this
section to Stétes on behalf of units of general
local government in such State, other than
metropolitan cities and urban counties therein,
which are experiencing high rates of
unemployment and serious fiscal problems as
a result of adverse economic conditions. From
the amount allocated under the preceding
sentence with respect to any calendar quarter,
the Secretary shall determine, for each State
which is eligible for assistance under the
preceding sentence, a grant amount which shall

equal an amount which bears the same ratio to



the allocation with respect to the calendar
quarter under fhe preceding sentence as ﬁhe
ratio of (i) the number of unemployed

persons in excess of the number of unemployed
persons which represents 8 per centum

unemployment in such State, excluding unemployed

persons in metropolitan cities and urban counties

therein, during the most recent calendar quarter
which ended 3 months before the beginning of such
calendar quarter to (ii) the number of such un-
employed persons in excess of the number of
unemployed persons which fepresents 8 per centum
unemployment in all such States, excluding unemployed
persons in all metropolitan cities and urban counties
therein, during the same calendar quarter.

- "(B) Any grant allocated to a State under
this paragraph shall be used, or distributed by
such State for use in or for'the benefit of units
of general local government, other than metropolitan
cities and urban counties therein, which are ex-

periencing high rates of unemployment and serious

fiscal problems on a basis consistent with the purpose of



this section and criteria thereunder;\
prescribed by the Secretary.

"(C) For purposes of determining grant
allocations under this paragraph, the
Secretary shall utilize appropriate unemploy-
ment data, as determined by the Secretary of
Labor and reported to the Secretary, except
that, in the event such unemployment data
are unavailable for any recipient, the best
available unemployment data for such recipient,
consistent with criteria determined by the
Secretary, shall be utilized,

"(c) (1) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this title relating to requirements for
contents of applications for assistance, any
metropolitan city or urban county which has
been allocated supplementary grant assistangéé'b

: 3
under subsection (b)(l) with respect to any

N

calendar quarter shall be entitled to receive
the amount of assistance so allocated if it

has submitted to the Secretary an application

as prescribed by the Secretary which --



"(A) outiines the prop;sed use
- or uses of the assistance and the benefits
to the community of such use or uses,
particularly in terms of reducing unemploy-
ment through creation of jobs in the
private sector;

"(B) in the case of a metropolitan
city or urban county receiving assistance
under any provision of this title other
this section, demonstrates how the proposed
use or uses would contribute to achievement
of the objectives of the recipient's
Community Development Program;

"(C) in the case of a metropolitan
city or urban county which is not receiving
such assistance, complies with those
provisions of section 104 of this title
which pertain to requirements for contents
of applications for assistance; and

."(D) requests assistance in an amount,

which together with other resources that



10
may be available, will be adequate to
complete the.proposed activity or activities.

"(2) Any application submitted pursuant to
subsection (c¢) (1) by a metropolitan city or urban
county receiving assistance under any section of
this title other than this section, shall be deemed
approved within 45 days after receipt of such
application unless the Secretary shall have informed
the applicant withiﬁ‘such period of specific
reasons for disapproval and the actions necessary
to-secure approval. Any pther application shall be
deemed approved within 75 days after receipt 6f
such application unless the Secretary shall have
informed the applicant within such period of
specific reasons for disapproval and the actions
necessary to secure approval, The Secretary shall
approve an application for assistance allocated
under this section unless the Secretary determines o
that the proposed use or uses of such assistance;i&‘
are plainly inappropriate to meeting the purposé;}
of this section, or that the application does not

comply with the requirements of this section or

proposes activities which are ineligible



11
under this section.
"(3) Any State allocated grant assistance
with respect to any calendar quarter under
subsection (b) (2) shail be entitled to receive

such assistance promptly after complying with

such application requirements as the Secretary
may prescribe, consistent with requirements
applicable under paragraph (1) of this subsection
or otherwise deemed appropriate by the Secretary
to assure achievement of the purpose of assistance

under this section.



