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Huger the theme of "Think County," an ex-
record-breaking number of delegates to

's 43rd Annual Conference willhear lead-
from every level of government. Fulton

will be hosting the conference July
iu Atlanta, Ga.

leek H. Watson, assistant to President Car-
for intergovernmental affairs, will address
opening general session Sunday evening,
9.

Also on the program, Sacramento County
Sandra Smoley, president of the

County Supervisors Association,
lead a California delegation in discussing

13. California county budget, ac-

emerging trends and the implications of
t(rustic property tax cut referendum willbe

by the Californians.
h(ouday, July 10, the opening general

willfeature addresses by Georgia Gov.
Busbee, Atlanta Mayor Maynard H.

and U.S. Sen. James R. Sasser (D-
ne.).

yuesday NACo members will vote on the
79 officers and members of the board of

They willestablish the policy of the
through votes on the American

Platform amendments and resolutions.
Highlighting Wednesday's activities is

Roberts Harris, Secretary of the
t of Housing and Urban Develop-

She will address the Wednesday lunch-
session.

(yorkshop and panel sessions willbe carried
hlouday and Wednesday on such subjects
housing, economic development, victims of

youth jobs, sewer and water service
noise pollution, sprawl, mental health

strikes, pensions, municipal bonds,
hridge crisis, welfare reform and domestic

Watson Harris Sasser

.e May

( May 5

Senate

7.

se
version

HACo policy steering committees meet
y, June 8 and the board of directors

as a Resolutions Committee Sunday,
9.

Fer the first time, a message desk has been
for delegates and guests as a cen-

place for posting and receiving messages.
The'outhern Bell Message Center, 404/

, will be located on the third level of
Georgia World Congress Center opposite
main entrance. Jackson Busbee Smoley
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FAIRFAX COUNTY, Va.—A hearing to
the effectiveness of reducing jet noise by" aircraft engines drew about 75

to Dulles International Airport on a
rainy Saturday. The airport is about 30

outside of the nation's capital.
Sett Howard Cannon (D-Nev.) and his

subcommittee asked the Federal
Administration (FAA) to set up a
tion of two Boeing 727's —one with

auffled engine and one unmuffled. The lis-
had to decide which one was muffled.
two old-technology aircraft were then

to a new-design plane from France
the Airbus A-300.

Sea. Cannon came to prove that muffling (or
jet planes as federal regulations

is a waste of money because the noise
is negligible.

Transportation Secretary Brock Adams and
FAA came to prove retrofitting was effec-

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 unmuffled jet.

There s..emed 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

from the airport terminal, the group was asked
to decide for themselves how noisy the jets
were. Scientific equipment was setup 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
officialattributed this to the flight operations
of the pilot. The power setting, course or slope

See IS, page 3.
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Speaker Dashes
Welfare Hopes
WASHINGTON, D.C.—In a meeting

with the Democratic House Whips June
22, Speaker Thomas P. "Tip"O'Neffl (D-
Mass.) said that the House willnot 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'eill 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

'fficialsand 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 willcontinue 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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Duplicate ~=rvices Opp - ci
health, social services, recreation and
youth opportunities.

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

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

INA LETTER to members of Con-
gress, NACo Second Vice President
Francis B. Fr ancois, 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

'ublic 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.

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

Co
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 willcontinue to work closely with HEW,
the Labor Department and my staff in these next few weeks to help ensure
that such a billis passed.

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

Assistant to the President
for Domestic Affairs and Policy

IN A RELATED development,
bet~ills 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.

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 willeventually 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 —Mike Gemmell

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.H4 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 Ma'rion Pines, Balti-
more consortium, and Dave Goehring, Montgomery County, Md. Subcommittee recommendations willbe debated
by the fullsteering committee July 8 at NACo's Annual Conference in Atlanta.

Hevse Approves
Payments-in -Lie

The appropnatton also
approximately $ 295 million for
agement of lands administers(
the Bureau of Land M
and $626 million for forest )uui)
agement by the U.S. Forest
These are increases of $43
and $90 million respectively.

On a key vote of 211 tu lgl
House rejected an amendment
would have deleted 2 percent
the-board on all programs,
amendment was similar to cu(t
proved in other appropriatiuut
since the California Proposiiict
vote to cut taxes in that state,
ever, the Interior Appropriutiuut
is $ 175 million less than the
istration's fiscal '79 budget
so the House rejected the
ment.

The bill now goes to the
Appropriations Committee prig
Senate floor consideration.

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 willamount to $ 369 million
of fiscal '79.

Welfare Panels at
Annua I Conference
The National Association of

ty Welfare Directors will ho)t)

days of panels and workshops
NACo's annual conference July
in Atlanta. The panels will
representatives of federal, state

county government and will
welfare reform; human
Title XX (social services);
assistance; quality control;
stamps; child support enf
child welfare; domestic vie)catt
child abuse.

There will be a welfare
reception Monday evening uu(

election of officers and board
bere at the business meetmg.
NACWD meeting willbegin
July 9 at 4 p.m. in Room 308 o(

World Congress Center.
For more information contact

Koppel at NACo.

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 restore
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.

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 willbe a final House vote
which may occur this week. The
House billcontains the followingpro-
visions:

~ 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.

~ For fiscal '8l and thereafter, a
new, permanent ceiling of $ 3.45 bil-
lion with the same conditions as for
fiscal '80.

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

~ 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.

~ The temporary provision
allowing states to use Title XXfunds
for certain services to alcoholics and
drug addicts is made permanent.

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

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

tionately as the federal Title XX

ing increases under H.R. 1297$

EFFORTS ARE also underutl
the Senate to increase the Titlt
funding ceiling Sens Mike
(D-Alaska), Robert Dole (R

Don Riegle (D-Mich.),
Humphrey (D-Minn.), and
Matsunaga (D-Hawaii) wrote 5

to their colleagues asking for

port of the three-year increan
Title XX funding. So far eight

ators have responded with
for the amendment. They are

nings Randolph (D-W.Va.),
Cranston (D-Calif.), Paul
(D-Md.), Robert Percy (R-lll),
liam D. Hathaway (D-Maine),
dell R. Anderson (D-Minn.), I
nett Johnston (D-La.), and Juls

Durken(D-N.H.).
The Administration has

duced its bill, S. 3148, with
funding increases than the
counterpart.
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INGENTIVEPAYMENTS

fiscal Relief Tied
to Error Reduction
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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.

IN DECEMBER 1977, a similar
fiscal relief payment of $ 187 miflion
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
st'ate 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 =ction on this
bill. —Aliceann Fritschler

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

'NO DATE has been set for con-
sideration by the fu)I 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=
centj 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.

mnCe
WASHINGTON, D.C.—The Sen-

ate Banking Committee reported
authorizing legislation 'o 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 I 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.

—EfliottAlman
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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.

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
need some help.

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

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. r

(eat)sued from page I
tf the airplane may have more effect
o»reducing noise than retrofitting.ol;

THE ISSUE which brought a bus-
bad of people to Dulles involves

I more than noise pollution, however.
I At question is whether some land

uses, particularly for homes, are com-
pttible with aircraft noise regardless
i(what type aircraft.

FAA contends retrofitting aircraft
will decrease the land area around
drpt>rts which is affected by noise.
Pen. Cannon voiced support for this
tpproach to noise control by saying,
"My advice would be not to build or
Imy near an approach to a

runway.'-'lso

at question is whether the
Meal government will provide a
ta>>subsidy to the nation's airlines to
Hlp them meet environmental
mgs)ations.

The regulations require that air-
lines either muffle their noisy jets by
1%5 or replace them with newer,
dieter models. About three-fourths
ei the domestic fleet violates the
wise levels and the cost of compli-
imce is estimated at between $3
billion and $7.5 billion.

Members of Congress are current-
ly struggling to hammer out some
>nurse of action.

ence

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 portion 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 fullSenate
Commerce Committee soon. How dif-
ferent it willbe from the House com-
panion bill (H.R. 8729) sponsored by
Rep. Glenn Anderson (D-Calif.) is yet
to be determined.

and
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TO COMPLICATE 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
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NACo Public Affairs helps
the media meet you.

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

delegates are invited to participate.
Interviews are done by NACo staff

using the telephone as a microphone.
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.
NACo staff willdo their best to help you tell it from
the conference, according tcl NACo Public Affairs
Director Beth Denniston. "We want to translate
'Think Counties'nto action," she said.

The radio room.willbe in Room 202 of the
Georgia World Congress Center and willbe open:

Monday, July 10—8:30 a.m>-q p.m.
Tuesday, July 11 —2-4 p.m.

'ednesday,July 12—9 a.m.-3 p.m.

'ntitrust Suit Loss Think County is more than a theme for the 1978

Annual NACo Conference. It means an action
plan to tell the fo!ks at home that counties
count.... that county governments are the

governments closest to inost people.
The action plan iricludes press

releases, telephone interviews to
your radio stations and the full
facilities of a professional press

room.
Other NACo staff will

be reporting on conference
activities and willprepare
a closing day press release J
you can take home with
you to tell your news
media about the
conference ifthey could
not come. Or, ifyou fillout
the hometown press release form in your
conference packet and drop it offas

directed, a press release willbe

mailed to your local news media.

are
a.), Cut By House Unit
-Ill.), I
lne),
.), J.
i John

)VASHINGTON,D.C.—The House
Judiciary Committee has approved
bpislation to expand the ability of
mdts of local government to recover
de>sages for injuries suffered as a
rtm>lt of private sector antitrust
violations. Rep. Peter Rodino (D-N.J.)
vpt>nsored the bill, which was report-
ed out of committee by a 21-12 vote.
It is expected to reach the House
I)t>er shortly.

A companion bill, S. 1874, was ap-
Ptc>ved by the Senate Judiciary Com-
rdttee in early June. The measure
wts sponsored by Sen. Edward Ken-
»edy (D-Mass.).

The legislation in both 'Houses
would overturn the Illinois Brick
ctse which the Supreme Court decid-
ed in June 1977. In that holding the
cot>rt prohibited the state of Illinois
Ivc»n maintaining an action for dam-
tRes against a private manufacturer
ier price fixing on building supplies.
The court, in effect, held that only
>bract purchasers could sue. The
>tate, since it had purchased the sup-
Pbes from a middleman, was not en-

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.
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—EfliottAlman

AIRCRAFT NOISE CHECK—A Senate subcommittee takes to the back country to decide if new "muffliing"
techno)ogy works. Seen from left: Sen. Howard Cannon (D-Nev.); Brock Adams, Secretary of Transportation; and
Rep. Harold Johnson (D-Calif.) scrutinize a noise meter.
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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) haveissued policies having
significance for air quality; transportation; industrial and
residential development; and county and other local
governmentinvolvementin air quality planning.

~ DOT and EPA have agi eed on the procedures to be

followed forintegrating transportation and air quality planning.
Under their memorandum of understanding, DOT and EPA will

jointly review programs for construction andimprovement of
transportation systems and plans for improving air quality

through transportation controls.
In addition, EPA Administrator Douglas Costie and

Transportation Secretary Brock Adams have signed the
transportationlair quality guidelines, which spell out the process
for revising transportation and air quality plans for areas which
have not attainedozone (smog) or carbon monoxide standards
imposed by the Clean AirAmendments of f977. (Motor vehicles
are major emitters of these two pollutants.)

