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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 for the 
enrolled enactment. · 

I. Surrunary of Description and \\'eaknesses 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 II. 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 exqeeding 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 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 
Opportuniti~s _program, .(3). i:qteres,t ·subsidies on ~DA loans 
to businesses, ·and .(4) additional. EDA grant arid :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. 

II. Proposed Alt~rnative to H.R-:. 5247 

A. Program Description 

Under HUO'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 nationa~ 
recovery. 

* East St. Louis - 18% 
Flint - 19% 
Detroit - 22% 

Pontiac - 30% 
Camden - 16% 
Buffalo - 17% 

Niagara Falls - 18% 
Providence - 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 \.;ould 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-five percent of the funds ~-1ould be dis
tributed to states with unemployment over 8% to use in 
areas outside cities of 50,000. 

B. Program ~dministration 

Grants would flow into their community development 
program, subject to the same statutory standards as 
c~~unity development block grants. To participate, the 
city would submit a. brief statement. of its 'planned·use of 
the funding, refe~encing its HOD-approved community 
development application. 

C. AdvantaCJeS 

(1) The measure provides emergency r~+.ief only 
to those local governments with high 
unemployment. 

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

(3) 

(4) 

The program phases out automatically whe.t,....~·ro,,·,. 
the national unemployment rate drops bel 
7%, which is predicted to occur in early ~ 

1977. . <.~· / 
Directing supplementary funding into local·· -· 
community development programs is responsive 
to the special problems of the cities. In 
addition to stimulating the local economy 
with "new" money, the supplement lvill allow 
the recipients to attract and keep industry 
and stabilize and improve declining neighbor
hoods. These activities should create 
private sector jobs and improve the local 
economy. 
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{5) 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. 

(6) The HOD 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 
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. 

(7) Use of the existing block grant administrative 
structure at the Federal and local level 
reduces start-up ti~e and administrative costs; 
requires loc~l pr~ority-setti~g w.hich would be 
lost·under the categorical programs ·in H.R. 
5247; and avoids the disruption which often 
occurs when Federal funds are discontinued. 

(8) 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. 

(9} 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 provide the 

·margin to sustain a veto. · 

(10) 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. 

, 
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I am returning without my signature H.R. 5247, the Local Public 

Development and Investment Act of 1975. 

_ ~ (5 tA~eri'" ~ eo,.ce.r"f'l fut> «.ne,.,.plo,eJ) 

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

strategy for solving this country's serious problems of unemployment 

and economic recovery. In addition, I believe that the bill suffers 

from 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 

W6=\). occasions my opposition to puttin~ · tax money into public 
1\"5"0~ 

employment programs~ the nearly $5 billion we already spend ~~ 

such ~poses. 

The program I outlined in my State of the Union address seeks a 

continuation of the economic program initiated in late 1974 • . It 

is a program designed to develop real, permanent jobs which offer 
\ .. ~ 

a future to working Americans~AA·Which produce real goods and 

services for our economy. Public employment programs can have a 

role, but only a limited role. Otherwise, these programs 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 • 

.• 
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• 

My program for economic recovery lacks the glamour and political 

.appeal of new multi-billion dollar public works legislation. It ~ 
b~\lJ 

suffers by comparison in the short-term because it does not ~~ 

new municipal buildings in the Nation's communities. But it pro
J ~.JTJ.,.J ~ 

duces a preferable and more viasl~ result in the long-run. My 

program consists principally of Federal tax cuts, tax incentives 

for private industry expansion, tightly controlled growth of Federal 
-

spending, and extended unemployment conpensation 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 f~om 8.3% to 

7.8%. Nearly half a million persons left the rolls of the unemployed 

to go back to work. I caution against projecting this rate of 

improvement into the future because a drop this large is highly 
· s·bh';rr ~~~ 

unusual and may reflect some unusual eeo~~ adjustments. We may 

even see a slight increase in February because the January decline 

.,.,as so shar~. The main point, hm·1ever, is that my 
.It a.., ·~ ( { J~ J.J7" ''i"il,n· 

program is working. ~ "' , ~ 
The unemployment rate has been falling steadily for months, the 

stock market ·moved ahead at record levels in January, real indus

trial output is up , interest rates are falling, and p~ice increases 

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

strongly believe we should sta~rse. j&Jw(Js·;r':l**"' &i!SJI! s l!R 

Let me turn now to some of the specific provisions in the bill 
R~Qotl(~ 

which I believe would ~ a veto decision even if there were no 
~ u 13 s TJJ IV It~:~'--
philoso~hieal disagreement on how best to involve the Federal 

Government in the process of economic recovery. 

