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On rem Under the theme of “Think County,” an ex-
‘ities froll i record-breaking number of delegates to
3 of (gl : (o's 43rd Annual Conference will hear lead-
eC1sion - from every level of government. Fulton
of Socf tv will be hosting the conference July
ork estaS ) in Atlanta, Ga.

al gove Jack H. Watson, assistant to President Car-
*ts of ;. ior intergovernmental affairs, will address
€ Lhe colly opening general session Sunday evening,
:nla[lon aly 9. '

>d in | ilso on the program, Sacramento County
ate (S SR orvisor Sandra Smoley, president of the
al govellilh ifornia County Supervisors Association,
pecific ] lead a California delegation in discussing
h;JdUk’d oposition 13. California county budget ac-
1DCOmm

s, emerging trends and the implications of
e drastic property tax cut referendum will be
wriewed by the Californians.

\Monday, July 10, the opening general
«ssion will feature addresses by Georgia Gov.
zorge Busbee, Atlanta Mayor Maynard H.
wkson, and U.S. Sen. James R. Sasser (D-
enn.).

Tuesday NACo members will vote on the
17879 officers and members of the board of
rectors. They will establish the policy of the
sociation through votes on the American
unty Platform amendments and resolutions.
Highlighting Wednesday’s activities is
i~ 4 - :rcia Roberts Harris, Secretary of the
B:artment of Housing and Urban Develop-
#t. She will address the Wednesday lunch-

t has

House )1 5eSS10M.
Workshop and panel sessions will be carried
1Monday and Wednesday on such subjects
PO s housing, ecgnomic development, victims_of
. /Jme, vouth jobs, sewer and water service
e Ividyd A - .
sts, noise pollution, sprawl, mental health
avices, strikes, pensions, municipal bonds,
pprovedfill: bridge crisis, welfare reform and domestic
.o May 4Bolence
<o NACo policy steering committees meet

durday, June 8 and the board of directors
#{s as a Resolutions Committee Sunday,
ine 9.

“nate For the first time, a message desk has been
: iablished for delegates and guests as a cen-
dplace for posting and receiving messages.
2e The Southern Bell Message Center, 404/
<+8800, will be located on the third level of
¢ Georgia World Congress Center opposite
femain entrance.
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3 FAIRFAX COUNTY, Va.—A hearing to
Jne 1. iGge the effectiveness of reducing jet noise by
healnigmuffling” aircraft engines drew about 75
*ple to Dulles International Airport on a
“¢0l rainy Saturday. The airport is about 30

‘s outside of the nation’s capital.
0. Howard Cannon (D-Nev.) and his
"dtion subcommittee asked the Federal
Ylaion Administration (FAA) to set up a
-‘lonstration of two Boeing 727’s—one with
‘mutﬂcd engine and one unmuffled. The lis-
%€rs had to decide which one was muffled.
tse two old-technology aircraft were then
“Tpared to a new-design plane from France

“ed the Airbus A-300.
‘ben_. Cannon came to prove that muffling (or
o “rofitting) jet planes as federal regulations
“uire is a waste of money because the noise
8 crence is negligible.

,_?ransportation Secretary Brock Adams and
©FAA came to prove retrofitting was effec-

Watson

5. A

Jackson

tive and the airlines should proceed with in-
stallation of sound absorption material which
can cost as much as $250,000 per airplane.

And the lobbyists from the airlines, aircraft
manufacturers, and public interest groups
came to advance their causes.

IT'S HARD to tell if there was a clear win-
ner, but an on-site FAA survey did show that
people can tell the difference between a muf-
fled and 1nmuffled jet.

There seemed to be a lot more talking than
listening. At one point Cannon remarked that
no one should talk during the flyovers because
his hand-held noise meter registered such
slight differences among the noise levels of the
aircraft that normal conversation made the
meter useless.

The three jets made several passes over the
group in a takeoff and then a landing pattern.
Situated in a forest clearing, some three miles

=

PANEL ON PROPOSITION 13

onference 1o 'Think County’

Busbee

Aircraft Noise Hearing
af Dulles Involves VIPs

from the airport terminal, the group was asked
to decide for themselves how noisy the jets
were. Scientific equipment was set up nearby
for exact measurements.

After the demonstration FAA computed the
answers from a short questionnaire and found
that 41 of 56 persons heard a difference be-
tween the 727’s. Almost all 41 picked the right
jet as the retrofitted aircraft. But almost
everyone found the A-300 quieter than the
retrofitted 727. How much quieter seemed to
depend on the preconception of the listener.

Many people were surprised at the high
whine of the A-300, but the noise came and
went quickly.

A surprising difference was noted between
the series of flyovers. On different runs the
same plane sounded louder or quieter. An FAA
official attributed this to the flight operations
of the pilot. The power setting, course or slope

See IS, page 3.

Speaker Dashes
Welfare Hopes

WASHINGTON, D.C.—In a meeting
with the Democratic House Whips June
22, Speaker Thomas P. “Tip"’ O’Neill (D-
Mass.) said that the House will not con-
sider welfare reform legislation this
year. The speaker said he had asked
Senate Majority Leader Robert Byrd
(D-Va.) if the Senate would consider wel-
fare this year and Byrd's response was
negative.

O’Neill attributed the death of the
reform bill to a lack of interest by con-
stituents back home.

On June 7, House leaders in welfare
reform efforts met with Administration
officials and agreed to work for a com-
promise reform bill, which NACo sup-
ports. However, the speaker's state-
ment appears to kill all hopes for com-
prehensive reform this year.

NACo will continue to press for parts
of the reform package which may be
possible during the remainder of the
94th Congress.

—Aliceann Fritschler
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CETA CHANGES DISCUSSED—The CETA impact and scope subcommittee of NACo’s Employment Steering

Committee met all-day in NACo headquarters June 13. Pat Moore, director of the Mid-Willamette Valley CETA
Consortium, Ore. and president of the National Association of County Manpower Officials, presents NACMO
recommendations for changes in the relationship between CETA prime sponsors and state employment security
agencies. Seen clockwise from left: Carol King, NACo staff; Commissioner John Driscoll, subcommittee chair from
Rockingham County, N.H.; Jon Weintraub, NACo staff; Commissioner Dennis Hron, Scott County, Minn.; Moore;
and Councilman Richard C. Cecil, New Castle County, Del. Not pictured were CETA Directors Marion Pines, Balti-
more consortium, and Dave Goehring, Montgomery County, Md. Subcommittee recommendations will be debated

by the full steering committee July 8 at NACo’s Annual Conference in Atlanta.

IMPACT AID NEED CITED

Duplicate Services Opposed

WASHINGTON, D.C.—House
and Senate members have been
asked to support an amendment
which would ensure that public serv-

izes federal support for most elemen-
tary, secondary and other education
programs, e.g., Indian education,
consumer education, and adult edu-

ices delivered by and in schools cation.
would not conflict with or duplicate
services provided by counties or
cities.

Congress is now considering a five-
year extension of the act that author-

Letters fo NACo

Editor’s Note: The following letter was addressed to Frank Jungas, chair-
man of NACo’s Welfare and Social Services Steering Committee, and com-
missioner, Cottonwood County, Minn.

On behalf of the President, I would like to thank you for your letter of
May 24 concerning welfare reform. We greatly appreciate the support which
NACo has given to the President’s welfare reform proposal and look for-
ward to continuing to work with you on this vital piece of legislation.

As you may know, the President has been in close contact with the House
leadership and the leadership of the Ways and Means Committee on the
progress of the Better Jobs and Income Act. He has reiterated his support
for a comprehensive welfare reform bill this year. In addition, I and my staff
have been in virtual constant contact with the committees in both Houses
and interested groups.

Although time is running short in this session of the Congress, we are
making every possible effort to secure passage of a welfare reform bill this
year. I hope that your organization will continue to work closely with HEW,
the Labor Department and my staff in these next few weeks to help ensure
that such a bill is passed.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if I can be of further assistance in
this matter.

A portion of the House bill, H.R.
15, would allow schools to use federal
funds to plan, direct and operate a
host of public services, such as

—Stuart E. Eizenstat
Assistant to the President
for Domestic Affairs and Policy

To the Editor:

I have procrastinated in writing to you concerning your recent jail
assembly in Minneapolis, Minn. and regret that I have not written to you
sooner. I have attended many conferences over more years than I care to
recall and I'd like you to know that this is one of the best conferences that I
have ever attended in the corrections field.

I think that the fact that you are able as an association of counties to
bring together judges, commissioners, and citizens as well as corrections of-
ficials makes for the kind of conference that will eventually move things in
the criminal justice field. Our normal corrections conferences sponsored by
in-house organizations often end up with people like me talking to the same
kind of people and never really attacking the issues of the day.

—John D. Case
Field Director
The Pennsylvania Prison Society

health, social services, recreation and
youth opportunities.

IN A LETTER to members of Con-
gress, NACo Second Vice President
Francis B. Francois, councilman,
Prince George’s County, Md., said
that such a provision would
duplicate services already provided
by counties.

“In order to maximize use of tax
dollars,”’” Francois said, ‘“‘NACo
strongly supports partnerships be-
tween county governing boards and
school boards to further the delivery
of human services in public schools.
However, the services delivered by
schools should complement local
delivery systems; these services
should not conflict with or be dupli-
cative of services provided by local
general purpose governments.”’

He urged members of Congress to
support an amendment to be offered
by Rep. Marjorie Holt (R-Md.) to the
“Community Schools”” section of
H.R. 15, which would ensure that
public services delivered by and in
schools would not conflict or dupli-
cate existing services provided by
counties and cities.

The Senate bill, S. 1753, allows
schools to operate public services,
but with the consent and coopera-
tion of local governments in the same
area served by the school system.

IN A RELATED development,
both bills continue, with minor
amendments, the education impact
aid program which provides federal
assistance to local school districts
whose enrollments are affected by
federal installations and other activi-
ties. :

NACo has long urged Congress to
continue to recognize the additional
cost impacts placed on local govern-
ments in areas having large numbers
of federal employees and facilities.
The impact aid program is designed
to meet the extra costs involved in
educating children of federal employ-
ees regardless of where they reside
and to provide public services to fed-
eral employees who are exempt from
paying local property taxes.

—Mike Gemmell

House Approves
| Payments-in-Liey

WASHINGTON, D.C.—The House
last week approved a full appropria-
tion of $105 million for fiscal '79
funding of the payments-in-lieu of
taxes program. The funding was in-
cluded in the $12 billion Interior Ap-
propriations bill approved by the
House on a 356-50 vote.

The payments-in-lieu of taxes pro-
gram provides for annual payments
to approximately 1,600 counties to
partially compensate for the tax im-
munity of federally owned natural
resource lands. Lands such as parks,
wilderness, forests, grazing lands
and water reservoirs qualify for pay-
ments under an acreage and popula-
tion formula that averages approxi-
mately 17 cents per acre nationwide.

The fiscal '79 funding would
provide for payments in September
1979. Payments to be made in Sep-
tember of this year have already
been appropriated by Congress.

The Interior Appropriations bill
(H.R. 12932) also includes $645 mil-
lion for the Land and Water Conser-
vation Fund, an important program
for acquisition of outdoor recreation
facilities. The state/local share of this
program will amount to $369 million
of fiscal "79.

ANOTHER PROGRAM included
is the Historic Preservation Fund at
a level of $60 million, an increase of
$15 million from fiscal '78. However,
the bill language would eliminate
state and local government eligibil-
ity to use these funds to preserve
and rehabilitate historically signifi-
cant government facilities. NACo
has objected to this provision since
one of the purposes of the Historic
Preservation program is to rectore
historic facilities in a manner for con-
tinued public use. NACo is urging
the Senate Appropriations Commit-
tee to delete the bill language that
eliminates state and local govern-
ment eligibility.

House Vote Awaited
on Title XX Funds

WASHINGTON, D.C.—Increases
for social services funding moved one
step closer when the House Ways
and Means Committee voted H.R.
12973 out of committee June 7. The
next action will be a final House vote
which may occur this week. The
House bill contains the following pro-
visions:

e For fiscal '79, a new, permanent
ceiling of $2.9 billion, which contains
the $200 million earmarked for day
care at a 100 percent match.

¢ For fiscal ‘80, a new, permanent
ceiling of $3.15 billion with no ear-
marked funds and with all funds at
the 75-25 match.

e For fiscal ‘81 and thereafter, a
new, permanent ceiling of $3.45 bil-
lion with the same conditions as for
fiscal '80.

e State officials must consult
with elected local officials during the
development of the state’s compre-
hensive social services plan.

e States can adopt a comprehen-
sive services plan for a two-year
period, rather than one year as under
current law; in those states that do
opt for a two-year plan, there must
be a 45-day comment period each
year.

e The temporary provision
allowing states to use Title XX funds
for certain services to alcoholics and
drug addicts is made permanent.

e States can use Title XX funds
to provide up to 30 days of emer-
gency shelter for adults.

e A separate entitlement authori-
zation of $16.1 million is established
with the $2.9 billion federal ceiling,
for social services in Puerto Rico,
Guam, the Virgin Islands, and the
Northern Marianas; providing that
the $16.1 million be increased propor-

The appropriation also ip.
approximately $295 million for o|
agement of lands administers .
the Bureau of Land Manage,
and $626 million for forest lang .
agement by the U.S. Forest Ser,
These are increases of $48 pi.
and $90 million respectively.

On a key vote of 211 to 1034
House rejected an amendmen (4
would have deleted 2 percent g,
the-board on all programs n
amendment was similar to cm:'i.
proved in other appropriations
since the California Propositiy
vote to cut taxes in that state J,
ever, the Interior Appropriations}
is $175 million less than the Ady
istration’s fiscal '79 budget amgy
so the House rejected the apa
ment. 1

The bill now goes to the S
Appropriations Committee priy,
Senate floor consideration.
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Welfare Panels at

Annual Conferengl Arc
The National Association of o :{e;::n]
ty Welfare Directors will hold th
days of panels and workshops dun
NACo’s annual conference Julyy
in Atlanta. The panels will consis s
representatives of federal, states
county government and will inclug
welfare reform; human resouns Contii
Title XX (social services), gen of the
assistance; quality control; fu on red
stamps; child support enforceme
child welfare; domestic violence u TH
child abuse. load «
There will be a welfare direct more
reception Monday evening andt At qu
election of officers and board me uses, |
bers at the business meeting T patibl
NACWD meeting will begin Sunds of whe
July 9 at 4 p.m. in Room 308 ol FA.
World Congress Center. will d
For more information contact ! airpor
Koppel at NACo. Sen. C
appro:
"My g
buy ni
Alsc
federa
tax su
help
regula
tionately as the federal Title XX gl Ihe
ing increases under H.R. 12973 HIeHjE
1985
EFFORTS ARE also undervi il 97¢'¢
the Senate to increase the Titl! of thy
funding ceiling. Sens. Mike Griji "%'S€
(D-Alaska), Robert Dole (R-Hz ‘G’_]C.e
Don Riegle (D-Mich.), Mu 11}:011
Humphrey (D-Minn.), and 5§ l Me
Matsunaga (D-Hawaii) wrote a /8 c};JuSrg:

to their colleagues asking for ©
port of the three-year increas!
Title XX funding. So far eight ¢
ators have responded with supy
for the amendment. They are “
nings Randolph (D-W.Val) 2
Cranston (D-Calif.), Paul “ﬂtl,"',li;
(D-Md.), Robert Percy (R-IL) '

liam D. Hathaway (D-Maine), ! WA
dell R. Anderson (D-Minn.), J.° Jughci
nett Johnston (D-La.), and Jol leglslz
Durken (D-N.H.). units
The Administration has I dama,
duced its bill, S. 3148, with ¥ result
funding increases than the Ml violat
counterpart. Spons
—_—— Ed out
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In the House, two committees—
Ways and Means and Public Works
and Transportation—with the sup-
port of the Administration have
decided that retrofitting regulation
are worthwhile and that the airlines

They have agreed to proposals for
a 2 percent excise tax to come out of
the revenues from the existing 8 per-

at o
2Nce AIRCRAFT NOISE CHECK—A Senate subcommittee tak
‘l‘ ii Coun{@ Rep. Harold Johnson (D-Calif.) scrutinize a noise meter.
ld thre
'S during
luly 9-
Onsist of
tace and
include
SOUTCes (ontinued from page 1
senersBR of the airplane may have more effect
ol; foo mnreducing noise than retrofitting.
rcement
eNCe an THE ISSUE which brought a bus-
vad of people to Dulles involves
director{8ll more than noise pollution, however.  need some help.
and ar At question is whether some land
rd mem{il uses, particularly for homes, are com-
ing. Th4 patible with aircraft noise regardless
Sundayjil of what type aircraft. cent tax on air service.
)8 of thg

FAA contends retrofitting aircraft
vill decrease the land area around
arports which is affected by noise.
Sen. Cannon voiced support for this
| approach to noise control by saying,

My advice would be not to build or
| buy near an approach to a runway.”

Also at question is whether the
| lederal government will provide a
lax subsidy to the nation’s airlines to
{telp them meet environmental
regulations.

The regulations require that air-
ines either muffle their noisy jets by
1985 or replace them with newer,
queter models. About three-fourths
il the domestic fleet violates the
wise levels and the cost of compli-
ance 1s estimated at between $3
tillion and $7.5 billion.

Members of Congress are current-
¥ struggling to hammer out some
tourse of action.
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WASHINGTON, D.C.—The House
ludiciary Committee has approved
€gislation to expand the ability of
inits of local government to recover
lamages for injuries suffered as a
sult of private sector antitrust
nolations. Rep. Peter Rodino (D-N.J.)
‘Ponsored the bill, which was report-
¢ out of committee by a 21-12 vote.
L 1s expected to reach the House
door shortly.

A companion bill, S. 1874, was ap-
broved by the Senate Judiciary Com-
Tttee in early June. The measure

has int
vith loy

he Ho

nistor
SOCK

hael Breed

t ReddinZ @l ¥as sponsored by Sen. Edward Ken-
amico [0 (D-Mass.).

: The legislation in both “Houses
:G.Marc g ¥ould overturn the Illinois Brick
C*;fnf ~-fl ¢ which the Supreme Court decid-
antie= 1010 June 1977. In that holding the
W. urt prohibited the state of Illinois
06 T0m maintaining an action for dam-
;t Washind ?ges against a private manufacturer
subscripUf8 O price fixing on building supplies.
50 per 3 [he court, in effect, held that only
il M irect purchasers could sue. The

‘late, since it had purchased the sup-

. be resp0 ;
plies from a middleman, was not en-

In the Senate, Cannon’s proposal
would extend the deadline for meet-
ing the regulations from 1985 to
1390 and would provide $20 billion in
guaranteed loans to help airlines
purchase quieter and fuel-efficient
new jets.

TO COMFLICATE matters, noise
legislation is now embroiled with the
issue of airline deregulation and even
the national balance of trade.

The Senate has already passed a
bill which would deregulate airlines.
Rep. Harold T. Johnson (D-Calif.),
chairman of the House Public Works
Committee, is sitting on the House
deregulations bill. Observers feel
that he is holding it hostage for Can-
non'’s agreement on the noise bill.

Balance of trade enters the contro-
versy because everyone wants the

Antitrust Suit Loss
Cut By House Unit

titled to bring on action, according to
the decision.

Since state and local governments
predominantly purchase supplies in-
directly, rather than from manufac-
turers, they would be without any
remedy. This is especially significant
since the cost of the price fixing is
traditionally passed on until the
goods reach the last purchaser.
Therefore, it is the unit of govern-
ment or the consumer who bears the
cost of the antitrust violations and
who, if the decision is allowed to
stand, will be denied any remedy at
law.

The legislation would amend the
Clayton Antitrust Act to specifically
permit units of government, consum-
ers and businesses injured by anti-
trust violations to recover whether
or not they have dealt directly with
the antitrust violator. Prior to the
Supreme Court decision, over 95 per-
cent of pending antitrust damage
suits were the result of indirect pur-
chases.

—Elliott Alman

ountry to decide if new ‘‘muffling”
technology works. Seen from left: Sen. Howard Cannon (D-Nev.); Brock Adams, Secretary of Transportation; and

s Retrofitting Worthwhile?

es to the back c

airlines to buy American-made jets
to replace the 727 generation. The
call is for incentives, such as loan
guarantees, to stimulate the
domestic aircraft industry into suc-
cessful competition.

NACo, IN testimony before Sen.
Cannon’s subcommittee, opposed ex-
tending the 1985 aircraft noise com-
pliance deadlines.

However, NACo supports provid-
ing direct payments to the airlines
by using the 2 percent “‘excise tax”
financing method. NACo believes
that this arrangement, as contained
in the financing perticn of the House
bill (H.R. 11986), will internalize
noise abatement costs through ticket
purchases.

The Senate bill (S. 3064) is expect-
ed to be marked up by the full Senate
Commerce Committee soon. How dif-
ferent it will be from the House com-
paniop bill (H.R. 8729) sponsored by
Rep. Glenn Anderson (D-Calif.) is yet
to be determined.
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INCENTIVE PAYMENTS

Fiscal Relief Tied
{o Error Reduction

WASHINGTON, D.C.—A bill to
provide some measure of relief to
counties which fund welfare pro-
grams has been approved by the
House Ways and Means subcommit-
tee on public assistance. Four hun-
dred million dollars would be distrib-
uted to states based on the number
of Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC) recipients and the
general revenue sharing allocations.
A 100 percent pass-through to coun-
ties which fund AFDC is required.

The bill, H.R. 12838, sponsored by
Rep. Charles Rangel (D-N.Y.), had
been considered favorably by the
subcommittee earlier, but was not re-
ported because members did not
agree on the exact wording of an
amendment to add sanctions against
those states which had error rates
over a certain percentage in the
AFDC program.

NO DATE has been set for con-
sideration by the full Ways and
Means Committee. Similar fiscal
relief provisions are contained in
H.R. 7200, which was reported out of
the Senate Finance Committee, but
has not been scheduled for floor ac-
tion.

The subcommittee agreed to
language which provides positive in-
centive payments to states where
error rates are below 4 percent, in-
stead of denying funds to states
which surpass a 4 percent error rate.
This position was supported by the
American Public Welfare Associa-
tion’s National Council of Local Pub-
lic Welfare Administrators.

States with AFDC error rates
below 4 percent will receive their full
share of the welfare relief, plus an
additional incentive payment. States
with error rates between 4 percent
and the weighted national average
AFDC error rate (currently 8.6 per-
cent) receive their.full share. States
with error rates over the national
average would receive that percent
of their share of the $400 million
which represents the progress the
state has made in bringing its error
rate down to the national average
error rate. The incentive payments
for states would come from the por-
tion not allocated because of the
error rate test.

IN DECEMBER 1977, a similar
fiscal relief payment of $187 million
was approved as an amendment to
the Social Security Act. Counties
which fund AFDC should have re-
ceived those payments from the
state welfare agency.

NACo will urge the Ways and
Means Committee to require that
state incentive payments be passed
through to counties which admin-
ister AFDC. County officials should
contact members of the Ways and
Means Committee to support
prompt and favorable cction on this
bill.

—Aliceann Fritschler

Senate Banking
Panel Approves
Aid for N.Y.C.

WASHINGTON, D.C.—The Sen-
ate Banking Committee reported
authorizing legislation to provide
New York City ‘with $1.5 billion in
loan guarantees. The committee ac-
tion, taken by a 12-3 vote, now goes
to the full Senate for approval. The
legislation is considered essential to
enable the city to meet monetary
obligations due after July 1 and to
achieve a balanced budget by 1982.
The current program of federal assis-
tance expires June 30.

The Senate Committee bill
provides less assistance, with strict-
er conditions, than legislation passed
by the House recently.

The House bill authorizes $2 bil-
lion in long-term (15-year) federal
guarantees of city bonds, to be avail-
able immediately.

The Senate Committee bill pro-
vides $1.5 billion in federal guaran-
tees, over a staggered time period. In
fiscal 79, $500 million would be
available, to be followed by the avail-
ability of $500 million in fiscal '80
and $250 million in 1981. The other
$250 million would be provided as an
incentive to New York City to bal-
ance its budget.