vem ¥
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"(d) Assistance under this section may be
used by the recipient thereof for any activity
eligible for assistance under section 105(a) of
this title, except that up to 1lU per centum of
the amount allocated to any recipient with respect
fo any calendar quarter may be used for such other
activity or activities as may be deemed by the
Secretary to be consistent with the objectives of
this title and assistance under this section,
respectively,

"(e) Except where otherwise provided in this -
section, assistance under this section shall be
subject to all of the requirements and provisions
of this title,

."(f) The Secretary is authorized to prescribe

such rules and regulations, and to take such steps



13
as may be necessary, to assure the prompt
implementation of the assistance program authorized
uﬁder this section with respect to any calendar
quarter, commencing with the calendar quarter
beginning on April 1, 1976, with respect to
which assistance is allocated hereunder.

"(g) No assistance under this section may
be approved by the Secretary with respect to
any calendar quarter after the calendar quarter
which ends on March 31, 1978.

"(h) Any funds allocated under subsection
(b) (1) of this section which remain uncommitted at
the end of the calendar quarter'following the calendar
quarter with respect to which such funds were allocated
because of the failure of a metropolitan city or
urban county to apply for such assistance or
otherwise to comply with this section shall be added
to the funds available for allocation to States
under subsection (b)(2) with respect to the same
calendar quarter for which the funds were initially
allocated. Any funds allocated under subsection(b) (2)

of this section with respect to a State which remain
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uncommitted at the end of the calendar quarter
following the calendar quarter with respect to
which such funds were allocated because of the
failure of such StateAto apply for such assistancel
or otherwise to comply with this section shall
revert to tﬁé United States Treasury, except that
any funds reallocated for allocation to States
under the preceding sentence shall revert to
the Treasury only if such funds remain uncommitted
at.the end of the third calendar quarter following
the calendar quarter with respect to which such

funds were initially allocated under subsection (b)(1)."



THE VICE PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON

February 10, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT

FROM: THE VICE PRESIDENT z

SUBJECT: HR 5247 -71&*72?; ~r Vo MeSSajgb

1. You share the deep concern pof the Congress for
those who still remain unemployed:==" 2,8#e;se v

-- despite the steady pick-up of the economy; and
-- the 2,100,000 jobs that have already been
restored by private enterprise without cost

to the taxpayer.

2. But you disagree fundamentally with the method that
the Congress is proposing, for two reasons:

A. that the plan will not begin to take significant
effect until 1977; and,

B. it would be counterproductive in that

-— it runs the danger of restimulating
inflation; and,

-— it will make people more dependent on
government rather than on dynamic economic
growth.

3. Therefore I recommend you veto HR 5247, but in
your veto message:

A. urge the Congress to enact the HUD alternative,
which will provide jobs now in one of the highest
areas of unemployment - home construction

-— which is desperately needed, and which

-- will be an important stimulus to basic industry
affecting the strength of our economy;

ORIGINAL RETIRED FOR PRESERVAHRON



MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

B. wurge the passage of the Energy Independence
Authority, a self-liquidating investment by
government, acting as a catalyst to private
enterprise to:

-— achieve energy self-sufficiency for the
Nation, and to

-~ produce 1,200,000 jobs directly, which
+ will revitalize the economy, and
+ protect our national security

4, This is the time for bold action.



THE VICE PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON

February 10, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM:

SUBJECT:

T
P /
THE VICE PRESIDENT o~

HR 5247 ($6 Billion Categorical Grant
Public Works Bill): HUD Community
Development Block Grant Alternative

Here are my reactions to the HUD alternative (attached) :

1. The

strategy is excellent.

HR 5247 will cost a budget-busting $6 billion;

Your veto, if you use it, will probably be
overridden;

But an alternative Administration proposal

(1) Could reduce the margin;

(2) Show the country that your Administration
does have a creative, responsive, and

positive plan to deal with

-—- unemployment

urban problems.

time to move is now.