21::. 
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Title I of the bill would authorize $2.5 billion for accelerated publicx 

work§ 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 Fede·ral 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 $~8 billion annually on public 
works projects. 

• It would have its peak impact in 1977 and 1978; providing 
inflationary forces at a point when we should be well 
~into o~r 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 !ight of local priorities. 

• It would force the Federal government ~~ 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. 

• It would create a large, unwieldy categorical grant program 
which would tend to favor local jurisdictionsequipped 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 services would be distributed to local 
Ot\ 

jurisdictions ~ a combined basis of unemplo~ent and local tax 

effort. This ~has several serious problems: 

• It would add $1.5 billion to the Federal deficit over~-
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 AC.ministration-supported general revenue sharing legis-
lation. · 

.. 
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• It \'lould provide grants as small as $250, thus creating 
a wasteful administrative ~ h4~de~. 

• 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 fiscal'ly irrespon
sibily and denying funds to some communities which had acted 
with prudence. 

Title III 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 ~itle 
I projects. Finally this title would authorize a $1.4 billion 
increase in EPA's wastewater treatment plants. There are numerous 
problems with Title III: 

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

• The grants to cities over 50,000 provision would bring EDA 
into a new, potentially expensive, and generally undesira6{~ 
urban development role. 

o The Job Opportunities provision is a costly and ~nefficient 
means of creating temporary jobs. 

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

In summation, I think we need to recognize this program for what it is 

.,· 

f-~.o,JSf'ro~~ · . 
--a poorly conceived public employment program, an unneeded and wasteful 

A · ~..0 CA\e'\,o("~~~ ""'-~\-;~~.; .. _~ 
public works program, and an undesired admixture of poor preced~ntS)r . 

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

jobs simply do not stand up to scrutiny. A much more realistic exper-
"i\.0 

ienced based est.imate would indicate is more than 250,00.0 jobs over 

' 
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5 years, with a peak impact of only lOn,ooo to 120,000 jobs. 

r:. . • ') t ,. .-
~~ \.J.., '~~ \.~ .... ~..... 0 0..-#'lA,.~· e..~ p .. i~ 

I offer as an alternative 1;{ie-~.rf"t.passage. .. O.f. -my-..economic-initiat-i~es · 
, . '1 ' ------·--- I C.,'>... ........ ~ ~-~:M<·,.,.. . r-~ a~ ..... :....c~- ~ ~ ....... . - - _,.__ ~-=- ~ ,-.., 1 .r-; .. L ~/~ ~' -

which-are · aesigned~to keep the coun~ on its current course of ~ 

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 o~ state. and local elected officials • 

, 

.. 
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A BILL 

To provide supplementary community development block 

grant assistance to communities with high unemployment 

due to adverse national economic conditions, and for 

'· other purposes. 
. . . 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives 

of the United States of America in Congress 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 

recession; and 

(2) that the existing community development 

............. ···i ;J i? u 
... ~·;:.. )<'/ \ 
.-' 
l"' 
\ r:... :'tJ 

... ~) "'* 

·~--

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 determined community development activities 

carried out by cities and other communities with 

high unemployment due to adverse national economic 

conditionso It is the intention of Congress that 

the provision of assistance under this Act shall not 

result in the reduction of assistance 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 

2 

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 titleo There are hereby 

authorized to be appropriated such sums as may 

, 



3 

be necessary, in view of current and anticipated 

nati'onal unemployment trends, to carry out the 

provisions of this section. 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. 