No date has been set as yet for a
vote by the full Senate.

—Elliott Alman

NACo Public Affairs helps

the media meet you. 5

For the second time at an
annual conference, radio
interviews will be produced. All

delegates are invited to participate.

Interviews are done by NACo staff

using the telephone as a microphone.

i . SR

Think County is more than a theme for the 1978 S d
Annual NACo Conference. It means an action e
plan to tell the folks at home that counties )
count. ... that county governments are the

$) (9

governments closest to most people.

The action plan includes press ~
releases, telephone interviews to L)

. . ﬁ

your radio stations and the full
facilities of a professional press /2 &
room b/ 0 B

Other NACo staff will S

be reporting on conference
activities and will prepare ’

a closing day press release J

you can take home with
you to tell your news

media about the

conference if they could

Local radio stations record
the interview—usually
60 seconds—for the next
news broadcast or as a
special feature. The
whole process takes just

10 minutes including a brief training
session and a review of the questions.

Every conferencegoer has a great story to tell.

not come. Or, if you fill out

the hometown press release form in your

conference packet and drop it off as
directed, a press release will be
mailed to your local news media.

NACo staff will do their best to help you tell it from
the conference, according td NACo Public Affairs
Director Beth Denniston. “We want to translate
‘Think Counties’ into action,” she said.

The radio room will be in Room 202 of the
Georgia World Congress Center and will be open:

Monday, July 10—8:30 a.m,4 p.m.

Tuesday, July 11—24 p.m.

Wednesday, July 12—9 a.m.-3 p.m.
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Counties & Clean Air

WASHINGTON, D.C.—In the past two weeks, the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Department of
Transportation (DOT) have issued policies having
significance for air quality; transportation, industrial and
residential development; and county and other local
government involvement in air quality planning.

e DOT and EPA have agreed on the procedures to be
followed for integrating transportation and air quality planning.
Under their memorandum of understanding, DOT and EPA will
jointly review programs for construction and improvement of
transportation systems and plans for improving air quality

through transportation controls.

In addition, EPA Administrator Douglas Costle and
Transportation Secretary Brock Adams have signed the
transportation/air quality guidelines, which spell out the process
for revising transportation and air quality plans for areas which
have not attained.ozone (smog) or carbon monoxide standards
imposed by the Clean Air Amendments of 1977. (Motor vehicles
are major emitters of these two pollutants.)

® FPA has proposed to weaken the smog standard. This
means that several areas where pollutant concentrations
exceed the old standard will no longer be in violation. Many

—

areas will have a lighter burden of developing strategies, s

as transportation controls, to attain air quality standards; spx
may avoid the transportation control process altogether '

e EPA has issued final regulations on protection of ajr
quality in areas with air cleaner than the air quality standarg:
require. These regulations, for “‘prevention of significant
deterioration of air quality' (PSD), have been hotly debateq
months. In addition to preserving clean air, they will have ;
major effect on the siting of new sources of air pollution, sy
power plants, and will require many new Sources to insta
expensive control equipment.

W

s r-'

In a joint press conference June 16, DOT and EPA announced
how they intend to integrate transportation and air quality
planning. The negotiations, which took place over eight months,
were initiated by the 1977 amendments to the Clean Air Act.

The amendments place renewed emphasis on cleaning up
air pollution that results from motor vehicle emissions and on
coordinating air quality programs with transportation programs.
More than ever before, transportation officials will have to take
air quality into account.

The memorandum of understanding is essentially an
“‘agreement to agree."’ Major issues include:

e The extent to which existing or planned transportation
systems (especially streets and highways) will be modified or
restricted for air quality purposes.

e The amount of funding distributed by DOT for highway
construction or public transit.

e The consideration of air quality issues in various stages of
transportation planning and implementation.

DOT and EPA will resolve these and other issues through joint
administration of the urban transportation planning process.
Specifically, EPA and DOT will coordinate in these ways:

e DOT and EPA regional offices will have the opportunity to
jointly review the Unified Work Program, the annual planning
certification, the Transportation Improvement Program, and
other transportation plans to ensure that each includes
adequate air quality planning tasks. Disagreements shall be
referred to the DOT Secretary, who will consult with the EPA
administrator before a final decision.

e DOT and EPA regional offices will have the opportunity to
jointly review the revised SIPs (air quality plans) to see if they
meet DOT goals of mobility and safe and efficient
transportation. Disagreements shall be referred to the EPA
administrator, who will decide the issues after carefully
considering the DOT Secretary’s views.

Transportation/Air Quality
Planning Guidelines

Guidelines for transportation/air quality planning were issued
by the Department of Transportation and the Environmental
Protection Agency June 16. Barbara Blum, EPA deputy
administrator, noted that earlier efforts to combat smog through
transportation planning have taught governments one
overriding lesson: ‘‘truly successful transportation planning
must come from the local level with state and federal support.”

The guidelines are identical to those discussed in the report,
“Transportation and Air Quality Planning,” in the June 19 issue
of County News. A limited number of copies of both the
guidelines and the DOT/EPA memorandum of
understanding are available from Ivan Tether, of NACoR’s
Clean Air Project.

As many county officials can testify, highway and transit
programs under the DOT umbrella are not well integrated,
particularly at the local level. The Urban Mass Transit

DOT, EPA agree on transportationl
air quality planning; regs issued

Administration (UMTA) and the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) have separate planning networks. UMTA coordinates
transit planning directly between its federal office and individual
urban areas; FHWA has a stronger regional organization, and
coordinates highway planning primarily with state governments.

Recent attempts to provide funding for local air quality
planning out of existing dollars for transportation planning
exemplified this lack of coordination. While federal offices of
EPA and DOT agreed to the fund transfer, results at the local
level were minimal.

Many questions remain about how the transportation/air
quality planning processes will be integrated locally. NACo staff
who track clean air and transportation issues are preparing a
report targeting those points where air quality planning should
be considered in the transportation planning process.

EPA proposes to
relax smog standards

EPA has proposed to relax slightly its air quality standard for
“photochemical oxidants’'—better known as smog. In addition,
the amount of smog in the air will be judged according to the
amount of ozone in the air. According to studies, the presence
of ozone is a better indicator of the hazard of smog pollution
than the presence of photochemical oxidants.

Smog is produced when exhaust from motor vehicles, and
certain other sources, reacts with sunlight. This pollutant
affects the human respiratory system, and is particularly
harmful to young people, old people, and people with respiratory
ailments, such as asthma. EPA has found that harmful effects
do not begin to occur until concentrations of smog reach 0.15
parts per million. Many urban areas will experience harmful
smog pollution this summer.

The current smog standard permits an average concentration
of 0.08 parts of oxidants for every million parts of air during any
given hour throughout the year. The proposed standard would
permit up to 0.10 parts of ozone per million parts of air (per
hour).

Relaxation of the smog standard would benefit certain areas
with marginal pollution problems. Areas that meet the proposed
standard would not be required to undertake the complex
requirements for ‘‘nonattainment areas’’—at least not for
attainment of the smog standard.

Currently, however, relaxation of the smog standard is only a
proposal, and would take months to become effective. The EPA
proposal, which appears in the June 22 issue of the Federal
Register, tells when comments are due and where they should
be sent. During the comment period the current standard will
remain in effect, and areas that violate the current standard will
be required to undertake transportation/air quality planning.

Final regs aim to
keep clean air clean

EPA's final regulations for prevention of significant
deterioration of air quality (PSD) were published June 19
Federal Register (Volume 43, pages 26,380-26,410). The PS|
regulations aim at preserving air quality in areas that are
cleaner than standards require. Without PSD, pollution in
‘“‘clean’’ areas would be allowed to increase until air quality
barely met the national ambient standards.

Effect on Counties

PSD requirements have important effects on local air quai
and industrial development. EPA's proposed regulations on
Intergovernmental Consultation (43 Federal Register, pages
21,466-21,470) recognize this by requiring the agency whict
plans and implements the PSD program to consult with loca
agencies and elected officials of local governments. Individu
areas can usually choose among three types of PSD
classifications. Classifications vary according to the amountd
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new emissions—new industrial growth—permitted. Countyax armer
other local governments must participate in weighing the
importance of clean air and industrial development to thei e De

communities. evelopr
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Basic Structura of PSD

The PSD regulations establish a baseline of existing air
pollution for each area which is cleaner than the standards
require. Starting from this point, different amounts of increass
pollutant concentrations are permitted according to whetherz
area is designated Class |, I, or Ill. Designations are general
made by the state in consultation with affected local
governments.

* Rure
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At present, only particulate matter and sulfur dioxide are The fis
covered by PSD. Classes are defined by the maximum ";]0 mill
Dpropri

increases in concentrations of these pollutants that will be
permitted. Only slight increases are permitted in a Class | are
moderate increases in a Class |l area; and fairly substantia
increases in a Class Il area. In no case are increases permi

/€ perce
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eat, pul
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that will violate the air quality standards. Areas should seet ligible -
designation according to their desires for clean air, 1.€., 10 ppulatic
promote tourism, or for major industrial development bvernm

The tools required for PSD are review of new sources anc
revision of the state air quality implementation plan (SIP)
Generally, new sources of pollution over a certain size w
locate in a PSD are required to install the best pollution
control technology that is available. The ‘*'size” of a new sou
is measured by its potential discharge of emissions. The SIPs liceed 5(
the plan that spells out all pollution control requirements erage j
areas in a particular state. Use of the SIP as a tool for Qtion pe;
preventing significant air deterioration means that requireme e maxi
on existing sources can be strengthened in order to keep pst and
pollution concentrations within the amount permitted for et ants fo
area.
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Who Installs Best Available Control Technology? .500, 4

The 1977 Clean Air Amendments required that certain ly
of new facilities with a potential to emit 100 tons or more 0!
sulfur dioxide (SO,) or particulate matter (PM) and all other
with a potential to emit 250 tons or more of these pollutanis
must install best available control technology. Substantia
controversy arose over whether ‘‘potential’’ emissions mea"!
emissions with or without control devices installed. Many Mo«
sources would be subject to the stringent “‘best available
requirement if potential were defined to mean without cor
devices.
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EPA's regulations define “‘potential’’ as emissions withou! il * Bus
controls applied. This would subject about 4,000 new sources l10.422)
per year to best available controls, and an expensive review R
process, were it not for an important exemption: the regu/a! 1 ojoercftlss

exempt new sources with allowable (with control) emission
less than 50 tons per year, 1,000 pounds per day, and 100
pounds per hour (whichever is most restrictive) from the best
available control requirement. This limits the number of nev

siness
prove
imate j

sources subject to the control requirement to about 1 600pe d',?(ftlﬁ
year. Opulati
lle, Spi
There are literally dozens of conditions, exceptions, and Overnm
additional requirements in the regulations. Affected offici S Monulati
urged to consult the full text in the Federal Register. They 3/
also welcome to contact the NACoR Clean Air Project for Uil » Ry
details.
—Ivan Tether, NAVW Fiscal
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Jepartment of
griculture

lirmers Home Administration

iral Development Programs (Rural

Jvelopment Act of 1972): These programs are
mnistered by the Farmers Home

imnistration (FmHA) with 1,780 local

unty offices, each run by a county

pervisor. A summary of grant and loan

ograms follows:

' Rural Water and Waste Disposal Grants
dLoans (OMB # 10.418)

The fiscal '78 appropriation for grants is

3l million and $750 million has been
propriated for loans at an interest rate of
tpercent with terms up to 40 years. Eligible
wvities include projects to develop, store,

it, purify, or distribute water and projects
wlect, treat, or dispose of solid waste.

gible applicants are defined as areas of
pulation up to 10,000, with units of local
ernment getting preference.

brants and loans may be combined for

lect costs, the ratio being determined by
eagency rule mandating that the

umunity’s debt-repayment level equal one
tent of the median income. Grants may not
teed 50 percent of the project cost, the

frage in fiscal '76 being 30 percent. Legis-
in pending before Congress would boost
j:maximum grant to 50 percent of project

fiiand provide an additional $50 million in

ints for the current fiscal year.

' Rural Development Grants (OMB #
500, 49.001)

fiscal "78 appropriation is $10 million for
Uects to facilitate development of private
“ness enterprises including development,
istruction, acquisition of land, buildings,
“Iis, equipment, access streets and roads,
King, utility extension, water and waste
tities, refinancing, services, and fees.
‘Imunities with a population up to 10,000
teligible.

' Business and Industry Loans (OMB
10.422)

For fiscal *78, $1 billion will be available for
Uects to improve, develop, and finance
‘iness, industry, and employment and to
Prove the economic and environmental
Nate in rural communities. Eligible areas
dinclude those not within a city of 50,000
inot adjacent to an urban area with a
Dulation density of 100 persons per square
. Special consideration is given to
"ernment units, other than cities, with a
Pulation of over 25,000.

' Rural Housing Programs (OMB # 10.514)

Fiscal '78 appropriations for Section 515

Count

This is a summary status of federal grant programs available
to county governments as of June 26, 1978. It updates County
News (Feb. 6, 1978 Special Report on Federal Grants). The
designated OMB number (#) refers to the corresponding
program number in the ‘“‘Catalogue of Federal Domestic
Assistance.”’ For further information, refer to the OMB
publication and/or contact the appropriate agency or

department’s regional office.

The Special Report on Federal Grants is cosponsored by the
Council of Intergovernmental Coordinators (CIC), an affiliated
organization established in 1966. CIC is devoted to the

following principles:

e to promote a greater exchange of federal/state assistance

program information

* to contribute to the improvement of federal/state

assistance programs

e toimprove techniques for securing and administering
federal/state assistance programs
e to foster better intergovernmental relations

Rental Loans was $690 million. These are direct
loans to private, nonprofit corporations and
consumer corporations to provide rental
housing for elderly low and moderate income
families. The loans may be used for
construction of new housing, purchase of new
or existing housing, or repair of existing rental
units.

The Section 514 Farm Labor Loan Program
(OMB # 10.405) has $10 million appropriated
for fiscal 78 and the 516 Farm Labor Grant
Program has a $7.5 million appropriation. This
funding is available for construction of rental
housing for farmworkers and goes to farm
owners, any state or political subdivision, or
any public or private nonprofit organization.
The loans carry 1 percent interest with terms
of 33 years, and grants can cover up to 90
percent of development costs.

The Section 524 Site Loans Program (OMB #
10.411) has a fiscal '78 appropriation of $3
million. These loans are available to public and
nonprofit organizations for the purchase and
development of sites on which low and
moderate income housing will be built. Legis-
lation pending before Congress would create a
major new rural housing program. The
program which will provide subsidized loans
for low income families to purchase homes will
become effective Oct. 1, 1979.

¢ Rural Planning Grants

The Rural Development Service will be
providing $5 million in Rural Planning Grants

this year, since it has received appropriations.
Counties wiil be able to apply for grants
covering up to 75 percent of project cost for
rural planning activities. The first grants are
expected to be made later this year.

Drought Assistance: FmHA administers the
portion of the Drought Relief Program that
provides assistance to communities below
10,000. The agency has $75 million in 50
percent-grants and $150 million in 5 percent
loans for short term water supply assistance.
Program funds may be used for improvement,
expansion, or construction of water supply
systems, and purchase and transportation of
water to provide immediate relief of existing
drought conditions. Emphasis will be given to
projects eliminating threats to public health or
safety.

Civil Service Commission

Bureau of Intergovernmental
Personnel Programs

Project Grants and Formula Grants
(Intergovernmental Personnel Act of 1970,
Title IT and I11) (OMB # 27.012): Congress
approved an appropriation of $20 million for
the Intergovernmental Personnel Act of 1970
(IPA) in fiscal '78.

The House has recommended $20 million for
fiscal 79; The Senate may be persuaded to in-

Times

On County Modernization

Special Report
122 on Federal Grants

crease this amount. NACo is working to in-
crease the fiscal '79 appropriation by $10
million. This additional funding will cover
costs for program expansion should efforts to
amend the legislation prove successful.

This program is administered by the Civil
Service Commission, Bureau of Intergover-
mental Personnel Programs. Grants are
provided to state and local governments to
develop and strengthen their personnel admin-
istration programs and to train government
employees in sound personnel and labor
management practices. The act also provides
for the interchange of personnel, on a tem-
porary. basis, between the federal, state and
local governments, as well as institutions of
higher learning. Additionally, the act en-
courages intergovernmental cooperation and
authorizes interstate compacts for personnel
and training activities. Eighty percent of these
funds are distributed to state governments on a
weighted formula, taking into account such
factors as size of population and the number of
state and local employees affected. Of this
amount, not less than 50 percent must be
allocated to local governments. The remaining
20 percent is to be used by the commission as
discretionary funds.

IPA grant assistance may be offered to local
governments in a number of ways: local
governments serving a population of 50,000 or
more may apply for and receive direct grants
to improve their personnel systems or train
their employees; combinations of local
governments (including smaller local
governments which collectively serve 50,000
or more persons) may group together to apply
for assistance; local governments of any size
may participate in statewide or other
intergovernmental IPA programs as
subgrantees or as participants in service
programs offered to local governments.

The administration of the IPA programs is
decentralized. With the exception of the most
far-reaching policy issues and decisions
regarding nationwide grant applications, all
decisions are made at the regional office level.
Also, in many states, the state office
designated by the governor to administer the
IPA grant program may also award subgrants
to local governments and other organizations.

IPA, as enacted in 1971, provided that the-.
federal match for programs funded by the Civil
Service Commission be 75 percent for the first
three years. An amendment was offered which
would have extended the 75 percent match for
an additional year, but it was defeated. NACo
strongly endorses the reinstatement of the 75-
25 percent matching requirement and will
continue to work on obtaining this
amendment. With the expansion of the
program in fiscal '78, state and local
allocations will be slightly increased above the
fiscal "77 amounts. NACo is currently attempt-
ing to add amendments, to Title VI of the Civil
Service Reform Act of 1978, now being marked
up, that would expand the act to include grant

- funding for general managernent projects for

state and local governments, and would
change the federal match from 50 percent to
66%3 percent. _ 3
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Federal Grants

Department of Commerce

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

Coastal Energy Impact Program (CEIP) (OMB
# 11.421): This grant and loan program is for
those states and local governments affected by
energy development in their coastal areas. The
program was established by Section 308 of the
Coastal Zone Management Act Amendments
of 1976.

Grants are available from state coastal
offices for planning, building or improving
public facilities, and repairing or preventing
environmental damage which results from
energy development. Loans and other credit
assistance is available when a local
government’s revenues from the energy
activity cannot sufficiently cover the costs.

Grant and loan assistance is allocated based
on projected Outer Continental Shelf
development, increased population and
employment from coastal energy projects, and
other impact factors.

Coastal Zone Management (OMB # 11.418-419):
Grants and other assistance may be available
from state coastal zone management offices
for the preparation of coastal zone
management programs and the
implementation of management or regulation
measures. This program is authorized by the
Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, and
the amount of assistance available to each
coastal county is determined by the state
which receives the federal allocation.

Section 305 grants may be available to
participate in the development of a state
coastal zone management program. Program
development must include consultation
between the state and local governments in
coastal areas. Section 306 grants may be
available to implement state coastal zone
management programs approved by the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration. Funds can be used to conduct
planning and research studies, develop
ordinances, and implement coastal zone or
land use management measures other than
land acquisition.

Economic Development
Administration

Public Works and Development Facilities
Grants (OMB # 11.300): This is a matchiug
grant program administered by the Economic
Development Administration. It is an
important source of funding for abating

substantial long-term unemployment through -

the construction of public facilities.

To be eligible for assistance, a project must
be located within an EDA-designated area or
designated Economic Development Center and
must be consistent with an Overall Economic
Development Program (OEDP). The principal
requirements for an area’s designation are
high unemployment or low family income.

Eligible projects may receive grants of up to
50 percent of project costs. Supplementary
grants are also available to severely distressed
areas.

For fiscal '78 Congress has appropriated
$184 million for public works facilities grants,
and has authorized $425 million for fiscal '79.
The House Appropriations Committee has ap-
proved $219 million for public works facilities
grants for fiscal '79.

Business and Industrial Loans (OMB # 10.422):
This direct loan guarantee program,
administered by EDA, is designed to
encourage private industry to locate or expand
new facilities in EDA-designated areas with
substantial unemployment or low per capita
income, thereby creating or retaining
permanent jobs.

For fiscal 78 Congress has appropriated $53
million for the business and industrial
development loan program. The House Ap-
propriations Committee has approved $58
million for fiscal '79.

The types and limitations on available loans
vary depending on the assistance sought.

Technical Assistance (OMB # 303, 11.307): The
Economic Development Technical Assistance
Program is designed to help solve economic
problems by providing information, data, and
know-how in evaluating and shaping programs
for economic development.

Most often EDA provides technical
assistance frants of up to 75 percent to

applicants with the nonfederal share made up
of cash or in-kind services. In contrast to other
EDA programs, the technical assistance
program is not limited to EDA-designated
areas; it can be used in any area where it can
assist in dealing with economic problems.

In fiscal 78 Congress has appropriated $32
million for the program. The House Ap-
propriations Committee has approved $34
million for fiscal '79.

Special Economic Development and
Adjustment Assistance (OMB # 11.307): The
Economic Adjustment Assistance Program
(Title IX) is intended to help states and local
governments respond to actual or threatened
economic adjustments related to federal or
other actions.

Two types of assistance are provided:
development grants to help plan a strategy for
responding to economic adjustment problems,

~ and implementation grants.

Grants are made for up to 75 percent with a
nonfederal share, cash or in-kind services
required.

For fiscal '78 Congress has appropriated $72
million for this program. The House Ap-
propriations Committee has approved $100
million for fiscal '79. The Administration,
however, has asked for authorization of $80
million. If this is approved, Title IX will
operate at a level of $180 million in fiscal '79. It
also has requested in the urban policy an ad-
ditional $275 million for Title IX to be used
only in conjunction with the proposed National
Development Bank.

Community Services
Administration

Community Action (OMB # 49.002): The fiscal
'"78 budget estimate for this program is $330
million. Project grants are awarded to a
designated Community Action Agency (CAA)
to mobilize and channel the resources of
private and public organizations and
institutions into antipoverty actions. Projects
may include community organization; job
development, placement, and follow-up. Funds
may be used for administrative costs of CAAs,
nonprogram staff activities, and locally
developed programs which further the
objectives of community action.

A CAA must be designated by a local
government. The applicant initially must have
applied for recognition as a CAA under the
provisions of Office of Economic Opportunity

instruction 6302-2. Submit applications to the
CSA.

Community Food and Nutrition (OMB #
49.005): To help communities counteract
hunger and malnutrition among the poor,
project grants and contracts are awarded to
public and private agencies and nonprofit
groups. Funds are flexible and may be used in
a variety of ways depending on the needs and
resources of the communities (i.e., for starting
community nutrition programs). Funds are not
to be used for continuing or long-range
nutrition programs. Any agency which
proposes to operate a Community Food and

‘Nutrition project should submit proposed

plans to its local CAA for application to CSA
headquarters in Washington, D.C. The fiscal
'78 estimate is $27.5 million.

Community Economic Development (OMB #
49.011): Project grants are awarded to
Community Development Corporations (CDC)
to carry out special impact programs in one of
three basic categories: business development;
community development; and training, public
service employment and social services. In
conjunction with the first two categories, a
CDC may support manpower, health, or social
service programs. These activities are
secondary and must be supportive of the
primary business and community development
programs. Contact CSA regional office for an
application. The fiscal '78 estimate is$30
million.

Public Assistance Training Grants—Title XX
(OMB # 13.772): These grants provide for the
training and retraining of personnel as directly
related to the provision of public assistance
services. States must include the grant
application in its state Title XX plan. The

state must put up the 25 percent match for the -

training grant. The fiscal '78 estimate is $50.85
million.

Department of Energy

State Energy Conservation Plans (OMB #
80.001 and 80.003): Under the Energy Policy
and Conservaton Act (EPCA) of 1976, states

~were awarded grants to develop state energy
conservation plans, designed to reduce energy
use by 5 percent by 1980. To be eligible for
funds, states were required to develop
programs to reduce energy use in five
mandatory areas (including thermal efficiency
standards for buildings and right-turns-on-
red).