~ EPA has proposed to weaken the smog standard. This
means that several areas where pollutant concentrations
exceed the old standard willno longer bein violation. Many

areas willhave a lighter burden of developing strategies, sso
as transportation controls, to attain air quality standards; sin,
may avoid the transportation control process altogether.

~ EFA has issued final regulations on protection of av
qualityin areas with air cleaner than the air qualify standard,
require. These regulations, for "prevention of significant
deterioration of air quality" (PSD), have been hotly debatsdb
months. In addition to preserving clean air, they willhaves

ma)or effect on the siting of new sources of air pollution,
power plants, and willrequire many new sources toinstaII
expensive control equipment.

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

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 Io take
air quality into account.

The memorandum of understanding is essentially an
"agreement Io agree." Major issues include:

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

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

~ 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:

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

~ DOT and EPA regional offices willhave the opportunity Io
jointly review the revised SIPs (air quality plans) io see if they
meet DOT goals of mobility and safe and efficient
transportation. Disagreements shall be referred to the EPA
administrator, who willdecide 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 Io combat smog through
transportation planning have taught governments one
overriding lesson: "trulysuccessful 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 AirQuality Planning," in the June 19 issue
of County News. A limited number of copies of both the
guidelines and the DOTIEPA memorandum of
understanding are available from Ivan Tether, of NACoR's
Clean AirProject.

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

Administration (UMTA)and the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) have separate planning networks. UMTAcoordinates
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 willbe judged according to the
amount of ozone in the air. According Io studies, the presence
of ozone is a better indicator of the hazard of smog pollution
than the presence of Rhoiochemlcal 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 nof begin Io occur until concentrations of smog reach 0.15
parts per rnIII(on. Man)rurban areas willexperience harmful
smog pollution this summer.

The current smog standard permits an average concentration
of 0.08 parts of oxldants 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 aii (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 Io undertake the complex
requirements for "nonaitainment areas" —at least not for
attainment of the smog standard.

Currently, however, relaxation ol 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.

DOT, EPA agree on transportation/
air quality planning; regs issued

Einal regs aim to
keep clean air clean

EPA's final regulations for prevention of significant
deterioration of ali quality(PSD) were published June19iniis
Federal Register (Volume 43, Pages 2638026410). The PS(I

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 alrqusitl

and industrial development. EPA's proposed regulations ca

Intergbvernmental Consultation (43 Federal Register, pages

21,466-21,470) recognize this by requiring the agency which

plans and implements the PSD program Io consult withlocal
agencies and elected officials of local governrnenis. Individcd

areas can usually choose among three types of PSD
classifications. Classifications vary according to the amomld
new emissions —new industrial growth—permitted. County

other local governments must participate in weighing the

importance of clean air and industrial development Io their

communities.

Basic Structure of PSD
The PSD regulations establish a baseline of existing aii

pollution for each area which is cleaner than the standards
require. Starting from this point, different amounts of
pollutant concentrations are permitted according Io whefhsi

area is designated Class I, II, or III. Designations are general(

made by the state in consultation with affected local
governments.

At present, only particulate matter and sulfur dioxide are

covered by PSD. Classes are defined by the maximum
increases in concentrations of these pollutants that willbe

permitted. Only slight increases are permitted in a Class I are

moderate increases in a Class II area; and fairly substantial
increasesin a Class III area. In no case are increases
that willviolate the air quality standards. Areas should seek

designation according Io their desires for clean aii, i.e., Io

promote tourism', or for major industrial development.
The tools required for PSD are review of new sources and

revision of the state air quality implementation plan (SIP).

Generally, new sources of pollution over a certain size which

locate in a PSD are required to install the best pollution
control technology that is available. The "size" of a new

is measured by Its potential discharge of emissions. The SIP s

the plan that spells out all pollution control requirements for

areas in a particular state. Use of the SIP as a tool for
preventing significant air deterioration means that r

on existing sources can be strengthened in order Io keep

pollution concentrations within the amount permitted for each

area.

Who Installs Best Available Control Technology'
The 1977 Clean AirAmendments required that certain typs

of new facilities with a potential Io emit 100 tons or more cf

sulfur dioxide (SOz) or Particulate matter (PM) and all other

with a potential to emit 250 tons or more of these pollutants
must install best available control technology. Substantial
controversy arose over whether "potential" emisslons merci

emisslons with or without control devices installed. Many
sources would be subject Io the stringent "best available"
requirement if potential were defined to mean without control

devices.
EPA's regulations define "potential" as emissions without

controls applied. This would subject about 4,000 new sources

per year Io best available controls, and an expensive Ievlsvi

process, were it not for an important exemption: the r

exempt new sources with allowable (with control)
emissionsc'ess

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 new

sources subject to the control requirement to about 1,600
pc'ear.

There are literally dozens of conditions, exceptions, and

additional requirements in the regulations. Affected officials

urged Io consult the full text in the Federal Register. They sic

also welcome Io contact the NACoR Clean Air project for

details. —Ivan Tether,
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"t

Development Programs (Rural
t Act of 1972k These programs are
by the Farmers Home

tion (FmHA) with 1,780 local
offices, each run by a county

. A summary of grant and loan
follows: 'f

Rural Water and Waste Disposal Grant::
(OMB ¹ 10.418)

fiscal '78 appropriation for grants is
million and $ 750 millionhas been

ted for loans at an interest rate of
pwcent with terms up to 40 years. Eligible

include projects to develop, store,
purify, or distribute water and projects

treat, or dispose of solid waste.
applicants are defined as areas of

up to 10,000, with units of local
t getting preference.

and loans may be combined for
costs, the ratio being determined by

rule mandating that the
's debt-repayment level equal one

of the median income. Grants may not
50 percent of the proj ect cost, the
in fiscal '76 being 30 percent. Legis-

pending before Congress would boost
'aximum grant to 50 percent of project

nnd provide an additional $ 50 millionin
for the current fiscal year.

'ural Development Grants (OMB ¹
49.001)

t
'78 appropriation is $ 10 millionfor
to facilitate development of private
enterprises including development,

acquisition of land, buildings,
equipment, access streets and roads,
utilityextension, water and waste
refinancing, services, and fees.

with a population up to 10,000

'usiness and Industry Loans (0M
B'22)

Pnt fiscal '78, $ 1 billionwillbe available for
to improve, develop, and finance
industry, and employment and to

the economic and environmental
in rural communities. Eligible areas

include those not within a city of 50,000
not adjacent to an urban area with a

density of 100 persons per square
Special consideration is given to

t units, other than cities, with a
tion of over 25,000.

'ural Housing Programs (OMB ¹ 10.514)

pineal '78 appropriations for Section 515

Drought Assistance: FmHA administers the
portion of the Drought Relief Program that
provides assistance to communities below
10,000. 'Zhe 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 willbe given to
projects eliminating threats to public health or
safety.

Project Grants and Formula Grants
(Intergovernmental Personnel Act of 1970,
Title IIand III)(OMB ¹ 27.012)i Congress
approved an appropriation of $ 20 millionfor
the Intergovernmental Personnel Act of 1970
(IPA) in fiscal '78.

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

~ Rural Planning Grants

The Rural Development Service willbe
providing $5 million in Rural Planning Grants

This is a summary status of federal grant programs available
to county governments as of June 26, 1978. Itupdates County
¹u)s (Feb. 6, 1978 Special Report on Feder& Grants). The
designated OMB number (¹) refers to the corresponding

--'rogramnumber 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
fo~Jowing principles:

~ to promote a greater exchange of federaVstate assistance
program information

~ to contribute to the improvement of federal/state
assistance programs

~ to improve techniques for securing and administering
federaVstate assistance programs

~ to foster better intergovernmental relations
z

Rental Loans was $690 million. These are direct this year, since it has received appropriations.
loans to private, nonprofit corporations and Counties win be able to apply for grants
consumer corporations to provide rental covering up to 75 percent of project cost for
housing for elderly low and moderate income rural planning activities. The first grants are
families. The loans may be used for, expected to be made later this year.
construction of new housing, purchase of new
or existing housing, or repair of existing rental
units.

The Section 514 Farm Labor Loan Program
(OMB ¹ 10.405) has $ 10 millionappropriated
for fiscal '78 and the 516 Farm Labor Grant
Program has a $ 7.5 millionappropriation. 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 ¹
10.411) has a fiscal '78 appropriation of $8
million. These loans are available to public and CiVilSerViee COmmiSSiOn
nonprofit organizations for the purchase and
development of sites on which low and
moderate mourne housing WR)

behest

Leds Bureau of Intergovernmental
lation pending before Congress would create a Personnel Programs
major new rural housing program. The
program which willprovide subsidized loans
for low income families to purchase homes will
become effective Oct. 1, 1979.

crease this amount. NACo is working to in-
crease the fiscal '79 appropriation by $ 10
million. This additional funding willcover
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 m'ay 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 thar 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 itwas 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 willbe slightly increased above the
fiscal '77 amounts. NACo is currently attempt-
ing to add amendments, to Title VIof the Civil
Service Reform Act of 1978, now being marked
up, that would expand the act to include grant
funding for general management projects for
state and local governments, and would
change the federal match from 50 percent to .

66zy) percent.
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Federal Grants
Department of Commerce

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

State Energy Conservation Plans (OMB P

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 r'equired to develop
programs to reduce energy'se 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 willvary 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 millionfor fiscal'79.

Coastal Energy Impact Program (CEIP) (OMB
P 11.421): This grant and loan program is for
those states and local governments affected by

'nergydevelopment 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 P 11.418-419)1 P

Grants and other assistance may be available
arm state coastal zone management offices
for the preparation of coastal zowie
management programs and the

' "-. oP

implementation of management or regulation al
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
developme'nt 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 @~:P;

land acquisition.

Solar Commercial GrantsIOMB P 24.024): The
Energy Research and Development
Administration, now part of the Department
of Energy (DOE), has awarded grants to

local'overnments,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

5

Community Services
Administration

Community Action (OMB P 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
inay be used for administrative costs of CAAs,
nonprogram staff activities, and locally
developed programs which further the
objectives of community action.

A CAAmust be designated by a local
government. The applicant initiallymust have
applied for recognition as a CAAunder the
provisions of Office ofEconomic Opportunity
instruction 6302-2. Submit applications to the .

CSA.

Community Food and Nutrition (0MBP

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
Nutritionproject 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.

.-

j'ommunityEconomic Development (OMB P

49.011): Project grants are awarded to
Community Development Corporations (CDC)
to carry out special impact programs in one of
three basic categories: busfness deyelopm'ent,"
commuriity development; and trainmg, public
service employment and social services. In
conj unction 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 commu'nity development
programs. Contact CSA regional office for'n
application. The fiscal '78 estimate is $ 30
million.

