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Breakthrough
in Same-day
Registration

WASHINGTON, D.C.—The
White House has agreed to amend its
Universal Registration proposal,
H.R. 5400, making passage almost
certain. Decision on the controver-
sial same-day registration measure
came last week when the Democratic
leadership discovered that H.R. 5400
did not have enough votes to assure
victory. The measure will come be-
fore the House this week.

Breakthrough came when the
Administration agreed to support an
amendment originally proposed by
Rep. Bill Frenzel (R-Minn.) that
would make the same-day regis-
tration legislation optional for in-
dividual states. H.R. 5400 calls for
mandatory implementation. Earlier,
supporters of the bill indicated they
were willing to accept an amendment

Earlier this year most Washington
observers predicted the measure
would sail easily through Congress.
But a growing concern over the
potential for fraud—many claimed
was inherent in the same-day process
—caused the bill to be removed from
the House floor two months ago. It
appeared then the measure was in
danger of failing altogether. Both
President Carter and Vice President
Mondale have actively worked to
garner support for H.R. 5400, but
congressional mail from state and
local election “officials was running
heavily against the proposal.
Pressure to drop or defeat the bill
also came from big city political
organizations of both parties, and
House Republicans. Support was
also weak among Democratic

that would make the op-
tional in 1978 and mandatory there-
after, but even that was not enough
to draw needed support.

H.R. 5400, in its present form,
mandates that states make it
possible for potential voters to regis-
ter and vote at the polls on election
day for federal elections. The mea-
sure provides fiscal assistance to
help dF:afray the costs of implementa-
tion and provides incentives for state
and local governments to allow same-
day registration for state and local
clections as well. The Administra-
tion feels that the proposal would
help to eliminate institutional
barriers which many believe inhibit
voter turnout.

LA to Sue for
Medical Costs
of lllegal Aliens

LOS ANGELES, Calif.—The
County of Los Angeles will soon file
suit against the Immigration and
Naturalization Service (INS) to
recover $50.7 million in medical cost
for a one year period for undocu-
mented (illegal) aliens in the county.
Los Angeles computed these costs
by the same methods used to com-
pute reimbursement for Medicaid.

The suit will be filed as a result of a
4to 1 board motion on July 19, with
Supervisor Ed Edeleman voting
against the action.

Basis for the suit will be “‘derelic-
ton of duty and authority on the
part of INS in the control of the
llegal alien population; and failure to
take action to reimburse the county
or the emergency and other health
costs for illegal aliens.""

congr from the South and
Southwest.

The proposed amendment, if
adopted this week, will water down
H.R. 5400 considerably because
states already have the ability to im-
plemernt same-day registration
systems. The bill would merely
provide financial incentives for
states to adopt a same-day
registration system. Five states
presently use some form of same-day
registration.

SEVERAL OTHER amendments
will be considered when the bill
comes before the House this week.
Among them will be efforts to
strengthen identification require-
ments for potential registrants
and voters; to establish a provi-
sion for satellite polls for same-day
registrants so that they would not be
processed at the same places as
preregistered voters; and to add ad-
ditional fiscal incentives for partici-
pation of the states.

Both NACo and the National
Association of County Recorders
and Clerks (NACRC) have advocated
making same-day registration op-
tional for some months and have
testified before both House and
Senate committees supporting a
number of amendments, most of
which have been adopted.

Action on the Senate counterpart,
S. 1072, is uncertain at this point.
Until the optional amendment was
agreed to last week, it seemed
unlikely the proposal would come
before the Senate this year. Op-
position seemed stronger in the
Senate than in the House and a
filibuster was expected. It is not yet
clear whether the pending House ac-
tion has changed the climate in the
Senate.

Detroit Welcomes NACo

g

D —

More than 3,000 county officials and their families are attending NACo's 42nd Annual Conference in Detroit (Wayne
County), Mich. this week. Just minutes away from their hotels is Washington Boulevard where Detroit police of-
ficers have donned uniforms of bygone eras. Wayne County Commissioners Ervin A. Steiner Jr. (center) and Richard
E. Manning (right) watch police officer Gerald Kish help a youngster onto the city’s new antique trolley.

FOR AGING PROGRAMS
Cash Confusion Cleared

WASHINGTON, D.C.—Contrary
to what some federal officials may
believe, counties are not required to
supply cash as the local match for
programs supported by the Older
Americans Act.

According to M. Gene Handels-
man, director of the Office of State
and Community Programs at the
Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare (HEW), counties may
provide “in-kind resources” such as
office space, equipment, and supplies
to obtain grants to fund services for
the elderly.

Some county officials, however,
have been told otherwise by misin-
formed federal and state officials.

For example, a participant at an
April conference on counties and the
elderly in Kansas City, Mo., men-
tioned the need to change the sup-
posed cash-only requirement because
his county was having difficulty find-
ing the necessary money, and serv-
ice‘:‘1 for the elderly were being threat-
ened.

Youth Jobs Bill Conference Report
Passes Both Houses,

See page 20

STAFF OF the Aging Program at
NACo’s Research Foundation had,
Just prior to the conference, request-
ed a clarification from HEW about
this “mysterious” cash-only require-
ment which could not be traced to
any legislation or regulation.

Confusion about the existence of
such a requirement extended up to
the Office of the Secretary at HEW.

On June 3 Handelsman wrote the
Aging Program staff that no such
cash-only requirement existed for
programs funded under the Older
Americans Act.

“‘Consistent with the general
policies regarding the allowability of
costs used for matching,” his letter
continued, ‘‘this requirement may be
met through the use of cash or in-
kind resources.”

A non-existent cash requirement
is not the only “myth” which may
unnecessarily restrict the delivery of
services to elderly citizens.

AT THE THREE conferences on
counties and the elderly sponsored
by the Aging Program this year,
several county officials complained
about a supposed federal restriction
on the amount of funds available un-
der the Title VII nutrition program
that could be used to support meals-
on-wheels for the elderly.

These county officials had been
told that only 10 per cent of the Title

VII funds could be used for meals on
wheels.

Donald Watkins, of the Office of
State and Community Programs at
HEW, explains that the 10 per cent
figure was a suggested maximum—
not a limit—that was dropped in
1975.

Today, Watkins says, the federal
government only requires the state
agency on aging to investigate a
local agency that is using more than
15 per cent of its funds for meals on
wheels. The investigation must
verify that the meals are actually
reaching elderly people and that
those elderly people are actually in-
capable of traveling to a congregate
meal site.

If the meals are being delivered to
meet the needs of the housebound—
and not just to suit the convenience
of people who don't want to go to
visit the community’s hot-meal cen-
ter—there is no restriction on the
number of meals on wheels that can
be funded with Title VII.

“Some state officials don’t read
(federal) regulations very carefully,”
Watkins comments.

ANOTHER misunderstanding
that may affect the elderly is the
belief that services for the elderly are
among the priority uses of general
revenue sharing funds.

See CASH, page 2
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PUBLIC ASSISTANCE HEARINGS—Supervisor Lynn Cutler, Black

}!awk County, Iowa and Rep. George Miller (D-Calif.) confer on child ser-
vices needs. Miller is a strong proponent of adoption subsidy provisions and
foster care restrictions. Cutler testified hefore the Senate Finance public

assistance subcommittee July 18.

NACo Outlines Position
on Hospital Cost Cap

WASHINGTON, D.C.—In testi-
mony July 18 before the House Com-
merce health subcommittee, NACo
Legislative Representative Mike
Gemmell explained the county posi-
tion on hospital cost containment.

Counties currently subsidize a
substantial proportion of this
nation’s health care, he said. In ad-
dition to paying 10 per cent of the
national Medicaid bill, counties pay
the entire cost of hospital care for
unsponsored patients (those who
have no private insurance and who
are ineligible for Medicaid; those who
seek services that are not covered).

Gemmell told Chairman Paul G.
Roger (D-Fla.) that NACo supports a
short-term (12 to 18 months)
program of hospital cost contain-
ment which would include a 9 to 10
per cent cap on hospital revenues.
Included,; within any hospital cost
containment program should also be
some form of limitation on hospital
capital expenditures and the review

of proposed expenditures of major
medical equipment for certificates-
of-need.

NACo also supports the use of
positive incentives that encourage
hospitals to:

o QOperate below the revenue limit
imposed by the cap;

» Discontinue unneeded beds and
services; and

» Offer appropriate services on an
outpatient basis, at reasonable reim-
bursement.

Finally, NACo urges the inclusion

of strong langugage to insure that
one result of the revenue cap will not
be the “dumping” by private . hos-
pitals. 3

To this end, Gemmell told the sub-
committee that NACo supports
language to require hospitals to
maintain their present mix in terms
of insured and non-insured patients,
their present bad debt ratio, and
their present revenue (gross to net)
ratio.

Solar Energy
Information
Available

The NACoRF Energy Project has a limited number of in-
formation packets on solar energy and its implications for
building codes, zoning and land use planning.

The packet contains articles, model codes and ordinances,
and legal research. Although experience with these possible
barriers to the use of solar energy in buildings is small, it may
discourage potential users from investing in solar energy.
Local governments can develop codes and ordinances to
provide assurances, such as guaranteed rights to sunlight, to
encourage greater use of solar energy.

If you would like this information packet, please clip and
mail the following form to the NACoRF Energy Project; 1735
New York Ave., N.W., Washington, D.C. 20006.

Please send the NACoRF Energy Project information packet

on solar energy to:

Name

Title

County

Address

(zip code)

Paperwork Panel Asked to
Put More Trust in Counties

WASHINGTON, D.C.—Speaking
before. the Commission on Federal
Paperwork, NACo Executive Direc-
tor Bernard F. Hillenbrand called for
more trust of local government as
the key element in reducing the
paperwork burdens on states, coun-
ties and cities.

Recognizing that some paperwork
is necessary to insure accountability
of the federal dollar flow to states
and local government, he said, how-
ever, some paperwork induced by
federal requirements is wasteful of
county resources and man hours.

He called for a certification
process whereby counties can “‘sign
off”’ as a testimony of their compe-
tence and assurance that all require-
ments for program implementation
are met.

The paperwork commission adop-
ted two major reports that dealt with
state and local government involve-
ment in federal programs: ‘'The Im-
pact of Federal Paperwork on State
and Local Government, An Assess-
ment,”’ prepared by the Academy for
Contemporary Problems on behalf of
NACo and other major public inter-
est groups, and the “Federal-State
and Local Cooperation Study” con-
ducted by the commission staff.

Gil Barrett, Dougherty County
(Ga.) ¢ issi and a ber of
the commission, acted as advisor for
these two reports and worked closely
with the commission staff and
NACo.

Rep. Frank Horton (R-N.Y.) com-
mission chairman, added that no
realistic approach to paperwork
reduction can be made without a
cooperative effort, which includes a
built-in trust of all levels of govern-
ment as a basis. Horton commended
NACo for its active role in spear-
heading local government support

and involvement with the commis-
sion.

The reports include a number of
recc dations to reduce u -
sary and wasteful paperwork
requirements. The studies recognize
that the problems contributing to
red tape have developed over a
period of years and total change to
reduce red tape cannot take place

mation readily available to states
and local governments.

* The President should establish
a central management policy unit,
with sufficient resources, to provide
guidance and cross program stan-
dardization for management of
federal assistance programs.

e OMB should classify federal
assistance programs into categories

over night. Therefore, the reports in- ,of federal involvement and interest

clude both long-term and immediate
changes.

Recommendations include:

e Congress and the President
should accept state statutes, regula-
tions and procedures, in lieu of simi-
lar federal procedures, where state
action will accomplish the policies
and objectives of applicable federal
law.

o The federal government should
establish a procedure for satisfying
both federal and state information
requirements through contracts or
cooperative agreements.

e An office of regulatory review at
the agency head level should be
established to provide management
planning and review of regulations,
including its assessment for read-
ability, consistency and ease of im-
plementation. A procedure should
be established to assure involvement.
of state and local government
representatives in regulation devel-
opment. In addition, the President
should assign to a central manage-
ment policy office responsibility for
guidelines for developing regula-
tions, including requirements for
adequate prior notice and prohibi-
tion on issuing retroactive regula-
tions.

e The commission supports the
principle of an intergovernmental in-
formation system which will make
federal assistance and program infor-

Date Announced for
Rural Health Grants

WASHINGTON, D.C.—Depart-
ment of Health, Education and Wel-
fare's Bureau of Community Health
Services has announced Sept. 9 as
the next award date for Rural Health

Initiative (RHI) and Health Under--

served Rural Area (HURA) grant
funds. Grants are available to any
public or private non-profit organiza-
tion able to meet program
requirements and to provide and
arrange for the provision of primary
care services in medically under-
served areas.

Projects that apply for RHI assist-
ance must be located in a county that
is or can be designated as one of the
following: medically underserved
area; Critical Health Manpower
Shortage Area; High Migrant Im-
pact Area or High Migrant and Sea-
sonal Agricultural Worker Impact
Area; or High Infant Mortality Area.

INFORMATION on the criteria
used to arrive at these designations
and a county-by-county list of
qualifying areas are available from
NACoRF's rural health staff.
Priority for RHI funds will be given
to projects in areas with the greatest
number of these designations.

RHI operational grants for each
year of a proposed three-year sup-

Antirecession
Date Corrected

In our story last week on changes
in the antirecession (countercyclical)
program we reported that the
deadline for a special report mailed
May 6 and due May 30 had been ex-
tended to Aug. 30.

The correct deadline date is Aug 1.

Failure to return a completed
report can jeopardize receipt of
future payments.

port period generally range from
$25,000 to $200,000. The funds are to
cover the project’s operational costs
which include salaries, ad-
ministration, supplies, equipment,
and, in some cases, renovation of
facilities and transportation. Funds
cannot be used for construction of
new facilities.

After completing the first stage
and following HEW approval of the
initial plan, funds up to $175,000 are
available for a 12-month period. In
this second phase, the plan is further
refined and steps necessary to reach
operational stage are carried out.
Counties that have successfully ful-

and reduce the federal information
reporting requirements for those
programs where the federal involve
ment and interest are not para-
mount.

Although the commission will
wind up business in October, NACo
is working with representatives from
Congress and the White House to
initiate reform.

If you would like to obtain copies
of these reports, contact Linda
Church of the NACo staff.

Cash Match

Continued from page 1

Although social services, which
would include many services for the
elderly, were among the priorities
mentioned in the original act, all
priorities were eliminated when the
law was renewed in 1976.

However, the new law does require
counties to ‘“‘provide senior citizens
and organizations representing the
interests of senior citizens with an
opportunity to be heard and present
their views regarding the allocation
of entitlement funds prior to final
allocation of such funds."

Furthermore, in 1976 changes in
the law removed restrictions from
the use of revenue sharing funds
These funds can now be used to
provide the local match for other
federal programs such as services for
the elderly.

Another point of confusion among
some county officials concerns
eligibility for services funded by the
Older Americans Act.

Because funds will be given to
areas with larger numbers of poor or
minority elderly before other areas
some officials have assumed that
these funds are only for low-income
elderly.

This is not true. Services funded
by the Older Americans Act ar
available to any elderly person. N
*‘means test”’ is required.

—Phil Jones
Aging Program
NACoRF

Title V Regs
Final regulations for Title

V of the Older Americans Act
were i d July 5 by the

filled the pl and develop
stages will be eligible for operational
support for a maximum of two years.

HEW EXPECTS that all projects
will move towards independence of
grant funds within three years. It is
recognized, however, that there will
be situations where even efficient
and well-organized projects may
require continued federal support be-
cause of local economic circum-
stances. Continued federal support
is, therefore, possible in these limited
cases, contingent on the recommend-
ation of the HEW regional office.

Counties in need of primary care
services and manpower, and interest-
ed in applying for RHI funds should
contact the HEW regional office in
their area for an application packet
entitled ‘‘Program Guidance
Materials for RH/HURA Grants."
Names and addresses of regional of-
fice personnel, information on oppor-
tunities for funding rural health
programs, and pre-application tech-
nical assistance are available
through NACoRF’s Rural Health
Project. For additional information,
contact Joan Jacobs-Prosten, rural
health specialist.

Administration on Aging
The regulations concer?
acquisition, alteration, and
renovation of multipurpost
senior centers. For more infor
mation or copies of the regr
lations, contact the Aging
Program at NACo.
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BEFORE SENATE PANEL—Giving Social Security testimon:
Wis. and Ann Simpson, NACo legislative representative.

y are Supervisor R. Michael Mett, Milwaukee County,

NACo Testifies on Impacts of
Administration's Plans for SS

WASHINGTON, D.C.—Super-
visor R. Michael Mett, Milwaukee
County, Wis., and chairperson of
NACo’s Interim Pension Task Force,
discussed the impact the Adminis-
tration’s funding proposals for Social
Security would have on state and
local governments.

In testimony before a Senate sub-
committee on Social Security, Mett
conceded that new financial resour-
ces for payment of Social Security
benefits are needed and must be
assured, but that the Administra-
tion’s funding proposals will mean
increased property taxes for local
units of government.

The Administration’s proposal
would use federal general revenue
payments to finance the system and
also increase the taxable wage base

FAA Selects

on employers.

Mett pointed out that while the
prospect for withdrawal from the
system by public employes is a con-
stant possibility, any change in the
funding for Social Security can be
expected to affect local units of gov-
ernment.

He used Milwaukee County as an
example of what the Administra-
tion’s proposals would mean:

» County property taxes would
have to be increased $2 million or 3
per cent just to pay for the one-time
increzse of 15 per cent in the county
employers’ share of payroll taxes.

¢ County officials would become
apprehensive that the new demands
placed upon federal revenues by the
Social Security trust funds would
decrease the amounts of federal aid
available for the other programs in
the future.

Sites to Test

Noise Control Program

WASHINGTON, D.C.—Airports
in California, Utah, New York and
Oklahoma have been selected by the
Department of Transportation’s
Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) to participate in a demonstra-
tion program designed to help air-
port operators develop noise control
an’d compatible land use plans.

The four participants are San

Francisco International Airport, Salt
Lake City International Airport,
Rochester-Monroe County (N.Y.)
Airport and Oklahoma City's Wiley
Post Airport.
Under the prototype program,
FAA will provide funds to each air-
port operator to examine the noise
‘mpact of aircraft operations at the
facility and to determine the costs
and benefits of various noise reduc-
tion techniques, Airport operators
will be encouraged to involve airport
users and community residents in all
phases of the studies,

Funds for the projects will be
made available under FAA's Plan-
ning Grant Program for fiscal '77.
Applications for funds from the air-
Port operators are expected in the
I“"ar_ future. Additional airport
“cations are being considered for in-
clusion in the program in fiscal '78.

Establish d ation
Program to encourage airport
Operators to prepare comprehensive
noise contro] plans was a major

provision in the DOT/FAA Aviation
Noise Abatement Policy of Novem-
ber 1976. The policy statement said
the objective of the program should
be to eliminate or reduce significant
noise exposure to the extent possible
in communities surrounding air-
ports.

FAA is considering a proposal.
submitted by the Environmental
Protection Agency, to require all air
carrier airports to implement com-
prehensive noise abatement plans.
FAA published the EPA d
as a notice of proposed rulemaking in
November 1976 and a public hearing
was held in January 1977.

The NACo Mini-Management
Report on Aircraft Noise is an ex-
cellent source of information for
county officials and staff concerned
with the problem. The report gives
an overview of techniques and alter-
natives that can be used by counties
to lessen the impact of noise on
communities near airports. Also in-
cluded in the report is a bibliography
of information sources on federal
laws, rules, regulations, technical
and financial assistance, as well as
examples of noise control strategies
undertaken by counties and states.
Copies of the Mini-Management
Report on Aircraft Noise are availa-
ble from the NACo Publications
Desk.

® Large urban counties, like Mil-
waukee, with stable if not shrink-
ing tax bases would have to lay off
employes or reduce services to meet
this new ‘‘mandated’ federal ex-
pense within their already limited
resources.

NACo opposes efforts to bar, limit
or inhibit the voluntary withdrawal
of local and state governments from
the Social Security system when
local elected officials decide with-
drawal to-be in the best interest of
their respective county, municipal,
or state governments.

NACo supports efforts by Con-
gress to improve the Social Security
system so that withdrawal will be
less necessary or attractive but the’
option for withdrawal should remain
as it is under current law.

Mett indicated that NACo's
Taxation and Finance; Welfare and
Social Services; and Labor-Manage-
ment Relations Policy Steering
Committees will be asked to form a
task force and report a detailed
response of impact on counties
should the Administration’s propos-
al be adopted.

areas for collaborative effort, including NACo's proposal encoura,
juvenile justice and delinquency prevention. Pictured from left ar.
County, Wis.; Judge Margaret C. Driscoll, NCJCJ's immediate
Devine, Lucas County, Ohio; Kerry Williamson, police juror,
tive director and dean of the National College of Juvenile Ju
(N.Y.) Department of Youth; and Barbara Hill, county ¢
NACo's subcommittee on courts and corrections.
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& More Funds,
New Awards

WASHINGTON, D.C.—A signifi-
cant number of counties are receiv-
ing increased public works grants
and entirely new awards are being
given to many more counties under
revised allocations for ‘the local
public works - program. The
Economic Development Administra-
tion (EDA) published the revised
figures in mid-July in order to dis-
tribute all remaining public works
money in the current building
season.

