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Memo to Local Leagues from State Board
August 1, 1973

REVENUE-SHARING SYMPOSIUM: Tentative plans have been made for a 7-session
symposium sponsored by the School of Public

Affairs, Department of Economics, Continuing Education K and Extension, and
Center for Urban and Regional Affairs at the University of Minnesota on "The
Politics and Economics of the New Federalism: THE THEORY AND PRACTICE OF
REVENUE-SHARING". The LWV of Minnesota has been invited to serve along with
the Metro Council, Upper Midwest Council, League of Minneésota Municipalities,
Citizens League, State Planning Agency, Association of Minnesota Counties,
and the Federal Executive Board as a "cooperating organization" to assist in
planning and publicizing the symposium.

Here are tentative dates and registration data: Sessions will be held
October 3, 10, 24, and 31; November 7, 14, and 30, with a possible 8th session
November 28. Each session will feature speaker and reactors and will be co-
ordinated by Arthur Naftalin (School of Public Affairs) and Walter Heller
(Dept. of Economics), University of Minnesota. Time: 4:00 or 4:30 to 6:30
p.m. Place: Minneapolis campus. Registration (will be transferable): $15
for the full symposium (students: $5). Topies: Anatomy of Fiscal and
Political Federalism; Origins of Revenue-sharing; the Nixon Proposal and
Related Policies; Reaction of the States; Reaction of Local Government; The
Administration Looks Ahead; Revenue Sharing: Outlook for the Future.

Watch for complete information in the very near future--and alert
members and others in your community about this timely symposium. Since
Walter Heller is recognized as the outstanding authority in this field the
speakers will be of national stature.

STATE FAIR: Did you remember to get your Share the League at the Fair re-

sponse form in? We would appreciate hearing from those of you
who have not yet responded, so that we can have the booth adequately "manned"
every shift of every day. Many thanks.

INSIDE Tk INTERIM: Each League received a copy of the Minnesota House of

Representative's Newsletter, Inside the Interim. The
next issue, due out im August, will have a tear off form asking whether you
wish to continue receiving the letter. Please be sure to respond.

FORM 990: Those Leagues, whose fiscal year ended March 31, must file form
990 with the Internal Revenue Service by August 15. (See Outlook
for Work and May, 1972 Memos.)

JULY-AUGUST VOTER: The July-August VOTER, featuring significant legislation

1973, is scheduled for mailing August 6. As you read it,
do so with an eye toward using it as a possible handout for fimance and/or
membership drives. You will receive information on costs of ordering ad-
ditional copies at a later date.

FALL WORKSHOPS: See enclosed flyer (goldenrod) for details.

UNICEF: Please give your International Relations Chairmen the information
on the other side of this Memo.




League of Women Voters of Minnesota, 555 Wabasha, St. Faul, Minnesota 55102
August, 1973

ATTENTION: Internaticonal Relations Chairmen

UNICEF is looking for a State Representative for Minnesota. The
Representative is officially appointed in each state by the President
of the U.S. Committee for UNICEF to serve on & year-to-year basis in a
volunteer capacity. Among the duties are:

1. To serve as a resource person for existing organizatioms.
2. To strengthen and establish area and city UNICEF committees.

3. To stimulate interest and activity and to seek local leaders
where these do not presently exist.

To represent the U.5. Committee at conferences and official
functions within the state.

To serve as contact with the media.
Halloween

h
ng events, use
ks and records,

Promotion and coordination of major projects: t
program, greeting card sales, special fund raisi
of educational materials such as Hi Neighbor boo
kits for elementary and secondary schools.

If you know of anyone in your League who might be interested in
the job, please contact the state office. The UNICEF Committee is
earnestly seeking somecne in the near future.




FACTS ABOUT

GENERAL REVENUE SHARING

A summary of the State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972
Title | of Public Law 92-512 Approved October 20, 1972

SPECIAL REPORT 46 1973

AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION SERVICE
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA,




The State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972 was signed into law
October 20, 1972, The act provides for the sharing of $30.2 billion in federal
TABLE OF CONTENTS revenue with state and local governments over a 5-year period. A major purpose of
the program is to provide fiscal assistance to state and local governments in a
way that attempts to minimize the restrictions, uncertainties, and red tape often
A associated with other federal grant-in-aid programs.
Appropriations
Bligibilitys oh & s G e i e . v The act is administered by a newly created Office of Revenue Sharing in the
U.5. Department of the Treasury. The Office of Revenue Sharing is responsible for
making revenue sharing payments directly to about 38,000 state and local units of
government across the country.

Allocation to States
Senate Formula 3

House Formula

Minnesota's Allocation . . Appropriations
Allocation to Local Governments The act appropriates a total of a little more than $30.2 billion over a 5-year
period beginning, retroactively, January 1, 1972, and ending December 31, 1976.
Compiled on a calendar-year basis, the amounts appropriated are:

Allocation Within County Areas . . . .

Data Elements .. . « + s.s s 2 a5 o 2=
1972 $ 5,300,000,000

1973 6,012,500,000
1974 6,125,000,000
1975 6,275,000,000
1976

Change in Local Allocation Formula . . . .
Limitations on Local Government Allocations
Use of Funds by State Governments . . .
Use of Funds by Local Governments

6 !500!000 000
$30,212,500,000

Time Limitation . .
Payments . « « + « »
Trust Fund . . The act also appropriates additional funds for distribution to states in

which federal civilian employees are entitled to a cost-of-living bonus. This pro-
vision currently applies only to Alaska and Hawaii.

Anti-Discrimination
Wage Rates and Labor Standards

Planned Use Reports
Eligibilicy
Actual Use Reports .

Those governmental units eligible to receive federal revenue sharing payments
include all state governments, the District of Columbia, and all general-purpose
local units of government--including counties, cities, villages, boroughs, and town-
ships. Indian tribes and Alaskan native villages with a recognized governing body
that performs substantial govermmental functions also qualify.

Publication of Reports . . . .
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Accounting Procedures and Audits

-
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Additional Information . . . .

The authors are Arley D. Waldo, professor, Department of Agricultural and School districts and other special-purpose governmental units are not eligible,
Applied Economics, and extension economist, public policy; and Carole B. However, eligible governments may transfer revenue sharing funds to special-purpose
Yoho, assistant professor, Department of Agricultural and Applied Economics, units or to private organizations provided that such funds are used in accordance
and extension specialist, public policy. with the provisions of the law.

- - Allocation to States
Issued in furtherance of cooperative extension work in agriculture and home

economics, acts of May 8 and Jume 30, 1914, in cooperation with the U.5.
Department of Agriculture. Roland H. Abraham, Director of Agricultural
Extension Service, University of Minnesota, St. Paul, Minnesota 55101. We
offer our programs and facilities to all people without regard to race, creed,
color, sex, or nationmal origin.

General revenue sharing funds are allocated among the 50 states and the
District of Columbia by one of two formulas provided in the law. The use of two
formulas is the result of a compromise between the different formulas contained in
the Senate and House bills. The Senate formula favored the lower-income and more
rural states, while the House formula favored the more populated and urbanized




states. As a compromise measure, both formulas were retained in the act. A state's
allocation is based on whichever of the two formulas gives it the larger amount.
After the amounts for each state are calculated under both formulas, the larger
amount becomes the basis For allocation of the funds. These amounts are then scaled
down by a uniform percentage to keep within the limit of the amount of appropriated
funds available for distribution.

The total amount of funds appropriated for distribution to state and local
governments increases over the 5-year period covered by the act. A stutejs alloca-
tion may increase by more or less than the percentage increase in appropriated
funds, depending on how the factors included in the allocation Fformulas change for
that state as compared to all other states.

Senate Formula

The Senate formula for the allocation of revenue sharing funds among the
states is based on three equally weighted factors:
population,
general tax effort, and
relative income.
The general tax effort of a state is based on net state and lo?al tax collec-
tions as related to the state's aggregate personal income. A state's relative

income is based on its per capita income as compared to the per capita income of
the United States.

Revenue sharing appropriations for calendar 1972 averaged about §26.08 per
capita for the United States. The per capita amount received by a st?se undef the
Senate formula may differ from this figure depending on how the state's tax effort
and per capita income compare to the tax effort and per capita income of all other
states. In general, the higher a state's tax effort and the lower its per capita
income relative to other states, the larger its per capita allocation of revenue
sharing funds.

House Formula

The House formula for the allocation of revenue sharing funds among the
states is based on the following five factors, with each factor weighted as shown:
Factor Weight
Population 227
Urbanized population 22%

Population weighted for
relative per capita income 22%

State income tax collections 17%
State and local general tax effort 17%
As with the Senate formula, the House version provides a larger per capita
allocation to states with a high tax effort and a low per capita income compared
=i

to the tax effort and per capita income of all other states. TIn addition, under
the House formula the higher a state's income tax collections and the larger its
share of the nation's urbanized population, the larger its per capita allocation
of revenue sharing funds.

Minnesota's Allocation

The five-factor House formula provided the larger amount of revenue sharing
funds to Minnesota state and local governments for 1972, The total allocation to
Minnesota for calendar 1972 was $104,792,656. This amounted to $27.54 per capita--
about 5.6 percent above the national average of $26.08 per capita.

The law provides that one-third of the amount allocated to each state shall BO
to the state government and two-thirds shall be divided among the state's general-
purpose local units of government. The state government's share of the allocation
to Minnesota for 1972 was $34.9 million, and local governments received a total of
$69.9 million.

Allocation to Local Governments

In determining the allocation of revenue sharing funds to local units of
government, the law provides that the total amount of funds to be distributed to
local units is first to be divided among county areas. The allocation formula is
based on three equally weighted factors:

population,
general tax effort, and

relative income.

The general tax effort of a county area is based on net local non-school
taxes as related to the county's aggregate personal income. A county area's rela-
tive income is based on its per capita income as compared to the per capita income
of the state.

The per capita allocation to a county area will vary according to its general
tax effort and relative income. In general, the higher the tax effort of a county
area and the lower its per capita income relative to the tax effort and per capita
income of all other county areas within the state, the larger its per capita alloca-
tion of revenue sharing funds,

Allocation Within County Areas

The allocation of revenue sharing funds to local govermments within a county
area involves several steps.

The share of county area funds that goes to eligible Indian tribes and Alaskan
native villages is determined first. This amount is based on the parcentage of the
county population that is composed of members of eligible Indian tribes or Alaskan
native villages, For example, if members of an eligible Indian tribe account for
10 percent of a county's population, 10 percent of the county area's allocation is
distributed to the Indian tribe.




The remaining funds are then divided among the county government, townships,
and municipalities., The amount allocated to the county government, the amount to be
divided among township governments, and the amount to be divided among municipali-
ties are each based on the percentage of total net non-school taxes imposed by
these local governments. Suppose, for example, that within a county area the county
government accounts for 50 percent of all local taxes (excluding taxes for educa-
tional purposes and special assessments for capital outlay), all townships together
account for 10 percent, and all municipalities together account for 40 percent.

In this case, the county government would receive 50 percent of the county area
funds remaining after the allocation to any eligible Indian tribes or Alaskan
native villages, 10 percent would be divided among the township governments within
the area, and 40 percent would be divided among the municipal governments.

The allocation of funds to individual townships and municipalities is then de-
termined on the basis of population, general tax effort, and relative income. In
general, the higher the tax effort of a township and the lower its per capita in-
come compared to those factors for all other townships within the county area, the
larger its per capita allocation of the funds that are to go to townships. The
higher the tax effort of a municipality and the lower its per capita income com-
pared to the tax effort and per capita income of all other municipalities within
the county area, the larger its per capita allocation of the funds allocated to

ipal governments in the area.

Any local government may waive the funds to which it is entitled. Except in
the case of funds declined by Indian tribes or Alaskan native villages, such funds
will be allocated to the next higher eligible unit of governmment. For example, if
a municipality or township waives its revenue sharing funds, those funds will be
paid to the county government of the area in which the municipality or township is
located. Funds waived by an Indian tribe or Alaskan native village will be distri-
buted to other governmental units within the county area as if the Indian tribe or
Alaskan native village did not exist.

Data Elements

The data used in calculating revenue sharing allocations to local governments
include:

Population. Population means the total resident population of an area as
of April 1, 1970 as determined by the U.S. Bureau of the Census in the
1970 Census of Population. Regulations provide for adjustment of popula-
tion data in cases where a place of at least 5,000 annexes an area with a
population equal to 5 percent or more of the population of the annexing
government.,

Per capita income. Per caplta income means the average money income of
all persons residing within the area., Per capita income is based on
money income in calendar 1969 as derived from the 20 percent sample of
the 1970 Census of Population. Because the estimated per capita income
of areas with a small population is subject to large sampling error, the
per capita income of the county is used as the per capita income of areas
that have a population of less than 500.

Aggregate income. Aggregate income means the total money income in calen-
dar 1969 of the residents of an area as determined from the 20 percent

gample of the 1970 Census of Population.

Adjusted taxes. The general tax effort of local governments is based on
"adjusted taxes" as derived from a Special Revenue Sharing Survey conduc-
ted by the Bureau of the Census in 1972, The tax data {s for fiscal 1971
(the 12-month accounting period for the governmental units that ended be-
tween July 1, 1970, and June 30, 1971). Adjusted taxes means total

general purpose taxes minus taxes for school and other educational purposes.
General purpose taxes include property taxes, sales taxes, income taxes,
and revenue from license fees, permits, and others. General purpose taxes
do not include receipts from service charges, special assessments, interest
earnings, or fines. The Bureau of the Census will update information on
local taxes and intergovernmental transfers annually through a mail sur-
vey of local units,

Intergovernmental transfers. Information about local government revenue
from the transfer of state and federal funds to local units also was ob-
tained from the Special Revenue Sharing Survey and will be updated an-
nually. Intergovernmental revenue includes receipts from state and
federal grants, shared taxes, contingent leans, and reimbursements for
local expenditures. Intergovernmental revenue does not include receipts
from sales to other governmental units or federal revenue sharing pay-
ments.

The 0ffice of Revenue Sharing is to provide each unit of local government
with a listing of the data used in calculating its revenue sharing payments. Local
units are given an opportunity to appeal any data elements that can be documented
to be in error.

Change in Local Allocation Formula

A state may change the formula governing the allocation of revenue sharing
funds among county areas or among local governments (except counties) one time
during the S5-year period ending December 31, 1976. Any new allocation formula pro-
vided by state law must be based on population multiplied by the general tax effort
factor, population multiplied by the relative income factor, or some combination
of the two. The new formula must apply uniformly throughout the state to all funds
allocated to local governments within the state.

No change is permitted in the allocation formula as it relates to Indian
tribes and Alaskan native villages or to county governments.

Limitations on Local Government Allocations

are are minimm and maximum limitations on the per capita allocation of
revenue sharing funds to local governments. Each local government and county area
within a state is assured of receiving a per capita payment equal to nmot less than
20 percent of the state's per capita allocation for its local governments. The
local government share of the total allocation to Minnesota for 1972 was $18.36
per ca a. The minimum allpocation to any local government (including eligible
Indian bes) or county area within the state was therefore approximately $3.67
per capita.

Two limitations affect the maximum allocation to local governments. First,
no local government or county area may receive a per capita payment of more than
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145 percent of a state's per capita allocation for its local governments. For
Minnesota, this maximum was about $26,62 per capita in 1972, Second, no local
government may receive an amount that exceeds 50 percent of the total of its local
taxes plus the intergovernmental transfer payments that it receives.

No payment will be made to any local government below the county level whose
entitlement is less than $200 for an entitlement period of 1 year or less than
$100 for an entitlement period of 6 months, Such funds will instead be paid to
the county government of the area in which the local unit is located.

Use of Funds by State Governments

Revenue sharing funds received by state governments may be used for almost any
purpose. This includes programs that provide grants to local units of government,
including school districts. Only twoe major restrictions are provided. First,
revenue sharing funds may not be used to match other federal grants. Second,
state governments may not use revenue sharing funds to replace other revenue that
is distributed by the state government to its local units. This "maintenance of
effort" provision applies only to entitlement periods beginning after June 30, 1973.
Beginning July 1, 1973, a reduction in state aid to local governments could result
in a reduction in the state government's revenue sharing allocation.

Use of Funds by Local Governments

Local governments are required to use their revenue sharing funds for "priority
expenditures." Priority expenditures include:
1. Maintenance and operating expenses for:

a. public safety (including law enforcement, fire protection, and building
code enforcement)

environmental protection (including sewage disposal, sanitation, and
pollution abatement)

public transpoitation (including transit systems and streets and roads)
health

recreation

libraries

social services for the poor or aged

financial administration

2. Ordinary and necessary capital expenditures authorized by law.

Revenue sharing funds may not be used by local governments to match other
federal grants or to pay operating costs for general administration or education,
However, revenue sharing funds may be used for capital expenditures related to
general administration and education as well as for other capital items. The list
of permitted maintenance and operating expenditures implies no order of priority;
each category is equally acceptable.

Revenue sharing funds also may be used for repayment of local government debt
provided that (1) the actual expenditure for which the debt was incurred was not

S

made before January 1, 1972; (2) the expenditure was for a "priority purpose";
and (3) the expenditure did not violate any of the other restrictions concerning
the use of revenue sharing funds. Revenue sharing funds may not be used to pay
any interest Incurred because of the debt.

A governmental unit that receives revenue sharing funds may transfer those
funds to any public or private agency; however, the ultimate use of such funds
must conform to the priority expenditure categories. The spending unit also must
adhere to all other regulaticns concerning the use of revenue sharing funds.

Revenue sharing funds may be used to reduce or help hold down local taxes.
Any reduction in the tax effort of a local government may result in a reduction of
its future revenue sharing funds, depending on how its change in tax effort compares
to changes in the tax effort of other governmental units.

Local governments are subject to a penalty if revenue sharing funds are used
for purposes not permitted by the act. They may be required to pay to the Secre-
tary of the Treasury an amount equal to 110 percent of any funds used for other
than priority expenditures as shown above., However, a local government may avoid
this penalty by prompt repayment to its revenue sharing trust fund of an amount
equal to the sum used for purposes not permitted by law.

Time Limitation

Rules governing the initial revenue sharing allocation require that revenue
sharing funds be used, obligated, or appropriated not later than 24 months from the
date of the check. The final regulations, which cover entitlement periods begin-
ning January 1, 1973, require that revenue sharing funds be used, obligated, or
appropriated not later than 24 months from the end of the entitlement period to
which the check applies. The actual expenditure of revenue sharing funds may be
delayed beyond 24 months provided that the funds have been obligated within that
period of time,

The revenue sharing entitlement periods are:

Period Begins Ends

1 January 1, 1972 June 30, 1972
July 1, 1972 December 31, 1972
January 1, 1973 June 1973
July 1, 1972 June 1974
July 1, 1974 June 1975
July 1, 1975 June 1 1976
July 1, 1976 December 31, 1976

Governmental units may apply to the Office of Revenue Sharing for an extension
of time within which to use revenue sharing funds,




Payments

Revenue sharing payments for the first half of 1972 were made in December 1972:
payments for the second half of 1972 were made in January 1973. Each payment was
equal to approximately one-half of the amounts to be distributed for calendar 1972,
Payments for 1973 and successive years are to be made on a quarterly basis and paid
not later than 5 days after the close of each quarter. Initial revenue sharing pay-
ments were delayed in some instances because the Office of Revenue Sharing did not
have adequate information about mailing addresses or lacked other necessary infor-
mation.

In the event that a governmental unit fails to abide by regulations concerning
the use of revenue sharing funds, the Secretary of the Treasury may withhold sub-
sequent payments until compliance is secured. Repayments may be required in cases
where funds were used in noncompliance with regulations or where amounts paid to a
governmental unit exceeded the amount to which the government was entitled,

Trust Fund

State and local governments are required to place revenue sharing funds in a
separate trust fund. This requirement is intended to facilitate accounting and
audit procedures. A separate bank account for revenue sharing funds is not re-
quired, but governmental units must maintain separate records of the receipt and
expenditure of the funds,

Revenue sharing funds may be commingled with other funds for investment pur-
poses. Interest earned from the investment of revenue sharing funds is subject
to the same restrictions that apply to the use of revenue sharing funds and must
be accounted for separately,

Anti-Discrimination

The law stipulates that no person shall be excluded from participation in,
be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program or
activity funded in whole or in part with revenue sharing funds on the grounds of
race, color, national origin, or sex, An assurance is required from the chief
executive officer of each governmental unit that revenue sharing funds are being
used in compliance with this requirement, Regulations governing complaints, inves-
tigations, and cowpliance reviews have been established. Noncompliance could re-
sult in forfeiture or repayment of revenue sharing funds and the withholding of
subsequent payments until compliance is achieved,

Wage Rates and Labor Standards

Whenever revenue sharing funds are used to finance 25 percent or more of any
construction project, workers hired by the contractor or any subcontractor must be
paid not less than the prevailing wage rate for similar work in the locality in
accordance with the Davis-Bacon Act as amended. Such workers also will be covered
by federal labor standards,

In cases where the Davis-Bacon standards apply, the contracting governmental
unit must request a wage determination from the regional office of the 1.5, Depart=
ment of Labor at least 30 days before bids on the project are accepted,
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Whenever revenue sharing funds are used to pay 25 percent or more of the wages
of any government employee, the governmental unit must pay a wage not less than the
wage paid by that governmental unit to other individuals employed in similar work.

Information about the Davis-Bacon requirements may be obtained from:

U.5. Department of Labor

WHPC Division

219 South Dearborn Street
Chicago, Illinois 60604

Planned Use Reports

Periodic reports must be made to Office of Revenue Sharing in the U.S.
Treasury Department concerning the planned use of revenue sharing funds. Wo re-
ports on the planned use of funds received for calendar 1972 are required. The
first planned use report concerns revenue sharing payments made for the period
January 1 to June 30, 1973. This report was due by June 20, 1973, Subsequent
reports will be required for each entitlement period.

The actual use of revenue sharing funds need not coincide with the planned
use reported to the Office of Revenue Sharing. A major purpose of the planned
use report is to inform local residents about the intended use of the funds .

Actual Use Reports

Each governmental unit that receives revenue sharing funds must submit an
annual report to the 0ffice of Revenue Sharing indicating how the funds have been
used, the amount of interest earned from the investment of revenue sharing funds ,
and the status of the revenue sharing trust fund as of June 30. The first report
on the actual use of funds was due September 1, 1973, and covers all funds received
before June 30, 1973.

Publication of Reports

Each governmental unit that receives revenue sharing funds is required to
publish its planned use and actual use reports, prior to their submission, in a
local newspaper of general circulation in the area, The news media, including
minority and bilingual news media, must be advised of the publication of these
reports and provided copies of the reports on request. All reports must be made
available for public inspection.

Accounting Procedures and Audits

Governmental units are required to maintain a separate trust fund (set of
accounts) into which all revenue sharing payments and interest earned on revenue
sharing funds are paid and from which all expenditures are made. At a minimum,
the acéounting for revenue sharing funds must conform to the same accounting and
internal audit procedures that apply to other receipts and expenditures of the
governmental unit. Accounting procedures must be sufficient to permit the prepara-
tion of required reports and to permit tracing the use of all funds.




The Office of Revenue Sharing will rely mainly on audits by state and local
government auditors and independent public accountants to ensure compliance with
revenue sharing regulations. However, governmental units may be subject to federal
audit. In addition to a review of finmancial transactions, an audit may include an
investigation of the following areas:

1. compliance with the assurances made to the Secretary of the Treasury con-
cerning the use of revenue sharing funds

compliance with the requirement that states maintain transfers to local
governments

compliance with reporting requirements and the accuracy of reports
accuracy of fiscal data reported to the Bureau of the Census

accuracy of required public reports.

Additional Information
Questions concerning revenue sharing may be directed to:

Graham W. Watt, Director
0Office of Revenue Sharing

U.5. Department of the Treasury
1900 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20226

The following documents also may be helpful:

1, U.S. Department of the Treasury, Office of Revenue Sharing, What Revenue

Sharing Is All About (1972).

This publication contains a detailed fact sheet on revenue sharing, some
questions and answers about revenue sharing, a copy of the State and Local
Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972, and a copy of the regulations governing
the payment of initial entitlements under the act.

Code of Federal Regulations, Title 31, Chapter 1, Part 51, Fiscal Assis-
tance to State and Local Governments.

These are the final general revenue sharing regulations, approved April 5,
1973, which were published in the Federal Register, Vol. 38, No. 68,
April 10, 1973,

U.5. Department of the Treasury, Office of Revenue Sharing, Detailed
Data Definitions for Intrastate Allocations to Local Governments

(March 6, 1973).

This document contains definitions of the data elements used in calculating
the revenue sharing allocations of local governments.

Commerce Clearing House, Do's and Don'ts on Revenue Sharing under the
State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972 (December 1972).

This publication contains a short history of revenue sharing, some "do's
and don'ts" concerning revenue sharing, a copy of the act, and a copy of
the regulations governing the payments of initial entitlements under the act.




League of Women Voters of Minnes 5 Wabasha, St. Paul, Minnesota 55102

ota Symposium

of the New Federalism
OF REVENUE SHARING

Sesgion 1: T A E AL AND POLITICAL FEDERALISM

Date: Hednesday,

Speakers: Walter W lle - 3 Professor of Economics, University
of Minnes T Naftalin, Professor of Public Affairs,
University of Minnesota.

Session 2: THE ORIGINS OF REVENUE SHARING

Date: Wednesday, October 10
Speaker: Joseph A. Pechman, Director of Economic Studies, Brookings
Institution, Washington, D.C.

Session 3: THE NIXON PROPOSAL AND RE 2D POLICIES

Date: Wednesday, October 24
Speaker: Murray L. Weidenbaum, Mallinckrodt Professor of Economics,
Washington University, St. Louis, MO.

Session 4: THE REACTION OF 2 STATES

Date: Wednesday, October 31

Speaker: The Honorable Dan Evans, Governor of the State of Washington
and Chairman of the Governors Conference, to be introduced by
the Honorable Wendell Anderson, Governor of the State of
Minnesota.

Session 5: THE REACTION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Date: Wednesday, November 7
Speaker: Edward K. ilton, Deputy Mayor of New York City.

Session 6: MANAGING THE NATIONAL PROGRAM
Date: Wed sday, November 14
Speaker: G F: . Watt, Director, Office of Revenue Sharing,
I sUury
Session 7: CONGRESS
Date: Friday, November 30

Speakers: The Honorable Wal F. Mondale, US.S5.
Honorable Albert Quie, U.5. Congress.

All Sessions Are at H:30 P.M.
Room 125, West Bank Auditorium Classroom Building




AUG ,
Continuing Edtlcation and Extension
180 Wesbrook Hall

University of Minnesota

Contact: Beverly Sinniger 376-7500

MATIONAL LEADERS TO SPEAK AT
"y REVENWUE SHARING SYMPOSIUH

(for immediate release)

Hational leaders representing all levels of government will take part in a University
of Minnesota sponsored symposium on Revenue Sharing and the New Federalism in

October and November

Designed to explore in depth all facets of the revenue sharing movement, the
Symposium is being arranged by Walter Heller, University Regents professor of

economics and one of the nationally-recognized originators of the revenue sharing

idea, and Arthur Naftalin, University Professor of Public Affairs.

The Symposium will consist of seven sessions, each featuring a national authority
who is playing a major role in the evolving new federal-state-local-relationships.
Following their presentations they will engage in diajogue with Professors Heller
and Naftalin and will be questioned by interlocutors selected by participating

community organizations.

Four University divisions and eight community organizations are joining In sponsoring
and arranging the series, the effort being--according to Professors Heller and
Naftalin--to reach as wide an audience within the University and general public as

possible.




Revenue Sharing 2

"'Revenue sharing and the New Federalism are not only having a critical effect upon
federal ly-supported programs," they said, "they are fundamentally altering the frame-

work of the federal system.'

"With the help of the nationally recognized spokesmen, we will examine the critical
dimensions of revenue sharing, assessing significant developments, and, where possible,
offering ideas for the further shaping of the movement. The symposium will afford an
opportunity for an exchange of ideas based upon the nation's experience with the

program since its enactment by Congress last year."

The Symposium sessions and the featured lecturers are:

October 3--Professors Heller and Naftalin, 'The Fiscal and Political Framework of

Revenue Sharing.'

October 10--Joseph Pechman, director of Economic Studies, Brookings Institution,

who with Professor Heller authored the original Heller-Pechman revenue sharing

proposal, "The Origins of Revenue Sharing."

October 24--Hurray L. Weidenbaum, Mallinckrodt distinguished professor of economics,
Washington University, St. Louis, formerly assistant secretary of the treasury and
chalrman of the Nixon Administration's Committee on Revenue Sharing, '"The Nixon

Proposal and Related Policies."

October 31--5Speaker invited but not confirmed

November 7--Edward K. Hamilton, deputy mayor of Wew York City and University of

Minnescta graduate, 'The Reaction of Local Government.'

November 14--Graham W. Watt, Director, Office of Revenue Sharing, Department of

Treasury, 'The Administration Looks Ahead."

add one
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Hovember 30--Senator Walter F. Mondale and Congressman Albert H. Quie, "Congress

Looks Ahead."

Sessions are scheduled 4:30 to 6:30 p.m., Room 125, University's West Bank Auditorium
. ¥

Classroom Building. Registration for all sessions is $15. Send check (payable to

the University of Minnesota) to: Extension Classes, 138 Wesbrook Hall, University
of Minnesota, Minneapolis 55455 and tickets will be mailed. (Ample parking is

available on campus In late afternoon and a parking map will be enclosed with tickets.)

The sponsoring University organizations are the School of Public Affairs, the
Department of Economics in the School of Business Administration, the Center for

Urban and Regional Affairs, and Continuing Education and Extension.

Cooperating community organizations are the Cttizens League, the League of Women
Voters, the League of Minnesota Municipalities, the Metropolitan Council of the
Twin Cities Area, the State Planning Agency, the Federal Executive Board and the Upper

st Council.

Professor Heller was Chairman of the Council of Economic Advisors under Presidents
Kennedy and Johnson. Professor Haftalin was Mayor of Minneapolis from 1961 through
1969 and Is a former member of the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations,

an official national agency that sponsored a pioneer research effort on revenue sharin
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7 sessions by national authorities exploring
in depth all facets of revenue sharing

Walter W. Heller, University of Minnesota

Arthur Maftalin, University of Minnesota

Joseph A. Pechman, Brookings Institution

Murray L. Weidenbaum, Washington
University

Daniel J. Evans, Governor of the State of
Washington

Wendell Anderson, Governor of the State of
Minnesota

Edward K. Hamilton, Deputy Mayor of New
York City

Graham W. Watt, Department of the Treasury

Walter F. Mondale, U.S. Senate

Albert H, Quie, U.S. Congress

October 3, 10, 24, 31, November 7, 14, 30,
4:30 in the afterncon,

Whera
University of Minnesota West Bank Campus
125 Auditorium Classroom Building.

Ample parking on the
West Bank campus m
ticket purchase.

General Public — §15 for the series.

University of Minnesota fa
students — §5 for the

¢ staff and

Group rate for organized college classes —
$5 for the series

By mail: Send check payable to U of M to
Revenue Sharing Symposium, 138 Wesbrook
Hall, U of M, Minneapolis; Minn., 55455,

In person: 138 Wesbrook Hall, U of M
polis Campus, 8 a.m. to 4:30 p.m,

Monday — Friday.

Telephone: 373-3195




Session 1:

Session 2:

Session 3:

P
Session 4:

The Anatomy of Fiscal and Political
Federalism

Wednesday, October 3

Walter W. Heller, Regents' Professor of
Economics, University of Minnesota,
left; and Arthur Naftalin, Professor of
Public Affairs, University of Minnesota.

The Origins of Revenue Sharing
Wednesday, October 10

Joseph A. Pechman, Director of Eco-
nomic Studies, Brookings Institution,
Washington, D.C.

The Nixon Proposal and Related Policies
Wednesday, October 24

Murray L. Weldenbaum, Mallinckrodt
Professor of Economics, Washington
University, St. Louis, Mo.
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The Reaction of the States

Wednesday, October 31

The Honorable Daniel J. Evans, Governor
of the State of Washington and Chairman
of the 1973 Governors' Conference, intro-
duced by the Honorable Wendell Ander-
son, Governor of the State of Minnesota.

Session 5:  The Reaction of Local Government
Wednesday, November 7

Edward K. Hamilton, Deputy Mayor of
MNew York City

Session 6: Managing the National Program

Wednesday, November 14

Graham W. Watt, Director, Office of
Revenue Sharing, Department of the
Treasury.

Session 7: Congress Looks Ahead

Friday, November 30
The Honorable Walter F. Mondale, U.S.
Senate, left; and the Honorable Albert H.
Quie, U.S. Congress.

Sponsored by:

School of Public Affairs

Department of Economics

Center for Urban and Regional Affairs
Continuing Education and Extension

With the cooperation of:

Assoclation of Minnesota Counties
Citizens League (of the Twin Cities Metropolitan area)
League of Minnesota Municipalities
Metropolitan Council of the Twin Cities Area
Minnesota League of Women Voters

State Planning Agency

Twin Cities Federal Executive Board

Upper Midwest Council

1/T20.000




University of Minnesota
Public Affairs Symposium

The Politics and Economics of the New Federalism
THE THEORY AMD PRACTICE OF REVENUE SHARING

Session | Wednesday, October 3, 1973

The Anatomy of Fiscal and Political Federalism

Participants:

Malcolm Moos, President, University of Minnesota.
Walter W. Heller, Regents' Professor of Economics, University of Minnesota;

former Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers.
Arthur Maftalin, Professor of Public Affairs; former Mayor of Minneapolis.

Program:

1. Opening remarks-- Mr. Naftalin.

2. Introduction of President Moos=-- Mr. Heller.

3. Welcome by President [Moos.

4. The Political Base of Federalism-- Mr. Naftalin.
5. The Fiscal Base of Federalism-- Mr. Heller.

6. Questions and Answers.

Session Outline:

1. The Political Base of Federalism
a. The structure of American government.
b. Centralize or decentralize? A basic tension in American politics.
c. The Constitutional struggle over widening national authority.
d. Underlying forces propelling nationalization; current reaction.
e. Arguments favoring decentralized action.
f. Arguments favoring national controls.

2. The Fiscal Base of Federalism
a. Division of fiscal powers and responsibilities.
b. The fiscal facts of federalism since World War I1.
(1) Rising demands on government.
(2) Feast and famine: Is the state-local fiscal crisis behind us?
. The federal response: Grants-in-aid-- their scope, depth,
limitations.
The gap in fiscal federalism and the role of revenue sharing in
filling it.
Revenue sharing today: The issues.

Session 2-- Wednesday, October 10, 1973
THE ORIGINS OF REVENUE SHARING
Joseph A. Pechman, Director of Economic Studies,

Brookings Institution
VWashington, D.C.
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The Politics and Economics of the New Federalism
THE THEORY ANMD PRACTICE OF REVENUE SHARING

Session 2 Wednesday, October 10, 1973

The Origins of Revenue Sharing

Participants:

Joseph A. Pechman, Director of Economic Studies, Brookings Institution,
\lashington, D.C.

Walter 4. Heller, Regents' Professor of Economics, University of
Minnesota; former Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers.

Arthur Waftalin, Professor of Public Affairs, University of Minnesota;
former Mayor of !Minneapolis.

Francis M. Boddy, Professor of Economics, University of Minnesota;
Chairman, Governor's Council of Economic Advisers.

Ted Kolderie, Executive Director, Citizens League (of the Twin Cities
Metropolitan Area).

James J. Solem, Director, Office of Local and Urban Affairs, Minnesota
State Planning Agency.

James A. Johnson, Director of Public Affairs, Dayton-Hudson Corporation;
former member of faculty, Woodrow Wilson School of Public and
International Affairs.

. Opening remarks-- Mr. Maftalin.

. Presentation of Mr. Pechman-- Mr. Heller.

. The Origins of Revenue Sharing-- Mr. Pechman.

. Colloquy-- Pechman, Heller and Naftalin.

. Questions and comments from the interlocutors-- Mr. Boddy, Mr.
Kolderie, Mr. Solem and Mr. Johnson.

. Questions and answers.

Our Featured Speaker

Joseph Pechman has had a long and distinguished career as an economist
and tax authority. He has been Director of Economic Studies at Brookings since
1962 and was previously on the staffs of the U. S. Treasury Department, the
Council of Economic Advisers and the Committee for Economic Development. In
1964 he was Chairman of the President's Task Force on Intergovernmental Fiscal
Cooperation, which developed the revenue sharing proposal that came to be
known as the Heller-Pechman Plan.

Mr. Pechman has been an adviser and consultant to innumerable study
commissions and has published widely on many aspects of taxation and finance.
He holds a B.S. dearee (1937) from the College of the City of New York, and
M.A. (1938) and Ph.D. (1942) degrees, both from the University of Wisconsin.




Session Outline:

1. The Political Origins of Revenue-Sharing.
a. The fiscal mismatch:
(1) Rising fiscal troubles in states and cities.
(2) The federal "fiscal dividend."
b. Growth in number and complexity of federal programs.
c. The push toward greater local initiative.

2. The Economic Rationale of General Revenue Sharing.
a. The role of categorical aids: Support of services in the
national interest.
b. The need for (1) federal support of state-local governments
as such and (2) reduction of interstate fiscal inequalities.

3. The Original Heller-Pechman Proposal
a. o strings attached.
b. The tie to the progressive and expanding income tax base.
c. Formulas for distribution: per capita/need/tax effort.
d. The pass-through problem.

4, Variations and Permutations.
a. Disappearance of the fiscal dividend.
b. Tying reform to revenue-sharing: the Reuss approach.

c. The luskie approach.
d. The Nixon program in theory and practice.