Six months later, in August 1976, Congress
passed the Energy Conservation and
Production Act (ECPA) which began the
supplemental State Energy Conservation
Plans. This program requires states to
coordinate their statewide conservation
programs with other local and federal efforts.
The terms of financial and technical assistance
for counties will vary on a state-by-state basis.
Although there is no mandatory pass-through
to local governments, some states are funding
local efforts with ECPA funds. Counties
should contact their State Energy Office for
more information on this program.

Like other energy programs, funding for
state conservation efforts is tied up in the
congressional deliberations over the National
Energy Act. The House-Senate conferees, ap-
propriated $64.1 million for fiscal '78 ECPA-
EPCA programs and $51 million for fiscal '79.

Solar Commercial Grants (OMB # 24.024): The :

Energy Research and Development
Administration, now part of the Department
of Energy (DOE), has awarded grants to local
governments, as well as other public and
private organizations, for solar energy
demonstrations in commercial (nonresidential)
buildings. Grants are awarded on the basis of
technological innovation, geographical
representation, type of building, etc.

Because the commercial demonstration
project is only one part of a large research and

€

nvir

demonstration budget, dollar figures are p
exact. However, in the third year of the
project, DOE expects to award nearly 39

million in grants for the commercial buildiy, ' gen(

program; this compares to a total of $2.5

billion for the entire DOE research and

demonstration budget. eawide
During fiscal '78, solar commercial granis .ction 2

were awarded on a 50-50 cost-sharing basjs MB # 6t

The funds can be used only for the solar
system itself; the applicant must cover a||
other costs.
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Weatherization Assistance for Low-Incom R ionatic
and Elderly Persons (OMB # 80.002): Congres L:'ml!‘ii
passed legislation in 1976 to provide R icnal
weatherization assistance for low-income gy ! U}tic)n .
elderly citizens through the Federal Energy e ager
Administration, now part of DOE. The DO | hin 3 n

program began in the summer of 1977, with,
$27.5 million appropriation, even though the
Community Services Administration (CSA)

he act
50 milli
8d '80. 1

operated a similar program through blion fo
Community Action Agencies (CAAs). llion af

The DOE program awards grants to the smenta
states or to local governments and CAAsify S itte

state does not apply. In fiscal "77, each state omme

received a base allocation of $100,000 plusa bt indic:
percentage of the remainder. (Alaska, the sl buest w
exception, received a base allocation of

$200,000.) The states must give priority to e

CAAs that have been carrying out similar
programs under CSA, but general purpose
local governments are eligible subgrantees,

reatmer
ater Po

Ninety percent of the funds must be used for y ended
weatherization materials, such as insulation JMB # 6
and weatherstripping, in homes owned or pendity
rented by elderly and low-income citizens. o, fi

Congressional action on the weatherizatio [l ™ f_'s
program is tied up in deliberations on the ) [hf‘fo
National Energy Act; however, House-Senale i an
conferees have agreed on an authorization of bels ren
$130 million for fiscal '78 and $200 million ca TS

year for fiscal ‘79 and '80. Appropriations

oi $64.1 million in fiscal '78, and $200 millioni
fiscal 79 have been voted by the House
Appropriations Committee.
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: ot

vironmental Protection
) gency (EPA)

I[ilng

swide Wastewater Management Planning
nta ion 208 of the Clean Water Act of 1977)
Isis. \B 66.426): Section 208 calls for

(ewater treatment planning for all areas of
Il ountry. Each governor must designate
.wide and/or state agencies, with the state
ing final approval over all plans. ,
yere are three methods by which counties
. pe funded through the 208 process:
)me (- ation as an areawide agency;
1ZTess L.eracting a portion of the workplan frpm
:signated areawide agency; subcontracting
e and & rtion of the workplan from the designated
rgy azency, if the county is not included

)OE hinan areawide agency.
itha mheact authorizes the expenditure of up to
1 the L) million for each of the fiscal years "78, 79,

SA) 180, The President’s budget requests $50
lion for fiscal "79; this is in addition to $69
lion appropriated through fiscal 78 sup-

e nental budget. The Congressional sub-

s if the omittee considering this program has

tate ;mmended only $25 million for fiscal '79,

1S a \indications are that the President’s full

e sole west will be honored.

A struction Grants for Wastewater

s b.stment Works (Section 201 of the Federal
se sier Pollution Control Act of 1972, as
;; ended by the Clean Water Act of 1977)
. VB # 66.018): The act authorizes the
& enditure of $24.5 billion (fiscal ‘78, $4.5
5 jon; fiscal '79, $5 billion; fiscal ‘80, $5
: ion; fiscal ‘81, $5 billion; fiscal '82, $5 billion)
the construction of wastewater treatment
bnts and some collector systems. Funding
¢sremain at 75 percent of the total project
(s,
he construction grants program is
sgned to help communities meet the goal of
hlying the best practicable technology by
77,and ultimately the 1980 goal of
inating pollutant discharges into the
tion's waters.
(unicipalities, counties, intermunicipal
encies, states and interstate agencies who
vejurisdiction over disposal of sewage,
ustrial wastes or other wastes are eligibie to
ply for funds. The project must have as its
B mary purpose the treatment of domestic
stes from a community or larger region.
gible projects include construction or
ansion of sewage treatment plants
vding at least secondary treatment,
pstruction or rehabilitation of interceptor
&rs, construction, expansion, rehabilitation
ewage collection systems in most cases,
iconstruction of combined sewer overflow
firol systems.
finds are allocated annually among states
the basis of a ““needs survey."’ States have
«mbled their own priority lists under EPA
fllations to ensure that the most needed
lities will be constructed with the funds
iable. To be considered for federal
islance, a project must appear on the state
ity list. EPA and the states rank
isiruction of treatment facilities and needed

feceptor sewers above other types of
JecLs.

ation
e
enate
n of
)n each
1S

llion in

it grants process provides funds for
Jécts in three steps: preliminary planning,
4led design, and construction.

i December, the Clean Water Act was

“ed by Congress and signed by the

sident after considerable debate. Significant
"sions of the bill include:

Greater emphasis on the use of innovative
{iment techniques, including a revision of
‘st-effectiveness guidelines granting a 15
“ntadvantage to such techniques, federal
ing levels of 85 percent as compared with
¥rcent funding for conventional projects,
(the requirement that all conventional
sdemonstrate that innovative techniques
1ot be applied.

Funding for small privately-owned
‘ment systems, provided that a public
‘Yapplies for the funding and is

isible for operation and maintenance.

Continued authorization for the Clean

515_ f’grogram at a level of $60 million for

Authorization for delegation of the

_ ';U'uction grants program administration
“dle agencies, under regulations to be

toped by EPA.

ederal Grants

e Delegation of greater responsibility for
formulation of the state priority lists to the
state agencies, with limits on EPA
involvement in this process.

e Greater clarification of requirements for
treating industrial sewage, including a listing
of toxic pollutants, and amendments affecting
user charges and industrial cost recovery.

e Setting aside funding for rural
communities and for the rehabilitation and
reconstruction of existing systems. The full
$4.5 billion authorized by Congress for fiscal
'79 has been requested in the Administration
budget. Recent House subcommittee activity
has sought to reduce that amount to $4.2
billion specifically because of concerns about
the expense and efficacy of funding advanced
wastewater treatment (AWT) facilities. The
Administration has opposed this possible
reduction in funds, and compromise or full
restoration to the original request seems likely.

For more information on wastewater
treatment construction grants, contact the
local state water pollution control board, the
EPA regional administrator or Harold P.
Cahill, director, Municipal Construction
Division, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, 401 M Street, S.W., Washington, D.C.
20460; (202) 426-8986.

Air Quality Implementation Plan Revision:
The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977
require states and local governments in
nonattainment areas to revise State
Implementation Plans (SIPs) by Jan. 1, 1979.
Section 175 authorizes EPA to make grants to
any organization of local elected officials with
transportation or air quality maintenance
planning responsibilities recognized by the
state.

The grant recipient is determined by
agreement between state and local
governments or by designation by the
governor. Grants shall be 100 percent of the
additional cost of developing revisions to SIPs
in nonattainment areas. Funds are available
for the first two fiscal years following receipt
of an initial grant. .

County officials should contact their
regional EPA office for information or their
state air quality central office. County officials
should seek designation as a local agency to
cooperate with the state in developing SIP
revisions.

The 1977 amendments authorize the
appropriation of $75 million to be available
until expended. At present, however, this fun-
ding has not been appropriated. President
Carter requested $25 million in his March ur-
ban policy statement. It is expected that this
amount and some additional appropriation will
be available in October for fiscal "79.

County officials should keep tabs on this ap-
propriation via their regional EPA office.
Meanwhile, letters to the Administration ex-
pressing concern over delay of this vital fun-
ing are in order.

Solid and Hazardous Waste Management
Program Support Grants (OMB # 66.451): A
number of provisions in the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act are designed
specifically for meeting county planning and
implementation needs in solid waste
management. These include (with fiscal ‘79
authorizations—not appropriations):
planning grants including pass-

through of state grants ($40 million);
implementation grants ($15 million); and
Special Communities Assistance ($2.5 million)
in Section 4008 of the act, plus Rural
Communities Assistance ($25 million) in
Section 4009.

Of the funds authorized for fiscal ‘79, the
House Appropriations subcommittee has
recommended $11.2 million for state planning
assistance, little of which is likely to be passed
through to counties and cities. However, the
subcommitee did provide $15 million for
resource recovery facility planning by counties
and cities as part of the Administration’s
urban policy. In addition, $25 million was
proposed for funding of program development
in solid waste and air quality, with the division
of funds between those programs to be decided
by EPA. Although these funding levels are
still low compared to need, they are a great
improvement over fiscal 78 in which no funds
were available to counties.

Another element in the fiscal '79 funding
package in the House is $15 million for state

hazardous waste planning. If a county is
interested is developing a hazardous waste
management program or carrying out an
inventory of facilities within the county or
conducting any other planning functions in
that area, it should contact the state about the
possibility of pass-through funding.

Resource Conservation and Recovery Panels

(OMB # 66.450): Technical Assistance Panels
comprise the only source of assistance for
counties in fiscal '78. Any county seeking
technical assistance in collection, disposal,
material or energy recovery, or other solid
waste management functions should write to
the panels coordinator, Office of Solid Waste in
the appropriate regional EPA office or to
NACo. A request for assistance should be as
specific as possible, and it must be signed by
an elected or appointed county official.

Other Sources of Solid Waste Assistance:

e Community Deveiopment Block Grants:
Solid waste disposal facilities are eligible under
the Community Development Block Grant
program of the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, particularly if the
facilities will principally benefit low and
moderate income people. (See Community
Development.)

e Economic Development
Administration/Public Works: Solid waste
activities are eligible for funds under the
Department of Commerce through the Local
Public Works Act of 1976. (See Public Works
and Development Facilities Grants under
Department of Commerce.)

e Construction Grants for Wastewater
Treatment Works: A county may apply for
funding under the Construction Grants
Program for planning, design, and
construction of facilities to treat and dispose
of sewage sludge. If a county wishes to dispose
of sludge in conjunction with municipal solid
waste by means of incineration or landfill, it is
possible that a grant may be available under
this program for the percentage of the cost
required for sludge disposal. Land costs will be
eligible only if sludge is applied to the land as a
form of treatment. (See Construction Grants
under Environmental Protection Agency.)

e Areawide Wastewater Management
Planning (Section 208 of the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act): Analysis of alternative
methods of treatment and disposal of sewage
sludge may be funded under some
circumstances through the 208 process. (See
Areawide Wastewater Management under
EPA.)

e Farmers Home Administration: The
Department of Agriculture provides
assistance primarily to rural counties for the
installation repair improvement or expansion
of solid waste disposal systems. (See Rural
Water and Waste Disposal Grants and Loans.)

¢ Regional Commissions: Solid waste
management grants are generally available
from the eight regional commissions
(Appalachian, Coastal Plains, Four Corners,
New England, Old West, Ozarks, Pacific
Northwest, Upper Great Lakes). Grants are
awarded based on applications approved
through the appropriate state offices.
Generally, grants are available for technical
assistance and feasibility studies but not for
construction. However, some commissions are
able to grant funds for construction through
their supplemental program. (Counties should
contact their appropriate regional
commission.)

Health, Education and
Welfare (HEW)

On June 8, the House voted 290 to 87 to cut
$1 billion from the fiscal '79 Labor-HEW
appropriations bill (H.R. 12929). The reduction
would be limited to programs cited by HEW’s
inspector general as being subject to fraud and
abuse (Medicaid, Medicare, student loans,
AFDC, compensatory education).

The amendment to cut the money, however,
does not specify specific program reductions.
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The Secretary of HEW is given the
responsibility to reduce ‘‘waste, fraud and
abuse’ in those areas cited by the inspector
general. The House bill is $643 million over the
President’s request. It allows federal funds for
abortions only if the woman'’s life would be in
danger by carrying fetus to term. This
language is much more restrictive than
existing law. The differences in language
between the House and Senate tied up final
passage of the money bill for five months last
year. It could happen again this year.

Since many authorization bills for programs
of concern to counties are still pending (over
20), supplemental budget will be required to
fund such programs as health maintenance
organizations, emergency medical services,
immunizations, alcoholism, drug abuse,
mental health, programs administered by
HEW'’s Center for Disease Control, CETA,
aging, youth development, rehabilitation,
developmental disabilities, and the omnibus
Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

Furthermore, the President has threatened
to veto any bill which he believes to be
inflationary. On the Senate side, the Labor-
HEW appropriations subcommittee has added
more dollars to health and education programs
than its House counterpart. Therefore, a
House-Senate conference committee to resolve
the conflicts might not convene until July and,
depending on the abortion language, might not
report out a bill until late summer.

Given all these uncertainties, abortion
language differences, unauthorized bills, veto
threats and differing dollar levels, the health
and education programs of concern to counties
are listed below with last year’s dollar figures.
All of the programs will be continued in fiscal
"79 with minor changes, except for the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act.
Use last year’s figures as a guide until NACo
staff has sufficient information to update the
health and education section of the federal aid
supplement to County News, or contact Mike
Gemmell or Tony McCann for further
information.

The House and Senate ended a five-month
deadlock last December over federal funding of
abortions for Medicaid-eligible women. It also
approved a continuing resolution to fund all
programs administered by the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare (HEW)
through fiscal '78.

Medicaid can now fund abortions in cases
where the mother’s life would be endangered
by a full-term pregnancy, where rape or incest
causing the pregnancy is reported promptly to
the police or public health agencies, or where
two doctors determine that severe and long-
lasting physical health damage would result in
the mother from a full-term pregnancy.

Education

Most major education programs of interest
to counties will expire this year. Congress,
however, is expected tu reauthorize them. For
further information on these programs,
contact the HEW regional office or state
commission of education.

Education for the Handicapped—Formula
Grants (OMB # 13.427, 13.443, 13.444, 13.445
and 13.449): These programs provide funds to
extend and improve comprehensive education
programs for handicapped children. The
money is distributed on a formula basis.
Project grants are also available. Congress
appropriated $520 million for fiscal "78.

Education for Disadvantaged
Children—Formula Grants (OMB # 13.428):
This program provides funds to expand and
improve educational programs to meet needs
of educationally disadvantaged children in low
income areas. (This is more commonly known
as Title I of the elementary and Secondary
Education Act.) Congress appropriated $2.7
billion for fiscal '78.

Higher Education (OMB # 13.453 and 13.463):
This program provides several funding sources
for higher education programs such as student
assistance, work-study, insured loans,
facilities, among others. Congress
appropriated $3.7 billion for fiscal '78.

Head Start or Child Development—Project
Grants (OMB # 13.600): This program provides
project grants and contracts to public or
nonprofit agencies to provide educational,
nutritional, health and social services to
preschool children of low income families.
Congress appropriated $595 million for fiscal
"78.
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Federal Grants

Impact Aid—Formula Grants (OMB # 13.478):
This program is similar to the payments-in-lieu
of taxes program. It reimburses local school
districts for costs incurred in educating
children whose parents live and/or work on
federal installations or live in government-
subsidized public housing. Congress
appropriated $800 million for the program.
The Administration has proposed cutting back
impact aid funds by $398 million by
eliminating payments for category B children
(children of parents who work on federal
property but live in the community).

Health

Comprehensive Public Health
Services—Formula Grants (OMB # 13.210):
This program provides formula grants to state
health and mental heal¢h authorities, including
county public health departments, to assist in
establishing and maintaining adequate
community mental and environmental public
health services. Congress has appropriated
$90 million for fiscal '78. Contact HEW
regional health administrator or state health
officer.

Community Health Centers (OMB # 13.224):
This program provides project grants to public
(county) and nonprofit private agencies,
institutions, and organizations to support a
full range of public health services to meet
special needs at the community level,
especially on health problems of regional or
national significance. Congress has
appropriated $247 million for fiscal '78.
Contact HEW regional health administrator
for the Bureau of Community Health Services.

Home Health Services—Project Grants (OMB
# 13.888): These grants are available to public
and nonprofit private agencies [as defined in
section 1861(o) of the Social Security Act] to
provide home health services [as defined in
section 1861(m) of the Social Security Act] to
areas in which such services are not otherwise
available. Funds ($6 million for fiscal "78) are to
be given, at the discretion of HEW, to meet
initial establishment and operational costs of
such agencies. They may also be used by
existing agencies to expand these services and
for training professional and paraprofessional
health personnel. Preference is to be given to
areas with a large number of elderly, medically
indigent, or both.

Health Maintenance Organization Services
(HMOs) (OMB # 13.256): This program
provides project grants, research grants,
direct loans and guaranteed/insured loans to
public and private nonprofit organizations
that plan this program. Congress appropriated
$21 million for fiscal '78. Contact HEW-
regional health administrator for the Bureau
of Community Health Services.

Family Planning Projects (OMB # 13.217): This
is a project grant program, which provides
support to states, counties and cities, or
private nonprofit entities to provide
educational, comprehensive medical and social
services dealing with contraception and other
family planning methods, the health of
mothers and children, and the reduction of
maternal and infant mortality. Congress has
appropriated $132 million for fiscal '78.
Contact the HEW regional health
administrator for the Bureau of Community
Health Services.

Family Planning Services Training Grants
(OMB # 13.260): This program provides project
grants and research contracts to public or
nonprofit private entities for developing
inservice training for project staffs to improve
the delivery of family planning services.
Congress has appropriated $3.6 million for
fiscal '78. Contact the HEW regional
administrator for the Bureau of Community
Health Services.

Maternal and Child Health Services—Formula
Grants (OMB # 13.232): This program provides
project grants to state health agencies and
institutions of higher learning and formula
grants to state health agencies for the purpose
of funding extension and improvement
programs for reducing infant mortality and
improving the health of mothers and children,
and specml projects of regional or

natienal significance. Congress has

approp iated $322 million to fund this
program in fiscal '78. Contact the state

health agencies.

WIC Program—Project Grants (OMB # 10.557):
This special supplemental food program for
women, infants and children (WIC) provides
$20 worth of food monthly to low income
pregnant and nursing mothers and their
children. Funds are allocated to states and
counties for program administration.
Approximately $250 million will be available in
fiscal '78.

Crippled Children’s Services (OMB # 13.211):
This program provides formula grants to state
and county crippled children’s agencies to use
in extending and improving medical and
related services to crippled children, and
project grants to state crippled children’s
agencies and institutions of higher learning for
special projects of regional or national
significance, which may contribute to the
advancement of services for crippled children.
Approximately $90 million will be available in
fiscal '78. Contact the HEW regional health
administrator for the Bureau of Community
Health Services or the state administrator.

Sudden Infant Death Syndrome (SIDS)
Information and Counseling Program (OMB #
13.292): This program provides project grants
to public or private nonprofit entities to
collect, analyze and furnish information
relating to the causes of sudden infant death
syndrome and provides information and
counseling to families affected by the sudden
infant death syndrome. Congress has
appropriated $3 million for this program in
fiscal '78. Contact the HEW regional
administrator, Office of Maternal and Child
Health.

Migrant Health Grants (OMB # 13.246): This
program provides project grants to states,
counties or cities, or nonprofit private
agencies, institutions or organizations for
establishing and operating family health
services, clinics, or other projects designed to
improve health conditions or provide health
services and to raise the health status of
migratory seasonal farmworkers and their
families. Congress has appropriated $34.5
million in fiscal '78. Contact the HEW regional
health administrator for the Bureau of
Community Health Services.

Emergency Medical Services—Project Grants
(OMB # 13.284): This program provides project
grants to states, units of general purpose local
government or other public or private
nonprofit agencies to assist and encourage the
development of comprehensive emergency
medical services systems throughout the
country. Congress has appropriated $42.6
million for fiscal '78. Contact HEW regional
administrator, Emergency Medical Services.

Hemophilia Diagnostic and Treatment
Centers (OMB # 13.296): This program
provides project grants in order to expand the
nationwide availability of comprehensive
outpatient diagnostic and treatment centers
for persons with hemophilia, particularly in
areas where the greatest number of severe or
moderate cases exist. Congress has
appropriated $3 million for fiscal '78. For more
information, contact the HEW regional
administrator for the Bureau of Community
Health Services.

Hypertension Program—Formula Grants
(OMB # 13.882): This program assists state and
local health agencies in meeting and
maintaining adequate community services.
These services include screening, detection,
diagnosis, prevention and referral for
treatment of hypertension. Congress has
appropriated $11 million for fiscal "78.

Development Disabiiities—Project and
Formula Grants (OMB # 13.631): This program
provides formula grants to help states, public
agencies and nonprofit organizations provide
services for construction, administration and
staffing of projects designed to improve
rehabilitation of the developmentally disabled
(substantially handicapped). The priority for
funding is placed on establishing community-
based programs for the disabled and the
deinstitutionalization of these persons.
Congress has appropriated $6.5 million for
building facilities, $19 million for service
grants, and $33 million for state formula
grants for projects in fiscal '78.

Vocational Rehabilitation Services (OMB #
13.630): This program provides grants to states
and counties for vocational rehabilitation
services, and supports programs of
rehabilitation research, training, and special

W

projects. Congress has appropriated $45
million for fiscal '78 for special projects, and
$760 million for state grants.

Health Planning (Health Systems Agencies)
—Project Grants (OMB # 13.294): Through
project grants, this program provides for
effective planning at the area level to meet
problems in health care delivery systems,
inadequate distribution of health care facilities
and manpower, and increasing health care
costs. Congress has appropriated $107 million
for fiscal "78. No more money has been
appropriated for public general hospitals. For
more information, contact NACo.

National Health Service Corps (OMB # 13.258,
13.288): This program provides specialized
services to areas critically short of health
personnel in order to improve the delivery of
health care and services to residents. New
health manpower legislation has redefined
shortage areas to include population groups,
medical facilities, and public institutions like
prisons and inner-city areas which have
trouble recruiting doctors. Applications may
be made by state and local health agencies or
other appropriate public or nonprofit health or
health-related organizations. Congress has
appropriated $43 million for fiscal "78. Contact
the HEW regional administrator for the
National Health Service Corps.

Family Medicine/Primary Care Training
Grants (OMB # 13.379): This provides project
grants to public and nonprofit private
hospitals to cover the cost of developing and
operating residency training programs in
family medicine and primary care. Congress
has appropriated $45 million for family
medicine, and $15 million for primary care
programs for fiscal '78. Contact the HEW
regional administrator for the Division of
Medicine, Bureau of Health Manpower.

Allied Health Professions Special Project
Grants (OMB # 13.305): This program provides
project grants to states, counties and cities, or
private nonprofit agencies for use in planning,
establishing, developing, demonstrating, or
evaluating programs, methods, or techniques
for training of allied personnel. Congress has
appropriated $16.5 million for fiscal "78.
Contact HEW regional administrator for the
Division of Associated Health Professions,
Bureau of Health Manpower.

