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INTERGOVERNMENTAL COOPERATION ACT OF 1967
AND RELATED LEGISLATION

THURSDAY, MAY 9, 1968
U.S. SenaTg,

SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERGOVERMENTAL RELATIONS

oF THE CoMMITTEE ON GOVERMENT (JPERATIONS,
: ‘ : Washington, D.C.

. The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:30 a.m., in room
3302, New Senate Office Building, Senator Edmund S. Muskie (chair-
man) presiding.

Present : Senator Edmund S. Muskie, Democrat, Maine.

Staff members present: Charles M. Smith, staff director; Robert
E. Berry, minority counsel; E. Winslow Turner, general counsel;
Lucinda T. Dennis, administrative secretary.

OrENING STATEMENT OF THE CHAIRMAN

Senator Muskie. The committee will be in order. )

I have an opening statement. Today we open hearings on S. 698,
the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and related legislation,
S. 735, S. 458, and S. 2981. o - T

S. 698 is a comprehensive bill devoted to improving the adminis-
tration of Federal assistance programs at State and local levels, It
provides for uniform Federal policies of coordination and coopera-
tion with those levels of government which must carry out national
goals, and meet national needs at the local level.

Last year, President Johnson sent a special message to Congress
on the “Quality of American Government.” The President in his
conclusion said 1n part.:

Because of the social and economic legislation passed by the 88th and 89th
Congresses—Ilegislation unmatched in all the annals of our history—this Nation
now has programs which can lift the quality of American life higher than any
before us have known.

What remains for us now is to improve the quality of government itself—
its machinery, its manpower, its methods—so that those programs will touch
and transform the lives of the people for whom they were intended.

Governor Terry Sanford, in his book, “Storm Over the States”
sees the need for modernizing our federal system in the light of the
impact of our future technological revolution. He says:

The shadowy outlines of the future are sharpened day by day, and with
emerging clarity we begin to see the forms of dome-covered cities, agriculture
with s0il, commercial rocket travel, drugs which alter personality, control
of tleWrather, and containment of the population explosion. With all these
perplexing influences on man’s life, it is predictable that our system of Govern-
ment will adjust and readjust. Where weaknesses and inequities show, they
will be corrected or overcome. The forms of our Government will remain, in

(1)
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deference to history, but their role in the technological tomorrow will be sef
by our concern of today.

These statements are symbolic of the increasing concern being ex
pressed by administrative officials at all Government levels, by acad
emicians, by legislators, by industry and labor, and the public af
‘large. Tt is the ‘concern for an integrated federal system, a coopera
tive venture, a modern, machine to. meet. the increasing needs and

services of tomorrow. ;

Tt has been the responsibility of this committee over the past
years to investigate the workings ot our federal system. S

In most areas we have found a far greater degree of individual
freedom and decisionmaking at the local level of government than
exists in any other major country in the world. This makes possible
the greatest extent of popular participation and consent envisioned
by our Founding Fathers. =~ =~ s

Increased grassroots citizen participation is essential to the vitality
of our democratic system. At the same time, it does contribute to
problems of intergovernmental coordination and cooperation, inequi-
table applications of collecting and distributing fiscal resources, and
a tremendous demand for mere qualified: administrative personnel.

We have over 82,000 local units of government, most with their
own taxing, planning and operating authorities. , «

We have 50 States with thousands of relatively automous agencies,
departments, and authorities carrying on additional operating and
planning responsibilities. :

And at the Federal level we have over 21 Federal agencies and
hundreds of regional and subregional offices administering over 500
separate grant-in-aid authorizations. )

The needs for cooperation, not competition, for closing the in-
formation gap between levels, for developing a partnership in the
interests of economy and efficiency in our federal system were never
more serious than they are today.

Testifying before this subcommittee during the first phase of our
creative federalism hearings, Secretary John Gardner, scholar and
firsthand observer of federalism in action at every level, said this:

In almost every domestic program we are encountering crises of organiza-
tion. Coordination among Federal agencies leaves much to be desired. Commu-
nications between the various levels of government—Federal, State and local—
is casual and ineffective. State and loeal government is-in most areas seriously
inadequate. y

We will never get more than a fraction of the full yield from the taxpayer’s
dollar until local, State and Federal governments—and the American people
generally—decide that action is needed. A

The time has come to correct these deficiencies. And the American people
are capable of correcting them. We have ‘a President who is keenly interested
in the problem. We can improve coordination at all levels. We can revitalize
State and local government. We have it in our power to create a healthier
Federal-State-local partnership- than has ever before existed—and healthier
partnerships between the governmental and non-governmental worlds than ever
before existed—partnerships that will ensure the integrity and vitality of the
non-Federal partner.

The challenge Secretary Gardner was making was to this C{ﬁbé”sa

recognizing at the same time that there are some things that o!f§FState
and local governments ean do for themselves. But it is the Congress
which must take the lead in helping the States and localities solve
their problems 'of management, money, manpower, and modernization.
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familiar to a majority of the members of this committee. - S

The titles of S. 698 providing for improved administration of grants
to the States, periodic congressional review of grants, provision for
Federal technical services to the State and local governments, a co-
ordinated Federal urban assistance policy and an urban land utiliza-
tion policy were passed by the Senate in the last Congress and were
in varying forms the subjects of extensive hearings going back to the
87th Congress. The same is true of S. 458 and S. 7 35, dealing with con-
gressional review.

Title VIII of S. 698, making relocation ayments and assistance
available to persons and businesses displaced by Federal or federally
assisted programs, and title IX, providing for a uniform land acquisi-
tion policy, are similar to 8. 1681, which also passed the Senate in
the last Congress and which includes additional language based on
S. 1201 on which hearings were held in the 89th Congress. This legisla-
tion came out of the recommendation contained in a special study
on the problems of real property acquisitions conductedp by a select
subcommittee of the House. :

The entirely new legislation in S. 698 involves title VI, providing a
method for the consolidation of Federal grant programs, and my
amendment to the bill which would add a new title X providing for
improved coordination in the accounting, auditing and reporting of
Federal assistance programs. : 5

With so much of this legislation previously heard and agreed upon
on the Senate side, the question might be raised : why additional hear-
ings? Why not move it up and out ? '

First, we have two new members who, from the beginning of their
assignment to the committee, have exhibited an active interest in inter-
governmental problems and will have, I am sure, a special interest in
the subject matter of S. 698. '

Second, the accelerating problems faced by our State and local Qov-
ernments—in riots and tension; in expanding urbanization; in utiliz-
ing Federal aid programs, and in developing meaningful planning—
make a new look at this legislation mandatory. T ‘

Third,although we have labored diligently during the past few years
to perfect the legislative language and to incorporate workable con-
cepts, the recent proliferation of studies in the field of Federal-State-
local relations give us justification for reviewing the latest thinking
on these subjects, particularly with respect to assisting persons and
-businesses displaced by Federal programs. -

Fourth, we have before us also S. 458 and S. 735, which propose
somewhat different approaches to the objective of periodic congres-
sional review of grant-in-aid programs. These need to be considered
along with the corresponding provisionsof S.698. : ‘

Finally, we shall be taking testimony on S. 2981, an entirely new
bill, bigggclosely related to the other legislation we are considering.
This is™ne Joint Funding Simplification Act of 1968, introduced by
Senator McClellan-at the request of the administration, to provide
temporary authority to expedite procedures for consideration and
approval of projects drawing upon more than one Federal assistance
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program, to simplify requirements for the operation of those projects
and for other purposes. This raises some of the questions we wouls
like to explore in these hearings. :

S. 698 has 10 prospective. titles and a great number of separat
sections. It is, in fact, an omnibus bill. We welcome comments an
suggestions on any and all parts of the bill, but I hope the witnesses
will make a special attempt to cover some of what we consider to b
the more significant current issues. : : ? ‘

~ In title IT, we provide for grant information to the States. What i
the most effective means of channeling usable information to Gover-
nors. and legislators concerning the impact and scope of Federa
programs? ' ' ’ G

To what degree have the Bureau of the Budget and the Federal
agencies coordinated their resources to provide t%ﬁs information ?

The President’s message on the quality of American Government
and various executive orders have stressed the need for a free flow
of information of this kind and we shall be interested to learn what
new approaches can be used. S ;

Title II also gives a permissive waiver to the single State agency
concept. What has been the degree to which this r uirement has
tended to weaken executive power and leadership in State and local
development programs, and how has it added to the difficulties of pro-
gram coordination and planning ?

In title ITI, permitting Federal technical assistance, we made 2
special attempt to improve the legislative language to meet the concern
of private interests also providing special and technical services to
State and local governments. Were our changes adequate, and are
further changes needed to assure private enterprise an appropriate
role in helping to improve our Federal system?

Title IV, although general in its language, is one of the most far-
reaching requirements in the bill, It is a congressional mandate for a
Federal intergovernmental coordination policy with respect to grant
administration in urban development. S

In view of what we now know of the urban crisis, is the language
of title IV properly geared to present needs? Does it lead in the
direction of a national policy that takes into account the need for bal-
anced development of both urban and rural areas? Does it provide
for coordination on the full scale necessary if national, regional, State
and local priorities are all to be fairly served? .

This is the delicate balance of federalism. I have suggested a special
“working secretariat” in the Office of the President, a National Inter-
governmental Affairs Council, to speak for the President in hain-
mering out this policy. That legislation is not a part of this bill; but .
this title deals with the same problem. '

Title V concerns congressional review of future Federal grant pro-
grams. So also do S. 458 and S. 735. This idea has been with us for a
long time, but there has been continuing opposition to some of the~
langauge we have used, particularly with reference to the provision
for expiration after 5 years of grant programs hereafter_ggvroved
without a termination date. N

In title VI, we have a new approach to coping with the prolifera-
tion of Federal grants which, In some cases, has caused confusion in
the Federal system. . = , :
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I would like testimony on the benefits of this proposal. What are
the merits, the savings, the advantages to coordination and flexibility
for State and local governments of this title?

Is this a realistic way of reducing over 500 authorizations and
appropriations? Title VI is a step forward, but additional steps may
be needed.

On title VII, I have a basic question. Will the language assure that
future land transactions by the GSA will support, rather than frus-
trate, the efforts of local communities in their land planning and use
programs ?

Title VIII is, in my opinion, one of the most important titles in the
bill. Although figures tend to be speculative, particularly in view of re-
duced Federal spending, we may expect the dislocation of over-a
million families and individuals, 180,000 businesses, and 40,000 farm
operators over the next 10 years as a result of Federal or federally
assisted programs.

Much of this will concern the poor and the elderly—white and
black—where the impact hits with greatest force.

Are the measures we have provided adequate to assist and compen-
sate these people and businesses in the light of what we now know
about the personal and economic impact of dislocation today ?

For those whose property is taken to make way for public improve-
ment, is the fair market value standard of compensation enough to
enable people to take up their lives in a similar or improved manner
elsewhere ?

What can be done to provide for relocation assistance at an earlier
stage than is presently provided—tfor assistance at the stage when
the planning and surveying of the proposed project is announced, and
people panic? What can be done to relieve them of the fear of removal
and smooth the road to orderly relocation ?

With respect to title IX, have we succeeded in providing ground
rules sufficient to insure that the Federal Government and State and
local governments using Federal funds will deal fairly, whether by
negotiation or condemnation, in taking land for public improvement ?

In closing, T want to say that 1 am optimistic about this bill. The
House Committee on Government Operations held hearings on the first
five titles in 1966, and is continuing with its consideration this year.
The mood may be changing toward the concept of meaningful com-
pensation and assistance for acquisition and relocation under Federal
and federally assisted programs.

It always takes years for good ideas to surface, and eventually
become law. We are hopeful that the administration today will set the
stage for a much stronger support for the measures contained in
S. 698 than it has in the past.

Last year we passed the first really significant step forward in inter-
governmental relations legislation in years—the intergovernmental
personnel bill. That bill is moving forward in the House, and would
proviwmls and assistance for-the development of State and local
personi®;’ systems, training programs, fellowships, and exchange of
personnel. The support among State and local administrators for this
legislation was tremendous.

Now we are down to the next big step this year: The Intergovern-
mental Cooperation Act. . -
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I emphasize again that this is a congressional initiative to help the
 States modernize their administration of Federal programs; to help
the local governments to obtain coordinated Federal assistance in ling
with their comprehensive planning; and to help the people and the
businesses to get a fair shake when the Federal bulldozer plans tof
move in on them. ; ‘

The cost of this bill is marginal compared with the efficiency, econ-
omy, and human protection it will generate to help build a better
America. Finally, passage of the legislation would demonstrate rec-
ognition by the Congress that cooperation and coordination—the
basic ingredients of the “new federalism”—start with local and State
governments, with every measure of assistance and cooperation from
the Federal level. ‘ v /

I think I appreciate today, as I have for some time, that this is for
most people a dry, technical, incomprehensible subject, but I think it
is concerned with issues which are the very life of our democratic
system. I notice that we now have some new additions to our audience
this morning, some young, who probably will find it dry, technical
language with which we will be dealing this morning, completely dry
and incomprehensible, almost as much as in their classrooms, but what
we are dealing with here is of great importance to them, and if they
will remember nothing more about their visit here, what we are con-
cerned with is ways to make our Government better, to make it work
more effectively for the benefit of youngsters like yourselves. We
welcome you here this morning:.

I'shall now, without objection, place in the record the texts of S. 698,
amendment No. 748, intended to be proposed to S. 698, S. 735, S. 458,
and S. 2981, together with explanatory statements and agency reports
on these bills.

(The material referred to follows:)

[S. 698, 90th Cong., first sess. ]

A BILL To achieve the fullest cooperation and coordination of activities among the levels
of ‘government in order to improve the operation of our federal system in an increasingly
complex society, to improve the administration of grants-in-aid to the States, to provide
for periodic congressional review of Federal grants-in-aid, to permit provision of reim-
bursable technical services to State and local government, to establish coordinated inter-
governmental policy and administration of grants and loans for urban development, to
authorize the consolidation of certain grant-in-aid programs, to provide for the acquisi-
tion, use, and disposition of land within urban areas by Federal agencies in conformity
with local government programs, to establish a uniform relocation assistance policy, to
establish a uniform land acquisition policy for Federal and federally aided programs, and
for other purposes
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States

of America in Congress assembled, That this Act be cited as the “Intergovern-

mental Cooperation Act of 1967.”

TITLE I—DEFINITIONS

‘When used in this Act—
FEDERAL AGENCY

Sec. 101. The term “Federal agency” means any department, agency, or instru-
mentality in the executive branch of the Government and any wholly 6%ned
Government corporation, and for the purposes of title VIII, the AWf of the
Capitol. :

STATE

Sec. 102. The term “State” means any of the several. States. of the United
States, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, any territory or possession of the
United States, or any agency or instrumentality of a State, but does not include
the governments of the political subdivisions of the State. For the purposes of title
VIII and title IX the term ‘State” does include such political subdivisions.
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POLITICAL SUBDIVISION OR LOCAL GOVERNMENT

SEc. 103. The term “political subdivision” or
unit of government, including specifically ‘a
township, or a $¢hool or other special district er

“local government?” means a loecal
county, municipality, city, town,
eated by or pursuant to State law.

UNIT OF GENERAL LOCAL GOVERNMENT

SEc. 104. “Unit of general local government” means any city,

county, town,
barish, village, or other general-purpose political

subdivision of a State.
' SPECIAL-PURPOSE UNTIT OF' LOCAL GOVERNMENT

SEc. 105, “Speciél-pui'pose unit of local government”
public-purpose corporation, or other strictly limited
of a State, but shall not include a school district.

means any special district,
-purpose political subdivision

GRANT OR GRANT-IN-AID

SEc. 106. The term “grant” or “grant-in-aid’” means money, or property pro-
vided in liey of money, paid or furnished by the United States under a fixed an-
nual or aggregate authorization—

(A) toa State; or

(B) to a political subdivision of g State ; or

(C) toa beneficiary under a State-administered
subject to approval by a Federal agency ;
if such authorization either (i) requires the State
e€xpend non-Federal funds as a condition for the
from the United States; or ( ii) specifies directly, or establishes by meang of a
formula, the. amounts which may pe Daid or furnished to States or political sub-
divisions, or the amounts to be allotted for use in each of the Stateg by the States,
political subdivisions, or other beneficiaries. -The term does not include (1)
shared revenues; (2) payments of taxes; (3) payments in lieu of taxes; (4)
loans or repayable advances; (5) surplus property or surplus agricultural ¢6m-
modities furnished ag such; (6) payments under research and development con-
tracts or grants which are awarded directly and on similar terms to al] qualifying
organizations, whether public or private; or (7) bayments to States or political
subdivisions as full reimbursement for the costs incurred in paying bénefits or
furnishing services to bersons entitled thereto under Federal laws,

plan.or program which is

S or political subdivisions to
receipt of money or Property

FEDERAL FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

SEc. 107. The term “Federal financial assistance”
bayment by the United States to the District of Col

VI of the District of Columbia Revenue Act of 194
and 47-2501b).

does not include any annual
umbia authorized by article
7 (D.C. Code, secs. 47-25012

. SPECIALIZED OR TECHNICAL SERVICES

Sec. 108. “Specialized or technical services” means special statistical ang other
studies and compilations, _develomn_er;t. projects, technical tests and evaluations,

nts, and any
ecretary of any department or the
administrative head of any agency of the executive branch of the Federal Gov-
erment is authorized by law to perform. :

COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING

. “Comprehensive planning”, except in title VI, include
nt directly related to area needs or needs of g unit
governmerity ) preparation, ag a guide for long-range develo
physical pl: ith respect to the pattern and intensity of lan
vision of pj facilities, including transportation facilities; (B) brograming of
capital improvements based on a determination of relative urgency ; (C) long-
range fiscal plans for implementing such plans and brograms; and (D) Proposed
regulatory and -administrative measures which aid in achieving coordination
of all related plans of the departments or subdivisions of the governments con-
cerned and intergovernmental coordination of related planned activities among
the State and local governmental agencies concerned.

s the following,
of general loca]
bPment, of genera]
d use and the pro-
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URBAN DEVELOPMENT

Sec. 110, “Urban development” means all projects or programs for the acquisi-
tion, use, and development of open space land; and the planning and construc-
tion of hospitals, libraries, airports, water supply and distribution facilities, sew-
erage facilities and waste treatment works, transportation facilities, highways,
water development and land conservation, and other public works facilities.

STATE AGENCY

Sgc. 111. For the purposes of titles VIII and IX, the term «Qtate agency’’ means
any agency or instrumentality created by a State, or by 2 political ‘subdivision of
a State or by agreement between two or more States or by two or more political
subdivisions of a State or States.

HEAD OF AGENCY

Spc. 112. The term “head of a Federal agency’ or «pead of a State agency”’
includes a duly designated delegate of such agency head.

DISPLACED PERSON

sEc. 113. The term «displaced person” means—
(1) any person who is the owner of a business which moves from real
property or is discontinued on Or after the effective date of this Actasa result
of the acquisition or reasonable expectation of acquisition of such real prop-
erty, in whole or in part, by a Federal or State agency ;
(2) any person who is the farm operator of a farm operation which moves
from real property or is ‘discontinued on or after the effective date of this
Act as a result of the acquisition or reasonable expectation of acquisition
of such real property, in whole or in part, by a Federal or State agency ;
. (3) any individual who is the head of a family which moves from real
property occupied as 2 dwelling on or after the effective date of this Act, as
a result of the acquisition or reasonable expectation of acquisition of such
real property, in whole or in part, by a Federal or State agency, or which
moves from such dwelling as & result of the acquisition or reasonable ex-
pectation of acquisition by such Federal or State agency of other real property
on which such family conducts & business or farm operation ;
(4) any individual, not a member of a family, who moves from real prop-
erty occupied as a dwelling on or after the effective date of this Act, as 2
result of the acquisition or reasonable expectation of acquisition of such real
property, in whole or in part, by 2 Federal or State agency, or who moves
from such dwelling as & result of the acquisition or reasonable expectation
of acquisition by such Federal or State agency, of other real property on
which such individual conducts a business or farm operation; and
(5) any individual, not described in paragraph 1), (2), (3), or (4) of
this section, who moves his personal property from real property on or after
the effective date of this Act as a result of the acquisition or reasonable
expectation of acquisition of such real property, in whole or in part, by &
Federal or State agency: Provided, That this shall not include the owner of
property on the premises of another under a lease or licensing arrangement
where such owner is required pursuant to such lease or license to move such

property at his own expense.

BUSINESS

Sge. 114. The term «pusiness” means any lawful activity conducted primarily ;
(1) for the purchase and resale of products, commodities, or any other personal
property ; (2) for the manufacture, processing, or marketing of any suc prop-

erty; (3) for the sale of services to the public; or (4) by 2 nonprofit, jzation.
Such term does not include the activity of an investor in acqui holding

real property for resale for gain.
FARM OPERATION

§po. 115. The term “farm operation” means any activity conducted solely or
primarily for the production of one Or more agricultural products or commodities
for sale and home use, and customarily producing such products or commodities

in sufficient quantity to be capable of contributing materially to the operator’s
support.
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" FARM 'OPERATOR

Srce. 116, The term “farm operator”

means any owner, fpart owner, tenant, or
sharecropper who operates a farm. ; : Lyt

FAMILY

SEc. 117. The term “family’” means ttwo or more individuals living together in
i by blood, marriage, or

ELDERLY INDIVIDUAL

Skc. 118. The term “elderly individual’f means a person, not a member of a
amily, who is sixty-two ‘years of age or over. ’

HANDICAPPED INDIVIDUAL

SEc. 119. The term “handicapped individual” means a person, not a member
of a family, who is handicapped within the meaning of section 202 of the Housing
ct of 1959.

DISPLACED

SEc. 120. The term “‘displaced”, when used in relation tto any person, means
any person moved or to be moved from real property on or after the effective date
of this Act as a result of the acquisition or reasonable expectation of acquisition
of such: property for a public improvement constructed or developed by or with
funds provided in whole or in part by the Federal Government,

OWNER AND PERSON

Sec. 121. The terms “owner” and “person” mean any individual, and any
partnership, corporation, or association.

TITLE II—-IMPROVED ADMINISTRATION OF GRANTS-IN-AID TO THE
. STATES

FULL INFORMATION ON FUNDS RECEIVED

Sec. 201. Any department or agency of the United States Government which
administers a program of grants-in-aid to any of the State governments of the
United States shall, upon request, notify in writing the Governor or other official
designated by him, or the State legislature, of the purpose and amounts of actual
grants-in-aid to the State.

DEPOSIT OF GRANTS-IN-AID

Sko. 202. No grant-in-aid to a State shall be required by Federal law to be
deposited in a separate bank account apart from other funds administered by the
pState. All Federal grant-in-aid funds made available to the States shall be
properly accounted for as Federal funds in the accounts of the State. In each case
the State agency concerned shall rendei regular authenticated reports to the
appropriate F'ederal agency covering the status and the application of the funds,
rthe liabilities and obligations on hand, and such other facts as may be reqnired
.by said Federal agency. - : .

\

SCHEDULING OF FEDERAL TRANSFERS TO THE STATES

SEc. 203, Heads of Federal departments and agencies responsible for adminis-
tering graut-in-aid programs shall schedule the tramsfer of grant-in-aid funds
consistent with program; purposes and applicable Treasury regulations, so as to
minimize theflime elapsing between the transfer of such funds from the United

SuxpPand the disbursement theréof by a State, whether such dis-
bursement occuf® prior to or subsequent to such transfer of funds. States shall not
be held accountable for interest earned on grant-in-did funds, pending their:
disbursement for program purposes. ' . i oo

ELIGIBLE STATE AGENCY

SEC. 204. Notwithéatanding a'ny’ other Federal law which provides that a single
State agency or multimeniber board or commission must be established or desig-
nated to administer or supervise th,eadmin:istra‘ti‘on of any grmi_gsinsaiq program,

s
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the head of any Federal department or-agency may, upon request of the Governor
or other appropriate executive or legislative authority of the State responsible for
determining or revising the organizational structure of State government, waive
the single State agency or multimember board or commission provision upon ade-’
quate showing that such provision prevents the establishmen i

and efficient organization arrangements within the State government and approve
other State administrative structure or arrangements: Provided, That the head
of the Federal department or agency determines that the objectives of the
Tederal statute authorizing the grant-in-aid program will not be endangered by
the use of such other State structure or ‘arrangements. |

TITLE III—PERMITTING FEDERAL DEPARTMENTS ‘AND AGENCIES TO
PROVIDE SPECIAL OR TECHNICAL SERVICES TO STATE AND LOCAL
UNITS OF GOVERNMENT . o : :

; \ STATEMENT OF PURPOSE | ;

Sgc. 301. It is the purpose of this title to ‘encourage intergovennmen’cal;cooperaQ
tion in the conduct of specialized or technical services and provision of facilities
essential to the administration of State or local governmental activities, many
of which are nationwide in:scope ‘and financed in part by Federal funds; to
enable State or local governments to avoid unnecessary .duplication of special
service fungtions; and to authorize all departments and agencies of the executive
branch of the Federal Government which do not have such authority to provide
specialized or technical Services to State and local governments. o

AUTHORITY. TO PROVIDE 'SERVICE

~SEc. 302. The Secretary of any department or the administrative head of any
agency of the executive branch of the Federal Government is authorized within
his discretion, upon written request from a State or political subdivision thereof,
to provide specialized or teéchnical services, upon payment to the department or
agency by the unit of ‘government making the request, of salaries and all com-
putable overhead and indirect costs of performing such services: Provided, how-

“‘ever, That such services shall include only those which the Director of the
Bureau of the Budget through rules and regulations, determines may be pro-
vided by Federal departments and agencies. Such rules and regulations shall be
consistent with and in furtherance of the Government's policy of relying on the |
private enterprise system to provide those services which are reasonably and
expeditiously available through ordinary business channels, v

REIMBURSEMENT OF APPROPRIATION

SEc. 303. All moneys received by any department or agency of the executive
branch of the Federal Government, or any bureau or other administrative division
thereof, in payment:for furnishing specialized or technical services as authorized
under section 302 shall be deposited to the credit of the principal appropriation,
from which the cost of: providing such services has been paid or is to be charged,
or to the appropriation currently available for the cost of similar services.

REPORTS TO CONGRESS

Spe. 304, The Secretary of any depﬂrtmém or the administrative head of any,,;’

agency of the executive branch of the Federal Government shall furnish annual
to the respective Committees on Government Operations of the Senate and ise
of Representatives a summary report on the scope of the services provided under

the administration of this title.
RESERVATION OF EXISTING AUTHORITY o,
<. 305. This title is in addition to and does not swpers@émy existing

authority now possessed by any Federal department or age,ncy\te"‘:im Tespect to
furnishing services, whether on a reimbursable or nonreimbursab basis, to State

and local units of government.

TITLE IV—COORDINATED INTERGOVERNMENTAL POLICY AND
ADMINISTRATION OF GRANTS FOR URBAN DEVELOPMENT

'DECLABATION OF URBAN ASSISTANCE, POLICY

- §go. 401. (a) 'The economic and social development of the Nation, its strength
in world affairs and the achievement of satisfactory levels of living depend in
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large degree upon the sound and orderly development of urban communities. In
pursuit of this basic objective, the President shall establish rules and regulations
for uniform application in the formulation, evaluation, and review of urban
development programs and projects for the provision of federally aided urban
 facilities, and Federal projects having a significant impact on the development of
urban ‘and urbanizing communities, Such rules and regulations shall provide for
full consideration of the concurrent achievement of the following specific objec-
tives of urban development, ‘and, to the extent authorized by law,. reasoned
choices shall be made between such objectives when they conflict :

(1) Appropriate land uses for residential, commercial, industrial, govern-
mental, institutional, and other purposes ;

(2) ‘Wise development and conservation of natural resources, including
land, water, minerals, wildlife, and others;

(8) Balanced transportation systems, including highway, air, water,
pedestrian, mass transit, and other modes for the movement of people and
goods ;

(4) Adequate outdoor recreation and open space ;

(5) Protection of areas of unique natural beauty, historical, and scientific
interest; ¥

(6) Properly planned community facilities, including - utilities for the

- supply of power, water, and communications, for the safe disposal of wastes,

and for other purposes; -

- (7) Any other objective through which urban development activities car
contribute to the economie, social,-and cultural development of the Nation,
its strength in world affairs, and the achievement of enhanced levels of
living ; and

(8) Concern for high standards of design.

(b) All viewpoints—national, regional, State, and local—shall, to the extent’
possible, be fully considered and taken into account in planning urban develop-
ment programs and projects: Regional, State, and local government objectives
shall be considered and evaluated within a framework of national public ob-
Jectives, and available projections of future national conditions and needs of
regions, States, and localities shall be considered in plan formulation, evaluation,
and review.

(¢) To the maxinmum extent possible, consistent with national objectives, all
Federal aid for urban development purposes shall be: consistent with and further
the objectives of State and local government comprehensive planning for urban
development. Consideration shall be given to all developmental aspects of the
total urban community, including but not limited to housing, transportation, eco-
nomic development, natural resources development, community facilities, and
the general improvement of living environments,

(d) Each Federal department and agency administering an urban develop-
ment aid program shall, to the maximum extent practicable, consult with and

seek advice from all other significantly affected Federal departments and agen-

\%ies in an effort to assure fully coordinated programs.
e) Insofar as possible, systematic planning required by individual Federal
programs. (such as highway construction, urban renewal, and open space) shall
be coordinated with and made part of comprehensive local and areawide urban-
developmen . planning. .

FAVORING UNITS OF GENERAL LOCAL GOVERNMENT

SEc. 402, WHere Federal law provides that both special-purpose units of local
government an its of general local government are eligible to receive loans
or grants-in-aidfor urban development, heads of Federal departments and agen-
cies shall, in the nce of substantial reasons to the contrary, make such loans
or grants-in-aid @®r urban development to units of general local government
‘rather than to spffcial-purpose units of local government.

RULES AND REGULATIONS

SEc. 403. The Bureau of the Budget or such other agency as may be designated
by the President is hereby authorized to prescribe such rules and regulations as
are deemed appropriate for the effective administration of this title,

95-626—68——2
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TITLE V—CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW OF FEDERAL GRANTS-IN-AID TO
STATES AND TO LOCAL UNITS OF GOVERNMENT

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

Sec. 501. It is the purpose and intent of this title to establish a uniform policy
and procedure whereby programs for grant-in-aid assistance from the Federal
Government to the States or to their political subdivisions which may be en-
acted hereafter by the Congress shall be made the subject of sufficient subsequent
review by the Congress to insure that (1) the effectiveness of grants-in-aid as
instruments of Federal-State-local cooperation is improved and enhanced; (2)
grant programs -are revised and redirected as necessary to meet new conditions
arising subsequent to their original enactment; and (3) grant programs are
terminated when they have substantially achieved their purpose. It is further
the purpose and intent of this title to provide for continuing review of existing
Federal programs for grant-in-aid assistance to the States or their political
subdivisions by the Comptroller General with a view to the formulation of recom-
mendations to assist the Congress in making changes in requirements and pro-
cedures applicable to such programs in the interest of eliminating areas of con-
flict and duplication in program operations and achieving more efficient, ef-
fective, and economical administration of such programs, and greater -uni-
formity in the operation thereof.