Economic Development
Administration

Public Works and Development Facilities
Grants (OMB P 11.300): This is a matchillg
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 assistanc'e, 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 millionfor public works facilities grants,
and has authorized $ 425 millionfor fiscal '79.
The House Appropriations Committee has ap-:—
proved $ 219 millionfor public works facilities
grants for fiscal '79.

Business and Industrial Loaris (OMB P 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 uneinployment or low per capita:
income, thereby creating or retaining
permanentjobs.

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

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

Technical Assistance (0MB P 303, 11.307k 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 develonment.

Most often EDAprovides technical
assistance+ ants of up to 75 percent to

4

Public Assistance Training Grants —TitleXX
(OMB P 13.772)l These grants provide for the
training and retraining of personnel as

directly'elated

to the provision of public assistance
services. States must inc)ude the grant
application in its state Title XXplan. The
state must put up the 25 percent match for the
training grant. The fiscal '78 estimate is $50.85
million.

applicants with the nonfederal share made up DepIIZ'tmeIIt Of EIIeT'gy
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 anymrea where it can
assist in dealing with economic problems.

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

l
Special Economic Development and
Adjustment Assistance (OMB P 11.307): The
Economic Adjustment Assistance Program
(Title IX)is intended to help states and local
governments respond to actual or threatened
economic adjustinents 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

millionfor this program. The House Ap-.„
opriations Committee has approved $ 100

'on forfiscal '79. The Administration,
wever, has asked for authorization of $80
'on. Ifthis is approved, Title IX'will
crate at a level of $ 180 million in fiscal-'79. It

so has requested in the urban policy an ad-
tional $275 millionfor Title IX to be used
y in conjunction with the proposed National

evelopment Bank.

demonstration budget, dollar figures are ss(
exact. However, in the third year of the
pro) ect, DOE expects to a)vard nearly $9
million in grants for the commercial bui)d(sl
program; this compares to a total of $2.5
billion for the entire DOE research and
demonstration budget.

During fiscal '78, solar commercial graats
were awarded on a 50-50 cost-sharing basis,
The funds can be used only for the solar
system itself; the applicant must cover sl)
other costs.

Weatherization Assistance for Low-Iacosu
and Elderly Persons (OMB ll'0.002): Conglss
passed legislation in 1976 to provide
weatherization assistance for low-income ss(
elderly citizens through the Federal Energy
Administration, now part of DOE. The D02
program began in the summer of 1977, wirill
$ 27.5 millionappropriation, even though lhl
Community Services Administration (CSA)
operated a similar program through
Community Action Agencies (CAAs).

The DOE program awards grants to the
states or to local governments and CAAs i(l)s
state does not apply. In fiscal '77, each stsa
received a base allocation of $ 100,000 plus 1

percentage of the remainder. (Alaska, the sv(s

exception, received a base allocation of
$200,000.) The states must give priority to
CAAs that have been carrying out similar
programs under CSA, but general purpose
local governments are eligible subgrantess.
Ninety percent of the funds must be used for

weatherization materials, such as insulatios
and weatherstripping, in homes owned or
rented by elderly and low-income citizens.

Congressional action on the weatherizatin
program is tied up in deliberations on the
National Energy Act; however, House-Sess(1
conferees have agreed on an authorization p(

$ 130 millionfor fiscal '78 and $ 200 mil(ion lsd
year for fiscal '79 and '80. Appropriations
of $ 64.1 million in fiscal '78, and $ 200 millions
fiscal '79 have been voted by the House
Appropriations Committee.,
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Wastewater Management Planning
gpg of the Clean Water Act of 1977)

I55,426): Section 208 calls for
treatment planning for afl areas of

! +catry. Each governor must designate
sad/or state agencies, with the state

final approval over afl plans.
are three methods by which counties

~ he funded through the 208 process:
as an areawide agency;

a portion of the workplan from
areawide agency; subcontracting

of the workplan from the designated
rgeacy, if the county is not included

an areawide agency.
act authorizes the expenditure of up to

s((non for each of the fiscal years '78, '79,

2 1 The President's budget requests $ 50
for fiscal '79; this is in addition to $69
appropriated through fiscal-'78 sup-

budget. The Congressional sub-
considering this program has

only $ 25 millionfor fiscal '79,
tions are that the President's full

willbe honored.

Grants for Wastewater
t Works (Section 201 of the Federal

Pollution Control Act of 1972, as
by the Clean Water Act of 1977)

f 56.018): The act authorizes the
of $ 24.5 billion (fiscal '78, $ 4.5

fiscal '79, $ 5 billion; fiscal '80, $5
fiscal '81, $5 billion; fiscal '82, $5 billion)
construction of wastewater treatment
and some collector systems. Funding
remain at 75 percent of the total project

construction grants program is
to help communities meet the goal of
the best practicable technology by

asdultimate)y the 1980 goal of
pollutant discharges into the

swaters.
ties, counties, intermunicipal

states and interstate agencies vIho
jurisdiction over disposal of sewage,

wastes or other wastes are eligible to
for funds. The project must have as its

purpose the treatment of domestic
from a community or larger region.
projects include construction or

of sewage treatment plants
at least secondary treatment,

or rehabilitation of interceptor
construction, expansion, rehabilitation

collection systems in most cases,
mnstruction of combined sewer overflow

systems.
are allocated annually among states

(hs basis of a "needs survey." States have
their own priority lists under EPA
to ensure that the most needed

willbe constructed with the funds
To be considered for federal

a project must appear on the state
list. EPA and the states rank

of treatment facilities and needed
sewers above other types of

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

, the Clean Water Act was
by Congress and signed by the

after considerable debate. Significant
of the bill include:

Greater emphasis on the use of innovative
techniques, including a revision of

effectiveness guidelines granting a 15
advantage to such techniques, federal
levels of 85 percent as compared with

funding for conventional projects,
the requirement that afl conventional
demonstrate that innovative techniques

be applied.

Fending for small privately-owned
t systems, provided that a public

for the funding and is
for operation and maintenance.

continued authorization for the Clean
program at a level of $ 60 miflionfor

'78.

Authorization for delegation of the
grants program administration

under regulations to be
by EPA.

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

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

~ Setting aside funding for rural
communities and for the rehabilitation and
reconstruction of existing systems. The full
$4.5 billionauthorized 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
billionspecifically 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.
Cahifl, director, Municipal Construction
Division, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, 401 M Street, S.W., Washington, D.C.
20460; (202) 426-8986.

AirQuality Implementation Plan Revision:
The Clean AirAct 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

'overnmentsor 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 followingreceipt
of an initialgrant.

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. Atpresent, however, this fun-
ding has not been appropriated. President
Carter requested $ 25 millionin his March ur-
ban policy statement. Itis 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 subcomnuttee has
recommended $ 11.2 millionfor state planning
assistance, littleof which is likely to be passed
through to counties and cities. However, the
subcommitee did provide $ 15 millionfor
resource recovery facilityplanning by counties
and cities as part of the Administration's
urban policy. In addition, $25 millionwas
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 millionfor state

hazardous waste planning. Ifa 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.

~ 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 willprincipally benefit low and
moderate income people. (See Community
De vclop m en t )

~ 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 Grunts under
Department ofCornmerced

~ 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
ofsewage sludge. Ifa 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 willbe
eligible only ifsludge is applied to the land as a
form of treatment. (See Construction Grants
under Environmenta/Protection Agency/

~ Areawide Wastew'ater 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./

~ 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 Dispose! Grants and Loans /

~ Regronal Comnuas>ons. Sohd 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 comnuss>ons 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 billionfrom 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.

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 millionover the
President's request. It allows federal funds for
abortions only ifthe 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 billfor five months last
year. Itcould happen again this year.

Since many authorization bills for programs
of concern to counties are stillpending (over
20), supplemental budget willbe 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 billwhich 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 billuntil late summer.

Given afl 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 doflar figures.
ABof the pr'ograms willbe 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
Gemmefl or Tony McCann for further
information.

The House and Senate ended a five-month
deadlock last December over federal funding of
abortions for Medicaidwligible women. Italso
approved a continuing resolution to fund afl
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 lifewould 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 willexpire this year. Congress,
however, is expected tv 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 4 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.

'rojectgrants are also available. Congress
appropriated $ 520 millionfor 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
billionfor fiscal '78.

Higher Education (OMB h'3.453 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 billionfor fiscal '78.

. Head Start or Child Development —Project
Grants (OMB 4 13.600k 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 millionfor fiscal
'78.
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pr with its consent, to any political
of instrumentality of a state, for
s communicable disease control

has appropriated $ 23

[pr Hscsl '78. It also appropriated $ 32

for venereal disease
programs.'or

D>sease Control Investigations,
and Technical Assistance (OMB ¹

Itis program provides training,
services and counseling,

of technical information, and
of specialized services to states,

subdivisions of states, local health
and individuals or organizations

health interests to assist in
communicable diseases and other
health conditions. Congress has

$ 53 million for this program for
For further information, contact the

I»r Disease Control.

Lead-Based Paint Poisoning
(0MB ¹ 13.266k This program provides

to encourage communities in
comprehensive lead-based paint

control programs and to assist
I» establishing appropriate centralized

Eligible applicants are state and
t agencies and appropriate

tions. Congress has
$ 10 million for this program for

Contact the regional health
tor for the Center for Disease

Rodent Control (OMB ¹ 13.267k This
provides project grants to

states, counties and cities, or
entities for supporting

community programs to reduce
infestations and conditions conducive

infestations. Congress has
$ 13 millionfor fiscal '78. Contact

regional health administrator for the
for Disease Control.

Health (OMB ¹ 13.262 and
This program provides funds to
research, develop criteria for

safety and health standards, and
technical services to government,

nl industry including training in the
avoidance, and prevention of

Drunhealthful working conditions and
use of adequate safety and health
Congress has appropriated $ 45

for fiscal '78. Contact the HEW
tor for the National Institute of

Safety and Health.

Safety and Health Research and
Grants (OMB ¹ 13.263k This program
project grants to states, counties and

w private nonprofit agencies able to
research on occupational health aimed

or controlling factors in the
t which are harmful to the'd/or safety of workers. Also, this
project grants for training

professional or graduate levels.
has appropriated $ 11 millionfor this
for fiscal '78. Contact the HEW
administrator for the Office of

Activities, the National Institute
tional Safety and Health.

Health Clinics: This program (P.L. 95-
Medicare and Medicaid

of rural health clinic services.
covered include services and supplies

be covered in conjunction with
services as well as additional

provided by physician assistants or
Practitioners. The program specifically

Medicare and Medicaid to pay for
aot rendered directly in the presence

Many county health
ts,may qualify for Medicare and

coverage. For further information,
the regional health care financing

tor. Medicare and Medicaid do not
annual appropriations.

Services and Facilities (OMB ¹
»ad 13.269): This program provides
Io s>tates and counties for vocational

tion services; it supports programs
tion research, training and special

trains professionals to deal with
types of cHents; and demonstrates new
of fostering innovative programs in

The program funds
services including physical and

restoration, vocational training and
and needed social services.

appropriated $870 millionfor fiscal

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

Drug Abuse Community Service Programs—
Project Grants (OMB ¹ 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 ¹
13.254k 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 millionfor fiscal '78.
Contact the HEW administrator for the
National Institute on Drug Abuse,
ADAMHA.