Advanced Nurse Training (OMB # 13.299):
Through project grants, this program
prepares registered nurses to teach in the
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administrative or supervisory capacities in 800): Thi
nursing specialties and as nurse clinicians Quct res
Congress has appropriated $12 million for ipation
fiscal '78. Contact the HEW regional bide tec
administrator for the Division of Nursing, r and i
Bureau of Health Manpower. jenition
Bfe oru
Nurse Practitioner Training proper |
Program—Project Grants (OMB # 13.298): Thi: lllipment.
program provides funds to educate qualified jon for 1
registered nurses to provide primary health linistra
care. Congress has appropriated $13 million Lipatior
for fiscal '78. Contact the HEW regional
administrator for the Division of Nursing, pation
Bureau of Health Manpower. ning G
jides pr
Community Mental Health Centers—Staffing , OF pr
and Construction (OMB # 13.240): This fuct res
program provides project grants to iminat;
appropriate states, counties and cities, and K envirg
private nonprofit agencies for the purpose of ith and/
building community mental health centers, fram pr
improving organization and allocation of W chnica
mental health services, and providing modern gress h
treatment and care. Congress has gram fo
appropriated $26 million for first year bnal ad
operation; $210 million for continuation amura
programs; and $19 million to meet additional Dccupa
costs incurred by centers adding new services
(i.e., elderly, alcoholics, children). No money il Heal
has been appropriated for facilities assistance author
Contact state mental health centers rage of
construction agencies for further information Ices co
would
Mental Health Hospital Improvement Grants [ician s
Deinstitutionalization (OMB # 13.237): This CES pr
program provides project grants to €pract
installations which are a part of a state’s Orizes
formal system for institutional care of the ICES no
mentally ill for the purpose of improving the physici
quality of care, treatment and rehabilitation o/ ji#rtmen
patients. Congress has appropriated $5 million jicaid c
for fiscal '78. Contact the HEW regional act the
office for the Division of Mental Health inistra
Service Programs, ASAMHA. Ire anr
Mental Health Hospital Staff Development bllitat
Grants (OMB # 13.238): This program provides b and
project grants to installations which are a part #'s to si
of a state’s formal system for institutional care bili tati
of the mentally ill for staff development habilit.
programs at the subprofessional and ECLs; tr
professional levels. Congress has appropriated [JPUs typ
$2.2 million for fiscal '78. Contact the HEW ods of
regional office for the Division of Mental bilitat;
Health Service Programs, ADAMHA. flehen:
al rest
Disease Control Project Grants (OMB # ment ;
13.268): This program provides project granis [geress a
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¥Federal Grants

e or with 1ts consent, to any political
' on of instrumentality of a state, for
¥ v acommunicable disease control
" Congress has appropriated $23
~:‘{"or fiscal '78. It also appropriated $32
| _(or venereal disease programs.

r for Disease Cont-rol Investigations,

L sillance and Techmcgl Ass:S_tapce (OMB #
b This program provides training,

| services and counseling,

' nation of technical information, and
. of specialized services to states,

3| subdivisions of states, local health

| ties and individuals or organizations
qecialized health interests to assist in
Jling communicable diseases and other
.table health conditions. Congress has

| riated $53 million for this program for
‘=2 For further information, contact the
. for Disease Control.

ihood Lead-Based Paint Poisoning

0l (OMB # 13.266): This program provides
«t grants to encourage communities in
oping comprehensive lead-based paint
ning control programs and to assist

< inestablishing appropriate centralized
=tories. Eligible applicants are state and
| overnment agencies and appropriate
«fit organizations. Congress has

Foriated $10 million for this program for
78, Contact the regional health
L istrator for the Center for Disease

rol

1 Rodent Control (OMB # 13.267): This

um provides project grants to

priate states, counties and cities, or

brofit entities for supporting

prehensive community programs to reduce
‘tinfestations and conditions conducive
wjent infestations. Congress has

fopriated $13 million for fiscal '78. Contact
HEW regional health administrator for the
ier for Disease Control.

ppational Health (OMB # 13.262 and

Ii): This program provides funds to

fuct research, develop criteria for

pational safety and health standards, and
de technical services to government,
.and industry including training in the
fnition, avoidance, and prevention of

feor unhealthful working conditions and
proper use of adequate safety and health
pnent. Congress has appropriated $45

o for fiscal "78. Contact the HEW
nstrator for the National Institute of
pational Safety and Health.

pational Safety and Health Research and
ng Grants (OMB # 13.263): This program
tes project grants to states, counties and
. 0r private nonprofit agencies able to
ictresearch on occupational health aimed
nnating or controlling factors in the
eivironment which are harmful to the
tand/or safety of workers. Also, this
improvides project grants for training
‘nical, professional or graduate levels.
ress has appropriated $11 million for this

pram for fiscal '78. Contact the HEW
Rl administrator for the Office of

:nmura!_Activities. the National Institute
“upational Safety and Health.

IHealth Clinics: This program (P.L. 95-
tuthorizes Medicare and Medicaid
age of rural health clinic services.
s covered include services and supplies
Wuld be covered in conjunction with
‘tian services as well as additional
“sprovided by physician assistants or
practitioners. The program specifically
rizes Medicare and Medicaid to pay for
*“snot rendered directly in the presence
hysician. Many county health
"ments;may qualify for Medicare and
“ald coverage. For further information,
‘. the regional health care financing
Istrator. Medicare and Medicaid do not
®annual appropriations.

bilitation Services and Facilities (OMB #
'and 13.269): This program provides

“lo states and counties for vocational
litation services; it supports programs
bilitation research, training and special
s} trains professionals to deal with

IStypes of clients; and demonstrates new

05 of fostering innovative programs in
litation. The program funds

"ehensive services including physical and
‘Testoration, vocational training and
“ent and needed social services.

®Ss appropriated $870 million for fiscal

'78. For further information, contact the HEW
regional office or state rehabilitation director.

Drug Abuse Community Service Programs—
Project Grants (OMB # 13.235): This
program provides project grants and
contracts to states, counties and cities and
nonprofit mental health facilities to use in
reaching, treating, and rehabilitating narcotic
addicts, drug abusers and drug dependent
persons. Congress has appropriated $160
million for fiscal '78. Contact the HEW
administrator for the Alcohol, Drug Abuse,
and Mental Health Administration,
ADAMHA.

Drug Abuse Demonstration Programs (OMB #
13.254): This program provides project grants
to states, counties and cities, or private
nonprofit agencies or organizations for the
operational cost of programs to evaluate the
adequacy of drug and narcotic treatment
programs and to treat and rehabilitate
narcotic addicts and drug abusers in
demonstraton programs. Congress has -
appropriated $9.4 million for fiscal "78.
Contact the HEW administrator for the
National Institute on Drug Abuse,
ADAMHA.

Drug Abuse Pevention—Formula Grants
(OMB # 13.269): This program provides formula
grants to state agencies, designated in state
plans for alcoholism and drug abuse, to assist
in planning, establishing, conducting and
coordinating projects for drug abuse
prevention. Congress has appropriated $40
million for fiscal '78. Contact HEW regional
administrator for the National Institute on
Drug Abuse, and state agencies. HEW also
awards drug abuse community service project
grants (OMB # 13.235). The Congress has
appropriated $161.5 million for fiscal '78.

Narcotic Addict Rehabilitation
Act—Contracts and Grants (OMB # 13.234):
This program provides specialized services to
narcotic addicts who request it or who are
charged with or convicted of a federal crime.
Congress has appropriated $6 million for fiscal
'78. Contact the HEW regional administrator
for the National Institute on Drug Abuse,
ADAMHA.

Alcohol Community Service
Programs—Project Grants (OMB # 13.251):
This program provides project grants to
counties, community mental health centers
and associated organizations for prevention
and control of alcoholism through a
community-based program. Congress has
appropriated $78.7 million for fiscal "78.
Contact the HEW regional administrator for
National Insitute on Alcohol Abuse and
Alcoholism (NTAAA).

Alcohol Demonstration Programs (OMB #
13.252): This program provides project grants
and contracts to states, counties and cities, or
private nonprofit organizations for prevention
and control of alcoholism through programs
directed toward special population groups and
other projects designed to demonstrate new
and effective methods of service delivery.
Congress has appropriated $9 million for fiscal
'78. Contact HEW regional administrator for
NIAAA, ADAMHA.

Alcoholism Grants to States (OMB # 13.257):

Under the comprehensive Alcohol Act, P.L. 94-

371, for fiscal 78, $56.8 million goes to states
to assist in planning, establishing,
maintaining, coordinating and evaluating
projects for the development of more effective
prevention, treatment, and rehabilitation
programs to deal with alcohol abuse and
alcoholism. Contact HEW regional
administrator for NIAAA, ADAMHA, or the
state alcoholism authority.

Alcohol Research Programs (OMB # 13.272):
This program provides project grants and
research contracts to investigators affiliated
with states, counties and cities or nonprofit
private agencies to develop new data and
approaches for the causes, diagnosis,
treatment, control, and prevention of alcohol
abuse and alcoholism. Congress has
appropriated $16 million for fiscal '78. For
further information, contact the HEW
administrator for NIAAA, ADAMHA.

Alcohol Training Program—Project Grants
(OMB # 13.272): This program provides project
grants to public and private nonprofit
institutions for use in providing specialized
training of personnel who will staff community
projects. Congress has appropriated $7.1
million for fiscal '78. Contact the HEW
administrator for NIAAA, ADAMHA.

Special Alcoholism Projects to Implement the
Uniform Act (OMB # 13.290): This program
provides project grants to eligible states to
assist in their implementation of the Uniform
Alcoholism and Intoxication Treatment Act,
which facilitates their efforts to approach
alcohol abuse and alcoholism from a
community care standpoint. Congress has
appropriated $13 million for fiscal '78. Contact
the projects related to the field of aging.
Stipends for students and legal and
administrative education can also be obtained.
There is no local match. The state office on
aging should be contacted for training funds.

Administration on Aging

Programs for the Elderly
(funding levels in millions)

1978
Appropriations
The Older Americans Act
Title IlI—Community Programs
ArealvAgencies i i T A 153
StateyAgencies: s, il s as 17
Model  Projects s s s i e g 15
Title IV
T L e o s Sk SO RGeS Elere 17
ResearChii s ond il e e B v aies, 8.5
GerontologyCenters. . .. ................ 3.8
Title V—SeniorCenters. . ................. 40
TitlesVII=NUtrition 2. o s e s o s 250
Title IX—Part-time Jobs. ................ 190
Other federal programs
ACTION
Foster Grandparents.................. 349
Senior Companions. . ..... ..o, 7/
ROV e m e s L R e i e et 20.1
Community Services Admin.
Senior Opportunities and
SETVICES Sy IR T h e E N I e SN2 L 10

Note: These figures are subject to change,
since the act is up for reauthorization.
Authorization levels for fiscal '79 have remained
basically the same, except for a 7 percent cost
of living increase. The new legislation will
substantially revamp the various titles of the act.
Specifically, Titles Il {social services), V (senior
centers), and VII (nutrition).

Counties may obtain the above funds by
applying to:

* Area or state agencies on aging for grants
under Titles 111, IV, V, VII of the Older
Americans Act;

e State governments or local branches of
four national organizations for grants under
Title IX of the Older Americans Act;

e ACTION office for the federal region for
the volunteer programs;

e [Local community action agency for Senior

Opportunities and Services.

Title ITI (OMB # 13.634): Counties may obtain
funds for coordinating and planning services
for the elderly or for a broad range of

community programs. Programs most likely to

receive funds are: transportation, legal and
financial counseling, in-home services, and
residential repair. Counties with a significant
number of low-income or minority people 60
years or older will be given priority
consideration. The local match is 25 percent
for planning, 10 percent for direct services.

Title IV (OMB # 13.637): Counties may obtain
funds for short-term training projects related
to the field of aging. Stipends for students and
legal and administrative education can also be
obtained. There is no local match. The state
office on aging should be contacted for
training funds.

Title V(OMB # 13.639): Counties may obtain
funds for altering, renovating and equipping
senior centers. No new construction can be
funded. The local match is 25 percent.

Title VII (OMB # 13.635): Counties may obtain
funds to cover the cost of purchasing,
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preparing and delivering at least one hot meal
five or more days per week to people 60 years
or older. The local match is 10 percent.

Title IX: A small number of jobs for the elderly
were made available in 1977 to the state for the
first time. Four national private contractors
also distribute these funds. They are: National
Retired Teachers Association/American
Association of Retired Persons
(NRTA/AARP); Green Thumb Inc.; the U.S.
Forestry Service; the National Council of
Senior Citizens; and the National Council on
Aging. Counties should apply to either their
state agency on aging or to one or more of the
four national contractors for grants to provide
jobs to people 55 or older.

ACTION (OMB # 72.001): Programs provide
elderly people with a chance to volunteer for
useful and fulfilling activities such as helping
children, senior citizens, or other needy
citizens in the community.

The Senior Opportunities and Services (OMB #
49.010): This is a small program that funds
either employment, volunteer activities, or
services for low-income elderly. Most
community action agencies operate these
programs but some may be willing to
subcontract with counties who want to operate
the program.

Office of Human Development

Title XX: The funding source to states for
social service programs is Title XX of the
Social Security Act. Title XX replaced the
services previously placed in Titles IV-A and
V1 of the Social Security Act in 1975. The
funding total currently is $2.7 billion and this
amount is allocated on the basis of state
population. The federal financial participation
is 75 percent for service costs and for
personnel training and retraining related to
the services plan. Ninety percent federal
funding is available for family planning
services.

Title XX funds such programs as: child care
services; protective services for children and
adults; services for children and adult foster
care; services related to the management and
maintenance of the home; day care services for
adults; transportation services; training and
related services; employment services;
information, referral and counseling services;
preparation and delivery of meals; health and
support services; appropriated combinations
of services designed to meet the special needs
of children, the aged, the mentally retarded,
the blind, the emotionally disturbed, the
physically handicapped, alcoholics, and drug
addicts. -

Each state must develop an annual plan
which provides for services to eligible groups
of people. Each county must develop material
for services in its geographic area and submit
this to the state. The state incorporates these
services into its final state plan which is
submitted to the HEW regional office.
Counties interested in these programs should
contact their state welfare agency.

The fiscal '78 estimate is $2.7 billion.

Child Welfare Research and Demonstration
Grants (OMB # 13.608): This program provides
project grants and research contracts to public
nonprofit institutions, agencies, and
organizations engaged in child welfare
activities (i.e., for the demonstration of new
methods or facilities which contribute to the
advancement of child welfare). Contact the
Office of Human Development at HEW. Funds
for fiscal '78 are estimated at $15.7 million.

Youth Research and Development (OMB #
13.640): State and local governments, public,
private, and nonprofit organizations are
eligible for research contracts to research,
develop, and evaluate effects related to youth
development issues. Contact the Office of
Human Development, Services Contracting
Office at HEW. The fiscal ‘78 estimate is $1
million. (This $1 million is included in the $15.7
million of the Child Welfare Research and
Demonstration Program.)

Child Abuse and Neglect Prevention and
Treatment (OMB # 13.628): Project grants and
research contracts are available to state, local
and voluntary agencies to develop new
programs that will prevent, identify, and treat
child abuse and neglect. Contact the Office of
Human Development at HEW. The fiscal '78
estimate is $10 million.
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Department of Housing
and Urban Development

(HUD)

Community Development Block Grant
Program (OMB # 14.218, 14.219): This is a 100
percent block grant program administered by
the department. This program is the major
source of federal funding for comprehensive
development and redevelopment activities.

In October 1977 Congress approved the
Community Development Act Amendments of
1977, providing for a three-year
reauthorization of the program at $3.5 billion
for fiscal "78; $3.65 billion for fiscal '79; and
$3.8 billion for fiscal '80. For fiscal 78 Congress
has appropriated the full $3.5 billion
authorized. This is an increase of $300 million
over fiscal "77. The House Appropriations
Committee has approved $3.65 billion for
fiscal '79.

Under provisions of the act, 80 percent of the
funds are available to metropolitan areas and
20 percent to nonmetropolitan areas. Within
metropolitan areas, entitlement grants are
distributed by a needs formula to metropolitan

cities (more than 50,000 population) and urban
counties (more than 200,000 minus the
population for metropolitan cities therein).
Smaller counties and cities, both within
metropolitan areas and nonmetropolitan areas
are eligible for either single purpose or
comprehensive discretionary grants.
Applicants must develop a comprehensive
three-year community development plan as
well as a housing assistance plan. Application
requirements, however, are streamlined for
communities under 25,000 people. Funds must
be used for activities which eliminate or
prevent slums and blight, benefit low and
moderate income persons or meet other urgent
community development needs.

Urban Development Action Grant Program:
This is a complementary program to the
community development block grant program
and is also administered by HUD. Grants are
made for 100 percent of project cost.

This program has been authorized for three
years, through fiscal ‘80 at $400 million
annually, as part of the Community
Development Act Amendments of 1977. For
fiscal ‘78, Congress has appropriated the full
$400 million authorized, with 25 percent
earmarked for cities with less than 50,000

Federal Grants

population. The House Appropriations
Committee has approved $400 million for fiscal
'79. The Administration has requested in the
Urban Policy an additional $275 million for
UDAG to be used only in conjunction with its
proposed National Development Bank.

Eligible applicants for the program are
“distressed cities’” and “distressed urban
counties’’ which meet certain criteria on a
jurisdiction-wide basis: aged housing, per
capita income, population decline,
unemployment, job decline, poverty and other
unique distress factors which have
demonstrated results in providing equal
employment and housing opportunities for low
and moderate income persons. Potential
applicants must secure a determination from
HUD as to their eligibility.

The program is intended to assist applicants
in revitalizing their economic bases and
reclaiming deteriorated neighborhoods.
Applicants must have firm financial
commitments from the private sector to
qualify. The extent to which employment
opportunities for low and moderate income
persons would be generated by the projectis a
prime factor in whether it is approved.

Applications will be received by HUD during
the first month of each quarter and approvals
made by the end of the quarter.

Comprehensive Planning and Management
Program: A matching grant program
administered by HUD, this program is a
source of assistance to states, regional
planning organizations, and cities and
counties—other than metropolitan cities and
urban counties—and is intended to assist them
in conducting comprehensive planning
programs.

For fiscal '78 Congress has appropriated $57
million for the program, a decrease of $5.5
million from fiscal '77. In addition, Congress
agreed with a HUD recommendation that
urban counties and metropolitan cities not
receive 701 funding but rather use community
development block grant funds, if they desire,
for comprehensive planning. Smaller counties
and cities may receive assistance from regional
organizations or from their respective states.
Grants are made for up to two-thirds of project
costs. In fiscal '78 HUD will encourage the
voluntary development of state and regional
strategies which respond to the problems of
distressed areas, help manage growth,
promote energy conservation and
environmental protection actions. The House
Appropriations Committee has approved $50
million for fiscal '79.

T
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Department of the
Interior

Bureau of Land Management

Payments-in-Lieu of Taxes: The Payments-in-
lieu of Taxes Act of 1976 authorizes direct
payments to 1600 counties based on the
amount of entitlement acres, population, and a
deduction for the amount of payments
received as a share of federal timber, mineral,
and grazing leases.

A supplemental appropriation of $100
million was approved by Congress and signed
by the President to fully fund the Payments-in-
Lieu of Taxes Act during fiscal '77. A regular
appropriation of $100 million was also
approved by Congress and signed by the
President to provide funding for the second
year of the program in fiscal "78; $105 million
has been requested for fiscal ‘79, and is now
pending before Congress. Annual
appropriations by Congress will be required
for future years.

The entitlement lands included are national
forests (including grasslands); lands
administered by the Bureau of Land
Management; national park system lands;
wilderness areas; Army Corps of Engineers
reservoir and drainage projects; and Bureau of
Reclamation lands.

These lands are usually categorized as
federal ‘‘natural resource’’ lands that either
produce or have the potential of producing
timber, grazing, or mineral lease revenues.
However, lands held in state or local
government ownership at the time of federal
acquisition are excluded.

The funds may be used for any general
government services, equipment, supplies,
capital projects, or tax relief—depending upon
the priorities established during the county’s
regular budget process. The public hearings
required by state laws in the county’s regular
budget process are adequate.

Congress recognized that audits required by
state laws are adequate to ensure that funds
are spent for government purposes.
Maintaining an ‘‘audit trail”’ is definitely
recommended for payments-in-lieu funds.
There are no federal grant matching
prohibitions for payments-in-lieu funds.
However, it should be noted that some other
federal programs prohibit use of federal funds
as the local matching share. Therefore, it is
recommended that an audit trail be maintained
for use of payments-in-lieu funds.

The bureau computes and mails payments
annually (subject to approval of an annual
appropriation). Payments are computed upon
entitlement acreage provided by federal
agencies, the latest population data certified
by the U.S. Bureau of the Census, and federal
timber, mineral, and grazing receipt data
certified by the governor of each state. The
total “‘overhead’’ cost for the bureau to
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Heritage Conservation and
Recreation Service

(National Park Service has been reorganized
The Historic Preservation Fund and the Land

Plannin,
and Water Conservation Fund are frepara
administered under this new service.) Action f

lannin
Historic Preservation Fund (OMB # 15.904) pprove
Grants are available through states for he plan

acquisition and restoration of historic places search

To be eligible for funding, sites must be pr othe
included on the ‘“‘National Register of Histor: jiducatic
Places.” This can be done by application to ! jnticrim
Heritage Conservation and Recreation LEAA
Service by state, local government or privat: Jlrom $8
interests. Historic places that are of 978 du
national, in addition to local, significance can e effec
also become National Historic Landmarks ar jilind disa
projects to acquire or restore them could b gency.

given priority. ‘‘Historic’’ places can be e holdix
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places of architectural, cultural, or ethnic
significance. Once a place is listed, counties
can then apply to their state Historic
Preservation Office for the 50 percent
matching federal funds. Some states do maké!
contribution to the local share.

Also, the National Trust for Historic
Preservation, a congressionally-chartered,

private nonprofit group, assists public and ation
private agencies in historic preservation,
complementing federal and state programs &,
The House subcommittee for Interior aliona
Appropriations has recommended that $6U 0.602, 1
million be appropriated for fiscal "79. Fundin? orrecti
for fiscal '78 is $41 million. 5to pr
almngI
Land and Water Conservation Fund (OMB/ for.m,at
15.400): This matching fund programis the [ én”“s‘
major source of federal money for the un esf.
acquisition and development of state and [/ d?-:;llei

outdoor recreation facilities. Funds must b¢
matched by state or local governments ona?>
50 basis. Federal money is passed through
state agencies to local governments. ‘
The House committeee on appropriations”
recommending that $369 million be
appropriated for the state/local share of the
fund. The President had requested that 56°
million of that be set aside for the proposed
National Heritage Program. This committ¢¢ l0n De,
is, however, recommending that the full 530° MW the C
million be available for allocation to the st/ @¥féining
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for recreation and preservation uses for thlfﬁ JFcentra
year. The $68 million represents the increas¢ “@inding.
state/local share over fiscal '78. P chief e
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jepartment of J ustice

~w Enforcement Assistance
| jministration

venile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
h\(B # 16.516): The Juvenile Justice and
inquency Prevention Act of 1974 was
_ythorized in 1977 for an additional three
rs. The juvenile justice office, a part of the
. Enforcement Assistance Administration
pAA), administers both formula grants to
Jtes and special emphasis grants in
;:;gorical areas. Out of an appropriation of
0 million in fiscal 78, the states were
‘.,:L\cated $64 million in formula grants.
 wever, several states did not submit plans
rspending the money because of difficulties
neeting requirements for removing non-
sinquent children from “secure” detention
scilities.
The law, as amended last year, relaxes a key
ovision in the original act requiring the
. stitutionalization of status offenders
ihin two years after a state has accepted
nds. States now have three years to comply
smpliance is defined as removing 75 percent
ithestate’s status offenders from detention).
Special emphasis grants are awarded at the
«retion of LEAA according to program
mouncements and discretionary grant
iidelines developed by the Office of Juvenile
sstice and Delinquency Prevention.
The act has a separate authorization from
erest of LEAA and has historically received
creased funds each year. The House
ppropriations Committee has earmarked
100 million for fiscal '79, the same level
;'8 but the Senate is expected to increase
hisamount. Although the authorization is
sparate from the LEA A program,
ppropriations for the Juvenile Justice and
inquency Prevention Act are earmarked as
atof the total LEA A program.

aw Enforcement Assistance Administration
FAA)OMB # 16.602, 16,605, 16.500): Funds
ppropriated to LEAA are used to improve
uteand local criminal justice systems.

veral forms of financial and technical
sistance are available from the agency.
anning funds are allocated to each state for
reparation of state comprehensive plans.

ttion funds are available from a state

inning agency, once state plans are

poroved, to implement projects included in
teplan. Discretionary grants are awarded for
search projects by a National Institute and
rother categorical functions such as

ucation and training and community

licrime programs.

