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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

March 3, 1976 

MEMORANDUM FOR 

FROM 

SUBJECT: 

JIM CANNON 

PAUL MYER 

Report of the National 
Revenue Sharing Monitor­
ing Project -- "GRS: 
The Case for Reform" 

Attached for your information and review is a copy 
of the conclusions of the above report on the General 
Revenue Sharing program. 

This report was sponsored by the League of Women 
Voters Education Fund, National Urban Coalition, 
Center for Community Change, and Center for National 
Policy Review. It is the last of a series of reports 
they have published which analyzes the General Reve­
nue Sharing program from the perspective of the 
liberal community. 

In general, the report supports the views of those 
Congressional critics of the program and will be 
used by them to document the need for various proposals 
to modify the existing legislation. 

Attachment 
cc: Max Friedersdorf 

Ed Schmults 
Jack Veneman 
Ray Shafer 
Steve McConahey 
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CONCLUSION 
In this report we have sought to judge the general 

revenue sharing program by the standard we believe most 
citizens would apply to the efforts of government: whether 
it proVides a means for delivering needed public serVices to 
citizens in an equitable and effective manner and assures 
that governments are accountable to citizens for the 
priorities established and the tax dollars spent. On the 
basis of the evidence we have compiled and the studies of 
others, we have concluded that revenue sharing fails to 
meet this standard in several crucial respects. 

On equity: 
• The current method of allocating funds among 

jurisdictions is not geared to meeting the service needs of 
poor people and does not take into account the higher costs 
of providing services in urban areas. 

• The program as administered has failed to prevent or 
remedy discrimination in public jobs and services suffered 
by black and Hispanic-American citizens and women at 
the hands of their state and local governments. 

• The program has failed to induce states to allocate the 
burden of taxation more fairly among citizens. 

On accountability: 
• The program has failed to assure that citizens \vill be 

furnished with basic information on how their tax dollars 
are being spent by state and local governments. 

• With some exceptions, the public has not had an oppor­
tunity to be heard or to participate in decisionmaking on 
how revenue sharing funds are to be used. 

• Neither the Congress of the United States, the body 
which taxes citizens and appropriates money to support 
the revenue sharing program, nor anyone else can deter­
mine with any certainty how these massive funds have 
been used and what benefits citizens have derived. 

On effectiveness in the delivery of 
services: 

• The program has failed to ameliorate the crisis in ser­
vice delivery that exists in many large central cities or to 
redress the consequences of increasing racial and economic 
polarization; indeed it discourages efforts to soh·e urban 
problems by establishing mechanisms for meeting needs 
on a regional basis. 

• In urban areas and elsewhere, the program permits 
and encourages the perpetuation of small, inefficient units 
of government. 

• The program has failed to encourage states to employ 
their considerable unused capacity for raising revenue to 
meet service needs. 

A further major problem with revenue sharing is that 
despite initial Administration disclaimers, the program 
has been used over the past five years to cover a retrPat 
from the ass urn ption of na tiona! responsibility to de a 1 with 
problems of poverty, racism, unemployment and urban 
decay. While this may not be an inevitable consequence of 
revenue sharing, it becomes a pressing practical problPm 
during a period when many public officials believe that 
there must be severe constraints on new federal spending. 
In the context of these limitations, Congress may wish to 
weigh the costs and benefits of a continuation ofthe expen­
sive general revenue sharing program against the costs 
and benefits of other major legislative proposals such as 
national hea lth insurance, welfare reform including 
federal assumption of all welfare costs, or a greater fedrral 
role in the financing of public education. Whatever the 
other merits and demerits of such proposals, all would free 
state and local resources to finance other services and 
would relieve the fiscal pressures that gave rise to the drive 
for general revenue sharing. 

If general revenue sharing is to be continued, we believe 
that the fundamental issues of equity, accountability, and 
effective delivery of services must. be addressed and we 
have put forward a series of recommendations to this end. 
The recommendations do not call for extensive interven­
tion by the federal government in the operations of state 
and local government. Rather, they would establish basic 
ground rules of fair and equal treatment. rules essential to 
the integrity of the processes of government. Just as "one­
man, one-vote" was a national decision that helped liberate 
state and loca l energies for reform , so we believe that the 
recommendations in this report, if adopted, will assist state 
and local governments in becoming strong enough to be 
vital parts of a functioning federal system. 

In considering extension of the general revenue sharing 
program, Congress will be acting at a time when public con­
fidence in government institutions is at a low ebb. If trust is 
to be restored, no program can be exempt from re­
examination to determine whether it is achieving its stated 
objectives and, where deficiencies are found, efforts must 
be made to close the gap between promise and performance. 
The rhetoric of the "new federalism'' has been cloudy and 

overblown, but, if it is to be meaningful, its chosen in­
struments cannot depart from the values of an older 
federalism-equality , diversity, devotion to the general 
welfare, and government accountable and responsive to 
the needs of citizens. A law which preserved these prin· 
ciples and established means for applying them to today·s 
needs would truly be deserVing of the name of new 
federalism. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

March 3, 1976 

MEMORANDUM FOR 

FROM 

SUBJECT: 

~l JIM CANNON 

~PAUL MYER 

City of Miami, Florida -­
General Revenue Sharing 
Civil Rights Situation 

For your information, the attached press release of 
the Office of Revenue Sharing concerns a recent court 
decree with respect to the employment practices of 
the city of Miami, Florida. This decree is the 
result of actions initiated by the Departments of 
Justice and Treasury. 

By way of background, in June, 1973, the Treasury 
Department suspected that the city of Miami might 
have engaged in employment discrimination in pro­
grams funded with General Revenue Sharing funds. In 
October, 1974, an audit was conducted of the city, 
and statistics revealed that Spanish-speaking 
Americans were under-represented in relation to their 
numbers in the city. Simultaneously, Treasury was 
informed by the Department of Justice that it was con­
ducting an in-depth investigation. 

In June, 1975, Justice notified the city of its 
intent to file suit. Justice and Treasury have 
engaged in joint efforts to negotiate a consent 
decree with the city of Miami. Negotiations on the 
decree were successfully completed on February 18, 
1975. 

The attached press release provides some general 
information on the specifics. More detailed infor­
mation can be made available from the Treasury 
Department. However, the Department of Justice has 
played the central role in this particular case and 
you may wish to talk with Dick Parsons. 

cc: Ed Schmults 
Dick Parsons 
Steve McConahey 
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Department of the d h'~lfJJ~ 
OFFICE OF REVENUE SHARING 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20226 

FOR II-MEDIATE RELEASE 
TUESDAY, MARCH 2, 1976 

.:': ~1~ 
TELEPHONE 634-5248 

CONTACT: PRISCILLA CRANE (202) 634-5248 

The City of Miami, Florida will be required to change its 
en~loyment and promotion practices according to the provisions of 
a consent decree approved by the U. S. District Court for the 
Southern District of Florida on Wednesday, February 18, as a result 
of Office of Revenue Sharing initiatives . 

. The U. S. Treasury Department's Office of Revenue Sharing had found 
evfdence of discrimination in employr.~en~ in the City shortly after 
the general revenue sharing program was authorized. It was noted, for 
example, that although 45% of the population were Spanish-speaking <(G RD ( 

~· /<9 persons, they held only 5.5% of the City's jobs. I~ ;\ 
a. ""'I t;t. ~ The Office of Revenue Sharing coordinated its efforts to achieve'~~ 

compliance with the U. S. Department of Justice which was seeking to 
establish the rights of minorities and women under other programs, as 
well. 

TI1e City of Miami has been allocated $8.8 million in general revenue 
sharing funds for the current fiscal year. Since the revenue sharing 
program began in 1972, the City has received more than $31.8 million. 