Drug Abuse Pevention —Formula Grants
(OMB ¹ 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 ¹ 13.235). The Congress has
appropriated $ 161.5 millionfor fiscal '78.

Narcotic Addict Rehabilitation
Act—Contracts and Grants (OMB ¹ 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 millionfor fiscal
'78. Contact the HEW regional administrator
for the National institute on Drug Abuse,
ADAMHA.

Alcohol Community Service
Programs —Project Grants (OMB ¹ 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 (NIAAA).

Alcohol Demonstration Programs (OMB ¹
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 millionfor fiscal
'78. Contact HEW regional administrator for
NIAAA,ADAMHA.

Alcoholism Grants to States (OMB ¹ 13.257):
Under the comprehensive Alcohol Act, P.L. 94-
371, for fiscal '78, $ 56.8 milliongoes 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 ¹ 13.272):
This prograin 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 millionfor fiscal '78. For
further information, contact the HEW
administrator for NIAAA,ADAMHA.

Alcohol Training Program —Project Grants
(OMB ¹ 13.272k This program provides project
grants to public and private nonprofit
institutions for use in providing specialized
training of personnel who willstaff community
projects. Congress has appropriated $ 7.1
millionfor fiscal '78. Contact the HEW
administrator for NIAAA,ADAMHA.

Special Alcoholism Projects to Implement the
Uniform Act (OMB ¹ 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 millionfor 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)

1976
Appropriations

The Older Americans Acl
Title III—Community Programs

Area Agencies...............
State Agencies

Model Projects..
Title IV

Training
Research ...................
Gerontology Centers..........

Title V—Senior Centers.........
Title Vll—Nutrition.............
Title IX—Part-time Jobs........

.... 17
... 8.5
... 3.8
.... 40
... 250
... 190

Other federal programs.
ACTION

Foster Grandparents.......
Senior Companions........
RSVP...,,,

Community Services Admln.
Senior Opportunities and
Services..................

.... 34.9
.7

.... 20.1

10

Title IV(OMB ¹ 13.637k 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 ¹ 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 ¹ 13.635): Counties may obtain
funds to cover the cost of purchasing,

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 III (social services), V(senior
centers), and Vll (nutrition).

Counties may obtain the above funds by
applying to:

~ Area or state agencies on aging for grants
under Titles III,IV, V, VIIof the Older
Americans Act;

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

~ ACTIONoffice for the federal region for
the volunteer programs;

~ Local community action agency for Senior
Opportunities and Services.

Title III(OMB ¹ 13.634k 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 willbe given priority
consideration. The local match is 25 percent
for planning, 10 percent for direct services.

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 Natiohal 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 ¹ 72.001): Programs provide
elderly people with a chance to volunteer for
useful and fulfillingactivities such as helping
children, senior citizens,'or other needy
citizens in the community.

The Senior Opportunities and Services (OMB ¹
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 willingto
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 XXof the
Social Security Act. Title XXreplaced the
services previously placed in Titles IV-Aand
VIof the Social Security Act in 1975. The
funding total currently is $2.7 billionand 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 familyplanning
services.

Title XXfunds 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 servides; 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 ¹ 13.608k 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 ¹
13.640): State and local governments, public,
private, and nonprofit organizations are
eligible for research contracts to research,
develop, and evaluate effeats 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 millionis included in the $ 15.7
millionof the Child Welfare Research and
Demonstration Program.)

Child Abuse and Neglect Prevention and
Tieatment (OMB ¹ 13.628): Project grants and
research contracts are available to state, local
and voluntary agencies to develop new
programs that willprevent, identify, and treat
child abuse and neglect. Contact the Office of
Human Development at HEW. The fiscal '78
estimate is $ 10 iiulhon.
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Federal Grants
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 pur'pose 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 millionauthorized, with 25 percent
earinarked for cities with less than 50,000

+%0m

population. The House Appropriations
Committee has approved $ 400 millionfor 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

'mployment 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 dete'riorated 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 project is a
prime factor in whether it is approved.

Applications willbe 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
millionfor the program, a decrease of $ 5.5
millionfrom fiscal '77. In addition, Congress
agreed with a HUD recommendation that
urban counties and metropogtan cities not
receive 701 funding but rather use community
development block grant funds, ifthey 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 ofproject
costs. In fiscal '78 HUD willencourage 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 Committ'ee has approved $ 50
million for fiscal '79.

HUEK

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
millionwas approved by Congress and signed
by the President to fullyfund the Payments-in-
Lieu of Taxes Act during fiscal '77. A regular
appropriation of $ 100 millionwas 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

'endingbefore Congress. Annual
appropriations by Congress willbe 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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The Historic Preservation Fund and the L<a(

and Water Conservation Fund are
administered under this new service.)

avenBe
MB <I:

ehn'I"j
autho

ears. Tl
sw En(
EAA),

<ates a<

stager<
l00 m
()orate

j(oweve
or spen

meet'linqu

acilitie
The l

<ovls<

r(nstit<
'thin t
nds.

<ompli
(the s

Speci
'screti
snoun.

Qidelin
ustice i

The a<

he rest
crease
pprop<
100 mil
s'78, b
his am
eparat
ppropr
elinqu
art of t

aw Eni
EAAk

ppropr
tate an

vera(
ssistan
lannin,
re

para'prov

978 du<

gency.
eholdi

utho
he Cari
enned
ram

ages
annin

te pl

Historic Preservation Fund (OMB //15.9(WI:
Grants are available through states for
acquisition and restoration of historic p(am.
To be eligible for funding, sites must be
included on the "National Register of His(0<(<

Places." This can be done by application t<<0<

Heritage Conservation and Recreation
Service by state, local government or priva(<
interests. Historic places that are of
national, in addition to local, significance <3«

also become National Historic Landmarks m(

projects to acquire or restore them could (<e

given priority. "Historic"places can bek
districts, sites or buildings and may (nc)u<(e

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 m«k«

contribution to the local share.
Also, the National Trust for Historic

Preservation, a congressionally-chartered,
private nonprofit group, assists public and
private agencies in historic preservation,
complementing federal and state programs.
The House subcommittee for Interior
Appropriations has recommended that $ 60

millionbe appropriated for fiscal '79. Fund(«I
for fiscal '78 is $ 41 million.
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Land and Water Conservation Fund (OMB /

15.400): This match'ing fund program is the

major source of federal money for the
acquisition and development of state and k<o(

"outdoor recreation facilities. Funds must be

matched by state or local governments on s

50 basis. Federal money is passed through
state agencies to local governments.

The House committeee on appropriations'sk
recommending that $369 millionbe
appropriated for the state/local share of the

fund. The President had requested that $ 69

millionof that be set aside for the proposed
National Heritage Program. This commit'ttee

is, however, recommending that the full$ 369

millionbe available for aBocation to the sts ts<

for recreation and preservation uses for this

year. The $68 millionrepresents the increase

state/local share over frscal '78.
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administer the program is a remarkably low,l

percent. No grant application is necessary.
Final regulations governing payment

procedures were published in the Federal
Register, Vol 42 on Sept. 29, 1977. A county

may inquire about or protest the payment
computation in writing to the director, Bu<a<

of Land Management, 1800 C Street N.W.,

Washington, D.C. 20240. Information on

calculations can also be obtained from regknl
bureau offices.

Heritage Conservation and
Recreation Service
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pBrtment of Justice

Fnforcement Assistance
tration

Justice and Delinquency Prevention
116.516): The Juvenile Justice and

Prevention Act of 1974 was
in 1977 for an additional three

The juvenile justice office, a part of the
Enforcement Assistance Administration

administers both formula grants to
sad special emphasis grants in

areas. Out of an appropriation of
mit)ion in fiscal '78, the states were

$64 million in formula grants.
, several states did not submit plans

5p
nd' the money because of d'ff'culties

szzting requirements for removing non-
children from "secure" detention

Iltlaw, as amended last year, relaxes a key
in the original act requiring the

tionalization of status offenders
two years after a state has accepted
States now have three years to comply

is defined as removing 75 percent
(testate's status offenders from detention).

$2ecial emphasis grants are awarded at the
of LEAAaccording to program

ts and discretionary grant
developed by the Office of Juvenile

and Delinquency Prevention.
7hz act has a separate authorization from

rest of LEAAand has historically received
funds each year. The House
tions Committee has earmarked

million for fiscal '79, the same level
'ill,but the Senate is expected to increase
amount. Although the authorization is

from the LEAAprogram,
for the Juvenile Justice and

Prevention Act are earmarked as
the total LEAAprogram.

Enforcement Assistance Administration
MB i) 16.602, 16,605, 16.500): Funds

to LEAAare used to improve
mid local criminal justice systems.

forms of financial and technical
are available from the agency.

funds are allocated to each state for
of state comprehensive plans.

funds are available from a state
agency, once state plans are
to implement projects included in

Ilaa. Discretionary grants are awarded for
projects by a National Institute and

other categorical functions such as
and training and community
programs.

(EAA has sustained appropriations cuts of
$ 895 million in 1975 to $ 647 million in
due to Congressional skepticism about

veness of LEAAfinanced programs
tgsagreement over the objectives of the

. Appropriations for fiscal '79 appear to
at the current level pending

of the program in fiscal '80.
Carter administration and Sen. Edward

(D-Mass.) have prepared legislation
imajor reorganization of LEAA.Some

anticipated are a reduction in
requirements and direct assistance to

governments with a reduced role of the
planning agency in approving projects.

Institute of Corrections

Institute of Corrections (NIC)(OMB //
16.605): The National Institute of .

has a $ 5 millionbudget for fiscal
to provide assistance in the form of

evaluation and research, and
tion to state and local corrections

tors. A National Jail Center has
established in Boulder, Colo. to provide

with training and information on how
with jailproblems. Small grants and

are available to counties for
such as staff development,

tion and screening ofjailprograms
operations.

partment of Labor
()ec. 28, 1973 the President signed into

die Comprehensive Employment and
Act (CETA), which called for

and decategorizing manpower
B grants are now being allocated

elected officials whose jurisdictions

American, migrant, and seasonal farmworker
programs to obtain Youth Community
Conservation and Improvement Projects.
Fifteen percent of the funds authorized for
Part C willbe 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 willbe spent in each state.

Community improvement projects willbe
similar to special proj ects under Title VI of
CETA, serving youth 16 fhrough 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.

Eligibilityfor 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. Allparticipants 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'ower

livingstandard budget. The remaining
10 percent may be from all economic
backgrounds.

CETA Appropriations by Title
(in millions)

Title Fiscal 1 977 Fiscal1978

I

II

III
IV
VI
VI I I

$ 1880
1540
2195,73*

274.1
6847
(233,33*)

$ 12736,83

$ 1860
-0-
1143.93
417

-0-
-0-

$ 3377.93Totals

Note

Rural
Consortia CEPs

Balance
of Sexes

States
ConsortiaTotal Cities Counties

134
140
145
138

4
4
4
4

I
HIRE, called HIRE II, is in effect for the
remainder of fiscal '78, through fiscal '79.
Some significant changes have been made but
the program is stillnot 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).