LEAA has sustained appropriations cuts of
m $895 million in 1975 to $647 million in

‘8 due to Congressional skepticism about
teffectiveness of LEAA financed programs
ldisagreement over the objectives of the
elcy. Appropriations for fiscal 79 appear to
holding at the current level pending
dthorization of the program in fiscal '80.

b Carter administration and Sen. Edward
gnedy (D-Mass.) have prepared legislation

‘amajor reorganization of LEAA. Seme

‘ges anticipated are a reduction in

lning requirements and direct assistance to
Kl governments with a reduced role of the
dleplanning agency in approving projects.

itional Institute of Corrections

{lonal Institute of Corrections (NICOMB #

50?. 16.605): The National Institute of

“Tections has a $5 million budget for fiscal

‘loprovide assistance in the form of

ining, evaluation and research, and

‘fmation to state and local corrections

Qinistrators. A National Jail Center has

“lestablished in Boulder, Colo. to provide

Ulties with training and information on how

‘eal with jail problems. Small grants and

lracts are available to counties for

“Vllies such as staff development,

sification and screening of jail programs
Operations.

lepartment of Labor

UnDec. 28, 1973 the President signed into

' the Comprehensive Employment and
“hing Act (CETA), which called for
“liralizing and decategorizing manpower
“ing. Block grants are now being allocated
“hief elected officials whose jurisdictions

ederal Grants

CETA Appropriations by Title
(in millions)

Title Fiscal 1977 Fiscal 1978
| $1880 $1880
[l 1540 -0-
1] 2195.73* 1143.93
IV 274 1 417
VI 6847 -0-
VIII (233:33%) -0-
Totals $12736.83 $3377.93
Note

*233.33 million was appropriated under Title |1l authority and later assigned to be spent under
Title VIII authority leaving $1,962.40 million in Title I1l. $595 million was appropriated for in fiscal
'77 and $693 million was appropriated in fiscal '78 for the summer youth program, which
was later increased by $63 million for a total of $756 million.

The distribution of prime sponsors among the various categories for the current and last three

fiscal years is indicated below:

Total Cities Counties
Fiscal '75 403 58 156
Fiscal '76 431 62 75
Fiscal 77 444 55 179
Fiscal '78 447 67 187

exceed 100,000 population. CETA became
effective July 1, 1974, with authority to
operate for three years, ending Sept. 30, 1977.

P.L. 95-44 extended CETA for one year
through Sept. 30, 1978. Both the House and
Senate full committees have reported a four-
year extention of CETA, substantially
amending the current law (House Report
No. 95-1124 accompanies H.R. 12452; and
Senate Report No. 95-891 accompanies
S. 2570). A conference bill is not likely to be
sent to the White House for signature before
September.

P.L. 95-205, the Labor-HEW appropriations
for fiscal '78 maintains the existing $1.88
billion for Title I, but does not include
additional public service employment funding
beyond those available in the Economic
Stimulus Supplemental Appropriations Act
(P.L. 95-29). A supplemental appropriation
P.L. 95-284, was passed for summer youth
employment programs under Title 304 (a). To
meet additional costs created by Jan. 1, 1978,
increase in the minimum wage, Congress
appropriated $63 million.

For a detailed breakdown of the CETA
appropriations by title for fiscal 77 and 78,
see chart above.

Comprehensive Manpower Services (Title I)
(OMB # 17.232): Local prime sponsors raceive
80 percent of the funds appropriated to
provide job training and related services to
unemployed, underemployed and economically
disadvantaged, based upon a three part
formula: 50 percent, prime sponsor’s previous
fiscal year funding; 37.5 percent, relative
number of unemployed persons; 12.5 percent,
relative number of adults in low-income
families.

Public Service Employment (Title II) (OMB #
17.232): Local prime sponsors receive public
employment funds to serve those who are most
disadvantaged in target areas of greatest need
and within labor market areas where
unemployment reaches 6.5 percent or more for
three consecutive months. Prime sponsors
receive 80 percent of the funds appropriated,
and the remaining 20 percent is distributed by
the Secretary of Labor.

Special Federal Responsibility for National
Programs (Title I11-A) (OMB # 17.230, 17.232,
17.233): This supports special target group
programs (P.L. 95-205) and will fund programs
of ““demonstrated effectiveness’’ serving
Indians, migrants, youth, ex-offenders,
persons of limited English-speaking ability
and older workers.

The Economic Stimulus Law (P.L. 95-29)
funded two new employment and training
programs: Skills Training and Improvement
Programis (STIP) and Help Through Industry
Training and Employment (HIRE). STIP is
available to prime sponsors on a competitive
application basis to provide classroom and on-
the-job training to unemployed or
underemployed low-income individuals. HIRE
is a national program in which contracts are let
directly to private industry by the Department
of Labor for on-the-job training, with primary
emphasis in veterans. Both programs have
been obligated for fiscal '78. A reoriented

Rural Balance States
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HIRE, called HIRE I1, is in effect for the
remainder of fiscal ‘78, through fiscal "79.
Some significant changes have been made but
the program is still not sufficiently adapted to
prime sponsor needs.

Summer Programs for Economically
Disadvantaged Youth (SPEDY) (OMB #
17.232) is administered by prime sponsors to
provide summer employment for low income
youth, and is also authorized under Part A,
Section 304(A)(3).

Research, Training and Evaluation (Title I11I-
B) (OMB # 17-218): To assist the nation in
expanding work opportunities, Part B
authorizes the establishment of programs to
research the methods and techniques needed
to meet the employment needs of the nation.

A new part I11-C of CETA has been added
via P.L. 95-93, the Youth Employment and
Demonstration Projects Act of 1977. One
hillion dollars has been appropriated for youth
in the Economic Stimulus Supplemental
Appropriations Act; $766.67 million of the $1
billion will be targeted for Title I11-C
programs. Part C is divided into three
subparts: Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot
Projects; Youth Community Conservation and
Improvement Projects; and Youth
Employment and Training Programs.

Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot Projects
have been awarded to prime sponsors through
competitive application. The projects are
designed to demonstrate the effectiveness of
guaranteeing employment and/or training for
economically disadvantaged youth, ages 16 to
19, who do not have a high school diploma.
Fifteen percent of the funds authorized for
Part C will be available for projects under the
subpart.

Competitive application is also the means for
prime sponsors and sponsors of Native
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American, migrant, and seasonal farmworker
programs to obtain Youth Community
Conservation and Improvement Projects.
Fifteen percent of the funds authorized for
Part C will be available under this subpart.
Seventy-five percent of the available funds will
be allocated to states by the relative number of
unemployed in that state to all states, with the
remaining 25 percent available as
discretionary funds to the secretary. Out of
the 25 percent, 2 percent is reserved for Native
Americans and 2 percent for migrants. A
minimum of 5 percent of the funds for this
subpart will be spent in each state.

Community improvement projects will be
similar to special projects under Title VI of
CETA, serving youth 16 through 19 who are
unemployed. Projects approved by the prime
sponsors for funding must then be forwarded
to the Secretary of Labor for final approval.

Youth Employment and Training Programs
in the final subpart are made available to
prime sponsors by formula allocation. Prime
sponsors must use a minimum of 22 percent of
the allocation for in-school programs. The
remaining money may be used for a variety of
employment and training programs such as
counseling, supportive services, work
experience, on-the-job training, etc.

Eligibility for participation in the
employment and training programs is
restricted to youth aged 16 to 21. However,
the Secretary of Labor may prescribe
regulations allowing participation of 14 and
15-year-old youth. All participants must be
unemployed, underemployed or in school.
Ninety percent of all youth served must be
members of families whose income is 85
percent of the Bureau of Labor Statistics’
lower living standard budget. The remaining
10 percent may be from all economic
backgrounds.

Job Corps (Title IV) (OMB # 17.211): Funds are
provided to Job Corps centers throughout the
country which provide residential and
nonresidential manpower services to low
income disadvantaged young people. The
fiscal 78 Labor-HEW appropriations bill
increases Job Corps funding to $417 million.

Temporary Employment Assistance (Title VI)
(OMB # 17.322): Funds for this title have been
provided by P.L. 95-29 (the Economic
Stimulus Appropriations Act). Public service
employment job levels will increase jobs to
725,00 from the current 310,000 level by the
end of fiscal "78. More targeted Title VI client
eligibility requirements were added by P.L. 94-
444, the Title VI amendments signed into law
in October 1976.

Young Adult Conservation Corps (Title VIII):
the Young Adult Conservation Corps appears
as a new Title VIII of CETA with a three-year
authorization (fiscal '78-'80) under P.L. 95-93.
It is open to unemployed youth ages 16-23
without an income criterion. Thirty percent of
the funds for this title will be available for
state and local programs on the basis of total
youth population within each state, $233.33
million of the $1 billion previously mentioned
(P.L. 95-29) will be available for Title VIII of
which $69.99 million will be for state and local
programs.

Economic Stimulus Appropriations
P.L. 95-29
Employment Programs

Title

IlI—Public Service Employment
(regularn)ss: S

Ill—Youth Programs (assigned
to I11-C and VIII by
BiEi95:9 ) epietai L st reed o e

Skill Training Improvement
Rragramsa(Sili B)sstete s s B Zm au £ 0

Help Through Industry

Training and Employment (HIRE) . . ... .. ......

IV—Job Corps. ;& i & k.. 3.

VI—Public Service Employment

(GO ETCY Cl A et

Older Americans Act (Title IX). .. ...............

Amount

(in millions)
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Federal Grants

Department of
Transportation

Federal Highway Administration and
National Highway Traffic and Safety

Administration

NOTE: Information on Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) and
Urban Mass Transportation Association
(UMTA) grants is current as of the date of
this issue of County News. However, Congress
is drafting new legislation for highway,
highway safety and public transportation
programs. The new legislation is expected to
be in effect this fall and will change many
federal-aid transportation programs in such
areas as program intent, funding levels and
federal shares. Information on new
transportation legislation will be published in
County News. Contact Tom Bulger, NACo
legislative representative for transportation,
for additional information.

For information on all FHWA programs,
contact your state highway agency or FHWA
division offices.

Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1976 (OMB #

20.205): This act provides funding for the three-

month transition period (July 1-Sept. 30,
1976—prior to the start of the new fiscal year,
Oct. 1, 1976) and for fiscal years '77 and "78.

Table 1, ‘‘Authorizations: Federal-Aid
Highway Act of 1976, Highway Safety Act of
1976,” indicates funds for highway and safety
programs. Some additional programs,
however, are not included. The table shows
those funds which come from the Highway
Trust Fund and those from the general funds
of the U.S. Treasury.

The 1978 Appropriations Act imposes
aproximately a $7.45 billion limit in fiscal "78.
Some of the provisions of the act are:

e Extends expiration date of the Highway
Trust Fund for two years—from Sept. 30, 1977
to Sept. 30, 1979.

e Makes Oct. 1 (starting in fiscal 78] the
date for apportioning other than Interstate
federal-aid highway and safety funds.
Previously, non-Interstate funds were
apportioned at least six months before the
start of the fiscal year.

e Makes funds for federal-aid highway
systems (other than Interstate) available for
three years after the fiscal year for which
authorized, rather than two years, as
previously allowed.

e Consolidates rural primary, priority
primary and urban primary extension
programs into a single primary system
funding category.

* Increases authority of states to transfer
funds between programs. Up to 40 percent of
the funds for primary and secondary systems
can be transferred from one to the other.
Funds may be transferred between the
primary system and the urban system, within

a 20 percent limitation. However, local officials

in urban areas of 200,000 population or more
must approve transfers of urban system
funds.

e Amends the 1973 highway act provision
which allowed states and local governments
jointly to withdraw nonessential large urban
area Interstate segments and their costs and
receive an equal amount of federal general

funds for mass transit. General fund financing
for highway projects now is also permitted. To

be approved by the Secretary of
Transportation, the highway project must be
in the same general area as the withdrawn

Interstate segment and must be on the federal-

aid primary, secondary or urban system.

¢ Revises the definition of highway
construction to include resurfacing,
restoration and rehabilitation (R-R-R) of
existing roads. Funds can be used to restore

existing roadway pavements to a smooth, safe

and usable condition. Rehabilitation projects
may include strengthening or reconditioning
of deteriorated or weakened sections of
existing pavement, replacement of
malfunctioning joints and pavement

undersealings and similar operations to assure

adequate structural support for a new
roadway surface. Funding is permitted for

projects such as resurfacing or widening rural

Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1976, Highway Safety Act of 1976

Authorizations

(millions of dollars)

From Highway Trust Fund

3 Months
Highway Fiscal Ending
Development '76*  9-30-76
Interstate’ 3,000 —
Interstate—Min. 2 % 50 -
Interstate— Rehabilitation — -
Primary? 1,415 —
Secondary (Rural) 450 —
Urban System 800. -
Non-Interstate

Transition Quarter — 1,637.39
Economic Growth Center

Dev. Highways 100 —
Forest Highways 33 8.25
Public Lands Highways 16 4
Emergency Relief 60 15
Access Roads — =
Traffic Signal Demo. Projects — ==
Highway Beautification,

Landscaping - —
Off-system Safer Roads’ (100) =
Highways Crossing Fed.

Projects — —
Rural Highway Public

Trans. Demo. 40 —

Bikeway Demo. Projects - —
Total Fiscal Year
Authorizations' —

Highway Development

Highway Safety

State and Community Grants

NHTSA 150 s

FHWA 35 —
Research and Development

NHTSA 65 10

FHWA 10
Incentive Grants 56.5

Fatality Rate Reduction — -

Fatality Reduction - 1.
Bridge Reconstruction &

Replacement 125 -
Pavement Marking 75 —
High-Hazard Locations &

Obstacles 150 —
Rail-Highway Grade Crossings

On-system 75 —

Off-system - —
Federal-aid Safer Roads

Demo. Program? 100 —

Drug Use & Driver Behavior 10 —
Total Fiscal Year

Authorizations— Safety 851.5

Grand Total

16.25

Fiscal
177

3,250

1,350
400
800

50
33
16
60

40

122
25

40
10

180
50

125

125

692.0

Fiscal
178

3,250
91
175
1,350
400
800

50
33
16
60

40

137
25

50
10

180
50

125

125

717.0

Fiscal

Total
Thru

'79 Fiscal '79

3,250
125
175

6,09230 1,67541 6,153.84 6,389.26 3,550

6,943.80 1,691.66 6,845.84 7,106.26 3,550

9,750
216
350

2,700
800

1,600

1,637.39

100
74.25
36

135

80

17,768.51

259
50

100
225

16.875
16.875

360
100

250

250

1,425.25

19,193.76

Fiscal
'76*

1ia5
200

20
10

679.2

679.2

:Authorized in Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973 and Federal-Aid Highway Amendments of 1974.

Tinterstate funds authorized for fiscal /77, /78, and ‘79 in the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973. Fiscal ‘77 funds apportioned in December 1975
2primary System— Fiscal ‘76 authorizations were Rural Primary, $800 million; Priority Primary Routes, $300 million; Urban Primary Extensions, $300 m

_lion; and minimum one-half per cent, $15 million.
3Fiscal 776 authorizations were Federal-aid Safer Roads Demonstration Program, $100 million; and Otf-system Roads, $200 million.

NOTE: Totals include sums for programs not indicated on table.

and urban pavements with or without revision
of horizontal or vertical alignment or other
geometric features. Congress emphasizes that
this definition change shows no intent to fund
normal periodic maintenance.

e Amends provisions under which states
can certify compliance with federal procedural
requirements for non-Interstate federal-aid
projects, called ““certification acceptance.”
Rather than requiring that states have
procedures ‘‘at least equivalent” to those in
federal law for certification, the act now
allows the Secretary of Transportation to
certify a state’s procedures if they will
““accomplish the policies and objectives™ of
federal laws and regulations.

e Reinstates an earlier provision of law, the
Secondary Road Plan (SRP). Under the
provision, the Secretary of Transportation can
approve a certified statement from a state
highway agency that plans, design and
construction of each secondary system project
are accomplished according to standards and
procedures adopted by the state and approved
by the Secretary.

Federal-Aid Highway Programs (OMB #

20.205): The term ‘‘system’’ refers to one of the

federal-aid highway systems; “‘funds’’ means
identifiable sums authorized for specific

purposes; and ‘‘programs’’ means groupings of

purposes for which funds can be used.

NOTE: With a few exceptions, the federal

government does not pay for the entire cost
of federal-aid highway projects. Federal
funds are normally matched with state and/
or local government funds to account for the
necessary dollars to complete projects. The
federal share is usually based on a
percentage of total project cost. Interstate
system projects are normally funded 90
percent federal/10 percent state. Most other
projects are funded on a 70 percent federal
basis. Rather than using the term ‘‘federal
match,” the term ‘‘federal share” will be
used. Table 5 shows the federal share of
programs applicable to counties.

Interstate System Funds: Amounts of $3.25
billion for each fiscal ‘78 and '79 are
authorized. Annual authorizations of $3.625
billion are set for fiscal '80 through '90 to
complete federal financing of the Interstate
system; these authorizations must be
considered tentative since the 1976 act
provides for extension of the Highway Trust
Fund only until Sept. 30, 1979.

Primary System Funds: Funds authorized are
$1.35 billion for each fiscal 77 and '78 for the
consolidated primary program. Rural, urban
and priority primary programs received
separate authorizations prior to the 1976 act.
Consolidated primary system funds will be
apportioned to the states under a formula

From General Funds

3 Months Total
Ending Fiscal Fiscal Thru  Grapg
9-30-76 4757 '78 Fiscal’78 Tolal

gt i i A qQ 75

= = = — : o)

= = — - 1 600

o — — — 1 637

— = = — 100
= = — — 74
10 40 40 90 225
3.75 15 15 33.75

e e - — — HII
0.37 66.5 66.5 133.37 133 37
— 200 200 400 400

— 100 — 100 100
98 .46 781.50 667.64 1,547.60 1931617
= —_ e - 259
—_ == e prm W
Y _— = — 100
= — — [ 16 875
— = — = 16,875
kit e == — 160
L =5 - — 100
— — — —_ 250
o = = — 250
1875 75 75 168.75 168.75
18.75 75.0 75.0 168.75 1,590

117.21 856.50 742.64 1,716.35 20,9101

based on area, rural area population, mileage
of rural and intercity highway mail routes, an
an urban factor based on urban area
population.

Urban System Funds: For each fiscal 77 and
'78. $800 million is authorized. According to
the law as of June 30, 1976, the federal-aid
urban system must be located in each
urbanized area and other such urban areas
as the state highway departments may
designate and should consist of arterial roulés
and collector routes, exclusive of urban
extensions of the federal-aid primary system
As of Dec. 31, 1976, the federal-aid urban
system consists of 124,003 miles.

Secondary System Funds: For each fiscal 77
and '78, $400 million is appropriated. As ol
June 30, 1976, the federal-aid secondary
system consisted of rural major collector
routes. As of Dec. 31, 1976, the federal-aid
secondary system consists of 398,330 miles.

Safer Off-System Roads Program (SOS):
Amount of authorization is $200 million from
general funds for each fiscal "77 and "78;

federal share—70 percent. However, the fisc2

"77 appropriation is $90 million, and funds

have been apportioned among the states. Al
off-system roads funds for fiscal '76 must be
used in each state prior to obligation of safer

off-system roads funds. (The off-system roa ds
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preceded the safer off-system

Jograr® oram; see below.) Any fiscal '76 off-

;&5 prﬂ

' . funds which have not been obligated
| 1 used for projects in urban as well as

All fiscal '77 funds must be used in
+ ctate prior to obligation of fiscal '78

{‘jﬁe Senate Appropriations subcommittee on

8 nsportation has indicated it will support a

s,

re supplemental fiscal "79 appropriation if
.« and counties are successful in obligating

77 funds. it
{0yt of the fiscal 78 SOS appropriations,

[es

10000 is designated for initiation of an
L oction program to inventory, inspect, and

| ify all bridges not on a federal-aid system

& ystem bridges). A state-by-state

ribution of the $500,000 has been made.
“1act Tom Bulger at NACo for more

grmation.

he new safer off-system roads program is
qblished by combining the previously

| orized off-system roads and safer roads

| onstration programs.

f;.nds are apportioned two-thirds according
theexisting off-system formula (one-third

8. one-third population of rural areas, and

L third off-system road mileage) and one-

L4 in the ratio which the population in urban
Lineach state bears to the total

dulation of urban areas of all states.

{-ording to the 1976 legislation, sums

Lortioned shall be available for obligation
iroughout such state on a fair and equitable

s Previous language provided for

bhlization in the counties of such state on a
§rand equitable basis.”

150S funds are for “‘construction,
bonstruction, and improvement of any off-

tem road (including, but not limited to, the

blacement of bridges, the elimination of high

§:2rd locations, and roadside obstacles).”
0ifsystem’’ means “‘any toll-free road

jluding bridges) which is not on any federal-
fhighway system and which is under the
Isdiction of and maintained by a public
thority and open to public travel.”
k-viously, the program was limited to rural
The principal objective of the program is to
psiruct, reconstruct, or otherwise improve
f<ystem roads and streets, with special
Iphasis on low-cost projects which

trbute significantly to the safety of the
gveling public. Final regulations on the SOS
pzram were published in the Federal
oister, Vol. 42, No. 107, June 3, 1977.

il Highway Public Transportation
monstration Program: Fiscal '75 and '76
propriations totaling $24.65 million have
#10bligated for 100 percent funding of 100
funstration programs. No appropriation
Fmade in fiscal '77, and no appropriation is
uded in the proposed fiscal 78 budget.

$lis program was authorized for $75 million
e Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973 as a
Ivear program; however, more than $45
tnof the authorization has not been

#opriated. Although no funds are presently

plable, the following information is
ided in order that counties may

i iDdlv in the program when funds become
llable

@ °Program’s objectives are to encourage

ievelopment, improvement and use of
‘mass transportation systems in rural
Esby use of demonstration projects.

Jtts eligible for federal funds include, but
0t imited to: highway traffic control

|'%5. construction of passenger loading
£sand facilities, including shelters; fringe
Tansportation corridor parking facilities
“vebus and other public transportation
*hgers; purchase of passenger equipment
“than rolling stock for fixed rail.

inds may cover both capital and operating
15es for a multiyear period, after which
Program funds must be used to continue
(eS. Applications are screened by state
'ederal field staffs before final selection by
t-r;*deral Highway Administration and the
u Mass Transportation Administration

1IA)

Ific Control Signalization Demonstration
tts: Authorization is $40 million from the
Way Trust Fund for each fiscal ‘77 and
‘_IU”, percent funding. The fiscal '78
‘Priation is $20 million. This program is
“Nonstrate, through technology not in

Tal use, the value of traffic control

~Zation in increasing the capacity of

‘g highways, conserving fuel, decreasing
'Ccongestion, improving air and noise

‘v and furthering safety. Priority is to be
10 projects on any public highway
Unating two or more intersections.
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Carpool and Vanpool Projects: Funding up to
$1 million for each approved project from
primary and urban system funds is authorized;
federal share—90 percent. The carpooling
demonstration program has been made
permanent and expanded to include vanpools
to permit acquisition of carpool vehicles, and
to provide carpooling opportunities for the
elderly and handicapped. _

Generally, the program funds those
activities which encourage carpooling, use of
vanpools, and greater use of buses. Eligible
activities include:

e Systems designed for locating potential
carpooi or buspool users and informing them
of participation opportunities.