Session 3-- Wednesday, October 24, 1973
THE NIXON PROPOSAL AND RELATED POLICIES
Murray L. Weidenbaum, Mallinckrodt Professor of Economics

Washington University
St. Louis, Mo.













Selected List of Reading References on
The Theory and Practice of Revenue Sharing

I. Government Reports

President's Message to Congress Proposing a Program for Sharing Federal Tax
Revenues with State and Local Governments and Detailing a $5 Billion Program of
General Revenue Sharing, February 4, 1971.

Provisions of the State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972. (Title I,
Public Law 92-512).

U. S. Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations. A State Response
to Urban Problems: Recent Experience Under the "Buying In" Approach. A Staff
Analysis. December, 1970.

. Revenue Sharing -- An Idea Whose Time Has Come. An Information
Report. December, 1970.

. Fiscal Balance in the American Federal System. A Commission
Report. 2 vols. October, 1967.

Striking A Better Balance. Fourteenth Annual Report. January,
1973.” See especially Chapter 1, "The Beginnings of a Balanced Fiscal System."

U. S. Senate. Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations of the Committee
on Government Operations. Hearings. A New Federalism. HNinety-third Congress,
First Session. February 21, 23, 27, 28 and March 3, 14, 15, 1973.

U. S. Congress. Subcommittee on Fiscal Policy of the Joint Economic
Committee. Revenue Sharing and Its Alternatives. 3 vols. July, 1967.

Text of President Nixon's nationally televised talk on the New Federalism,
August 9, 1969.

Walter W. Heller, Statement Before the Committee on Ways and leans, U. 'S,

Congress, in behalf of National Citizens Committee for Revenue Sharing, June 17,
1971.

II1. Books and Major Monographs

American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research. Revenue Sharing
Bills: An Analysis of Proposals to Share Federal Revenue With State and Local
Governments. August 3, 1970. Washington, D.C.

Daniel J. Elazar. "Revenue Sharing: Are the States and Localities Respon-
sible?" Menograph in the Issues and Opinions series (No. 4) of the Center for
the Study of Federalism. Temple University, Philadelphia.

Edward R. Fried, et. al. Setting Mational Priorities: The 1974 Budget.
Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution. 1973. See especially Chapter 5,
"Grants for Social Programs," and Chapter 7, "General Revenue Sharing.”




i

Charles Goetz, What Is Revenue Sharing? Washington, D.C.: The Urban
Institute.

Morton Grodzins, "The Federal System." Chapter 12 in Goals for Americans.
The Report of the President's Commission on National Goals. The American
Assembly, Columbia University. New York: Prentice-Hall. 1960. Pp. 264-82.

Walter Y. Heller. MNew Dimensions of Political Economy. Cambridge: Harvard
University Press. 1966.

Michael E. Levy and Juan de Torres. Federal Revenue Sharing With the
States. Studies in Business Economics of the Conference Board. WNo. 114. New
York: National Industrial Conference Board. 1970.

C. Lowell Hariss. Federal Revenue Sharing With the States. Tax Foundation
Government Finance Brief No. 9. HMarch, 1967.

Joseph A. Pechman. Federal Tax Policy. Washington, D.C.: The Brookings
Institution. 1966.

Harvey Perloff and Richard P. Nathan (eds.). Revenue Sharing and the City.
Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press. 1967.

Problems and Response in the Federalism Crisis. Proceedings of a Seminar
Under Auspices of the John C. Lincoln Institute and the National Academy of
Public Administration. Hartford, Conn., June 13 to 15, 1971. Washington: The
National Academy of Public Administration.

Michael D. Regan. The MNew Federalism. New York: Oxford University Press.
1972,

Henry S. Reuss. Revenue-Sharing: Crutch of Catalyst for State and Local
Governments? New York: Praeger. 1970.

Howard S. Rowland (ed.). The New York Times Guide to Federal Aid for Cities
and Towns. New York: Quadrangle Books. 1971.

Harold Somers. The Heller Plan:A Critique and An Alternative. Institute of
Government and Public Affairs, University of California at Los Angeles. HNovember,
1965 and October, 1967.

James L. Sundquist. Making Federalism Work. Washington: The Brookings
Institution. 1969.

Murray L. Weidenbaum, The Modern Public Sector, New York, Basic Books, Inc.,
1969.

III. Articles in Periodicals

Arnold Cantor. "Revenue Sharing: Passing the Buck." AFL-CIO American
Federationist. November, 1970. Pp. 1-8.

Daniel J. Elazar. "Federalism-Without-Washington." Compact. April, 1970.
Pp- 4-?0
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Max Frankel. "Revenue Sharing Is a Counterrevolution." The New York Times
Magazine. April 25, 1971.

Tom Geoghegan. "The New Federalism." The New Republic. March 10, 1973.
Pp. 21-4.

"Big Brother's Little Spoons." The Hew Republic. HMarch 31,

1973. Pp. 14-7.

Walter W. Heller. "Should the Government Share Its Tax Take?" Saturday
Review. March 22, 1969. Pp. 26-9.

Irving Kristol. “Decentralization for What?" The Public Interest. Spring,
1968. Pp. 17-25.

Robert A. Levine. "Rethinking Our Social Strategies." The Public Interest.
Winter, 1968. Pp. 86-96.

Lawrence Mayer. "The Enticing Logic of Revenue Sharing." Fortune. March,

Charles E. McLure, Jr. "Revenue Sharing: Alternative to Rational Fiscal
Federalism?" Public Policy.

Arthur Maftalin. "Not Without Aid." HNational Civic Review. September,
1967. Pp. 442-6.

Martin Nolan. "Walter Heller's Federalist Papers." The Reporter. June 1,
1967. Pp. 13-7.

Will S. Myers, Jr. "“Fiscal Balance in the American Federal System." State
Government. Winter, 1968.

Joseph A. Pechman. "Fiscal Federalism for the 1970's. National Tax Journal.
September, 1971. Pp. 281-90. Reprint 215, The Brookings Institution.

"Financing State and Local Government." Symposium on Taxation.
American Bankers Association. New York. 1965.

Stanley G. Peskar. "Revenue Sharing Update" and "Revenue Sharing Survey."
Minnesota Municipalities. June, 1973. Pp. 18-23.

Susan Salasin (ed.). Interviews with Kenneth R. Cole, Jr., and Bertram S.
Brown. Evaluation. Vol. 1, No. 2, 1973. Pp. 7-20.

Jay G. Sykes. "Federal Revenue Sharing: The New Boondoggle?" National
Civic Review. February, 1973, Pp. 76-9. Also in same issue, "A Perspective on
Revenue Sharing", an editorial.

Murray L. Weidenbaum, "The Case for Revenue Sharing." Proceedings of the
64th Annual Conference on Taxation of the Hational Tax Association.

"Sharina Federal Revenues with State and Local Governments:
An Economic Perspective." Business Economics, September, 1971.
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Deil S. Wright and David E. Stephenson. “Inflexible Finances." National
Civic Review. December, 1970.

Richard Yorsnop. "Federal-State Revenue Sharing." Editorial Research
Reports. December 23, 1964.

IV. Other Sources

Revenue Sharing Bulletin. HMonthly publication reporting on developments in
revenue sharing. Published by Revenue Sharing Advisory Service, 1629 K Street NW,
Hashington, D.C. 20006.




University of Minnesota
Public Affairs Symposium
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Session 3 Wednesday, October 24, 1973

The Nixon Proposal and Related Policies

Participants:

Murray L. Weidenbaum, iMallinckrodt Professor of Economics, lWashington
University, St. Louis, Mo., and former Assistant Secretary of the
Treasury.

Walter W. Heller, Regents' Professor of Economics, University of Minnesota;
former Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers.

Arthur Naftalin, Professor of Public Affairs, University of Minnesota:
former Mayor of Minneapolis.

Elizabeth Ebbott, First Vice President, League of Women Voters of Minnesota.

Thomas T. Feeney, Area Director for Minnesota, Department of Housing and
Urban Development.

David L. Graven, Professor of Law, University of Minnesota, and Chairman,
iuman Resources Committee of the Metropolitan Council of the Twin Cites

rea.

John E. Brandl, Director and Professor, School of Public Affairs, University
of Minnesota.

PROGRAM:
. Opening remarks-- Mr. Naftalin.
. Presentation of lr. Weidenbaum-- Mr. Heller.
. The Nixon Proposal and Related Policies-- Mr. Weidenbaum.
. Colloquy-- Weidenbaum, Heller and Naftalin.
. Questions and comments from the interlocutors-- Ms. Ebbott, Mr. Feeney,
Mr. Graven and Mr. Brandl.
. Questions and answers.

Our Featured Speaker

For two years, until August 1971, Mr. Weidenbaum served as Assistant Secretary
of the Treasury in the Nixon Administration where he was the principal architect
of the Revenue Sharing program and an active participant in economic policy
councils. He has held a number of positions in industry and government and is
the recipient of many awards for distinquished work in economics. He is a member
of the Research Advisory Board of the Committee for Economic Development, a
member of the Research Council of the Center for Strategic and International
Studies, and an Adjunct Scholar at the American Enterprise Institute for Public

Policy Research.

A graduate of the City College of New York, Mr. Weidenbaum received his M.A.
from Columbia University in 1949 and his Ph.D. in Economics from Princeton in
1958. He joined the llashington University faculty in 1964. His publications
include The Modern Public Sector and numerous articles in a variety of journals.




Session Outline:

1. Introduction: The Basic Purpose.

2. Historical Perspective: Republican Version.
a. Heller-Pechman et. al.
b. Nixon @ la Baker-Betts.

. Impact of Congressional Changes.
a. The good and the bad.
b. Summary of the actual law.

. What Revenue Sharing May Accomplish.
_ Relative size of state and local sector.
. Role of smaller local governments.
" Total federal aid to states and localities.
. Size of overall public sector.
. Structure of decision-making.

. Related Policies
a. Special revenue sharing.
b. Governmental reorganization.
¢. Impoundments of appropriations.

. A Look Ahead.

Session 4-- Wednesday, October 31, 1973
THE REACTION OF THE STATES

The Honorable Daniel J. Evans, Governor of the State of Washington,
and Chairman of the 1973 Governors' Conference
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Session 4 Wednesday, October 31, 1973

The Reaction of the States

Participants:

The Honorable Daniel J. Evans, Governor of the State of Washington and
Chairman of the 1973 Governors' Conference.

The Honorable Yendell Anderson, Governor of the State of Minnesota.

Walter Y. Heller, Regents' Professor of Economics, University of Minnesota;
former Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers.

Arthur Naftalin, Professor of Public Affairs, University of Minnesota; former
Mayor of Minneapolis.

Harold LeVander, Attorney; former Governor of the State of Minnesota.

Esther Wattenberg, Director, Office of Career Development, and Associate
Professor, School of Social Work, University of Minnesota.

The Honorable John Milton, State Senator; Chairman, Subcommittee on Health
of Senate Committee on Health, Welfare and Corrections.

George Thiss, Executive Director, Upper Midwest Council.

Program:
. Opening remarks-- Mr. Naftalin.
. Introduction of Governor Evans-- Governor Anderson.
. The Reaction of the States-- Governor Evans.
. Comments-- Mr. Heller.
. Questions and comments from the interlocutors-- Mr. LeVander, Ms.
Wattenberg, Senator Milton and Mr. Thiss.
. Questions and answers.

Qur Featured Speaker

Daniel J. Evans is in his third four-year term as Governor of the State of
Washington. He began his public career with election to the state legislature
in 1956 and has enjoyed increasing popularity, both within his state and
nationally. He keynoted the Republican convention in 1968 and has been very active
within the National Governors' Conference, serving currently as its Chairman. He
has been a frequent spokesman for Governors on critical national issues, notably
in the field of revenue sharing.

Governor Evans serves on many national commissions, including the Advisory
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations and the Steering Cormittee of the Urban
Coalition. He has won many honorary awards, including several honorary degrees.
Noted for his courageous leadership, Governor Evans has survived many struggles
over the adoption of progressive measures that required bipartisan legislative
action.

Governor Evans is an engineer by profession and in 1965 was named Washington's
"Engineer of the Year." A native of Seattle, he holds B.S. and M.S. degrees in
civil engineering from the University of Washington.




Session Outline:

1. The State's Role in the Federal System.
a. Constitutional position.
b. Historic control over subdivisions.
c. The decline of the states.

. The States' Efforts at a llew Assertion.
a. Persistence of the States' Rights view.
b. The Governors organize to reverse the national trend.
¢. The states and the effects of reapportionment -- Baker v. Carr.

. The States and the Urban Crisis.
a. The pattern of default in the face of urban problems.
b. Efforts to assist the cities.
c. The cities bypass the states.

. The States and Revenue Sharing.
A. The Law Enforcement Assistance Act.
b. Pass-through.
c. Tying reform to revenue sharing.
d. How states used their general revenue funds.

. State Sharing With Their Subdivisions.
a. Effect of the Serrano decision.

b. States' assumption of larger share of local burden.
c. Buying into federal programs.

Session 5-- Wednesday, Hovember 7, 1973
THE REACTION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Edward K. Hamilton
Deputy Mayor of New York City
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Session 5 Wednesday, November 7, 1973

The Reaction of Local Government

Participants:

Edward K. Hamilton, Deputy Mayor of New York City.

Walter M. Heller, Regents' Professor of Economics, University of Minnesota;
former Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers.

Arthur Naftalin, Professor of Public Affairs, University of HMinnesota; former
Mayor of Minneapolis.

Thomas A. Thompson, City Coordinator, City of Minneapolis.

Frank D. Marzitelli, City Administrator, City of St. Paul.

Burke M. Raymond, Village Manager, Village of Roseville.

Stanley R. Cowle, County Administrator, County of Hennepin.

Program:

1. Opening remarks and presentation of Mr. Hamilton-- Mr. Naftalin.

2. The Reaction of Local Government-- Mr. Hamilton.

3. Comment-- Mr. Heller.

4. Questions and comments from the interlocutors-- Mr. Thompson, Mr.
Marzitelli, Mr. Raymond and lir. Cowle.

5. Questions and answers.

Qur Featured Speaker

Edward K. Hamilton has emerged in recent years as one of the most articulate
spokesmen and inventive leaders among the nation's governmental officials. He
became Deputy Mayor of New York City in December of 1971, after serving as the
City's Budget Director. From November, 1969, to September, 1970, he was Vice
President and Senior Fellow in Foreign Policy Studies at the Brookings Institution
in Washington.

Mr. Hamilton is a graduate in political science of the University of
Minnesota and has done graduate work in government and economics at Harvard. He
was a member of the staff of the U.S. Bureau of the Budget from 1961 to 1963 and
served as Assistant to the Director in 1963-64. He was a senior member of the
staff of the National Security Council from 1965 to 1968 and in September, 1968,
was named executive secretary and staff director of the Commission on Interna-
tional Development (the Pearson Commission), a temporary study commission financed
by the World Bank that issued its report, Partners in Development, in October,
1969. f




Session Qutline:

1. The Fiscal Dilemma of Cities.
a. Upward Pressures on urban revenues.
b. Constraints on growth and revenues.
c. The resulting game of musical tax bases.

. The Road to Revenue Sharing
a. How the cities survived the sixties.
b. The political/financial crisis of 1970-71.
c. The pre-passage politics of revenue sharing.

. Program Effects of Revenue Sharing.
a. Effects in large consolidated governments.
b. Effects in smaller localities
c. Effects on local- and state-financed efforts.

. Political Effects and Prospects.
. The President's fiscal bind and the displacement syndrome.
. Political vulnerabilities in years of extreme budgetary pressure.
. Problems of public understanding -- deliberate and inadvertent.
. Effects upon local tax efforts and intergovernmental relations.

. The special confusion of special revenue sharing.

Outlook.

Session 6-- Wednesday, November 14, 1973
MANAGING THE NATIONAL PROGRAM
Graham W. Watt

Director, Office of Revenue Sharing,
Department of the Treasury
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Session 6 llednesday, 'lovember 14, 1973

Manaaing the Mational Proaram

Participants:

Graham W. Watt, NDirector, 0ffice of Revenue Sharing, Department of the
Treasury.

Walter Y. Heller, Regents' Professor of Economics, University of Minnesota;
former Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers.

Arthur Haftalin, Professor of Public Affairs, University of Minnesota;
former Mayor of Minneapolis.

The Honorable "artin 0. Sabo, Speaker of the House of Representatives,
Minnesota State Leaislature.

Terry "ovak, City Manager, City of Hopkins.

James €. Shipman, Fxecutive Director, Metropolitan Inter-County Council.

Thomas J. Kelley, NDirector, Nepartment of Community Services, City of
St. Paul.

Program:
. Opening remarks and presentation of ir. Watt-- Mr. Naftalin.

1

2. Managing the National Program-- Mr. Watt.

3. Comment-- Mr. Heller.

4. Questions and comments from the interlocutors-- Mr. Sabo, Mr. Novak,
Mr. Shipman and !r. Kelley.

5. Questions and answers.

Our Featured Speaker

Graham W. Watt is a veteran public administrator and an authority on city
management. He began his career in city administration in Kansas City, became
City Manager of Alton, I11., in 1958, and later moved to Portland, Maine, and
then to Dayton, Ohio, in 1966.

In 1969 President Nixon appointed Mr. Watt Deputy Mayor of the City of
llashington, a position he held until his appointment in January of this year
to direct the Office of Revenue Sharing.

Mr. Watt was President of the International City Management Association in
1971 and is a member of the National Academy of Public Administration. He is
a graduate of Washington College, Chestertown, Md., and holds a Master's degree
in governmental administration from Fels Institute of Local and State Government,
University of Pennsylvania.




Session Qutline:

1. The First Year Under General Revenue Sharing.
a. The Office of Revenue Sharing approach to administration.
(1) Philosophy of administration: in keeping with concept of
the New Federalism.
(2) Modus operandi: Administration in practice; organization
and structure.
b. Recipient reaction.
(1) Uses and planned uses of funds thus far.
(2) Experience in handling the requirements.
c. Media coverage and public participation.

2. The Future of General Revenue Sharing.
a. Proposals for change in the existing law.
(1) Congress-oriented.
(2) Administration-oriented (if program is formulated).
(3) Recipient-oriented.
b. Prospects for renewal of the program.

Session 7-- Friday, November 30, 1973
CONGRESS LOOKS AHEAD

The Honorable Walter F. Mondale, U. S. Senate
The HYonorable Albert H. Nuie, U. S. Conaress
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Congress Looks Ahead

Participants:

The Honorable Walter F. Mondale, United States Senator from Minnesota.

The Honorable Albert H. Quie, Representative in the United States Congress
from Minnesota's First District.

Walter W. Heller, Regents' Professor of Economics, University of
Minnesota; former Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers.

Arthur Naftalin, Professor of Public Affairs, University of Minnesota;
former Mayor of Minneapolis.

Program:
. Opening remarks and introduction of Senator Mondale-- Mr. Naftalin.
. The Senate Looks Ahead-- Senator Mondale.
. Introduction of Congressman Quie-- Mr. Naftalin.
. The House Looks Ahead-- Congressman Quie.
. Comment-- Mr. Heller.
. Questions and Answers.

Our Featured Speakers

Senator Mondale is completing his tenth year in the United States Senate.
He was appointed in December 1964 to fill the unexpired term of Hubert Humphrey
and was elected in 1966 and reelected in 1972. He has enjoyed a steady rise to
national prominence and is now widely mentioned as a possible Democratic nominee
for the Presidency in 1976.

Among Senator Mondale's many legislative accomplishments are sponsorship
and passage of the Comprehensive Child Development Bill (vetoced by President
Nixon), the Fair Housing Act and Housing Law of 1968, and measures designed to
preserve the Upper and Lower St. Croix River areas and Voyageurs National Park.
His committee assignments include Chairmanship of the Subcommittee on Children
and Youth of the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare and memberships on the
Finance Committee, the Special Committee on Aging and the Select Committee on
Nutritional and Human Needs.

A native of Minnesota, Senator Mondale attended Macalester College and
earned B.A. and Law degrees from the University of Minnesota. After two years
in the U.S.Army, he entered private practice in Minneapolis. Before his appoint-
ment to the Senate, Mr. Mondale served as Attorney General of Minnesota, being
appointed in May 1960, elected in November of that year and reelected two years
later.
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Representative Quie was elected to Conacress in a special election on
February 13, 1958, while serving as a liinnesota State Senator. He is the ranking
Republican member of the House Education and Labor Committee and an acknowledged
House spokesman on educational matters, having provided leadership in many
educational areas, including postsecondary vocational education, development of
the career education concept and assistance to students at all levels. He is the
main author of the Higher Education Amendments of 1972.

In the field of agriculture, Mr. Quie was a sponsor of the concept of direct
payments to farmers for diverting feed grains acreage from production and has
been active in the drive to 1imit total payments to large producers. He has
also been active in legislation and administration affecting dairy farmers.

During World War II Mr. Quie served as a pilot in the Navy. After graduating
from St. Olaf College in 1950 he became extensively involved in soil conservation
and agricultural programs and in local educational matters. He was elected to
the State Senate in 1954 and served in the 1955 and 1957 legislative sessions
while operating his dairy farm. In 1968 he was awarded the degree of Honorary
State Farmer for Minnesota by the Future Farmers of America and he has received
numerous distinguished service awards from educational organizations.

Session Outline:

1. What Will Congress Do About the Nixon Special Revenue Sharing Proposals?
. Urban Community Development?
. Education?
. Law Enforcement?
. Manpower Training?

. Categorical v. bloc grants.
a. Which will do the job better?
b. Can we ensure responsiveness with bloc grants?

. Will Special Revenue Sharing Accomplish the Objective of Reducing
Dependence on Washington?

. Tying Reform to Sharing.

. Alternatives to Revenue Sharing.




No

1973 REVENUE SHARING SYMPOSIUM

Room 125 Auditorium Classroom Building

University of Minnesota, West Bank Campus

RETAIN TICKET FOR ENTIRE SERIES

2 9
IMISSION $15.00 o

t\ TAA K k-i‘] &-'l‘:{
B E T
=
B A A
A AT




ORIGINS OF REVENUE SHARING
Joseph A Pechr

NIXON PROPOSAL AND RELATED POLICIES

Murray L. Weidenbaum

REACTION OF THE STATES
Daniel J. Evans

REACTION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Edward K. Hamilton

IG THE NATIONAL PROGRAM

V. Watt

COMNGRE LOOKS AHEAD

Walter F. M 2 and Albert H. Quie




November 30, 1973

To Participants in the Revenue-Sharing Symposium:

We reqret that at the last moment urgent Congressional business makes
it impossible for Senator londale and Congressman Quie to be with us today.
At this writing we remain hopeful that some form of telphonic communication
may be possible, althoush this will remain problematical up to the opening
of the session.

e decided in any event to proceed with the final session, which we
hope will provide an opportunity for an appropriate summation. There is
need to identify the issues that should have further attention, and our
concludine discussion could be helpful to the State Planning Agency and
other governmental bodies that have continuing responsibility for Revenue

Sharing and to the Citizens League as it undertakes its further study of
Revenue Sharing and the metropelitan area.

Our interlocutor aroup for this session are:

James J. Solem, Director, Office of Local and Urban Affairs, ilinnesota
State Planning Agency.

David L. Graven, Professor of Law, University of Minnesota, and
Chairman, Human Resources Committee of the Hetropolitan Council
of the Twin Cities Area.

Stanley R. Cowle, County Administrator, County of Hennepin.

Thomas J. Kelley, Director, Department of Community Services, City
of St. Paul.

Glen Skovholt, Research Associate of the Citizens League and Staff
member assigned to the League's forthcoming study of Revenue
Sharing.

We have areatly enjoyed leading the Symposium and want to thank all
of you for your participation and attentive interest.

Sincerely,

Walter Heller
Arthur MNaftalin
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Editorial Comments on the Revenue Sharing Symposium

The Revenue Sharing Symposium held at the University of Minnesota fall, 1973, was both
informative and confusing. We learned a great deal about what revenue sharing was intended
to be. We learned much about what it was not intended to be. We learned a bit about what

qais and got a glimmer of what it might become. Part of the confusion comes from the fact

t the revenue sharing concept is interpreted differently by different people. There are
built-in partisan biases on revenue sharing that become apparent whenever the subject arises.
For this reasion, the Ad Hoc Committee on Revenue Sharing decided to introduce our over-view
of the symposium with a list of the most salient statements, questions and issues that un-
folded throughout the seven sessions. We hope that such an introduction will help to clarify
the seeming lack of continuity that we found in the sessions.

The following statementé were repeated throughout the sessions:

1) General revenue sharing money was never intended to be a substitute for categorical’
grants. Its main purpose is to strengthen state and local units of government with
financial aid. 1Its success in achieving this goal is being evaluated.

2) General revenue sharing allocations are not sufficient to allow local governments
to solve their larger social and enviromnmental problems. The federal government
will have to supply additional sums to meet these needs.

3) If general revenue sharing continues to be substitute money for needed categorical
grants, poor states, poor communities and poor people will suffer the most.

4) General revenue sharing should not be made conditional. There should be no strings
attached.

5) A .community with a consolidated budget will receive the greatest benefit from
general revenue sharing.

6) General revenue sharing funds thus far have been most commonly used for tax relief
and one time only capital expenses. If the allocations are continued, more general
revenue sharing money may be used for public service programs.

The questions most commonly asked were:
1) Will the general revenue sharing program be continued after the first five years?
. 2) Is general revenue sharing money being equitably distributed?

3) Does the money matth resources with need?

4) Is general revenue sharing money being used to maintain archaic forms of government?

5) Is the chief objective of the current general revenue sharing law to decentralize
government and by so doing to shift decision-making to the state and local levels
of government or is it to shift money from a lucrative source (the federal govern-




ment) to a poor source (state and local govermment)?

Debatable issues that arose throughout the sessions were:

1) National programs with the built-in carrot and stick provision are needed to solve
many social and environmental problems.

2) Local governments are historically unresponsive to the powerless.

3) Local and state governments have the leadership and capability to administer federal
programs. They should be given the responsibility.

4) Local governments are more conservative than the federal government.

5) Local politicians can't take risks or experiment.

6) General revenue sharing gives incentives to state and local governments. It makes
them face up to their own problems.

The Politics and Economics of the New Federalism
THE THEORY AND PRACTICE OF REVENUE-SHARING
(Outline of the seven sessions at the University of Minnesota)

Session I: The Anatomy of Fiscal and Political Federalism
Date: Wednesday, October 3, 1973
Speakers: Walter iieller and Arthur Naftalin

Session II: The Origins of Revenue-sharing: Its Genesis, Shaping and Varieties
Date: Wednesday, October 10, 1973
Speaker: Joseph Pechman, Director of Economic Studies, Brookings Institution

Session : The Nixon Proposal and Related Policies
Date: Wednesday, October 24, 1973
Speaker: Murray L. Weidenbaum, Edward Mallinckrodt Distinguished University
Professor, Washington University, St. Louis, formerly assistant Secretary of the
Treasury for Economic Policy and Chairman of the Administration's Committee on
Revenue-sharing.

Session IV: The Reaction of the States
' ! Date: 'Wednesday, October 31, 1973
Speaker: Governor Dan Evans of Washington

Session V: The Reaction of Local Govermnment
Date: Wednesday, November 7, 1973
Speaker: Edward K. Hamilton, Deputy Mayor of New York City.

Session : The Administration Looks Ahead
Date: Wednesday, November 14, 1973
Speaker: Graham Watt

Session + ' Revenue Sharing: Outlook for the Future
Date: November 30, 1973
Speakers: Senator Walter F. Mondale and Congressman Albert H. Quie (by tape)

SUMMARY OF EACH SESSION FOLLOWS:

Session October 3, 1972
Speaker: A»thur Naftalin, Professor of Public Affairs, University of Minnesota,
and Walter Heller, Regents' Professor of Economics, University of
Minnescta
Topic: The Anatomy of Fiscal and Political Federalism

Mr. Naftalin gave the constitutional background of the concept of revenue sharing.

The political base of federalism on which our system of government operates divides the
powers and functions of government between the national, state and local levels, Theoreti~.
cally, each has its proper sphere of activity and authority. The national role is limited.
States have all rights not delegated to the national government. Local government operates
under home rule.

Mr. Naftalin pointed out, however, that this strictly constructed interpretation of the
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constitution never existed in fact. The accelerated growth of the central government over
the years has occurred in response to felt needs. Wars, depression and envirommental deteri-
ation are all national problems. Issues such as health, education, transportation, commerce
nd ‘welfare are also national in scope and cannot be resolved effectively at the state level.
Answers to these questions have been sought at the national level.

A balance must be established between centralized needs and decentralized responsibility.
Revenue sharing is the latest attempt to achieve this balance. (Previous efforts were made
by two Hoover Commissions, the Restenbaum Commission and a Joint Federal-State Commission
under Eisenhower.) Its chief goal is to strengthen state and local governments.

The arguments in favor of revenue sharing listed by Mr. Naftalin include:

1) elimination of the erosion of state and local authority and restoration of responsi-
ble, responsive state government.

2) elimination of federal programs that are found to be counter-productive.

3) less regressive local taxing.

4) more opportunity for citizens participation.

5) greater equality of services among states.

Opposing arguments are:
1) national responsibilities and goals are needed to meet national priorities.
. 2) the federal government is the only body with adequate supplies of money and re-
sources to meet national needs. '
3) if viewed and developed as substitution for federal efforts, revenue sharing could
diminish the federal government's ability to meet federal problems.
4) lack of accountability and guidelines for use of revenue sharing money could increase
inequity in the level of services within states. i
5) local capacity and infighting will not necessarily improve with revenue sharing.

Dr. Heller defined three types of revenue sharing:

General - $6 billion a year are distributed to the state and local governments auto-
matically, using allocation formulae that include factors of population, urbanized population,
per capita income, state income tax collections and tax effort. GCeneral revenue sharing is
not meant to be a substitute for other federal programs that meet critical neéds.

Special Revenue Sharing - consolidates 100 categorical grant programs into the four
main areas of: e

1) education

2) manpower

3) community development

4) law enforcement (in limbo at this time)

Counter-cyclical Grants - assist local and state governments during periods of recession
when state and local govermnments collect less money and have a higher demand for services.
(in the prenatal stage of development at this time.)

Dr. Heller sees the advantages of General Revenue Sharing as:
1) increasing state and local vitality and independence
2) increasing economic equality among states
3) increasing progressivity
4) relieving pressures on state treasuries
5) stimulating local tax efforts

Many problems are presented by the administration's action of dispensing General Revenue
Sharing funds at the same time that it is cutting back funding for programs of social import.
Is Revenue Sharing being used by the administration as a base for transferring national
responsibilities without transferring the necessary funds? Six billion dollars in General

evenue Sharing money will not do the job that forty billion did in categorical aids.
‘eneral Revenue Sharing was not designed to solve all state and local fiscal problems. It
should not be judged by those standards. General Revenue Sharing was designed to support
state and local governments in dispensing local services. ' It was not designed to be used in
solving national problems. Dr. Heller concluded by saying he thought that cutting categori-
cal aids down to four areas was taking a great risk.
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Session II - October 10, 1973
Speaker: Joseph Pechman, Director of Economic Studies, Brookings Institution
Topic: The Origins of Revenue Sharing

Mr. Pechman traced the recent history of the present concept of revenue sharing. In 195
Dr. Walter Heller advocated putting excess federal resources into a per capita rebate to the
states to be used for social and economic reform. In 1964, under President Johnson, Mr.
Pechman chaired a Task Force on Intergovernmental Fiscal Reform. These proposals of the
Task Force for social and economic reform were published prematurely. Opposition to them
from federal agencies and the public developed rapidly. Criticism caused the proposals to be
dropped. A recession in 1969 and 1970 revived the revenue sharing issue, and it was recom-
mended as a policy by a Nixon task force.

Mr. Pechman supported both conditional (categorical) and unconditional (revenue sharing)
grants. Conditional grants are needed to take care of the problems that spill over state
boundaries such as transportation, education and welfare. Unconditional grants are needed to
improve and equalize the level of services delivered among the states. The poorer states
(e.g. Mississippi), those with less than adecuate fiscal capacity, need supplemental help.
The difference between the capacity and the needs of a state should establish the amount of
the supplement. Mr. Pechman added that establishment of a need criteria is essentlal but
that need is a difficult if not impossible factor to measure.

The original Heller-Pechman proposal (1964) contained the following recommendations:
1) 2% of the total taxable income should be shared. The total taxable income, at that time,
was $500 billion, therefore allocating $10 billion to revenue sharing. This method of
distribution has a built-in growth potential.
2) the allocation to individual states should be based on population and local tax effort.
3) each state should be given the authority to spend the money as they wish.

4) there should be no constraints on use of the money, except that it couldn't be spent for
roads.

The General Revenue Sharing bill which passed during the Nixon admmlstratlon is somewha.
different.

1) $605 billion is the highest total amount to be shared. This arbitrary figure eliminates
the growth potential factor. The funding is limited to 5 years.

2) The allocation to individual states is based on 2 formulae. The Senate formula figures
population, tax effort and income; the House formula figures population, urbanized population,
per capita income, state income tax collections and tax effort. The higher of the two amounts
is selected for each state.

3) Each state government keeps 1/3 of its general revenue sharing money and passes the other
2/3 through to the counties, municipalities and townships within the state.

4) The following are priority expenditure categories for local governments: A) Public
Safety, B) Environmental Protection, C) Public Transportation, D) Health, E) Recreation,

F) Libraries, G) Social Services for the Poor and Aged, H) Financial Administration.

In conclusion, Mr. Pechman listed some criteria by which to measure the effectiveness of
general revenue sharing:
1) Does it improve the poor states' ability to provide services?
2) Does it increase the local tax effort? (The use pattern thus far has been to use % to
expand services and % to reduce local taxes.)
3) Does it allow Congress to decide between unconditional and categorical grants? We need
both.
4) Does it have regional impact?
5) Does it encourage states to look at their own tax and grant systems?
6) Will real financial help be funneled into the large urban centers?

Mpr. Pechman left his audience with the feeling that the $5 to $6 billion now being alloT
cated to General Revenue Sharing make it an interesting experiment, but that if such a pollb
were to be used to bring about significant change, much larger sums of money would be neede

Session III - October 24, 1973
Speaker: Dr. Murray L. Weidenbaum, Assistant Secretary of the Treasury, 1969-
1971; currently Professor of Economics at Washington University, St.
Louis, MO.




Topic: The Nixon Proposal and Related Policies e

Dr. Weidenbaum was the principal architect of the revenue sharing program while he was
‘mployed by the Nixon administration. '

Support for revenue sharing policy development has been bipartisan in nature throughout
American history, from its first promoter, Thomas Jefferson, to present day advocates, Walter
Heller and Melvin Laird. In 1968 both the Democratic and Republican parties included revenue
sharing in their party platforms.

The Nixon General Revenue Sharing plan that is now in operation was also a bipartisan
effort. It was developea with the help of governors, mayors, county board members and local
governmental officials from throughout the country. Dr. Weidenbaum conceded that the law as
passed was somewhat different from the law that he had proposed. He believes the responsi-
bility for the changes in the bill, particularly the undesirable strings that were attached,
falls on the Democratic-controlled Congress.

According to Dr. Weidenbaum, the chief objective of general revenue sharing of 1972 is to
decentralize government and by so doing to shift decision-making to the state and local levels
of government. Other objectives of General Revenue Sharing are: |
1) State and local spending a:d employment will rise as they decline at the federal level.

2) Small communities that "aren't wise to the ways of grantsmanship" will benefit.

3) Overhead cost of government will be cut.

4) Local property taxes will be lowered.

5) Decision-making will be by elected officials, not by bureaucrats.

6) Total federal aid (including revenue sharing and grants) to state and local governments
will be higher. (Dr. Weidenbaum supported this statement by noting that despite impoundments
that were necessary to achieve budget restraints, the total federal funds to state and local
governments will be higher in 1974 than in 1973.)

Dr. Weidenbaum would not predict whether this major effort in decentralization through
.mding would be allowed to expire at the end of the five year limit or whether it would be
continued as on-going policy. He concluded with the thought that Congress had created an

opportunity and that it is up to state and local communities to see that it works.

During the question period, Dr. Heller said that General Revenue Sharing was not intended
to be a replacement fund for existing federal grants programs. Dr. Weidenbaum agreed that
general revenue sharing money was supposad to be in addition to federal grant money. He said
that that policy change was made after he had left the Nixon administration.

Prof. Naftalin referred to Dr. Weidenbaum's statement that overhead costs of government
programs will be cut and pointed out that more than 100 units of government in the state are
not getting their next general revenue sharing check because they haven't done the required
paper work. Naftalin also suggested that General Revenue Sharing might be keeping alive
archaic forms of government and questioned whether it was m=2tching need to resources. Dr.
Weidenbaum acknowledged the paper work problem and said that small towns should not be denied
their fair share because of it. He argued that it is not the responsibility of the federal
government to determine whether or not a govermment is archaic. That decision must be made
by the local citizens. He asserted that the allocation formulae use in distributing general
revenue sharing funds attempt to match needs to resources. Low income towns and counties
get more money. High income towns #nd counties get less.

Session IV - October 31, 1973
Speaker: Governor Dan Evans, State of Washington
Topic: The Reaction of the States

In his opening remarks, Gov. Evans reminded his audience that it was the states that
ave birth to the federal system of government. Historically and constitutionally, the
tates have control over local problems.

The concept of shared respcnsibilities between the state and federal levels of government
evolved during the depression and through the World War II years. The federal government
assumed more power during these years, and the states assumed less.