"(b)(l) 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 

, 



metropolitan cities and urban counties, except 

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 

4 

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 

5 

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 persons which represents 

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 unemployment in all such 

metropolitan cities and urban counties during 

the same calendar quartero For purposes of 

determining grant allocations under this , 



\ 
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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 paragraph (1), the Secretary shall 

allocate the amount remaining with respect to 

such calendar quarter for grants under this 

' 
section to States 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 

6 
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the allocation with respect to the calendar 

quarter under the preceding sentence as the 

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 represents 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 

\ 
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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)(l) 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 assistanc;'c,:·. 
:C."'< 
i ,,; 

under subsection (b) (1) with respect to any\··,, 
\ ) 

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 ~-

, 
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"(A) outlines the proposed 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 

I 
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may be available, will be adequate to 

complete the proposed activity or activities. 

"(2) Any application submitted pursuant to 

subsection (c)(l) 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 within such period of specific 

reasons for disapproval and the actions necessary 

to-secure approvalo Any other application shall be 

deemed approved within 75 days after receipt of 

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 

that the proposed use or uses of such assistance ",, 
' 

are plainly inappropriate to meeting the purpose' , 

of this section, or that the application does not 

comply with the requirements of this section or 

proposes activities which are ineligible 

' 
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under this section. 

"(3) Any State allocated grant assistance 

with respect to any calendar quarter under 

subsection (b)(2) shall 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. 

, 
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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 10 per centum of 

the amount allocated to any recipient with respect 

to 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 titleo 

"(f) The Secretary is authorized to prescribe 

such rules and regulations, and to take such steps 

' 
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as may be necessary, to assure the prompt 

implementation of the assistance program authorized 

' under 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}(l) 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 State to apply for such assistance 

or otherwise to comply with this section shall 

revert to the 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)(l)." 

, 



THE VICE PRESIDENT 

WASHING T ON 

February 10, 1976 

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: THE VICE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: HR 5247 • fi~l/:,., 

1. You share the deep concern~f the Congress for 
those who still remain unemployed:.P~J,.,.._.J t111'&1C1 ., 

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 desperatel y needed, and which 

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

ORIGINAL RETlRED FOi PRE&RVA.TIDN 

f \ .... 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

B. urge 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. 

2 
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THE VICE PRESIDENT 

WASHINGTON 

February 10, 1976 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: THE VICE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: 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. 

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

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

c. 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. 

2. The time to move is now. 

a. 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; 

b. 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. 

RET \RED FOR PRE&.RV A.1'JON 
~G.tNAL 
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3. Compared with HR 5247, the HUD alternative: 

a. Produces more jobs, sooner, at less cost; 

(1) 38,000 in the first quarter, at an annual 
cost of $780 million; 

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

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

(4) 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; 

b. Produces real jobs, mainly in the private sector, 
not dead-end public works jobs; 

c. Produces jobs where they are needed; 

(1) 75% of funds to cities of 50,000 plus with 
8% unemployment; 

(2} 25% to states with 8% unemployment for use 
outside cities of 50,000; 

d. Produces jobs when they are needed; 

(1) triggered when nation-wide unemployment 
reaches 7%; 

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

' 
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e. Produces jobs without exceeding the $395 billion 
budget l;lro;it; 

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 SU&~RY 

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 Description .and ~·:eaknesses of H.R. · 5247 
... 

Title I. Provides a FY 1977 authorization of $2.5 
billion for 100% federal grants .for local public \·lOrks 
projects, thereby replacing careful local project selection 
\-lith grantsmanship. 

Title II. 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 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 author
ity "\'lhich "\vould effectively make EDA an Urban Rene\val Agency. 

Orily a small proportion 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 
,, 

A. Program Description 

Und.er HUD 's proposal funds would be provided 
primarily to cities with more than 50,000 population, since 
they \vere the hardest hit by the rec ent recession and will 
be slmvest to recover. The HUD proposal seeks to create 
private sector jobs in areas of excessively high unemploy
ment. * This temporary assistance , \.;hich dove-tails with the 
Pr esident's philosophy that economic grmvth is best produced 
through the private sector, will help revitalize these very 
depressed areas so that they rna participate in the national 
recovery. 

* East S t . Louis - 18% 
Flint - 19% 
Detroit - 22% 

Pontiac - 30 % 
Camden - 16% 
Buffalo - 17% 

Niagara Fa lls - 18 % 
Pr ovidence - 17% 
Laredo - 2~ 

' 
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The program would be activated only when the 
national unemployment rate is over 7%, and $15 million 
per quarter ,.,ould be available for eac_h .1% by lilhich 
unemployment exc.eeds 7%. At the present 8. 3% rat·e 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 
\'lith 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 '\'lould be dis
tributed to states with unemployment over 8% to use in 
areas outside cities of 50,000. 

