
This Week
~ Health care off(dale are

try(ng to cope with influx of
refugees, eee page 3.

~ Stifling noise poflution
at the local level. see page 6.

Vol. 11, No. 49

CQUNTY 4 EWS
"The Wisdom toffnow end iheCourege roDefend iheP bl'nr

December 17. 1979 Washington. D.C

Cut Clouds Fate of House Antirec- ion Aid
(ureat moves in the House of Rep-

to help governments
Mt 8 recession have been

by the Senate Finance
'8 move to cut $228.5 mil-

es( of the state's share of reve-
shsr(ng for this flscal year.

f)e Finance Committee took this
in response to the Senate's
to force its authorizing and

committees to lower their pro.
spending levels to meet the

established by tbe second
resolution.

If the House approves its counter-
cyclicaptargeted assistance bilL it
wifl be sent to the Senate. There
Sen. Lloyd Bentsen (D-Texas) 18
expected to attach an amendment to
the House-passed countercycflcal bill
to reduce the state's share for reve.
nue sharing. This action would makeit procedurally difficult for the
House and Senate to go to confer-
ence and get 8 bill out before the
expected Dec. 21 recess.

As County News goes to press,
the Rules Committee is voting on

the guidelines for consideration of
the countercyclical bill on the House
floor. Many amendments to the
measure are expected and prospects
for final passage cannot be deter-
mined at this time.

As 8 result ofCommittee Chairman
Jack Brooks'trong leadership. the
House Government Operations
Committee approved 8 two.title
amendment to the General Revenue
Sharing Act which establishes 8
targeted and antirecession aid pro-
gram, H.R.6980.

The proposed bill would provide
$250 million in one-time, lump sum
payments to county and local gov-
ernments in areas where the unem-
ployment rate exceeds the national
average.

The antirsceseion, or "counter-
cyclical," part of the bill would give
as much as $ 1 billion to state and
local governments hurt by 8 reces-
sion. It's unlikely the entire amount
would be spent„however, since the
second congressional budget reso.
lution sets a ceiling of $525 million
for both parts of the program.

NACo supports H.R. 6980 as re.
ported out of committee. The bilL
ifpassed, willmeet the Senate-passed

S. 666 in conference sometime next
week where signiTicant differences
must be worked out.

As the first session of the 96th
Congress ends. the countercyclical
aid bill is a priority item for both the
Administration and the House lead-
ership. However, many feel that the
legislation may suffer if it should be
caught in a backlash of resentment
on the Chrysler aid debate, scheduled
at the same time.

It is hoped that the fiscal assis-
tance measure will pass the House
this session. It is not clear whether
or not a conference can be completed
this session. If it cannot. it wifl
have to lay over until February.

What
Is
Your
County
Doing?

Budget Arbiters Submit Bills
Several key lawmakers have intro-

duced legislation to place limits on
federal spending, in an effort to
remedy what they consider to be 8
)ack of fiscal restraint in Congress.
The proposed bills (see page 2) 888k
to set caps on the level of total bud-
get outlays contained in concurrent
budget resolutions by limiting out-
lays to 8 percentage of Gross Na-
tional Product (GNP). In fiscal '80,
the level of total budget outlays con-
stituted 21.9 percent of current GNP.

The sponsors of these bills have
emphasized the need to grasp hold
of the federal budget, parts of which
are largely uncontrollable. However,
most agree that the result of such
legislation would be no-growth bud.
gets. Instead, future debates would
focus not on how much the pot

should grow, but how it should be
divided.

Proposed legislation by Reps.
James Jones (D-Okla.), Marjorie
Holt (R-Md.). and Sens. Warren Mag-
nuson (D-Wash.) and William Roth
(R-DeL) set fiscal '81 outlays at 21
percent of current GNP, fiscal '82
outlays at 20 percent, and the Mag-
nuson bill further reduces outlays to
19 percent of GNP for years after
fiscal. '82. The Domenici proposal
restricts budget outlays to 20 per-
cent of GNP in any calendar year
and is potentially the most severe in
cutting back fiscal '81 outlays. If
economic trends remain largely un-
changed, such budget limitations
conceivably threaten to slash nearly
$50 billion dollars from fiscal '81
outlays.

See CONGRESS, page 2

SPENDING LIMITS

House Passes CHAPs Bill

In Adams County, Colo.,
volunteers are making the
holidays a little brighter
for needy children through
their work at the Adams
County Santa Claus Shop.

The shop has received
public and private support
is its effort to provide free
toys and gifts to young-
sters 14 years old and
younger. In addition, the
countywide project brings
together volunteers from
((ji areas of the community.

The project, which re.
caved recognition in NACo's

1978 Achievement Awards
program, is still going
strong this year. Volun-
teers have been refurbish-
ing used toys donated by
the community and solicit-
ing tax deductible donations
from local merchants and
private industry to buy
new ones.

The 1980 New County,
U.S.A. Achievement Awards
program is already under
way. The program willcon-
tinue its goal of giving
national recognition to
county programs that have

improved the county's
structure, management
and/or services. Allentries
are judged on their own
merit and are not in com-
petition with similar pro-
grams in other counties.

County officials planning
to enter the program
should begin preparing
their entries as soon as
possible. For additional in-
formation and entry guide.
lines see page 2. An entry
form will be available in
the Dec. 31 issue of County
News.

8m~~ U'
AN ACHIEVEMENTAWARD WINNER—Adams Coanty, Colo. won an
Achievement Award for its Santa Claus Shop. The 1980 search for imagine.
tive solutions to county problems has begun. Let NACo hear from you.

The House gave voice vote ap-
proval last week to the Child Health
Assurance Act of 1979, H.R. 4962.'fter fighting off an attempt to end
the entitlement status of the pro-
gram and adding several amend-
ments, including one on abortion.

The House bill extends and im-
proves Medicaid coverage for chil-
dren under 18 who are within two.
thirds of the national poverty level
and for women pregnant for the first
time who are within 80 percent of the
poverty leveL

The Senate bill, S. 1204, was ap-
proved by the Senate Finance Com-
mittee earlier this year, and is now
expected to be brought to the Sen-
ate floor in January. Earlier, Sea.
Russell B. Long (D-La.) had consid.
ared including that bill in the national
health insurance package which is
expected to emerge from the Senate
Finance Committee next year.

The Senate billmandatee coverage
of children up to age six with cover-
age for children aged 7-21 at each
state's option, Under the Senate ver-
sion. the eligibility level is linked to
the existing state income standard.

Although the House version is still
far.more liberal than the Senate'8,
several amendments approved on the

floor give Congress more authority
over the program.

Rep. Dan Lungren's amendment,
approved on 8 voice vote, establishes
the authority of either house of Con-
gress to veto the implementation of
regulations within 90 days of their
promulgation.

Rep. Steven Symms (R-Idaho), on
a 226-162 vote, obtained approval of
a four-year sunset provision for the
law, and Rep. Robert Bauman (R-
Md.), on a 235-155 vote. won support,
for his amendment, which prohibits
use of all CHAP funds for abortions,
except where the life of the mother is
endangered. The amendment a)su
gives states the option of withhold-
ing state funds for all abortions.

Rep. David Stockman (R.Mick)
offered the amendment to convert
the program from an entitlement to
one that is dependent upon annual
appropriations. —Janet Sndth

As Is tradition, Coun(9 Nerm
wfllnot be pubflshed the week of
Christmas. Look for the next ie.
sue on Dec. 31.



Congress to
Eye Budget
Limitations

Continued from page I
Rep. Robert Giaimo'e proposal

limits federal spending to a percent
of GNP and sets 0 ceiTing on federal
tax expenditures, 0 "backdoor" type
of alternative spending which sub-
tracts tax credits from income tax.
Under his bilLfederal spending would
be limited to 28.6 percent of GNP in
fiecal 'Si, fofiowed by 28 percent in
fiscal '82 and dropping to 27.6 pan
cent by fisca '83. Current combined
federal spending is 28.5 percent, ac-
cording to the latest Congressional
Budget Office estimates.