The agency is distributing over
$200 million that was unallocated af-
ter the initial release of Round II
funds on June 9. Amendments to the
public works regulations (Federal
Register, July 11) resulted in much of
these funds going to county govern-
ment. ;

These revisions enabled EDA to
distribute existing ‘‘balance of coun-
ty” funding to communities with un-
funded applications and then to the
county governments. The funding
will remain within the same county
area. The actual availability of the
increased grant levels varies from
state to state and within each state.

EDA is notifying all applicants
who either have a funding change or
will be receiving a grant for the first
time. Each applicant will have
another 28 days from date of notifi-
cation to submit projects to EDA.

In all, 461 counties are experienc-
ing increased public works
allocation. Of these, 100 are new
counties who were not initially fund-
ed under Round II.

EDA will forward applications to
those counties that have not
previously applied for funding. In-
formation on grant amounts may be
attained from the regional EDA of-

Welfare Meeting Set

The National Associaiton of Coun-
ty Welfare Directors and the Nation-
al Council of Local Public Welfare
Administrators will be meeting Aug.
10 and 11 in Washington, D.C. at the
Burlington Hotel.

The program will include: a report
from Congress, a welfare reform up-
date from the Department of Health,
Education and Welfare and a federal
overview of developments in welfare
legislation and regulations.

All county welfare directors who
are interested in attending should
contact James Koppel of the NACo
staff, (202) 785-9577.

JUSTICE PANEL MEETS—Members of NACo's Criminal Justice and Publi
recently in New Orleans with representatives of the National Council of Juvenile Court Judges (NCJCJ) to explore

fice or the agency’s public works
number in Washington, (202) 377-
5800.

Those counties who will be receiv-
ing adjusted or new planning targets
are listed on page 19. All other appli-
cant counties will be receiving the
amounts released initially by EDA
on June 9 and printed in the June 20
issue of County News.

Hill Conference
Ready to Settle
Rural Funding

WASHINGTON, D.C.—The
House/Senate Conference Commit-
tee on Agriculture Appropriations is
expected to act shortly to resolve dif-
ferences in rural development fund-
ing for fiscal '78. The funding levels
recommended by both Houses will
result in the highest level to date for
Rural Development Act grant and
loan programs.

The Water and Waste Disposal
Program, the key component of the
Rural Development Act of 1972, con-
tains the same appropriation level in
both bills; $250 million for grants
and $750 for loans. This represents
an increase over the current level of
$200 million in grants and $600
million for loans.

Other major programs are also
assured increases. Business and In-
dustrial Loans will be funded at a $1
billion level, a significant increase
over the present $350 million. The
Community Facility Loan programs
will also be expanded from $200 to
$250 million. Grants for business and
industrial development and rural fire
protection will remain at the current
levels of $10 million and $3.5 million
respectively.

The Senate version contains a $10
million appropriation for rural
development planning grants. This
program has never been funded
before, and no money is provided in
the House version.

NACo has supported the funding
of this program and is urging the
House conferees to accept the Sen-
ate recommendation.

The Appropriations measures,
both numbered H.R. 7558, were
passed by the House in May and by
the Senate in early July.

c Safety Steering Committee met

ging state subsidies to county government for
e Judge James W. Byers, NCJCJ president, Brown
past president, Bridgeport, Conn.; Judge Andy
Rapides Parish, La.; Louis W. McHardy, NCJCJ execu-
stice; James Girzone, commissioner, Rensselaer County
ommissioner, Grafton County, N.H., and chairman of
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Sites Wanted to
Test Handbooks

WASHINGTON, D.C.—NACo,
the International City Ma t

o Local Government Financial
1 t:

Association, and the National
League of Cities are looking for
communities to participate in a
program to test handbooks for local
elected officials.

The test program is part of the
second phase of the Local Elected
Officials Information Assistance
Project, funded by the Department
of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment's Office of Policy Development
and Research. Ten handbooks on
issues such as goal setting and
streamlining governing board
business were tested earlier this year
and will be published this fall. Staff
has just completed nine more hand-
books. They are now ready for test-
ing. Topics in this series include:

Victim Services

Conference Set

AKRON, Ohio—Restitution, ad-
vocacy, and practical service
delivery for victims of crime will be
addressed by federal, state, and local
representatives from law enforce-
ment and social service agencies at a
conference here.

The Third National Victim Serv-
ices Conference will be held Aug. 21-
24 at the University of Akron.

Among the speakers are Sally
Bowen, Women Organized Against
Rape, who will discriss the future of
rape crisis centeis, and John Stein,
Blackstone Institute, who will give a
closing address entitled, “Victim
Services This Year and Next.”

Conference registration fee is $20.

For further information, contact
Carol Jatich, Victim Assistance
Program, P.O. Box 444, Akron, Ohio
44309; (216) 923-0174. Room reserva-
tions and requests for college credits
should be made no later than Aug.
10.

o Coping with Stress;

o Living in the Sunshine;

« Labor-Management Relations;

e Local Government Structure
and Organization;

o Public Officials’ Liability;

« Managing Growth and Decline;

o Local Housing Policy;

o Team Building in Local Govern-
ment.

Thirty sites will be selected to help
test these handbooks for content,
format, and potential usefulness.
The test program will be conducted
between Aug. 15 and Sept. 15. Gov-
erning board. members at each
location will be asked to review three
KCaieokakand plete feedback
forms on each and to participate as a
group in a discussion on at least one
of the three handbook topics.

If your community would like to
participate in the test program,
please send a letter to Rob Platky at
NACo by Aug. 5. A primary concern
in selecting test sites will be to insure
that each handbook is tested by a
variety of sizes and forms of govern-
ments in as many different parts of
the country as possible. Beyond that
letters received earliest will be given
first consideration. Letters should
include the following information:

o Titles of three handbooks your
community wants to test (see list
above), plus title of one alternate you
would also be willing to test;

e Name of your city, county,
town, etc.;

e Population;

o Form of government;

e Number of members on your
governing body;

e Description of any training
sessions, workshops, or retreats
organized by or for your governing
body in the last two years;

e Name, title, address, and
telephone number of person who will
coordinate the test program.

REPORTS ON JAIL STANDARDS—Floyd Powell, director of jail

1 services for the state of Washington's Depart-

ment of Social and Health Services, delivers a workshop report on jail standards at the final session of the National

Assembly on the Jail Crisis.

Jail Standards Reviewed

EDITOR'S NOTE: This is the
fourth in a series of articles describ-
ing the National Assembly on the
Jail Crisis, sponsored by the Nation-
al Association of Counties Research
Foundation and Jackson County,
Mo. Recommendations developed by
the Assembly will be included in the
proceedings.

KANSAS CITY, Mo.—"Virtually
every aspect of correctional facility
administration, construction, and
operation that affects the inmate has
been authoritatively dealt with by
the courts,” said Melvin Axilbund,
director of the American Bar Asso-
ciation’s Commission on Correction-
al Facilities and Services during a

CETA'staff and elected officials should plan on attending:

THE SIXTH NATIONAL
MANPOWER CONFERENCE

Sponsored by the
National Association of
. = County Manpower Officials (NACMO)

atthe

FAIRMONT HOTEL

in

SAN FRANCISCO
December 11-14, 1977

of the National Association cf
County Manpower Officials.

General Sessions with key
congressional representatives and
staff and Administration officials.

elected officials, program
directors, and staff.

panel discussion on jail standards.

When taken as a whole, court
decisions constitute a general set of
jail standards, according to
Axilbund. He added, however, that
these decisions could form the basis
for developing a comprehensive set
of jail standards, but ideal or
uniform jurisdictions for their imple-
mentation do not exist. Situations
vary from state to state because the
law in each state has developed in-
dependently. Therefore, the central
problem is that each state requires a
different set of standards.

AXILBUND noted that in many
instances state legislatures have
failed to enact jail standards.
Because of this, the courts are
writing standards which are im-
posing unreasonable burdens on the
individual sheriffs.

To alleviate this problem,
Axilbund called for state legislatures
to create issil for developi

the sponsoring organizations or by

ACo:

The recommendations of the
workshop are:

o Jail standards should be estab-
lished in every state; these standards
should be drafted by the individual
states and not at the national level.
Standards should be developed un-
der a state task force system, formed
with equal representation by sher-
iffs, jail administrators, and other
state officials and resources.

o Community-based corrections
should be established and operated
by local governments and not by
state governments. A Department of
Corrections to insure equalized
programs and services throughout
the state is acceptable, but the
system itself must be managed at
the local level.

 Contracts should be established
with state and federal units of
government when sheriffs or jail

state jail standards.

Thomas Morrissey, Buncombe
County (N.C.) sheriff, observed that
because jail standards are typically
developed without input from jail

iministrators, the standards tend
to be broad and idealistic, and dif-
ficult to implement on a jail-by-jail
basis. But where jail standards are
developed through a cooperative ef-
fort—with input from jail adminis-
trators, county and municipal of-
ficials, bar associations, legislators,
interested citizens, and others—the
resulting legislation tends to be
workable and effective.

Billy Wayson, director of the
Correctional Economics Center, ad-
dressed the issue of how the costs of
implementing standards could be
determined. Wayson noted that to
determine these costs several ques-
tions must be addressed: what is the
function of the jail; who in the com-
munity is responsible for the jail;
who will pay for the jail; and to what
extent can the state impose stand-
ards? “Finally, we must determine if
standards and dollars really result in
improved conditions,” he said.

AFTER the panel on jail standards,
participants attended workshops to
develop policy recommendations.
The following were presented to the
full assembly on its final day. In
some cases brief summaries of per-
tinent comments about the recom-
mendations were made on the floor.
Discussions that followed are not in-
cluded in this article; but will be in
the completed proceedings. It should
be noted that these are the recom-
mendations of the assembly and are
not. ily endorsed by any of

s accept r ibility for
housing their inmates.

e State and local governments
should enter into contractural
arrangements to establish financial
systems for reimbursing local gov-
ernments for handling state prison-

ers.

¢ Equal federal prisoner contracts
should be established with a common
base for all states but with an
escalating factor based upon the
level of services provided.

 Financial incentives should be
attached to legislation to help state
and local governments implement
the legislation when those units of
government are unable to comply.

o There should be legislation,
either at the state or federal level,
with provisions for health care ser-
vices under which training programs
would be established through the use
of paraprofessionals to provide a full
range of physical and mental health
services to the correctional system
This must be accompanied by
adequate legal protection for the
paraprofessionals.

o Funds from state and federal
sources should be used to provide
not only jail construction but
medical treatment, the development
and implementation of standards
and other service delivery programs
Money from the Department 0f
Health, Education and Welfare-
previously an untapped resource—
should be freed, and HEW itself
should take an active part in develop
ing health care delivery systems for
the correctional field.

—Criminal Justice Program
NACoR
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Department of Health, Education
and Welfare

The Administration’s fiscal ‘78 budget for health programs pro-
posed two new federal initiatives: one to place a 9 per cent cost
ceiling on hospitals and the other to create incentives for local
health agencies to screen and treat all children from low income
families. Both proposals stand a good chance of passage by the
95th Congress

As of this writing, the Senate and House have passed their
versions of H.R. 7555, the fiscal ‘78 Labor-HEW appropriations bill,
found below is a list of over 30 categorical health programs of
concern to counties. In many instances, the amount shown for
fiscal ‘78 is an approximation of the final amount for that program
which will be determined by a House-Senate Conference
Committee

Comprehensive Public Health Services— Formula Grants: This
program provides formula grants to state health and mental health
authorities, including county public health departments, to assist
inestablishing and maintaining adequate community mental and
environmental public health services. Congress has appropriated
$90 millior: for fiscal ‘78. Contact HEW Regional Health
Administrator

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

Home Health Services— Project Grants: These grants are available
to public and nonprofit private agencies (as defined in section
1861(0) of the Social Security Act) to provide home health services
(as defined in section 1861(m) of the Social Security Act) to areas
inwhich such services are not otherwise available. Funds (6.5
million for fiscal ‘78) are to be given, at the discretion of HEW. to
meetinitial establishment and operational costs of such agencies
They may also be used by existing agencies to expand these
services and for training professional and paraprofessional health
personnel. Preference is to be given to areas with a high number of
elderly, medically indigent, or both

Health Maintenance Organization Services (HMOs): This program
provides project grants, research grants, direct loans and o
suaranteed/insured loans to public and private nonprofit
organizations that plan this program. Contact HEW Regional
Administrator for the Bureau of Community Health Services.

Family Planning Projects: This is a project grant program, which
provides support to states, counties and cities or private nonprofit
entities to provide educational, comprehensive medical and social
services dealing with contraception and other family planning
methods, the health of mothers and children, and the reduction of
Maternal and infant mortality. Congress has appropriated $132
million for fiscal ‘78, Contact the HEW Regional Health

;\dmmlsuator for the Bureau of Community Health Services.
ervices.

Family Planning Services Training Grants: This program provides

Project yrants and research contracts to public or nonprofit

Private entities for developing inservice training for project staffs

loimprove the delivery of family planning services. Congress has

dppropriated $3.6 million to fund this program for fiscal ‘78

‘Conla(l the HEW Regional Administrator for the Bureau of
ommunity Health Services

Maternal and Child Health Services— Formula Grants: This

Program provides project grants to state health agencies and

'nstitutions of higher learning and formula grants to state health

"{A;r'\pi(;r\ for the purpose of funding (1) extension and improvement

‘w-ihw‘i( Ing' infant morality and improvement of the health of

Al and children, and (2} special projects of regional or

fln ”‘ significance. Congress has appropriated $322 million to
'S program in fiscal ‘78. Contact the state health agencies.

‘\'\,‘IE':"::R'”"\—PIO]'Q(I Grants: This special ’supplomen(al food

il mm \;(')men‘ infants and children (WIC) provides $20 worth

heirie 'nnt ly to low income pregnant and nursing mothers and
children. Funds are allocated to states and counties for

hrog,
sram administration. Approximately $250 million will be
Vailable in fisc al'78

pecial
eport

on Federal
Grants

This special report summarizes the July 25 status
of a number of federal grant programs used by
counties. It updates County News’ Sept. 1, 1976
“Special Report on Federal Grants.” For further
information, contact the appropriate regional
administration office.

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

Sudden Infant Death Syndrome (SIDS) Information and Counseling
Program: This program provides project grants to public or private
nonprofit entities to collect, analyze and furnish information
relating to the causes of sudden infant death syndrome and
provides information and counseling to families affected by the
sudden infant death syndrome. Congress has appropriated $2.7
million for this program for fiscal '78. Contact the HEW Regional
Administrator, Office of Maternal and Child Health

Migrant Health Grants: This program provides project grants to
states, counties, or cities or nanprofit private agencies, institutions
or organizations for establishing and operating family health
services, clinics, or other projects designed to improve health
conditions or provide health services and to raise the health status
of migratory seasonal farmworkers and their families. Congress
has appropriated $34 million for this program in fiscal ‘78. Contact
the HEW Regional Health Administrator for the Bureau of
Community Health Services

Emergency Medical Services— Project Grants: This program
provides project grants to states, units of general local government
or other public or private nonprofit agencies to assist and
encourage the development of comprehensive emergecy medical
services systems throughout the country. Congress has
appropriated $40 million for fiscal '78. Contact HEW Regional
Administrator, Emergency Medical Services

Hemiophilia Di and T Centers: | his program
provides project grants in order to expand the nationwide
availablity of comprehensive outpatient diagnostic and treatment
centers for persons with hemophilia, particularly in areas where
the greatest number of severe or moderate cases éxist, Congress
has appropriated $3 million for fiscal ‘78. For more information,
contact the HEW Regional Administrator for the Bureau of
Community Health Services

Development Disabilities— Project and Formula Grants: This
program provides formula and project grants to help states, public
agencies and non-profit organizations provide services for
construction, administration and staffing of projects designed to
improve rehabilitation of the developmentally disabled
(substantially handicapped). The priority for funding is placed on
establishing community-based programs for the disabled and the
deinstitutionalization of these persons. Congress has appropriated
$7 million for building facilities, $19 million for service grants, and
$33 million for state formula grants for projects in fiscal ‘78

Vocational Rehabilitation Services: This program provides grants
to states and counties for vocational rehabilitation services, and
supports programs of rehabilitation research, training, and special
projects. Congress has appropriated $45 million for fiscal ‘78 for
special projects, and $760 million for state grants

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

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

Family Medicine/Primary Care Training Grants: This provides
project grants to public and non profit private hospitals to cover
the cost of developing and operating residency training programs
in family medicine and primary care. Congress has appropriated
$45 million for family medicine, and $15 million for primary care
programs for fiscal ‘’78. Contact the HEW Regional Administrator
for the Division of Medicine, Bureau of Health Manpower

Allied Health Professions Special Project Grants: This program
provides project grants to states, counties and cities or private non
profit agencies for use in planning, establishing, developing,
demonstrating, or evaluating programs, methods, or techniques
for training of allied personnel. Congress has appropriated $16.5
million for fiscal ‘78 for this program. Contact HEW Regional
Administrator for the Division of Associated Health Professions,
Bureau of Health Manpower.

Advanced Nurse Training Programs: Through project grants, this
program prepares registered nurses to teach in the various fields of
nurse training, and to serve in administrative or supervisory
capacities in nursing specialities and as nurse clinicians. Congress
has appropriated $11 million for fiscal ‘78. Contact the HEW
Regional Administrator for the Division of Nursing, Bureau of
Health Manpower

Nurse Practitioner Training Program — Project Grants: This
program provides funds to educate qualified registered nurses to
provide primary health care. Congress has appropriated $13
million for fiscal ‘78. Contact the HEW Regional Administrator for
the Division of Nursing, Bureau of Health Manpower.

Community Mental Health Centers— Staffing and Construction:
This program provides project grants to appropriate states,
counties and cities and private non profit agencies for the purpose
of building community mental health centers, improving
organization and allocation of mental health services, and
providing modern treatment and care. Congress has appropriated
$26 million for first year operation; $210 million for continuation
programs and $19 million to meet additional costs incurred by
centers adding new services (i.e., elderly, alcoholics, children). No
money has been appropriated for facilities assistance. Contact
state mental health centers construction agencies for further
information
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Federal Grants

Mental Health Hospital Improvement Grants
(Deinstitutionalization): This program provides project grants to
installations which are a part of a state’s formal system for
institutional care of the mentally ill for the purpose of improving
the quality of care, treatment and rehabilitation of patients
Congress has appropriated $5 million for fiscal ‘78. Contact the
HEW Regional Office for the Division of Mental Health Service
Programs, ADAMHA.

Mental Health Hospital Staff Development Grants: This program

* provides project grants to installations which are a part of a state’s
formal system for institutional care of the mentally ill for staff
development programs at the sub professional and prcfessional
levels. Congress has appropriated $2.2 million for fiscal 78
Contact the HEW Regional Office for the Division of Mental
Health Service Programs, ADAMHA.

Disease Control Project Grants (Immunization): This program
provides project grants to states, or with its consent, to any
political subdivision or instrumentality of a state for supporting a
communicable disease control program. Congress has
appropriated $22 million for fiscal ‘78. Contact the HEW Regional
Health Administrator for the Center for Disease Control.

. o
Center for Disease Control investigations, Survéillance and
Technical Assistance: This program provides training, advisory
services and coupseling, dissemination of technical information,
and provision of specialized services to states, political
subdivsions of states, local health authorities and individuals or
organizations with specialized health interests to assist in
controlling co icable di and other prev. ble health
conditions. Congress has appropriated $50 million for this program
for fiscal ‘78. For further information, contact the Center for
Disease Control (CDC) in Atlanta.

Childhood Lead Based Point Poisoning Control: This program
provides project grants to encourage communities in developing
comprehensive lead-based p| ing control programs and to
assist states in establishing appropriate centralized laboratories.
Eligible applicants are state and local government agencies and
appropriate non profit organizations. Congress has appropriated
$10 million for this program for fiscal ‘78. Contact the Regional
Health Administrator for the Center for Disease Control.

Urban Rodent Control: This program provides project grants to
appropriate states, counties and cities or non profit entities for
supporting comp ive C ity pi to reduce rodent
infestations and conditions conducive to rodent infestations.
Congress has appropriated $13 million for this program for fiscal
'78, Contact the HEW Regional Health Admini for the
Center for Disease Control.

Rape Prevention and Control — Project Grants: These project
grants provide funds to community mental health centers and
other qualified public and non profit private entities, including
counties, for research and demonstration projects. They also
provide assistance to the centers for consultation and educational
services relating to rape. Congress has appropriated $5 million for
fiscal '78.

| Health: This prog provides funds to conduct
research, develop criteria for occupational safety and health
standards, and provide technical services to government, labor,
and industry including training in the recognition, avoidance, and
prevention of unsafe or unhealthful working conditions and the
proper use of adequate safety and health equipment. Congress has
appropriated $45 million for fiscal ‘78. Contact the HEW
Administrator for the National Institute of Occupational Safety
and Health.

