








































































· MEMORANDUM FOR 

FROM 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHING T ON 

September 2, 1976 

MAX FRIEDERSDORF 
JIM CANNON 

PAUL MYER 

SEP 2 

Senate Consideration of 
General Revenue Sharing 
Legislation 

1976 

By unanimous consent agreement, Senator Long has authority 
to call up the Finance Committee's bill to revise and extend 
the General Revenue Sharing program at any time during the 
week of September 7. Although the leadership would like to 
begin on Wednesday and complete action on Thursday, the 
extent of work required to complete bill and report drafting 
may delay action until later in the week. 

Of greater consequence, however, is a problem concerning the 
Finance Committee's decision on the funding level and fund­
i ng mechanism of the General Revenue Sharing program which 
has the potential to delay or complicate Senate floor action 
on this bill. 

I. FUNDING LEVEL 

As reported, the Finance Committee bill provides $6.9 
billion in outlays for FY77. Since $1.662 billion is already 
appropriated for the first quarter of FY77 in the current 
Act, the bill provides an additional $5.238 billion for the 
fiscal year. 

According to the Senate (and House) Budget Committee, 
the First Budget Resolution allocated only $4.880 billion in 
additional outlays for General Revenue Sharing. Based upon 
their interpretation, the Finance Committee bill would 
exceed this target by $358 million. 

The Finance Committee has, however, based its action 
upon a different interpretation. The section of the First 
Budget Resolution covering Revenue Sharing and General 
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Purpose Fiscal Assistance contained $350 million in "allow­
ances" which the Finance Committee applied to the General 
Revenue Sharing program to compute its higher figure. Fur­
ther, Senator Long is known to feel that since the "Tax 
Reform" bill emerging from conference will produce greater 
savings than anticipated, these revenues should be applied 
to programs within his Committee's jurisdiction. Under 
this interpretation, the $6.9 billion would be within the 
Budget Resolution target. 

The Senate Budget Committee has questioned the Finance 
Committee's action. In a August 30, 1976 letter from 
Senators Muskie and Bellman to Senator Long, the Budget Com­
mittee advised the Finance Committee: 

" .•. the First Budget Resolution deliberations did 
not contemplate use of any of the allowances target 
for general revenue sharing. In any event it is 
now clear these allowances amounts will be needed 
for other purposes. 

"In allocating the First Budget Resolution targets 
among Senator Committees, certain funds in the 
allowances category were held back and not allocated 
to any committee. It should be noted, however, 
that the statement of managers accompanying the 
Conference Report on the First Budget Resolution 
stated that these sums -- totalling $2.050 billion 
in budget authority and $350 million in outlays -­
were to be'reserved only for jobs programs, includ­
ing accelerated public works, countercyclical 
assistance, public service employment, small busi­
ness assistance, or such other temporary job 
stimulus programs that the Congress may enact' 
(emphasis added) • " 

The Budget Committee had in fact earlier advised the 
Appropriations Committee that in light of subsequent Con­
gressional actions, it should augment appropriations for 
job creating programs by the $350 million in the allowances 
category, thus earmarking these amounts for such purposes. 

Further, the Budget Committee, in reporting the 
Second Budget Resolution, has allocated only $6.65 billion 
in outlays for revenue sharing during FY77. This figure 
represents the amount contained in the House-passed 
renewal bill. Senate consideration of the Budget Resolution 
is also scheduled for next week. 
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II. FUNDING MECHANISM 

The Senate Finance Committee bill retains the House­
passed entitlement financing provision. 

This provision would continue long-term financing for 
General Revenue Sharing and is in accordance with the 
Congressional Budget Act. Under the entitlement financing 
provisions of the Budget Act, entitlement legislation is 
referred to the Appropriations Committees if it would 
generate entitlement authority in excess of the allocation 
made under the latest Congressional Budget Resolution. The 
legislation is referred for no more than 15 days with the 
Appropriations Committee automatically discharged from 
consideration if it has not reported during this period. 
The Appropriations Committee 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. 

When this legislation was considered in the House, the 
Government Operations Committee bill was referred to the 
House Appropriations Committee under these provisions since 
the bill proposed entitlement authority in excess of the 
amount allocated in the First Budget Resolution. As you 
know, the House Appropriations Committee reported the bill 
without amendment within three days. 