The abiTity of the Congress to
enact new programs, if 0 spending
limitation is enacted, willdepend not
only on the limitation, but also on
Coagress'illingness to limit or cut
existing programs, and the cost of
new programs such as a national
health insurance plan. Under each of
the proposed pieces of legislation,
the amount of spending would be
reduced during recessions and in-
creased during expansions. This
procycfical approach is considered
by many to pose a serious problem
to Congress'biTity to stimulate the
economy during periods of economic
hardship. A special Rules Committee
panel soon will begin reviewing the
spending limit proposaL and House
leaders say that 0 vote on the

Jones'ifi

could come early next year.

Jones

Glaimo

Holt

Magnuson

Proposed Congressional Spending LimifafionLag)a)ation

B BI

H.R.4610
James Jones
(D43kla.)

Puqmse
Limits levels of total .

budget outlays contained
illconcurrent budget
resolutions

Spending Limits
~ Fiscal year ending Sept. 30, '80.

an amount equal to 25 Ms % Of
1978 GNP

~ Fiscal year ending Sept. 30, '81,
an amount equal to 24% of 1979 GNP

~ Fiscal years ending after Sept.
30 '81, an amount equal to 23% of
GNP for last complete calendar year

Requirements for Suspeniika
Submission of a presidential
report to Congress prior to
adoption of concurrent
resolutions. explaining an
exlstin9 economic or nationii
security emergency; inclusxmu
sucli a statement in the
concurrent resolutions

H.R. 5371 Same as H.R. 4610
J. Jones (LLOkla.)
0ater bill)

No adoption of a first concurrent
budget resolution unless the level of
total budget outlays does not exceed
21% of GNP for fiscal year endin9
Sept. 30. '81, and 20% for fiscal
years ending after Sept. 30, '81

Presidential submission of 0
detailed explanation of recto
for suspension, included as 050
of budget message, or before
committees consider concuiieot
resolutions. Submission of rs+
and budget

committees'ecommendations to both
Houses,followedby passagssft
resolution In both Houses
suspending the limitation

H.R.6021
Robert Glaimo
(D~nn.)

Limits levels of total budget
outlays and tax
expenditures contained In
concurrent budget
resolutions (Title I);
establishes procedures for
making loans and loan
guarantees, under federal
credit programs, subject to
the congressional budget
process (Title II)

Title I: Combined outlays and tax
expenditures could not exceed
28.5% for fiscal '81, 28% for
fiscal '82 and 27.5% for fiscal '83
and after
Title Ih In fiscal '81, new federal
credit activities would be subject to
the appropriations process. In fiscal
'82 and after, target ceilings for credit
activities would be set in the first
budget resolution. In fiscal '83 and
after, a binding ceiling in the second
budget resolution would be set.

Title 0 Majority Of both Housei
can suspend the limitation
if warranted by emergency
conditions
Title B: Le9islatlon breaching tx
ceilings would be subject to 0

point of order.

H.R.6056
Marjorie Holt
(R-Md.)

Limits the levels of total
budget outlays contained in
concurrent budget
resolutions, and Imposes
ceilings on federal credit
activities, specifically loans
and loan 9uarantees

Same as H.R. 5371 (Jonea) and Title Same as H.R. 5371 and Title lief
II of H.R. 6021 (Gialmo) of H.R. 6021 I

—Karen Eisner

Forms Dve from
Urban Covnties

S. 2039
Warren Magnuson
(D-Wash.)

Same as H.R. 5371 (Jones) ~ For fiscal year ending Sept. 30, Same as H.R. 5371 (Jones)
'81, an amount equal to 21% of GNP

~ For fiscal year ending Sept. 30.
'82, an amount equal to 20% of GNP

~ For fiscal years ending after Sept.
30. '82, an amount equal to I9% of
GNP

The "CD Connection," a HUD-
funded program, offers urban coun-
ties receiving community develop.
meat block grant funds an opportu-
nity to share technical assistance at
little or no cost to the county. Six
weeks ago community development
offices in 84 urban counties were
sent technical assistance survey
fonna. In order for 0 county to par-
ticipate in the "CD Connection," the
surveys must be completed and re.
turned to NACoR as soon as pos-
sible. If there are any questions,
please contact Patricia Woods of
NACo, 202/786-9677.

Correction
An article on the county coroner/

medical examiner office in the Nov.
19 issue of County News reported
that a Florida man had drowned
after suffering 0 heart attack which
had been caused by "radioactivity
emanating from 0 swimming pool
light." It should have identified
"electric current leakage" as the
cause of the attack.
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S.2059
Pete Domenlci
(R-N.M.)

"Congressional Budget
Limitation Act of 1980"

Limits level of total budget outlays for Limitation can be waived by 5
any concurrent budget resotution in twothirds vote In each House
any calendar year to 20% of GNP.

Roth

S. 2090
William Roth
(R-Del.)

Same as H.R. 5371 (Jones) Same as H.R. 5371 Same as H.R. 5371

CERTAIN AREAS EMPHASIZED

On the eve of 0 new decade, NACo
launches its 1980 New County,
U.S.A Achievement Awards
program —giving national
recognition to progressive county
developments that demonstrate an
improvement in the county's struc.
ture, management and/or services.
Programs are evaluated on the basis
of their own merits —nor in com-
petition with programs in other
counties.

Information on some of the
programs receiving recognition wifl
then be made available to others
with similar problems, either in
response to 0 direct request to NACo
or through the Lfuing Library
catalog. This year's entries are ex.
pected to be especiafiy valuable as
counties evaluate their accomplish-
ments over the past ten years.

. GUIDELINES
The deadline for submitting case

studies is Feb. 16.
Please note the slight changes in

format from previous years. This
year, the accomplishments section
requires 0 brief summary of the pur-
pose of the program, the problem or
issue involved and the method of

solution. The background section in-
cludes the method of financing the
progrsin.

In discussing future prospects. the
case study might also include how
the ideas or techniques described
could be adapted to other areas of
the county'0 structure, management
and/or services.

The Achievement Awards
program is open to afi counties —not
just counties which are members of
NACo. Entries from counties of afl
sizes, structures and traditions are
encouraged.

In preparing entries, please follow
these requirements:

~ The county must be involved in
the program/project;

~ The accomplishments must be
sufficiently documented (awards
cannot be granted for programs in
the planning stage).

OF SPECIAL INTEREST
While case studies in every area

are welcome, this year a special call i0

being made for entries in the
followingareas:

Management Strategiee: organiza-
tional improvements such as depart-
mental reorganhation and new ways

of assigning staff, for example. by
using teams.

Labor/Management Relations: in-
novations in labor laws and public
liability insurance, preparing for
collective bargaining, training
supervisors in grievance ad-
ministration, developing expertise in
negotiating pensions, alternative
work schedules, overtime schedul-
ing, job classification consolidation
(cross-training) and use of automated
systems, Le, computerized employee
benefit statements.

Rural: planning, comprehensive
planning and growth management in
counties with populations under
60,000; data processing systems for
rural counties.

Funding: programs or projects
using nongovernmental funding
sources such as private foundation
money.

dinating human services le.f.,
teragency committees or
management stucturesl.

Section 504 INondiscrimisatioa
the basis of handicaph example
county compliance with Sectioa

especially those making
(not necessarily faciTities)
emphasis on employment
able accommodation, service

ery; use of local handicapped
sory committees.

Fire Protection and
Management: public educatios,
prevention and safety
(smoke detectors and sprinkleril,
protection planning and
ment, fire suppression servios
emergency medical

services'efense

or disaster preparcdzmt
recovery operations, warning
tems, emergency operations
and vulnerability reduction
floodplain zoning).

We will be discussing
management, transportstiox
employment in future isiuu
County ¹wg. An entry form e6

printed in the Dec. 31 County
For more information, contact
Lambert at NACO.