Occupational Safefy and Health Research and Training Grants:
This program provides project grants to states, counties and cities
or private non profit agencies able to conduct research on
occupational health aimed at eliminating or controlling factors in
the work environment which are harmful to the health and/or
safety of workers, Also, this program provides project grants for
training at technical, professional or graduate levels. Congress has
appropriated $11 million for this program for fiscal '78. Contact
the HEW Regional Administrator for the Office of Extramural
Activities, the National Institute for Occupational Safety and
Health

Drug Abuse C ity Service Prog Project Grants: 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: This program provides
project grants to states, counties and cities or private nonprofit
agencies or organizations for the operational costs of programs to
evaluate the adequacy of drug and narcotic treatment programs
and to treat and rehabilitate narcotic addicts and drug abusers in
demonstration programs. Congress has appropriated $9.4 million
for fiscal year ‘78. Contact the HEW Administrator for the
National Institute on Drug Abuse, ADAMHA.

Drug Abuse Prevention— Formula Grants: 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.

Narcotic Addict Rehabiliation Act— Contracts and Grants: This
program provides specialized services to narcotic addicts, who
request it or who are charged with or convicted of a federal crime
Congress has apprpriated $6 million for fiscal year ‘78. Contact the
HEW Regional Administrator for the National Institute on Drug
Abuse, ADAMHA

Alcohol C ity Service Prog| Project Grants: 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 million for fiscal ‘78. Contact the
HEW Regional Administrator for National Institute on Alcohol
Abuse and Alcoholism (NIAAA)

Alcohol Demonstration Programs: This program provides project
grants and contracts to state, counties and cities or private
nonprofit organizations for prevention and control of alcoholism
through programs directed toward special population groups and
other projects designed to demonstrate new and effective

_ methods of service delivery. Congress has appropriated $9 million
+ for fiscal ‘78. Contact HEW Regional Administrator for NIAAA,

ADAMHA.

Alcoholism Grants to States: Under the comprehensive Alcohol
Act, P.L.94-371, for fiscal ‘78, $56.8 million goes to states to assist
in planning, blishing, maintaining, coordinating, an:
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: This program provides project grants
and research contracts to investigators affiliated with states,
counties and cities or nonprofit private agencies to develop new
data and approaches for the causes, diagnosis, treatment, control,
and prevention of alcohol abuse and alcoholism. Congress has
appropriated $16 million for fiscal ‘78, For further information,
contact the HEW Administrator for NTAAA, ADAMHA.

Alcohol Training Programs— Project Grants: This program
provides project grants to public and private nonprofit institutions
for use in providing specialized training of personnel who will staff
community projects. Congress has appropriated $7.2 million for
fiscal '78. Contact the HEW Administrator for NIAAA, ADAMHA.

holi

Special Al Projects to the Uniform Act: This
program provides project grants toeligible 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 miltion for fiscal ‘78. Contact the
projects related to the field of aging. Stipends for students and
legal and administrative education can‘also be obtained. There is
no local match. The state office on aging should be contacted for
training funds. 5

Federal Aid Contacts

Mary Brugger Murphy
... Michael Benjamin
Scott Forsyth

@ . John Murphy

.. Donald Murray

... Bill Bertera

Elliott Alman

.. Elliott Alman

Mike Gemmell

... Jon Weintraub
Sue Guenther

Bob Weaver
Carol Shaskan
Linda Church

. Mike Gemmell
... Bruce Talley
.. Ann Simpson
.. Ann Simpson
Tom Bruderle
.. Elliott Alman
Elliott Alman
Paula McMartin
Jim Koppel

v i Tom Bulger
) < Marian Hankerd
_Sandy Spence

Aging Services,

Alcoholism. ... ..

Community Actio

Community Development.

Criminal Justice (LEAA)

Criminal Justice (Legislation). .

Drought RECRITR A S et
Economic Development(EDA). . . . .
Education. . . BRIy
Employment.

Environment (EPA]

Environment (Legislation).

Federal Regulations and Grants.

Health (HEW). o A

HUD Consolidation. . .. ....c.ooooeieians
Labor-Management Relations (Legislation).
Intergovernmental ‘Personnel Act 2
Parks and Recreation (HUD and Interior). .
Public Works. . . :
Rural Affairs (USDA).
Social Services. . . .
Social Services, Title XX
Solid Waste.
Transportation ;
Transportation (Legislation). . .

This report is sponsored by the Council of
Intergovernmental Coordinators, an affiliate
established in 1966.

Programs for the Elderly
(funding levels in millions of dollars)

77 Proposed '78
Admin. Senate House
The Older Americans Act
Title I1l—Community Programs
Area Agencies
State Agencies
Model Projects
Title IV
Training
Research
Gerontology Centers

Title V—Senior Centers
Title VII—Nutrition
Title IX—Part-time Jobs

Other Federal prdgrams
ACTION
Foster Grandparents
Senior Companions
RSVP

Community Services Admin
Senior Opportunities and
Services 10 10 10

Counties may obtain the above funds by applying to

e Area or state agencies on aging for grants under Titles 111, IV, V,
VIl of the Older Americans Act;
State governments or local branches of four national organiza-
tions for grants under Title IX of the Older Americans Act;
ACTION office for the federal region for the volunteer pro-
grams, 3
Local community action agency for Senior Opportunities and
Services.

Title 111: Countjes 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 old or older will be given
priority consideration. The local match is 25 per cent for planning,
10 per cent for direct services.

Title 1V: 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: Counties may obtain funds for altering, renovating and
equipping senior centers. No new construction can be funded. The
local match is 25 per cent.

Title VII. Counties may obtain funds to cover the cost of
purchasing, preparing and delivering at least one hot meal five or
more days per week to people 60 or older. The local matchis 10
per cent.

Title 1X: A small number of jobs for the elderly were made
available in ‘77 to the states for the first time. Four national
private contractors also distribute these funds. They are: National
Retired Teachers Association/American Association of Retired
Persons (NRTA/JAARP); Green Thumb Inc; the U.S. Forestry
Service; the National Council of Senior Citizens; and the National
Counil 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 programs provide elderly people with a chance to
volunteer for useful and fulfilling activities such as helping
children, senior citizens, or other needy citizens in the community

The Senior Opportunities and Services program is a small progran
that funds either employment, volunteer activites, or services for
low-income elderly. Most community action agencies operate
these programs but some may be willing to sub-contract with
counties who want to operate the program

Human Services Integration Demonstrations: Little money is
available from HEW to test new proposals for improving the
delivery of human services. The budget of HEW’s Office of
Planning and Evaluation, which funds income maintenance,
services integration and every other type of research, has shrunk
from $33 to $20 million in four fiscal years The fraction for
services integration is largely reserved for continuation of the 55
grantees (incuding 10 counties) participating in the Partnership
Grant Program, which is designed to assist chief elected officia
in establishing and managing comprehensive human services
delivery programs. Also marked for refunding is Project SHARE
the national information clearinghouse on human services refc
activities. However, counties with modest proposals for federal
support of new ideas for better management of human services
are encouraged by HEW's Division of Intergovernmental Syster
to contact their regional HEW offices
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Social Services: Title XX of the Social Security Act is the funding
source to states for social service programs. Title XX replaced the
services previously provided in Titles IV-A and VI of the Social

JSecurity Actin 1975. The funding ceiling currently is $2.7 billion,
and this amount is allocated on the basis of state population, The
federal financial participation is 75 per cent for service costs and
for personnel training and retraining related to the services plan
Ninety per cent federal funding is available for family planning
services

The Title XX grant provides funds for programs such as child
care services; protective services for children and adults; services
for children and adults in foster care; services related to‘the

t and i e of the home; day care services for
adults; transportation services; training and related services;
employment services; information, referral and counseling
services; preparation and delivery of meals; health and support
services; appropriate 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 displaying the provision
of services to eligible groups of people. Each county shall 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.

Department of Housing and Urban
Development

Comprehensive Planning Assistance—701 Grants—Housing Act of
1954, as amended: The appropriation for fiscal ‘78 is $57 million,
areduction of $5.5 million from fiscal ‘77

The funds are normally allocated to these categories of
recipients: states for statewide planning; states for local assistance
to non-metropolitan cities and non-urban counties; cities over
50,000 in population; urban counties over 200,000; metropolitan
area regional organizations and non-metropolitan area regional
organizations. The funds are distributed according to these
categories, directly to the federal regions. The formula by which
the amounts are determined includes population, poverty, housing
deficiencies and overcrowding.

It should be pointed out that the Conference Report on the HUD
appropriation bill for fiscal ‘78 directs that HUD require
metropolitan cities and urban counties to use their community
development block grant funds for activities normally funded by
the 701 program. Urban counties, therefore, will not be eligible for
701 funding. Non-metropolitan cities and non-urban counties may
apply for 701 funding though the state.

Grants are made up to two-thirds of the estimated total cost of
the project. State departments of planning should be contacted
regarding the deadline for applying and for appropriate
application forms.

C ity Devel P Title I Housing and

B!
Community Development Act of 1974, As Amended:

A House-Senate Conference Committee is deadlocked over
provisions in H.R. 6655, The Community Development
Amendments of 1977. It has, however, agreed to reauthorize the
Community Development Block Grant program for three years at
$4billion for fiscal ‘78, $4.15 for fiscal ‘79 and $4.3 billion for
fiscal ‘80,

The issue which has the conference deadlocked is whether to
adopt a dual formula system (House bill) for the distribution of
entitlement grants to metropolitan cities and urban counties or a
three formula system (Senate bill). The dual formula would give
communities the higher of an amount determined under the
existing formula (population, poverty, overcrowded housing) or a
new formula (aged housing, poverty, population growth lag). The
Senate bill adds to this dual formula, a third which measures aged
housing in percentages. The extra funding for this would be taken
from the $400 million proposed for the Urban Development Action
Grant Program. Resolution of this issue is expected before the
program is set to expire October 1.

The conferees have agreed on a provision which would
distribute discretionary funds (both metropolitan and non-
metropolitan) by a dual formula system, Once allocated,
discretionary funds would be aggregated on a statewide basis
rather than to each SMSA as they are now. This would make a
larger pool of funds available to discretionary applicants. In
addition, HUD would be authorized to make multi-year grant
commitments of up to three years.

Of the amounts authorized under the regular community
development program, 3 per cent is taken off the top for a special
secretarial discretionary fund and the balance is divided among
;:Hopf)litan areas (80 per cent) and non-metropolitan areas (20

er cen

The metropolitan area funds are distributed to entitl
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urban communities by eliminating slums, blight and detrimental
conditions; conserving and expanding the housing stock; and
utilizing more rationally land and natural resources. Another key
objective of the act is the special deconcentration of the poor by
providing expanded housing opportunities for low and moderate
income families. In order to achieve this goal, all community
development receipients are required to submit a housing
assistance plan along with their application. The applicant must
assess housing needs, establish local housing goals and indicate
the general location for assisted housing

Disaster Relief Act of 1974 — Federal Disaster Assistance
Administration: The fiscal 78 appropriation of $150 million is $50
million above what is currently available for disaster relief. The
Federal Disaster Assistance Administration (FDAA) provides 100
per cent grants to individual victims, as well as block grants to
local governments to alleviate the effects of natural disasters.

The Small Business Administration (SBA) and Department of
Agriculture (USDA) also administer loans for disaster relief, with
combined fiscal ‘78 funding expected to be $96 million.

To be eligible for grant and loan assistance, the governor of the
state must request the President to issue a declaration of an
emergency or major disaster. After such declaration, assistance is
provided through the governor's authorized representative or the
FDAA regional director.

Grant assistance may be used for repair, restoration, or
replacement of public and selected private nonprofit facilities;
removal of wreckage and debris; performance of essential
protective work on public and private lands; emergency shelter
and temporary housing for displaced individuals and families;

e to ployed individuals; loans to local governments
suffering substantial loss of tax and other revenues; emergency
transportation services; emergency communications; food
coupons; crisis counseling, survey and allocation of construction
materials; individual and family grants to meet disaster related
expenses or serious needs of persons adversely affected by a major
disaster; and suppression of forest or grassland fires

Department of Agriculture

ista

Farmers Home Ad —Rural Devel
Prog; (Rural Devel Act of 1972): These programs are
dmini ed by the Farmers Home Administration (FmHA) with

lurisdictions which are divided into two categories
|1)i metropolitan cities (all center cities and all cities of 50,000) and
[2) urban counties (counties of 200,000 minus any metropolitan
L"W Any balance remaining in the metropolitan'pot (estimated at
$175 million in fiscal ‘77) is made available to non-entitlement
cities and counties on a competitive application basis
dn:(’"'"‘e‘mﬂuman area funds are distributed first to rural cities
dw:l‘)”""l’i which have had an urban renewal, neighborhood
S 'Oursent or model cities program in the past. The b_alance of
Al :" Sl(esnmalecj at over S300_m-!|ion in fiscal '77) is then

Title ‘I/ﬂ"able to cnt_les and counties in non-metropolitan areas.
(P.L 93_333"'9 H°‘!5'"S and Community Developmen_t Act of 1974
i Lcon;ohda(ed and replaced seven categorical
"Glghbmsha ministered by HUD —urban renewal and the
Water :,.:d god devel,"p"‘e"‘ progran model cities; open space;
loans; and sewer; neighborhood facilities; rehabilitation grants and
p:og,'am D'}"‘b"c fac'_"!v_ loans—into a single, flexible block grant
Lo with funds distributed through a formula based on

The on, poverty (counted twice) and overcrowded housing.

Primary purpose of the act is to assist in creating viable

1,780 local county offices, each run by a county supervisor. A
summary of grant and loan programs follows:

® Rural Water and Waste Disposal Grants and Loans.
The fiscal ‘77 appropriation for grants is $200 million, and $600
million has been appropriated for loans at an interest rate of five
per cent with terms up to 40 years. Eligible activities include
projects to develop, store, treat, purify, or distribute water and
projects to collect, treat, or dispose of solid waste. Eligible
applicants are defined as areas of population up to 10,000, with
units of local government getting preference

Grants and loans may be combined for project costs, the ratio
being determined by the agency rule mandating that the
community’s debt-repayment level equal one per cent of the
median income. Grants may not exceed 50 per cent of the project
cost, the average in fiscal ‘76 being 30 per cent.

For fiscal ‘78, the grant level will be $250 million and the loan
level will be $750 million, the highest level to date.

e Rural Development Grants

The fiscal ‘77 and fiscal ‘78 appropriation is $10 million for
projects to facilitate devel of private busi enterprises
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including development, construction, acquisition of land,
buildings, plants, equipment, access streets and roads, parking,
utility extension, water and waste facilities, refinancing, services,
and fees. Communities with a population up to 10,000 are eligible.

® Business and Industry Loans.

For fiscal 78, $1 billion will be available for projects to improve,
develop, and finance business, industry, and employment and to
improve the economic and environmental climate in rural
communities. Eligible areas include those not within a city of
50,000 and not adjacent to an urban area with a population
density of 100 persons per square mile. Special consideration is
given to government units, other than cities, with'a population of
over 25,000.

® Rural Housing Programs— Summary:

Section 515 rental loans have a fiscal ‘77 appropriation of
$545 million. These are direct loans to private nonprofit
corporations and consumer corporations to provide rental housing
for elderly low and moderate income families. The loans may be
used for construction of new housing, purchase of new or existing
housing, or repair of existing rental units

The Section 514 Farm Labor Loan Program has $10 million
appropriated for fiscal ‘77 and the 516 Farm Labor Grant Program
has a $7.5 million appropriation. This funding is available for
construction of rental housing for farmworkers and goes to farm
owners, any state or political subdivision, or any public or private
nonprofit organization. The loans carry 1 per cent interest with
terms of 33 years, and grants can cover up to %0 per cent of
development costs

The Section 524 Site Loans Program has a fiscal ‘77
appropriation of $3 million. These loans are available to public or
nonprofit organizations for the purchase and development of sites
on which low and moderate income housing will be built.

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

Funds must be obligated by Sept. 30 and projects
completed by Nov 30, unless a special waiver is
granted by the Secretary. See Economic Development
Administration (Department of Commerce) for companion
drought relief program for communities over 10,000.

Department of Commerce

E ic Devels Adi (EDA): The Economic
Development Administration (EDA) is currently administering a $4
billion Local Public Works program, the second round of a $6
billion program. The act provides 100 per cent public works
construction grants to units of local government. Eligible activities
include construction, reconstruction, renovation, or repair of
public facilities

To participate in the program, counties must have an
unemployment rate of at least 6.5 per cent and be able to
commence project construction within 90 days of notice of grant
award.

EDA has notified eligible local governments of the amount of
grant they will receive as determined by their unemployment rate,
numbers of unemployed, and the amount of funding they received
in the first round of the public works program, Local governments
must reach their own priorities on projects to be funded. By early
fall, construction on all projects should be underway.

The Economic Development Administration also provides a
number of other programs, including:

e Title | Public Works and Development Facilities. Grants and
loans for public works public services, or development
facilities to improve or attract new employment
opportunities
Title 1l Business Loans and Guarantees. Loans to private and
public groups to establish new business or expand existing
firms
Title 11l Technical Assistance. Direct assistance or grants to
provide information, data, and know-how in evaluating
and/or shaping specific projects and programs in economic
development.

Title IV Redevelopment Areas and Development Districts.
Up to 75 per cent of administrative expenses of economic
development districts.

Title V Regional Action Planning Commissions. Seven
multi-state regional commissions.

Title I1X Special Economic Adjustment Program. Would
provide assistance for unemployment resulting from actions
by the federal government or severe changes in economic
conditions.

Title X Job Opportunities Program. Funds for hiring
unemployed in public works projects in areas of high
unemployment.

Drought: EDA administers the Community Emergency Drought
Relief Act providing drought assistance to communities of over
10,000 population. The agency has $60 million in 50 per cent
grants and $115 million in 5 per cent loans for short term water
supply assistance. Program funds may be used for improvement,
expansion, of construction of water supply systems; and purchase
and transportation of water to provide immediate relief of existing
drought condition. Emphasis will be given to projects eliminating
threats to public health or safety

Funds must be obligated by Sept. 30 and projects
must be completed by April 30, 1978. See Farmers Home
Administration (Department of Agriculture) for companion
program serving communities below 10,000.
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Environmental Protection Agency

Areawide Wastewater Management Planning (Section 208 of the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972): Section 208 calls for
nationwide wastewater treatment planning; each governor must
designate areawide and/or state agencies, with the state having
final approval over all plans '

NACo staff has determined three routes by which counties may
be funded through the 208 process: (1) designation as an areawide
agency; (2) subcontracting a portion of the work-plan from'a
designated areawide agency; or (3) subcontracting a portion of the
plan from the state designated agency, if the county isin a
nondesignated portion of the state

The continued funding picture for 208 is uncertain at this time,
although President Carter has publicly stated that he is committed
to additional 208 funding

Under court order, EPA is preparing to distribute an additional
$137 million between now and Sept. 20 to unfunded or
underfunded areawide and state planning agencies. The allocation
formula designates 8 per cent for net population and 15 per cent
for net land area. However, the federal government has appealed
the court order. After nearly a year, judicial decision on the appeal
has not been made

Construction Grants for Wastewater Treatment Works (Federal
Water Pollution Control Act, P.L. 92-500 as amended in 1972 Title
11): The Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972 authorized
$18 billion for construction of wastewater treatment plants, at a
federal funding level of 75 per cent. Funds must be obligated by
Sept. 30 under current law.

The construction grants program is designed to help
communities meet the goal of applying best practicable
technology by 1977, and ultimately, the 1985 goal of eliminating
discharge into the nation’s (navigable) waters.

Municipalities, counties, intermunicipal agencies, states and
interstate agencies who have jurisdiction over disposal of sewage,
industrial wastes or other wastes are eligible to apply for funds
The project must have as its primary purpose the treatment of
domestic wastes from a community or larger region. Eligible
projects include construction or expansion of sewage treatment
plants providing at least secondary treatment; construction or
rehabilitation of interceptor sewers; construction, expansion,
rehabilitation of sewage collection systems in most cases; and
construction of combined sewer overflow control systems.

Funds are allocated annually among states on the basis of a
“needs survey.” States have assembled their own priority lists to
insure that the most needed facilities will be constructed with the
funds available. To be considered for federal assistance, a project
must appear on the state priority list. EPA and the states rank
construction of treatment facilities and needed interceptor sewers
above other types of projects.

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

This March, the House passed H.R. 3199 to amend P.L. 92-500
which provides for:

o Multi-year funding for construction grants program at $17
billion (‘77: $5 billion; '78: $6 billion; '79: $6 billion).

« Measures to streamline the grants process: (1) combination of
step one and step'two.grant applications by communities for
projects under $1 million; (2) certification by EPA of states
qualified to oversee the grants program

e Change of the state allocation formula to consider both
needs and population.

e Use of ad valorem taxes in conjunction with industrial
surcharges to be used in place of user charges to finance operation
and maintenance >

o An 18-month moratorium on the provision which requires
industrial users of municipal treatment facilities to repay their
share of federal construction costs.