Pending the resolution of the funding level issue dis­
cussed above, the Finance Committee bill may therefore be 
subject to referral under the entitlement financing proce­
dures of the Budget Act. 

Senator Long, however, may not be inclined to allow 
referral of this legislation to the Appropriations Commit­
tee. He is giving serious consideration to exercising 
an exception contained in the Budget Act which would waive 
referral to the Appropriations Committee. Specifically, 
Section 401 (d) (2) of the Budget Act provides that the 
entitlement financing procedures with respect to referral 
"shall not apply to new spending authority which is an 
amendment to or extension of the State and Local Fiscal 
Assistance Act of 1972, or a continuation of the program 
of fiscal assistance to State and local governments pro­
vided by that Act, to the extent so provided in the bill or 
resolution providing such authority." 
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* * * * 

ACTION REQUIRED 

Senators Long, Muskie and McClellan have not discussed 
these questions. Their resolution could be handled in an 
amicable manner or result in a floor fight. 

It is conceivable that the Senate will simply avoid 
the technical aspects of the funding level issue, adopt the 
Finance committee recommendation and then increase the 
amount allocated for General Revenue Sharing in the Second 
Budget Resolution to reflect that decision. 

As you know, it is my opinion that even if the Senate 
were to go along with the $6.9 billion figure for FY77, the 
House conferees would not agree to that amount. A likely 
compromise allocating only $6.65 billion but retaining the 
annual $150 million increment for subsequent years would be 
most satisfactory in relation to the President's legislative 
and budgetary recommendations for General Revenue Sharing 
renewal. 

Regarding the referral issue, the waiver provision was 
not exercised in the House. It is worth noting that the 
Administration's legislative recommendations did include 
this waiver authority in order to exempt General Revenue 
Sharing from the annual appropriations process. While the 
referral could be of a pro forma nature, as in the House, 
Senator Long is extremely jealous of his Committee's preroga­
tives. If the Senate did include the waiver in its bill, 
this provision would clearly add to our leverage in confer­
ence. 

Given the personalities involved and the recent history 
of dispute over the power and authority of their respective 
committees, anything may happen. While it will be interest­
ing to see this situation unfold, I am concerned that it 
not delay or jeopardize prompt Senate action. Particularly, 
the Administration must be careful of its involvement. 

OMB has already been contacted by Senator Bellmen's 
office regarding the position of the Administration on the 
funding level issue. To my knowledge the referral matter 
has not yet surfaced. This is clearly a sensitive matter 
which merits your attention. It would be useful for us to 
meet with Jim Lynn and others who may be involved. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR 

FROM 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

September 10, 1976 

MAX FRIEDERSDORF 
JIM CANNON 

PAUL MYER · 

SE: , l 1976 

Status Report -- Senate 
Consideration of General 
Revenue Sharing Bill 

The Senate will consider the General Revenue Sharing 
bill next Monday or Tuesday, the week of September 13. 
This unfortunate delay is the result of the protracted 
tax conference and a Democratic Senator exercising the 
so-called "three day rule". While the Senator or his 
reason for using this Senatorial privilege has not 
been identified, I believe it may be ~enator Gravel 
(D-Alaska) , who is attempting to gain support for two 
civil rights amendments that he apparently plans to 
offer (i.e. addition of nondiscrimination prohibitions 
on grounds of religion, age and handicapped status; 
provide for the payment of attorneys fees) . 

As you know, a potential floor fight between the Finance 
and Budget Committees over the funding level issue was 
negated when Senator Long earlier this week agreed to 
offer a floor amendment to revise the FY77 amount in 
accordance with the Budget Resolution. Specifically, 
the Committee bill will be modified to provide entitle­
ment payments of $6.65 billion in FY77 (as opposed to 
$6.9 billion) and increased thereafter by $200 million 
per year (as opposed to $150 million). This would 
also reduce the total cost of the program by $750 million. I 
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Committee Bill Anticipated 
Amendment 

Un billions) 

$ 6.90 $ 6.65 
7.05 6.85 
7.20 7.05 
7.35 7.25 
7.50 7.45 
7.65 7.65 

$ 43.65 $ 42.90 

(*includes $1,662. million in existing 
authority) 

Long 

A number of Senators are preparing various floor amend­
ments to modify certain aspects of the Committee bill. 
None of the known amendments are considered serious 
threats. However, the additional time available may 
lead to more floor amendments than anticipated. 

