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Pages 13-15.
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Urban Policy

Highlights

WASHINGTON, D.C.—President
Carter unveiled his long awaited
National Urban Policy last week con-
taining major changes in existing
programs and an $8.3 billion package
of what he termed new initiatives.

According to the White House, no
precise formulas have yet been

{worked out to show exactly where
| that new aid would be directed. Nor
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was there a detailed list of the
changes to be made in existing pro-
grams.

However, language in the various
reports on the policy referring con-
tinually to “‘cities” without a single
mention of the word “‘counties’ left
NACo's leadership with the distinct
mpression that the policy is directed
primarily at distressed central cities,

N possibly at the expense of distressed
| urban counties.

OVER 160 CHANGES are pro-
posed to be made in 38 domestic pro-
grams intended to make them more
supportive of urban areas and to re-
direct existing federal resources to

| distressed areas within them. These
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thanges grew out of an analysis per-
formed by a federal interagency Ur-
ban and Regional Policy Group, ap-
pointed by President Carter a year
480 and chaired by Housing and Ur-
ban Development (HUD) Secretary
Patricia Roberts Harris.

[n the future, urban area program
ordination would be carried out by
i “Interagency Coordinating Coun-
i directed by a soon-to-be named
White House staff person, and com-
Psed of the assistant secretaries
"ith program responsibilities in key
rban departments. In addition,
“ch federal department is directed
0 provide a ‘‘Community Impact
nalysis™ when it proposes new
“Blslation as to how it affects com-
funities within urban areas.

Among the new initiatives are a
‘ree-year, $3 billion program of
'sof; public works.”” This labor-in-
*isive program would provide fund-
g to communities with high unem-

See URBAN, page 3
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WHERE'S AID GOING?

5%2%:?; Urban Poli
Sparks Sharp

BRIEFING STUNS OFFICIALS—County officials caucus outside the
White House after the briefing on the President’s urban policy March 27.
Seen from left are: Phil Elfstrom, board chairman, Kane County, Ili.; Alfred
Del Bello, executive, Westchester County, N.Y.; NACo President William
O. Beach, Montgomery County, Tenn.; NACo Executive Director Bernard

Washington, D.C.

WASHINGTON, D.C.—NACo President. William O. Beach
reacted sharply to President Carter’s national urban policy,
calling it a “‘misnomer’’ because it ignores the nearly 60 percent
of the nation’s urban dwellers who live outside central cities.

Urban county officials, who joined Beach and NACo Exec-
utive Director Bernard F. Hillenbrand at a March 27 White
House briefing, expressed dismay that the urban policy, in-
cluding some $30 billion in existing federal funds and $8.3 bil-
lion in a new combination of grants and loans, might target
aid primarily to central cities rather than urban areas in gen-
eral. The briefing was conducted by HUD Secretary Patricia
Roberts Harris and Presidential Advisor Stuart Eizenstat
prior to the President’s announcement.

Beach has called an emergency meeting of NACo’s Execu-
tive Committee, steering committee chairmen and Urban Af-
fairs Committee for April 12 to fully analyze and respond to
the policy.

Hillenbrand summed up county reaction by saying that

NACo was less concerned with the targeting of the policy’s
new initiatives, since NACo will have an opportunity to modi-
fy them as they are debated by Congress. “What does concern

See COUNTIES, page 4

F. Hillenbrand; Daniel T. Murphy, executive, Oakland County, Mich.; Ter-
rance Pitts, supervisor, Milwaukee County, Wis.; and John V.N. Klein,
executive, Suffolk County, N.Y. Not shown are John Franke, commission
chairman, Johnson County, Kan., Gerald Fisher, board chairman, Albe-
marle County, Va., and James Scott, supervisor, Fairfax County, Va.
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Partnership or Urban War?

federal funds that already flow

Has the federal government
launched an urban policy? Or a big city
strategy that will pit each city against
all other cities and against its own
county and state governments and
even against its own neighborhoods
in a fierce war over ‘‘targeted’’ or ‘‘re-
oriented’’ resources?

NACo’s president and chairmen of
our steering committees left the
March 27 urban policy White House
briefings with doubts and disbelief.
Our President William O. Beach has
called an emergency meeting of the
Executive Committee and NACo's
urban affairs leadership for April 12
here in Washington to fully analyze
the policy and air our profound con-
cerns.

HUD Secretary Patricia Harris
and HUD Assistant Secretary Robert
Embry conducted the first briefing.
They 1nade it absolutely clear that
their interpretation of the urban
policy was that funds, programs and
resources were going to be ‘“‘targeted
to distressed cities.”” Questioning re-
vealed that these distressed cities
have not been identified, although
four computer runs had been analyzed
and for some reason each formula for
identification was rejected.

During that entire briefing the
word county was not mentioned one
single time until Beach raised a ques-
tion about countywide school
systems’ participation in education
programs.

Presidential Assistant Stuart
Eizenstat then gave an impressive
briefing on the President’s new initia-
tives. Later in the afternoon
President Carter articulated these
new initiatives to our leaders.

The text of the President’s message
to Congress appears on pages 13-15.
The President’s ‘“‘new initiatives’ (soft
public works, housing loans, the Na-
tional Development Bank, and tax in-
centives) requiring congressional ac-
tion appear to be worthwhile. NACo
leadership will consider them care-
fully. We will participate vigorously
in the democratic give and take in
Congress on these initiatives and
others requiring legislation.

Our problem comes with the Presi-

dent’s first proposal which states:

“To improve the effectiveness of
existing federal programs by coor-
dinating these programs, simplifying
planning requirements, reorienting
resources, and reducing paperwork."”’

It is this business of reorienting
resources that is so enormously trou-
bling.

The implementation of this para-
graph is apparently to be done by an
interagency coordinating council.

M
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County Opinion

That is to be composed of appointed
assistant secretaries of departments
that have major responsibilities in
the key urban departments.

This is the same group, the urban
and regional policy group (URPG),
that worked for 53 weeks to produce a
137-page urban policy that does not
mention the word county one time,
nor does it mention a distressed county.

The words ‘‘suburb’ or ‘‘suburban
ring’’ are identified 17 times in this
document and in every case negative-
ly.

It is absolutely clear that this docu-
ment reflects the attitude of the
people who prepared it that urban
policy should be directed to an un-
known number of distressed cities.

There is not one single recognition
in this document that counties are the
principal delivery agents of some of
the most vital core city services such
as welfare, health, day care, employ-
ment, community colleges, mental
health and dozens of complex human
services to the poor.

The President also announced: “‘Our
review generated a large number of
proposals for changes in existing pro-
grams. Some will require legislation;

others can be done through admin-
istrative action. There are more than
150 of them. Let me mention a few.

¢ “The Defense Department will
set up new programs to increase pro-
curement in urban areas.

e “EPA will modify its water and
sewer program to discourage wasteful
sprawl.

e “The General Services Adminis-
tration will have as a goal retaining
facilities in urban areas and putting
new ones there.”

NACo has requested and has not
yet received an identification of the
“more than 150 improvements in
existing programs’’ mentioned in the
President’s message to Congress.

And that is the gut issue. The Pres-
ident’s new initiatives if enacted by
Congress will result in only $749 mil-
lion of new outlays in fiscal 79. This
sum of money could be spent just
building much-needed parks in any
large American central city and -you
would hardly notice it.

If the Carter urban policy is going
to be targeted to large central cities,
then it becomes obvious that the
money is going to have to come
through redirecting the $30 billion of
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state and local government in exist' fntinued

grant-in-aid programs.

Will the congressional committy
that have oversight of federal proc§

ment, environmental protect
issues and defense policies have g
input into these decisions?

Who ultimately is going to deci

on the ‘“‘reorientation of resourcesf

Anyone who has had any dealiy

with the federal government knos

how easy it would be to avoid c
gressional review and arbitrarily
direct money through hundreds
bureaucratic techniques such as ar
trary rules and regulations, constan
changing requirements,
delays and insistence on such nebuly
things as overall plans.

If there is going to be massive &
orientation of resources to distress§

cities, Congress and the Americ

public ought to understand wig

those distressed cities are, what fun
are going to be reoriented and wh
communities or programs are go

to be reoriented out of their prese

funds.

no intention of robbing St. Petersbu
to pay St. Paul. The public is entitk
to know whom is going to be robi
and if St. Paul is to be a distress
city.
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B8 1 facilities. One half of the jobs
nsulteig :;l[l;d under the program will be
langes) g erved for the long-term unem-
mittes 8 cd referred through the Compre-
Drocure lknsive Employment and Training
tect] ¢t (CETA) system. A 10 percent

10g .al match would be required.

AVE any The policy calls for the creation of
¥ ‘National Divelipn;)ent Bank,"’
| .+ 8 |y operated by the Departments
deClq.e ¢ l%lrléasgrv. Commerce and Housing
rces 1@ . (jrban Development, to provide
leahngs %-nts of up to 15 percent (or $3 mil-
knows ) and loan guarantees as incen-
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id cop lives to firms agreeing to locate in
rily re 5(ress_ed areas. .

1 Funding for the Section 312 Re-
reds o \ijitation Loan program is pro-
as arbi P 4.sed to be increased next year by
1Stantly %150 million, in addition to the $125

{illion already proposed in the fiscal
b hudget, and the Economic Devel-
doment Administration’s Title IX
Job Opportunities Program and
HUD’s Urban Development Action
Grant program are slated for in-
Mreases of $275 million each.
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The countercyclical antirecession
program is proposed to be replaced
after its current expiration date of
Sept. 30 by a Supplemental Fiscal
Assistance Program which would
provide $1 billion for each of the next
two fiscal years to local governments
experiencing fiscal distress. In con-
trast with the previous countercycli-
cal  program, state governments
would not be eligible for these funds
and it would not be triggered by the
national, but rather local, unemploy-
ment rate.

The states are expected to take a
more active role in helping distressed
areas within them. The policy pro-
poses a $200 million incentive pro-
gram which states would compete for
on the basis of plans reorienting their
own and federally controlled re-
sources toward distressed urban
areas. The plans would address local
government taxing powers, annexa-
tion and the placement of major de-
velopment investments.

Other incentives include:
® The fiscal relief provisions of the
Administration’s welfare reform pro-

posal would be instituted immediate-
ly upon passage of welfare reform
legislation, rather than waiting until
fiscal ‘81 as originally scheduled.

e $150 million in grants to rehabil-
itate and maintain urban parks and
recreation facilities.

e A targeted $50 million Social
Service Grant Program to improve
social services in areas of high con-
centrations of poor people (those
with incomes below 115 percent of
the state median income).

e An inner city health initiative
providing an additional $50 million
under the Community Health Center
program.

e $25 million in air quality plan-
ning grants to consortia of local
governments to help them improve
air quality without severely limiting
new development. Communities
would be permitted to ‘‘bank’’ reduc-
tions in air pollution from one source
and apply it as an offset to new
development.

e Expansion by $1.5 million of the
“Cities in Schools’ project to assist
families and students in troubled
schools.

e $200 million for intermodal
transit programs to build new transit
facilities, pedestrian transit walls
and joint public-private development
around transportation stations.

e $15 million to 15-30 cities for
feasibility and design studies for
solid waste resource recovery sys-
tems.

e $60 million to neighborhood
organizations, including a $15
million neighborhood self-help
program aimed at housing and neigh-
borhood revitalization, a $40 million
Urban Volunteer Corps to match the
skills of volunteers with the needs of
neighborhood organizations and $10
million crime prevention program to
get citizens involved in crime pre-
vention. These programs would
require local government concur-
rence.

e $20 million to provide venture
capital to Community Development
Corporations created by the Com-
munity Services Administration.

e $20 million “Livable Cities”
program to support state and local
government neighborhood and
community-based arts program.

Urban Policy Highlights

e A targeted Employment Tax
Credit program giving private sector
employees a tax' credit for hiring
young CETA referred workers.

e A differential tax credit for com-
panies constructing new or expand-
ing existing facilities within dis-
tressed urban areas.

¢ New federal facilities would be
located, on a priority basis in central
cities.

e A soon-to-be announced con-
solidation of interagency planning
requirements leading to joint federal-
aid applications, particularly in the
community and economic develop-
ment areas.

In discussing the policy, White
House aides pointed out that the new
Urban Policy is designed to stop
suburban sprawl by redirecting
federal resources and policies to
existing communities rather than
new ones. It would do this by tar-
geting limited federal resources
toward places in distress.

Legislation containing the policy’s
new initiatives is expected to be sent
to Capitol Hill shortly.
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fonserving America’s Communities.”

| The President led off his urban policy report
I the nation with these words, “Twenty-one
months ago, I went before the United States
Uonference of Mayors in Milwaukee to say
that if I became  President, the cities in our
1 wuntry would have a friend, an ally, a part-

%rin the White House.

| 'l come before you today to affirm that
fendship—to cement that alliance—and to
gve form and substance to that partnership.”

| NACo has since been advised that counties
e to be in the definition of ‘“‘communities.”
Uoes that place counties in the partnership?

Back to Square One

| It appears we are back to square one trying
 make the Administration understand that
mmunities are not governments—that coun-
s are governments. And counties provide
#Tvices to communities. The enormously
lighted and depressed community of Willow-
WUk in Los Angeles County is a community.
i s not a government. Willowbrook commun-
b s part of Los Angeles County and if mean-
Bziul resources are to be targeted to problem
tas, they will have to be targeted to that
foblem area through Los Angeles County.
| We find it hard to believe that counties are
Ui clearly mentioned in the urban policy, that
punties might not be considered by this Ad-
flistration to be part of the state and local
v'ernment partnership. And we find it even
fréer to believe that the Administration has
#lsuch a deaf ear. We sat at the urban strat-
#' Sessions, we analyzed the drafts, we
lrked together. The history of our participa-

Onin the policy follows:

1"ACo's steering committee chairmen collec-
ely met with Secretary Patricia Roberts
1Tis last September in what she called one of
c Most useful input sessions on the urban
blicy. The rapport between urban county offi-
Fsand the HUD-directed interagency group
Ponsible for developing the urban policy

lunued throughout last fall and winter.

"2 those meetings, we stated our posi-
REN " firmly and clearly. We said that the nation
3 " 10 longer afford to ignore the plethora of

e

Plaguing our urban citizens.

Al Del Bello, the former mayor of Yonkers
(current Westchester County (N.Y.) execu-
5 and his urban colleagues were at the fore-
1t of efforts to bring some order to urban

erica.

NACo Supports President

NACQ strongly supported the Presidential
‘“Cutive Order instructing Harris and her de-

A Background Report by

Bernard F. Hillenbrand, NACo Executive Director

partmental colleagues to develop an urban pol-
icy. Our leaders offered any necessary staff re-
sources of the association to the effort.

Our officers and steering committee chair-
men met at the White House with Secretary
Harris and the staff of presidential assistant
Stuart Zizenstat.

We agreed with the Administration that it
was time to target direct aid to the most dis-
tressed urban areas.

In fact, we had no problems with direct aid
for central cities. The residents of those cities,
afterall, are county citizens. County govern-
ments pick up the costly tab for their welfare,
health and social services. In many places,
counties run the public transit, the housing
developments, the employment programs, and
the bulk of the criminal justice system. Such
services are directed as much to inner city
residents as suburbanites.

But counties also represent the poor and
needy in urban areas outside central cities. We
warned the Administration that language
referring to “cities and people in distress’ in-
ferred that distress or distressed people are
found only in cities and that city government
is the only unit of government responsible for
solving the problems of these people.

First Disaster

But the first draft of the urban policy called
“Cities in Distress’’ was a disaster. The reac-
tions of mayors, governors and county officials
were strong and all negative, and the draft was
rejected out of hand by the President.

Back to the drawing boards. In what must
be a model of openness and candor, NACo
initiated constant dialogue with Eizenstat.

We told him the first draft blithely ignored
today's urban corridors where pockets of
poverty, high unemployment, inadequate
housing and other urban diseases spill beyond
municipal boundaries.

And we gave examples, such as the 10 areas
out of 55 where the Brookings Institute said
the problems of the suburbs outweighed the
problems in the core city.

In short, we asked for an equitable urban
policy—one that would target aid to distressed
people, regardless of whether they lived inside
or outside precise city limits.

Everything during those early meetings
seemed to be on track. We thought the Admin-
istration was listening. Imagine our shock
when we discovered that the final report by the

Harris group was much like the first—an anti-
suburban document. Again we objected.

On March 27 the urban policy was to be an-
nounced. An 11 a.m. White House news brief-
ing reieased a document entitled ‘“New Initia-
tives for Conserving America’'s Communities.
The language in this report was somewhat
more favorable. It referred to ‘‘cities and com-
munities,”” “‘cities and local governments,’’ or
“urban areas.”” And it contained some creative
ideas for new programs.

NACo President Bill Beach and eight of our
steering committee chairmen were invited to
attend a 1 p.m. briefing for mayors and county
officials by Secretary Harris, Assistant Secre-
tary Robert Embry and Presidential Aide
Stuart Eizenstat, followed by a Presidential
briefing at 4 p.m.

We hoped our concerns would be laid to rest
during the 1 p.m. briefing. Instead, our county
officials came away incensed.

“Damn the Suburbs’’

The tone of the briefing was ‘“‘damn the sub-
urbs.” The theme was ‘‘distressed central
cities.” The promise was that the existing $30
billion in federal grants to state and local
governments would be redirected in a massive
way to distressed cities.

