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MEMORANDUM
THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

June 1, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR . JIM CANNON
MAX FRIEDE

FROM PAUL MYE

SUBJECT: Briefing Paper fo
Presidential GRS
Meeting

Attached for your review is a proposed
briefing paper for the Presidential
meeting with the New Coalition and House
leadership on General Revenue Sharing.

Attachments



II.

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

MEETING ON GENERAL REVENUE SHARING
RENEWAL LEGISLATIVE SITUATION

Thursday, June 3, 1976
2:30 p.m. (90 minutes)
State Dining Room

From: James M. Cannon
Max Friedersdorf

PURPOSE

To discuss the General Revenue Sharing legislative
situation with representatives of the New Coalition
and the House bi-partisan leadership and seek
support for House adoption of an acceptable bill.

BACKGROUND, PARTICIPANTS & PRESS PLAN

A, Background: ‘The House is tentatively scheduled
to consider the General Revenue Sharing renewal
bill (H. R. 13367), as reported by the Govern-
ment Operations Committee and Appropriations
Committee, next week. Although this bill
includes many of the major elements of your
renewal proposal and were contained in the
Fountain Subcommittee bill, the Committee adopted

four amendments which are unacceptable (see
Tab A).

An effort may be made to substitute the Subcom-
mittee bill for the Committee bill. While
neither bill is as good as your original proposal,
the Subcommittee bill is closer to your position
and enjoyed bi-partisan support. The public
interest groups share this view but have not
endorsed the substitute.

The New Coalition requested you to call this meet-
ing in an effort to obtain the support of the
House bi-partisan leadership for the best poss-
ible General Revenue Sharing bill (see Tab B).

The State and local government officials would
like to see the same degree of bi-partisan support






A -— REVIEW OF MAJOR ISSUES

Length of Program and Level of Funding

President's Proposal: 5 3/4 years; total funding of
$§39.5 billion, including $150 million annual increase.

Subcommittee Bill: 3 3/4 years; total funding of
$24.9 pbillion, with no annual increase (funds frozen
at 1976 level of $6.65 billion).

Committee Bill: Identical to Subcommittee bill.

Method of Funding

President's Proposal: Continue the present combined
authorization-appropriations approach. '

Subcommittee Bill: Establishes an "entitlement"
financing approach.

Committee Bill: Identical to Subcommittee bill.

Civil Rights - _ -

President's Proposal: Retains current nondiscrimina-
tion requirement, but clarifies the Secretary's
authority to withhold all or a portion of entitlement
funds, to require repayments, and terminate eligi-
bility where revenue sharing funds have been expended

in a discriminatory fashion.

Subcommittee Bill: Expands nondiscrimination require-
ments to cover all State and local programs except
where recipient can prove "with clear and convincing
evidence: that the program was not funded, directly or
indirectly, with revenue sharing funds.

Extensive hearing and compliance procedures are spelled
out requiring time limits for investigations, compli-
ance, administrative procedures and court actions.
Private civil suits are authorized only after the

exhaustion of administrative remedies.
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Committee Bill: Broadens nondiscrimination require-
ments of the Subcommittee bill specifically authoriz-
ing actions by the Attorney General and private
citizens.

Formula Provisions

President's Proposal: Retains current formula with
a slight increase in upper constraint.

Subcommittee Bill: Retains current formula without *
change, but attempts to tighten eligibility criteria.

Committee Bill: Retains the current formula without
change, but adds a "Supplemental Fiscal Assistance"”
pProvision to distribute $150 million in accordance
with a new formula based on a poverty factor. I

Government Modernization Rt //5%

President's Proposal: No provision. e
P

Subcommittee Bill: No provision.

Committee Bill: Recipients must report to the Secre-
tary on efforts to "modernize and revitalize" State
and local governments. The goal and advisory criteria
of a master plan is set forth.

Davis~Bacon

President's Proposal: No change in current law.

Subcommittee Bill: No change in current law.

Committee Bill: Davis-Bacon would apply to any con-
struction project funded in whole or in part with
revenue sharing funds. Currently, Davis-Bacon coverage
applies only to projects funded 25% or more with
revenue sharing funds.