Health/Meatal Health/Develop-
mental Dfsabifltfes/Long-Term Care:
community mental health and rater
dation programs, home health
programs and other county-based
activities that help people remain in
the community rather than being
sent to institutions; programs coor.

lime for l9N Achievement Awa

'i
0



Counties/Cities as
Urban Partners
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counties and cities as Partners in
peep)e and places in distress

the theme of a recent meeting
NACo between local government

and the Department of
and Urban Development.

BACo's executive director Bernard
KB)enbrand opened the confer-

which grew out of a report
prepared by NACo for HUD on

role of counties in a national
policy, by citing examples of

cooperation.
noted that counties and cities
worked together on such fed-
programs as general revenue

energy and community dev-
and acknowledged that

have provided valuable sup
[pr welfare reform even though
direct benefits for them are

The conference was held by
under a contract with HUD.

T)iere is an increasingly strong
between cities and coun-

"Hifienbrand said, adding that
)ipped the conference would con-

to the "ongoing business of
places where we can

together."
Acknow)edging that some barriers
iptprgovernmental cooperation do

the group called for increased
among local officials

iess interference by the federal

3pme other solutions suggested

The creation of forums for bring-
tpgether county and city officials

such as the Council of Mayors in
Tanant County, Texas.

~ The need to overcome the initial
reluctance to intergovernmental
cooperation by demonstrating the
efficiency and cost savings of merged
or consolidated services.

~ A revamping of federal legisla-
tion to encourage cooperation as is
now done in the CETA program.

~ The development by states of
ways for resolving disputes over
authority and boundaries.

~ The development of state finan-
cial incentives for consolidating par-
ticular activities.

~ Federal "rethinking" on the
issue of whether it is better to target
populations who happen to be in in-
corporated central cities more than
those in other incorporated places or
unincorporated ones.

~ The need for changing state con-
stitutions to permit or encourage
modernization of county government.

John Gunther, executive director
of the U.S. Conference of Mayors,
who followed Hifienbrand, noted the
importance of changing federal policy
which "makes cooperation (among
local governments) difficult or pre-
judices against it."

"Federal policy should be neutral-
not pushing cities and counties into
cooperation," he said, "but not re.
tarding cooperation either."

URBANREPORT FOR 1980
Franklin James, head of the urban

Y

policy staff at HUD, explained that
the department was sponsoring the
meeting and the research report be.
cause the President is required to
submit an urban policy report to the
Congress every two years.

James noted that the first report
published in 1978 "didn't adequately
address the structure of local govern-
ment and particularly counties." He
called this problem both an "over-
sight" and a "serious mistake."—

James explained that HUD was
sponsoring the NACo research, to
fill a gap in urban policy thinking.
He noted that counties "have a tre-
mendous potential" in dealing with
the problems that HUD's report will
be addressing.

NACO s consultant Hal Hovey, in
summarizing the NACo draft report,
emphasized three major points:

~ The size and capacity of county
governments for dealing with places

and people in distress are great;
~ A substantial number of "tar-

get" populations exist outside of
central cities;

~ The extent of cooperation be-
tween counties and cities is large and
growing. This includes fiscal relief
to troubled central cities by coun-
ties. (Such cooperation was found
in afi 21 counties that were studied.)

EXAMPLES OF COOPERATION
Participants devoted much time to

citing specific examples of city and
county cooperation. Some of the ef-
forts included: a council in Fort
Worth, Texas where county and city
representatives meet regularly to
seek solutions to common problems;
a city/county jail facility in Tarrant
County, Texas; a city/county con-
vention center in Birmingham, Alex
city/county community action pro-

grams; a city/county administrative
office complex in Knox County,
Tenn., end a neighborhood security
patrol for inner city residents oper-
ated by Milwaukee County, Wis.

County officials attending the
meeting were: Commissioner Ben
Erdreich, Jefferson County, Alas
Susan Sternberger, special assistant
to the County Executive, New Castle
County, Delx Richard Glsman, di-
rector of intergovernment relations,
Milwaukee County, Wisx County
Judge Howard Bozeman and Melissa
Zieg)er community development di-
rector, Knox County,, Tenn.; County
Judge Mike Moncrief and Ed Jack-
son, planning and management di-
rector, Tarrant County, Texas; and
Bill Dodge, ABegheny County, Pa.
Other conference participants in.
eluded representatives from the
cities of Fort Worth, Knoxville, Mil-
waukee and Birmingham.

EMPHASIS ON COOPERATION—Overcoming barriers betweea citiee and counties wae the theme of a recent
meeting at NACa. Showa, from left, are County Judge Howard Bpzeman, Knox County, Tenn.; David Hening, city
cr uncilman, Birmingham, Alas aad Ben Erdreich, commissioner. Jefferson County, Ala.

Rekvg-=s Create Local Health Care Problems
0/ppty and city health officials

week offered a detailed account-
of their problems in providing

care to Indochinese refugees.
the wide.ranging and spirited

with Karen Deasy. special
to HEW Secretary Patricia

for refugee affairs, and Dr.
Fischer, Public Health Ser-

coordinator for refugee
two major concerns were

wes the lack of coordination
federal, state and local

The other was the
amount of funding available to
health departments for the

of high-cost health services
pps refugee populations, a sizable

in some areas.
limited staff and funding,

health officers expressed the
they will soon be placed in the

of having to ration their
Since a high proportion of

services are locafiy funded,
could result in denying care to

who paid for the service in the
place-the local taxpayer.

will be a backlash," warned
Silverman, San Francisco

director. "I don't want to see

fighting the refugees for

THEPROBLEM
Indochinese refugees

pptering the country at a rate of
per month, with the greatest

in 11 states: California,
Pennsylvania, Louisiana.

Illinois, Virginia, New
Oregon, Minnesota and Flor-

The Administration estimates
Indochinese refugees will

pi)mitted in fiscal '80, and another
in fiscal '81. The number

n(sgees from Vietnam, Lose and

i will total some 883,000
Itpt.30,1981.

Indochinese Refugee Assis-

tance Program (IRAP), which is
up for reauthorization this week,
provides 100 percent federal funding
for medical (primarily Medicaid)
costs. However, a wide range of
problems has emerged. Because
Medicaid is state. administered,
benefits and reimbursement rates for
services vary considerably. Thus,
some counties cannot collect
anywhere near what they spend on
services to refugees.

Louis Polk. health officer of
Philadelphia. noted that the
Medicaid rate for ambulatory visits
provided by the Philadelphia health
department is less than one-third the
real cost. Moreover, since that health
department is not specifically cer-
tbfiied for Medicaid reimbursement of
drugs, Dr. Polk said. he is unable to
collect IRAP dollars for the expen-
sive drugs required by the many
refugees suffering from intestinal
parasites and other illnesses.

Dr. William Elsea, president of the
National Association of County
Health Officials (NACHO), noted
that in still other counties, like
Fulton County (Atlanta), Ga., health
departments are not eligible to
collect Medicaid payments for any
services provided. Even where health
departments are eligible, some
voluntary agencies are discouraging
refugees from applying for Medicaid,
for fear that would preclude other
family members from entering the
country, he said.

Health officials also noted that
states, in order to contain afi
Medicaid spending, limit the number
of facilities that are certified for
Medicaid reimbursement and impose
other barriers which make it difficult
to become part of the reimbursement
system. Even though there is 100

percent federal reimbursement of
those medical services provided un-

der IRAP (instead of approximately
80 percent, as under aB other

Medicaid programs) it is felt these
same practices are affecting the
IRAP program as welL

NEW APPROACHES
During the meeting, Deasy agreed

to try several new approaches to the
problems outlined:

~ More direct contact with local
health officials. Until now, com-
munications have been funneled
through the states.

~ Preparation of an information
package describing the federal role in
refugee resettlement, including the
specific health screening procedures
used overseas. This package will be

mailed to afi health officials, to give
them a clearer understanding of their
own role.