Fiscal '75 403 58 156
Fiscal '76 431 62 175
Fiscal '77 444 55 179
Fiscal '78 447 67 187

51

50
51

43

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 fullcommittees 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 billis 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.'or a detailed breakdown of the CETA
appropriations by title for fiscal '77 and '78,
see chart above.

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.

Research, Training and Evaluation (Title III-
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 III-Cof CETA has been added
via P.L. 95-93, the Youth Employment and
Demonstration Projects Act of 1977. One
bJilion dollars has been appropriated for youth
in the Economic Stimulus Supplemental
Appropriations Act; $ 766.67 millionof the $ 1

billionwillbe targeted for Title III-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 willbe available for projects under the
subpart.

Competitive application is also the means for
prime sponsors and sponsors of Native

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

Comprehensive Manpower Services (Title I)
(OMB if 17.232): Local prime sponsors. receive
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.

Young Adult Conservation Corps (Title VIII):
the Young AdultConservation Corps appears
as a new TitleVIIIof 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 titIe willbe available for
state and local programs on the basis of total
youth population within each state, $ 233.33
millionof the $ 1 billionpreviously mentioned
(P.L. 95-29) willbe available for Title VIIIof
which $69.99 millionwillbe for state and local
programs.

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.

Economic Stimulus Appropriations
P.L. 95-29

Employment Programs
Amount

(in millions)
Title

Special Federal Responsibility for National
Programs (Title III-A)(OMB // 17.230, 17.232,
17.233): This supports special target group
programs (P.L. 95-205) and willfund 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
Programs (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

I.............................
II—Public Service Employment

(regular)....................

III—Youth Programs (assigned
to III-Cand Villby
P.L. 95-93).................

Skill Training Improvement
Programs (STIP).........

Help Through Industry
Training and Employment (HIRE)...

IV—Job Corps...

Vl—Public Service Employment
(countercyclical)..............

Older Americans Act (Title IX)...

.. 1,140

.. 250

.. 120

..68

.. 6,847

... 59.4

*233.33 million was appropriated under Title III authority and later assigned to be spent under
Title Vill authority leaving $ 1,962.40 million in Title Ill. $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 mjllion.

The distribution of prime sponsors among the various categories for the current and last three
fiscal years is indicated below:
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Federal Grants
Department of
Transportation

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

(millions of dollars)

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 Netss. 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 willchange many
federal-aid transportation programs in such
areas as program intent, funding levels and
federal shares. Information on new
transportation legislation willbe published in
County tVetss. 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 ¹
20.205k 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 limitin fiscal '78.
Some of the provisions of the act are:

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

~ 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.

~ 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.

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

From Highway Trust Fund From General Funds

Highway I

Development

Interstate
Interstate —Min. '25 %
Interstate —Rehabilitation
Primatyz
Secondary [Rural)
Urban System
Non-Interstate
Transition Quarter

Economic Growth Center
Dev. Highways

Forest Highways
Public Lands Highways
Emergency Relief
Access Roads
Traffic Signal Demo. Projects
Highway Beautification,

Landscaping
Off-system Safer Roadsi
Highways Crossing Fed.

Projects
Rural Highway Public
Trans. Demo.

Bikeway Demo. Projects
Total Fiscal Year
Authorizationsi-
Highway Development

3 Months
Fiscal Ending

'76 9-30-76

Total
Fiscal Thru

'78 Fiscal '78

Total
Fiscal Thru

'79 Fiscal '79

3 Months
Fiscal Ending
'76* 9-30-76

Fiscal
'78

Fiscal
'77

Fiscal
'77

Grat4

Tot»I

9,750
216

350

2,700

800

1,600

3,000
50

3,250 3,250
91

175
1,350

400
800

3,250
125
175

9,750
216
350

2,700
800

1,600

1,41 5

450
800.

1,350
400
800

1,637. 39 1,637.39 1,637,3t)

100
33
16
60

50 50
33 - 33
16 16
60 60

100
74.25
36

135

100

74 75

36

225

3325

80

8.25
4

15 10
3.75

40
25

40
15

90
33.75

40
15

40 40 80

0. 3711,5
200

66.5
200

133.37
400

66.5
200

133 37

400(100)

100 100

40 20
10

98.46 781.50 667.64 1,547.60 19,318176,092.30 1,675.41 6,153.84 6,389.26 3,550 17,768.51 679.2

Highway Safety

State and Community G rants
NHTSA
FHWA

Research and Development
NHTSA
FHWA

Incentive Grants
Fatality Rate Reduction
Fatality Reduction

Bridge Reconstruction &
Replacement

Pavement Marking
High-Hazard Locations &
Obstacles

Rail-Highway Grade Crossings
On-system
Off-system

Federal-aid Safer Roads
Demo. Program

Drug Use & Driver Behavior
Total Fiscal Year
Authorizations —Safety

150
35

65
10
56.5

125
75

150

75

100
10

851.5

122 137
25 25

40 50
10 10

10
2.5

7.5
7.5

180
50

'.875
1.875

7.5
7.5

180
50

125 125

125 125

16.25 692.0 717.0

259
50

100
22.5

16.875
16.875

360
100

250

250

1,425. 25

259

50

100

225

Ts 875

16 875

360

100

250

250

168.75168.75757518.75

18.75 75.0 75.0 168.75 1,5948

~ 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.

~ 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

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.

~ 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 ifthey wilL
"accomplish the policies and objectives" of
federal laws and regulations.

~ 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 ¹
20.205)i 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 federaVIO percent state. Most other
projects are funded on a 70 percent federal
basis. Rather than using the term "federal
match," the term "federal share" willbe
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
billionare 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 priorityprimary programs received
separate authorizations prior to the 1976 act.
Consolidated primary system funds willbe
apportioned to the states under a formula

based on area, rural area population, mi)eagt
of rural and intercity highway mail routes, az(

an urban factor based on urban area
population.

Urban System Funds: For each fiscal '77 asII

'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 rouus

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 "ll
—and '78, $ 400 million is appropriated. As of

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 (SOSR
Amount of authorization is $200 million from

general funds for each fiscal '77 and '78;
federal share —70 percent. However, the fiscal

'77 appropriation is $ 90 million, and funds
have been apportioned among the states. A8

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 roach

Grand Total 6,943.80 1,691.66 6,845.84 7,106.26 3,550 19,193.76 679.2 117.21 856,50 742,64 1,716.35 20,910.11

Authorized in Federal Aid Highway Act of 1973 and Federal Aid Highway Amendments of 1974.
1

2
Interstate funds authorized for fiscal '77, '78, and '79 in the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1973. Fiscal '77 funds apportioned in December 1975.

Primary System —Fiscal '76 authorizations were Rural Primary, $ 800 million; Priority Primary Routes, $ 300 million; Urban Primary Extensions, $ 300 mii

lion; and minimum one-half per cent, $15 million.
3 Fiscal '76 authorizations were Federal-aid Safer Roads Demonstration Program, $ 100 million; and Otf-system Roads, $ 200 million.
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preceded the safer off-system
program; see below.) Any fiscal '76 off-

funds which have not been obligated
bossed for projects in urban as well as

oioos. Allfiscal '77 funds must be used in
ototo prior to obligation of fiscal '78

Ibo 8onate Appropriations subcommittee on
tion has indicated it willsupport a

supplemental fiscal '79 appropriation if
oar)counties are successful in obligating

77 funds.
of the fiscal '78 SOS appropriations,

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

oll bridges not on a federal-aid system
bridges). A state-by-state
of the $ 500,000 has been made.

Tom Bulger at NACo for more

new safer off-system roads program is
by combining the previously
off-system roads and safer roads
tion programs.

oor)s are apportioned two-thirds according
oxisting off-system formula (one-third

one third population of rural areas, and
off-system road mileage) and one-

in the ratio which the population in urban
in each state bears to the total

of urban areas of all states.
to the 1976 legislation, sums

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

"Previous language provided for
in the counties of such state on a

aod equitable basis."
funds are for "construction,

and improvement of any off-
road (including, but not limited to, the

of bridges, th'e elimination of high
locations, and roadside obstacles)."',

"means "any toll-free road
bridges) which is not on any federal-
y system and which is under the

of and maintained by a public
and open to public travel."

, the program was limited to rural

principal objective of the program is to
reconstruct, or otherwise improve
roads and streets, with special

on low-cost projects which .

significantly to the safety of the
public. Final regulations on the SOS
were published in the Federal

, Vol. 42, No. 107, June 3, 1977.

Highway Public Transportation
lion Program: Fiscal '75 and '76

tions totaling $ 24.65 million have.
obligated for 100 percent funding of 100

tion programs. No appropriation
: made in fiscal '77, and no appropriation is

in the proposed fiscal '78 budget.
program was authorized for $ 75 million
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973 as a

program; however, more than $ 45
of the authorization has not been

ted. Although no funds are presently
the following information is

in order that counties may
in the program when funds become

I>ingram's objectives are to encourage,
t, improvement and use of

mass transportation systems in rural
by use of demonstration projects.

eligible for federal funds include, but
limited to: highway trafficcontrol
construction of passenger loading

ond facilities, including shelters; fringe
(ionsportation corridor parking facilities

bus and other public transportation
purchase of passenger equipment

rolling stock for fixed rail.
may cover both capital and operating
for a multiyear period, after which

funds must be used to continue
Applications are screened by state

(or)ora) field staffs before final selection by
Highway Administration and the

Mass Transportation Administration

Control Signalization Demonstration
Authorization is $40 million from the
Trust Fund for each fiscal '77 and

(80 percent funding. The fiscal '78
is $ 20 million.This program is

te, through technology not in
use, the value of trafficcontrol

in increasing the capacity of
highways, conserving fuel, decreasing

congestion, improving air and noise
and furthering safety. Priority is to be

to projects on any public highway
two or more intersections.

Carpool and Vanpool Projects: Funding up to
$ 1 millionfor 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:

~ 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).

~ Trafficcontrol 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. Ariy 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;
~ Right-of-way;
~ Walks, barriers, and additional widths

and lengths on bridges necessary for route
continuity;

~ Grade separations under certain
condition's.

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
millionfor the program. The fiscal '78
appropriation is $8.65 million.

Emergency Relief: Authonzation is $ 25 nulhon
for the three-month transition'eriod 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 J>ermanent 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 Secretar3r 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 ¹ 20.214): Funds available from the
general fund (federal share —70 percent)
include: $ 25 miilionfor each fiscal year '77 and
'78 for landscaping and litter removal (litter
removal is a new provision); and $ 15 millionfor
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 I, 1976 to
Sept. 30, 1978. Some of the safety programs
include:

~ State and community safety grants (both'HWAand NHTSA);
~ Bridge reconstruction and replacement;
~ High hazard locations and roadside

obstacles;
~ Rail-highway crossings; and
~ Pavement markings.