B. Program ~dministration 

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 HOD-approved community -.. 
development application. 

·. 

C. 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 uarterly. 

(3) The program phases out automatically \'lhen 
the national unemployment rate drops below 
7%, w·hich is predicted to occur in early 
1977. 

(4) Directing supple~entary funding into local 
co~~unity development programs is responsive 
to the special problems of the cities. In 
addition to stimulating the local economy 
\vith "ne>v" money, the supplement \'lill allmq 
the recipients to attrac t and keep industry 
and stabilize and improve declining neighbor
hoods. These activities s hould create 
private sector jobs and improve the local 
economy. 

' . 
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(5) Most of the funds would be spent on activities 
\Y"hich create jobs in the private sector rather 
than creating long term obligations for • 
financially strapped local governments by . 
swelling public payrolls. 

(6) 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 \Y'ithin 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 
quarter after impleffientation. Ultimately, 
H.R. 5247 would create up to 198,000 additional 
jobs, but only long after the progrw~ was 
implemented and the stimulus needed. 

(7) Use of the existing block grant administrative 
structure at the Federal and local level 
reduces start-up time and administrative costs; 
requ_ires 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. 

(8) As the economy conti~ues 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. 

( 9} The $6 billion public ,.,orks/public employment 
bill now before you passed the House by a clear 
veto override margin. Availability of a far 
less costly and progra~~atically sounder 
Administration alternative could provide the 
margin to sustain a veto. 

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

, 

' 



~i,llllii '.Xl1ron t:J.on 
q 

AI!oca tion · • A!IocatJ.on - --. 

under under under CbBG 
$10 million $15 million formula Allocation Unemployment Uncmploy-
per 1/10% per 1/10% in Title II ~'Y 1975 ment 
formula formula of HR 5247 Percent No. over 8% 
($ mill.) ($ mill.) ($ mill.} ( $ mill.} .. 

New York 51.4 77.1 137.8 102.2 10.5~ 351,000 117,000 

Los Angeles 20.8 31.2 20.3 38.6 10.7 134,000 46, 000 

Chicago 9.8 14.7 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 

Ph ladelphia 14.9 22.4 21.5 60.8 11.0 09,000 32,000 

Baltimore 6.2 9.3 5.2 32.7 10.7 40,000 13,000 

Snn Francisco 5.4 8.1 10.5 28.8 10.5 37,000 12, 000 

Doston 0.3 12.5 16.0 32.1 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 2.8 13.9 8.5 27,000 4,700 

Phoenix 3.4 5.1 2.5 2.6 10.3 25,000 8,000 

Seattle 0.9 1.4 2.0 11.6 8.6 21,000 4,000,. 

I<ansas City, Mo. ~.0 3.0 3.4 17.9 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 3.8 2.7 16.4 lQ.Q 20,000 6,100 
0 • . . 





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 -..vould · 
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 cos t 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 \vould require 
continuing expenditures in calendar year 1978 and beyond 
regardless of the condition of t he economy and would saddle 
local governments with political pressure to maintain newly-
hired employees on the public payroll. · 

' . 
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Title l, in particular, suffers from this defect, since 
it provides funds for public works which will be u tilizeq, ~ 
given lead times for such projects, in years when the econemic 
recovery is much stronger and when the projects could be 
inflationary. Title l'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 l 
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 ieast efficient in holding ~own 
costs. Title II could also encourage escalation in loca~ 
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 employrn_ent for jobs 
that ,.,ould 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 e~ l oyees. 

Title III has some of the s ame 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 \'las 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. 
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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 co~uunities 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 probl ems. 

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 g enerally have been 
losing both middle income populat ion and private empl o yment, 
have large poverty populati ons 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. 
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II. Proposed Alternative to H.R. 5247 

A. Program Description 

BUD'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. 

C. Trigger and Allo~tion_Kormula 

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 fund s in direct proportion 
to its share of the total number of persons unemployed above 
8%. If the national unemployment ra te 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 million per year, 
beginning in the third quarter of 1976. 
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In the alternative, funding could be provided at the 
rate of $15 million per quarter, for each .1% that the national 
unemployment rate exceeded 7%. Under this alternative, ful\ds 
would be provided, beginning in the second quarter of 1976, in 
the amount of $195 million per quarter, 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. If 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 \'/ere 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 
quarter would be distributed to s~ates 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. 