CRGINAL RETIRED FOR PRE

In your State of the Union and Budget Messages,
you again made clear to the country your
attitude towards spending and your belief in
fiscal responsibility;

But there is still a need for the Administration
to emphasize that it cares about and can do
something about the human problems and human
needs caused by unemployment.

SERVATION




3. Compared with HR 5247, the HUD alternative:

a'

Produces more jobs, sooner, at less cost;

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

38,000 in the first quarter, at an annual
cost of $780 million;

while HR 5247 would produce only 28,000 in
the same period, but at a total annual
cost of $6 billion;

true, HR 5247 would eventually produce a
total of 198,000 jobs, but only by the
time the expected economic recovery 1is
well underway;

in fact, the delayed inflationary impact

of the cost of HR 5247's 198,000 jobs

could jeopardize the very economic recovery
those jobs are designed to help;

-- a case of too much, too late, at too
great a cost;

Produces real jobs, mainly in the private sector,

not dead-end public works jobs;

Produces jobs where they are needed;

(1)

(2)

75% of funds to cities of 50,000 plus with
8% unemployment;

25% to states with 8% unemployment for use
outside cities of 50,000;

Produces jobs when they are needed;

(1)

(2)

“triggered when nation-wide unemployment

reaches 7%;

but phased out as the employment conditions
in cities improve and, nationally, when
unemployment drops below 7% (expected in
early 1977);

Jou

i



e. Produces jobs without exceeding the $395 billion
 budget limit;

—-= because the cost of the borrowing necessary
to finance the program will decrease as
economic conditions improve;

f. Produces jobs without setting up a new system
of categorical grants;

-~ instead, the HUD alternative would continue
to channel money into existing community-
development block-~grant programs, thus
reinforcing their objectives of:

(1) attracting and keeping industry;

(2) stabilizing and improving declining
neighborhoods.

-~ and thereby:
(1) reduce start-up time;
(2) keep administrative costs low;

(3) keep priority-setting where it belongs,
at the state and local level.

Attachments

-- HUD Alternative and Executive Summary
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide a brief
discussion of H.R. 5247 and to outline the advantages of
a community development block grant substitute fo: the
enrolled enactment.

T. Summary of Description and Weaknesses of H.R. 5247

Title I. Provides a FY 1977 authorization of $2.5
billion for 100% federal grants for local public works
projects, thereby replacing careful local project selection
with grantsmanship.

Title IX. Provides for temporary grants to State and
local governments to help them maintain basic municipal
services. The estimated cost is $1.5 billion over the
next 15 months. The program is triggered by the national
unemployment rate exceeding 6%. Because local furd allo-
cations would be based in part on local taxes raised,
cities and States would receive aid based on what they
spend, creating incentives to greater expenditures.

Title IIXI. Provides (1) $1.4 billion in FY 1977 funds
for EPA's wastewater treatment grants, (2) an extension,
$500 million authorization and modification of the Job
Opportunities program, (3) interest subsidies on EDA loans
to businesses, and (4) additional EDA grant and loan author-
ity which would effectively make EDA an Urban Renewal Agency.

Only a small proportion of the over $6 billion cost of
H.R. 5247 would be available, in the short term, to create
local jobs.

WM

II. Proposed Alternative to H.R. 5247

A. Program Description

Under HUD's proposal funds would be provided
primarily to cities with more than 50,000 population, since
they were the hardest hit by the recent recession and will
be slowest to recover. The HUD proposal seceks to create
private sector jobs in areas of excessively high unemploy-

ment.* This temporary assistance, which dove-tails with the

President's philosophy that economic growth is best produced
through the private sector, will help revitalize these very

depressed areas so that they may participate in the national
recovery. :

* East St. Louis - 18% Pontiac - 30% Niagara Falls - 18%
Flint - 19% cCamden - 16% . Providence - 17%
Detroit - 22% Buffalo - 17% Laredo - 20%
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The program would be activated only when the
national unemployment rate is over 7%, and $15 million -
per guarter would be available for each .1% by which
unemployment exceeds 7%. At the present 8.3% rate of
unemployment (1.3% above 7%) funds would be provided in-
the amount of $195 million per quarter, or $780 million
per year. E

Assistance would be provided only to cities
with unemployment over 8% based on the extent to which
the city's unemployment exceeds 8%. (See attached table
for examples.)