What distressed cities? Name one, we asked.
We were told that no formulas had been drawn
up yet.

A few White House spokesmen intimated to
county officials in private that our concerns
were unfounded. The word ‘‘city’” was only a
matter of semantics, they said, and actually
referred to urban areas in general. They said
that the language in the HUD report had been
considerably broadened by the President.
Listen to the President’s speech and read his
message to Congress, we were told. That
would be the real test.

So we listened to the President’s speech and
we read his message to Congress. In the first
paragraph of that message, Carter said the ur-
ban policy represents ‘‘a comprehensive, long-
tl,i‘e_rm commitment to the nation’s urban areas.”

ine.

But the next paragraph said the policy is a
major effort to “make America’s cities better
places in which to live and work’™ and that the
policy is aimed at ‘“making cities more healthy
and improving the lives of the people who live
in them.”

In essense, our alarm reached new heights.

| A Partnership with a Deaf Ear?

It is unclear whether President Carter has
stressed Y desire for county participation in his new
~WWrban policy entitled: “New Partnership for

Our central question remained: Was the new
policy a city policy or an urban policy?

Strong Criticism

So we reacted strongly and quickly. We
issued a major press statement criticizing the
President’s plan for ignoring those 60 percent
of urban dwellers—many of whom are very
much distressed—who live outside central
cities.

Given the fact that we had no precise for-
mulas by which to evaluate what money and
what exact programs would be redirected, we
could judge only by the rhetoric. And one
thing struck us. In none of the various reports
floating around, nor in the President’s speech,
nor in the message to Congress, was the word
‘“‘county’’ ever mentioned a single time.

Time and time again, we have watched legis-
lation—where county involvement In a
program is obviously intended but not con-
cretely spelled out—pass Congress only to
have our involvement butchered by the federal
agencies that write the rules.

History has taught us that, unless we want
a major fight on our hands, county participa-
tion must be spelled out from the conception of
a program until it is fully enacted.

Partnership That Works

We would like to call the President’s atten-
tion to real working partnerships. They exist
for example in full vigor in the New Coalition
where governors, mayors, county officials and
state legislators are in constant partnership
for very high priority urban goals such as
health care and fiscal relief.

They exist on a day-in, day-out effective
basis in partnerships between other national
associations of public officials in matters of
vital concern to the Administration and to ur-
ban America such as welfare reform.

By instituting a deliberate policy of admin-
istrative targeting of resources at the whim of
administrative officials, the Administration
will and already has caused tensions and stress
in those relationships.

NACo has argued that counties are not like
a doughnut with a hole—the central city—in the
middle. Counties serve all the people in a coun-
ty.

yIt is alarming that this Administration
could spend a year in constant contact with
the whole spectrum of governmental programs
and not understand that in most urban centers
the government that comes most intimately in
contact with the daily miseries of the disad-
vantaged poor in America’s slums are county
officials. Counties administer the nation’s wel-
fare program and the overwhelming number of
these recipients are in core cities.
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Point of View

by David S. Broder

EDITOR’S NOTE: This article is reprinted
with permission from the Washington Post.

There was something terribly sad about the
Good Friday briefing on President Carter’s
urban policy—something that tells you a great
deal, not only about the inability of this
president to achieve his goals, but about the
inherent frustrations of a governmental
process so big and complex as to overwhelm
almost anyone.

When Patricia Roberts Harris, the Secre-
tary of Housing and Urban Development,
and Stuart Eizenstat, Carter’s top staff
assistant for domestic policy, came into the
briefing room in the Old Executive Office
Building, the rumors were already flying
through town that Carter had all but axed the
program earlier in the day.

The rumors were not confirmed until later
that evening. But as you listened to Harris and
Eizenstat wend their conscientious way
through the intricacies of the proposals, you
could see why Carter had thrown up his hands
in horror 10 hours earlier—before relenting and
allowing them to persuade him it was the best
package they could devise right now.

MORE THAN a year ago, the President had
asked Harris to assemble an interdepart-
mental task force and examine what the
federal government was doing to or for the
cities and what it ought to be doing. What he
had in mind was to sort through the more than
$30 billion a year of federal aid already pouring
into the cities through scores of separate, ill-
coordinated federal spigots; find what was
working and what wasn’t; and rechannel that
assistance in ways that made sense.

What he got was something quite different.
Harris's interdepartmental committee, tabbed
with an acronym that was ugly even by
Washington standards, URPG (for Urban and
Regional Policy Group), proved mainly to be a
device for protecting every program of every
agency represented.

Carter rejected their first-draft proposal last
fall as an impossible “wish list”’ and ordered
them again to reexamine critically what the
government was already doing. Maybe that
would have been done if he had really pushed
them.

But he was busy lobbying for his Panama
Canal treaties and energy bills, struggling
with the coal strike, worrying about
Menachem Begin and a hundred other urgent
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‘So what came back was ‘10 recommendations supported by 38 strategies,”...plus 160 suggestiof

for improving old programs left scattered in five agencies—in short a smorgasbord.’ HO

As

lWASH

were that Midge Costanza and Jack Watw
two Carter aides struggling for larger inl
ence, were maneuvering for the job.

avoided if the urban aid study had been linked
to a basic reorganization and consolidation of
the government’s scattered economic

acknowledgement that some of them are real
losers. Instead, the recommendations guaran-
tee more bureaucracy, regulations and

frustrations for local officials. development programs, as some recommen- By five o’clock, an hour after the briciges

For example, the Title IT business develop- ded. But Carter is already committed to one had begun, Eizenstat had reached the p Eﬂf“l““fﬁ
ment loans of the Economic Development major reorganization fight—on civil ser- Wwhere he was reading off the list of I -!-'!i’-“'-‘ 1a
Administration contributed only $55 million of  vice—and no one thought he had enough time, programs awarded each agency as a payol!/ ‘4 locate

its participation in the whole ghastly proc:gEflissione
social service and health money for HE W, @sounty,
ban parks for Interior; Transportation Dep:getéauthori
ment money for ‘“‘intermodal connectionome

energy or political capital to take on another
one.

Instead of resolving the jurisdictional and
bureaucratic struggles, this new proposal

aid this year. The evaluation says the basic
legislation ‘‘imposes inconsistent require-
ments on EDA and on borrowers, making the
program difficult to use.” It also says the

matters. And in his kind of cabinet govern-  ‘‘program administration has been too conser- compromises and compounds them. The new solid waste grants for EPA; “mini-grants’! flousing
ment, with a weak White House staff, even as  vative, and long delays and difficulties are im- development bank for urban industry was ACTION; arts money for Joan Mond: ecently
able an aide as Eizenstat has little authority to  posed on potential borrowers.” fought over by Treasury, Commerce and friends; and neighborhood grants for Rosi jd com
crack the whip on the President’s behalf. HUD. Solution: Make it an interagency bank, Carter’s favorites in the bureaucracy. it
DOES THAT MEAN it should be scrapped  with all three departments represented equally When it was finally over, a HUD official "8 \'” 1n(
SO WHAT CAME back was “10 recommen-  or merged with other programs to provide a on the board. The guaranteed effect: a had struggled to make it what Carter want .,“-'M*-‘H ¢
dations supported by 38 strategies,” or maybe = meaningful fund of economic development slowdown of its ability to make loan and grant stood on the curb, shivering in the cold Wi 5ing 1
10 strategies supported by 38 recommen- capital? No way. Instead, the recommen- commitments. waiting for a lift to a speaking date 12 S W
dations, plus 160 suggestions for improving dations call for ‘‘tougher” guidelines, know,” she said, “‘you ride around everywi g © gl
old programs left scattered in five agencies—in  tightened selection criteria, and those other INSTEAD OF naming a White House staff in these government cars, and you never TR ULy
short, a smorgasbord. bureaucratic favorites, ‘‘close linkages and coordinator for urban programs, as the mayors out what the weather is like outside _i‘“‘“'lkif_:l
None of the 160 recommendations call for  focused coordination’” with other “infrastruc- wanted, there will be an interdepartmental same, sadly, might be said of governmern g > obli
eliminating any single existing federal tureprograms.” committee of assistant secretaries. At briefing self. 2 : : jFs'stanc
program—despite the almost universal And so it goes. That result might have been  time, no one knew who would run it. Rumors ©The Washing!lon g KUNT
: fee, in t
® @ ® ot
pr"'\ 1sion
o 1977.
Counties Reaction 1o Urban Pol
HJ‘.\ Y.l
ha - been
Continued from page 1 waukee County, Wis. and Healthand from Watts is the Willowbrook area incentive program to induce the ministration has failed to recoZ” g i,'['.l}{)“ral
Education Steering Committee whose 150,000 residents livein condi- states to take a more active role in  is that the flight from the cities “gg ':‘ 'R
us very deeply is the prospect that chairman; John Franke, chairman of tions virtually indistinguishable dealing with urban areas through the the high-density suburb§ 'has brou? : ri‘ ar
many existing programs are going to Johnson County (Kan.) Board of from Watts,” he said. ‘“Yet Willow- formulation of urban development the problems of the cities 1m0 "m _r_”I“W ar
be changed by administrative fiat Commissioners and Labor- brook is ot an incorporated city and plans. “We support a more active suburbs. Poverty, unemploym® g tp‘m"f
without the opportunity for full pub- Management Steering Committee could be ineligible for assistance if state role,” said Elfstrom, “‘so long inadequate housing, pollution = L. e
lic discussion,’’ he said. chairman: and Gerald Fisher, chair- federal aid is limited to ‘distressed as states are induced to respond to crime do not stop at municipal (s Quate
man of Albemarle County (Va.) cities.”” the problems of all local governments daries.” B ',‘.L;UC‘
The officials attending the White  Board of Supervisors and Land Use within their urban areas, not just dis- Scott expressed surprise thal "B J;”l{ o
House briefing included: James Steering Committee chairman; and THE POLICY proposes to target tressed cities.” urban policy failed to take act™ ’I.{ ecos
Scott, supervisor, Fairfax County, Daniel T. Murphy, executive, Oak- a new $1 billion “soft public works™ Del Bello noted, “The Congress of, much less mention, the incre"gg Jl‘i' P
Va. and Community Development land County, Mich. and Transporta- program for renovation and rehabili- has worked for years to unite cities responsibility which urban cou™ (“(dpt'-'
Steering Committee chairman; tion Steering Committee chairman. tation of public facilities, a Supple- and counties in developing solutions have assumed in such areas 25° r”r.‘”)“"
Alfred Del Bello, executive, West- “We are pleased that the Admin- mentary Fiscal Assistance Program for urban problems. The President’s ployment and training, housing* jf"i rey
chester County, N.Y. and Urban Af- istration has recognized the problems (which replaces the Countercyclical policy could sever that cooperative community development. ’fj'd—" 8
fairs Committee chairman; Philip of county citizens who live within Antirecession Program), additional relationship.” sy
Elfstrom, chairman of Kane County central cities,”” said Beach. “But the economic development, urban devel- “While the urban policy purports “URBAN COUNTY responsi’ ;I'erge
(Il.) Board and Criminal Justice and Administration’s own statistics re- opment action grants, health and to be a new partnership,” added was insisted upon,” he said, "by" .‘Frf{'“'ef
Public Safety Steering Committee veal that the majority of urban resi- social service grants based on criteria  Pitts, “in reality it has the potential gress in both the Comprehe” 8 i

chairman; John V.N. Klein, execu-
tive, Suffolk County, N.Y. and Em-
ployment Steering Committee chair-
man; Terrance Pitts, supervisor, Mil-

dents live outside central cities.”
Hillenbrand pointed to the nation’'s

largest urban county, Los Angeles,

as an example. ‘“Across the street

measuring distress. How distress
will be determined and whether ur-
ban counties could qualify is unclear.
The urban policy also includes an

of putting central cities and their
suburbs in unhealthy competition for
limited federal resources.”

Klein emphasized, “What the Ad-

Mment’

Employment and Training ’

> Ki
(CETA) program and the Com~] r.‘.frm,,zf
ity Development Block Grant’ '-;.:Jre;lnzp.

gram.”’




\SHINGTON, D.C.—Rural
' officials called on the Ad-
ration and the Department_of
riculture to come forward with
y programs to aid the people of
a] America. Testifying on behalf

NACo before the House
riéulture subcommittee on family
ms, rural development, and
cial studies were David Pribble,
oty judge, Pendleton County,
~ and Robert McNichols, county
| inistrator, Pulaski County, Va.
Wie hearings, held last month,
o <ed on the Rural Development
I 9hicv Act of 1978, H.R. 10885, and
% Rural Community Development
W 1977, H.R. 9983.

‘B ¥ We are deeply concerned and ex-
W cly worried about the status of
i8] development policy in our
iMion. There are no broad striking
¥ pgrams being sent to Congress to
dress the needs of rural America.
o needs of rural America cannot be
ored,” the county officials told
- subcommittee members.

Rep. Richard Nolan (D-Minn.), who
sirs the subcommittee, and Rep.
arles Grassley (R-Iowa), spon-
red the Rural Development Policy

t of 1978. The bill would establish
Federal Rural Development Coun-
to coordinate the wide range of
ral development programs ad-
nistered by the various federal
bencies. It would make the
Lcretary of Agriculture chairman of
is council, emphasizing his role as
grural develop-aent advocate within
fhe federal government.

THE LEGISLATION would also
increase the authorization for rural

hiat
11 A

estions
k Watson
rger infle
‘e briefiMIWVASHINGTON, D.C.—Citing
the poinff8latistics which show that 60 percent
t of littll the 1ation’s substandard housing
payoff fo i§ located in rural areas, Com-
ly process|ilissioner Francis Kuntz of Elk
HEW: uwj@unty, Pa. called for a one-year
on Departiifauthorization of all the Farmers
nections ome Administration (FmHA)
rants’ foficusing programs. He appeared
Mondale's@cently before the House housing
or Rosalynfiihd community development sub-
7 mmittee,
fficial who An increasing number of our rural
rer wantedf@nilies are being priced out of the
cold wind Jbusing market. As rural county of-
late. ‘Youfials, we have an obligation to en-
verywhereflire that the residents of our com:-
never finiq@UNIty, may secure adequate
side.” Thef¥using at reasonable costs. To meet
srnment i obligation, continued federal
@sistance is critical,”’ he said.
inglton Pos!

KUNTZ URGED the subcommit-
ke, in their consideration of reau-
thorizations, to incorporate key
Povisions of the Rural Housing Act
U 1977. That legislation, which is
fonsored by Reps. Stanley Lundine
IN.Y) and Les AuCoin (D-Ore.),
s been reintroduced as H.R. 11712,

y recognizf Rural Housing Act of 1978.
, cities i@ ‘"¢ Rural Housing Act would
\as brougl@@¥tdle a new homeownership subsidy
s into (T 0w and moderate income persons.
aploymen' @8’ program would enable larger
lution and@imbers of rural residents to obtain
cipal bour “quate housing, would stimulate
¢ Struction of new housing and
se that thiR’ud expand job opportunity in the
ke accoulj'd!economy.
e increastyml ‘¢ program would employ a
an count“E®tapture provision’’ by which
-eas as eUIcowners purchasing a house
ousing 2"QUd repay a portion of the federal

“0sidy after selling the home. A for-
"4 would be used that would en-

-spon.“'lb]“i’.f ‘fage long-term occupancy and
id, “‘by Co*Povement of the property while
nprehens’ "Ylding windfall profits at the gov-
vining A(QEEMent’s expense.

e CommUJ "1z also supported implemen-
Grant PP " ol the above-moderate income

“fAnteed housing program and

development planning grants from
its present $10 million level up to $50
million. Not more than 10 percent of
this planning appropriation each
year could go toward funding the
Federal Rural Development Council.

County officials urged the sub-
committee to link the distribution of
these planning funds to the
development activities in rural com-
munities.

“Local planning must be assisted.
It is far more efficient, for both coun-
ties and the federal government, if
we can effectively plan and coor-
dinate our development activities.
Waste and needless duplication will
be avoided,”” Pribble and McNichols
stated. They urged the subcommit-
tee to mandate that funding priority
go to those local governments with
the power to implement programs.

Reps. Grassley and Nolan also
sponsored legislation (H.R. 9983)
establishing a separate block grant
program for nonmetropolitan com-
munities, thus dividing up the
existing program of the Department
of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD). The bill would, in effect,
transfer about 20 percent of the
HUD community development
program to the Farmers Home Ad-
ministration (FmHA).

In addition, the proposal would
establish the mnonmetropolitan
program for communities of 20,000
or less. Thus, a rural county whose
population exceeded 20,000 would
automatically be excluded and forced
to compete for a reduced urban share
of funds.

substantial increases in housing for
the elderly.

Although the Administration is
supporting reauthorization of most

of the rural housing programs ad-

ministered by FmHA, it does not
plan to continue the program which
provides loans to rural families
whose income is between $15,600
and $20,000. These loans would be
provided only in those rural com-
munities where sufficient housing
credit is not available from private
lenders. Congress has provided $900
million for this program in the
current fiscal year.