The Senate passed an amendment to the public works bill in
February to authorize $4.5 billion for fiscal ‘77. The Senate Public
Works Committee has been reluctant to deal with any of the issues

_addressed in the House bill until it has completed hearings this
summer on the entire water act. Because of the deadlock between
the House and Senate, only a $1 billion supplemental
appropriation has been approved for fiscal ‘77 The Senate
Committee has expressed a willingness to authorize additional
funds at any time if the House will delay consideration of
substantive changes in the law.

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

New Federal Solid Waste Legislation, Resolirce Consrvation and
Recovery Act, was passed Oct. 21,1976 and is now being
implemented by EPA. Grant regulations for the act are expected to
be finalized by Oct. 1.

The following grant categories are applicable to counties under
the new law. It should be noted that funding for fiscal ‘78 is
minimal. For example, in fis¢al ‘78, the new law authorizes $180
million; Congress has appropriated only $30 million). However, in
the new law there are a number of grant categories that affect
local governments. It is recommended that counties take
advantage of these grant categories and work with their respective
states and EPA regional offices to secure funding. If a large
percentage of counties request funding in these specific grant
categories, congressional action might be induced and additional
funds can be appropriated. It is strongly recommended that a copy
of the Research Conservation and Recovery Act(P.L. 95-580) be
utilized to interpret the following grant categories.

Pass Through in Lieu of Approved State Plan: States are required to
submit a final solid waste plan to EPA BY Aug. 1, 1978 in order to
receive state grants, However, for fiscal ‘78, in cases where state
plans are not completed, funds can be allocated directly to
counties if agreed upon by the state and the EPA regional
administrator.

Rural Communities Assistance: Certain rural communities will be
identified under Section 4009 of the law making them eligible for
grants for solid waste management facilities, i.e. to upgrade open
dumps. Federal funds will be based on a formula as explained in
Section 4009 (b) of the law

Tire Disposal Grants: Grants are available to private, public, or
joint ventures for 5 per cent of the cost of tire shredders. Section
2004 of the law provides details on criteria for receiving tire
disposal grants. E

Technical Assistance Panels (Resource and Recovery Panels): EPA
will provide panels to give technical assistance, upon request, to
state and local governments. Technical assistance will be
available at no charge for solid waste management, resource
recovery, and resource conservation activities

Special Communities: Communities having less than 25,000
population in which 75 per cent of solid waste disposal is from out
of the jurisdiction are eligible for grants under Section 4008 of the
law

Implementation Grants: The law authorizes EPA to provide
financial assistance to counties, municipalities, and
intermunicipal agencies and state and local public solid waste
management authorities for implementation of programs to
provide solid waste management, resource recovery, and resource
conservation services and hazardous waste management. Such
assistance shall include assistance for facility planning and
feasibility studies; expert consultation; surveys and analyses of
market needs; marketing of recovered resources; technology
assessment; legal expenses; construction feasibility studies; source
separation projects; and fiscal or economic investigations or
studies; but such assistance shall not include any element of
construction or any acquisition of land or interest in land, or any
subsidy for the price of recovered resources.

Other Federal Funding Sources

Community Development Block Grants: Solid waste disposal
facilities are eligible under the Community Development Block
Grant program of the Department of Housing and Urban
Development

Ec ic Devel Ad ublic Works: Solid Waste
activities are eligible for funds under the Department of
Commerce through the Local Public Works Act of 1976. (See
EDA/Public Works under Department of Commerce.)

A id M

Planning (Section 208 of the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act): Residual management
planning funds (solid wastes) may be under some circumstances
funded through the 208 process during fiscal 77 (See Areawide
Wastewater Management under EPA.)

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

Regional Commissions: Solid waste management grants are
generally available from the eight regional commissions
(Appalachian, Coastal Plains, Four Corners, New England, Old
West, Ozarks, Pacific N.W., Upper Great Lakes). Grants are

awarded based on applications approved through the appropriate

state offices. Generally, grants are available for technical
assistance and feasibility studies but not for construction
However, some commissions are able to grant funds for
construction through their supplemental program. Counties
should contact their appropriate regional commission

The Coastal Energy Impact Program (CEIP): Provides financial
assistance to states and local governments affected by coastal
energy activity. The program was mandated by the Coastal Zone
Mangement Act Amendments of 1976 and is administered by the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (Department
of Commerce)

Grants will be available to states and local governments for
planning purposes, for building new or improved public facilities
and to help repair or prevent environmental damage Credit
assistance is available when a government's revenues from energy
activity insufficiently covers costs incurred

Within the CEIP, a fund has been set aside to meet needs arisin
specifically from Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) energy
development, while the greater amount of money will be available
to meet impacts of all energy activity in the coastal zone

The funds will be available to local governments through the
states. Allocations to states were made in May and states are now
in the process of applying for the funds. Assistance to local
governments should be available as soon as states have developec
their own intrastate allocation process

The total amount available for fiscal ‘77 is $125 million,
including $110 million for credit assistance, $3.5 million for
planning grants, $1.5 million for environmental grants and $10
million in formula grants to meet OCS impact needs

Bureau of Outdoor Recreation

The Land and Water Conservation Fund: This is a matchng func
program administered at the federal level by the Bureau of
Outdoor Recreation, Department of the Interior

The fund is the major source of federal money for the
acquisition and development of outdoor recreation facilities by
cities, counties and states.

In June, Congress approved the full $600 million requested by
Interior for fiscal ‘78. This doubles the amount of money avari?t
in previous fiscal years

Under provisions of the act, 60 per cent of the funds are :
available to states and local governments which must match th
federal share on a 50-50 basis for individual projects Remaini
funds are used by federal agencies to acquire federal park lan

Last year Congress approved a progressively increasing
authorization for the act with $750 million authorized in fisc

and $900 million in fiscal ‘80

Further information may be obtained by calling Bob Ritsc!
the Division of State Programs, BOR, at 202-343-7801




Department of Trahsportaﬁon ® Consolidates rural primary, priority primary and urban

For information on all FHWA programs, contact your state funding category

Much information in this section comes from “Highways and
Safety 1976 — A Summary of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of must approve transfers of urban system funds
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primary extension programs into a single primary system
highway agency or FHWA division offices, usually located in your ® Increases authority of states to transfer funds between F e d e ra I G ra n ts

programs. Up to 40 per cent of the funds for primary and

This section on federal-aid highway funds includes information secondary systems can be transferred from one to the other
on both Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and National Funds may be transferred between the primary system and the
Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) safety programs. urban system, within a 20 per cent limitation. However, local
¥ officials in urbanized areas of 200,000 population or more : .
® Reinstates an earlier provision of law, the Secondary Road
E 3 Plan. Under this provision, the Secretary can approve a

1976,” published by the Highway Users Federation, Washington, * Amends 1973 highway act provision which allowed states and certified statement from a state highway agency that plans,
D.C . and “Financing Federal-Aid ngh\yays—Rewsned, local governments jointly to withdraw nonessential large design and construction of each secondary system project are
published by the Federal Highway Administration NAC‘) thanks urban area Interstate segments and their costs and receive an accomplished according to standards and procedures adopted
the Highway Users Federation and FHWA for permission to use equal amount of federal general funds for mass transit by the state and approved by the Secretary

information, including tables, from their publications. Copies of General fund financing for highway.projects is now also
both booklets are available from NACo

Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1976: The most significant

development in highway funding is the Federal-Aid Highway Act rimary, secondary or urban syste systems; “funds’’ to identifiable sums authorized f f
of 1976, signed into law May 5, 1976. The law provides funding for B 4 Fyonu VSN i $ ettt el O LA ECIIG

some features of the act which

< * Revises definition of highway construction to include can be used
Table 1, “Authorizations: Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1976, “resurfacing, restoration and rehabilitation” of existing roads
Highway Safety Act of 1976,” provides funds for highway and Funds can be used to restore existing roadway pavements to a NOTE: With a few exceptions, the federal government does not
safety programs of interest to counties. Some additional programs smooth, safe and usable condition. Rehabilitation projects pay for the entire cost of federal-aid highway projects
are not included. The table shows which funds come from the may include strengthening or reconditioning of deteriorated Federal funds are normally matched with state and/or local
Highway Trust Fund and which come from General Funds of the or weakened sections of existing pavement, replacement of government funds to account for the necessary dollars to
malfunctioning joints and pavement undersealings and similar complete projects. The federal share is usually based on a
The 1977 Appropriations Act imposes approximately a $7.7 operations to assure adequate structural support for a new percentage of total project cost. Interstate System projects
billion limit on federal-aid highway and safety construction roadway surface. Funding is permitted for projects such as are normally funded 90 per cent federal/10 per cent state
programs in fiscal ‘77. The 1978 Appropriations Act imposes resurfacmg‘or widening rural and urban pavements with or Most other projects are funded on a 70 per cent federal
approximately a $7.45 billion limit in fiscal ‘78. The following are without revision of horizontal or vertical alignment or other basis. Rather than using the term “federal match,”” the term
geometric features. Congress emphasizes that this definition “federal share” is used in this report. See Table 5 for the
‘ change shows no intent to fund normal periodic maintenance. federal share of programs applicable to counties

* 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 with federal procedural requirements for non-Interstate

months before the start of the fiscal year.

other than Interstate federal-aid highway and safety funds federal-aid projects, called “certification acceptance.” Rather Interstate System Funds: $3.25 billion for each fiscal year, ‘78 and
Previously, non-Interstate funds were apportioned at least six than requiring that states have procedures “at least '79. Annual authorizations of $3.625 billion are set for fiscal years
equivalent” to those in federal law for certification, the act 1980 through 1990 to complete federal financing of the Interstate
* Makes funds for federal-aid highway systems (other than now allows the Secretary of Transportation to certify a state’s System. These authorizations must be considered tentative since
interstate) available for three years after the fiscal year for procedures if they will “accomplish the policies and the 1976 act provides for extension of the Highway Trust Fund only
which authorized, rather than two years, as previously allowed objectives” of federal laws and regulations. until Sept. 30, 1979

permitted. To be approved by the Secretary of Transportation, Funding by Highway Systems: What follows is a detailed report on
the highway project must be in the same general area as the federal highway and safety funds of interest to counties. As used
withdrawn Interstate segment and must be on the federal-aid in this report, “system” refers to one of the federal-aid highway

purposes; “programs” to groupings of purposes for which funds

* Amends provisions under which states can certify compliance

Authorizations (Table 1)

Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1976, Highway Safety Act of 1976
_ (millions of dollars)

From Highway Trust Fund From General Funds

: 3 Months Total 3 Months Total
Highway Fiscal Ending Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Thru Fiscal Ending Fiscal Fiscal Thru Grand
Development ‘76*  9-30-76 '77 ‘78 ‘79 Fiscal 79 ‘76*  9-30-76 77 ‘78 Fiscal 78 Total
Interstate' 3,000 — 3,250 3,250 3,250 9,750 - — — — - 9,750
Interstate—Min. ¥ % 50 — — 91 125 216 — — - — — 216
Interstate—Rehabilitation - - - 175 175 350 - - - — — 350
Primary? 1,415 = 1,350 1,350 = 2,700 = = == = A 2,700
Secondary (Rural) 450 — 400 400 — 800 — - - — - 800
Urban System 2 800 - 800 800 — 1,600 — - - — — 1,600
Non-Interstate

Transition Quarter — 1,637.39 — — — 1,637.39 — — - - — 1,637.39
Economic Growth Center

Dev. Highways 100 — 50 50 - 100 — — - - - 100
Forest Highways 33 8.25 33 33 — 74.25 - — — — - 74.25
Public Lands Highways 16 4 16 16 — 36 — — — — — 36
Emergency Relief 60 15 60 60 — 135 40 10 40 40 90 225
Access Roads - — — — — — 25 3.75 15 15 33.75 3375
Traffic Signal Demo. Projects - - 40 40 — 80 - — - - - 80
Highway Beautification, 3

Landscaping - - — - - - 11.5 0.37 66.5 66.5 133.37 13337
Off-system Safer Roads® (100) — — — - — 200 — 200 200 400 400
Highways Crossing Fed

Projects — - — — — — — — 100 — 100 100
Rural Highway Public

Trans. Demo. 40 — - - - — 20 = = — — —=
Bikeway Demo. Projects - - - — — - 10 — - — - -
Total Fiscal Year

Authorizations' — ~

Highway Development 6,092.30 1,67541 6,153.84 6,389.26 3,550 17,768 51 679.2 98.46 781.50 667.64 1,547.60 19,316.17
Highway Safety >
State and Community Grants

NHTSA 150 - 122 137 - 259 = = — — — 259

FHWA S - 25 25 — 50 = = = = - 50
Research and Development

NHTSA 65 10 40 50 - 100 = = = = - 100

FHWA 10 25 10 10 - 225 — — = - - 225
Incentive Grants 56.5

Fatality Rate Reduction — 1.875 75 7.5 - 16,875 — - - - - 16875

Fatality Reduction — 1.875 75 /4 - 16.875 — - - — — 16.875
Bridge Reconstruction &

Replacement 125 - 180 180 T — 360 - - - - - 360
Pavement Marking 75 - 50 50 — 100 — - - - - 100
High-Hazard Locations & <

Obstacles 150 - 125 125 = 250 = = — - . — 250
Rail-Highway Grade Crossings

On-system 75 - 125 125 = 250 = = - - — 250

Off-system - - - — - — - 18.75 75 75 168.75 168.75
Federal-aid Safer Roads

Demo. Program’ 100 - — = = = = = = = = =
Drug Use & Driver Behavior 10 - = = = = = = = = = =
Total Fiscal Year

Authorizations— Safety 851.5 16.25 692.0 717.0 — 1,425.25 - 18.75 75.0 75.0 168.75 1,5940

679.2 117.2r  856.50 742.64 1,716.35 20,910.11

Grand Total 6,943.80 1,691.66 6,845.84 7,106.26 3,550 19,193.76

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

interstate funds authorized for fiscal ‘77, ‘78, and ‘79 in the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973. Fiscal ‘77 funds apportioned in December 1975

2Primary System—Fiscal ‘76 authorizations were Rural Primary, $800 million; Priority Primary Routes, $300 million; Urban Primary Extensions, $300 mil-
lion; and minimum one-half per cent, $15 million -

‘Fiscal ‘76 authorizations were Federal-aid Safer Roads Demonstration Program, $100 million; and Off-system Roads, $200 million

NOTE: Totals include sums for programs not indicated on table




Page 10—July 25, 1977—COUNTY NEWS

Federal Grants

Primary System Funds: $1.35 billion for fiscal year ‘77 and ‘78 for
the consolidated primary program. Rural, urban and priority
primary programs received separate authorizations prior to the
1976 act. Consolidated primary system funds will be apportioned
to the states under a formula based on area, rural area population,
mileage of rural and intercity highway mail routes and an urban
factor based on urban area population. -

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

Secondary System Funds: $400 million for each fiscal year, ‘77 and
‘78. As of June 30, 1976, the federal-aid secondary system is to
consist of rural major collector routes. As of December 31, 1976,
the federal-aid secondary system consists of 398,330 miles.

Safer Off-System Roads Program: $200 million from general funds
for each fiscal year, ‘77 and ‘78; federal share—70 per cent. Fiscal
‘77 funds have been apportioned among the states. The fiscal ‘78
appropriation is $90 million. The Senate appropriations
subcommittee on transportation has said that it will support a
future supplemental appropriation if states and counties are
successful in obligating the fiscal ‘77 funds. The committee also
said that of the $90 million fiscal ‘78 appropriation, $500,000 “is
for initiation of an inventory of structurally deficient and
functionally obsolete bridges not on a federal-aid system. The
Sixth Annual Report to Congress on the Special Bridge
Replacement Program estimates there are 65,000 off-system
bridges which need repair or replacement, based on limited
information. The report notes the public interest, concern over
bridge safety and economic hardship posed by deficient bridges
on local road systems. The report suggests, however, that “at this
date, it would be virtually impossible to administer successfully an
off-system bridge replacement program due to the lack of
available inventory and inspection data.”

The new safer off-system roads program (SOS) is established by
combining the previously authorized off-system roads and safer
roads demonstration programs.

Funds are apportioned two-thirds according to the existing off-
system formula (one-third area, one-third population of rural
areas, one-third off-system road mileage) and one-third in the ratio
which the population in urban areas in each state bears to the
total population of urban areas of all states. According to the 1976
legislation, sums apportioned shall be available for obligation
“throughout such state on a fair and equitable basis.” Previous
language provided for “obligation in the counties of such state on
a fair and equitable basis.”

SOS funds are for ““construction, reconstruction, and
improvement of any off-system road (including but not limited to,
the replacement of bridges, the elimination of high hazard
locations, and roadside obstacles).” “Off-system’ means “any toll-
free road (including bridges) which is not on any federal-aid
highway system and which is under the jurisdiction of and
maintained by a public authority and open to public travel.”
Previously, the program was limited to rural areas.

The principal objective of the program is to construct.
reconstruct, or otherwise improve off-system roads and streets,
with special emphasis on low-cost projects which contribute
significantly to the safety of the traveling public. Final regulations
on the SOS program were published in the Federal Register, Vol.
42, No.107, June 3.

Rural Highway Public Transportation Demonstration Program:
Fiscal ‘75 and 76 appropriations totaling $24.65 million have been
obligated for 100 per cent funding of 100 demonstration programs
No appropriation was made in fiscal ‘77 and no appropriation is
included in the proposed fiscal ‘78 budget.

This program was authorized for $75 million by the Federal-Aid
Highway Act of 1973 as a two-year program. Over $45 million of
the authorization has not been appropriated.

Although funds are not now available, the following
information is provided so counties may participate in the
program if funds become available.

The program’s objectives are to encourage the development,
improvement and use of public mass transportation systems in
rural areas by use of demonstration projects. Projects eligible for
federal funds include, but are not limited to: (1) highway traffic
control devices; (2) construction of passenger loading areas and
facilities, including shelters; (3) fringe and transportation corridor
parking facilities to serve bus and other public transportation
passengers; (4) purchase of passenger equipment other than rolling
stock for fixed rail. Funds may cover both capital and operating
expenses for a multi-year period, after which non-program funds
must be used to continue services, Applications are screened by
state and federal field staffs before final selection by the Federal
Highway Administration and the Urban Mass Transportation
Administration
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Traffic Control Signalization Demonstration Projects: $40 million
from the Highway Trust Fund for each fiscal year, ‘77 and ‘78 (100
per cent funding). The fiscal ‘78 appropriation is $20 million. This
program is to demonstrate, through technology not in general use,
the value of traffic control signalization in increasing the capacity
of existing highways, conserving fuel, decreasing traffic
congestion, improving air and noise quality and furthering safety
Priority is to be given to projects on any public highway
coordinating two or more intersections.

Carpool and Vanpool Projects: Funding up to $1 million for each
approved project from primary and urban system funds; federal
share—90 per cent. The carpooling demonstration program is
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:

o Development of systems for locating potential users of
carpools or buspools and informing them of opportunities
for participation

e Work necessary to grant carpools, or carpools and buses,
priority use of existing highway lanes

e Studies necessary to determine the best carpool criteria for
the specific highways and streets involved (may include
signing, marking, minor physical modifications, and initital
enforcement, equipment and personnel).

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

o Signing of, and minor modifications to, publicly owned
facilities to provide preferential parking for carpools

Bicycle Transportation and Pedestrian Walkways: $45 million
annual limitation; $2.5 million limitation per state; federal share—
70 per cent. The new act raises the annual limitation on total
obligation for bicycle and pedestrian walkway projects from $40
million to $45 million and the limitations for any state from $2
million to $2.5 million. Any federal-aid highway apportionment,
except the Interstate, can be used for construction of cyclist and
pedestrian facilities.Eligible costs may include:
® Grading, drainage, paving, barriers, landscaping, and
necessary structures;
* Supplementary facilities such as shelters, parking, bicycle
storage, and comfort stations;
® Traffic control devices;
® Fixed source lighting where appropriate;
® Curb-cut ramps on new and existing facilities;
® Right-of-way;
® Walks, barriers, and additional widths and lengths on bridges
necessary for route continuity;
® Grade separations under certain conditions.

Access Highways to Public Recreation Areas on Certain Lakes:
Federal share—70 per cent. The fiscal ‘76 appropriation for this
program was $10 million. The 1977 DOT appropriations act
provides that this appropriation remain available until Sept 30,
1979; it also provides an additional $4.8 million for the program
The fiscal ‘78 appropriation is $8.65 million

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

Eligible activities include permanent repairs to, or
reconstruction of, damaged facilities within the highway right-
of-way

Before emergency funds can be made available there must be
“serious”” damage over a wide area; an emergency must be
declared by the governor of the affected state; the declaration
must be concurred in by the Secretary of Transportation; and an
application for emergency assnstance 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
Dlsaster Relief Act of 1974

gh B ifi and Landscaping: All funds from general
funds federal share—70 per cent; $25 million for each fiscal year,
’77 and ‘78 for landscaping and litter removal (litter removal is a
new provision); $15 million for each fiscal ‘77 and ‘78 for junkyard
control. The fiscal ‘78 appropriation is $19.15 million

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

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

State and Community Safety Grants: Money granted to states is
used for safety activities under national highway safety program
standards. The program is administered at the national level by the

M.&’}a

Caan

National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) and the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA).