EXPIRATION OF GRANTS-IN-AID PROGRAMS

Sro. 502. Where any Act of Congress enacted in the Ninety-first or any sub-
sequent Congress authorizes the making of grants-in-aid to two or more States or
to political subdivisions of two or more States and no expiration date for such
authority is specified by law, and such grant is not specifically exempted from
the provisions of this title, then the authority to make grants-in-aid by reason
of such Act to States, political subdivisions, and other beneficiaries from funds
not therefore obligated shall expire not later than June 30 of the fifth calendar
gear which begins after the effective date of such Act.

COMMITTEE STUDIES OF GRANT-IN-AID PROGRAMS

SEc. 503. Where any Act of Congress enacted in the Ninety-first or any subse-
quent Congress authorizes the making of grants-in-aid over a period of three
or more years to two or more States or to political subdivisions of two or more
States, then during the period beginning not later than twelve months im-
mediately preceding the date on which such authority is to expire, the com-
mittees of the Senate and of the House to which legislation extending such
authority would be referred shall separately of jointly, conduct studies of the
program under which such grants-in-aid are made with a view to ascertaining,
among other matters of concern to the committees, the following:

(1) The extent to which the purposes for which the grants-in-aid ar
authorized have been met ; ) 7
(2) The extent to which such programs can be carried on without further
financial assistance from the United States; ™,
(3) Whether or not any changes in purpose, direction, or #}
of the original program, or in procedures and requir‘emjﬁ
thereto, to conform to recommendations by the Comptrolley g
section 504, should be made; y
(4) Whether or not any changes in purpose, direction, hdministration
of the original program should be made in the light of rep‘ts and recom-
mendations submitted on request by the Advisory Cong ission on Inter-
governmental Relations ; and ! .
(5) The extent to which such grant-in-aid programs RJre adequate to
meet the growing and changing needs which they were designed to support.
Fach such committee shall report the results of its investigation and study to its
respective House not later than one hundred and twenty days before such au-
thority is due to expire. s

inistration
applicable
eral under

STUDIES BY COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF FEDERAL GRANT-IN-AID PROGRAMS

Sgc. 504. The Comptroller General shall make continuing studies of presently
existing and all future programs for grant-in-aid assistance from the Federal
Government to the States or their political subdivisions }eoncerm'ng the ‘extent
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. L3
0 which programs conflict and duplication can be eliminated and more effective,
flicient, economical, and uniform administration: of such programs. could be
chieved by changing certain requirements and procedures applicable thereto.

In reviewing such programs the Comptroller General shall consider, among
ther relevant matters, the equalization formulas, and the budgetary, accounting,
eporting and administrative procedures applicable to such programs. Reports on
uch: studies, together with recommendations, shall be submitted by the Comp-
roller General to the Congress. Reports on expiring programs should, to the
Xtent practicable, be submitted in the year prior to the date set for their
xpiration.

STUDIES BY ADVISORY COMMISSION ON INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS

Sec. 505. Upon request of any committee referred to in section 503, the Ad-
isory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (established by Public Law
6-380, as amended) shall, during the same period referred to in such section,
onduct studies of the intergovernmental relations aspects of programs which
re subject to the provisions of such section, including (1) the impact of such
rograms, if any, on the structural organization of State and local governments
nd on Federal-State-local fiscal relations, and (2) the coordination of Federal
dministration of such programs with State and local administration thereof, and
hall report its findings and recommendations to such committee.

RECORDS AND AUDIT

SEc. 506. (a) Each State or political subdivision thereof receiving assistance
under (1) any Act of Congress enacted after the effective date of this Act which
provides for a grant-in-aid from the United States to a State or a political
subdivision thereof, or (2) any new grant-in-aid agreement, or extension, modi-
fication, or alteration of any existing grant-in-aid agreement pursuant to existing
law shall keep such records as the Federal agency administering such grant
may prescribe, including records which fully disclose the amount and disposition
by such recipient of such grant-in-aid, the total cost of the project or under-
taking in connection with which such grant-in-aid is given or used, and the
amount of that portion of the cost of the project or undertaking supplied by
other sources, and such other records as will facilitate an effective audit.

(b) The head of the Federal agency administering such grant and the Comp-
troller General of the United States, or any of their duly authorized representa-
tives, shall have access for the purpose of audit and examination to any books,
documents, papers, and records of such recipients that are pertinent to the
grants received.

TITLE VI—CONSOLIDATION OF GRANT-IN-ATD PROGRAMS

»..»'\ STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

Siq. 601. (a) The President shall from time to time examine the various
programs of grants-in-aid provided by law and shall determine what consolida-
tions are necessary or desirable—

(1) t& promote the better execution and efficient management of indi-
vidual grant programs within the same functional area ;

(2) to p2gvide better coordination among individual grant programs
within the safbg ational area ; or -

(3) to pronfite more efficient planning and use by the recipients of grants
under programs within the same functional area.

(b) The Congréss declares that the public interest demands the carrying out
of the purposes of gabsection (a) and that the purposes may be accomplished
in great measure b¥ proceeding under this title, and can be accomplished more
speedily thereby thian by the enactment of specific legislation.

PREPARATION AND TRANSMITTAT OF PLAN

SEC. 602. (a) When the President, after investigation, finds that a consolida-
tion of individual grant-in-aid programs within the same functional area is
necessary or desirable to accomplish one or more of the purposes set forth in
section 601(a), he shall prepare a grant consolidation plan for the making of
such consolidation, and shall transmit such plan (bearing an identification num-
ber) to the Congress, together with a declaration that with respect to each indi-

Bl
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vidual program consolidated under such plan, he has found thatthe consolidation
is necessary or desirable to accomplish one or more of the purposes set forth in
section 601 (a). Bach such consolidation plan sotransmitted—
(1) shall place responsibility in a single agency for administration of the
consolidated program, and . : ; : i
(2) shall specify in detail the formula or formulas for the making. of
grants under the consolidated program, and shall set forth the differences
between such formula or formulas and the formula for making’ grants under
_ each of the individual programs consolidated under such plan. : : :
- (b) Bach grant consolidation plan shall provide for only one ‘consolidation of
individual grant programs. :
(¢) The President shall have a grant consolidation plan delivered to both
Houses on the same day and to each House while it is in session.

CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION

Skc. 603. (a) Bxcept as otherwise provided in subsection (c), a grant consoli-
dation plan shall become effective at the end of the first period of ninety calendar
daysof .continuous session of the Congress after the date on which the plan is
transmitted to it unless, between the date of transmittal and the end of the
ninety-day period, either House passes-a resolution stating in substance that the |
House does not favor the grant consolidation plan. . . RO S8

(b) For purposes of subsection (a)-— :

(1) continuity of session is broken only by an adjournment of the Con-:
gress sine die, and . 3 ) :

(2) the days on which either House is not in session because of an ad-
journment of more than three 'days to a day certain shall be excluded in the -
computation of the ninéty-day period. i :

(¢) Under provisions contained in & grant consolidation plan, a provision of
such plan may become effective at a time later than the date on which such plan
becomes effective under subsection (a). ‘ .

(d) A grant consolidation plan which becomes effective shall be printed (1)
in‘the Statutes at Large in'the same volume as the publi¢ laws and (2) in the
Federal Register. et - S

Skc: 604. (a) This section is enacted by the Congress— R

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power of the Senate and the House
of Representatives, respéctively, and as-such it iy deemed a part of the rules’
of each “House, respectively, but applicable only with respect to the procedure

to befollowed in‘that House in‘the case of resolutions described in subsec-

tion (b) ; and it supersedes other rules only to the extent that it is incon-
sistent therewith; and -

(2) with full recognition of the constitutional right of either House to
change the rules (so far-as relating to the procedure of that House) at any
time, in the same manner and to the same extent as in the case of any other.-
rule of that House. P

(b) The provisions of sections 910 through 913 of title 5 of the United State
Code shall apply with respect to a grant consolidation plan and, for such
purposes— e ‘

(1) all references in such sections to “reorganization plan” shall be treated
as referring to “grant consolidation plan”, and ) e

(2) all references in such sections to “resolution’ shall ¥¢ treated as re-
ferring to a resolution of either House of the Congress, atter after the
resolving clause of which is as follows: “That the = .~ % ‘does not favor
the grant consolidation plan numbered transmitted to the Congress by
the President on : , 19 ., the first blank therein being filled with
the name of the resolving House and the other blank @ces therein being
appropriately filled. :

EXPIRATION DATE

SEc. 605, The authority of the President under section 602 to transmit grant
consolidation plans shall expire three years after the date of the enactment of this
Act. :

e
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TITLE VII——ACQUISITION, USE,“?AND.DISPOSITIO‘N OF LAND WITHIN
URBAN AREAS BY FEDERAL AGENCIES IN CONFORMITY WITH LAND
UTILIZATION ‘PROGRAMS OF AFFECTED LOCAL GOVERNMENT

AMENDMENT OF FEDERAL PROPERTY AND ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES ACT
SeC. 701. The Federal Property and Adminig

amended (40 U.S.0. 471 et seq.), is amended by
title as follows ;

trative Services Act of 1949, as
adding at the end thereof g new

“TITLE VIII—URBAN LAND UTILIZATION
: “SHORT TITLE

“SEc. 801. This title may be cited as the ‘Federal Urban Land-Use Act’.

“DECLARATION OF PURPOSE AND POLICY
“SEc. 802. It is the purpose of this title to promote more harmonious inter-
governmental relations by prescribing uniform policies and procedures whereby
the Administrator shall acquire, use, and dispose of land in urban areas in order
that urban land transactions entered into for the General Services Administra-
tion or on behalf of other Federal agencies shall be consistent with zoning and
land-use practices and shall be made to the greatest extent in accordance with
planning and development objectives of the local governments and loeal planning
agencies concerned,

“DISPOSAL OF URBAN LANDS

“Sec. 803. (a) Whenever the Administrator contemplates the disposal for
or on behalf of any Federal agency of any real broperty situated within an urban
area, he shall, prior to offering such land for sale, give reasonable notice to the
head of the govepning body of the unit of general local government having juris-
diction over zonizig-and land-use regulation in the geographical area within which
the land or lands are located in order to atford the government the opportunity of
zoning for the use of such land in accordance with local comprehensive planning,

“(b) The Administrator, to the greatest practica

ble extent, shall furnish to all
brospective purchasers of such real property, full and complete information
concerning—

“(1) current zoning regulations and prospective zoning requirements and
objectives for such property when it is unzoned it

“(2) current availability to such property .of
water, street lights, and other service facilities a
of such services if such property is included in ¢

streets, sidewalks, sewers,
nd prospective availability
omprehensive planning.

0

“ACQUISITION OR CHANGE OF USE OF REAL PROPERTY

4. (a) To the extent practicable,

prior to a commitment to acquire any
situated

in an urban area, the Administrator shall notify the unit of
‘ent exercising zoning and land-use Jjurisdiction over the

rchased of his intent to acquire such land and the pro-
operty. In the event that the Administrator determines that
R Coswould have an adverse impact on the broposed: purchase, he
6&_\ ,) on. of the  acquisition, immediately notify such local gov-

PSS \423’ aisition and the proposed use of the property. : . :

%& &s & usition or change of use of any real property situated in an

,Z,Q‘\ R Qp" te for public building, the Administrator shall, to the extent

hoo® ticable— ,

&g% er all objections made to any such acquisition or change use

& of government upon the ground that the propoged acquisition of

us or would conflict with the zoning regulations or planning ob-
ject. ) &,g]'dh. units ; and

“(2, ¥ ply with and conform to such regulations of the unit of general
local g gnment having jurisdiction with respect to the area within which
such pro,erty is situated and the planning and development. objectives of
such local government; : 0

“Skc. 805. The procedures preseribed in: sections 803 and 804 may be waived
during any period of national emergency proclaimed by the President;
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“DEFINITIONS

«gipo. 806, As used in this title— ’
“(a) ‘Unitof general local government’ means any city, county, town, parish
village, or other general-purpose political subdivision of a State.

“(b) ‘Urban area’ means— "
“(1) any geographical area within the jurisdiction of any i
city, town, borough, village, or other unit of general local govern
county or parish, having a population of ten thousand or more inhabitants
“(2) that portion of the geographical area within the jurisdiction of ‘an
county, town, township, or similar governmental entity which contains nd
incorporated unit of general local government but hagy a population densityl
equal to or exceeding one thousand five hundred inhabitants per square mile
and
“(3) that portion of any geographical area: having a population density
equal to or exceeding one thousand five hundred inhabitants per square milg
and situated adjacent to the poundary of any incorporated unit of general
local government which has a population of ten thousand or moOre€

inhabitants. ; : :
“(¢) ‘Comprehensive planning’ includes the following, to the extent directl
related to the needs of a unit of general local government :
ment, of general

“(1) preparation, as a guide for long-range develop:
physical plans with respect to the pattern and intensity of
provision of public facilities jncluding transportation facilities,
long-range fiscal plans for such development ;

“(2) ‘programing of capital jmprovements based on-‘a determination of
relative urgency, together with definitive financing plans for the improve-|
ment to be constructed in the earlier years of the program ;

“(3) coordination of all related plans of the department or subdivisions o

the government concerned ;
“(4) intergovernmental eoordination of related planning activities among
concerned ; and

the ‘State and local governmental agencies
“(5) preparation of regulatory and administrative measures in support

of the foregoing.”
TITLE VIII—UNIFORM RELOCATION ASSISTANCE

land use and thel
together with|

DECLARATION OF POLICY

of this Act is to establish a uniform policy for the fair
and other persons displaced by the
federally assisted programs. Such a
as to (1) relocation payments, (2)
lability of standard housing, and
payments  under federally &

Sec. 801. The purpose
and equitable treatment of owners, tenants,
acquisition of real property in Federal and
policy. shall be as uniform as practicable
advisory assistance, (3) assurance of avai
TFederal reimbursement for relocation

programs.
PART A.—FEDERAL PROGRAMS

RELOCATION PAYMENTS

Sko. 802. (a) If the head of any Federal agency acquirt
public use in a State, he shall make fair and reasonable rel
displaced persons in accordance with the regulations establish

under section 805 of this Act.

(b) If any displaced person who moves or discontinues his business electS™
accept the payment authorized by this subsection in lieu of the payment author-
ized for such business by subsection (a) of this section, the head of such Federal
agency shall make a fixed relocation payment to such person in an amount equal
to the average annual net earnings of the business, or $5,000, whichever is the
lesser. No payment shall be made under this subsection unless the head of such
agency is satisfied that the business (1) cannot be relocated without a sub-
stantial loss of its existing patronage, and (2) is not part of a commercial
enterprise having at least one other establishment, not being acquired by the
United States, which is engaged in the same or similar business. For purposes
of this subsection, the term “gverage ‘annual net earnings” means one-hialt of

tate, and local income taxes,

any net earnings of' the business, before Federal, S
during the two taxable years immediately preceding the taxable year {n‘which
such business moves from the real property acquired by the United States and
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includes any compensation paid by the business to the owner, his spouse, or his
dependent children during such two-year period. Such earnings and compensation
shall be established by Federal income tax returns filed by such business and
its owner and his spouse and dependent children for such two taxable years.

(e) If any displaced person who moved from a dwelling elects to ‘accept the
payments authorized by this subsection in lieu of the payments authorized by
subsection (a) of this section for moving from such dwelling, the head of such
Federal agency shall make the following fixed relocation payments to such
-person :

“(1) A moving expense allowance, determined according to a schedule

. established by the head of such agency, not to exceed $200;

: (2) A dislocation allowance equal to the amount paid under paragraph

- (1):of this subsection or $100, whichever is the lesser; )

(3)‘An additional payment of $300 if the displaced person purchases a
dwelling for the purpose of residence within one year from the date of actual
displacement except that such displaced person shall only be eligible for
payment under this subsection when the dwelling purchased is situated upon
real estate in which such person acquires fee title, life estate, ninety-nine-
year lease, or other type of long-term lease equivalent to fee ownership;
and

(d) If any displaced person who moves or discontinues a farm operation elects
to accept the payment authorized by this subsection in lieu of the payment
authorized for such farm operation by subsection (a) of this section, the head of
such Federal agency shall make a fixed relocation payment to such person in the
amount of $1,000. In the case where the entire farm operation is not acquired
by such Federal agency, the payment authorized by this subsection shall be made
only if the head of such agency determines that the remainder property is no
longer an economic unit,.

(e) (1) In addition to any amount under subsections (a), (b), (c), and (d)
of this section, the head of such Federal agency may pay to or on behalf of any
displaced family, displaced elderly individual, or displaced handicapped indi-
vidual, monthly payments over a period not to exceed twenty-four months in an
amount not to exceed $500 in the first twelve months and $500 in the second
twelve months to assist such displaced family or individual to secure a decent,
safe, and sanitary dwelling. Subject to the limitation imposed by the preceding
sentence, the additional payment shall be an amount which, when added to 20
per centum of the annual income of the displaced individual or family at the
time of displacement, equals the average annual rental required for such a
decent, safe, and sanitary dwelling of modest standards adequate in size to
accommodate the displaced individual or family in areas not generally less
desirable in regard to public utilities and public and commercial facilities: Pro-
vided, That such payment shall be made only to an individual or family who is
“unable to secure a dwelling unit in a low-rent housing project assisted under the
United States Housing Act of 1937, or under a State or local program found by
the Sevretary of Housing and Urban Development to have the same general
nurposes"fhﬁ\t{loe Federal program under such Act, or a dwelling unit assisted
under section ™41 of the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1965.

(2) The Secré?vy’ibf Housing and Urban Development shall make the deter-
minations under thig subsection on the amount of assistance according to family
size, family or indfvidual income, average rents required, or similar considera-
tions for all agencies making such payments.

(3) The additionﬁnpayments under this subsection may be paid on a lump
sum or other than monthly basis in cases in which the small size of the payments
that would otherwise be required do not warrant a number of separate payments
or in other cases in which other than monthly payments are determined war-
ranted by the head of the Federal agency.

(4) No payment received under this subsection shall be considered as income
for the purpose of determining the eligibility or the extent of eligibility of any
person for assistance under the Social Security Act or any other Federal act.

(f) All functions performed under this section shall be subject to the operation
of the Act of June 11, 1946 (60 Stat. 237), as amended (5 U.S.C. 1001-1011).
Any displaced person adversely affected or aggrieved by the operation of this
section after the effective date of this Act may institute in the district court of
the United States for the judicial district in which such claimant resides or in
which such claim first arose an action for the review of such determination.
Upon the filing of such action, such court shall have jurisdiction to hear and
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détermine such action and to-enter therein such judgment, decree, or order as it
shall deem appropriate and may modify such determination upon a showing that|
such determination was arbitrary, capricious, or in violation of standards ap-
- plicable to such determinations in similar cases. :

RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

SEc, 803. (a) If the head of any Federal agency acquires real property for
public use in a State, he shall provide a relocation assistance program for dis-
placed persons which shall offer the services described in subsection (¢) of this
section. If the head of such agency determines that-other persons, occupying
property adjacent to the real property acquired, are caused substantial eco-
nomic injury because of the public improvement for which such property is
acquired, he may offer such persons relocation services under such program.

(b) Federal agencies administering programs which may be of assistance to
displaced persons covered by this Act shall cooperate to the maximum extent
feasible with the Federal or State agency causing the displacement to assure that
such displaced persons receive the maximum assistance available to them.

(¢) Bach relocation assistance program required by subsection: (a) of this
section shall include such measures, facilities, or services as may be necessary or
appropriate in-order (1) to determine the needs of displaced families, individuals,
business concerns, and farm operators for relocation assistance; (2) to assure
that within a reasonable period of time prior to displacement, there will be
available, in areas not generally less desirable in regard to public utilities and
public and commercial facilities and at rents or prices within the financial means
of the families and individuals displaced, decent, safe, and sanitary dwellings
equal in number to the number of, and available to, such displaced families and
individuals and reasonably accessible to their places of employment, except that
such assurance may be waived during any period of national emergency pro-
claimed by the President; (3) to assist owners of displaced businesses and dis-
placed farm operators in obtaining and becoming established in suitable business
locations or replacement farms; (4) to supply information concerning the Fed-
eral Housing Administration home acquisition program under section 221(d) (2)
of the National Housing Act, the small business disaster loan program under
section 7(b) (3) of the Small Business Act, and other programs offering assist-
ance to displaced persons; (5) to assist in minimizing hardships to displaced
persons in adjusting to- relocation; and (6) to assure, to the greatest extent
practicable, the coordination of relocation activities with other project activities
‘and other planned or proposed governmental actions in the community or nearby
areas which may affect the carrying out of the relocation program.

¢d) Paragraph (3) of section T(b) of the Small Business Act is amended to
read as follows :

“(3) to make such loan (either directly or in cooperation with banks..et

. other lending institutions through agreements to participate on an Jmime-

diate or deferred basis) as the Administration may determine to e neces-

_sary or appropriate to-assist any small business concern in cexiinuing in

business at its existing location, in reestablishing its business; in purchasing
a business, or in establishing a new business, if thegAd@tinistration deter-
mines that such concern has suffered substantial econdmic injury-as the
result of its displacement by, or location in, adjacent to, or near, a federally
aided urban renewal project or highway construction program or any other
public improvement program conducted by or with fuifds provided in whole
or in part by the Federal Government or by the States; and the purpose of
a loan made pursuant to such project or program may, in the discretion of
the Administration, inelude the purchase or construction of other premises
whether or not the borrower owned the premises occupied by the business
and,”
STATES ACTING AS AGENTS FOR FEDERAL PROGRAMS

Spo. 804. Whenever real property is acquired by a State agency for a Federal
public improvement project, such acquisition shall, for purposes of this Act,
be deemed an acquisition by the Federal agency having authority over such
project and such Federal agency shall make relocation payments, provide relo-
cation assistance, and provide assurance of availability of housing as required
in the case of acquisitions of real property by a Federal agency.
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AUTHORITY 'OF THE PRESIDENT

Sec. 805. (a) To carry into effect the provisions of this title, the President

.is authorized to make such rules and regulations as he may determine to be

necessary to assure— : S
: (1) that relocation payments. authorized by section 802 shall be fair and
.;reasonable and. as uniform as practicable; - .

(2) that a displaced person who makes proper application for a relocation
bayment authorized for such person by section 802(a) shall be reimbursed
for or paid— k

(A) his actual and reasonable expenses in moving himself, his family,
his business, farm operation, or other personal property, and in the
case of a farm operation, for his actual and reasonable expenses in
searching for a replacement farm ;

+(B). if he disposes of personal property on moving his business or
.farm operation and replaces such property at the new location, an
amount equal to the reasonable expenses that would have been required
in moving such personal property to the new location; and

(C) sueh other expenses authorized by section 802(a) as may be
provided for in regulations issued under this section ;

(3) that a displaced person who makes proper application for a reloca-
tion payment authorized for such person by this title shall be paid promptly
after a move or, in certain hardship cases, the President may, by regulation,
authorize advance payment of. certain relocation costs ;

(4) that any person aggrieved by a determination as to eligibility for a
relocation payment authorized by this title, or the amount of a payment,
may have his application reviewed by the head of the agency; and -

(5) that a displaced person shall have a reasonable time in which to
apply for a relocation payment authorized by this title.

(b) The President may, by regulation, establish a limitation on the amount

of a relocation payment authorized by section 802(a) with due consideration for
the declaration of policy in thig title and the provisions of subsecation (a) of
this section and section 807 (b).
(¢) In order to prevent unnecessary expense and duplication of functions,
i to promote uniform and effective administration of relocation assistance
brograms for displaced persons, the President is authorized to require that any
Federal agency make relocation payments or provide relocation services, or
otherwise carry out its functions under this title, by utilizing the facilities,
personnel, \and services of any other Federal agency, or by entering into appro-
priate contracts or agreements with any State agency having an established
organization for conducting relocation assistance programs.,

(d) The President may make such other rules and regulations consistent with
the provisions ‘ofkfhis title as he deems necessary or appropriate to carry out
this title. i

P Q FUND AVAILABILITY
. Skc. 806. Fundg#ippropriated or otherwise available to any Federal agency
for the acquisitiod of real property. or any interest therein shall be available
also for obligation and expenditure to carry out the provisions of this title.

PART B.—FEDERALLY ASSISTED PROGRAMS

o

RELOCATION PAYMENTS AND ASSISTANCE ; ASSURANCE OF AVAILABILITY OF HOUSING

Sec. 807. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, on and after the
effective date of this Act, no grant to, ‘or. contract or agreement with a State
agency, under which Federal financial assistance will be available to pay the cost
in connection with the acquisition of real property or of a public improvement
for which real property is to be acquired or as the result of which displacement
will otherwise occur, may be approved by the head of the Federal agency
responsible for the administration of such. Federal financial assistance unless
such: State agency has entered into an agreement with the head of such Federal
agency to provide to displaced  persons for moves from such real property—

(1) fair and reasonable relocation payments as described in section 802
(a) of this title and in accordance with regulations established by the
President under section 805 of this title;
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(2) fixed relocation payments in the same amounts and under the same)
terms and conditions as are required to be made by a Federal agency byl
subsections 802 (b), (¢), (d), and (e) of this title;

(8) relocation assistance programs offering the services described in|
section 803 (¢) of this title ; and

(4) a feasible method for the temporary relocation of families and in-
dividuals displaced from the property acquired, and assurance that within a
reasonable period of time prior to displacement, there will be available in
areas not generally less desirable in regard to public utilities and public and
commercial facilities and at rents or prices within the financial means of
the families and individuals displaced, decent, safe, and sanitary dwellings
equal in number to the number of and available to such displaced families
and individuals and reasonably accessible to their places of employment.

(b) The cost to a State agency providing the payments and services described
in subsection (a) of this section may be included as part of the cost of the project
for which Federal financial assistance is available to such State agency, and
such State agency shall be eligible for Federal financial assistance with respect
to such payments and services in the same manner and to the same extent
as with respect to other project costs, except that the Federal agency providing
such assistance shall contribute the first $25,000 of the cost of providing a re-
location payment to any displaced person. However, no State agency need
agree to make any relocation payment in excess of $25,000 to any displaced per-
son in order to receive the assistance authorized by the subsection.

(¢) In order to prevent unnecessary expenses and duplicgtion of functions,
and to promote uniform and effective administration of relocation assistance
programs for displaced persons, any agreement by a State agency under sub-
section (a) of this section shall provide that such-agency may make reloca-
tion payments or provide relocation - assistance or otherwise carry out its
functions under this title by utilizing the facilities, personnel, and services
of any other State agency having an established organization for conducting
relocation assistance programs.

(d) Any grant to, or contract or agreement with a State agency executed before
the effective date of this Act, under which Federal financial assistance is avail
able to pay the cost in connection with the acquisition of real property, or of tHe
improvement for which such property is acquired, may be amended to includgan
agreement as described in subsection (a) of this section. 7

(e) If the head of a Federal agency determines that is necessary for the
expeditious completion of a public improvement for which a State ‘agency has
entered into an agreement, as described in subsection (a) of is section,
to make relocation payments to displaced persons, or to pvov; e the funds
necessary to meet the requirements of section 905(b) (1) of this Act, he may
advance the Federal share of such relocation payments and an gmount necessary
to make the required payments under section 905(b) (1) to ich State agency.
Upon determination by the head of such Federal 'agenc@_,that any part of the
funds advanced to a State agency under this subsectio no longer required,
the amount which he determines not to be required shall b&gepaid upon demand.
Any sum advanced and not repaid on demand shall be ucted from sums
otherwise available to such State agency from Federal sources.

DISPLACEMENT BY CERTAIN PROGRAMS RECEIVING ASSISTANCE UNDER TITLE I OF
THE HOUSING ACT OF 1949, AS AMENDED

Skc. 808. A person who moves or discontinues his business, or moves other
personal property, or moves from his dwelling on or after the effective date of
this Act, as a direct result of any project or program which receives Federal finan-
cial assistance under title I of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended, shall, for
the purposes of thig title, be deemed to be a displaced person.

SEVERABILITY

Spc. 809. If any provision of this title, or the application thereof to any person
or circumstance is held-invalid, the remainder of this title and the application
of the provision to other persons or circumstances shall not be affected thereby.

ACTS REPEALED

Sec. 810. (a) The following laws and parts of laws are hereby repealed :
(1) The Act entitled “An Act to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to
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reimburse owners of lands required for development under his jurisdiction for
their moving expenses, and for other purposes,” approved May 29, 1958 (43 U.S.C.
1231-1234).

(2) Paragraph 14 of section 203(b) of the National Aeronautics and Space
Act of 1958 (42 U.S.C. 2473).

(3) Section 2680 of title 10, United States Code.

(4) Section 133 of title 23, United States Code.

(5) Section 7(b) of the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964 (49 U.S.C.
1606(b) ).

(6) Section 105(c) of the Housing Act of 1949 (42U.8.C. 1455 (¢c) ).

(7) Section 114 of the Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 1465 (a)—(d)).

(8) Paragraph (8) of section 15 of the United States Housing Act of 1937
(42 U.8.0. 1415(8) ), except the first sentence of such paragraph.

(9) Section 404 of the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1965 (42 US.C.
3071-3074).

(10) Section 107 of the Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development
Act of 1966.

(b) Any rights or liabilities now existing under prior Acts or portions thereof
shall not.be-affected by the repeal of such prior Aets or portions thereof under
subsection (a) of this section.

TITLE IX—UNIFORM LAND ACQUISITION POLICY
PART A.—FEDERAL PROGRAMS
UNIFORM POLICY ON LAND ACQUISITION PRACTICES

SEc. 901. (a) In order to encourage the acquisition of real property by
amicable agreements with owners, to relieve congestion in the courts, to assure
consistent treatment for owners in the many Federal programs, and to promote

ublic confidence in Federal land acquisition practices, heads of Federal agencies
shall, consistent with program requirements, be guided by the following policies:

“{1) The head of a Federal agency should make every reasonable effort to ac-
quirs-real property by negotiated purchase. ’

(2) Real property should be appraised before the initiation of negotiations,
and the.owner or his designated representative should be given an opportunity
- to accompany the appraiser during his inspection of the property.

(3) Before the initiation of negotiations for property, the head of the Federal
agency concerned should establish a price which he believes to be a fair and rea-
sonable consideration therefor and should make a prompt offer to acquire the
property for the full amount so established.

(4) No owner shoyld be required to surrender possession of real property be-
fore the head of the Federal agency concerned pays the agreed purchase price, or
deposits with the court, in accordance with section 1 of the Act of February 26,
1931 (46 Stat. 1421 ; U.S.C. 258a), for the benefit of the owner an amount not
less than the apprais¢®Tair value of such property as determined by such agency
head, or the amount/of the award of compensation in the condemnation proceed-
ing for such property. :

(5) The construction or development of public improvements should be so
scheduled that no person lawfully occupying real property will be required to
move from a dwelling, or to move his business or farm operation without at least
ninety days’ written notice, if consistent with project requirements, from the
head of the Federal agency concerned, of the date by which such move is required.