WS-686 
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The consent decree approved recently requires the City to maintain 

an active program of recruitment for Blacks, Latinos and wanen and to 

assist them to prepare for examinations for positions in certain City 

departments. 

Employment tests are required to be developed in conformity with 

guidelines established by the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. 

Examinations will be given in Spanish for positions which do not require 

. proficiency in the English language. 

Although the consent decree gives special emphasis to employment 

procedures for the City's Police and Fire departments, the decree also 

specifically forbids the City to discriminate in any department on the 

basis of race, color, sex or national origin. 

•' 

In order to eliminate the effects of past discrimination, the decree 

requires the city to seek to employ Blacks, Latinos and women in propor­

tion to their availability in the City labor force. Goals and timetables 

are set forth for achievement of proper representation in City departments. 

The decree also requires the submission of detailed reports by 

the City to the Office of Revenue Sharing and Department of Justice with­

in ninety (90) days and on each June 30th and December 30th thereafter 

while the decree is in force. The court will keep jurisdiction of the 

case for at least five years to insure substantial compliance with 

the decree and achievement of its basic objectives. 

Moreover the decree requires the City to establish a fund of 

$500,000 to provide back pay for persons discriminated agains~ ~-
,-· \ '-· '' 

promotions or upon discharge fran employment. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE INFORl"LJ\TION 
WA S~Ii"GTO ~ 

March 3, 1976 

MEHORANOUH FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: JIM CANNON 

SUBJECT: Meeting of Mayors 

The combined conference of the National League of Cities 
and the U.S. Conference of Mayors to meet here in 
Washington on Monday and Tuesday, March 15 and 16, is 
for the express purpose of expediting reenactment of 
General Revenue Sharing. 

You have been invited to address the 1500 mayors, city 
councilmen and other city officials expected for the 
opening session. · It is set on your planning calendar 
for ll a.m., Monday, March 15. 

* * * 

The Illinois primary is Tuesday, March 16. 
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I. PURPOSE 

THE W H IT E HO US E 

W A S H .I N G T 0 N 

March 4, 1976 

) 

)Lc L~, 

MEETING WITH CONGRESSMEN 
JACK BROOKS and FRANK HORTON 

Thursday, March 4, 1976 
3:00p.m. (15 minutes) 

The Oval Office I ~ 

From: Max Friedersdorf ~~Q 
Jim Canno~l-

0, 
..._v 

To discuss that status of legislation to renew General 
Revenue Sharing and urge prompt action in the House 
Government Operations Committee. 

II. BACKGROUND, PARTICIPANTS & PRESS PLAN 

A. Latest Development: This morning, the Government 
Operations Subcommittee announced the markup on 
General Revenue Sharing will begin at 9:30a.m., 
Wednesday, March 10, 1976. 

'L Mi:? 

Background: Congressmen Jack Brooks and Frank 
Horton, Chairman and Ranking Minority Member of/~ 
the House Committee on Government Operations, _j~ 
respectively, have major roles in the enactrnenL ~ 
of General Revenue Sharing renewal legislation. . ~ 
You last met with these members on Thursday, -~ 
November 6, 1975, to discuss this matter. ' 

Your proposed renewal legislation was introduced 
on April 25, 1975. The House Subcommittee began 
hearings on September 29, concluding on December 2. 

On February 26, 1976, the Subco~~ittee Chairman, 
L.H. Fountain and his Democratic members began a 
series of private caucus meetings to discuss this 
legislation. Committee Chairman Brooks also 
attended. The purpose was to seek some concensus 
on the content of a rene wal bill. 
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A motion has been filed b~re~::!n Henson 
r1oore and James Clev ,..and to discharge the 
Government Operat· s Committee from consideration 
of your pro legislation. As of Wednesday 
afternoon, embers had signed the petition. 
They are a circulating a "dear colleague" 
letter urging additional signatures. (See Tab A) 

In the Senate, there is strong bi- artisan 
support for renewal. co-sponsors of your 
bill--latest addition s Senator Kennedy.) 
Senator Long is committed to fast action. 
However, the Senate Finance Committee will not 
move until the House completes action. Senator 
Long believes that given the uncertainty over 

Ytf 
I 

what the House will do, the Senate should await 
House passage and take appropriate action to place 
Senate conferees in the strongest possible position. 

B. Participants: See Tab B 

c. Press Plan: To be announced /;oRD (' 

TALKING POINTS 
/.' ,,~~) 

l. } I am deeply concerned about the delay in 
Congressional action on the General Revenue 
Sharing legislation. Months have passed 
without action. 

2. I am convinced that a majority of the House 
supports continuation of this program. However, 
immediate action is needed in order to avoid 
serious fiscal consequences for State and 
local governments. 

3. The delay has already caused problems in many 
jurisdictions. I am committed to gaining 
adoption of this legislation and am prepared 
to take whatever action is necessary to move 
this bill. 
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I understand that there is a discharge petition 
pending. If this Revenue Sharing Bill does not 
move, we are going to h ave to strongly support that 
petition. ~ 

--Mih2~ 
1,500 mayors are going to be here~5 and 16 to 
push Congress on Revenue Sharing. They have asked 
to meet with me. If there is no action on Revenue 
Sharing by then, I am going to have to ask the 
mayors and the governors and the county officials 
to work with me to get this bill to the floor through 
a discharge petition. 

--- -/\ (p!D . 
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Dear Colleague: 

QI:ongres~ of tbe ?lclniteb ~tate5 
ji)ou~e of l~epresentatib£5 
~!asbingtcn, P.<L 20S lS 

February 25, 1g7s 

In speaking to the ilational Gov~rnor's Conference earlier this 1·1eek,. President Ford emphasized the need to "move the mountain knm·m as Capitol Hill" so that a timely extension of General Revenue Sharing as He knm·l it today will be available to our states and local units of government without further delay. 

Constituents in our districts, and \'Je are certain in your own, have repeatedly impressed upon us the immediate need for a sound indication from Hc.shington on the precise dimensions of General Revenue Sharing outlays to b~ distributed after the present authorization-appropriation ends December 31;, 1976. As we are all Nell a•.·;are, their heads are tu ·rned tm'lard Hashington as 1977 st3te and local budgets are now on the drawing board. 
Since its inception in January of 1972, General Revenue Sharing has been an integral element in state and local budgo::ts. He feel it would be unconscionable for the U. S. Congress, which recently reformed and streamlined its o· .. m budget pro­c<::dures, to deny state and local governr:~ent officials the sa;r.e opportunity for c.~derly budget planning. In addition, the extent and necessity of local bond ~ .;;s•1es and increased general revenues depends heavily upon the exact dimer.sion oi forthcoming general revenue sharing dollars. 
Bi-partisan spcnsorship of the 5-3/4 year, $39.5 billion extension of the present program as embodied in H. R. 6558 is a matter of record. Ho1:tever. t~e rr.easure nO\·/ 1 anguishes before the Government Operations Committee 1 s Sub­ca~~itt2e on Intergovernmental Relations and Human Resources where numerous delays in beginning legislative mark-up on H. R. 6558 compel us to submit for your signature a discharge petition to bring the measure directly to the House Floor for a vote. The dischu.rge petition is at the Clerk's desk and we urge you to join us in signing it. 

The introduction of our discharge petition is prompted solely by the urgent needs of our local officials to meet pressing budget deadlines for next year and it echoes the senti~~nts expressed by President Ford earlier this ~eek. We hope you will join in this attempt to demonstrate clearly that the House is corrmitted to timely rene\'/al of this vitally important program. 