NHTSA has primary responsibility for administering the
following highway safety program standards:

Periodic motor vehicle
inspection

Motor vehicle registration
Motorcycle safety

Driver education

Driver licensing

Codes and laws

Traffic courts

Alcohol in relation to
highway safety

Traffic records

Emergency medical services
Pedestrian safety—
educational aspects

Police traffic services
Debris hazard control and
cleanup

Pupil transportation safety
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 million must be used for school bus driver
training programs

There is a $172 million limit for fiscal ‘78 for obligations that
may be incurred for NHTSA’s state and community highway safety
programs. According to the Senate approriations 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 your
governor's safety representative through your governor’s office;
the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, Washington,
D.C. 20590; National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
regional offices

FHWA administers the standards on: Identification and
surveillance of accident locations; highway design, construction,
and maintenance; traffic engineering services; and the engineering
and traffic control devices portions of the pedestrian safety
standard

The Highway Safety Act of 1976 authorizes for FHWA state and
community grants $25 million for each fiscal year, ‘77 and ‘78. The
1977 DOT appropriations act establishes a fiscal ‘77 funding level
of $21 million. The 1978 DOT appropriations act establishes a
fiscal ‘78 funding level of $28 million

High Hazard Locations and Roadside Obstacles: $125 million for
each fiscal year, ‘77 and ‘78 from the Highway Trust Fund; federal
share—90 per cent. 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: $125 million each for each fiscal year, 77
and '78 from Highway Trust Fund; federal share— 90 per cent
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 million each
for fiscal years, ‘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 specified rural mail routes; 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 1977 funds for the off-system rail-highway
crossing program. State highway agencies will approve county
projects on a first come, first served basis

Pavement Marking: $50 million for each fiscal year, ‘77 and '78
from Highway Trust Fund; 100 per cent funding. The new
legislation eliminates the requirement that the Secretary of
Transportation give priority under the pavement marking program
to federal-aid secondary system and off-system roads. As
previously authorized, funds can be transferred to off-system
locations for correction of high hazard locations when all rural
pavement markings have been completed
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Special Bridge Replacement Program: $180 million for each fiscal
year, ‘77 and ‘78 authorized from the Highway Trust Fund; federal
share—75 per cent.

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; and

® when substructure is structurally adequate, superstructure is

eligible

The deficient bridge must be removed or permanently closed
following the opening of the replacement bridge. Funds may not
be used for costs of right-of-way, utility relocation or adjustments,
long approach fills, or similar items (other federal-aid highway'
funds may:share in the cost of these items). The structure to be
replaced must be on one of the federal-aid highway systems. It
must be inspected, rated, and be determined to be 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 per cent federal and may be increased up to 95 per
cent in states with large areas of public lands. For fiscal ‘77, $25
million is available nationwide for all FHWA 402 safety programs.

FHWA Safer Off-System Road funds (s2e description of SOS
program, page 10): 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 per cent
federal and may possibly be increased in states with large areas of
public lands. For fiscal ‘77, $200 million is available nationwide for
SOS programs. The fiscal ‘78 appropriation is $90 million

FHWA Highway Planning and Research Funds: These funds may be

used by states to collect inventory data (as required under the

Special Bridge Replacement Program) for bridges either on or off

the federal-aid highway systems. These funds may not be used for

structural appraisal or posting of bridges

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

Program Transferability: The Federal Aid Highway Act of 1976
increases from 30 to 40 per cent the amount of Highway Trust
Fund apportionments that states can transfer 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

Itis no longer required that the purposes 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 per cent of the apportionment
from one of the three above safety programs to another if
requested by the state. In this case, the Secretary must be assured
that the purposes of the program from which the funds are being
transferred have been met

Also, all or part of the general funds apportioned for the off-
system rail-highway grade crossing program can be transferred to
the safer off-system roads program. This transfer can be approved
by the Secretary if the purposes of the off-system crossing program
have been met
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How Federal-Aid Highway Programs are Funded (Information is
updated to include provisions of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of
1976): The process of funding federal-aid highway projects is
extremely complex. It is hoped that the following information will
help to clarify that process. The information, including tables,
comes from parts of the Federal Highway Administration
publication, “Financing Federal-Aid Highway—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 bookkeeeping entry in the U.S. Treasury
User taxes are not deposited in the Highway Trust Fund but in the
general fund of the Treasury: Amounts equivalent to these taxes
are then transferred from the general fund to the trust fund.
Transfers are made at least monthly on the basis of estimates by
the Secretary of Transportation and later adjusted on the basis of
actual tax receipts.

Not all federal-aid highway funds come from the Highway Trust
Fund; some programs are financed by the general fund. The
following table shows the source and percentage of funds for
programs in which counties participate

Trust Fund and General Fund Financing

(Table 2) Per Cent Financed From
Trust General

Fund Fund Funds

Secondary System 100
Urban System 100
Forest Highways 100
Public Lands Highways 100
Economic Growth Center Development

Highways 100
Landscaping and Litter Removal 100
Control of Junkyards 100
Safer Off-System Roads 100
Access Highways 100
Traffic Control Signalization Demonstration

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

Obstacles 100
Rail-Highway Crossings

(a) on a Federal-aid System 100

(b) off Federal-aid Systems 100

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 over 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 upper 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 categories don’t require this two-
step authorization-appropriation process to obligate federal
funds. Through what is termed “‘contract authority,” sums
authorized in federal-aid highway acts are available for obligation
prior to their being apportioned. The use of contract authority was
first legislated in the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1922
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Apporti and Apporti Formulas: FHWA apportions
or divides the sums authorized for the various highway programs
among the states. The apportionment is based on several formulas
prescribed by law. The following table shows formulas for
apportioning authorized sums for certain highway programs
appropriate for counties

Apportionment Formulas

(Table 3) Minimum
Apportion-
Fund Factors Weight ment
Secondary System Area 1/3 1/2 per cent
Rural Population 1/3  (except for D.C)
Rural Delivery 13

Route Mileage
and Intercity Mail
Route Mileage

Urban System Urban* Population 1 1/2 per cent

Urban Transporta- Urbanized Popula- 1 1/2 per cent
tion Planning tion

High-Hazard Loca- Total Population 3/4 1/2 per cent**

tions & Roadside  Public Road Mileage  1/4

Obstacles
Forest Highways Area of Forests 1/2 —
- Value of Forests 12
Safer Off-System  Area 2/9 ——
Roads Rural Population 2/9
Off-System Road 2/9
Mileage
Urban Population 13
Highway Safety Total Population 3/4 1/2 per cent**

Programs Public Road Mileage 1/4
Rail-Highway Area 1/6 —_—
Crossings (on a Rural Population 1/6
Federal-aid Rural Delivery 1/6
System) Route Mileage
and Intercity
Mail Route Mileage
Urban Population 1/2
Rail-Highway Area 1/6 —
Crossings (off- Rural Population 1/6
system) Rural Delivery 1/6
Route Mileage and
Intercity Mail
Route Mileage
Urban Population 1/2

For information on state apportionments, contact your state
highway agency

*Places of 5,000 or more persons
**Except that the Virgin Islands, Guam and American Samoa each
get only one-third per cent

Allocations: Some funds do not contain a legislatively mandated
apportionment formula. In these cases, the sums are divided
among the states at the discretion of-the Secretary of
Transportation. These discretionary or administrative divisions are
called “allocations,” rather than apportionments. The following
table indicates some allocated funds and how funds are
distributed

Allocated Funds
(Table 4)
Fund

Emergency Relief

Distribution
Project by project
Control of Junkyards As requested by states

Economic Growth Center
Development Highways

Administratively derived formula
giving equal weight to: area,
mileage of rural delivery and inter-
city routes, and population outside
of urbanized areas. One-half per
cent minimum

Special Bridge Replacement Relative needs

Obligations-Availability: At the time of apportionment,
certificates denoting the sums deducted and the exact amount of
each apportionment are transmitted to each state highway
agency. Itis through these certificates that states receive the
ability to obligate the federal government to repay the debts they
incur. Thus, each apportionment connotes the granting of new
“"obligational authority.” It is not cash that is apportioned; it is
only authority to incur new obligations.

Federal-aid funds are available for obligation for a period of
four years. Funds for use on other than the Interstate System are to
be apportioned on Oct 1. These non-Interstate funds are available
“for a period of three years after the close of the fiscal year for
which such sums are authorized...” Thus, they are available for
four-years, Prior to the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1976, non-
Interstate funds were available for two years after the fiscal year
for which they were authorized

Should a state not obligate its entire apportionment within this
four-year period, the authority to obligate the remainder lapses.
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Federal Grants

Federal Share of Project Costs: As mentioned earlier, with a few
exceptions, the federal government does not pay for the entire
cost of federal-aid highway projects

The table below shows the federal share for funds of interest to
counties.

Federal Share of Funds (Table 5)

Fund Federal Share
(per cent)
Interstate System 90*
Primary System 70*
Secondary System 70*
Urban System 70*
Emergency Relief 70**
Railway-Highway Crossings 7{0)
Outdoor Advertising D)
Control of Junkyards 75
Economic Growth Centers 740}
Bridge Replacement 75
Pavement Marking 100
High Hazard Locations and Roadside Obstacles 90
Access Highways to Lakes 70
Highways Crossing Federal Projects 100
- Forest Highways 100

Public Lands Highways 100
Safer Off-System Roads kA
Highway Safety Programs 70*
Rural Highway Public Transportation

Demonstration Program 100
Demonstration Projects—Railroad Highway

Crossings 70*
Traffic Control Signalization Demonstration

Projects 100
Rail-Highway Crossings (on/off a Federal-aid

System) 90

May be increased up to 95 per cent for states with large
areas of “public lands.”

May be increased to 100 per cent

May be increased to 100 per cent for engineering and
economic surveys i

**** Unknown at this date

Urban Mass Tranportation Administration (UMTA) Funds: For
information on all UMTA programs, contact the Urban Mass
Transportation Administration, Office of Public Affairs, 400 7th
St., S.W., Room 9330, Washington, D.C. 20590; 202-426-4043;

and UMTA regional offices in the 10 federal regions

Capital and Operating Assistance: The National Mass
Transportation Assistance Act of 1974 (NMTA) amended the Urban
Mass Transportation Act of 1964 to establish an $11.8 billion, six-
year mass transportation program. Up to $500 million of the $11.8
billion may be expended in non-urbanized areas under Sections 3,
6, and 9 of the act. No funds can be spent for operating expenses in
non-urbanized areas{(Section 5)

Operating and Capital Funds— Section 5: Section 5 provides for
the apportionment by formula of $3.97 billion over a six-year
period to urbanized areas (designated recipients) for either mass
transportation capital projects or operating assistance. Operating
expenses include, for example, gasoline, oil, labor and
maintenance costs associated with capital equipment. The
distribution formula is based one-half on population and one-half
on population density. The federal matching share for funds used
for capital purposes is up to 80 per cent. The federal share for
operating assistance may be up to 50 per cent of the project;
however, this is limited by the availability of Section 5 funds and
local matching funds

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

Fiscal Year Amount (in millions)

1975 $300
1976 500 o
1977 650
1978 775
1979 850
1980 900

These sums are to remain available for obligation by the
governor or designated recipient for two years following the close
of the fiscal year of apportionment.

Capital Assistance— Section 3: The fiscal ‘78 obligational authority
for capital facilities grants is $1.4 billion. The fiscal ‘77
obligational authority was $1.25 billion. These funds provide
capital assistance to public bodies. UMTA provides up to 80 per
cent of project costs. Eligible facilities and equipment may
include personal property, including buses, and other rolling stock
and real property including land (but not public highways), within
the entire zone affected by the construction and operation of
transit improvements, including station sites.

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

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

Ten-year capital loans are also available under Section 3to
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: The fiscal
’78 obligational authority is $55 million. Section 9 funds may bE
used for the planning, engineering, designing and evaluation of

urban mass transportation projects and for other technical studies, -

included or proposed, for an urban transportation program as part
of a comprehensive development of an urban area. Counties, in
conjunction with councils of governments, have been fairly active
in using technical studies funds. Counties in non-urbanized areas
may use Section 9 funds to prepare local Transit Development
Programs required to qualify for UMTA capital assistance to non-
urbanized areas

Research, Devel and D (R, D and D)— Section
6: 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
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: 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 per cent of project expenses involving capital
investment, operations, administration and evaluation during the
project’s life (usually 1-3 years)

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

Managerial Training Grants—Section 10: About $500,000 is

available in each fiscal year, ‘77 and ‘78. UMTA awards non-more
than 100 fellowships each year for training managerial, technical
and professional personnel in the urban mass transportation field

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA): For more information on
FAA programs, contact the FAA regional, area or district office.

The Airport and Airways Development Act of 1976 extended the
Airport Development Aid Program (ADAP) through 1980. Funding
comes from the Airport and Airway Trust Fund

ADAP includes both a construction grant program and a
planning grant program for air carrier and general aviation
airports. Air carrier airports are those with regularly scheduled

service. General aviation airports serve private aircraft and do not
have regularly scheduled service. ADAP construction funds
amount to $440 million for fiscal ‘77 and $465 million for fiscal ‘78
“Commuter air service airports” are guaranteed at least $15
million annually from air carrier funds. ADAP authorizations for
developing general avaiation airports are $70 million for fiscal ‘77
and $75 million for fiscal '78. At least $15 million annually from
general aviation funds must be made available for “reliever”
airport development

For both fiscal ‘77 and ‘78, $15 million from the Airport and
Airway Trust Fund is available for airport planning grants (PGP)
This amount is to remain available until expended

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

Medium and large hub airports are eligible for 75 per cent
federal funds

Small hub, general aviation, reliever and commuter airports are
eligible for 90 per cent grants in ‘77 and ‘78, In ‘79 and ‘80 their
federal share is reduced to 80 per cent

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

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

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

The 1976 legislation authorizes FAA to provide public agencies
with 75 per cent 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 per cent)

An airport system plan deals with the extent, general type,
location and timing of the 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

Community Services Administration
(formerly OEO) i

Action by the House and Senate holds promise of increased
“local initiative” funds for the country’s 865 cornmunity action
agencies (CAASs) for the first time since 1971. The House-passed
appropriations bill for fiscal 78 increases local initiative funds by
$33 million, from $330 to $363 million, while the Senate-passed bill
includes a $45 million increase:

CAAs use local initiative money to provide outreach, planning,
needs assessment, resource mobilization and as flexible funds for
locally-designed projects E

The House and Senate agreed to fund several categorical
programs administered by the Community Services Administration
at current levels—namely senior opportunities and services (SOS),
national youth sports, and the state economic opportunity grants.
However, the Senate provided more money than the House for
emergency energy and nutrition programs. Differences will be
reconciled in conference committee

Earlier this year, Congress provided a supplemental
appropriation of $200 million to CSA to fund the energy crisis
intervention program. Elderly and low-income persons who had
unusually high energy bills during the winter of 1976-1977 can
obtain relief from outstanding fuel and utility bills. To participate,
governors need to pay administrative costs of the program and
designate local agencies, presumably CAAs, to certify recipients.
The supplemental program ends Aug. 31, with the unused funds
recycled into CSA’s “winterization” program for insulating
substandard dwellings.

One short-term CSA project is the study of the effectiveness of
rural CAAs. An organization under contract with the national
office of CSA is working with regional CSA offices to formulate
mangement and policy recommendations on the role and support
of rural CAAs

The national CSA grant to the National Association of Counties
Research Foundation to assist state associations of counties (SACs)
with Rural Human Resources projects ends this year. However,
five of the seven participating SACs expect to be continued with
regional office funds

” qwmwam-nmmnw
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The Community Services Administration is the successor to the
Office of Economic Opportunity, established in 1967 to wage the
“war on poverty.”” Congressional authorization for CSA expires in
June 1977

The 865 CAAs serve 2,000 counties and 88 per cent of the
nation’s poor. CAAs divide equally between those in urban areas
and those in rural areas. Of the 434 rural CAAs, nearly three-
fourths serve single rural counties. The rest are located in
multicounty rural areas. One hundred CAAs are public agencies of
state, county or city governments; the others are private,
nonprofit, state-chartered corporations
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Intergovernmental Personnel Grants

Project Grants and Formula Grants (Intergovernmental Personnel
Act 0f 1970, Title Il and 111): Congress has approved an
appropriation of $20 million for the Intergovernmental Personnel
Act of 1970 (IPA) in fiscal ‘78. This represents a $5 million increase
over the President’s budget request. IPA appropriations have
stayed relatively constant since fiscal ‘72. This program is
administered by the Civil Service Commission, Bureau of
Intergovernmeital Personnel Programs. Grants are provided to
state and local governments to develop and strengthen their
personnel adm nistration programs and to train government
employes in'sound personnel and labor management practices
The act also provides for the interchange of personnel, on a
temporary basis, between the federal, state and local
governments, as well as institutions of higher learning
Additionally, the act encourages intergovernmental cooperation
and authorizes interstate compacts for personnel and training
activities. Eighty per cent 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
employes affected. Of this amount, not less than 50 per cent must
be allocated to local governments, The remaining 20 per cent is to
be used by the commission as discretionary funds

IPA grant assistance may be offered to local governments in a
number of ways: local governments serving a population of 50,000
ormore may apply for and receive direct grants to improve their
personnel systems or train their employes; combinations of local
governments (including smaller local governments which
collectively serve 50,000 or more persons) may group together to
apply forassistance; 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.

Additionally, over 1500 federal employes have been assigned to
state and local governments for periods of up to two years since
the act was passed in 1971

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. For more information about grant awards, timing
and procedures, contact the appropriate commission regional
office

IPA, as enacted in 1971, provided that the federal match for
programs funded by the Civil Service Commission be 75 per cent
thereafter. An amendment was offered last year which would
extend the 75 per cent match for an additional year, but it was
defeated. NACo strongly endorses the 75-25 matching requirement
and will continue to work on obtaining this amendment

With an expansion of the program in fiscal ‘78, state and local
allocations will be slightly increased above the fiscal ‘77 amounts

Department of Labor

On Dec. 28, 1973, the President signed into law the
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA), which
called for decentralizing and decategorizing manpower funding.
Block grants are now being allocated to chief elected officials
whose jurisdictions exceed 100,000 in population. CETA became
effective July 1, 1974, to operate for three years ending Sept. 30

P.L. 95-44 extended CETA for one year through Sept. 30,1976. In
fiscal ‘77, 41 per cent (181) of the 446 prime sponsors are single
counties, while only 15 per cent (66) are single cities and 31 per
cent(140) are local consortia, almost all of which include one or
more counties

Awaiting conference and Presidential action is the Labor-HEW
appropriations bill, H.R. 7555. This bill maintains existing $1.88
billion for Title | but does not include additional public service
employment funds beyond those available in the Economic
Stimulus Supplemental Appropriations Act, P.L. 95-29

Comprehensive Manpower Services (Title I): Local prime sponsors
receive 80 per cent of the funds appropriated to provide job
training and related services to unemployed, underemployed and
economically disadvantaged, based upon a three part formula: (a)
50 per cent prime sponsors’ previous year funding; (b) 37.5 per cent
total number of unemployed persons; (c) 12.5 per cent total

number of adults in low-income families.

Public Service Employment (Title I1): Local prime sponsors receive

public employment funds to serve those who are most

disadvantaged in target areas of greatest need within labor market
reas where unemployment reaches 6.5 per cent or more for three
onsecutive months. Prime sponsors receive 80 per cent of the
unds appropriated, and the remaining 20 per cent is distributed by
he Secretary of Labor.

'srants, youth, ex-offenders, persons of limited English speaking
bility and older workers: A new Part I11-C of CETA is being added
1aH.R. 6138, the Youth Employ and D ion Projects
ct0f1977_ One billion dollars is already appropriated for youth
_'hu Economic Stimulus Supplemental Appropriations Act;
706.67 million of the $1 billion will be targeted for Title I11-C
P'ograms. Part C is divided into three subparts: Youth Incentive
ntitlement Pilot Projects; Youth Community Conservation and
"ﬂmvemem Projects; and Youth Employment and Training

Ograms,

Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot Projects are available to
''Me sponsors by competitive application. The projects are

t ages 16 to 19, who do not have a high school diploma
teen per cent of the funds authorized for Part C will be
dilable for projects under the subpart.