Urban problems, acute financial difficulties and corruption in some southern state govern-




ments were among the reasons for the fall of state power, according to Gov. Evans. G

However, the situation has changed in recent years. Today state governments are able to
affect priorities and also have the ability to implement them. Reapportionment, tax structure
reform, new innovative programs and a new breed of political office holder in the south hav
all helped to strengthen the position of the states. b

Gov. Evans sees governmental weakness today at the national level. He cited the Con-
gressional budgeting as an example. The fiscal year is over before the budget is approved.
There is no such thing as a total budget, instead there are 12 or 13 separate budgets.  The
result is that the budget decisions made in Congress make little long-range-priority sense,
and this in turn has an adverse effect on state and local governments.

Gov. Evans called the Executive Branch of the federal government irresponsible. He said
that the impoundment of funds by President Nixon hurt state and local programs. But despite
federal administrative failure, the states are carrying on, and innovation is coming from
the city, county and state governments. Evans believes that there are good people at all
levels of government. What is needed now is a sense of understanding and cooperation among
them.

‘Evans noted that states have been sharing revenue with local counties and communities for
a long time. In Washington, one-half of the highway funds go to local governments with no
strings attached. One-fifth of the total state budget is distributed to local governments
without constraints.

Gov. Evans criticized the current General Revenue Sharing law because it requires an
audit, puts limitations on local government's use of the money and attaches governmental
reform to it.

Revenue sharing should establish a partnership between the state and local governments.
Each community should set its own priorities. The state can help by coordinating, filling
gaps and avoiding duplication.

Most revenue sharing funds have been spent for capital outlay as one-time expenditure. .
They have not been used for on-going programs because of a fear by local afficials that the
funds will not be continued beyond the five year limit. Gov. Evans hopes that local of-
ficials will shift money to needed on-going programs.

The federal system enables each state to operate as a laboratory for governmental experi-
mentation. If a state program fails, only that state suffers. If a national program fails,
the whole country suffers. Successful programs will spread from state to state. Revenue
sharing gives incentives to states to set their own priorities. It makes them face up to
their own problem.

States rights should not be viewed as a governor with arms folded in defiance on the
courthouse steps, but as an effort to restore faith in government. It should offer citizens
an opportunity to participate in their government meaningfully at the local level.

Session V - November 7, 1973
Speaker: Edward K. Hamilton, Deputy Mayor of New York City
Topic: The Reaction of Local Government

Mp. Hamilton's opening remarks stressed the fact that every situation and every locality
would have a different reaction to General Revenue Sharing. His statements would be most
relevant to large, older cities.

Revenue sharing became important in the late fifties and early sixties when serious
demographic changes were taking place in the cities. The older, educated, skilled, white,
higher income residents were moving out and the younger, uneducated, unskilled, black, low
income residents were moving in.

This change created an increased demand for public service. For example, fire alarms .
doubled in' five years (40% of them false). Bilingual school teachers were needed to teach
Spanish-speaking students.

Along with the demographic change came the revolution of rising expectations. People
began demanding more from government. Between 1965 and 1966, 180 new federal programs were




developed. The war on poverty started small and grew. Federal government's role in
these programs, according to Mr. Hamilton, was that of banker. The programs were locally
operated.

At the same time the unit cost of government was rising. Public employees were demanding
pay that was competitive with that of the private sector. The Federal Pay Reform Act of
1962 doubled salaries.

The result of demographic change, increased service.demand and increased wages produced
a crunch in the large cities. The service costs were up 15% and the revenues were up 5%.
The obvious result is a 10% annual deficit. This has led to what Mr. Hamilton described as
a game of "musical tax bases." The cities first went to the states for money to maintain
services. By the late 1960's the northern states became saturated. They couldn't support
the demand.

The cities has survived the crises of the '60's through responsive taxes such as corporate,
sales and income. There had been a move toward state aid and a move toward federal revenue
sharing. But during the recession of '70-'71 all three sources died. The state tax base was
exhausted. People and services were cut. It was at this point that revenue sharing became
politically popular. In 1970 Wilbur Mills had opposed the policy, but by 1971 he favored it.
Revenue sharing was accepted because it leaned on a federal tax base. The only serious
problem revenue sharing policy had was that it confronted the old political reality of "he
who raises the money spends it."

Cities such as New York, that have a consolidated budget, put their revenue sharing money
into that budget and use it where it is needed. It is impossible to identify the exact use
of the money. One must examine the total city budget to see where general revenue sharing
money has been spent. Revenue sharing will favor those communities that have a consolidated
budget.

The cause of the present fiscal bind, according to Mr. Hamilton, is that the federal tax
.se has eroded seriously since 1965. The President pledged not to raise taxes. But he did
raise the defense budget. And he cut social services. It is not necessary to favor revenue
sharing and oppose categorical grants, but some fundamental allocation choices have to be
made in the federal budget. Mr. Hamilton believes that revenue sharing will be used as re-
placement money for several years.

Mr. Hamilton sees problems with the present revenue sharing policy. Though it is liked
by all, it has no organized lobby. Some areas are receiving it that don't want it or need
it (some even send it back). It is being misallocated in some places. It is being used to
discriminate in others. Special Revenue Sharing (regrouping of federal grants) confused the
issue of General Revenue Sharing. There is no assurance that the policy will continue
after five years.

On the positive side, local governments can use revenue sharing to fund traditional
services such as fire, police, street maintenance, etc. Nonearmarked funds are worth their
weight in diamonds.

Mr. Hamilton believes that the fiscal future demands that there be growth in federal and
state revenue sharing. The federal government will have to adopt such programs as welfare
and health insurance.

Revenue sharing is a bet on the qualities of state and local govermments. State and
local governments can become high quality units of government. If they are given the
wherewithall, they will meet the needs of the people.

Session VI - November 14, 1973
Speaker: Graham Watt, Director, Office of Revenue Sharing, Department of the

. Treasury
Topic: Managing the National Program

Théfpgrposg of!'general revenue sharing is to strengthen state and local governments. The
federal government can't manage all state and local programs or solve all urban problems.
Revenue sharing can decentralize government by giving money and power back to the smaller
units.




Thirty-eight thousand units of state and local governments have received General B

Revenue Sharing funds. They are being used in the following ways:
1) % of these units have used money to reduce taxes or to reduce or eliminate planned tax

increases. .
2) Capital improvements such as building facilities.

3) Public services.

Fiscal stability at the state and local level is a product of general revenue sharing.

The Revenue Sharing Act was passed and signed in October 1972. The first checks were
mailed on December 11, 1972, and the second in January 1973. Computers were used to figure
and adjust allocations. The prime objective of Mr. Watt's department was to get the checks
out on time., Additional administrative efforts are being made to help communities to comply
with the law and to improve data administration assistance in an effort to avoid getting a
bureaucratic image.

The basic characteristics of the law are:

1) Simplicity. It has minimal federal and administrative regulation.

2) Free of strings.

3) Reliability. It is automatically available.

4) Fairness. Distributed to all areas.

5) Equitable. Size, need and relative affluence are considered in allocation.

6) New Federalism. Strengthen state and local government. The prime goal is decentral-
ization.

Mr. Watts said that General Revenue Sharing offers the best of both worlds. It combines
the efficiency of a good tax collecting system with nieeting diverse local needs. State and
local governments can choose the programs that they want. They can set their own priorities.
They can be creative and innovative, and they will be locally accountable. Citizen partici-
pation is strengthened with general revenue sharing. Mr. Watts pointed out that where the
public is involved in decision-making, decisions have been enthusiastically accepted. .

B

Mr. Watts assured the audience that the Office of Revenue Sharing will ensure complianc
in nondiscrimination implementation of the law. He expects that Congress will continue the
law beyond the first five years. He concluded his comments with a quote of columnist Wm.
Saffire, "Let the power be permitted to achieve its own level of efficient response."”

Session VII - November 22, 1973
Speaker: Senator Walter Mondale )
Representative Albert Quie)
Topic: Congress Looks Ahead

taped from Washington

Senator Mondale said that he introduced the original general revenue sharing proposal but
that what has come out of the administration is not even a distant cousin of his concern in
the area of human needs. He added that the proposed special revenue sharing legislation is
very poor.

According to Mr. Mondale, state and local govermments are spending their General Revenue
Sharing money in a manncr that is consistent with their normal spending patterns. That is
1) less than 4% to the poor and aged, 2) 6% for health, 3) 1% for libraries and 4) 1% for
housing.

Last fall Congress was not told about the administration plans to cut domestic spending.
In fact, the administration promised there would be no cuts.

Seventy-five percent of the 1974 budget is uncontrollable because of fixed costs. ~'Of the
remaining 25%, 75% is going to defense. The budget shows a $5 billion increase in Pentagon
spending and $10 billion cut in 100 key domestic programs. $5 billion of the reduction has
gone into general revenue sharing.

The budget provides for no libraries, no housing, no mental health, no community develop.
ment and cuts in federal aid to education. The explanation given for the cuts were viewed by
the Joint Economic Committee as poorly reasoned. The use of impoundment to implement the
budget is illegal, according to 20 court decisions. However, the administration continues
to impound.




The Special'Revente Sharing legislation that has been presented to Congress is not
a thoughtful effort. Although consolidation is needed these are efforts to cut as much as
‘1ey are to consolidate. : ,
Education - $300 million cut in addition to a $300 million cut in the past four years
Manpower - 30% cut in funding over two years
Community Development Act - Senate has a bill that does some consolidating
Legal Education Assistance Act (LEAA) - the 1967 bill was poorly used.

Representative Quie:

Revenue sharing has come about primarily because of the proliferationand inefficiency of
federal agencies and the resulting frustration on the part of the people and Congress. There
are two ways to resolve the problem: 1) Expand the regional offices of the federal govern-
ment; 2) Let the state and local governments take over these responsibilities. Mr. Quie
believes that there has been an increase in the quality and capability of state and local
officials. General revenue sharing will continue. Local officials won't allow this source
of revenue to be lost.

There has been a push to increase the spending in categorical aids. Mr. Quie does not
like the term "special revenue sharing." He doesn't like the term "block grants" either but
prefers consolidation of existing programs. It takes efforts on the part of both the
administration and the Congress to understand and meet the needs of the people. Many of the
programs we now have are inefficient and inequitable. In many cases these inequities are
not realized by Congress.

There are several things that hinder the consolidation of programs. Pride of authorship
on the part of the original authors can be a hindrance. Political considerations also can
delay consolidation. Congressmen of one party are hesitant to give control to governors
of another party.

Consolidation really began in the Kennedy administration. We need to continue this and

need to offer some options in the use of programs at the local level.

In the future we need to rearrange the jurisdictions of committees so that they concentrate
on efforts to solve problems. We must also have a means for the Congress to be more re-
sponsive through the budget and use this device to set priorities. Right now we have one
government with 13 different checkbooks running around.

The states can assume more responsibility in the area of human resources as they have
with civil rights. But, everything can't be handled through the states. Worldwide cultural
understanding, agricultural research and education programs should remain at the national
level.

General Revenue Sharing and Special Revenue Sharing will continue. Other programs will
have to be funded in other ways, such as through tax credits, if they are needed.




GENERAL REVENUE SHARING CHECKLIST®
(For use in exploring facts on Revenue Sharing in your community)

General Revenue Sharing (GRS) Allocations

1. How much money was directly allocated to your city or town?

2. How much additional money does your city or town get from your state's share of
GRS funds? ‘

Other Allocations related to the use and impact of GRS funds
1. How much money did your city or town receive for social services (under amendment
of Title XI of the Social Security Act)?
Was this amount more or less than last year's funds for social services?
Did this amount meet the minimum need for social services in your city/town?
Were any federal categorical program grants to your city or town cut or eliminated
this year?
If there were cuts, how much was the reduction and in what areas?
Are any federal categorical program grants scheduled for cuts or elimination?
If so, how much will be cut and in what general areas?

Local Expenditures
A. Use of Funds: _

1. What plans were announced for the use of GRS funds?

2. How have GRS funds actually been spent?

3. To what extent did the actual use of funds match the announced plans?

Types of Expenditures

1. How much GRS money was spent on capital expenditures? -- Where was construction
located? -- Are locations accessible to various constituencies?

2. How much GRS money was spent on recurring operational expenses?

3. How much GRS money was spent on programs and projects -- such as public safety,
environmental protection, recreation, or social services? -- How much was spent
on social services in particular? How much was spent on each program or project

Non-GRS expenditures potentially related to GRS expenditures:

1. Were there or will there be any sizable increases in your city or town's expendi-
tures in areas not considered priority for the allocation of GRS funds (such as
education)?

2. What areas or projects were or will be increased? By how much?

3. How were or will these increases be financed?

Priority-Setting Process for the Use of GRS Funds
A. The Present Situation:
1. Have GRS funds already been budgeted and spent? How were priorities, if any,
established?
If GRS funds have not yet been budgeted or spent, at what stage is the priority-
setting process for the use of these funds?
3. Is the priority-setting process being publicized?
B. Community Involvement:
1. What is the extent of community involvement in the priority-setting process?
2. Is this involvement at the invitation of your local government or the result of
community pressure?
3. What community groups are most interested and involved?
4. What is the process or means of community involvement -- public hearings,
testimony in City Council meetings?
C. Priority-Setting Process within your Local Government:
1. What is the extent of debate and deliberation within your local government?
2. What is the timetable for setting priorities?
3. What department or individuals are responsible for coordinating the priority-
setting process? .
D. Role of the Media:
1. How much attention is paid to local govermment reports on the planned and actual
use of GRS funds by the media?
2. To what degree does the media encourage public debate about priorities?

* Copied from "Your Fair Share of Revenue Sharing" - by Movement for Economic Justice




3. What editorial positions have the media taken?

Equal Opportunity and Civil Rights Provisions
A. Equal Employment Opportunities:
1, Have women and minorities been discriminated against in hiring for programs or
projects funded by GRS funds?
2. Have women and minorities been discriminated against in top and middle adminis-
trative positions?
B. Capital Expenditures:
Have minority contractors and workers been utilized for these projects?

Local Taxation Effort and GRS Funds

1. Has there been any reduction of local tax effort as a result of GRS? -- What specific
taxes have been reduced? by how much?

2. Have any planned increases in local taxes beéen eliminated as a result of GRS? Which
taxes were to have been increased?

3. Who benefits from the reduced local tax efforts?

4. Have any efforts been made by the state legislature to alter the tax effort factor
in the GRS formula for allocating state GRS funds to cities and towns?

Assessment of Impact and Effectiveness of GRS Funds
A. Beneficiaries:

1. What constituencies benefitted most from GRS program and capital expend1tures’

2. What constituencies benefitted least from program and capital expenditures?

3. What specific benefits were there for poor, near poor and minorities from the
major categories of expenditures?

4. Compare the benefits for poor, near poor, and minorities with the benefits for
other constituencies. (For instance, if additional policemen were hired, were
they hired for inner city or suburban fringe areas?)

Program Effectiveness:

1. What quantitative and qualitative improvements have there been in programs re-
ceiving GRS money?

2. Were there any priority areas that received GRS funds but did not reveal any real
increased level of effort, activity or performance?

3. Were funds channelled to meet the greatest needs -- bringing greatest good to the
greatest number or resources to the neediest?

4, Has there been any scandal, corruption or illegality in the use of GRS funds?

Jobs Created: ;

1. How many professional and non-professional jobs were created and at what levels?

2. What new career opportunities were created?

3. How many administrative jobs (typists, clerks, accountants, etc.) were created
versus direct social services jobs (bus drivers, garbage collectors, social aids,
policemen, etc.)?

Evaluation of GRS Expenditures:

1. Has your local government evaluated its GRS expenditures? -- What mechanisms and
personnel were involved in the evaluation?

2. What private community groups have evaluated the GRS expenditures?

3. What public process has been used in evaluating GRS expenditures ' -- public
hearings, media publicity, none?

Your City or Town's Needs and Priorities
A. Community Assessment of City Needs and Priorities:
1. What analyses' of your city or town's needs or Counterbudgets are planned or
underway? Who is doing it?
2. What analyses of the city or town's budget processes in relation to setting
priorities for the use of GRS funds are planned or underway. Who is doing it?
. Comparison of Existing Budget Priorities with Priorities determined by Community
Groups:
1. Do GRS Funds reinforce existing priorities?
2. Are GRS funds enabling your local government to begin to move into new prlorlty
areas?




3. Can GRS funds be better used to meet community-determined priorities and
needs?
C. Local Budget-Setting Processes:
1. What is the process by which the budget is set in your city or town?
2. What is the extent of community participation in the process?
3. Is the process publicized?

NOTE: This CHECKLIST is an adaptation of one prepared by Pablo Eisenberg, National Urban
Coalition.

Revenue Sharing Bibliography - Annotated

revenue sharing not a familiar concept? Begin with our own national LWV publications:

---REVENUE SHARING: THE THREE WAY STRETCH, May 1970 -written before the present legis-
lation was passed, this Facts and Issues gives a brief overview of the problems of
state and local government in financing programs and alternative ways in which federal
tax dollars might be used to alleviate these problems.

---REVENUE SHARING - STRETCH OR SHRINK, March 1971 -a bit longer and more specific about
Nixon's proposals for revenue sharing, including both "general' and "special" revenue
sharing, and some possible alternatives to revenue sharing.

---Feb. 23, 1973 ACTION (to state and local League presidents) - presents the problems
of funding for priority League programs in light of revenue sharing and the subsequent
impoundment and budget cuts in federal social programs. It also makes concrete
suggestions for action in these areas.

The following publications will give you more specifics about the "general revenue sharing"
law (officially the State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972, public law 92-512) now
in existence.

---Facts about General Revenue Sharing, special report #46, 1973 Agricultural Extension
Service, University of Minnesota -presents a clear and simple description of the
current law.

---Capitol Letter, April 17, 1973, LWVMN -front page article on Revenue Sharing is excel-
lent description of rationale for revenue sharing, how the present law affects
Minnesota and preliminary report on how the first monies have been spent.

---What is General Revenue Sharing? from the Office of Revenue Sharing in the Department
of the Treasury, U.S. -presents common questions asked and answers to them.

The following are some of the better and readily available articles about revenue sharing.
It is purposefully small. The first two articles present an essentially positive picture
of revenue sharing and the last two present some criticisms of or opposition to revenue
sharing.

Mayer, Lawrence, "The Enticing Logic of Revenue Sharing", Fortune, March 1969, pp. 92-93.
This very concise article outlines the problems of state and local financing, the
essentials of the Heller-Pechman plan, a word about decentralizing decision-making,
and the problems in alternative ways of aiding state and local financing.

Heller, Walter, '"Should the Government Share Its Tax Take?'", Saturday Review, March 27,
1969, pp. 26-29. Looks at the problems and sources of state and local -taxes as com-
pared with the federal government and explains why the federal government should
return part of the federally collected taxes to state and local government. While you
have this magazine, read some of the other excellent articles on taxes and financing
government services!

Cantor, Arnold, "Revenue Sharing: Passing the Buck",.ﬂmerican Federationist, November
1970, pp. 1-8 - (publication of the National AFL-CIO). Presents a good description of
federal aid to state and local governments by function. Basic argument against




revenue sharing is that the amount of money is too small to accomplish the 2
tasks required, turning political pressure away from Washington and back to states

and localities where minorities may have less power.

Frankel, Max, "Revenue Sharing is Counterrevolution", New York Times Magazine, April 25,
1971, p. 28ff. A concise well-written ckiticism of general revenue sharing, presenting
some of the most convincing arguments against this form of federal aid to states and
localities.

Books of interest include:

Reuss, Congressman Henry S., Revenue Sharing: Crutch or Catalyst for State and Local
Governments? Praeger, 1970 (now in paperback). A bit out of date on some aspects
of revenue sharing, but Chapters I-III are still relevant and important for an under-
standing of the problems of state and local government. Chapter I deals with fi-
nancial crisis, Chapter II with the organizational crisis and Chapter III with the
reasons why structural reform at the local level is so ineffective.

Regan, Michael, The New Federalism. Oxford University Press, 1972. Chapters 2-4 are
particularly relevant dealing with "The Crisis of Fiscal Federalism", Grants-in-Aid,
and revenue sharing '"panacea or cop-out?” In addition, the first chapter, "Is
Federalism Dead?", is highly recommended to those who feel the need for a better
understanding of what a federal system of government means and how it works in the

U.Ss.

Edward Fied, et. al. Setting National Priorities: The 1974 Budget - a Brookings Insti-
tute, Washington, D.C. publication in paperback now. Chapters 5, "Grants for Social
Programs" and 7, "General Revenue Sharing'" are especially recommended.

With the same title and authors, the 1973 Budget also has an excellent chapter on
revenue sharing. Many libraries do not yet have the 1974 book but do have the 1973
. one. The University of Minnesota has 1974 available now.

Any study of revenue sharing requires at least a minimal understanding of the problems of
financing state and local govermnment. The single best source, short and in nontechnical
language, readily available, is "Financing State and Local Government: What are the Choices?",
Agricultural Extension Service, National Public Education Publication #4, University of

Minnesota.
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REVENUE SHARING

The concept of revenue sharing
(the sharing of Federal monies
with state and local governments)
has been around for some time
though mostly as a subject for de-
bate, not as active government
policy. In 1887, during the Jack-
son administration, a large Fed-
eral surplus prompted Congress to
declare unrestricted dividends to
the states,to be allocated in pro-
portion to the numbers of senators
and congressmen within each state.
The bonanza was short-lived, how-
ever, as the dividends wvanished
with the surplus the following
year. It was not until October of
1972, when the Congress passed the
State and Local Fiscal Assistance
Act that Federal money was once
again being returned to states and
local governments unencumbered
with rigid regulations.

Supporters of revenue sharing
argue that it will increase the
development of initiative and in-
novation at the state and local
levels, that it will relieve of-
ficials at these levels of some
fiscal pressures and allow them to
concentrate on solving the social
problems within their jurisdic-
tions and that it will achieve the
ultimate goal of the good life for
all more readily and equitably.
One of the most articulate champi-
ons of revenue sharing is Dr.
Walter Heller. In his book, New
Dimensions of Political Economy

(Harvard Press, 1966) he specifi-
cally 1laid out his plan for the
implementation of revenue sharing.
(Much of Dr. Heller's plan has
been used in the design of the
current act.) In an eloquent de-
fense of the concept of revenue
sharing, Dr. Heller wrote, "The
good life will not come ready-made
from some Federal assembly line.
It has to be custom built, engag-
ing the effort and imagination and
resourcefulness of the community."

The State and Local Fiscal Assis-
tance Act of 1972 allocates $ 5.8
billion to state and local govern-
ments for 1972, and $ 150 million
more in each subsequent year for
the 5 year duration of the legis-
lation. Two formulae are used to
determine each state's allotment.
One 1is a 3 factor formula that
uses population, general tax ef-
fort and relative per capita in-
come in 1its computations. The
other 1s a 5 factor formula that
figures population, urbanized pop-
ulation, relative per capita in-
come, state income tax collections
and state and 1local tax effort.
Each state's share is figured by
the formula that produces the
highest figure.

Minnesota (5 factor formula) re-
ceived $ 103 million in 1972 and
$113 million in 1973. By statute,
the state's total share is divided
again giving 1/3 to the state and




2/3 to the counties, cities and
townships within the state.

The 3 factor formula of population
general tax effort and relative
income is used to determine the
share of each county, city and
township within the state.

The general tax effort factor in
the local formula has caused some
confusion and controversy among
officials at both the state and
local levels. It is true that re-
venue sharing wused to lower pro-
perty taxes has the ultimate effect
of 1lowering that unit of govern-
ment's share of Federal money in
the next year. However, the law
does allow the state to change the
allocation formula, shifting the
weight of general tax effort fac-
tors and relative income factors
once during the 5 year duration of
the legislation. (In his budget
message, Governor Anderson said
he would do this "to protect local
governments" if necessary.) The
1972 general ©revenue sharing
checks have been received and the
first quarter payments for 1973
should be in the mail.

The next question is -- how 1is the
money used? The law says that the
state can use its share "for any
legal expenditure except to match
Federal grants." Local uanits of
government are asked to conform to
the following "high priority ex-
penditures":

I. Maintenance and operating ex-
penses for: 1) Public Safety, 2)

Environmental Protection, 3) Pub-
lic Transportation, 4) Health, 5)
Recreation, 6) Libraries, 7) So-

cial Services for the poor and
aged, 8) Financial Administration
IT. "Ordinary and necessary capi-
tal expenditures authorized by
law."

Local governments are specifically
excluded from spending revenue
sharing money for education, gen-

eral administration or for match-
ing Federal funds. (There are

penalty provisions in the act for.

such expenditures.)

The law is indeed 1loose and all
indications have pointed toward a
virtually unregulated flow of
money to the states and local gov-
ernments. Doubters could find

solace in a Treasury Department
Report issued in 1late 1972 that
included the following: "Question:
Will any programs be terminated
because general revenue sharing
has begun? Answer: No. Revenue
sharing does not mandate any cuts
in existing programs. The purpose
of the revenue sharing 1law is to
allocate additional funds to state
and local governments, to augment
existing programs and certain
capital expenditures.”

A Federal budget ceiling and pro-
gram cuts were only hinted at when
state and local officials decided
how to spend their revenue sharing
allotments. A survey of revenu

sharing spending by local govern-
ments done by the Minnesota State
Planning Agency shows that 35 of
the 43 municipalities surveyed put
part of their money in capital
outlays, 18 put a portion into op-
erating expenses and 7 gave some
to tax relief. ALY 53 ‘of the
counties surveyed put money into
capital outlay, 15 used some for
operating expenses and 5 allocated
some to tax relief. The most pop-
ular expenditure for municipal
capital outlay was public safety
and the favorite <capital outlay
in the counties was highways.

The problem with general revenue
sharing arises with the realiza-
tion that, despite the Treasury
Department's claim that the funds
are additional and that no program
cuts are anticipated, this in fact
is not the case. In his January
budget message, the President an-
nounced his intention to maintai

a $ 268.7 billion budget <ceiling

and that to support this ceiling

many programs would be cut, others

suspended and still others consoli-
dated. The President's recom-

mended cuts would reduce Minne-

sota's social service allocation

from $ 34 million in 1973 to $ 12

million in 1974. Cuts in the Land

and Water Conservation Fund will

bring Minnesota's share down from

$4.38 million in 1973 to $800,000

in 1974. Community Mental Health

Centers will not be funded. The

Northland Regional Medical Program

will be discontinued. The carrot

that is offered with this stick is

"Special Revenue Sharing." Legis-

lation wunder this title is being

developed by the Administration

for law enforcement, education,

community development and manpower.
There are many unknowns with speci-
al revenue sharing. Those that

come immediately to mind are:

Will Congress approve 1it? How

much money will be allocated?

What specific programs will it re-

place? When will it become ef-

fective?

The biggest problem with the Ad-
ministration's effort to switch
the method of Federal funding of
state and local government pro-
grams from categorical to block
grant comes in the transition.
Federal Revenue Sharing is not
sufficient to fund existing cate-
gorically aided programs even if
the officials chose to spend them
that way. The states and local
communities do not have the re-
sources to fund them nor have they
had time to establish the priori-
ties necessary to determine what
programs can be reduced or legi-
timately cut. With so many un-
certainties <clouding the issue of
revenue sharing, it is no wonder
that the funds allocated thus far
by Minnesota's local governments
have gone primarily for non-recur-
ring capital outlays. Though this
reasoning is understandable, one
can only hope that the Federal cut
won't be so severe and sudden that

local communities never get a
chance to put into effect the ori-
ginal concept of revenue sharing,
that is -- to create the good life
through their effort, imagination,
and resourcefulness.

Virginia Greenman
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Senator Mel Hansen's Vehicle Emis-
sion's Inspection bill is dead,
but new legislation will be intro-
duced in the House by Thomas Berg.
The outlook is rather dim, but it
is the hope of the backers that it
will have an interim study.

The proposal to place the MPCA
under the Department of Natural
Resources will have a hearing in
the Governmental Operations sub-
committee. LWV's position is
based on the openness and visibil-
ity of the MPCA with its great op-
portunity for citizen access which
might be lost if it were placed
under another agency.

Mary Watson
e % % % B % k F % k% % F % % %

CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS

Three amendments considered to be
favored for places on the ballot
are: 1) "Shall the Minnesota Con-
stitution be amended in all its
articles to improve its clarity
by removing obsolete and inconse-
quential provisions, by improving
its organization and by correcting
grammar and style of language, but
without making any consequential
changes in its 1legal effects?"
Little opposition 1is expected.
2) Easing the amending process --
approval of amendments by a simple
majority of those voting. This is
a long-held LWV position. 3) Pro-
viding that railroads may be taxed
in the same manner as other enter-
prises. '

Another proposal rating attention
but not given as high a prior-




ity provides
congressional
a commission
legislature.

for legislative and
reapportionment by
rather than by the
LWV said, "Present
methods of achieving reapportion-
ment following and reflecting
census data seem to result in con-
fusion to voters, partisan maneu-
verings among political and geo-
graphic factions, and delay in
utilization of data reflecting
divergence from previous census
information."
Another LWV concern receiving
some attention 1is the appointment
rather than the election of Con-
stitutional officers.
S. Wright and B. Steinkamp
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EXECUTIVE ORGANIZATION

Legislation to create a Department
of Finance and a Legislative Post
Audit Commission ( See
Letter March 6 ) is moving after
much serious deliberation in at-
tempts to iron out all the pro-
blems in committee. The House
gave final approval to the measure
two weeks ago and the bill is on
General Orders in the Senate. The
proposal will probably move to
Conference Committee after the
Senate floor vote.

The second major LEAP recommenda-
tion which advocates the creation
of a Department of Personnel and
Pensions has had its first hearing
in Senate and House committees.
Douglas Dayton, LEAP Executive Di-
rector, states, "There are 30,000
employees in state service who are
not well managed." The underlying
note throughout the first round
of testimony pointed to the frag-
mentation in the personnel area.
No one individual 1is accountable
for the system.

A bill to create a Department of
Transportation has also been in-
troduced.

Shelley Wright

Capitol

JUDICIARY

Several bills have been introduced.

in both the Senate and House which
relate to our judiciary position.
The LWV State Judiciary Committee
is consulting with the LWV State
Action Committee to determine
action priorities.

Rita Kaplan
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DAY CARE

LWV is supporting and following
two child care bills at this time.
H.F. 1413 (Berglin, Forsythe, Eck-
stein, Rice) is a bill similar to
the 1971-72 Child Care Facilities
Act. That bill allocated state
money for the planning, establish-
ing, maintaining or operating of a
child care service. $ 250,000 was
distributed among 32 different
localities; the money was especi-
ally important for the 14 distres-
sed counties which have had little
means for providing quality child
care centers from their own re-
sources. The three major changes
this bill seeks to make from the
previous bill are: 1) At least
10 % of any state money allocated
for day care shall be spent on
"interim financing" for start-up
costs for smaller child care fac-
ilities (family day care homes,
group day care homes, and coopera-
tive child care centers). 2) The
Commissioner of Public Welfare
must appoint an Advisory Committee
on Child Care to advise the Com-
missioner on distribution of and
priorities for child care funds.
One - third of the representatives
on this committee must be parents
of <children in day care. 3) In
the 1971 - 72 bill, the money was
divided -- 70 % to rural areas and
830 % to wurban areas containing
cities of the first class. H. F.
1413 would change that split to
50 % for the seven county metro
area and 50% for the outstate area.
This formula divides the funds on
a population percentage basis.
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memorandum

League of Women Voters Education Fund

THIS IS GOING ON DPM

December 19, 1974

TO: Local Presidents
FROM: Virqinia Nugent, Chairperson, Human Resources

RE: "General Revenue Sharing In American Cities: First Impressions”

The debate over renewal of the State and Local Assistance Act
(General Revenue Sharing) which expires in December 1976 has already
begun. Critical to that debate will be what actually happened to the
funds given by the federal treasury to the state and local level govern-
ments. In order to be prepared to answer this question, the League of
Women Voters Education Fund Joined with the National Urban Coalition,
the Center for Community Change and the Center for National Policy Review

in an extensive monitoring project called The National Revenue Sharing
Project.

Local affiliates of the League, the National Urban Coalition and
the Center for Cemmunity Change engaged in this intense effort in 60
local and six state jurisdictions. The monitoring involved gathering
demographic information on the Jurisdiction; an examination of the govern-
ment structure; review of newspaper articles and reports relevant to
revenue sharing; budaget analysis and conducting an average of 30 inter-
views with government officials, media people and community leaders.

The final report on the data submitted will not be available until
early spring. However, the publication "General Revenue Sharing in
American Cities: First Impressions” gives a preliminary peek at what that
massive body of data reveals in the 26 medium and large size cities in-
volved in the project. This report focuses on three major areas of concern:
citizen participation in GRS decision making, civil rights and expenditure
trends. The final report will expand on these as well as other related
issues and will include discussions of findings at the state level and in
other local jurisdictions not meniioned in this report,

"General Revenue Sharing in American Cilies: Firsd lwpressions" can
be purchased for one dollar per copy from the National Clearinghouse on
Revenue Sharing, loucaled al 1189 WMacoarluooils foriie » NMW., Washinglon, D.C.

20036.

Contributions to the Fund are deductible for income tax purposes
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INTRODUCTICN: THE STATE ROLE IN FEDERAL REVENLE SHARING
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A CAPSULE FEVIEW OF THE L&Y WD THE REGS

The federal general revenue sharing program was insti-
tuted by Title I of the State and Local Fiscal Assis-
tance Act of 1972 (Public Law 92-512).(2) Under this
program, the Office of Aevenus Sharing (0RS), U.S.
Treasury Uepartment, s suthorized to distribute
$30.2 billfon over a five-year period to nearly
39,000 state and Tocal governrments. Though the act
was not signed fnto Taw untfl Octeber 20, 1972, it
covers January 1, 1972 throogh December 31, 1976.

THE FORMULA (SECTIONS 106, 107, 108, OF LAW

-=Funds are sent directly to each unit of eligible(3)}
government according to @ fixed formula, rather than
an applfcation.

--States choose whichever of two formulas gives them
more money:

4. three-factor formula: population, general tax
effort, per capita income

b. five-factor formula: population, general tax
effart, per capita fncome, urban population, state
fncome tax.

USE OF FURDS (SECTION 103 OF LAW, 51.31 OF REGULA-
==Loca vernsents must spend funds within nine prior-
ty operating and maintenance categories and for any
ordinary and necessary capital expenditures.

--5tate governments may spend funds for any purpase in
sccordance with their own laws.
MONDISCRIMIRATION (SECTION 122 OF LAM, 51,32 OF REGU-

ernments must mot use GRS funds fn any way that
discriminates agafnst women and mincrities,

eral revenue with state and local govermment
tributfon of mo for non-specifiad
given seriol ideration again u
X H g fntroduced in. the 1
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rant sitfon, adv
Chatrman of the Council
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Even gt 960s : surplus had
been eaten away, drti rom its b
ginning,

the admin-
Juced on
of funds

o

1 Tevel.

{toring ing, suggests

that 1 ¥ have caused the mayors and other
Toca i nd full support. (10}

MO MATCHING [SECTION 104 OF LAW,51.30 OF REGULATIONS]
Bovernments may nol “uge TE% funds to obtain other Fed-

eral funds,
DAY 1S-BACON ACT (SECTION 123 OF LAW, 51.33 OF REGU-

Y or more of construction project costs are
paid from GRS funds {in projects costing over £2,000)
prevailing local wage rates must be paid to all Yabor-
ers and skilled workers.

5!TIM':' SPENDING FRAME (SECTION 123 OF AW, 51,40(b) OF
FELTATION

Tunds from each entitlement period must be spent, ob-
Tigated or appropriated within 24 months from the end
of the entitlement pericd.

TRUST FUND [SECTION 123(a) (1) OF LAW, 51.40{a) OF
P e 125(e) (1) =

RS money must be put nto 1ts own trust fund, which
can be handlad by keeping a separate set of accounts.

AUDIT THAIL (REGULATION 51.40{a

Bovernments must maintain fiscal sccounts in such &
way as to pemit a tracing of the funds to assure
that they have pot been spent in & manner which vio-
lates the law or the regulations (which have the ef-
fect of law).

STATE AND LOCAL LAMS {SECTION lga{a}gq OF LAN)
Bovernments must fol1low the same rules and procedures
in spending GRS funds that govern the sxpenditure of
thelr own money.

STATE MAINTEMANCE OF EFFORT a%"JJLﬂIM 51.26(a){c
Thate qovernments may not € the Tevel of aid to
1ocal jurisdictions without being penalized by a re-
ductfon tn their GRS payments.
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REPIRT ING RE@%R_}.'HENTS SECTION 121 OF LAW
~-Flanned lise Reports (iUR]: nning with the third
enEit]ement pﬁrhmnry 1, 1973 - June 30, 1973},
each recipient governmeént receives & report form from
0ORS, This report shows the amounts and purposes. for
which the govermment plams to spend the expected en-
titlement funds. Governments are not lagally abli-
gated to spend the fv?gaﬂ-;u ﬂl;;ﬂ:d. e
--Actual Use Reports (AUR): arms &TE supp

by ORS and are filled out and retarned after the

of sach entitiement perfod. This report shows the
amount. and purposes for which GRS funds were actually
spont or obligated. It also shows jnterest earned

and the unexpended balance.

--Publication: An exact copy of edch PUR and AUR.
must be published fn 3 Tocal newspaper of general cir-
culation within the geographic area of the recipient
government. PUR's are publ ished prior to the en-
titlament pericd and, consequently, prior to the
spending of any funds; AUR's are published after the
respective entitiomant period. Both the PUR's and
MUR's state where and when this provision was met.
—-Hptification: Other local medfa, Including minor-
1ty and B41ingual news modia, must be advised about
the publication of the regort.

—Infarmation availability: The PUR's, MR's and

any ts explaining and supparting the jnfor-
mation in the raports mist be available for public
fnspaction during nommal working hours,

ASSURANCE OF IANCE [REGULATION

The gavernar or ch‘ef sxecutive off1c n; 2 local
govermment nust sign each PUR and AR to certify that
the publication and notification requirements have
boen complied with, The AUR certification also pro-
vides the furthar assurance that the matching funds
prohibition has not been viglated.




overmments. The Mationa)l Governors® Confersnce
reluctantly supported this compromise. The administra-
tion, eager for passage, also agreed.