Sincerely, 
/ 

\ - :_ -{ ./ I - j I /1'-.. : ,. 
, , · 

"-. I --· C. Clev-eland c .• ro ' , -,.~--L- .• / ·~ . -/'~-~· -:_.,. ~ :..: _ 4 .. , 

t·J. Henson r-laore 

-; -~- ~ r.; ---· -
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PARTICIPANTS: 

The Vice President 

Congressman Jack Brooks 
Congressman Frank Horton 

Staff: 

Jack Marsh 
Max Friedersdorf 
Jim Lynn 
Jim Cannon 



MEMORANDUM FOR 

FROM 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

March 8, 1976 

MYER 

Treasury Report on 
Actual Use of GRS 
Funds -- July l, 1974 
to June 30, 1975 

Treasury's Office of Revenue Sharing is presently 
making final preparations for the publication of 
the Actual Use Report on expenditure of General 
Revenue Sharing funds by State and local governments 
for the period July l, 1974 to June 30, 1975. This 
report is scheduled for distribution on March 19, 
1976. 

For your information I have abstracted some perti­
nent facts from the summary data. Copies of the 
final report and a more detailed summary will be 
made available. 

cc: Ray Shafer 
Jack Veneman 
Steve McConahey 

cc, t') < 
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SUMMARY -- REPORTED USES OF GENERAL REVENUE SHARING 
FUNDS BY STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 

July 1, 1974-June 30, 1975 

1. More than $7.1 billion of General Revenue Sharing funds 
were spent on services and facilities by State and local 
governments during the reporting period. It is esti­
mated that this figure represents approximately 3% of 
their total expenditures. · 

2. Three expenditure categories -- public safety, education 
and public transportation -- accounted for 59% of all 
revenue sharing expenditures. (See Table I) 

3. Most GRS funds were used for operating and maintenance 
expenses -- 85% by State governments; 53% by local 
governments. 

4. Analysis of reported information on the impact of GRS 
funds on taxes indicates that only one State reported 
the ability to reduce taxes as contrasted with fifteen 
States the previous year. Eighteen States were able 
to prevent tax increases, ten States were able to pre­
vent new taxes and 2G States indicated that the funds 
enabled them to maintain current tax levels. With 
respect to local units of government, 5% reported a 
reduction of taxes while 34% reported the ability to 
prevent enactment of new taxes. Forty-four percent 
reported local taxes being maintained at current levels. 

5. Forty-six percent of the State and local governments 
reported that GRS funds had enabled them to avoid 
incurring new indebtedness or to reduce the level of 
old indebtedness. 

·""·~--...... 
~8:'/o(" 

/,}.. <$> 

~ ;.:0 ., 

! ~! , • I 

7 1 
/ -·· 



0 • 

TABLE I -- STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
EXPENDITURE OF GRS DOLLARS, 1974-75 

Total 
Use (in millions) % Per Capita 

Public Safety $ 1,750. 24.6 $ 8.33 

Education 1,560 21.9 7.42 

Public Transporation 922. 12.9 4.39 

Multi-purpose/Gen'l. 
Government 648. 9.1 3.08 

Environmental 
Protection 529. 7.4 2.51 

Health 491. 6.9 2.33 

Recreation 380. 5.3 1. 80 

Social Services for 
Poor or Aged 172. 2.4 .82 

Financial Admin. 166. 2.2 .79 

Housing/Community 
Development 102. 1.3 .48 

Libraries 95. 1.2 .45 

Economic Development 32. . 4 .15 

Corrections 31. . 4 .14 

Other 289. 4.0 1. 37 
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MEMORANDUM FOR 

FROM 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

March 8, 1976 

~ CANNON 

PAUL MYER 

---­Mark-up will there~not take place unt~~~ttre ~ 
week of March L§~~e could not have 

' 
7 

engineered ~b~tter situatioll)~ The- NLC meeting 
next week pr Qides arr-excel~t opportunity for 
the President and timely Congressional contacts 
by the 1,500 mayors in attendance. I think there 
will be standing room only at the mark-up if it 
is held on Monday or Tuesday. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

March 10, 1976 

,, 
!·iE~·10Rfu'JDUM FOR lfr. 

I i\ l JI~l CANNON 

FR0~·1 
{! t.J 
t/1}.; PAUL MYER 

1¥ 
>i 

SUBJECT: \ "' 
Weekly Report on 
General Revenue 
Sharing 

1. The House Government Operations Subcommittee will begin 
mark-up of the General Revenue Sharing renewal legisla­
tion tomorrow morning, Thursday, March 11, at 9:30 a.m. 
Additional mark-up sessions are scheduled for Monday at 
2:00 p.m. and Tuesday at 9:30 a.m. A separate memo­
randum has been forwarded to you covering some possible 
directions the Subcommittee Democrats may take in.writ­
ing the renewal legislation. 

I have been meeting with Treasury staff to discuss 
strategy for the mark-up session. The Republicans will 
hold for the President's proposal; only possible areas 
for reasonable compromise are civil rights and citizen 
participation. We are extremely well prepared and will 
build a very strong record in support of the President's 
proposal. 

Dick Albrecht, Treasury's General Counsel and desig­
nated by Secretary Simon to be the Administration 
spokesman at the mark-up sessions, will be necessarily 
out of the country next week on official business. We 
are briefing the new Deputy Secretary, George Dixon, 
who will fill in for Albrecht during mark-up sessions 
next week. 

2. Attached is a copy from a recent wire story of Congres­
sional press conference on GRS renewal. Cong. Mineta, 
a leader.of an informal House "GRS reform" group set it 
up along with Fascell, Burke, Rosenthal and Eckhardt. 
Of particular interest are the statements by Adams and 
P. Burton -- "rather have that money available for a 
ne\v Democratic President's programs." 
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3. I am working with the speech'l.vri ters on the President' s 
text for the National League of Cities' Congressional­
City Conference on Monday, March· 15. The theme will 
most likely focus on the political/legislative side. 
This will be an extremely friendly audience and those 
mayors in attendance will be visiting with their 
Congressional delegations on Monday and Tuesday. I 
would anticipate a fairly large attendance at the Mon­
day and Tuesday mark-up sessions. Additional speakers 
at the Conference include Senators Brock, Long and 
Humphrey; Congressmen Brooks and Fountain. 

Attachment 
cc: Cavanaugh 

Quern 
McConahey 
Shafer 
Veneman· 
Friedersdorf 
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I am honored by your invitation to speak at this very important conference 
on general revenue sharing. We are joined today in a single cause: a 
cause that is as old as our Republic and as new as today' s legislative 
calendar. The cause of which I speak, and to which we are all firmly 
committed, is the cause of responsible, responsive and representative 
government in America. 

Your purpose in coming to Washington--a purpose in which I heartily concur-­
is to urge the Congress of the United States to do what experience and 
common sense and .America's most fundamental concepts of government 
demand that it do: extend the proven General Revenue Sharing program 
which expires in December, 1976. 

The Federal Government, like the cities you represent, was chartered by 
the States. The framers of the Constitution did not intend to create a 
monolithic, autocratic, omnipotent central government. Instead, they 
carefully constructed a system in which authority and responsibility and 
accountability were to be shared by different levels of government, as 
well as by the three Federal branches of government. 

That system of government established by the Constitutional Convention two 
centuries ago can be effectively reaffirmed by the 94th Congress this year-­
and it must be. For too long the reins of power in this country have been 
gathered--tighter and tighter--into the hands of the Federal Government. 
For too long, programs of narrow categorical aid multiplied, at great and 
growing expense to the Federal budget, and the American taxpayer. 

In 1972 there were well over a thousand of these Federal programs-­
each limited in scope, restrictive in operation, and equipped with its own 
bureaucracy- -chipping steadily away at the Founding Fathers 1 system of 
shared responsibility and local control. 