* Necessary plans to grant carpools, or
carpools and buses, priority use of existing
highway lanes.

* Studies to determine the best carpool
criteria for the specific highways and streets
involved (including signing, marking,
minor physical modifications, and initial
enforcement, equipment, and personnel).

e Traffic control devices to advise drivers
and control the movement of carpools.

¢ Signing of, and minor modifications to;
publicly owned facilities to provide
preferential parking for carpools.

Bicycle Transportation and Pedestrian
Walkways: The federal share is 70 percent.
The new act raises the annual limitation on
total obligation for bicycle and pedestrian
walkway projects from $40 million to $45
million and the limitations for any state from
$2 million to $2.5 million. Any federal-aid
highway apportionment, except the
Interstate, can be used for construction of
cyclist and pedestrian facilities. Eligible costs
may include:

* Grading, drainage, paving, barriers,
landscaping, and necessary structures;

* Supplementary facilities such as shelters,
parking, bicycle storage, and comfort stations;

* Traffic control devices;

* Fixed source lighting where appropriate;

* Curb-cut ramps on new and existing
facilities;

e Right-of-way;

* Walks, barriers, and additional widths
and lengths on bridges necessary for route
continuity;

* Grade separations under certain
conditions.

Access Highways to Public Recreation Areas
on Certain Lakes: Federal share—70 percent.
The fiscal '76 appropriation was $10 million.
The '77 DOT appropriations act provides that
this appropriation remain available until Sept.
30, 1979; it also provides an additional $4.8
million for the program. The fiscal '78
appropriation is $8.65 million.

Emergency Relief: Authorization is $25 million
for the three-month transition period and not
more than $100 million in any one fiscal year,
beginning with fiscal '77; federal share is 70 to
100 percent. Funds are authorized for the
repair of federal-aid roads, highways, and
bridges damaged by natural disasters and
other catastrophes. Funding continues at 60
percent from the Highway Trust Fund and 40
percent from general funds.

Eligible activities include permanent repairs
to, or reconstruction of, damaged facilities
within the highway right-of-way. Before
emergency funds can be made available there
must be ‘‘serious’’ damage over a wide area,
an emergency must be declared by the
governor of the affected state, the declaration
must have concurrence by the Secretary of
Transportation, and an application for
emergency assistance must be made by the
state highway agency.

Roads and streets not on a federal-aid
highway system may be eligible for assistance
from the Federal Disaster Assistance
Administration which administers a similar
program under the Disaster Relief Act of 1974.

Highway Beautification and Landscaping
(OMB # 20.214): Funds available from the
general fund (federal share—70 percent)
include: $25 miilion for each fiscal year '77 and
'78 for landscaping and litter removal (litter
removal is a new provision); and $15 million for
each fiscal '77 and '78 for junkyard control.
The fiscal '78 appropriation is $19.15 million.

Regular federal-aid construction funds, from
the Highway Trust Fund, can be used for
landscaping and scenic enhancement inside
and adjacent to the highway right-of-way on
federal-aid projects. Previously, landscaping
development outside the right-of-way was
financed by general funds.

Highway Safety: Safety programs in the 1976
act are contained in a separate title, the
Highway Safety Act of 1976. The act
authorizes appropriations of nearly $1.6 billion
during the 27 months from July 1, 1976 to
Sept. 30, 1978. Some of the safety programs
include:

e State and community safety grants (both
FHWA and NHTSA);

* Bridge reconstruction and replacement;

¢ High hazard locations and roadside
obstacles;

e Rail-highway crossings; and

e Pavement markings.

State and Community Safety Grants (OMB
# 20.600): Money granted to states is used for
safety activities under the national highway
safety program standards. The program is
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administered at the national level by the
National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration (NHTSA) and the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA).

NHTSA has primary responsibility for
administering the following highway safety
program standards: periodic motor vehicle
inspection, motor vehicle registration,
motorcycle safety, driver education, driver
licensing, codes and laws, traffic courts,
alcohol in relation to highway safety, traffic
records, emergency medical services,
pedestrian safety—education aspects,
police traffic services, debris hazard control
and cleanup, pupil transportation safety, and
accident investigating and reporting.

For NHTSA state and community grants,
the 1976 safety act authorizes $122 million for
fiscal "77 and $137 for fiscal '78. In each fiscal
year, 37 million must be used for school bus
driver training programs.

There is a $172 million limit for fiscal '78 for
obligations that may be incurred for NHTSA's
state and community highway safety
programs. According to the Senate
Appropriations subcommittee on
transportation, ‘‘funds are to be used to
continue to maximize state investments in
such high payoff areas as alcohol
countermeasures and selected traffic
enforcement, with emphasis on the
demonstrated life-saving and fuel-saving
elements of the 55 m.p.h. speed limit."”

For more information on NHTSA programs,
contact either your governor’s safety
representative through the governor’s office;
the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration, Washington, D.C. 20590; or
the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration regional offices.

The FHW A administers the standards on:
identification and surveillance of accident
locations; highway design, construction, and
maintenance; traffic engineering services; and
the engineering and traffic control devices
portions of the pedestrian safety standard.

The Highway Safety Act of 1976 authorizes
for FHWA state and community grants $25
million for each fiscal 77 and "78. The '77 DOT
appropriations act establishes a fiscal '77
funding level of $21 million. The 78 DOT
appropriations act establishes a fiscal '78
funding level of $28 million.

High Hazard Locations and Roadside
Obstacles: Authorization is $125 million for
each fiscal ‘77 and '78 from the Highway Trust
Fund; federal share—90 percent. The 1973
Safety Act established special categories of
grants for elimination or reduction of hazards
at high hazard locations and for elimination of
roadside obstacles on the federal-aid highway
system. The 1976 act combines these
programs into one funding category.

Rail-Highway Crossings: Authorization is
$125 million each for fiscal 77 and '78 from
Highway Trust Fund; federal share—90
percent. Funding for elimination of hazards at
rail-highway grade crossings on any federal-
aid highway system other than the Interstate
is continued under the act, with a provision
that at least one-half of the money be used for
the installation of protective devices at
Crossings.

The act also creates a new program for the
elimination of hazards at rail-hichway
crossings on roads off the federal-aid system.
Funding of $18.75 million from the general
fund is authorized for the three-month
transition period; $75 million each for fiscal 77
and '78.

Funds for the off-system rail-highway
crossing program have been apportioned to
the states one-half on the basis of area, rural
population and specitied rural mail routes, and
one-half by urban population. This is the same
apportionment formula as the on-system
program.

States can now use the authorized amount
of transition period funds and fiscal 77 funds
for the off-system rail-highway crossing
program. State highway agencies will approve
county projects on a first come, first served
basis.

Pavement Marking: Authorization is $50
million for each fiscal 77 and '78 from
Highway Trust Fund; 100 percent funding.
The new legislation eliminates the requirement
that DOT Secretary give priority under the
pavement marking program to federal-aid
secondary system and off-system roads.

As previously authorized, funds can be
transferred to off-system locations for
correction of high hazard locations when all
rural pavement markings have been
completed.
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Special Bridge Programs

Special Bridge Replacement Program:
Authorization is $180 million for each fiscal '77
and '78 from the Highway Trust Fund; federal
share—75 percent. Funds may be used for
inventory, inspection and classification of
bridges as well as replacement of deficient
structures. Funds may be used only for
bridges on a federal-aid highway system.
Eligible activities include:

e Total replacement of deficient bridge at or
close to existing location.

e Complete relocation of a deficient bridge
with a new structure in the same general
corridor.

* Replacement of superstructure when
substructure is structurally adequate.

The deficient bridge must be removed or
permanently closed following the opening of
the replacement bridge. Funds may not be
used for costs of right-of-way, utility
relocation or adjustments, long approach fills,
or similar items (other federal-aid highway
funds may share in the cost of these items).
The structure to be replaced must be on one of
the federal-aid highway systems. It must be
inspected, rated, and be determined tobe
deficient; submitted as a replacement
candidate, and must be considered as having a
high priority for replacement.

FHWA Highway Safety Program Funds:
These funds may be used for inventory,
inspection and classification of bridges either
on or off a federal-aid highway system, but not
on a state highway. Funding is 70 percent
federal and may be increased up to 95 percent
in states with large areas of public lands. For
fiscal '77, $25 million is available nationwide
for all of the FHW A 402 safety programs.

FHWA Safer Off-System Roads Funds (see
description of SOS program): These funds may
be used for inventory, inspection and
classification of bridges on roads and streets
which are not on a federal-aid highway system.
Funding is 70 percent federal and possibly
may be increased in states with large areas of
public lands. For fiscal '77, $200 million is
available nationwide for SOS programs. The
fiscal 78 appropriation is $90 million; $500,000
of this is for initiation of an inspection
program to inventory, inspect, and classify off-
system bridges. A state-by-state distribution
of the $500,000 has been made.

The inspection program is to be done
according to the Federal Highway
Administration’s National Bridge Inspection
Standards. States that have completed initial
inventories of off-system bridges with other
funds may use fiscal 78 SOS funds to update
their inventories.

FHWA Highway Planning and Research
Funds: These funds may be used by states to
collect inventory data (as required under the
Special Bridge Replacement Program) for
bridges either on or off the federal-aid highway
systems. These funds may not be used for
structural appraisal or posting of bridges.

NOTE: Once inspected, bridges which cannot
carry full legal loads require posting.
Appropriate categories of federal-aid
construction funds may be used for posting.
In addition, bridges not on a federal-aid
highway system may be posted with the
FHWA highway safety program funds
mentioned above.

Contact Tom Bulger, NACo transportation
legislative representative, for more
information on bridge funds.

Program Transferability: The 1976 act
increases from 30 to 40 percent the amount of
Highway Trust Fund apportionments that
states can transfer from one funding category
to another in three programs:

e Special bridge reconstruction and
replacement.

e On-system rail-highway grade crossing.

e High hazard locations and roadside
obstacles.

It is no longer required that the purpose of
the individual program be met before transfer
can be approved. The Secretary of
Transportation is given additional authority
to approve the transfer of up to 100 percent of
the apportionment from one of the three above
safety programs to another if requested by the
state. In this case, the Secretary must be
assured that the purposes of the program from
which the funds are being transferred have
been met.

Also, all or part of the general funds
apportioned for the off-system rail-highway
grade crossing program can be transferred to
the safer off-system roads program. This
transfer can be approved by the Secretary if
the purposes of the off-system crossing
program have been met.

How Federal-Aid Highway Programs Are
Funded.(Information is updated to include
provisions of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of
1976.) The process of funding federal-aid
highway projects is extremely complex. It is
hoped that the following information will
clarify the process. The information, including
tables, comes from a portion of a Federal
Highway Administration publication,
“Financing Federal-Aid
Highways—Revisited,”” by Barry Felrice.

Highway Trust Fund, General Fund Highway
Financing: The Federal-Aid Highway Act of
1956 established the Highway Trust Fund as a
mechanism for financing the then accelerated
highway program. The trust fund is not a
physical entity in which revenues are
deposited. It is only a bookkeeping entry in
the Treasury. User taxes are not deposited in
the trust fund but in the general fund of the
U.S. Treasury. Amounts equivalent to these
taxes are then transferred from the general
fund to the trust fund. Transfers are made at
least monthly on the basis of estimates by the
Secretary of Transportation and later
adjusted on the basis of actual tax receipts.
Not all federal-aid highway funds come from

Table 2
Trust Fund and General Fund Financing

Percent Financed From

Fund Trust General
Fund Funds

Secondary System 100
Urban System 100
Forest Highways 100
Public Lands Highways 100
Economic Growth Center Development Highways 100
Landscaping and Litter Removal 100
Control of Junkyards 100
Safer Off-System Roads 100
Access Highways 100
Traffic Control Signalization Demonstration 100

Projects
Highway Safety Programs 100
Bridge Reconstruction and Replacement 100
Pavement Marking 100
High-Hazard Locations and Roadside Obstacles 100
Rail-Highway Crossings

(a) on a Federal-aid system 100

(b) off Federal-aid Systems 100

Table 3
Apportionment Formulas

Fund

Area

Rural Population

Rural Delivery
Route Mileaae
and Intercity
Mail Route
Mileage

Secondary System

Urban System

Urban Transportation
Planning

High-Hazard Locations Total Population

Factors

Urban* Population

Urbanized Population

€

ligatior

_Uf'linnl

Hucted @

ortion!

Weight Minimum Apportionmep, hway a
tificate

1/3  1/2 percent i_‘—f'd[;’ El
1/3 (except for D.C)) ts they
1/3 n{‘l[?’t- |
hority.

;only @
edt’l'al'
a perm
er thar
ortion
Bal year
ese non
iod of t
al year
horize«
hr years
tof 197

1 1/2 percent

1 1/2 percent

3/4 1/2 percent

and Roadside Obstacles  Public Road 1/4
Mileage ilablv l
ich the;
Forest Highways Area of Forests 1/2 {‘)‘;;‘IE;L
Value of Forests 1/2  autho!
Safer Off-System Area 2/9 teral S
Roads Rural Population 2/9 lier, w1
Off-System Road 2/9 ernme
Mileage feral-aic
Urban Population 1/3 pws the
nties.
Highway Safety Total Population 3/4 1/2percent**
Programs Public Road Mileage 1/4 I b|e
Rail-Highway Area 116 ader:
Crossings (on a federal- Rural Population 1/6
aid system) Rural Delivery 1/6
Route Mileage
and Intercity Mail Route prstate
Mileage ary S\
Urban Population 1/2 OH'LJSM
)an oys
Rail-Highway Area 1/6 : A5 ergenc
Crossings (off-system) Rural Population 1/6 way-H|
Rural Delivery 1/6 door A
Route Mileage and 1rol of
Intercity Mail Route RRoiG
Mileage ge Rer
Urban Population 1/2 :”H'f”'”]
Ih Hazz
For information on state apportionments, contact your state highway agency. ﬁ_’%”;i :
*Places of 5,000 or more persons. r;"""-"f' S
**Except that the Virgin Islands, Guam and American Samoa each get only one-third percent L”H o
lic Lan
the Highway Trust Fund; some programs are In the highway program, most categories d jJll®" Off-§
financed by the general fund. Table 2 shows not require this two-step authorization- way S
the source and percentage of funds for appropriaton process to obligate federal fund: e H19h
programs involving counties. Through what is termed ‘“‘contract authority , Jalion [
sums authorized in federal-aid highway acts gram
are available for obligation prior to their bein onstr:
Highway Authorizations: The first step in the apportioned. The use of contract authority v giioad H
funding is authorization by Congress. Federal- first legislated in the Federal-Aid Highway flic Cor
Aid Highway Acts provide funds, termed Act of 1922. nonstr:
“authorizations,” for the federal-aid highway FHighw
program. Over the past 50 years, this Apportionment and Apportionment A Feg
program has expanded from two categories Formulas: FHW A apportions or divides the
(primary and forest highways) to more than 40 sums authorized for the various highway * May
categories, each having a separate programs among the states. The state
authorization. apportionment is based on several formulas : May |
Authorizations are amounts of money the prescribed by law. Table 3, above, shows ‘ May.
Secretary of Transportation is permitted to formulas for apportioning authorized sums!® mperfn
obligate on behalf of the federal government. certain highway programs appropriate for "‘:Jn'
They are the maximum limits on the amount of  counties. Ki
federal funds which can be spent.
Allocations: Some funds do not contain 2
Contract Authority: The federal-aid highway legislatively mandated apportionment ; ban N\
program differs from other federal programs. formula. In these cases, the sums are divide! Bl
Most federal programs require a two-step among the states at the discretion of the
process. The first step is the congressional Secretary of Transportation. These _
passage of authorizations (indicated above). discretionary or administrative divisions ar¢ i or in fo
The authorizations may be used only after called “‘allocations,” rather than tact th
passage of a second piece of legislation, an apportionments. ”%‘“'_“t!
appropriations act. It is at this point that the Table 4 below indicates some allocated g;(t,rffet
program may proceed. funds and how funds are distributed. Ce{; [iot
Table 4 ita] an
Allocated Funds S
Fund Distribution “;Eifi{_t
Emergency Relief Project by project gram_l;
Y be sp
Control of Junkyards As requested by States 19 of ¢}
fating
Economic Growth Center Development Administratively derived formula giving equa!

Highways weight to: area, mileage of rural delivery and frating
intercity routes, and population outside of B # 2(
urbanized areas. One-half percent minimurm portion;

I'asix-
Special Bridge Replacement Relative needs PlEnate
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,_,a[io,l,;'.»\x'ailability': At the time of
= ment, certificates denoting the sums
" .4 and the exact amount of each -
_onment are transmitted to each state
" agency. It is through these
nent ' -tes that states receive the ability to
t the federal government to repay the
“ hev incur. Thus each apportionment
s the granting of new “obligational
rity.” 1t is not cash that is apportioned:
.ly authority to incur new obligations.
_eral-aid funds are available for obligation
eriod of four year. Funds for use on
. than the Interstate system are to be
ioned on Oct. 1, the first day of the
1vear for which they are authorized.
. non-Interstate funds are available “for a
Jof three years after the close of the
d | vear for which such sums are
\rized ... . Thus, they are available for
vears. Prior to the Federal-Aid Highway
11976, non-Interstate funds were
sble for two years after the fiscal year for
.1 they were authorized.
-uld a state not obligate its entire
tionment within this four-year period,
athority to obligate the remainder lapses.
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L:ral Share of Project Costs: As mentioned
ir with a few exceptions, the federal
~mment does not pay for the entire cost of
.2l-2id highway projects. The table below
+the federal share for funds of interest to
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Lands Highways 100
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ifety Programs
ohway Public Trans-
Demonstration
nstration Projects-
030 Highway Crossings
Control Signalizatien
tion Projects
way Crossings (on/
AFederal-aid system)

70*

100

70*

100
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“May be increased up to 95 percent for

dles with large areas of “'public lands.”

Y

“ay Oe increased to 100 percent.

‘May be increased to 100 percent for —

'2ering and economic surveys.

nknown at this date.

tan Mass Transportation

Iministration

Tinformation on all UMTA programs,
4tlthe Urban Mass Transportation
Unistration, Office of Public Affairs, 400
dreet S'W., Room 9330, Washington, D.C.
:1202) 426-4043; and UMTA regional

*“sin the 10 federal regions.

llal and Operating Assistance: The

“nal Mass Transportaton Assistance Act
‘4(NMTA) amended the Urban Mass
“portation Act of 1964 to establish an

~ billion, six-year mass transportation

am. Up to $500 million of the $11.8 billion
'U¢ spent in rural areas under Sections 3, 6,
‘0l the act. No funds can be spent for

“ling expenses in rural areas (Section 5).

ling and Capital Funds—Section 5

_B # 20.507): Section 5 provides for the
"lonment by formula of $3.975 billion
isix-year period to urban areas
=haled recipients) for either mass

=

transportation capital projects or operating
assistance. Operating expenses include, for
example, gasoline, oil, labor, and maintenance
costs associated with capital equipment. The
distribution formula is based one-half on
population and one-half on population density.
The federal matching share for funds used for
capital purposes is up to 80 percent. The
federal share for operating assistance may be
up to 50 percent of the project; however, this is
limited by the availability of Section 5 funds
and local matching funds.

The schedule provided by NMTA calls for
distribution of the formula funds through
fiscal '80 as follows:

Fiscal Year ‘Amount (in millions)

1975 $300

1976 500

1977 650

1978 775

1979 850 -

1980 900

These sums are to remain available for

obligation by the governor or designated
recipient for two years following the close of
the fiscal year of apportionment.

Capital Assistance—Section 3 (OMB # 20.500):
The fiscal 78 obligational authority for capital
facilities grants is $1.4 billion. In fiscal 77 the
amount obligated was $1.25 billion to provide
capital assistance to public bodies. UMTA
provides up to 80 percent of project costs, such
as facilities and equipment which include
personal property, buses, and other rolling
stock; and real property which includes land,
but not public highways, within the area
affected by the construction and operation of
transit improvements, including station sites.

This is a ‘‘discretionary program’’ with
grants made on a case-by-case basis. The most
common use of funds by counties is for
purchase of buses and related equipment.

There is no specific state role in the
application process. UMTA encourages
counties to submit a joint application on behalf
of several communities. Rural counties may
apply for Section 3 funds using the same grant
application process as that in urbanized areas.

Ten-year Capital Loans (OMB # 20.501): Under
Section 3 these loans are available to finance
the acquisition of real property and interests in
real property for use as rights-of-way, station

sites, and related purposes on urban mass
transportation systems. Section 3 also
provides funds for preliminary engineering
studies.

Planning Assistance and Technical
Studies—Section 9 (OMB # 20.505): The fiscal
'78 obligation amount is $55 million. Section 9
funds may be used for the planning,
engineering, design, and evaluation of urban
mass transportation projects and for other
technical studies, included or proposed, foran
urban transportation program as part of a
comprehensive development of an urban area.
Counties, in conjunction with councils of
governments, have been active in using
technical studies funds. Counties in rural areas
may use Section 9 funds to prepare local
transit development programs required to
qualify for UMTA capital assistance to
nonurban areas.

Research, Development and Demonstration
(R, D and D)-Section 6 (OMB # 20-504): The
fiscal 78 appropriation for Section 6 is $70
million. The fiscal '77 appropriation was $61.2
million. R, D and D grants and contracts are
awarded for the development, testing and
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demonstration of new facilities, equipment,
techniques and methods to improve mass
transportation service and contribute toward
meeting total urban transportation needs at
minimum cost.

Service and Methods Demonstration
Program—Section 6 (OMB # 20.506): This
Section 6 program provides funds to develop,
test and promote innovative and nationally
relevant public transportation services and
methods, including those for the elderly and
handicapped. Funds may cover up to 100
percent of project expenses involving capital
investment, operations, administration, and
evaluation during the projects’s life (usually 1
to 3 years).

Grants may be made to counties submitting
unsolicited proposals; however, potential
applicants should initially contact UMTA
informally (by letter or telephone) to determine
demonstration concept compatibility with
current UMTA demonstration plans.

Managerial Training Grants—Section 10
(OMB # 20.503): About $500,000 is available in
each fiscal year '77 and '78. UMTA awards not
more than 100 fellowships each year for
training managerial, technical and
professional personnel in the urban mass
transportation field.

-

Federal Aviation Administration

For more information on FAA programs,
contact FAA regional, area or district office.

Airport Development Aid Program (ADAP)
(OMB # 20.102): The Airport and Airways
Development Act of 1976 extended this
program through 1980. Funding comes from
the Airport and Airway Trust Fund. ADAP
includes both a construction grant program
and a planning grant program for air carrier
and general aviation airport. Air carrier
airports are those with regularly scheduled
service. General aviation airports serve
private aircraft and do not have regularly
scheduled service.

ADAP construction funds amount to $400
million for fiscal 77 and $465 million for fiscal
78. *“Commuter air service airports’’ are
guaranteed at least $15 million annually from
air carrier funds. ADAP authorizations for
developing general aviation airports are $70
million for fiscal "77 and $75 million for fiscal
'78. At least $15 million annually from general
aviation funds must be made available for
“reliever’” airport development.

Airport Planning Grant Program (OMB #
20.103): For both fiscal '77 and "78, $15 million
from the Airport and Airway Trust Fund is
available for airport planning grants (PGP).
This amount is to remain available until
expended.

Counties and other public agencies are
eligible for funding in the ADAP program if

Federal Grants

their airport is included in the National
Airport System Plan. This program provides
grants for land acquisition; construction of
runways, taxiways and aprons; navigation
aids; and safety equipment. Expanded
purposes under the new legislation include
public use terminal space in air carrier airports
meeting certain safety and other
requirements, purchase of land for noise buffer
zones, and snow and noise suppression
equipment.