In addition, we may face the problem of certain non­
germane amendments. Since we are late in this session 
and General Revenue Sharing is considered "must sign" 
legislation, Senators may attempt to use this bill as 
a "Christmas tree". For example, Senator Taft is con­
sidering an OSHA amendment which has been bottled up 
in the Senate Labor Committee. It is conceivable that 
other Senators may avail themselves of the opportunity 
this bill presents. 

My major concern is that the Senate may spend more 
time on this legislation than is necessary or desirable 
given the tight time circumstances we face and the 
nature of the prospective House conferees. 

The adoption of amendments would greatly complicate the 
conference. I am working with Senator Long, the 
Finance Committee staff, and representatives of State 
and local government to limit the number and nature of 
amendments which might be offered next week. Since the 
funding issue has been favorably resolved in accordance 
with the President's policy, we are in a position to 
fully support the Committee bill. 
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THE WHIT.E HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

September 15, 1976 

MEMORANDUM FOR 

FROM 

SUBJECT: 

The Senate yesterday adopted legislation to revise and extend 
the General Revenue Sharing program by a vote of 80-4. The 
Senate basically approved the bill as reported by the Finance 
Committee with relatively minor amendments. Attached for 
your information is a summary of the Senate-passed bill and 
those amendments adopted or rejected during floor considera­
tion. 

The Senate has already asked the House for a conference, 
appointing Senators Long, Talmadge, Hathaway, Gravel, Nelson, 
Fannin, Hansen and Packwood as its conferees. The conference 
issues are clear and the differences subject to constructive 
compromise. I am preparing a memorandum on this subject for 
your review. 

I met separately yesterday evening with Congressmen Brooks, 
Horton, Fountain and Brown to discuss the conference si'tua­
tion. Brooks was extremely negative and indicated that he 
would give the matter some thought. The other Members 
expressed great concern over Brooks' anticipated selection 
of conferees and conduct during the conference. 

I have asked representatives from State and local government 
and other organizations who have been working with us to 
contact the House Democratic leadership and other Members to 
urge them to impress upon Brooks their desire for an immediate 
and responsible conference. 

Attachment 
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ATTACHMENT A 

SU~rnARY -- MAJOR PROVISIONS OF THE SENATE-PASSED 
GENERAL REVENUE SHARING RENEWAL BILL 

1. Length of Program -- 5 3/4 years {January, 1977-
September, 1982) 

2. Funding Level -- $41.23 billion; provides $6.65 bil­
lion for FY77 with stairstep increases of $200 million 
in each year thereafter. 

3. Funding Mechanism -- entitlement financing (nondis­
cretionary annual appropriation of authorized amounts). 

4. Distribution of Funds -- no change in existing statu­
tory allocation formula or eligibility requirements. 

5. Nondiscrimination -- modifies current nondiscrimination 
provision to add prohibition on the basis of age, handi­
capped status or religion; sets forth enforcement 
procedures which could lead to the suspension of funds 
where discrimination is found. 

6. Other Provisions --

A. deletes current priority expenditure categories 
and matching prohibition. 

B. simplifies current reporting, hearing and audit­
ing requirements. 

C. provides for annual, instead of quarterly, pay­
ments for small units of government. 

D. authorizes a new study of revenue sharing and 
the Federal system by ACIR. 
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AT~ACHMENT B 

MAJOR SENATE FLOOR AMENDMENTS 

Adopted 

1. Long amendment to reduce from $6.9 to $6.65 bil­
lion the FY77 funding level with annual increases 
of $200 million each year thereafter (voice vote). 

2. Gravel amendment to restore House provisions 
prohibiting discrimination on the basis of age 
or handicapped status (60-15). 

3. Gravel amendment to provide for awarding of 
attorney fees to the prevailing party in a suit 
brought to enforce civil rights compliance 
(40-35). 

4. Gravel amendment to apply existing civil rights 
prohibitions and exemptions on religious discri­
mination (59-16). 

5. McGovern amendment to provide annual payments to 
any recipient which receives less than $4,000 per 
year. 

Rejected 

1. Biden amendment to subject program to annual 
appropriation process (14-62). 

2. Fannin amendment to strike Davis-Bacon coverage 
(15-62). 

3. Javits amendment to provide monthly payments to 
any governmental unit receiving more than 
$40 million per quarter and annual payments to 
any governmental unit receiving less than $4,000 
per year. 