With the enactment of the Revenue Sharing program in 1972, the Congress 
made an important and historic break with this unwise and unhealthy trend. 
I was a leader in this effort; and I know what the intent of Congress was. 
In the four years since the revenue sharing program began, State and local 
governments have proved beyond doubt the merit of local control over 
local concerns. 

To date, more than $23. 5 billion in Revenue Sharing funds have been returned 
to the fifty states and some 39, 000 local units of government. In fiscal year 
1975 alone, more than $7. 1 billion were well spent on a wide range of vital 
public services and facilities. Nearly 25 percent of those funds were spent 
on public safety. Almost 22 percent was spent on education, 13 percent on 
public transportation, more than 7 percent on environmental protection, 
and about the same percentage on health services. 

(MORE) 
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These are programs that help people, and in case after case, they are 
programs you simply could not have afforded, had it not been for revenue 
sharing. WJten you were put in charge, you proved--as I knew you would-­
that you know a lot more about what your cities need than the Washington 
bureaucracy does. 

That bureaucracy has been held at an absolute minimum in the operation 
of revenue sharing. Only about twelve one-hundredths of a penny of every 
dollar, authorized for general revenue sharing in the past four years has 
been spent on Washington's handling of the program. 

That is an amazing statistic, and it is a very encouraging sign that bureau­
cratic overhead need not rob the taxpayer blind, nor bind your cities and 
States in a maze of red tape, in order for a federally-funded program to 
succeed. In thousands of cities and counties, in all fifty stf[ltes, revenue 
sharing has spelled success. If there was ever a program that has earned 
its keep, revenue sharing is that program. 

Last April, I proposed a five year and nine month extension of the General 
Revenue Sharing program. This proposal represented an increase in 
funding of almost $1 billion, for a total of $39. 85 billion, and called for 
changes to improve the effectiveness of the program. Eleven months ago, 
I urged the Congress to take pr~mpt action on this proposal. 

I did not ask the Congress for "rubber stamp" approval of this important and 
substantial program. It deserved careful study, but it also deserved im­
mediate attention. The Congress obviously did not share my sense of 
urgency. It is becoming increasingly apparent that the Congress fails 
to understand the importance of this program to the people of the cities 
and counties and States of our Nation. ~ 

It is just too important to your cities. It is just too important to your 
States. It is just too important to America's future. The General Revenue 
Sharing bill must pass this year. You know that failure to renew this 
program would weaken the fiscal stability of your cities. You know that 
expiration of thts program, or a reduction of the payments you now receive, 
would mean cutbacks in essential services, increased public and related 
private sector unemployment, or the imposition of more taxes. Maybe 
this is what some partisans want. But I don't· 

I share your concerns, and I stand firm in my commitment to secure an 
extension of general revenue sharing, which would no longer be a partisan 
political issue. If you will work with me, we can meet that common 
commitment, and we can do even more good with revenue sharing in the 
future • 

.ftnother legislative matter of urgent importance is the passage of a $1. 7 
billion supplemental appropriation bill to continue funding of public service 
jobs under the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act. Many of your 
cities face the imminent prospect of firing thousands of workers because 
the Congress has not provided the funds you need to pay them. 

(MORE) 
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I know that many of you wanted more than this $1. 7 billion program. I 
know that a $6 billion public works bill sounds good--especially if you 
don't have to borrow the money to pay for it. I respect your position, even 
while respectfully disagreeing with it. 

The Federal Government simply could not affort that program. Even if it 
could, it would have taken months to put the program in place. By that 
time, given the pace and the strength of our current economic recovery, 
that $6 billion bill would very likely have done more to feed inflation than 

to fight unemployment. 

But one thing is clear: if, the Congress was prepared to spend more than 
$6 billion to initiate a program of dubious value, it should be willing to 
spend $1. 7 billion to continue the CET A public service jobs program 

already underway. 

I promise to do all that I can to secure the passage of this bill, and get you 
the money you need to operate this program. Another program of proven 
value to your cities is the community development block grant program we 
began last year. Success stories abound. 

In Muskegon, Michigan, the city combined community development funds with 
local funds to finally complete a downtown urban renewal project that had 
been underway for seven years. In Salt Lake City, local officials used block 
grant funds to match other Federal funds and establish a park in a low 
income area of the city. 

Using community development funds, the city of Winston-Salem, North 
Carolina--is stimulating renovation of old neighborhoods by offering a cash 
payment of $2, 000 to people willing to move into the areas and renovate 
the homes. There have been many, many other examples of innovation and 
progress in cities throughout the country. 

Because there has been so much success with this program I have proposed 
a $446 million increase for community development in my fiscal year 
1977 budget, bringing the total to $3.2 billion dollars. One of the best 
success stories of all in the community development field is this: Federal 
intervention and control has been drastically reduced, with favorable results. 

Federal regulations governing program activities have been reduced on my 
orders from the 2, 600 pages required for categorical aid to 25 pages for 
the block grant approach. A community has to file only one application, con­
sisting of 50 pages, rather than the previous average of five applications 
consisting of 1, 400 pages. Processing and approval of a community devel­
opment block grant averages 49 days. Under the categorical urban renewal 
program, processing took more than two years. 

The success of the Community Development Block Grant Program, like the 
success of revenue sharing, points to one central fact: You know what to do 
to improve your cities, and you know how to do it--and with the proper tools 
and the necessary resources, you can do the job that needs to be done. 

Today, no single man, no single level of government can be expected to trans:­
form America's cities overnight or all alone. The cooperation of Federal, 
state and local governments--of Presidents and Congressmen, of Governors 
and mayors and councilmen--is essential to the success of this long-term 

effort. 

(MORE) 
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Our goal is to improve the quality of life in America's cities. The 
monuments we hope to raise are monuments not of stone and steel, 
but of the human spirit. 

We can make Jlmerica's cities the thriving, forward-looking centers 
of commerce and culture they ought to be. We can, make the streets 
safer, and the traffic flow better, and the air and water clearer. We 
can revitalize city neighborhoods and improve city schools and other 
sertices. 

My .Administration is fully prepared to join with you in these great 
enterprises and more. In fact, we have already begun. This conference 
can help ensure the continued success of one program, one sign of hope 
and progress, we have already struggled for and won. 

Let's get revenue sharing extended, and go on from there, and make our 
cities gleam again with the glow of new life and in the brilliance of a 
hopeful future. 

11#11 
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I am honored by your invitation to speak at this very important conference 
on general revenue sharing. We are joined today in a single cause: a 
cause that is as old as our Republic and as new as today' s legislative 
calendar. The cause of which I speak, and to which we are all firmly 
committed, is the cause of responsible, responsive and representative 
government in America. 

Your purpose in coming to Washington--a purpose in which I heartily concur-­
is to urge the Congress of the United States to do what experience and 
common sense and .America's most fundamental concepts of government 
demand that it do: extend the proven General Revenue Sharing program 
which expires in December, 1976. 

The Federal Government, like the cities you represent, was chartered by 
the States. The framers of the Constitution did not intend to create a 
monolithic, autocratic, omnipotent central government. Instead, they 
carefully constructed a system in which authority and responsibility and 
accountability were to be shared by different levels of government, as 
well as by the three Federal branches of government. 