(6) If the head of the Federal agency concerned does not require a building,
structure, or other improvement acquired as a part of the real property, he
should offer to permit its owner to remove it. As a condition of removal, an ap-
propriate agreement should be required whereby the fair value of such building,
structure, or improvement for removal from the real property, as determined by
such agency head, will be deducted from the compensation otherwise to be paid
for the real property, however such compensation may be determined.

(7) If the head of a Federal agency permits an owner or tenant to occupy the
real property acquired on a rental basis for a short term. or for a period subject
to termination by the Government on short notice, the amount of rent required
should not exceed the fair rental value of the property to a short-term occupier.

(8) In no event should the head of a Federal agency either advance the time
of condemnation, or defer the condemnation and the deposit of funds in court
for the use of the owner, in order to compel an agreement on the price to be paid

o
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for the property. If an agency head cannot reach-an agreement with the owner,
aftei negotiations have continued for a reasonable time, he should promptly in-
stitute condemnation proceedings and, at the same time or as soon thereafter
as practicable, file a declaration of taking and deposit funds with the court in ac-
cordance with the Act of February 26, 1931 (46 Stat. 1421), if possession is re-
quired prior to the entry of the judgment in the condemnation proceeding.

(9) If an interest in real property is to be acquired by exercise of the power
of eminent domain, the head of the Federal agency concerned should, except as
to property to be acquired under section 25 of the Tennessee Valley Authority
Act of 1933 (48-Stat. 70, as amended ; 16 U.S.C. 831x), request the Attorney Gen-
eral to institute formal condemnation proceedings. No Federal agency head should
intentionally: make’ it -necessary for an owner to institute legal proceedings to
prove the fact of the taking of his property. i

-(10) If the acquisition of-only-part of a property would leave its owner with
an uneconomic remnant, the head of the Federal agency concerned should ac-
quire the entire property. : : :

(11) In determining the boundaries of a proposed public improvement, the head
of the Federal agency concerned should take into account human considerations,
including the economic and: social efféects of such determination on the owners
and tenants of real property in the area, in addition to engineering and other
factors.

(b) The provisions of this section, being general policies for the guidance of
Federal agencies, shall create no rights or liabilities not otherwise existing or
available, nor affect the validity of any property acquisitions by purchase or
condemnation.

COMPENSATION FOR PROPERTY ACQUIRED

SEc. 902. If the head of any Federal agency acquires real property for public
use in any State or the District of Columbia, by purchase or condemnation, the
fair market value of such property shall be paid as compensation therefor unless
it is the intention of the seller to convey the property for less than fair marke
value. C A
e BUILDINGS, STRUCTURES, AND IMPROVEMENTS &

Ske. '903. (a) Notwithstanding any other provisions of law, if the Jh/éad of a
Federal agency acquires land or any interest in land for public use ina State, he
shall acquire a like interest, or greater interest, in all buildings, -$tructures, or
other improvements comprising part of the real property so acquired which are
required to be removed from the land or which, in the opinion of such agency
head, will be adversely affected by such public use, if such improvements are not
required to be removed. ’

(b) As used in this section, the term “real property” -‘féeans land, or any in-
terest in land, and (1) any building, structure, or other improvement imbedded
in or affixed to land, and any article so affixed or attgched to such building,
structure, or improvement as to be an essential and integ7g part thereof ; (2) any
article affixed or attached to such real property in such manner that it cannot

e removed without material injury to itself or the real-property; and (3) any
article so designed, constructed, or specially adapted for the purpose for which
such real property is used that (A) it is an essential accessory or part of such
real property, (B) it is not capable of use elsewhere, and (C) it would lose sub-
stantially all its value if removed from the real property.

(¢) For the purpose of determining the extent of the acquisition of real
property and the valuation thereof, no building, structure, or other improve-
ment shall be deemed to be other than a part of the real property solely
because of the right or obligation of a tenant, as against the owner of any other
interest in the real property, to remove such building, structure, or improvement
at the expiration of his term, and the head of the Federal agency shall pay to the
tenant the fair value of the building, structure, or improvement, which fair value
shall be determined by such agency head as the greatest of (1) the contributive
value of the improvement to the present use of the entirety, (2) the current cost
of reproduction less depreciation of the improvement, or (3) the value of the
improvement for removal from the property.

EXPENSES INCIDENTIAL TO TRANSFER OF TITLE TO UNITED STATES

SEc. 904. (a) The head of a Federal agency, not later than the date of payment of
the purchase price or the date of deposit of funds to satisfy the award of com-
pensation in a condemmation proceeding to acquire real property, whichever is
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the earlier, shall reimburse the owner, to. the extent the head of such .agency
deems fair and reasonable, for expenses necessarily incurred for— ..
(1) recording fees, transfer taxes, and similar expenses in eonveying such
real property to the United States ; : ;
(2) penalty costs for brepayment of mortgage incident to such real
. property ; and ' h ) i
(3) the pro rata portion of real property taxes allocable to a period sub-
sequent to the date of vesting title or the effective date of a court order of
Dossession, whichever ig the earlier. ;

(b) The determination as to such payments by the head of such agency shall
be final and no provision of this section ‘shall be construed to give any person a
cause of action in any court, nor may any violation of this section be raised as
a defense by such person in any action.

PART B.—FEDERALLY ASSISTED PROGRAMS

REQUIREMENTS FOR APPROVAL OF CONTRACTS OR AGREEMENTS FOR FEDERAL
FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

Suc. 905, (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, on and after the date
of enactment of. thig Act no graqt to or contract or agreement with a State

a,s\s'?tance unless such State agency has entered into an agreement which shall
proyide-— : : . . . : ;

{ (1) that every reasonable effort shall be made to acquire the real property
by negotiated purchase ; o :
~(2) that the construction or development of the public improvement will

heduled that, to the greatest extent practicable, no person will be re-

0 move from a heme, farm, or business location without at least

ninety dijys’ written notice, if consistent with project requirements, from
such State-agency of the date by which the move is required ; and

(3) that itxlvill be the policy of the head of the State agency, before initiat-
- ing negotiations for real broperty, to establish a price which he believes to be

a.fair and reakonable consideration therefor, and-to make. a-prompt-offer to
|~ acquire the property for the full amount so established.. Eer R
(b) Notwith,standi‘gg any other provision of law, on and after January 1, 1970,
ho.grant. to, or contract.or dgreement with a State agency, under which Federal
financial assistance willb,ﬁe,availablé to pay in whole or in part the cost of the
acquisition of real broperty, or of a public improvement for which real property
is to acquired, may be approved by the head of the Federal agency responsible
for the administration « such. Federal financial assistance, unless such State
g the agreements described in Subsection. (a) of .this

section and has agreed: ( . o
(1) that no owner will be required to ‘surrend;exj Dossession of real property

before the head of the State agency (A) pays the agreed purchase price,

(B) makes available to the owner, by court deposit or otherwise, an amount
not less than 75 per centum of the appraised, fair Value of such

ceeding for such property; = = - : : -

(2) .that any decrease in the value of real property ‘brior. to the date; of
‘valuation caused by. the public’ improvement for which such property..is.
acquired, or by the likelihood that the :broperty would be acquired for the.
broposed public improvement, other than that: due to physical deterioration
within the reasonable control of the owner, will be disregarded in determin-
ing the compensation for ‘the property ;. and SR ¥ it :

- (3) that for the purposes of determining the .extent. of. the acquisition of
real property and the value thereof, no-building, structure, or ether improve-

ment will be deemed to be other than a part of the real property solely be-
cause of the right or obligation of a tenant, as against the owner of any
other: interest in the . real Pproperty, to.remove such building, . structure, or
improvement, and that an amount-not less than the value which such build-
ing, structure, or improvement contributes to ‘the value of the real Droperty’
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acquired, or the value of such building, structure, or improvement for re-
moval from the real property, whichever is the greater, will be paid to the

tenant therefor. .
PROVISIONS REPEALED

SEc. 906. Effective on January 1, 1970, sections 401, 402, and 403 of the Housing
and Urban Development Act of 1965 are hereby repealed.

[From the Congressional Record, Jan. 26, 19671

INTERGOVERN MENTAL COOPERATION AcT OF 1967—JANUARY 26, 1967

~ Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, on behalf of myself and Senators JACOKSON, BoGas,
Munpr, and Moss, I submit, for appropriate reference, a bill entitled the Inter-
governmental Cooperation Act of 1967, to achieve the fullest cooperation and
coordination of activities among the levels of government in order to improve the
operation of our Federal system. in an increasingly complex gociety to improve
the administration of grants-in-aid ; to provide technical services to State and
Jocal governments; to establish a coordinated intergovernmental policy and
administration of grants and loans for urban development; to authorize the
President to submit to the Congress for its consideration plans for the consolida-
tion of individual categorical grants within broad functional areas; to provide
for conformity in Federal acquisition, use, and development of urban land with
local government programs; to provide for uniform relocation assistance to
persons and businesses affected by federally assisted real property acquisitioh ;
and to provide for a uniform land acquisition policy in Federal and federally
assisted programs. i i

T ask unanimous consent that the bill remain at the desk for 10 days to pérmit

Mr. President developments in the past year have demonstrated a ‘growing
concern for the administration of Federal grant-in-aid programs, “These pro-
grams, which have been described—and vcorr'eatly, 1 think—as 'the mdst important
vehicle of intergovernmental relations, now number around 220./They are con-
cerned with, and critical to, the development of the ‘resources’of this Nation.
Their growth over the past two decades is a testament to thel}f acceptance by a
vast majority of the American people. Their effects on the d’évelopment of our
human resources, our natural resources, and our community pnvironment are in-
estimable. They are critical to the development of our Gre:¥ Society.

However, the administration of this multitude of prmms has severely taxed
the resources of all 1evels of government. And the proli tion of Federal grants
has put the spotlight on the Federal system—that durable, but delicate balance
of jurisdictions and powers that has evolved throughout our history.

Since its inception, the Subcommi:ttee on Intergovern tal Relations has car-
ried on a continuing study of the problems of 'the reks nships which operate
within our Federal system. In the 89th Congress, the subcommittee considered
a numper of proposals designed to resolve the problems agsociated with its
findings. Several of these proposals focused on the grant-in-aid device. Others
involved the problems of the inequities of property acquisition for public devel-
opment programs, and the relocation of persons and businesses affected. :

‘The Senate approved legislation in both of these areas during the 89th Congress.

INTEBGOVERNME’&TAL COOPERATION

First, the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act was passed by the Senate on
August 5, 1965. This proposal was designed to achieve the fullest cooperation
and coordination of activities between the levels of Government in order to im-
prove the operation of our federal system. As passed by the Senate, the meas-
ure would— : i

Tirst. Authorize full information for the Governors on grants made to their
States and would provide for more uniform administration of Federal grant
funds to the States. Tt would also improve the scheduling of fund transfers to
the States and permit the States to budget’ Federal grant funds in much the
same manner as they budget other revenues;

Second. Provide for Congressional review of future grant programs to insure
that such programs are re-examined in a systematic fashion and reconsidered in

the light of changing conditions;



25
Third. Authorize the Federal dep

artments and agencies to render technical
ssistance and training services to State and local governments on a reimbursable
Fourth. Bstablish g coordinated intergovernmental urban assistance policy, by
equiring local government review of certain applications for Federal aid in urban
rograms. This provision would serve to strengthen metropolitan planning ma-
hinery and encourage more orderly metropolita

Fifth. Prescribe a uniform policy of procedur:
nd use undertaken by the General Services Admini
ucy of that agency’s Dolicies with local zonin
bjectives,

As I mentioned, the Senate unanimously adopted a bill which contained
hese five provisions. That bill had been introduced with 42 ‘cosponsors, and had
rawn broad support from many sources, including national organizations and
ublic officials at all levels of government. Unfortunately, the House of Rep-
esentatives did not take final action on this measure.

Therefore, the bill T am introducing today contains, in titles I through V and
itle VII, the measure which received the unanimous consent of the Senate in the
ast Congress. This is a Droposal ‘of utmost importance in the improved tunc-
ioning of the federal System, particularly as grant-in-aid programs affect that
ystem. It contains all the provisions of H.R. 17955 of the 89th Congress, which
he House Subcommittee on Executive and Legislative Reorganization reported
0 its parent committee in the last week of the 89th Congress. It also includes
title V—the Senate-approved provision for periodic review of grant-in-aid pro-

rams by the Congress, which the House measure omitted. I believe this pro-
is is a sound management technique which is badly needed and of critical im-
ortatiee to the overall grant system.

CONSOLIDATION OF CATEGORICAL GRANT PROGRAMS

Title VI Qf\the bill T am introducing today contains a ne

anagement of grant-in-aid brograms. Briefly, it would authorize
0 submit to the Congress plans for the consolidation of individual

i broad functional areas and to effect the interagency
responsibility for grant programs, subject to the type
roviso that governs executive reorganization plans. This
Proposal would involve the submission to Congress of categorical grant consolida-
tion plans; including stgh modifications in apportionment formulag and alloca-
tion requirements as th President deems necessary. The Congress would accept
the plans or disapprove }hem_ in 'a ‘manner similar to that provided in the

[Reorganization Act of 19
Mr. President, Federal grants-in-aid are unquestionably essential and effective
methods of financing and adininistering essential programs to achieve national
objectives. But, because iggir number and variety have i
recent years, the need ® coordination in their administ;
acute. It was pointed out, in recent hearings before the Subcommittee on Inter-
vernmental Relations, that over 220 Federal grants-in-aid to assist State and
local governments are now administered by 16 of the 21 departments and agencies "
of the Federal Government. ‘We have 50 different. programs to aid general educa-
i brograms for vocational and ‘job training ;' 85 programs involved in
s involving transportation ; 27 for utilities and
munity facilities; 32 for land use; 28 for recreational and

‘W proposal designed to

One relatively simple example of the problems which a number of gimilar cate-
gorical grants produce may be found in Federal gran

] s Federal Water Pollution Control
Administration ;

Third. The Economic Development Administration of the Department of
JCommerece ;

Fourth. The Appalachian Regional Commission (for communities within that
Commission’s jurisdiction) ; and .- :
Fifth. The Land and Facilities Develo

pment Administration of the Department
f Housing and Urban Development,
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In this particular group of aids, the: agencies concerned have worked: out
arrangements which are designed 1o minimize administrative confusion. But
during our recent subcommittee hearings, it became evident that confusion con~
tinues to characterize the administration of these programs. The simple form 101,
by which local officials attempt to pres;em;t»their cage for Federal aid, cannot be:
filled out until the local official has carefully read-—and understood—-four pages |
of closely typed instructions. Judging from a number of examples of cases: of grant.
‘applications from which local officials have had no response—Tfor sometimes as
long as 2 years—I think it can safely be said that improvements in their adminis-
tration are imperative. This may require action beyond -voluntary cooperation
among the agencies involved. R

Title VI of my proposed bill would give the President the authority ‘he needs to
congolidate these »pmgmms—-subjaot’, to congressional review—if he determines.
such action would improve their administration. :

Mr. President, this p )

t;he!Advisory Commis-
carefully by the Com-
s serious consideration.

roposed title has been suggested by
sion on Intergovernmental Relations. It has been studi
mission’s experts, and I believe it mierits the Senate’
1 believe the Congress itself provided .a .precedent. for such a.consolidation of |
programs when it enacted the Comprehensive Health Planning and Public Health
Service Amendments of 1966. I hope this proposal will be seriously considered as |

a means to more effective management of these important grant programs.

UNIFORM RELOCATION

Mr. ‘President, the bill T am introducing today
titles, The first of these—title VIIT—is concerned Wl 1 § 5
relocation assistance for those forced to Telocate as a result of the acquiition
of real property for Tederal and federally aided public improvement programs.

Title VIII is not a new measure in this body. I introduced it as S. 1681 in the
89th Congress. 1t was passed unanimously by the Senate in July 1966 and subse-
quently was referred to the House Committee on Public Works, whngg”’nlo action

was taken. . ) o
Very briefly, this title would provide a policy of uniform trg.ﬁtment for the |
thousands of ~individuals who are affected every year by fﬁue‘h Government |

projects as urban renewaland highways. . : ; :
Mr. President, relocation is a serious and. growing problem in the United States.
Tederal and federally aided programs are displacing. a proximately 111,000..
families and individuals, 18,000 businesses and nonprofit pizations, and 4,000
farm operators each yeatr. The pace of Federal program: gdicameg this frend will .
continue. Fedemlly‘astiStéd:pmgrams‘al:one——mb@tly upban renewal and highway
programs—displace about 96 percent of the families afd individuals, 96 percent
of the businesses, and 34 percent of the farms affected by land acquisition. S

The uniform relocation bill passed by the Senate in the last Congress was the
result of an intensive ‘study conducted by the Housald lect Subcommittee on
Real Property Acquisition-of the Public Works Cont ee and by the Advisory
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations in cooperation with the. U.S: Con-
ference of Mayors, as well as by our own Subcommittee on Intergovernmental
Relations: . e St e
These -studies revealed serious inconsists
agsisted programs with respect -to the amount
and advisory assistance. Tor instance, a homepwner Whose DI
a federally aided urban renewal project: is entitled to moving
His neighbor, whose property -is taken for a federally aided highway program,.
is-also entitled to $200 but only if the ‘State has auhharized:,participajtmn in the
Federal, relocation program. Inconsistency in payments. for business mioving ex-
penses  is even greater. Here, the Federal-Aid Highway Act allows such dis-
placement by a federally aided urban renewal project entitles the businessman:
up to $25,000 for moving costs. Finally, urban renewal provides fairly compre-
hensive advice and counseling to business and individuals; the Federal highway
program provides no such service. :

Among other findings in the studies to which T referred is the fact that the
single greatest problem. in relocating families and individuals is the shortage
of standard housing for low-income groups.. Small businesses—particularly those
owned and operated by the elderly,

such as “Mom and Pop” grocery: stores—
are majm%.casualties, They have less cap

ital, find it more difficult to secure out-
‘gide financing, and need assistance to supplement their energy or spirit to resume
pbusiness in a new location.

es among Federal and federally -
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Advisory assistance is of growing importance in the relocation process. The
poor, the nionwhite, the elderly, and the small business people all need intensive
counseling to prepare them for, and to help them ecarry out, their move.

With the continued growth of Government property acquisition, there has
been miore, and more concern that relocation programs be made more uniform,
and more equitable. Both Presidents Kennedy and Johnson have expressed con-
cern over the human costs and the lack of uniformity in relocation of both fami-
lies and businesses.

Title VIII of the bill I am introducing would establish uniform relocation
payments, and advisory assistance programs for those displaced by Federal and
federally assisted programs. Compliance with these relocation requirements
would be a condition in Federal grants to State and local governments, The bill
would impose on all federally assisted programs the present urban renewal re-
quirement that no property acquisition project may proceed until there is as-
surance of available standard housing for those displaced.

It would provide full Federal reimbursement of relocation payments up to a
maximum of $25,000; and above that, Federal sharing according to the project’s
cost-sharing formula. Urban renewal and public housing now pay up to $25,000,
fully reimbursed by the Federal Government, for business moving expenses. The
Federal highway program now allows only up to $3,000 for businesses reimbursed
by the Federal Government on a 90-10 basis for interstate, and 50-50 for primary-
secondary highways. Today’s measure would thus make Federal reimbursement
100 percent up to $25,000, and would assure that relocation payments will be
made by those States where highway displacees are not now entitled to such
payments. i

Mr. President, I belidve the features of this relocation assistance title of the
bill T am introducing today, which were passed unanimously by ‘this body last
summer, are of utmost importa‘;kee to the welflare of those who are adversely
affected by Federal and federally Wsisted programs.

ND ACQUISITION POLICY

The final title -of this legisl#tion—title IX—provides for the establishment of a
uniform policy for the acquisition of real property by Federal Government agen-
cies and by State agencies 1ising Federal funds for public improvement programs.

Mr. President, this title/follows the legislative recommendation introduced by
Senator Sparkman in t:hg ‘last Congress as 8. 1201. His original proposal com-
bined both a relocation assistance program and one dealing with a uniform
acquisition policy for real’estate in Federal and federally assisted programs. It
is the latter of these twoMbroposals by Senator Sparkman that is incorporated
in title IX. Hearings were held on this proposal before the Subcommittee on
Intergovernmental Relationg in late June and early July of 1965. Title IX was
drafted to include most ofjite recomméndations made to the subcommittee by
the Departments of DefeffSe, Commerce, and Justice, and the Bureau of the
Budget. '

As I mentioned in my discusgion of the need for uniform relocation assistance
policy in Federal and federally assisted programs, growing activity in develop-
ment programs aided by Federal funds will contintie to affect large numbers of
property owners each year, ‘ \

Studies, particularly the ohe conducted by the Select Subcommittee on Real
Property Acquisition, reveal that widespread and serious inequities are found
in the acquisition of real property in public development programs. The select
subcommittee’s study revealed that, in many cases, Federal agencies acquired
land at less than the agency-approved appraisals. This is true of some acquisi-
tions by States and localities using Federal funds. '

In some jurisdictions, it was found that property owners are, in effect, penal-
ized for lowered market values which result from preliminary announcement
of a proposed project; in lother instances, the public is compelled to pay higher
prices for properties whose values are increased by announcements of a proposed

roject. . : ;
P Mr. President, title IX of this bill would institute a uniform policy to guide
Federal and federally aided land acquisitions. This is a matter of equity. which
ought to be an overriding consideration in such acquisitions,

I should say that this title, so far, has not yet been formally endorsed by the
Senate as have most of the other titles in the bill, But T believe it is of utmost
importance in restoring a measure of assurance to property owners faced with

95-626—68———3 ’
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acquisition of their property by the Government. They should be able to expect
equitable treatment, ; :

Mr. President, I realize that the bill I am introducing is long and, at first
glance, complicated. But as I have said, most of its provisions have already been
accepted—unanimously—by this body. Only titles VI and IX are new, and I
hope they will be thoroughly studied by all Members. - .

Mpr. President, I ask unanimous consent that the text of the bill be reprinted in
the RECORD at this point. !

The PrESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the bill will be printed in the RECORD, and held at the desk,
“as requested by the Senator from Maine.

The bill (8. 698) to achieve the fullest cooperation and coordination of activi-
ties among the levels of government in order to improve the operation of our
federal system in an increasingly complex society, to improve the administration
of grants-in-aid to the States, to provide for periodic Congressional review of
Federal grants-in-aid, to permit provision of reimbursable technical services
to State and local government, to establish coordinated intergovernmental policy
and administration of grants and loans for urban development, to authorize the
administration of grants and loans for urban development, to authorize the
consolidation of certain grant-in-aid programs, to provide for the acquisition,
use, and disposition of land within urban areas by Federal agencies in conformity
with local government programs, to establish a uniform relocation assistance
policy, to establish a uniform land acquisition policy for Federal and federally
aided programs, and for other purposes, introduced by Mr. Muskie (for himself,
Mr. Bogas, Mr. JAcksoN, Mr. MunpT, and Mr. Moss), wad received, read twice by
its title, referred to the Committee on Government Operations, and ordered to be
printed in the RECORD, as follows :

[S. 698, 90th Cong., s

AMENDMENTS Intended to be proposed by Mr. %
fullest cooperation and coordination of activities the levels of government in order
to improve the operation of our federal system in“w:\ increasingly complex society, to
jmprove the administration of grants-in-aid to the tes, to provide for periodic con-
gressional review of Federal grants-in-aid, to permit proyision of reimbursable technical
services to State and local government, to establish coord:tﬁted intergovernmental policy
and administration of grants and loans for urban development, to authorize the consoli-
dation of certain grant-in-aid programs, to provide for the acquisition, use, and disposi-
tion of land within urban areas by Federal agencies in conformity with local government
programs, to establish a uniform relocation assistance policy, to establish a uniform land
acquisition policy for Federal and federally aided pmgra%”and for other purposes -

On page 2, line 4, strike out «1967” and insert in jjen thereof “1968”.

On page 2, line 19, strike out “title VIII and title IX” and insert in lieu thereof
“titles VIII, IX, and X.”,

On page 59, after line 4, insert the following new,iﬁ s

“pITLE X—ACCOUNTING, AUDITING, AND REPORTING OF FEDERAL
' ASSISTANCE FUNDS

e

sess. ]
18 to S. 698, a bill to achieve the

“STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

«Qpo. 1001, It is the purpose of this title to encourage simplification and im-
proved coordination of accounting, auditing, and financial reporting require-
ments of Federal assistance programs, to survey the adequacy and effectiveness
of the accounting and auditing systems of recipient jurisdictions, and to author-
ize the Comptroller General of the United States to prescribe rules and regula-
tions for using State and political subdivision accounting and auditing in meeting
financial management requirements of such programs.

“MORE UNIFORM FINANCIAL REPORTING

“Qpe. 1002, Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the President shall
have authority to promulgate rules and regulations simplifying and, to the
extent feasible, unifying financial reporting requirements of Federal assistance
programis. . :

“A’CCEPTANCE OF ACOOUNTING AND AUDITING OF STATES AND THEIR POLITICAL
' : SUBDIVISIONS

“Qpo. 1003. (a) The Comptroller General of the United States, the Secretary
of the Treasury, and the Director of the Bureau of the Budget shall conduct'a.
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Jjoint: study of ‘the principles, standards, and related. requirements of executive
agencies, as defined in chapter 1. of title 5, United States Code, for acecounting
and auditing of Federal assistance programs. Such study shall emphagize ways
and meang of developing governmentwide accounting and auditing procedures
that foster closer cooperation and coordination among the financigl management
officials of the different levels of the executive agencies, avoid unnecessary
duplication; and minimize the amounts of time required to perform the account-
ing and auditing functions, Such study with recommendations shall be Submitted

to Congress not later than twelve monthg after the date of enactment of this
Act

“kb) The Comptroller General shall study apq review.tl.ae accounting and

General for protecting the interests of the United States with regard to account-
ing for expenditures of Federal assistance funds by States and their political
subdivisions. i :

© “(¢) The Comptroller General, after congulting the Secretary of the Treasury
and the Director of the Bureau of the Budget concerning their accounting and
auditing needs, and, considering statutory requirements and the needs of executive
agencies responsible for, iministering Federal assistance programs, gshall
prescribe rules and regulZudns whereby such agencies may substitute for their
accounting and auditing the accounting and auditing performed by States and
Dolitical subdivisions receiving Federal.assist;ance, when such accounting and
auditing meet the requirements prescribed by the Comptroller General applicable
to the administration of such assistance received by such States and Political
subdivisions. The Comptroller Géneral shall make g report to Congress on the
operations of this subsection at the end of each fiscal year, beginning with the
first full fiscal year following the-&8te of enactment of this Aect,”

[From the Congressional Record, May 8, 1968]
INTERGOVERNMENTAL COOPERATION AcT oF 1967—AMENDMENTS (Max 8, 1968)

kﬁ;AMENDMENT NO. 748

Mr. MuskIe. Mr. President, I submit, for appropriate reference, amendments
which I intend to bropose to £ 698, the intergovernmental cooperation bill, now
pending in the Subcomzmi‘t{ “on Intergovernmental Relations, Committee on
Government Operations, =~ . . o » -

-, The amendments I will offer are intended to encourage simplification and
_ improved coordination of accounti » auditing, and financial reporting require-
ments of Federal assistance programs, : con ;

Bvery Federal agency -administering Federal assistance programs to. State

and local governments ig charged by the Congress and by the regulations of the
- Comptroller General with assuring broper legal use of Federal funds made avail-
able to State and local governments through such, brograms. As a result each
administering agéncy and each major bureau engaged in grant-in-aid adminis-
tration deploys a number of fiscal auditors throughout the States ‘at various
times to audit grant-in-aid accounts. The General Accounting Office has its own
field operations with its ‘“spot audit” brogram, which is geared to ascertaining the
effectiveness of agency audits of Federal expenditures and which also involves
audits of grant expenditures at the State and local levels, S e

Yet, Federal agency auditing and accounting activities’ have had to keep pace

made strenuous efforts to improve ‘the capability of their own accounting and
- auditing systems—thanks to the rapid growth of State and local programs and
expenditures, 0 : AT e L
Federal assistance programs differ in objectives, magnitude, governments, and
governmental agencieg involved, and the clientele served and in many other char-
acteristics. Such programs then can hardly be expected to yield completely to
uniform accounting and auditing requirements, Nevertheless, there remains
the question as to whether the existing financial reporting, accounting, and
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auditing requirements are reasonable in their demands. Most State and local of-
ficials feel they are not. Some Federal aid administrators feel they are not. The
recent experience of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare and the
Office of BEconomic Opportunity in placing reliance on State and local auditing,
accounting, and reporting systems suggests that a rigid adherence to the status
quo is not the best way to improve intergovernmental relations in this area. To
help correct this condition, the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Rela-
tions in its fiscal balance re rt adopted a three-pronged recommendation urg-
ing enactment of general legislation by the Congress applicable to Federal grants-
in-aid to States whereby : first, the Comptroller General would study and review
the accounting and auditing systems of the States receiving Federal grants-in-
aid and ascertain their general adequacy and integrity ; second, for those States
certified by the Comptroller General as meeting standards of adequacy and
integrity, the results of State audits of expenditures of Federal grant funds
would be accepted by the administering Federal agencies in lieu of their
own fiscal audits with such acceptance to cease if the Comptroller General finds
that the accounting and auditing system of a particular State no longer meets
prescribed standards; and, third, this authorization would be extended at the
discretion of the Comptroller/(}eneral to units of local government receiving siz-
able grant-in-aid funds from Federal agencies. N

The amendments 1 intend to propose are based on th,zé recommendation, First,
they would assign authority to the President to p&ulgate rules and regula-

tions on a Government-wide basis for simplifyir nd, to the extent prac-
ticable, unifying the financial reporting requirements in Federal grant-in-aid
programs. At the present time—thanks to diverse enabling legislation, appro-
priation acts, departmental regulations and various other factors—the proce-
dures, format, frequency, and intensity of financial reporting requirements dif-
fer greatly from department to dearptment and frequently from program to pro-
gram within a ‘depa\rtment. The amendments 4re designed to provide the Presi-
dent with sufficient authority to achieve greater consistency, simplicity, and
order in an area of grant-in-aid administra that thus far largely has also
been ignored.

The amendments also provide the basis for acceptance of the accounting and
auditing system in certain States and, certain political subdivisions in lieu of
Tederal efforts in these fields. The Comptroller General, the Secretary of the
Treasury, and,the Director of the Bureau of the Budget are mandated to conduct
a joint study of the principles, standards, and relg%requirements of executive

agencies as they relate to the accounting and audi¥gng of Federal grants-in-aid
with a view to jidentify ways and means of & reloping Government-wide
accounting and auditing ‘procedures that foster greater interdepartmental co-
ordination among financial management officials jn the various Federal agencies
administering grant programs. These provision&re designed then to reduce
unnecessary duplication and excessive time requited to perform these vital
fiseal functions. P e T S : .