Competitive application is also the means for prime sponsors
and sponsors of native American, migrant, and seasonal
farmworker programs to obtain Youth Community Conservation
and Improvement Projects. Fifteen per cent of the funds
authorized for Part C will be available under the subpart. Seventy-
five per cent 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 per cent available to the Secretary. Out of that
25 per cent, 2 per cent is reserved for native Americans and 2 per
cent for migrants. A minimum of 5 per cent of the funds for this
subpart will be spent in each state

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

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

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

Special governors grants (5 per cent of Part C) are included in
this subpart. This money may be used by a state for youth under its
supervision, along with other activities such as occupational
information and career guidance
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Federal Grants

Funding distribution is currently based on the availability of $1
billion, $233 million of which will be allotted to the Young Adult
Conservation Corps. For a detailed break-out of the funding for
Title 111’s Part C, please refer to the accompanying chart

Job Corps (Title 1V): Funds are provided to Job Corps centers
throughout the country which provide residential and
nonresidential manpower services to low income disadvantaged
young people. The fiscal ‘78, Labor-HEW appropriations bill
increases Job Corps funding to $417 million

Temporary Employment Assistance (Title VI): Funds for this title
have been provided by P.L. 95-29, the Economic Stimulus
Appropriations Act. Public service employment job levels will
increase to 725,000 jobs from the current 310,000 level by the end
of fiscal ‘78. More targeted Title VI client eligibility requirements
were added by P.L. 94-444, the Title VI amendments which were
signed into law in October1976.

Young Adult Conservation Corps (Title VIII): The Young Adult
Conservation Corps appears as a new Title VIII of CETA with a
three year authorization (fiscal ‘78-'80) under the Youth Bill, H.R
6138. Itis open to unemployed youth ages 16-23, without an
income criterion. Thirty per cent of the funds for this title will be
available for state and local programs on the basis of total youth
population within each state, $233.33 million of the $1 billion
dollars previously mentioned will be available for Title VIII of
which $69.99 million will be for state and local programs.

Funding Distribution Under Conference Version of H.R. 6138 —
Youth Employment and Demonstration Projects Act of 1977 —
Based on Availability of $1 Billion

CETA Title VIl — Young Adult Conservation Corps
State programs—30% allocated on basis of youth population
National programs—no allocation among states

CETA Title 111, Part— Youth Employment Demonstration Projects

Subpart 1— Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot Projects (15%)

(millions of dollars)
233.33 (assumed funding level)
3 69.99
16334

766.67
115.0

(No formula—Secretary’s discretion on Prime Sponsor

areas to be selected for pilot projects.)
Subpart 2— Youth Community Conservation and Improvement Projects (15%)

To states by formula (total unemployment)—75%

115.0

(Minimum of 0.5% to any one state; not less than 0:5% for

Guam, Virgin Islands, etc))
For Native American Projects—2%. .. ... ... ... ..
For Migrant and Seasonal Farmworker Projects—2%
Secretary’s Discretionary Funds—21%
Subpart 3— Youth Employment and Training Programs (70%)

To states by formula for statewide programs — 5% of total Part C funds
(Formula: 37 % % on total unemployment; 37 % % on total unemployment
in Title Il Areas of Substantial Unemployment; 25% on number of

individuals in low income families)

For Native American Projects —2% of total Part C funds deducting amount

available for NAP projects under Subpart 2 ($15.3 minus $2.3)

13.0*

For Migrant and'Seasonal Farmworker Projects—2% of total Part C funds
deducting amount available for MSFW projects under Subpart 2

($15.3 minus $2.3)

13.0*

To Prime Sponsors by Formula—75% —(Same formula as for distribution

of funds to states above)
(22% must go for in-school projects)

402.5
88.5

Secretary's Discretionary Funds — remainder of funds available for

Subpart 3

69.83

“Language of the bill for the Native American and MSFW cut of Subpart 3 is ““not less than 2 per cent”: for purposes of this

table, a flat 2% has been used

Department of Justice

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA): Fiscal ‘78
looks like a transition year for the LEAA program. A study group
commissioned by Attorney General Griffin Bell has recommended
radical changes that would eliminate a hybrid collection of
categorical and block grants and replace them with a simplified
program of “direct assistance.” Congressional action is required to
convert from block allocations to the states to direct entitlements
to individual state and local governments. Sen. Edward M
Kennedy (D-Mass ) will offer a bill in a few months, but enactment
is not expected until next year at the earliest. The LEAA program
was reauthorized in 1976 for an additional three years

Of interest is a new Community Anti-Crime provision added to
the LEAA bundle of programs in 1976. State and local governments
are not eligible. Only local community organizations may apply.
State and local planning agencies will be bypassed and funds will
be funneled through umbrella, incorporated community
organizations to help neighborhood groups prevent and control
crime. Deadlines for this $15 million program are Aug. 31, Oct. 31,
and Dec, 31

Appropriations for LEAA have steadily decreased after reaching
a peak of $895 million in fiscal ‘75. Recently, a Senate-House
Conference Committee voted $647.25 million for fiscal ‘78. The
largest cuts will come out of block grants to state and local
governments. As a result, the states will fund continuation grants
but few new projects. Under the block grant program, funds are
allocated to states based on population and distributed to
subgrantees (local governments) according to proposals included
in a statewide comprehensive plan. A 10 per cent nonfederal cash
match is required, one half of which is appropriated by state
legislatures, Counties in most states can apply for funds through
local or regional planning units. Discretionary funds, approved by
LEAA, are also available in categorical areas, but state
endorsement is usually required.

] ile Justice and Deli y Pi ion: The Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 gave LEAA a 3-year
authorization to allocate formula grants to states and approve
special emphasis grants in categorical areas. A Senate/House
Conference Committee has approved the reauthorization of the
act for an additional three years. The Runaway Youth Act (Title
111), administered by HEW, is also reauthorized for three years.

The new law relaxes a key provision in the original act requiring
the deinstitutionalization of status offenders within two years
after a state accepted formula funds. States now have three years
to comply (compliance is defined as removing 75 per cent of the
status offenders from detention). A dozen states had declined
formula funds because of the difficulty in meeting this provision
Descriptions of special emphasis grants are available from the
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, LEAA, 633
Indiana Ave, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20531

The Senate/House Conference Committee on appropriations
has earmarked $100 million for juvenile justice programs. This is a
$25 million increase over fiscal ‘77

Nati 11

i of Corrt : The National Institute of
Corrections has a $5 million budget in fiscal ‘77 to provide
assistance in the form of training, evaluation and research, and
information to state and local corrections administyators. A
National Jail Center has been established in Boulder, Colo. to
provide counties with training and information on how to deal
with jail problems

In fiscal ‘78 the budget will increase to $9.9 million. Small grants

and contracts are available to.counties for activities such as staff
development, classification and screening of jail programs and
operations. Inquiries can be sent to: National Institute of
Corrections, 320 First St, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20534
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Status of Legislation

on Eve of Annual Conference

Bill

Issues

Community Development

Reauthorization of Community
Development Block Grant
Program (H.R. 6655).

NACo Contact:John Murphy

HUD Appropriations for fiscal ‘78
(H.R. 7554).
John Murphy

Public Works—Public Works
Capital Development and
Investment Act Amendments
(H.R. 11; S. 427).

Elliott Alman

Rural Development Act
Appropriations—Water and Waste
Disposal Grants and Loans.

Elliott Alman

Emergency Drought Relief Act of
1977.
Elliott Alman

Criminal Justice

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act Reauthorization
(H.R. 611; S. 1021).

Bill Bertera

Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration (LEAA)
Appropriations.

Bill Bertera

Employment

Third Budget Resolution for fiscal
77 (H. Con. Res. 110; S. Con. Res.
10).

Jon Weintraub

Economic Stimulus Supplemental
(H.R. 4876).
Jon Weintraub

Authorizes $4 billion for '78, $4.15
billion for '79 and $4.3 billion for '80.
Expands eligible community devel-
opment activities to include econ-
omic development.

Creates r new Urban Development
action Grant Program for distressed
cities and urban counties.

Provides alternative formulas for
determining entitlement grants for
urban and metropolitan cities.

Authorizes $4 billion for Communi-
ty Development Block Grant and
Urban Development Action Grant
Program.

Authorizes $57 million for the Sec-
tion 701 Comprehensive Planning
and Management Program.

Provides additional $4 billion in
100 per cent public works grants to
local governments.

Bill would help revitalize finan-
cially pressed communities by
enabling needed public works con-
struction projects and alleviating
unemployment.

An estimated 300,000 jobs would
be directly created, while another
300,000 jobs would be stimulated
in support industry.

Original $2 billion appropriation re-
ceived overwhelming demand of
25,000 applications requesting over
$4 billion.

Ford administration proposed 75
per cent cut in program for fiscal
’78, from $200 million to $50 mil-
lion.

Carter budget proposed reinstate-
ment of cut for $200 million fund-
ing level.

Congressional rural caucus recom-
mends full funding for grant pro-
grams.

Provides short-term immediate
grant and loan assistance to local
governments to relieve existing or
imminent drought conditions.
Farmers Home Administration will
administer program to i
ties below 10,000, and the Econ-
omic Development Administration
will assist those communities over
10,000.

Reauthorizes present act without
major changes, although a number
of perfecting and technical amend-
ments are included.

Both Administration and Congress
wanted to decrease appropriations
from fiscal '77 of $754 million.
Amount recommended by Confer-
ence Committee is $647 million.

Provides increases necessary in
budget authority and outlays over
the levels in the Second Budget
Resolution for Carter’s Economic
Stimulus Package.

Provides forward funding of $4 bil-
lion for public works; $6.85 billion
for CETA Title VI; $1.14 billion for
CETA Title I1; $1.55 billion for
CETA Titles Il and IV; $632.5
million for countercyclical assist-
ance; $59.4 million for Older Ameri-
cans Title IX; and $10.5 million for
EDA Title X as reported in House
bill.

NACo

Supports authorization levels.

Supports expansion, so long as
E S S i A

tration programsrnot jeopardized.
Supports program.

Supports dual formula system
i ded by Administration.

Supports $4 billion appropriation.
Supports higher funding level.

Testified before House Feb. 1 and
Senate Feb. 3 in support of $4 bil-
lion program.

Urged change in EDA regulations
permitting counties to use county-
wide unemployment data and bas-
ing county funding on level of coun-
ty responsibility, services, and cap-
ital outlays.

Supports full funding of Rural De-
velopment Act grant programs as
part of Fair Share program.

Supports immediate enactment of
program and appropriation of fund-
ing level.

Supported reauthorization.
Testified before both House
and Senate.

Supported fiscal '78 funding of
$754 million.

Testified before both

House and Senate.

Supported increases in budget
authority and outlays necessary
for forward funding.

Supported forward funding con-
cept in statement to Appropria-
tions Committees.

Status

Bill'is before House-Senate Confer-
ence Committee.

Conference completed July 12.

H.R. 11 passed by House Feb. 24.
S. 427 passed by Senate March 10.
Conference Committee Report
passed by Senate April 29 by 71-14
and by House May 3 by 335-77.
Signed by President May 13 (P.L.
95-28).

House and Senate Appropriation
Committees recommended highest
funding level to date providing
$250 million in grants and $750 mil-
lion for loans.

Conference Committee currently
working out differences.

President signed bill into law on
May 16.

FmHA is providing $75 million in
grants and $150 million in loans;
EDA will allocate $65 million in
grants and $115 million in loans.

Awaiting Conference Committee
meeting to resolve differences be-
tween House and Senate versions.

Conference Committee recommen-
dation now goes back to both
Houses for ratification.

Passed House and Senate.

Passed House and Senate.

Outlook

Congress expected to approve leg-
islation before August recess.

Congress expected to approve leg-
islation before August recess.

Allocations have been made and eli-
gible counties have been notified of
grant awards.

Work on all projects should com-
mence by fall.

Conference Committee Report
expected before August recess.

Program currently underway with
all project funds expected to be
allocated by Sept. 30,
FmHA-sponsored projects must be
complete by Nov. 1, while EDA-
sponsored projects must be com-
plete by April 30, 1978.

Proposals for a long term effort are
expected later this year.

Enactment certain.

Passage likely.

Conference report:levels are bind-
ing on Congress for fiscal '77.

Signed May 13 (P.L. 95-29).
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Bill

Emergency Unemployment Com-
pensation Extension Act (H.R.
1800).

NACo Conlac:: Jon Weintraub

CETA Extension (H.R. 2992).
Jon Weintraub

First Budget Resolution for fiscal
'78 (H. Con. Res. 195; S. Con. Res.
19).

Jon Weintraub

Further Continuing
Appropriations for fiscal '77 (H.J.
Res. 351).

Jon Weintraub

Labor-HEW Appropriations Act
for fiscal "78 (H.R. 7555).
Jon Weintraub

Youth Employment and
Demonstration Projects (H.R.
6138; S. 1242),

Jon Weintraub

Issues

Extends federal supplemental
benefits through Oct. 31, with a
phase-out through Jan. 31, 1978,
using general funds for the exten-
sion.

Extends CETA and Title VI main-
tenance levels for fiscal '78.

Insures continuation of sufficient
budget authority and outlays for
CETA public service employment,
youth programs, and Title I.

Insures continuation of programs
in H.R. 4876 and H.R. 4877, as well
as extending P.L. 94-473 from
March 31 to April 30, 1977.

Provides $1.88 billion for CETA
Title I and $417 million for the Job
Corps (Title IV).

House and Senate levels differ for
summer youth and national pro-
grams.

Includes new Title VIII of CETA,
the Young Adult Conservation
Corps.

Creates a new three-part Part C of
Title I1T which includes youth in-
centive entitlement pilot projects;
youth community conservation
and improvements projects; and
youth employment and training
programs.

Includes a waiver of section 4(e) of
CETA for fiscal '78 and veterans’
preference language for public serv-
ice employment.

Environment and Energy -

Clean Air Act Amendments (H.R.
6161; S. 252).
Carol Shaskan

Water Pollution Control (S. 57;
H.R. 3199).
Carol Shaskan

Department of Energy
PF‘(}‘eorgam'zat.iou Act (H.R. 4263; S.
826).

Bill Bertera

National Energy Act.
Bill Bertera

Resource Conservation and
l%vcovery Act (P.L. 94-580),
Carol Shaskan

Health and Education

HEW/DOL Appropriations for
fiscal '78,
Mike Gemmelt

Medicaid Cutbacks (H.R. 1404).
Mike Gemmell

House bill provides substantial
delay and relaxation of automobile
emission standards.

Senate bill more stringent.

Both bills provide some flexibility
for growth in areas which have not
attained Clean Air Standards.
Both bills provide some protection
of deterioration of air quality in
clean air areas of the country.

House and Senate conferees were
unable to resolve difficulties in
water legislation last March.

For most part, Senate wanted only
to deal with funding; House had
larger bill that included vital
amendments to increase flexibility
of program.

Senate has completed hearings and
is now ready to review total act.

As of July 1, 70 per cent of munici-
pal treatment plants are not in
compliance with secondary treat-
ment standards; many local goy-
ernments not in compliance with
user fee requirements; and there is
not enough money to keep program
moving.

Provides for consolidation of ener-
gy functions now under eight cabi-
net departments into a single de-
partment of energy.

Administration proposal provides
for variety of energy conservation
measures and increased energy pro-
duction.

Resource Conservation and Recov-
ery Act enacted in October 1976,
provides assistance to states and
local governments to develop and
implement solid waste manage-
ment plans containing provisions
on hazardous wastes, resource con-
servation, etc.

Budget message by Carter adminis-

tration contained little funding for
this new act.

Provides basic funds for basic
health and education programs
that are of concern to counties.

Delays until Oct. 1 cut off of Medi-
caid funds to states and counties.

Status of Legislation
NACo

Supported use of general funds for
extension.

Supported a three-year extension

—_with minimum amendments.

Supported maintenance of budget
authority and outlay levels neces-
sary for CETA.

Supported necessity of continuing
resolution to insure funding for
general revenue sharing and contin-
uation of CETA Title VI.

Supported increased funding for
Title I, as well as future increases
keyed to minimum wage increases.

Supported a new CETA title, while
maintaining decision making role
of chief elected official.

Supported allocation formulas
based on need in all parts of the bill.
Against waiver of section 4(e) and
veterans' preference, both of which
were supported by the Administra-
tion.

NACo opposes unnecessary relaxa-
tion and delay of auto standards in
House bill.

Supports new growth in non-attain-
ment areas.

Supports strong role for local gov-
ernments working with states.

NACo supports immediate enact-
ment of water amendments provid-

ing:

* Additional construction grant
funding;

Extension of allocation dead-
lines;

Extension of deadline for munici-
palities to comply with second-
ary treatment standards;
Flexibility in ways local govern-
ments finance operation and
maintegance of treatment
plants.

NACo supported consolidation of
energy functions at federal level as
as well as efforts to increase inter-
governmental participation in ener-
gy policy.

Number of resolutions to be consid-
ered at annual meeting on specific
energy issues.

Have supported amendments rep-
resenting interests of local govern-
ments.

NACo supports full funding for
solid waste program.

Seeks full funding for all programs,
including education.

Supports.

Status

Passed House and Senate.

Passed House and Senate.

Passed House and Senate.
Passed House and Senate.

Passed House and Senate.

Passed House and Senate,

House and Senate conferees ex-
pected to meet before Aug. 6 re-
cess. .

Senate marking up new bill; House
waiting for Senate action.

Awaiting conference committee
meeting to resolve differences be-
tween House and Senate versions.

Measure currently before several
congressional committees.

Appropriations bill in conference.
$6 million for open dump inventory
by states; $3.6 million for hazard-
ous waste program; $2.4 million for
state planning assured.

$5 million for regional planning in
doubt.

Local funding limited; counties
must work through state solid
waste agency.

Passed House and Senate.
In conference.

Passed both Houses.
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Outlook _

Signed April 12 (P.L. 95-19).

Signed June 15 (P.L. 95-44).

Conference report levels are targets
for Congress for fiscal '78.

Signed into law as P.L. 95-16
March 31.

Conference to occur before August
recess.

Vote on Conference Report to occur
before August recess.

Uncertain.

Uncertain.

Enactment likely.

Congress is attempting passage by
mid-September.

Limited funds available fiscal '78.

Passage certain.

President signed in July.




Bill

HEW Supplemental Appropria-
tions (P.L. 95-26).
NACo Contact: Mike Gemmell

Education Bills (S.1753; H.R. 15).
Mike Gemmell

Child Nutrition (H.R. 1139).
Mike Gemmell

Health Services (H.R. 4975).
Mike Gemmell

Health Planning (H.R. 4975).
Mike Gemmell

National Health Insurance
Mike Gemmell

Medicaid Reform (H.R. 3; S. 143).
Mike Gemmell

Rural Health (S. 708; H.R. 2504).
Mike Gemmell

Hospital Cost Control (H.R. 6575;
H.R. 8121; S. 1470).
Mike Gemmell

Child Health Care (S. 1392).
Mike Gemmell

Illegal Aliens Health Care (H.R.
2400).
Mike Gemmell
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Issues

Fiscal '77 appropriations for health
services and health planning.

Five-year extension of Elementary
and Secondary Education Act.

Bill encompasses various education
programs, including impact aid,
elementary and secondary educa-
tion, handicapped education, etc.

Bill extends school lunch program,
summer feeding, and child nutri-
tion.

One-year extension of basic public
health programs of concern to
counties: health revenue sharing,
community mental health, family
planning, maternal and child
health, etc.

One-year extension of P.L. 93-641,
health planning and resources pro-
grams. Bill recommends no
changes.

Over a dozen bills introduced.
Range from “‘cradle-to-grave” cov-
erage to status quo.

Strengthens capability of federal
government to control fraud and
abuse in Medicaid/Medicare.

Provides Medicare reimbursement
to rural and inner city health clin-
ics.

One proposal to put 9 per cent cap
on hospital rates.

Others seek cost control through
incentives, through Medicare/Med-
icaid reform.

Expands EPSDT (Early and Per-
iodic Screening, Diagnosis and
Testing program).

Reimburses counties for health
care toillegal aliens.

Home Rule and Regional Affairs

Lobbying Disclosure (H.R. 1180).
Aliceann Fritschler

Universal Voter Registration (H.R.

5400; S. 1072).
Bill Bertera

Intergovernmental Coordination
Act (S.B. 892; H.R. 4406).
John Murphy

Labor Management

Public Employe Collective Bargain-

ing (H.R. 777).
Ann Simpson

Public Employ Collective Bargain-
ing (H.R. 1987).
Ann Simpson

Public Pension Legislation.
Ann Simpson

Public Pension Legislation
(S. 1587).
Ann Simpson

Associations and employes of state
and local elected and appointed
officials would be required to regis-
ter as lobbyists.

Elected and appointed federal offi-
cials and employes are exempt from
registration and disclosure.

Administration bill mandates
potential voters be allowed to regis-
ter at the polls on election day for
federal elections.

Offers financial subsidies and in-
centive for compliance.

Seeks a consistent federal policy on
regional councils, making them the
preferred areawide planning and
coordination agency.

Requires adoption of areawide de-
velopment plan.

Provides for extension of National
Labor Relations Act to public em-
ployes and employers; right to col-
lectively bargain and strike.

Establishes a National Public Em-
ployes Relations Commission to
regulate state and local govern-
ment labor relations.