That system of government established by the Constitutional Convention two 
centuries ago can be effectively reaffirmed by the 94th Congress this year-­
and it must be. For too long the reins of power in this country have been 
gathered--tighter and tighter--into the hands of the Federal Government. 
For too long, programs of narrow categorical aid multiplied, at great and 
growing expense to the Federal budget, and the American taxpayer. 

i..,--~·Of;u") ... . </ 
In 1972 there were well over a thousand of these Federal programs-- (.':- ~ 
each limited in scope, restrictive in operation, and equipped with its oW;~ ;:) 
bureaucracy--chipping steadily away at the Founding Fathers' system of:.:·-~ "'~. 
shared responsibility and local control. · ··.: ..... _.~// 

With the enactment of the Revenue Sharing program in 1972, the Congress 
made an important and historic break with this unwise and unhealthy trend. 
I was a leader in this effort; and I know what the intent of Congress was. 
In the four years since the revenue sharing program began, State and local 
governments have proved beyond doubt the merit of local control over 
local concerns. 

To date, more than $23. 5 billion in Revenue Sharing funds have been returned 
to the fifty states and some 39,000 local units of government. In fiscal year 
1975 alone, more than $7. 1 billion were well spent on a wide range of vital 
public services and facilities. Nearly 25 percent of those funds were spent 
on public safety. Almost 22 percent was spent on education, 13 percent on 
public transportation. more than 7 percent on environmental protection, 
and about the same percentage on health services. 

(MORE) 
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These are programs that heJp people, and in case after case, they are 
programs you simply could not have afforded, had it not been for revenue 
sharing. Wilen you were put in charge, you proved--as I knew you would-­
that you know a lot more about what your cities need than the Washington 
bureaucracy does. 

That bureaucracy has been held at an absolute minimum in the operation 
of revenue sharing. Only about twelve one-hundredths of a penny of every 
dollar, authorized for general revenue sharing in the past four years has 
been spent on Washington's handling of the program. 

That is an amazing statistic, and it is a very encouraging sign that bureau­
cratic overhead need not rob the taxpayer blind, nor bind your cities and 
States in a maze of red tape, in order for a federally-funded program to 
succeed. In thousands of cities and counties, in all fifty states, revenue 
sharing has spelled success. If there was ever a program that has earned 
its keep, revenue sharing is that program. 

Last April, I proposed a five year and nine month extension of the General 
Revenue Sharing program. This proposal represented an increase in 
funding of almost $1 billion, for a total of $39. 85 billion, and called for 
changes to improve the effectiveness of the program. Eleven months ago, 
I urged the Congress to take prompt action on this proposal. 

I did not ask the Congress for "rubber stamp" approval of this important and 
substantial program. It deserved careful study, but it also deserved im­
mediate attention. The Congress obviously did not share my sense of 
urgency. It is becoming increasingly apparent that the Congress fails 
to understand the importance of this program to the people of the cities 
and counties and States of our Nation. 

After eleven months, a House subcommittee has just begun to mark-up 
a revenue sharing renewal bill. While I am glad to see some movement, I 
am concerned with their initial decisions. The prospective changes being 
discussed would greatly reduce the funds all cities now receive, even 
those cities which might gain from a revised allocation formula. 

Behind all the rhetoric associated with the growing Congressional debate 
over renewal of this program is a very fundamental issue: whether or 
not to continue providing cities, counties and States with the effective 
Federal assistance now authorized by this program. 

It is just too important to your cities. It is just too important to your 
States. It is just too important to America's future. The General Revenue 
Sharing bill must pass this year. You know that failure to renew this 
program would weaken the fiscal stability of your cities. You know that 
expiration of this program, or a reduction of the payments you now receive, 
would mean cutbacks in essential services, increased public and related 
private sector unemployment, or the imposition of more taxes. Maybe 
this is what some partisans want. But I don't· 

I share your concerns, and I stand firm in my commitment to secure an 
extension of general revenue sharing, which would no longer be a partisan 
political issue. If you will work with me, we can meet that common 
commitment, and we can do even more good with revenue sharing in the 
future • 

.Another legislative matter of urgent importance is the passage of a $1. 7 
billion supplemental appropriation bill to continue funding of public service 
jobs under the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act. Many of your 
cities face the imminent prospect of firing thousands of workers because 
the Congress has not provided the funds you need to pay them. 

(MORE) 
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I know that many of you wanted more than this $1. 7 billion program. I 
know that a $6 billion public works bill sounds good--especially if you 
don't have to borrow the money to pay for it. I respect your position, even 
while respectfully disagreeing with it. 

The Federal Government simply could not affort that program. Even if it 
could, it would have taken months to put the program in place. By that 
time, given the pace and the strength of our current economic recovery, 
that $6 billion bill would very likely have done more to feed inflation than 
to fight unemployment. 

But one thing is clear: if the Congress was prepared to spend more than 
$6 billion to initiate a program of dubious value, it should be willing to 
spend $1. 7 billion to continue the CETA public service jobs program 
already underway. 

I promise to do all that I can to secure the passage of this bill, and get you 
the money you need to operate this program. Another program of proven 
value to your cities is the community development block grant program we 
began last year. Success stories abound. 

In Muskegon, Michigan, the city combined community development funds with 
local funds to finally complete a downtown urban renewal project that had 
been underway for seven years. In Salt Lake City, local officials used block 
grant funds to match other Federal funds and establish a park in a low 
income area of the city. 

Using community development funds, the city of Winston-Salem, North 
Carolina--is stimulating renovation of old neighborhoods by offering a cash 
payment of $2,000 to people willing to move into the areas and renovate 
the homes. There have been many, many other examples of innovation and 
progress in cities throughout the country. 

Because there has been so much success with this program I have proposed 
a $446 million increase for community development in my fiscal year 
1977 budget, bringing the total to $3.2 billion dollars. One of the best 
success stories of all in the community development field is this: Federal 
intervention and control has been drastically reduced, with favorable results. 

Federal regulations governing program activities have been reduced on my 
orders from the 2, 600 pages required for categorical aid to 25 pages for 
the block grant approach. A community has to file only one application, con­
sisting of 50 pages, rather than the previous average of five applications 
consisting of 1, 400 pages. Processing and approval of a community devel­
opment block grant averages 49 days. Under the categorical urban renewal 
program, processing took more than two years. 

The success of the Community Development Block Grant Program, like the 
success of revenue sharing, points to one central fact: You know what to do 
to improve your cities, and you know how to do it- -and with the proper tools 
and the necessary resources, you can do the job that needs to be done. 

Today, no single man, no single level of government can be expected to trans:­
form America's cities overnight or all alone. The cooperation of Federal, 
state and local governments--of Presidents and Congressmen, of Governors 
and mayors and councilmen--is essential to the success of this long-term 
effort. 

(MORE) 
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Our goal is to improve the quality of life in America's cities. The 
monuments we hope to raise are monuments not of stone and steel, 
but of the human spirit. 

We can make Jlmerica's cities the thriving, forward-looking centers 
of commerce and culture they ought to be. We can, make the streets 
safer, and the traffic flow better, and the air and water clearer. We 
can revitalize city neighborhoods and improve city schools and other 
services. 

My Administration is fully prepared to join with you in these great 
enterprises and more. In fact, we have already begun. This conference 
can help ensure the continued success of one program, one sign of hope 
and progress, we have already struggled for and won. 

Let's get revenue sharing extended, and go on from there, and make our 
cities gleam again with the glow of new life and in the brilliance of a 
hopeful future. 