Medium and large hub airports are eligible
for 75 percent federal funds. Small hub,
general aviation, reliever and commuter
airports are eligible for 90 percent grants in
fiscal '77 and '78. In fiscal '79 and '80 their
federal share is reduced to 80 percent.

The formula provides that two-thirds of
ADAP air carrier funds will be distributed on
the basis of a weighted passenger
emplacement formula. Every air carrier
facility is eligible for a minimum $150,000 up
to a maximum $10 million in formula funds.
Remaining funds may be expended at the
discretion of the Secretary of Transportation,
including the $15 million for commuter
airports. General aviation funds are
distributed partly on a formula basis by state,
and partly at the discretion of the Secretary of
Transportation.

The 1976 legislation allows the Secretary of
Transportation to commit funding for a single
project application covering several multiyear
projects or several single-year projects which
all begin in the year of approval. This provision
applies only to those air carrier airports
entitled to automatic funding on the basis on
an enplanement formula.

Amounts apportioned among the states are
available for general aviation airports in the
state for a two-year period. Amounts
designated for individual air carrier airport
sponsors through the enplaned passenger
formula contained in the act are available for a
three-year period. Funds not obligated by a
grant agreement between FAA and an airport
sponsor by the expiration date will be added to
a discretionary fund for airport development
administered by the Secretary of
Transportation without regard to
geographical boundaries.

The 1976 legislation authorizes FAA to
provide public agencies with 75 percent of the
cost of developing regional airport system
plans. Master plans for specific airports are
funded at the same federal level as the airport
is eligible to receive for construction grants (75
to 90 percent).

An airport system plan deals with the
extent, general type, location, and timing of
airport development within a state, region, or
metropolitan area. Generally, these plans are
prepared by state or areawide agencies. A
master plan contains the type of development
needed by an existing or proposed airport to
serve a particular community or county.The
airport must be in the National Airport
System Plan.

Federal Aid Contacts

AgiNg Senvices. . L e e e s B e e S e RGeS S e O Mary Brugger Murphy
T ] e S i e S S S D S A A R S B S R GO e DS BRED SO R S0 SB oo e Mike Gemmell
N L By LT, f o i Bt S T e S L T 0 o 8 o s e 0 A Linda Church
Community Action Programs (OEO) .......... ..o iiiiiiiiiiiiieennnnn., Aliceann Fritschler
Community Development ................cco0nnt R e o i 2 M A P BT John Murphy
Criminal Justice (LEAA) . ......ccicumicaniasanancnaaanioasionsasmanianssaasssaas Donald Murray
CriminalJustice (Leglsiation) s R e e o e ot S o VY YC e i Herb Jones
o] T | || e S S 50 o o T A e A e a0 O o, BT S AR O S OIS O Elliott Alman
Economic Development (EDA)..........cccciicinicecnnranscacrasanssanionnnnans John Murphy
T L L L S S et o R s mb o TS Y A e S S GO OF R R S A T S Mike Gemmell
Employment: o o i i S R s e e ik o0 o a wimv e tela arel i S e ale At Jon Weintraub
BN O gy s e o e e e e STk fava (& n i 1o o eiofada o w78 ol daalc o (uin a s [adota e Sue Guenther
Environment (EPA). o o e o e te o e sds)a ta i mtn fotu o a T ofabe aTe laluTe o aluia g =iala ninin'a einip|aila s Bob Weaver
Environment/Energy (Legislation) ...t Mark Croke
Federal Regulationsand Grants. .. .......c.oiiuiiniininneiiiinenarannnnnnnns Linda Church
Hea R (HEW ) o e e i a8 et oo fad c aliafta 5 ' ‘a s  ataladais alat o alniuiate elu siorutate atuteta q Mike Gemmell
HUD Consollgat On o e e e o e et et L ol L s o ofata mime inime' a1 flalia fud mlu Ral niafaaYanis Bruce Talley
Intergovernmental Personnel Act . ...... ... iininimmii it Elizabeth Rott
Labor-Management Relations (Legislation) .............cciiiiiiiiiniiiannnnn ".. Ann Simpson
Parks and Recreation(HUD and Interior) ..........ciiiuiiniannnennnnncnnannns Arlene Shulman
T} o (Y [ e e I, D e A G R S S B A S G S e o o S U Jim Evans
PUDI W OTK S . i s e e e e STl Teil aa oo e e Aot S Ve S 2 E e John Murphy
RUral AHaIrs (USDA): & o ot o o i e e nia oluon am 5 ke (ae,  mrtatatoi as (ot Tatoteiula: of Ola[ufetatuifei = taioi> Elliott Alman
L S U e P o e A A i B L VW B o S O A i i Aliceann Fritschler/Jim Koppel
Social Services, TIIe XX, .t o e e e s s i n v mestaralials = ool atulaminiare a e oouints Aliceann Fritschler
ST B P it e At i S Smecatie Sy & Sl B oot oo R RS P s B o e i e oy S i S S Cliff Cobb
TranSPOrIRION - . - o o L e ot ol o e aimtainia s s minle e uiatetu(a/ninisintus ot foln fale)nintera ol n = Marian Hankerd
Transportation(Legislation) . ..ottt Tom Bulger
UrDaN POl Y. s o e e e e John Murphy
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The St
ents of

Much of the information in this section
comes from ‘‘Highways and Safety 1976 —A
Summary of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of
1976," published by the Highway Users
Federation, Washington, D.C., and ‘‘Financing
Federal-Aid Highways—Revisited,"” published
by the Federal Highway Administration.
NACo thanks the Highway Users
Federation and FHW A for permission to use
their information, including tables. Copies of
both booklets are available from the NACo
Transportation team.

Department of the
Treasury

Office of Revenue Sharing

State and Local Assistance Act of 1976
(General Revenue Sharing): P.L. 94-488
extended the General Revenue Sharing
program through Sept. 30, 1980. This
legislation authorizes the return of $25.6
billion to nearly 39,000 states, counties, cities,
towns, townships, Indian tribes and Alaskan
villages. During this fiscal year, $6.85 billion
will be distributed. The money is distributed
according to a formula based on tax effort,
population, intergovernmental transfers and
per capita income.

General revenue sharing money may be used
for any purpose which is legal under the
applicable state and local law. Shared revenues
may be used to match grants received under
other federal programs. The recipient
governments are required to hold public
hearings to discuss the use of general revenue
sharing money and their relationship to the
unit of government’s own budget.

Those governments receiving more than
$25,000 annually are required to have an ,
“independent’’ audit in accordance with
generally accepted auditing standards once
every three years. Recipient g@vernments are
prohibited in the use of revenue sharing funds
without regard for race, color, national origin,
sex, religion, handicapped status or age.

Antirecession Fiscal Assistance to State and
Local Governments: The countercyclical
antirecession program, authorized
by Title II of the Public Works
Employment Act of 1976 and amended by the
Intergovernmental Antirecession Assistance
Act of 1977, provides emergency budgetary
assistance (grants) to state and local
governments with high unemployment, The
grants are intended to help those governments
avoid service cutbacks, employee layoffs or
tax increases, and thus avoid actions which
hinder economic recovery. The program is
activated when the national rate of
unemployment exceeds 6 percent and would
shut itself off when the national
unemployment drops below that level.

The current program expires Sept. 30.
Congress is currently considering legislation
to extend the program for two-years.

- specialized services and technical assistanc

- application procedures and eligibility

5.5 bil

). 1980.
ACTION o
* Pc
¢ Pe
Mini-Grant Program (OMB # 72.010): Proje 3 'i\(
grants are awarded to state and local o 2
governments to mobilize relatively large
numbers of part-time, uncompensated The ti
volunteers to work on human, social, and be feden
environmental needs. Local governments quentl
applying for grants should initially coordin:(:jerrent
development of a proposal by contacting the nt Ent
appropriate ACTION regional office. The ta are

fiscal ‘78 estimate is $500,000.

National Student Volunteer Program (OMB!
72.005): Advisory services and counseling,

C

are supplied to state and local agencies
desiring to assist the development of studel
volunteer programs which provide servicesis
the poverty community. Contact the NSVP
program through the ACTION agency. The
fiscal '78 estimate is $326,000.

ACTION Program for Elderly (See
Administration on Aging, HEW.)

[f Con
billior
fal wol
* Sho
deratior

National Endowment for
the Arts

munj
blly as:
Arts Program (Challenge Grants) (OMB / d thos
45.013): This is a challenge grant program pducts
(matching) administered by the National 3 ﬁh”'
Endowment for the Arts. The endowment: ding
the principal source of funds and informau ‘lfll?SI
on both public and private arts and culturz ¥ fdft-‘ e
activities. j* Sho
For fiscal '78, Conigress approved the ful i Progr
$123.5 million for the endowment’s 12 frate ¢
program areas. Of this amount, $18 million :’"{ﬂer
was indicated for the Challenge Grant : Shor
Program. This is the first year in the histor/ J""s i
the endowment that Congress has passed 5'19_5 aj
appropriations bill providing full funding [0 r“ see |
the Administration’s budget request. :’. Ok
The Administration’s urban package r’(')"“.},
includes a “‘Livable Cities”’ program which “Lep; !
passed, will authorize $20 million for projec &Tstiooi
grants for art endeavors, including it of n{
preservation, restoration or adaptive use of g
existing structures; landscape; architectu™ g, = ., |
urban design; graphi¢ art; the fine and ra% le
performing arts. Eligible applicants include A
nonprofit societies, neighborhood groups. ey -
institutions and organizations, and stale 7" | - L
local governments. However, governmentd = 1;’5
units are only eligible in the event their b "3
recipient agency is a nonprofit organizalio” i S%d I
which qualifies as a 501 (c) (3) tax exempti0® enuee
under the IRS code. G 2
The program will be administered by the & . al ;"
HUD Office of Neighborhood Developmer” g |
Applications will be reviewed jointly by HU"jevent
ancr the National Endowment for the Art Neces

The bill has been sent to the approprial¢ EPETams

Congressional Committees. No action has "“jpayer:
scheduled as of press time. US.-
The Guide to Programs put out by the any p
endowment (2401 E Street N.W., Washingt® ld alsc
D.C. 20506) explains all endowment progré” C‘;‘:i;da
v

I3 ams

requirements.
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Tax Revolt Action Centgr

e current general revenue sharing pro-
| . which expires Sept. 30, 1980, will not be
k.ted by the Proposition 13 tax refereqdum,
0o analysis and contact with the Office of
e Sharing has determined. However,
qming an extension of the present general
eque sharing program, Proposition 1.3
.|d cause an 11 percent reduction ($69.1 mil-
Jin allocations to all recipient governments
(slifornia beginning with the Oct. 1, 1981

titlement.

grent Law

mhe State and Local Assistance Act Amend-
its of 1976 provide guaranteed funding of
:5 billion from Jan. 1, 1977 through Sept.
11980, The funds are paid quarterly using
.ame formula s the 1972 law, based on:

+ Population
+ Per capita income
+ Adjusted tax effort

roject + Intergovernmental transfer

o6

| The timeliness of each element depends on
\nd e federal agency collecting those data. Con-
nts quently, the data collected vary as to how
ordinate ment they are. For example, during the cur-
ng the it Entitlement Period Nine, the following
T'he laare used to compute the allocations:

(OMB #

ing,
stance
-
student
vices to
NSVP
y. The
[Congress decided that it wanted to spend
ollion a year on solid waste management,
itwould be the best use of that money?
for ' Should it be used to subsidize recycling
Tations, either by funding neighborhood or
munitywide collection centers or by finan-
1y assisting those in the salvage business
IB # 1those who turn waste materials into final
-am ducts?
nal ' Should it be used to pay part of the cost of
sent is liing $10 to $100 million energy recovery
‘mation llies in the way sewage treatment facili-
Jtural ‘areeligible for federal grants?
' Should the money go towards litter clean-
e full frograms or to assist counties, cities, or
3 g'ile operators to meet more stringent en-
illion mmental standards for sanitary landfills?
: ' Should it be simply given to local govern-
jistory Ofls which have responsibility for disposal of
ssed an ‘esand allow them to use it in the manner
ling for Vv see fit?
‘0 some extent, this is all wishful think-
e ‘nce Congress has shown no inclination to
“hich, if [P Priate such vast sums of money for solid
sroject ‘e for any of these purposes. In fact, the
=3 slons only become meaningful in the con-
useof [ Of the revenues which could be derived
ecture; JB" the proposed ‘‘solid waste product

1 '2¢” on the material content of all non-

1elude :3519. nonfood, consumer items. This pro-
ups, ., currently being considered by the inter-
ate and " Resource Conservation Committee,
ental IRIplace an excise tax on manufacturers of

- Ut 530 per ton, an amount equal to the

zation [ %8¢ national cost of collection and disposal
nption Jl™idential and commercial garbage. The
“lues from the charge would be about $2
v the 'JH. according to estimates by the Environ-
[3 ment. llal Protection Agency (EPA).
by HUD @Revenues from the product charge would
Art. tecessarily have to be used for solid waste
riate <1ams. They could be simply refunded to all

1 has be“Bayers on an equal basis or absorbed into

T

'S. Treasury’s General Fund to be spent

the 1y programs Congress chose. The funds
shingto" K4 also be distributed to counties and cities
yrogratordance with the general revenue sharing

r

lula without regard to existing solid waste
~fams and needs.

IMPACTS OF PROPOSITION 13

Revenue Sharing Funds Safe Till '80

Entitlement Period Nine:
Oct. 1, 1977-Sept. 30, 1978
o 1975 population estimate
o 1974 per capita income
e Fiscal '76 adjusted taxes
* Fiscal 76 intergovernmental transfers

The data for Entitlement Period 10 (Oct. 1,
1978-Sept. 30, 1979) have already been collect-
ed. They are based on: :

1976 population estimate
1975 per capita income
Fiscal 77 adjusted taxes
Fiscal 77 intergovernmental transfers

The data for Entitlement Period 11 (Oct. 1,
1979-Sept. 30, 1980), the last Entitlement Per-
iod in the current law, will be based on:

o 1977 population estimate

o 1976 per capita income

e Fiscal '78 adjusted taxes

e Fiscal '78 intergovernmental transfers

It is important to note that fiscal 78 in Cal-
ifornia began July 1, 1977 and ends on June 30,
1978. During this period the adjusted taxes
were not affected by Proposition 13.

The Future

In order to analyze the effects of Proposi-
tion 13 on the general revenue sharing pro-

OWTO SPEND IT?

levenue from So

There seems, however, to be widespread ac-
ceptance of the idea that there should be some
link between the purpose of the charge and the
uses for which it is spent. Since the charge is
based on the cost to cities and counties ef solid
waste management, most, though not all, pro-
posals encourage that the funds be allocated
among them. That still leaves open a number
of possible ways to allocate the funds.

Formula Allocations to Counties
and Cities

Perhaps the method of allocation most
favorable to counties and cities would be a for-
mula allocation by which these governments
would receive funds automatically—without
any strings attached—to be spent on solid
waste management. (If that concern is ignored,
then this would be a variation on the general
revenue sharing formula.)

The formula could be on a purely popula-
tion basis but it would have to be based on the
degree of solid waste responsibility in each jur-
1sdiction if the link between the charge and the
allocation of funds is to be preserved. The
allocation could also be based on tons or cubic
yards collected or disposed of, but that would
create an incentive for exaggeration of weight
or volume, and thus would require increased
federal oversight to avoid fraud.

In spite of the administrative simplicity of
an automatic formula, there are problems.
How should the allocation of funds differen-
tiate between jurisdictions with responsibility
for collection and those performing disposal
functions, considering that the former is gener-
ally the more expensive service? How can a
formula be devised which requires that all
grant funds be spent on solid waste without
imposing qualifications and restrictions (such
as performance standards on service) on the
use of funds? Such restrictions, of course,
would considerably complicate administration
of the formula grants. Finally, if revenues are
allocated to local governments to pay for solid
waste management costs, households serviced
by private haulers and disposal operators
would have to be compensated?

gram after Sept. 30, 1980, several assumptions

must be made: _ \
e A program of general revenue sharing will

continue;

e The present State and Local Fiscal As-
sistance Act will simply be extended and no
formula changes will be made;

 The data used will be collected in the same
manner and will have the same time con-
straints as they do new;

* The total amount of money to be allocated
each year will be at the same level as the cur-
rent law requires ($6.85 billion yearly).

Let us also assume that Entitlement Period
12 would be from Oct. 1, 1980-Sept. 30, 1981,
and that these would be the data elements:

° 1978 population estimates

° 1977 per capita income

e Fiscal '79 adjusted taxes

e Fiscal 79 intergovernmental transfers

The adjusted tax effort data for local units
of government for fiscal ‘79 would reflect the
reduction in adjusted taxes caused by Propos-
ition 13. However, at this point it is necessary
to examine the data elements at the state level.
Presently, all data used for state governments
are one year behind the local level. This would
mean, given all our assumptions, that during
Entitlement Period 12 the share of revenue
sharing going to California would be approxi-

mately the same as it is now. Given the effects
of Proposition 13 on local governments, the ac-
tual distributions would be somewhat altered
according to which units of government reduce
their adjusted taxes most, but the total amount
of money going to all of California units of
government would be unchanged.

The picture in Entitlement Period 13, and
thereafter, is not as bright. Entitlement Period
13 would be from Oct. 1, 1981 to Sept. 30,
1982, and the data elements would be:

° 1979 population estimate

o 1978 per capita income

e Fiscal '80 adjusted taxes

e Fiscal ‘80 intergovernmental transfers

During Entitlement Period 13 both the state
of California’s allocation and the local govern-
ments’ allocation would be affected by any
reduction in adjusted taxes caused by Proposi-
tion 13.

Using the same assumptions as NACo, the
Office of Revenue Sharing has estimated Cali-
fornia will lose $69.1 million (11 percent of its
current allocation) during Entitlement Period
13. This estimate is based on the additional
assumption that Proposition 13 will reduce
taxes by $7.61 billion (41 percent); also, current
data elements (Entitlement Period 9) were
used to arrive at the estimate.

Staff contact: Carol Berenson

id Waste Charges

Categorical Grants to Counties
and Cities

A more restrictive way to distribute product
charge revenues would be to establish a cate-
gorical grant program to which counties,
cities, and other local authorities could apply
for assistance on specific projects or pro-
grams. This could be administered by the
states or directly by EPA. The problems with
this are clear. The paperwork requirements in
many cases would outweigh the benefits of the
available funding, and the federal government
would likely use the grant program as a regula-
tory tool in requiring conformance with its
regulations on landfill siting and operation.
The autonomy and flexibility of local govern-
ments would be undermined in one more area,
particularly if the federal or state govern-
ment decided to promote some particular tech-
nology such as resource recovery.

Perhaps it would be possible to develop
some type of hybrid grant program in which
most funds would be distributed automatically
to eligible jurisdictions with only minimal con-
ditions attached. The remaining funds could be
allocated through a state-run categorical pro-
gram to counties or cities with especially in-
novative programs or with particular needs.

Rebates to Recycling Industries

Another way of linking the distribution of
revenues to the purposes of the product charge
would be to use the funds as a rebate to all in-
dustries which use reprocessed or secondary
materials in their manufacturing processes. If
a major function of the product charge is to
reduce the consumption of natural resources
and encourage re-use of materials, then this
use of revenues would probably best achieve it.

One of the elements of the product charge
proposals to date has been to provide rebates
for recycling only to those industries which are
subject to the charge. In other words, if a
paper mill produced a million tons of paper
products, but used one hundred thousand tons
of waste paper from residential/commercial

sources, it would have to pay the charge on
only nine hundred thousand tons of its output.
However, if a copper smelting plant bought
steel/tin cans from a recycling or resource
recovery facility, there would be no similar
financial reward, because the copper industry
would not be subject to the charge.

Studies prepared for EPA indicate that
most of the revenues from the product charge
would be used up in rebates to industry if they
were extended to those industries not subject
to the charge. This means that little would be
left over for counties and cities, if the rebate
were set at the same level as the charge. A
choice would then have to be made between
creating financial incentives for resource con-
servation and assisting local governments in
their waste management efforts.

Conclusion

There are presumably a number of other
ways-to distribute the funds raised by a solid
waste product charge or by a “litter tax’ such
as in California. No method of allocation is
unequivocally the best because there are
several trade-offs to consider. For those who
wish to be sure that all of the funds would be
spent on solid waste programs, it may be
necessary to sacrifice administrative sim-
plicity to achieve this. For those who want the
highest degree of equity, either the connection
with solid waste must be severed (by using
some form of general revenue sharing), or a
very complicated administrative structure
would have to be developed. Still others may
wish to sacrifice the goal of returning funds to
local governments in order to subsidize re-
source conservation efforts. Based on these
differences it appears unlikely that any con-
sensus will be reached quickly on how the
revenues should be allocated. Nevertheless,
this is an important issue for NACo to con-
sider if it wishes to have a voice in determin-
ing how counties might be included in any
revenue distribution policy under a solid waste
product charge.

—Cliff Cobb
NACoR




Isit all
too much?

Sponsored by the National Association of County Administrators

Mini-Management Packets are designed to help county officials keep
up-to-date on the issues and actions that affect the administration and
management of the county. The packets are a collection of studies,
reports, newspaper and magazine articles, directories, surveys and
bibliographies on a wide range of subjects. The information is current.
Cost covers reproduction, mailing and handling.

[J HISTORIC PRESERVATION (#14)

Counties attempting to preserve historical and archeological sites
encounter problems in the areas of funding and zoning. This packet
includes information on funding sources, both public and private, and tax
incentives for rehabilitation. Also presented are model ordinances setting
up historic preservation districts and designating historic

landmarks. (114 pp.)

Price $3.75 Total Cost

Quantity .

[] BARRIERS TO SOLAR ENERGY USE (#13)

Increased interest in the use of solar energy has implications for building
codes and zoning and land use planning. This packet contains articles,
model codes and ordinances, and legal research to help local
governments develop codes which provide such assurances as rights to
sunlight and thus encourage greater use of solar energy. (95 pp.)

Price $3.00 Quantity . Total Cost

[J PAYMENTS-IN-LIEU OF TAXES (#12)

The 94th Congress approved NACo-supported payments-in-lieu of taxes
legislation that recognizes the tax immunity burden of certain federally
owned and tax-exempt public lands. Amendments to the act are now
pending which would add other categories to the entitlement lands. This
packet gives background on the issue and analyzes the proposed
amendments, as well as listing the amounts provided to each county
under the first payment made in 1977. (13 pp.)

Price $1.20 Quantity ___ TotalCost

[J RIGHTS OF ALLEGED DISCRIMINATORY OFFICIALS (#11)

What rights does (or should) an employer have when it is alleged that
he/she has committed a discriminatory act? A university study group has
looked into the question of due process and made some
recommendations. They also surveyed the attitudes of key executives on
the question. Both the recommendations and the survey are included in
this report. (5 pp.)

Price 40 cents

Quantity Total Cost

[J NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM (#10)

National Flood insurance enables owners of flood-prone property to
purchase flood insurance at rates made affordable through a federal
subsidy. Report includes information of federal legislation, procedures for
qualifying and applying for NFI, and floodplain regulations. (35 pp.)

Price §1.20 Quantity Total Cost

NACo Publications Department
1735 New York Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Please send the above marked items to:
Name

Title

County
Address

State

WASHINGTON, D.C.—Should
NACo establish a new aging pro-
gram affiliate for county officials
concerned with serving the elderly?

This and other questions concern-
ing the elderly will be discussed at a
special meeting at NACo’s upcoming
annual conference in Atlanta.

The meeting is scheduled for Sun-
day, July 9, from 1 to 5 p.m. in Room
306 of the Georgia World Congress
Center.

NACo presently has 16 affiliates,
among them the National Associa-
tion of County Engineers, the Na-
tional Association of County Health
Officials, and the National Associa-
tion of County Welfare Directors.

These affiliates serve two major

purposes:
e To help NACo's steering com-

Colo. Director

Buckler to Retire

COLORADO—Clark Buckler,
executive director for Colorado
Counties, Inc. for the past six years,
has announced his resignation which
will take effect about Jan. 1.

His resignation is the result of the
loss of eyesight during past years.
While his condition has stabilized,
previous eye damage constitutes
legal blindness.