State and Community Safety Grants (OMB
¹ 20.600): Money granted to states is used for
safety activities under the national highway
safety program standards. The program is

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 followinghighway safety
program standards: periodic motor vehicle
inspection, motor vehicle registration,
motorcycle safety, driver education, driver
licensing, codes and laws, trafficcourts,
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 safely, 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, $ 7 millionmust be used for school bus
driver training programs.

There is a $ 172 million limitfor 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 FHWAadministers the standards on:
identification and surveillance of accident
locations; highway design, construction, and
maintenance; trafficengineering services; and
the engineering and trafficcontrol devices
portions of the pedestrian safety standard.

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

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 millioneach 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-highway
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 millioneach 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 specilied 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 willapprove
county projects on a first come, first served
basis.

Pavement Marking: Authorization is $ 50
millionfor 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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Federal Grants
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:

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

~ 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 followingthe 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 techie
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 FHWA402 safety programs.

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 tr'ansfer from one funding category
to another in three programs:

~ Special bridge reconstruction and
replacement.

~ On-system rail-highway grade crossing.
~ 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 ifrequested 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.

FHWASafer 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 millionis
avai)ab)e 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'nventoriesof 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.

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 followinginformation 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.

Nota)I federal-aid highway funds come from

Fund
Percent Financed From

Trust General
Fund Funds

Secondary System
Urban System
Forest Highways
Public Lands Highways

100
100
100
100

Economic Growth Center Development Highways

Landscaping and Litter Removal

100

100

Control of Junkyards
Safer Off-System Roads
Access Highways

100
100
100

Traffic Control Signalization Demonstration
Projects

Highway Safety Programs

100

100

Table 2
Trust Fund and General Fund Financing

Table 3
Apportionment Formulas

/
Fund

Secondary System

Factors

Area
Rural Population
Rural Delivery

Route Miieaoe
and Intercity
Mail Route
Mileage

Weight Minimum Apportionmeiii

1/3 1/2 percent
1/3 (except for D.C.)
1/3

Urban System

Urban Transportation
Planning

Urban* Population

Urbanized Population

1 1/2 percent

1 1/2 percent

High-Hazard Locations Total Population
and Roadside Obstacle. Public Road

Mileage .

3/4 1/2 percent
1/4

Forest Highways Area of Forests
Value of Forests

1/2
1/2

Safer Off-System
Roads

Highway Safety
Programs

Area
Rural Population
Oif-System Road

Mileage
Urban Population

Total Population
Public Road Mileage

2/9
2/9
2/9

1/3

3/4 1/2 percent**
1/4

Rail-Highway Area
Crossings (on a federal- Rural Population
aid system) Rural Delivery

Route Mileage
and Intercity Mail Route
Mileage

Urban Population

1/6
1/6
1/6

1/2

Rail-Highway
Crossings (off-system)

Area
Rural Population
Rural Delivery

Route Mileage and
Intercity Mail Route
Mileage

Urban Population

1/6
1/6
1/6

1/2

For information on state apportionments, contact your state highway agency,

the Highway Trust Fund; some programs are
financed by the general fund. Table 2 shows
the source and percentage of funds for
programs involving counties.

Highway Authorizations: The first step in the
funding is authorization by Congress. Federal-
Aid Highway Acts provide funds, termed
"authorizations," for the federal-aid highway
program. Over the past 50 years, this
program has expanded from two categories
(primary and forest highways) to more than 40
categories, each having a separate
authorization.

Authorizations are amounts of money the
Secretary of Transportation is permitted to
obligate on behalf of the federal government.
They are the maximum limits on the amount of
federal funds which can be spent.

Contract Authority: The federal-aid highway
program differs from other federal programs.
Most federal programs require a two-step
process. The first step is the congressional
passage of authorizations (indicated above).
The authorizations may be used only after
passage of a second piece of legislation, an
appropriations act. It is at this point that. the
program may proceed.

In the highway program, most categoriesCh

not require this two-step authorization-
appropriaton process to obligate federal
Through what is termed "contract authorii)'",

sums authorized in federal-aid highway acts

are available for obligation prior to their leaf
apportioned. The use of contract, authority
first legislated in the Federal-Aid Highway
Act of 1922.

Apportionment and Apportionment
Formulas: FHWA appori iona or divides tM

sums authorized for the various highway
programs among the stai,es. The
apportionment is based on several formulas
prescribed by law. Table 3, above, shows
formulas for apportioning authorized sums Is

certain highway programs appropriate for
counties.

Allocations: Some funds do not contain a

legislatively mandated apportionment
formula. In these cases, the sums are divide)

among the states at the discretion of the
'ecretary of Transportation. These

discretionary or admin is tra tive divisions arr

called "allocations," rather than
apportionments.

Table 4 below indicates some allocated
funds and how funds are distributed.

Fund

Table 4
Allocated Funds

Distribution

Emergency Rekef

Control of Junkyards

Project by project

As requested by States

*Places of 5,000 or more persons.
**Except that the Virgin Islands, Guam and American Samoa each get only one-third percent.
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Bridge Reconstruction and Replacement
Pavement Marking
High-Hazard Locations and Roadside Obstacles
Rail-Highway Crossings

(a) on a Federal-aid system
(b) off Federal-aid Systems

100,

100'00,

100
100

Economic Growth Center Development
Highways

Special Bridge Replacement

Administratively derived formula giving equal

weight to: area, mileage of rural delivery and

intercity routes, and population outside of

urbanized areas. One-half percent minimum

Relative needs

8'¹>3

a six-
te
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nent

Availability:At the time of
certificates denoting the sums

aad the exact amount of each
are transmitted to each state

agency. It is through these
that states receive the ability to

the federal government to repay the

they incur. Thus each apportionment
the granting of new "obligational
." It, is not casli that is apportioned;

ss)y authority to incur new obligations.
asm).aid funds are available for obligation
sysdpd of four year. Funds for use on,

than the Interstate system are to be
on Oct. I, the first day of the

year for which they are authorized.
son-Interstate funds are available "for a

af three years after the close of the
year for which such sums are .

...." Thus, they are available for.
>asia, Prior to the Federal-Aid Highway

ig76, non-.Interstate funds were
for two years after the fiscal year for ~

they were authorized.
a state not obligate its entire

t within this four-year period,-
ssthority to obligate the remainder lapses.

Share of Project Costs: As mentioned.
'with a few exceptions, the federal

t does not pay for the entire cost of
highway projects. The table below

the federal share for funds of interest to

eral Share of Funds
.Federal Share

(percent)
90*
70*
70*
70*
70*
70**
75
75
70***

" 75
100

Fund

System
System

System
System

Relief
ssy-Hjghway Crossings

Advertising
ofJunkyards

Growth-Centers
Replacement

Marking
Hazard Locations

>loadside Obstacles
Highways to Lakes

says Crossing Federal
'.cts

Highways
z Lands Highways

em Roads
Safety Programs '-.

Highway Public Trans-
Demonstration

90
70

100
100
100

aries do
70*

il funds.
iority,
acts

ir being
ritywas

way

.s the
sy

iulas
rs

ums for
for

aa

lvided
he

Mass Transportation
tion

ins are

,ed

uat
/and
of
rsum.

information on all UMTAprograms,
the Urban Mass Transportation

Office of Public Affairs, 400
S.W., Room 9330, Washington, D.C.

(202) 426-4043; and UMTAregional
in the 10 federal regions.

aed Operating Assistance: The
hiass Transportaton Assistance Act

(NMTA)amended the Urban Mass
tion Act of 1964 to establish an

six-year mass t'ransportation
Up to 8500 millionof the 811.8 billion

spent in rural areas under Sections 3, 6,
of the act. No funds can be spent for

expenses in rural areas (Section 5).

and Capital Funds —Section 5
Section 5 provides for the

t by formula of 83.975 billion
a six-year period to urban areas

recipients) fodeither mass

100
Projects-

Highway Crossings 70-
Control Signa>ization'da

tion Projects .100
Crossings (on/

AFederai-aid system) 90

'Play be-increased up to 95 percent for
'tates with large areas of "public lands."

ttay be increased to 100 percent.
'taybeincreased to 100 percent for

and economic surveys.
Unknown at this date.

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 fs>r 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 NMTAcalls for
distribution of the formula funds through
fiscal '80 as follows:

. Fiscal Year - 'Amount (in millions)

iIs,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.

i=~z:z~-

Capital Assi'stance —Section 3(OMB sy 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 "disbretionary 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. UMTAericourages
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 ofurban
mass transportation projects and for other
technical studies, included or proposed, foran
urban transportation program as part of a
compreh~en ive 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 UMTAcapital assistance to
nonurban areas.

Research, Development and Demonstration
tR, D and D)-Section 6 (OMp 4 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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Federal Grants
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 i!'0.506): 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 initiaUy contact UMTA
informally (by letter or telephone) to determine
demonstration concept compatibility with
current UMTAdemonstration plans.

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

Federal Aviation Administration
For more information on FAAprograms,

contact FAA regional, area or district office.

AirportDevelopment Aid Program (ADAP)
(OMB tt 20.102): The Airport and Airways
Development Act of 1976 extended this
program through 1980. Funding comes from
the Airportand AirwayTrust Fund. ADAP

', includes both a construction grant program'nd a planning grant program for air carrier
and general aviation airport. Aircarrier
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 millionfor fiscal
'78. "Commuter air service airports" are
guaranteed at least $ 15 millionannually from
air carrier funds. ADAP authorizations for
developing general aviation airports are $ 70
miHion for fiscal '77 and $75 millionfor fiscal
'78. At least $ 15 millionannually from general
aviation funds must be made available for
"reliever" airport development.

Airport Planning Grant Program (OMB tt
20.103): For both fiscal '77 and '78, $ 15 million
from the Airportand AirwayTrust 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

their airport is included in the National
AirportSystem 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 safetyiand 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 willbe 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 millionfor 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 willbe added to
a discretionary fund for airport development
administered by the Secretary of
Transportation without regard to
geographical boundaries.

The 1976 legislationnauthorizes 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 airpo'rt 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. i

Aging Services
Alcoholism....
Arts...............................
Community Action Programs (OEO) ..
Community Development.......
Criminal Justice (LEAA)........,
Criminal Justice(Legislation)
Drought
Economic Development (EDA)...
Education.................,...
Employment...................
Energy........................
Environment (EPA)................
Environmen(IEnergy (Legislation) ..
Federal Regulations and Grants....
Health (HEW).....................
HUD Consolidation ...............
Intergovernmental Personnel Act..........
Labor-Management Relations (Legislation) ..
Parks and Recreation (HUD and Interior) ..:.
Public Lands........................,....
Public Works.............................
Aural Affairs (USDA).............. - .. ~

Social Services....,
Social Services, Title XX...
Sohd Waste.....................
Transportation..................
Transportation (Legislation) ..
Urban Pollcy......... - ~

.......... Mary Brugger Murphy

................. Mike Gemmeii

.................. Linda Church

............. Aiiceann Fritschler
.............'...... John Murphy
................. Donald Murray

............. Herb Jones
............ Elliott Alman

, .... John Murphy
................-. Mike Gemmeii
................. Jon Vv'einiraub
.....~.......... Sue Guenther
................... Bob Weaver
.................... Mark Croke
.................. Linda Church
.................. Mike Gemmell
................... Bruce Tailey
.................. Elizabeth Roti
................:.. Ann Simpson
................ Ariene Shuiman
:.=........;.......... Jim Evans
................... John Murphy

.... Elliott Alman
.. Aiiceann Fritschler/Jim Koppei
............. Aiiceann Fritschler
...................... CliffCobb
................ Marian Hankerd
.................... Tom Bulger
................... John Murphy

Federal Aid Contacts

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 FHWA for permission to use
their information, including tables. Copies of
both booklets are available from the NACo
Transportation team.