~ Involvement of local officials in
HEW's efforts to resolve health ser-
vice reimburse)neat problems and
try to fillgape in coverage.

~ Encouragement of closer coor-
dination between the voluntary
agencies that contract with the State
Department to help refugees resettle
in U.S. communities and the local of-
ficials responsible for providing
many services. One major problem in
refugee resettlement has been the
lack of uniformity in procedures
established by these agencies in

carrying out theu'esponsrbrhtres.
In a subsequent meeting of state

and local health officials, Dr. Julius
Richmond, assistant secretary of
health. noted that it would be a
"sizable overload" for local health
departments to provide health care
services to aB refugees. One major
concern of health officials is that 70
percent of refugees being screened
have parasites, some types of which
are transmittable, and another 12
percent have hepatitis.

"If some of these people look for
jobs as food handlers, we could be in-
trouble," said Dr. Silverman.

—Janet Smith

CALENDARPLANNER

Annual
Clark County
Las Vegas, Nevada
June 29-July 3, 1980

Jefferson County
Louisville, Kentucky
July 11.15, 1981

King County
Seattle, Washington,
July 10-14, 1982

Milwaukee County
Milwaukee, Wisconsin
July 9.13, 1983

Legislative
Washington Hilton Hotel
Washington, D.C.

March 1-5, 1980

March 3-6, 1981
February 20 24, 1982
February 26.March 2, 1983

Western Interstate
Region
Ada County
Boise, Idaho
April22-26, 1980

City and Borough of
Anchorage

Anchorage, Alaska
April7.11, 1981

Yellowstone County
Billings, Montana
April27.May 1, 1982

Mar(copa County
Phoenix, Arizona
April 1983

NAGETA
Employment Pohcy
Bexar County
San Antonio, Texas
November 23.26, 1980

New Orleans Parish
New Orleans, Louisiana
December 6.9, 1981

Los Angeles County
Los Angeles, California
October 24.27, 1982

Future NACO Conferences
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Help forYour Bridges
Is on the Way

Matter and Aveva

Measure "..."..::

FHWARegion 8
(Colorado. Montana, North Dakota,
South Dakota. Utah. Wyoming)

Denver, Colorado
Jan. 10-11

The Plaza Cosmopolitan
1780 Broadway
Denver, Colo. 80202
303/861-9000
Housing room block deadline: Dec. 20

FHWARegion 4
(Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky,
Mississippi. South Carolina. Tennessee)

Atlanta, Ga.
Jan. 31-Feb. I
Ladha Continental
100 Tent Street N.W.
Atlanta. Ga. 30309
800/241-55 13 (tofl free)
404/892-6800 (Georgia residents)
Housing room block deadline: Jan. 24

FHWARegion 9
(Ar/zona, California. Hawaii, Nevada)

Burflngame (San Francisco). Calif.
Jan. 24-25

Hyatt-Burlingame Hotel
1333 Old Bay Shore Highway
Burlingamc. Calif. 94010
415/342-7741
Housing room block deadline: Jan. 10

FHWARegion 6
(Arkansas, Louisiana, New Mexico,
Oklahoma. Texas)

Dallas. Texas
Feb. 14-15

Hyatt Regency at Reunion
300 Reunion Blvd.
Dallas. Texas 75207
2 14/65 1-1234
Housing room block deadline: Jan, 24

MEETINGREGISTRATIONFORM
Return this form to NACoR no later than tcn days prior to your region's meeting.

Prc-registration: $25 On-site registration: $30

(yz)Q(ydgWDcQPa(HI78h<CBh~<dh~(yd)z() VA(aaJ PdKltyz)%3P4<DPp~OP<glPgo@w

Deficient bridges pose a serious threat to the safety and economic health ofour
counties and nation. You know well that the cost of repairing and replacing bridges is g
no small order. That's the reason Congress passed the $ 4.2 blmon federal bridge
program.

To make sure that counties get their fair share of these funds. NACo. through its research arm. NACoR.
and the National Association ofCounty Engineers, are sponsoring a series of regional meetings to bring
you up-to-datc on prov/stone of the program. We willaddress such topics as:

~ Funds available for county projects ~ Project selection
~ Inventory and inspection procedures ~ Regulations on design standards and
~ Bridge ratings consultant agreements

~ Historic preservation

The meetings are based on Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)reg/ons. You must attend the
meeting in the FHWAregion that includes your state since the meeting willbe designed for that region.

5IEETINGTIMES
Meetings begin the firs day at I:30 p.m., followinga get-acquainted buffet luncheon beginning at

1 I i30 a. m .. and run from 8:30 to noon the second day.

REGISTRATION
Your pre-registration fer of$25 covers buffet luncheon, costs involved in a cash-bar reception. coffee

and soda breaks. and a packet containing the latest information on the bridge pro(pum and technical
resources. Ifyou do not pre-register. an on-site fce of$30 willbe charged. To pre-register, complete the
form below and return to Marlenc Glassman at NACoR.

HOUSING
To secure hotel accommodations, make your own reservations directly with the hotel.

Be sure to indicate you willattend the NACoR bridge meeting to take advantage ofspecial room rates
for NACoR's block of rooms.

—Herbert O. K)aam„
NACE 0
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NATIONALMAXIMUMSPEED LIMITCOMM
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)and

Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) have extend
for an amendment to final rules governing certificati
quirements for the 55-m.p.h. national maximum speed
ments were originally due Nov. 26. the agencies have ex
deadline to Jan. 4. For a copy of the Nov. 5 Fedcm/ R
tension notice is published and/or the notice of the a the
emergency rules, contact Chuck Reidbord at NACo.

The only change to the existing speed monitoring certification
ments (23 CRF 658.7) in extending its effective period willbe:

~ To require supplemental data collection during each quarter of t)ia
month period ending Sept. 30, 1980 that "free. flow" speed
would be scheduled. The current wording requires that the
data collection be accomplished during the third and fourth quarters o(
12-rhonth period ending Sept. 30, 1979;

~ Allowa change over to automatic machine. based-all.traffic speed
toring during the speed monitoring year.

Send comments before Jan. 4, 1980 toi FHWA Docket No. 78-4. Notice
Federal Highway Administration. Room 4205, HCC-10, 400 Seventh
S.W., Washington, D.C. 20590.

UTILITYWORK AREATRAFFIC CONTROL A/V's
The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) has developed an

visual training program cafied "Traffic Control for UtiTity Work Aiaa
Focusing on the safe movement of traffic through a utiTity work area
training program can be used as self-instructional or can train groups ei
size. Audiovisuals help show work methods related to utiTity work
A backup handbook is also available that serves as a reference guide.

The program indudes two audiovisual presentations entitled,
lines for Work Area Traffic Control" (series No. 510) and "Work Area
fic Control Methods" (series No. 520). The reference guide handbag
simply entitled, "Work Area Traffic Control Handbook" (series Ne,

For more information contact: Institute of Transportation
1815 North Fort Myer Drive, Arlington, Va. 22209, 703/527-5277.

NACo Associate Director
for Environment Leaving

1980 RESEARCH ANDMANAGEMENTCONFERENCE
Dear NACEr'si

The 1980 NACE Research and Manazement Conference will be ha)4.
Orlando, Fla. at the Dutch Inn Feb. 27-29. In addition to the regular c
mittee work sessions, this 20th annual conference willinclude discuaaiea ioa arsud t piness:comput syst ms,d~gerithpublcemp)oyeeunioaaud
tort liability.

Conference registration and housing forms have been mailed to sll N/(OI
members. The registration fee for members is 590 and 540 for spouse, 5/iis returned by Feb. 15. Ifyou register after Feb. 15, the fee willbe 510 am
each for member and sPouse. NACE members are encouraged to tek~ Jvantage of this "early bird" savings.

Guest, rooms have been blocked for the meeting at the Dutch lan at tb
rate of 850 per night for a single or double. NACE has arranged for
room rates for NACE members and spouses to be in effect for three
prior and three days following the conference for any vacation plans
may have at that time.