“ONE OF OUR major concerns,
and major disappointments, has
been the above-moderate income
guaranteed housing loan program,”
Kuntz told the subcommittee. ‘‘The
Administration has chosen not to
implement this program, a decision it
made without consultation with
Congress, without taking effective
steps to meet the need that now
exists, and without conferring with
rural officials who represent those
people who now cannot benefit from
the program.”

Since guaranteed and insured
loans are not covered by the Budget
and Impoundment Control Act of
1974, Congress does not have an op-
portunity to reverse the Ad-
ministration’s decision.

Section, 14 of the proposed Rural
Housing Act of 1978 would require
these loans to be treated as budget
authority for purposes of the Budget
and Impoundment Control Act. This
would mean the subraission of a for-
mal deferral or recision message to
Congress on the program, and
Congress would then have the oppor-
tunity to reverse the decision and
mandate implementation.

Another program, which has
proven successful in assisting the
elderly, is the Section 504 Home
Repair Grants and Loans. Haowever,

N
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ounties Say: Help Rural Areas

Rep. Richard Nolan (D-Minn.), center, chairman of the House subcommittee on family farms, rural development, and
special studies, hears the views of David Pribble, county judge, Pendleton County, Ky., right, and Robert McNichols,
county administrator, Pulaski County, Va.

NACo has raised policy questions
with regard to splitting the HUD
development program and the impli-
cations for a national development
policy and future funding. Further-
more, any future proposal should
reflect the responsibilities and rural
character of counties whose popula-
tion is above 20,000 and the artificial
restriction should be eliminated, said
the officials.

PRIBBLE AND McNichols urged
the committee to consider the two

House Panel Asked to Continue
Assistance for Rural Housing

its success has resulted in a level of
demand far in excess of the funding
available. For fiscal '77, FmHA re-
ceived 7,398 applications requesting
more than $17 million. Only $5 mil-
lion was available. Kuntz recom-
mended an authorized level of $100
million.

The subcommittee will convene in
early April to continue action on the
rural housing authorization. The
Senate subcommittee on rural
housing, chaired by Sen. Robert
Morgan (D-N.C.), is also expected to
act during April. For additional in-
formation on rural housing, contact
Elliott Alman of the NACo staff.

Elliott A. Alman

FLOOR ACTION SOON

pieces of legislation separately. They
said that NACo strongly supports
the Rural Development Policy Act of
1978 and urges prompt action, but
that the Rural Community
Development proposal requires
careful analysis and should be con-
sidered in conjunction with the
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs
Committee.

The NACo witnesses also ad-
dressed the FmHA water and waste
disposal program. They stressed the

value of this program for main-
taining the economic vitality of rural
America and for stimulating jobs.
Although the current level of fund-
ing is the highest ever at $250 mil-
lion, the current waiting list is great-
er than $620 million.

The subcommittee will continue
action on these two measures in
April. In the Senate, a companion
Rural Development Policy Act is ex-
pected to be introduced shortly.

Elliott A. Alman

panel on rural housing and community development.

Bills Contain Rural Development Gains

WASHINGTON, D.C—Significant
changes that will aid rural counties
are contained in the Agricultural
Credit Act of 1978, H.R. 11505. The
Senate Agriculture committee recen-
tly reported out companion
legislation to amend the Rural
Development Act, S. 2146.

Title I of the House Agricultural
Credit Act provides for:

e Increased funding level for
water and waste disposal grants
from $300 million to $400 million a
year.

e Elimination of the legislatively
imposed 50 percent ceiling on grants
as a percentage of project cost,
placing the new ceiling at 75 percent.

e Deletion from the original Ad
ministration proposal of a provision
that would virtually double the in-
terest rates on rural development
loans. The level will remain at 5 per-
cent.

In Senate action the subcommittee
on agricultural credit and rural elec-
trification dropped provisions to
boost interest rates on rural
development loans. The full
Agriculture Committee, chaired by
Sen. Herman Talmadge (D-Ga.), then
amended the bill to:

e Increase the authorization for
water and waste disposal grants
from the current $300 million to $1
billion.

* Increase the ceiling on water
and waste disposal grants to 75 per-
cent of project cost.

These increased authorizations are
greatly needed because of the grow-
ing demand in rural areas for water
and waste disposal svstems. The
water and waste program was envi-
sioned as the major component of the
Rural Development Act of 1972 and
has significantly stimulated economic

development in rural America.

THE COMMITTEE'S adoption of
the increase in the grant ceiling to 75
percent of project cost will move the
rural development programs toward
equity with urban-oriented programs.

In addition to the amendments to
the Rural Development Act of 1972,
known as Title I, a Title II has also
been attached to the House
Agricultural Credit Act. This title
primarily affects the provision of in-
sured and guaranteed loans to far-
mers, ranchers, and corporations
engaged in agriculture. It authorizes
and directs the Secretary of
Agriculture to provide financial
assistance to applicants experien-
cing severe financial problems and a
tightening of agricultural credit.

The House is expected to act on
the Agricultural Credit Act of 1978
as soon as Congress reconvenes. In
the Senate, S. 2146 will reach the
floor after action on the Panama
Canal Treaty.

Elliott A. Alman



Present Law

e Aidto Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC); Supplemental
Security Income (SSl); food stamps;
and general assistance.

e Emergency assistance.

e Foster care

All except SS| is administered by
states and/or localities.

Children and single or incapacitated
parent or caretaker; unemployed
father (state option); children 18-20
(option); foster children; aged, blind or
disabled persons; emergency
assistance for families with children.

e $32 billion (current federal, state, and
local costs).

e Counties spend $7 billion to $8 billion
per year

e Current need

e Earnedincome disregard not
applied to applicants.

e Unemployed father defined as
working less than 100 hours per
month and having prior work force
participation

$30 plus one-third, plus actual work
expenses including child care (except
that some states in practice limit work
expense deductions).

States determine resource limits.

States determine benefit levels.
Present levels range from $60 (Miss.)
to $476 (New York City). When food
stamp value added, benefit level range
is $230 to $523. States allowed to
impose maximums (usually based on
family size).

¢ Food stamps, 100 percent; SSI, 100
percent (state supplement not
matched, but held harmless); AFDC
ranges from 50 percent to
78 percent (no limit on state
benefit).

* Administration, 50 percent.
* (General assistance, zero.

Not provided.

10 percent to $4,000, then 10 percent
phase-out.

e CETA and WIN.

H.R. 9030
(Administration)

e Single program.

e $600 million for emergency
assistance.

e Foster care omitted.
All except emergency assistance
administered by federal government

(but states could administer intake for
cash program).

All needy persons, including
emergency assistance.

*$17 billion (additional federal costs).

e $2 billion in fiscal relief.

6 months retrospective income
accounting.

Earned and unearned income
disregards applied to applicants.

e No special eligibility.

50 percent plus child care (not to
exceed $150 per child and $300 per
family) for families not expected to
work; for expected to work, first $317
per month plus 50 percent of
remainder.

$5,000 resource limit with 1.25 percent
per month imputation of income to
resources over $500.

$350 per month (with food stamps
cashed out). Benefits cut off as family
size reaches seven.

¢ All programs 90 percent, state
supplement matched 75 percent to
$4,714, 25 percent to poverty line.

e Administration, 100 percent.

Not provided.

10 percent to $4,000, then 5 percent
to poverty line, then 10 percent phase-
out. Reverse withholding.

¢ 1.4 million public service
employment slots in new CETA title.
Minimum wage.

* Abolished WIN.

H.R. 10950
(Corman Subcom.)

Program

e Single program, but food stamps
kept as option.

e $600 million for emergency
assistance, plus 50 percent of up to
one-fourth of allotment.

e Foster care.
Administration

All except emergency assistance and

foster care administered by federal

government (but states could
administer entire cash program).

Coverage

Same as H.R. 9030.

Cost/Fiscal Relief

$20 billion (additional federal costs).

$3.45 billion in fiscal relief.

Eligibility
¢ 1 month retrospective income
accounting.

e Same as H.R. 9030.

e Same as H.R. 9030.

Earned income Disregard
Same as H.R. 9030, except $65, plus

50 percent of remainder for SSI
clients.

Resource Limits:

Resource limits now in SSI: $1,500
single, $2,250 couples and families.

Benefits

Same as H.R. 9030.

Federal Matching

e Same as H.R. 9030 except state
supplement match 75 percent to
$4,714, 25 percent to higher of
poverty line or sum of AFDC and
food stamp value.

e Administration, 100 percent.

Job Voucher/Job Credit

Not provided.

Earned Income Tax Credit

12 percent to $4,200 (indexed to CPI
for future), then 6 percent phase-out.
Reverse withholding.

Public Service Employment

e Same as H.R. 9030 except
prevailing wage.

e Abolished WIN.

Comparison of Welfare Reform Legislation

H.R. 10711
(Ullman)

e AFDC:; SSI (food cashed out); food
stamps; general assistance.

e Repeal of emergency assistance.

e Foster care.

All except SSI is administered by
states (but not counties).

Same as present law except
unemployed parent coverage
mandatory and children 18-20 only
covered through secondary school. No
emergency assistance.

e $8 billion to $9 billion (additional
federal costs).

e $1 billion to $2 billion in fiscal relief.

e 1 month retrospective; income tax
recoupment of temporary benefits.

e Same as H.R. 9030, except no
disregard of unearned income.

¢ Redefined as unemployed parent,
no special eligibility.

$30 (indexed by Consumer Price
Index) plus child care (not to exceed
$100 per child and $300 per family, or
50 percent of earnings of secondary
or principal earner), plus one-third.

Resource limit is $1,750, except if one
member of family is over 59; limit is
$3,000.

AFDC benefit is 30 percent of state’s

median income, less food stamp value;

30 percent median income in 1977
ranges from $360 (Tenn.) to $529
(Md.). Benefit same for all family sizes.
For unemployed parent benefit is $200
per month (without food stamp value).
Foster care standard may be different.

e Food stamps, 100 percent; SSI,
100 percent (supplement held
harmless); state share of AFDC
limited to 85 percent of 1977 state
share; state supplements at state
expense.

e Administration, 50 percent.

e Not provided.
Expands on new jobs credit.

20 percent to $5,000, then flat to
$7,500, then 13 percent phase-out.
Reverse withholding.

e 500,000 WIN public service slots.
Minimum wage.

¢ WIN control given to state.

S. 2777
(Baker-Bellmon)

e AFDC; SSI (optional food stamg

assistance

e ¥

cashout); food stamps; and gener 8%

>T

e $150 million for emergency
assistance

e Foster care

All except SSI administered by st
(but not counties, unless state w
to accept reduced federal match

Same as H.R. 10711 except all neeg
persons eligible for emergency
assistance.

e $8 billion (additional federal cc

e $3 billion in fiscal relief.

e State option: current need or
1 month retrospective; iIncome lax
recoupment.

e Earnedincome disregard nof
applied to applicants.

¢ Redefined as unemployed paren
less than equivalent of 130 hours
per month earnings at federal
minimum wage.

$60 ($30 if employed half-time) plus
one-third, plus child care (with same
limitsas H.R. 10711).

Resource limits now in SSI.

AFDC benefit is poverty line (minim

60 percent, maximum 100 percenl

less food stamp value. Poverty line’

1977 ranges from $292 (60 percen)
$487 (100 percent). Varies by famiy
size. Foster care standard may be
different.

e Food stamps, 100 percent; SSI
100 percent (supplement held
harmless); AFDC match ranges
from 80 percent to 90 percent

State supplement at state expens

e Administration, 50 percent.

Employer can choose between $1 %
hour voucher or $1 per hour job Cref

for one year for AFDC recipients
family heads unemployed 26 weeks
youth, or terminated CETA enrollees

15 percent to poverty line, then
20 percent phase-out. Reverse
withholding.

e Guarantee of CETA public service

employment for all unemploy€ed
parents who have made

unsuccessful 90-day job search
50 percent of remaining slots 10
AFDC recipients.

e WIN control given to state.

-
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% \SHINGTON, D.C.—The
felfare reform debate, stalled in the
guse Ways and Means Committee,
s given a shot in the arm recently
'h Senate leaders introduced a

Bior incremental bill and Sen.
Dﬁilﬂ.u-‘l Patrick Moynihan scheduled
m‘jnm_m_ beginning April 17, in his
Wibance subcommittee on public
jsg 1 sLance. :

Pubbed the Bakgr-Bellmon b_lll,
the Job Opportunities and Family
gaurity Act of 1978 (S.2777) has
 ained bipartisan support since it
was introduced March 22 by Sens.
Howard Baker (R-Tenn.) and Henry
Bellmon (R-Okla.). Sens. Abraham
gibicoff (D-Conn.), John Danforth
HRMo. ). Mark Hatfield (R-Ore.), Ted
Gtevens (R-Alaska), and Milton
Ygung (R-N.D.) have announced as
B0spONSOrs.

" According to Sen. Baker, all the
ksponsors  share the view that

Y States
1tch

Cy

| CC

Getting 1t Straight

In a front page photo, which ac-
wmpanied last week’s report on the
Of formation of a national jail reform
ome tax Welition, we confused identification
of Norval Morris, dean of the Uni-
orsity of Chicago Law School. Mor-
ris appeared on the left side of the
hoto along with Rosemary Ahmann,
thairperson of NACo’s subcommit-
tee on corrections, and Leslie Paf-
frath, president of the Johnson Foun-
dation. Our apologies to Mr. Morris.

Last week, a kicker on an an-
guncement of the seventh annual
Nitional Conference on Public Gen-

: gl Hospitals should have read
hsame MAHA TAKES A LOOK.” The future
bf county hospitals will be a featured
ittm on the agenda when the group
meets June 5-6 at the New York City
Bheraton Hotel.

The Utah Association of Counties
il be hosting its annual convention
Barch 28-30, 1979 at the Little
Anerican Convention Center in Lake

ty. For more information, contact
Jick Tanner, 801/364-3583.
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ty linein 8

ercent) 10

still Another
Welfare Bill

SAFE DRINKING WATER

Government

welfare reform is essential and that it
should be enacted this year. The
growing prospect that reform will
not be enacted this year because of
the cost and complexity of the Ad-
ministration’s proposal prompted
drafting of this legislation, he said.

BAKER SAID this bill would
“move us a large step forward at a
pace we should proceed and a cost we
can afford.”

Sen. Bellmon stressed that by
building on the strengths and correc-
ting weaknesses in current
programs, the bill improves the
welfare system at reasonable
cost—an estimated $8 billion com-
pared to the $19-$20 billion price tag
of H.R. 10950, the special welfare
reform subcommittee bill.

The Baker-Bellmon bill would offer
substantial fiscal relief—estimated
at $3 billion to states and local
governments and would prohibit
states from passing on costs of ad-
ministration of programs to coun-
ties.

See detailed comparison of Baker-
Bellmon with other welfare reform
proposals on page 6.

Sen. Ribicoff, a former Secretary of
Health, Education and Welfare and a
respected welfare expert, charac-
terized the bill as a moderate in-
cremental approach but a big step
forward that will improve the
operation of the welfare system and
the situation of the nation’s poor.

“If the choice is all or nothing, we
will get nothing, and we cannot
sacrifice another generation while we
wait for the perfect answer,”” he told
Congress.

Ribicoff added that the bill

provides for important ‘‘next
steps’’ toward comprehensive
overkaul by pilot-testing con-

solidated federalized approaches
similar to the Administration’s plan
and by establishing a national com-
mission to review the effects of the
legislation after four years.

y family
s R @ oW @ t.
esponsibilities
s your drinking water safe? What
LSS must local governments do to ensure the
held safest water for their citizens?
. Attention
iiagh County officials of Utah and New
1 |Mexico. Safe drinking water workshops
| will be presented in your states this month, sponsored
I part by the National Association of Counties
Research Inc. and respective state
. associations of counties, as well as national and state
job credi associations of cities.
“wecks Iorkshops are planned for:
nrollees. Blitaly New Mexico
boril 7 April 28
4 H0a.m. 10a.m.-3 p.m.
se it Lake City Albuguerque
iimada Inn Sheraton Old Town Inn
| I conjunction with the * A specially scheduled
.. \;_\Jﬁpes:ial Orientation for workshop on safe drinking
e “ew and Old Elected and water. Preregistration
B ' ﬁDD-Jinted Officials” of the appreciated.
li?SfC' | Viah eague of Cities and

| LOWns.

“'more information, contact Arleen Shulman, NACoR.

WHITE HOUSE AIDE CONSULTS WITH COUNTIES—Margaret ‘‘Midge’’ Costanza, (right) Special Assistant to

the President met with Aliceann Fritschlier of the NACo staff to discuss ways for county officials to work with her in
many areas of mutual concern, including implementation of the urban policy, and elected minority and women of-
ficials. Costanza, a former city council member, pledged her support to Bernard F. Hillenbrand, NACo executive
director, and Fritschler for city-county cooperation in the urban policy. Fritschler gave her a copy of NACo’s sup-

plement on “Women and Counties”’.

CETA SUPPLEMENTAL NEEDED

Youth Funds Falling Short

WASHINGTON, D.C.—Unless a
supplemental appropriation 1s
passed by Congress for the current
fiscal year, CETA prime sponsors
will be forced to cut back on the Title
I (job training) and the summer
youth programs. This is due to the
increase in the minimum wage rate.

NACo analysis shows that the
summer youth employment program
(SYEP) appropriation of $693 million
is $105.3 million short, and that
147,000 fewer jobs would be provid-

ed than envisioned by Congress. The

Labor Department has recognized
the Title I need in its supplemental
request for $71.4 million but has
made no such request for the sum-
mer youth program.