Provides for mediation and fact
finding in impasses.

Provides for reporting, disclosure
and fiduciary standards with re-
spect to state and local public pen-
sion plans.

Amends the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954 Lo exempl certain
state and local government retire-
ment systems from Laxation.

Status of Legisla
NACo

Supports.

Supports.

Supports. o

Supports one-year extension.

Supports one-year extension, but
asked for delay of final HSA desig-
nation.

Supports comprehensive bill; incre-
mental approach by first federaliz-
ing Medicaid.

Supports bill.
Supports bill.

Supports bills.

Supports bill with amendments.

Supports bill.

NACo urges that county, city,
state officials, their associations
and employes be granted same
status as elected federal officials.

No position on concept but sup-
ports a number of amendments im-
proving measure.
Testified in both Houses.

-

Bill as introduced not consistent

“with NACo policy.

NACo opposes any federal law
mandating collective bargaining
for public employes.

The issue is one which should be de-
cided solely by each state based
upon local conditions and circum-
stances.

NACo opposes.

NACo supports goals of proposed
federal reg but raises question
about appropriateness of federal in-
volvement. NACo pension task
force will recommend any policy
changes after completion of deliber-
ations on county pension systems.

NACo will support.

tion
Status

Passed both Houses.

Oversight hearings this summer by
House education subcommittee
and Senate handicapped subcom-
mittee.

House passed in May.
Senate passed in July.
Going to conference.

Passed by House and Senate.

Passed by House and Senate.

Bills referred to appropriate con-
gressional committees.

House Commerce reported out bill.
Senate to act in July.

House Ways and Means health
subcommittee markup this month.
Senate hearings scheduled for July.

House and Senate markup in July.

Referred to House Commerce and
Senate Finance health subcommit-
tees.

Hearings held in House Commerce
health subcommittee.
No hearings in Senate.

House Judiciary subcommittee on
administrative law and govern-
ment relations voted to include
state and local associations in
markup. Subcommittee bill likely
before August recess.

Full House Judiciary Committee
action not scheduled. -

No Senate action scheduled.

House action pending.
No Senate action scheduled.

Introduced in March.

No definite hearing date scheduled.

No hearings scheduled.

Nodegislation to be introduced un-
til fall, pending completion of
studies on public pension by House
task force.

Meeting scheduled with Sen.
Richard Stone (D-Fla.) prior to
scheduling of hearings to discuss
the provisions.

Outlook

President signed in May.

Passage likely in 1978.

passage certains

Presidential signature certain.

Presidential signature certain.

No action until next year,
Passage certain.
Passage uncertain.

Passage uncertain.

No hearings scheduled.

Passage unlikely.

=

Some kind of new lobbying disclos-

ure bill likely but will not go into
effect until fiscal '79.
Many issues unresolved.

Passage uncertain.

No hearings or other action sched-
uled.

Congress will probably delay legis
lation this year.
NACo will testify in opposition

Passage unlikely.

Passage uncertain; NACo to
testify.

Passage uncertain.

o IR ESUANERTE

—

W8 A ¥

N MM

i e

N

H
. 4
¢

e e e R

e

Tr

Air
San,

Trar
Sang




Bill

NACo Contactl: Ann Simpson

Reorganization Act (H.R. 3504).

: Equal Employment Opportunity
l Ann Simpson

Land Use

Land and Water Conservation
Fund Appropriation (H.R. 7636).
Jim Evans

©  Act(H.R. 5882).
Jim Evans

Public Lands

Payments-in-Lieu Fiscal '77

Supplemental Appropriation (H.R.

4877).
Jim Evans

priation (H.R. 7636).

? Jim Evans

{ Federal Land Resource

| | Management Assistance
 Legislation (no bill introduced)

: Jim Evans

Countercyclical (Antirecession)
Fiscal Assistance (P.L. 95-30).
Aliceann Fritschler

Federal Grant and Cooperative
Agreement Act (S. 431; H.R. 1503).
Aliceann Fritschler

Federal Program Information Act
(S..904; H.R. 6257).
Aliceann Fritschler

N A

Municipal Bond Option Capital
Market Improvement Act (S. 261).
Aliceann Fritschler

g

Municipal Securities Full
Disclosure Act (H.R, 2724).
Aliceann Fritschler

x
g
4
~ Transportation
¥ AfxlrcraftNoiselH.R.Slﬂ
§ Sandy Spence ;
i
4

Transit (3, 20g),
Sandy Spence

Intergovernmental Personnel Act
(IPA) Appropriation for fiscal '78.

National Agricultural Land Policy

Payments-in-Lieu Fiscal '78 Appro-

Taxation and Finance

Issues

House-Senate conferees approved
$20 million for IPA, an increase of
$5 million over fiscal '78 budget
request.

Provides for grants to state and
local governments to strengthen
personmel management systems
and technical assistance.

Provides for consolidation of
EEOC's compliance activities into
a single unit under a newly created
chief executive.

Appropriates funds for grants to
counties, other local governments
and states to acquire and develop
park and recreation land consistent
with approved state Comprehen-
sive Outdoor Recreation Plans. ~
Fiscal '78 funding of $600 million
doubles previous authorization.

Would create a National Agricul-
tural Land Commission, a three-
year study to analyze the nation-
wide extent of farmland loss.

The act would authorize $150 mil-
lion for demonstration projects to
assist state and local governments
preserve prime farmland.

The First Fiscal '77 Supplemental
Appropriation Act included $100
million to implement P.L. 94-565,
the Payments-in-Lieu of Taxes Act
(first year funding).

Department of Interior has re-
quested $100 million to provide for
fiscal '78 payments for P,L. 94-565,
the Payments-in-Lieu of Taxes Act
(second year funding).

Past proposals would have provid-
ed grants to states and through
states to county and local govern-
ment to develop and implement
land resource management pro-
grams.

Federal actions would be required
to be consistent with such pro-
grams.

Authorizes fiscal aid of $2.5 billion
through fiscal '78 with formula
based on unemployment and reven-
ue sharing.

Quarterly payments are made to 3
counties with unemployment over
4.5 per cent.

Distinguishes federal grant and
cooperative agreements from feder-
al procurement relationships.

Requires the computerization and
improvement of data in the federal
aid catalogue by Office of Manage-
ment and Budget.

Provides federal interest subsidy of
40 per cent for jurisdictions that
issue taxable bonds. Known as
TBO, taxable bond option.

Would require annual financial re-
ports to Securities and Exchangg
Commission for municipal issuers
with bonds over $50 million.
Exempts those localities which re-
ceive their approval from the gov-
erning states.

Extends until 1990 deadline for air-
craft to meet federal noise stand-
ards.

Makes local abatement programs
voluntary with $400 million for '79
and '80 for implementation of local
programs,

Gives Metropolitan Planning
Organizations (MPOs) a role in
imposing mandatory local action.

Would extend transit program
through 1982; increase funds $5.3
billion; permit use of rural funds for
operating or capital.

Status
N

ACo

NACo testified in both Houses in
support of $20 million appropria-
tion,

NACo has no position, but some
provisions are supported in the
NACo platform.

NACo to closely examine.

Supports the full appropriation of
$600 million.

NACo position now under review
by Land Use Steering Committee.

NACo urged Appropriation Com-
mittee members to-approve full
$100 million requested by Interior
Department.

NACo rally held March 23 for Sen-
ate support.

NACo urged House and Senate Ap-
propriations Committee members
to approve full $100 million
requested.

Opposed additional federal land use
control. Favored provisions requir-
ing a strong county involvement in
all stages of state program develop-
ment and implementation.

NACo supported long-term exten-
sion and increased funding.

NACo testified in support.

NACo testified in support in House
and Senate,

NACo opposes any action that
would tax interest on bonds or im-
pair access to market,

Taxation and Finance Steering
Committee to review NACo posi-
tion in fall.

NACo supports full disclosure
through voluntary guidelines.
Opposes federal legislation.

NACo testified in April.

Finds extension of deadline for
quieter aircraft unacceptable; sup-
ports voluntary grant program.
Opposes role of MPO in triggering
mandatory local noise abatement
program.

NACo supported in February testi-
mony.
Opposes any change in formula.

of Legislation

Status

Passed House and Senate.

No hearings scheduled.
NACo will likely testify.

Full $600 million approved by both
House and Senate.

Included a one-time transfer of $56
million from state share to federal
share.

Hearings have been held by the

House Agriculture sub ittee
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Outlook

Awaits Presidential signature,

Passage uncertain; the Administra-
tion has not endorsed the bill, but
has released the draft proposal on
“Civil Rights Reorganization.”’

Presidential signature expected.

Passage uncertain.
P :

on family farms and rural develop-
ment.

House and Senate approved full
$100 million (subcommittee had
earlier cut $25 million from the De-
partment of Interior request).

House and Senate approved full
$100 million despite threatened cut
of $25 million by House subcom-
mittee.

No bill introduced.
No hearings scheduled.

Passed House and Senate.

Reported out of House and Senate
committees.

Administration supports.
Senate passed.
House floor action expected soon.

Nothing scheduled at present.
City organizations have supported
TBO; governors' response is mixed.

Nothing scheduled in either House.
Hearings possible in House in the
fall.

Revised bill introduced June 30.
Markup expected soon.
Subcommittée chairman Rep.
Glenn Anderson (D-Calif.) hopes for
passage this year.

Senate committee has given this
low priority.

Passed Senate June 23.

House surface transportation sub-
committee chairman Jim Howard
is proposing $4 billion lly.

ration opp funding.

President signed bill (P.L. 95-26).

Presidential signature expected.

Action in the first session of Con-
gress uncertain.

President signed May 23.

Enactment likely this year.

Prospects good for passage.

Administration position unknown.
If President supports TBO, con-
gressional passage may occur.

Too early to tell.

Possible compromise between
House and Senate could lead to
passage of this bill in order to se-
cure House action on aviation regu-
latory reform.

Land use implications make this a
volatile issue.

Noaction likely in House until the.
Public Works Committee acts next
year on a combined highway-high-
way safety-transit bill.




Bill

Highways and Bridges.
NACo Contact: Sandy Spence

Asphalt (H.R. 6831).
Sandy Spence

Welfare

Food Stamps (H.R. 7940).
Paula McMartin

Public Assistance Amendments to
Social Security Act (H.R. 7200).
Paula McMartin

Adoption (S. 961).
Paula McMartin

AFDC Fiscal Relief (S. 1782).
Paula McMartin

Administration Child Services
Proposal.
Paula McMartin

. Welfare Reform
Paula McMartin

Indo-Chinese Refugee Assistance
Program (H.R. 7946; H.R. 6574).
Paula McMartin
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Issues

The current authorization for the
federal-aid highway program ex-
pires Sept. 30, 1978.

The Federal Highway Administra-
tion reports 105,000 deficient
bridges whose repair or replace-
ment would cost $23 billion.

Energy bill would tax the wellhead
price of domestic crude oil to force”
it to the world price.

Some counties report a possible
doubling in the cost of asphalt.

Eliminates the purchase require-
ment; replaces itemized deductions
with standard deduction, plus shel-
ter and child care deductions.
Increases administrative cost shar-
ing; lowers eligibility to poverty
level; and extends program for five
years.

Covers minor SSI amendments;
Title XX Social Services Funding;
Title IV-A AFDC foster care and
adoption changes; Title I'V-B child
welfare changes.

Title XX permanent ceiling upped
to $2.7 billion, with $200 million in-
crease earmarked for day care.
Title IV-A foster care federal fund-
ing broadened to include voluntary
as well as court placement.

Title IV-B establishes entitlement
program with funding ceiling of
$266 million upped from $56.5 mil-
lion prior appropriations.

Also mandates federal adoption
subsidy payments; sets six and 18
month judicial or administrative
placement review standards.

Adds $20 million above current
costs for adoption subsidy, with
federal funding from prior program
continued for adopted children.

Adds $1 billion to AFDC appropri-
ations for fiscal '78 with pass-
through mandated from state allot-
ment to counties.

Allocates $63.5 million above cur-
rent services earmarked for preven-
tion of family breakup and reunifi-
cation, and adoption services.
Funds at 10 per cent above prior
year to reach ceiling by 1984.
Simplifies child welfare services re-
quir ts, and establishes 90-day
review of voluntary placement in
foster care.

Administration selected a jobs/
cash assistance strategy approach.
AFDC, SSI, and food stamps
would be combined into a simplified
federal minimum benefit cash
assistance program for persons not.
expected to work, including single
persons and childless couples.

For persons expected to work, a
jobs and training program with
cash supplementation would be
provided.

Jointly developed by the Depart-
ments of Health, Education and
Welfare and Labor, many adminis-
trative details are unresolved.
Fiscal relief to counties and states
is not included.

Congressional authority for federal
responsibility and funding (now
100 per cent) of assistance and serv~
ices to Indo-Chinese Refugees ex-
pires Sept. 30.

Counties and states will be respon-
sible for local share of assistance to
refugees eligible for federally
assisted programs (AFDC, SSI)
and full cost for those needing:
general assistance.

H.R. 7946 would extend full federal
funding for one year and phase out
the federal contribution by fiscal
'80-'81.

H.R. 6574 would extend federal
funding two years, but limit subse-
quent refugee support to minors.

NACo

NACo Transportation Steering
Committee is urging extension toin-
clude a major bridge program; clar-
ification of role of local elected offi-
cials; apportionment of urban
funds direct to urban counties.
NACo has already testified on
bridges and has initiated a major
campaign to highlight the bridge
crisis.

NACo is investigating the possible
impact of the proposed tax on the
cost of asphalt.

Supports bill.

Will oppose anticipated amend-
ments on recoupment and appro-
priation ceiling.

Testified in July in support of ex-
panded adoption subsidy provi-
sions; added Title XX cost of living
increases and eliminated day care
earmarking.

Supports bill.

Testified July 19 in support of fis-
cal relief.

Supports proposal relative to
adoption emphasis and foster care
federal funding restrictions.

Full representation on Health, Ed-
ucation and Welfare, and Depart-
ment of Labor advisory groups.
Fifty county welfare and CETA of-
ficials consulted with HEW and

DOL in a series of working sessions

to draft Administration proposal.
Joint resolutions on jobs and wel-
fare adopted by Employment and
Welfare and Social Services Steer-
ing Committees.

Supports three-year extension of
program at full federal funding,
and phase down only after refugee
influx stops and population stabi-
lizes.

Status of Legislation

Status

Bill being drafted now for introduc-
tion by surface transportation
subcommittee chairman Jim
Howard (D-N.J.).

It would extend the program up to
four years at $10 billion annually
with $2 billion for bridges, includ-
ing off-system bridges.

Bill has been accepted by House
Ways and Means Committee.

1t will be considered by the House
Ad Hoc Committee on Energy.
Senate Finance Committee has not
yet acted.

House floor action scheduled July
19 and 20,

Omnibus Farm Bill (S. 275) includ-
ing food stamps passed Senate
May 24.

Senate Finance public assistance
subcommittee held hearings July
19 and 20.

Markup in Senate Committee on
Finance, July 27 and 28.

Passed out of Senate Committee on
Human Resources May 16.

Will be discussed in H.R. 7200
hearings.

Introduced to Senate Finance pub-
lic assistance subcommittee hear-
ings July 12.

The President’s announcement of
welfare reform principles May 2
was followed by May 25 statement
that jobs and cash assistance strat-
egy were selected for reform legisla-
tion to be completed in August.
Detailed proposal expected by
early August; legislation to be pre-
sented to House Ways and Means
Committee early September.

Administration expected to pro-
pose reauthorization with emphasis
on phasing refugees into existing
assistance programs and termina-
tion of special refugee assistance
by 1981.

Outlook

Some bill is expected out of House
and Senate Public Works Commit-
tees by May 15, 1978.

Expected to include significantly
increased funds for bridges.

Uncertain.

Expected to pass, with challenges
posed on recoupment, appropria-
tion ceiling, striker inclusion and
work for stamps amendments.

Adoption subsidy and Title XX
permanent ceiling expected to
pass.

Expected to be folded into H.R.
7200.

Opposed by Administration and

past budget resolution deadline. &
Possible amendment to H.R. 7200 &
expected.

Will affect H.R. 7200 appropria-
tions and strengthening of adop-
tion provisions.

Fall debate on basic legislation to
highlight unresolved issues.

Some form of authorization and
federal funding is expected in fiscal
*78, but likely to be short of the 100
per cent needed.




Public Works Allocations
to Counties (in thousands)

The following is a list of the counties whose second round
allocation has changed as a result of EDA'’s revised
regulations. An * indicates a new county which will receive
funding. A special EDA unit in Washington, D.C. has been
established to handle any questions. The telephone number is
(202) 377-5800. =