‘he Comptroller General is authorized to study: and review the accounting and
auditing systems of the States and their political subdivisions in order to
determine the:adequacy and effectiveness of their respective systems and what
changes, if any, would be required in them  to -comply with the principles,
standards, and related requirements prescribed by him in the area of grant-in-aid
financial accountability. After consulting with the Secretary. of the Treasury and
the Director of the Bureau of the Budget and after assessing the . statutory
requirements and the administrative needs of executive: agencies administering
grants-in-aid, the Comptroller General is authorized to prescribe rules and
regulations that would permit such agencies to substitute the accounting and
auditing systems of ' States and local governments when their systems meet
otandards prescribed by him as they relate to the administration. of Federal
assistance programs. . B : \ el

The intent of these amendments is not to shortcut in any way the .exercise
of fiscal prudence and accountability at all levels of government. But they seek
to develop new intergovernmenital arrangements in the accounting and auditing
field which. would lead to a significant saving in time and energy and would
provide the impetus for significant improvements in the whole area of inter-
governmental fiscal management. ' s RN : :
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[8. 735, 90th Cong., first sess.]

A BILL To provide for periodic review of Federal programs of grant-in-aid assistance to
the States

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “Federal
Grant-in-Aid Review Act of 19677,

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

SEC. 2. (a) It is the purpose and intent of this Act to establish a uniform
policy and procedure whereby programs, which may be enacted hereafter by
the Congress, for grant<in-aid assistance from the Federal Government to the
States or to their political subdivisions shall be made the subject of sufficient
subsequent review by the Congress to insure that (1) the effectivenesy of
grant-in-aid programs as instruments of Federal-State-local cooperation is im-
proved and enhanced ; (2) grant-in-aid brograms are revised and redirected as
necessary to meet the new conditions arising subsequent to their original enact-
ment; and (8) grant-in-aid programs are terminated when they have substan-

tially achieved their purpose.
(b) It is further the pu P.nd intent of this Act to provide for a continuing
review by Congress of existi Federal programs for grant-in-aid assistance to
the States or their political suﬁdivisions with a view to developing legislation
terminating those grant-in-aid programs whose purposes clearly have been
achieved and revising or redirecting all other existing grant-in-aid programs to
improve and enhance their effectiveness as instruments of Federal-State-local
cooperation or to meet new conditions arising subsequent to their original
enactment.
EXPIRATION OF GRANT-IN-AID PROGRAMS

SEc. 8. Whenever any Act of Congress enacted in the Ninetieth or any subse-
quent Congress authorizes any program for grant-in-aid agsistance to two or
more States or to political subdivisions of two or more States and there is no
termination date otherwise specified for such authority, the authority to make
any grant-in-aid under such Act to any State, political subdivision, or other
beneficiary from funds not theretofore obligated shall, unless the provisions of
this section are specifically excepted from application to such program, expire
not later than June 30 of th fifth calendar year which begins after the calendar
year in which the effective dée of such Act occurs.

" COMMITTEE STUDIES OF GRANT-IN-AID

SEc. 4. (a) Whenever any .Act of Congress enacted in the Ninetieth or any
subsequent Congress authorizes the establishment of any program for grant-in-
aid assistance over a period of -three or more years to two or more States or to
political subdivisions of two or more States, each standing committee of the
Senate and House of Representatives which exercises legislative jurisdiction
and oversight with respect to such program shall, during the period beginning
not later than twelve months immediately preceding the date on which the
authority: by such program is to expire, separately. or jointly, cenduct studies
and appraisals of such program. Each such committee shall report the results of
its study and appraisal to its respective House, together with recommendations
for such legislation as it deems appropriate; not later than one hundred and
twenty days before the authority for such program is due to expire, )

(b) (1) In the case of any existing statute authorizing the establishment of
any program for grant-in-aid assistance over a period of three or more years to
two or more States or to political subdivisions of two or more States, each
standing committee of the Senate and House of Representatives which exercises

. legislative jurisdiction and oversight over such program shall review and study,
on a continuing basis, the application, operation, administration, and execution
of such program.

(2) To assist it in carrying out this review and study function, each stand-
ing committee of the Senate and House of Representatives is entitled to employ
a review specialist as a member of the professional staff of such committee in
addition to the number of members of such professional staff to which such
committee otherwise is entitled. Such review specialist shall be selected and
appointed by the chairman of such committee, with the prior approval of the
ranking minority member, in a bermanent basis, without regard to political
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affiliation, and solely on the basis of fitness to perform the duties of the position.

(3) Each standing committee of the Senate and House of Representatives
shall submit, not later than March 81 of each year, to the Senate and House
of Representatives, regpectively, a report on its activities under this subsection
during the immediately preceding calendar year.

(¢) The studies referred to in subsections (a) and (b) with respect to any
program of grant-in-aid assistance shall be conducted by each standing com-
mittee of the Senate and House of Representatives involved with a view to
ascertaining, among other matters of concern, the following :

(1) The extent to which the purposes for which suech - grants-in-aid are
authorized have been met ;

(2) The extent to which the purposes for which such program can be
carried on without additional financial assistance from the United States;

(3) The extent to which such program is adequate to meet any growing and
changing needs related to the purposes for which it was originally designed ;

nd
(4) Whether or not any changes in purpose, direction, or administration
of the original program, or in procedures and requirements applicable thereto,

should be made. <
DEFINITIONS s

Sge. 4. As used in this Act— 4

(a) The term «Qtate” means any of the several States of the United States,
the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, any territory or
possession of the United States, or any agency or instrumentality of a State, but
does not include any political subdivision of a State;

(b) The term “political subdivision of a State” means any local unit of
government of a State, including, but not limited to, a county, parish, munic-
ipality, city, town, township, village, or school or other special district created
by or pursuant to State law ; and .

(¢) The term “grant-in-aid” means money, or property provided in lieu of
money, paid or furnished by the United States under a fixed annual or
aggregate authorization—

(1) toa State; or
(2) to a political subdivision of a State; or
(3) to a beneficiary under a State-administered plan or program which
ig subject to approval by a Federal agency
if such authorization (A) requires such Stat r political subdivision to
expend non-Federal funds as a condition for the’ M®ceipt of money or property
from the United States; or (B) specifies directly, or establishes by means of
a formula, the amounts which may be paid or furnished to such State or
political subdivision, or the amounts to be allotted for: use in such State by
such State or political gubdivision ; but such term does not include (i) shared
revenues, (ii) payments of taxes (iii) payments in lieu of taxes, (iv) loans or
repayable advances, (v) surplus property or surplus agricultural commodities
furnished as such, (vi) payments under research and development contracts
or grants which are awarded directly and on gimilar terms to all qualifying
organizations, whether public or private, or (vii) payments to States or
political subdivisions as full reimbursement for the costs incurred in paying
benefits or furnishing services to persons entitled thereto under Federal laws.

[S. 458, 90th Cong., first sess. ]

A BILL To provide for periodic congressional review of Federal grants-in-aid to States and
to local units of government

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States
of America in Congress assembdled,

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

SeporioNn 1. It is the purpose and intent of this Act to establish a uniform
policy and procedure whereby programs for grant-in-aid assistance from the
TFederal Government to the States or to their political subdivisions which may
be enacted hereafter by the Congress shall be made the subject of sufficient sub-
sequent review by the Congress to insure that (1) the effectiveness of grants-in-aid
as instruments of Federal-State-local cooperation is jmproved and enhanced ;
(2) grant programs are revised and redirected as necessary to meet new
conditions arising subsequent to their original enactment; and (38) grant
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terminated when they have substantially achieved their purpose.
: he purpose and intent of thig Act to provide for continuing review
of existing Tederal brograms for grant-in-aid assistance to the 'States or
their political subdivisions by the Comptroller General with a view to the
formulation of recommendations to assist the Congress in making changes in
requirements and brocedures applicable to such programs in the interest of
eliminating areas of conflict and duplication in program operations and achieving
more efficient, effective, and economical administration of such programs, and
greater uniformity in the operation thereof.

EXPIRATION OF GRANT-IN-AID PROGRAMS

SEC. 2. Where any Act of Congress enacted in the Eighty
sequent Congress authorizes the making of grants-in-aid to two or more States
or to political subdivisions of two or more States and no expiration date for
such authority ig specified by law, then the authority to make grants-in aid by
reason of such Act to States, political subdivisions, and other beneficiaries
from funds not theretofore obligated shall expire not later than June 30 of the
| fifth calendar year which beging after the effective date of such Act.

-ninth or any sup-

COMMITTEE STUDIES OF GRANT-IN-AID PROGRAMS

SEC. 3. Where any Act of Congress enacted in the Eighty-ninth or any sub-
sequent Congress authorizes the making of grants-in-aid over a period of three
Oor more years to two or more States or to political subdivisions of two or
more States, then during the period of not less than twelve months or more
than twenty-four months immediately preceding the date on which such authority
is to e:.zpire the committees of the House and of the Senate to which legislation

duct studies of the brogram under which such grants-in-aid are made with
a view to ascertaining, among other matters of concern to the committees,
the following :

(1). The extent to which the purposes for which the grants-in-aid are
authorized have been met.

(2) The extent to which such programs can be carried on without
further financial assistance from the United States.

(3) Whether or not any changes in purpose, direction, or administration
of the original program,. or in procedures and requirements applicable
thereto to conform to reeianmendations by the Comptroller General under
section 4, should be made.

(4) Whether or not any changes in purpose, direction, or administration
of the original brogram should be made in the light of reports and recom-
mendations submitted on request by the ‘Advisory Commission on Inter-
governmental Relation:s, )

Bach such committee shall report the results of ity investigation and study to
its respective House not later than one hundred and twenty days before such
authority is due to expire.

STtTDIES BY COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF FEDERAL GRANT-IN-AID PROGRAMS

SEc. 4. The Comptroller General shall make continuing studies of presently
existing and all future brograms for grant-in-aid assistance from the Federal
Government to the States or their political subdivisions concerning the extent
to which program conflict and duplication can be eliminated and more effective,
efficient, economical, and uniform administration of such programs could be
achieved by changing certain requirements and procedures applicable thereto.

In reviewing such programs the Comptroller General shall consider, among
other relevant matters, the equalization formulas, and the budgetary, account-
ing, reporting, and administrative brocedures applicable to such programs.
Reports on such studies, together with recommendations, shall be submitted
by the Comptroller General to the Congress. Reports on expiring programs

should, to the extent practicable, be submitted in the year prior to the date
set for their expiration.

STUDIES BY ADVISORY COMMISSION ON INTERGOVERN MENTAL RELATIONS

SEC. 5. Upon Lequest of any committee referred to in section 3, the Advisory
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (established by Public Law 86-380)
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shall, during the same period referred to in such section, conduct studies of
the intergovernmental relations aspects of programs which are subject to the
provisions of such section, including (1) the impact of such programs, if any,
on the structural organization of State and local governments and on Federal-
State-local fiscal relations, and (2) the coordination of Federal administration
of such programs with State and local administration thereof, and shall report
its findings and recommendations to such committee.

RECORDS AND AUDIT

Spo. 6. (a) Each recipient of assistance under (1) any Act of Congress
enacted after the effective date of this Act which provides for a grant-in-aid
from the United States to a State or a political subdivision thereof, or (2) any
new grant-in-aid agreement, or extension, modification or alteration of any
existing grant-in-aid agreement pursuant to existing law shall keep such records
as thie Federal agency administering such grant shall prescribe, including records
which fully disclose the amount and disposition by such recipient of such grant-
in-aid, the total cost of the project or undertaking in connection with which
such grant-in-aid is given or used, and the amount of that portion of the cost
of the project or undertaking supplied by other sources, and such other records
as will facilitate an effective audit.

(b) The head of the Federal agency administering such grant and the Comp-
troller General of the United States, or any of their duly ‘authorized representa-
tives, shall have access. for the purpose of audit and examination to any books,
documents, papers, and records of the recipients that are pertinent to the grant
received.

DEFINITIONS

SEo. 7. For the purposes of this Act—

(1) The term “State’” means the government of a State, or any agency
or instrumentality of a State.

(2) The term “political subdivision” means a local unit of government,
including specifically a county, municipality, city, town, township, or a school
or other special district created by or pursuant to State law.

(3) The term “grant-in-aid” means money, or property provided in lieu of
money, paid or furnished by the United States under a fixed annual or aggre-
gate authorization— '

(A) to a State or political subdivision of a State; or

(B) to a beneficiary under a Qtate-admifybered plan or program which

~ is subject to approval by a Federal agency ; ) )

if such authorization either (i) requires ithe States or political subdivisions
expend non-Federal funds as a. condition for the receipt. of money or property
from the Uinted States, or (ii) specifies directly, or establishes by means of a
formula, the amounts which may be paid or furished to States or political sub-
divisions, or the amounts to be allotted for use “in each of the States by the
State, political subdivisions, or other beneficiaries. The term does mot include
(1) shared revenues, (2) payments of taxes, (3) payments in lieu of taxes, (4)
loans or repayable advances, (5) surplus property or surplus agricultural com-
modities furnished as such, (6) payments under research and development
contracts or grants which are awarded directly and on similar terms to all quali-
fying organizations, whether public or private, or (7) payments to States or poli-
tical subdivisions as full reimbursement for the costs incurred in paying benefits
or furnishing services to persons entitled thereto under Federal laws. '

[S. 2981, 90th Cong., second sess.]

A BILL To provide temporary authority to expedite procedures for consideration and
approval of projects drawing upon more than one Federal assistance program, to simplify
requirements for the operation of those projects, and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the -Qenate and House of Representatives of the United
States of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the
“Joint Funding Simplification Act of 1968”.

PURPOSE

Sge. 2. The purpose of this Act is to enable States, Jocal governments, and
other public or private organizations and agencies to use Federal assistance more
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effectively and efficiently; to adapt that assistance more readily to their particular
needs. through the wider. uge of projects drawing upon resources available from
more than one Federal agency, program, or appropriation and to acquiire experi-
ence which: would lead. to the development of legislative proposals respecting the
consolidation, simplification, and coordination of Federal assistance programs.
It is the further purpose of this Act to encourage Federal-State arrangements un-
der which local governments and other public or private organizations and
agencies may more effectively and efficiently combine State and Federal resources
in support of projects of common interest to the . governments, agencies, and
organizations concerned. .

BASIC RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE HEADS OF FEDERAL AGENGiES

Seo. 8. (a) In order to carry out the purposes of this Act and subject to
such regulations as the President may prescribe, the heads of Federal agencies
may take actions, by internal agency order or interagency agreement, including
but not limited to: . - ‘ . .

(1) identification of related programs likely to be particularly suitable
or appropriate for providing joint support.for specific kinds. of projects;

(2) development and promulgation of guidelines model or illustrative
projects, joint or common application forms, and other materials or guidance
to assist’ in the planning and development. of projects drawing support from
different programs; - e . . o i

(3) review of administratively established program. requirements in
order to determine which of those requirements may impede joint support
of projects and the extent to which these may be appropriately modified, and
making modifications aceordingly ; -

(4) establishinent of common technical or administrative rules among

- related programs to assist in the joint use of funds in the support .of specific

projects:or classes of projects; and . i

(5) creation of joint or common application processing.and project super-
vision procedures or mechanisms ineluding procedures for. designating lead
agencies to assumé responsibilities for processing on. behalf of several
agencies and for designation of managing agencies to assume responsibilities
for project supervision on behalf of several agencies. .

(b) The head of each Federal agency shall be responsible for taking actions,
to the maximum extent feasible under applicable law, which will further the pur-
poses of this Act with respecto Federal assistance programs administered by his
agency. Bach Federal-agency head shall also consult-and cooperate with the /heads

“of other Federal agencies in' order similarly to promote the purposes of this Aot
‘with respect to Federal assistance programs of different agencies which may. be
‘used itogether:or jointly in support of projects undertaken by State or local govern-

ments or other public or private agencies and organizations.

o sl Ll o0 APPLIGATION. PROCESSING. | oo

SEc. 4. Actions taken by Federal agencies pursuant to this Aet ‘Whicjh relate to
the processing ‘of ‘applications .or requests. for. assistance. under two or more

‘Federal programs in support of any project shall be designed to assure, so far as

reasonably possible (1) -that all required reviews and approvals are handled
expeditiously ; -(2) that full aceount is takem of any special considerations of
timing that are made known by the applicant. that would affect the feasibility
of a jointly funded project; (3) that the applicant is required to deal with a mini-
mum number of Federal representatives, acting separately or as a common. board
or panel; (4) that the applicant is promptly informed of decisions with respect
to his application and of any special problems or impediments which may affect

. the feasibility of Federal provision of assistance on a joint basis; and (5) that the

applicant is not required by representatives of any one Federal ageney or pro-
gram to obtain information or assurances concerning the requirements or actions
of another Federal agency which could better and more appropriately be secured
through direct communication among the Federal agencies involved. -

SPECTAL, AUTHORITIES--BASIC CONDITIONS

SEC. 5. Where appropriate to further the purposes: of this Act, and subject
to the conditions prescribed in this section, heads of Federal agencies may use
the authorities described in sections 6, 7, and 8 (relating to the establishment
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of uniform technical or ‘administrative requirements, delegation of powers and
responsibilities, and establishment of ‘joint management funds) ‘with respect to
projects assisted under more than'one Federal assistance program. These au-
thorities shall be exercised only pursuant to ‘regulations ' prescri g
President. Those“regulations_shall include criteria or procedures a8
authorities are limited in use roblems that cannot be adequately dealt with
" through other actions pursuan i or other applicable law ; ‘that they
are applied only as necessdry to promote expeditious processing’ or effective
and efficient administration; and that they are applied consistent with the protec-
tion of the Federal interest and with program purposes or statutory requirements
of a substantive nature.

ESTABLISHMENT  OF UNIFORM TECHNICAL OR ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS

Sgc. 6. (2) In order to provide for projects which would otherwise be subject
to varying or conflicting techinical or administrative provisions of 1law, the heads
of Federal agencies may adopt uniform provisions respecting: o ioon R

(1) “inconsistent or conflicting  requirements relating’ to ‘financial ad-
ministration, including accounting; reporting and auditing, and maintaining
separate bank accounts, but only ‘to the extent consistent with' the require-
ments of section 8; SR {0 e S

(2) ' inconsistent or conflicting requirements relating to the timing of Fed-
eral payments where a single or combined sehedule is to be established for
the projéct as a whole; e ‘ : I
' (8) inconsistent or conflicting ‘requirement‘s that assistance be extended

" in the form of a grant ratheér than a contract, or a contract rather than a

grant ; R

(4) inconsistent or conflicting requirements for merit personnel systems,
but only-to the extent that the combination of assistance contemplated would
cause those requirements to be applied to portions of projects administered
by agencies not otherwise subject to such requirements;

(b) inconsistent or conflicting requirements relating to accountability for,
or the disposition of, property or structures acquired or constructed with
Federal assistance where common rules are to be established for the project
as a whole; and : G R . .

" (8) other inconsistent or conflicting requirements of an administrative or
technical nature, as defined in regulations of the President and subject to
such conditions as he may prescribe. e

(b) In order to permit processing of applications in accordance with the pur-
- poses of this Act, Federal agency heads may provide for review of proposals for
‘projects by a single panel, board or committee in lieu of review by separate
ganle’ls, boards, or committees when such review would otherwise be required

y law. .

(c) In promoting the more effective and efficient use of Federal assistance
resources, Federal agency heads may waive requirements that a single or specified
public agency be utilized or designated to receive, supervise, or otherwise admin-
ister a part of the Federal assistance drawn upon by any jointly funded project
to the extent that administration by ‘another public agency is determined to be
fully consistent with applicable State or local law and with the objectives of
the Federal assistance program involved. This authority may be exercised only
upon (1) request of the head of a unit of general government, with respect
to agencies which he certifies to be under his jurisdiction, or (2) with the agree-
ment of the several State or local public agencies concerned.

DELEGATION OF POWERS

SEc. 7. With the approval of the President, agency heads may delegate to
other Federal agencies any powers relating to the approval, under this Act, of
projects or classes of projects under a program if such delegation will promote
the purposes of that program. Agency heads may also delegate to other Federal
agencies powers and functions relating to the supervision of administration of
TFederal assistance, or otherwise arrange for other agencies to perform such
activities, with respect to projects or classes of projects subject to this Act. Delega-
tions under this section shall be made only on such conditions as may be appro-
priate to assure that the powers and functions delegated are exercised in full con-

- formity with applicable statutory provisions and policies.
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FUNDING ARRANGEMENTS AND PROCEDURES

SEc. 8. (a) In order to provide for the more effective administration of funds
drawn from more than one Federal program or ‘appropriation in'support of proj-
ects under this Act, there may be established joint management funds with
respect to such projects. The total amount approved for such a project may be

vanced to the joint management fund from each affected appropriation, from
time "to time, its proportionate share of amounts needed for payment to the
grantee. Any amounts remaining in the hands of the grantee at the completion
of the project shall be returned to the joint management fund. :
(b)- Any account in a joint management fund shall be subject to such agree-
ments, not inconsistent with this section and other applicable law, as may be
entered into by the Federal agencies concerned with respect to the discharge of
the responsibilities of those agencies and shall assure the availability of necessary
information to those agencies and to the Congress. These agreements shall also
provide that the agency administering a joint management fund shall be respon-
sible and accountable for the total amount provided for the purposes of each

the fund will prescribe. Such records shall, as a minimum, fully disclose the
amount and disposition by such recipient of Federal assistance received, the total
cost of the project in connection with which such Federal assistance was given or
used, the amount of that portion of the cost of the project supplied by other
Sources, and such other records as will facilitate an effective audit,

(d) The head of the Federal agency responsible for administering such Jjoint
management fund and the Comptroller General of the United States, or any of
their duly authorized representatives, shall have access for the purpose of audit
and examination to any books, documents, papers, and records of such recipients
that are pertinent to the moneys received from such fund.

(e) In the case of any project covered in a joint management fund, a single
non-Federal share may be established according to the Federal share ratios
applicable to the several Federal assistance programs involved and the proportion
of funds transferred to the project account from each of those programs.

AUXILIARY PROVISIONS

SEc. 9. (a) Appropriations available to any Federal assistance program for
technical assistance or the training of personnel may be made available for the
provision of technical assistance and training in connection with projects pro-
Dosed or-approved for joint or common funding involving that program and any
other Federal agsistance program.

(b)  Personnel of any Federal agency may be detailed from time to time to
other agencies as necessary or appropriate to facilitate the processing of applica-
tions under this Act or the administration of approved projects. -

FEDERAL-STATE ASSISTANCE AND AGREEMENTS

SEc. 10. Subject to such regulations as the President may prescribe, Federal
agencies may enter into agreements with States or State agencies as appropriate
to extend the benefits of this Act to projects involving assistance from one or more
Federal agencies and one or more State agencies. These agreements may include
arrangements for the processing of requests for, or the administration of, assist-
ance to such projects on a joint basis. They may also include provisions
covering the establishment of uniform technical or administrative requirements,
as authorized by this Act.
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AUTHORITY OF'THE PRESIDENT

Sgc. 11. In-addition to powers. and authority otherwise conferred upon him by
this Act or other law, the President may take such action, prescribe such proce:
dures, and promulgate such rules as may be necessary or appropriate to assure
that this Act is applied by all Federal agencies in a consistent manner and in
accordance with its: purposes. He may, for this purpose, require that Federal
agencies adopt or prescribe procedures - that will assure that applicants for
assistance to projects under this Act make appropriate efforts (1) to secure the
views and recommendations of non-Federal agencies that may be significantly
affected by such projects, including units of general government, and (2) to
resolve questions of common interest to those agencies prior to submission of any
application. The President shall also, from time to time, make reports to the
Congress on actions taken under this Act and make such recommendations for
additional legislative action as he may deem appropriate, including recommenda-
tions for the consolidation, simplification, and coordination of Federal assistance
programs. :

DEFINITIONS

Sgc. 12. Asused in this Act—

(1) “Federal assistance programs’ are programs that provide assistance
through grant-or contractual arrangements, and include technical assistance pro-
grams or programs providing assistance in the form of loans, loan guarantees or
insurance. ; . )

(2) “Applicant” includes one or more State or local governments or other
public or private agencies or organizations acting separately or together in seek-
ing assisfance with respect to a single project.

(8) “Project” includes any undertaking, however characterized and whether
of a temporary . or continuing nature, which includes components proposed or
approved,for'astsist-ance under more than one TFederal program, or one or more
Federal and one or more State programs, if each of those components contributes
materially to the accomplishment of a single purpose or. closely related purposes.

(4) “Federal agency’ includes any agency. in the executive branch of the
Government, . : .

(5) - “State” means: any of the several States of the United States, the District
of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands, and
American Samoa. :

EFFECTIVE DATE AND EXPIRATION

SEc. 13. This Act shall become effective one hundred and twenty days follow-
ing the date of enactment and shall expire three years after it pecomes effective,
put its expiration shall - not affect the administration of projects previously
approved. ‘ ‘ .

8. 2981 —INTRODUCTION OF Brir, To BXPEDITE PROCEDURES FOR CERTAIN FEDERAL
ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS (FEBRUARY 16, 1968)

My. McCLBLLAN. Mr. President, 1 introduce, by request, a bill to provide tem-
porary authority for expediting procedures for consideration and approval of
projects drawing upon more. than one Federal assistance program, to simplify
requirements for the operation of those projects, and for other purposes.

This bill was drafted by the Bureau of the Budget and submitted to the Presi-
dent of the Senate for introduction, in order that the objectives enumerated in the
President’s message of March 17, 1967, on the quality of American Government
may be fulfilled. The President of the United States recommended that legislation
be enacted to permit “pederal agencies to combine related grants into a single
financial package, thus simplifying the financial and administrative procedures—
without disturbing, however, the separate authorization, appropriations, and
substantive requirements for each grant-in-aid program.” )

The purpose of the proposed legislation is to remove or simplify certain ad-
ministrative and technical impediments which hamper or prevent the considera-
tion, processing, approval and administration of projects which draw upon
resources available from more than one Federal agency, program or appropria-
tion. This bill would enable the State and local governments and other public
or private agencies to use Federal financial assistance under two or more pro-
grams in support of multiple-purpose projects. Under this bill—
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. Federal agency heads would be authorized to establish uniform requirements
of certain provisions of law so that jointly funded projects would not have to be
subject to conflicting rules and regulations; = © v Thbn

In appropriate cases, Pederal agencies would have authority to-delegate to other
agencies power to approve portions of projects in' théir behalt; : 5
' Federal agency heads could establish joint management funds in their agencies
to finance multiple-purpose projects drawing upon appropriations from several
different accounts; . NEr

The President would prescribe appropriate regulations for, and approve agency
delegations of power and functions under this act. He would make reports to the
Congress on action taken, and make recommendations for additional legislative
action, including proposals for consolidation, simplification or coordination of
grant programs,

The Joint Funding Simplification Act of 1948, would not, except as specifically
provided, affect substantive provisions of law relating to Federal assistance pro-
grams but would provide a legal basis for consolidating some of the financial
procedures under centralized direction and control.

S. 2981, JoiNT FUNDING SIMPLIFICATION ACT OF 1968 EXPLANATORY STATEMENT

In his March 17, 1967, message on the Quality of American Government, the
President instructed the Director of the Bureau of the Budget to develop a legis-
lative proposal that would provide for the simplification of Federal grant-in-
aid programs. This statement constitutes a brief summary of the problem and an
outline of the proposal that has been developed in response to the President’s
directive.

PROBLEM

A number of Federal assistance programs which finance different activities
could be brought together in a single project to support similar or directly re-
lated purposes. Such combinations of related programs would encourage a com-
prehensive approach to certain problems and enable State-and local governments
and other grantees to use Federal assistance more effectively and efficiently. (At-
tached are several examples of projects which are being, or might be, jointly
financed.)

However, existing laws and regulations often make these combinations some-
what difficult to “package” and administer. Each Federal grant program may
have different requirements in such' matters as application: forms, accounting
procedures, advisory panels, reporting dates, etc. Further, the grantees often must
work with several Federal agencies (or constituent elements of a single agency)—
each with its own distinet administrative practices, (Attached is an example of
a jointly funded multipurpose neighborhood center which illustrates some of
the complexities involved.)

The purpose of this proposal is to remove or simplify certain administrative
and technical impediments which hamper or prevent the consideration, process-
ing, approval and administration of projects which draw upon resources avail-
able from more than one Federal agency, program or appropriation.

PROPOSAL

The Joint Funding Simplification Act of 1968 would achieve this objective
by (1) authorizing the removal or modification of certain statutory require-
ments; (2) authorizing agency heads to delegate the approval and administration
of Federal assistance programs to other agencies; (3) providing for a special
fund in each ageney to finance joint projects; (4) describing the actions which
Federal agency heads should take to further joint projects;-and (5) authorizing
the President to establish standards and procedures to implement the Act. (Ex-
cept as specifically provided, the Act: would not. change substantive provisions of
law relating to Federal assistance programs such; as eligibility criteria, main-
tenance of effort, -matching ratios, authorization levels, program .availability,
éte. Such questions will be the focus of a-later study.) :

WAIVER

Federal agency heads would be authorized to waive or modify certain technical

and administrative statutory provisions with respect to joint projects, e.g., re-
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quirements relating to reporting and auditing, merit personnel systems (under
certain conditions), the timing of Federal payments, etc. Agency heads could also
waive the requirement that a single public agency be designated or utilized to
administer a specific program when that program was part of a joint project but
only with the agreement of the public agencies concerned. Such waivers would
have to be consistent with applicable State or local law and with the objectives

of the program involved.
DELEGATION

With the approval of the President, Federal agency heads would be authorized
to delegate to other agencies powers or functions relating to the approval of pro-
grams of their agencies which were component parts of a joint project if such
delegation was necessary to accomplish the purposes of the Act. Such delega-
tions would have to be exercised in full conformity with applicable statutory
provisions. Authority to supervise the administration of projeécts could also be
delegated. ) ! '

FUNDING

Federal agency heads would be authotrized to establish joint management funds
to finance joint projects. )
AGENCY ACTIONS

The head of each Federal agency would be responsible for taking actions to
facilitate joint funding and to expedite the processing of applications for joint
projects. Such actions might include development of common application forms,
establishment of common administrative rules, designation of “project man-
agers” in one agency to supervise joint projects, etc. (The possible administrative
procedures are developed in more detail below.)

PRESIDENTIAL AUTHORITY

The President would be authorized to (a) approve the agency delegation of
powers and functions noted above; (b) prescribe regulations, procedures and
rules to assure that Federal agencies apply the provisions of this Act in a uniform
manner; and (c¢) require that Federal agencies adopt procedures which assure
that applicants for joint projects under this Act make reasonable efforts to secure
the views and recommendations of agencies that may be significantly affected by
the project, including units of general local government to the fullest extent
appropriate. :

In summary, this proposal would enable Federal agencies and grantees more
readily to “package” and administer a project whose constituent elements were
funded under different assistance programs and to operate it as a single, inte-
grated project with common requirements, funding and procedures.