HOWEVER, NACo believes that
$214.3 million is required for Title I
because of a ripple effect caused by
the increasec minimum wage which
boosts all wage levels, and that the

$71.4 million is an inaccurate esti-
mate of that need.

The minimum wage increase from
$2.30 per hour to $2.65 per hour,
which became effective Jan. 1, is a
15.2 percent increase. Thus, CETA
sponsors and program operators
need a 15.2 percent increase in funds
in Title I and SYEP just to continue
the program at the same service level.

County ofticials should contact
their congressional delegation and
Appropriations subcommittee chair-
men Rep. Daniel Flood (D-Pa.) and
Sen. Warren Magnuson (D-Wash.) on
the need for such a supplemental.

NACo has also urged Congress to
appropriate the planned $500 million
Youth Employment and Demonstra-
tion Projects Act (YEDPA) supple-
mental for fiscal '78 which the Ad-
ministration requested in October
1977 and later withdrew.

NACo believes that $2.5 billion
should be supported as the fiscal '79

One More Year for
Antirecession Aid?

WASHINGTON, D.C.—Rep. Wil-
liam Moorehead (D-Pa.) has intro-
duced legislation to extend the coun-
tercyclical antirecession assistance
program for one-year and reduce the
national unemployment trigger from
6 percent to 5.5 percent. The current
program expires this September.

The Administration is also propos-
ing to extend the program for one
year, at a level of $1.04 billion. This
amount has been included by Con-
gress in the fiscal '79 budget targets.
The President has included counter-
cyclical assistance as part of his ‘‘ur-
ban initiative,”” and proposes sub-
stantial changes in the program (see
urban policy highlights).

A comprehensive Administration
proposal will be sent to Congress
around mid-April, at which time the
House subcommittee on intergov-
ernmental relations and human re-
sources will hold hearings.

Countercyclical assistance was ori-
ginally authorized by Title II of the
Public Works Employment Act of
1976 at a level of $1.25 billion for five
quarters through June 1977. It was
then extended by the Intergovern-
mental Antirecession Act of 1977 at
a level of $2.25 billion for another

five quarters through September
1978.

THE PURPOSE of the program is
to provide financial help to states,
counties and cities when unemploy-
ment is high. The current program is
“triggered’’ whenever the national
unemployment rate reaches 6 per-
cent. Assistance, based on a for-
mula, is then provided to units of
government with unemployment of
4.5 percent or more.

The program is intended to ‘‘phase
out’” when national unemployment
dips below 6 percent, and automat-
ically start up, if and when unem-
ployment rises above the specified
level.

The national unemployment rate
is continuing to decrease. The Feb-
ruary rate declined to 6.1 percent.
Current law provides no assistance
when the national unemployment
falls below 6 percent for the most
recent quarter or for the last month
of that quarter. It 1is, therefore,
possible that the countercyclical an-
tirecession program could “phase
out’’ in the near future.

—Elliott Alman

Title I appropriation level so that
program operators do not suffer a
similar decrease in the number of
people they can serve solely because
of the minimum wage boost.

NACo will be testifying before
Chairman Flood’s subcommittee on
April 12 and testified before the Sen-
ate last month on these funding
needs.

LEAA to Support
Alternatives for
Troubled Youth

WASHINGTON, D.C.—The Law
Enforcement Assistance Adminis-
tration (LEAA) has announced it will
make $30 million available during
the next three years to support resti-
tution programs for juvenile offend-
ers.

These programs, given priority by
Congress in the Juvenile Justice
Amendments of 1977, are part of a
major effort to create alternatives to
incarceration of troubled youths.

“WITH THE restitution program,
juvenile offenders will have sen-
tencing alternatives available to
them,” John M. Rector, administra-
tor of LEAA'’s Office of Juvenile Jus-
tice and Delinquency Prevention,
said. ‘‘Restitution will not only
recognize offender responsibility but
will have positive rehabilitative
value as well.”

Rector, whose office will adminis-
ter the program, said one example of
restitution would be to permit young
people to return stolen merchandise
or pay for damage done as a result of
vandalism.

APPLICATIONS are invited from
courts, prosecutors, probation of-
fices, or others within the juvenile
justice system at the local, regional,
or state levels. Applicants are en-
couraged to sign contracts for
management of projects with youth
advocacy groups, and public or
private nonprofit youth agencies.

The deadline for submitting appli-
cations is April 21.

Program guidelines are available
from state criminal justice planning
agencies and the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention,
Law Enforcement Assistance Ad-
ministration, 633 Indiana Ave.,
N.W., Washington, D.C. 20531.
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DISPOSAL CHARGE:

Way to Cut Waste and Raise Funds

Over the last decade, concern has been
repeatedly voiced about our society's
wastefulness. No one understands that better
than county officials who have to bear the
frustration of finding acceptable ways to
dispose of the nation’s garbage. As landfill
sites become harder to locate and resource
recovery no longer looks like a simple solution
it was once expected to be, increasing atten-
tion has been given to the possibility of
reducing the flow of solid waste at its source—
by producing less of it.

Proponents of this idea are not suggesting
production of fewer cars, appliances, or other
consumer goods which have relatively long
lives. In fact, increasing the average life of all
products would help diminish the flow of waste
to landfills and other disposal facilities.

The main concern is with paper, packaging
materials, and convenience items which are in-
tended to be thrown away immediately after
use. The aim is to encourage industries to alter
their production processes and the com-
position of their products to make disposal,
recycling, and reuse simpler. In addition, any
policy intended to reduce the production of
waste and encourage reuse will need to change
the attitudes of each of us as consumers so
that we are conscious of the economic and en-
vironmental costs of waste disposal when we
make purchasing decisions.

SOURCE REDUCTION CONSIDERED

The general concept of “source reduction’’
has been the basis for a number of proposed
policies: litter taxes, beverage container
deposits, restrictions on ‘“excessive’’
packaging, and a solid waste product charge.

The Resource Conservation Committee, an
interagency committee established by the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, is
looking into these policies with the intention of
making recommendations to the President.
Because the committee generally prefers the
use of price incentives—like a solid waste
product charge—instead of direct regulatory
restrictions on production, it seems unlikely
that “‘excess’” packaging regulations will be
seriously considered.

Of the remaining source reduction policies,
beverage container legislation deals with only
a narrow range of produets, and will be con-
sidered in a future County News article.

ELEMENTS OF A DISPOSAL CHARGE

A solid waste product charge would consist
of an excise tax on the material content of all
nondurable consumer goods (excluding food)
to reflect the ultimate cost of collection and
disposal. Under current proposals, the charge
would be set at about $30 per ton based on
national estimates of average collection and
disposal costs for residential/commercial
waste. The charge for rigid containers such as
bottles and cans would be set at one-half a per-
cent per item, since volume is a more precise
indicator of disposal costs than weight for
them.

In order to encourage recycling and reuse of
materials, the charge would be levied only on
virgin- materials. To the extent that a
manufacturer used materials reprocessed from
“‘post-consumer’’ waste, it would be able to
avoid the charge.

GOALS OF A PRODUCT CHARGE

Greater Equity. Imposing a life-cycle cost
which includes disposal on all nondurable
products would prevent consumers who
generate a lot of waste from passing the cost
on to the public at large. The disposal cost
would be included in the purchase price. This is
not the case when everyone in a community,
for example, pays the same flat rate for gar-
bage pickup regardless of the amount of waste
they create.

Source Reduction and Recycling. Because
the charge encourages the generation of less
waste and the reuse of materials, it is expected
to reduce the need for landfill space by 6 per-
cent to 10 percent according to the Environ-
mental Protection Agency’s estimates. Not
only does that mean longer landfill life, but it
translates into a nationwide saving of $300
million in reduced collection and disposal
costs.

Reduction in the flow of garbage to landfills
would be achieved by a slight decline in the
growth of paper and packaging production and
be a dramatic increase in recycling and reuse.
Because the demand for recycled paper,
newsprint, glass, aluminum, and perhaps rub-
ber would increase significantly, a product
charge would make it not only socially

HOW THE SOLID WASTE PRODUCT CHARGE WOULD WORK:

Industry

Manufacturers of nondurable
products (primarily paper and
packaging materials) would

pay a $30 excise tax for each
ton of virgin material in the
products sold. Material

reprocessed from solid waste
would not be charged.

U.S. Treasury

About $2 billion would be
generated by the product
charge when in full force.
Treasury administrative costs
for collection and distribution
of revenues would not exceed
about 1 percent.

desirable, but also increasingly profitable, to
use these reprocessed materials.

One study done for EPA projects a doubling
of the rate of paper reprocessing over current
levels and a similar shift towards the reuse of
other materials if the charge is adopted. As the
cost of reprocessed material declined relative
to the cost of those virgin materials which
would be taxed, producers would become
willing to pay higher prices for recovered
materials either from household and office
separation programs or from mechanical
recovery from mixed solid waste. Thus coun-
ties would benefit from much stronger
markets for their recovered materials.

Revenues. When the charge is fully in effect
after a 5 or 10 year period, it would raise a total
of about $2 billion each year, based on projec-
ted rates of waste generation, including
estimates of waste reduction and recycling
caused by the charge itself. There are a num-
ber of possible ways of allocating this revenue,
but the one being most seriously advanced
would distribute the funds to counties and
cities to assist them with solid waste
programs. The two major methods of return-
ing the funds to local governments would be
either on an automatic formula basis using
population or other elements in the general
revenue sharing allocation, or on the basis of
block or categorical grants for specific solid
waste management activities based on need.
Alternatively, some combination of formula
and categorical grants could be used.

Any method of dividing the $2 billion must
take into account that cities and private
haulers are responsible for most of the nation’s
waste collection which is the most expensive
element of a waste disposal service. This does
not necessarily preclude an allocation formula
based entirely on population, but the
variations in waste management responsibility
from one jurisdiction to another will surely
complicate the issue.

(EPA has asked NACoR for assistance in
devising an equitable basis for allocating the
revenues. The NACoR Solid Waste Project
would be glad to hear from you if you have any
comments about the appropriate means for
distributing the funds.)

HOW WOULD THE CHARGE WORK?

For administrative simplicity, only
packaging and paper would be included during
the initial stages of the program. Together
they account for 80 percent of nonfood resi-
dential/commercial solid waste. Charges on
other commodities might be included later.

Because the Treasury Department has
already developed considerable expertise in
levying excise taxes on tobacco, alcoholic
beverages, and other commodities at a
minimum cost, it would probably be assigned
responsibility for collecting the solid waste
product charge as well. Based on its previous
experience, the cost of collection and enforce-
ment should not exceed one-half of 1 percent.

Prices of final goods would
increase only about 1/2 per-
cent to.1 percent as the
charge is passed through to

~consumers.

S>>

Recycled

Recycling

By increasing the profitability
of using reprocessed rather
than virgin materials, a
product charge should
substantially increase the

Disposed

B—>>

demand for recycled paper,

waste.
County or City

Taxes or Charges;
4

allocated to local

costs of solid waste

The distribution of revenues would be even
less expensive if a simple formula is used,
although administration of a categorical grant
program could cost from 3 percent to 4 percent
of the revenues.

The charge would probably be levied as close
to the original production source as possible.
This reduces the number of firms which must
be monitored and makes it easier to
distinguish between the use of virgin materials
(which are charged) and secondary or recycled
materials (which are not charged). The main
difficulty with assessing the charge at an early
processing stage is determining whether the
end use will be for a nondurable consumer
product or not. ,

The use of financial incentives to encourage
waste reduction inevitably raises the concern
that the charge may be potentially inflationary
as the charge is passed on to consumers.
However, an EPA-sponsored study has shown
that prices should increase no more than about
one-half percent to 1 percent because so little
of the final cost of goods is derived from the
cost of raw materials. In addition, the return of
revenues to local governments should offset
the rise in consumer prices by reducing the
need for local taxes to pay for solid waste
management.

A TRUST FUND FOR SOLID WASTE

In many ways the concept of the product
charge is very similar to the Highway Trust
Fund. In both cases, revenues are or would be
raised from one economie activity to be used
for a related state or local government func-
tion. In the case of highways, the trust fund is
derived from a tax on gasoline sales and used
for highway construction. A solid waste
product charge would impose an excise tax on
a private sector activity (preduction of goods
which will be discarded shortly) to be used for
local government disposal activities.

The relationship is even stronger when one
considers that there is a direct connection
between the charge and the function that it
funds. There is a high correlation between gas
consumption and highway use. Likewise there
is a strong correlation between consumption of
nondurable goods and the amount of waste a
person generates. :

There is no reason why the solid waste
product charge must follow the example of the
Highway Trust Fund in its details. For exam-
ple, one of the criticisms of the Highway Trust
Funds has been the lack of congressional over-
sight in determining how funds will be spent
from year to year, particularly between high-
ways and mass transit. This could easily be
remedied with the product charge by
providing for annual appropriations by
Congress and oversight of the way in which
funds are being spent. That is the process used
in administering the Land and Water Conser-
vation Fund which gets money from oil and
mineral leases to be used for park and recre-
ation development.

glass, and metals from
residential and commercial

The revenues generated by
the product charge could be

governments to offset the

management. This would
allow either improved service
or lower taxes and fees as
compensation to consumers
for higher priced goods.

Landfill (Trash Collection)

* * Solid Waste Collection

and Disposal

The Environmental Protection
Agency estimates the charge
would reduce the amount of
trash going to landfills and
other disposal facilities by
about 6 percent to 10 percen!
This would save at least $300
million in collection and
disposal costs annually.

ALTERNATIVESTO A
PRODUCT CHARGE
Regardless of its similarities to the Highwa
Trust Fund, the concept of a solid wask

. product charge must be considered on its ow

mer:ts in comparison with other proposak
with the same goals. There are two generi
types of alternatives to the product charg
which are intended to reduce waste wilh
speciai charges.

The first alternative would consist of
national litter tax, similar to ones passed in th
states of California and Washington in recen
years. Like the product charge, that tax would
be assessed against producers and/
wholesalers and retailers. However, if Califor

* nia is used as the model, the litter tax would b

based on sales volume or other indire
measures rather than the amount of nor
durable products generated by each firm whict

‘will end up in the waste stream. Thus, this tax

unlike the product charge, would offer no ir
centive for waste reduction or recycling sinc
the tax would not reflect actual disposal costs
and no credit would be given for the use d
recovered materials. In fact, the litter tax isst
limited in scope that its only true similarity (0
the product charge is its capacity to rais
revenues from producers for use by counti
and cities.

As a second alternative, local governmenisg

could assess fees for collection and disposal
accordance with the amount of garbag
generated by each household. If a charge’
made on a per unit (can or bag) basis rathe
than by using a flat fee or ad valorem tax
charges would be allocated in proportion toa
tual costs. Equity is thus achieved betwee!
households and an incentive is created
reduce waste. However, there is only a ver
weak and indirect encouragement to producer
to reprocess material or to minimize packagin
A local user charge also has the advantage”
being flexible to meet the needs of various st
uations.

In fact, some proponents of the produ

charge have suggested that there would be I
need to consider a national source reducli
policy if household collection fees were bas
on weight or volume rather than a flat ra
Unfortunately, when imposed at the lo
level, user charge rate structures have led 1
some cases to illegal dumping and burning “
avoid the charge. Strict user charges also hz"

the disadvantage of being administrative!

cumbersome since they require keeping recor™
for each household or a system of selling
specially marked plastic bags which inclu®
cost of disposal. Consequently, it seems U7
likely that many communities or private ha”
ers will adopt such a rate structure, there”
leaving it to the states or the national gove™
ment to develop a policy which will ass&
charges based on actual costs and encour??
source reduction and reuse of materials 1"

the waste stream.

— Cliff Cobb, NACH
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'APA COUNTY, Calif.—The
Sty has a good corrections pro-
. It zot that way through a com-
& tion of broad-based policy-
iking, competent staff planning,
e luck.

r }]]l; old jail was closed by the state
& marshal back in 1970—that was
Wi lucky part. This forced the coun-
8 o send prisoners to surrounding
e nties and, over a period of six
s, county residents forgot how a
&8 s traditionally operated. When
B time came to build a new jail,
oty officials were able to start
£~ scratch, consider the options

' JT{‘I

1) i select the one that best suited -

- current situation.