Twenty-five percent of the funds would be dis- "
tributed to states with unemployment over 8% to use in
areas outside cities of 50,000.

B. Program Administration

Grants would flow into their community development
program, subject to the same statutory standards as
community development block grants. To participate, the
city would submit a brief statement of its planned use of
the funding, referencing its HUD-approved community
development application.

Cs 'Advantages

(1) The measure'provides emergency're;ief only
to those local governments with high
unemployment. .

(2) Cities which experience improved employment
conditions will have their own supplemental
funding reduced guarterly.

(3) The program phases out automatically when
the national unemployment rate drops below
7%, which is predicted to occur in early
1977.

(4) Directing supplementary funding into local
community development programs is responsive
to the special problems of the cities. 1In
addition to stimulating the local econony
with "new" money, the supplement will allow
the recipients to attract and keep industry

and stabilize and improve declining nelgbbor~/r$ F0R,

e hoods. These activities should create e
' private sector jobs and improve the local p
economy.

e
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(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

‘within its budget target of $395 billion.

Most of the funds would be spent on activities
which create jobs in the private sector rather
than creating long term obligations for
financially strapped local governments by
swelling public payrolls.

3

The HUD proposal, at a cost of $780 million,
will create at least 38,000 jobs during the
first quarter after implementation and another
25,000 within the next 6 months. In contrast,
H.R. 5247, at a total cost of over $6 billion,
would produce 28,000 jobs during the first r
quarter after implementation. Ultimately,

H.R. 5247 would create up to 198,000 additional
jobs, but only long after the program was
implemented and the stimulus needed.

Use of the existing block grant administrative
structure at the Federal and local level
reduces start-up time and administrative costs;
requires local priority-setting which would be
lost under the categorical programs in H.R.
5247; and avoids the disruption which often
occurs when Federal funds are discontinued.

As the economy continues to recover and interest
rates fall, the cost of government borrowing
will decrease and the Administration can remain

The $6 billion public works/public employment
bill now before you passed the House by a clear
veto override margin. Availability of a far
less costly and procrammatically sounder
Administration alternative could provide the

‘"margin to sustain a veto.

Proposing an alternative, even if it is
unsuccessful and the veto is overridden, shows
that the Administration is concerned about and
looking for ways to help urban centers with
high unemployment.



— - Alloca®ion  Allocation T Allocation TN s ol MR Spep

. underx under - under : CDBG _
$10 million §15 million formula Allocation Unemployment Unemploy-
per 1/10% per 1/10% in Title II FY 1975 ment
formula formula of HR 5247 Percent No. over 8%
($ mill.) (5 will.) 7 18 mill.) ($ mill,)
¥ .
New York 51.4 77.% : 137.8 102.2 10.5% 351,000 117,000
Los Angcles 20.8 31.2 el s TS 08 Y 38.6 10.7 134,000 46,000
Chicago 9.8 $4.7 18.6 43,2 9.1 132,000 31,000
Detroit - 50.6 75.9 38,0 34.2  21.6 --131,000° 88,000
Philadelphia $4.8. 22.4 : 21.5 60.8 11.0 89,000 32,000
Baltimore 6.2 9.3 . 8.2 32.7 10.7 40,000 13,000
San Francisco 5.4 B.1 10.5 28.8 10.5 37,000 12,000
Boston 8.3 12.5 16.0 82.% 12,8 36,000 16,000
San Diego 4.6 6.9 2.9 9.1 10.4 32,000 11,000
St. Louis 7.5 11.3 8.6 15.2 12.9 32,000 15,000
Buffalo 9.6 14.4 ’ 6.6 11.7  16.5 30,000 17,000
Milwaukee 2.7 4.1 2.5 13.4 9.4 29,000 7,500
Cleveland \ 2.8 4.2 3.2 16.1 9.5 29,000 7,600
Atlanta 6.3 9.5 3.6 18.8  12.7 28,000 13,000
Indianapolis 1.0 1.5 8.8 " 13.9 8.5 27,000 4,700
Phoenix 3.4 5.1 o 9.6 10,3 % 25,000 - &,000
Seattle 0.9 1.4 : - 3% - 11.6 8.6 21,000 4,000,
Kansas City, Mo, 2.0 3.0 . 3.4 17.8 9.5 21,000 5,600
! New Orleans 2.0 3.0 3.0 14.8 9.5 21,000 5,600

