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MAR 3 1976

THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

March 3, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR JACK MARSH J %/,}c/

FROM PAUL MYER

SUBJECT: General Revenue Sharing
Legislative Situation

Attached for your information are some current docu-
ments which relate to our discussion with the
President last night.

You may know that I received a phone call from Cong.
Fountain's office last night informing me that the
Democratic Subcommittee Members will e holding at
least one more private caucus. He anticipates the
beginning of Subcommittee mark-up next week, but
could not give me a firm commitment.

Attachments




March 2, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR .. . MAX FRIEDERSDORF
FROM ... PAUL MYER
SUBJECT: ... GRS =-- Potential Motion

to Diacharge Government
Operations Committee
from Consideration

Following our brief discussion this morning on the
President's expression of interest in House action .
to discharge the Government Operations Committee
from consideration of General Revenue Sharing bill, .
Jim Cannon discussed this with me in even greater
depth. . -

This matter will he the subiect of Adiscussion with
the President today at 5:00 p.m., and I believe that
this attempt should be given the most careful con~
sideration with resvect to timing, support of the .
Republican lLeadership, the potential to attract
Democratic support, and our ability to win. . The

use of the discharge motion is really the ultimata
weapon and should only be used if we helieve there
will be no other opportunity to ensure House con-
sideration of the legislation. At the present time,
I am awaiting word from L. II. Fountain with resmnect .
to completion of private deliberations among his
Subcommittee Democratic colleagues and announcement .
of a firm mark-~up schedule. e

For Jim's background information on. the procedures

governing a discharge motion, I have sent him the .
attached memorandum. e e

Attachnent e f4;13§0
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March 2, 1976

HEMORANDUM FOR . JIM CANNON

FROM " .. PAUL MYER .

SUBJECT: ... House Rules Governing
the bischarge of Com-
nittees

Procedures to discharge a liouse committee from the
consideration of a rublic bill or resolution are
governed by Clause 4, Rule XXVII, of tha Rules of
the House of Representatives. R e e .
In outline form, the fcllowing steps are involved: .

1. The filing of a motion to discharge. .. .

2. Accumulation of 218 signatures. ..

3. A vote to approve the motion to.discharge. .

4. A vote to consider the bill should a motion
to discharge be successful. . ... . :

5. Consideration of the bill under the c¢eneral .
rules of the House. . e .

Attached for your information is a mora detailed
explanation of the discharge procedures. - S

As you know, a discharge motion is presently pending
in the House. If a decision were made to tale this
approach, the existing motion would become the
vehicle for this effort. e )

Attachment ~ .




RULES OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES RELATING TO
MOTIONS TO DISCHARGE A COMMITTEE
{Clause 4, Rule XXVII)

Any Member may file a motion to discharge a committee
from the consideration of a public bill or resolution which
has been pending in a committee for at least thirty days.
Only one such motion may be presented for each bill or reso-
lution.

This motion shall be placed in the custody of the
Clerk of the House and made available for Members to sign.
(A Member may also remove his name.) When a majority of
the total Membership of the House shall have signed the
motion (218 Members), it is then placed on the House Cal-
endar of Motions to Discharge Committees. No subsequent
action may be taken for at least seven legislative days.

On the second and fourth Mondays of each month, any
Member who signed the discharge motion may be recognized
for the purpose of calling up the motion and the House
shall proceed to its consideration without any intervening
motions. Following 20 minutes of debate, the House pro-
ceeds to an immediate vote on the motion to discharge.

If the motion prevails, it shall then be in order for
any Member who signed the motion to move that the House
proceed to the immediate consideration of such bill or
resolution. This motion is of high privilege and is not
debatable. If this motion is decided in the affirmative,
the bill shall be immediately considered under the general
rules of the House. If the House should vote against
immediate consideration, the bill is then referred to its
proper calendar and be entitled to the same rights and
privileges that it would have had if the committee to which
it was referred had duly reported it to the House for con-
sideration,

This rule would not apply to a bill that has been
reported by a committee during the interval between the
placing of the motion to discharge on the calendar and
the day when such motion is called up for action in the
House.



THE WHITE HOUSE INFORMATION

WASHINGTON

¥February 28, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: JAMES M. CANNON

FROM: PAUL MYER

SUBJECT: General Revenue Sharing--House
Legislative Status

On Thursday, February 26, Democratic members of the
House Subcommittee held a private caucus to discuss
legislation to renew the General Revenue Sharing
program. Committee Chairman Brooks also attended and
played an active role in the meeting. The purpose of
this session was to determine the interest and concerns
of the majority and develop a course of action. It is
their intention to seek a consensus on the content of a
renewal bill. No date for formal, public mark-up
meetings has been scheduled, and no such announcement is
anticipated until the Democrats have concluded their
private deliberations. Officially, Subcommittee
Chairman Fountain noted that "substantial progress" is
being made and that the Democrats will meet again on
Monday, March 2, to continue their discussion.

Based on available information about the meeting, the
following facts are known:

1. The Democrats are committed to reporting a bill by
- May 15; however, they want it to be a "Congressional"
bill as opposed to the President's proposal.

2. Chairman Brooks wants the Subcommittee to draft a
bill which recognizes his personal views and would
enjoy his support.

3. The major issues they are seeking to resolve reflect
opposition to key points in the President's proposal:
length of program authorization; amount of funds to
be made available and the manner in which such
appropriations are made; modification of the existing
formula in order to allocate more funds to jurisdictions
of greater "need"; possible inclusion of a "countercyclical
aid" provision; and stronger civil rights enforcement
and citizen participation requirements.




Personal discussions with all members prior to and

after this meeting, as well as the observations of
others, indicate that the Democrats are under great
pressure to move, but are uncertain as to how they

can accommodate the competing and diversified demands
now associated with this issue. According to one
source, the Democrats are clearly "frightened" by the
prospects confronting them. Strong Committee leadership
is lacking, and staff support is weak. Few of these
Democrats have any experience in dealing with leglslatlon
involving such polltlcal or substantial issues.
Importantly, there is little confidence that whatever
they do would be acceptable to a majority of their
colleagues in the House.

I will have an additional report for you following‘the
Democrats' Monday caucus.




MAR 12 1976

THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

FOR JACK MARSH
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINCGTO

March 11, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR . MAX FRIEDERSDORF
JIM CANNON
FROM PAUL MYER
SUBJECT: ' Review of House Subcom-

mittee Actions on General
Revenue Sharing Renewal --
Thursday, March 11, 1976

The House Government Operations Subcommittee met this morn-
ing to begin mark-up of General Revenue Sharing renewal
legislation. Only one Democratic Member was absent (Glenn
English) and both Jack Brooks and Frank Horton, as ex
officio members, actively participated in the session.

The Subcommittee tentatively decided two major issues:

{1) to extend the program's authorization for a 3 3/4-year
period and (2) to "freeze" the level of funding at the
current amount with no annual increment; however, providing
.an unspecified authorization of additional funds in order
to "hold harmless" any recipient governments who would lose
funds as a result of prospective formula changes.

The Subcommittee is now working off an "issues paper", not
an actual bill. Under this procedure, these and all subse-
quent decisions will be reviewed when the Members are pro-
vided with a staff draft of a clean bill reflecting the
Subcommittee's actions on specific issues. The Subcommittee
will meet again on Monday, March 15, at 2:00 p.m. and will
be moving into various proposals to change the allocation -
formula.

The following is a more detailed analysis of the Subcom-
mittees actions:

1. Duration of Extension: The Subcommittee voted to
extend the program's authorization for an additional
3 3/4 years (January 1, 1977-September 30, 1980).
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This vote followed the defeat of an earlier motion to
extend the program for only 1 3/4 years.