### 
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LADIES- AND GENTLEMEN: IT IS A PLEASURE TO BE HERE TO SHARE. 

THESE MOMENTS WITH YOU THIS MORNING, I ALSO HAVE A FEW THOUGHTS 

I'D LIKE TO SHARE WITH YOU, You SEE~ I HAVE NOTHING AGAINST 

SHARING--AS LONG AS WE ARE DEALING WITH SOMETHING THAT CAN PROPERLY 

BE SHARED, 

SoME THINGS~ HOWEVER~ JUST CANNOT BE SHARED; AND ONE OF -· 

THESE IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF A PUBLIC OFFICIAL TO BE ACCOUNTABLE 

FOR ALL HIS PUBLIC ACTS, THIS FUNDAMENTAL PRINCIPLE OF PUBLIC 

ACCOUNTABILITY FOR ACTS OF PUBLIC OFFICIALS IS A MAJOR REASON WHY 

I DIFFER WITH MANY OF YOU OVER THE MERITS OF REVENUE SHARING, 

I HAVE TO VOTE FOR OR AGAINST THE TAXES THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

IMPOSES ON THE AMERICAN PEOPLE. AND I VOTE FOR OR AGAINST THE 

VARIOUS PROPOSALS FOR SPENDING THAT MONEY AS THEY COME.BEFORE THE 

CONGRESS, I MIGHT ADD~ A GOOD MANY OF THESE PROPOSALS CALL FOR 

GRANTS TO THE CITIES. MY VOTERS KNOW WHERE I STAND ON ALL THESE 

PROGRAMS. 

YouJ IN YOUR CITIES AND TOWNS~ VOTE TO LEVY TAXES ON YOUR 

PEOPlE TO PAY FOR THE PROGRAMS AND SERVICES YOU PROVIDE THEM, 

THAT IS THE WAY IT SHOULD BEJ AND THAT IS THE WAY IT WAS UNTIL 

CONGRESS SUCCUMBED TO THE ARTFUL LOBBYING OF CERTAIN FORCES AND 

ENACTED REVENUE SHARING IN 1972. 
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As A RESULT~ OVER $30 BILLION RAISED BY FEDERAL TAXES HAS 

BEEN REMOVED FROM THE FEDERAL TREASURY~ AND NO ONE IS DIRECTL~~ORo 
I ~ 
~ ~ 

ACCOUNTABLE TO THE TAXPAYERS FOR HOW IT IS BEING SPENT. (~ ~ 
\~ 

~ 

' I AM NOT SAYING ALL OF THE MONEY HAS BEEN WASTED. THE '- ~ 

PROBLEM IS1 I DON'T KNOW WHERE IT HAS GONE. AND~ NEITHER DO YOU. 

STUDIES UNDERTAKEN BY THE GENERAL AcCOUNTING OFFICE AND BY PRIVATE 

ORGANIZATIONS HAVE SHOWN IT IS VIRTUALLY IMPOSSIBLE TO TRACE 

REVENUE SHARING FUNDS ONCE THEY ARE ABSORBED INTO A CITY BUDGET. 

A RECENT STUDY DISCLOSED THAT REVENUE SHARING FUNDS~ ON 

OCCASION1 HAVE BEEN USED FOR PROJECTS THAT HAD BEEN REJECTED BY 

THE COMMUNITY'S VOTERS IN A REFERE~DUM, WHEN YOU CONSIDER THAT 

LAST NOVEMBER THE .VOTERS IN STATE AND LOCAL ELECTIONS REJECTED 93 

PERCENT OF THE DOLLAR VALUE OF PROPOSED BOND ISSUES~. IT IS Ll KELY. 

THAT MANY MORE SUCH EXAMPLES WOULD BE FOUND IF THE REVENUE SHARING 

FUNDS COULD BE TRACED, 

THE IDEA THAT THERE SHOULD BE NO TAXATION WITHOUT REPRESENTATION 

IS A CORNERSTONE OF DEMOCRATIC GOVERNMENT. SURELY~ THE BASIC 

PRINCIPLE OF ACCOUNTABILITY TO THE PEOPLE EXTENDS TO THE EXPENDITURE 

OF THEIR TAX MONEY. 

THE OVERWHELMING REJECTION BY THE VOTERS OF ADDITIONAL 

BORROWING AT THE STATE-AND LOCAL LEVEL CARRIES A MESSAGE THAT 

Co~GRESS CANNOT IGNORE. AT THE PRESENT TIME) THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

IS OPERATING AT APPROXIMATELY A $74 BILLION DEFICIT. THE HoUSE 

BUDGET COMMITTEE ESTIMATFS t!EXT YEAR'S DEFICIT AT OVER $50 BILLION) 

WITH EXPENDITURES REACHING THE AREA OF $41Q BILLION. 
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AT THE SAME TIME~ THE PRESIDENT'S COUNCIL OF FcoNOMlC ADVISERS 

HAS REPORTED THAT THE PACE OF ECONOMIC RECOVERY INDICATES STATE 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT BUDGETS WILL BE IN OVERALL SURPLUS IN 1976. 

-----­RECOGNIZE THAT MANY OF OUR CITIES ARE IN SEVERE FINANCIAL 

DIFFICULTY" AND THE fEDERAL GoVERNMENT SHOULD HELP THEM--AS. IT 

ALREADY IS--MOST GENEROUSLY~ IN FACT. THE TOTAL OF FEDERAL GRANTS 

TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS WILL REACH $60 BILLION THIS YEAR--

ALMOST FIVE TIMES. WHAT IT WAS JUST TEN YEARS AGO. ~ 
rORo 

~· ~ <,... 
BUT IN THIS TIME OF SEVERE BUDGET PROBLEMS~ CONGRESS MUST~ ~\./ 

\
" 0:. .». 

..,> """) 

EXERCISE SOME RESTRAINT. THERE ARE LIMITS TO WHAT THE FEDERA~ > ....... _/ 
GovERNr-1ENT cAN~ oR SHOULD TRY ro DO. 

JUST AS THERE ARE SOME CITIES WITH A LOT OF PROBLEMS~ THERE . 
ARE ·oTHERS THAT THROUGH GOOD MANAGEMENT~ GOOD LUCK., OR SOME HAPPY 

COMBINATION OF CIRCUMSTANCES., ARE DOING ALL RIGHT. AND~ THEY ARE 

GOING TO DO A LOT BETTER AS THE ECONOMY IMPROVES. 

A FEDERAL PROGRAM OF AID TO THE CITIES SHOULD BE GEARED TO THE 

ClTIES. THAT NEED IT. CONGRESS DOES HAVE A SINCERE INTEREST IN 

AIDING OUR TROUBLED CITIES. BUT IT ALSO HAS A RESPONSIBILITY TO 

THE TAXPAYERS WHO PROVIDE THE REVENUE WE TALK SO FREELY OF SHARING. 

I MUST SAY I AM SOMEWHAT ALARMED BY THE NUMBER OF CITY AND COUNTY 

OFFICIALS CLAMORING FOR A PERMANENT REVENUE SHARING PROGRAM WITH 

EVER-INCREASING AMOUNTS OF MONEY GOING INTO IT. THIS MONEY HAS BEEN 

FLOWING INTO STATE AND LOCAL·TREASURIES FOR ONLY FIVE YEARS~ AND WE 

ARE ALREADY TOLD THE CITIES CANNOT LIVE WITHOUT IT, IF THAT IS THE 

CASE., YOU SHOULD BE GIVING SERIOUS THOUGHT TO THE REAL EFFECT REVENUE 

SHARING IS HAVING ON OUR FEDERAL GOVERNMENTAL STRUCTURE. 
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ONE OF THE ARGUMENTS WE HEARD IN 1972 WAS THAT REVENUE 

SHARING WOULD REVERSE THE TREND TOWARD CENTRALIZED GOVERNMENT. 

BuT AS THE CITIES' DEPENDENCE ON THIS MONEY GROWSJ AS IT SURELY 

WILL IF THIS PROGRAM IS CONTINUED THE WAY IT ISJ YOUR DEPENDENCE 

ON THE ACT10NS AND-WHIMS OF FUTURE PRESIDENTS AND CONGRESSES WILL 

ALSO GROW, You COULD BE WELCOMING INTO YOUR CITIES A "TROJAN 

HORSE" THAT WILL PREPARE THE WAY FOR THE COMPLETE NATIONALIZATION 

OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT. 