- .Pittsburgh 2.5 e NS 2.1 16.4 10.0 20,800 - 6,100
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I. . Description of H.R. 5247

The bill has three titles.

Title I. Provides for 100% federal grants for local
public works projects, with a FY 1977 authorization of $2.5
billion. .

Title II. Provides for anti-recession grants to State
and local governments to help them maintain basic municipal
services in the face of the falling revenues and rising
costs attributable to recession. The estimated cost is $1.5
billion over the next 15 months. The program would be triggered
by the national unemployment rate exceeding 6% and the level
of funding would increase with the unemployment rate. The :
allocation of funds is governed by a complex statutory allocation
formula based on unemployment rates and taxes raised by the
recipient.

Title III. Provides (1) $1.4 . billion in FY 1977 funds
for EPA's wastewater treatment grants, (2) an extension, $500
million authorization and modification of the Job Opportunities
program, (3) interest subsidies on EDA loans to businesses,
and (4) additional EDA grant and loan authority which would
effectively make EDA an Urban Renewal Agency. The estimated
potential cost of this Title is over $6 billion, of which $675
million would be for FY 1976.

H.R. 5247 in its present form has many weaknesses. It
addresses the cyclical problems of state and local govern-
ments just at the time when those problems are beginning to
abate for most states and smaller communities. Most State
and local governments are emerging from the recession, and,
as is typical in economic recoveries, their revenue increases
now are outrunning their expenditure increases. Only a
relatively small proportion of the enormous overall cost of
H.R. 5247 would be available in the short-term to provide the
assistance which local governments are seeking to help them
cope with the effects of temporarily high levels of unemploy-
ment. Titles I and III of the enrolled enactment would require
continuing expenditures in calendar year 1978 and beyond
regardless of the condition of the economy and would saddle
local governments with political pressure to maintain newly-
hired employees on the public payroll. '
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Title I, in particular, suffers from this defect, since
it provides funds for public works which will be utilized, .
given lead times for such projects, in years when the economic
recovery is much stronger and when the projects could be
inflationary. Title I's provision for 100% federal grants
also eliminates incentives for recipients to carefully select
and monitor proposed projects or to weigh the value of the
project against competing local priorities. Finally, Title I
is in effect a categorical public works program, introduced
when the Administration had been consolidating such programs.

Title II, which is a public service employment program,
bases its fund allocations in part on the basis of taxes
raised locally, which means cities and States receive aid
based on what they spend, not what they need. More funds
would be provided to those local governments with higher tax
bases, including many which plan to run surpluses in 1976,
and to those which have been least efficient in holding down
costs. Title II could also encourage escalation in local
public employee wage settlements, since in effect part of
the cost would be paid by the Federal government, as long as
the overall unemployment rate remains above 6%. Nor is there
any workable mechanism in the bill to ensure that State and
local governments, as intended, will spend the money either
to create useful and substantial jobs, or to prevent layoffs
of essential public employees and maintain the current level
of public services. Such public service employment programs
often merely substitute federally funded employment for jobs
that would have been funded by local revenues anyway, thus
adding few net jobs. This may result partially from the
limited capacity of local government to rapidly absorb new
employees. Finally, it is often extremely difficult to
terminate a public service employment program when the need
for it is over, since termination could mean politically
explosive layoffs of public employees.