A special note: the Arnold Palmer Bay HiflClassic golf tournament
be held in orlando Feb. 28-March 2.

Don't delay. Make your plans now for the 20th annual NACE
and Management Conference.

Name
(Last) (First)

County

Address

City State

Telephone i 1

0 Enclosed is my check for $25 made payable to NACoR
I willattend the followingregional meeting:

0 FHWA Region 8
0 FHWA Region 9
0 FHWA Region 4
0 FHWA Region 6 Date Received

For office use only:

RETURN THIS FOR51 TO: Marlene Glassman
NACoR
1735 New York Avenue N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

For more information, contact Marlene at NACoR: 202/785-9577

Zip

Robert Weaver, associate director
for environment, energy and land
use, is leaving NACo this month to
pursue a consulting and legal career
in San Antonio, Texas. Weaver
joined NACo in February of 1976.

While with NACo's research arm,
Weaver directed the water quality,
dean air, coastal zone management
and noise control projects.

His legislative assignments in-
duded the Agricultural Land Protec.
tion Act, appropriations for the En-
vironmental Protection Agency and
the Land and Water Conservation
Fund, the Coastal Zone Management
Act and amendments to clean air and
water legislation in 1977.

He was also responsible for ob-
taining grants and contracts for
agricultural land protection, solid
waste and energy.

The environment, energy and land
use team staffs NACo's Environ-
ment and Energy and Land Use and
Growth Management Steering Com-
mittees, the National Association of
County Planning Directors and the

National. Association of Pail
Recreation Officials.

"Bob Weaver has been a real

to NACo and has worked )e(
represent county interests in
land use and en
programs," said Bernard F.
brand, NACo executive
"We wish him the best of luck

new endeavors."

Before joining NACo, W
legislative counsel to the Ofge

Land Use and Water Planning
Department of the Interior. Ha

native of Lincoln, Neb.,
the University of Nebraska aa/

College of Law, and a membw
Nebraska Bar.

While in San Aatonio he will

filiated with Harbridge Hours
ternational consulting finn
Cambridge, Mass. and W
D.C. His wife. Jerilyn Weam
joined Harte-Hanks
tions, Inc., a national
tions corporation with
m San Antonio.
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gulET COMMUNITIES,ECHO

Counties/Feds Make Joint Attack on Noise
Itstptng —rather than regulating —is the core

d two noise abatement and control programs
>,xg conductedby the Environmental
/iptection Agency. Neither of these successful

adopts strategies most commonly

~din the federal government, namely harsh
or thick, spiral-bound studies. Instead,

xzsdscn" aSSiStanCe iS what the Quiet
and Each Community Helps Others

are ail about.

$900 000 went!o 10 universities which are to act
as Regional Technical Assistance Centers to
assist state and local noise programs by
providing training and expertise; $ 113,000 went
to 11 communities so that they could establish or
strengthen their local noise control capabilities.
For example, St. Louis County, Mo. received a
$10.000 Local Cooperative Agreement Award to
be used for these purposes.

08)st Communities Program
1($sptember 1977 EPA launched its first

Communities research and demonstration
/ipject in Allentown, Pa. One of three pilot

its purpose was to demonstrate the
of the best available techniques for

noise control. Two additional pilot QCP
were started this past June in

Wash. and Kansas City, Mo. The
include a community noise

program, local noise control
development, noise control legislation,

an enforcement program.
The emphasis of the Quiet Communities

notes an EPA official, is total commu-
i~volvement and action, aidedby EPA guid-

and fiscal support. Allentown and the
communities, for example, were able to

their older citizens in the survey and
phases of their noise programs by

additional funds under Title IXof the
Americans Act.

5o lar, Allentown has completed its noise
and program development stages;

effectiveness of its noise ordinance and
program willbe evaluated in mid-

Spokane and Kansas City are currently in
comprehensive assessment stage,

their noise control needs. A research
demonstration report in mid-1981 is

to document these pilot program

la October, the EPA administrator announced
award of almost $2 million to implement a

Quiet Communities Program. Some
went to 15 states and the District of
to help them assist localities in

effective noise control programs;

/))< ~((t
The ECHO Program

The other EPA program which
has received enthusiastic local
"reviews" is Each Community
helps Others or ECHO. Over 50

communities so far have received technical
assistance from more than 25 community noise
advisors,(CNAs), volunteers from communities
with successful noise control programs.

A community interested in ECHO assistance
should contact the closest EPA regional office
which may set up a "peer-match" with a noise
advisor who is best able to understand the
problems of the particular community. Usually,
this is an advisor in the same or neighboring
state. A one or two@ay working session (either
for training or assessment/technical advice) is
then arranged at the convenience of the noise
volunteer and the requesting community. Travel
and related expenses are paid out of ECHO
funds. Relying on their own experience, the noise
advisors address everything from ordinance
drafting to acoustical surveys, educational
programs, and enforcement procedures.

Lon Loken, a noise advisor from Bloomington,
Minn., notes that "ECHO is a very effective
program. If we can get nearby communities
involved in noise control, it helps our own
community," he says. The advisor from the staff
of the Metropolitan Washington D.C. Council of
Governments, Dr. Donna Dickman, calls her
participation in ECHO "a very positive
experience." Her training workshops in Fairfax
County and Norfolk, Va. were well-attended and
well-received, and ECHO funding helped her

Where Help Is Available

bring in Dr. Paul Herman, a Portland (Ore.)
noise expert, for additional expertise.

Rockland County (N.Y.) health official Carl
Dornbush is a noise advisor in that state. While
New York local governments have taken a
slower approach to instituting noise control
programs, Dornbush has tieen active in
conducting workshops with groups such as the
New York State Association of Conservation
Commissions which then act as liaisons with
local governments, encouraging management
programs.

Positive results of the ECHO program are
being witnessed in communities around the
country. Norfolk's noise control experiences are
being shared with other Tidewater communities.
Anchorage, Alaska recently passed a noise
control ordinance, with the help of an Oregon
noise advisor. Noise abatement programs
continue In Spokane and Kansas City.

Anchorage, Fort Dodge, lowe, and several other
communities now have effective noise control
programs and ordinances as a result of their
ECHO participation. In tact, the only real problem
that has surfaced, points out one noise control
volunteer, is the volunteers finding enough time
in their own busy schedules to give to the
program.

ECHO is no longer a pilot experience; it is a
full-fledged EPA technical assistance program in

operation across the United States. In fact,
ECHO is such an innovative and successfut
program, Susan Oswalt of Anchorage notes,
"Every time we have asked for support, we'e
gotten an immediate response trom ECHO. I am
so enthusiastic about ECHO, I encourage other
cities to seek ECHO's help."

NACo encourages counties to become
involved as well. Contact your EPA Regional
Office Noise Representative for Information.

NACo's long-term commitment to the
abatement of noise pollution continues with a
new noise control project, to be carried out by
the National Association of Counties Research,
Inc, under a grant from EPA's Office of Noise
Abatement and Control.

The project has three main thrusts:
~ To identify counties of different sizes with

typical noise/land use co/iflicts, either actual or
potential. This information willhetp EPA give
counties realistic technical and financial support
as part of the agency's comprehensive noise
strategy.

~ To identify counties which are using land
use planning and controls to prevent and
mitigate noise impacts. Case studies of a
number of these counties willprovide a look at
some imaginative uses of planning and
regulatory authority. Examples might include
comprehensive planning, planning and-
regulation of recreational lands (e.g., regulation
of off-road vehicles), 208 sewer and water quality
planning, airport planning.

~ To disseminate information on federal noise

control programs and activities and get
reactions from elected and appointed county
officials to these policies. This exchange of
information can lead to creative solutions to the
problem of noise on the part of counties and
assistance from the federal government which is

responsive to local needs.
NACo's Environment and Energy Steering

Committee has long recognized land use
planning and control as a basic tool for counties
wishing to alleviate and avoid noise pollution.
NACo's current chairman for noise abatement is
Martha Pennino, vice chairman, Board of
Supervisors, Fairfax County, Va J vice chairman
is Patricia Cowan-Scaggs, legislator, Jackson
County, Mo.