I WOULD LIKE TO HELP YOU AVOID THAT FATE. I AM GOING TO DO 

EVERYTHING I CAN TO CONVINCE THE CONGRESS THAT THIS PROGRAM SHOULD 

BE CONTINUED ONLY LONG ENOUGH FOR ALL OF US TO FIND BETTER SOLUTIONS 

TO THE PROBLEMS. 

WHILE I HAVE 'FREQUENTLY VOICED MY SERIOUS RESERVATIONS ABOUT 

IRIS ILL-CONCEIVED AND INDEED DANGEROUS CONCEPTJ I WANT TO ASSURE 

YOU THAT I HAVE DONE NOTHING TO DELAYJ IMPEDEJ OR OBSTRUCT THE 

CONSIDERATION OF THE REVENUE SHARING LEGISLATION, I HAVE MADE 
. . 

EVERY RESOURCE AVAILABLE TO THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS 

SuBcoMMITTEE THAT CHAIRMAN L. H. FouNTAIN HAS REQUESTED. THAT 

SUBCOMMITTEE BEGAN MARKUP LAST ~lEEK AND IS CONTINUING WITH A SESSION 

THIS AFTERNOON. I CANNOT PREDICT HOW LONG THE MARKUP WILL TAKEJ BUT 

I HAVE EVERY REASON TO EXPECt THE FULL GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS COMMITTEE 
( 

TO REPORT OUT A BILL IN KEEPING WITH THE MAY 15 DEADLINE ESTABLISHED 

BY THE CoNGRESSIDNAL BuDGET Acr. 

,60i0~>-
(, ~ . <f.!) 
~~ ~ 
\ ~ .. :t;/ 
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IT APPEARS AT THIS TIME THAT THE BILL WILL PROVIDE FOR 

A REVENUE SHARING PROGRAM AT APPROXIMATELY THE SAME LEVEL OF 

FUNDING YOU ARE NOW RECEIVING FOR A REASONABLE PERIOD OF 

TIME~ BUT SOMETHING LESS THAN THE FIVE AND THREE-QUARTERS 

YEARS PROPOSED BY THE ADMINISTRATION, I AM TODAY SUBMITTING 

TO THE BUDGET COMMITTEE THE COMMENTS OF THE GOVERNMENT 

OPERATIONS COMMITTEE ON THE ANTICIPATED AUTHORIZATION LEVEL 

FOR PROGRAMS COMING UNDER BY MY COMMITTEE'S JURISDICTION, MY 

SUBMISSION WILL INCLUDE A FIGURE FOR REVENUE SHARING ALONG 

THE LINES I HAVE JUST MENTIONED, THIS~ OF COURSE~ IS NOT 

BINDING UPON THE GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS COMMITTEE OR THE 

CONGRESS~ BUT IS A REFLECTION OF THE BEST ESTIMATE AVAILABLE 

AT THIS TIME, 

AGAIN~ I APPRECIATE THE OPPORTUNITY TO BE HERE, I 

ASSURE YOU THAT I UNDERSTAND THE SPECIAL INTEREST YOU HAVE 

IN THIS ISSUE, 

THANK YOU. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE INFORMATION 

WASHI J-.JGTON 

March 16, 1976 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESID 

FROM : JIM CANN~ ~ .I 
MAX FRI~~~~F LM '() . 

SUBJECT : Revenue Sharing 

In the first test vote on the formula, the Fountain 
Subcommittee today voted 10-l to continue to use per 
capita income, instead of ~overty, as a major formula 
factor. 

Some Congressmen and special interest groups had suggested 
the Committee substitute a "need" factor - that is, the 
number of individuals below the poverty level. 

The Subcommittee also agreed unanimously to retain the 
1/3 - 2/3 state-local split on distribution of funds. 

Drinan proposed removing townships as eligible units 
of government to receive funds, but a vote was delayed. 

The Subcommittee will reconvene on Thursday morning, 
March 18, 1976 to continue deliberations. Additional 
formula modifications will be considered at that time. 

Attached is a record of the votes today. 

Attachment 



~igible Units of Government 

1. Defeated Wydler motion to retain existing defini­
tion by a vote of S-7: 

YEA 

Fountain 
Wydler 
Brown 
Steelman 
Horton 

NAY 

Mezvinsky 
Jordan 
Burton 
Dr in an 
English 
Levitas 
Brooks 

NOT VOTING -- Fuqua 

2. Agreed by unanimous consent to Levitas motion to 
delay vote on a Drinan motion to modify existing 
definition and possibly exclude townships. 

Formula Provisions 

1. Adopted Jordan motion to retain 1/3-2/3 State­
local split by unanimous voice vote. 

2. Adopted Wydler motion to continue the use of per 
capita personal income instead of poverty data as 
a major formula factor by a vote of 10-1: 

YEA 

Fountain 
Mezvinsky 
Jordan 
English 
Levitas (proxy) 
Brooks (proxy) 

. Wydler 
Brown (proxy). 
Steelman (proxy) 
Horton 

PASS -- Drinan 

NAY 

Burton 

NOT VOTING -- Fuqua 

\ . . •.• 
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Some items in this folder were not digitized because it contains copyrighted 
materials.  Please contact the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library for access to 

these materials. 
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: The general revenue-sharing program. under input, local go-vernments receiving revenue-s] 

which Washington has been distributing S6 billion funds be required to hold public hearings a1 

a year to state and local governments since 1972, once a year on how the money should be spen 

'\\ill expire at the end of this year. Improvements A case also can be made that the allocatia 

can and should be made, but Congress should move , . mula should be changed to give even more r 

expeditiously to renew the program in substantially to~ the problem-plagued centr~ cities and l 

its present form. .· ~. · · ,. . 'stiburban cities around them. But too much 

.: . Unfortunately, there is a danger 'that revenue ment toward such · a formula would undercu 

sharing will be killed or emasculated unless there is port from towns and cities that would get les~ 

a greater public awareness of its importance. and. ey, .:~nd thereby play into the hands of po• 

· ·urJess this awareness is stronaJy communicated to congres_smcq who "~ould like to ki~ the wh_ol 
0 .. . . . . . . . . • 

(;ongress. : ·--:· .. ,·. .. .. . . . .. ,: .· gran.t-· ·, · . ·'·-·' , 

U d 1 V h ·n· C the &edt:>ral . . ·. "rt i .,..,,.., __ ,.._ . : -~-"cr r ........ e"·amp"o •·n~t· Peo 
n er genera re enue S 2fll C' • ! •. •'- .s uU~ <.:it\..0ULG.oll1,:, 0 LVL ,.,_ l k, ~ Q J..' • 

government sends some of the taxes it collects-to BrookS (D-Tex.). chairman of the House corru 

·the states and cities. The money is distributed in charge of the renewal legislation. is an o 

among the states and some 39,000 local governing ken critic of revenue sharing. Another po· 

units according to a formula that takes population Texan, Chairman George ?.rahon of the I)om 

and local tax effort into account. Except for an an- propriations ComrrJttee, \Vould render re 

tibias requirement, there are virtually no strings at- .• sharing unworkabl~ by requiring year-by-yea 

tached. on the ground that local authorities are the gressional approval. · · : . · 

best judges of how the money should be spent. Californians should 'let their congressmer 

i Of the S650 million a year that comes to Califor- · senators knmv that they want revenue sharir 