"ounty Administrator Albert J.
fiberger noted that county govern-
.t resources are limited ard must
jfing the maximum return in terms

2ction fprotecting the lives and property
\arge f county residents. Applying the
1t of 48yimum return principle te correc-
nd s meant building a jail of limited
o, i, 60 inmates in this case, and
rcent mking full use of release, diversion,
$300 o other alternatives to incarcera-
N ORDER to obtain advice from
ifariety of sources, a Criminal Jus-
e Planning Committee was.formed
81975 which included the sheriff,
fiirict attorney, county probation
ighway flicer, county administrative offi-
waste [ superior and justice court judges
its own [md the Napa City police chief. John
oposals {&rson, who had extensive exper-
general Jice in corrections planning with
charge [l Santa Clara County (Czjlli]f.) Pilot
te with Jities program, was hired under a
@w Enforcement Assistance Ad-
st of a [Enistration (LEAA) grant to do the
d in the {Eaff work.
1 recent [he committee considered three
x would [ernatives:
and/or i Ajail operated by the sheriff, in
Califor- §ich law enforcement officers who
ould be [lke arrests, transport prisoners,
indirect jd provide court security would
of non- [ administer the jail and be respon-
n which [l for prisoner custody and all cor-
his tax, [tions programs;
r no in- i A separate department of cor-
g since [&tons which would either operate
al costs, JMy the corrections programs, such
» use of dlternatives to incarceration and
ax is so jrrams for sentenced prisoners,
arity to [l leave the custody function to the
to raise [T or be responsible for all cor-
counties §tions programs, including jail
Innistration and prisoner custody;
rnments A corrections department under
posal in g existing county probation officer
rarbage Jchwould be responsible either for
harge 1s flitections programs only or for
s rather Jsoner custody as well.
em tax, fThecommittee opted for a full role
on to ac- corrections specialists. The
between gpartment is headed by a correc-
ated (0 JMIsbureau directly under the coun-
r a very Jboard of supervisors and includes
roducers [ chief probation officer, sheriff,
ckaging. @RUTICt attorney, and a chief of police.
ntage of J1da Hippard, a professional cor-
-jous si- Etons officer, was hired- as the
partment staff director.
product S
1d be no JEFROBLEMS typical of jails still
eduction " During a shake-down stay by
re based JR" than -100 citizen volunteers
1at rate. [ the jail opened in 1976, flaws
he local the electronic locks were discov-
ve led in B These still plague the institu-
irning (0 There have been a few escapes,
also have Plumbing has leaked, there was
tratively d@fxnate office space, and the
g records 1Ly sometimes loses the struggle
f selling JF“P the jail population below the
, include J"Mate limit through alternative
pems un- ﬁT&mS.
ate haul ' ‘Wever, the staffing pattern of-
~thereby i Striking contrast to the tradi- .
1 goverm r Jail. The Napa County Jail is
1l assesS at‘?d by corrections personnel
ncouragt S’ than law enforcement officers
sals from [ 2out 35 percent of the 20 staff

tbers are women: A clear line is

, N ACoR ™ between law enforcement and

igh Marks
or Napa Jail

corrections at the booking desk
where a sign directed at the booking
officer reads, ‘““Curb Your Enthus-
iasm.” The physical environment is
not like a typical jail; there is carpet-
ing on the floors and pleasant colors
on the walls. :

The broad-based policy-making
process in the bureau of corrections
may extend the time required to
reach a consensus, but increased
cooperation is the result. Citizen ad-
visory groups were formed to help
plan and design the new jail. The
county library, mental health agen-
cy, public health department, welfare
office, and community college all
provide services for the two-thirds of
the inmates who serve an average
sentence of six months. Continua-
tion of services after release for these
and the presentenced inmates who
stay an average of three days is en-
couraged.

In addition, a local volunteer cen-
ter provides more than 20 aides for a
wide range of activities including jail
administration, probation, criminal
justice planning, and victim services.

The Criminal Justice Program of
NACo’s research arm has prepared
a factsheet listing departments of
corrections in other counties and
examples of corrections programs
which are professionally administered
through the sheriff’s office. Copies
are available upon request.

°  —Duane Baltz, NACoR

Second National
Assembly on the

Jail Crisis

May 17-20, 1978

Minneapolis, Minnesota

The American Jail in Transition

Topics include:

Who should be in jail?

Role of elected officials in

jail reform

e Function of standards

e |mprovement in medical
care, education,
vocational training,
recreation, furloughs

¢ Federal financial and
technical assistance

e |ntergovernmenial

solutions.

e Program needs of
incarcerated women

¢ Diversion of children from
jail

¢ Legalissues: prisoner rights,
liability of appointed &
elected officials

* New approaches to jail
management

* Technical assistance
booths staffed by national
organizations.

New Look for
Jail, Jailer

In top photo, Brenda Hippard, direc-
tor of Napa County (Calif.) Depart-
ment of Corrections, checks the
security control panel in the new jail.
At left, a multipurpose room in the
jail serves as dining room, library
and recreation room for inmates.

Conference Registration

To take advantage of the conference advance
registration fee, a personal check, county voucher or
equivalent must accompany this registration form; make
check payable to: National Association of Counties
Research Foundation

All advance conference registration fees must be
postmarked by May 1, 1978. After May 1, registrations will be
at the on-site rate at the hotel. (no registrations by
phone)

Refunds of the registration fee will be made if
cancellation is necessary, provided that written notice is
postmarked no later than May 5.

Conference registration fees: [] $75 advance [] $95 on-site
Please Print;

Name

County Title

Address

City Zip

Hotel reservation request: Radisson Hotel '

State Tel.( ) =8

Occupant's name(s)
(] Single $30 [J Double $36

Arrival Date/Time Departure Date/Time
Suites available on request $75-5200

Send pre-registration and hotel reservation to:

National Association ¢ { Counties Research Foundation
Second National Assembly on the Jail Crisis

1735 New York Ave., N.W., Washington, D.C. 20006
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Matter cl Musu

As indicated in last week’s column, we are
reporting on discussions at the recent NACoR-
NACE workshop in St. Paul, Minn. on design
guides for resurfacing, restoration and rehabil-
itation (RRR) projects.

By way of background, the Federal High-
way Administration (FHWA) had asked for
comments on ways to implement the expanded
definition of construction required in the Fed-
eral-Aid Highway Act of 1976. After receiving
approximately 200 comments on alternatives
for design standards for federal-aid RRR pro-
jects, FHWA decided to develop design criteria
to implement these projects. NACE and others
felt that FHWA adoption of AASHTO's “Geo-
metric Design Guide for Resurfacing, Restora-
tion and Rehabilitation of Highways and
Streets 1977" (Purple Book) was the preferred
course of action for implementing RRR pro-
jects. (AASHTO is the American Association
of State Highway and Transportation Offi-
cials.) Since FHWA has decided to develop
its own criteria, the objective of the March 14
workshop was to provide recommendations to
FHWA on design guides, especially as they af-
fect county projects.

FEDERAL REPORT

David K. Phillips, chief of FHWA'’s High-
way Design Division, explained that one of the
changes brought about by the expanded defi-
nition of construction (RRR) was eligibility for
federal funding of overlay projects 3/4 of an
inch and over. Below 3/4 of an inch, overlays
are considered to be maintenance, and, there-
fore, ineligible for federal funding.

Phillips pointed out the critical condition of
roads in the nation, giving examples from
FHWA'’s most recent highway needs study
(based on figures from Dec. 31, 1975). Sixty
percent of the country’s 800,000 miles of rural
collector roads are rated in fair condition (rural
collectors are mainly federal-aid secondary
roads); about 10 percent (some 80,000 miles)
are considered to have failed.

Funding problems compound the deteriorat-
ing road problem. According to the FHWA
needs study, it would take about $22 billion a
year in capital improvements over the next 20
years, just to keep pace. “We are spending
only about $14 billion a year. When we consid-
er inflation, we are spending less money today
on capital improvements in terms of 1965 dol-
lars than we did in 1965, he said.

Phillips emphasized that one of the most
important findings of the study is the
necessity for federal, state and local commit-
ments to highway preservation. Rehabilitation
delays can only increase the long-range cost of
maintaining good performance because of the
progressive nature of deterioration and the
predicted growth in price inflation. Pavements
are deteriorating faster than they are current-
ly being rehabilitated, resulting in an increas-
ing number of pavement miles reaching fail-
ure, he said.

In addition, pavements allowed to deterior-
ate into a poor riding condition increase vehicle
operating costs, fuel consumption, and ad-
versely affect safety and driving comfort.

A 10-member FHWA task force is develop-
ing design guides. FHWA plans to publish
design guides (rather than criteria or stand-
ards) for RRR projects in the Federal Register,
as a notice of proposed rulemaking, sometime
in May or June. FHWA's draft guides will be
based on criteria in AASHTO's Purple Book,
comments already received and other available
information on RRR projects.

Phillips urged counties to provide specific
comments on the Federal Register proposed
notices. Information on the notices will be pub-
lished in this column.

Until FHWA adopts separate design criter-
ia for RRR projects, these projects will be
handled under current procedures. FHWA en-
courages flexibility, and division adminis-
tractors have been instructed to grant excep-
tions to existing design standards as needed,
on a project by project basis. FHWA will
devote increased attention to evaluation of the
effectiveness of its RRR program, Phillips said.

When geometric features are involved, Phil-
lips said the following elements should be con-
sidered:

e Traffic, design hour volumes, percentage
of trucks, accident data;

e Elimination of high-hazard locations;

e Correlation of design speed to physical
highway features which affect vehicle opera-
tion;

e Need for maintaining uniform safe speed
for a significant segment of the highway;

e Superelevation, considering such
variables_as rate of roadway superelevation,
side friction factor, vehicle speed and radius of
curvature;

e Pavements and shoulder width—deter-
mining which component is most important,
considering limitations in availability of rights-
of-way (there is not sufficient research infor-
mation available on which to base decisions);

e Curvature, stopping sight distance, grad-
ient;

e Bridges: bridge decks, railings, approach-
es, guardrail, positive guidance systems, com-
pliance with the Manual on Uniform Traffic
Control Devices, sufficient carrying capaeity
for school buses and vital service vehicles
(equivalent to a H-15 loading where no ade-
quate alternative route is available).

Phillips suggested that in rural areas with
traffic volumes under 400 vehicles a day the
important items are percent of trucks, current
ADT and design speed.

STATE REPORTS

Two representatives presented the state
point of view. They were: Melvin B. Larsen,
engineer of local roads and streets for the
Illinois Department of Transportation and sec-
retary of the Joint AASHTO-NACo-NACE
Committee, and Forrest W. Swartz, assistant
to the director of the Ohio Department of
Transportation.

Larsen emphasized that a misunderstand-
ing exists, because counties were not advocat-
ing lowering of design standards when they
supported adoption of AASHTO’'s Purple
Book. He stressed the need for flexibility to
allow for engineering judgment when deciding
design standards.

Larsen made a strong point for reviewing
legislative intent for the new definition of con-
struction. He suggested Congress ought to be
complimented for its insight. “They saw the
slowing or leveling off of income, price in-
creases, the effects of inflation. They saw the
deterioration of highways which FHWA and
DOT pointed out,” he said.

The Conference Committee tried to explain
the intent of adding the words ‘‘resurfacing,
restoration and rehabilitation” to the defini-
tion of construction. The addition of the word
“resurfacing’’ indicates that federal-aid funds
may be used to restore existing roadway pave-
ments to a smooth, safe, usable condition, con-
sidering safety factors. When reconstruction is
not feasible, resurfacing may be expected to
include, in addition to safety improvements,
strengthening or reconditioning of a deterior-
ated or weakened section of existing pave-
ment, replacement of malfunctioning joints,
pavement undersealing and similar operations
necessary to assure adequate structural sup-
port for the new surface course.

Structure is considered a second aspect. The
definition, as amended, coupled with the Secre-
tary of Transportation’s existing authority on
standards, would permit federal funding of
such projects as resurfacing, widening and

In top photo, Herbert O. Klossner,
center, NACE North Central Region
vice president and director of trans-
portation, Hennepin County, Minn.,
moderated the March 14 NACoR-
NACE workshop on design guides for
RRR projects. Workshop panelists in-
cluded, from left, David K. Phillips,
chief, FHWA Highway Design Divi-
sion; Howard F. Schwark, Kankakee
County (Il11.) superintendent of high-
ways and FHWA county road advisor;
Wayne Gerdeman, Allen County
(Ohio) chief engineer; Forrest W.
Swartz, assistant to the director, Ohio
Department of Transportation. Mel-
vin B. Larsen, engineer of local roads
and streets, Illinois Department of
Transportation, also served as panel-
ist. At left, workshop participants
divide into discussion groups to recom-
mend design guides for FHWA'’s con-
sideration.

resurfacing existing rural and urban pave-
ments with or without revision of horizontal or
vertical alignment or other geometric features.
This change confirms policy established by
FHWA and indicates ‘‘no intent to fund nor-
mal periodic maintenance activity which
remains a state responsibility.”

Larsen concluded by stating that accidents
on low-volume roads are rare and that when
they do occur, they usually involve just one
vehicle.

Swartz spoke also of the need for financing
criteria and said that RRR projects do not
necessarily involve redesign.

COUNTY POINT OF VIEW

— Howard Schwark, Kankakee County (IlL)

superintendent of highways, and FHWA
county road advisor for Region 5, and Wayne
Gerdeman, Allen County (Ohio) chief engineer,
presented the county perspective on design
guides for RRR projects.

Schwark repeated the need for county engi-
neers to have flexibility to use their engineer-
ing judgment in implementing RRR projects.
He said there exists a credibility gap: the
public and some state and federal officials
believe use of AASHTO'’s Purple Book would
lower design standards; however, this is not
true. Schwark quoted at length from the Pur-
ple Book to make his point.

Gerdeman said local officials should have
control over local matters because they best
know their needs and conditions.

SMALL GROUP DISCUSSIONS
Following the panel presentations, work-
shop participants divided into small groups to
recommend design guides for FHWA'’s con-
sideration. A summary of the reports follows:

* Bridge Geometrics: John Cashatt, engi-
neer, Mitchell County, Kan., led discussion on
criteria for bridge geometrics. The group rec-
ommends that decisions on the width of a
bridge remaining in place be based upon fac-
tors other than just width, primarily the factor
of function. Approach alignment, vertical and
horizontal alignment, condition and width of
road also are important. According to the
group, a bridge that is functional should be
allowed to remain. This should apply to bridge
restoration as well as pavement resurfacing.
The group recommends that a minimum safe
load-carrying capacity be established—basic-

ally an H-15 loading. The group also empha- -

sized the need for cost-benefit ratio analysis.

* Road Geometrics: Fred Rogers, engineer,
Peoria County, Ill., led the discussion on road
geometrics. This group emphasized the need
for county engineers to use their engineering
judgment to determine safety considerations.
The group recommends use of a design speed
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10 miles less than the design speed used ng; 8
which is probably what the roads were designg®
for originally. Concerning pavement width =
the group recommends the use of the origin ™

are below 1,500 (vehicles per day). The groph
recommends against granular full-widif™
shoulders on RRR projects and recommend!
that consideration be given to the importan"
of pavement width before shoulder widif
Curves should be adjusted in RRR projects &
restore superelevation, if necessary. Care mys
be devoted to supering curves, considering ysf
speed. For spot safety improvements, sopf™
county engineers prefer using safer off-systef
roads funds rather than implementing RRjF
projects. Because of variation in accidef
record keeping, judgment must be used &
analyzing accident records.
e Pavement Design: The group discussigf
criteria for pavement design was led by Robenf
Witty, engineer, Martin County, Minn. Thy=
group again stressed the need for flexibilis
and design guidelines rather than standarges
because of state and county variations. Tk
group recommends consideration of 14 feet fy i
minimum lane and shoulder widths in som i
cases. In addition to considering ADT, consitf
eration should be given to operating speed an
capacity as well as percentage of truck travel

o Shoulder Widths, Foreslopes and Ditche ,L
Earl Beissel, engineer, Jones County, low [\ 9
served as discussion leader for the group o} I‘
shoulder widths, foreslopes and ditches. Tk
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group supports provisions of the AASHT
guide (page 9) relating to pavement and shou

der widths, which state, ‘‘Since travel lanes a@gpu get olc
more important, adequate lane width shou(@ This is t
be obtained before considering increasfive direc
shoulder width. Shoulders may be reduced ifission o
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width in rights-of-way exists, a 3:1 slope ifgéss which
desirable. However, when no width is adde@eeds of th
lesser slope should be allowed. When cu B Last ye:
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Discussing bridges, he said that there agifgs.
about 6,000 one-way bridges on the federal (@88 After al
systems (a one-way bridge is defined as 16 l=ghield, the c
or less). FHWA's current RRR draft recoifpriorities.
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for pavement improvements. LIS

Regarding the group’s recommendation o/ s
H-15 load limit, Phillips said the only rele
ence where such a limit is not used in FHWA!
draft design guide concerns bridges used
emergency vehicles and school buses wh
they can travel over alternate feasible routes

FHWA'’s draft addresses the cost-benél
ratio approach urged by the bridge geometr¢
group.

In regard to the point made by the ro
geometrics group, that design speed should®
lowered by 10 miles per hour, Phillips said s\
a reduction would be going back to operal®
speed. FHWA's current draft considers del®
mining operating speed and then raising it}
miles per hour to represent design speed.

Pavement width has priority over shoul®?
width in FHWA's draft design guide. [
example, with a 12-foot area, is it better*
have a 10-foot lane and 2-foot shoulders, oré
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d shoul- I PARKER COUNTY, Tex.—“When

anes are Ju get old, nobody listens.”

. should 8 This is the way Jerry Fisher, exec-

creased fitive director, Parker County Com-

juced in fmission on Aging, explained the

dequate Jnexpected results of a planning pro-

slope is s which sought te investigate the

s added, {lieeds of the elderly.

ien con- B Last year Fisher obtained a grant

ciencies, fliffom the Texas Committee on

v bridge, fHlumanities and Public Policy to con-

mprove it “‘Future of Aging’ forums
lound this rural northern Texas
gunty. Extensive publicity, plus
e transportation, encouraged a

1 the fol- §zeable number of older Parker
lounty citizens to attend the meet-

here are Jiss.

deral-aid @ After all the meetings had been

s 16 feet Wld, the county compiled a list of the

ft recog rorities. The big surprise was the

emain in Mtegory which topped the list: ““per-

-al funds @nal contact and reassurance.”’