Essentially the Subcommittee felt that the duration

of extension was an arbitrary decision and that the
period adopted was an acceptable compromise. However,
a number of Democrats clearly desire the shorter
period on the basis that the next President would be
able to affect any future decision on the desirability
and nature of the program during his term. The Presi-
dent has proposed a 5 3/4-year extension, reflecting

a balance between a permanent program and the need to
review all Federal programs.

2, Level of Funding: The Subcommittee voted to authorize
funding the program at the current level ($6.35 billion)
with no annual increase, providing that a separate
unspecified amount would be authorized to "hold harmless"
any recipient jurisdiction from a reduction in the first
year due to anticipated allocation formula changes. 1In
effect, this "freeze" means a no-growth, phased-down
program. Compared to the President's proposal to con-
tinue the current funding level with an annual $150 mil-
lion increase, all recipient jurisdictions will lose
funds, including those which might gain slightly due to
any changes in the allocation formula.

This decision reflects the clear desire of the majority
to allocate anticipated domestic appropriation increases
in other programs, such as existing categorical grants
and a countercyclical aid program. This latter program
was briefly discussed and will be reviewed in greater
depth next week when formula issues are considered.

Attached is a complete record of all actions and roll
call votes taken by the Subcommittee.

Attachment




I. Duration of Extension

l.

Motion by Brown to extend program authorization
for 5 3/4 years (President's proposal).

Defeated Jordan amendment for 1 3/4-year exten-

sion by vote of 5-9:

YEA

Mezvinsky
Jordan
Burton
Drinan
Brooks

NAY

Fountain

Fuqua
English (proxy)
Levitas

Wydler

Brown

Steelman
Horton

Adopted Drinan amendment for 3 3/4~year exten-

sion by wvote of 7-6:
YEA

Mezvinksy

Jordan

Burton

Drinan Lo
English (proxy)
Levitas

Brooks:

NAY

Fountain
Fugua
Wydler
Brown

Steelman GEE——)

Horton

Adopted amended Brown motion for 3 3/4-year

extension by vote of 7-5:

YEA

Fugqua
Mezvinksy
Jordan
Drinan
English (proxy)
Levitas
Brooks
PASS

Burton

NAY

Fountain
Wydler
Brown
Steelman
Horton



II. Level of Funding

1. Defeated Horton motion to fund program at current
level with annual $150 million increment (Presi-
dent's proposal) by vote of 5-7:

YEA NAY
Fountain Fugua
Wydler Mezvinsky
Brown Burton
Steelman (proxy) " Jordan
Horton - Drinan

Levitas
Brooks

NOT VOTING -- English

2. Defeated Horton motion to fund program at current
level with annual $150 million increment, plus an
unspecified "hold harmless" amount by a vote of

5~7:

YEA : ' NAY
Fountain Fuqua
Wydler - Mezvinsky
Brown Burton
Steelman (proxy) Jordan
Horton Drinan

Levitas
Brooks

' NOT VOTING -- English

3. Adopted Drinan motion to freeze fuhding at current
level (no annual increment) with an unspecified
"hold harmless" amount by a vote of 7-5:

YEA ' NAY
Fuqua , Fountain
Mezvinsky , Wydler
Jordan Brown
Burton Steelman (proxy)
Drinan Horton
Levitas (proxy) ' : Fo4
Brooks | ﬁggf 7?2\

NOT VOTING -- English - Qixw Iy,
H ' o ey



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTORN

March 10, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR MAX FRIEDERSDORF

IM CANNON'
FROM o PAUL MYER

SUBJECT: « GRS Mark-up -- Possible
- Subcommittee Actions

Based upon my most recent discussions with Members and staff,
the following appears to be the general direction which the
Democrats will seek to move as GRS mark-up begins tomorrow,
Thursday, March 11. The Subcommittee will continue mark-up
on Monday, March 15 at 2:00.

1.  Duration of Extension: 4 3/4 vears (if authoriza-
zation cnly); some support for 1-1 3/4 years only.

(Administration Poésition -- 5 3/4 years.)

2. Level of Funding: continue at present level, use
$150 million stairstep increment as "hold harmless"
pot to lessen possible formula change impact; add
some funds in required Budget Committee estimate
for a countercyclical program.

(Administration Position -- $6.5 billion for FY77;
$39.85 billion permanent appropriations for 5 3/4
years, including $150 million annual increase.)

3. Method of Funding: authorization only, Appropria-
tions Committee jurisdiction with 1-2 years
advance funding; some support for combined
authorization/appropriations for 1-1 3/4 years
only.

(Administration Position -- combined authorization/
appropriations.)




Formula Changes:

a) redefinition of eligible wunits of government
to drop many townships;

b) substitute poverty population for per capita
personal income factor;

c) raise 145% per capita ceiling to 175-300%,
reduce and/or re-order application of 20%
floor-50% limitation, establish "hold harmless"
provision (see #2 above).

(Administration Position -- No change, except raise

. 145% ceiling to 175% by 6% over 5 years.)

Priority Expenditures: eliminate categories.

(Administration Position -~ no change.)

Non-discrimination: strengthen civil rights provi-
sions, probably along lines recommended by House
Judiciary Subcommittee, to remove discretionary
authority and reguire more forceful enforcement.

(Administration Position -- authorize Treasury to
withhold funds, require repayment and terminate
payments where civil rights violations are found.)

Citizen Participation:
plus additional provisions similar to CD block grant
program; perhaps require "advisory committees" and
improve existing reporting requirements. '

(Administration Position -~ require certification of
public access to decision-making on use of funds.)

Reporting Reguirements: revise reporting require-
ments to provide more useful information for
citizens, Congress and the Administration.

(Administration Position -~ give Treasury discretion
to determine form and content of reports.)
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% THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON
/" /March 15, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR / MAX FRIEDERSDORF
JIM CANNON
FROM ; PAUL MYER
SUBJECT: ) Review of House Subcom-

mittee Actions on General
Revenue Sharing Renewal --
Monday, March 15, 1976

The House Government Operations Subcommittee met this after-
noon to continue mark-up of General Revenue Sharing renewal
legislation. Mayors and city officials from all States and
districts represented by Subcommittee Members were in
attendance.

The Subcommittee tentatively decided (7-6) to draft a General
Revenue Sharing renewal bill as authorization legislation
only. Although the question of advance appropriations was 4
discussed, the adopted motion is silent on this point. This
decision followed defeat of the President's proposal to con-
tinue the present combined authorization/appropriations
method of funding the program (6-7) and a compromise pro-
posal providing for a 1 3/4-year authorization/appropriation
with annual appropriations thereafter (4-9).

The Republican Members held firm for the President's pro-
posal throughout the mark-up session. A review of the votes
indicates that additional support might be obtained from

the Democratic side for the President's proposal in subse-
quent Subcommittee- mark-up sessions or at the Full Committee
level. It is obvious from the two meetings that the two
Freshmen Subcommittee Democrats, English and Levitas, will
be swing votes on these and other issues. The only two
Democrats to vote consistently with the President were Sub-
committee Chairman Fountain and Don Fuqua.

The Subcommittee will continue its deliberations on Tuesday,
March 16, at 10:00 a.m. to consider the allocation formula.
A.larger delegation of mayors and other city off1c1als is
ant1c1pated.
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Attached is a complete record of all actions and roll call
votes taken by the Subcommittee today.

Attachment




Method of Funding

1.