TAB B ~— NEW COALITION

The following is the text of the New Coalition's
telegram to the President requesting this meeting:

The President
The White House
D. C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

Since revenue sharing is so important to the organ-
izations and people represented by the members of the
New Coalition, the leaders of the New Coalition believe
it would be extremely helpful if you would call a meet-
ing of the Democratic and Republican leaders of the
House and a member of each Coalition organization in
order to discuss our major concerns over the revenue
sharing bill scheduled to come before the full House in
the near future.

If you, too, see that there would be value in such
a meeting and would be willing to call us together with
the Leadership, we would be most appreciative.

Governor Robert D. Ray, Chairman
The New Coalition and National Governors' Conference

Mayor Hans Tanzler, Chairman
National League of Cities

Supervisor Vance Webb, President
National Association of Counties

Mayor Moon Landrieu, President
U. S. Conference of Mayors

Representative Tom Jensen, President
National Conference of State Legislatures
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C —- PARTICIPANTS

IT.

Congressional

Carl Albert, The Speaker

Tip O'Neill, Majority Leader

John McFall, Majority Whip

I.. H. Fountain, Chairman, House Subcommittee on
Intergovernmental Relations and Human Resources

John Rhodes, Minority Leader

Bob Michel, Minority Whip

John Anderson, Chairman, House Republican Conference .

Frank Horton, Ranking Minority Member, House Govern-
ment Operations Committee

Jack Wydler, Ranking Minority Member, House Subcommittee
on Intergovernmental Relations and Human Resources

New Coalition

Bob Ray, Governor of Iowa (Chairman of the New Coalition)

Pat Lucey, Governor of Wisconsin

Dan Evans, Governor of Washington

Tom Jensen, Minority Leader, Tennessee House of Repre-
sentatives

Martin Sabo, Minnesota House of Representatives

John Poelker, Mayor of St. Louis, Missouri

Moon Landrieu, Mayor of New Orleans, Louisiana

Kenneth Gibson, Mayor of Newark, New Jersey

Tom Moody, Mayor of Columbus, Ohio

William Beech, Supervisor, Montgomery County, Tennessee

Elizabeth Hair, Mechlenberg County, North Carolina

Jack Walsh, Supervisor, County of San Diego, California

Steve Farber, Executive Director, National Governors
Conference

Earl Mackey, Executive Director, National Conferece of
State Legislatures

Alan Beals, Executive Vice President, National League of
Cities

John Gunther, Executive Director, U. S. Conference of
Mayors

Bernard Hillenbrand, Executive Director, National Asso-
ciation of Counties



I1I. Administration

The Vice President
Jack Marsh, Counsellor to the President
Max Friedersdorf, Assistant to the President for Legislative

Affairs

James M. Cannon, Assistant to the President for Domestic
Affairs

Paul O'Neill, Deputy Director, Office of Management and
Budget

Paul Myer, Assistant Director, Domestic Council

Charlés Leppert, Deputy Assistant to the President

Tom Loeffler, Special Assistant for Legislative Affairs

Steve McConahey, Special Assistant to the President for
Intergovernmental Affairs

Pat Delaney, Associate Director, Domestic Council

Ray Shafer, Counsellor to the Vice President

Jack Veneman, Counsellor to the Vice President

Ed Schmults, Deputy Counsel to the President

Richard Albrecht, General Counsel, Department of the
Treasury

Harold Eberle, Assistant Secretary for Legislative Affairs

Pat Rowland, Special Assistant to the President
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

MEETING ON GENERAL REVENUE SHARING o
RENEWAL LEGISLATIVE SITUATION e

Thursday, June 3, 1976
2:30 p.m. (90 minutes)
State Dining Room

From: James M. Cannon
Max Friedersdo 44 . -

To discuss the General Revenue Sharing legislative
situation with representatives of the New Coalition
and the House bi-partisan leadership and seek
support for House adoption of an acceptable bill.

PURPOSE

BACKGROUND, PARTICIPANTS & PRESS PLAN

A. Background: = The House -is ‘tentatively scheduled

: to consider the General Revenue Sharing renewal
bill (H. R. 13367), as reported by the Govern-
ment Operations Committee and Appropriations
Committee, next week. Although this bill
includes many of the major elements of your
renewal proposal and were contained in the
Fountain Subcommittee bill, the Committee adopted

four amendments which are unacceptable (see
Tab A).

An effort may be made to substitute the Subcom-
mittee bill for the Committee bill. While

neither bill is as good as your original proposal,
the Subcommittee bill is closer to your position
and enjoyed bi-partisan support. The public
interest groups share this view but have not
endorsed the substitute.