>

Title III has some of the same weaknesses as Title I.
It is a categorical program very similar to prior such
programs, which have proven ineffective. The EDA amendments
envision a program strikingly similar to Urban Renewal which
was terminated because it was devastatingly harmful to the
social and economic fabric of cities, and was consolidated
into the Community Development Block Grant program, which
provides a better means of assisting the cities. e
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Title III also subverts the purpose of EDA both program-
matically and geographically. EDA's role is to provide
development assistance to those regions and communities which
have chronic unemployment resulting from the lack of economic
infrastructure, not as a result of a temporal recession.
Hence, EDA's attention would be directed away from its
historical constituency of rural communities, which are
undergoing financial problems as a result of the recession,
to a very different urban clientele.

While H.R. 5247 is deficient in many respects, it does
attempt to address, albeit in a confused and inadequate
fashion, a major problem of many local governments, partic-
ularly large cities. While general economic recovery will
aid state and local governments in balancing their budgets
and in continuing to provide services, there are still many
cities which have been hard hit by the recession and which
will be particularly slow to emerge from it. These are
cities which suffer from economic decline generally, hence
were especially vulnerable to the effects of the recent
recession, which superimposed cyclical fiscal problems upon
their long-term economic problems. This has created fiscal
difficulties on a continuing basis and trapped these cities
in a vicious cycle in which they must either raise taxes or
reduce services, in either case exacerbating the economic
decline which originally generated the fiscal problems.

These cities are typically older, larger central cities,
particularly in the Northeast and Midwest, although there
are an increasing number of cities in the West and South with
such characteristics. These cities generally have been
losing both middle income population and private employment,
have large poverty populations and are small relative to
their suburban areas. They face higher per capita costs of
providing services to a population which increasingly needs
their services, but which cannot generate the required tax
revenues,




II. Proposed Alternative to H.R. 5247

A. Program Description

HUD's proposed assistance program is based on the
concept of providing temporary financial assistance to those
local governments which most need it, when their already
serious fiscal problems are exacerbated by a recession.

B. Recipients

Funds would be provided only to cities with more
than 50,000 population, since these are the cities which
face the most severe fiscal problems on both a short-term
and long-term basis. Small units of government would be
funded through the states because of the administrative
problems of our determining their relative needs.

— — G—

C. Trigger and Allocation Formula

The program would be activated only when the national
unemployment rate was over 7% for a calendar quarter. At that
time, funds would be provided for the following four calendar
quarters only in those large cities which have unemployment
rates at or above 8%. These cities would receive a pro-rata
share of $10 million per quarter, for each .1% that the
national unemployment rate exceeded 7%. For example, the un-
employment rate for the fourth quarter of 1975 was 8.3%. Funds
would be provided, beginning in the second quarter of 1976, in
the amount of $130 million per quarter, or $520 million per
year, for as long as the unemployment rate remained at 8.3%
(1.3% above the 7% trigger). Each city with an unemployment
rate at or above 8% would receive funds in direct proportion
to its share of the total number of persons unemployed above
8%. If the national unemployment rate falls to 8.0% in the
first quarter of 1976, then the funds to be allocated would be
reduced to $100 million per quarter or $400 mllllon per year,
beginning in the third quarter of 1976.




In the alternative, funding could be provided at the
rate of $15 million per quarter, for each .l1% that the national
unemployment rate exceeded 7%. Under this alternative, funds
would be provided, beginning in the second quarter of 1976, in
the amount of $195 million per guarter, or $780 million per
year, for as long as the national unemployment rate remained at
8.3% (1.3% above the 7% trigger). Each city with an unemploy-
ment rate at or above 8% would receive, at this higher funding
level, the same proportion of funds available as it would
receive at the lower funding level. I£f the national unemploy-
ment rate falls to 8.0% in the first quarter of 1976, then the
funds to be allocated at this higher level of funding would be
reduced to $150 million per quarter, or $600 million per year,
beginning in the third quarter of 1976.