Defeated Horton motion to continue present com-
bined authorization/appropriation method of funding
for duration of extension (President's proposal) by
vote of 6-7:

YEA NAY
Fountain Mezvinsky
Fuqua . Jordan
‘Wydler Burton
Brown ' Drinan
Steelman English
Horton Levitas

Brooks

Defeated Levitas motion to provide combined
authorization/appropriation method of funding for
1 3/4 years with annual appropriations in subse-
quent years by a vote of 4-9:

YEA NAY
Fountain Mezvinsky
Fuqua - Jordan
English Burton
Levitas T Drinan

Brooks
Wydler
Brown
Steelman
Horton

Defeated Wydler motion to designate GRS as an
"entitlement" program in accordance with Congres-
sional Budget Act provisions, in effect providing
combined authorization/appropriations for duration

of extension by vote of 6-7:

YEA " NAY
Fountain ' Mezvinsky
Fuqua : Jordan .
Wydler Burton s
Brown (proxy) Drinan e T8,
Steelman : " English I~ <
=

Horton Levitas bes z
Brooks R @/
- )’



Adopted Burton motion to provide for an authoriza-
tion only for duration of extension by vote of 7-6:

YEA NAY
Mezvinsky Fountain
Jordan Fuqua
Burton Wydler
Drinan Brown (proxy)
English Steelman
Levitas* . Horton
Brooks

*Note: passed on first round.
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| U , MAR 16 1976

THE WHITE HOUSE

\<\\ / WASHINGTON
//j,f - March 16, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR ‘ MAX FRIEDERSDORF

IM CANNON
FROM : AUL MYER
SUBJECT: Review of House Subcom-

mittee Actions on General
Revenue Sharing Renewal --
Tuesday, March 16, 1976

The House Government Operations Subcommittee continued to
mark-up General Revenue Sharing renewal legislation today,
considering various allocation formula modifications.

The key action taken was defeat of a proposal to substitute
a "need" factor (number of individuals below poverty level)
for the current per capita personal income factor; and
thus, shift substantial funds to large urban areas and
drop one-third of the present recipients from the program.
This was a proposal included in the Fascell bill and.
endorsed by those Congressmen and national organizations
seeking to modify the program. The decision came on a 10-1
vote in support of continuing to use the present data ele-
ments. This was a major endorsement of the President's

grogosal.

In addition, the Subcommittee unanimously agreed to retain
the 1/3-2/3 State-local split distribution of funds.

Also discussed were changes in the definition of eligible
units of government. At issue is the inclusion of town-
-ships. Although the Subcommittee defeated a motion to
leave the definition unchanged, they agreed to delay action
on this issue until the next session when more detailed
information will be available. Pending is a Drinan motion
to remove townships. :

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

Attached is a complete record of all actions and roll call
votes taken by the Subcommittee today.

Attachment
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Eligible Units of Government

1.

Defeated Wydler motion to retain existing defini-
tion by a vote of 5-7:

YEA ’ NAY
Fountain : Mezvinsky
Wydler Jordan
Brown Burton -
Steelman , Drinan
Horton English

: Levitas
Brooks
NOT VOTING -- Fugua

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.

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 NAY
Fountain : " Burton
Mezvinsky
Jordan
English

Levitas (proxy)
Brooks (proxy)
Wydler

Brown (proxy)
Steelman (proxy)
Horton

PASS -- Drinan ‘
NOT VOTING -- Fuqgua




MAR 18 1976

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

. March 18, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR MAX FRIEDERSDO

JIM CANNON
FROM . PAUL MYER'
SUBJECT: ' Review of House Subcom-

mittee Actions on General

Revenue Sharing Renewal --

Thursday, March 18, 1976

The House Government Operations Subcommittee continued
to mark-up General Revenue Sharing renewal legislation
today.

As a first order of business, the Subcommittee resumed
consideration of possible changes in the definition of
eligible units of government. Pending was a Drinan
motion to continue to limit eligibility to States and
general purpose local governments, but re-define the
latter to mean local units which meet Census Bureau
criteria and also perform, or impose taxes to provide,
two or more municipal-type services. After consider-
able discussion, the Subcommittee approved this motion.
The new definition would become effective October 1,
1977, .and, depending on the availability of data, could
drastically affect townships and smaller communities.

The Administration's position on- this issue should
have prevailed. However, due to the unresponsiveness
of certain "departmental experts", particularly those
of Treasury's Office of Revenue Sharing, the issue
was greatly confused and resulted in a shift of three
Democratic votes in favor of Drinan's motion.

The Subcommittee also decided to retain the existing
145% per capita ceiling. The Administration had pro-
posed to gradually raise the 145% ceiling to 175% in
an effort to permit some hard-pressed urban jurisdic-
tions now constrained to receive more money. The

>
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Subcommittee's action was somewhat surprising since
many of the Democratic Members had previously indi-
cated a desire to raise the constraint beyond the
Administration request. It was obvious from the
debate today that the desire to avoid the expenditure
of additional funds on revenue sharing (i.e. the need
for a "hold harmless" provision) and a growing sensi-
tivity to the political impact of any formula changes
led to their decision to leave this formula element
unchanged.

The Subcommittee will reconvene on Tuesday morning,
March 23, 1976, to continue its deliberations. Addi-
tional formula modifications will be considered at
that time. o

Attached is a complete record of all actions and roll
call votes taken by the Subcommittee today.

Attachment




Eligible Units of Government

Adopted Drinan motion to modify definition of
eligible units of government in order to make
certain townships and smaller communities

ineligible to receive funds by a vote of 8-5:

YEA NAY
Fountain ' English
Fuqua Wydler
Mezvinsky Brown (proxy)
Jordan Steelman (proxy)
Burton (proxy) Horton
Drinan ' ‘
Levitas

- Brooks (proxy)

Formula Provisions

Adopted Fuqua motion to retain 145% per capita
constraint by a vote of 7-5:

- YEA NAY
Fuqua Fountain
Mezvinsky _ Wydler
Jordan Brown (proxy)
Burton (proxy) Steelman (proxy)
English . Horton (proxy)
Levitas '

-

Brooks (proxy)

PASS -~- Drinan
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

March 23, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR MAX FRIEDERSDORF,
IM CANNON

FROM . PAUL MYER

SUBJECT: Review o ouse Subcom-
mittee Actions on General
Revenue Sharing Renewal --
Tuesday, March 23, 1976

The House Government Operations Subcommittee resumed con-
sideration of General Revenue Sharing renewal legislation
today. '

The Subcommittee completed action on the remaining formula
issues, deciding py voice votes to retain major features
of the existing formula (20% per capita floor, 50% limita-
tion and $200 minimum entitlement provisions).

In a related decision, the Subcommittee rejected an
attempt to add "user charges", such as those for water,
sewage and sanitation services, to a local government's
tax effort calculations. This calculation is one factor
in determining the allocation each local government
receives and was the subject of lengthy debate. Although
the Subcommittee voted to retain the existing language,
additional amendments to revise this provision are antici-
pated.

The Subcommittee also decided to eliminate the priority
expenditure categories for which local governments may
now use shared revenues. Many Members believe that the
categories are meaningless in light of the "fungibility"
or displacement factor; others strongly supported elimi-
nation as being more consistent with the revenue sharing
concept. The President had rejected this option in con-
sidering his proposals for renewal legislation, and it is
likely that the Subcommittee will carefully re-examine
this action following consideration of proposals to
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revise the nondiscrimination and citizen participation
requirements. The extent and nature of those decisions
could have far-reaching implications if the existing
categories are eliminated.

The Subcommittee is presently considering the matter of
prohibiting use of revenue sharing funds to meet the
matching requirements of other Federal programs, and will
be moving into the nondiscrimination, citizen participa-
tion and reporting requirement issues in subsequent ses-
sions.

The Subcommittee will meet again tomorrow morning at

10 a.m. to continue its deliberations. It is possible
that all actions will be completed this week on their
issue working paper, enabling the staff to draft a bill
reflecting those decisions for final Subcommittee con-
sideration and reporting prior to the April 15 recess
deadline.