In its final version the State and Local Fiscal A
tance Act, referred to as the gemeral revenue sharing
program, provided for dispersion of $30.2 billdon in 1372
L es, counties, townships, an tribes and
1ages. Tl ct lets state govermments

of two formulas yields the most funds.(17) governaent from the state's

e-third of the funds, with the remafn-
3 count e .-:.cprdlnr; to po,
effort and per capita incoma.
snts apportion the county 2
percentage of total adjusted t.\xev. {excludes Laxnr. raised
fl‘r support of education) raised by sach level of govern-
The share gofng to each —Ity and town is then de-
termined by an »njact ve three-factor formula of popula-
usted {again, minus taxes raised for
JclrL] and per capita income,

Each government gets 1ts check directly from the U.5.
Treasury. Funds are mot fi Itl'I'Ll" through state govern-
Cantrary lu the N nal "nvcr-mrs .uu'Mcncu-

but instead remr' éirn—
his by-passin

governsent inclusion in the
1 fall under three main

g that revenue sharing was designed to
hen the federal structure and to place re-
the loevel of govermment ponsible for

|n-s specific unmet needs, Congress would have been
absurd to lesve state govermments out of the picture.
Further, of the revenue sharing concept
saw the i state and
local govermn These *interventionists” had hoped
that by attaching certain conditions to general rove-
sharing they woilld speed up the process of reform.
felt that only by acquiring greater governing capa-
would state and Tocal governments assume their
ftimate political roles.(1) Under the Constitution,
¢ rdfnate units of the state
are consequently responsible for what Tocal
qovernments do, and 1t can be argued that a federal fi
cal pro therefore should mot undermine the stat
contr  overlooking thes in any revenue distribution
Further, many of the potential incentives for
form would be dependent on state inclusion
ue sharing. (2) Even though the ®fn=-
st" approach was not adopted by Congress, its
might have voted against general revenue
qather 1f the state governments had not been
cluded. State fnclusion would at Tesst retain the pro-
spact that with additional financial resources states
uld better address their responsibilities and reorder
ir priorities.

egory of arguments for inclusion of the
s fizcal neads of state and
acates of general revenue
the needs of sta
preménts, despite the fac
state fiscal picture was far from
ny of the st atn legislators interviewed in the study,

particularly in California, indicted genaral revenue
sharing &5 "debt sharing® since a federal govermment with
a fiscal deficit really has no money to share. One leg-
islator went so far as to say that since state govern-
ment was in much better fiscal shape than the federal
governmont, perhaps the states ought to be doing the
sharing with the federal govermment rather than the other
way around. In reality, local and state fiscal health
are so interdependent that to separats the needs of local
overall resources, t
of state-local revenue sharing, the 113t of serv
state provides, and the restrictions it places on. Tocal
spending would be to distort the causes and eff
particular Tocal fiscal situation.

nt Nixon's Janusry 29, 1971 budget message stressed
that federal revenue sharing was necded to "alleviate
the paralyzing fiscal crisis of state and local govern=
ments,” presumably the worde were not intended to
that state governments were in and of themselves par.
lyzed. [However, data in Table 1 show 1971 to be a
Teaner year than the two previous years for sach of the
project sta except Texas.)

Srate Bupcer Suretuses awp DeFIciTS
Most state governments have constitutional mandates to
pass balanced budgets. Therefore a minimal budget sur-
ally ::hmm‘d for. It is then carried over to
scal year 5 budgat. “Ouﬂutr. when 1t appears

ems .lmf reduce the year-
rssee legislature votes such "ex-

fzed the distribution of scarce

{0 tate governments which, compared to
the debt-laden federal government, seem to have a comfort-
able cushion of budget surplus. State constitutions man-
date balanced budgets and states do not have the leeway
which s present at the federal level for deficit spending.
In some cases, large surpluses have allowsl state gov-
ernments that are so inclined to reform their school
financing structure and to institute tax reforms.

TABLE 1 - END STATE SURPLUSES AND
(TN MILLTO |s OF DOLLARS)

STATE 1970 1871 1972 1973 1974

California
T44.8M -170.4M 256,38 619M Z7.6M

2.4 2.7% 4.01  B.6X

3B 119 193

61 188 2%

53.44 i 39,24 -223.74

2.5%

148, TH
2.86%
2364
3.16%

1529

Tatal
Budget 8% 24.4%  18.6%

How Sates Usen GRS Fuses

GRS funds began to appear in state budgets fn fiscal year
1973, The GRS law allows twenty-four months from the end
of the entitlement period [December 31, 1972 in the first
year) within which sach recipient govermment must use,
obligate or appropriate the funds. In some instances.
the funds simply increased an existing budget surplus and
were therefors not spent until the next budget cycle.

By March 31, 1973 only fourteen states had authorized the
spending of any entitlement funds. These fupds amounted
to $39 milTion of the $1.7 Bi111on sent to state gov-
ernments, OF the amount authorized, the category re-
cefving the most funds wes education ($68.8 =1111on)
Local school districts received $57.1 million of the

tal spent on education, all of it spent for operations
and maintenance. (3)

Of the six project states, lowa, Tennessee and Texas, did
not report expenditures or authorization of expenditures
of any entitiement funds on the first actual use repart.
California and Michigan reported using a1l of their funds
received through June 30, to other gov-
ermments for operations and maintenance of education.
Massachusetts spent %1% of {ts funds for this time period
¢ way, the remainder ing to other govern-
ments for the operation and maintenance of genaral gov-
ermment and social services. e trond of education ex-
wlitures continues in the second actual use report,
hich covers money spent, authorized or otherwise obli-
ated between July 1, 1973 and June 30, 1974. A1l lowa
and Michigan expenditures for this perfod were for pay-
ments to other governments for operations and mainte-
f educatfon. Ninety-eight percent of California's,
Massachusetts', 208 of Tennessee's and 73% of
Texas® expenditures wore also in this category, Temnes-
see spent an additional 17% directly on education opera-
tions and maintenance, (4)

By now numerous studies and reports have explafned why an
examination of actual s does not tell very much
about the what progra
argas benefited dus to the govermment's receipt of a
tional funding. s situation exists because there is
nathing fn the GRS Taw or regulations preventing govern-
ments from u‘,:n] GRS manay in |\|.>u- n' other govermant
The result is
GRS dollars for other dollars, or
i . Most state c.ff\—lnc saw GRS dollars as
merely another source of revenue add to the general
budget, Legislators in particular ted that educa-
tion was arbitrarily designated as the category on planned
and asctual use reports because it simplified bookkeeping
procedures, because it is a popular item with
st states already spend 2 larger
share of the budget dollar on education than any other
one {tem. The ratfonale behind this last "because” eludes
analysis, despite frequent mention by public officials
Perhaps because education is the First category 1isted
on the planned and actual use reports (1isted second.
after general government, on the first planned and actual
use report), it was perceived by state officials as the
most important category in the eyes of the federal gov-
ermment.

It fs clear that one cannot make a simple conmection be-
een state priorities and needs by looking at reports
out where general revenue sharing dollars have been

spent.

Even without the substit ullcn or fungibility effect, the
categories on the PUR and forms: don't offer much en-
Tightenment about which programs and activities sctually
got GRS funds. For example, even though the two Actual
Use Reports for January 1, 1972 and July 30, 1374 show

that Californfa, Michigan and Texas all spent most of
their GRS funds on education (98%, 100% and 73% respec-
tively) each made very different types of expenditures.
California’s money was worked § & combipation state
school afd formula and property tax relief that re-
sulted fn an fncrease in the state share of e]urnﬂlar.‘f
and secondary school afd from 315 in 1972-73 to 42
1573-74. 1y 25% of the revenue {ncorporated fnto this
new Taw for 1173&‘4 went for new programs; the rest made
ossible local property tax relief and rent credits.

Michigan's GRS money went into the school atd fund and
from there to the state teacher's pension fund; it di
nothing for ongoing educational programs. In Texas
§77.7 million spent on education went to colleges, uni-
versities and schools for the deaf and blind to use at
their own discretion,

Each of these educational expenditures berefits a dif-
ferent group of people: property ownel renters, busi-
nesses and school children in Californfa; retired
teachers in Michigan; college and university students and
deaf and blind child in Texas. Once aqu the real
beneficiaries of these expendlure' are hidden. To find
them it is necessary to Took at the entire state b
and consider what the {nfusion of funds allowed t
states to do that they would not have dome anyway.
sults of the search for the hidden or real beneficiaries
of general revenue sharing will be discussed further in
the six fndividual state case studies.
Given the fungfbility and “hidden beneficiaries of GRS,®
it 15 surprising that a lot of pecple, including many
bublic officials, simply do not know how thefr state 5'|v'r|L
its GRS funds. Of those intery 1 who responded to
questions regarding the states' use of their funds, 481
could jdentify some major project or program expendi
Thirty-eight percent said they “did not knos The
s g 125 responded with rract information. The
chief fiscal offfcers were the most informed fndividuals
interyiewed inety-two percent of them
ons department or agency heads

least informed.

know how the money had been spant, Sixty-Tive
percent of the legislators gave correct responses. (5)

What did project itors learn when they pressed beyo
the Timited and perhaps distorted informatfon in the A

FiscaL ErrecTs of GRS 1w Six STates
ORMIA

In California 1t was 4 no-contest decision to put GRS
funds into Senate B111 90 (new school aid-property tax
relief measures). Two simultanecus reform movements,
one in the area of public school finance and the other
in property tax, made state priorities obvious. The
two-yoar umulation of an enormous state budget sur-
plus and federal revenue sharing funds made TegisTated
reforms possible. First, some history,

In August of 1971, the California reme Court ruled in
Serrano v. Priest that education is a “fundamental in-
Terest” and that the quality of a child's education must
not be a function of the wealth of the district in which
the child resides. The court further concluded that the
state's school aid law was discriminatory and in viols
tion of the "equal protection” clauses of both the state
and federal constitutions in that the wide variations in
district expenditures appeared related to differences in
district wealth, The case was remapded to the Los Angeles
superior court for a factual determination of plain-
tiff's allegations. Before the case was heard, the state
legislature passed 5.B. 90, and on Decesber 18, 1972 it
was signed fnto law by the gowvernor. The intent of this
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board income tax cut, a reduction in local property tax,
and use of GRS funds and any remaining surpluses for in-
creases in school aid. He further proposed and ultimately
got & 201 increase in the already regressive state sales
tax.
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revenue yield fn the ‘r\l’{d\('ﬂ sales tax is
pected to exceed
as fncreased ex
credit.(11)
ssible that some individuals
of less in state taxes under
es tax increase, whick &
assure that this burden will b
pay. (One senator safd that
session to reduce property taxes resulted
of legislation full of errors, that while tax rates
will go down the effect 15 canceled out by increased
valuations. Another senator said 5.8. 90 was “full
of political tricks® and that local governments re-
ceive Tess now than before S.8. 90.
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erfous effects of GRS on Calffornia
state government. scc te several consultants to the
legislature, s the retardation of tax reform efforts.
*Everyone is more comfortable Tiving with the situation
ney is coming fn."(12) * ) Just re-
fiscal pressure falsely. MNo-string ttached
mongy has brought p of California's loosest programs;
you can't Tuate the effects.”(13) Friedrich Gras-
berger agreed that the lack of and uneven distribution of
financial resources can be the prime facilitator of gov-
ermental reform cluding tax reform. The infusfon of
additional money in the form “of GRS works as a deterrant
to reform. He suggested that this has happened at the
local Tevel, but the irﬁu'lﬂnt appears applica
state level as well. (14

10WA

Iowa's first AUR shows that no funds were spent as of

ne 30, 1973, but the second AUR ‘indicates that all
GRS funds spent through June 30, 1574 went into the state
school afd foundation program, The PUR for July 1, 1974
to June 30, 1975 shows plans for this same expenditure.
But fnterviews with state officials confirm that these
furds merely replaced funds that would have come from
general budget revenues and did not affect the amount of
money appropriated for education in any way.

Governor Ray had definite views about the use of GRS
funds: they "must clearly be visible, providing efther
direct or Indirect tax relief and not used simply to 1n-
erease levels of government spending.”(15]) H

Towa's mayors and councilmen to apply this same philos-
ophy and stated that using these funds to pick up pro-
grams formerly funded from federal sources was inappro-
priate. “He have always understood it was not for that
purpese. “{16)  However, officials in the comptroller's
office said the state would have given 5$500,0

care had threatened federal cuts materialized.

this aid probably would not have come directly from GRS
funds, they helped to make the contingency plan possible.

The budget gains of approximately $30 miilfon a year in
noney freed by the availability of GRS funds for educa-
tion and extensive surpluses allowed the state to con-
tinue moving ahead in the areas of tax reform and to
pick up some of the costs to local governments.(17)

tate of ficia

oth ta
reforn were qress I.a_n’or-.- the G
ever signed.,

1 4 now state afd formula raised at ol
share of per p costs from appro
The state share will continue to
a year until it reaches BOE.
matic change c from the
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property tax
stricts. It

sharing.

The new law

trict budge
both Tow cost amd high cost
to state averages. The fne
¢ increases in the persons] and corporate income
stantial changs has taken place, it is not
complete.

According to the Towa state comptroller, the real fiscal
effects of general revenus sharing were property tax re-
Tief, particularly for the elderly; state take-over of
the county share (213 of entire program costs) of
to Dependent Children with an incroase in the payments to
individuals; foster care and homemaker Services; and the
romaval of the tax cattle; Th- plckup reduced
ounty Tevel property taxes by an
ately 220,000 elderly homegwners
otally dlsnhll'l! on incomes of less than $6,000 bene-
tax reimbursements. The state will
p with GRS funds, according to the gov-
Clarke of the Comptroller's OFfice said
ing this legislation (passed on
June 28, 1973) would not have been pnssl'\le Speaker of
the House Andrew Varley agreed Revenus ring and
our booming economy have given us options we've never had
fore.”(19) Towa has a high percentage of elderly in
nulation - second only to Florida, Expansion of
ws for the elderly required 102 additional state
mp]ny"es for socfal services.(20)

In 1973 the persomal property tax {on business fnven-
torfes, farm machinery, industrial equipmes
1ivestock) was tied to a 10-year phase out program ¢
pendent on the economic growth fn the state. Food for
home use, prescription drugs, prosthetlcs and orthopedic
devices were exempted from the 3% sales tax n 1974, with
a projected Yoss in state revenue for 1975 of $29 millfon.
The exemptfon of tax on inheritances of surviving widows
wis 4150 doubled in 1974 from $40,000 to $80,000.

While it 1s fimpossible to say that these are the achieve-
ments of revenue sharing in Towa, the record shows the
benefits going to those who have the least.

MASSACHUSETTS

As John Eller from the Massachusetts Speaker's OFfice put
t. “general revenue sharing was sur;ul.us to other stat

it was essential to Ha-isaL husetts."(21) On the first
thres PUR's and two AUR's, all but the first PUR noted that
without general revenue sharing an increase in a major
state tax would have been necessary.(22) OF all GRS
money spent through June 30, 1974, 86.9% went to local
governmant for operations and maintenance. The state bud-
get for FY '73 carried an $82 million deficiency, of
which $66 mi11ion was owed to cities and towns for pre-
wiously committed reimbursements, mostly for educaticn,
These were obligations that the state would have met with
ar without general revende sharing, presumably though a
state income tax increase.(23) Consequently, some have




argued that income taxpayers are the ietaries of
Massachuset portion of revenue sharing o

also possible that income tax increases could have
been modified by state budget cuts as well. John Eller
feels that the Tevel of ald commitments made to cities
and towns for subsequent years would have been reduced
by necessity without this new revenue source.

Massachusetts fs fn the throes of fiscal crisis, a fact
well recognized by this time, Yet the fmp for
change, particularly needed tax reform, 15 generated by
the depth of the crisis and not by the inf of GRS
money. Again, it ‘i possibie that real change may even
have boen mpeded the Infusion of additional funds.

June 30, 1974
un and mainte-

and sudit
effect on the level of s s
hools. The ploy .‘r;y.\ri Vike amounts of money fn
fund for other uses. The governor's ra-
for this substitution was “since the state's
of federal revenue sh i stricted as
i eceived into the
General Purpose portion of the General Fund.™(24)

The search for rc<5'| fiscal offr..l; of funds 15 com-
plicated b f extensive budget sur-

venue sharing amounted
to ir-\ nr. of the total Michigan budget in 1973 and
only 1.B% in 1974, when combined with budget surpluses
and a booming economy it -|1‘m L’J legislature
pattern of pro-
igan.

‘ploneer of tax reform in the 5
s onsin, led the
uft- Drcoknr which

in 1973 by
ides all low

if they are nvr:—num-r-:d by property taxes.(26)
Before 1973, Michigan allowed b
crm]nh agafnst It’.

property tax
for resfdential
awners and
renters. Hom L»:«d exemptions also existed to help the
blind, val ns and their widows, and the elderly.

e nind “super circuit-breaker,” spearheaded by Governor
is the most far-reaching one in the nation,
ont's. The state provides an income
rebate on property taxes excess of 3.5% of
3 to 8 $500 maximm credit. eouners and
luded. It costs the state an average c
The elderly get 100% credit; others
are also aided by the circ break-

slation passed on May 23, 1974 ties the cir-
hrgak r farmers to the maintenance of open §
Farmers get a refundable tax credit for property
d income {income from
ces). To obtain this credit the farser must
a_;ru-u- to n-ﬂu hMs farmland az farmland for at least ten
yEars.

Nineteen seventy-three was a big year for progressive

Tegislation n Michigan. In addition to the "super cir-
cuit-brea l.a.r.' a new schoal Finance law was enacted and
put nto effect for the 1973-1974 school ye.|r Tl-n ini=
tiatfon of the GRS program seems to be more
cofncidence than & causal factor in the new t‘quﬂ y‘l!'lﬂ

school funding plan. The electorate had demanded change,
and for several years the Tegislature had been pondering
varfous alternatives. The new school finance plan pro-
vides for yearly increases fn the state guaranteed aid
Tevel and has & special transitional elemest to give
chool districts with high sunicipal overturden an ad-
ditional break.

Since GRS fu essentially added a larger chunk of money
to the general budget, the beneficiarfes of the program
cannot be {dentified. Some individuals interviewed were
willing to spaculate as to the fiscal effects of thase
addod funds, but 1t was only & guess as to what might not
e been funded without the existence of general revenus
sharing,

One Tegislator safd that state-local revenue sharing had
fncreased dus to federal revenue sharing. Another specu-
lated that without 1t the state could not have fncreased
funding for mental health, the alcohol countermeasures
program, the arts, sducation, the public defender program,
Mbraries, CAP programs and sevéral law enforcesent pro-
gra a1l of which had suffered federal cutbacks. Pay-
ments to ADC recipients increased and the schoal hot
lunch program expanded its er.qw ity while reducing its
Another legislator felt that general revenue

ng had covered the |m‘1=|:|urmry costs of all pro-
grams and made 1t possible to avoid the difficult task
of choosing program areas for reduced funding. Obvious]

o u:l'|=er'm. on who

TENNESSEE

The GRS funds that the state of Tennessee received before
Januar 7 ted untf] the spring of
13?3. noL spent until Jﬂy .:su! earned about 51
fon in inte . fi sere spent, the AU
n,r June 30, 1974 reported that f the mongy -unL
to other governments for operating and maintaining public
schools (15 million) and streets and roads ($12.7 mil-
Another 17.9% was spent on DDL‘I’ tions and mainte-
. The resainder
wWas spent on capital prajects, "uS\'! IIg’u-z_lr-.

Increased funding for education was already in the cards,
partly muuse kindergartens were added to the public
! Budget surpluses could have coversd this
Once again, using GRS money instead of state
seant that the equivale nt of the
other areas of expenditure. The
ogran had suffered federal cutbacks.
’RS funds may m.m de up the difference in that pro-
gram.

Originally the governor had hoped to spend all of the
stats's share of GRS money on new programs. However,
pressure from the Jegislature, which feared the program
was temporary, plus federal impoundments and cutbacks
forced a compromise of one-time eipenditures and state
pickup of lost federal support.

Local governms in nessee were clamoring far more
state support in lue form of a state-local revenue
sharing plan. They wanted to cover losses due to federal
cutbacks without raising property taxes. The legisia-
ture considered such a plan, since budget surpluses,
aided by GRS funds, could cover it. State Senator
Douglas Henry safd that even without gemeral revenie
sharing local officials would have successfully lobbied
for a state-local plan by basing their ratfonale on

some oth state funding source.

If GRS funds are included, receipt of federal funds by
the state of Tennessee increased tn dollar amount through

10

1973, despite some cUtbacks, though their pe
has decreased, a5 shown

- FEDERAL FUNDS
Amount
$293,241,

29.?( includes GRS)
26.69( {ncludes GRS

riments in Tennessee had not fared as well and
ng about 1t. Factoring in
Infht'm, 55 mi111on federal dollar:
twean 1972 e, a1l at the Tocal level.(28)
.u-h 10‘.‘. of federal dollars at the Jocal level,
to report on April 15, 1973 that
al tax money to spend, Tennes
interest in Twwries of
houses, and even hos-
tidn that casts doubt

e
Mental healt l- programs, which fall into this f!te.
were cited by the governor among his top priorities
g with chil t and penal reform.
over the local-share costs of the food stamp
In o to offset effects of terminatio
funds to Co ty Action Agencies, the gover
backed & proposal to develop a human resources
doal with poverty-oriented concerns. The governor
planned to add five to six staff people formerly asso-
ciated with these poverty programs to his own staff as
program advisors. it was (-'t\rgmd that naigh-
borhood afdes from the CAA p
that about half of them would 00N be

Richard Henderlight of the Department rban Affairs
said the present state administration felt it was fim-
portant “to get the state legislature to make the com-
mitment of state funds to human resources progrim
areas... The rationale that feders] money leads to
mmployment of more people; when federal nuney for that
program stops, people are left hanging. T ate
decide in advance if it will be ...I:mq to p
this program, or better yet, commit state rums to it
5t place."(30) Unfortunately, many state of-
ficials and comunity leaders interviewed felt the Tegis-
lature was not sympathetic to poverty-related programs
and issues. In fact, -acr.uv:(ing to one administrative
officfal, the governor's human resources agency was not
given much publicity for fear of generating opposition
to mxpenditures for its implementation. ODr. James Powers,
presi fdent of the Tennessee Municipal League, said that
est Tennessee §s not going to do right without federal
pressure. Federal guidelines are essential in order to
assure that those served by social programs get their
fair share.”{31)} This sense of a need for federal
gufdance was sexprassed also by a state official wha
safd it was essential to determine {f thers are any “na-
tional goals" and then have some guidelines for achieving
them.

The cry for property tax relfef in Tennessee was a mere
whisper compared to the situations in the other states
exanined, The reason 15 not mysterfous. Tennessee,
Tike most southern states, does not rely as heavily on
this revenue source as do most northern states. In

tts per capita property tax was $65 com ,arﬁd \o

al average of §1

a1l financial resources f
in l|'J‘f‘ | nlll" tre ‘a\ in most states, h

58

ﬂl'»1 motor vehi
isfy Tennesséar
ere instituted throu

Classification Act,
qus.’m-_\‘. property up to §7

Taxas had many pressing needs for which
nt, tax reform and school finance refar
™ . Instead, a decizsion was made by staffs
of the Legislative Budget %er and the Govarnor's Bi t
Office to sperd the funds according to three criteria:

d a tax

ign promise Governor
h Br{scol L

s in
to b|~":l‘|P en’
matching” provisions.

in the Taw's "no

Put the monay
tures.

to nonrecurring n ssary expendi-

here also seems to have been some effort to s-,;re\nu the
money among as many agencies as possibl

and universities fared best, with large

to pay expenses for over a dozen

Money allocated to education wa:

of the institution. This was also the case for many of
the other govermment agencies receiving funds.

Many of the expenditures were necessary and would have
been funded from other state revenues had GRS funds not
been available. The end result was that ‘-Jnd( were fraed
up in the general budget for other purposes (e s the
fireman's pension fund recelved $675,312). One wrdla
r-:.1rr_~«-:u'a-|a- saf fevenue .h.\rqu took the place of

ate monies or:llmriry appropriated ta such expendi-

res. | fesl someone on the Legislative Budget Board

aff just made the determination put 1t into good
things nobody could complain about."[34)

Though there was an effort to put money into onetime
necessary expenditures, the cther two criteria for
funding made it hard to find enough items to furd, so
a few ongoing programs did recelve funds.

Revenue sharing may have mappily forestalled a tax in-
crease, but ft also seems to have prevented needed tax re-
form. Texas, one of the few states with no fncome tax,
will have phased out the state-level property tax by 1978
the result of a 1968 constitutional amendment. The
intains a healthy fiscal picture by broadening and
sing the sales tax, now at 4% (not Including local
opt‘bn sales tax), and the sales tax on ofl and gas. which
15 a percentage tax on sales prices at the wellhead,
rather tham & per-unit rate. Earlier predictions of a
1975 budqet surplus of $910.4 million have been raised to
§1.4 billion, due to unexpected ofl and gas revenues. At
the same time, this energy-producing state has pot as yet
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gislative analyst then prepares
Analysis Budget Bill, which serves as
principal source of mé 5 e
committees of each house as they review the governor
proposed budget.

The Tegislative analyst, d in .lin was originally
called the Joint Legislative ittee. In 1557
it evolved into 1ts present form as only ome part of the
extensive staff of 1,500-plus that serves the legislature
at a cost of $15 million in 1971 for salaries alone.

Dther state legislatures are moving in the direction of

more sophisticated and intensive staffing, but most have
) way to go. A legislative fiscal director with a
f of seven was established in 1973 to help the lowa

legislature with fizcal matters. The only other staff
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halp comes from & Legislative Service Bureau which pro-
vides research and prepares bills, a secretary-clerk for
each Tegislator and & pool of fifty temporary student in-
terns, MWith so 11ttle staff and analytical capabilfty

it is no wonder that legislators repeatedly sxpross frus-
tration at thefr {nabflity to understand and deal more
effectively with the budgat. Until 1573 the legislature
acted basically as & rubber stasp on the governor's pro-
posed budget, On April 18, 1973, forty members of the
House met to discuss this problem and develop recommenda-
tions for coping better. But more than discussion is
needed to make sense out of the lowa budget process.
department deputy director sald the process is not sta
dard or clear: “There have b smbarrassing and often
disruptive occurrences at hearings because appropriations
committees have three kinds of deparimental budgets to
work with. Executive agencies have found themselves in
conflict with the governor's presentation rather than
part of a united offort within the executive branch.(5)

Michigan h de recent dramatic chan fn 1ts budget-
making procedures. [n 1971, while the state was con-
verting to program budgeting, the House Fiscal Agency
and the Senate Fiscal Agency were created. Until then,
the Tegislative role fn budget development was minuscole.
The House Fiscal Agency, with its staff of thirteen ana-
Iysts, is an information source for the legfslaturs that
s independent of the governor, so that the legislature
can be morg than meraly & reactive body. Beginning with
planning for fiscal year 1574, information that s pro-
vided by the departments to the Departrent of Management
§ Budget for preparation of the executive budget also
gogs to the House Fiscal Agency. Previously, the HFA
did not get a copy of the governor's proposed bu

ti1 Jamuary, too late to devalop a wseful amalysi

the legislature, Staff of HFA are now allowed to go
directly to the departments to get information Firsthand
as well, The HFA provides fn-depth program snalysis of
the executive budget to the entire Tegislature, As a
result of these reforms, the legislature hopes to becoms
an effective check on the governor's administration of
various programs,

The Teanessee legislature has only two joint cosmittees
g-

the Fiscal Review Committes
and the Legislative Council. Until 1969 the Tegislature
was & rubber staff for the governor's budget, which
received and passed in the sane day. Pub insistence
on accountable elected offici has changed this situa-
tion, and now the House and Senate Finance, Ways and
3 rrrl\LlN'\ :n_w- more aff and funds to provide
'mlytlc,\— capabiTity. 3 n the direction
of a better fur(homnq legi -!ﬂur the {avitation to
the assembly to attend the executive budget hearings and
fnformation firsthand by asking department heads and
ff their own questions. This invitatfon has recently
n nore realistic by the provision of paid ex-
ses for the legislators, whose meager salardes of
5,000 per year would otherwise be a disincentive for
ending these hearings. Yet, not everyone is happy
h the niw role of the legislature. Ted Welsh,
issioner of Finance, said he believed the gen
¥ had made mi s b ying nfringe” on
mapagement of state governmont through ércessive bud-

that have permanent staf

More and more 1t seems that tha job of governing is a
full time job. Yet in three of the six survey states,
Tennessee, Texas and lowa, legislating 1s a part-time
job. [In Massachusetts, legislators are considered full-
time, but in 1973 they earned an average of $12,000 as
Tegislators, and t held additional jobs. Californfa
and Michigan legislators are full-time.

fot only s Texas handicapped by having part-time Tegis-
Yators, an inefficient budget process and insufficient

turdget staff (7) but also by an inflexible biennial bud-
get process in which decisions on appropriations and rev-
ende allocations are made as much as thirty months ahead
of the beginning of the second fiscal year. There 15 no
exgcutive suthority to exercise contro) over the budget
during the bisnnfum. Thus, the opportunity to respond to
unexpected changes resulting from new federal policfes,
court directives, population changes, economic crises
and needs for new prograss are minimal, Budget plammers
are forced to assume the role of seers, forecasting what
might change the financial picture during the next bien-
nium. ITows 15 the only other survey state that also uses
a biennfal budget cycle,

Legislative discretion is further hampered in Texas by
the extensive sarmarking of funds for specific programs.
Since some three-quarters of state revenues are so fated
long-rangs comprehensive planning s 1imited.

Texas decision makers are kesnly aware of process defi-
clencies. In 1573 the legislature sdded a Program Eval-
uation Unit to the Legislative Budget Board which was
designed to {ssue performance audits. It also mandated
an indepth study of zero-based budgeting. The transition
o zero-based budgeting has been initiated and was named
among the highest priorities by most govermment officials
interviewod. Until this new system is fully cperational,
the pattern of steady {ncrementalism will comtimue, with
agency budgets increased sach year by a percentage of
the previous year's allocatfon. The increases are a re-
ponse to normal growth of the state economy, inflation,
salary fncreases and federal programs requiring matching
funds; programs are not subjected to careful scrutiny
and evaloations of effectiveness as in Michigan. The
difffcult job of setting priorities and assessing needs
is also avoided by incremental budget m Q.

Massachusetts may be moving toward a program budget soon.
Some departments ave already using a method of evaluating
programs and defining goals, as opposed to working under
a target figure. One department head safid that he wanted
an ovérall sense of direction and a program that hangs
together, but his department grew cut of unrelated parts
and ft's difficult to change past patterns. When a fis-
cal shortage crisis occured in 1973, the Tegislature at-
tached the Shepard Asendment to the budget bil1. This
amendment required an across-the-board percentage cut to
adjust to the less-than-expected Tevel of avajlable rev-
enue. In fiscal 1974 depariment budgets were based on
ceiling figures established by the governor, and in Tis-
cal 1976 department roqursvs were based on A set percent-
age of the previous year's expenditures. Again the op-
portunity to set priorities or assess needs was igpored.

Legisiators and department heads expressed great chagrin
over the guagmire of the Massachusetts budget process.
Most felt that they played no real role fn it, and that
the Massachusetts budget ftself was meaningless and im-
possible to undérstand, The Speaker of the House said,
“The legislature fs powerless in budget matters and is
given no real time to consider it,"[8) The Budget in
English s a recent attempt to make the Wassachuseits
budget comprehensible, ye eat use of supplemental
NUre:s throughout the year means that any budget docu-
mont is {ncomplete.

While staffing for the legislature has improved, it is
sti1l grossly imadequate. Even with further staffing im-
provements, the budget process would still be subject to
negative attitudes, such as thase expressed by the vice
chairman of the House Hays and Means Comeittee who said
that Iugls]nlurs don't participate in budget making be-
cause "there are too many distractions: other Jegisla-
tion, constituents' requests, etc. There is Timited
political gain to budget work since most constituents are

indifferent.” (3] Still. constituents' concerns and Tegis-

L]

lative matters are affected by the budget. Possibly the
most significant acts a legislature performs {nvolve re-
fining and defining the stats budget.

The fate of reverue sharing funds 15 tied {nseparably to
the budget process. The act has no special features that
protect it from bad aspects of decisfon-making processes
or help 1t to enhance the process ftself. The status guo
is ensured by Section 123 (a)(4], which requires reci-
pient governments to use GRS funds only n accordance
with the same rules and procedures that requlate the ox-
penditure of the governments' own revenues. The intent
of this section was to make sure the funds were not mis-
used or deprived of what Congress apparently assumed wers
the benefits of established budget-making procedures; the
effect, however, has been to comingle the GRS funds with
regular source revenues, with no attention given specif-
ically to these particular funds. Far from serving as a
force toward modernizing and reforming state government
decision making, the fupds have lost, or rather never had,
an fdentity of their own, thus making accountability and
evaluation of their effects nearly impossible. The
fect of the state budget process on citizen information
and citizen fovolvement will be discussed later.

It is not solely federal law that has made the comingling
s0 prevalent. = State officials seemed to worry that call-
Ing attention to this new revemue source would bring
throngs of people from inside and outside of govermment
to the halls of the legislature to make requests. They
would then have the difficult taks of making fiscal as
wall as political decisions about priorities. As the
Tennessee Conmissioner of Revenue put it, "The plans for
ravenue sharing funds have been part of overall budget
planning and no separate planning for the use of revenue
sharing furds has taken place,”{10) because there would
immediately be many desands for specific programs or
projects {f revenue sharing funds were set aside and &
plan drawn up separately for them.

None of the six'survey states added any wisibility to

GRS funds by holding special hearinmgs. [In only one state,
Texas, was a stab taken at setting up a specfal council
to deal with the program. However, this revenue sharing
counci] was only temporary and was set up more to help
Tecal governsents to Implemént revenue sharing than to
affect the state share allocations.

The invisibility of GRS funds appiies to everyona eicept
a handful of decision makers In each of the six states.
Only in California did the process of budget-making seem
to allow for or accommodate real debate over how to hap-
dle the funds. The governor wanted to develop a five-year
plan for the use of GRS money by adding it to other bud-
get surpluses for tax relfef. The legislature wanted
year-by-year planning for the use of the money, but was
frageented in 1ts poals and purposes. Many Telt strongly
that 1t should be used to fill in for lost federal fund-
ing. The balance struck between a strong executive bud-
get process and a competently staffed legislature makes
copflict and compromise real. The final legislation
dealing with GRS funds, SB 90, gave the governor his tax
relief program and the legislature its yearly legislative
decision for fund transfer, plus additional money to ad-
dress the Serrano decision.

While the Michigan budget process appears to allow for
conflict and debate, none related to GRS funds was re-
ported by field monftors, perhaps because of the prevalent

distaste for earmarking any revenues, regardless of source, and around the same time.

for particular uses. 35o, the decision of the governor to
put the money into the school aid fund and from there in-
to the teachers' retirement systom satisfied both the
legal requirements of the act for an audit trail to the
expended funds and the desire of most officials to avoid
oarmarked funds. Any debate over the use of GRS funds

then became masked as part of normal budget debate, which
takes places at saveral points in the process. Mo special
planning for afthar GRS funds or the freed-up funds in
the general fund took place. People interviewed, partic-
ularly state offfcials, did not think about GRS funds as
4 special federal program but as serely ancther one of
many sources of total state revenue.

The Tenas study is a npear repeat of what happenad in
Hichigan, Since the funds were not singled out or given
a special identity, the Tegislature relinquished any
opportunity to exercise control over their use by readily
accepting the recommendations of the Legislative Budget
Board and the governor's budget office, which acted in
consort in applying the four-part criteria for the use
of the funds.(11) Other than these informal criterfia,
no comprebensive planning was dona. General revenus
sharing was burfed fn the total appropriations bil1,
which was said to be seven fnches thick. Given fts size
and the fact that the legislature had only two week's
time to react to it, as interviewed Tegislators claimed,
ft s no wonder that there was little motivation for the
legislature to give it a separate review. Most legisla-
tors could not name any program, activity or capital pro-
ject that was funded by general revenue sharing.

In Towa and Massachusetts, legislators claimed not to
have been at all involved in any decisions regarding the
use of GRS funds. The chairman of the Senate Ways and
Means Committes had no notion of how the funds were ap-
propriated, even though the appropristions bill for the
funds was passed by his committee. Since the specific
appropriation was merely a bookkeeping procedure anywiy,
thore was no incentive for anyone to have any knowledge
affecting this decision.

Tennessee legislators did not agree about whether or not
any plan for GRS funds was developed. One representa-
tive, a member of the Finance, Ways and Means Committee
safd. “Some document was submitted to us with areas of
expenditures and amounts of money but with no discussion
or debate."(12}) A few other legislators also thought
they had seen such a document but could not lay their
hands on it or recall what it safd. Some legislators
were certain no such plans had ever been made, that the
money had just been thrown into the pot. The chairman
of the Senate Finance, Ways and Msans Committee com-
plained that the "legislature never got information on
how federal funds were used or transferred."(13) While
the existence of such a document remains in dispute, the
role of the legislaturs in deciding how to w he Funds
doos not. As the Speaker of the House said, "The legis-
lature did not participate fn planning...either in gen-
eral {budget-making matters) or in revenue sharing.”(14)

Many officials justified their Tack of knowledge, parti-
cipation and interest by pointing out the tiny proportion
of the total budget that GRS funds represent, no more
than 3%. But nearly $6.86 billion--the total dispersed
to the fifty state governments and the District of C Colum-
bia through July 1, 1974--is no small sum. It's & lot
of power to return to the people, or at any rate to the
state and local officials. But state decision makers,
for whatever reason, have displayed startlingly meager
interest or enterprise about wielding their power.