Please contact us if your county is currently
involved in (or thinking about) using the land use

planning and control process for noise control
purposes. And call or write to help us explain the
kinds of noise/land use conflicts and concerns
your county has, so that we can get this informa-

'ionback to EPA. Call or write Lee Epstein, Noise
Control Project, NACoR, 202/785-9577.

NACoR Project Offers Melp

Region I:
Region llr

Region Ill/
Region IV:

Region V:
Region Vl:

Region Vlf/
Region Vill:

Region IX:
Region X:

State Assistance Awards

Department of Health Services, Office of Noise Control

Department of Health
Department of Environmental Protection, Noise Control Unit

Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Cohtrol, Air

Resources Section
Department of Environmental Regulation
Metropotitan Washington Council of Governments

League of Minnesota Cities
Department of Environmental Control, Noise Control Section

Bureau of Occupational Health, Division of Public Health Services

Department of Environmental Protection, Office of Noise Control

Health and Environment Department
Department of Health, Division of Environmental Engineering

Department of Health, Bureau of Environmental Health

Department of Environmental Quality, Noise Control Section

Department of Social Services, Bureau of Radiation and Occupational

Health
Department of Ecology

California:
Colorado:

Connecticut:
Delaware:

Florida:
of Columbia:

Minnesota:
Nebraska:

New Hampshire:
New Jersey:

New Mexico:
North Dakota:

Ohio:
Oregon:

Utah:

Washington:

Regional Technical Assistance Centers

University of Hartford (Connecticut), College of Engineering
Rutgers University(New Jersey), Cook College
University of Maryland, Department of Mechanical Engineering
North Carolina State University, Mechanical and Aerospace

Engineering Department
illinois Institute of Technology Research, Engineering Division

University of Texas at Dallas, Graduate Program in Environmental Sciences

University of lowe, Wendell Johnson Speech and Hearing Center

University of Colorado, Department of Aerospace and Engineering Sciences

University of California at Berkeley, Campus Research Office

University of Washington

Federal agency representatives joined
county and city officials in Washington, D.C.
recently to help develop a plan for fostering
awareness in local decisionmakers about land
use planning for noise compatibility. The Federal
Highway Administration was seeking the
assistance and recommendations of local
officials so that it could better direct its
information efforts and technical assistance
strategies regarding land use planning for noise
conti'Ol.

At the workshop, held Oct. 22-23 at NACo, the
task force of 11 officials was introduced to
current FHWAand other federal noise/landuse
policies and programs as well as to the
experiences that some local governments have

already had with noise control and land use
planning. (Fairfax County, Va., for example, has
fullyintegrated noise concerns into its
subdivision and building regulations through its
Public Facilities Manual.)

Up to now, FHWA's noise control
responsibilities have involved making
determinations and predictions of noise impacts
upon already developed land, and then
developing noise abatement
approaches —usually centered around

constructing barriers or altering roadway
alignment. Other highway noise abatement
techniques generally eligible for fedeial funding

Include traffic control measures, the insulation of

public buildings, and the hmited acquisition of

undeveloped land for use as buffer zones. The

main problem, however, is that land use-
planning, which should be a central prevent/ve
technique, is not eligible for federal funding, and

that federal noise impact evaluation is only
required of already developed areas.

After reviewing a strategy that an FHWA
contractor had developed tor "getting the word
out," the task force made clear what it thought
the best methods for assistance would be:

~ Information: Clear, high-quality materials
should be created for elected officials, and

technical materials for staff should also be

developed;
~ Meetings: Sessions and booths shouldbe

scheduled tor annual conferences, perhaps
using land use and growth management themes;

~ Direct Technical Assistance: FHWA

should place resource person(s) in interested
communities for intensive, short-term
assistance, then use these experiences tor case

study dissemination
See HIGHWAY,page 8

FHWAWorkshop Plots Strategy



'LTERNATIVESWEIGHED
Noise Legislation Stalled

Legislation to reauthorize the Noise
Control Act is currently snagged in Congress
The bill, stressing quite community activities
rather than research and development for
standard-setting, passed the Senate in June
vnth a $15 million authorization ($2.1 million
over the Admlnistrahon's request). The
House Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce passed a similar reaulhorization
bill, while the House Public Works
Committee, requesting the bill under its
sequential referral privilege. reduced the
authorization to $ 11 million by reducing the
tunding of state and local programs, and also
by inserting a congressional veto of EPA
regulation.

The reauthorization bill remains stuck in
the House, pending consideration of some
important aircraft noise legislation. That bill,
H.R. 3942, the Aviation Safety and Noise
Reduction Act, is a House version of Sen.
Howard Cannon's bill, S. 413, that opponents
charge would allow more aircraft noise,
produce less safety, and fuel inflation.

Transportation Secretary Neil Goldschmidt
has said he willrecommend a presidential
veto of H.R. 3942. He favors, instead,
passage of the pending legislation to extend
the Airport and Airway Development Act of
1970, which proponents argue would both
promote safety and mitigate noise.

Currently, House and Senate conferees
are meeting to decide the future of the
aircraft noise bill. At issue is whether the
airlines willbe given a time extension to quiet
their noisy jets. NACo opposes granting the
airlines more time than they already have
been allotted to quiet their planes.

NACo strongly supports the noise control
reauthor ization bill reported by the House
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce. However, passage of either the
reauthorization or the aircraft noise
legislation remains in doubt for this session.

Highway impacts under Study
Continued from page 5

~ Inter.Community Technical Assistance:
Use a "peer-match" program and help elected
officials lead workshops at state or regional
levels, where interest in noise control and land
use planning has been expressed.

County and city officials agreed that a public
awareness campaign needs to be carefully
targeted and managed, so it does not contribute
to the flood of paper that now overwhelms local
government officials. Up-trHIate costing and
funding information, for example, is needed by
county and city officials.

The major point should be, as Fairfax County's
Ed Gorski emphasized, that land use planning
and related noise control should not be
automatically associated with "waywut
environmental control" or no-growth politics;
instead, more sensibly, noise control should be
just another consideration to be taken into
account in the everyday planning process. If
F HWAcan get that word out, their strategy will
be successtul, he said.

Harter Rupert, who heads the Noise and Air
Quality Branch at FHWA, summed up by
promising that whatever the end product of its
thinking process is, FHWA's strategy will
certainly involve "closer contact with and more
attention to local government."

Editor's note: Like many major areas across
the country, the City and County of Denver is
facing the need to expand and modernize its
regional airport. One alternative Is to relocate
airport operations to an entirely new site
which is free from congestion and conflicting
land uses. This was one topic discussed at
a recent public meeting ln Denver. L Russell
Freeman, a private consultant and engineer,
who formerly served as the deputy regional
administrator for the U.S. Environmental Pro.
tection Agency ln San Francisco, developed
the followingpaper in response to some of
the issues raised at the public meeting.

One of the first considerations in relocating a
major public facility is the need to acquire land
many years in advance of Ihe opening. Since
most of the funding for an airport must come
from its users, the necessity to spend money
well in advance of availability of service presents
a difficultproblem.

Another aspect of the airport land problem is
the need to provide a large bufter zone for
"restricted use," both to provide space for
transportation-related activity and to rule out the
possibikty that the facilitywould prove
incompatible with other land use activities. One
problem at the present Denver airport Is that
homes have been built within areas that are
affected by noise and other overflight
considerations. Another problem is that
commercial development and airport-related
ground transportation are pressing in on
residential areas. If a mullibilliondollar
investment is made to relocate the airport into
areas where these problems would not exist,
then some attention needs to be directed toward
insuring that the same problems do not reoccur.