Attached is a complete record of all actions and roll
call votes taken by the Subcommittee today.

Attachment




II.

Formula Provisions

1. Adopted Levitas motion to retain the 20%
per capita floor on minimum allocations
to local governments by voice vote.

2. Adopted Wydler motion to retain the exist-
ing limitation providing that no allocation
to a local government can exceed 50% of its
adjusted taxes by voice vote.

3. Adopted Mezvinsky motion to retain provi-

sion for a $200 minimum entitlement by
voice vote.

Priority Expenditure Categories

Adopted Levitas motion to eliminate the priority
expenditure categories for revenue sharing funds
by local governments by a vote of 10-3:

YEA NAY

Fugqua Fountain
Mezvinsky Burton
Jordan A English
Drinan '

Levitas

Brooks

Wydler

Brown

Steelman (proxy)

Horton
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March 24, 1976
MEMORANDUM FOR MAX FRIEDERSDORF
‘ , IM CANNON
FROM PAUL MYER
SUBJECT: Review of House Subcom-

mittee Actions on General
Revenue Sharing Renewal --
Wednesday, March 24, 1976

The House Government Operations Subcommittee met this
morning to continue mark-up of General Revenue Sharing
renewal legislation. '

In actions taken today the Subcommitiee agreed to con-
tinue various operating provisions 6f the existing
program without modification:

1. Retain prohibition use of revenue
sharing funds to fwlfill the local
‘matching requiremgnt for Federal
categorical grapnf programs;

2. Retain maintepance of effort require-
ment on Statg assistance to local units
of governmejt; and

8 Ret:in Dayis-Bacon Act coverage for
construct/ion projects funded with
shar?d 72venues.

The Subcommitté;/glso considered the required reporting
by recipient gov¥ernments, adopting a modification of
the present provision which incorporates some of the
Administration's recommendations, specifically contain-
ing language giving Treasury flexibility in establish-
ing such requirements in the case of smaller
jurisdictions.
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The Subcommittee will not meet again until the after-
noon of Monday, March 29, 1976. At that time, the
Subcommittee will consider the two remaining issues:
proposals to modify the nondiscrimination and citizen
participation provisions.

An effort is being made to reach a compromise on the
civil rights issue. This issue was the subject of
some private discussions I initiated this morning with
Wydler, Brown, Fountain, Jordan, Levitas and Dick
Albrecht of Treasury. As a result of these discus-
sions, consideration of the issue was delayed until
Monday. Action today may have resulted in the adop-
tion of unacceptable provisions. I believe that the
private discussions which will take place between

now and Monday may fashion an approach which will be
acceptable to the Administration and a majority of the
Subcommittee.

Attached is a complete record of all actions and roll
call votes taken by the Subcommittee today.

Attachment
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III.

Iv.

Matching Provisions

Adopted Horton motion to retain prohibition on use of
funds to meet matching requirements for Federal grant
programs by voice vote. ’

Maintenance of Effort

Adopted Mezvinsky motion to retain present maintenance
of effort provision requiring State to maintain the
aggregate level of assistance it provided local govern-
ments during calendar year 1976 by voice vote.

Davis-Bacon Act

Adopted Wydler motion to retain present Davis-Bacon
Act applicability by voice vote.

Reporting Requirements

Adopted Wydler motion to expand content of reports with
respect to the relationship of revenue sharing funds to
the budget of a recipient government and grant Treasury
discretion to draft more flexible regulations by voice
vote.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

March 29, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR MAX FRIEDERSDORF

JIM CANNON
FROM ' PAUL MYER
SUBJECT: Review of House Subcom~

mittee Actions on General
Revenue Sharing Renewal --
Monday, March 29, 1976

The House Government Operations Subcommittee continued con-
sideration of General Revenue Sharing renewal legislation
this afternoon. The only issue considered was the scope of
citizen participation provisions.

The Subcommittee adopted a concept which is somewhat broader
than that proposed by the Administration; however, it incor-
porates a number of the President's recommended changes in
the existing program. Under the Subcommittee concept, more
detailed public information would be made available and
related to the revised reporting requirements. Treasury

and the public interest groups believe the approach is con-
sistent with existing regulations and should not be unduly
burdensome.

The Subcommittee had earlier rejected a proposal to require
the establishment of local government budget process stan-
dards and the creation of citizen advisory committees to
govern the decision-making on the use of revenue sharing
funds.

The Subcommittee will resume its deliberations on Tuesday
morning, March 30. Discussion of the nondiscrimination
provisions is the only remaining substantive item on the
agenda.

Attached is a complete record of all actions and roll call
votes taken by the Subcommittee today.

Attachment




Citizen Participation

1. Defeated Drinan motion to establish local govern-
mental budget process standards and create
"citizen advisory committees" with respect to uses
of revenue sharing funds by a vote of 4-8:

YEA

Mezvinsky (proxy)
Jordan
Burton
Drinan

NOT VOTING -~ Brooks

NAY

Fountain

Fuqua

English

Levitas

Wydler

Brown {(proxy)
Steelman (proxy)
Horton

2. Adopted Levitas motion to broaden existing require-
ments in order to provide information and access
regarding revenue sharing funding decisions by a

vote of 10-3:
YEA

Fountain

Fuqua

Mezvinsky (proxy)
Jordan

Levitas

Brooks

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

NAY

Burton
Drinan
English
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WASHINGTON

. March 30, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR MAX FRIEDERSDORF
JIM CANNON

FROM QJPAUL MYER

SUBJECT: Review of House Subcom-
mittee Actions on General
Revenue Sharing Renewal --
Tuesday, March 30, 1976

The House Government Operations Subcommittee met this
morning to continue consideration of General Revenue
Sharing renewal legislation. The only action taken

was adoption, by voice vote, of a Wydler-Mezvinsky pro-
posal to revise the program's auditing and accounting
provisions. As adopted, the present provisions
governing fiscal accounting and audit procedures would
- be retained; however, the Secretary of the Treasury
would be required to promulgate regulations to insure
an independent audit of a recipient government's finan-
‘cial accounts where revenue sharing funds are involved
and provide assurances for the public disclosure of
such information.

The Subcommittee once again deferred action on the non-
discrimination provision in an effort to give Members
more time to work out a satisfactory compromise.
Fountain, Jordan, Wydler, Horton and Brown are meeting
this afternoon in a final attempt to secure an agree-
ment. This effort was undertaken in order to avoid a
serious civil rights fight that could hamper the
progress of this legislation in committee and on the
floor.

The Subcommittee will meet again on Wednesday morning,

March 31, 1976. :
/ﬁono
.
Q
-

: A
dyyyed



. Thored

APR 1 1978
THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

March 31, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR » MAX FRIEDERSDORF
JIM CANNON

FROM ' b PAUL MYER
SUBJECT: Review of House Subcom-

mittee Actions on nexal
Revenue Sharing newal --
Wednesday, Marchlt 31, 1976

The House Government Operations Subcommittee céntinued its
mark-up of legislation to extend the General Revenue Shar-
ing program, adopting a revised approach to forohibit the
discriminatory use of revenue sharing fundy.
which reflected
emocrats and all
strongly opposed

The Subcommittee adopted a Jordan propos
a concensus agreement supported by most
Republicans on the Subcommittee. It w
by Drinan.

In concept, the Jordan proposal g¢xtepds the prohibition
against discrimination to all ackivjyties of a recipient
jurisdiction, except where a reclpfent government can pro-
vide "clear and convincing evidence" that the program or
activity in question was not funded with revenue sharing
funds, and require the suspension of revenue sharing pay-
ments where compliance is not secured.