~the state government gets a third-money that tended-in improved-form if possible, but ext 

helps local areas through state aid to education~ in any case. As A. Alan Post, California's legi.: 

and the other two-thirds goes directly to local ' analyst. put it the other day, "We really nee1 

governing units. . . . ' ; : .·, enue ·sharing to keep local governments sc 

. ; .Los Angeles County gets $88 million, which it has . Losing it would be a rxe·~al!...io~t-" ___ _ 

Used, among other things, to subsidize bus service, .. : ~ :.,.., .: .- . -, :.,.,. . .... .• ~ . _ · . 

help pay for community social programs and hold · · ·· · ... · · · ·· · · 

<k>wn increases in the property ta.x rate. The city of , :" ;. _.·. c :· .-· ···-: · · . : ., · · 

~Angeles gets s41 million. most or which goes to ·. To the Future! : 
help pay for sanitation services, the library system~ ·· 

parks and recre~tion. Other towns and cities wit_hin . : The Lo~ Angeles County Board of Super 

~county rece!Ve lesser a:nounts. ·. ·. ---{Iecision on the Baldwin Hills regional park '·' 

~ As John F. Lawrence pomts out elsewhere m The appreciated in the 21st century even more U 

Times today, if revenue sharing were allov;ed to ·. the 20th. 

<lie. recipient governments w?uld be forced to c~t _ . Acquisition of the first 340 ·acres will assure 

back valuable programs, or raise taxes, or both. develooment of recreational facilities in the : 

~ President Ford has asked Congress to extend the west ~rtion of the county where facilities a 

j)rogram for 5% years, at a slightly higher level of adequate. . 

funding. The National L-eague of Cities. the Nation- Approval of the concept of pr.oceeding ov' 

.al Assn. of Counties and the National Conference of years ahead to acquire up to 1,300 acres will . 

State Legislatures all support renew~. the best possible public tt.se of this open space 

• . General revenue sharing, however, has come in the enlarged recreational use geared to thE 

for sharp criticism-some of \Vhich Congress would when oil production is completed in that area. 

do well to hee<i in extending the program. The decision of the board represents fo 

For example, a proposal that enforcement of an- Ulin.'ldng and sound planning-something th< 

~'bias pro1risions be transferred from the Treasury be appreciated today, by th.3 2.5 million p 

to the Justice Department, which has more e.xper- who live -wi thin 10 ITJles of the site, as well 

ience and enW.'l.u.S.asm for the job, is well t2.ken. So the countless mil lions who will be served in t 

is_ a proposal that, to insure adequate cornmu~ty . ture as the park grows. . . 



MEMORANDUM FOR 

FROM 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

March 23, 1976 

PAUL MYER 

GRS/Citizen 
Participation 

A~tached per your request is the additional public 
information materials you requested for the 
District of Columbia. 

Attachment 
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY (\i) 
~-,... 

OFFICE OF REVENUE SHARING 
2401 E STREET, N.W. 

COLUMBIA PLAZA HIGHRISE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20226 

March 9, 1976 

MEMORANDUM TO: Kent Peterson 
Special Assistant to the Under Secretary 

FROM: Joseph Lund'~ lJ 
Assistant t~ ~e~irector 
Office of Revenue Sharing 

SUBJECT: Publication of District of Columbia 
AUR's and PUR's 

Per our conversation I requested research into 
the publication of the District of Columbia's Actual 
and Planned Use Reports. I am enclosing photo copies of 
several newspaper items. 

Neither the Post nor the Star could provide us with 
the exact cost for-tlie publicat1on because they charge 
the D. C. Government for legal notices in bulk. We do 
have an estimate of the cost based on the prevailing per 
line charge at the time of publication. The name of the 
newspaper, date of publication and estimate of cost are 
as follows: 

Star-News, September 5, 1974 
August 30, 1975 
June 12, 1975 

Washington Post, January 30, 1974 

$581.49 
$820.82 
$690.69 

$799.31 

We found no news or story items on General Revenue 
Sharing in the newspaper on the days the required notice 
appeared. 

Enclosure 

cc: Jeanna D. Tully 
John K. Parker 
Priscilla Crane 
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INFORMATION 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

March 25, 1976 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM : 

SUBJECT : Status General Revenue Sharin 

The House Government Operations Subcommittee has 
held a total of six meetings to mark up General 
Revenue Sharing renewal legislation since they began 
serious work on Thursday, March 11. 

In summary, the Subcommittee has tentatively rejected 
most of the key provisions of your renewal legislation, 
deciding to: 

Extend the General Revenue Sharing program 
for a 3 3/4-year period. 

Provide for authorization only of funds at 
the current level with no annual increase. 

Reject any major modification of the present 
allocation formula, and 

Retain most of the operating features of the 
existing program. 

The Subcommittee will next meet on Monday, March 29, 
to consider nondiscrimination and citizen participation 
issues. 

A clean bill reflecting the Subcommittee's tentative 
decisions will be drafted for final review, and we 
expect it will be reported to the full committee by the 
April 15 recess. 

Jack Brooks anticipates the full committee will have a 
bill ready for floor action in early May. At his 
meeting with you on March 4, 1976, he promised House 
action by May 10, but at this point it looks doubtful. 

cc: Max Friedersdorf 
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MEMORANDUM 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

March 25, 1976 

MEMORANDUM FOR JIM CANNON 

FROM 

SUBJECT: 

PAUL MYER 

Letter from Mayor 
Harrison of Dallas, 
Texas 

The attached letter might be of some signifi­
cance at a later date. I have sent you the 
original incoming for possible action; let 
me know if you want me to take any further 
action. 

cc: Steve McConahey 



The Honorable Gerald R. Ford 
President of the United States 
White House 
Washington, D. C. 20515 

ADLENE H.'\R RISON 
MAYOR PRO TEM 

• CITY OF DALLAS 75201 

,6 
I 

March 18, 1976 

Dear Mr. President: 

Thank you so much for taking the time to join us last Monday and 
express your support for the reenactment of the General Revenue 
Sharing Program. Your comments were helpful and your continuing 
leadership in this and the many other issues important to the 
cities of our country is sincerely appreciated by those of us 
in the City of Dallas. 

jd 

Sincerely, 

c~~ 
Adlene Harrison 
Mayor 



ADLENE HA RR ISON 
MAYOR PRO TEM 

CITY OF DALLAS, 1 EXAS 75201 
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The Honorable Gerald R. Ford 
President of the United States 
White House 
Washington, D. C. 20515 
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~1arch 31, 1976 

HEHO&\NDUH FOR JIM CANNON\ r, 
1 

pAUL MYELh JJ.J ~~ ~ FRO~'l 
\l.}J t :t~ 

SUBJECT: ~'leekly Report on 
General Revenue Sharing 
and Related Items 

2. 

House Subcommittee Nark-up 

The Subco~~ittee will soon complete its first 
phase of mark-up. A clean staff bill_ is expected 
to be avaiiable for Subcommittee consideration by 
next ~vednesday, Apri 1 7. 

I am presently preparing the document we have 
discussed in order to revie.,.., two issues: (1) dur­
ation and method of funding the program, and 
{2) civil rights provisions. The resolution of 
these issues may be critical to House adoption of 
a bill \oJ'hich preserves the essential features of 
the President's proposal and build the foundation 
for an eventual conference agreement based upon 
anticipated Senate action more in line with the 
Pfesident's views. 

Public Interest Groups 
~ 

The National Association of ~ounties concluded 
their annual legislative conference today. In 
a~dition to workshops and Congressional meetings 
on General Revenue Sharing, the delegates adopted 
a resolution in support of the President's 
renewal proposal and expressed their gratitude 
for his advocacy and leadership. 
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