Arrimoes Toweo GRS

An assessmant of attitudes toward the GRS program is made
difficult by the sequence of events that took place in
General revenue sharing was
to be "new” money, over and above other federal funds
made available to state and local governments. Only a
few state and local elected officials openly voiced theIr
concern that this would not turn cut to be so. One of
thoze was former govermor of Georgia, Jimmy Carter, who
had not supported the coalition effort of the governors
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and mayors to lobby for the program’s passage, because
he said the federal govermment could not share what it
did not have.{15) As the cutbacks and fspoundments of
federal grants-in-aid began, disilluziorment spread among
thote officials who had worked so hard for the program.
he sense of betrayal and broken promises colored the at-
e of citizens and officials alike, who were begin-
ning to see that the federal govermment gave with one
hand &5 it withdrew with the ather. The matter was fur-
ther complicated by the mistiming of the enactment of
special revenue sharing programs such as the Comprehen-
Zive mployment and Training Act and the Housing and
Comminfty Development Act which eventually did make block
avaflable, and by the release of certain impounded
cal experts interviewed in early 1974 safd
there was a Tot of misundeérstanding about what federal
venues they did and did not have. Legislators also
ained that the budget process had been enormously
is chain of events. mnesses's Speaker
ed Mchherter, edpressed
frustration in sayfng, “The state has had to plck up
federal programs when funds were cut of f; federal guide-
1ines come out after the budget is made; money for ex-
isting pragn—.s is withheld after the budget is made;
pe gut after the budget 15 made; chaos is
(.J

the attitude toward o
a4t concern over the fed-
t pass balanced budgets,
.vus state ‘wdnrv. and decision makers are generally ap-
alled at the growing federal deficit. Some are merely
insecure about t'ne continuation of genmeral revenue
sharing during a time of federal fiscal crisis; others
feel that it fs downright irresnn‘nih]n to continue dol-
ing fodera]l funds that don't exist and refer to rev-
ue sharing as “debt sharing.” A sampling of views on
thiz point: - Saeakur HeWherter spoke for more than
himsalf unen hu 'T'|r term ‘federal revenue sharing'
& large debt at the national
reden] government: bajances the
: of f will be tha poor pe ;ur because
inflation f= the result of deffcit spending.”(17)
tor Milton Hamilton, chairmin of the Finance Mays
and Means Committee in Tennessee, safd the state's GRS
e primarily on capital projects because,
the road five years, federal funds are
not rall the national deffcit makes us think GRS
will expire.”(18)

-fobort Brown, executive vice presfdent of the Cali-
Taxpayers Association aking to the Tocal
i 1972 passage of ganeral
ue sharing and
-J\—’l‘rlfé‘lt fiscal responsib
1,! is 4“\1‘1 debt s

bill4on to share,
nue sharing a
(19}

Hobby of Texas called general
nment,* according to Dal »
Morehead. (20)

--lowa Representative Joan Lipsky said, "Revenue shar-
ing 15 & substitute for really. addressing yourself to
the probless.”(21)

attitudinal responses revealed complaints
of the categorical grants-in-atd
not tled to endorsement of revemie
the
mer were of b g & and guide-
from too many different agencies and the adverse

Theugh soe

i offictals and community leaders e

effect of the availability of federal categorical grants
on state and local needs assessment. Elected and appoint-
ed officials repeatedly admitted that their govermment
had applied for grants based on availability of the funds
instead of their need for the programs. They felt public
prossure to bring fn as many fed,

and then tailor priorities to TIt the

Robert Hampton, consultant to the Senate Committee on
Finance in Californfa, ssfd, "We don't turn down any
money."(22) The waste and {nefficiency created is only
'.',.\rt of the problem; it also distorted priorities a
g fons. For some, the drying up of the

s welcome way out of the sham.

ppointed officials and community leaders
ring ap-

Elected and

federal r_nL.-g«\rica. -rents Oof those

responding, 44% Il'\hce.ed a pr Ferelv' for the concept

af rua_ e Jha—qu as opposed to LallJ\lrlf.:l grants.

g safd it was not a satisfactory sub-

were not specific in their preference.

all those interviewsed, governors and chief (I-,._rn of -

ficers gave revenue sharing the stro

a L pectively. Twenty-six pe

interest and citizen action leaders and 28°

ness and labor leaders preferred

Only 341 of the legislators preferred the reveaniue sharin

approach, while 473 responded negatively and ornlh\lr 191

qualified their responses without indicating a preference.
fth-three percent of the department heads preferred the

revenue sharing approach. (23

Those Inteérviewed were given an opportunfty to suggest
changes in general reyvenue ring that would make 1t
etter program in thefr ey ')r]y 30% of those
terviowed chose to make a specific recommendation.

wever, the common notion that the progras 13 too un-
s ructured and loose does through. Many respon-
dnn:r suggested guidelines, B 5
rement and better monitoring and accountability
"cr chosen expenditire: ypes of sujgesti onE
did not come exelusiy ommunity 1ead
but from legfslators and heads; 33% and 18‘
de comments of this Sixteen per-
cent of the total respondents safd they preferred that
the federal tax levels be reduced so that less money
Mashington to begin with, thereby obyiating

porcent wanted to see more money put ir.l‘l e
program, 71 w an assurance of the prog 5 contin-
uation, 51 felt Ewar s‘rlqu \r| restric-
tions, and 4% = rrments should determi
distribution Funul\ for Tocal jurisdiction ».\thln

te. Five pe wanted the proar
ahalished. The remaining responses were scattersd. i2-‘l'
ws clear that decision makers, as wee] as the
al baneficial

des about revenue sharing. Many elected and appointed
ssed rﬂHeF that

4% -J.-:.w-.-med by '.nr_-ir own decist

ny were less than eager to see the
\(w rment make 2 sudden shift from what has been called
too many guidelines to almost none at all.

AccounTABILITY TO CITizens

seneral revenue sharing is an attempt to give Fiscal
ril{ef and broad discretion to state and local govern-
ments without a1l the trappings of the federal bureau-
cracy's guidance, evaluation, review and judgment, all
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of which are components of a full accountability systes.
The GRS accountability mechanism, aside from certain
minimal Yegal requirements and often less than minimal
compliance checks at the federal level, was lodged with
the state and Tocal citizenry. It was anticipated that
officials would be accountable to their constituents

and would no Tonger be able to pass the buck to Washing-
ton. “This fncreased accountability would result because
constitutents could more reasonably demand better and ex-
panded govermment services.”(258) Former Secretary of
Treasury John Connally said, "The revenue sharing dollar
and those who spend it will be scrutinized very care-
fully.*(26) And President Nigon sald revenue sharing
“would make government more responsive to taxpayer
pressures. " (27)

These hopes were based on the premise that the nearer to
home & government is, the greater chance citfzens have
to make an fmpact on 1ts decisions.

Tre Puaeen Ao AcTuar Use Rerorts

The 685 law and regulations do not provide any special
or additional vehicle for citizen partigipation bayond
the required publicatfon of Planned and Actual Use
Reports, Planned Use Aeports must be published in a
newspaper of general circulation before the beginning of
each entitlement period, indicating how the government
|urpm|-< to use fts money. The Actual Use Reports are

published at the end of the entitlement period and show
tne amounts and purposes for which the money was spent.
These two reports may indicate totally different expen-
dltune categories. Unlike local govermments, which are

imited seven broad categories of expanditure, state
governments are not bound by any 1imitations an what
they may do with GRS money.

The imparfections and Tnadequacies of these reports have
been noted by nearly every review of the GRS program, in-
cluding that of the General Accounting Office, The ex-
penditure categories are far too vague to tell a citizen
anything useful. For one thing, they indicate nothing
about the beneficiaries of any partfcular expenditure.
And, as noted earlier, at the state level gereral revenus
sharing expenditures usually do not add real dollar
amounts to those categories, but instead merely free up
other gensral revenues. According to Section 121 of
law, & certain portion of Planned and Actual lUse Reports
sent to the U. 5. Treasury Department's Offfce of Reve-
nue Sharing must be published.  But even if the reports
had something meaningful to communicate, they would have
actually reached very few people. Sins of omission were
numerous and Ingenious.

Some of the reports were reduced in size and placed in
obscure sections of the paper, so that they were nearly
invisible to most citizens.

gan, eyen this meager requirement has not been
The state government issued a press release on the
planned uses for the funds instead of meeting the publi-
cation requirenents prescribed in the law. A press re-
Tease, regardless of how fnformative, 1s not an accept-
able substitute.

In defense of this practice state officials said they got
more coverage through & press release than they would have
by buying advertisements for $500 apfece. They added
that in order to get statewide coverage the state would
need to buy space in several pap zince no ane paprr
covers the whole state. One state League monftor als

felt the press release was more effective than publ fea-
tion of the PUR's and AUR's and that the law should be
changed to provide better c:«n:nnical!on to the public.

Each Planned and Actual Use Report sent to the Office of
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Revenue Sharing has & section called Assurances. It says,
“The news media have been advised that a complete copy of
this report has been published in a local newspaper of
general circulation.” There s a line to be filled out
with "Name of Newspaper,” and another for “Date of Publi-
cation.” Below 15 a line for the governor's signature.
Hichigan's Actual Use Report for January 1, 1973 to

June 30, 1974 and the Planned Use Report for July 1, 1973
to June 30, 1974 says "General News Release” under this
assurance. The PUR for January 1, 1573 to June 30, 1973
says “Released through normal press channels.” This
bending of the legal reporting requirements was nat ques-
tioned by the federal Office of Revenue Sharing.

The requirement that the Planned and Actual Use Reports
be published in a newspaper of general circulation was
taken quite Titerally in Tennessee. The first Actual Use
Report (for the entitlement period ending June 30, 1973,
appears in one metropolitan newspaper, in Knoxville, and
thus met the requirement. Perhaps the hope was that the
wire services would pick 1t up as a news item. This did
not happen.

Honitors found that most officials were In the dark about
whether or not the reports had been published in the news-
papers. Only 30% of the respondents gave a definite
"yes.* Siuty-five percent of the respondents didn't

know or believed that such reports had been published.
Even the media people were fairly ignorant of both the
requirement and compliance with ft: only 26% could say
with any assurance that the reports had been published;
58T said "no, not to (their) knowledge.® Thirty-seven
percent of the community leaders thought the reparts

had besn published. The only respondents that safd “yes®
with any consistency were the chuf fiscal officers, 90%
of whom said yes--probably because they were the of fi=
clals who saw to their publishing.(28)

Crrizen PRTICIPATION IN THE BUmceT Process

As stated earlier, Section 123 (a)(4) of the GRS law re-
fres governments receiving GRS money to use it under
the same rules and procedures that requiste the expendi-
ture of thefr own money. The state governments surveyed

took this requirement Titerally: at any rate, nothing
special was dong to separate GRS money from any other
revenues in terms of {ts treatmont in the decision-making
process.

Project monitors asked the fndividuals they interviewed
if there had becn any citizen participation in GRS deci-
sion-making process. Fifty-five percent responded with
an ungualified "no Twenty percent stated that there
had been citizen wrnumatian. but only in the sense
that GRS funds were part of the overall budget making
process, which does allow for citizen participation in
some fashion. Another 17% of the respondents safd th
didn't know if there had been any citizen participation
or not. The remafining 8Y of the responses were scatter-
ed among those indicating Tobbyimg, a citizens' advisory
counci1{29). unspecified types of participation, nonsp-
plicable responses, and two legislators who safd special
hearings on general revenue sharing were held.{30] This
last is based on misinformation.(31) To ses whether or
not there really was any citizen participation in deter-
minfng a state's use of general revenue sharing monay
necessitates an examination of the role of and opportu-
nities for citizen fnput in the regular budget process.

The most intense work on the state budgets takes place
during the preparatory executive phase, before the docu-
ment is sent to the legislature for consideration. Even
in Texas, where the Legislative Budget Board and the gov-
ernor's budget office share the reésponsibility for framing
the budget proposal, the major work fs done at this time.
Yet only Four of the six surveyed states allow for formal




citizen input during the executive phase. Bath Texas and
lowa have open meating laws that allow citizens not only
to attend and 1isten &t the hearings held by the execu-
tive branch (during which the departments and agencies
defend and explain their budget requests) but also to
testify as well. Texas' 1973 open meeting law is rein-
forced by Article 68%a-4 of the Constitution on Hearings
by the Governor in preparation of the budget: *...amy
taxpayer shall have the right to be pressnt a' any and
411 public hearings and to participate fn t {scussion
of any {tem proposed to be Included fn the budgeL under
uamldrra(lqn. (emphasis added) In Tenmessee citizens
can also speak, if an advance reguest is made of the
relevant department head or the Commissioner of Fina
and Adsinfstration. However, the required prior arrange-
ment {5 seen by many as a brake on participation. When
the executfve director of the lowa Association of Coun-
ties was asked when public hearings are held, his answer
..n “Mever, Members of the public at large never can
give comments at a hearing. Public hearings are
never held in lowa, In lows one must give notice ahead
of the hearing 1f one wants to be recognized during the
hearing,*{32) Citizens rarely take advantage of these
circumscribed opportunities in any of these three states.

citizens in Massachusetts have had op-
n:ne in the exm we phase of bud-
get preparation. Each of the ten executive branch secri.-
taries must hold a public hearing on agency request

before the budget recommendations are sent to the gn\mrlmr.

As of August 1974,

California and Michigan do pot offer the public an oppor-
tunity to attend budget meetings (which, significantiy,
are not referred to as hearings) that take place during
the executive phase of bodget making. Informal Tobbying
can and of course does take place, but is a private
matter that §s closed to public scrutiny.

The legislative phase of budget waking, while it has,
ironically, less impact on the Final b
the executive phas s open to pu
i uent inhibiting provisos.
nd Tennessee have open meetings and formal open

hearfngs on the budget. The Tewas Constitution specifi
in Article BASa-7 that "Likewise, any taxpayer fn the
‘.l.:l[l.‘ shall have ht to be present and to b
Jl"‘-‘ll
give t
vite persons to spe
under debate."(33) Who d‘.te"l‘[l“d whather
exists was mot specified, '
Tennesses can 'Irl,r thl-lr -uE‘L
ership

1 and 15 in thy

@
nly “certain circum

Finance and Mays and "n.-ans Coomi
apen hearings from February to June
be well informed and even 'uw some fmpact, 1imited
gh it may, n1.r-i g with the 1974-75 bud
fberat

{lar direc
be open to th

unless the cosmittee fs recording

erence Comittee, which resolves
House and 5 ] es in t bills, is now
open A5 we ..«rdarm at thiz joint
comnittee exists merely psolve differences, unti] it
went public it dealt with aspect of the budget a mem-

ber wanted to address, despite prior full house-Senata
consensus. This activity effectively usurped the power
and binding authority of the House and Senate decisions.
MNow major tudget decision-making power within the legis-
Tature has been shifted back to the Ways and Means Com-
mittee whare by law it belongs.

The Michigan legislature gives citizens 1ittle more ac-
cess to the budget process than does the executive branch.
Mo public hearings are required, though the Appropria-
tions Committees of the House and Senate may have them,

A citizen can attend a regular committee mesting 4s a
supst of @ member by prior arrangement, but 1s pot sup-
posed to speak, The 1963 state constitution merely says,
*A11 actions on bills and resolutions in each comittes,
napes and votes shall be recorded. Such votes shall be
available for public inspection. MNotice of all cosmittee
hearings and & clear statement of all subjects to be con-
stdered at pach hearing shall be published {n the journal
in advance of the hearing...The doors of each house shall
be open.” While the constitution is ent on the issue
of open Committee meetings, tradition and policy have
&1lowed citizens to attend hearings on pending legisla-
tion and to speak 1f thay want to. MHarkup ses

not officislly public, but citizens can and do attend
them on occasion.

Somg states have numerous boards and commissions attached
to executive departments and agencies. These boards are
in themselves a limited form of citizen participation,
and sometimes they operate in ways that offer citizens
4 degree of access to departmental budget decision meking
and priority setting. But they are not an adequate sub-
te for an open budget process or other methods of
{zen participation. The deputy director of the Dopart-
ment of Community Mhu 5 in Texas critfcized boards and
conmissions as ofte g made up of wall-known names
rather than fndividuals who truly represent the people
whose needs are to be addressed the body represented.
Hu was appeinted to nine different state boards while
dent of the Texas Association of =
I don't ropre-
those people on
ernor is doing
ve appointmimts.,

If citizen boards and commissions to be an effective
avenue for citiz input, there need to be regulations,
laws or policy statements that spell out the representa-
tive selection process, purposes, duties and functions
of these bodies.

In i to formal avenues for public fmput such as
public hearings, open meetings, citizen boards and com-
issions, there 15 an informed lobbying substructure that
includes the highly sophisticated and professionalized
type efforts as well as less organized pressure through
phone calls, letters and discussions with elected repre-
sentatives or with other decision makers that fndividuals
and groups think can affect the i{ssue. Then, of course,
there is the participation available to every voter on
election day.

Even after \1|1|z|r up these " " [ 'fpr citizen

por afficials think that
tion actually takes place.
probiems circular. The state budget and budget process
are hard to understand, and information about them are
hard to come by, nce most state of fi
i to have heads looking over their

work very u.\r.. to maka their budgets either under-

And few citizens push them
zon participation at the state level

is fuvLJus.r :nrnh:.\tml by geographic distances and the
centralization of government. The state capital may be

closer than Washington, D.C.--a favorite point of GRS
backers--but Jt's not next door.

Some typical attitudes toward citizen participation ex-
pressed by public officials in interviews:

--"My feeling is that people are apathetic about the whole
expend {ture program. Their real concern 15 about taxes...
The ayerage citizen does not want to get involved."[35)

-="The budget and the budget process are complicated and
very difficult to understand. The average citizen would
nefther have the time nor the desire to delve very deep-
1y into ft."(36)

Can't expect it [citizen participation) to work at the
state level because citizens are too far removed from
Austin (the capital).”(37)

Public hearings. which should be the single best arena
for citizen participation, are virtually programmed to
fall, In most cases, citizens may only 1isten; if thay
are allowed to speak or testify, it is often only by
prior request. Public opinfon is clearly not solicited
by these methods; furthermore, no budget hearings at any
level are designed specifically to obtain citizen input,
Yot some citizens are obviously interested and determined
to avail themselves of the opportunity to be {nformed and
to address budget Issues. A sampling of the roadblocks
noted by officials Interviewsd in the study:

=<"A11 of our hearings are public, There is no adverti-
sing or public motices given, but the medfa umay' have
access to the business at hand via the Senate calendar.
Thay just gensrally choose not te print it."(33)

--A consultant to the California legislature said that
publfc hearings are given one day's notice in the Dafly
Journal of the legislature.(33) ~This publicity is obvi-
ously not designed to attract public attention or atten-
dance, especially in & state with the geographical size
of California.

--Nhen Tennessee's Deputy Commissioner of Education was

asked about opportunities for citizen participation he

responded, "At every sta portunities are available

for input," adding that .hearings dre not advertised

or publicized.*(40) Tc-me.'.nﬂ State Senator Douglas

Henry, Jdr., said, “There {5 no system of public no-

tices."(41)

--Drx 1e]|suator safd explicitly that " 1ic hearings
re not well ended because the nub]

F:)l—1c‘| about them This same individual in

need for such fnput "to get a cross section of 'l-r needs

on which to make decisfons.”(42)

--One Michigan legislator assumed, “Wihile nothing s pub-
Tished about these hearings, most interested pecple are
aware of the meetings and attend,”(43) Another Michigan
legislator confessed that those who appear are Iistened
to, but added that there was 1ittle or mo public Input,
nor was it encouraged by public officfals.(44)

—-An lowa Tegislator said, “the laypeople are not listened
to, so the concept of public hearings fs misleading."(45)

Tennessee officials stated cver and over that hearings
were not publicized and that the time and place of such
an event was a near secret. Public participation, surely
diminished by this factor, fs even further hampered by
the difficulty of getting copies of the budget, though

by law it is public m‘m—ulinn. The Assistant Commis-
signer of Mental Health, Frank Dearness, said, “Published
copies of the budget exist and are in Vimited supply.
There should be greater access to this materfal.”(46)

Availability of information is critical to citizen parti-
cipation. Recognizing this fact, regulations governing
Section 121 of the GRS Jaw state in part: “Each reci-
pient government shall make available for public inspec-
tion a copy of each of the reports required under 551,11
(a) and tn§ {Planned and Actual Use Reports) and informa-
tion as necessary to support the information and data
submitted on each of those reports, Such detailed in-
formation shall be available for pubHc {nspection at a
specific location during normal business hours.“ssl,13(c)

When a Tennessee monftor asked the Commissioner of Revenue
if detailed supporting materfal for the Planned and Actual
Use Reports was available he safd, "yes." However, when
she asked to Took at the materia] he said, "No, as they
are only working papers.”(47) This exchange took place
on April 15, 1974; yet regulations guarantesing citfzens
the right to see this information were fssued on April 10,
1973, By April 15, 1974, information, according to the
law, should have been available.

Back fn February 1974 the same monitor had been told by

nichrd Hender1ight, Tennessee's federal programs manager,
that "the goverrment has no responsibility to Inftiat

eitizen particfpation. The information {s available,”(48)

The monftor explained that even legislators and other

executive officials she had talked to had never seen any

of the state's Planned or Actual Use Reports. When she

was directsd to the Office of the Secretary of State where
oy werg supposed to be on file, no s
Ting about. The monitor reported

surprise and fnterest in this matter.

later on April 15, the situstion persisted. o

clear that the availability of general revenue sharing

as wall as other budget-related fnformation to citiz

is a probles.

of fer another provision designed
r lability of information to the l:uhl. 5
[b}{a) requires that recipient hall advi
i ngual news
‘ geographic
ures of the publication of its reports (PUR and AUR) made
pursuant paragraph (a) of this section, and shall pro-
vide coples of such reports to the media on request
Monftors fn all six survey states contactad ’inor"..j
medfa throughout their states and fn five states found
no evidence of any adherence to this requirement. This
s a serlous problem {n all states, but especially fin
states with large minority populations 11ke California
and Texa In Massachusetts the Department of Administra-
tion and Finance did notify the minority media. lowever,
according to the monitoring coordinator, the minority
medih chose to fanore the notices.

Minority m

experience of the General Manager and Di
nity Affairs of KCOR, a Spanish radio s
s representative:

e were never advised.. . There are about soventy-five
stations in Texas that broadcast in Spanish, Many
peoplie would have made a trip to Austin if they had
known [about hearings)...Most of our listeners are
fgnorant of the state, 1f we had information we could
do a much batter job of explaining what i< happening
to our tax dollars...we ask for releases that are avail-
able. Senator Bernal used to have s weekly report of
wr.u was happening in state government, After he was

state senators ﬁpfak Span-

n't get any state financial information in
n their mailing 11st because we are an




genoral revenue sharing of which to be advised, these re-
spondents expressed a genera) state of alienstion of
Spanish-speaking minorities from the state government
Processes.

Hinorities and the minority medis may have severe problems
getting information on general revenue sharing, but the
medis tn gensral seemed to be Tax about giving information
about state money matters. Vet §f accountability to citi-
zens is to be a working reality for general revenie shar-
i citizens must have access to information, and the
media are their chief source. The media representatives
interviewed were strangely uninformed about how their
state had spent its GRS dollars. Only one in three (35%)
indfcated any such knowledge. A common defense for this
lgnorance was that they report on ftems that fnterest the
pubtic, On the other hand, it 15 hard for citizens to
express thelr {nterest in general revenue sharing or the
general budget process if Informatfon is scarce and chan-
nels for real participation so few.

Chet Broo a Texas state senator, said: “There was
Ittle citizen participation (in genaral revenue sharing)
for just about the same reason there was Tittle Tegislator
input--the people were just generally |.n|r,.'urr.m'.l about how
revenye sharing would work, hew it could utilized, and
what programs it could be utilized for, 15"]

A partial solution to the information gap was suggested
by Rayson Ray, the managing editor for the lowa Bystander:
Fiscal and other state matters should be distributed to
all media, not just major newspapers. It's important to
get information to the people. The public should have
fnput into fiscal decisions.”(51)

State legislators and heads of state departments and agen-
cies said over and over that the budget process is too
complicated and not interesting enough to attract much
citizen participation. Yet 771 of the legislators and
47% of the department and agency heads felt there should
be some means of encouraging more citizen participation
in the busdget process. J?] Sei11, mich distrust and
chagrin was espressed by many of these same government
leaders at one of the possible alternatives for citizens
shing to their views amd concerns--lobbying., Ten-
nesses State Finance Coomissioner Ted Wilch expressed a
rot uncommon attitude when he safd, “Certainly the first
p the working man needs to take is to be sure that his
egistator will not be the kind of person who would re-
spond to the lures of the Tobbyists."(53) Some Tegis-
lators do mot even consider lobbying a legitimate form
of citizen participation. William Hargrave, an lows
state representative, said, "Public hearings are held...
t 1 don't put much faith in thes; only special inter-
ts comg s0 they really are not public hearings. AL the
sarings “experts® present thilr views.”(54) Representa-
Liv& Hargrave feels that “people are apathetic, and they
won't be imvolved until 1t (expenditure decisions) hurts
Yot at the point when budgetary decisions
eopl 2 presumably their expressions become
v fnterests,” When asked about the desirability
aof exparding opport tunfties for citizen participation in
the budg B. Fuller, director of the Texas
Urban Affairs Department said, ink the opportunity
fs there. My concern is that additional citizen fnput
would probably come from specia]l interests' lobbyists.
This wouldn't be good. Foruss that were informative and
,Jb',l.ll'L‘\'l‘ would be good, But this would pave to be
fully waighed to assure that it wasn 't special inter-
ki nofse."(56) The other side of the srgu-
nt was expressed by the executive d tor of the
chigan Civil Rights Commizsfon: "The general public
he fective know- hﬂu to make them-
ves heard by repl ntatives {in the legislature
mp fJ]]y grassroots organizations, black clubs,
would hava more pull then individual letters.

organizations seem to carry more weight with the legis-
lature, educating the public to organize {5 a good start-
ing point.”(57) Clearly, there is a real dichotomy in
the wiy state goverrment decisfon makers view Tobbying:
lobbying by individuals 43 good--but @ nuisance; lobbying
by groups fs bad.

One wiew is that citizen fnput should be limited to the
ballot box: “We want input from the grassroots...l think
that people {n general can do two things: they can in-
form themselves better on the {ssues...and find cut how
their elected representatives voted on the fssues; then
exercise the ballot to put into offfces lagislatars who
will reflect their desires.“(58) The other view notes
that, greater citfzen participation will increase
the re: citizens have for the integrity of their
gqovermment."(39] Forcing citizens to rely on the ballot
box as an indicator of public support for GRS expendfture
choices places a disproportionate burden on the vote,
Presumably citizens vote for candidates for public office
on the tasfs of several indicators of performance, This
method of accountability for geperal revenue sharing
further assumes that citizens can pinpoint what happened
to the money and who decided its fate. Both assumptions
have been proven false by project monitors,

In short, citizen participation in the state budget pro-
cess-is minfmal, and it is unlikely to increase unless
somg of these Catch-22 problems are solved:

~-Opportunities for in-person citizen participation are
few and are often linited to observation.

Tise and place of hearings and meetings are given Tnade-
quate, if any, public motice.
--Gengraphi stance makes 1t hard for individual citi-
2ens to purs he budget process from begi
--Lobbying s viewed with suspicion and mistrust from
decision makers.
--Budget Information is not readily available;
--Only selected media are 1 informed about badget
matter moreover, reporti s Timited to the media's
perception of citizen interests.
--Budgets and the budget process are complexi not every
governor and Tegislator understand ‘them, et alone the
citizens.
==Decision makers have
bility and value of citizen participation fn
process.

At the state level, genera] revenue sharing has beeh sub-
jected to all the problems, deficiencies, confusion, com-
plexities and dilommas of the overal] state budget pracess.
Citizens have been neither better {nformed nor more in-
volved in decisfons relating to general revenue sharing
then they have been about the general budget; perhaps
less 50, since GRS funds have been burfed so deeply with-
Y In\.i,able- to many

officials explained that they behueo in citizen pa

1

cipation and an open government process but that separa-

ng general revenue shnrmg furds from other budget

enuses would encourage every individual and group with
a special interest to come in and ask for a part of the
money. Apparently these decision makers did not want to
be faced with making hard chofces and setting priorities
publicly or to be pressed into justifying their decisions
on the use of these funds,

ci accopuntability for the general revenue sharing
problem fs fn serfous trouble at the state Tevel. The
program has had no effect on opening up the state budget
process or encouraging greater citizen participation.
“It was naver envisioned that that was the purpose of
revenue sharfng. Tt hasn't happered in California. It

was never presented to California that the Dub]!c should
be involved."(80) California, let it be safd, {3 not
unique In this regard,

GENERAL REVENLE SHARING AND CIVIL RIGHTS

The massive federal grants-in-aild programs of the 1960s
were tied to a federal coomitment to ensure basic civil
rights to segnents of the population. Mo federal
manéy can be used on the basis or race, color or natiomal
origin. General revenue sharing, though it signaled the
dismantling of so many of these programs, shares this
feature with them. Indead, it goes a step further by
prohibiting discrimination on the basis of sex as well.
These prohibitions are contained in the Taw.

The -—e«ju]at.nns \51.41) give the Secrotary of the Trea-
Ima1 authority for “such

as may he necessary to ensure
that expenditures nf entitlement funds by recipient
governments comply with the requirements of the Act.”
The Office of Revenus Sharing was created within the
Treasury Oepartment to carry oot this mandate. M man-
date includes all aspects of the GRS law and regulations,
including the enforcemgnt of the antidiscrimination pro-
visfons. ORS has the power to fnitiate its own routine
compliance check and is not confined to responding to
conplafnts from individuals. These are some of the more
common discrimination comgp tes and areas of noncempli-
ance by state and Tocal governments:

--goverrment employment policies and practices that dis-
criminate against women and minorities;

--construction of facilities to which women and minori-
ties are denfed access due to admissions policies or lo-
catfon:

~-inequitable services between a community or area of one
ethnic or racial fdentity and another.

Under the system of categorical gramts-in-ald, grant re-
cipients were required to submit documents, develop plans
ain records that backed up their assurances to

al funding agencies that they were in compliance

with the nondiscrimination features of the grant and w
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1969.(1) Recipien
of the grants have often referred to regulations
s "strings” and as "excessive,” i hard to
dispute that the categorical grant system did lead to
some confusion and considerable paper work because of
the differing detalls and compliance standards of -each
grant, many have feared that a shift from this system
of federal aid to the no-strings "new federalise” a
proach would mean a regressive step in terms of ci
rights enforcoment.

Hon t civil rin enforcenent has been a critical
component of this GRS monitoring project. Every aspect
of enforcement has been carefully examined to establish
whether the fear of regression is valid.(2)

Sthte monitors c-\nflucm that civil rights had not been
given any spacial attention or consideration by govern-
ment officials, <_n1 media or the general public in the
allocation of the state share of G685 funds. Mor could
hey find any evidence that state govermment officials
had given any individual or office responsibility for
civil rights compliance with GRS requirements. However,
this finding does not permit the sfmple conclusion that
state goverpment officials are unconcerned about civil
rights. It may be true of more states than Tennessee
that "the civil rights aspects of the use of these funds
fs consfdered part of the state's overall attitude to-
ward civil rights considerations.=(3) It may also be
the case that state officials, free from supplying docu-
mentation of compliance, have assusied that the state

government ftself 1s free of discriminatory practices
and therefore have taken civil rights compliance for
granted,

Other states may, howaver, also be 1ike Tennesses in ac-
knowledging that "the most pervasive discrimination today
results from normal, often unintentioral and seemingly
neutral practices throughout the employment process,” as
the Tennessee Commissfoner of Personnel put 1t.  “Employ-
ment. systems perpetuate discriminatory effects of past
discrimination, even when orfginal discriminatory acts
have coased, and continue to discriminate dafly, croat-
fng very uneq ual oppartunities for many minorities and
women. " (4)

The same pattern can be observed in service delivery,
the other racst common area of discrimination in govern-
ment. Unless special attention 15 patd to the multitude
of ways in uhu:n discrimination can occur, by inaction
as well as action, covertly as well as overtly, discrim-
ination will surely persist.

Presumably citizens should do their part to keep the GRS
program accountable in civil rights compliance as in
other areas. But in order to do so, they have to know
who 15 respopsible for cospliance and what clvi] rights
provisions do fndeed exist. Mighty few citizens know.
When asked "which office or individual 1s responsible for
civil rights and compliance matters assocfated with state
revenie sharing,” 40% of the community, labor and busi-
ness leaders said the state civil rights or human rela-
tions comission.(5) Another 30¥ said they “dfdn’t
know, ™ with the rest of rasponses scattered among a vari-
ety of departments and agencies.(f] Perhaps the most
correct answer would have been "no one,” since monitors
Inrr.u-d from talking to the heads of se state agencies
not one of them knew what had happened to GRS moncy
whethar the state
even planned to establish procedures for en-
suring complfance with GRS regulations only one of them
made a positive response, Again, the evidence Suggests
a lack of attention to civil rights and other compliance
issues rather than any direct fntent to discriminate.

TrousLEs For Texas Ao MicHia

The lack of adequate attentfon to civi)
of the GRS Taw and regulations has brough
bless to at least two of the six states surve:
study.

nts provisions
serfous pro-
fn this

Texas

On February 1, 1975 the Texas Leaguer of Women Voters
wrote a complaint alleqing noncomnlfance with civil
rights provisions of the general rovenus sharing Taw to
the U, 5. Attorney General. A letter was also sent to
Graham Watt, director of the Office of Revenue Sharing,
to notify him of the probable violatfon and to reguest
that he use his authority to disallow the continued mis-
use of GRS funds by the state of Texas. Both Tetters we
accompanied by extensive and full evidence to support
allegation of noncomplinnce.

Texas monitors had obtained data from the recently created
governgr's Office of Equal Employment Cpportunity (EED)
which showed that women, blacks and ethnic minor{ties are
underreprasented in Texas state employment amd occupy a
disproportionate share of the low-skilled, low-paying
fobs. The data, collected and amalyzed by the EED, in
part to meet requirements of the federal Equal Employment
Opportunity Act of 1972, tncluded employees from all agen-
cies,

Blacks, both male and female, held only 7.7% of the 70,976
jobis included in the governor's EED study, while they make
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up 12.7% of the total state population according to the
1970 census. Spanish-surnaned {ndividuals, comprising
18.5% of the population, held only 11.1
salary levels increased, minority percentages decreased.
In the $16,000 to $24,959 range, 96.4% of the jobs were
held by white non-Spanish-surnamed persons; 2.5% were
held by Spanish-surnamed persons and 0.5% by blacks.
Women constituted 41.3% of the state's smployess, but
hald very few of the high paying jobs. The majority
{57.4%) varned less than $5,000; only 10.6% of the Jobs
at or above the $16,000 Tevel were held by .m-cn {1

The record within the specific recipient agencies that
got state GRS funds is no better and in some fnstances
is much worse, Employment data for the fﬂr‘.y-l:m agen-
cles, comnissfons and courts receiving GRS funds shows
that black employees In 1973 earned an average of $5,585,
& wage level far below the average of §7.797 for white
nan-5pani sh-surnamed persons, I'r these agen . 9%
of the black enployees, 68.2Y of the Spanish-surnamed,
and 29.8% of the women edrned ss.c-a'- or Tess.

warning $16,000 or m only 5.1% were Spanish-surnamed,
0.8% were black and 121 were female. (8]

The Department of Justice began a full investigation of
Texas state employment practices in October 1974, after
getting numercus complaints of discriminatory practices
from fndividuals in Texas and from federal level agencies
as well,. It is anticipated that the Depa t oof Justic
will file suit against the state of Texas for violation
of the Equal Enployment Opportunity Act of 1972 in late
summer of 15975.(9

April 17, 1975 ORS sent a letter of Inguiry to the
gavernor explaining the nature of the charge and re-
questing an explanation within thirty days. The gover-
nar reg od and was granted a ninoty day extension.
Mearwhile, the state of Texas continues to enjoy the
uninhibited flow of GRS fuﬂd‘.. Documentary evidence
mployment discrimination has been on file with the
federal Equal Employment Opportunity Commission since
1973 and {3 therefore avallable to the Office of Re
nue Sharing. Furthermore, the evidence accompanied the
F ary 4, 1975 letter from the Texas League of Women
Voters to Graham Watt.

suse of general revenue sharin
dated role of efth
ting GRS funds to the s
August 5, 1975 that the use of administrative proceedin
not been ruled out as &
wit for the present ORS
the w\\r:.-nnt of Justice and is hope-
that the matter will be resolved without a suit.
ate officials have not responded to the Texas
The pace of action by the
nd the lack of any reaction
into question whether accounta-
ity ks any real meaning fn the GRS program, Redress
an tion of the magnitude dis-
cussed r.ue. rivate court suft, could
fnwolve several years and costs running fnto tens of
thousands of dollars. The citfzens of .exﬁ s ouh. Z
be forced to choose betw accapting 's
tinued employment discrimipation or spending very
me and money to pursiue the matter in court.
to date have made a mockery of "power to the
b and citizen sccountability in
only be hoped that Justice Department acti
awakening to responsibility on the part of 1
government alters this current abuse of the law an' the
people.