The Administration did not take a position on this specific
approach and will withhold comment until actual legislative
language is drafted. This matter will require review by
representatives from Treasury, Justice and the White House.
A tentative review indicated that the proposal was consis-
tent with the Administration's objectives but went beyond
the proposed legislative recommendations.

The Republican Members worked with Jordan to reach a concen-
sus in order to avoid a major civil rights dispute. The
fact that Jordan introduced this amendment and argued

against Drinan and other proponents of stronger language




-

was an important development in the mark-up of this legis-
lation.

The Subcommittee is scheduled to meet again tomorrow morning
to resolve miscellaneous issues and should conclude this

first phase of its mark-up process.

Attached is a complete record of all actions and roll call
votes taken by the Subcommittee today.

Attachment




Civil Rights

1.

Adopted Jordan motion to clarify and
strengthen the present nondiscrimination
provision by voice vote.

Rejected Brooks motion to amend the Jordan
proposal significantly broaden the nature
and scope of the program's nondiscrimina-
tion provision by a vote of 5-8:

YEA NAY
Mezvinsky Fountain
Jordan¥* Fuqua
Burton English
Drinan Levitas
Brooks Wydler

Brown
Steelman (proxy)
Horton

* (Jordan was prepared to pass if necessary
to defeat this amendment.)
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- April 1, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR MAX FRIEDERSDORF

JIM CANNON !7 A
FROM | PAUL MYER fMQ/'(,
SUBJECT: Review of House Subcom-

mittee Actions on General
Revenue Sharing Renewal --
: Thursday, April 1, 1976

The House Government Operations Subcommittee met this morn-
ing, ending the first phase of its General Revenue Sharing
renewal legislation mark-up.

Staff has been directed to draft a clean bill reflecting the
Subcommittee's tentative substantive decisions on various
issues. It is anticipated that the Subcommittee will resume
formal mark-up of the actual bill next Wednesday, April 7,
1976, and complete action just prior to the scheduled recess.

In actions taken today, the Subcommittee rejected motions to
prohibit recipient governments from using their revenue shar-
ing funds to lobby and to require a reduction in General
Revenue Sharing funding equal to any prospective Congressional
tax reduction. This latter motion was the subject of con-
siderable partisan debate.

Also discussed was the intention of some Members to re-offer
a modified "need" distribution formula amendment next week.
The amendment will be a form of countercyclical-type
assistance program with a cost of roughly $400,000,000.

Attached is a complete record of all actions and roll call
votes taken by the Subcommittee today.

Attachment




Rejected Brooks motion to prohibit recipient
governments from using revenue sharing funds
for lobbying purposes by a vote of 6-7:

Yea

Mezvinsky
Burton

Jordan

Drinan (proxy)
English
Brooks

Nay

Fountain
Fugqua
Levitas
Wydler

‘Brown

Steelman (proxy)
Horton

Rejected English motion to require reduction
in General Revenue Sharing funding level to
reflect any Pederal tax reduction by a vote of

5-7:
Yea

Jordan
Burton
Drinan
English
Brooks

PASSING

Nay

Fountain

Fugqua

Mezvinsky
Wydler

Brown

Steelman (proxy)
Horton

-—- TLevitas




THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

April 8, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR MAX FRIEDERSDORF

: JIM CANNON

FROM PAUL MYER

SUBJECT: view of House Subcom-

mittee Actions on General
Revenue Sharing Renewal --
Thursday, April 8, 1976

The House Government Operations Subcommittee resumed
consideration of legislation to extend the General
Revenue Sharing program this morning. Pending before
the Subcommittee was a draft bill reflecting their
earlier "conceptual" decisions.

In the only action taken today, the Subcommittee
reversed its earlier decision to subject General Reve-
. nue Sharing to the annual appropriations process and
voted to redesign General Revenue Sharing as a 3 3/4-
year entitlement program. No action was taken to
increase the level of funding.

While there is little difference between the entitle-
ment aporoach and the combined authorization-
appropriation method of funding proposed by the
President, the Democratic Members advocating this
amendment stressed that it was a satisfactory

response to charges that the current funding provision
by-passed the traditional Congressional appropriations
process and circumvented newly-established Budget Act
procedures designed to control long-term spending
actions. Although the Republican Members voted for
this amendment, they established an excellent record
for future reconsideration of the President's proposal
in the full committee.

Prior to the adoption of this entitlement amendment,
the Subcommittee rejected, on a straight party roll
call vote, the President's proposal, and a Drinan
amendment by voice vote.
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The Subcommittee will not meet again until Monday
afternoon, April 12, 1976. Brooks urged the Subcom-
mittee to complete its mark-up prior to the Easter
Recess in order to allow time for all Committee
Members to study the bill and proceed to early con-
sideration after the recess. If the Subcommittee
does not reconsider today's action or get delayed
over the controversial civil rights issue, it should
be possible for them to report a bill by April 14.

Attached is a complete wecord of all actions and
roll call votes taken by the Subcommittee today.

Attachment




Adopted Levitas amendment making General Revenue Shar-
ing a 3 3/4-year entitlement program by a vote of 7-6:

YEA NAY
Fountain Mezvinsky
Fugqua Jordan
Levitas Burton
Wydler : Drinan
Brown (proxy) English
Steelman (proxy) Brooks
Horton

Rejected Wydler amendment to adopt 5 3/4-year program
with combined authorization-appropriation funding pro-
vision (President's proposal) by a vote of 9-4:

YEA NAY
Wydler Fountain
Brown (proxy) Fuqua
Steelman (proxy) , Mezvinsky
Horton (proxy) Jordan
; Burton
Drinan
English
Levitas (proxy)
Brooks

Rejected Drinan amendment providing that GRS be an
entitlement program for 1 3/4 years with annual appro-
priations thereafter by voice vote.
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WASHINGTON

April 15, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: MAX FRIEDERSDORF

JIM CANNON
FROM: ()’ PAUL MYER
SUBJECT : Review of House Subcommittee

Actions on General Revenue
Sharing Renewal

On Wednesday, April 14, 1976, the House Government
Operations Subcommittee completed markup of legislation
to extend and revise the General Revenue Sharing program.
A clean bill will be introduced and reported to the full
Committee after the recess.

During the final days of the markup, the Subcommittee
reversed a number of earlier tentative decisions, taking
actions which improved the bill. While it does not en-
dorse the President's proposal, it is generally consistent
with its basic principle and represents a good markup
vehicle in the full Committee for purposes of strengthen-
ing the bill further.

In summary, the Subcommittee bill would:

* extend the program's authorization fox 3 3/4
years;

* establish entitlement financing for the program,
providing funds for the total authorization period;

* freeze funding at its present level (($6.6 billidw)
specifically rejecting an insxrease;

* retain the presenE:éigtribution formula);

* delete present priority expenditure categories
and matching prohibition; :




* strengthen scope and enforcement of non-
discrimination provisions, however, providing
that all administrative remedies be exhausted
prior to court action; and

* expand present, reporting, auditing and citizen
participation requirements.

I have asked Treasury to prepare a detailed analysis of
the Subcommittee bill.

Full Committee markup should begin shortly after the
recess. Jack Brooks and the Subcommittee's liberal
Democrats are not happy with the final bill. Brooks
will clearly revisit all the major issues in Committee
(i.e., method of funding and civil rights) and liberals
may seek to revise the distribution formula in some way.
It is anticipated that the Committee will report a bill
prior to the May 15 deadline.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

SCHEDULE PROPOSAL
DATE: April 28,

FROM: Jim Cannopx;
VIA: Bill NicRo}

Staff Yriefing on General Revenue
Sharing legislative situation.