The New Coalition requested you to call this meet-
ing in an effort to obtain the support of the
House bi-partisan leadership for the best poss-
ible General Revenue Sharing bill (see Tab B).

The State and local government officials would
like to see the same degree of bi-partisan support



- - e

and Congressional-White House cooperation which
led to the original enactment of the program.

B. Participants: See Tab C.

C. Press Plan: To be announced; photo opportunity
and coverage of opening remarks; briefing oppor-—
tunity after meeting.

IIT. TALKING POINTS

1. The renewal of General Revenue Sharing remains a
top priority on my agenda. If it is not extended,
the fiscal and economic consequences would be
severe in many States and local communities.

2. I have sought to work with the Congress in order
to achieve adoption of sound legislation. In
that spirit, I have asked you here today.

3. The House will soon begin consideration of the
- Committee bill, H. R. 13367. While I am pleased
that a bill has finally emerged, I have great.
reservations about the Committee bill. I know
that many of you share those concerns.

4. I hope the House will endorse the revenue sharing
concept and adopt a bill which is consistent with
the objectives of my original renewal proposal. I
am prepared to continue to work with the bi-
partisan leadership and representatives of State
and local government to achieve that goal.



TAB A -- REVIEW OF MAJOR ISSUES

a
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Length of Program and Level of Funding

President's Proposal: 5 3/4 years; total funding of
$39.5 billion, including $150 million annual increase.

Subcommittee Bill: 3 3/4 years; total funding of $24.9
billion, with no annual increase (funds frozen at 1976
level of $6.65 billion).

Committee Bill: Identical to Subcommittee bill.

Method of Funding

President's Proposal: Continue the present combined
authorization-appropriations approach.

Subcommittee Bill: Establishes an "entitlement"
financing approach.

Committee Bill: Identical to Subcommittee bill.

Civil Rights

President's Proposal: Retains current nondiscrimination
requirement, but clarifies the Secretary's authority to
withhold all or a portion of entitlement funds, to
reguire repayments, and terminate ellglblllty where
revenue sharing funds have been expended in a discrimi-

" Subcommittee Blll 'Expands mondiscrimination require<

ments to cover all State and local programs except where
recipient can prove "with clear and convincing evidence"
that the program was not funded, directly or indirectly,
with revenue sharlng funds.

Extensive hearlng and compliance procedures are spelled
out requiring time limits for investigations, compliance,
administrative procedures and court actions. Private
civil suits are authorized only after the exhaustion of
administrative remedies.

Committee Bill: Broadens nondiscrimination requlrements
of the Subcommittee bill specifically authorizing actions
by the Attorney General and private citizens.
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4.

Subcommitfee Bill: No change in current

Formula Provisions

President's Proposal: Retains current formula with a
slight increase in upper constraint.

Subcommittee Bill: Retains current formula without
change, but attempts to tighten eligibility criteria.

Committee Bill: Retains the current formula without
change, but adds a "Supplemental Fiscal Assistance"
provision to distribute $150 million in accordance
with a new formula based on a poverty factor.

Government Modernization

President's Proposal: No provision.

Subcommittee Bill: No provision.

Committee Bill: Recipients must report to the Secre-
tary on efforts to "modernize and revitalize" State

and local governments. The voluntary goal and advisory
criteria of a master plan is set forth.

Davis-Bacon

T T - e e

President's Proposal: No change in current law.

- 8., s e, SR .. - ‘.-
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law.

Committee Bill: Davis-Bacon would apply to any con-
struction project funded in whole or in part with
revenue sharing funds. Currently, Davis-Bacon coverage
applies only to projects funded with 25% or more of
revenue sharing funds.
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TAB B -— NEW COALITION TELEGRAM

The following is the text of the New Coalition's
telegram to the President requesting this meeting:

May 21, 1976
The President

The White House {
D. C. 20500 g

7 ,
7N
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Dear Mr. President:

Since revenue sharing 1is so important to the organ-
izations and people repre: nted by the members of the
New Coalition, the leader: of the New Coalition believe
it would be extremely helpful if you would call a meet-
ing of the Democratic and Republican leaders of the
House and a member of each Coalition organization in
order to discuss our major concerns over the revenue
sharing bill scheduled to come before the full House in

~the near future.