# 
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I 
Senate Action on General 
Revenue Sharing~egislatio~ 
(September 1 14, 1976} 

The Senate yesterday adopted legislation to revise and extend 
the General Revenue Sharing.progra~ by a vote of 80~4. The 
Senate basically approved tlre bill as reported by the Finance 
Co~~ittee with relatively minor amendments. Attached for 
your information is a summary of the Senate-passed bill and 
those amendments adopted or rejected dur floor considera-
tion. 

The Senate has already asked the House a conference, 
appointing Senators Long, Talmadge, Hathaway, Gravel, Nelson, 
Fannin, Hansen and Packwood as its conferees. The conference 
issues are clear and the differences subject to constructive 
compromise. I am preparing a memorandum on this subject for 
your r 

I met separately yesterday evening with Congressmen Brooks, 
Horton, Fountain and Brown to discuss the conference situa­
tion. Brooks was extremely negative and indicated that he 
\·lOuld g the matter some thought. The other Hernbers 
express great concern over Brooks' anticipated selection 
of conferees and conduct during the conference. 

I have asked representatives from State and local government 
and other organizations who have been \vorking vli th us to 
contact the House De..-rnocratic leadership and other !vlernbers to 
urge to impress upon Brooks their for an immediate 
and responsible conference. 

At tac.b ..... rr\en t 
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ATTACHMENT A 

SU~~RY -- MAJOR PROVISIONS OF THE SENATE-PASSED 
GENERAL REVENUE SHARING RENEWAL BILL 

1. Length of Program -- 5 3/4 years (January, 1977-
September, 1982) 

2. Funding Level -- $41.23 billion; provides $6.65 bil­
lion for FY77 with stairstep increases of $200 million 
in each year thereafter. 

3. Funding Mechanism -- entitlement financing (nondis­
cretionary annual appropriation of authorized amounts). 

4. Distribution of Funds -- no change in existing statu­
tory allocation formula or eligibility requirements. 

5. Nondiscrimination -- modifies current nondiscrimination 
provision to add prohibition on the basis of age, handi­
capped status or religion; sets forth enforcement 
procedures which could lead to the suspension of funds 
where discrimination is found. 

6. Other Provisions --

A. deletes current priority expenditure categories 
and matching prohibition. 

B. simplifies current reporting, hearing and audit­
ing requirements. 

C. provides for annual, instead of quarterly, pay­
ments for small units of government. 

D. authorizes a new study of revenue sharing and 
the Federal system by ACIR. 



ATTACHMENT B 

MAJOR SENATE FLOOR AMENDMENTS 

Adopted 

1. Long amendment to reduce from $6.9 to $6.65 bil­
lion the FY77 funding level with annual increases 
of $200 million each year thereafter (voice vote). 

2. Gravel amendment to restore House provisions 
prohibiting discrimination on the basis of age 
or handicapped status (60-15). 

3. Gravel amendment to provide for awarding of 
attorney fees to the prevailing party in a suit 
brought to enforce civil rights compliance 
(40-35). 

4. Gravel amendment to apply existing civil rights 
prohibitions and exemptions on religious discri­
mination (59-16). 

5. McGovern amendment to provide annual payments to 
any recipient which receives less than $4,000 per 
year. 

Rejected 

1. Biden amendment to subject program to annual 
appropriation process (14-62). 

2. Fannin amendment to strike Davis-Bacon coverage 
(15-62). 

3. Javits amendment to provide monthly payments to 
any governmental unit receiving more than 
$40 million per quarter and annual payments to 
any governmental unit receiving less than $4,000 
per year. ' 



September 30 1:50 p.m. 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

e Brooks A~ ent on the 
Ja~~~~ 
Revenue Sharing' o .. ~ference 

ort was defe ed by a vote 
of - • -- · 

The next vote will occur on 
the Fountain/~orton Amendment 
which will restore the $6 
Million wit~ indexing. 

V
'.:r ,. 

;}. 

Charlie Leppert 

(NOTE: I left an identical 
message with Nel. Also, 
told Nancy. 

Donna) 
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