Saturday, May 1, 1976 or Tuesday,
May 4, 1976

To brief the President on status of
General Revenue Sharing renewal
legislation.

Oval Office

Participants: See Tab A
Time: 20 minutes

None

Briefing paper to be submitted.
None

Paul J. Myer

Jack Marsh

Max Friedersdorf

Ed Schmults

None

The President last discussed this
matter with staff on March 2, 1976.

On April 25, 1976, the President asked
Congress to continue the General Reve-
nue Sharing program. The House Govern-
ment Operations Subcommittee is finally
scheduled to begin consideration of a
renewal bill recently reported by the
Fountain Subcommittee.
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Jack Marsh

Max Friedersdorf
Jim Lynn

Paul O'Neil

Jim Cannon

Ed Schmults

Paul Myer
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April 28, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR i JACK MARSH
: MAX FRIEDERSDORF

JIM CANNON

ED SCHMULTS

FROM "lPAUL MYER

SUBJECT: Background for General
' Revenue Sharing Meeting
Wednesday, April 28
 4:30 p.n.

-

The House Government Operations Committee will soon begin.
consideration of the General Revenue Sharing renewal bill
reported today by the Fountain Subcommittee. Although
the Subcommittee did not endorse the President's proposal,
" the reported bill is not far from his position. Attached
for your review is a comparative analysis of the current
program, the President's proposal and the Subcommlttee
bill. (Attachment 1)

The following issues are relevant to our discussion of a
legislative strategy from this point:

1. Length of Program and Level of Funding

4

President's Proposal: 5 3/4 years; total fund-
ing 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).

Commept: 3 3/4 years represents a compromise /4.

after Democratic attempt to get only 1 3/4-year ,
. period. PIGS support compromise in light of fund-

ing level problems; longer extension obtainable in %
the Senate.

All attempts to increase funding, including

those advanced by those wanting to change allocation
formula to help big cities, were rejected.

*
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$150 million increment provision is not worth a

fight; PIGS want greater increase; liberal Demo-
crats want major formula change or add-on funds

for distribution on basis of need.

Unless a substantial annual increase or other
"sweetener" is advocated, it 1is advisable to hold
Subcommittee position in House.

2. "Method of Funding

President's Proposal: Continue present com-
bined authorization-appropriation approach.

Subcommittee Bill: Establish "entitlement"
financing approach.

Comment: Clearly the most controversial and
sensitive issue. The entitlement financing approach
' adopted by the Subcommittee was developed as a
realistic approach to the highly controversial ques-
tion of how General Revenue Sharing should be funded.
It does not gubstantially modify the basic tenets of
the revenue sharing concept, but it does answer the
argument of those Members who have charged that the
existing funding provision by-passes the traditional
Congressional appropriations process and circumvents
the newly-established Budget Act procedures designed
to control long~term spending actions (e.g. Brooks,
Mahon). See Attachment 2 for a detailed explanation.

The entitlement financing approach is desirable
because --

a. its impact is identical to the President's
' proposal; .
b. it does not by-pass appropriations and is

consistent with the new Budget Act;

c. it negates the need for a special rule
waiving points of order; and

d. its chances of adoption are far greater
than the combined authorization-
appropriations approach and would place us
in a favorable position in the Senate.




3. civil Rights

President's Proposal: Clarifies the Secretary's
authority to invoke one or more remedies where a reci-
pient government is found to have used revenue sharing
funds in a discriminatory fashion. This includes the
authority to withhold all or a portion of entitlement
funds due to the government and to require repayment
of funds expended in a discriminatory fashion.

Subcommittee Bill: Discrimination prohibited on
basis of handicapped status, age and religion in
addition to race, color, sex, and national origin
under all State and local programs except where
recipient can prove "with clear and convincing evi-
dence" that program was not funded, dlrectly or
indirectly, with GRS monies.

Extensive hearing and compliance procedures are
spelled out requiring time limits for investigations,
compliance, administrative procedures and- court
actions.

Private civil suits are authorized after the
exhaustion of administrative remedies.

Comment: There has been a substantial amount of
criticism, much of it legitimate, about the failure to
enforce the nondiscrimination provision of the current
Act. The Subcommittee bill contains a greatly
strengthened provision, originally viewed as a compro-
mise which would neutralize the issue.

Civil rights community now opposed, particularly
to restriction on right-of private action, but is a
reflection of their total opposition to the program;
most moderate and conservative Members may feel that
Subcommittee provision goes too far.

Effort should be made to return to a position
more consistent with, but stronger than, the President's
proposal (e.g. a variation of Senate countercyclical
bill nondiscrimination providion).

All other issues and points of difference are either
relatively technical in nature or do not involve substantial
policy decisions and may be worked out in Committee or can
be easily revised in the Senate (e.g. citizen participation
and reporting requirements). '

*x % k %




-l

Recommendation: The Subcommittee bill, with some modi-
fication, should be viewed as the best vehicle available
to insure House passage of a General Revenue Sharing bill
which maintains the basic program concept and will enable
us to work for Senate adoption and eventual enactment of a
bill consistent with the President's objectives.

Attachments






BASIC PROVISIONS

Funding level

Funding
Mechanism

Annual
Increment

Eligibility

Formula
Provisions

CURRENT LAW
(P. L. 92-512)

$30.2 billion to be distributed

Jan. 1, 1972 to Dec. 31, 1976.

5 year trust fund.
(Funds authorized and
appropriated for entire
period.)

$150 million per year,

All units of general purpose
government are eligible to
participate in the program.

Money allocated by formula based
on population, per capita income
and tax effort,

States receive 1/3 of funds
distributed; local governments
receive 2/3, te

PRESIDENT'S PROPOSAL
H. R. 6358

$39.5 billion to dis-
tributed Jan. 1, 1977
to Sept. 30, 1982,

5 3/4 year trust fund.
(Funds authorized and
appropriated for entire

period.)

No change.

No change.

No change.

No change.

$24.9 billion to be distributed Jan. 1, 1977

SUBCOMMITTEE DRAFT BILL

to Sept. 30, 1980.

3 3/4 year entitlement. (Note: an entitlement
program 18 not the same as annual appropriations.
Under the entitlement provision, the Appropria -
tions Committee would only have jurisdiction if
the amount authorized by the legislative committee
(Government Operations) is greater than that
approved by the Budget Committee. Under such
circumstances the Appropriations Committee would
have 15 days in which to adjust the legislative
committee's action, If they do not, the dis-
c¢repancy must be reconciled on the Floor.)

No increment. Funds are frozen at the 1976
level of $6.65 billion.

To participate local government reciplents must:

1) Be defined as a unit of general purpose
government by the Census Bureau,

2) Impose taxes or receive intergovernmental
transfer payments.

3) Provides "substantially" for at least two of
the following services: police, courts and
corrections, fire protection, health services,
social services, recreation, libraries, sewage -
disposal and water supply, solid waste dis-
posal, zoning or land-use planning, pollution
abatement, roads, mass transit, and education.

4) Spend at least 10 percent of their total ex-
penditure for two of the services or provide
four of the listed services.

No change.

No change.



Citizen
Participation
and Public
Hearing

Reporting
Requirements

Sets maximum entitlement to local
government at 145 percent of the
average statewide per capita

entitlement.

Sets minimum entitlement to local
government at 20 percent of the
average statewide per capita

entitlement.

No local government to receive
revenue sharing funds 1in excess
of 50 percent of its own source
non-school revenues plus any

intergovernmental transfer.

Any general purpose government
due to receive less than $200
annually will not participate

in the program.

Recipient governments must publish
Planned and Actual Use Reports in - ---
newspapers of general circulation,

No requirement for public hearing
or other means of public partici-~

pation in use of funds.

Allocation of GRS monies must be in
accordance with State and local law.