If you, too, see that there would be value in such
a meeting and would be willing to call us together with
the Leadership, we would be most appreciative.

‘Governor Robert Du Ray, Chairman - . P Lo .
The New Coalltlon and Natlonal Governors' quference'

PO R PSRRI I ) o
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Mayor Hans Tanzler, Chalrman
National League of Cities

Supervisor Vance Webb, President
National Association of Counties

Mayor Moon Landrieu, President
U. S. Conference of Mayors

"Representative Tom Jensen, President
National Conference of State Legislatures

IR N S R S D P .
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TAB C -—- PARTICIPANTS

I.

II.

Congressional

Carl Albert, The Speaker

Tip O'Neill, Majority Leader

John McFall, Majority Whip

Phil Burton, Chairman, House Democratic Caucus

Jack Brooks, Chairman, House Government Operations
Committee

L. H. Fountain, Chairman, House Subcommittee on
Intergovernmental Relations and Human Resources

John Rhodes, Minority ILeader :

Bob Michel, Minority Whip .

John Anderson, Chairman, House Republican Conference

Frank Horton, Ranking Minority Member, House Govern-
ment Operations Committee

Jack Wydler, Ranking Minority Member, House Subcom-
mittee on Intergovernmental Relations and Human
Resources

New Coalition

Bob Ray, Governor of Iowa (Chairman of the New Coalition)
Pat Lucey, Governor of Wisconsin
Dan Evans, Governor of Washington
Tom Jensen, Minority Leader, Tennessee House of Repre-
sentatives
Martin Sabo, Speaker, Minnesota House of Representatives
John Poelker, Mayor of St. Louis, Missouri
Moon Landrieu, Mayor of New Orleans, Louisiana
Kenneth Gibson, Mayor of Newark, New Jersey
Tom Moody, Mayor of Columbus, Ohio :
William Beech, Supervisor, Montgomery County, Tennessee
Elizabeth Hair, Supervisor, Mechlenberg County,
North Carolina
Lou Mills, Executive, Orange County, New York

Steve Farber, Executive Director, National Governors'

’ Conference

Earl Mackey, Executive Director, National Conference of
State Legislatures

Alan Beals, Executive Vice President, National League
of Cities

John Gunther, Executive Director, U. S. Conference of
Mayors

Ralph Tabor, Director of Federal Relations, National
Association of Counties
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IIT.

Administration

The Vice President

Jack Marsh, Counsellor to the President

Max Friedersdorf, Assistant to the President for
Legislative Affairs

James M. Cannon, Assistant to the President for
Domestic Affairs

Paul O'Neill, Deputy Director, Office of Management
and Budget

Paul Myer, Assistant Director, Domestic Council

Charles Leppert, Deputy Assistant to the President

Tom Loeffler, Special Assistant for Legislative
Affairs

Pat Rowland, Special Assistant to the President

Steve McConahey, Special Assistant to the President
for Intergovernmental Affairs

Pat Delaney, Associate Director, Domestic Council

Ray Shafer, Counsellor to the Vice President

Jack Veneman, Counsellor to the Vice President

Ed Schmults, Deputy Counsel to the President

Richard Albrecht, General Counsel, Department of
the Treasury

Harold Eberle, Assistant Secretary for Legislative
Affairs, Department of “the Treasury
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I am familiar with the fact that the House
Committee on Government Operations has concluded its
deliberations and has gotten a rule to proceed next week,
I understand it is anticipated -- or I would hope it is
anticipated -~ it would be on the floor very quickly.

In conclusion, I would simply emphasize the
need for action and the kind of action which would extend
the present law to the maximum degree, both as to dollars
and as to time,

I thank you all for being here.
Mr. Speaker, would you like to make a statement?

SPEAKER ALBERT: We have put it down subject to
a rule Wednesday next.

(IS (;’.;“‘
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THE PRESIDENT: That would be good.
Bob, would you like to make a statement?

GOVERNOR RAY: Mr., President, I want to, first
of all, thank you for honoring our request. The New
Coalition is comprised of the groups I mentioned =~ the
Conference of Mayors, National Conference of State Legis-
lators, the National Association of County Officers,
National League of Cities and National Governors Conference.

The people who have been working in this area
in these respective organizations asked if it would be
possible to meet with you and the leadership of the House
because it is of great concern to their membership and
the people from these various organizations.