PROPOSED ADMINISTRATIVE OPERATION

1. President.—As noted above, the proposed legislation would grant the Presi-
dent broad authority to make rules and regulations for its implementation. Those
rules and regulations might deal, for example, with the format and content
of application forms for joint funding, the processing of such forms, procedures
for determining lead-agency or project-manager assignments, conditions under
which various waivers of statutory provisions would occur, and the manner in
which joint funds will be obligated and accounted for. There ‘would probably also
have to be a Presidential effort to bring agency rules, regulations and procedures
into line with the needs of the joint funding process. i

The President would establish methods and procedures by which the represent-
atives of the major grant-in-aid agencies and the Bureau of the Budget would
assist him in carrying out his regulatory functions. The agencies would be ex-
pected to work cooperatively to harmonize their regulations, develop procedures
for disseminating information about the joint funding approach and consider
problems that develop in implementation of the concept. :

2. Agencies—Each ageney will have to develop certain new rules and regula-
tions, or modify its existing rules and regulations as necessary to facilitate the
joint funding concept. Its regulations will also have to be in harmony with those
issued by the President. .

As experience is gained and if patterns of applications for certain types of joint
funding emerge, it is expected that agencies will enter inte agreements involving
specific joint application forms, the processing of those forms, lead-agency or
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DProject-manager assignments and possible delegations of approval authority and
allocations of funds. If Dbossible, typical grant. packages will be identified, and
certain -highly desirable ones may be given priority treatment.

3. Grant recipients.—Under the proposal, grantees will fall into two broad
categories: ( a) any eligible grantee will be able to apply for joint funding of any
or all grants for which he is otherwise eligible; and ( b) the head of a unit of -
general government (eg., a governor, mayor, or county chief executive) will be
able to apply for joint funding of any or all grants for which the agencies and
the unit of general government under his Jurisdiction are eligible.

The grantee would be faced with Several possibilities once he determines
what sort of a joint funding proposal he wisheg ito make: (a) in the simplest
situation, in which his proposal involveg only grants from one Federal agency
for which he is directly eligible, the grantee would simply apply to, and deal with
that agency; (b) if his broposal involves grants from more than one Federal
agency but only grants for which he ig directly eligible, the grantee would prob-
ably apply initially to one of those agencies bursuant to instructions and regula-
tions as to which agency had the lead role in processing the particular type of
broposal; and (ec) if his broposal involves grants from Federal agencies for
which he is both directly and indirectly eligible (e.g., if a mayor’s proposal in-
volves both direct grants to his city and grants which are made to the State and
then-passed on by the State), the grantee would have to apply not only to the
Federal lead agency but to the State or other . jurisdiction involved. In any
case (except as expressly provided otherwise in the bill) the proposal would have

package. That is, the planning, eligibility, and matching requirements of each one
of the component grants in the package would have to be observed. In addition,
the proposal would have to provide for Separate accounting for construction and
nonconstruction components, However, it could involve the waiver of certain
technical and administrative provisions as described in the bill.

Under the draft bill it is also contemplated that a combined application by two
or more eligible grantees could be made. Thus, a State having a direct federally-
funded community project might combine with a community also applying sepa-
rately for a Federal grant in a related area for a multigrant project to be Jjointly
funded by the Federal Government. Similarly, a county and a city might submit
a combined project application for joint funding.

At the Federal level, several alternatives for handling applications for joint
funding are possible. First, the agency receiving the application may simply send
copies to the other agencies involved or to the various program units within its

own jurisdiction for brocessing, approval and granting of necessary waivers

ing of the proposal. Third, again ursuant to interagency agreements, the agency
might have :allocated to it certgin funds from other agencies and be delegated
the authority to obligate those funds for use in certain joint funding proposals.

[Attachment]

ExAMPLES oF APPLICATION oOF THE GRANT SIMPLIFICATION PROPOSAL ToO
HYPOTHETIOAL Proseors

A STATE RECREATION PROJECT

The State desires to acquire and develop a historical site and the immediately
surrounding property for a recreation project in ‘a metropolitan area, It has de-
cided to apply for the following Federal grants-in-aid which could be elements of
the project : . :

1. A grant for acquisition and rehabilitation of a historically significant build-
ing, under the Historic Properties Preservation Act of 1966 (P.I.. 89-665). The
Federal share may be up to 50%, providing the project is included in an approved
State plan for historice preservation, and is coordinated with the State outdoor
recreation plan. The grant application is made to the N ational Park Service of the
Department of the Interior. The project grant is approved within an annual
allotment made to the State by the Secretary of Interior.

2. A grant for acquisition of surrounding property for park purposes, under
the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act (P.L. 88-578). The Federal share
may be up to 50%, providing the project is included in the approved State plan
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for outdoor recreation. The grant application must be reviewed and commented
upon by a metropolitan review agency, pursuant to mitle II of the PDemonstration
Cities Act. The grant application is made to the Bureau of ‘Outdoor Recreation
of the Department of the Interior. The project grant is made within an annual
allotment made to the State by the Secretary of Interior. i

3. A metropolitan development supplemental grant to increase the Federal
share of the park land acquisition element by 920% under Title II of the Demon-
stration Cities and Meétropolitan Development Act of 1966 (P.L. 89-754). This
will increase the Tederal share in item (2) to 70%. The sup lemental grant may
be obtained from the Land and Development Tacilities Administration of the
) Department of Housing and Urban Development, provided that the initial park

land acquisition proposal is found to contribute significantly to the planned de-
velopment of the metropolitan area by the metropolitan review agency and HUD.
The supplemental grantisa project grant.

4. A grant for urban peautification of the grounds of the project under the
Housing and Urban Development Act of 1965 (P.L. 89-117). The Federal share
may be up to 509 of the costs of beautification. The grant application must
be submitted for review and comment to the designated metropolitan review
agency. The application is made to the Land and Development Facilities Admin-
istration of the Department of Housing and Urban Development. It is a project
grant, executed as a contract between the grantee and HUD.

5. A grant for landscaping the Federal-aid highway right-of-way adjacent to
the overall project. It is a project grant financed from the three percent of Federal-
aid highway funds allotted to the State annually which is available for land-
scaping purposes. The grant application is made to the Bureal of Public Roads
of the Department of Transportation. The Federal share is 100%. A continuing
cooperative comprehensive transportation planning process is required in any
metropolitan area in which Federal-aid highway funds are expended.

Under the current legislative and administrative regulations, the applications
process for the recreation project would look like this:

Tept. of Housing end
Urban Develorment
/L.D.F.A.

Yetro. Review Agency
Swith trensportation

State agency 1s'cate Highwey | |State Perks ‘Jlamins)
! Dept. |Dept. {

Aeerpinal [istorte | lwben t frecresiion | [movror
an’

Grant appli- e
cation |grant |preservation| |'oea.utifi-' |1end acqui- | gupple-!

“Federal agency |Dept. of Topt. of the

Transvortation
B.P.R.

i grant | {cation | |sition grant | |mental
| [grent grant |
TN | MR | v 0 { RS

The hy:po@hetioa,l recreation project application process has—
1. Four bureaus in three Federal agencies administering five grant
programs. ‘ .

2. Five separate grant appropriations, obligations, and five separate ac-
counting requirements.

3. Five separate applications (two straight project grants, and three
grants which are approved within annual State allotments by the relevant
Federal agency).

4. Two State agencies as geparate grantees.
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Under the proposed grant simplification mechanism, which encourages the
mbination of separate grants into an application for joint funding by the several
"ederal grantor agencies, ;the -application process would look like this:

?ederal Dept. of the ri‘ept. of Housing and
agency JInterior . Jer‘oan‘ Develovzent
qu BOR.]" _ |L.D.F.A.J

int M -
gngngtFuﬁgag,e
(single account
for the project)

! b!etro. Review Agency
wvith transportation

; planring section)

T 7 " Gombined State Application i ’
, (May be under simsture of the Governor) l
State YGovernor's Office \
-agency |State Tigavay Dopt.| [State Parks Dopt, 1 ]
" Grant landscaping historic l urban l land metro.
elements I Preservation| beautifi-| acquisition 'suppl’ementali
cation "

The hypothetical project, under the grant simplification proposal has—
1. A single Federal lead agency and project manager coordinating all the
Federal agencies approvals. ) . ) .
2. A single project account from which the grantee may draw funds.
3. A single combined applicaition.
4. Two State agencies as grantees coordinated under the Governor.

CONCENTRATED (SLUM) EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM

L. Btatement of Purpose.—To provide useful job training, experience, and em-
ployment in urban ghettos. :

11. Brief History.—The Concentrated (slum) Employment Program will be
launched in 1967 in 19 cilties. Funds from the Office of Economic Opportunity’s
Nelson, Scheuer, and other “Special Impact” programs will be used as the nu-
cleus of the program, with other programs added as appropriate and feasible.
Under current proposals: these three programs would be replaced by a single
Concentrated Employment Program _(CEP) in 1968, when it will be extended
to a total coverage to 3045 cities by 1968. !

II1. Outline of Grant Programs To Be Utilized.—Since the Concentrated Bm-
ployment Program is a new venture, the exact composition of grants to be em-
ployed -is niot known in advance. However, the grants listed below are likely
candidates for being grouped together. A brief description of their operation is
included in each case. : [ASE G )

A. Ooncentrated employment program . (Office of Economic Opportunity ;
delegated to Department of Labor) —This will be the so-called “glue money”
for bringing together the various constituent elements of the program. The
program operates through project grants largely to local community action
agencies.

B. Neighborhood Youth Corps (Office of E¢onomic Opportunity ; delegated
ito Department of ‘Labor).—This program provides work and training for
out-of-school youths ‘in’ the 16-21 ’afe- bracket. Tt operates through project
grants largely to local community action agencies. = e

IC. Community Action (Office of Economic Opportunity ) —Proaject grants
will be available to local community action agencies to pursue this, and other

community actien, projects. e R ATY A fpt :
95-626—68——4

SEr RN s
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D. Manpower Development and Training: (Department of Labor).
1. Imstitutional traiwing is provided through a bewildering maz
which starts with the Bureau of Employment Security and follows twi
separate paths to actual implementation. The U.S, Employment. Service
identifies the need and people to receive training, and pays living al
lowances to the trainees. The Labor Department miakes use of the De
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare to handle the actual train
ing, in cooperation with State vocational education agencies. |

2. On-the-job training is handled by the Bureau of Apprenticeship ang
Mraining either through direct negotiation with employers, or by usin;

@ national or community organization as an intermediary. :
B. Work experience (Office of Economic Opportunity ; delegated to Depart:
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare).—This program is designed to hel;
recipients of public assistance and other needy persons acquire the jol

skills needed to become self-supporting. S

1. Currently, the State welfare agency arranges for training, pays th

aspects of the program. The new path will be a circuitous one. The OEO|
idelegation to HEW will continue in offect. However, while the paymen
of allowances will remain in the hands of the Federal and State welfare
agencies, the triaining will be shifted to the Department of Labor
which will, in turn, make use of HEW’s ‘vocational education complex
to provide the actual training. Hence, on the training side, the flow of
funds goes from OEO to HEW (Welfare Administration) to Labor to
HEW again (OE) to actual implementation. .

. Commanity work and training ( Department of Health, Education, and
‘Welfare) . —The purposes and process are much the same as in “E” above,
except that the funds are appropriated directly to HEW.

1IV. Adwministrative and Technical Problems.—Many of the administrative and
technical obstacles to joint funding which would be anticipated in the tangled
skein ahove are partially overcome by two factors: (1) as in most grant’ pro-
grams, the obstacles are not ‘statutory in nature, but are lodged in adminis-
trative regulaiions; and (2) the extensive pattern of delegation puts the actual
administration. of many of the programs’ in the hands of one agency.

FUNDING AN URBAN COMPREHENSIVE HEALTH CENTER

The purpose of this example is to delineate the variety of Federal funding
gources potentially available to a community organization desiring to establish
a comprehensive health center which will provide a comprehensive program of
diagnostic and treatment services for the poor in an urban community. While a
substantial number of grant programs are potentially available to construct, staff,
and operate ‘a health center, the description below is limited to those programs
which appear most susceptible to utilization and some form of consolidation.

A. Facilities Construction . : : . N

1. Community Mential Health Center Construction (National Institute of Men-
tal Health, PHS). Formula grants are available for construction of .new fa-
cilities or remodeling or expansion of -existing facilities to provide the mental
health component of the community health center. The project must conform to
the State mental health facility plan. Funds are made available by the State
agency administering the plan upow determination ithat the project meets a com-
munity need. : i g :

B. Staffing ‘ ok e

1. Community Mental Health Staffing (NIMH, PHS). Project gramts are
available ito cover a portion of the costs, of professional and technical personnel
serving in a comprehensive community mental health center. The program of the
cerniter must be in consonance with the State mental health plan.

C. Operations T SRR N
1. Comprehensive health services (PHS). Block formula grants are available
under the “Partnership for Health” program. Funds are allocated to the State
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ealth planning agency for distribution. The c
sistent with the State comprehensive health plan.
| 2. Medicaid (Title XIX) (Welfare ~Administration, HEW), Formula grants
are provided by the Bureau of Fami. ly .Services to;the  State agency responsible
for "adtninistering the State Title XIX: plan. Reimbursements would ‘be made
ity health center for services rendered to persons eligible under

ommunity project must be con-

‘in‘the form of “expansion grants”
. Such grants must have the prior approval of the
appropriate State vocational rehabilitation agency., X ?

5. Headstart Program (ORO), Project grants are available through the com-
munity action program of ORQ: for diagnostic and treatment programs for
preschool children, ! : § :

6. Neighborhood Health Centers (OEO). Project grants are available for such
services as family planning, prenatal care, and preventative medicine in centers

providing comprehensive family care. The projects are funded through local
community actions groups. /

A SPECIAL SOHOOL FOR DrorouTs (BASED ON AN AcTUAL MULTIFUNDED,
MULTIAGENCY ProgECT)

A non-profit agency with experience in manpower training programs proposes
a4 new kind of residential school for school dropouts in big city slums. Some
students will take up residence in the school and others not, but all will remain
in their. own community environment, thus breserving home ties,

The program is to include not only training in occupational skills and appren-
ticeship, but a new basic curriculum‘i_ntegrated with the skill training as well
as activities designed to lead the students to profound changes in life style and
attitudes, hopefully, to break out of the ghetto. Moreover, the presence of the
institution in the community is intended to induce changes in the community
and the students’ families,

The whole project is experimental initially, but if successful, might be repli-
cated in many places. It is not wholly supportable by any single agency or
appropriation. It would require participation of at least the following :

Office of Education; Vocational Education Research—-Research, evalua-
tion, curriculum development

Office of Economie Opportunity—Residential costs, health services, and
recreation ¢

Department of Labor ; Manpower Development and Training experimental
and demonstration projects—Recruitment of trainees, job counseling, and
development of new occupational lines.

Office of Education ; Manpower Development and Training—Institutional
training costs

Department of Labor; Manpower Development and Training—Student
stipends and on-the-job training costs

Some of ‘the problems of packaging such a grant concern the designation of a
“lead” agency 'to carry the main burden of contracting ;' allocation of costs to
appropriations; limitations (administrative or legal) on some agencies “buying
into” another agency’s project; maintenance of continuity in agency review,
approval and monitoring so that a 800d project is not allowed to falter merely
because of staff turnover; securing State approval for release of MDTA funds
which ordinarily are reserved for public schools ; and arranging for transfer of
funds to the contracting agency.
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A TUNIVERSITY' INSTRUCTIONAL TMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
A large university proposes a “package” of activities to support a center t
‘help the faculty find new- and better ways to maintain high quality instruction,
Center staff could consult with and conduet workshops for faculty members wh
need technical information and: gkills in :such areas as programmed instruction
testing and grading, and computer assisted instruction in improving classroom
instructional techniques. In cooperation with geveral university departments the
Center could help -prepare graduate students for positions as teaching fellows.
In addition o serving the university, the services of the Center could be mad
available to a group: of smaller -and. weaker colleges that, alone, cannot kee
apace of fast moving developments in higher education and technology.
Building on a group currently receiving National Science Foundation support!
for the development of new: college-level science curricula and an OX supported
language laboratory, a university -submits a package of proposals which would!
create a center to improve college-level instruetion in science and non-scien
fields. The ingredients proposed and sources of funding are—
Research on the learning process—OB research funds (or NIH-NIMH) ;
Science curriculum de,velopmentﬂcontinued support from NSE;
Non-science curriculum development—OE: research program;
Language teaching—ceontinued OB language and area study support;

Exploring the effective use of computers—NSK’s program designed for

this purpose ; - ;
Science teacher training—NSE’s institutes ;
A subsidiavy program for upgrading of teachers from small, weak colleges

at this center—OE developing colleges program; .
rs to work on outstanding

Research participation support to enable teache:
research projects receiving funds from AEC, NASA, DOD, NIH, or NSF—

NSF funds;

Library books—OE’s college library grant program,
Some of the problems of packaging such a grant include—
The designation of a “lead” agency ;

‘Allocation of costs to appropriations;
Arranging for joint agency review and monitoring ;
Arranging for a single set of outside consultants in connection with the

review ; .
“pransfer of funds to contracting agency.
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AGENCY REPORTS ON S. 698

ADVISORY COMMISSION ON INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS, .-

. i “Washington, D.C. April 6, 1967.

Hon. EpMUND S. MUSKIE,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations, Committee on Govern
ment Operations; U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN This is-in reply to your letter of February 28 requestin
the Advisory Commission’s views on S. 698, the “«Intergovernmental Cooperatio:
Act of 1967.” The basic purpose of this legislation, as stated in its preamble, i
to “achieve the fullest .cooperation ‘a.nd.cogrdi« ation of activities among the level
of government in order to impreve the operation of . our federal system in. a

increasingly compléx society.”
The proposed'measure‘eontains a nu

dations for Federal v.asc'tifon advanced by ‘this Commission over the past seve

years. Bqually significant, it represents a distillation
ence of a great many departments and agencies of the Federal Government
- of State and local officials throughout the country, and of various nationa

organizations of public interest groups on how some of the more severe impedi

ments to effective intergovernmental collaboration and administration can

removed.

These proposals include: more uniform administration of Federal grants t
State governments; strengthening the hand of.the governor in the administration
of “Federal grants’ going ‘to State. agencies; and Congressional review of new,
grant programs at a fairly early stage in their development. At the local level,
they include favoring cities and counties over special districts as applicants fo
Federal grants; strengthening local and metropolitan i idi
more information and greater authority to local governments with respect t
Federal land development decisions. Finally, the legislation would helpto achieve)
greater equity and consistency in the treatment of the mounting number O
families and businesses displaced by Federal and federally aided programs.

The Commission strongly supports this legislation. Titles V and ‘VIII imple
ment key recommendations advanced in the ‘Commission reports, Periodic Con-
gressional Reassessment of Federal Grants-in-Aid to State and Local Govern-
ments (June 1961) and Relocation: Unequal Treatment of People and Businesse
Displaced by Governments (January 1965). Title IV implements recommenda-
tions advanced in the ACIR reports, I'mpact of Federal Ur
Programs on Local Government Orgawization and Planning (January 1964) and!

The Problem of Special Districts in American Government. All told, some 12|

separate ACIR recommendations are incorporated in S. 698.
IS, 698 contains two néw. titles relating to grant consolidation plans and to
land’ acquisition"@raetice’s ‘which the Commission: has' not had an ‘opportunity
to consider. Permit me, then, to explain in more detail the purposes of the titles,
that the Commission has considered and endorsed and to document the extent|
to 'which these provisions either represent current practice in certain grant
priograms or seek to correct significant deficiencies in present intergovernmental
administration.

Title I of 'S. 698 is limited to standardized definitions covering the remaining
titles and functions. In effect, it combines and makes uniform the definitions
used in S. 1681 (89th Congress) and S. 561 (89th Congress).

Title I1 provides for more uniform ‘administration of Federal grants to the
States. Federal grants-in-aid now total over 175 general programs and are
covered by more than 400 separate authorizations. Despite the increase in the
number and size of direct Federal-local grants in recent years, approximately
$10.8 billion out of a total of $14.6 billion for fiscal 1967 were accounted for by
Federal grants going to the States.

This title effects a number of basic changes in the procedural aspects of
Federal-State grant-in-aid administration. It provides that, when requested, the
governor will be informed by Federal departments and agencies of the pur-
poses and amounts of ‘actual grants being received in the State. This procedural
innovation would permit the governor to prepare a more suitable budget by
giving him fuller information on the State’s financial resources and needs
and would enable him to more effectively coordinate his executive departments
and agencies. Further, it would facilitate State legislative assessment of the
impact of Federal programs on the State’s budgetary and agministrative proc-
esses. The ititle would make more uniform the handling of grant funds by elimi-







50

those relating to physical development—the’ mechanisms ‘provided in this titlg

will be needed. ¢ : :
Section 402 of 'this title gives general units of ‘local govemmeht'preferenc
as recipients of Tederal grants and loans, in the absence of substantial reasony
to ‘the contrary. It would not affect the authority of special districts to receive
such funds, however. el g O :
Thig provision is in full aceord with the Commission’s positio
eral ‘Government, like the States, has a basic responsi-bi’lity;fo‘ helpingto cur’
the growing fragmentation «of local governmental »jurisdic.tﬁidnszand*th&t part
of this responsibility involves an unfreezing of the jurisdictional ‘status’ quo.
Title V of $. 698 provides for uniform policy and procedure for gystematiq
Congressional review of any grant program established subsequent ‘to 'the. en;
actment of the legislation. In addition, it provides ‘that new grant Programs
enacted without a designated ‘termination date shiall expire on June 80 of thd
fifth calendar year which begins:after the effective date of the Act, and that
each grant of three or more years, authorized in the
Congress, shall be reviewed by the Congress during the
date upon which the program is to be terminated. As:you k
the Advisory iCommission has’ found that the grants-in-aid to State and loca
governments thus ‘far have been and are the National Government’s principa;
mechanism for securing intergovernmental collaboration in achieving national
legislative objectives. Reliance on the grant-in-aid mechanism has increased
significantly during the past three years, with the passage A
programs covered by more than 165 separate authorizati
come mounting problems of manageability, €
In view of the paramount position of categorica
of intergovernmental relations, the Commission
the efficacy, value and public acceptability “of
guarded and its usefulness as a collaborative device shou

The ‘Commission’s 1961 report entitled «periodic ‘Congressiona
1:Governments’” spelled out in depth’ the

Federal Grants-in-Aid to State and Loca

Commission’s recommendations for systematic review and these proposalswﬂ
d by enactment of this title. The Commission endorsed the stand
1 need for providing gystematic reassessment of new
found that the review and redireetion of grants thus
far has been treated on an irregular, uncoordinated basis; The findings:of: the
Joint Committee on the oganization of the Congress in this :area only confirm the
Commission’s earlier recommendations.’ Co : : R H
The Commission’s position then is that the proposed title would ‘be
on a number of counts. It would stimulate development of more unifo
with which Congressional committees could critically assess
of grants-in-aid in important subject fields. Further,
committee review would give -
expressing their views concerning problems t]
the administration of individual programs.
provision relating to certain future grants is & salutory
although much confusion has arisen concerning thi
should be noted that this section obviously wou
that -have a termination date or those that are speci
application. This means that the termination provi
programs each session that Congress fails to designate as
joint undertakings. In such cases, this provision along with:
that in most instances would result are needed safeguards ‘of Con

tive oversight role. : g
With respect to Qections 504, 505, and 506, the Advisory Commission has not
taken a formal position. These embody amendments which were' adopted by the
Senate Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations during its deliberations on
S. 2114, 88th Congress, and which appeared in Title IT of 8. 561, 89th Congress,
as enacted by the Senate.

The Commission also has not had an opportunity to consider
relating to consolidation of grant-in-aid programs.

Title VII amends the Federal Administrative Property Services Act of 1949
and provides a uniform policy and procedure for the General Services Adminis-
tration relating to its acquisition, use and disposition of 1and within urban areas
in conformance with local governments’ land utilization programs. This title car-
ries out specific resolutions of major organizations representing the municipall-
ties, including the U.S. Conference of Mayors and the National League of Cities.

that the Fe

be implemente
that there is a genera
grant programs, having

peneficia

the new Title VI,
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Further; it is consistent with the findings and the recommendations of the Com-
ission’s report on the “Impact of Federal Urban Development on Local Govern-
ent Organization and Planning.”

The language of this title is in large part based on legislation enacted by the-
89th Congress establishing similar procedures for the sale and disposition of
bublic lands by the Department of the Interior (78 Stat. 986). Further, it in-
corporates suggestions of the Comptroller General regarding predecessor legisla--
tion whereby Federal interests are protected in the acquisition and disposal by
giving the Administrator the authority to shorten the period of advanced notice-
or to eliminate it entirely when in his judgment such action is needed to avoid.
such things as land speculation, payment by the Government of higher prices, or
time consuming and costly condemnation proceedings. In short, this title would
appear to strike a good balance between the administrative needs of GSA and
the planning and development objectives of the localities affected.

Title VIII of the proposed legislation establishes a uniform policy of relocation

payments and assistance for all persons, businesses, nonprofit organizations, and
farm operations displaced by direct Federal ‘programs and by programs con-
ducted through Federal grants-in-aid to State and local governments, It requires
all such grant-in-aid programs to assure that standard housing is provided or is
being provided for those displaced and provides for full Federal reimbursement:
of the first $25,000 of any relocation payment and Federal sharing of any costs.
beyond that amount on the basis of the regular cost-sharing formula of the in-
dividual grant programs. )
-~ During the latter part of 1964, the Advisory Commission probed the general
topic of Federal relocation policies and the intergovernmental problems generated.
by their lack of consistency and equity. In its January 1965 report on “Reloca-
tion: Unequal Treatment of People and Businesses Displaced by Governments”
the Commission reached certain major conclusions :

It found that governmental displacement of persons and businesses is.
substantial and that all indicators suggest that the pace of the displacement
will accelerate with increased urbanization and the accompanying mounting
demands for more urban services.

It found that over the next four to eight years displacement under Fed-
eral and federally aided programs will affect annually an average of 111,000
families and individuals and 18,000 business and nonprofit organizations.

It discovered great inconsistencies among Federal and federally assisted
programs with respect to the amount and scope of relocation payments, ad-
visory assistance and assurance of standard housing.

As ‘your Subcommittee hearings on' 8. 1681 (89th Congress) again demon-
Strated; even a cursory examingtion of the existing ‘programs indieates that the
quality and quantity of relocation assistance and payments, both figuratively and
literally, depend ‘on what' development pregram hits the displacee.. ‘

" The Commission report documented the fact that the adverse effects of reloca-
tion hit most severely those families and individuals least able to withstand it.
The worst problem in relocating families and individuals is. the shortage of
standard housing for low income groups. Minority ‘groups have the greatest re-
location -problems in ‘térms of population elassifications. Large families and the
€lderly - present other special housing preblems and-among business displacees,
small ‘businesses, particularly those owned ‘and operated by the elderly, are the
main relocation casualties, "« - i : 0 L

- On the basis of these findings the Commission made 14 recommerdations for
State, local, and Federal ‘action ‘to- meet the problems of those displaced by
government. Title ‘'VIII of this legislation carries out most of those recom-
mendations for remedial action at the: Federal level. It provides that Congress
establish a uniform pelicy of relocation ‘payments and advisory assistance for
persons and businesses displaced by Federal and federally aided programs.
Hence, under Section 802, heads of Federal agencies are required to make reloca-
tion payments in direct Federal programs causing displacement, such as those-
of the Post Office Department, GSA, or the Defense Department, in accordance
with regulations established by the President,

Section 804 requires the same agencies to provide advisory assistance pro-
grams and specifies that these include determining the needs for assistance ;
assisting businesses and farm operators in relocating ; supplying information re-
garding Federal Housing Administration, Small Business Administration and
other assistance programs; helping to minimize readjustment problems; andc
coordinating relocation with other project activities and governmental efforts in
the community or nearby areas, ;
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 Section 807 extends the requirements of Sections 802 and 803 covering pay-
ments and advisory assistance to federally assisted programs conducted by State
and local governments. Section 805(c) carries out:the Commission recommenda-|
tion that the Executive Branch encourage Federal agencies causing displacemen
in urban areas to establish in each major urban jurisdiction a focal point of|
responsibility for relocation administration ; it provides that the President may
require any Federal agency to make relocation payments or provide other reloca-
tion services by entering into contracts or agreements with any State or local
agency for use:of its relocation facilities, personnel, and services.

Section 807(a) (4) carries out the ACIR yrecommendation. that Congress apply:
to all federally aided programs a requirement as strict.-as: that in the urban
renewal and public housing programs that States and ‘local governments ad-
ministering Federal grant programs assure the availability of standard housing]
before proceeding with any . property ‘acquisition that displaces people. The
language here is comparable to that presently contained in Federal urban re-
newal legislation. Section 807 (b) provides that the Federal Government fully
reimburse - State and local governments for retocation payments up to $25,000
in federally aided programs and on a formula cost-sharing basis for any: portion
above $25,000 per displacement. The Federal reimbursement would be contingent
on the State or local agency’s agreeing to provide relocation payments and ad-
visory assistance as prescribed by Federal law and regulation. The Housing and
Urban Development Act of 1965 and the administrative practices: of the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Development, covering such programs as urban
renewal, public housing, mass transit, community facilities,. and open space,
.along with the relocation provisions of the Model Cities legislation, now. utilize
the cost-sharing formula for relocation payments up to and above $25,000 as
provided in this title. This title, then, merely extends these standards to other
Federal grant-in-aid programs. : : . ; {

The various provisions of Title VIII constitute a meaningful answer to those
who call for a more uniform, fair, and equitable treatment of owners, tenants
and others displaced by the government’s acquisition of real property. Equally
important, they will not necessitate huge outlays of Federal dollars. Based on the
annual displacement figures cited earlier, the ‘total cost would come to approxi-
mately $136 million annually or only $63 million more than the relocation pay-
ments authorized under present legislation—a small: price to pay for the benefits
-of this title. 5 i 5 :

Like. other provisions of 8. 698, this: relocation title is a good management.
measure. It clarifies a . confusing condition, simplifies the administration of
.existing relocation programs, and promulgates rules that can be easily applied.
Equally important, it humanizes government at a stage when it appears most
cold and calculating. o . DT

Title IX which establishes a uniform land acquisition policy for Federal and’
federally assisted programs is a new feature in the legislation, and the Commis-
sion has not yet had an opportunity to develop a formal position on the subject.

S. 698 is designed to correct obvious weaknesses in our federal system and to
round out our national policies as they relate to regional and local planning,
urban development, and relocation. The legislation seeks these objectives, because
the largest unit of government in our federal system has a prime, responsibility
for assisting and strengthening -the smaller units and for instituting mneeded -
reforms in the area of intergovernmental administration. s B

Simplified and more flexible administration of Federal grants to the States,
strengthening the traditional services-in-aid device, promulgation of ‘a  eo-
ordinated intergovernmental urban assistance policy, . systematic review by
‘Congress of new federal grant programs, establishment of a uniform GSA policy
-and procedure for urban land transactions and use, and provision for a uniform
relocation assistance policy—these are among the critical concerns of thig
legislation. These implement concrete recommendations of the Advisory Com-
mission. When viewed separately, each -appears to be a modest attempt to cope
with some of the difficulties facing us in certain conflict areas. But when com-
‘bined, as they are in this omnibus bill, they constitute a meaningful move towards
achieving greater productivity and rationality in intergovernmental relation-
ships, better administrative use of Federal grants-in-aid, more meaningful metro-
politan and local planning, and a more equitable relocation program.