Law prescribes reports on amounts
and purposes of planned and actual

expenditures.

Raised to 175 percent
by 6 percentage points
per entitlement period
in five steps.

No change.

No change.

No change.

Same, but Secretary of
the Treasury may autho-
rize other methods to
publicize use information
tion where such are
appropriate.

.

Requires assurance that
there will be a public

hearing or ot her method
by which the public may
participate in deciding
how the funds are to be
spent.

No change.

No change.

Retains 145 percent maximum limitation.

No change.

No change.

No change.

a) Recipient governments must hold public hear-
ings on the Proposed Use Report at least 7
-days before the submission of the report to ORS.

b) Reciplent governments must hold a second hear-
ing, at least 7 days before the adoption of
their budget, showing the relationship of GRS
funds to functional items in their budget.

c) Thirty days before the second heﬁring, the govern-
ment must publish a summary of its budget and
Proposed Use Report in a general circulation
newspaper.

d) Hearings must be at a place and time that
"permits and encourages citizen participation.”

No change.

Proposed Use Report must include comparative data
use of GRS funds for the current and the two previous
entitlement periods and must compare them to items
in budget.



Proposed Use Reports must speclfy whether the use
is for new or expanded program, a continuation of
activity or tax stabilization or reduction.

Actual Use Reports must be filed with ORS. Any
differences between planned and actual uses must
be explained.

Budget documents and Use Reports must be available
at principal government office and libraries.

Buydget summary must be published in newpaper 30
days after adoption with explanation of changes
between the Proposed and Actual Use Reports,

. Antl- Law contains strong anti- Clarifies the Secre- Discrimination prohibited on basis of handicapped
Discrimination discrimination requirement where tary's authority to in- status, age and religion in addition to race,
Provisions activity 1is funded with revenue voke one or more reme- eolor, sex, and national origin under all State

sharing. Secretary's enforce- dies where a recipient and local programs except where recipient can
ment powers are stated in general government is found to prove "with clear and convincing evidence" that
terms: to refer matter to Attorney have used revenue shar- program was not funded, directly or indirectly,
General, to exércise powers and ing funds in a discrim- with GRS monies.
functions provided by Title VI inatory fashion, This :
of Civil Rights Act of 1964, or includes the authority Extensive hearing and compliance procedures are
to take such other action as may to withhold all or a spelled out requiring time limits for investiga-
be provided by law. portion of éntitlement tions, compliance, administrative procedures, and
funds due to the govern- court actilons. :
ment and to require re— s
payment of funds expended Private civil suits are authorized after the ex-
in a discriminatory haustion of administrative remedies.
fashion. .
Matching Revenue sharing funds may not be No change. Matching prohibition eliminated.
Prohibition utilized to meet Federal grant -
matching requirements. .
Davis~Bacon Davis-Bacon (minimum-wage) applies No change. No change.
Provision to construction projects funded
25 percent or more with revenue
sharing moniles.
Priority Local governments may use funds for No change. Priorities eliminated.
Categories any capital projects but only for oper~ .
ating and maintenance expenses of pro-
* grams in eight priority expenditure
categories (public safety, environmen- - .
tal protection, pu?lic transportation, -
health, recreation, libraries, social :
gervices for the poor or aged, and
finannrinl admindiervarinn.)
» N . -
1Y R - . . -
« A -
. i : ¢ : £ @ R .



Congressional
Review

State
Maintenance
of Effort

Auditing
Requirements

Anti-lobbying
Provisions

No general review of program
is required.

States must maintain level of
fund transfers to localities
as of Fiscal '72.

Reciplent governments must
follow standard fiscal
accounting and auditing
procedures, Federal govern—
ment is permitted to audit
any recipient.

No provision.

Secretary of
to report to
years before
date.

No change.

No change.

the Treasury
Congress two
expiration

N

No provision. .

Secretary of Treasury must make an annual report
on program. Comptroller General is to review
ORS compliance activities.

States must maintain level of funds transferred
to localities as of Fiscal '76.

s

Annual "independent" audit required of all State
and local finances except where the cost of such
audits is disproportiomately large in relation
to GRS funds.

No recipient governments may use, directly or in-
directly, any GRS funds for "lobbying or to
influence any legislation regarding the Act."







THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

April 9, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR PAUL O'NEILL

FROM o PAUL MYER

SUBJECT : Entitlement Financing
for General Revenue
Sharing

The funding provision of the current Act and the
President's proposed legislation to extend General
Revenue Sharing providing combined authorization-
appropriation of funds over a long-term period has
generated considerable opposition among many Mem-
bers who otherwise support the revenue sharing
concept and those Members who strongly oppose the
program's continuation for other reasons. After
rejecting the President's proposal, the House Sub-
committee had tentatively adopted a short—term
extension of the program's authorization only,
making its funding subject to the annual appropri-~
ations process. The Subcommittee has now reversed
that decision, voting to authorize continuation of
General Revenue Sharing as a 3 3/4-year entitlement
program. , ' ‘ 3

The entitlement financing amendment adopted by the
Subcommittee was developed as a realistic approach
to the highly controversial question of how General
Revenue Sharing should be funded. The amendment
does not substantially modify the basic tenets of
the revenue sharing concept, but it does answer the

" argument of those Members who have charged that the

existing funding provision by-passes the traditional
Congressional appropriations process and circumvents
the newly-established Budget Act procedures designed
to control long-term spendingtactions.
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One of the principle objectives of the Budget Act
was to bring so-called backdoor spending within the
scope of the appropriations process. The Budget

Act (section 401) defines three types of "new
spending authority" and sets forth their relation-
ship to the appropriations process in order. to
promote more comprehensive and consistent control
over spending actions. The Budget: Act draws dis-
tinctions between these types of spending legislation
and establishes special,procedures for their consider-—
ation. With respect to®new contract authority and
borrowing authority legislation, such bills must
contain a prov1smon that funding is effective only
to the extent or in such amounts as are provided in
appropriations acts. However, the Budget Act
established different procedures with respect to the
third type of new spending authorlty, entitlement
financing. .

As defined in the Budget Act (section 401(c) (2) (C)),
entitlement legislation provides temporary or perma-
nent authority to make payments (including loans and
grants), the budget authority for which is not provided
for in advance by appropriation acts, to any person

or government if, under the provision of law contain-
ing such authority, the Federal Government is obligated
to make such payments to persons or governments who
meet the requirements established by such law.

In recognition of the need to provide for long-term

funding of certain Federal programs, the Budget Act

established specific procedures for consideration of
legislation providing entitlement authority (sectlon
401(b) (1), (2) and (3)).

First, since legislation providing entitlement authority
could not become effective prior to the start of the
new fiscal year, the Budget Act provides that such
legislation would be fully subject to the reconcilia-.
tion process.

Second, legislation providing entitlement authority
would be referred to the respective Appropriations

Committees if it would generate new budget authority
in excess of the allocation made under the latest
Congressional Budget Resolution for the new fiscal
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year. Such legislation would be referred for no more
than 15 days, with the Appropriations Committee auto-
matically discharged from consideration if it has not
reported during this period. The Appropriations Com-
mittee may report the legislation with an amendment
.limiting the total amount of new entitlement authority;
however, their jurisdiction extends only to the cost
of the program involved and not to substantive changes.

Further, entitlement financing does not violate either
the jurisdiction of the Appropriations Committee or
Rule XXI of the House. Appropriations Committee juris-
diction was specifically rejected by the House-~Senate
Conference Committee on the Budget Act (the House-
passed bill would have made all new entitlements
effective only as provided in appropriation acts),
except to the extent that entitlement authority is
contained in annual appropriations acts (and therefore
consistent with Rule XXT).