‘IT'S TRONIC,” Fisher says,

ition of a
\ly refer:

FHWA's -
used ' BNoise Curbs on
e iMotorcycles Set

sometrics
WASHINGTON, D.C.—Counties
illbe suffering less annoyance from
should be giolorcycle noise if new regulations,
said such filioposed in the March 15 Federal
yperating @gaister, go into effect.

the road

ors deter @8 The Environmental Protection
sing it 10 ency (EPA) regulations, which
ed. bly also to mopeds or motorized
shoulder jycles, if fully complied with, will
1ide. Forjise an average five decibel reduc-
better (0l in new street motorcycle sound
rs, or a % J®els by 1985 and a two to nine
> present licbel reduction in sound levels of
oulders. JToad motorcycles.
lar shou @8 The most difficult problem in
ecognizes Elicing motorcycle noise,”” accord-
shoulders @ o David Hawkins, EPA assistant
linistrator for air and waste man-
ps stated Mement, “‘will be keeping owners
addresses gn removing the mufflers or at-
consider hing ineffective mufflers. To con-
HW A be il noise from this kind of tamper-
design "M local motorcycle noise control
ding 10" @Erams are essential.” He said
Awill be helping states and local-
ring {TOV @S establish and enforce local ordi-
inch as @es which prevent tampering or
finition 0 ' ication of motorcycle muffler
ms,
FHWA SBEPA will hold three series of pub-
for cO™ER tearings on the proposed motor-
ne in May ikl njse regulations: April 28, 29
of COU“E 1May 1, Anaheim, Calif.; May 5,
result, b€ Petersburg, Fla.; May 9, Wash-
El1114;'10qsner 9' ?hC Writlt;en comments con-
; ssT™ @ 18 the regulations or requests
Presiden @lNake 3 presentation at anyqof the
ral Regio fiiilic hearings should be sent to:
sportatic’@lorcycle Noise (AW-490), EPA,
nty, Min®@shington, D.C. 20460.

AFSCME President Jerry Wurf

Needs of Elderly
Viewed in Texas

“that we started this process to find
out how best to use money and re-
sources to benefit older citizens, only
to find the thing they desired most
could not be bought.”

On the other hand, the other
priorities—transportation, income,
nutrition, medical care—could
benefit from financial and political
support.

The final forum was a meeting
between 170 county citizens and a
panel of county, city, and school offi-
cials, plus a few academics from col-
leges throughout the state.

The audience posed questions. The
academics expressed their views on
local government'’s role. The local of-

ficials got a chance to express their

ihterest in certain programs, but also
to explain financial limitations.

Commissioner Wayman Wright
endorses this approach.

“We're using the small-group tech-
nique that we used in the forums,”
Fisher explains, adding, “Because the
planning and decision-making in-
cludes so many people it takes time.
But once this step is made, the imple-
mentation moves quickly because of
citizen involvement, commitment
and support.”

SINCE THE FORUMS concluded
the community has shown that it
has, indeed, listened to the elderly
and can respond to their needs:

e The county commissioners voted
to provide $4,000 to support a senior
service center. The county's Minis-
terial Alliance passed a resolution
asking churches to support the cen-
ter, and one church made the first
donation shortly afterwards. The
city of Weatherford donated $1,500
for the center.

e Middle-school students began
to develop visual-aids for a nutrition-
al educational program. Weatherford
College began planning a community
education class on pre-retirement
education.

e High school students began
helping older people repair their
homes; local businesses and a Meth-
odist Church provided the money,
materials and tools.

e Finally, a workshop was organ-
ized by the county’s Committee on
Aging and North Texas State Uni-
versity to allow community leaders
to set goals in areas where needs are
not currently being met.

Follow-up discussions on home
health care, better countywide trans-
portation, and rural health screening
clinics are taking place among coun-
ty and city officials, local business-
men, ministers and health profes-
sionals.

—Phil Jones, NACoR
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Wurf to Keynote in Tampa

WASHINGTON, D.C.—Jerry
Wurf, president of the 750,000 mem-
ber American Federation of State,
County and Municipal Employees
(AFSCME), will present the keynote
dinner address on May 1 at NACo's
Fourth Annual Labor Relations Con-
ference for Counties in Tampa, Fla.
He will discuss labor relations in
county government from the union
perspective. ,

AFSCME is the nation’s largest
union of public workers. Its
membership includes blue and white
collar employees in virtually all
public sector service areas. Since
Wurf became president in 1964,
AFSCME'’s membership has tripled.
In 1974 AFSCME surpassed the
Teamsters as the most successful
recruiter of public sector employees,
and it is still growing at the rapid
rate of 5,000 to 10,000 new members
per month.

Wurf was elected a vice-president
of the AFL-CIO and a member of its
executive council in 1969. He founded

“and is a director of the Coalition of

American Public Employees (CAPE),
which includes AFSCME, the Nation-
al Education Association (NEA), and
other independent employvee associa-
tions. Wurf also serves on the execu-
tive boards of the Committee for
National Health Insurance and the
Leadership Conference on Civil
Rights. He is a member of the boards
of the American Arbitration Associa-
tion (AAA) and the Academy for
Contemporary Problems.

THIS YEAR’S Labor Relations
Conference features a two-track
program designed to be useful both
to policy makers and staff. Track I
sessions are planned for those who are
just beginning to be involved in this
complex and rapidly developing area,

and Track II for those who already
have considerable knowledge and
experience. General sessions will
bring all participants up to date on
recent legislative and judicial
developments as well as on the im-
pact of federally-mandated
requirements on county personnel
and labor relations operations.

Speakers at the Conference will in-
clude members of Congress, Ad-
ministration representatives, labor
leaders and academic, legal and prac-
tical experts in the field.

If you plan to attend the confer-
ence, fill out the registration and
hotel reservation form below and
send it now to ensure a room at the
special rate. Debby Shulman, Ann
Simpson or Bruce Talley of the NACo
staff will be glad to answer any addi-
tional questions about the confer-
ence. Call any of them at 202/
785-95717.

v =2e ege = =
— -

The Fourth Annual
Labor Relations Conference
April 30-May 2, 1978

= Host International Hotel
Tampa, Florida

Delegates can both preregister for the conference and reserve hotel space by completing this form and returning

it to NACo.

Conference registratior: fees must accompany this form before hotel reservations will be processed. Enclose
check, official county purchase order or equivalent. No conference registrations will be made by phone.

All Advance Conference Registrations must be postmarked no later than April 20. After the 20th, you must register
on-site at the hotel and there will be an additional $5 charge per registrant.

Refunds of the registration fee will be made if cancellation is necessary, provided that written notice is postmarked

no later than April 17.

A two-track program is planned to meet the needs of both novices (Track |) and experiencec_i practitioners (Track
I1). To help us plan the function space, please indicate whether you are primarily interested in either:

O Track | 0 Track i

Conference registration fees: (Make payable to NACo) $95 Advance $100 On-Site

Conference Registration

Please print:
Name
(Last) (First) (Initial)
County Title
Address
City State _Zip Tele: (L)

Hotel Reservation (Host International)

Special conference rates will be guaranteed to all delegates whose reservations are postmarked by April 7. After
that date, available housing will be assigned on a first come basis.

Please print:

Occupant’'s Name

Single $28

*Arrival Date/Time

Departure Date/Time

Occupants’ Names

Double $34

*Arrival Date/Time

Departure Date/Time

Reg. check/P.O. #
Amount FR

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

Housing Deposit Check #

Amount

e —————————

$

Send preregistration and hotel reservations to: National Association of Counties—Labor Relations Conference,
1735 New York Ave., N.W., Washington, D.C. 20006. For further housing information call NACo Conference

Registration Center, 703/471-6180.

*Hotel reservations are only held until 6 p.m. on arrival day. If you anticipate arriving near or after that time,
list a credit card name and number below to guarantee your first night reservation, or send one night’s deposit.
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single -
1. Atlanta Hilton (NACTFO) $36-55 $48-67 $120 up d@_?ble
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World Congress
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Washington, D.C. 20006 Gmni Motor Hotel
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International
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No room deposit required. Rooms may be guaranteed by credit card number.

[J Check here if you have a housing related disability.
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| submit today my proposals for a comprehensive national
BN an policy. These proposals set a policy framework for
| ons my Administration has already taken, for proposed
= v initiatives, and for our efforts to assist America’s
P munities and their residents in the years to come. The
3% licy represents a comprehensive, long-term commitment to
"8 . nation’s urban areas. ;
% The urban policy I am announcing today will build a New
9. nership involving all levels of government, the private
“&.tor, and neighborhood and voluntary organizations in a
B2 or effort to make America’s cities better places in which to
# . and work. It is a comprehensive policy aimed both at
3 :king cities more healthy and improving the lives of the
Beople who live in them.
I The major proposals will:
| Improve the effectiveness of existing federal programs by
¥ ordinating these programs, simplifying planning
gquirements, reorienting resources, and reducing paperwork.
And the proposals will make federal actions more supportive of
e urban policy effort and develop a process for analyzing the
yrban and community impact of all major federal initiatives.
'+ Provide employment opportunities, primarily in the

rivate sector, to the long-term unemployed and the
disadvantaged in cities. This will be done through a labor-
intensive public works program and tax and other incentives
for business to hire the long-term unemployed.

+ Provide fiscal relief to the most hard pressed communities.

+ Provide strong incentives to attract private investment to
distressed communities, including the creation of a National
Development Bank, expanded grant programs and targeted
fax incentives.

+ Encourage states to become partners in assisting urban
areas through a new incentive grant program.

+ Stimulate greater involvement by neighborhood
grganizations and voluntary associations through funding
geighborhood development projects and by creating an Urban
Volunteer Corps. These efforts will be undertaken with the
gpproval of local elected officials.

» Increase access to opportunity for those disadvantaged by
gconomic circumstance or a history of discrimination.

+ Provide additional social and health services to
gisadvantaged people in cities and communities.

'+ Improve the urban physical environment and the cultural
ind aesthetic aspects of urban life by providing additional
gssistance for housing rehabilitation, mass transit, the arts,
tulture, parks and recreation facilities.

America’s communities are an invaluable national asset.

They are the center of our culture, the incubators of new ideas
4nd inventions, the centers of commerce and finance, and the
homes of our great museums, libraries and theaters. Cities
tontain trillions of dollars of public and private
nvestments—investments which we must conserve,
rchabilitate and fully use.

The New Partnership I am proposing today will focus the full
tergies of my Administration on a comprehensive, long-term
tffort. [t will encourage states to redirect their own resources
losupport their urban areas more effectively. It will encourage
beal governments to streamline and coordinate their own
ictivities. It will offer incentives to the private sector to make

Iev investments in economically depressed communities. And
L will involve citizens and neighborhood and voluntary
0rganizations in meeting the economic and social needs of their
ilommunities.

‘tesident Carter gives urban policy address March 27.

o the Congress

A Message from the President

The New Partnership will be guided by these principles:

e Simplifying and improving programs and policy at all
levels of government.

e Combining the resources of federal, state and local
government, and using them as a lever to involve the even
greater strength of our private economy to conserve and
strengthen our cities and communities.

 Being flexible enough to give help where it is most needed
and to respond to the particular needs of each community.

e Increasing access to opportunity for those disadvantaged
by economic circumstances or history of discrimination.

e And above all, drawing on the sense of community and
voluntary effort that I believe is alive in America, and on the
loyalty that Americans feel for their neighborhoods.

The need for a New Partnership is clear from the record of
the last 15 years. During the 1960s, the federal government
took a strong leadership role in responding to the problems of
the cities. The federal government attempted to identify the
problems, develop the solutions and implement the programs.
State and local governments and the private sector were not
sufficiently involved. While many of these programs were
successful, we learned an important lesson: that the federal
government alone has neither the resources nor the knowledge
to solve all urban problems.

An equally important lesson emerged from the experience of
the early 1970s. During this period, the federal government
retreated from its responsibilities, leaving states and localities
with insufficient resources, interest or leadership to
accomplish all that needed to be done. We learned that states
and localities cannot solve the problems by themselves.

These experiences taught us that a successful urban policy
must build a partnership that involves the leadership of the
federal government and the participation of all levels of
government, the private sector, neighborhood and voluntary
organizations and individual citizens.

Prior Actions

The problems of our nation’s cities are complex and deep-
seated. They have developed gradually over a generation as a
result of private market and demographic forces and
inadvertent government action; and the problems worsened
markedly during the early 1970s.

These problems will not be solved immediately. They can be
solved only by the long-term commitment which I offer today,
and by the efforts of all levels of government, the private
sector and neighborhood and voluntary organizations.

For my Administration, this commitment began on the day I
took office and it will continue throughout my presidency.
With the cooperation of Congress, my Administration has
already provided substantial increases in funding in many of
the major urban assistance programs. Total assistance to state
and local governments has increased by 25 percent, from
$68 billion in fiscal '77 to $85 billion in fiscal '79. These
increases are the direct result of actions we have taken during
the past 14 months. They are as much a part of my
Administration’s urban policy as the initiatives which I am
announcing today. Some of the most important programs have
already been enacted into law or proposed to the Congress.
These include:

e A $2.7 billion increase over three years in the Community
Development Block Grant Program, accompanied by a change
in the formula to provide more assistance to the older and
declining cities.

e e e L L e
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From the Office of the White House Press
Secretary, March 27, 1978.

e A $400 million a year Urban Development Action Grant
Program providing assistance primarily to distressed cities.

e An expansion of youth and training programs and an
increase in the number of public service employment jobs, from
325,000 to 725,000. Expenditures for employment and training
doubled from fiscal 77 to fiscal "79 to over $12 billion.

e A $400 million private sector jobs proposal has been
included in my proposal to reauthorize the CETA legislation.
This initiative will encourage private businesses to hire the
long-term unemployed and the disadvantaged.

e A 65 percent increase in grants provided by the Economic
Development Administration to urban areas.

e A 30 percent increase in overall federal assistance to
education, including a $400 million increase in the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act, targeted in substantial part to
large city school systems with a concentration of children from
low-income families.

e An economic stimulus package enacted last year
(Antirecession Fiscal Assistance. Local Public Works and

CETA), which provided almost $9 billion in additional aid to

states and cities. : _
e A welfare reform proposal which, upon passage, will

provide immediate fiscal relief to state and local governments.
» A doubling of outlays for the Section 312 housing
rehabilitation loan program.
e Creation of a consumer cooperative bank which would
provide financing assistance to consumer cooperatives which
have difficulty obtaining conventional financing.

Improvements in
Existing Programs

The Administration’s Urban and Regional Policy Group
(URPG) has examined all of the major urban assistance
programs and proposed improvements. It has also worked with
agencies traditionally not involved in urban policy, such as the
Defense Department, the General Services Administration,
and the Environmental Protection Agency, and has developed
proposals to make their actions more supportive of urban
areas. As a result of this massive effort, the federal
government has become more sensitive to urban problems and
more committed to their solutions.

The review of existing federal programs has resulted in more
than 150 improvements in existing programs. Most of these
improvements can be undertaken immediately through
administrative action. Some will require legislation. None will
increase the federal budget.

A few examples of the improvements are:

e All agencies will develop goals and timetables for minority
participation in their grants and contracts—five major
agencies have already begun.

e The Defense Department will set up a new program to
increase procurement in urban areas.

e EPA will modify its water and sewer program to
discourage wasteful sprawl.

e HUD has retargeted the Tandem Mortgage Assistance
Program to provide greater support for urban housing.

e The existing countercyclical fiscal assistance program will
be retargeted to help governments with unemployment rates
above the national average.

e HUD and EDA are developing common planning and
application requirements.

e The General Services Administration will attempt to
locate federal facilities in cities whenever such a location is not
inconsistent with the agency’s mission.

e The Department of Transportation has proposed
legislation to consolidate many categories of urban highway
and transit grants, and to standardize the local matching
share. These steps will provide local governments with greater
flexibility to develop transportation systems suited to their
needs.

e The Environmental Protection Agency will amend its
regulations to accommodate new economic development in
high pollution areas. Localities will be permitted to “‘bank”
reductions in pollution which result from firms going out of
business. These reductions then can be transferred to new
firms locating in the community.

The effect of all these changes may be greater than even the
substantial new initiatives which I have proposed in this

message.
New Initiatives

The new initiatives which I am announcing today address
five major urban needs:

e Improving the operation of federal, state and local
governments.

e Employment and economic development.

e Fiscal assistance.

e Community and human development.

¢ Neighborhoods and voluntary associations.

These initiatives require $4.4 billion in budget authority,
$1.7 billion in new tax incentives, and $2.2 billion in guaranteed
loan authority in fiscal '79. For fiscal ‘80 the budget authority
will be $6.1 billion, the tax incentives $1.7 billion and the
guaranteed loan authority $3.8 billion.

Continued on next page
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IMPROVING THE OPERATION
OF FEDERAL, STATE AND
LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

Federal Programs.