% of the jobs:. As

Michigan

In Michigan, the OFffice of Revenue Sharing has played &
markedly more active role. The Michigan controversy
stems from tha 1972 termination of federal fipancial as-
sistance to the Ferndale School District for its re-
fusal to desegragate the Grant Elementary School, as
required by Title ¥1 of the Civi) Rights Act of 1964,
This actfon, the first of its kind in a northern school
district, took place only after the Department of Health,
Education and Welfare used every resource to get volun-
tary compliance with the law. The full procedure, which
took over four years from the initfatfon of the action
In 1968 to final termination in 1972, was upheld by the
fath Circult Court of Appeals in 1573. By refusing to
hear the case the U. 5. Supreme Court endorsed the cir-
cult court apinfon.

0RS says that Michigan used Tts GRS funds for the state
retiranent system for public schoo) teachers which s of
direct value to the Ferndale School [Hstrict; hence the
action violated the antidiscrimination provisions of the
GRS Taw, (On November 14, 1974, the State of Michigan was
advised by the Gffice of Reverue Sharing of the probable
violation and requested a remady or adequats defense of
this exponditure within sixty days. Muno -q.n preseﬂle‘{.
Governor Mit¥iken in a Tetter to ORS d
1975, argued that the funds do not dlr(.chy b

¢ Ferndale School District, and no wiolation of the Taw
has otcurred.

The Office of Revenue Sharing has chosen not to pursue
the matter under 1ts own suspices, an action which could,
and according to sany civil rights advocates does, re-
quire the deferral of future revenue sharing payments
Michigan. Instead, 1t has asked the Department of
Justice to take corrective action.{10) The IJepaltMnt
fce notified the Ferndale School District in a
ovembor 14, 1974 letter that it was not in compliance
with Title ¥1 and has. since requested a written plan of
elunn that will desegrate the Grant School. No consti-
i an has baen forth . Conse-
quantly the Justice tment filed sy v 24, 1975,
against the dis trict a'u! fncluded the S’GLQ 0‘ "|Lr|i1e||
a5 a defendant in the suit at the request of ORS.

Meanwhile the Grant School in Ferndale continues as an
all-black facility and ORS money continues to flow into
the state coffers.

Resolution of the Ferndale issue be the end cof
problees for the state, Michigan's GRS funds could be
opardized by yPL other court actions against Michigan
hool districts in which discrimination on the basis of
race, sex or national orfgin is an ssue.

TENTIAL For CiviL RisHTs ENFORCEMENT AT THE STATE
EVEL

e expressed philosophy of the Office of Revenue Sharing
is that “governments will comply with & Taw which they
favor {f they clearly know the nature of their responsi-
bilities."(11) Given such a pemissive set of assump=-
tions, which seem to say that favoring a Taw fs & neces-
sary prerequisite to obeying ft, it should be mo surprise
that the record of the ORS on civil rights enforcement s

nd,  Lacking a strong federal commitsent to enforce
federal law, w«nt can be said about the states? Do thay
have, or are t & of developing, needed under-
ding of the IM and the needed determination to Tive
up to {£?

Stats monftors asked the heads of state civil rights
i fes if the state govern-
edures for ensuring complfance
5, especially civil rights require-
esentatives from three states gave an

es
with GRS requlst
ments. (12}

2

ungualified "no.® The director of the Jowa Civil Rights
Comissfon said "¥es,” but Tater discussion revealed
this answer to refer to civil rights matters in general
and not to GRS regulations specifically.

The chairman of the Massachusetts Commission Against
i ination said, "We're beginning to think about
13)  The executive director of the Texas governor's

Office of Equal Employment Opportunity safd, "I was just
informed that the state could set up criteria for review
and monitoring. We will require that affirmative action
plans be filed for each agency getting $25,000 or more,
regardless of the number of employees...This plan will
be for any agency, not just those funded by revenue
snarinq.“i]!? It will be fnteresting to note any follow-
through on this cossitment, particularly fin light of
pending action from the Department of Justice,

The staff and budget constraints, level of cosmitment
and enforcement powers of sach state's primary civil
rights agency differs. The governor's Office of Equal
Employemnt Opportunity in Texas, seemingly so eager to
take & forward step, is strapped by a yearly budget of
£25,000, a staff of eighteen and & lack of authority.

It cannot issue cease-and-desist orders, inftiate court
actfon or {mpose fines for violations. This office has
only two chofces: to ask the attorney general to file
sufte agafnst agencies that will not file affirmative
action plans or to ask the governor to cut off agency
funds. Meither {5 & 1{kely recourse. On July 19,
Attorney General John Hi11 fssued am opinion

to the appropriations act for fiscal 1974-75 attespting
to require comprehensive affirmative action plans was
unconstitutional. While even a layman's reading of the
constitutional provision in question {Article 3, Section
35) and of subsequent court rulings would agree with

the attorney general's opinicn, one can only wonder why
the Tegislature sought this means to fnstitute legisla-
ticn of such grave importance when more direct and legal
action could have been taken. The answer appears to be
a lack of conmitment by the majority in the legislature
to provide this kind of protection against discrimination.
The lack of alternative action by the governor or sugges-
tion by the attorney general makes doubtful that any
agressive support might be given to that powerless body--
the governor's Office of Equal Empioyment Opportunity.

Other states' civil rights agencies are also under-
staffed, underfunded and underpowered. The lowa Civil
Rights Commission mainly uses conciliation to resolve
complaints. It can issue cease-and-desist orders but
rarely does. Court action is not effective becauss the
comission has no subpeana power. Iowa fs in the fni-
tial stages of developing a state affirmative action
plan. Are there discrimination problems in lowa? It is
hard to say, since the commissfon treats this kind of in-
formation as confidentfal. Momitors were told that there
had been discrimination complaints filed against the
state, but none have come even to the hearing stage of
resolution in the Tast three years. A review of summa-
rized state employment data shows that Tows has probless
in employment practices that may warrant a charge of dis-
crimination on the \u‘sls of =ox ard possibly on the basis
of race a5 well.

talifornia's Fair Employwent Practices Division s
charged with eliminating discrimination in housing and
emplogment. It is typically understaffed and under-
powered. The divisfon chief, Roger Taylor, claimed
only a 30% success rate in resolving discrimination com-
plaints, (16) Perhaps the lack of enforcement power and
sufficient staff help to explain the remaining 70%. Each
of the five affirmative action program staff and twenty-
five consultants works simultanecutly on over seventy-
five tigations. For 1574, Mr. Taylor estimated
that the ective case 1oad would reach 3,700, (17)

Both the Massachusetts Commission Against Discrimination
and the Michigan Civil Rights Commission semm to have
the power to deal with discrimination problems. They
negotiate, hold hearings and can inftiste court action,
though final court orders must be enforced by the court.
The Michigan commission also wsés legislative resolu-
tions to force complfance. The power is thore but the
staff 45 not. 1In Michigan only the cospliance program
is effective; there 13 1ittle staff and consequently
little activity in the Dreventh’e JServices Program,

ich is the other part of that office’s delegited re-

nsibilfty. The Massachus :ls fon has a staff
f sixty but needs 300 according ha frperson,
Glendora Putman. (18]
The Tennesses Human Development Commission frvestigates.
conciliates and gives technical assistance with 1ts
Hmited staff of five, but has no enforcement power
other than the endorsement of the governor. However,
it does have a frienc who scems to have both the com-
mitment and the powsr to eliminate discrimination, the
qovernor,

In January, 1972 Severcor Winfield Dunn established an
affirmative action program because “this administration
recognizes that the citizenery of the state of Tanpes-
see includes a substantial minority group which s mot
adequately represented in the large nusber of persons
employed by the state."(13) The first complete state
employment report was issued in 1971 by the Commissfon
for Human Development and showed blacks composfing 16
of the state population but only 11.B% of the stata’
employees. This was ua from 11.0% in 1970. ' Further,
in 1971 the average rity yearly salary wis §1,266
less than the average white yearly salary. Tha repart
goes on to document in detail the status of minorities
in state goverment, concluding, “Some agencies have
progressed notably, some have not moved, and somm have
regressed. , Much progress needs to be made."(20)

Some progress is being made, Total minority employme
fn state government was up to 13.2% in Decembar 1973,
The Corsol{dated Affirmative Action Seport al

effort to promote and hire minorities fnto the profes-
sfonal, supervisory and skilled job Tevels, Seill, by
Decenber 1973 two agencies had no minority 94
More than two-thirds of the thirty-four agenc ies included
in the consolidated report have miwrit{ euployment
that deviates by more than 5T from the 1970 minority
population, (21) However, sven more relevant are the
twenty-four of the thirty-four reporting agencies which
deviate more than 5% from the total minority percentige
in state government. (22}

The enployment problem is spotty and differs from a

to agency, Corrections, mental health and zocial ser-
vices traditionnlly have preponderences of minorities,
usually in low paying unskilled fobs. In 1973 over 50%
of the minorities governeent were {n these
thres agencies. thout the more dotafled

EED4 forms, which alsp indicate salary ranges, no conclu-
'Tion can be made about discrimination in salarfes and job
avels

While even this meager amount of data shows the need for
fmprovement and continuing effort to oliminate discri-
mination and 1ts effects in state employment practices,
without a good affirmative action plan and the endorse-
ment of the governor the picture would no doubt be much
worse.

Each year the affirsative action program has been revised
and refined in response to continuing problem areas.

Jane Hardaway, the Commissioner of Personnel, who s re-
sponsible for developing and implementing the state's
affirmative action program, keeps hammaring away at the




agencies to do better. She feels her success is due to
the strong backing of the governor, (23 o described
by others to be "a compassionate man” with a2 "record to
(24} Jane Hardsway hopes that the
l"lllh||'?|1-ﬂ n, the affirsative action progra
in" it the next commissionor and. next _rw:r-
nor cannot throw 1t a1l out.

On February 7. 1974, Governor (unn signed Executd
Ho. 3, creaur mission on the Status of

des discrimination i
ted r_._, Le. n.,.,g. manitors did not provide breakdowns
by gex, s addition to the affi
JC!I(\'\ yGram st111 in ='|§it on at the t
paper, the plan looks go
f enforcement respo
ruitaent and referral agency desiar
ations review and palicy rrn:r(nrl:,.
M'!c.r' ng )""ccdnr.. nforma

Monftors 1n a1l six states found surprisingly little
awareness of any civil rights provisions in the GRS law
and regulatio 1y total ig gnorance on

d :

L ¥ I.' the I\'Ilnr';“\\‘
ssion, asked the terviewing »
next meeting of the jusan [

chi D of Civi has gone even
further. xecutive Director
! orandum that sets fort
ta Insure Equal Opportunity
These recommendations in-
olfcy state-

¢ out these programs.
is in part a re

] .;cs ng up

an effort woul thout the

nd without some ant on the part of Fﬂour-ll agen-

ons ib1 11ty of enforcing the
practices he par
fpl' a lon

a success?
on depends upon what measures

used to "eflne SUCCESS. e set of
nts orginally offered in

Has general revenue sharing restored states to their
"proper role" in the federal system? The monitoring in-
ations found no evidence that the role of
government has been altered in any way by the |
x 5 en digested into the
got without affecting efther the decisicn-making process
or the way in which state governments function.

It is true that general revenue sharimg has. shifted
power away from Washington, But at the state level,
this shift has not been accompanied by its prnane,izcﬂ
nterbalance - bringing government closer to the people.
lhv'e has b lWement nor even much
ocation decisions.
nto the state coffers and

ause of the fur f GRS it was fmpos-
sible for survey monitors to cm‘c_luai- -h- her or not
general revenue sharing bas helped create job n[\p\.l‘l.uni-
ties or has altered the pattern of state spending. How
t ew dollars occurred at
1r:|urn-n<, were baing
either ocono-

mic goal was accomplished.

GRS funds appear to have helped some state f

tax and school finance refor Home ome dec |
kers clearly felt that these reforms auu.rrm At the

same time the GRS |\r(l.|r‘r wag lemented only by co-

Incidence, Others felt Lhat he influx of

dol actually r o

the fungibility of &

of GRS fiscal effect

if not impossibl.

Since the general revenue sharing progra
fncentives for government o L
deserves no credit in this area, The positive changes
in state governm sdget processes,
openness and the ncreased capability
deal mare effectively with com
1 oving trend that began
before general revenus shi ad and does not seem
to be related to i

fgation fnto the way general revenue sharing §
at the state 1 provides 1ittle evidance
of the articulated
aring has merely
provided another so re state revenus which in fact
is a partfal substitute \'n— other federal funding that
has been reduced.
And what has happensd in the areas of citizen partici-

pat in revenize sharing and civil rights comp]iance
at the state leve The former has not materialized at

all, and the presence of the latter §s highly questionable.

citizen participation in general revenus

ion making is & goal, the Taw and regula-

ns must mke specific provision for it. Evidence

s that 1t will not exist otherwise. Citizens must

an n.\ ond h":lt is currently provided by the
tter

Certainly

s LluL. without §

enforcement of civ rights provision of "I‘- law, state
governments will knowingly or unknowin
pattern of discrimination that already exists, partic
'Iﬂrly in the area c.f state employment practices. A {edﬂ-
ral Tevel o to the eradication of racial, ethaic

sex discr Ir‘lrlg.ll)n t be made, and specifications

t be made in the law and regula to carry out that

commitment. Relying on the good will and intentions of
state government officials will not suff Nor is the
defegation of civil rights enforcement of federal law to
state human rights -Jgencies or state civil rights com-

missfons an adequate shifting of enforcement responsibi-

1ity, since those state agencies tend to be grossly under-

staffed and often lack authority to give full redress to
discrimination problems. r cooperation should be

solfcited, but only as an accompaniment to a strong fede-

ral level enforcement effort.

Certainly not all of the problems of the GRS program can
be solved by more or different legislation. Commitment
and positive attitudes toward citizen participation,

civi] rights and better assessment of needs and prioritics
cannot be lTegislated. In the end, it §5 the citizenry
within each state that must make toe prograw sccountable.
This can only happen if adequate provisioms for citizen
participation are mandated by the Taw.
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Government Moderni Hh‘an
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The Actua] Use Report for July 1, 1973-dune 30, 1574
shows expenditures of $98,752,651. The monitoring
report from the Texas League coordinator shows money
spent through the 1974-1975 biennfum as follows:
Total GRS available = $316.2 million
Colleges and Universities - 19!3 & mill1on
Courts of Appeal -
Construction -
Stuart Long, Editor of the Long Mews S
the Austin Report, interviewed on Jung EB. 1974,
few York Times, article, January 7
lel !nlervh‘ns on April 2
Atution for Tex

L 1
Movesmber 1973, p.
The P rty Tax in s Changi Envlroﬁmeﬂl Advisory
ra-u on on Intergs \mrnmna RaTations Man:n
i 203
Rovenus Sharing § to Schools," Newsletter,
. 5, Texans for Educational Excellence;
iTed breakdown of responses see Chart V
ppen
etailed breakdown of responses see Chart VI
in the appendix.
For a detafled breakdown of responses see Chart VII
in the appendix.

ER II. SHIFTING POWER TO THE PEOPLE

Menbership of the Legislative Budget Board :ansi.‘ts
of 10 individuals: Speaker of the Ho Chai

of the House Appropriations Cosmittee; E.hatrm!n nf
the Revenue and Taxation Committee; two members of
the House selected by the Speaker; Lisutenant Gover-
nor; Chairman of the Senate Finance Cosmittee; Chair-
men of the Senate State Affairs Committes; two mem-
bers of the Senate selected by the Lisutenant Gover-

and Money Management for Teus.
esearch League, p.
In &1l states e-cgpr Arkansas, Mi 1'.'19;!!
a5, the governor has
budget- ma\in-] autharit
Better Budget and Money Mana: it h)r Texas
Fobruary 1971, Texas ese'a‘:'rc enq-ar :
Theodore E111s, Deputy Direc naft.nent of
Environmental Quality, tntervimﬂ on March 28, 1974,
Hashwille Banper, article, April 18, 1974,
In 1871 the GBO and LBB had a combined professiomal
staff of 21 plus clerks and stenographers, {nsuffi-
cient for the job to be done. The GBO further
suffers a high turm-over making 1t {mpossible to
build expert ording to the Texas Research
League ting and Money Mana nt for
Texas, p
David M. Bartley, interviewed on June 12, 1974,
Joseph 0. Early, interviewed on May 7, 1974,
George Tidwell, interviewed on April 15, 1974,
This was di sed in Chapter 1, und:r Fiscal
Efforts of GRS in six states a vold & tax
increase; 2. stay clear of progrnn's recefving other
federal funds put money into non-recurring ex-
penditures; 4. use it as widely as possible.
D. ¥, Copeland, interviewed on March 11, 1974,
Melton Hamilton, interviewed on March 6, 1974,
Ned Mckherter, interviewed on March &, 1974,
dames Carter, in testimony for Congressional over-
sight hearings fn the fall of 1973,
i;n:m an interview on March 6, 1974,
bid.
From an interyiew on March 6, 1974.
Sacramento Unfon, article, March 23, 1973.
rom an Tntervies on May 16, 1974,

South
the maja r

From an interview on March 6, 1974.
From an interview on February 15, 1974
For a detafled urgeh’w of responses see Chart
VIIL of the appendix.
a .r(-talln breakdown of responses see Chart
¥ of appendix.
Senator Marlow Cook fn an address before nr Rotary
Club of Paducah, Kentucky, February 10,
John Connally, in a statement before the U:a House
of Representatives, Februa .
n, February 4, 1971 Message.
For s more detailed breakdown of responses see Chart
XL in the appendix.
(ne Texas Legislator noted that a citizen's Advisc
Council had been set up in Texas. This was actua
& tesporary revenue sharing ncil made up of cf l_r.
county and state officials designed to educate and
give guidance to local dscisfon makers. There {s
no evidence that this council ever addressed the
issue of citizen participation,
Tegislator said the revenue sharing coun-
! Howewer, this body npever
open public hearing or even & closed session
on passible uses of the state GRS funds. A Cali-

o
hearing referred to was actually on the specifica-
tions of 5.8. 80, which used the funds. However,
U!e discussion was not on the revenue source for

5.B. 90 and did not center around the uses of GRS

For a .mmeu breakdown of responses see Chart X

in the appendi
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State Senator Clifton C. Lamborn, Intérviewed on
February 26, 1974,

Sam Price, interviewed on May 26, 1974,

Richard Lazansky, finance consultant to California
ml[u Office of Research, interviewed on April 17,

R bfayne Richey, Executive Secretary of lowa Board
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?;-;:r.r)r {het Brooks of Texas, interviewed on May 2,
Senator Ciifton Lamborn of Towa, interviewed on
February 26, 1974,

John Mockler, Education Consultant to Assembly Ways
and Means Committee, interviewed on February 7, 1974,
Dr. Jemes Colmey, interviewed on April 25,

From an interview on Apri] 5, 1574,

Senator Milton Hamilton of Tennessee, interviewed

on March 6, 1974,

Bobty Crim, interviewed on March 26, 1974,

Harry A. 50, interviewed on February 11, 1974,
William Hargrave, fnteryiewed rm March 19, 1974.

From an_interview on April 4, 1974,

Gearge Tidwell, interviewed on Ap il 15, 1974,

From an interview on February 5, 1974,

Nathan Safir, General Manager, and Franmk Cortez,
Director of Community Relations, for KCOR Radio in
San Antonio, Texas, interviewed jointly on

February 18, 1974,

From an interview on May
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Kashville hnm-r article, April IE. 1974,

From an interview on March 19 s 197

Ibid.

From an fnterview on May 18, 1974,
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Ted Welch, Commissioner of Finance, in
April 18, 1974,

Representative William B. Fitzperald of Michigan,
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if

ewed on







IOWdA (ASE STUDY
ON IMPLENMENTATION OF

GENERAL REVENUE SHARING
AT THE LOCAL LEVEL

PREPARED BY UE OF WOMEN VOTERS EDUCATION FUND
FOR THE NATIOMAL REVENUE SHARING PROJECT

KATHERINE FAHNESTOCK
DATA ANACYST AND AuTHOR




PREFACE

deér the federal general re
Ty as the State .mu L

blic Law 92-512),

easury Department, s

five year |. ri t
nltl-mmu the'at

rorents.
o From January 1.

Local governments receive two-third
of GRS funds available. Although the amo
shares rmined on the b of the ove
share,
of & three-fs
ulation, per capita income and pen
1 overnments must spend their

funds h|‘|||l| specified qori

itted by state and |
and n.linteﬂam:e expenses in the f

i al p

portation, Pecreatinn
aged.

There are 4 few ather kay p
3! oxpenditure of GRS
tes that fund
iminates against women and minorities.
ion forbids local covernments from us-
al funds. Other pro-
must l~e bert in its own

na |:|f funds, The re
of planned and ac
titlerent pariod.

I'.
the 1_._» ue of Women Voters Education ﬁm:l,
the Natfonal Urban Coali-
Center for Mational Policy R
the National Revenue Sharing Project to study the
imolenentation of neneral revenue sharing at the federal,
state and local levels.

@ t o particularly concerned with
tha impact of general revenue sharing on the peeds o
poor and minority aroups, wanted t ycus attention on
fssues such as citizen (r.lr" Irmrmn civil rights
to generate
zen |r|‘M & €
reH budnet orocess

for Hat
the federal 1eun1. the Lhr-e Prod ornanizations with
qrass-roots affiliates undertook a comprehensive monitor-
i i and 60 local furisdictions.

e=be 2 cities as part of the overall Pr
monitoring effort, Trained by national Proj
usinn a monitoring instrument develog i
with Or. Lawrence Sus kind of the Harvar:

nter for Urban Studies, League members in each

3 Tows communities surveyed conducted about 30 one
two_hour interviews with elected officials, agency heads,

ia representatives and leaders of local Lulwnir)' or-

nizations: and collected extensive demog ¢ informa-
tion, budeet documents. studies and nen.‘lan'_'r c]m:n-m
After the information had been compiled over an 18-month
period beginning in November, 1973, the data, interviews
and local evaluations were then analyzed by LWVEF nation-
al Project staff.

On the basis of Findings from 23 lowa cities, the report

critically
aeneral re
the peopie.
related to
process,_jnc

15 the contention made by proponents

aring that ft would return power to

This case study discusses the key issups
al revenue sharing

ng the relat .

affairs, the dewelopment m

qets, deci

ons ab
zen participstio

OVERVIEW

eneral revenue sharing hy
chanae to the 11
¥ the League
funi

anna that falls
beneath, usually
One explanation is that
for th

of reaction.
the un:lr.]l'mnt

i to efforts have reaffirmed what others h
vered--that all too often 5 more
allfed to stewardship than to leadership. The public

glects offi ke care of mnfcipal business.
se officials then hire & manager or clerk to take

care of the city's busine And th 0

that, He or she takes on more power, often becau

ted d(lnqh have neqlected the |'-b'||{._'hm!}|nl: aspects

abs. ANl too often, and especially at bud-
the question “What |[e| we do B il

ﬂ.nlnr. - oma 23 communitie: mn‘rnrrd
ted counci] mesbers, Hanﬂalpd to ru-pr -enr

ry and fts i

glance at

ele
the citizen-

appraval® for whatever executive or admin-
B al had been -mde. Criticism was
the feared "Pan 5 box" of a cit

ity government has relingu
one of ficials tried

. find that ap

In & few reassurin

de
are willing to participate.

Wratever revitalization of local aov :

taking nla-—r can dly be credited’ to general revenue

sharing; uch chantes the demand for local
ntral and Ihn- willinaness of people

results of broad social and political changes fn this

nation,

HOMOGENEITY OF SURVEY CITIES

three municipalities ranqing in population from
J'JIH to over 200 000 were covered in this study. The
5 motenelty of th cities is raflected in
t findinas,

There is remarkably 11ttle racfal diversf Two of

+ Carroll and Monticello, are all white. Six

ority :upulntlnn under 1%, five cillrs have a
ween

minority population bat 1% and 1.99%, and four ci-




b percentage
the largest nis
oFity newspaper
st of the natio
sproportionately fre
ty of lowa's

The H(‘z‘ cle

tional average.
tizens are elderly

this survey are J
have occurred in the mach-
a result of r

th

expansi
ance
al heal
'I‘u'fh dly 3
jurisdictions
ch changes
s process, they
the survey cities. Also,
the survey comminit
tizen access to gqovernment i
meeting Taw and requires budoet

STATE LAW GOVERNS FISCAL AFFAIRS

i1 recently, Towa cities we
neating what functi 1n.a1 AOvern-
could be

That definttion ran
poverning as many a
1

e Rule Bill that be-

nder Home Rule,

C-.{h—s will be
fn any activity not expressly forbi |u\n
ificant widening of the parmis
urisdictions. Howeve
Leanue monitored were o

of the state requlations
form of taxation

f‘r 'I\I'QL'I' Sums
DOCH ] percentage of the
v the state is re-
hey were collected.
ty tax still remains the primary
lowa cities.

» communities

with t

tax must b

among “funds®:  the
ely, ftation, "un‘:\p.\l

recreation and utiiities funds. Social ser-
county business and are there-
duties.

considered to be
in the definition of municipal
ities have provided human services; e,
lzased housina for
city officifals have taken a trad

onal approach
by spendin

lowa law requir that all meeti
open to any cit
covers meating

0 attend. is

d boards as well as
im:r dealing wlrh the
persol impending real estate acqui-
b the '.m:l'l‘{. In addition, L"E

weetings

approved for cartific sl'lrln
st and/or

proves the budget, so
for real fnput or channe is negligi Bl

y departments
erve before

ilar in nearly all of the

is survey, Lhﬂuﬂl‘ every city has its idiosyn-

The city manager or clerk tes budoet

partment heads asking them to outline their
needs for the upcomina fiscal year, neﬂ the farms are
completed, the manager or clerk put er 4 proposed

t rafining department and reconcil-

.||=; wi rh incose.

ublic is
of which must
The couneil ther 7
fied by the

without inval-
Iaw\ cities wers
h ta ﬁvnu-‘-\ budneting in 1975 (under
s but only five cities had made the change at
this survey was carried out. ine cities used
he budget process, primarily to fi
the costs of inflation and to perform “menfal”

tics

thounh officia do not perceive

n to new political stimuli, they
informal influsnces that work on ti
most persistent influences are the
ites of mananers or
and 1ts associa
described the
the wr

nvolved.

departsental favor-
and the chasber of commerce
The former mavor of Dubogue
ntrandvernmental pressures at work during
Tot of personalities are
enjoys the hiohest priorit
ctive lobby-
nananer was described
hr'.lrrn chatirman w

ent for activities in one of
ven functional areas set fo by the state legis-

the elderly or vouth employment, most

can communicate

cerned that t|
he expert
of elected r.rr.. fals

mOTe -t'nm'lr‘in-
ded” community
e rti

Several communit
zations de

mendation,

used to reduce taxes one
nes City Council,

tive and the assoc

t general rev.

“Local officia

real needs of their
make wiser d

Althouoh many of the

ties and are therefore g

yfficials and community
vey believe qen

Imﬂ navernments ,

and expenditure of thi
r statements.

er to local nowernment
ts mave acquired oreat L\s
rrying out fovernmental
3 The tr
cr. can be tested '_v explaring whether local
have entered new areas of endeavor, oalned
arly taken care of by the federa]

more respo
e within

is the theory a

local officials are reluctant to
arans and fdeas in inflationary times.
energies are directed to

the current leve

r
kinn on new f|-||||_

the avaflabilit
was npot & .||-‘ 1y

n defending

stated
ffic and san
parks

he only 5
fal service
and de pLieN all the talk of ex-
few cities B
ritached customary domai

Altha sharing was originally pro-

an an alternative to

of funds

1as created an “either - or®
According to inter-

he Washinaton bureaucr
lead-
i1

re- n~ deral ~-1Lmu— were 1ikely to affect

¥ aroups more than others. g did
funds 3 5 mo D rL‘\'Ia’f Tost
N the communitie
the prime example be
ommunities lona to
thay don't come an
amount of money formerly alloca-
The chairman of Low Rent
sees the return of money tuw

teqorica
g Aoency in

na 10 te 157 general reve
y effective.” Many community )

5 do not see qeneral revenue sharing
a5 a return to Tocal sovereignty, but as a sham, & s00th-
ing balm to reduce the patient's aches and complaints
over the destruction of federal rams. fianeral reve-
nue sharing, according to the city attorney for Oskaloosa,

N an & to cut off good programs

The federal flux, moreover, has Tized some po-




. possible wxpn
rd aress was difficult
state of ©

e are the answers:

yors and their aides

'Ie.. [

heir

1 OFficers

orical arant areas is In seri-

survay communities are concarnad
that benefit "e y
wary of encouraging more
aroups. Burlington's plan
director shares with m officials a fear of
st groups fichting each o "
ta favoring use of the funds
afaty, lon n taxes,
¥ henef “everyone, "

¥
munity, or as “frea"
vernpent, there is
those nents of
have been commonly overlooked

it (see appendix - #3).

to affect
increase the amount of
1s based their dec Accord-
ouncil mesbers, such parti-
in 11 of the 16 citfes
ower for |"’J1 povernment
than a real
sharing. t
ies to support expand services
ed, but there 15 no evidence

furids ro._euse of the yagariss of cat al
future of general revenue shar-
to have passed from th

ve their rhet-

NEW MONEY: NEW POSSIBILITIES

theory, general revenue sharing {s free money for cit-
-money that can be spent wherever the need or desire
greatest. Many officials cite this  flexibility for
local jurisdictions as a major reason for continuing the
program. In practice, the allocation of the money has
DN GOV by a series of factors that have Timited
eral vovenus sharing uses almost entirely to exist-

ommnities fear that general revenue sharing
will be discontinued, so they seek to avoid
uses that one official termed "addictive.
Commnities that are ]imit

to tax, generally believe 1t is difficult to
rawltai the expected level of city services
and make capital and non-recurring expendi-
tures.

Beperal revenue sharing can be used for capital
expenditures that would require public approval
r & bond fssue 1f made from local revenue.
Because they are confused by the prohibition
against wsing general revenue sharing as local
matching funds, some officials believe they are
forbidden to use general revenue sharing to re-
place federal money that has beem cut back or
cut of f.

Nearly a1l survey cities refrained from involve-
ment in “social services."

The funds can be used "on paper” for one pur-
pose, freeing money for a different purpose.

o many officfals, there is little room for
change and adjustment in amy given city budget. Simple
maintenance of the current level of services accounts

ajority of possible expenditures. The
lowa City manager said 803 of the budget is fixed. "The
budg ut and dried, but there are certain basic
things t rise most of the budget, with 1ittle to
fiddle around with,” according to the mayer of Muscatine.
Keeping expenses down 1s more important than responding
to citizen input. The public safety director of lowa
City said the city must “work within a sound fiscal ap-
proach. The second consideration is citizen destre."

General revenue sharing uses reflec the same prior-
fties as the use of Tocal revenuas. ay-to-day mafn-
tenance rather than long-range goals® account for most
government effor Councl] members frequently cited
sewers, garbage, dogs-at-large and strest repair as the
most important issues to officials and citizens aiike.
The ordering of city government concerns is typified by
one Burlington counci] member, "Do the absolute neces-
sitfes first, then try to stretch the soney 4s equitably
as possible among Further needs. @ basic thing is to
keep a city moving. First, fire protection and palice.
Then water, sewer systems and transportation, which
would include streets A Cedar Rapids community leader
expressed a ewhat more cynfcal view. Spending prior-
ftfes are governed by the "ease of administration for
elected and ointed officials.” It takes a crisis to
hange priorities. Several communities shifted large
amounts of monoy into sewers after antigquated systems
backed up fn heavy spring rains. And Des Moines finally
repaired 4 orfoge after it collapses into the river.

Response to social service needs is limited. Several of-
ficials indicated that city governments would be able to
allocate money to the meeds of the poor and minorities
after “catching up®” on a backlog of priority items. But
Waterlopo's community enabler belfeves that minorities
don't have even secondary importance when the budget is
written. 0Officials, he says, are not concerned with
catching up and then helping the disadvantaged but with
cutting costs. The small amount of GRS money allocated
to socfal prograss was “given to programs which are not
necessarily good, but the agencies have behaved."

ISION MAK AND MOW THE FUNDS WERE USED
Since genéral revenue sharing was most often cons
part of the regular budget, 1t 1s safe to assume
real decision-maker on the use of these federal Tu
the same individual who was responsible for preparing
the remainder of the budget. Revenue uses often reflect
this official's personal priorities. A past mayor of Du-
bugue sees the manager as a “benevolent tyrant,” and an
Towa City official notes that “if he 15 a street man,
money goes to streets, {f humanist, 1t goes to programs
for people.” This is not to say that the managers exer-
cise purely arbitrary control over city expenditures.
ials raflected a broader
e fre-
past priorities or were newly-elected
their role and powers. Managerial nflu-
e f5 worth noting because people often have Tess ac-
cess to these appointed officials than to their elected
reprasentatives.

analysis of tusl Use Reports filed by these 23
ties shows tha funds have been spent in the same
arees s local revenves. All data cited in the sec ch
tafled fn the Planned
and cover pl.mln-d uses for the first five :-utl\h-
ments (January 1, 1972 through June 30, 1975) and actu-
a1 uses for the first four entitlesents (January 1, 1972
through June 30, 1974),

As of June 1974, only two citfes, Marshalltown and Mus-
catine, had spent all of the funds from che first
entitlements, according to the Actual 'JSL port. Ames
spent virtually all of its money, 99.5 Pella had
spent none; the city is saving for 4 sewer. Nine of the
23 cities spent Tess than half of the available GRS
funds (entitlesents plus Tnterest): six spent between
half and three gquarters; and the remainder o three-
quarters. Of the three cities that used a1l of the funds,
only one (Ames] used the money in ways respon-
sive to citizen input. There are 222 & use entries
falling into 14 different operating and maintenance and
capital expenditure categories for the 23 cities for the
first two years of the GRS program. A1l discussion of
actual uses is based on these 222 entries.

l‘fn than two-thirds of the available GRS funds was
The total amount spent by these cities
Sla.wﬂ.hk. while £10,439,776 remained unused. Nearly
qual amounts were allocated to capftal expenditures and
y operating/maintenance costs. A percentage hreakdown
capital and operating expenditures may be found
appendix #4, Flve categories account for nearly 9
of the expenditures, with nd money spent on Social O
velopment and less than one-third of 1% on Housing and
Community Development.
% OF ACTUAL
CATEGDRY USE ENTRIES
Public Safety 20.7
Transportation 2 15,
Recreation 14,
Environment G 10.3
Multipurpose & General
Government 8.9

Total : 1.0

Cities planned as though they intended to spend 100% of
each anticipated entitlement. Although the first entitle-
ment was larger in nearly every case than the amount plam-
ned, that disparity in no way accounts fo

mney that has beem unspent, according

Reports. Further, the planned uses often bear only inci=
dental resesblance to the sctual expenditures. Of the
222 mctual use entries, only 56.31 were anticipated in
the matching Planned Use Report. Even among these antic
pated actual uses, it is evident that the planned expe

ture 8nd the actual expenditure are not the same. Here

are two sample entries that are not uncosmon:

1974 Planned Use Report: Enviroamental Protection, capi-
tal expenditures - $973,.486

1974 Actual Use Report:

(See Cedar Rapids)

1973 Planned Use Report: Transport n'Icﬂ capital expendi-
tures - § 15,735
T-nnsbwldtian cenita1 expend|-
tures - $230,56

1973 Actual Use Report:
(See Marshalltown )

Because the Planned Use and Actual Use Reports need not
match, the filing of Planned Use regorts has b

routine fulfillment of a regulation, rather than a v

cle for public fnvolvement. The Pella city clerk d
scribes the process fn that city: “We have fil
necessary forsis to keep from losing the funds

major concern=-not to raise t

got together with the mayor and safd we ha

shall we work the planned use? We decided to use uwlr.,u
mental Protection because of the sewer situation here.
One of the argusents for a five-year appropriation was to
allow cities to plan. The reports for the first two
years show 1ittle inclination to take advantage of the
Five-year funding assurance.

ﬂn]v five discrepancies pccured fn the Planned and
Reports, Four of these were botwsen the beginning
and ending balance of Actual Use Reports. One discrep-
ancy may be attributsble to a city official's belfeving
that all reports are comulative. The balance discrepan-
cies range Trom obvious accounting errors (in Fort Madi-
son and fowa City) to two apparent cases of overspending.
Moumt Vernon shows an approximate $18,000 discrepancy
that may have led the city to overspend its ent{tlement
around SJ 000 (depending on Interest). Davenport's
1974 Actual Use Report contalims the most notewdrthy
4 screpancy:  the city appears to have spent $800,000
re than it was given. The 1373 Actual Use Report
gfves the June 30, 1973 trust fund balance as $17.065
However, when this fund balance was réported ca the
tual Use Report of 1974, it was 1isted as $867,658 in-
stead of $17,065. It would be simple to call this a
gross typographical or accounting ervor if the 1374
report did not go on to detail the manner in which
approximately $BO0.000 was spent. There is no ment
this probles in the remainder of the Davenport dat
the Office of Revenue Sharing reports that there
been no compliance complaints in the entire state of
a.

Local officials have faith in the oversight function of
ORS. The Ames director of planning noted that “the
check and balance of the Tederal government makes sure
that GRS funds are used effectively. They check what is
reported being spent and what actually done.

drrors occur in the spending or the reporting of

funds, 1t is clear that reports are not getting tk
necessary scrutiny from ORS.

Interview data

all or part of

planned before G 14 cities,
GRS funds were u maintain the current level

vices; 18 cities spent some money on DrojecL= Lh.\ i
"new." Some officials indicated that the 'new' rronc.s
were expenditures that had been planned for the future,
but their calendar was pushed up when GRS funds became
available, Less than one-third of the cities showed use
of the money to raise salarfes of city employess, al-
though ,ur.h use may be buried in the large sums allo-
cated to Public Safety Operating and Maintenance.