Conventional wisdom dictates that sufficient
land for a buffer zone must be purchased or
somehow controlled. Options seem to be to:

~ Buy buffer zone land outright;
~ Buy rights to develop the land;
~ Use taxing authority in order to discourage

inappropriate development of the land;
~ Use zoning power to discourage

inappropriate development of the land;
~ Finally, employ some combination of these

alternatives.
Almost any of the options, however, have

serious drawbacks. Outright purchase of land
presents the demand for a large capital outlay
years in advance of the time when revenues will
begin coming in from airport operations. And
while the cost of development rights, another
option, may be much less than the cost of land
acquisition, this "solution" also presents the
same financing obstacles.

Zoning and taxing options are generally
viewed as "adverse condemnation," l.e., owners
look at the process as if the state or county were
taking away their rights and expectations for
earnings. As a practical matter, these
expectations are very real. When a major airport
is located at a previously undeveloped site, the
land value willincrease enormously.

The amount of increase in value, though.
depends a great deal on whether ihe pattern of
development is balanced and orderly. It there is
a hodgepodge of growth similar to the kind which
threatens the existing airport, the increase in
value wdl be considerably less than would be
potentially possible.

Master Owner Approach
One way to achieve balanced growth is to

develop a master plan with the "teeth" of
enforcement. This is the so-called "zoning"

approach, although it can be sweetened by
taxes and incentives.

Another way is to have one owner responsible
for the entire region. The master4rwner can then
place development to maximum advantage al
the airport sile, and it willbe tc his economic
advantage to do so. Of course, there may be
certain mandatory "requirements" imposed on
the owner, such as: clear space at the end of
runways or dedicated open space and public
use facilities. In turn. the master-owner willbe
able to get maximum value from uses that can be
developed within this framework.

The master-owner concept overlooks one
important point, however, namely that the airport
itself is a public facility—its primary
function being to serve the public. But while it
may be considered inappropriate for private
enterprise to "own" the airport, private
enterprise could own Ihe land. It is common for
governments to lease the right to build and
operate public service facilities on public land
The same kind of cooperative venture could be
set up to permit operation of a public facilityon
privately owned property.

Chartering the Corporation
To further guarantee protection of the public

interest, a specially chartered corporation could
be estabhshed for the purpose of acquiring and
owning the airport property and the buffer zone.
The corporation would raise capital by issuing
stock. It should also be able to acquire property
at the airport site for stock. In other words,
present owners would be allowed to maintain an
equitable interest in the venture.

In this case, the basic premise in drawing up a
charter for a public land acquisition corporation
is that a piece of undeveloped land willundergo a
substantial increase in value when an airport is
developed on it. The increase in value willbe
even greater if a balance of ground
transportation, commercial services, and open
space develops around the airport, and if

/il"<4

incompahble land uses are precluded. The
Charter Of the CcrPOratiOn ShOuldbe drafted le
insure that this result occurs, and that the bae,
goal of the facility itself is not impaired.

If the traditional sources ol funding were vcvs
to acquire the airport property, part of the
increase in land value would normally accrue is
local government (e.g, to the airport authority)c
However, there is no good way tor either local
government o) their taxpayers to obtain any
benefit from appreciation in the value ot
governmentwwned property. Furthermore, si«
publicly owned land is usually exempt from
property tax, public ownership can become 4
liabihly to taxPayers. rather than a benefit Sy
giving special attention to taxes in the enablirra
legislation, one should be able Io create a
situation in which the public corporation ofter f 1
reasonable balancing of equities between
owners of stock and local taxpayers.

One further argument supports the idea oft
corporate owner. A Denver Regional Airporirvr
serve residents many miles away from the
metropolitan region. The corporation approsci
willallow many of those persons lo invest in .

creation of the facility.

There willundoubtedly be problems with
creation of an airport land corporation. State
enabling legislation willalmost surely be
required. The company charter willneed to
include limitations which protect the public
service nature of the airport function.

There willalso be differences of opinion eve
the sharing of expected value increases betxee
stockholders and the general public as
represented by local governments and
taxpayers. However, Ihe corporation approach
has one major advantage: it treats the situaticc
as an investment opportunity, rather than a
financing problem. In the absence of airpon
revenues, conventional public financing will
almost surely translate into some form of a tsx
This» a cycle that can and should be broken,
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Acquiring Land to Build an Airport

Case Studies of Local
Noise Programs Offered Airport Planning Funds Being Cut Back

Three EPA case studies on local noise
control programs are available for
distribution. Program histories of.
Hillsborough County, Fla., San Diego, Calif.,
and Colorado Springs, Colo., may be obtained
by writing to: Case Studies, State and Local
Programs Division ANR-471, Office of Noise
Abatement and Control, U.S. EPA,
Washington, D.C. 20460.

This supplement was prepared by Lee
Epstein, noise control project, NACoR.

As the Administration tightens its collective
belt, the pinch is felt across the broad range of
federal programs. Planning funds always seem a
primary target and the fiscal '80 budget for the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is no
different Ihan others in this rspect.

Last year's FAAbudget allocated $ 15 million for
aid to airport sponsors to assist them in planning,
the purchase of land as noise buffers,
contruclion of noise barriers, and other noise
control techniques. This year, not only have these
grant funds been cut to $ 10 million, but the new
legislation puts planning and development
money into one small pot. What this means is
that, depending upon the proclivities of the
airport sponsor, while some of the grant money

may go to planning and noise abatement, most ot
the money could go into "pouring concrete" for
the airport. The reduction of an already
inadequate funding source (when compared with
the expected fiscal '80 Airport Development Aid
Program total appropriation of about $610
million), is made worse by the fact that these
funds are wedded to provisions allowing airport
operators to use their grants tor either planning
or development.

As before, these grants may only be used by
airport sponsors. If the grant goes to an
areawide planning agency, the airport sponsor
must be a party to the grant.

One FAAsource conceded that while these

funding levels and new legislation might pose

problems for airport noise abatement plannfrri

the central problem is still persuading the local

jurisdictions responsible for land use planninq

and control around airports to use their zonirg

authority and other controls to ensure noise

compatibility. This is especially true where
airports belonging to one lurisdiction are
surroundedby land owned or controlledby
another jurisdiction. Despite the severe
limitations on federal financial assistance to tfx

airport operator to purchase land as a noise

buffer, the surrounding jurisdiclion still needs tv

assume Its responsibility to zone and cont id
land development in order to provide noise

control protection for its citizens.



plans, however, differ from the Afle.
gheny County plan in terms of dura-
tion and level of detaiL In each of
the NACoR-assisted counties, plans
are being developed to meet the
many needs of afl persons age 60
and over through the year 2000.
Action steps willinclude countywide
projects as well as specific programs
to be implemented in subcounty
service areas.

ALLEGHENY COUNTY, Pa.—
Uew can we improve long-term care
wrvices to our current elderly popu-
btion'I What wifl we need to do to

the full range of long-term
needs of older persons in the

[stare? These are perplexing ques-
uess which face many county offl-
os[ today.

[n November 1978, the Allegheny
Geunty Board of Commissioners
mder the leadership of Chairman
Jae Flaherty, set out to find some
<swers about the best ways to plan
[ef the care of the elderly. Today,
r[tsr six months of intensive work,
Ihe county has estabUshed a long-
srm care plan and is already work-

s8 to implement some new ideas to
irlp meet the current and future
,rrds of older county residents.

Thomas J. Foerster, recently re-

,[bated as county commissioner,
W[es that "with the ever increasing
rSerly population in Allegheny
Gssaty, the needs of the elderly are
s[ the utmost importance." He de.
xrlbes the countywide planning
r[[ert as "extremely successful in
tr8[an[ng to make the necessary
riwsges needed to assist our elderly
Papa[ation."