Individual cities would become eligible under either
formula for funds on a quarterly basis and receive funding only
while their unemployment rates were above 8%. Thus, as the
economy improves, the total amount of funds available, and the
number of cities receiving funds, would decline from quarter to
quarter.

A fund equaling 25% of the funds available in any ¥
guarter would be distributed to states with an unemployment
rate of over 8% in areas lying outside cities of 50,000. The
"states would be required to distribute those funds to communities
of under 50,000 with unemployment rates (using locally derived
estimates) of over 8% and suffering serious fiscal problems.

A S

D. Program Administration

These assistance grants would be administered with a
minimum of additional Federal or local bureaucratic expense by
using an existing administrative structure. Virtually all
cities who would be potentially eligible for assistance under
this program are already operating community development and
housing programs under the Housing and Community Development
Act of 1974. The Community Develcpment Block Grant Program
requires recipients to develop a comprehensive three-year plan
and an annual application for funds, which is reviewed and
monitored by the Department of Housing and Urban Development.
In addition, each recipient has an on-going planning and manage-
ment structure to operate its programs.
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Grants made each quarter to eligible cities would
flow into their community development program, subject to
the same statutory and regulatory constraints as the regular
block grant program. Each quarter, cities would be notified
of their eligibility for emergency stipend. 1In order to
receive the funds, the city would submit a brief statement
of its planned use of that quarter’'s funding, simply refer-
encing its HUD-approved community development application.
Activities (as in the Community Development Block Grant dis-
cretionary program) must be those which can be completed
with this temporary bi-annual grant or other identifiable
available funds (including Community Development Block Grants).
Their next annual application and performance report for block
grant funds would explain how the additional funds were .
utilized, either through an acceleration or augmentation of
activities already planned, or, in some instances, in addi-
tional community development activity which had not previously
received support because of a lack of funds. Post hoc Federal
audit and monitoring of grant expenditures would be a part of
HUD's routine administration of the block grant program.

E; Advantages

This proposal has several fundamental advantages:

(1) It is focused both geographically and temporarily
on specific, severe urban problems. It is a
measure to provide emergency relief only to those
local governments with high unemployment, who are
having a particularly hard time recovering from
the recession. Unemployment is a reasonable and
accessible means of identifying cities facing
such serious fiscal problems.

(2) The proposal is aimed at cities with continuing
and systemic economic problems which make their
participation in the general economic recovery
most difficult. Individual cities which experi-
ence economic recovery and improved employment
conditions before the program phases out will
have their own supplemental funding reduced or
eliminated as their economic condition improves.
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(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

The national economic recovery anticipated in
1976 and 1977 will phase the entire program out
automatically as the national unemployment rate
drops below 7%.

The program is inherently temporary; it carries

no implication of being a continuing "entitlement,"
and by its quarterly allocation of funds mitigates
against any long-term reliance on or anticipation
of future funding.

Directing supplementary funding into community :
development programs at the local level is respon-
sive to the special problems of these cities. 1In
addition to stimulating the local economy with

"new" money, the supplement will allow the recip-~
ients to accelerate community development activities
and meet needs which are all the more pressing
because of local unemployment and lagging municipal
revenues. For example, they can undertake economic
development initiatives to attract and keep industry,
stablize and preserve declining neighborhoods which
threaten to become even larger public burdens, and
rehabilitate existing housing stock for improved
living conditions for residents. All of these
activities treat the economic base deficiencies
which are at the root of most urban problems, and
should contribute to overall recovery in those
cities which tend to fall into recession more
deeply, and to come out of it more slowly.

Unlike the pending legislation, however, it should
not encourage additional local government spending
by basing the allocation formula on local fiscal
effort or local taxes.