ACTION

Mini-Grant Program (OMB if 72.010k Projtti
grants are awarded to state and local
governments to mobilize relatively Iargt
numbers of part-time, uncompensated
volunteers to work on human, social, and
environmental needs. Local governments
applying for grants should initiallycoardiu(i
development of a proposal by contacting t)t
appropriate ACTION regional office. TM
fiscal '78 estimate is $ 500,000.

Department of the

Treasury'ntirecession

Fiscal Assistance to State and
Local Governments: The countercyclical
antirecession program, authorized
by Title IIof 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 offwhen 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.

National Student Volunteer Program(OBBI
72.005): Advisory services and counseling,
specialized services and technical assistanti
are supplied to state and local agencies
desiring to assist the development of stuChi(

volunteer programs which provide services(i

the poverty community. Contact the IVSVP

program through the ACTION agency. Thi

fiscal '78 estimate is $326,000.

ACTIONProgram for Elderly (See
Administration on Aging, HEW)

National Endow'ment for

the Arts
Arts Program (Challenge Grants) (OMBI
45.013): This is a challenge grant program
(matchin~) administered. by the National
Endowment for the Arts. The endowmeatii
the principal source of funds and informatim

on both public and private arts and cu)turti
activities.

For fiscal '78, Corigress approved the full

$ 123.5 millionfor the endowment's 12

program areas. Of this amount, $ 18 milliim

was indicated for the Challenge Grant
- Program. This is the firstyear in the histmf

the endowinent that Congress has passed a
appropriations billproviding fullfunding Itt

the Administration's budget request.
The Administration's urban package

'ncludes a "Livable Cities" program which I

passed, willauthorize $20 millionfor projttI
grants for art endeavors, including
preservation, restoration or adaptive use o(

existing structures; landscape; architectatz
urban design; graphic art; the fine and
performing arts. Eligible applicants inclutit

nonprofit societies, neighborhood groups
institutions and organizations, and state ttti

local governments. However, governmeatti
units are only eligible in the event their
recipient agency is a nonprofit organizatiim
which qualifies as a 501 (c) (3) tax exempt(iiii

under the IRS code.
The program willbe administered by the

HUD Office of Neighborhood Developmimt
Applications willbe reviewed jointlyby II(B

and the National Endowment for the Ari.
The billhas been sent to the appropriate

Congressional Committees. No action has

scheduled as of press time.
The Guide to Programs put out by the

endowment (2401 E Street N.W., Washiu
D.C. 20506) explains all endowment pro
application procedures and eligibility
requirements.

Office of Revenue Sharing
I

State and Local Assistance Act of 1976
(General Revenue Sharingi: 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
willbe distributed. The money is distributed
according to a formula based nn 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 g"independent" audit in accordance with
generally accepted auditing standards once
every three years, Recipient governments are
prohibited in the use of revenue sharing funds
without regard for race, color, national origin,
sex, religion, handicapped status or age.
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Tax Revolt Action Center
ACTS OF PROPOSITION 13

'Revenue $)IIaringI II:vnaIs Sainte jI'iiIiI'IiIiII
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current general revenue sharing pro-
wb(ch expires Sept. 30, 1980, willnot be

by the Proposition 13 tax referendum,
analysis and contact with the Office of

Sharing has determined. However,
an extension of the present general
sharing program, Proposition 13

cause an 11 percent reduction ($69.1 mil-
m allocations to all recipient governments

Ca)(fora(a beginning with the Oct. 1, 1981
t.

t Law
State and Local Assistance Act Amend-
of 1976 provide guaranteed funding of

billion from Jan. 1, 1977 through Sept.
(930. The funds are paid quarterly using
mme formula s the 1972 law, based on:

~ Population
I Per capita income
s Adjusted tax effort
s Intergovernmental transfer

timeliness of each element depends on
(tders) agency collecting those data. Con-

, the data collected vary as to how
they are. For example, during the cur-

Entitlement Period ¹ne, the following
tre used to compute the allocations:

4

Entitlement Period Nine:
Oct. 1, 1977-Sept. 30, 1978
~ 1975 population estimate
~ 1974 per capita income
~ 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, willbe based on:

~ 1977 population estimate
~ 1976 per capita income
~ 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-

gram after Sept. 30, 1980, several assumptions
must be made:

~ A program of general revenue sharing will
continue;

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

~ The data used willbe collected in the same
manner and will have the same time con-
straints as they do now;

~ The total amount of money to be allocated
each year wiTi be at the same level as the cur-

t rent law requires ($ 6.85 billionyearly).
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
~ Fiscal '79 adjusted taxes
~ 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
~ 1978 per capita income
~ Fiscal '80 adjusted taxes
~ Fiscal '80 intergovernmental transfers
During Entitlement Period 13 both the state

of California's allocation and the local govern-
ments'llocation 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-
uded to arrive at the estimate.

Staff contact Carol Berenson
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Congress decided that it wanted to spend
bil(ion a year on solid waste management,

would be the best use of that money?
Should it be used to subsidize recycling

either by funding neighborhood or
collection centers or by finan-

assisting those in the salvage business
those who turn waste materials into final

Ebon)d it be used to pay part of the cost of
$ 10 to $ 100 million energy recovery
in the way sewage treatment facili-

ut)eligible for federal grants?
Should the money go towards litter clean-

)mgrams or to assist counties, cities, or
operators to meet more stringent en-

standards for sanitary landfills?
Should it be simply given to local govern-

which have responsibility for disposal of
and allow them to use it in the manner

, tve fit?
some extent, this is all wishful think-

dnte Congress has shown no inclination to
te such vast sums of money for solid

for any of these purposes. In fact, the
only become meaningful in the con-

t( the revenues which could be derived
the proposed "solid waste product'n the material content of all non-

nonfood, consumer items. This pro-
currently being considered by the inter-

Resource Conservation Committee,
place an excise tax on manufacturers of
$30 per ton, an amount equal to the
national cost of collection and disposal

tial and commercial garbage. The
from the charge would be about $2

according to estimates by the Environ-
Protection Agency (EPA).

from the product charge would
mtessarily have to be used for solid waste

They comd be simply refunded to all
on an equal basis or absorbed into

S. Treasury's General Fund to be spent
ny programs Congress chose. The funds

also be distributed to counties and cities
with the general revenue sharing

without regard to existing solid waste
and needs.

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 of 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,. (Ifthat 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-
isdiction 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?

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 outweigli 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 flexibilityof 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 afl 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 residentiaVcommercial

sources, it would have to pay the charge on
only nine hundred thousand tons of its output.
However, if a copper smelting plant bought
steeVtin 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 adnunistrative 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 bq included in any
revenue distribution policy under a solid waste
product charge.

—CliffCobb
NACoR
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MINI-
MANAGEMENI
PACKETS
Sponsored by the National Association of County Administrators

Mini-Management Packets are designed to help county officials keep
up-io-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.

CI HISTORIC PRESERVATION (/I/14)

Counties attempting to preserve historical and archeoiogicai 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 Quantity Total Cost

BARRIERS TO SOlAR ENERGY USE (/I/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

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 willbe 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 Associai
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:

~ 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
willtake 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-

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-
ityeat 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 Cuuuq
"was overwhelmingly positiv<"

Several subsequent mettu
held to write and adopt byiz+
form a steering committee fa,
association that may in tbt
seek to become a NACo sfftrbk

Van Vuuren, who has pls)N
ma)or role In develoPing the
tion, was elected tempurur/
person. Members include butb
ed county officials and ug'ng

gram administrators.
"In Atlanta," she says, "$

7

consider some resolutions, cjcu
cere and board member>,,
provide an opportunity for 5

from different counties to sbtu
'oncernsand problems."

The uPcoming meeting, bpw
is only one of several attn
scheduled for the annual coul
for county officials who are iutft
ed in serving the elderly

On Monday, a panel of fugtrg
local officials willdiscuss iui
human services.

On Wednesday there wiiibc;
~ A panel presentuiic1

"Models of Service Delivery iu
Elderly,"

~ A panel discussion of
ile'ionalizationof the aged, tbt

tally ill,and the mentally retarftt
~ A meeting to form a NA(4

force on deinstitutionalizatiou,
~ A panel presentation oui

term care reimbursement
Those interested in utteutgff

conference should use the 1

'ionform included in this issue
Those who are also interefu(

attending the special meetiugfji
the affiliate should contact 6
Nancy van -Vuuren, director, I
Services, .1706 Allegheny Bu

429 Forbes Ave., Ptttsbufgit
15219, or Phil Jones, Aging
gram, NACo.

PrOPOSed Affi%ate, AginlI
Panels Set for Conferenc:

antv
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anta
anta
a atm
anta
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unia
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unta
unta
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ants
ants
unta
unta
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NAC
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Confi
equi>

Re/ui

Conf

$950

Nami

PAYMENTS-IN-LIEUOF TAXES (/F12)

The 94th Congress approved NACo-suppo/ted payments-in-lieu of taxes
legislation that recognizes the tax immunity burden of certain federally
owned and tax-exempt public lands. Amendments io the act are now
pending which would add other categories to the entitlement lands. This

pocket 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 Total Cost

RIGHTS OF ALLEGED DISCRIMINATORYOFFICIALS (/I/II)

What rights does (or should) an employer have when it is alleged that
he/she has committed a discriminatory act? Auniversity 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 Total CostQuantity

NATIONALFLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM (/I/IO)

National Flood insurance enables owners of flood-prone pfooeriy to
purchase flood insurance at rates made affordable through a fede. al;-.
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 Zip

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-

'ng, 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 publidbusiness administration or
related field, and five years professional exper-
ience, or equivalent combination. Resumes ac-

cepted untfi July 15. Resume to: Lewis H. Entx,
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 fnriuding salary Sstory toi Michael P.
Connors, Personnel Administrator, Johnson
County Courthouse, 0 lathe, Ken. 6606 L

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

Program Coordinator, Seminole County, Fla.
SaIary $ 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 responsibiTity 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 toi 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-
loris degree and four years experience involving
interpersonai/intergroup relationships in the
sociology/psychology field. Sufficient sociology/
psychology crmfits may be substituted for up to
two years experience. Resumes to: Rosalia /crabs
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 source . Degree in
administration or related fields required with
previous experience desired. Resume to: John
Walker, NKADD,7505 Sussex Dn, 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. Mecklenbusg County
Personnel Department, 720 East Fourth St..
Charlotte, N.C. 28202.

