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 water, ccan ‘Seriouslyjaffeét the ¢ »ﬁaptity of water ,am\ilﬁa,ble for urban
~use. Cities and suburbs also derive indirect benefits from Federal =
‘rlver»ba'sm.proglects. Flood protection, navigation improvements, and

~inexpensive hydra / ; v j a ‘ L
o tan-areag:locabed in the river basins where Federal water agencies have
been active. o TR e T

roelectric power are extremely important to metxiﬁo-%)oli‘-‘fﬁ L
h

SEWAGE TREATMENT GRANTS

The most important Federal urban water activity is financial aid for

local sewage treatment plant construction. During the 1930’s, Federal
public works programs played a key role in maintaining an adequate
level of sewage treatment facility construction. A Federal Water -

L Pollution Control Act was placed on the books in 1948 providing for,
~among other things, a Federal program of research, technical assist- -

_ ance, grants to the States for industrial waste control, and low-interest e
“construction loans. Although authority for sewage treatment works

construction loans was authorized at that time, no funds were appro-
priated by Congress. ~After a number of years of effort, the tremen-

ous lag in sewage treatment investment led Congress to enact the

Water Pollution Control Act of 1956. Grants of $50 million a year for
10 years were authorized to assist cities in the construction of sewage
treatment plants. Half the authorization was reserved for communi-
ties with populations of 125,000 orlessi i it aiLp s o
- Maximum Federal participation in any project was limited to $250,-

000 or 30 percent of construction costs, whichever was smaller. Fed-

eral funds are allocated through the States.. _Generally the State’s ’

share has been allocated to local governments by the water pollution

control agency or State health department on the basis of a form ula
reflecting both financial needs and the severity of the local pollution
situation. LT R gt

" TFederal grant appropriations under the 1956 law provided s1gn1ﬁ—
~ cant incentives for communities to step up their investments insewage
‘treatment facilities. During the 5 years preceding passage of the

bill, the contract awards for sewage treatment plant construction

 averaged $222 million, In the 4 years following enactment, con-

 struction contract awards showed an average increase of 62 percent,
~ amounting to almost $360 million per year. gl‘hirty‘-ﬁve;Sta{tes:rea;cheéi ;
their highest treatment plant construction levels in the first 2 years
of the program.r” By mid-1961, 2,700 sewage treatment projects
costing a total of $1.3 billion and serving >7 million people had

'~ received Federal assistance. The total Federal contribution was $225

?Fnilldi‘on; thus each Federal dollar was matched by $4.80 in local
- Experience to date with the grant pro ram refutes the frequent
~ contention that Federal assistance ‘stifles Tocal and State initiative.
The evidence is clear that Federal grants have spurred local activit;
_ There is little indication that the gtates ‘as a whole had the willing-

mness or the resources to provide similar inducement. Moreover,
© vast majority of State health and water pollution control agencies -

‘vigorously support this Federal activity. Finally, rather than serv-

- ingto stifle State initiative, the Federal grant program has led tothe

- Pollution Control Hearings, 87¢h,0016g., 1st sess., 1961, pp. 12~13.

‘11 7.8, Congress, House' of Rebrésentatiftes; Commiftee on Public Works, F’edem‘ly%fWaiér e
_ 18 Cohen and Sonosky, 0p. ¢it., p. 1 e
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