The higher trigger will allow an earlier phase-out
and the lower level of funding envisioned will
result in far lower costs than the pending legislation.

b
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(8)

(9)

(10)

Use of the existing Community Development Block
Grant administrative structure at the Federal
and local level also contributes to the attrac--
tiveness of this proposal. First, it is cost-
effective and efficient in that virtually all
appropriations for the program will go directly
to recipient governments for community develop-
ment efforts already planned, thus greatly
reducing start-up time and administrative costs
and increasing the city's capacity to absorb
and use its incremental funds. Second, the
Community Development mechanism provides the
recipient community with the ability to weigh
competing priorities and the responsibility to
carefully assess potential uses for their Federal
funds. Third, by avoiding the creation of a new
bureaucracy at the Federal or local level, it
minimizes start-up costs or delays, preserves
the temporary character of the program, and
avoids the problem of disruption which often
occurs when Federal funds are discontinued.

The Community Development program already has an
administrative infrastructure, at the Federal
and local level, to assure compliance with other
related Federal laws, such as National Environ-
mental Protection Agency, relocation and anti-
discrimination provisions. .
The Community Development Block Grant Program

was conceived and designed to meet the needs

of our urban areas while learning from the
mistakes of the old categorical programs. By
building on this on-going program, the proposed
supplementary grant can take advantage of those
elements which make it a sound urban program.

The wide scope of eligible activities and the
broad discretion allowed recipients in setting
local priorities makes it easy for cities to make
effective use of the funds.
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(11)

(12)

Based on our experience with the Community
Development program, a very high percentage
of the funds would be spent on activities
which provide jobs in the private sector
rather than creating long-term obligations
for financially strapped local governments
by swelling public payrolls.

If, as presently anticipated, the economy

continues to recover and interest rates fall,

the cost of government borrowing would
decrease and the Administration could remain
within its budget target of $395 billion.
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APPENDIX

The table showé approximate amounts which would be
allocated under the proposed formula, for the‘20 cities
receiving the largest awards. The figures are based én
first quarter 1975 U.S. Department of Labor unemployment
figures and on 1970 Census labor force totals for the
cities over 50,000 population with 8% or moré unemployment.
If the proposed legislation were enacted, current labor
force data would be useﬁ, so the actual grant. amounts
would differ slightly from the figures in the table. A

total of 243 cities would be eligible for aid.
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L

New York
‘Los Angeles
" Chicago
Detroit
Philadelphia
Baltimore l
San Francisco
Boston

San Diego
St. Louis
Buffalo
Milwaukee
Cleveland
Atlanta
Indianapolis
Phoenix

Seattle
Kansas City, Mo.
New Orleans

Pittsburgh

Allocation
under

$10 million
per 1/10%
formula

($ mill.)

51.4
20.8

9.8
50.6
14.9

Allécation
under
$15 million
per 1/10%
formula
($ mill.)
17,1
Skl
14.7
1549
22.4
9.3
8.1
12.5
6.9
1l.2
14.4
4.1
4,2
9.5
1.5
S.1

1.4
3.0
2.0
3.8
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Allocation
undgr CDBG
formula Allocation Unemployment Unemploy-
in Title II FY 1975 ment
of HR 5247 Percent No. over 8%
($ mill.) ($ mill.)

137.8 102.2 10.5% 351,000 117,000 '“‘f\j
20.3 38.6  10.7 134,000 46,000 {43
18.6 43,2 g.1 132,000 31,000 . wM*
38.0 34,2 21.6 131,000 88,000 (%
21.5 60.8 110 89,000 32,000 .

5.2 5%y 10.7 40,000 13,000 ‘'
i)
10.5 28.8 10.5 37,000 12,000 ‘% kv
: v
16.0 32.1 12.8 36,000 16,000 .
2.9 9.1 10.4 32,000 11,000 “‘L31
8.6 15.2 12.9 32,000 15,000 TR
6.6 1.7 16.5 30,000 17,000 LS
2.5 13.4 9.4 29,000 7,500 N
3.2 16.1 9.5 29,000 7,600
3.6 18.8 12:3 28,000 13,000 =31
2.8 13.9 8.5 27,000 4,700
2.5 2.6 10.3 25,000 8,000 W .,
. 11.6 8.6 21,000 4,000:
17.9 9.5 21,000 5,600
14.8 9.5 21,000 5,600
3. 16.4 10.0 20,000 6,100