Deputy Budget Director. Prince George'
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 weeds. Requires bachelor'
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 toi Central
PersonneL County Administration Building. Up.
per Maribom, Md. 20870.

Couaty Engineer and Diiectoi oi Piik
ice Authority, Pulaski County Va. Ts

and coordinate all county engineering ux
in addition to acting as executive fut
county Public Service Authority. ss

water, sewer and solid waste activities. bc
ble administrative experience requirai
to: Robert McNichols, County A
Pulaski Couaty, 143 Third St., N,IV.,
24301.

Comprehensive pianniog Admisistriut
Arundei County, Md. Salary $ 20MO
manage and direct planning staff isa
mental, community services, tianspoiuia
land use planning, data base managemut
analysis and economic research, mimth
preparation of subcounty master phn
special studies; liaison with govenmumf
cies and community groups. Master'i
planning, or equivalent, and at least tie
responsible expenence Resume to p
Zoning Officer, Anne Arundel County,f
Center, Annapolis, Md. 21404.

Director, Real property Tex Saivism

/and County, N.Y. Salary $ 22,000. Ba
principles and methods of assessmesis

property for tax purposes. Six years

ffour with bachelor's degree) in valeiun
property including two yeats full.time

ministrative experience. Appointed hf

legislature for term ending Sept. tu

Resume to: Rosabe Krebs, County offm

ing, New City, N.Y. 10956.

Budget Officer, pasco County, Ph

$ 15,000 to $ 20,000. Coordinates ssu

county operating budgets and capiuu

ment budget with administrative stag
management studies relating to the

reviews and analyzes capital requests
requests and funding proposals.
Pasco County Personnel Division, Psu

Drawer 609, Port Richey, Fla. 33568.
July 15.

Peisooael Analyst, Berrien Cmmu

Salary open. To provide ma/onassmtax
aspects of personnel a

Bachelor's degree with a ma)or (or 30 bsm

dustrial engineering. industrial psy
sonnel or a combination of these veqmm

years of paid experience in personnei inrt
combinations of work and experimxx
tion eqalising six years msy be

Resume and salary requirements ta
County Courthouse, Personnel
Port St. St. Josepk Mick 49085.
July 28.

JOh OPPOrtunitieS
Tiiie

Add/i
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were
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NACo 43rd Annual Conference
re

federal
in

Tentative Program
Schedule

illbe;
;ation
ery for and Educational Exhibits

July 8-12, 1978 at the Georgia World Congress Center
f
I, the Saturday, July 8

Conference/Credentials Registration
Noon !o 4:00 p.m.

Steering Committees
Noon !o 3;00 p.m.

Affiliates
Noon io 5:00 p.m.

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

Sunday, July 9
Conference/Credentials Registration
9:00 B.m. !o 8:00 p.m.

Exhibits Open
9:00 a.m. !o 3:00 p.m.

Affiliates
9:00 a.m. !o 5:00 p.m.

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

NACo
i!,i0 if,
n on

OONFERENCE REGISTRATION
Oonierence registration fees musi accompany this form before hotel reservations will be processed.
equivalent. No conference regis!ra!iona will be made by phone.

Refunds of the iegistration fee will be made if cancellation is necessary, provided that written no!ice

Enclose check; official coun!y voucher or'ie

issue.

ting
tact
ci,or,
y B
burgh,
avging

is pos!marked no la!er than June 30, 1978.

tcnference registration fees:

995member $ 125 nonmember $ 50 spouse $30 youth (Make check payable!o NACo)

Name County

twin
suite

Hyatt Beg ency
Aiiania

(5 blocks)

Telephone (
'

)TiHe

Address

gly

Spouse, if'regislering

State Zip Opening General Assembly
6:00 p.m.

Followed by NACo Presiden!'s Reception

Monday, July 10
Conference/Credentials Registration
8:00 a.m.!o 4:30 p.m.

Exhibits Open
9:00 B.m.!o 4:30 p.m.

Second General Session
9:00 B.m.!o 9:45 a.m.

Workshops
10:00 a.m. !o12:15 p.m.

orPub lic

~.Te
.ring
ive

Age of youihs a!tending

iiisS.
For office use only

HOUSING RESERVATION: Check¹

Check amoun!

Da!e received:

gpacial conference rates were guaranteed lo BH delegates whose reservations
were sea! lo the NACo office and posimarked by June 24. After that date,
available housing willbe assigned on a first-come bases.

nisivsisi,
t,000
sf(in

agsmsat,

Ivplans;
:rnmsuisl
sisrI
istfive
m

sunty.

Room type Exhibit Luncheon
Noon!01:15 p.m.

Workshops
1:30 p m lo 4)30 p m

Tuesday, July 11

Hotel Single

$ 36-55

Double/Twin

$48-67

45-59

45-60

Suites

$ 120 up

110 up

125 up

single
double

I. Atlanta Hilton (NACTFO)

EHyatt Regency Atlanta (NACE)

guarriol! Motor

!.Omni International (SOLD OU )

5. Peachlree Center Plaza (NACRC)

35-49
Ssrvl CIS

00 Must
esmsuc

ns!uaties
ii-ibns
Irad by
epi, 30,

iy Ofgm

Hotel preference
35-50

Annual Business Meeting
9 B.m. Io Noon

1sl choice
2nd choice
3rd choice36-49 46-59 100 up Exhibits Open

'0:00a.m. !o 2:00 p.m.
I

Exh(u(I I uncheon
Noon lo 2:00 p.m.

Names

Arrival dale/lime Deparlure date/time
iy Fla.

and
cap)ha!
. staff.
tn ibs
iuesil
'!s.

inn, Pn
igg.

Qedil card company and number: Annual Busmess Mee!ing (reconvened)
2;00 p.m,!o 4:00 p.m.

Special AllConference Event

Wednesday, July 12
Workshops
.9;00 B.m.!o Noon

Ho room deposit required. Rooms may be gus ranleed by credit card number.

D Check here ifyou have a housing related disability.

Atlanta
Hi)ten Hotel

(7 blocks)Genrgia
World Congress

Center

gsnd preregistration and hotel reservation lo:
Ceunti'sslsum

Iv 30
Nsfional Association of Counties

Annual Conference
l735 New York Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

General I uncheon Session
12:15 lo 2:00 p.m.

Workshops
2:15 p.m.!o 3:45 p.m.

Closing Banquet
7:00 p.m.

Peachtree Center
Plaza Hotel
(4 blocks)

requuid
nnel wer
isnce snd

be
nis

Marriott
Motor Hotel
(7 blocks)Omni

internaiinnai
Hotel

(i block)
Foor fur!her housing information, call NACo Conference Registration Center: (703) 471-6180. Free Shuttle Bus

85.

Oslegates to NACo's 1978 Annual Conference can preregister foi the conference and reserve hotel space by completing this form and returning i!!o
NACo. Check if this is your first NACo Annual Conference. 0
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~ 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.

~ 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'ssociationsto register.

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

~ 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.

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

~ 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.

~ 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 billis politicallydead.

I
~ 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 eligibilityand formula for
distribution of funds and eliminate
national trigger and state eligibility.
No date set for markup.

~ 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
millionannually 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

'pon 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.

~ 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 willbe one-third of
employer's Federal

Unemployment'ax

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.

Iaa..=g $$ $$d Iaeas$ $re
The National Asphalt Pavement Association (NAPA) willhold 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.

HIGHWAYCOSTS 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, fofiows 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.

~ Labor Law Reform,
scheduled to continue debate
8410, which passed the Hona
year. Five unsuccessful
were made by proponents tn
votes (60) required to invoke
the opponents of the billare
to continue the filibuster by
amendments during flop>
sideration. The bdl app)ws Iii
private sector and is alai(
streamhn>ng umon ce
hearings before the National
Relations Board and would sn
penalties for employers whn
the rights of employees.

~ LEAA Appropriations The
House has approved a $ 641.5 million
appropriatioa 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.

~ 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.

~ 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.

~ 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 Berg)and 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.

~ Civil Service Reform An
1978. NACo continues to pan
amendments to the researd
demonstration portions of 8
and H.R. 11280. NACo is
port for expansion of the
ernmental Personnel Act (IPA)
elude authorization of general
agement improvements and a

in the federal match
66 percent of project cost, Th<

ate Governmental Affairs
tee began markup of a new
tee print developed by staff,
House Post Office and Civil
Committee has a markup this
Additional changes are
H.R. 11280. The bill is
pass this year after some
sial provisions are resolved.

~ 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.
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Initiatives Sent to Capitol Hill
Implementing
Agency Status

I

~ $ 1 billion Supplemental Fiscal Assistance Program
(2 years); H.R. 12293, S. 2975

~ $200 million Iniermodal Transportation Program;
H.R. 11733, S. 2441

~ $ 150 million increase in Section 312 Rehabilitation
Loan Program H.R. 12433, S. 3084

Treasury

DOT

HUD

~ $50 million increase for Community Health Center HEW
Program; H.R. 12460, S. 2474

~ $40 million Urban Volunteer Corps Program;
H.R. 11922, S. 2617

ACTION

Hearings in House May<,

Senate May 3.

Approved by Senate,
committees.

Approved by House
committee May 4;

by Senate committee

Approved by House
committee May 3;

by Senate committee Ma)'I

Approvedby House,
committees week ol May)

~ $ 150 million Urban Parks and Recreation Program;
H.R. 12536, not yet introduced in Senate

~ $ 150 million increase in Title XX Social Service
Program; H.R. 12817, S. 3148

~ $20 million "Livable Cities" Arts Program;
H.R. 12859, not yet introduced in Senate

~ $ 15 million Neighborhood Self-Help Program;
H.R. 12858, not yet Introduced in Senate

~ $ 10 millionCommunity Crime Control Program

~ D)fferent)al Investment Tax Credit for Business willbe
considered as part of tax reform

~ $ 1.5 billion Employment Tax Credit for Business will be
considered as part of tax reform

~ $200 million State Iricenllve Grant Program (2 years);

Interior

HEW

HUD with National
Endowment for Arts

HUD

LEAA/ACTION

Treasury

Treasury

HUD

Approved by House
committee May 10 Senaii

hearings June 26, 27
i

House subcommittee
approves modified vers)ra l

Needs appropriation

Senate hearings June I)

H.R. 12893, not yel introduced in Senate

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

Initiatives Undergoing OMB Clearance

Economic Development
Administration

Senate hearings June)f
July12,13; House
Jurie 27, 28, 29.

~ National Development Bank (Includes $275 million for - Interagency (HUD,
Urban Development Action Grants and $275 million for Commerce, Treasury)
EDA's Title IX)

I

STATUS REPORT:

Administration's Urban Policy Initiati)/

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 AirwayDevelopment 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.

Initiatives Not Requiring
Congressional Action
(done through Executive Order)
~ Location of Federal Facilities in Central Cities

~ Targeting of Federal Procurement in Labor Surplus
Areas

~ Community Impact Analysis for New Legislation

GSA

GSA

OMB

Order being drafted.

Order being drafted.

Order being drafted.