Over the long run, reorganization of the economic and
community development programs may be necessary. Last
June, I directed my reorganization project staff in the Office of
Management and Budget to begin exploring the reorganization
options. They have completed the first stages of this work.
During the next several months, they will consult with the
Congress, state and local officials and the public to develop the
best solution.

There are several actions I will take immediately.

¢ Urban and Community Impact Analysis. I am
implementing a process through my Domestic Policy Staff
(DPS) and Office of Management and Budget (OMB) to ensure
that we do not inadvertently take actions which contradict the
goals of the urban policy. Each agency submitting a major
domestic initiative must include its own urban and community
impact analysis. DPS and OMB will review these submissions
and will ensure that any antiurban impacts of proposed federal
policies will be brought to my attention.

e Interagency Coordinating Council. To improve program
coordination, I will form an Interagency Coordinating Council,
composed of the assistant secretaries with major program
responsibilities in the key urban departments. The council will
have two functions.

It will serve as a catalyst for operational improvements
which cut across departments (for example, instituting
uniform grant applications); and it will encourage interagency
cooperation on projects which are too large or too complex to
be funded by one agency. This council will, for the first time,
provide a coordinated federal response to communities which
develop comprehensive and multiyear projects. It will have
direction from the Executive Office of the President.

o Consolidating Planning Requirements and Other
Management Improvements. We soon will announce the
consolidaton of intra-agency planning requirements. I have
asked the director of the Office of Management and Budget to
direct an interagency task force to improve the management of
federal grant-in-aid programs and consolidate the numerous
planning requirements in the community and economic
development grant programs.

e Improved Data and Information. I have asked the
Secretary of Commerce, in her capacity as chair of the
Statistical Policy Coordination Committee, to design an
improved urban data and information system. At the present
time much of this data is inadequate or out of date.

The Role of State Governments

State government policies, even more than federal policies,
are important to the fiscal and economic health of cities. States
affect their cities in a number of ways, including setting
taxation and annexation powers, determining the placement of
major development investments and apportioning the financial
responsibility for welfare and education expenditures.

The federal government has little or no control over these
developments, all of which clearly affect the economic and
fiscal health of cities and communities.

These state responsibilities underscore the need for an urban
policy which includes the states as full and equal partners. The
effectiveness of our urban policy will be enhanced if the states
can be encouraged to complement the federal effort.

To encourage states to support their urban areas, I will
offer a new program of state incentive grants. These grants
will be provided, on a discretionary basis, to states which
adopt approved plans to help their cities and communities.
The plans must be developed with the participation and
approval of communities within the state. The grants will be
provided to the states to finance a portion of the plan. The
State Incentive Grant Program will be administered by HUD
and will provide $400 million over two years.

Local Government Role

Many communities and cities can improve management and
planning improvements by reforming fiscal management
practices, streamlining local regulatory procedures, and
coordinating local community and economic development
activities.

The federal government provides planning and technical
assistance to communities through HUD and Commerce to
help cities improve their management and planning practices.
These funds will be used increasingly to build the local
government’s capacity to undertake the necessary fiscal and
management reforms.

The federal government will offer special consideration in
discretionary programs to cities which achieve coordinated
action at the local level.

EMPLOYMENT AND ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT

There is a serious shortage of jobs for many residents of our
urban areas and a lack of investment to build the tax base of
our cities.

The urban policy will address this issue in two ways.

In the short run, it will provide additional employment
opportunities through alabor-intensive public works program,

Urban Policy Message

County officials listen to the President’s urban policy at a White House briefing.

a targeted employment tax credit, and a private sector training
and jobs initiative to encourage businesses to hire the hardcore
unemployed, together with the extension I have already
proposed in employment and training opportunities under the
CETA act.

In the long run, the policy attempts to rebuild the private
sector economic base of these communities through a National
Development Bank, a special tax incentive, an increase in
economic development grants and other incentives.

Labor-Intensive Public Works

I ask Congress for $1 billion a year for a program of labor-
intensive public works, targeted on communities with high
unemployment. Half of the estimated 60,000 full-time
equivalent jobs created annually by this program will be
reserved for the disadvantaged and the long-term unemployed.
These workers will be paid at Davis-Bacon trainee wage levels.

This program will enable cities to make needed repairs on
buildings, streets, parks, and other public facilities.

In contrast to the Local Public Works program—which
involves projects requiring large equipment, material
expenditures and a prolonged planning period—more of the
funds under this labor-intensive program will go to job
creation.

Targeted Employment Tax Credit

I also propose a Targeted Employment Tax Credit to
encourage business to hire disadvantaged young workers
between the ages of 18 and 24 who suffer the highest
unemployment rates in the nation.

Under my proposal, private employers of young and
disadvantaged, or handicapped workers would be entitled to
claim a $2,000 tax credit for each eligible worker during the
first year of employment and a $1,500 credit for each eligible
worker during the second year.

I am proposing this Targeted Employment Tax Credit as a
substitute for the expiring Employment Tax Credit. The
current program costs $2.5 billion a year and has had little
influence on hiring decisions. The Administration’s targeted
program will cost approximately $1.5 billion a year, with far
greater impact. :

Location of Federal Facilities

I will sign a new Executive Order directing the General
Services Administration to give first priority to cities in
locating new federal facilities or consolidating or relocating
existing facilities. Under my Administration, federal facilities
will be located in cities, unless such a location is inconsistent
with the agency’s mission.

Federal buildings and facilities can be an important source of
jobs and of rental payments and, in many cities, a principal
stabilizing force preventing decline.

The federal government should set an example for the
private sector to invest in urban areas.

Federal Government Procurement

To assure that federal procurement is used to strengthen the
economic base of our nation’s cities and communities, I will:

e Strengthen the implementation of the existing
procurement set-aside program for labor surplus areas, by
directing the General Services Administration to work with
each agency to develop specific procurement targets and to
monitor their implementation. GSA will report to me every six
months on the progress of each agency;

e Direct the Defense Department to implement an
experimental program to target more of its procurement to
high unemployment areas.

National Development Bank

I propose the creaton of a National Development Bank,
which would encourage businesses to locate or expand in
eocnomically distressed urban and rural areas. The bank would
be authorized to guarantee investments totaling $11 billion
through 1981.

To lower operating costs in urban areas, the bank would

provide long-term, low-cost financing which, in conjunction
with expanded grant programs administered by HUD and
EDA, will reduce a firm'’s financing costs by up to 60 percent,

The bank uses four major financing tools:

e Grants of up to 15 percent of a firm’s total capital cost,
a maximum of $3 million, for fixed assets of a project. The
grants, which would be made under expanded EDA and HUD
authorities, would cover expenditures for land assembly, site
preparation, rehabilitation, and equipment.

* Loan guarantees, provided by the bank to cover three-
quarters of the remaining capital costs up to a maximum of
$15 million per project. The bank could, at its discretion,
reduce the interest rate down to 2% percent for
particularly desirable projects. Bank financing would be
conditioned on obtaining 21 percent of the project’s total cost
from private lenders.

e The ceiling for industrial reserve bonds in economically
distressed areas would be increased from $5 to $20 million wit
the approval of the bank. A business which used this
financing for a project could also receive a grant.

e The bank also will provide a secondary loan market for
private loans in eligible areas to finance capital expenditures
This will be particularly beneficial to small businesses.

Bank projects will require the approval of state or local
government economic development entities, which would be
responsible to the elected local leadership. Distressed urban
and rural areas would be eligible. Additional employment
would be a key test of project eligibility.

The bank will be an interagency corporation, governed by
board composed of the Secretaries of HUD, Commerce and ti
Treasury. This will ensure coordination between the major
economic, community development and urban finance agence
of the government.

The Office of Management and Budget is currently
assessing the organization of the federal economic and
community development activities. The bank will function o
an interagency basis pending recommendations in this area.

Economic Development Grants

I propose substantial increases of $275 million each in the §

UDAG grant program and the EDA Title IX program. Thest
increases will be used in conjunction with the financing
incentives available from the National Development Bank.

Taken together these major increases will help leverage
substantial new private sector investment in urban areas ant
address the long-term economic deterioration experienced by
certain urban and rural areas.

Differential Investment Tax Credit

I propose that firms that locate or expand in economically
distressed areas be eligible for a differential 5 percent
investment tax credit, to a total of 15 percent for both
structures and equipment. The credit would be available ool
to firms awarded “Certificates of Necessity’’ by the Commer
Department based on financing need and employment
potential.

Commerce will be authorized to issue up to $200 million in
certificates for each of the next two years.

Air Quality Planning Grants

I propose a $25 million planning grant program to help cit

and communities comply with the Clean Air Act without
limiting severely new, private sector investment within ther
areas.

I have also asked EPA, HUD and EDA to provide technit®
assistance to help local governments reconcile potential
coglfhcts between air pollution and economic development
goals.

Minority Business

Minority businesses are a critical part of the private seclo!

economic base of many cities, communities and neighborhot”

and provide important employment opportunities to city
residents.

Continued on next p#

ntinued |

] propos!
b role of 1
parisor
hcuremel
)—an INC
nority pI
In additi
als for m
ant-in-aic
terior an
nority bt
ccessful
Finally, .
nority b
gest cor

pMImMu

| propos
e Commi
e most el
is assist
eir desig
The func
pport fre
ctor func
siness A

Role of
N An effec
institution
apencies L
gound and
ifstitution
their comn
& First, I:
determine
practice of
Sound ecor
o develop

gl plement

8 Second,
Gommunit
Board. Th
lénders, bt
gonsistent
lénding sp
fl Third, 1
Commerci
ﬁ; e curren
Buccessful
goncept to
Bommerci
Comprised
governme
Business ¢
Will work 1
Bpecific co
§ Finally,
Developm
Bvailabilit
ppropriat
Bxamine a
ibllowing :
| * Thea
Irban are:
igencies o

* Exist

pllusiness ¢

* Thef
echnique

ISC.

i While t]
g0vernme
jéars, ma
EVere pro
sistance
EvVere ser

dupple
Cities a
ough t]
fhich exp
ffective t
thstand
Current
en if the
fould phz
Xpected f
0 phase o
Evere fis
Ipropo
18cal Ags
Scal assi;
OVErnme
X tensic.n
€neral re

iscal |
In addi
f_the Bet
s legig],



: ptinued from page 14

[ propose today two important initiatives whjc}l wﬂl increase
b role of minority businesses in our economy. First, in

parison with fiscal '77 levels, we will triple federal
| curement from minority, businesses by the end of fiscal
|_.n increase over our earlier commitment to double
ority procurement. : _
[naddition, I intend to ask all federal agencies to include

s for minority business participation in their contract and
| ot-in-aid programs. Five agencies—HUD, Commerce, EPA,
erior and DOT—already have proposed improvements in
nority business programs. These programs all build on our
cessful experience with the Local Public Works Program.
Mrinally, I intend to facilitate greater interaction between the
ority business community and the leaders of our nation’s

gest corporations.

;mmunity Development Corporations

[ propose that an additional $20 million be appropriated to

. Community Services Administration as venture capital for
¥ most effective Community Development Corporations.

is assistance will help them have a substantial impact on

oir designated areas.

The funding will be made available for projects that receive
pport from local elected officials, involve leveraging private
«tor funds and are coordinated with HUD, EDA or the Small
B siness Administration. .

_' ole of Private Financial Institutions

ction _

and An effective urban strategy must involve private financial

ercent. EMgstitutions. I am asking the independent financial regulatory
lagencies to develop appropriate actions, consistent with safe,

cost. to IPsund and prudent lending practices, to encourage financial

[he istitutions to play a greater role in meeting the credit needs of

d HUD [Rtheir communities.
ly, site First, | am requesting that financial regulatory agencies
X determine what further actions are necessary to halt the
ree- sractice of redlining—the refusal to extend credit without a
m of sund economic justification. I will encourage those agencies
n, it develop strong, consistent and effective regulations to
inplement the Community Reinvestment Act.
ve | Second, I propose the creation of an Institute for |
tal costs [ommunity Investment, under the Federal Home Loan Bank
Board. The institute will bring together appraisers, realtors,
ically linders, building and insurance companies to develop a
lion with [nsistent approach toward urban lending and to train urban
Ending specialists.
Third, I propose a pilet program to create Neighborhood
ot for {ommercial Reinvestment Centers under the comptroller of

the currency. This proposal is an adaptation of the highly
successful Urban Reinvestment Task Force housing credit
cal ncept to the commercial credit area. Neighborhood

itures

uld be ommercial Reinvestment Centers will be local organizations,
irban wmprised of merchants and neighborhood residents, local
ont government officials, and commercial banks which will provide
business credit in urban neighborhoods. SBA, EDA, and HUD
ed by a [l work with the financial regulatory agencies to revitalize
» and the [®ecific commercial areas.
ajor : Finally, I have asked the Secretary of Housing and Urban
agencies Uevelopment to chair an interagency task force to evaluate the
dvailability of credit in urban areas and recommend
@ropriate further action. I have asked the task force to
| Bmine and make recommendations with respect to the
‘tion on [JEPlowing areas:
5 area * The availability of mortgage and commercial credit in
Iban areas, and the impacts of the activities of federal
fzencies on such credit;
e | o Existing.rn.ortgage insurance, casualty insurance and
These BB smess credit insurance programs;
5 e | * The full range of urban credit and insurance risk reduction
ink gchniques.
2« fISCAL ASSISTANCE
eas and [
wced by |
| While the fiscal condition of many state and local
f0vernments has improved dramatically over the last three
s, many cities and communities still are experiencing
AT Fvere problems. These cities and communities require fiscal
micall ksistance from the federal government, if they are to avoid
| Fere service cutbacks or tax increases..
E’)l:];;f,l;&._ bipplemental Fiscal Assistance
! | (ities and communities currently receive fiscal assistance
frough the Antirecession Fiscal Assistance Act (ARFA),
llion in j¥%ch expires on Sept. 30, 1978. This program has been an
Heclive tool for helping states and local governments

thstand the fiscal impact of high unemployment.

ICU_rrent unemployment projections, however, suggest that
selp cities -:ni cllf the_ ARFA program were extended in its current form, it
ot - Uld phase out by mid-fiscal 79, when unemployment is
Y oir Pected to drop below 6 percent. If the program is permitted
- 'pha se out, many cities and communities will experience
e nical ‘Iere fiscal strain. ;

ol I_@P;Dpos-e today that ARFA be replaced with a Supplemental

s kfl Assistance Program, which will provide $1 billion of

- - assistance annually for the next two fiscal years to local
‘"ermments experiencing significant fiscal strain. Further
"e0sion of this program will be considered together with
“ieral revenue sharing.

e secLor ' e

borhoods ¥ 5cal Relief in Welfare Proposal

city ‘,Ifl addition, I propose to phase in the fiscal relief component
the Better Jobs and Income Act as soon as Congress passes

‘next pa9 legislation, rather than in 1981 as originally planned.

COMMUNITY AND HUMAN
DEVELOPMENT

A comprehensive program to revitalize America’s cities
must provide for community and human needs. This involves
both physical facilities, such as parks, recreation facilities,
housing and transportation systems, and the provision of
health and social services.

Housing Rehabilitation

The conservation and upgrading of our housing stock is
important to maintaining the strength of urban areas. Housing
rehabilitation improves the quality of community life and
provides construction jobs in areas of high unemployment.

I propose an additional $150 million in fiscal "79 for the
Section 312 rehabilitation loan program, which will more than
double the existing program. This expanded effort will permit
the rehabilitation of small multifamily housing projects in
distressed neighborhoods, for which financing presently is
inadequate. In addition, expanded Section 312 funding will be
used to strengthen the Urban Homesteading program.

Urban Transportation

In many cities, public transportation is inadequately
financed. The federal government has begun to make
substantial investments to rehabilitate, revitalize and
construct urban transportation systems.

I have already submitted to Congress my proposals to
extend and strengthen the highway and mass transit
programs.

To supplement these efforts I today propose an additional
$200 million for capital investments in intermodal urban
transportation projects. These funds will be used to link
existing transportation facilities in selected cities.

Resource Recovery Planning

Solid waste disposal is a growing problem in the many urban
areas which face a shortage of landfill sites. At the same time,
techniques to recover valuable resources and energy from
solid waste have emerged.

I will request $15 million for the EPA to provide grants of
$300,000 to $400,000 to cities for feasibility studies of solid
waste recovery systems.

Arts and Culture

Cities are centers of culture and art, which thrive on the
vitality of the urban environment.

To help renew and develop this artistic and cultural spirit, I
propose a new Livable Cities program administered by the
Department of Housing and Urban Development, with the
participation of the National Endowment for the Arts. This
program will provide up to $20 million in grants to states and
communities for neighborhood- and community-based arts
programs, urban design and planning, and the creation and
display of art in public spaces. Historic preservation of
buildings should also be encouraged.

Urban Parks and Recreation

The quality of life in urban areas is critically affected by the
availability of open spaces and recreation facilities. Yet hard
pressed communities often lack the resources to maintain and
invest adequately in these amenities.

To address this problem, I propose a major new federal
grant program. Urban communities will compete for funds to
revive and rebuild parks and recreation facilities. Challenge
grants totalling $150 million will be provided for construction
and major rehabilitation of urban recreation systems, such as
parks, tennis and basketball courts, swimming pools, bicycle
paths, and other facilities. Cities will be awarded grants based
on the quality of their planning, the degree of need and their
ability to match the federal funds with private and local
contributions.