Actual Use Reports and officials with fiscal respon-




1ibilities verify that the most common effect of

reve: sharing on the tax rate has been to prevent

increase in the tax rate, Over half the cities were so

affected, according oir managers and mayors. A

smaller number reported a reduction {n the tax rate or &
ction Tn the rate of increase. (For more detail, re-

fer to the chart, "Effect on Tax Effort®, in appendix #6).

In Monticello and Pella, neither of which has spent
GRS funds, general revenue sharing obvious)
foct on the local property tax.

xtent to which GRS funds have been substituted for
21 cutbacks in categorical grants is somewhat un-
clear. Official estimates of city income from these
grants were highly disparate. Estimates made
of the Burlington City Council varied from 151
the city income. Furtner, many respondants I:Drs-dor
genaral revenue sharing itself as a federal categori
grant. Half of the officfals did not even guess at
much grant money §s being received by their
only three cities could all council members a [
her the total federal categorical grants to the city
past few years.
managers of &5 say that part of
S allotment w to replace funds that
1 cut off or cut back by the federal government.

valuations to determine the effact of general

et, and mos

SE'rul to feel that an audit of the whole sul }
city has made an evaluatfon of general revenue sharing's

and efght more are considering such an exer-

Five of the departsent and agency heads are p

to evaluate general revenue sharing as 1t impac

their departments. Three cities were unsure whether
RS audit procedures would be instituted for the 1974-75
entitlement,

In s general revenue sharing has effEcLIvE]r’ augmen ted
the budgets of the survey commumnit 1ne
increases and g
choice. The is an advantaye
to most communities, but the failure to spend larg

tions of the entitlements indicates that the dir
frequently articulated by offfcials may be exaggerated.
Dfficial assessments of general revenue sharing range
from “frasting on the cake” to "wo need every penny.” Re-
gardless of need, the nds have supported estab-
lished priorfties; they have not been a catalyst for
change,

CITIZEN PARTICIPATION

With Towa's o meating law and requirement for a bud-
pet hearing, citizen participation shoold have been the
rule in the 23 survey cities, Althougl i feommis-
members 1n all 23 cities told '
t took part in the decisions on use of income.,
mast commnities entrust the actual work of budget prep-
aration to efther the may Ity manager/clerk,
It 15 to these officia partment heads,
citizens, in order to
Tobby for a particular I\mo«'
budget process fn which each “cun 11/con n-lr!.lcm renber
has respangibilfty for oversight of a particular city
function--an oversight which {s frequently akin to ad-
vocacy.,

to be made by

Mnce they "|1'|l‘ the 41'(1’.|c|'| to spend GRS money, most

as though 1t was & reqular
her than a discrete fund to be

ﬂr\ ording to citizen fnput. ® process by

uh'rh they allocated GRS money was frequently no d‘!
ent from that applied to other sources of municipal in
come. Provisions for citizen participation, beyond the

legal re "Ur a public hearing, fell into five

categ et presentations, appointed boards,
special hearings and l-l!l'k-

shops, mayoral outreach, and, in Cedar Rapids, a pall,

MECHANTSMS FOR

Citizen group presentations and proposals were by far
the most common form of citizen participation. Such in-
as seldom actively sought, nor were Tunds always
In seven cities, counci]l members say that
no citizens appeared bafore the council in hearings or
other sessfons to comment on the budget. Although esti-
mates of the efficacy of citizen participation-by-pro-
al are qenerally negative, at Teast seven communi-

& responded to one or more of the groups asking for
ding. Ames officials funded four of the groups who
appealed the city for GRS funds. These funds went to
such diverse purposes as leased housing for the elderly,
8 cobalt unit for the hospital, the arts and crafts cen-
ter, and an Openline, a volunteer Tistening service form-

erly funded by A youth employment program was
nded in Mount Vernon, amid some contraversy over the
legality of funding & program wh participants would
actually be performing services for another government,
the school district, In LeMars, citizen participation
secured funds for the hospital, Buses for the elderly,
& law enforcemsnt center and housing were some of the
other uses sought and won by citfzen groups. In Council
chamber of commerce proposal for a swimming
and pressure for a highway pedestrian overpass met
council approval.

There {5 some disagreement among officfals and citizen
alike over the appropriate form and substance for
tions for specific
projects given in testimony have met with some success,
ft is clear that the ideas that got funding were those
that already had wide acceptance in the community, and
that these ideas for funding did not first reach counci]
ermbors on the day of the public hearing.

Whether the participation takes the form of unsolicited
painted mayor's task force, thare
ferant points of view on the T
izens. One viewpoint sees the citfzen
ntfally uninformed and belfeves that participa-
n consists of self-education about local government
in order to understand why officials make decisions as
wy do. This sort of passive participation fs advoc
primarily by appointed officfals, business people, and
ounc il membe A second view holds that citizens
intricacies of fixing bud-
articipation is fmportant
ithin which the ele of fi-
or of city plann or Sioux
icial, articulated this role:
ti2én nvolvemant should ba in helping to articulate
priorities; ected council d determine alloca-
tion of total funds to meet these prlnrnlc\s." The third
school of thought on citizen participation welcomes spe-
¢ suggestions the ¢ ft rens. The mayor of Daven-
ps asking for bud-
get input, and the Cit: which held a
city-wide Conference on Unmet Needs, fall into this fi-
nal grouping.

The Sioux City Parks and Recreation director describes
1 laid before the City Counct)

g groundwork: "A citizen could lobby

rs about a pet project. If a citizen just

a Department head it is not as effective, as a

Department head's voice gets Tost fn the shuffle during

the budget time. As an example, the time the funeral dir-

ectors came to see me about getting better roads in the

cemeteries. . unable to do anything about this but after
tha funderal directors made a presentation before the

council, the following year there was money made avail-
able for this purpose. To make a presentation before the
council, a citizen may make an appointment with the City
Manager to be placed on the Council meeting agenda,..it
wos better for the citizen's presentation if the Depart-
ment head involved in the citizen's project supported
his project.”

Citizen advisory boards, task forces and commissions rep-
resent another kind of effort to bring government and
public opinion together. Mine survey cities appointed
such bodies, sometimes fn response to a specific issue,
sometimes as a means of setting out city-wide goals and
priorities. Four of these communities--Ames, Dubuque,
Muscatine, Fort Madison--established boards to deal with
GRS funds.

Des Moines, Oskaloosa, Council Bluffs, Marshalltown and
Ottumws have or recently had citizen advisory groups on
the general budget. Des Moines has an additional central
advisory board as a part of the Community Development
program. The Budget Study Committee Task Force in Des
Moines was initiated by the mayor several years ago to
provide input fnto the entire city budget. Composed pri-
marily of business-oriented men, the now defunct Task
Force's findings are still being debated by the City
Council, No attempt has been made to provide for an on-
gofng citizen study effort. In Council Bluffs, a citi-
zen committee charged with makina an annual report to
the councﬂ on the community's needs is appointed by
the may each section of the city has répresentation.
The 'auncl\ Bluffs Citizens Conmittee for Comsunity
Development has "had some input in the setting of prior-
fties in general terms," according to a Lesgue of Women
Voters monitor. The citizens committes is characterized
by being the recipfent of commmications from City Hall
rather than taking the community's message to the govern-
ment.,

The mayor of Ottuswa told interviewers that the Citizens
Advisory Council had fnput fnto the city budget, althougt
no further mention of this interest was made by city of-
ficials. In January 1974, new mayors took office in Mar-
shalltown and Oskaloosa. Both announced fntentions of
establishing citizens advisory boards. In Marshalltown,
the group is called the Mayor's Task Force and is re-
sponsible for "looking after the social concerns of the
city." Tn Nskaloosa, the Citizens Advisory Council will
herald the end of an era in which citizens could attend
the yearly budget hearing, according to a local Tabor
leader, “if you want to go and get insulted.”

However, none of these citizen advisory groups have
made any fmpact on the city's decisions and decision-
making process, Citizen groups are, in fact, treated as
an extra-curricular activity--a worthwhile extra, but
not 2 necessity,

The citizen advisory groups appointed to deal with gen-
eral revenue sharing had Tittle more impact than their
general budgetary counterparts. The small success the
GRS groups did have probably 1ies in the philosophy
that led to their appointment: that GRS funds are a dis-
tinct fund and that citizens are entitled to & volce in
GRS allocations. In late 1972, the Ames City Council ap-
pointed a Task Force to develop a five-year use plan for
general revenue sharing, The membership of the Task
Force--the city manager and department heads--was fntra-
governmental rather than grass roots. At the recosmenda-
tion of the Task Force, the first entitlement was used
to cut property taxes. Capital improvements was the
other recosmended use for the funds. Several council
members expressed concern over the vacuum in which the
recommendations were made, To prevent future short-
sighted decisfon makino, a second task force called the
Citizens Goals and Priorities Committese was created to
chart a course for the city.

The Oubuque Citizens Advisory Commission om Revenue Shar-
ing has been called "highly ineffactive® by a former
city counci) member. A commission member agrees that
"members are reluctant to really study issues or grapple
with problems. The mission is not given needed infarma-
tion to be able to advise effactively.” The commission
did review the proposed GRS allocations and ask for dele-
tion of a street repair project. The council complied.
The former co-chairman, a local radio station osmer,
myintains that the commission was told by the city ad-
ministration “what to study, what to decide." So ob-
scure {5 the role of the commission that most officials
and civic leaders failed to mention the groups. when
1isting city organizations with an interest in general
revenue sharing.

The Fort Madison government decided to use {ts GRS funds
for a new city hall and established a Citizen Advisory
Committec on City Hall. The story of this qroup's exper-
fence was related to a League monftor:

“1 accepted a position on the Citizens Advisory Commit-
tee thinking that we were to Investigate the possibilfi-
ties of bullding and/or resodeling City Hall. At the
first ing, plans were already made, It appesred that
the Committee of 7-8 members were expected just to Tis-
ten. Questions were asked to city officials and the
architect about the remodeling and these gquestions were
not satisfactorfly answered, e.g. the movement of the
snorkel fire truck from the west station to the new sast
station.,(The west station is closer to the hospital and
the snorkel could be used in the evacuation of patients,
There are no other high-rise buildinas in the city at
the present.)...City Cotnci] had its mind made up and
got mad when gquestioned about details.”

Several members of the city counci] and the city attor-
ney appeared to be unaware of the Citizens Advisory Com-
mittes, and the new mayor commented that the committee
had been “unoroanized.® The former mayor. who was in
office during the advisory group's tenure, called the
committee unresponsive. “Nobody sald anything, There
was 50T to 25% participatfon by the Mayor's Citizens
Mvisory Committes on City Hall plans. Gererally, it's
apathy.” Meither side seems to dispute that the basic
decision to use GRS funds for City Hall was made by
city officfals without citizen input.

After two years without citizen participation, Musca-
tine has set forth the most ambitious plan for an ad-
visory council. CACIM, the Citizen Advisory Council in
Muscatine, s a 35 member group charged by the mayor and
counci] with consolidating requests for GRS funds and
making recommendations. Five subcosmittees--human needs,
recreation, city government, education, health facili-
ties--work on developing suggestions in the functional
areas, The council has 1ts own outreach program, asking
local organizations for recommendations and for informa-
tion on federal cutbacks. It {s interesting to note
there were no responses to. the latter guery. CACIM will
present & three-year 025 use program to the city council
to meet monthly after reporting, in order to provide on-
going assessments, The most encouraging aspect of the
Muscating program is the high level of awareness of
CACIM shown by both government and community leaders.
The advisory counci] is widely recognized as a vek

for presenting citizen needs to the council,

Only one city, Anes, held a special hearing on general
revenue sharing. Seven other cities made provision for
citizen participatfon in the regular budget process for
one hearing efther in the form of extra hearings or
department budget workshops and, in Cedar Rapids, a Con-
ference on Unmeét Needs. Extra budoet hearings were held
by LeMars and Davenport. Little ntersst was shown by
LeMars citizens. The Davenport mayor's 100 fnavitations




Tted in at Teast & half dozen presentations. Com-
munity organizations were encouraged to make general
proposals rather than to ask for GRS funds because of
the “strings" ﬂtlﬂch"d to federal funds. Marshalltown's
naw early budget hea had not yet been tested as a
vehicle for citizen participation.

Dubugue, Newton and Burlington have special dep

hearinas or warkshops in which the public may

ate. In Mawton and Burlington, few penn]e attended de-
u

department workshops are reqularly att d by (’IL‘ League
of Women Voters, Chamber of Commerce, Citizens Advisory
Cosmission and the ¥ Councfl, all of
D°LI.|1 invitation’: from the city man
Ri [ ¢ in r|rr||-r
to encoura: |I:rl\c"|.)t'l\ll by 0Dor, 5 and
the elderly. .ﬂ‘s a result of the conference, G:’S fJnd'
were used to ablish a mini-bus system for the elder-
Ty. The outcome ur special hearings in other citd

a5 ncour snn. The budgets do not appear to have
baen fnfluenc because the public b“ed
to respond and n.lrtir becauze of ermmental rigidity.

As a counci at we should

the city's cw-renr needs departments
er than adding new services
buque counci] me

Five mayors have regular fories ranging from a weekly

radio show to a monthly breakf: to report to citize

and to ask for their help. Mone has proven to attract

widespread, or even narrowly based, zen participa-

tion, MLHonh the Cedar Rapids poll on city prior

was supposed to be another attempt to solicit mr'\rina.
out with the water bf11

and 5o only went to property owners. The pall has been

expanded to include renters,

n coalitions have been formed around
frg. Tn several citfes, minority
nizations have gotten to-
gether to "keep an mye" on the process. But this mo
toring appears to hawe gone no further than a few lead-
ers talking to each other.

singly, elected officials and representatives

tizen groups disagree about the extent to which
governments. have been made aware of community need
through general revernue sharing. O of all city
council members interviewe t they had become
more aware of poor and minority nee the
B a1location process. More than 191 said that they
ware aware of such specfal nem but that they had
"always" known or that their district had a large diz-
advantaged population.

When citizen and community action groups were asked {f
officials were more aware of their noed

eral revenue sharing, 2591 answered "yes, hose
droups, half of the youth organ tha com-
munity action agencies and 69% o

leaders thought that general revenue sharing had brought

awarensss of their néeds to the fore. But 45% of these

business people felt that the program had made council

membars more aware of groups other than bu

izations, Labor leaders expressed flar belief

percent felt that general revenue sharing had increased

official awarensss of labor groups, but 36T believed

‘Mt awareness of groups other than Tabor organfzations
d increased. Like the belief m Lhe return D" power to

s

have “)’I.l"l"" their hor ‘?uns is reasonably r.n-r»nn.
despite a bud performance that belfes the citizen

leaders' belief.
HOW NFFICTALS SEE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

tizen participation
of the city council mem-
increased citizen
cipation. Nn the whol lected officials favored
citizen access to the deci making process, while
appointed officials are Tess fnclined toward public in-
put, Arguments for c participation vary. Some
cite a belief in the demncratic process. But the senti-
ments of one Monticello council member was typical.
"Participation in the form of constructive analysis fs
encouraged, but grousing and griping about ‘don’t Tikes
|5 discouraged.” Although a few official respondents
favored publfc fnput fnto the budget process because it
was public money that was being spent, most were moti-
vated by o desire to keep the public from complaining
after the fact about official actions. One Mount Vernon
Council member favors citizen participation on the ex-
5 that "then they wouldn't complain so
the fact." Even those officials who favor par-
n want to h ens on a selective
Repeated references were made to "constructive
[ 15 and "responsible” groups. Citizen participa-
tion was even conttrued by some to mean fnput from
t heads, commissions and boards. There was
ttle evidence that officials belfeved that public
participation would change either the budget decisions
w which they were made.

Official opinfon on th
{5 mixed. Seventy-si
bers interviewed said

Some officials actually oppesed citizen participation
on the grounds that the public 1s too fonorant to cope
with the complexities of the budget and that citizens
cannot realize the extent to which money must be com-
ted to ongoing services, Tn Des Mofnes, interviewers
wera told that the "Manager fs a prnn\ssiona] and pre-
paring the budget is p of his fob," A Muscatine
departnent head noted that *It would be impossible...to
work the public individuals into the budget process, as
they would have too many radical idea Over and aver
officials and businessmen repeated that too much
o input would only confuse the budget process and
articipants fn the process would be
st" groups. "It's easfer for three to
make a declsion tham three hunrj-ﬁd commented a Water-
Too counci] member.

CITIZEN APATHY

Even more ressing than some officfal attitudes to-
ward cit{zen participatfon is the reluctance of citizens
themselyes to take advantage of the opportunities that
exist. This reluctance born of two sentiments. The
First 15 spathy, or the umwillingness to involve one-
self, The second--more cosmon to community action groups
an to the chamber of comeerce--is a sense of futility,
haugh the mayor of C
each week for six years to ask for citizen probless
gestions, he has yet to hear from a single citizen.
et Committes says no one
ver come to see him about the budget, in spite of a
~minite perfod at the beginning of each councll meet-
fno set aside as a public forum. Burlington held extra
budget mestings and gave them heavy publicity complete
metable of topics for discussion. Few attended
etings, to the disappointment of the manager and
’:-mcH

That the real decision makinn process takes place with-
out public input f5 a fairly common admission. The news
director of a Fort Dodge television station says that
the budget is put together “hehind closed doors.” The
sayor of lowa City cited a 1ist of citizen groups that
expressed responsible interest in general revenue shar-
ing, then admitted that all this foput had absolutely no

effect on the distribution of funds. It is not surpris-
fng that many comeunity groups see no reason to expend
time and effort in an attempt to influence a closed
process.,

The President of the Ottumwa League of Women Voters sum-
med up the problem:

“Lack of citizen participation is due to both the budget
befng already drawn up and being too difficult for citi-
zens to comorehend at this point, General comment is
'Tt's all cut and dried. Why bother?' The attitude of
the council 1s that the public doesn't understand the
city's needs. Therefore, there i3 no need to present
more informatfon to the publfc. Department heads know
the needs of their department.”

Thus, the yicious eircle. Officials see an uncaring, un-
comprehending piblic and dismiss its potential role in
budgat-making. The public, having been shut out, does
not acquire the knowledge that would a1low it to fume-
tion effectively. And this fanorance further reinforces
the opinion of city officials.

General revenue sharing has had a minimal effect on the
budget process fn the survey cities, Although the ques-
tion raised by this survey opened the eyes of some com-
munity qroups to the possibilities for participation,
there is no indication that the simple availability of
GRS funds and the concamitant matfomwide publicity
brought forth more than the merest trickle of citizen
activity in the two-year start-up period.

INEQUALTTY

If actual complaints against local govermments are a val-
1d indicator, racial and ethnic discrimination is not
widespread fn Iowa. In fact, few cities have minority
populations large enough to have any influence on the lo-
cal novermment, and officials assume that because there
are few minority citizens there is 1ttle discrimination.
On the other hand, sex discrimination is rather freely
acknowledged, and is being dealt with by local govern-
ments. Several have developed affimative action pro-
grams following sex employment complaints. It is far
more difficult to substantiate unequal ‘treatment of the
impoverished. Aside from the fréquent assertion that
there are no poor, the arqument that thase who contri-
bute Teast to the govermment should bemefit least seems
written between the Tines of several interviews. A mem-
ber of the Councl) Bluffs City Council thought that
unpaved streets in poor sections were all right because
“the houses on these streets have such low assessed val-
wes that the cost to the city would not be compensated
in taxes."

Six gitfes had sex and/or race diserimination complaints
filed against the city government. As & result of such
complaints, three of the cities have instituted affirma-

e action plans and job reclassification. The Dubuque
and Des Moines cases are still "in process," while Potta-
watamie County s appealing a court's findings against
the county. (For a 1isting of cases, see the chart
entitled “Discrimination and Labor Complaints™ in appen-
dix #7.) Most communities have passed an ordinance that
keeps the exact nature of discrimination complaints con-
fidential, Althouch several human relations officials
were willina to detail the number and kind of cases,

i " as the basis

for complaints against the city government.

In only one community, Ottumwa, was a Davis-Bacon viola-
tion found, althouph officials in two other communities
cited Davis-Bacon wage requirements as a reason for not
using general revenue sharfng for construction projects.
The Davis-Bacon provision of the (RS Taw says that pre-
vailing wages (as defined by the Davis-Bacon Aict) sust

be paid to lahorers on any construction project costing
over §2,000 and financed 25% or more by GRS,

Inequalities in city services are cited in several cities.
Such complaints are difficult to validate. The director
of the Waterloo Human Rights Commission says that the
Rlack community claims it receives fewer city services
han the white sections of the city, but that the commis-
sion is unable to substantiate the claim because “we
can't find out where the money has gone and can't get the
basic statistical information to prove it." In Council
Bluffs, streets in the poorer section are unpaved, lowa
City respondents cite a lack of bus service for a fede-
rally-subsidized housing project. In Cedar Rapids, com-
munity leaders talked about a lack of law enforcement in
the poor aress that would not be tolerated by the afflu-
ent. One example of this neglect was a house of prostitu-
tion operating next to an elementary school. Equal servi-
ces are difficult to force on these city governments, ac-
cording to a Cedar Rapids community leader, becaus

“are not enough winority people to put pressure on city
novernment.® This sentiment §5 repeated in one city
after another by both frustrated representatives of the
poor and minorities and by some of the officials who res-
resent them.

Oistribution of i85 funds for the benefit of poor and mi-

victim of the same kinds of thinking that
ominate tlu- reaular budoet process. One school of
thought is repre the Marshalltown mayor, who
"doesn't believe there are very distinct lines between
groups in Marshalltown or any gemeral feeling of discri-
mination," and by the mayor of Fairfield, who says that
“needs of the entire community are appraised without spe-
cial consideration of the mipority or poor...Some groups
of poor in this size comunity do not want help fros
city involvement.” In several cases, the search for ex-
asples of city services that are of equal benefit to all
reached an absurd Tevel. When asked how the poor are
taken into account when writing the budoct, a LeMars
official answered, "Free services for the poor in use of
the cemetery.”

The League of Homen Voters in Cedar Rapids describes the
second school of thought in dealing with poor and minpr-
ity oroups.

“City officials claim to want more input, and most
community, labor and business aroups feel they
have ready access to officials. However, represen-
tatives of poverty and minority groups express bit-
terness and hostility toward city governsent, hav-
ing no hope of fnput now because of previous brush-
offs."

This perception of government intransigence s reflected
in the fact that B1% of the community and civic leaders
interviewed believed that poverty and minority aroups
were not qetting a fair share of GRS monfes.  Howaver,
only 19% of these representatives said that their orgapi-
zation had submitted or intended to submit a proposal or
sugqestion for use of the funds. The input of these
groups may be more welcome than they believe. The mayor
of Waterloo readily adeitted that such groups were not
raceiving ir fair shares then said "1 don't know how
to do it.

In two cities, thers were complaints that the city coun-

cfl did not allow the husan relations office to be effec-
tive. The chairman of the Muscatine Citizen's Advisory
foned an unusual use of the city affirmative

tha] city administrator has an affirm-

Must be careful, jobs are refused

The Des Moines Biudoet Study Committes Task Force found




he Human Rights Coemission is not fully util
some city officials do not support the comi-
Toyment figures
on problems.” A local civil rights
the way in which the council's capricious-
the commission's workings, “For example,
the cos had a backlog of cases on Tong hair dis-
ation complaints and the Council decided to strike
1 responsibilities.” 1In addition,
this leader says, the Coun has not required affirma-
5 ridders on city construction
Director of the Urban Ministry and a
e noted that city's
respd i Tity for E'VIT
owers. [t in
rban Ministry nln-crm
federal fundinae,*

rights enforcement, but ||as 0
by the mayor, according to the
“to satisfy the law, to insure

MEDIA PARTICIPATION

"e':nn coverage of general revenue sharing in lowa did
ote citizen participation in the allocation pro-
ice was printed in
i other cities
ply |\‘ﬂrr— t ot among the legal notices, wh
rgely unread. reason is not hard to fin
ponding to monitors' fnquiries,
broadcast media expressed a sense of refpannh‘l ty for
fcipation more of a reality

"What steps has your ilean"L‘a"N‘
{nstruct the public on the eligibil
the procedure for applying for fund Twen-
ine respondents answered “nothing,” while 30 men-
hey had run genéral stories on general reve-
Only seven Journalists sald they had

taken t

ized the procedures for procuring
] not answer the g while four said
h station had dope nothing because
vernneatal oraanizatfons are not elfpible receiva GRS
rvision sta-

that his sta

tion would not publicize o1 the func-

" the news, but

they have occurred, The
i r ue sharing

it ware ended.

tion of 3 Lv‘Dar‘cat er 1s
v

would become

at coverage of general revenue sharing and
mn-(,'luu. cts was uspemenx bad. It's s ¥
that media reportage o gets 15 generally poor,
Most Journald pod that information on the budget s
adily avi City Hall: nomatheless, the ap-
i e, News-
t that com-
the amount spent vinus year.
translated into the services thay
:)"l rlHrl and teles Jou sts stated
et is unexciting cult to
air.

Hisinformation and lack of Information hamper coverage of
the seemingly esoteric AR5 program. In Ottumwa, a tele-
vision station manager acknowledged respons ibiTity to

i the public about general revenue shar

ignorance as the reason for the media's

than one journalist claimed to be poorly in
about general revenue sharing, it's intent and content.
And the 1ipes between general revenue sharing and cate-
gorical grants often blurry. A reporter on the Fort
Madison Evening Democrat, * there has been a
lot of rhetoric from sources regard-
ing general revenue s and that it is not really
clear to some peopl ding me, just exactly to what
extent revenue sh has replaced and will replace cate-

10

aorical ald programs.*

In Des Moines, the
cIn] effort

made no spe
t general revenue
ere 15 no use in
1140 people that monoy fs available when ¢ e city go-
vernment has alry ated it for “brick and mortar pro-
A budget Tnformation as
et was being prepared by the city aovernment,
ce of niving the information to the newspaper
i that pré-budoe

and Tribune has
H

Few complaints were registered about the quality of
coverage. One Carroll council member complajmed that
+ Tocal pa fd not give full coverage to city
counci] meetings, while a Mount Vernon environmental
Teader commented that "more is accomplished over coffee
ral cafe in the way of communication with citi-
hrouth the newspaper. ™

A citizen in Muscatine claimed that the Tocal peper did
cover city council seetings, but the amount of cover-
available to this survey site compared favorably

th others. Only in Mount ¥ernon did a journalist re-
fuse to be interviewed. The publisher of the weekly nows-
paper, the only media other than a campus radion station,
suggested that "it b st™ 1f the repeat attempts
to interyiew b Several comunity leaders
find this publi uncooperative, and a LWY moni-
tor cited the n “major communications pro-
blem 1n Mt. Vernon."

Only ome television station,
rs to have des

revenue sharing throush serfes of interviews in sarly

1873 with of fictals ffrom Council Bluffs and the sur-

rounding communities,

1 Bluffs, ap-
4 to general

tande s Moines is the only minority
e state of lowa. According to a colum
nist who writes for the paper mrt-ti'!e‘ white ownership
a damper on many of the stories &

er should carr: No Planned or -'lc.nm. I:r..

en carried by the paper, nor has the availability of
A5 funds been discussed, This interviewee was unaware
that the city had public hearings on the budget.
forts to inform Blacks about the budi
futile, in his uuiﬂiorl, because the
acts only to threats of violence.”

cials toward general reve-
nue sharing have resulted in reporting that is perfunc-
tory at best. Since the press is a necessary vehicle of
government outreach to the citizenry, citizen participa-
tion i not Tikely to get very far if the media remains
uninformed and codl to this responsibility.

CONCLUSTON

The overwhelming reply of government, commmity, business,

and labor Teaders to the question: "Which group(s) will
it most from general revenue sharing,” was “every-

lio. other apswer came close. That general revenue

g ought to benefit everyone in oeneral--and no one

ise on which many allocation

decisfons were made. By not imviting citizen participa-
tinr, cities sought to avoid and largely succeeded in
oiding "special interest" pressure: by spending for

'trm.ns on wnuch all citizens may travel, cities avoided

decisions. t nt fayor one group over anather, even
if the .Me‘ncnuws suffered from unequal services to

begin with,

The effect of general revenue sharing on the 23 cities
monftored in lowa has been negligible. So far, its sole
effect has been to give them a 11ttle mare soney to spend.
The availability of these “new" federsl funds has chang
neither the pattern nor the process of establishing a com-

s and allocating the funds to carry

governors nor the soverned have
changed their behavior. The principle of redistribe
of revenue that underlies general revenue sharing has
nat been translated into any concomitant redistribution
of power.

munity's prioritie
them out. Nefther

APPENDIX

APPENDIX REFEREMCE #1

The state code has no requirement for a public hearing
during the budget planning process. Code 24.27 provides
a right for "Protest to budget": "Mot later than the
first Tuesday in September, a number of persons n any
municipal ity equal to one-fourth of one per cent of
those voting for the office of governor at the JTast
general election in sald municipality, but fn no event
Tess than ten, who are affected by any proposed budget,

STATE CODE PROVISION TO PROTEST THE BUDGET

expenditure or tax levy, or by any {tem thereof, may
appeal from any decision of the certifying board...lpon
the filing of any such protest, the county auditor shall
imeediately prepare a true and complete copy of said
written protest, together with the budget, proposed tax
levy or expenditure to which objections are made, and
shall transmit the same protest to the certifying board
or ta the lTevying board, as the case may be.” (LOCAL
BUDGET LAW, 24.27).

APPENDTX REFERENCE #2

FAMILIES WITH INCOME
Less than Poverty

# Families

Under 3000 Humber Parcent

DEMOGRAPHY OF I0WA CITIES

UNEMPLOYMENT RATES
(at time of survey)

MINORITY UNEMPLOYMENT
fat time of survey)

P

Ames 637 &70 1
Burlington 680 519 2

Carroll 176 153
Cedar Rapids 1802 1480

Council Bluffs 1241 1257
Da rt 1848 1792

Des Maines mnz2 3496
Dubague 1028 B26

Fairfield 26R 216
Fort Dodae 587 570

Fart Madison 269 222
Towa City 762 £32

LeMars 2n0 160
Marshalltown 513 m

Manticello 121 100
Maunt Vernan 27 29

Muscatine 492 432
Newtan 328 291

Nskaloosa 385 360
Ottomura AA0 733

Pella 175 135
Stoux City 1992 1762

Waterloo 1496 1247

:
8
0




APPENDIX REFERENCE #2 continued

% of Papulation of Population Spanish Speaking B1 Native Amorfcan
ver A5 ty Population Populati

- 1.7 3 18
Tington 166 1.6 35 ; T

Carroll L i L8 0 (i i
Cedar Rapids 1 2 5 2.4 135

Maines
e

Marshalltown 26,219

Monticello
Mo Vernon

Dskaloosa
Mt tumwa

Fella

Sloux City

Waterloo

1% REFERENCE #3
Total Actual Uses
30, 1974

HHA ! 00 D/0R NETGHBORHOODS IN YOUR CITY
FEEL WILL RE THE MAJOR BENEFICIARIES OF GENERAL REVENUE S

| Envir

Dfficers  Civic Leaders bor Leader Respe ] | By

City Council Department Managers Community + Business
5 a Fisca L

40
Business - and Aosd
Minorities 1 4

R 2 and al G rament




1
1
|

77,000 14,400
26,
70

15,000

5,075

SUB TOTAL

130,003
218,870
296,000
216,055
220,190

79,514

00
183,444
296,000
423,094
42,794
183,532

300, 00

1,0
511,541
359,303




0 296,400

166,354

¢l 3,504,161 | 25.5
1,025,446 | 57,2

678,000

58,186

0
58,188




TAFPENDIX REFERENCE 46 continued

EFFECT ON TAX EFFORT
75 used to maintain existing RS used to substitute or RS used for expen-
reduced the RS used for new or levels of programs and campensate for reductions ditures which resulted
h 2 n eupanded undertakings . services in federal program funds in increased shlaries
rate of one or in the rate of one c in one that would not have h and pension fund contri-
wors Tocal taxes  or Tocal taxes - more local taxes  been fnitiated de regardless butions for local*gav't
without GRS fund: snplayees fespandent

les. Manpger

Apes Fingnce Director
Hyrlinaton Manager

Carrol] Manager

Carrol] City Clerk

Council Bluffs Hudget Officer
Coyncil Bluffs Manaogr
Davenport -\dvr\n Of ficer

Ft. Vadlson L1ty Ther

Towh C1ty Mansoer

LeMars past t%t Terk

LeMars City Clark

MarshalTtown [ty Clark

Monticello City Clerk

Mt Vernon Clty Clerk

Muscatine City Administrator
wWton ty Llgri

nvmrma City Clerk

Ottumwa former Finance Chalr

Ot tumy rirnﬂ |l Chair

Pella ETty C

Toux 1ty FI'"um:e Tirector

Sioux City Mana

aterTon &r]

Bdar Ao MAnce Commissiorer
did not answer Tes MaTnes Flennqer

Des Moines Finance Oirector

3 ] a 18

Totals by a number of cities for which one or more respondents snswered affirmatively

APPENDIY REFERENCE &7 DIX REFERENCE #7 continued
NTS AGATNST LOCAL GOVTS RECEIV

t Un Type i Bav't Type Disposition

ar Rapids sex discrim. fn esployment Although aggrieved party withdrew cor‘ulaint. women's groups refiled, Sloux City "civil rights” complaints Nature and disposition of complaints confidential by city
ice department has relrr Tized entr fremarit. Women's suit ordinance,
¢ t been Loﬂsh‘ll"ed
& discrin, layment e 4 i a conplaint w 5 i Materloo sex discrim. in employment 3 Affirmative Actfon officer hired & plan institutsd, Police
state civil rights agency whers it 13 & fire dept.s seeking applications.
race discrim. {n employment 2 from women and minorities. Two department heads now female.
Council Bluffs race discrim. in employment Black social worker terminated by Pottawattamie C : Dubugue race discrimination in employ. 3 or 4 Blacks have filed suit, and the first case against the city
Services, Dept. claimed socfal worker had behaved {mproperl will be heard soon.
social worker claimed discrimination. Loser court agreed wfsocial sex discrin. in employment no probable cause. W.R. commission conciliation
worker. Case now being appealed to  lown Supreme Court. religious discrimination unclear situation. Complaintant filed suit against single member of
ex-conviction Ex-convict claims cf d{seriminated against him because of his ex- - County Board, who has now left office. Attempts to get help from
convict states, Human Relations Commission agreed. federal government have failed,
Labor official claims viaduct construction will create a ghetto.
Will waft until spring rains cause damsge to file suit against Towa City sex diserim. in emoloyment City has fnstituted an affirmative action and job re-classification
Towa Hinhway Dept. program

race discrim, in e . 3 - no probable came Mt tumea Nayis-facon Constractor underpaid workers on bridee construction, Union filed
defarred to EEOC through HUD, Contractor found cut of complfance and must pay back
race and sex loy. discrim. 1 - no probable cause wages.,
sex discrim, fn 1 1 - no probable cause
currently in State Suprese Court, Tower court found probable

cause
ta EENC
adsinistratively deferred ta EE0C




NIX REFERENCE #R
SOME PUBLIC PERCEPTIONS

Citizen & Community Business Leaders
on Groups

ts

# of respondents able to name 1
of revenue sharing fn thefr city

Mid the ment encourage citizen
participation.

your organization submitted i
uggestion for Revenus

y + minority groups recelving a
of Bevenus Sharing funds? 5 mot tabulated

Are officials mors awars of
arganization because of revenue sharing?

Of other organizations?

Do you believe that the revenie sharing
appra. is or will be a satisfactory
stituta for categorical federal
grant programs?

APPENDIX REFEREMCE #9
PERCEFTIONS OF I0WA DEPARTMENT AND AGEN

Number of to name at least Planning to
respondants 5 expenditure of RS on department

meunity Service
Fire Dept,
Educational
Arport
Personnal
Migrant
Council of Bovt.
Finance

Library & Cultural

on & Parks
Community Devipt.
Legal Afd

T L )

Labor Leaders Total

22

{19:8%)

{15:6%)

not tabulated 19 (12.9%)

Is GRS a satisfactory
subsitute for federal
categorical grants?

B A M g = R Y

q -
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THIS 1S GOING ON

HE 10319

and

I appear be
ted ¢ . The League of
r over 1300 stitu gues 0 h to't
for aff i us iz oppor ity to appear 3 1 today and
n the extension of 7 Assistance

quality e {4 £
based 2 firn to the estat
al needs.

bolic of the "new
egorical

iring on min
ate BOVerr 2 2 eral gover
1 and Ted

Since gen 1 revenue s ing has i b COoncern
unrestricted flow of federal funds ha 1 ' I k E ndments,
nations of many categorical
ies and the poor. As former
to the people shou
¥ e £ arnment of its responsibil to generate,
arsee programs which further the general well of all the nati
an equitable basis."




concerns I have expressed about general revenue sharing have b nted in
extensive field monitoring carried out by the League of Women Voters Educaticn
art of the Rational General Revenue Sharing Project. For the
the Le e of Women Voters Education Fund has been
i g effort of the impact of general revenue sharing
local levels wi the Center for Community Change, the Center
rban Coalition.

Policy Review and the National U
The extensive League monitoring effort in ten local jictions, 23 cities in Iow
and six states ic ified critical problem areas i e operation of general
revenue sharing, including the present inequities of the allocation formula, the
of civil rights compliance, inadequate citizen participation, absence of
oversight, and lack of incentives for governm ation. This is
t of f yse of this subcommitt

e up with a far more comprehensive list of the chamber of horrors under gen-
eral revenue sharing, but we think our list is one that lends itself to immediate
reforms which we believe are in the grasp of this Congress.