Not only is legislation providing entitlement authority
clearly recognized as a form of spending and within
those provisions of the Budget Act designed to control
long-term spending actions, the Budget Act specifically
- contemplates the application of the entitlement
financing approach to legislation extending the General
Revenue Sharing program. In fact, when stipulating
certain exceptions to the Budget Act provisions for
consideration of entitlement programs (e.g., Social
Security), Section 401(d) (2) specifically provides that
the current Act authorizing General Revenue Sharing
payments or legislation extending it could also be
exempted from these procedures if Congress were so
inclined. g

Based upon this analysis, it appears that the entitle-
ment financing approach for General Revenue Sharing
represents both an acceptable legislative and substantive
resolution of the funding method issue.

The approach is consistent with the Budget Act and the

President's objective. While subject to the provisions
of the Budget Act and the annual appropriations process,
in practice, since these are entitlement payments which
the Federal Government is obligated to make to eligible
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recipients, the annual process is pro forma and the
results would be nearly identical to the funding
provisions of the current Act and the President's
renewal bill.

Attached per your request is a copy of the entitle-
ment financirg amendment adopted by the Subcommittee
on Thursday, April 8. As I noted in our phone con-
versation, it does not address the level of funding
or duration of the program issues. These matters
are still open and will,be considered in full com-
mittee. , - ’

" Attachment
cc: Jim Cannon
Max Friedersdorf
Art Quern ) .
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON
April 30, 1976

STAFF BRIEFING ON GENERATL REVENUE SHARING
RENEWAL LEGISLATIVE SITUATION

Saturday, May 1, 1976
The Oval 0Offic

From: Jim Cann
PURPOSE

To brief the President on the status of General
Revenue Sharing renewal legislation, and to get
Presidential guidance on strategy as the bill is
taken up by the full Commnittee.

BACKGROUND, PARTICIPANTS & PRESS PLAN

A. Background: On Tuesday, May 4, the House
Government Operations Committee will begin
consideration of the General Revenue Sharing
bill reported by the Fountain Subcommittee.
Although the Subcommittee did not endorse
the President's prooosal, the reported bill
includes most of the major elements proposed
by the President.

Congressmen Frank Horton and Jack Wydler,
ranking minority members of the Committee
and Subcommittee respectively, need guidance
on your strategy for the Committee sessions
next week and the floor battles to follow.

Four major issues will dominate full Commit-
tee consideration:

1. length of program and level of funding;
2. method of funding;

3. civil rights; and

4. formula revision.

Tab A is a summary of these points.




C.

Legislative Assessment: There has been a
36.5% turnover in the House since 1972 when
General Revenue Sharing was enacted.

The key House vote in 1972 was on a motion
to adopt a “"closed rule" for consideration
of the General Revenue Sharing hill.

In 1972, the motion passed by a vote of
223-185 (R 113-57; D 110-128). Today, 63%

of the Members (141 Members) who supported
General Revenue Sharing on this critical

vote are still serving, while nearly 70%

(126 Members) of those opposed remain Members.
There are 157 new Members since 1972 (103 D;

54 R). Tab B is a statistical display of
the key rule vote.

The opposition represented a coalition of
liberal Democrats opposed to "no strings"

spending, and conservative Democrats and

Republicans who opposed the program for a
variety of philosophical reasons including
increased spending and the funding method
which by-passed the traditional appropriations
process. With respect to the latter, current
Members of the Appropriations Committee voted
31-15 (R 8-7; D 23-8) against General Revenue
Sharing on this vote. Members of the new
Budget Committee voted 14-9 (R 4-4; D 10-5)
against. Tab C is a list of all current
Republican Members who voted "wrong" on this
rule vote in 1972.

The nature of the opposition in the 94th
Congress closely parallels that expressed in
1972, reflecting the same philosophical
differences over the control and distribution

of Federal funds and appropriate Congressional
procedures. ’

Participants: See Tab D.

Press Plan: To be announced.




TAB A -- REVIEW OF MAJOR ISSUES

1.

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).

Comment: Committee Democrats may attempt to

get a 1 3/4-year extension. Governors and Mayors
are willing to accept a 3 3/4-year compromise. A
longer extension may be obtainable in the Senate.

All attempts to increase funding, including those
advanced by Members wanting to change the formula,
were rejected. No serious effort is anticipated
to increase the level of funding, except to the
extent the formula is modified.

Method of Funding

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

Subcommittee Bill: Establishes an "entitlement®
financing approach.

Comment: The entitlement financing adopted by the
Subcommittee was developed as a realistic approach
to the highly controversial question of how

General Revenue Sharing should be funded. It does
not substantially modify the basic tenets of the
revenue sharing concept,. but it does answer the
argument of influential Members such as George
Mahon and Jack Brooks who have charged that the
existing funding provision bypasses the traditional
Congressional appropriations process and circumvent
the newly-established Budget Act procedures desigpéd
to control long-term spending actions.

ro;z\

Civil Rights h

President's Proposal: Retains current nondiscrimination
requirement, but clarifies the Secretary's authority
to withhold all or a portion of entitlement funds,




to require repayments, and terminate eligibility
where revenue sharing funds have been expended
in a discriminatory fashion.

Subcommittee Bill: Expands nondiscrimination
requirements 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,
compliance, administrative procedures and court
actions. Private civil suits are authorized only
after the exhaustion of administrative remedies.

Comment: There has been substantial criticism

of the enforcement record under the current Act.
The subcommittee provision was drafted as a
compromise which the Members hoped would neutralize
the issue and gain some liberal support.

It now appears that the civil rights community

and their Congressional allies will not support
the bill without more drastic changes, and the
Subcommittee provision may go too far for most
moderate and conservative Members. An effort will
be made to return to a position more consistent
with, but possibly stronger than, the President's
proposal.

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.

Comment: Liberal Democrats will renew their
attempts to modify formula or add a new provision
for the distribution of increased payments to
"needy" governments.




TAB B -- STATISTICAL DISPLAY
ﬁouse vote on motion to end debate and adopt "closed rule" for
consideration of H. R. 14370. Motion agreed to, 223-185,
June 21, 1972. A yea vote was in support of General Revenue
Sharing.
Republicans , Democrats , Total
1972 1976 1972 ~ 1976 1972 | 1976
YEA 113 57 110 84 223 141
NAY 57 32 128 94 185 126
- NOT VOTING 8 2 16 6 24 8
TOTAL, 92nd 178 91 254 184 432% 267
Congress
"NEW" MEMBERS - 54 - 103 - 157
TOTAL, 94th - 145 - 287 -— 432%
Ccongress

* 2 vacancies, Speaker not voting.



TAB C -- ALL CURRENT REPUBLICAN MEMBERS VOTING
AGAINST GENERAL REVENUE SHARING OM KEY
VOTE IN 1972

Republicans
Andrews Hutchinson
Archer : Lujan
Ashbrook Michel
Broyhill Myers (Ind.)
Burke Rhodes
Carter Robinson
Cederberg : Rousselot
Clancy Ruppe
Clawson Schneebeli
Collins : Sebelius
Crane ‘ Skubitz.
Derwinski Spense
Devine » Snyder
Edwards ; Talcott
Findley Vander Jagt

Frey Young (Fla.)




TAB D

PARTICIPANTS

The Vice President
Jack Marsh, Counsellor to the President
James Cannon, Assistant to the President

James Lynn, Director of the Office of
Management and Budget

Ed Schmults, Deputy Counsel to the
President

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

Charles Leppert, Deputy Assistant to
the President

Robert Wolthuis, Deputy to the Assistant
to the President

Paul Myer, Assistant Director, Domestic
Council )

Richard Albrecht, General Counsel,
Department of the Treasury
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