We are greatly concerned about the time and, Mr.
Speaker, that is good news for us, and we are also con-
cerned about the period of time that revenue sharing will
be continued because one year, for instance, would just
create havoc and chaos for us who tried to administer
State Government and local Government.

So, these are the two main points that we would
like to make and we, of course, are very appreciative of
your leadership in this area. But likewise, we had a
good meeting with the leadership, the Democratic leader~
ship on the Hill, back in February, and we are most appre-
ciative of that, also.

But that is the purpose of our desire to meet
with you and we certainly want to say thank you for
giving us the time and discussing with us. If there is
any way we can impress upon people the importance of
revenue sharing for us who are in our States and in our
cities and in our counties, we certainly would like to
do that. These people that represent these organizations ~--
I am sure if we have a few minutes they would like to have
an opportunity to be heard.

MORE
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THE PRESIDENT: I think it might be helpful to
call on the Vice President. In 1972 he was in the forefront
of getting the basic legislation enacted and, of course,
he is really the only representative of the Senate here
today.

Mr. Vice President, would you wish to make any
comment?

VICE PRESIDENT ROCKEFELLER: First, I can assure
you if it is a tie vote, I will vote favorably.

Secondly, you made most of the points, Mr.
President., There are two, I think, which are important.
One is, the Federal Government is the large collector of
income tax revenues and they are the fast growing revenues.
Many States don't have income taxes, and they have real
estate taxes and sales taxes which don't grow as rapidly
so that the Federal Government has a revenue that is
growing more rapidly, and this isone reason,

The other reason is a philosophical onej; namely,
the concept of a Federal system, Federal, State and
local Governments, with the categorical grants.

Now, 1000 local Governments =-- that is, State and
local Governments ~~ are losing the kind of flexibility
which they have had traditionally to be responsive to
their own constituents. They are bound by legislative
regulations, administrative regulations on these hundreds
and hundreds of programs so that the flexibility is lost.

Revenue sharing gets around that and does give
flexibility, which I think is part of our tradition as
a form of Government. So, I think it is tremendously
important to have this. I think the experiment is extremely
useful, and I am delighted with what everyone here is
doing to re-enact this legislation.

Thank you.

END (AT 3:10 P.M. EDT)
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MEMORANDUM

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

June 14, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR JIM CANNON
FROM AUL MYER
SUBJECT: Washington Post Story

on GRS Extension

Attached for your information is the text
of the Friday, June 11, 1976 Washington
Post story on House passage of a General
Revenue Sharing bill. The attached is
clipped from the Congressional Record. I
call your attention to the first sentence
of paragraph 4.

Attachment
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MEMORANDUM

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

June 14, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR JIM CANNON
FROM AUL MYER
SUBJECT: General Revenue Sharing

& Countercyclical Assistance

Congress should soon approve the Conference Report
on the Public Works-Countercyclical Aid Bill

(S. 3201). This legislation is nearly identical

to the previous bill vetoed by the President with

a slightly reduced price tag (roughly $4 billion,
as compared with $6 billion). It is likely that
the President will veto S. 3201, and we stand a
good chance of having the veto once again sustained
in the Senate.

If such a veto is sustained, the President should
be made aware of the fact that it is likely the
countercyclical aid provision will be added to the
General Revenue Sharing bill when the Senate con-
siders this legislation in July.

cc: Max Friedersdorf

44 O’W g










































THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

June 21, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR JIM CANNON
FROM L MYER
SUBJECT: General Revenue Sharing

and Virginia Counties

Attached for your information and review is a
memorandum from the Department of the Treasury
regarding a significant development which will
affect the General Revenue Sharing allocation
for Virginia counties.

In brief, four counties in Virginia will (1) be
required to repay to the Treasury over $3 million
and (2) have their revenue sharing entitlements
adjusted downward.

You will note that Fairfax County is the largest
unit affected.

The memorandum provides considerable detail and
background on this situation. The Secretary's
decision to require repayment will probably be
announced toward the end of this week.