Since the sprin yes a number of civil rights, blic interest and labor
organizations e met to consider ways of insuring improvements in the general reve-
mulated by those organizations I een meeting
to develop from these common principles a ic legislative pro-
t propesal is now before HR 10319, introd
scell on October 22. g of Women Voters of the U.: been actis
out this entire process, and appear here today to expre
must be new approaches to the legislation. We have talk
of the Congress and been encouraged that they share our concerns.

funded through 1977, the ad
al of the program. It is o strong contention that if
0 the program, there must be certain mini assurances buillt
We beld t HR 10319 does pr e critical assurances. I would like to
this subcommittee's attention to . hanges we suggest must be made in the
exlisting legislation.

into it.

(1) Inequi
direct states and localities tha

d

does not
the greatest need.

states provides two alternatives actor formula
eral t effort, and relacive ome ;

urbanizacion, per capita ine incom

based o

determining the state shares.

HE 10319 zests that the formula deter e 40% of a state share by
income factors, and the other 60% by population a tax policy. These char

the direction of focusing more directly on need in several ways. First

» factor is changed to relate to the number of ons below the poverty level;

and for central cities, income factor relates to the number of persons whose income
is below 125% of the poverty level, us, the definition weights poverty as a factor
in determining the state share.
tne effect of this change fro e in se of per
of the income factor is to gi about the same ight as tax effor
formula. nother effect is that 1 s assistance to

ita income as the inition




th rvices, but w

eces a below-av = per ita income. ing percentage of

entral cities income below 1 I 1 takes into acco
i ral cities ] - f ing

into acc in the 3 t definition

re set up to determine tax effort and state uses the one |
yield.

alternati a a R 0 2 £ a based on stat

T g
N only is tax effort i - re accurately

but also there grea ne i use of stat
effort affects 60 of £ share as opposed to 17% unde tration
are not overly penalized w IR 10319,

state income tax is provide

nts in the
inimum f ture and
the
this formula
poor
rural

the League
at the 2( mum has
on gover nts eligible,
annual pay
mnted for by the income factor. ain,
evere burden on 5, income factor is relat
mes below 125% of official poverty level.

) Citd:
nvolved in d i
we mean the opportunity for ef ith a chance for
on the decisic . f E it articipa is crucial beca
countability ticuls u v problem, i
achieve without citizen L. Also, hei nsiven
and local c :ials {s 1 o the E oo participation.
we have been unab 1 eicd
and state decisior
Given the bare requ
ve consis r i en involx
to take

is a step e right
a specif t of s
E planned use reports.
st notify the public of the prospective receipt of f 3
i abc he allocation process and the program's p

isory
for the vario







ion had occ 3 1 determinatic
violation has 1id nvestigation
promptly 1 3
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their owm

does

co

basic civil rigl I beliewe
roble T ggestions mad

the
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state

that in order t

in order
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revitaliz
3 steps
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dequate op
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articuls

1ate or

4) Does the pl iress pacity
5) the plan devi a ing broad partic







winter, 24 years of work on general n
t League monftors and staff we n-
to help develop a legislation amending the 1972
In 1973 the LWVEF joined the Cent i
Ticy Revi
Coalition n [
ring l‘\’lu toring P

d t
§ The 4 p
ng on federal

rights enforcems
funds for social services,
hase fruu-1-=<l by the Clark

1icy Review
ct organizati

iliates to monit
part of this ex
ored in

the country,

state and 1c 11
iw irst round, Lnﬂu.m el
x states, 10 local
nd 23 Towa cosmuni

om the outset, citizen

p wed local
monitoring as a miltipurpose act 3
providing data about how

tioning for use at state and

natio policy discussions;

heightening citizen awareness and involvement;
generating dialo among citizens and officials
at state and Tocal

Results

of the Hrr'
rl‘nnl’LmI i

rDuan n' monitoring have been
i General Revenue

mpressions ual
Sharing, General

akv_rs‘ CONgress-

men, and public 1 ¢ t 5" Qroups.

In the current legislative renewal debate, project fin
ings are the chief resource for formulating reform legis
1 is being advocated fn the form of HR 10319,

Rep. Dante Fascell) by a broad range of
concerned groups, including the League of Women Voters
of the United States.

The monitoring project has also proven to be a valuable
experience for local citizen monitors, who not only
gained expertise on the GRS program but also made some

ua,ﬂ in increasing citizen participation in the bud-

Tevel. Local Leag
locally, conducted funun-

l\udqet workshops with citizens and local offici
brought discrimination complaints under the nond
fnation provisfon of the GRS Taw.
The project organizations have sought--and gotten--fund-
fng for a s round of monito s to further advance
the goals of the project. This second phase(funded by the
Fund

) 1976 League of Women Voters Educ

1730 M Street,

MARCH 1976

ew York, and |

and "new

anue i 0
ttle. ites are Kootenai
"Or Tand, maha, Nebraska; the ¢
rulon. Towai and Portland, Oregon,

Sen County
it

ftizen monitoring
as citi
reater

NOCess
fnvolvet
than fin

reased in these sites? new sites?

project sites are using a revised of the ori-
qinal monitoring instrument. Revisions,
the questionnaires, were geared toward
for site monitors and others to use the

edition
rti

After consultation with data process ple expe
enced fn dealing with this type of project, rewis ons
the questionnaire were a designed to make it
to code the re . Responses can now be readily
tified and output tables generated, to accompany a
tive report.
fncluding detailed monitoring
ordars the LWVUS, 1730 M St,
C 20036, 3 i
monitors will get »
in the firs

The revised instrument,
lrISH'M.lI')r-;, C:ln

Washington, ]

ub,

During phase 2,
i ic than trainin
e b Burlington;
unt; @ ortland, Oregon; and
staff plan site visits later
developing strategies for using the
ion and in executing follow-up activities,

se5s
Deaha; Kootenai
Louisvill

Leagues help in
forma

taine

25 other than those partic
studyi are involved in related

s the expenditure of spec revenue funds
Tocal budget process. The L F project staff is prepared
to provide you with technical assistance in a varfety of
ways, including help in starting a study of GRS or a re-
lated topic and help in adapting the monitoring instru-
ment to fit a local situation.

If you have ideas or questions, call Marlene Proviser,
GRS Project Assistant, or Linda Bro i
ministrator, at (202) 296-1770,

volved in or are considering a study of

budget and have not already ordered a c

This
to be
the waord
ive

5 the fir |ssue of HR EXCE E, and we want
just that--an "exchange truest sense
Send us accounts of

t another League needs to plan a new proj-
t or inject new 1ife into an old one. You'we :'16 us
you'd 1ike to know more about what other Leagues do-
ing. Here's your c 11 try to as many of
your contributions as possib Send : ce Kin-
kead, HR EXCHA 30 M Str h.. Washi
ton, 20035. Let us hear from you!

N.W., Washington, D.C. Pub. No. 678, 30¢.
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LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS
OF MINNESOTA
PHONE (612) 224-5445
555 WABASHA » ST PAUL, MINNESOTA 55102

Local League Presidents
Karlfn Fronek, Lobbyist,
H.F.
S.F. 459 (Johnson, Willet,

This update is for your information; it does not requ

H.F. 1 has passed the
and Urban Affairs
ferral to the Taxes
The chief author,
ing bill which is

cCarron,

The following ser
detoxification, f
control, commt

spend 60% o

could be spent as the indi

states that this is a revenue

1 county chooses.

SOCIAL SERVICES BLOCK GRANT PROGRAMS

April, 1977

and Human Resource Chairmen
an Resources
1 (McCarron, Sabo, Swans 3'1. Biersdorf)

ire action on your part.

sharing, adm

adoption, c:u’d P

s ment al rs\Lan tlU‘1,

services.
The

programs that \".'nu]d vie fcr this

money include day care and handi

d among others.

The basic intentions of the bill could be supported under two League positions and
also League Principals:

LWVMN POSITION: ".... state is nesponsible for all its citizens on an equal basis and
showtd work fo ensure equal treatment
LWVMN POSITION: ".... advocate fess dependence on the propenty fax as a source of

ices goes to clcc*ed

state and less on t
Responsibil

the consume:

number of

bill does have a problems.

The formula may be oversimplified.

$80 time the average number
of AF DE recipients 1% milis times
5 . the assessed i
$8 per capita v albatiealnE the = 1eva!‘of state
¥ g funding
%50 time those over 60 years i

(over)




The county will be permitted to levy 1 additional mill.

The use of AFDC recipi indicator of need is said by some to be a nega-

id
tive incentive index. There may be other facters that significantly influence
id in 1978 or 1979
The impact of the bill over the long term has not

need. The bill provides that no county will receive less
than it received in 1977.
really been d

Citizen part ati reale b i out several health and
welfare adviso o T

cerned about

lowed

possibi

it reflects the publi provic ] consu

Repeals other [ ri whos £ has not been thoroughly assessed.
A. Child Care I
B. Community Mental Health

The Associat

Several groups o
the rvices will
th share of L0%

Community

making from ab
the State Boar
and provide

two reactions to
tion of the C

hand, he told
he "wants local govern E E a key 1) and hoped
work with advisory c

It should be noted that the MINNEA s 6, 1977, devoted an editorial to
the premature concept of - 1 and note obstacles:

1. "The absence of a state szocial services policy which sets minimum standards
of locale
2. "The absence 5 f manageme ity for taking on new re-

sponsibilities of this magnitude."

The LWVMN will continue to follow this bill and keep you informed through the Capitol
Letter. (The progress of H 1 first two issues.)




%’l memorandum

December 1977

This is going on DPM

TO: State, Local and ILO Presidents

FROM: Dot Ridings, Human Resources Chairperson

ABOUT: A Mew Publication for Human Resources (Housing)/Urban Crisis Committees
The enclosed LMVEF COMMUWITY GUIDE, Monitoring Your CDBG Program, has been written

to meet a need expressedbymany of the state and Tocal Leagues working on local
housing problems.

Leagues that are watching closely how their communities are dealing with their
Community Development Block Grants (CDBGs) should find it a useful and durable
aid. Because of the discretionary nature of the CDBG program, this guide is not
a conventional checklist. Rather, it uses a "think/evaluate" approach that can
be applied regardless of the local approach to CDBG implementation or the shape
of the final program regulations, which have not yet been issued but are expected
shortly.

The primary focus of most Leagues that monitor CDBG is how funds are being used
to meet the housing needs of those people in greatest need of assistance. If
your League is primarily interested in another aspect of CDBGs, we urge you to
also evaluate how your community's entitlement addresses the needs of low-income
persons in its overall plans. Assessment of how CDBG funds are being used to
promote Section 8 rental assistance and other housing assistance programs is par-
ticularly critical.

If your League is among those that are monitoring the CDBG program, please share
your results with the national office, so that we can monitor whether the CDBG
program overall is meeting congressional intent.

Be sure to share this publication with the HR chairperson or whoever is assigned
housing.




Monitoring
Your CDBG

The Community Development Block Grant
(CDBG) program is a major federal initiative
that gives money to local communities for
activities in pursuit of the national goal of a

decent home in a suitable living environ-
ment for every American,” Funds are sup-
posed to be used primarily to alleviate the
physical problems of urban areas, especially
residential sections.

The program’s first three years of opera-
tion have been carefully scrutinized by many
groups: Congress, the Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development (HUD), aca-
demicians, local public officials, a variety
of citizen organizations. As a result of this
monitoring, numerous changes have been
made in the program'’s authorizing legisia-
tion and its administration at the federal
level. Continued citizen monitoring will be
necessary to assure that these program
improvements are felt at the local level,

This introductory guide is designed to
help local citizen groups that want to mon-
itor and become involved in the CDBG
program in their community as the second
three-year fund authorization begins. It
contains three "how-to" aids:

[ a discussion of CDBG—how it works,
results of the first three years, and recent
changes in program requirements;

1 suggestions for organizing a citizen
monitoring project;

a list of questions to ask when evaluating
the impact of a Community Development
Block Grant.

CDBG:The big picture

The Housing and Community Development
Act of 1974 was adopted after a protracted
struggle b the Nixon admini

and the Congress over the future durectuon
of federal housing and urban development
programs. Title | of the act—Community
Development Block Grants—is a compro-
mise between no-strings-attached general
revenue sharing and a strictly regulated
categorical approach. CDBGs replace for-
mer federal urban assistance programs:
Model Cities, urban renewal and Neighbor-
hood Development, water and sewer grants,

1977 League of Women Volers Education Fund

Program

neighborhood and senior citizen centers,
parks and recreational space, and code en-
forcement. Regulations covering the min-
utest of details are replaced in the act by
general guidelines and a list of eligible

iviti A time-cc ing, project-by
project application process—so character-
istic of the categorical grant programs—is
replaced by a 75-day review of a terse list
of planned projects and simple assurances
of adherence to federal laws.

Eligibility for CDBG funds is determined
by a simple formula that measures a com-
munity’s need relative to other communities,
rather than by acommunity’s grantsmanship
abilities. All cities of 50,000 or more and all
urban counties of 200,000 or more (not
counting cities of 50,000 or more that lie
within the county) are “entitled” to a share
of the yearly federal appropriation, based
on the formula, if they submit an acceptable
application and proper assurances. Twenty
percent of COBG money is reserved for dis-
tribution at the “discretion” of HUD. Com-
munities not entitled to a block grant—that
is, those having a population under 50,000
—compete for discretionary funds. These,
too, are awarded on the basis of a formula,
developed each year by HUD, which meas-
ures relative need among applicants and
the impact of proposed projects on those
needs.

The primary objective of Title | (CDBG)
“is the development of viable urban com-
munities, by providing decent housing and
a suitable living environment and expand-
ing economic opportunities, principally for
persons of low and moderate income.” A
variety of activities are eligible for funding.
An application may be rejected only if it is
“plainly inconsistent" with known facts and
data or does not meet the requirements of
the act (such as progress in providing hous-
ing for low and moderate income people).

Monitoring findings

Because CDBG was designed as a totally
new approach to addressing the nation's
urban problems and because it transferred
significant program control from the federal
government to local communities, Congress
ired careful itori of prog
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results by HUD. The Mational Association of Housing
and Redevelopment Officials (NAHRO) and numerous
citizen groups throughout the country also set out to
manitor the use of CDBG funds.

After the first two years of CDBG program opera-
tions, what did this monitoring reveal? HUD's annual
progress reports fo Congress indicated that in one
arga—cutting paperwork and red tape—the program
was clearly a success. But did the expenditures for-
\luand the goals stated in the law? No clear answer was
lound.

Comprehensive strategy All reports showed that ex-
penditures of funds in low-income areas went down,
with a correlative decline in areas with a concentration
of minority groups. In fact, NAHRO's report on the sec-
ond year of CDBG activities showed that only ten per-
cent of the funds were used in low-income areas, while
34 percent were spent in moderate-income census
tracts, 39 percent in middle- and high-income tracts
and 17 percent on activities with citywide orunspecified
impact. This spending pattern was coupled with an
increasing trend toward funding many small, scattered
projects. rather than concentrating funds on some of
the most pressing urban problems. When a community
scatters funds this way, it raises doubts about whether

part of landlords and developers, both of federal hous-
ing programs and of the people those programs are
designed to serve. But the lack of progress is also a
product of the reluctance or outright refusal of subur-
ban jurisdictions to make low-cost housing possible
within their boundaries (for example, by changing zon-
ing to allow muitifamily housing or by using COBG
funds to buy land that could be sold at reduced prices
to developers using Section B guarantees). HUD has
often aided and abetted suburbs in their actions—or
inaction— by not stringently conditioning its approval
of a suburb’s CDBG application on its progress toward
realistic housing assistance goals, even though the
law requires them to do so

Legislative changes:

In response to monitoring project findings that have
been forcefully presented in a number of national
forums, substanfial changes are being undertaken in
CDBG program guidelines and in its administration by
HUD. In the Housing and Community Development
Act of 1977, which reauthorized the CDBG program for
a second three years, Congress made saveral signifi-
cant additions to program requirements.

it is complying with the statutory requi of a
“comprehensive strategy” for meeting community
development needs. Such a hypothesisis hard to prove,
however, because the CDBG application form has con-
sisted primarily of a list of needs and a list of proposed
projects, with no description of a “strategy” linking the
two required.

Citizen participation Another problem documented by
monitors of the COBG program was a wide variation in
the quality of citizen participation programs. In some
cities, officials have genuinely tried to include citizens
in the process of determining priorities and designing
programs; in others, citizens have had to file court
sults just to be allowed into meetings where the block
grant application was baing discussed by city officials.
Menitors found that HUD's complaini-handling process
left a good deal to be desired—the agency simply
routed the complaints back to city officials— the very
ones who were the subject of the complaint!
Affirmative action CDBG's affirmative action require-
ments were often given short shrift. A number of equal
opportunity staff persons in HUD area offices stated
publicly that their documentations of noncompliance
with regulations were ignored and that CDBG funds
were released to local communities that were violating
civil rights and affirmative action laws.

Housing assistance In spite of the fact that the 1974
act for the first time mandated a link between a com-
munity’s housing and developmant activities, through
the vehicle of the Housing Assistance Plan. little prog-
ress has been made in increasing the supply of decent
housing for low- and moderate-income people or in
reducing the isolation of income groups. This lack of
progress can be partially explained by HUD's near-total
dependence on the new and untried “Section 8" rental
assistance program. This program has suffered from
unrealistic rent levels (making it aeconomically un-
workable in many areas) and a genaral mistrust on the

Housing needs The y of a three-year commu-
nity development plan, which is part of the block grant
application, must now identify housing needs and must
describe a program to improve conditions for low- and
moderate-income persons residing or expected fo
reside in the community
Citizen participation Local govermments must now
provide assurances that, prior to submission of the
CDBG application, they:
] prepared and followed a written citizen participation
plan that: gives citizens a chance to take part in devel-
oping the application; encourages citizens, parti-
cularly residents of blighted neighborhoods and those
of low and moderate income, to submit views and pro-
posais; allows for timely responses to the proposals
submitted; schedules hearings at times and places that
permit broad participation;

| gavecitizensadequate informationabouttheamount
of funds available for proposed community develop-
ment and housing activities, eligible activities and
other important requirements;

held public hearings to get the views of citizens on

community development and housing needs;

| gave citizens a chance to comment on community
development performance.

HAPs In addition to previous requirements. Housing
Assistance Plans must now:

identify the number of housing units in deteriorated
candition;

set a realistic annual goal for the number of lower-
Income persons to be assisted,

! target goals for subsidized rehabilitation primarily

to low- and moderate-income persons.
Application requirements The new law adds, as a basis
for disapproval of block grant applications, noncom-
pliance with the requirements of the block grant pro-
gram “with specific regard to the primary purposes of
principally benefitting persons of low and moderate

income or aiding in the prevention or elimination of
slums or blight or meeting other community develop-
ment needs having a particular urgency.”

Urgent needs Community development 'needs of a
particular urgency” are now defined as existing condi-
tions that pose a serious and immediate threat to the
health. or welfare of the community, for which ofher
financial resources are not available.

Eligible activities The new law also adds, as an eligible
use of Title | assistance, grants to neighborhood-based
nonprofit o izations, local pment corpora-
tions or Small Business Investment companies to carry
out a neighborhood revitalization or community devel-
opment project in furtherance of block grantobjectives,
HUD administration Even before the 1972 Amend-
ments, HUD had announced that it intended to enforce
statutory objectives and guidelines more rigorously.
The new HUD Secretary, Patricia Harris, sent a memo
on April 15, 1977 to all HUD field offices and all CDBG
recipients making clear that applications would hence-
forth be examined critically and approved only if the
law’'s priorities were adhered fo and progress made
toward housing assistance goals

The need for continued
monitoring

in spite of increasing federal oversight, there is still a
great need for careful monitoring and active citizen
involvement in localcommunity development programs
HUD's resources for monitoring are limited, and day-
to-day involvement in & local program is required to
evaluate the impact and effectiveness of a community
development strategy. Additionally, because of the
broad local discretion and responsibility that are in-
tegral to the CDBG program, strong citizen oversight
at the local level will have greater impact on program
direction than any numberof changes in general federal
guidelines. In any casa, further changes at the federal
leval will be possible only with careful and extensive
documentation of local problems.

How to organize
a monitoring project

Once your organization decides 1o undertake a moni-
toring  project, you'll need to follow certain steps in
order to become effective participants in the com-
munity development process.

First, decide on the goals of your group and priari-
tize the issues that you want to address. The number
of issues and the depth with which you can cover them
will depend on'your resources: people, time and money.
It Is usually wiser to focus on a single problem and
cover it completely than to give only superficial atten-
tion to all potential areas of consideration. Of course, i
you are a coalition of organizations, dividing the work-
load will enable you to do a very extensive project (for
instance, tha League of Women Voters could look at
citizen participation, the Urban League at affirmative

action, a fair housing group at the HAP, and neighbor-
hood organizations at the overall plan).

Documents to get

Once you've determined your group's priorities, you'll
havi to build a foundation of facts. Start by collecting
basic resources.

From HUD:

= Title |, the Housing and Community Development
Act of 1977. A complete summary (“Summary of the
Housing and Community Development Act of 1977} is
available from the HUD Public Affairs Office, Washing-
ton, D, C., 20410, The full text of the law (PL 85-128) can
be ordered from the House Document Room, Wash-
ington, D. C.,, 20515. In both cases send a self-addressed
label,

* Community Development Block Grant regulations
(proposed revised regulations were published in the
Federal Register on October 25, 1977, HUD anticipated
publishing final regulations by the end of 1977). The
Federal Register may be available in your local library.
* From your HUD areaoffice, get a calendar of approxi-
matedates when various documents local governments
are required to submit are due. (it HUD is not listed in
your phone book, write to the Community Planning and
Development Division, HUD National Office, 451 7th
Street, SW., Washington, D. C. 20410 for the address
of your area office.)

From your local government:

* Previous applications for CDBG assistance and this
year's if already developed.

* Citizen participation plans.

* Housing assistance plans

+ Performance reports.

» Local and regional planning documents

+ City budgets.

* Reports on the planned or past use of other federal
and state funds (such as CETA, Highway Trust Fund,
General Revenue Sharing, etc.).

Use these materials to acquaint all members of the
monitoring project with the basics of the CDBG pro-
gram and with facts and figures about city and regional
physical, social and economic characteristics. If you
have difficulty obtaining any of the documents needed,
familiarize yourself with the Freedom of Information

Basic facts you'll need to know

* Who is actually responsible for developing the|
CDBG application?

* Who is responsible for coordinating the implemen-
tation of CDBG activities?

= What is the timetable for application development!
and submission, program implementation and
evaluation?

* What are the current HUD criteria for judging be-
twean competing applications from discretionary
applicants?

» How much of an entitiement is your city eligibl
for, or, how much discretionary money is availabl
your area?

Act and how to use it. (See Letting the Sunshine In,
listed under Resources.)

One way of making the information-gathering task
easier is to assign small groups to go over portions of
the material and prepare synopses of the primary
points, which can then be reproduced and distributed
to all project members, Your community's COBG ap-
plication materials should be analyzed by first deter-
mining whether they adhere to all statutory and re-
gulatory guidelines. You should then look at the applica-
tion in light of the guestions listed in this guide under
“What to Ask When Evaluating Your CDBG Program’
(see p.5)

Some of the questions posed in this guide will not
be answerable simply by studying the written materials.
You will aiso need to go out and do some in-person
investigating. These are all important sources of in-
formation.

People to talk to, places to go

= The chief executive of your local government.

= Leaders of the legislative branch.

= Heads of planning, renewal/redevelopment, housing
and community development agencies or depariments.
« Neighborhood, minority group, community and busi-
ness leaders.

= Heads of nonprofit organizations thal have received
CDBG funds.

+ HUD area office representatives.

Ask these people about questions raised by your
examination of the application and get their opinions
about your priority issues (knowing their priorities will
help you in planning your follow-up activities). These
interviews will work best if conducted by teams: one
person to ask the questions, one to take notes (and
each verifying the other’s perceptions).

Another important task is walking around and view-
ing the results of CDBG spending (if the city has had
three years of funding but has yet to produce any visi-
bile resuits, thismay be an indication of severe problems),

Ways to report your findings

Once you've answered the questions in this guide—
plus others you have about your priority concems—
you'll want to write a report of your findings. Note
especially any problems you discovered and pinpoint
any actions you believe to be illegal, Of course, give
credit where credit is due: well-designed and effective
programs deserve public applause

Whatever the results of your evaluation, make the
report public. Present copies to public officials and
interested community organizations. Be sure to make
an abstract of the report available for people who
haven't time to read the entire document. Hold a press
conference if your findings are dramatic, or at least be
sure all media outlets get a copy of the report along
with an explanatory press release. Establish personal
contact with interested reporters to ensure continued
press coverage as your project moves along. One im-
portant by-product of good media coverage should be
additional recruits for your project work.

The findings of your report will determine the direc-
tion your next phase of activities will take.

Follow-up

if you found that your community followed the letter
but not the spirit of the law, if you disagree with COBG
spending priorities, or if you just want a bigger say in
program planning—speak up. Local governments are
required to give you a say in how Community Devel-
opment Block Grant funds are used. You may have to
be very aggressive—many officials think it's easier to
plan and carry out a program without ever considaring
citizen opinion. However, with a loud collective voice
and with enough peopie 10 represent a power base,
your group can have an impact
Speak out on the issues Create forums for the expres-
sion of public opinion. Survey other residents to deter-
mine what they perceive their housing and community
development neads 1o be. Write letlers to the editor.
Appear on public television, Call in to radio programs.
Publicize your efforts. Develop proposals for how your
goals can be accomplished. Contract with the city for
the service of creating and implementing a citizen
participation mechanism
Create a power base Join forces with other com-
munity groups whao have similar goals, including mem-
bers ol churches, unions, civil rights organizations,
public interest groups, Represent as broad a spectrum
as possible. Even if you can't agree on everything,
there will be unity on some issues. And the COBG pro-
gram is much more likely to be successful if it is the
product of a concerted, involved community effort.
(Consult the Resources saction of this guide for ather
action tools.)
Consider a complaint or lawsuit |f you find viclations
of CDBG law or regulations during your investigation,
a formal complaint and possibly a lawsuit will be in
order. To file a complaint, send a letter to your local
chief executive, the A-95 review agency, and your HUD
area office. (See Growth and Housing: Connections
and Consequences, listed under Resources, for an ex-
planation of the A-85 review process.) Document what
actions you believe to be lllegal or Irregular, what faw
or regulation they violate and what you believe should
be done to remedy the violation. Request a meeting
with local officials to discuss the problem, Send letters
of complaint by certified mail/return receipt requested,
making sure you keep copies for your files. If you do
not receive answers within a specified period of time,
follow up with phone calls:

[Remember ... [
|An effective monitoring group: |
* has membars who understand the CDBG DrngramJ
|* represents as broad a base as poasible;

|» documents its findings in writing—paying atten-
[tion not only ta the details of CDBG spending bu
also the implications of how city budget and fund:
from other federal and state programs are spent; J
|* stays in operation continuously, because commu:
|nity development is a process, not an event. Plan-
ning, implementation and evaluation must be a per.
lpetual cycle.




It is important to receive written answers for docu-
mentation purposes, but face-to-face meetings with
officials offer an opportunity to negotiate a settiement
of the problem. However, accomplishing your objective
in this way will be possible only if the law is clearly on
your side, or if you've built up a base of support in the
community which makes it politically wise for officials
to compromise on their positions, It must be under-
stoed that the CDBG law contains a number of ambi-
guities which make “power politics” a necessary part
of the decision-making process. Cases involving COBG
have had mixed results, so if you suspect that you will
need or want to file a formal court suit, it is imperative
to secure a lawyer at the earliest stage possible. (See
Going to Court in the Public Interest, listed under Re-
sources, for how to find one.) If you fail to resolve your
complaint through negotiations with your local govern-
ment or at the local (area office) level of HUD, you can
appeal to the regional office and ultimately to the na-
tional office: the Assistant Secretary of HUD for com-
munity Planning and Development. The resolution of
your complaint will depend on several factors, primarily
the severity of the violation and the timing of your in-
vestigation and complaint. HUD has only 75 days with-
in which to approve or disapprove an application. How-
ever, approval can be conditioned on the applicant's
making certain adjustments in planned activities. Addi-
tionally, if funds are found to have been spent illegally,
they may be recovered from the applicant

Evaluating your CDBG

program: what to ask

Generally, did all aspects of program planning and
implementation conform to the law and to applicable
regulations? If not, what were the deficiencies?

Citizen participation
What is the citizen participation plan? Does it com-
ply with the statutory requirements? Was it followed ?
Which citizens are involved in the COBG decision-
making process? Are low- and moderate-income
and minority citizens involved?
Are accurate records kept to document citizen
participation (transcripts of meetings and hearings.
copies of citizen proposals, etc.)?
Is there a mechanism to handle citizen complaints?
Is it adequate, in your view? If not, why not?
Was technical assistance provided to citizens who
wished to submit proposals?
What impact did citizens have on CDBG plans and
priorities?

Community development plans

Is there a comprehensive community development
strategy? Does it identify needs and set priorities?
What are these? How were these priorities deter-
mined? (Were there disputes? If so, between which
people, groups or agencies?)

Do proposed activities address the identified prob-
lem?

Does the plan identify for priority attention any

areas of the city receiving inequitable delivery of
services (for instance, minority or low-income
neighborhoods with unpaved streets or without
sanitary sewer connections) ?

Do citizen groups agree with this assessment of
development needs? If not, why not?

Are projects sufficiently concentrated within an
area so that they will have an impact on the prob-
lems being addressed?

Is there continuity in planning and projects over the
years?

Is there evidence of progress toward goals?

Community development activities
] What projects and activities proposed for CDBG

spending are already underway?

Are all activities “eligible” under Title 17

Do all activities meet the “'priority” test? (that is, do
they benefit low- and moderate-income families, or
aid in preventing or eliminating slums and blight?)
If not, do they meet the new statutory definition of
an “urgent need”? (that is, addressing a problem
that presents an immediate threat to health or com-
munity welfare, for which no other funding sources
are available?)

Are any “‘urgent needs'’ adequately and accurately
documented?

Housing

Does the Housing Assistance Plan (HAF) identify
the needs of all low- and moderate-income families.
including those “expected to reside?”

Does it represent a fair share of the metropolitan
area’s housing assistance needs? (Does it link “ex-
pected-to-reside”” with the statutory objective of
spatial deconcentration of housing opportunities
for persons of low income?) Does it identify needed
rehabilitation and new construction? Are these
housing needs incorporated into the comprehensive
community development strategy?

Are CDBG funds being used to promote housing
opportunities for low- and moderate-income people
{for instance, land acquisition for use in a Section
8 new construction project, counseling services
for persons eligible for housing subsidies, grants
or low-interest lpans for rehabilitation)? If so, do
you think this amount is sufficient? What trade-offs
could be made to allow its increase?

Are other necessary steps being taken to make
possible the provision of housing for low- and mod-
erate-income people, such as zoning changes to al-
low multifamily or cluster development?

| Is there a local fair housing law? Is it vigorously en-

forced? What action has been taken to promota
open housing?

Employment/economic
development

Are CDBG funds being used to promote economic
development? If so, what kind?

Who will be the primary beneficiaries? Will there be

any negative impacts on the low-income or minority
communities?
What actions, if any, are planned to mitigate these
negative impacts? If residents will be displaced, is
there a relocation plan? Does it assure that those
displaced will be able to obtain decent, suitable
housing at a reasonable cost? Is the plan being
followed?
Has the government complied with the federal re-
quirement that a maximum of job and business op-
portunities be provided to residents of neighbor-
hoods where CDBG projects are scheduled to take
place?
Has the government taken into account the special
needs of identifiable groups of low-income people
and, if necessary, taken steps to overcome the ef-
fects of past discrimination? Have they made use of
other available funds, such asCETA, in these efforts?
| Are federal labor standards being followed? Partic-
ularly, will construction workers be paid the pre-
vailing wage and work a 40-hour week? Are any
local unions involved in this issue? For all of the
abovwe, if yes, how? If no, why not?

Affirmative action

Have federal civil rights/affirmative action guide-
lines been followed in all aspects of COBG program-
ming and use?

Have there been any complaints of illegal discrimin-
ation in the use of CDBG funds (especially in em-
ployment and housing)? If yes, how were these
complaints resolved?

What steps were taken to remedy any violations of
civil rights laws and guidelines? Were these sutfi-
cient? Have steps been taken to remedy past dis-
r.rim;nanon (especially in employment and hous-
ing)

Environmental review

Has the correct review and reporting of the environ-
mental impacts of all community development
projects taken place? Are the staff responsible for
the review experienced and knowledgeable in this
field?

Have any major environmental issues been raised?
How were these addressed? Can you identify any
issues which have been ignored? What are they?
Why have they been ignored?

Resources
Guides for citizen partlmpatlon

guide to using the media for information campaigns; espe-
cially geared for open housing advocates, Order from Na-
tional Committee Against Discrimination in Housing, address
above.

League of Women Voters publications

Public relations
Reaching the Public. The role of public relations in whatever
you do. 1976, 6 pp.. #4591, 302
Getting into Print. Tips on working effectively with the print
media, 1974, 4 pp.. #484, 25¢

g into ing. C sive look at oppor-
tunities for radio and television. Guidelines for approaching
media and for producing radio spots, television spots and
films. 1975, 6 pp., #5886, 15¢.
Action
Making an Issue of It: The Campaign Handbook. Step-by-
step instructions on managing. coordinating and executing
a lobbying campaign. Geared to state-wide campaigns. but
principles apply locally. 1976, 12 pp., #613, 75¢
Public Action Kit (PAK). How to organize and gain public
support for public action goals. 1976, approx. 130 pp., #629,
$3.00.

The Politics of Change. To help the concemed citizen under-
stand forces that operate in the community and identify com-
munity needs and goals. 1972, 16 pp., #107, 35¢

Anatomy of a Hearing. To halp individuals and groups pre-
sent their cases effectively in public hearings. 1972, EF, 16
pp., #108, 35¢

Going to Court in the Public Interest: A Guide for Com-
munity Groups. How to use litigation to achieve community
goals. Advice on how 1o litigate on a small budget, how to
find and work with a lawyer. Explains court system, 1973, EF
16 pp.. #244, 25¢

‘What Ever | to Open ing? A k for fair
housing monitors. Complele how-to guide for monitoring
fair housing practices in your community. 1974, EF, 64 pp.,
#4652, $1.00,

Background

Growth and Housing: Ci and C

Provides detailed background on various 1oGefaI housing
initiatives, including discussion of the Housing and Com-
munity Development Act of 1974. 1977, EF, 6 pp., #192, 40¢
Know Your Community. Guide to help citizens and civic
organizations interested in change take a good look at the
existing structure and functions of their local government.
1972, EF, 48 pp., #288, T5¢

The Citizen and the Budget Process. How to read a budget;
how to be effective in having your say. 1974, EF, 20 pp., #482,
35¢

The Budget Process from the Bureaucrat's Side ol the
Deek A bucgatmakcr shares his views on how citizens can
d and influence government budgets. 1974, EF,

Citizen Invol t in Ci An Op-
portunity and a Challenge (28 pp., 51 ..ﬂ.: Order from Center
for Community Change, 1000 Wisconsin Avenue, N.W., Wash-
ington, D. C. 20007.

Handbook for Citizen Fair Housing Advocacy under the
Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 (46 pp.,
$2.50; revised ed. avallable January 1978} Order from Na-
tional Ci ittee Against Discri ion in Housing. 1425 H
Streat, NW,, Washington, D. C. 20005

Media Action Handbook (57 pp., $3.00) A

12 pp., #483. 35¢

Letting the Sunshine In: Freedom of Information and Open
Meetings. Discussion of the Freedom of Information Act and
how citizens can use it. 1977, EF, 4 pp.. #223, 30¢.

Order all League publications from League of Women Volers
ofthe U. 5., 1730 M 5t. N.W., Washington, D. C. 20038.

Researched and written by Mira N. Marshall, former Human
Resources staff specialist.

Order from League of Women Voters of the United States, 1730 M Streat, NW., Washington, D. C. 20036. Pub. No.
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'#’I memorandum

Hovember 1978
This is not going on

Local League Presidents (to be shared with HR and Housing Chairs)
(cc: State and ILO Presidents)

Regina 0'Leary, Community Development Chair

League Participation in the National Citizen Monitoring Project on
Community Development

e Jth and September BOARD REPORTS mentioned our involvement in the Working Group
'y “pvelcl 1 Lrorn dﬂd thc ndt1nna] Communi ty 1n-rlnﬂ*n t Plnrl uunwf

roject .unded fal Uhe year fw‘tﬂ Joss’b 1!‘ 5 fo: renewal ),

coﬂtr:cts for 10-20 local organizations to rticipate in iata—

»Ln]ua_.nn and encouragement of increased citizen participation in the
ing program.

In addition to the direct contracts with local nizations, the !lorking Group
oring project has contracted with the L\ to involve approximately 10-20
es in the data-gathering and progr ion phase of the project. Our Lerv
1 cuntrart -i]] Dnab}n us Lu nay ull-ti (Hira Harshall,

.n provide t
to League part

The local League

the basis of previot D moni Bxper 2 (as shown 1 r al

ports to the national nf'|Ln1 graphic 1 ion, type of ¢ 1 epresented and
potential "people power" to work on the project. A separate communication is going
directly to those Leagues.

In
Jject, we would 1 fke to I as srance 35 noss1hlk .0 other LLdﬁ s inter-
n:tpd or involved in C ri will be glad to provide answers to questions
you may have about CDBG, welp in d signing strategies for involvement in the program
locally and assist in finding information you may need about potential CD uses. If
like to know who's doing the monitoring nearest to you, please write and
vith the name and address of the closest group so that you
lities of participating in their training sessions and/or
non"cr1nq activities.

You can assist us by sharing any information you have gathered on how the CDBG pro-
gram is working in your community--its success and failures, strong and weak points,
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