Buckler joined the Colorado State
Association of County Commission-
ers in January 1972. He had previ-
ously served as executive director of
the Colorado Public Expenditure
Council. Before that, he was a man-
agement and budget analyst and an
accountant for the city and county of
Denver.

Under his leadership, the associa-
tion name and structure was changed
to Colorado Counties, Inc., a non-

Job

Planning Director, Orange County, N.C. Salary
$20,364 to $27,060. Requires thorough knowledge
of planning principles and considerable work ex-
perience in responsible planning positions. Grad-
uate degree in planning highly desirable.
Resumes to: Orange County Manager's Office,
106 East Margaret Lane, Hillsborough, N.C.
27278. Applicants attending the NACo Confer-
ence July 8-12 may call for an interview, 919/
732-8181.

Executive Director, Colorado Counties, Inc. To
interpret, plan and administer county associa-
tion activities under guidance of board; plan, ad-
minister and coordinate state and national lobby-
ing; plan, establish and supervise office proced-
ure; administer budget; hire and supervise staff.
Position requires working knowledge of Colorado
county government, lobbying practices and pro-
cedures, and budgeting practices. Requires
master's in public/business administration or
related field, and five years professional exper-
ience, or equivalent combination. Resumes ac-
cepted until July 15. Resume to: Lewis H. Entz,
President, CCI Board of Directors, 1016 North
Eleven Lane, Hooper, Colo, 81136.

Director of Roads and Drainage, Dekalb Coun-
ty, Ga. Salary $2,083 to $2,792 per month.
Responsible for directing overall operations of
department for large metropolitan county.
Requires bachelor of science degree in civil engi-
neering supplemented by master's degree in
structural engineering, construction engineering
or public administration, and 10 years experience
in civil engineering, including five years of
managerial and administrative experience; certi-
fication as a registered professional engineer in
the state of Georgia. Resume to: Gail Benson,
DeKalb County Merit System, 556 North
McDonough St., Room 103, Decatur, Ga. 30031
by July 14.

Engineer, Sewer District, Johnson County,
Kan. Salary $18,996 to $21,996. To administer
technical details of sewage system design, con-
struction, maintenance and operation in subur-
ban Kansas City. Requires a professional engi-
neer with educational and work experience in
civil, sanitary, or environmental engineering.
Resume including salary history to: Michael P.
Connors, Personnel Administrator, Johnson
County Courthouse, Olathe, Kan. 66061.

Assistant Engineer, Sewer District, Johnson
County, Kan. Salary $16,392 to $18,996. Requires
a college degree in engineering plus two years
responsible work experience. Resume, including
salary history, to: Michael P. Connors, Person-
nel Administrator, Johnson County Courthouse,
Olathe, Kan. 66061.

Proposed Affiliate, Agin

_ Panels Set for Conferenc;

o
7

mittees and members arrive at posi-
tions on national issues, and

* To serve as a forum where affil-
iate members can discuss the special
problems of their offices.

Last year, at the annual confer-
ence held in Detroit, several elected
county officials joined aging
program administrators to discuss
whether a new affiliate was needed to
respond to the increasing involve-
ment of counties in social services,
nutrition services, transportation,
health, and other programs for the
elderly.

Those in attendance decided to
send a letter to county officials
across the nation to determine the
interest in creating an affiliate.

“The response,”’ according to
Nancy van Vuuren, director of aging

Buckler

profit corporation. Bylaws and arti-
cles of incorporation were rewritten
and the voice of county government
began to be clearly heard.

Buckler is recognized for his activ-
itygat both the state and national
levels and for his contributions in
such legislation as payments-in-lieu
of taxes and revenue sharing.

services in Allegheny Coyp,
“was overwhelmingly positiy.
Several subsequent meetiy,
held to write and adopt byl
form a steering committee {;,
association that may, in the .
seek to become a NACo affilig,

Van Vuuren, who has playy

major role in developing the s j
tion, was elected temporary 4 %:::;.J
person. Members include ho} tantal
ed county officials and agip, %::::j
gram administrators. : {anfa:
‘i " [unml
In Atlanta,” she says, "y {anta
consider some resolutions, el “':::::
cers and board members E:nu.;
provide an opportunity for of temta

from different counties to shap
concerns and problems."

The upcoming meeting, hoys
is only one of several attry
scheduled for the annual confs
for county officials who are i
ed in serving the elderly

On Monday, a panel of feder
local officials will discuss Integn
human services.

On Wednesday there will b

Pl et el =l il sl el el et and
- 5 0 ~ =
=
—
-]
T

* A panel presentatip
“Models of Service Delivery g
Elderly,”

* A panel discussion of deins
tionalization of the aged, the;
tally ill, and the mentally retardd

* A meeting to form a NA(s
force on deinstitutionalization

* A panel presentation on
term care reimbursement

Those interested in attendiy
conference should use the res 1!
tion form included in this issue

Those who are also interesid
attending the special meeting i Reful
the affiliate should contact ¢
Nancy van Vuuren, director, A
Services, 1706 Allegheny Bul
429 Forbes Ave., Pittshurgt $95 1
15219, or Phil Jones, Agingl
gram, NACo. Nam

Y

Program Coordinator, Seminole County, Fla.
Salary $11,500 to $15,000. To assist the man-
power administrator in carrying out the func-
tions of Manpower Division in administering
CETA programs. Full responsibility for the pro-
gram implementation process, monitoring and
administration of the operations section. College
degree and two years of responsible professional
level of experience in manpower programs or an
equivalent combination of training and exper-
ience. Resume to: Manpower Administrator,
Seminole County Manpower Division, 109 North
Park Ave., Sanford, Fla. 32771. Closing date
July 10.

Executive Director, Commission on Human
Rights, Rockland County, N.Y. Requires bache-
lor’'s degree and four years experience involving
interpersonal/intergroup relationships in the
sociology/psychology field. Sufficient sociology/
psychology credits may be substituted for up to
two years experience. Resumes to: Rosalie Krebs,
County Office Building, New City, N.Y. 10956.

Executive Director, Northern Kentucky Emer-
gency Medical Services Incorporated. Salary
$14,000 to $17,000. To work with 39 ambulance
services and seven hospitals in eight-county
region; develop EMS communication and train-
ing system and agency funding sources. Degree in
administration or related fields required with
previous experience desired. Resume to: John
Walker, NKADD, 7505 Sussex Dr., Florence, Ky.
41042.

Emergency Services Director, Mecklenburg
County, N.C. Salary $22,932 to $33,696. To direct
the countywide Emergency Medical Services
System and administer EMS policy established
by the county board. Master's degree in public
health administration or health care administra-
tion or a bachelor’s degree in health care related
field, with a minimum of two years progressively
responsible administrative experience. Resume
to: Interviewer Supervisor, Mecklenburg County
Personnel Department, 720 East Fourth St.,
Charlotte, N.C. 28202.

Deputy Budget Director, Prince George's
County. Salary $25,189 to $33,758. To supervise
45 systems analysts, programmers; develop and
implement a centralized systems development
and management analysis capability to service
departmental data ‘meeds. Requires bachelor’s
degree with five to seven years system design ex-
perience, three years significant supervisory
responsibility. Graduate degree in systems
related field and state and local government ex-
perience highly desirable. Resume to: Central
Personnel, County Administration Building, Up-
per Marlboro, Md. 20870.

County Engineer and Director of Pubi
ice Authority, Pulaski County, Va 7
and coordinate all county engineering i
in addition to acting as executive die
county Public Service Authority. Supen
water, sewer and solid waste activities. &
ble administrative experience required. i
to: Robert McNichols, County Admn<
Pulaski County, 143 Third St., N.W

HOUS
24301.

Speci
were
availe

Comprehensive Planning Administral
Arundel County, Md. Salary $20,000 reFs
manage and direct planning staffl in =
mental, community services, transporia®
land use planning, data base manageme®
analysis and economic research, manifs
preparation of subcounty master plak
special studies; liaison with governmens
cies and community groups. Master s &%
planning, or equivalent, and at lea
responsible experience. Resume to: Plan=
Zoning Officer, Anne Arundel County,
Center, Annapolis, Md. 21404.

Hotel

1. Atl;

Director, Real Property Tax Servic®
land County, N.Y. Salary $22,000. M| 3. Ma
principles and methods of assessme”
property for tax purposes. Six years &%
(four with bachelor’s degree) in valuzi®®’
property including two years full-tune
ministrative experience. Appointed 0
legislature for term ending Sepl °
Resume to: Rosalie Krebs, County U/
ing, New City, N.Y. 10956.

Budget Officer, Pasco County i
$15,000 to $20,000. Coordinates and =
county operating budgets and capit&'”
ment budget with administrative stall. ™~
management studies relating to ‘o °
reviews and analyzes capital requests
requests and funding proposals. F& '
Pasco County Personnel Division. F* 1Ch
Drawer 609, Port Richey, Fla. 3356>.

July 15.

Personnel Analyst, Berrien Count’
Salary open. To provide major assisi2%
technical aspects of personnel adm™"
Bachelor’s degree with a major (or U 57
dustrial engineering, industrial psycbo™®
sonnel or a combination of these requir=’
years of paid experience in personne! %
combinations of work and experience 2%
tion equalizing six years may be “U%]
Resume and salary requirements 'Y
County Courthouse, Personnel Depa ™~
Port St., St. Joseph, Mich. 49085. L1053
July 28.
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NACo 43rd Annual Conference

and Educational Exhibits
July 8-12, 1978 at the Georgia World Congress Center

egales to NACo's 1978 Annual Conference can preregister for the conference and reserve hotel space by completing this form and returning it to

CONFERENCE REGISTRATION
nlerence registration fees must accompany this form before hotel reservations will be processed. Enclose check, official county voucher or
equivalent. No conference registrations will be made by phone.

Check if this is your first NACo Annual Conference. []

selunds of the registration fee will be made if cancellation is necessary, provided that written notice is postmarked no later than June 30, 1978.

member

$125 no

Conference registration fees:

nmember

e, Ifregistering

$50 spouse

$30

youth

HOUSING RESERVATION:

County

(Make check payable to NACo)

Telephone(

State

Age of youths attending____

Special conference rates were guaranteed to all delegates whose reservations
tere sent to the NACo office and postmarked by June 24. After that date,
g dallable housing will be assigned on a first-come bases.

Check #

For office use only

Check amount:

Date received:

ste ¥ _ Room type

St Single Double/Twin Suites

b: Planning ,

= AN : single twin

ounty Atlanta Hilton (NACTFO) $36-55 $48-67 $120 up dOL?b|e suite

‘ M ’ Hyatt Regency Atlanta (NACE) 35-49 45-59 110 up

Serviceh . Hotel preference

00. Mus: ‘g 5 Marriott Motor 35-50 45-60 125 up

ssment 01

ears X’ & Omni International  (SOLD OUT) 1st choice

time poflll = o 2nd choice

ted by il ° eachtree Center Plaza (NACRC) 36-49 46-59 100 up 3rd choice

ept. 3V 1

ty Ofnce 4 "5'7-\;:-,5

e \ival date/time Departure date/time_._

apital il Credit card company and number:

» gtaff. F'ef %

to the D! N e Atlanta

_:_u-‘sli: per 0room deposit required. Rooms may be guaranteed by credit card number. o e 1 yaAtl;:lgl:ncy ”t'i‘?,?o?féf'

Is. Resul eorg

- Post I : : : s (5 blocks)

o Closingll - Check here if you have a housing related disability. g e o !
N

county. I €00 preregistration and hotel reservation to: /

Ssistance

adin” i National Association of Counties N T

;353'0":- oo Annual Conference Peachtree Center

reqtlli!"-"ll_:‘ 1735 New York Ave., N.W. ':'['j‘;?o'::;?' Marriott

el v 4l Washington, D.C. 20006 Omni el

be s *'B International

uts to: B For further housing information, call NACo Conference Registration Center: (703) 471-6180. s Free Shuttle Bus
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Tentative Program
Schedule

Saturday, July 8

Conference/Credentials Registration
Noon to 4:00 p.m.

Steering Committees
Noon to 3:00 p.m.

Affiliates
Noon to 5:00 p.m

NACo Board of Directors Meeting
3:00 p.m.

Sunday, July 9

Conference/Credentials Registration
9:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m.

Exhibits Open
9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.

Affiliates
9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.

Resolutions committee (NACo Board)
10:00 a.m.

Opening General Assembly
6:00 p.m.

Followed by NACo President’s Reception
Monday, July 10

Conference/Credentials Registration
8:00a.m. t0 4:30 p.m.

Exhibits Open
9:00a.m. to 4:30 p.m.

Second General Session
9:00a.m. to 9:45a.m.

Workshops
10:00a.m.to12:15p.m.

Exhibit Luncheon
Noonto1:15 p.m.

Workshops
1:30 p.m. t0 4:30 p.m.

Tuesday, July 11

Annual Business Meeting
9a.m. to Noon

Exhibits Open
10:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m.

Exhibit Luncheon
Noon to 2:00 p.m.

Annual Business Meeting (reconvened)
2:.00 p.m, to 4:00 p.m.

Special All Conference Event

Wednesday, July 12

Workshops
9:00 a.m. to Noon

General Luncheon Session
12:15102:00 p.m

Workshops
2:15p.m. to 3:45 p.m.

Closing Banquet
7:00 p.m.
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Washington Briefs

e Welfare Reform. NACo is con-
tinuing its efforts to reach
agreement on a compromise bill
with House leaders. No results as
yet.

* Fiscal Relief. House public
assistance subcommittee reported
out H.R. 12838 providing $400
million in fiscal relief for welfare in
fiscal '79. See page 3.

e Lobbying. Senate Governmental
Affairs Committee markup not
scheduled yet. Support gaining for
Sen. Jim Sasser’s (D-Tenn.) amen-
dment to exclude associations of
state and local elected officials such
as NACo from registering under the
bill. House-passed bill (H.R. 8494)
requires elected officials’
associations to register.

e Title XX. Both House and
Senate efforts are underway to in-
crease funding for Title XX of the
Social Security Act. See page 2.

e Older Americans Act. Senate
has not scheduled final action on S.
2850, which would reauthorize the
act for two years. The House passed
its bill and awaits Senate action so
that a conference can be scheduled to
work out differences in the two bills.

e CETA Reenactment. House and
Senate committees reported out bills
last month (H.R. 12452; S. 2570).
Floor vote in House not expected un-
til late June or July. Final law not
likely before laté August or Septem-
ber.

e Hospital Cost Containment. In
the third week of markup, numerous
amendments have been added to the
substitute version of H.R. 6575, the
Voluntary Hospital Cost Control
Program of 1978. The House Com-
merce Committee adopted an amend-
ment which prevents ‘“dumping’’ of
elderly and indigent patients on
county hospitals. Rep. Andrew
Maguire (D-N.J.) proposed the
amendment and Rep. Paul Rogers
(D-Fla.) added his support. Another
amendment which passed provides
exemption for rural hospitals with
yearly admissions of less than 4,000.

e National Energy Act. The con-
ferees continue to work on a long list
of technical amendments to the
natural gas compromise. As the staff
drafts the report on the gas com-
promise, the conferees will finalize
action on the three sections of the act

already agreed to. The tax conferees,
who have not met since Thanksgiv-
ing, have made no arrangements to
resume negotiations. There has been
increased concern that the tax por-
tion of the bill is politically dead.

e Countercyclical Assistance.
House and Senate subcommittee
currently considering legislation to
extend countercyclical supplemen-
tary fiscal assistance for two years at
$1.04 billion annually. Administra-
tion-supported bill (H.R. 12293, S.
2975) would make significant
changes in eligibility and formula for
distribution of funds and eliminate
national trigger and state eligibility.
No date set for markup.

e Differential Investment Tax
Credit. Administration has sent pro-
posal to House Ways and Means
Committee to provide additional 5
percent in investment tax credit for
private sector investment in ‘‘dis-
tressed areas.” Credit, which would
be in addition to existing 10 percent
credit, would be available up to $200
million annually for fiscal '79 and '80.
No date set for committee action.

° Small Issue Industrial Devel-
opment Bonds. Program would per-
mit increased size of small issue in-
dustrial development bonds in “‘dis-
tressed area’’ from current $5 million
up to $20 million. Only those issues
used for acquisition or construction
upon land or depreciable property in
“‘distressed areas’”’ would be tax
exempt. No date set for hearings in
House Ways and Means Committee.

* Rural Housing. House and
Senate have approved increases in
rural housing programs, as well as
major new subsidized homeowner-
ship program for low-income rural
families. Programs are part of
broader housing authorization bill
which should be voted on by both
houses this month.

e Employment Tax Credit. Ad-
ministration proposal would provide
tax credits to private sector employ-
ers to hire low income young people
(ages 18-24) and handicapped in-
dividuals. Credit will be one-third of
employer’s Federal Unemployment
Tax Act wages up to $2,000 for
initial year of employment and one-
fourth of those wages up to $1,500
for second year. No date set for
House Ways and Means Committee
hearings.

MMeaiter and Measure

The National Asphalt Pavement Association (NAPA) will hold its 22nd
annual mid-year meeting Aug. 11-13 in Seattle, Wash. Federal Highway
Administrator Karl S. Bowers is among the scheduled speakers. For more
information contact John Gray, President, NAPA, Suite 620, Calvert Build-
ing, 6611 Kenilworth Ave., Riverdale, Md. 20840, 303/779-4880.

HIGHWAY COSTS DROP

Highway construction costs during the first quarter of 1978 dropped 5.8
percent below the previous quarter, according to the U.S. Department of
Transportation. This represents costs at 219.5 percent of the 1967 average.

The decrease, the first quarterly decrease in a year and a half, follows a
7.9 percent rise for the previous quarter and is the largest quarterly
decrease in nine years. The composite price index for the first quarter is 8.6
percent above the composite index of a year ago. During the previous quar-
ter, the annual increase in the composite index has been 16.3 percent.

For more information on the index, contact Dick Reilly, U.S. DOT, Office
of Public Affairs, Washington, D.C. 20590, 202 /426-0660.

AIRPORT ALLOCATIONS

The Federal Aviation Administration has approved a recent Airport
Development Aid Program (ADAP) allocation of $183,757 for 253 develop-
ment projects, for the second quarter of fiscal '78, under the amended Air-
port and Airway Development Act of 1970.

The allocations are for airport improvements in 47 states, Virgin Islands,
Guam and the Pacific Trust Territories. There were 97 projects at general
aviation airports for approximately $28.5 million, including projects at 15

reliever airports for $6.7 million.

For information on specific airport projects, call FAA regional offices or
write: Office of Public Affairs, APA-300, Federal Aviation Administration,

Washington, D.C. 20591.

For information on this report contact Gerald Lavey, U.S. DOT, Office of
Public Affairs, Washington, D.C. 20590, 202/426-8521.

e Rural Development. House and
Senate have both passed the Agri-
cultural Credit Act of 1978, providing
increases in water and waste dispos-
al grants for rural counties. H.R.
11504 increases the authorized grant
level from $300 million to $400 mil-
lion; S. 1246 increases the level to $1
billion. Both bills raise the ceiling on
amount of grant from existing 50
percent level to 75 percent of project
cost. The bills now go to House-
Senate conferees to work out differ-
ences.

* Rural Appropriations. Senate
Appropriations subcommittee on
agriculture is scheduled to act this
month on FmHA/rural development
funding for fiscal '79 and supple-
mentary assistance for current year.
House subcommittee recommended
highest funding level to date for key
rural programs. Agriculture Secre-
tary Bob Bergland appeared before
Senate subcommittee and urged
funding only up to President’s re-
quested level.

* Rural Development Policy Act.
House Agriculture Committee has
referred H.R. 10885, Rural Develop-
ment Policy Act of 1978, back to sub-
committee on family farms, rural
development and special studies for
a number of changes. Subcommittee
is expected to amend the legislation
and report it back to full committee
this summer.

 LEAA Appropriations. The
House has approved a $641.5 million
appropriation for fiscal '79. The
Senate subcommittee on ap-
propriations has reported a bill
calling for $661.5 million. The Senate
Appropriations Committee is expec-
ted to act after the July 4 recess.
Sen. Edward Kennedy (D-Mass.) will
introduce an LEAA reauthorization
bill, for fiscal ‘80, within a few weeks.

* Taxable Bond Option. Admin-
istration-proposed taxable bond op-
tion (TBO) currently before House
Ways and Means Committee with
other items in tax reform package.
Congressional and administration of-
ficials meeting to reach compromise
in series of proposals. TBO appears
unlikely.

¢ Intergovernmental Personnel
Act Appropriations. The House
passed H.R. 12930, the Treasury,
postal service and government ap-
propriations bill, on June 7 by a vote
of 297-98. The bill included $20 mil-
lion for fiscal 79 IPA programs oper-
ated by counties, cities and states.
This level represents the amount
adopted by the full committee and
the President. NACo supported $30
million level. The Senate subcom-
mittee concurred with the House bill.
Counties should contact members of
the Senate Appropriations Commit-
tee.

STATUS REPORT:

Administration’s Urban Policy Initiative

Initiatives Sent to Capitol Hill

» $1 billion Supplemental Fiscal Assistance Program

(2 years); H.R. 12293, S. 2975

e $200 million Intermodal Transportation Program;

H.R. 11733, S. 2441

e $150 million increase in Section 312 Rehabilitation

Loan Program; H.R. 12433, S. 3084

e $50 million increase for Community Health Center

Program; H.R. 12460, S. 2474

e $40 million Urban Volunteer Corps Program;

H.R. 11922, S. 2617

e $150 million Urban Parks and Recreation Program;

Implementing
Agency

Treasury
DOT

HUD
HEW

ACTION

Interior

H.R. 12536, not yet introduced in Senate

Program; H.R. 12817, S. 3148

e $20 million ‘‘Livable Cities'’ Arts Program;
H.R. 12859, not yet introduced in Senate

e $15 million Neighborhood Self-Help Program;

$150 million increase in Title XX Social Service

HEW

HUD with National
Endowment for Arts

HUD

H.R. 12858, not yet intreduced in Senate

e $10 million Community Crime Control Program
e Differential Investment Tax Credit for Business will be

considered as part of tax reform

¢ $1.5billion Employment Tax Credit for Business will be

considered as part of tax reform

e 3200 million State Incentive Grant Program (2 years);

LEAA/ACTION

Treasury

Treasury

HUD

H.R. 12893, not yet introduced in Senate

e $3billion Labor Intensive Public Works Program
(3 years); not yet introduced in House or Senate

Administration

Initiatives Undergoing OMB Clearance

e National Development Bank (Includes $275 million for
Urban Development Action Grants and $275 million for

EDA’s Title IX)

Initiatives Not Requiring

Congressional Action

Interagency (HUD,

(done through Executive Order)

» Location of Federal Facilities in Central Cities
e Targeting of Federal Procurement in Labor Surplus

Areas

e Community Impact Analysis for New Legislation

GSA
GSA

OMB

Economic Development

e Labor Law Reform. «.
scheduled to continue debate 1
8410, which passed the Hoye
year. Five unsuccessful g
were made by proponents t; »
votes (60) required to invoke
the opponents of the bill are ey
to continue the filibuster by g
amendments during f!h;.rw{
sideration. The bill applies {,,
private sector and is ajpy
streamlining union certifiy,
hearings before the Nationa) |
Relations Board and would s,
penalties for employers who yis
the rights of employees.

e Civil Service Reform A4
1978. NACo continues to pre|
amendments to the resear,
demonstration portions of §
and H.R. 11280. NACo is urging;
port for expansion of the Intey
ernmental Personnel Act (IPA)y
clude authorization of generg
agement improvements and a chy
in the federal match requiremey
66 percent of project cost. The§
ate Governmental Affairs Cop
tee began markup of a new con
tee print developed by staff |
House Post Office and Civil S|
Committee has a markup this s
Additional changes are expeci
H.R. 11280. The bill is expects
pass this year after some contr
sial provisions are resolved.

Status

Hearings in House May 4§
Senate May 3.

Approved by Senate, Hou#
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