I have asked Treasury to review this general
problem and recommend possible legislative or
administrative changes.

cc: Jim Cavanaugh
Steve McConahey
Attachment



Date:

MEMORANDUM FOR: paul Myer

From:

Joe Adams /k\

Subject: Adjustment of Virginia Counties' Revenue Sharing

Entitlements

This is in response to your memorandum of June l4th
to Dick Albrecht requesting information about revenue
sharing adjustments to be made to the entitlements of
four Virginia counties. The counties involved and their
negative adjustments are as follows:

Chesterfield $ 433,908 o
Dinwiddie 95,846 AR
Fairfax 2,799,248 la A
Madison 9,477 %:

Total 3,338,479 %

Our plan is to have Under Secretary Thomas and Jeanna
Tully meet personally with the supervisors of Fairfax County
to explain what has happened and to propose that the required
repayment of the funds involved be spread over the next four
years. We will make a similar proposal by telephone to the
officials of the other three counties.

This matter has been given careful consideration and
the decisions to require repayment and to proceed in this
way have been approved by Secretary Simon. We recognize
that the impact on Fairfax county will be particularly severe.
It has been reduced from an annual allocation of $6.7 million
to $5.8 million as a result of the new method of allocation.
To require it to repay $2.8 million from past years is the
equivalent of taking away half of one year's entitlement.
We know from local publicity that Fairfax County is already
experiencing great difficulty in balancing its budget for
next year. The appropriate solution for that problem is
clearly to spread out the required repayment over the next
four years to ease the impact.

Initiator Reviewer Reviewer Reviewer Reviewer Ex. Sec.

Surname

Initials /Date |/ / / / /

Form 0S-3129

Bepartment of Treasury



The background of this matter is rather complex. W 3/
Virginia is one of eight States in the nation in which e
funds for education are raised and appropriated by general
purpose governments rather than by independent school dis-
tricts. Early in the program, a dispute arose between
certain Virginia counties and the Office of Revenue Sharing
as to the proper method of calculating what portion of their
revenues were attributable to education.

Of the 95 counties in Virginia, 20 utilize an accounting
method for allocating funds to education that has never been
in dispute. The remaining 75 counties have a different
accounting system, one which ORS found did not properly reflect
the amount of tax dollars going to education. Accordingly,
ORS and Census required that a special method of calculating
tax effort be used for those counties.

ORS regulations provide that a protest must be filed
within two years of an allocation, otherwise the allocation
becomes final. Fifty-one of the 75 counties filed a protest
against the method applied by ORS to determine their non-
school tax effort. ORS and the complaining counties were
unable to reach agreement, and 25 of those counties then filed
suit against ORS. After a number of pre-trial conferences,
agreement was reached on a method of apportioning the plain-
tiffs' school and non-school taxes.

After the settlement was agreed to, four of the plaintiff
counties discovered they would lose rather than gain by use
of the new method, and they voluntarily removed themselves
from the case. The court approved dismissal of the four
counties from the suit without prejudice to the right of ORS
to seek repayment of overpayments to them.

The court approved the settlement with the other 21
counties and payments are being made to them for all "open"
years. The new method of allocation is now being used for
all Virginia counties.

The question presented was whether ORS should seek to
recover overpayments in prior years from the four counties
who dropped out of the lawsuit.

It is the opinion of the General Counsel of the Treasury
and of the Chief Counsel of the Office of Revenue Sharing,
that ORS is required to seek repayment of these amounts. The
last sentence of Section 102 of the Revenue Sharing Act reads:

Proper adjustments shall be made in the amount
of any payment to a State government or a unit of
local government to the extent that the payments
previously made to such government under this subtitle
were in excess of or less than the amounts required
to be paid. (Emphasis added)




Revenue sharing regulations implementing this require-
ment provide for adjustments through alteration to entitle-
ments for future entitlement periods. Where this is a
substantial downward adjustment, the Secretary may demand
immediate repayment to the Trust Fund of overpaid entitle-
ments. ’

I want to review the letters of explanation to the
counties which ORS is now preparing before meeting with
Fairfax officials and calling thé other officials. 1It.
now appears that the meeting and calls can take place toward
the end of next week. We think it is desirable to get the
full story out at once and put our offer to spread out repay-
ment on the table (and in the press) at the outset.

The Bethlehem situation has been satisfactorily resolved
by an agreement to stretch out the repayment by taking deduc-
tions out of Bethlehem's next three entitlement periods. This
worked out to roughly 11% cut per payment. Bethlehem ' . -
officials are pleased with this solution.

If you have any questions about these matters please
contact me.

cc: Mr. Albrecht