These are basic needs that must be met now if the vitality of our federal sys-
tem is to be sustained. These are goals that have been endorsed by the National
League of Cities, the National Association -of Counties, the Council of State
Governments, U.S. Conference of Mayors, the Governors’ Conference, and the




arious individual spokesmen for State and local governments. Finally, enact-
nent of this legislation, in the opinion of the Commission, will implement the
President’s request, stated in his Budget Message of last January, that Congress
‘take favorable action on general legislation to improve and strengthen inter-
overnmental cooperation.”

Reserving its position regarding the two new titles of the bill, the Advisory
Jommission on Intergovernmental: Relations -urges enactment of S. 698, the
roposed Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1967, as a vital means of devel-
ping more constructive relationships between the levels of government and of
urbing some of the confusion that:characterizes the administration of certain
joint action programs.

The Commission hopes these comments will assist the Subcommittee on Inter-
overnmental Relations in its deliberations on the proposed legislation. I should
ike to make it clear that in the submission of these comments, I am speaking
nly for the Advisory Commission and not for the President or the Admin-
stration.

Sincerely yours,
FARRIS BRYANT,
Chairman.

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES,

. - Washington, D.C. April 20, 1967.
Hon. EpMUND S. MUSKIE, .
hairman, Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations, Committee on Govern-

ment Operations, U.S. Senate.

DEAR- MR. CHAIRMAN : By letter dated February 28, 1967, you requested our
lcomments on 8. 698, 90th Congress, the proposed ‘Intergovernmental Cooperation
| Act of 1967. :

The growing size and complexity of Federal grants to State and local govern-
ments have presented to an increasing degree difficult problems of administra-
tion. The general objective of the bill, designed to simplify and improve the
administration of grant-in-aid programs, is one which we fully support. While
we do not express a substantive opinion with respect to all of .the provisions in
the bill, we strongly support the idea of a periodic congressional review of the
effectiveness of the grant programs. : : .

~‘Section 102 of the bill includes “any agency. or instrumentality of a State” in
the definition of ‘the term “State.” It is:possible that the proposed legislation
could be construed as applying to any new authorizations, or changes in existing
authorizations, for Federal payments to the National Guard enacted by the 91st
or subsequent Congresses, since the National Guard is an instrumentality of the
various States. However, hearings on similar bills do not indicate that such
legislation is intended to apply to Federal funds appropriated for the National
Guard. Moreover, since the National Guard has been in existence since the forma-
tion of our country and apparently will continue in existence for the foreseeable
future, we do not believe that Federal aid in support thereof will be terminated,
or that the Congress intends to require 'the ‘authority for such Federal suppozt; to
terminate automatically every five years.as provided.by.title V.and hence- require .
new study and authorization- periodically, Hence, it is-our opinion that:S. 698
is not intended to apply to Federal payments to the National Guard. It would be
preferable, however, if the bill itself or its legislative history would clearly so
indicate. i : : : cr e ; ;

Section 203 requires Federal agencies administering grant-in-aid programs to
schedule the transfer of funds to the recipients so as to minimize the length of
time elapsing between such transfer and the disbursement of such funds by the
State. This is desirable. However, the last sentence of section 203 would free the
States of accountability for interest earned on grant-in-aid funds pending their
disbursement for program purposes. This is a broadening of the principle set out
in section 205 of the Department of Health, Bducation, and Welfare Appropria-
tion Act, 1965, approved September 19, 1964, Pub. L. 88-605, 78 Stat. 979, which -
relieved recipients of certain-types of grants of liability to pay to the United
States interest earned on payments of such grants made before July 1, 1964.
The legislative history of that section is not very extensive. However, it would
appear that at least part of the reason for enacting the cited section was the
fact that the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare had for years been
making excessive advances to grantees without requiring payment of the interest
or other income earned thereon, and it was considered unfair to the grantee to
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retroactively require such payment. We believe consideration should be given t
deleting the last sentence of section 203 since there appear to be no valid reason
for extending this principle for future application.

Section 303 provides that payments received by Federal departments or agencies
for furnishing specialized or technical services to a State or political subdivisio
under section 302 shall be deposited to the credit of the principal appropriatio
from which the cost of providing such services has been paid or is to be charged
or to the current appropriation available for the cost of similar services. W
question such procedure on the grounds that appropriations may thereby be aug
mented without congressional review and approval. We suggest that congres
gional control would be strengthened if the reimbursements were required t
be deposited as miscellaneous receipts of the Treasury and the costs of suc
services are included in the various budgets and appropriations. oo

Title V of S. 698 provides for congressional review of Federal grants-in-aid an
for the automatic expiration of such grants-in-aid. We are in accord with th
objectives of this title, which would appear to be beneficial not only as an addi
tional device for strengthening congressional control over Federal grant-in-ai
funds but also as an additional requirement for acquiring current information a
a basis for legislation in the complex and fast-changing area of Federal-State
local relationships.

Section 504 of title V would require the Comptroller General to make con
tinuing studies of present and future grant-in-aid programs concerning th
extent to which conflict and duplication can be eliminated and improvement in
the administration of such programs can be achieved by changing certain re
quirements and procedures applicable thereto, and to make reports on suchl
studies, with recommendations, to the Congress. The Comptroller General would
be required, in making such studies, to consider, among other relevant matters,
the equalization formulas and the budgetary, accounting, reporting, and admin-
jstrative procedures applicable to such programs. .

It is our view that section 504 neither grants any authority to nor imposes
any requirements on our Office in addition to those we believe now exist for
reviewing and reporting to the Congress on Government programs, including)
Tederal grant-in-aid programs. Reviews of grants-in-aid are presently made by
our Office pursuant to the Budget and Accounting Act, 1921, and the Accounting
and Auditing Act of 1950. Under these statutes, we have been making reviews
grant-in-aid programs and have been reporting to the Congress on the results of]
these reviews, both as part of our: regular audit work and pursuant to specific
requests of congressional committees. Our existing reporting policy is to invite
the attention of the Congress to any significant information obtained during our
work which we believe or know 'to be of interest to it. Inherent in. this policy is
the inclusion in our reports of recommendations and suggestions which are made
to the Congress or the executive departments for consideration, on the basis of
the information in the reports, as to whether program changes of a substantive
or policy nature should be made. We consider that reporting on substantive and
policy matters is' an existing responsibility of our Office, and we believe that
our reports on Federal programs, including grant-in-aid programs, clearly evi-
dence that we have been carrying out this responsibility for many years. How-
ever, enactment of this seection ‘would emphasize congressional interest in
achieving more effective, efficient, economical, and uniform administration of
such programs through continuing reviews by the General ‘Accounting Office.

There is enclosed @ copy-of our letter to you, B-146285, January 24,1964, which,
in greater detail, explains our view that language along the lines of section 504
would neither impose nor grant any additional authority to our Office. Our letter
of January 24, 1964, was prompted by testimony of officials of the Executive
branch during the hearings ona similar bill 8. 2114, 88th Congress. ‘

The word “therefore” in line 14, page 19, should be “theretofore.” :

With regard to section 506, the “records and audit” provision, we consistently
have been calling attention in our reports to congressional committees on pro-
posed new grant programs to the desirability of including in the authorizing legis-
lation specific provisions requiring grantees to keep adequate cost records of the
‘projects or undertakings receiving TFederal financial contributions and authoriz-
ing the administrative agencies involved and the Comptroller General to have
access to the grantees’ records for the purpose of audit and examination. In
view of the increase in grant programs over the past several years, we feel that

such requirement and authority are necessary in order to determine whether
grants have been applied or expended for the purpose for which the grant was
made. We most strongly urge that this provision (section 506) be included in
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hatever version of the “Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1967” that may
enacted.

Title IX provides for the uniform acquisition of real property for Federal and
ederally assisted programs. Under section 902, applicable to Federal programs,
nd section 905, applicable to federally assisted programs, the acquisition of real
roperty is to be made at not less than the fair value of such property as deter-
ined by the agency head, but there may be a question as to whether the provi-
ions of gection 901 offer sufficiently definite criteria for establishing the value
f such property to be acquired. Section 903 (¢), applicable to Federal programs,
rovides certain criteria for establishing fair value for buildings, structures, and
mprovements. Section 905(b) (2), applicable to federally assisted programs,
rovides that decreases in value of the property attributable to the public im-
rovements will be disregarded, but is silent with respect to disregarding
ncreases in value of the property attributable to the public improvement.
Sincerely yours,

HLMER B. STAATS,
Comptroller General of the United States.

[Enclosure]

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, D.C., January 24, 196}.
on. EpMUND S. MUSKIE,
hairman, Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations, Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations, U.S. Senate.

Dear MR. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to your letter of January 15, 1964,
equesting detailed information on questions arising from conflicting testimony

As stated by our Mr. Arthur Schoenhaut, in his testimony before the Sub-
ommittee on January 14, 1964, except for cel:tain»tim‘e provisions f01j reporting,

ffice in addition to those we believe now exist for reporting to the Congress on
he results of our reviews of Government programs, including Federal grant-in-
aid programs. Reviews of grant-in-aid programs by our Office are made pur-
suant to the Budget and Accounting Act, 1921 (81 U.S.C. 53), and the Accounting
and Auditing Act of 1950 (81 U.S.C. 67). Under these statutes, we have been
making reviews of grant-in-aid programs and have been reporting to the Congress
and its committees on the results of these reviews, both as part of our regular
audit work and pursuant to specific requests from congressional committees.
During his testimony, Mr. Schoenhaut invited the attention of the Subcom-
mittee to a listing.of 90 reports which have been made by this Office. to the
Congress over the last five years covering a wide variety of subjects concerning
various. grant-in-aid :programs. In response to.the question raised in your letter
of January 15, 1964, as to.the extent to which studies; reports, and recommenda-
‘ions of the General Accounting Office—under our existing authority—have gone
deyond financial, administrative, and. management matters and have suggested
changes of a.substantive or policy nature, we have compiled, and are enclosing
1erewith, a summary of selected. significant findings and recommendations
ncluded ‘in these 90 reports on grant-in-aid. programs. These findings and recom-
nendations deal with matters related to basic concepts of particular grant pro-
srams, which were called to the attention of the Congress and the Federal agen-
sies involved for consideration as to whether these matters were consonant with
‘he intended purpose and direction of the grant programs, We have reported
indings and recommendations of a similar nature on many other Federal pro-
srams, but we have limited. the enclosed compilation to those of . particular
nterest to your, Subcommittee—that is, those inyolving grant-in-aid programs.
Witnesses appearing before your Subcommittee on behalf of executive depart-
nents of the Government presented testimony relating to Senator Mundt’s amend-
nent which indicated, generally, that the amendment would require the Comp-
roller ‘General to (1) depart :significantly from his historical function and
resent responsibilities, (2) make continuing reviews of grant-in-aid programs,
vhich are unnecessary (particularly with respect to the Federal-aid highway
rogram), (3) evaluate the effectiveness, efficiency, -and, economical administra-



tion of the grant programs, for wh
technical resources, and (4) submit r
would tend to duplicate those available from existing sources. As previousl,
stated, it is our view that the proposed amendment would not impose any re
quirements on our  Office that are not now contained-in our basic legislatio:
which is summarized below. Further, we have been making continuing review:
of many of the grant-in-aid programs for many years—the Tederal-aid highwa
program has been under review since 1953 and 37 reports ‘thereon have bee
issued to the Congress, the Bureau of Public Roads, and the Department o
Commerce since 1955—and we consider that our reviews and reports must dea]
with the effectiveness, efficiency, and economical administration of the programs
to be of maximum use to the Congress and the executive departments. We d
not believe that any of our reports to the Congress on grant programs have dupli
cated those made by the executive departments. .
Auditing authority and responsibilities have been placed on the General Ac
counting Office by a number of laws, the principal one being the Budget an

Accounting Act, 1921.

Section 305 of this act provides that: ;
«All claims and demands whatever by the Government of the Unite

States or against it, and all accounts whatever in which the Government o

the United States is concerned, either as debtor or creditor, shall be settles
and adjusted in the General Accounting Office.” (81 U.8.C.7 1) . ]
Section 312(a) provides that: 8 : ;
«The Comptroller General shall investigate, at the seat of government o
elsewhere, all matters relating to the receipt, disbursement, and applicatio!

of public funds, and shall make to the President when requested by him, an
to Congress at the beginning of each regular session, a report in' writing
- of the work of the General Accounting ‘Office, containing recommendation:
concerning: the legislation he may deem necessary to facilitate the promp
and accurate rendition and gettlement of accounts and concerning such othe
matters relating to the receipt, disbursement, and application of public fund
as he may think advisable. In such regular report, or in special reports a
any time when Congress is in session, he shall make recommendations look

ing to greater economy or efficiency in public expenditures.” (81 U.8.C, 53)
Thig latter provision directs the General Accounting Office to examine into an
report -to the Congress on matters of economy and efficiency as well as on th
legality of public expenditures. In explanation of this section, particularly with
respect to the meaning of the term “application” (of public funds), which was
added by amendment to the bill that became the Budget and Accounting Act,
1921, Congressman Luce of Massachusetts, who offered the amendment, stated:
R £/ T contemplated that the Comptroller General shall make it his
_duty, his constant unremitting duty, to search for methods of economy * * *
“It is-in this particular section that we can make this clear. The sectior

was worded, I fear, in a way that might have led some occupant of this office

to imagine that hisfunctions were purely clerical; that'is, the functions im-
plied by the word «qecountant.’ The words used have the savor of the book:
keeper, of the cashier, of the treasurer, not of the investigator of the waj

the money is spent, not of the man who goes out and looks for trouble, nof
of the man who attempts of his own initiative to find places to save money.
Therefore I make the suggestion that we add to the words of the cashier anc
the treasurer and the gocountant, namely, ‘receipt and disbursement,’ th'
word ‘application.’ If there ever was presented on this floor a ingle wor
of amendment which might have a wider ‘extent of usefulness to the people,

it has not come to my knowledge.” - : ‘

Later Mr. Luce also made this statement:
“The purpose, Mr. ‘Chairman, is to make it sure that the Comptrollex

General shall concern himself not simply with taking in and paying out
money from an accountant’s point of view, but that he shall also concern
himself ’With the question ag to whether it is economically and efficiently
applied.’

Implicit in the audit responsibilities of the General Accounting Office is the
responsibility to report information obtained as a result of its audit work. This
responsibility is clearly indicated in the legislative history of the 1921 act whicl
states that: i : ; i

: . «The independent audit will, therefore, * * * serveto inform the Congress
at all times as to the actual conditions surrounding the expenditure of public
funds in every department of the Government.” )
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-~ Our-audit policies recognize that each Government agency has a primary re-
sponsibility to determine, with due regard to all applicable restrictions and re-.
luirements, the manner in which its activities and operations are carried out.
Our Office is not ‘empowered to direct changes in agenecy policies, procedures, and
functions. We do, however, observe opportunities for achieving greater economy,
mproving efficiency, and attaining better results. Important deficiencies en-
ountered are fully developed for presentation in our reports with appropriate
recommendations for corrective action by the Congress or executive departments.

Senate bill 2114 has as its purpose a periodic congressional review of Federal
erants-in-aid to States and to local units of government. Senator Mundt's pro-
posed amendment to section 3 of Senate bill 2114 would require the legislative
ommittees of the House and of the Senate having jurisdiction over the pro-
grams to consider whether any changes should be made in the purpose or di-
rection of the program, or in the procedures and requirements of the program
0 conform to the recommendations of the Comptroller General. Several
itnesses for the executive departments apparently interpreted the proposed
amendment as requiring that the Comptroller General make recommendations as
0 whether or not any changes in purpose or direction of the original program
should be made. We construe this section to require that the legislative com-
nittees of the House and of the Senate having jurisdiction over the grant-in-aid
programs consider two things: (1) whether any changes should be made in the
purpose or direction of the program and (2) whether any changes should be
made in the procedures and requirements of the program to conform to the
recommendations of the Comptroller General.

It seems clear to us that section 8 of the proposed amendment would not
require that the Comptroller General make recommendations concerning changes
in purpose or direction of grant-in-aid programs. Our existing reporting policy,
however, is to invite the attention of the Congress to any significant information
obtained during our work which we believe or know to be of interest to it.
Inherent in this policy is the inclusion in our reports of recommendations and
suggestions which are made to the Congress or the executive departments for
consideration, on the basis of the information in the reports, as to whether pro-
gram changes of a substantive or policy nature should be made. We consider
that reporting on substantive and policy matters is an existing responsibility
of our Office, and we believe that our reports on Federal programs, including
grant-in-aid programs, clearly evidence that we have been carrying out this
responsibility for many years.

Sincerely yours,
' JoseEpH CAMPBELL,
Oomptirolier Qeneral of the United States.

DepARTMENT 0F HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,

May 23, 1968.
Hon. EpMUND S, MUSKIE,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations, Committee on Govern-
ment Operations, U.8. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear MRr. CHAIRMAN : This letter is in response to your request of February 28,
1967, for a report on 8. 698, a bill “To achieve the fullest cooperation and coordi-
nation of activities among the levels of government in order to improve the
operation of our: federal system in an increasingly complex society, to improve
the administration of grants-in-aid to the States, to provide for periodic con-
gressional review of Federal grants-in-aid, to permit provision of reimbursable
technical services to State and local government, to establish coordinated inter-
zovernmental policy and administration of grants and loans for urban develop-
ment, to authorize the consolidation of certain grant-in-aid programs, to provide
tor the acquisition, use, and disposition of land within urban’ areas by Federal
agencies in conformity with local government programs, to establish a uniform
land ‘acquisition policy for Federal and federally aided programs, and for other
jurposes.”’ i g !

This Department agrees in principle with the objectives of the bill—to achieve
ptimum cooperation and coordination of activities among the various levels of
sovernment. The President has strongly emphasized the necessity for increased
rollaboration among Federal and State governments and communities, particu-
arly in areawide planning. We believe that the bill would be a step towards
strengthening and improving the effectiveness of Federal-State programs, but
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feel that the bill would better serve this objective if certain provisions ar
modified or omitted.
9. 698 consists of nine titles. An additional title X has recently been proposed,
and this report will include comments on that title. Because of the scope an
complexity of 8. 698, we will describe and comment on the bill on a title-by-titl
basis. :
TITLE I

Title I defines key terms used in the bill. A few technical questions wit!
‘respect to such definitions have come to our attention.
The definition of “grant” or “grant-iniaid” in section 106 excludes “payment
4n lieu of taxes”. Public Law 81-815 and title I of Public Law 81-874 are gen
erally regarded as, at least in part, payments in lieu of taxes. It is not free fro:
«doubt, however, whether they would be considered (in their entirety) as suc
within the meaning of the bill. Considering the underlying philosophy of thes
two laws, it would seem appropriate to classify them as payments in lieu of taxe
for the purposes of the bill.
.The definition of “comprehensive planning” in section 109 provides an excep
tion with respect to title VI. We believe that this exception should apply to titl
VII rather than title VI. er
The definition of “displaced person” in section 113 would include a person (or|
individual) who moves from real property as a result of the “reasonable expec-|
tation of acquisition of such real property” by a Federal or State agency. It is not]
altogether clear to us what factual conditions would need to exist to bring the
quoted phrase into operation. ‘ .
TITLE. II

"Pitle II would attempt to assist States in carrying out Federal grant-in-aid
programs by requiring that the Governor of a State or his designee, or the State
legislature be notified (upon request) of the purpose and amounts of grants-in-
aid to the State (section 201) ; by providing that a Federal agency may not require
that grant-in aid funds be deposited in a separate bank account of the State,
but that the State agency concerned shall render authenticated reports to the
granting agency of the status and application of the funds and such other facts as
may be required by the Federal agency (section 202) ; by providing that grant-
in-aid payments to a State be scheduled so as to minimize the period of time
during which the funds are held by the State prior to disbursement by it; and
by providing that States shall not be held accountable for interest earned on
granted funds pending their disbursement for program purposes (section 203).

Section 204 of title II would authorize the head of a Federal agency admin-
istering a grant-in-aid program, upon request of a State (i.e., the Governor or
other authority responsible for determining or revising the organizational struc-
ture of State government), to waive a statutory requirement that the program be
administered by a single State agency or by a miultimember board or commission
and to approve a different administrative arrangement, if the Federal agency
head determines that the objectives of the grant-in-aid program would not be
endangered and that there has been an'adequate showing that the Federal re-
quirement prevents the establishment of the most effective and efficient organiza-
tion arrangements within the State government.

Doubtless some State governments do have problems with communication
among State officials. and with the timing of data on budgets. 'Consequently,
although, as chief executive of the State; the Governor should usually be able to
obtain directly all available facts and data from his own State program agency
promptly and in a form designed for his needs, we would not object to enactment
of section 201. (ot ‘

The  sight-draft-account. and letter of credit system of this. Department for
grants-in-aid is consonant with the first sentence of section 203 of the bill, which
requires that Federal agency heads shall, consistent with program purposes:and
applicable Treasury regulations, schedule the transfer of grant-in-aid funds from
the Treasury so as to minimize the time lapse between such transfer and the dis-
pursement by a State (see section 6 of P.L. 89-105). While this would ordinarily
prevent the earning of interest on our grant funds, we question the second sen-
tence of section 203, which would relieve the States from accountability for
interest earned on grant funds pending disbursement, where this did occur. Such
a provision might be ‘an incentive to States to draw the funds sooner than

actually needed, contrary to the objective of section 208, .
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We believe that it would be desirable for the heads of Federal agencies to have
'the authority to waive the single State agency requirement with its related safe-
guards as proposed in section 204 of the bill, However, we expect that waivers
‘would be given quite sparingly.

The most important consequence of the present requirement for a single State
agency is the existence of a single, clearly identifiable unit within the structure
-of State government which must be accountable to the Federal agency for every
,aspect of the administration of the program at the State and local levels. Such a
‘focal point is very important. The Federal agency, in order to discharge its re-
.8ponsibility, must know with whom, at the State level, it shall deal, and who can
be held accountable, not merely in a purely fiscal but in a substantive sense, for
«carrying out the federally assisted program. Therefore, even in cases where the
single State agency requirement is waived, we would expect that there would be
- single point of accountability within the State government.

The fact that an agency is designated by a State as the single agency to which
‘this Department” will look for conformity with the conditions of a grant does not
«©xclude use by it of other State agencies. In fact, we encourage utilization by the
designated agency of the resources and services of other State agencies and we
have required cooperative planning and working relationships in a number of
programs—for example, in the planning of facilities for mental retardation
‘programs, ) :

Nevertheless, we recognize that, in recent years, new domestic problems have
arisen, for which not only new programs, but also fresh approaches and tech-
niques in the administration of both new and established programs are needed.

A significant trend among the States has been the creation of combined State
Departments for health and welfare functions. Ten jurisdictions now have such
departments. The creation of these combined health and welfare departments
indicates a recognition of the interrelationship between the problems of poverty
:and ill-health, and a realization of the need for better coordinated administration
and services in these fields at the State level.

We believe that the availability of the waiver authority under the conditions
proposed in the bill would enable Federal agencies to cooperate in the search for
more effective administration. This position is consistent with the provisions of
section 6(c) of the proposed “Joint Funding Simplification Act of 1968, on
which we reported to this Committee on May 16, 1968. In general, that section
would authorize Federal agency heads to waive the requirement that a single
State agency administer (or supervise the administration of) Federal assistance
which provides part of the support for a- jointly funded project. This section 6(c)
waiver would, thus, also be available to make possible new techniques in
administration.

As written, seetion 204 of S. 698 does not. appear to authorize waiver of a
statutory requirement that a particular State agency (such as the State health
agency) must be designated as the single -State agency. If su¢h authority is
intended we believe clarification is necessary.

‘TITLE III

Title TTI would ‘authorize Federal agencies which. do. not already have thig
authority to provide, under rules and regulations of the Director of the Bureau
of the Budget, specialized and technical services to State and local agencies on
a reimbursable basis. Federal agencies would be required to provide such services,
if based on the authority of section 302, on a fee basis. This provision does not
appear to supersede existing authority possessed by any Federal agency with
respect to furnishing services, whether on a reimbursable or nonreimbursable
basis, to State and local units of Government ; hence, we would not object to its
enactment.

Section 302 also provides that only such services may be provided as are author-
ized under rules and regulations of the Budget Bureau and that such rules and
regulations shall be consistent with and in furtherance of the policy of relying
on the private sector to provide those services reasonably and expeditiously
available through ordinary business channels. )

We should like to point out that the Executive Branch has long-standing poli-
cies and procedures designed to avoid needless competition with private business.
Moreover, in some instances, even though given types of services are available
‘hrough ordinary business channels, they are nevertheless appropriately rendered
0y a Federal department or agency. For ‘example, while there are, we understand,
firms which specialize in providing advice on how to apply for Federal grants,

95-626—68——b5
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we believe that it is properly within the province of the Federal agency adminis-
tering a grant program to give such advice to potential applicants for grants,

TITLE IV

Title TV would ‘establish a coordinated intergovernmental urban assistance
policy. It would require the President to establish Government-wide rules and
regulations for use in formulating, evaluating, and reviéwing, in the light of
specific objectives listed in the bill, “urban development programs and projects
for the provision of federally aided urban facilities, and Federal projects having
a significant impact on the development of urban and urbanizing communities.”
In making loans or grants-in-aid for urban development, Federal agencies would
be required, in the absence of substantial reasons to the contrary, to make the
loan or grant to a unit of general local government rather than to a special-
purpose unit of local government.

The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare endorses the purposes of
title IV and the guiding principles as stated in section 401. Within the Depart-
ment, we have made specific organizational changes to improve our ability to
work effectively with other Departments on urban problems.

Early in 1967, the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare established
the Center for Community Planning for the purpose of providing an urban focus
for the Department and developing responsiveness to the needs of the city. The
Center coordinates Departmental activity in connection with the Model Cities,
Neighborhood Services Program, Parent Child Centers, the Youth Opportunity
Campaign and other urban programs. It has built a “Technical Assistance Net-
work” utilizing local Social Security District office managers and other Depart-
ment personnel, through which requests for information and assistance in
connection with urban problems may be routed rapidly to that point—the State,
the Region or the appropriate agency in Washington—where the most effective
help can begiven. :

One of the Center’s major tasks is to develop new and more flexible mechanisms
of funding comprehensive urban programs such as the Model Cities. It has
developed and is operating a system for prompt interagency evaluation of multi-
purpose projects involving this' Department and other Departments. The Center
.represents the Department on interdepartmerntal task forces and committees con-
.cerned with urban programs and with semi-public associations such as the Con-
ference of Mayors and the National League of Cities. : ;

The Center is currently working with the Council of State Governments and
the Department of Housing and Urban Development to develop policy for the
Federal Departments in working with the States in the Model Cities and other
urban programs, and to advise the States of the role they should be playing in
this effort. The Center is also chairing an interdepartmental task force attempting
to develop information materials aimed at inner city residents to make known the
objectives of the Model Cities program and the services available through it and
other urban facilities. &

While section 401 requires the President to establish rules and regulations to
implement its objectives, section 403 would somewhat inconsistently vest the
authority for prescribing rules and regulations for effective administration of
title IV (which includes only one additional section besides sections 401 and 403)
in the Budget Bureau or such other agency as may be designated by the
President.

TITLE V

- ‘Mitle V. would attempt to strengthen Congressional review of Federal grant-in-
aid programs by limiting to five years the duration of any grant-in-aid program
which is authorized by the ninety-first or any subsequent Congress and which is
given no expiration date (section 502), and by requiring the appropriate Con-
gressional committees to review prior to its expiration date any grant-in-ai¢
program authorized for three or mbore years (section 503). In addition, the
Comptroller General would be directed to make continuing studies of all grant-
in-aid ‘programs (section 504), and the Advisory Commission on Intergovern:
mental Relations would be required, upon the request of an appropriate Con
gressional committee, to conduct studies of the intergovernmental relations
aspects of programs and to report findings and recommendations to such com
mittee (section 505). Section 506 would require recipients of future grant:
(including those made pursuant to extension, modification, or alteration ot
existing agreements) to keep certain types of records, such as records disclosing
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the amount and disposition of grant funds. This section would also make such
records and related documents subject to audit and examination by representa-
tives of the head of each grant agency and of the Comptroller General.

While the automatic termination provision of section 502 could: easily be
avoided by providing -expiration dates for programs. or by stating in legislation
that the programs authorized are not subject to section 502, we are disturbed by
the underlying philosophy of the provision. The mere existence of section 502
seems to suggest that, in the normal case, a Federal grant-in-aid program should
not last for more than five years. Very few of the programs administered by this
Department fit this generalization. At one extreme we have general support pro-
grams, such as public assistance, which represent commitments to assist States
for an indefinite period of time, and at the other extreme we have demonstration
programs which in many instances should and do last less than five years.
~In between these extremes are programs of greatly varying periods of dura-
tion. Bach case. represents a judgment based on the purpose of the program, its
maturity, and the likelihood of changes in circumstances which would require
review of the program. This program-by-program method is a far more rational
approach to the matter of terminating and reviewing programs than would be
the five-year generalization implicit in section 502. G 0

While we favor periodic review of Drograms—the objective of section 503—we
believe that this objective can best be fulfilled through strengthening and ex-
tending existing Congressional and Executive methods of evaluating grants and
reaching decisions to terminate, modify or expand them. Department of- Health,
Education, and Welfare grants are, in effect, reviewed by Congress through
several methods: the consideration of amendments to authorizing legislation
frequently requires a fresh look at the basic laws ; the budgeting and appropria-
tion process provides. an annual mechanism for the evaluation of the cost, .effi-
ciency, and performance of programs. Advisory "couneils charged with the com-
prehensive evaluation of programs have been established by Congress for several
major programs. SR b e s TR
~ An alternative to. automatic termination of programs which we: recommend
(and which is included in the Administration’s “higher education proposals)
would be a provision that would authorize appropriations for one additional year
if legislation to extend a limited program has neither been enacted nor rejected
by the beginning of the final year of the program’s authorization, Such a’ provi-
sion would encourage Congressional review of grant-in-aid programs at least one
year in advance of expiration of program authority. Such a review would ‘be
further encouraged by provisions like the new advance funding and lead-time
provisions enacted by P.L. 90-247 for the Elementary and Secondary Education .
‘Act which require the Department to submit to the substantive and Appropriation
Committees an annual evaluation report, and a comprehensive evaluation report
in the penultimate year before expiration of the program. (Similar provisions
are included in the pending~AdrxministratiQn bill on higher education.). In addi-
tion, Congress not infrequently requires special studies and reports on. programs.

No single method and no single-time table is adequate to review all the grant
-programs of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. This is so
~because of the persistency and complexity of the problems to be combaited, ‘the
many different types of programs operated by the Department, the varying
periods of time it takes new programs to get under way, the long-range commit-
‘ments which must often be made by 50 State governments and hundreds of their
subdivisions in order to participate effectively in the programs, and the length
of time it takes to acquire meaningful experience at local, State, and national
levels with respect to complex programs and major projects. : ) .