Allegheny County, which is lo.
rated in the western portion of the
xsut includes the City of Pittsburgh
» well as surrounding suburban
tress. In 1977, 12.8 percent, of the
musty's population or 195,679 peo.

pis were 65 and over; 5 percent or
F6630 people were age 75 and over.
Ihe county estimates that in 1985
Persons 65 and over will total
103,737 or lth7 percent, of the popu-
bgea; those age 75 and over will
zsmber 76,897 or 5.7 percent of the

totaL

located ar the center.
Second, the county has applied

for an HEW research and demon-
stration grant and HEW Model
Project funds. If awarded, these
monies will be used to: (ai research
the financial and program impb-
cations of the individualized
assessment, planning, and manage.
ment approach to long-term care;
(bi obtain waivers from Medicare
and Medicaid so that present funds
can be used to pay the cost of inno-
vative care or service, and (ci de-

tions which limit flexibility in
providing long-term care.

Following an assessment of the
outcome of these efforts. the county
willproceed with plans to implement
the coordinated long-term care sys-
tem. For further information
about comprehensive community
planning for the elderly or to share
news of your comprehensive plan-
ning efforts on behalf of older
persons, please contact the aging
program at NACoR.

—Carol J. Fraser. NACoR

vs[op the forms, procedures and
policies necessary to support the
interdisciplinary approach to indi-
vidualized long-term care.

The third aspect of Allegheny
County's current, implementation
effort involves the use of commu-
nity development block grant
funds to renovate existing facilities
for use as alternative housing for the
elderly.

Fourth, concentrated efforts are
being made to influence federal and
state legislators to change regula-

MAJOR COMMITMENTS
According to Theresa Niedziela,

staff coordinator for the Planning
Committee on Long-Term Care, the
county's plan represents a major
commitment on the part of afl seg-
ments of the community to improve
long-term care services to older per-
sons. Over 70 citizens, state and
local elected officials and public and
private service providers partici-
pated in the project for at least
six hours a week over the six month
period. Local funds were used to
finance the planning effort.

The report was then turned over
to county staff persons assigned to
work on the project. "This is not a
report to put on the shelf," notes
Niedziela, "We plan to use it to get
things done."

Central to the implementation of
the plan is a major change in the
service delivery structure of
Aflegheny County. The Planning
Committee recommends the creation
or designation of an umbrella agency
which would be responsible for
countywide planning, evaluation, re-
s'ource development, consumer
participation, public information,
advocacy and coordination. The
umbrella agency would, in turn,
designate and contract with a com-
munity agency in each of the coun-
ty's 12 Human Service Districts
to provide for, or to ensure the
availability of, client need assess-
ments, case management, primary
health care, housing assistance,
senior centers, consumer and com-
munity involvement, resource devel-
opment and recruitment and place.
ment of volunteers.

NACPRO
1980 Awards Program

National Association of County Park and Recreation Officials
Each year, the National Association of County Park and Recreation Officials (NACPRO)

presents a series of awards for exceptional contributions to the field of parks and recreation. As a
professional and a member of NACPRO, you are invited Io submit nominations of persons and
organizations you feel merit recognition.

AWARDSTO PARK ATIDRECREATION PRACTITIONERS/AGENCIES
Organizational Award. Presented to a county park and recreation agency, whose county is a

member of f(ACo, conducting activities in the parks and/or recreation field whose programs are
considered to be exemplary during the past year. Gp to Iwo willbe awarded.

Fellow Award. Presented to a park and recreation professional and NACPRO member who has

performed an outstanding job over a period of years, providing outstanding professional
leadership at the local, regional, state and/or national levels. (Ip to two willbe awarded.

Lifetime Award. Presented to a retiring park and recreation professional who has been a

member of P(ACPRO. Consideration based on individual'3 contribution and service to the field.
Number awarded not limited.

THE ALLEGHENYPLAN
The Allegheny County plan, en-

The Fino[ Report 4y ~ the >
Committee on Long-Term

for the Elderly, was published
June. Comprehensive in scope, the

covers the following areas: serv-
delivery structure, community

in-home care, community
care, housing alternatives,

and institutional
report is designed to be
suggesting who needs to

whet, why, when, where and how
order to provide effective long-term

[or the county's older population.
Allegheny County's plan is similar
the kind of dynamic long-range

planning documents
are being developed in Contra
County. Calif.; Lee County,
Rensselaer County, N.Y.;

County. Iowa: and Sum-
County, Ohio with the assis-
of NACo's researcharm. These

AWARDS TO OTHER PARK APID RECREATION COPITRIBGTORS

Friend Award. Presented to a lay individual or a public or private organization that has
responded in an unusual manner in making a major contribution to benefit park and recreation
programs or facilitydevelopment at any level of government. Can include elected officials other
than those on the county level, such as state or federal legislators. Number awarded not limited.

Board/Commission Award. Presented to a park/recreation board member or to a county
commissioner who has contributed significantly to the benefit of park and recreation programs or

facilitydevelopment within his/her governmental jurisdiction. (jp Io two may be awarded.BEGINNINGSTEPS
The county has taken four steps

in implementing the recommenda-
tions contained in the plan. First,
a model Human Service Center will
be constructed in Human Service
District 3 in Turtle Creek, east of
Pittsburgh. The center will provide
a coordination point for public and
private agencies dealing with
health care, housing, needs assess-
ment, placement, licensing of facili-
ties and preparation of individual
care plans. A senior center program,
including case management, wifl be

PROCEDURES

~ Each NACPRO member may submit up to two
nominations. Deadline for receipt is Feb. 8, 1980.
Submit to: Frank Stramler, Kern County Parks and
Recreation Department, I I [0 Golden State Avenue,
Bakersfield, California 93301.

~ Nominations will be evaluated by the Awards
Committee and selections made by the NACPRO Board
of Directors at the NACo Legislative Conference meeting
in March. Award presentations willbe made at the NACo
Annual Conference in July.

~ Attach nominee support documentation or
additional sheets in the foflowlngorder:

Brief history of individual or organization. (If
individua I, include such personal items as clubs,
organizations, schools attended, family, hobbies,
etc.)
Ifapplicable, provide professional or related
experiences of individual or organization.

Identify individual or organization publications
which have been of significance to the field,
community or country.
Explain in detail the contributions made by the
nominee which you feel merit the receipt of award
recognition. (This is the most important element of
the award submittal.)
Attach any additional documentation which you
feel is pertinent to the nomination.

~ Though the Awards Committee seeks detailed
support documentation, please keep information
submitted as precise as possible, as some information
willneed to be duplicated for the Committee's
evaluation. Additional information may be requested if
needed.

~ Three copies each of all documentation is required.
~ NACo staff contact: Arleen Shulman

uidance Given for State
- rgy Assistance Plans

~ s 1

COUNTYNEWS—December 17, 1979-Page 7

Allegheny Ovflines Future Plans*r Elderly

Guidelines for state participation
the $ 1.35 billion Supplemental

Allowance Program for fis-
'80 were outlined at a recent

at the National Governors'y

Ira Goldstein, di-
of HEW's Division of Policy,

Ed Feel, director of the Energy
Assistance Program of the

Services Administration.
These guidelines have been dev-

to implement P.L. 96-127,
by the President Nov. 27,
authorized the program to

people with low incomes cope
increased energy costs.

According to the agency spokes-
(here are four plans from which

may choose:
~ Plan A: an HEWMeveloped flat

grant plan for AFDC recipients;
~ Plan B: a flat energy assistance

plan for those who are not AFDC
recipients;

~ Plan C: transfer of funds to
agencies administering the Com-
munity Services Administration's
energy crisis assistance program;

~ Plan D: a statwdeveioped plan.
A state which chooses to develop

its own plan may take the approach
used by the federal government un-

der plan A or B or may design its
own approach and submit it for ap.

provaL The state may also choose to
use a portion of its funds under one

plan and a portion under another.

These plans will be addressed in
more detail in subsequent editions
of County News.

Name of award nominee

Position title (if individual)

Address

State Zip

Award Sponsor

Position title and/or organization

Address
City State Zip

City
Check award category:
Friend of Recreation C3 Board or Commission Member (3

Fellow 0 Lifetime CI Organizational (3

(Phone)
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