NEW YORK

ALABAMA GEORGIA KENTUCKY MISSISSIPPI PENNSYLVANIA
<Dale 141 *Appling 177 Bell 253 Adams 612 Allegany 234 Adams 192
Sreene 154 *Alkinson 79 Boone 143 Alcorn 1,216 Catlaraugus 415 Armslrong 280
*Banks 112 Breathitt 124 Altala 636 Cayuga 432 Beaver 539
ALASKA Barrow 442 Caldwell 434 Coahoma 868 Chautaugua 593 Bedford 289
Bibb 1,664 Campbell 875 Grenada 479 Clinton 440 Butler 576
Srealer Anchorage *Brantley 117 Carler 207 Harrison 1,058 Columbia 275 Carbon 245
Borough 9,236 *Calhoun 88 Daviess 413 Leflore 1,765 Cortland 192 Clearfield 171
Bristol Bay “Camden 168 Edmondson 130 *Neshoba 303 Dutchess 517 Clinton 226
Borough 128 Chal Floyd 297 Paneola 731 Erie 2,893 Crawlord 327
Fairbanks/Norih Cwboo‘gaaagze Hardin 270 Pike 951 Franklin 376 Fayelle 495
Star Borough 979 “Dodge 230 Jefferson 2,362 Sunflower 333 Fulton 367 Lawrence 418
Haines Borough 218 *Dooly 162 Johnson 400 Tallahatchie 524 Livingston 233 Lebanon 290
Kelchikan Gateway Fullon 5457 Kenlon 1,267 Tale 696 Madison 429 Luzeme 346
Borough 241 Habersham 366 Knolt 361 Tishomingo 515 Monroe 1,088 McKean 280
Kodiak Borough 123 Haralson 328 Knox 226 Warren 1,414 Montgomery 399 Schuylkill 931
Mantanuska-Susitan *Heard 125 *Leslie 94 Washington 1,405 Oneida 1,276 Somersel 263
ough 3,474 Jackson 336 Letcher 200 Winston 858 Ontario 443 Washinglon 634
Grealer Sitka Jones 341 Lincoln 180 Orange 1.114
orough 631 ~Johns McCreary 355 Oswego 825
»Tm;im:gma -ﬂZTn";,“”‘egss Magolfin 136 MISSOUR Sieuben 403 SOUTH CAROLINA
orough 670 *Lee 1 Marion 146 h Sullivan 307 H
g Tang & Marshail 256 Sxﬁ;“;’o"z’” Ulster 809 Abbeville 75
ARIZONA Lowndes 753 Morgan 395 Franklin 107 Wesichesler 2,439 Be/Kolay(H63
*Lumpkin 156 Nelson 238 *Howell 368 Kershaw 504
Coconino 839 “Madison 213 Perry 186 Siroaaa) NORTH CAROLINA Marion 741
Maricopa 4,705 Meriwelher 513 Pike 266 *Cacleda 427 Marlboro 468
*Mohave 224 *Monroe 210 Powell 127 .L,,.if,megag Alamance 941 Orangeburg 1,449
*Morgan 230 Russell 429 “McDonald 145 Buncombe 301
ARKANSAS “Oglethorpe 125 YVavne 155 “Miller 239 g:’v:i;azgzs SOUTH DAKOTA
*Pierce 203 . y
alhoun 355 S 2\090 Whilley 199 Morlong 25‘35' Cleveland 419 Beadle 980
“Carroll 237 Richmond 1,782 *Morgan 193 Columbus 359 Bpokingsiniozy
“Chicot, 318 il LOUISIANA et Cumberland 252 Brown 1,839
Clark 465 “Scroven 167 St. Charlés 165 Duplin 347 BUlfalg 144
*Conway 325 *Seminole 139 Ascension 426 St Franicis 79 Edgecombe 307 Campbell 278
aighead 998 Stephens 167 Avoyelles 553 *Scoll 429 Forsylh 567 Clark 192
awlord 246 “Telfair 182 Caddo 1,734 +Texas 219 Franklin 261 Day 394
Faulkner 1,052 sTarrell 94 Calcasleu 748 ot Halifax 467 Grant 511
Greene 711 Toombs 323 Ouachita 1,266 MONTANA Johnston 755 Lake 844
Independence 442 TS 89 St. Bernard 817 Lenoir 299 Marshall 123
jackson 492 *Twiggs 113 Big Horn 139 Lincoln 242 Meade 566
Jelferson 922 Walker 784 *Broadwater 124 New Hanover 436 Penninglon 4,556
Ware 935 PAINE: Cascade B87 Onslow 733 Sehbaqus29
“Wilkinson 112 Granite 339 Pender 195 Siiespon d/222
Grooslpcieo08 Jefferson 142 Person 194 ooditozo
HAWAN “Hancock 117 Minsral 450 Richmond 318 Washabaugh 289
Kennebec 167 Missoula 1,108 Rockingham 519 /
Hawaii 927 adlnzllugaed Sanders 552 Sampsan 727 TENNESSEE
Honolulu 23,424 iOxlbrd 910 S Surry 605
Kauai 651 Penobscol 226 NEVADA Wayne 287 Siespe 5o
bastian 168 *Piscalaquis 493 B g‘au'v gg;
*Seviel evier
er 336 IDAHO Somersel 115 wner:m z‘u NORTH DAKOTA Smith'o7
CALIFORNIA a5 MARYLAND Ashoaaligio Benson 270 Unicol 430
Buke 200
sno 2,886 S Calvert 751 kg Cavaller 350 TEXAS
Marlnili2es Idaho 257 Secllain Allantic 826 Eddy 250
- 2 - Bowie 300
Joaquin 2,522 Medetiaar Kent 283 s Bergen zeg‘ge Effg‘;g 332 TR
COLORADO Logan 200 Jefferson 568
ILLINOIS MASSACHUSETTS g:g’:;’;y‘ e Mcintosh 200
ElPaso 1,679 Adams 216 Cumberland 625 Pembina 750 MEAY
‘Lake 217 ; *Berkshire 127 Lol Sheridan 175
*Pitkin 406 ?SOR 5.9052 *Franklin 135 Gisex o0 Iron 641
eblo 708 Fracnv:l:rl\zvog biampoans] 96 Fidéan:a018 OHIO engiliode
Jackson 166 sHampshi(e: 185 Hunterdon 281
DELAWARE Kankakee 237 Middiese et Mercer 421 Ashland 169 NHOINIA
Knox 84 Plymoutlii176 Monmouth 1,468 Brown 138
Castle 8,031 M: 99 Morris 642 Butler 1,082 Frederick 491
ox 2,300 acon.s ¢ ita Henry 798
Madison 437 MICHIGAN Ocean 938 LB No 20!
FLORIDA Monlgomery 118 Passaic 2,070 Darke 191 Rockbridge 756
Sk Alieaariazs Soan 2o Fairlield 289 Smyth 1,539
ussex
Sacscapie Varmiion 308 Car Warren 57 Fulton 198
lghi Berrien 1,166
ghiands 251 will 125 oA Huron 205 WASHINGTON
i ‘,,‘,ﬁ'ﬂ?g 6449 Willlamson 102 Chippewa 485 NEW HAMPSHIRE '[’;";'I':“Jﬁ‘i“ o
Marlin 948 Winnebago 440 Genesee 1,246 Lucas 1,800 Whae:cn; ‘4‘68“
Paim Beach 2,953 i, a2 R ol Medina 188 o
g INDIANA lonia 307 Carroll 228 HERasR AT T e
Jackson 957 Coos 287 Richland 576
Clark 164 Lenawee 538 Hillsborough 688 A i
*Clay 130 Macomb 1,329 Strafford 460 arbour 153
Dearborn 248 Manistee 228 ?’aunrg;shy‘z:sgs gabenbma 514
Morgan 597 ull 1, reenbrier 51
AL mg;ﬂx";egw NEW MEXICO Tuscarawas 347 “Jefferson 132
Muskegon 919 o Van Werl 143 Logan 404
ernalilio 4,
10WA Oakland 3,700 Al s Wood 319 x:ll‘)::?u‘ 539
St. Clair 985 *Colfax 310 o
Cerro Gordo 1,461 St Joseph 287 Hadionns OKLAHOMA mvngo 560
Claylon 245 Van Buten. 277 M onroe 735
Clinton 975 cKinley 130 Coal 164 - Roane 164
il *Washlenaw 1,005 *Mora 84 Haskell 79
it Wayne 10,092 g:g: :geﬂ Mcintosh 140 WISCONSIN
Jasper 769
- San Miguel 1 .
wShemynzizasz MINNESOTA SanMietel 100 OREGON .;hlgnd‘ :g
inneshiel rron
Anoka 456 Sierra 111 Glackamias 971 Brown 192
KANSAS Becker 75 Hood River 210 Columbia 671
“Catlion 100 Lincoln 186 Kenosha 875
*Allen 342 “Chisago 350 Milwaukee 2,663
*Colfey 147 *Clearwaler 123 *Ocento 211
Crawlord 205 *Crow Wing 175 Racine 252
*Elk 139 Hennepin 1,258 Rock 266
*Franklin 401 \lasca 117 Sauk 118 4
*Jackson 211 Morrison 150 *Trempealeau 315
Johnson 544 Ramsey 871 Winnebago 155
*Montgomery 564 *St. Louis 334 Wood 105
*Osage 399 Stearns 200
*Wabaunsee 132 Washinglon 163 WYOMING
*Woodson 178 Wright 205
Lincoln 1,407
Plalle 628
» Sweetwaler 3,024
Weslon 647
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Matter and
Measure

Dear NACErs:

NACo needs your help to document the effect a wellhead tax on domestic
crude oil will have on the price of asphalt. The House Ways and Means
Committee has voted a wellhead tax on domestic crude oil to force prices up
to the world price of $14 per barrel. Some 32 per cent of all oil consumed in
the United States is at the “old" price of $5.50. Some counties report the tax
will double the price of asphalt.

Would you please send me information to answer the following ques-
tions:

* How much is in your fiscal '77 road department budget (maintenance)
for asphalt cement?

¢ How much have you budgeted for asphalt cement through 1980?

¢ How much asphalt cement do you plan to use for maintenance through
19807

* How much do you expect the increase in the price of crude oil to in-
crease your total expenditures for asphalt cement (approximate percent-
age)?

Thank you for your help. Please send information to me at NACo by Aug.
26.

—Sandy Spence
Transportation Legislative Representative

SPECIAL REPORT

This issue of County News contains a special report on federal grants—
federal funds available to counties in various functional areas. The trans-
portation section starts on page 9 and gives information on funds available
from the Federal Highway Administration, Urban Mass Transportation
Administration and Federal Aviation Administration. You may also want
to review other sections of the grants report for information on public works
funding, such as funds available from the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy and the Department of Commerce’s Economic Development Administra-
tion.

We welcome Susan Thornhill to the transportation project as research
secretary. We hope you'll have a chance to meet Susan when you're in

25

Washington, and undoubtedly you'll be talking with her over the phone.

—Marian Hankerd
—Marlene Glassman

Job Opportunities

Planning Director, Kern County, Calif. $28,728
to $35,076 depending on qualifications. Requires
bachelors degree in related field and seven years

i i ar masters
degree in planning and five years responsible ex-
perience. Resume to Kern County Personnel
Department, 1120 Golden State Avenue, Bakers-
field, Calif. 93301

County Administrator, Lyon County, Nev.
Salary negotiable, depending on qualifications
and experience. Appointed by elected three-
member board: 100 employes, $3 million budget
Experience in personnel management, budget
preparation and county government desired.
Educational background in public administration
also desired. Resumes to Lyon County Board of
Commissioners, Box G, Yerington, Nev. 89447,
by Aug. 19,

Emergency Services Director, Chester County,
Pa. Salary negotiable. Responsible for police and
fire communications, emergency medical services,
fire marshal and civil defense. Requires experi-
ence in emergency services and administra-
tion of complex office procedures. Supervises
staff of 41. Requires bachelors degree or near
graduation, plus minimum of six years experi-
ence in related programs. Resume to Personnel
Assistant of Chester, Courthouse, Room 501,
High and Market Sts., West Chester, Pa. 19380.

Economic Development Director, Atlantic
County, N.J. Salary commensurate with back-
ground. Expertise in land use, financing, envir-
onmental planning and development is essential.
A college degree and minimum of three years ex-
perience in this field is preferred. Resume, includ-
ing salary history, to: Personnel Director, County
of Atlanti 700 Guarantee Trust Building,
Atlantic City, N.J. 08401.

Executive Director. Central Washington
Health Systems Agency, Public Regional HSA in
Rural Washington State. Salgry $19,000 to
521,000, Supervises staff of eight. and budget of
$200,000. Resume to Central Washington HSA,
P.0. Box 1131, Moses Lake, Wash

Director of Human Services (Departmental
Assistant to County Administrator),
Hillshorough County, Fla. Salary $27,643.
Responsible for directing overall program imple-
mentation, administration and project develop-
ment for human services activities. Requires
masters degree in public ini; ion, business

an employment professional to manage this new
section of a completely reorganized Employe
Relations Department. Responsibilities include
planning and coordination of employment for a
wide range of hourly, clerical and staff positions:
development of professional and technical recruit-
ing sources; affirmative action planning and
monitoring; hiring and placement through
federally funded programs, and development of
procedures for internal promotion and transfer.
Requires three to five years in an employment
section with active participation in the recruiting
and hiring process; managerial competence to
guide a staff in establishing and implementing
sound testing and employment procedures in
both a union and non-union environment. Resume
plus recent salary history and pre-requirements
to: Director of Employe Relations, 224 Court
House, Pittsburgh, Pa. 15219.

Administrator of Parks, Recreation and
Cultural Services, City of Tampa, Fla. $23,000 to
$28,000. Responsible directly to the mayor for
administration and coordination of the depart-
ments of parks, recreation, libraries, convention
center and for other cultural and leisure services
Prefer masters degree in public administration.
management or related field. Must possess
proven planning and management experience ap-
propriate to this level of responsibility. Resume
to W.F. Poe, Mayor. City Hall, Tampa, Fla
33602. Attention: Dennis Ross.

Municipal Controller, Anchorage, Alaska
Salary up to $39,000 depending on experience.
Responsible for administering large division in-
volved with all accounting and disbursement con:
trol for full range of municipal and utility opera-
tions totalling $250 million. Requires extensive
background in municipal finance, including
knowledge of utility and grant accounting and
automated financial systems. Requires strong
management abilities. Resume to: Chief Fiscal
Officer, Pouch 6-650, Anchorage, Alaska 99502

Executive Director, Michiana Area Council of

Governments, South Bend. Salary $21,672

Responsible for supervision of staff of

professional planners and engineers, and work

with a council composed of elected officials. Work

program includes transportation, water quality
¥ bt

g . comprehens
related activities. Requires a bachelors degree in
planning or related field, and at least five years
experience in the area of city or regional planning
and public administration. Resume to William
Fisch

or related field y &
minimum of five years progressively responsible
administrative experience or an equivalent.com-
bination of training and experience. Resume to
Hillsborough County Personnel Department, At-
tention: Patricia T. Gray, P.O. Box 1110, Tampa,
Fla. 33601, by Aug. 15.

Director of Water Resources (Departmental
Assistant to County Administrator), Hillsbor-
ough County, Fla. Salary $26,908. Responsible
for directing overall program development, im-
plementation, and administration of water re-
sources activities. Requires a masters degree in
public administration, business administra-
tion, engineering or a related field supplemented

, Chairman, Michiana Area Council of
Government, 1120 County-City Building, South
Bend, Ind. 46601,

Senior Transportation Planner for urban plan
ning agency. Chatham County-Savannah
Metropolitan Planning Commission. Salary
$1500 to $1800. Responsible for the preparation
and implementation of the Chatham Urban Tran-
sportation Study Fiscal Unified Work Program,
annual report, recertification, update, transit
planning, and coordination of Policy Citizens Ad-
visory Technical Coordinating Committees
Requires ability to wgrk with other planners in
related fields. Requires working knowledge of the
30 process and capability of performing the
technical processes related to transportation

ya of five years prog: y respon-
sible administrative experience or an equivalent
combination of training and experience. Resume
to Hillsborough County Personnel Department,
Attention: Patricia T. Gray, P.O. Box 1110, Tam-
pa, Fla. 33601, by Aug. 15.

Manager of Employment, Allegheny County,
Pa. Salary negotiable. Immediate opportunity for

: bachelors degree in civil engineering
transportation planning. or related field, with a
minimum of three years experience in transpor
tation planning. Resumes and questions to
Howard Bellinger, AIP, Executive Director
Chatham County-Savannah Metropolitan Plan:
ning Commission, Post Office Box 1027, Savan
nah, Ga, 31402,
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Youth Employment and
Demonstration Projects Act of 1977

NACo Summary—July 12, 1977

Legislative History

Congressional Re-
ports

Title I: Young Adult
Conservation Corps

* Authorization

* Appropriation
authorized

Eligible youth

Administrative
agency

Federal, state and
local park lands

Allocation
procedure

Purpose

Wage rate

Length of
enroliment

Title Il: Youth
Employment
Demonstration
Programs

* Purpose

Youth Incentive
Entitlement Pilot
Projects

* Authorization

= Appropriation
authorized

* Eligible youth

H.R. 6138 passed the House 334-61 on
May 17.

S. 1242 passed the Senate 80-3 on
May 26.

The President is tentatjvely scheduled
to sign the bill on July 26.

House Report 95-314; Senate Report
95-173; Conference (House) Report
95-456

A new Title VIl of CETA

Fiscal years '78,'79, '80
Such sums as necessary

Ages 16-23 (inclusive); no income
criterion; must be unemployed

Department of Labor through inter-
agency agreements with Departments
of Interior and Agriculture, which are
responsible for the management of
centers on federal lands

Thirty per cent of the funds shall be
used to meet the resource manage-
ment needs of state, county and city
public lands.

Thirty per cent funds divided among
the states based on relative numbers
of youth

Provide employment for youth in
resource management and conserva-
tion on federal and non-federal public
lands and waters

Federal minimum wage
Not more than 12 months

A new Part C of CETA Title Ill

To set up a variety of jobs, training and
demonstration programs to attack
structural unemployment problems

of youth; to test relative efficacy of
various efforts; to create opportunities
to learn and earn, rather than make-
work

Subpart 1 of new CETA Title |1I-C

Fiscal '78

Fifteen per cent of funds provided for
Part C of Title Il of CETA

Economically disadvantaged; ages
16-19 (inclusive); in-school or willing to
return to school to seek a high school
diploma or a high school equivalency

e Application
procedures

e Purpose

e Other program
possibilities

Youth Community
Conservation and
Improvement
Projects

Authorization

Appropriation
authorized

Eligible youth

Allocation/
application
procedure

Purpose

Length of
enroliment

Youth Employment
and Training
Programs

e Authorization

e Appropriation
authorized

* Allocation/
application
procedure

certificate

Vets Given CETA
Jobs by St. Clair

PORT HURON, Mich.—St. Clair
County has received a pat on the
back for being the first Michigan
prime sponsor to hire its full share of
veterans for CETA public service
jobs.

Marion C. Smith, associate
regional administrator for em-
ployment and training, met with
Robert Docherty and Alexander
Wnuk, chairman and vice-chairman
of the county board of commission-
ers, to offer the Department of
Labor’s congratulations.

Labor Secretary Ray Marshall has
said he hopes that 35 per cent of the
new CETA public service jobs,
funded by the May 1977 Economic
Stimulus Appropriations, will be
filled by low income, unemployed
veterans. St. Clair County has
already topped that goal and intends
to do even better.

SINCE THE economic stimulus
funds became available, 244 public
jobs have been filled—105 of them
with veterans. CETA Director Dick
Bingham and Larry Shamaly, coor-
dinator, have worked closely with
Veterans' Administration represent-

ative Dick Jones and Lyle Lee,
manager of the employment service
local office, to find and recruit
eligible veterans. Many jobless vets
could not meet the CETA Title VI
income requirements.

“A big part of the problem for
recently discharged veterans is that
they come back home and a lot are
married. Their wives’ income pushes
their annual income over the level,”
Smith said during a June 23 visit.

“‘Marshall may ask Congress to
amend the legislation so veterans
won’t have to meet such stringent
income requirements,” he said, add-
ing: :

“We're currently preparing state-

JOBS FOR VETERA

Competitive application to the
Secretary, who takes into
consideration the extent to which
prime sponsors devote Title | and
Section 304(a) (1-3) funds to
economically disadvantaged youth
and selects a mix of economic/
geographic areas

Guarantee part-time (not more than 20
hours) work or training during the
school year and full-time summer jobs
or training for every eligible youth in
project area to test the entitiement
concept

Variety of subsidies to private-for-
profit employers; apprenticeship;
different administrative arrangements;
enrollment of 19-25 year olds without
a high school diploma, broad
counseling and training activities;
inclusion of juvenile offenders

Subpart 2 of new CETA Title [1I-C

Fiscal '78

Fifteen per cent of funds for Part C of
Title Il of CETA

Ages 16-19 (inclusive) and unemployed;
no income criterion

e Seventy-five per cent to states
based on relative number of
unemployed, but no less than 0.5
per cent to any state
Twenty-five per cent for Secretary
of Labor discretionary account
CETA prime sponsors follow Title VI
project application process, but
must approve projects submitted by
program agents; Secretary of Labor
has project by project approval

Provide youth with short-term

employment in community

improvement projects

Not more than 12 months

Subpart B of new CETA Title I1I-C

Fiscal '78

Seventy per cent of such sums
provided for Part C of Title Ill of CETA

» Seventy-five per cent of subpart 3
funds to prime sponsors by formula
allocation (52.5 per cent of Title 11I-C
funds). Of this amount, 22 per cent
for in-school programs by
agreement with local education
agencies.

* Five per cent of Title I1I-C funds to
governors for statewide programs
by formula

* Two per cent of Title [II-C funds for
native American programs

* Two per cent of Title I11-C funds for
migrant programs

* The remainder of subpart 3 funds
for the Secretary's discretion

* Allocation formula
for prime sponsors
and statewide
programs

* Eligible youth

* Purpose

General Provisions

e Wages

* Special
provisions

Title Ili:
Miscellaneous
Provisions

e Transition

* Veterans

* Thirty seven and one-half per cent
on relative numbers of unemployed

* Thirty-seven and one-half per cent
based on relative numbers of
unemployed in excess of 6.5 per
cent
Twenty-five per cent based on
relative numbers of persons in low
income families

Unemployed, underemployed or in-
school; ages 16-21 (inclusive), with
Secretary of Labor flexibility to include
14 and 15 year olds.

Must be from families with incomes
below 85 per cent of lower living
standard level

Not more than 10 per cent of the funds
may be used for youth of all economic
backgrounds

Test programs designed to impact the
structural unemployment problems of
youth and to enhance job prospects’
and career opportunities for youth

Subpart 4 of new CETA Title 111-C
applies to all [11-C programs (Title |l of
the act), but not Young Adult
Conservation Corps, Title VIII (Title |
of the act)

Higher of federal, state or local

minimum wage or prevailing wage for

same occupation, except that

® 14-15year olds are covered by
special provisions
Prime sponsors may pay less than
prevailing wages (1) if employer and
union agree, (2) for reclassified or
new jobs if employer and union
agree (after 30 days’ negotiation,
any party may ask Secretary for
wage determination)
Secretary prescribes youth wages
for Davis-Bacon projects under
$5,000

Prohibits substitution of federal for
local funds

Encourages granting educational
credit for program participation
Youth earnings should be
disregarded in determining family
benefits in other federal programs
based on need

$1 billion appropriated by the fiscal '77
Economic Stimulus Act (P.L. 95—29) to

be spent in accord with this act

Prime sponsors to give preference in
all CETA programs to disabled
veterans and Vietnam-era veterans
under 35 years old and to add veterans
representatives to advisory councils

* PSE teaching jobs To be filled by unemployed teachers

= Title VI eligibility

Section 608(a)(1)(A) amended to read,
‘*...eligible for unemployment
insurance benefits for fifteen or more
weeks'’

/ A e M
NS—Meeting to discuss CETA jobs are, from left: Marion C. Smith, associate regional admin-

istrator, DOL Region V; Alexander Wnuk and Robert Docherty, St. Clair County (Mich.) Board of Commissioners.

by-state reports on the veteran's
problem."

Seventy-two of the eligible vets in
St. Clair County will work in eight
special projects created by the road
commission, which has a normal
work force of 180. The eight work
areas range from tree and brush
removal and litter pick-up to making
and posting signs. Crews also will
paint bridges, improve guardrails
and repair buildings.

Another project will include land-
scaping work at the commission's
Belle River roadside park which will
more than double its size.

“THE NICE thing about a project
of this nature is that we can utilize
equipment we have on hand,” said
James Little, road commission direc-
tor.

“We could work two or three years
on tree and brush removal. Street

sign replacement, there's at least a
year's work; bridge painting could go
on for a number of years with crews
working eight or nine months each
year depending on the weather.”

St. Clair County has applied for
$9.7 million more for job funding
from the Secretary of Labor's discre-
tionary fund. Economic Stimulus
funds available to the county by
formula were only enough to bring

the public service jobs up to las!
year's total of 929.

But St. Clair County, which has &
population of 120,000, has done s
well that the ETA regional office has
joined their push for additional jobs
money.

“‘We're very pleased with what St
Clair County has done,” Smith said
“All I have to worry about is getting
the extra money they need.”