Social Services

Urban revitalization efforts must be accompanied by efforts
to help those in need to improve their own lives. A variety of
income support and social service programs are designed to do
this. Since 1974, however, the support given to state social
service programs by the federal government has declined in
real terms.

I propose an additional $150 million of new budget authority
for the Title XX program. These funds will be used to improve
the delivery of social services in urban areas—ranging from
Meals on Wheels for the elderly to day care for children of
working mothers—and to develop greater coordination
between local, public and private agencies.

Health Services

Nearly 50 million Americans live in areas without adequate
health services. These areas, many of which are in inner cities,
suffer from higher infant mortality rates, greater poverty and
shortages of health care personnel.

In underserved areas, emergency room and outpatient
departments of city hospitals are used as the routine source of
medical care by the poor, primarily due to the lack of private
physicians. As these departments were not designed to provide
comprehensive medical care, the hospital resources are
strained and the poor often go without adequate care.

To help meet the primary health care needs of the urban poor |
and reduce the strain on city hospitals, I propose to expand
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federally supported Community Health Centers and to fund
city-sponsored programs which provide comprehensive, but
less costly, primary care services. The city-sponsored
programs will enroll the medically indigent in existing health
systems, such as HMOs. They also will help expand locally
supported centers, reform hospital outpatient departments
and provide comprehensive health services.

Education

Schools are the focus of community activities in many
places. Yet they are seldom fully used or linked to other
community and social services.

I intend to provide $1.5 million to expand the experimental
Cities in Schools program which seeks to bridge the gap by
uniting a number of social services within schools to better
serve both students and their families. We intend to expand
this promising new program to 10 pilot schools.

In addition, I urge the Congress to enact the $600 million
increase in the Title I program of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act, which I recently proposed,
including my recommendation that $400 million of these funds
be targeted to cities and other areas with high concentrations
of low-income families.

NEIGHBORHOODS AND
VOLUNTEER ORGANIZATIONS

No resource of our urban communities is more valuable than
the commitment of our citizens.

Volunteer groups, which gain strength from the selfless
efforts of many individuals, make an indispensable
contribution to their cities.

Urban Volunteer Corps

I propose a $40 million program in ACTION to increase the
effectiveness of voluntary activities at the local level. With the
agreement of local government, the program will create a corps
of volunteers at the local level and match their skills with the
needs of local governments and community and neighborhood
organizations.

It also will provide small grants averaging $5,000 for
voluntary improvement and beautification projects.

ACTION would select, with the concurrence of local
government, a lead agency in each city to administer the Urban
Volunteer Corps.

Self-Help Development Program

Neighborhood associations are playing a key role in housing
and neighborhood revitalization. We must strengthen that
role.

I will request $15 million in fiscal '79 for a self-help
development program to be administered by the Office for
Neighborhoods in HUD.

This new program will provide funds for specific housing and
revitalization projects in poor and low-income areas. Each
project would involve the participation of local residents, the
private sector and local government and would require the
concurrence of the mayor.

Crime Prevention

Street crime is a serious problem in America’s cities and
communities. Over the last few years a number of promising
initiatives have been undertaken by community groups and
local law enforcement agencies to combat street crime. Escort
services for the elderly, centers to help the victims of crime,
and neighborhood watchers are examples of promising
developments.

I propose a program which will add $10 million in new
resources to existing efforts in the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration for a program operated jointly by
ACTION and LEAA. Under this program, mayors and local
neighborhood groups will develop community crime prevention
programs based on successful pilot models. My reorganization
proposals for LEAA and the legislation I will submit to extend
the Law Enforcement Assistance Act will strengthen our
efforts at crime prevention.

Community Development Credit Unions

Some urban communities are not served by any financial
institutions. Community Development Credit Unions address
this problem by investing their assets in the communities in
which they are established. This type of credit union was first
established under the poverty programs in the 1960s. About
225 exist today, and many are the only financial institutions in
their communities.

I am proposing a $12 million program to provide $200,000
seed capital for new Community Development Credit Unions,
to provide them with an operating subsidy for staff, training
and technical assistance.

The job of revitalizing the urban communities of our country
will not be done overnight. Problems which have accumulated
gradually over generations cannot be solved in a year or even
in the term of a president.

But I believe that a New Partnership—bringing together in a
common effort all who have a stake in the future of our
communities—can bring us closer to our long-term goals. We
can make America’s cities more attractive place in which to
live and work; we can help the people of urban A erica lead
happier and more useful lives. But we can only do it together.

—Jimmy Carter
The White House
March 27, 1978
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¢ Fiscal Relief. Payment of $187
million of fiscal relief for welfare
costs (provided in Social Security
bill) is held up pending legal deter-
mination by Senate Appropriations
Committee.

e Welfare Reform. Comprehensive
bill (H.R. 10950) reported out by
House welfare reform subcommittee.
No date set for consideration by
House Ways and Means Committee.
Chairman Al Ullman (D-Ore.) has in-
troduced incremental bill (H.R.
10711). Senate committees holding
hearings; no date set for markup.
Sens. Howard Baker (R-Tenn.),
Henry Bellmon (R-Okla.), Abraham
Ribicoff (D-Conn.) and John Dan-
forth (R-Mo.) have introduced incre-
mental bill in Senate (S. 2777). See
page 6 for complete analysis.

e Lobby Registration. House
Judiciary Committee reported H.R.
8494 requiring associations of state,
county and city officials to register
under the bill, but exempting federal
lobbyists. Bill likely to be on floor in
two to three weeks. NACo strongly
opposes registration by public of-
ficials and their employees.

e Title XX. House and Senate
Budget Committees begin markup
of the fiscal '79 budget April 3. The
$200 million increase in Title XX
(social services) must be included in
both budgets if funding is to be
available in fiscal '79.

e HR. 7200. The Public Assist-
ance Amendments bill should come
to the Senate floor in late April. The
House passed the bill last year and
the Senate Finance Committee has
modified it. Final Senate action has
been delayed by the Panama Canal

debate. :

e Older Americans Act. HEW Sec-
retary Joseph Califano testified
before the House subcommittee on
select education March 20 on the
reauthorization of the Older Ameri-
cans Act. Sen. Pete Domenici (R-
N.M.) has- introduced S. 2609 to
amend the Older Americans Act.

e CETA Reenactment. The House
subcommittee on employment op-
portunities will mark up H.R. 11086
beginning April 11. NACo testifies
April 12. The Senate subcommittee
on employment, poverty and
migratory labor will mark up S. 2570
beginning April 24.

e Full employment. The House
passed H.R. 50, the Full Em-
ployment and Balanced Growth Act,
by a vote of 257 to 152.

e National Energy Policy Act. The
energy conferees are expected to
reach final agreement on natural gas
pricing during this week. The con-
ferees, six from the Senate and two
from the House, have urged Presi-
dent Carter to accept the three por-
tions of the act already agreed to if a
compromise on natural gas is not
reached at that time. If the President
does not accept this proposal, the
utility rate reform, coal conversion,
and conservation portions of the act
may have to await agreement on the
difficult issue of taxes before any
programs can be initiated.

e Agricultural Land Retention.
Full House Agriculture Committee
consideration on H.R. 11122, spon-
sored by Rep. James M. Jeffords
(R-Vt.) and more than 60 other
members, is expected during April.
The bill would create a national
commission to study solutions for
slowing the conversion of prime
agricultural land and would establish
a program of demonstration grants
to assist counties, other local govern-
ments and states to develop their
OWn programes.

e Solid Waste and Clean Air Ap-
propriations. The President’s Urban
Policy statement has requested an
additional $15 million for local
governments to conduct planning
studies under the Resource Conser-
vation and Recovery Act in fiscal "79
and $25 million for local government
participation in revision of the State
Implementation Plans for clean air in
nonattainment areas. No funds were
requested for fiscal "78.

e Transportation. Rep. Jim
Howard (D-N.J.) has introduced the
Surface Transportation Act of 1978.
The bill provides authorizations for
highway, bridges, safety and mass
transportation programs.

e Health Planning. The House
Commerce health subcommittee
reported out H.R. 11488, the exten-
sion of the Health Planning and
Resources Development Act. The bill
includes provisions to expand the
authority of public Health Service
Agency boards. The bill will be
marked up by the full Commerce
Committee shortly. The Senate
Human Resources health subcom-
mittee has not yet acted on its ver-
gilcl)ln (S. 2410) of the health planning

e LEAA Appropriations. NACo
will testify before the House Ap-
propriations subcommittee on state,
justice, commerce and judiciary
April 12 on the LEAA fiscal ‘79 ap-
propriations request. The expected
appointment of Sen. Edward Ken-
nedy (D-Mass.) to replace retiring
Sen. James Eastland (D-Miss.) as
chairman of Senate Judiciary com-
mittee will affect prospects for
reauthorization.

e Countercyclical Assistance.
Rep. William Moorhead (D-Pa.) has
introduced H.R. 11298 to extend the
countercyclical antirecession
assistance program for five quarters.
The legislation would also reduce the
national trigger to 5.5 percent. The
current program, which will expire
Sept. 30, phases out when national
unemployment for a calendar quar-
ter (or the last month of a quarter)
falls below 6 percent. The current
unemployment rate is 6.1 percent.
The Administration has recommen-
ded a one-year extension at $1.04
billion and has included the program

in its urban message. See page 7.

e Municipal Securities Disclosure.
Sen. Harrison Williams (D-N.J.) has
introduced S. 2339, Municipal Secur-
ities Full Disclosure Act of 1977. Bill
would mandate preparation of an-
nual report and distribution
documents prior to issuing munici-
pal bonds. No hearings scheduled
yet.

e Taxable Bond Option. The Ad-
ministration is proposing a taxable
bond option (TBO) as part of its tax
reform package. Request of $7.1
billion would offer local governments
the option of issuing tax-exempt
bonds or taxable bonds with federal
government to subsidize increased
interest rates. Counties oppose the
TBO.

e Municipal Bonds Underwriting.
Sen. William Proxmire (D-Wis.) in-
troduced S. 2674 to amend the Glass-
Steagall Act to authorize national
banks to underwrite local govern-
ment securities issues. Bill is com-
panion to H.R. 7485, introduced by

- Rep. Gladys Spellman (D-Md.).

Legislation would increase com-
petition for municipal securities and
result in savings to local govern-
ments. No date for hearings.

e USDA Reorganization. Sens.
George McGovern (D-S.D.) and
Robert Dole (R-Kan.) have intro-
duced S. 2519 to create a new, ex-
panded Department of Food, Agri-
culture and Renewable Resources in-
corporating the functions' and
responsibilities now located in other
departments. Senate Agriculture
subcommittee on nutrition to con-
duct hearings in spring.

e Supplemental Appropriations
for Rural Development. House Ap-
propriations subcommittee on agri-
culture expected to meet shortly on
supplemental appropriations for
current '78 fiscal year. NACo urging
subcommittee to provide additional
$50 million of unexpended authoriza-
tions for water and waste disposal
grants to help meet current waiting
list exceeding $650 million nation-
wide.

e Rural Development Act. House
Agriculture Committee reported out
Agricultural Credit Act of 1978, with
bill number changed to H.R. 11504.
Bill increases water and waste
disposal authorization from $300 to
$400 million and raises grant ceiling
from 50 percent to 75 percent of
project cost. Provision increasing
rural development loan interest rates
has been deleted. House vote set for
this week.

Senate Agriculture Committee
reported out companion legislation
S. 1246. Bill amended in full commit-
tee to increase water and waste
disposal grant authorizations to $1
billion and ceiling on grants to 75
percent of project cost. Senate vote
scheduled to follow action on
Panama Canal Treaty. Both bills also
contain provisions for broad
agricultural assistance. See story

page 5.

e Rural Housing Authorizations.
NACo testified in support of
reauthorization of all rural housing
programs before House subcommit-
tee on housing and community
development. County officials called
on Congress to mandate implemen-
tation of $900 million above-
moderate-income guaranteed loan
program. House and Senate sub-
committees to act in mid-April on
reauthorizations. See story, page 5.

Need Information? NACo's Hotline: 202/785-959!

o Rural Housing Act of 1978.
Reps. Stan Lundine (D-N.Y.) and Les
AuCoin (D-Ore.) have introduced

“H.R. 11712, the Rural Housing Act

of 1978. Legislation would establish
a new home ownership loan program.

e Rural Development Policy Act
of 1978. NACo testified in support of
Rural Development Policy Act of
1978, sponsored by Reps. Richard
Nolan (D-Minn.) and Charles
Grassley (R-Iowa). Legislation would
strengthen rural development
responsibility of USDA, mandate
coordination of rural development
programs of all agencies, increase
rural planning grant authorization
from $10 million to $50 million, and
change name of FmHA to the Farm
and Rural Development Ad-
ministration and USDA to Depar-
tment of Agriculture and Rural
Development. See story, page 5.

e Rural Community Development
Act. NACo testified before House
subcommittee on family farms and
rural development on H.R 9983,
Rural Community Development Act.
The legislation is sponsored by Reps.
Charles Grassley (R-Iowa) and
Richard Nolan (D-Minn.). Counties
urged subcommittee to alter
provision restricting eligibility to
only those communities and counties
below 20,000. See story, page 5.

e Public Liability. Senate
Judiciary subcommittee on the Con-
stitution is considering S. 35, Civil
Rights Improvement Act of 1977.
NACo opposes provision 1in
legislation that would eliminate im-
munity of state and local govern-
ments to suits brought under Sec-
tion 1983 of the Civil Rights Act of
1871. Hearings scheduled May 2 and
3.

e Public Pension Plan Report. The
House Pension Task Force of the
subcommittee on labor standards,
chaired by Rep. John Dent (D-Pa.),
approved a comprehensive study of
government employees retirement
systems on March 15. The report will
be ready for release in late April. The
study covered more than 96 percent
of all public employees participating
in approximately 7,000 retirement
plans. Legislation is expected to be
introduced this summer regulating
state and local pension plans, and
setting standards in the areas of
reporting, disclosure, and fiduciary
responsibilities, according to Rep.
John Erlenborn (R-Ill.), ranking
minority member of the subcommit-
tee.

e Mandatory Retirement
Legislation, H.R. 5383. The House
voted March 21 in favor of the Con-
ference Report (95-950) to amend the
Age Discrimination in Employment
Act of 1967. The Senate adopted the
report on Feb. 23. The bill is ex-
pected to be signed before April 8. The
bill, which applies to federal, state
and local government employees,
raises the upper age limit of the act
from 65 to 70 years effective Jan. 1,
1979. The bill is- a first step in
fighting “‘ageism,”’ said Claude Pep-
per (D-Fla.), conference chairman, “'a
form of discrimination that belongs
in a trinity with racism and sexism.”
The NACo membership adopted a
resolution last year supporting the
elimination of mandatory retirement
for older Americans.

* Intergovernmental Pers
Act (IPA) Appropriations. }
subcommittee for Treasury, p
service and general govern
chaired by Rep. Tom Steed (D
is planning to hold hearings g
fiscal '79 IPA appropriatons Ay
The Senate subcommittee, chy
by Sen. Lawton Chiles (D-Fla|
hold hearings April 4. NA(,
testify urging Congress g
propriate not less than $30 n
for fiscal '79. This is $10
above the Administration’s by
request.

e Reporting and Tax Liahj
for Public Pension Plans. The 5
subcommittee on private pa
plans and employee fringe beng
chaired by Sen. Lloyd Bentsg
Tex.), held hearings on S. 1587
bill, introduced by Sen. Richard§
{D-Fla.), would correct an adn
trative interpretation by the Ini
Revenue Service regarding repo
requirements and tax liabiliti
public pension plans under the]
ployee Retirement Income Seq
Act of 1974 (ERISA). NACo tesi
in support. Rep. John Cunning
(R-Wash.) has introduced an idex
bill, H.R. 9118, but hearings hay
yet been scheduled by the Way
Means Committee. The Internd
enue Service plans to hold p

hearings on its proposed regulii

April 13, 10 a.m. in Washiy
Anyone interested in prov
comments should contact Com
sioner Jerome Kurtz, IRS, 111!
stitution Ave., N.W., Washing
D.C., as soon as possible.

e Deferred Compensation !
The Senate subcommittee on pr
pension plans and employee I
benefits held hearings on S. 26l
troduced by Sen. Mike Grave
Alaska). Most of the testm
favored the bill. No hearings
been scheduled by the House |
and Means Committee on H.R.
or H.R. 10893. The three bil
aimed at reversing a prop
Treasury ruling (Federal Reg
Feb. 3) which will affect the
benefits of employees particip
in deferred compensation prof
in state and local governments
NACo Board of Directors has®

ted a resolution supporting '8

bills. Counties should contact

bers of the House Ways and ¥
Committee, the Senate Fid
Committee or their own congré
to present their views. Conta
Simpson at NACo for more!
mation.

» Social Security Financ
Both House and Senate subc
tees have begun hearing
proposals to revise the finant
the Social Security Amendme?
1977 approved by the Presider
December. The legislation wou"
for some of the costs ol ¥
Security through general re
rather than through higher I
taxes. The bills are gaining 5%
in Congress and Reps. James b
(D-Mass.) and Barber Conab¥
N.Y.) have stated that Cong®
likely to pass legislation t0S]
using general revenue funding
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