In addition, we should like to point out that the Comptroller General ‘already
appears to have adequate authority to review the legality of Federal expenditures.
The amendment proposed by section 504 (and section 501) ~might inject him into
questions of administration which are a fundamental responsibility of the Bxecu-
tive branch, and vesting such a function in the Comptroller General may well
duplicate responsibilities of the Congressional committees. We should also like
to point out that there is an important distinction ‘between technical studies by
the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations and recommendations.
The members of the Commission who are in the Executive branch eannot be
committed through such recommendations to provisions inconsistent with the
development of legislation and budgetary programs through the regular Executive
channels. : . . ST
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With respect to provisions on records and audit in section 506, we should like
to point out the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare has for decades
required the keeping of pertinent records. We are not aware of the need for addi-
tional legislation such as that proposed in section 506.

In view of the above, we recommend that title V not be énacted.

TITLE VI

Under title VI, the President would be required to examine the various pro-
gitams of grants-in-aid to determine what consolidations are necessary or desir-
able to promote the better execution and efficient management of individual grant
programs within the same functional area, to provide better coordination among
individual grant programs within the same functional area, or to promote more
efficient planning and use by the recipients of grants under programs within the
same functional area. If the President finds a. consolidation of individual grant-in-
aid programs within the same functional area to be necessary or desirable, he
would be required to prepare a grant consolidation plan for the making of such
consolidation and to transmit the plan to the Congress. The Congress would have
9% days to reject grant consolidation plans; if not so rejected, they would become
effective. .

While this Department favors the objectives of title VI—to decrease the cur-
rent multiplicity of grant programs with a view to achieving more effective and
inore efficient use of Federal assistance—we believe that this objective can be
better accomplished by other means.

First, we should like to point out that the President already has the authority
to propose plans which may transfer functions involving grant-in-aid programs,
and this authority is in some respects broader than that provided in title VI. For
example; under title VI each grant consolidation plan may provide for only one
consolidation of individual grant programs (section 602(b) ). On the other hand,
under the Reorganization Act of 1949, the President has the authority to pro-
pose plans which may transfer functions involving any number of grant programs.

Second, it is not clear from the language of title VI to what extent a grant
consolidation plan could change existing statutory requirements. Grant consolida-
tions which go beyond questions of the internal organization of the Executive
Branch may involve complex changes in existing substantive laws. Howeyer,
title VI only provides that the consolidation plan transmitted to Congress “shall
specify in detail the formula or formulas for the making of grants under the con-
solidated program . . .” It does not deal with many other types of changes which
may be required. All such changes, we believe, are best handled on the case-by-case

- pasis of the regular statutory amendment process. ’

As you know, steps have been taken to reduce some of the proliferation of
categorical grant programs. Our experience has direct bearing on the provisions
of title VI. The Department’s most extensive efforts to date are incorporated in
the Partnership for Health program authorized by Publi¢c Law 89-749 and ex-
panded and extended by Public Law 90-174. Prior to.passage of Public Law 89-749,
most State health programs were supported through disease-oriented categories
of health services. Under the Partnership for Health program, the categorical re-
strictions were removed, thus affording the States new flexibility in dealing with
the health needs which the States themselves determine to be most pressing and
to which they assign high priorities in their health planning. As a result, a num-
ber of States have begun to promote and support health services in areas such
as alcoholism and family planning that previously were not supportable under
the categorical grant system. Even more important, States are using the planning
money available under the Act to determine priorities among their health needs
and to allocate State and Federal funds accordingly. :

As a supplement to the State formula grants, the Act authorizes project grants
to support services to meet health needs of limited geographical scope or of
special regional or national significance. These grants provide a mechanism for
directing funds where they are most urgently needed, where they will be used
most effectively, and ‘wheré they will develop new and innovative public health
programs which promise the most far-reaching effects. The elimination of cate-
gorical restrictions on the project grants has also encouraged the introduction
of a wide array of new methods for providing various kinds of health services.
Among the new activities are family planning, comprehensive health services
development, alcoholism programs, and encouragement of group practice.

In addition to the broad programs mentioned above, project grants are playing
an active role in the development of a number of special interest programs,
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including the Model Cities program, neighborhood heailth centers, and other
neighborhood services. The Department is coordinating its efforts with other Fed-
eral agencies to assure that the planning and service programs in the Partner-
ship for Health contribute to meeting national health needs ‘as identified through
comprehensive State and local planning. o !

In summary, it is our judgment that the experience we have had with the
Partnership for Health authority—formula and project grants—appears to be
highly effective and, we believe, holds great promise for the strengthening of
State and Federal relations and for the improvement of the Nation’s health.

A second step we are proposing to reduce the number of grant programs in
the Department is the Administration’s 1968 proposals now under Congressional
review for amending the Higher Hducation Act to include the modification and
consolidation of the college-based student financial aid programs into the Bdu-
cational Opportunity Act. Under these proposals there would be a single appro-
priation item for Federal capital for the National Defense Student Loan fund
and the College Work-Study Program, with a 90-10 Federal institutional match-
ing ratio, and a single appropriation for the Educational Opportunity Grant
Program, which would not require program matching funds. The fund dis-
tribution pattern would be altered from the three separate allotment ‘formulas,
which differ, to one not tied to a specific formula, subject only to the limitation
that institutions within any one State could not receive more than 1214 per-
cent of available funds. '

This proposal, if enacted, would give institutions much greater flexibility in
the use of the student aid programs and would eliminate unnecessary diversity
among the requirements of the programs. Moreover, the advance funding and
leadtime amendments proposed in our bill would provide the Nation’s colleges
and universities with a firm, operating base for planning their programs.

Title IT of the Partnership for Learning and Earning Act of 1968 deals with
the consolidation and improvement of existing vocational education programs.
The proposed legislation would consolidate existing authority for vocational
education programs under the Smith-Hughes and George-Barden Acts, and
Vocational Bducation Act of 1963. The consolidation is proposed in response
to the first recommendation of the 1968 Advisory Council on Vocational Educa-
tion which stated, “Administrative complexities should be reduced by com-
bining all vocational education legislation into one act.”

Another significant provision of the Partnership for Learning and Earning
Act of 1968 is the removal of the requirement for separate matching purpose-by-
purpose under the Vocational Education Act of 1963. The bill would provide in-
stead for overall statewide matching which would allow more flexibility in that
varying proportions of Federal funds could be used in matching State and local
funds. i : o ‘ -

Under present law; (The Smith-Hughes Act, the George-Barden Act, and the
Vocational Education: Act of 1963) 23 purposes are specified, each requiring sep-
arate accounting and matching. In addition; within those 23 categories, there are
State percentage expenditure requirements for three of the six purposes in sec-
ion 4(a) of the Vocational Education Act of 1968. These would be abolished.

Finally, we should like to refer again to S. 2981, the ‘“Joint Funding Simpli-
fication Act of 1968”. This bill would provide for procedures which would ex-
sedite consideration and approval of projects drawing upon more than one Fed-
ral assistance program and would simplify requirements for the operation of
those projects. We believe that 8. 2981 will make a significant contribution to
‘he improvement and simplification of our grant mechanism, and that S.'2981 is
1 more appropriate vehicle than title VI of 8. 698 for administrative consolida-
sions for the purpose of improving the use of Federal assistarce by States, local
yovernments, and other public and private organizations and agencies.

TITLE VII

This title would amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services
‘et of 1949 by adding a new title VIII, Urban Land Utilization. The Department
f Health, Education, and Welfare agrees with the objective of this title, which
s to facilitate coordination between the Federal Government and local govern-
nents and planning bodies (including zoning authorities), in the acquisition, use,
nd disposition of land for Federal purposes. However, on the method and
letails of this title, we defer to the Administrator of General Services to whom
he primary responsibility would be assigned by this title.
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TITLE VIII

Title VIII would provide for relocation payments and other assistance to dis-
placed persons (defined; in section 113, to include owners of businesses, farmers,
families, and others), on a uniform basis, in Federal and Federally-assisted pro-
grams under which real property is acquired. In the case of direct Federal acquisi-
tion of real property for public use (part A of Title VIII), section 802 would
require heads of Federal agencies to make fair and reasonable payments, pur-
suant to regulations established by the President, to reimburse displaced per-
sons for their actual moving and related expenses or, if any displaced person so

~ elects, to make optional fixed payments to such person according to a formula.
Relocation assistance programs - (i.e), counseling, information, planning, amd
coordingting activities) would 4lso be made available. While we endorse the
objectives of this part, on its details we defer to other agencies which would be
more directly involved in the detailed program features.

With respect to Federally-assisted programs. (part B), section 807 would
require, as a condition to the approval of any grant, contract, or agreement
with a State agency for Federal financial assistance to pay the cost in connec-
tion with the acquisition of real property, or of a’' public improvement for
which real property is to be acquired or:as the result of which displacement will
otherwise occur, that the State ageney has agreed to provide to displayed per-
sons for moves from such real property—(a) relocation payments on the same
basis as those provided in the case of direct Federal acquisition of real property ;
(b) relocation assistance programs; and (c¢) a feasible method for the tem-
porary relocation of displaced families and individuals, and an assurance that
decent and sanitary dwellings are available and reasonably accessible to dis-
placed families and individuals. Cost to State agencies providing relocation pay-
ments and services would be included as part of the costs of the project for
which Federal financial assistance is otherwise available. The State agencies
would be eligible for Federal financial assistance with respect to such payments
and services in the same manner and to the same extent as with respect to other
eligible project costs, except that the Federal agency providing assistance would
contribute (up to) the first $25,000 of any relocation payment to a displaced
person, and no State agency would be required to make a relocation payment. to
any displaced person of more than $25,000in order to receive Federal assistance
for relocation payments, or to meet requirements of section 807. (For purposes
%f Title VIII, the term “State” would include the political subdivisions of a

tate.) i

We agree with the Bureau of the Budget that insofar as real property
acquisition is concerned, the costs of displacement caused in whole or in part
by Government action are, in a very real sense, costs of property acquisition
and should be financed in the same manner as the other costs of property
acquisition. We also believe that, as a matter of policy, all these costs and as-
sistance should be as uniform as possible. It seems to us desirable that in all
direct Federal programs, as well as in State or local programs carried on with
the assistance of Federal funds, this principle should be applied. The Depart:
ment of Health, Bducation, and Welfare fully supports the principle of (1)
making fair and reasonable relocation payments to persons displaced by the
acquisition of real property under direct Federal programs, (2) provision
of a complete range of relocation services and other assistance for program dis
placees consistent with need, (3) requiring State and local governments to as
sume responsibility for relocation payments and services as a condition of
participation in federally assisted programs, and (4) contributing to the costs
of relocation payments a Federal share proportionate to the percentage of Fed
eral participation in other eligible project costs. Title VIIL in our view, woulc
meet these overall objectives if it were amended to provide (as the Bureau of the
Budget has suggested), in ithe case of federally assisted programs, that the Fed
eral Government share in the cost of relocation payments made by State agencies
only to the same extent as other project costs.

In reaching the above conclusion, we are not unmindful of the fact that i
certain federally assisted programs, e.g., urban renewal, the Federal Govern
ment now assumes a higher share of relocation costs than its percentage o
participation in the project. On balance, however, recognizing that uniformit)
is desirable in relocation assistance programs, and on the basis of our experienc
in the many and varied grant-in-aid programs of this Department, we believ(
that through the utilization of the particular project formula in relocation costs
the common program goals at the Federal, State, and local levels can be reache(
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while at the same time: strengthening what we regard as a basically effective and
purposeful working relationship,
X TITLE IX

Part. A of this title (Federal Programs) sets forth certain policies vis-a-vis
property owners that are to be followed by Federal agencies in acquiring real
property from such owners by purchase or condemnation. For the most part,
these policies seem designed to assure fair treatment to the owner and to others
in possession of the real property.

Part B would provide that financial assistance to a State agency, or to an
agency of apolitical subdivision of a State, shall not be available to pay for the
cost of acquisition of real property, or the cost of a public improvement for which
real propernty is to be acquired, unless such agency-agrees to follow certain rules
(set forth in part B) that, as in the case of part A, seem designed to assure fair

acquisition policy provisions contained in Section 402 of the Housing and Urban
Development Act of 1965 (P.L. 89-117) which applies to certain programs ad-
ministered by the Department of Housing and Urban Development. That section,
together with certain related sections (Sections 401, 403) of P.L. 89-117, would
be repealed effective J. anuary 1, 1970.

While we endorse the objectives of thig title, on its details we defer, particu-
larly in the case of direct acquisitions, to the General Services Administration and
other agencies more frequently involved in such acquisitions,

TITLE X

The purpose of title X is to encourage simplification and improve coordination
of accounting, auditing, and financial reporting requirements of Federal assist-
ance programs, and to provide for a survey of the adequacy and effectiveness of
the accounting and auditing systems of recipient jurisdictions. This title would
authorize the Comptroller General to prescribe rules and regulations for using
State and political subdivision accounting and auditing in meeting financial man-
agement requirements of such programs, The Comptroller General, the Secretary
of the Treasury, and the Director of the Bureau of the Budget would be required
to conduct a joint study of the principles, standards, and related requirements of
Executive agencies for accounting and auditing of Federal assistance programs,
with a view to developing improved Government-wide accounting and auditing
procedures.
 'Within the last month the Comptroller General, the Secretary of the Treasury,
and the Director of the Bureau of the Budget have agreed to initiate an inter-
agency study in this area. Consequently, we recommend deferral of legislative
action of title X pending completion of this study.

We are advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there is no objection to the
Presentation of this report from the standpoint of the Administration’s program.

Sincerely,
WiLBUR J. COHEN,
Secretary.

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION,

i Washington, D.C., June 12, 1968,
Hon. EpMUND 8. MUSKIE,
Chairman, Subcommitiee on Intergovernmental Relations, Committee on Govern-

ment Operations, U.8. Senate, Washington, D.C. i
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN : This is in response to your request for our views on S.

698, a bill “To achieve the fullest cooperation and coordination of activities
among the levels of government in order tto improve the operation of our federal
system in an increasingly complex society, to improve the administration of grants-
in-aid to the States, to provide for periodic congressional review of Federal
grants-in-aid, to permit provision of reimbursable technical services to State and
local government, to establish coordinated intergovernmental policy and admin-
istration of grants and loans for urban development, to authorize the consolida-
tion of certain grant-in-aid brograms, to provide for the acquisition, use, and dis-
position of land within urban areas by Federal agencies in conformity with local
government programs, to establish' a uniform relocation assistance policy, to
establish a uniform land acquisition policy for Federal and federally aided pro-
grams, and for other purposes.”
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The substance of Title V of this bill, relating to periodic Congressional review
of grants-in-aid programs, is also treated in S. 458 and 8. 735, We have sent a
separate letter on those bills and those comments constitute our comments omn:
Title V of S. 698.

Title XIII of S. 698 relates to relocation assistance to displacees of Federal
and fgderally-assisted programs. We want to make a special plea for enactment
of legislation to provide this assistance. We have in the past been unable to ade--
quately and meaningfully assure that persons displaced by our highway programs:
are treated justly. The truth is that inadequate provision of relocation assistance
has worked a severe hardship on many familiés and businesses displaced, particu-
larly on the poor. Our detailed views on Title XIII have been submitted in
testimony.

Subject to the above views, the Department of Transportation favors enact-
ment of this legislation. . i

The Bureau of the Budget advises that from the standpoint of the Administra-
tion’s program, there is no objection to the submission of this report for the con-
sideration of the Committee.

) Sincerely,

JouN L. SWEENEY;
Assistant Secretary for Public Affairs.

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, D.0. June 14, 1968.

Hon. EpMUND S. MUSKIE,
Ohairman, Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations, Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations, U.8. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR MUSKIE : Your letter of February 28, 1967, requested the views
of the General Services Administration on S. 698, 90th Congress, the short title of’
which is the “Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1967.”

The bill is subdivided into nine titles. GSA’s comments are confined to the pro-
visions of titles VII, VIII, and IX, which relate to the acquisition, use, and
disposal of land by Federal agencies, as these are the only portions of the bill
which would appreciably affect the responsibilities of GSA. We are in accord
with the over-all purposes of these titles.

Title' VII amends the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act, 63
Stat. 877, as amended, by adding at the end thereof a new title VIII which would
require the ‘Administrator of General Services to give advance notice to local
governments prior to offering for sale any Federal real property located within
an urban area. The Administrator also would be required to provide available
zoning information to prospective purchasers. In connection with the acquisition
or change in use of real property, the Administrator would be required to com-
ply to the extent practicable with local zoning requirements, give advance notice
of plans to acquire additional property, and to consider objections by local gov-
ernments to proposed Federal acquisition or use of real property in urban areas.
The primary objectives of title VII are consistent with GSA’s policy to give ad-
vance consideration of local comprehensive planning and land-use regulations in
formulating specific acquisition and disposal plans.

We would recommend, however, that the last sentence of the proposed section
804 (a) of the Property Act, which begins on line 7 and ends on line 12, page 30 of’
S. 698, be deleted. The sentence implies that potential adverse impact resulting
from advance notice of proposed land acquisitions is the exception rather than
the rule. Our experience shows that this is not the case, but that advance public
notice of proposed acquisitions of real property by the Federal Government more
often than not precipitates land speculation and inflationary real estate prices in
the vicinity. With this recommended change, GSA would have no objection to
the enactment of title VII.

The purpose of title VIII is to establish a uniform policy for the fair and
equitable treatment of owners, tenants, and other persons displaced by the-
acquisition of real property in Federal and federally assisted programs. This:
policy is to be as uniform as practicable as to (1) relocation payments, (2)
advisory assistance, (3) assurance of availability of standard housing, and (4)
Federal reimbursements for relocation payments under federally assisted
programs. . X .

GSA has long recognized the need for uniform and equitable practices in the
treatment of persons displaced by the acquisition of real property by the Federal
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‘Government. Except for the acquisition by the Department of Defense or any
‘military department thereof, the Department of the. Interior, the National
-Aeronautics and Space Administration, the Tennessee Valley Authority, and the
Department of Housing and Urban Development, displaced owners or tenants of
federally acquired property may be paid only the fair market value of the prop-
-erty acquired. Expenses, losses and damages incurred by owners or tenants as a
direct result of moving themselves, their families and possessions are not
compensable.

Reports issued by the Select Subcommittee on Real Property Acquisition of the
House Committee on Public Works and the Advisory Commission on Intergovern-
mental Relations clearly indicate that the Federal, State, and local governments
are falling far short of equity in their treatment of those persons who are dis-
‘placed as a result of the programs of such governments. GSA has long advocated
‘the enactment of legislation which would minimize inequities - existing in the
‘present state of law when property is acquired in Federal programs.

Generally, we believe that enactment of title VIII of S. 698 would establish a
workable, uniform system for fair and equitable treatment of individuals dis-
‘placed by Federal land acquisitions. However, in the interest of clarifying some
of its provisions we offer the following comments and amendments for consid-
eration by your Committee.

Section 803 (a) provides for a relocation assistance program for individuals
who occupy property adjacent to the acquired property and to those displaced
‘from the acquired property. We recommend that the bill not provide assistance
‘to occupants of adjacent property on the grounds of impracticability, the im-
possibility of factually ascribing claimed losses to the Federal acquisition, and
‘the availability of @id in such situations from other Federal sources such as
‘the Small Business Administration.

We are in accord with the objectives of section 803(c) (2) which would require
Federal agencies to assure the availability of adequate substitute dwellings
‘within a reasonable period of time prior to displacement. However, the effect of
‘this provision on GSA’s public buildings program is & matter of some concern.
"This program requires the acquisition of sites generally located in highly popu-
lated areas. The mandatory requirement that the acquiring agency be required
‘to obtain assurance of substitute dwellings for the displaced prior to displace-
‘ment would in many cases cause interminable delay in the construction of the
‘project. Further, the delays encountered would not be controllable by GSA since
‘the availability of adequate substitute housing is dependent upon local housing
conditions. The question whether the Federal Government should assure ade-
‘quate substitute housing prior to displacement must of course be resolved in
‘the light of the over-all Federal program. However, your Committee should be
aware of the effect of section 803 (c) (2) on the activities of acquiring agencies
‘whose programs are confined largely to urban areas.

We would suggest that the Committee give serious consideration to amending
‘section 803 (c¢) (2) by granting broader authority to Executive agencies to waive
‘the requirements in unusual situations such as where immediate action might be
Trequired to protect individuals or property because of natural or unnatural
disasters. The present waiver provision of the bill is applicable only during a
period of national emergency proclaimed by the President. We recommend that
‘the section be amended to provide that the-President by regulation may prescribe
situations when such assurances may be waived.

The suggested amendment will not greatly affect the operations of our site
acquisition program although it will permit expeditious action when emergency
situations warrant. However, the additional costs which will be incurred in
‘other acquisitions @s a result of the assurance provision of section 803(¢) (2)
will be substantial because of anticipated delays in commencement of construc-
tion and increases in other administrative expenses. Becauge of the many un-
known factors, it is not possible to estimate the extent of the additional costs.

With respect to section 805(a) (2) (A), which limits entitlement to actual and
‘reasonable expenses of searching for replacement locations ‘to farm operations,
we suggest that the Committee consider; in furtherance of the stated purpose
of uniformity of treatment of all ‘persons displaced by Federal acquisitions,
‘whether entitlement to such expenses should also be extended to dwellingy and
‘businesses, taking into account also the administrative burden incident to deter-
mining the nature and reasonableness of such items of expenses which should be
Teimbursed.

‘We suggest that the Committee also consider whether the’ payment provided
for in section 805(a) (2) (B), which section authorizes the payment of an ex-
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pense not actually incurred by displaced persons as ‘a result of Federal acquisi-
tions, is inconsistent with the general purpose of ‘section 802( a) ‘of the bill, and,
if the provision is retained in the bill; also consider, again in the 1ntexest of
uniformity of treatment, whether such provisions should be broadened to include
displaced persons who move from a dwelling. If the ‘provision is retamed we
recommend that the following be substituted for “B”:

“(B) if he disposes of personal property on moving his dwelling, or
business’ or farm operation and replaces such property with comparable
property at the new location at a price exceeding the sale price, the amount
of the difference of such prices, not to exceed, however, the estlm:ated cost

. of moving the property or ity market value, wh1ehever is less.”

‘Title IX of 8. 698 would bring about major changes in Federal land acquisition
laws, pohcmes, practices, and procedures, Our comments are directed to certain
specific provisions which we believe could be clarified or revised to good effect.

Section 901(a) (3) provxdes that the head of an acquiring agency establish
a fair and reasonable price for the property and make a prompt offer to'the
owner for the full amount so established. If it is the intent of this provision to
require agencies to offer realistic prices, which if refused, could be subject to
good faith bargaining, the provision would not be in conflict with GSA’s present
policy. GSA does not pay less than fair and reasonable prices for acquired prop-
erty. On the other hand, if the provision was interpreted as establishing a one¥
price policy which price could not be-appropriately increased by the acquiring
agency should the owner refuse to accept the fixed amount, the result would be
to significantly increase the number of condemnation actions, a result clearly not
-intended by the bill. The flexibility afforded by our present policy has proven
to be in the interest of both the Government and the landowner, and GSA would
not favor the more restricted one-price policy.

With respect to section 901 as a whole, we do not believe it is intended that
the procedures and safeguards set forth therein are necessary or appropriate to .
voluntary leases obtained by the Government. In order, however, to clarify this
pomt and provide for uniform interpretation by the various agencies concerned,
it is recommended that there be inserted at the end of the section a subsection
(c) to read as follows:

“(e¢) As used in this section, the term ‘interest in real property’ shall
not ‘include: any leasehold interest, acquired by the Government, except
‘where such interest is acquired by condemnation.”

Section 904 would require the head of a Federal agency to reimburse owners
for incidental expenses incurred in conveying their real property to the United
States. Included is the payment of penalty costs for prepayment of a mortgage
incident to such real property. GSA recommends that language be incorporated
to requlre that the mortgage be in effect at or prior to the time public announce-
ment is made of the project. This could be done by the insertion of a provxsmn
to that effect before the semicolon on line 14, page 55, of the bill. ;

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that, from the standpomt Of the Ad-
ministration’s program, there is‘no objection to the subm1ssmn of this: report
to your Committee.

Sincerely yours,

e Lawson B. Kwnorr, Jr.,
: - Administrator.

 AGENOY REPORTS ON AMENﬁMENT\748

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, S Y
Washington, D.C. May 8, 196‘8
Hon. EpbMUND S. MUSKIE,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Intm‘govemmental Relations, Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations, U.S. Senate.

DEAR: MR. CHAIRMAN : Your letter of May 2, 1968, requesrtg our views on a
proposed amendment in the form of Title X—Accountmg, Auditing, and Report-
ing of Tederal Assistance Funds—to §. 698, the Intergovernmental Cooperatlon
Act. Our views presented below are preliminary comments as suggested in your
letter in order that you may have the reaction of our Office before the hearings
which begin on May 9.

Our Office and other interested governmeutal agencies have long recognized
the growing complexity and serious problems in grant administration, including -
the areas of accounting, auditing and financial reporting. In reeo‘rmtlon‘ of this
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situation, a project somewhat similar in pumose to that stated in section 1003 (a)
will be undertaken as an activity of the Joint Financial Management Improve-
ment Program. An -agreement to undertake such a project was reached at a
meeting of the principals of this program, that is, the Secretary of the Treasury,
the Director of the Bureau of the Budget; the Comptroller General and thez
Chairman of the Civil Service Commission on April 29, 1968, S
. The project agreed upon, while not of the breadth con.templafted in section. -
1003 (a), involves a review of the requirements and procedures in effect for
accounting, auditing, and reporting under grant programs and development of
recommendations leading to simplification and better coordination of the financial
aspects of these programs.

- The project team will be staffed by representatives from the three fiscal
agenaes_the Bureau of the Budget, the Treasury Department, and the General
Accountmg Office and by representatives from the four largest agencies involved
in grants to States and local governments. These agencies are the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, the Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, the Department of Labor and the Office of Economic Opportunity. The
Assistant Secretary-Comptroller, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
hag strongly endorsed this project.

Because of another pressing pmomty in this field, the project will not be
started until probably sometime in June. In the meantlme, we plan to have
members of the project team visit with members of your subcommittee staff to
explain in more detail the features of this project. Having made the decision to
go ahead with such a pro;ect we believe that a statutory requirement for such
a joint study as outlined in section 1003(a) is not needed at this time.

Section 1003 (b) and (c¢) would lay upon the Comptroller General functions
of management involving financial relationships between executive agencies and
States and polltwal subdivisions, which are the primary responsibility of the
executive agencies in the admmlstratlofn of their programs, The assumption of
these functions by the Comptroller General would, in addition, tend to negate the
independence and detachment from operational respousublhty which the Congrevss
intended for him in the review and evaluation of agency performance. Thus in
our view the concept of subsections (b) and (c¢) is inconsistent with the statutory
role of the General Accounting Office.

In a practical sense the requirement of subsection (b) to study and review the
accounting and auditing systems of ‘the many States and political subdivisions
which are the recipients of Federal aid programs would be an undertaking beyond
the resources of our Office, considering our other responsibilities. In addition, sub-
sections (b) and (c) imply that the Comptroller General has prescribed princi-
ples, standards, and related requirements concerning accounting and auditing
by the States and political subdivisions with respect to the expenditure of Federal
aid funds. Such is not the case, and we do not believe that it would be appropri-
ate for the Comptroller General to prescribe such standards and procedures for
adoption by State and local agencies. These are matters which should be worked
out by the executive agencies and the State and local bodies and made a part of
the gl‘ant agreements entered into under individual priograms,

It is not clear what is intended in subsection 1003(¢) by the provision that
executive agencies, upon . certain determinations specified in the subsection, may
substitute for their accounting and auditing the accounting and audltmg per-
formed by States and political subdivisions. Regardless of the aoceptablllty of the
accounting of the States and political subdwlswns, each Federal agency must
account separately to its management and to the Congress for its financial opera-
tions of which aid programs with States and poht.lcal subdivisions are only a
part. Moreover, in most if not all Federal agencies the accounts maintained for
Federal aid programs are in summary form based on reports and documgptatlon
taken from the more detailed accounts of the States and subdivisions, -

As to auditing, it is doubtful that Federal agencies would or should accept
auditing done by States and political subdivisions without periodic tests to pro-
vide reasonable assurance that the prescribed rules and regulations were being
adequa'tely followed. At the present time there is some movement in certain Fed-
eral agencies toward placing considerable reliance on audits performed by others,
but with tests as to the adequacy of such audits.

Also, to reduce the total manpower necessary to perform the audit function
and to lessen the impact of Federal auditing on non-Federal organizations, many
Federal agencies have entered into eross‘servmmg arrangements under which the
agency having a predominant financial interest in Federal programs at an individ-
ual non-Federal entity, performs the audit funcd:wn, particularly as to overhead
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rates, for the Federal agencies having a financial interest at that entity. Insofar
as the term “auditing” as used in the proposed Title X relates to financial audits,
the expanded use of such cross-servicing arrangements could serve to further
reduce the audit problem, and would enhance the feasibility of developing model
audit manuals in particular areas and determining the degree to which reliance
might reasonably be placed on the grantee’s system of internal control, including
auditing. :

With regard to manageément-type audits, it is less likely that the Federal
agencies would accept audits by States-and political subdivisions since manage-
ment-type audits go beyond the verification of expenditures and are concerned
with matters of administration about which audits by States and political sub-
divisions might not be considered sufficiently objective. : :

We shall be pleased to discuss the above views in further detail if you desire.

Sincerely yours, : ) :
{ . Frank H. WEITZEL,
Assistant Comptroller General of the United States.

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, )
Washington, D.C., June 3, 1968.
Hon. EpMUND S. MUSKIE,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations, Commitiee on Gov-
ernment Operations, U.8. Senate

Dear MR, CHAIRMAN : Subsequent to the issuance of our letter of May 8, 1968,
presenting our views on the proposed amendment to S. 698 pursuant to your
request of May 2, 1968, members of our staff spoke with Mr. Charles Smith, Staff
Director of your Subcommittee, on the advisability of having an oral discussion
of our views. Mr. Smith advised that there is no necessity for having a further
discussion of this matter, but -did request that we furnish the Subcommittee, for
inclusion in the record, further details concerning the project mentioned in our
May 8 letter to review the financial administration of grant programs. This letter
is in response to Mr. Smith’s request.

As we explained in our earlier letter, the project to review the financial man-
agement of grants-in-aid was approved by the principals of the Joint Financial
Management Improvement Program at their annual meeting on April 29, 1968.
A copy of the project proposal considered by the principals is enclosed. After some
discussion as to the objectives of the project, the principals approved going ahead
with it with some limitations on the stated scope. The principals agreed that the
project team should concentrate on financial matters and that after the team
had obtained sufficient information to do so, it would develop a work plan defining
in more detail the scope of the study and the priority of coverage, This plan
would be subject to further review and approval.