' 
D. Program Administration 

These assistance grants v10uld be administered with a 
m1n~um 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 Development 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 eli.gible cities would 
flm-1 into their community development program, subject to 
the same statutory and regulatory constraints as the regular 
block grant program. Each quarter, cities would be noti~ie~ 
of their eligibility for emergency stipend. In 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 BUD-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 orily to those 
local governments with high unemployme~t, 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 . a t cities with continuing 
and systemic economic problems which make their 
participation in the general economic recovery 
most diff icult. Individual cities which experi
ence economic r ecovery and improved employment 
conditions before the program phases out 1;-1ill 
have their own supplemental funding reduced or 
eliminated as their economic condition improves. 
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The national economic recovery anticipated in 
1976 and 1977 will phase the entire program out 
automatically as the national unemployment rate 
drops below 7%. 

(4) 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. 

(5) Directing supplementary funding into community 
development programs at the local level is respon
sive to the special problems of these cities. In 
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. 

(6} Unlike the pending legislation, however, it should 
not encourage additional local government spending 
by basing the allocati on formula on local f i scal 
effort or local taxes. 

(7} The higher trigger will allow an earl ier pha s e-out 
and the lower level of f unding env1s ioned wil l 
resul t in far lower costs than the pending legislation. 
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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 prioritie~ 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 dis_continued. 

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. 

' 
(10) 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 gra t can take advantage of those 
elements which make it a sound urban program. 
The wide scope of eligible activities and the 
broad discretion allowed rec i pients i n setting 
local priorities makes it easy for cities to make 
effective use of the funds. , 
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(11) Based on our experience vlith the Corninunity 
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. 

(12) 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 shows approximate amounts \vhich vTOuld be 

allocated under the proposed formula, for the 20 cities 

receiving the largest awards. The figures are based on 

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 more unemployment. 

If the proposed legislation were enacted, current labor 

force data would be used, 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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Allocation Allocation Allocation 
under under und«fr CDBG 
$10 million $15 million formula Allocation Unemployment Uriernploy-
per 1/10% per 1/10% in Title II FY 1975 ment 
formula formula of HR 5247 Percent No. over 8% 

,. ($ mill.) ($mill.) ($ mill.) ($ mill.) 

New York 51.4 77.1 137.8 102.2 10.5% 351,000 117,000 \~1.·~.' 
L • • 

Los Angeles 20.8 31.2 20.3 38.6 10.7 134,000 46,000 I~ '-·1 :).1 
,, ,. \·'-Ch±cago 9.8 14.7 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 I .. ,~1 

~\~Y 

Philadel:phia 14.9 22.4 21.5 60.8 11.0 89,000 32,000 t: -tJ 
L •, \., 

Baltimore 6 .• 2 9.3 5.2 32.7 10.7 4 0,000 13,000 \ ~' \.'.\..C. 

San Fru.ncisco 5.4 8.1 10.5 28.8 10.5 37,000 12,000 
I ~1,.1 •\..'\.. 

I' 

Boston 8.3 12.5 16.0 32.1 12.8 36,0 00 iG ,OO O I: ). ,'J, 

\ ·. \ 
San Diego 4.6 6.9 2.9 9.1 10.4 32,000 11 ,000 \ •• 1\ 

L'·'\.1 

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 \. •, L.~ 

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 \~ \.1 

Indianapolis 1.0 1.5 2.8 13.9 8.5 27,000 4, 70 0 

Phoenix 3.4 5.1 2.5 2.6 10.3 25,000 8,000 ~-:_10 
\•"\ ·'\. 

seattle 0.9 1.4 2.0 11.6 8.6 21, 00 0 4 ,000 · 

Kansas City, Mo. 2.0 3.0 3.4 17.9 9.5 21,000 5 , 600 

New Orleans 2.0 3.0 3.0 t4 .8 9.5 21 ,000 S,GOO 

PittsbUfQh 2.5 3.8 2.7 l6.4 10.0 20,000 6,100 
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