As mentioned in our May 8 letter, other priorities have required that the
organization of the project team be delayed for several weeks. When the team
is organized, I am sure that one of its first contacts will be with the staff of
your Subcommittee to obtain such information and advice on problem matters
and areas of concern as your staff may be able to offer. The project team will
keep your staff advised of its progress and consult with them on its tentative
conclusions. ! . !

‘We believe this to be a very important undertaking but because of our inability
to obtain gpecific information about the kinds and degrees of the problems, we are
unable to even conjecture as to the detailed operations which would be involved
in this study. The General Accounting Office will probably be assuming the lead
in this project and we will arrange for you to receive periodic progress reports.

Sincerely yours,
FrANK H. WEITZEL,
. Assistant Comptroller General of the United States.

[Enclosure]
PROPOSED PROJECT ON REVIEW OF FEDERAL GRANT-IN-AID PROGRAMS

1. Project Title—It is proposed that a project be initiated to be titled Joint
Agency Study of Federal Grant-in-aid programs to State and local governments.
2. Background.—A large segment of publie expenditures is represented by Fed-
eral grant-in-aid programs to State and local governments. BOB Special Analysis
K estimates these expenditures for fiscal 1968 at $18.4 billion and for 1969 at
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$20.3 billion. In 1955 expenditures were only $3.3 billion. It is estimated that there
are statutory authorizations for over 400 separate programs. It is further esti-
mated that the programs are administered by 21 departments and agencies, and
150 bureaus and divisions. ” : : )

Many administrative problems have arisen from the fact that the programs

have so proliferated and have originated from such various sources that the
state and local governments are presented with multiple administrative and
financial reporting problems. ‘ :
" On March 17, 1967, the President sent a message to the Congress entitled
“Quality of American Government” in which he called specific attention to the
administrative problem of managing grants and in which he directed that steps
be taken to remedy the situation. A task force was formed to develop a plan to do
this. As a result of the work of this task force a bill was introduced into the
1st session of the 90th Congress on August 28, 1967, (H.R. 12631) to provide
temporary authority to expedite procedures for pooling of grants at the State
and local levels. Work on. the bill was not completed in the 1st session. A similar
bill has been introduced also in the second session on February 16, 1968, (8.
2981). The bill is entitled to “Joint Funding Simplification Act of 1968,” and
provides enabling legislation to permit pooling of funds from grants of more than
one Federal agency. The bills currently are in the respective Committee’s on
Government Operations of the Senate and House, However, these bills deal with
only a small part of the problem,

Over the past several years, the Intergovernmental Relations Subcommittee, of
the Senate Government Operations Committee, has studied the problem of Fed-
erial-local relations. This committee has called attention to the many problems
existing in the Federal Grant system. The Advisory Commission on Intergovern-
mental Relations has also highlighted the needs for some simplification of the
Federal grant program.

3. Project Objective—The objective of the project would be to develop reecom-
mendations for improvement and simplification of the general administration and
financial management of Federal grants-in-aid to State and local governments.
This would include efforts to develop recommendations for grantee accounting
procedures common to all granting agencies, single audit by a cognizant agency,
and a reduction in reporting requirements through simplification, combination
or elimination of existing reports. .

4. Scope of the Study.—The study will cover the following eight agencies:

Department 'of Interior
Department of Labor
Department of ‘Agriculture
Department of Commerce
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
Department of Housing and Urban Development
Department of Transportation i
. Office of Economic Opportunity :
hese agencies have the preponderance of the programs with grants-in-aid.

The study will also cover a representative number of State and local govern-
ments to ascertain their problems as recipients of the grants.

5. Project Organization.—The project will be conducted under the sponsorship
of the Joint Financial Management Improvement Program Steering Committee.
The study team should probably include representatives from the following
agencies :

General Accounting Office 5
Office of Policy and Special Studies
Civil Division :
Bureau iof the Budget i !
Department of the Treasury. . . ;
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
Department of Housing and Urban Development
Department lof Labor . 5
Office of Economic Opportunity.
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AGENCY REPORTS oN S. 735 AND 8. 458 ;

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, D.C., March 13, 1967. -
Hon. Epmunp 8. MUSKIE, e 2 )
- Chairman, Subcommittee on Intergovermental Relations, Committee on Gov
ment Operations, U.8. Senate.

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN : Your letter of February 28, 1967, transmitted a copy o
'S. 458, 90th Congress which has as its stated purpose “To provide for periodi
congressional review lof Federal grants-in-aid to States and to local units of
government.” Hiabi T . g

This measure is-identical with S. 2114, 88th Congress, as that bill was passed
by the Senate on June 19, 1964. As indicated in the report of the General Account
ing Office on 8. 2114, as originally introduced, and the testimony of its repre-
- gentatives which appears at page 56 of the published Hearings before your Sub-
committee on 'S. 2114, January 14, 15 and 16, 1964, the General Accounting Oﬁieer
was strongly in accord with the objectives ‘of the bill and recommended that it
‘be' given favorable consideration with certain 'suggested changes which were
adopted. These changes are incorporatéd in 8:4568. - :

We' are strongly in accord with the objectives of S. 458, which- would appear|
‘to be beneficial not only as an additional device for strengthing congressional
_control over Federal grants-in-aid but also as an additional means for acquiring
current information ‘as a basis for legislation in the complex and fast changing|
‘area of Tederal-State-local relationships. We recommend that S. 458 be given
favorable consideration. ' - v ' :

Sincerely yours,

" = e Brumer B. STAATS,
~ Comptroller General of the United States.

: ADpVIsORY COMMISSION ON INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS,

! : ! o Washington, D.C., March 1}, 1967.
‘Hon. EpMoNDp S, MUSKIE, . ,

Chairman, Senate Subcommitiee on Intergovernmental Relations, U.8. Senate,
Washington, D.O. . ‘ - ‘

Dear MER. CHAIRMAN : This is in response to your request of February 28 for
the views and recommendations of the Commission with respect to S. 458, a bill
“tp provide for periodic congressional review 'of Federal grants-in-aid to States
and to local units of government,” and 8. 735, the proposed “Federal Grant-in-Aid
Review Act of 1967.” o L ) . ;

These bills, as well as Title V of the proposed Intergovernmental Cooperation
Act of 1967 (8. 698), would provide for a uniform policy and procedure for sys-
tematic Congressional review of any grant program established subsequent to
enactment of the legislation. In addition, both provide that each such grant-in-aid
program enacted without a designated termination date shall expire on June 30
of the fifth calendar year which begins after the effective date of the Act. Finally,
both stipulate that each grant-in-aid program of three years or more, authorized
in the 90th- (S. 458 cites the 89th, but we assume this is a clerical error) or any
subsequent Congress, shall be reviewed by the Congress during the two years
preceding the date upon which such program is to be terminated.

S. 458 differs from S. 735 essentially by its inclusion of Sections 4, 5, and €
which, respectively, would provide (a) for studies of existing and future grant:
in-aid ‘programs by the Gomptroller General, (b) for studies by the Advisory
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations of the intergovernmental aspect
of programs subject to ‘provisions of section 3 on request 'of Congressional Com
mittees, and (c¢) that State and local units of government would be required tc
keep financial records -of programs receiving support from Federal grants-in-aic
‘and that these records be open for inspection and audited by the heads of Federa
agencies - administering the grants and by the Comptroller General 8. 458 1
nearly identical to 8. 9114, which was passed by the Senate in the 88th-Congress
and to Title IT of S. 561, as it passed the Senate in the 89th Congress.

S. 735 does not include the three titles discussed above. In addition, it differ
from §. 458 and Title V of S. 698 in two other respects. First, Section 4(b) (2

authorizes each standing committee of the Senate and House of Representative
to employ a review specialist to assist in carrying out the purposes of the legit
lation. This provision further implements the recommendations of the Join
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Committee On the Organization of the Congress and closely reésembles the pro-
posed amendment (Section 136 (b) and (c)) te the Legislative Reorganization
Act of 1946 (2 U.-S.C, 190 d) contained in Section 105(a) of S. 355.(90th Con-
gress). Second, Section 4.(b) (8) requires that each standing committee of the
Senate and House of Representatives submit not later than March 31 of each
year reports on their review activities of the preceding calendar year. This section
parallels the proposed amendment to the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946
(Section 136 (d) ) appearing under Section 105(a) of 8. 355.

The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations has found that
grants-in-aid to State and local governments have been and are the National
government’s principal mechanism for securing intergovernmental collaboration
in accomplishing national legislative objectives. As you know, reliance on the
grant device has increased significantly during the past few years. With this
have come mounting problems of fragmentation, manageability, and coordination.

In view of the paramount position of Federal grants in the American system
of intergovernmental relations, the Advisory Commission believes that the effi-
cacy, value and public acceptability of this mechanism must be safeguarded and
that its usefulness as a collaborative device be strengthened. More than six years
ago the Commission was struck by the widespread concern over the deficiencies
in existing legislative procedures pertaining to grants, especially as related to
determining those grants that had achieved their initial objectives and to: re-
directing others to reflect developments subsequent to their enactment.

On May 25, 1960, the ACIR placed the subject of periodic review of Federal
grants-in-aid on its work program and subsequently at its June 15, 1961 meeting
the Commission adopted a report entitled Periodic Congressional Reassessment
of Federal Grants-In-Aid To State and Local Governments. This report was made
part of the record of the hearings on:S. 2114 in the 88th Congress. It spells out
in depth the Commission’s recommendation for systematic review. This recom-
mendation would be implemented by the: enactment of S. 458, S. 735, or Title V
of S. 698. :

The Commission position has consistently been that there is a need for general
legislation providing for systematic review and assessment of grants-in-aid.
This should not be interpreted to mean that Federal grant-in-aid programs under
current congressional and administrative processes go unreviewed. The execu-
tive agencies involved are giving closer and closer attention to the operation of
their programs and requests for grant funds are subject to the usual scrutiny of
the appropriation processes in Congress. Moreover, the legislative oversight com-
mittees exercise surveillance with respect to grants coming within their juris-
diction. In general, however, the review and redirection of grants are treated
unsystematically and on an uncoordinated basis. The findings of the Joint Com-
mittee On the Organization of the Congress in this area only confirms these
earlier ACIR recommendations. - .. : 8

The Commission position is, therefore, that the proposed legislation would be
beneficial on a number of counts. It would stimulate development of more uni-
form criteria with which Congressional committees could critically assess the
effectiveness of grants-in-aid in important subject matter fields. Equally signifi-
cant is the provision for systematic committee review since it would give State
and local governments a regular forum for voicing their views concerning the
problems that have arisen in connection with the administration of individual
grant programs. Further, the five year termination provision relating to certain
future grants is a salutory feature of the legislation. Much confusion has arisen
concerning this issue, but it should be pointed out that. this section obviously
would in no way affect those grants that have a termination date or those that
have been specifically exempted from its application. In short, the termination
provision merely affects those few programs each session that Congress fails to
. designate as short-term or long-term undertakings. In such instances, the Com-
mission feels that the five year termination provision, along with the review
process that in most instances would result from it, would be helpful.

With reference to Sections 4, 5, and. 6 of 8. 458, and to Sections 504 and
505 of 8. 698, the Advisory Commission has taken no formal position. The first
three embody amendments which were adopted by the Senate Subcommittee
on Intergovernmental Relations during its deliberations on 8. 2114, in the
88th Congress and which appeared in Title II of 8. 561 in the 89th Congress
as it was enacted by the Senate.

As in the case of the above, the Commission hag taken no formal position with
reference to the review specialist and annual report provisions of S. 785. These
subsections do not appear to conflict with the Commission’s basic recommenda-
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tions in this area, and tend to further implement those of the Joint Committee-
on the Organizatiton of the Congress.

We hope these comments will assist the Subcommittee in its deliberations on:
this proposed legislation. I should like to make clear that in the submission of’
these comments, I am speaking only for the Advisory Commission and not for-
the President or the Administration.

Sincerely. yours,
FARRIS BRYANT,
Chairman.

CouNcIL oF EcONOMIC ADVISERS,
Washington, April 6, 1967.
Hon. EpMUND S. MUSKIE, :
Chairman, Subcommittee on Intergovermental Relations, Committee on Govern--
ment Operations, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR MUSKIE: AS you requested we have reviewed S. 458 and S. 735,.
bills “to provide for periodic congressional review of Federal grants-in-aid to
States and to local units of government.”

We find ourselves in sympathy with the proposal calling for evaluation of"
grant-in-aid programs after several years of experience. But we hesitate to sup-
port an arbitrary review and termination date for each program not otherwise-
covered by a termination date.

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the presen--
tation of this report from the standpoint of the Administration’s program.

Sincerely,
GARDNER ACKLEY.

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, April 6, 1967;
Hon. EpMmUND S. MUSKIE,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations, Committee on Govern—
ment Operations, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR MUSKIE: Your letters of February 28, 1967, requested the views:
of the General Services Administration on 8. 458 and S. 735 of the 90th Con-
gress, similar bills to provide for periodic congressional review of Federal grants-
in-aid to States and to local units of government.

These bills relate to programs to be enacted by future Congresses for grant-in-
aid assistance by the Federal Government to States or their political subdivi--
sions; provide expiration dates for the authorization of such grants; and re-
quire the review of such programs by appropriate committees of the House and
the Senate on or before June 30 of the calendar year preceding the year in which.
such programs will expire. Committee reports covering such studies would show:
the extent to which the purpose for which each grant was authorized has been:
met, whether the recipient can carry on without further Federal assistance, and’
whether changes in purpose or direction should be made. S. 458 would also vest
centralized responsibility in the Comptroller General to review presently existing-
and all future programs for such grant-in-aid assistance and submit to the Con--
gress reports and recommendations concerning the effectiveness of the programs.

With the enactment of Public Law 88-383, GSA has at this time one program
for grant assistance to States and local agencies and to nonprofit organizations:
and institutions. These grants, which will terminate on June 30, 1969, are to
assist in the financing of recipients in the collecting, describing, preserving and’
compiling ,and publishing of documentary sources significant to the history of
the United States. However, we do not believe that payments under this program
would be determined to be ‘‘grants-in-aid” under these bills in that section
7(8) (ii) (8) of 8. 458 and section 4(¢) (B) (vi) of 8. 735 exclude “payments under
research and development contracts or grants which are awarded directly and
on similar terms to all qualifying organizations, whether public or private.”

Inasmuch as we do not expect that the enactment of either S.458 or S.735
would substantially affect any programs of the General Services Administration,
we defer to the views of the interested Federal departments and agencies as tor
the merits of the proposed legislation.
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The Bureau of the Budget has advised that, from the standpoint of the
dministration’s program, there is no objection to the submissmn of this report
> your Committee.

Sincerely yours, ) )
J. E. Moopny,
Acting Administrator.

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, D.C., April 20, 1967,
[on. EpMUND 8. MUSKIE,
'hairman, Subcommitiee on Intergovernmenial Relations, Committee on Govern-
ment Operations, U.S. Senate.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN : By letter dated February 28, 1967, you requested our
omments on 8. 735, 90th Congress. The stated purpose of this measure is “To
rovide for periodic review of Federal programs of grant-in-aid assistance to
he States.”

‘We note that section 5 of the bill erroneously listed as section 4 includes “any
gency or instrumentality of a State” in the definition of thie term “State.” It is
ossible that the proposed legislation could be construed as applying to any new
uthorizations, or changes in existing authorizations for Federal payments to
he National Guard enacted by the 90th or subsequent Congresses, since the
lational Guard is an instrumentality of the various States. However, hearings on
imilar bills do not indicate that such legislation is intended to apply to Federal
unds appropriated for the National Guard. Moreover, since the National Guard
1as been in existence since the formation of our country and apparently will
ontinue in existence for the foreseeable future, we do not believe that Federal
id in support thereof will be terminated, or that the Congress intends to require
he authority for each Federal support to terminate automatically every five
‘ears as provided in 8,735 and hence require new study and authorization
eriodically. Hence, it is our opinion that S.735 is not intended to apply to
“ederal payments to the National Guard. It would be preferable, however, if the
ill itself or its legislative hlstory would clearly so indicate.

‘We note that this measure, in large part, would provide for the same type of
Jongressional review of grant—in—laid- assistance as would be provided by title V
f 8. 698, 90th Congress. The primary difference between the provisions of this
ill and title V of 8. 698 is that in this bill no specific provision is made for
tudies by the Comptroller General of Federal grant-in-aid programs as provided
n section 504 of S. 698. As pointed out in our report of today’s date on S. 698, we
lo not feel that such requirement in 8. 698 imposes any requirements on our office
n addition to those we believe now exist for reporting to the Congress on the
esults of our reviews of Government programs, including Federal grant-in-aid
yrograms. Consequently, we do not feel that—so far as our office is concerned—
here is any substantial difference betweeun S. 735 and title V of 8. 698. -

‘We recognize that any provision for specific review by the Comptroller General
)f such programs will perhaps change. the frequency of our review of such
yrograms and of course, such provision would serve to emphasize congressional
nterest in a continuing overall review of gramnt-in-aid programs. In any event,
hie question of whether specific provision should be made for review of grant-in-
vid by our office is viewed as fundamentally a question of policy for the sole
letermination of the Congress.

We are of course gtrongly in accord with the objectives of this bill and title V
»f 8. 698, Legislation along the lines of these measures would appear to be
yeneficial not only as an additional device for strengthening congressional control
wer Federal grants-in-aid but also as an additional means for acquiring current
nformation as a basis for legislation in the complex and changing area of
Federal-State-local relationships.

Sincerely yours,
HLMER B. STAATS,
Comptroller General of the United States.

95-626—68——6
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY,
Do : ‘ Washington, D.C., September 28, 1967.
Hon. JouN L. McCLELLAN,
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations,
U.8. Senate. k

‘DEAR MRr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request to the Secretary c
Defense for the views of the Department of Defense with respect to 8,735, 90t
Congress, a bill ‘“To provide for periodic review of Federal programs of grant-ir
aid assistance to the States.” The Department of the Army has been assigne
responsibility for expressing the views of the Department of Defense. -

This bill, which if enacted, would be cited as the “Federal Grant-in-Aid Revie
Act of 1967,” would establish procedures for review .of grant-in-aid program
authorizing assistance from the Federal Government to two or more States o
their political subdivisions. All future programs, unless the:enacting statu
specifically provides otherwise, shall expire on June 30 of the fifth calendar yea
which begins after the effec'tlve date of the enactment of such program. The bi
provides for a specific review by the Congress for such programs as.are authorize
_over a period of three or more years. This review would be conducted during th
peried beginning not later that twelve months immediately preceding the dat
.on which such authority is to expire and the results of committee investigatio
-and study would be reported not later than one hundred and twenty days befor
_such authority is due to expire. In the case of existing statutes authorizing th
estab«hshment of programs for gmmt—m -aid assistance over a. period of three o
more years to two or more States or their political subsdivisions, each standin
committee of the Senate and House of Representatives which exercises legislativ
jurisdiction and oversight over such programs would review and study, on:

continuing basis, the application, operation, administration, and execution of suc
program, and would submit, not later than March 31 of each year, a report on it
activities during the immediately preceding calendar year, The studies both fo
'future and existing programs shall be conducted to ascertain whether the purpose
for which such future grants-in-aid would be authorized have been met, th
extent to which such programs ean be carried on without further Federal ﬁnancw
assistance, the extent to which such program is adequate to meet any growin
and changing needs related to the purposes for which it was originally deglgne(
and whether any changes in purpose, direction, or administration of the olmgms
program should be made.

The Department of the Army, on behalf of the Department of Defense, ha
no objection to S. 735. With respect to the details of this bill, this Departmer
defers to other agencies more directly concerned, that is, those 'administerin
grant programs, for example, the Departments of Health, Edueatwn, ‘and We.
fare,; Housing and Urban Development and Transportation.

The fiscal effects of this leglsla}t‘lon are not known to the Department qQ
Defense.

This report has been coordinated wwhm the Department of Defense in accor¢
ance with procedures prescribed by the Secretary of Defense.

The Bureau of the Budget advises that, from the standpeint of the Adminis
tratlon s program, there is no ofbjeetlon to the presentatlon of this report fo
the consideration of the Committee. -

: Sincerely, : SN :
STANLEY R. RESOR, Seoretary 'Of tha Army.:

- DEPARTMENT oF THE. ARMY,

. : Washington,.D.C., December 7, 1967.
Hon. JorN L. McCLELLAN, i )
Ohairmamn, Committee on Governmment Operations,

U.S. Senate.

DEAR Mg. OHAIRMAN: Reference iy made to your request to the Secretary o
Defense for the views of the Department of Defense with respect to S. 458, 90t
Congress, a bill “To provide for periodic congressional review of Federal grants
in-aid to States and to local units of gorvernment ” The Department of the Arm
has been assigned responsibility for expressmg the views of the Department o
Defense.

This bill would provide that all programs of grants-in-aid ( authorized by th
Bighty-ninth or any subsequent Congress) from the Federal Government to tw
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| or more States or their political subdivisions, unless the enacting statute spe-
cifically provides otherwise, shall expire on June 30 of the fifth calendar year
which begins after the effective date of the enactment of such program. Con-
currently, the bill provides for a specific review by the Congress for such grants-
in-aid programs as are authorized over a period-of three or more years to’ ascertain
whether the purposes for which such grants-in-aid would be authorized have been
met, the extent to which such programs can be carried on without further Federal
financial assistance, and whether any changes in purpose, direction, or adminis-
tration of the original program should be made to conform' to recommendations
of the Comptroller General under Section 4 of the bill or the Advisory Committee
on Intergovernmental Relations (established by Public Law 86-380) ‘under Sec-
- tion 5. The bill provides that such Congressional review shall be conducted during
the period beginning not less than ‘twelve months or more than twenty-four
- months. immediately breceding the date on which such authority is to expire
and the results of committee investigation and ‘study shall be reported not later
than one hundred and twenty days before such authority is due to expire. The
bill further provides that the ‘Oomptroller General shall make continuing studies
of presently existing as well ag all future programs for grant-in-aid assistance
* ‘from the Federal Government and furnish reports, together with recommenda-
tions, to the Congress. Finally the bill provides ‘that each recipient of assistance
whether under any new Act of Congress enacted after the effective date of this
Act or any new grant-in-aid agreement, or extension, modification or alteration
of any existing grant-in-aid agreement pursuant to existing law shall keep
records in ‘accordance with the requirements of the Federal agency administer-
ing the program.

The majority of the grant-in-aid brograms administered by the Department
of Defense, which includes direct reserach grants authorized by the Act of
September 6, 1958, P.I. 85-934 (42 U.8.C. 1891), are excluded from periodic
Congressional review by the language of this bill. Therefore, the Department of
the Army, on behalf of the Department of Defense, defers to the views of
other more directly affected Federal agencies, :

Enactment of this bill would have no foreseeable fiscal effect on the budgetary
requirements of the Department of Defense.

This report has been coordinated 'withiu the Department of Defense in accord-
ance with procedures prescribed, by the Secretary of Defense.

The Bureau of the Budget advises that, from the standpoint of the Adminis-
tration’s program, there is no objection to the presentation of this report for the
consideration of the Committee.

Sincerely,

STANLEY R. RESOR, Secretary of the Army.

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION,

: Washington, D.C. June 11, 1968.

Hon. Epmunp 8. Muskis, .

Chairman, Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations, Committee on Govern-
mental Relations, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. -

DeAr MR. OHAIRMAN: This is in response to your request for our views on
8. 458, a bill : “To provide for periodic Congressional reviews of Federal grants-
in-aid to State and to local units of government.” and 8. 735, a bill: “To provide
for periodic review of Federal brograms of grant-in-aid assistance to the States.”

The Department of Transportation administers several grant-in-aid programs.

The Federal-Aid Airport Program under the Federal Airport Act provides 50
percent matching funds for airport construction.

The Interstate Highway Program provides 90 Dercent federal funds, plus a
bonus to States having large areas of public lands, for the construction of the
41,000-mile system of Interstate and Defense Highways.

The ABC Highway Program provides 50 percent federal money (plus some
bonus) for construction of primary, secondary and urban. extension highways,

The Highway Beautiﬁeation;;Program'provides 75.-percent federal funds for

billboard and junkyard control and 100 percent funding for landscaping and
scenic enhancement, : 7 ; ; ;

The Highway. Safety Progriam ‘provides up to 50 percent federal money for
assistance to ;S,ﬁates;in,‘implementingg programs to meet federal highway safety
standards. Lot
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All of these grant-in-aid programs are now subject to periodic review by legis-
lative committees of Congress. In the case of the Federal-Aid Airport Program,
authorizations have been made for from two to five years, lately for three year
periods. Thus, every three years the program is reviewed on its merits and in
total by the Senate Commerce Committee and the House Interstate and Foreign
Commerce Committee. The highway programs, with the exception of the Inter-
state Highway Program, are subject to biennial review and authorizations are
made for two years at a time. And while authorizations for the Interstate Program
are made for more than two or three years, the program is subject to Congres-
gional review when the Public Works Committees biennially consider the appor-
tionment formula to be applied in that program. Thus, all of the grant-in-aid
programs administered in this Department are subject to more frequent review
than the five-year review contemplated in S. 458 and S. 735. Therefore, the under-
lying purpose of these bills, to assure that grant-in-aid programs not go on in-
definitely without a periodic reexamination of their justification, is already well
served and in a manner involving a more frequent review than those bills propose.

In addition, the termination of authority to make grants-in-aid at the expira-
tion of five years would seriously restrict even programs with authorizations for
under five years. For example, the Federal-Aid Airport Program was last extended
in P.L. 89-647, October 13, 1966. The authorization was for FY 1968, 1969 and
1970. These funds are available until expended.

Under the proposed S. 458 as applied to P.L. 89-647, the funds authorized for
1968 would be available only for four years. The funds for 1969 would be avail-
able for three years and those for 1970 for two years. The authority to obligate
any funds authorized under P.L. 89-647 would expire June 30, 1971, under sec-
tion 2 of S. 458.

In this connection, funds apportioned among the states pursuant to section
6(a) of the Federal Airport Act remain available for projects in the respective
states for two fiscal years. Any funds remaining unobligated at the expiration of
the two-year period are added to the Discretionary Fund pursuant to section
6(c), and are then available for projects in all the states. Several of the less pop-
ulous states are unable to utilize the full amount of funds apportioned to them
under the state apportionment formula. The apportioned funds excess to these
states’ needs, therefore, lie idle and may not be used until the third year after they
first become available. Under the five-year limitation as now written in section
2 of §. 458, unused State Apportionment Funds in the 1970 authorization could
never be applied for needed projects. Unobligated State Apportioned Funds in
the 1969 and 1968 authorizations would be available for needed projects only one
year and two years, respectively.

~ These: limitations would seriously limit our ability to carry out the intended
purposes of this program.

Accordingly, the Department of Transportation opposes the enactment of legis-
lation providing automatic termination dates for grant-in-aid programs generally.

The Bureau of the Budget advises that from the standpoint of the Adminis-
tration’s program, there is no objection to the submission of this report for the
consideration of the Committee.

Sincerely,

Joun L. SWEENEY,
Assistant Secretary for Public Affairs.

AcENoY ReporTs oN S. 2981

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION,
Washington, D.C., March 1, 1968.
Hon. JouN L. McCOLELLAN,
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.O.

DeAR MR. CHAIRMAN : This is in response to your request for the views of this
Department concerning S. 2981, a bill “To provide temporary authority to ex-
pedite procedures for consideration and approval of projects drawing upon more
than one Federal assistance program, to simplify requirements for the operation
of those projects, and for other purposes.”

Essentially the proposal would increase joint funding and simplify the admin-
istration of grants and contracts where programs or projects are funded from
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two or more appropriations. The proposal delineates the scope, authority, require-
ments, and procedures to be used when joint funding is undertaken.

This Department believes the proposal, which is an Administration bill, will
facilitate and encourage the integrated development and execution of program
proposals. We think thiy is a highly desirable result. Since the effective objectives
of Government supported programs are multiple, the achievement of these objec-
tives require the simultaneous and integrated implementation -of a number of
projects.

The three principal programs of this Department that could be operated under
this new authority are the Federal-aid to Airports, the Federal-aid to Highways,
and the State and Community Safety grants.

The FAA now cooperates, in providing airports, with the Economic Develop-
ment Administration, Department of Commerce; the Department of Defense;
and the National Park Service, Department of the Interior. In addition, the air-
port grant-in-aid projects might be coordinated with urban renewal projects,
mass transit projects, open-space grants, metropolitan planning grants, and with
the Department’s highway program.

Similarly, the Federal-aid to highways and the State and Community Safety
grant programs might, with the assistance of thig bill, be utilized more frequently
in a coordinated fashion with the grant-in-aid programs of other departments.
The multiple impact of joint planning and execution will be much greater if the
project is originated and completed in tandem or multiples wherever this is pos-
sible. A transportation system is a complex of many items, and a more comple-
mentary installation of those items would lead to greater efficiency.

We assume that the language in section 8 is sufficient in its requirement that
an expenditure not be inconsistent with other Federal laws, to prevent the ex-
penditure of money transferred from the airport grant-in-aid program or the
highway trust fund for other than airport or highway projects respectively. The
problem of segregation of the Highway Trust Fund is‘particularly important since
that fund is financed through highway user taxes and has been specifically held
by Congress to be available only for that purpose.

Subject to these comments the Department of Transportation favors the enact-
ment of this legislation.

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that enactment of this legislation would
be in accord with the President’s program.

Sincerely yours,
JOoHN L. SWEENEY,
Assistant Secretary for Public Affairs.

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,
OFFICE OF EMMERGENCY PLANNING,
Washington, D.C., March }, 1968.
Hon. JouN L. MCCLELLAN,
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations,
U.8. Senate, Washington, D.C. . :

DrAr MR, CHAIRMAN : This is in reply to your request for comments of this
agency on 8. 2981, 90th Congress, a bill, “To provide temporary authority to expe-
dite procedures for consideration and approval of projects drawing upon more
than one Federal assistance program, to simplify requirements for the operation
of those projects, and for other purposes.” -

In my capacity as the President’s liaison with the Governors, I have a direct
interest in this bill, and I recommend that it be enacted at an early date.

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it has no objection to the submission of
this report, and that enactment of this bill'would be in accord with the President’s
program, .

Sincerely,
MORDECAI M. MEEKER
(For Price Daniel, Direetor).
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ExECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,
: BUREAU OF THE BUDGET,
Washington, D.C., March 5, 1968.
Hon. JorN L. McCLELLAN,
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, U.8. Senate, New Senate Office

Building, Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. CHAIRMAN : This is in response to your letter of February 20, 1968,
- requesting the views of the Bureau of the Budget on S. 2981, the “Joint Funding
Simplification Act of 1968.”

S. 2981 was developed in response to the President’s request—in his March 17
Message on the Quality of American Government—for legislation that would
make it possible “. . . for Federal agencies to combine related grants into a
single financial package, thus simplifying the financial and administrative pro-
cedures—without disturbing, however, the separate authorizations, appropria-
tions, and substantive requirements for each grant-in-aid program.”

Separate Federal assistance programs should be amenable to joint utilization
in single projects within which the several programs are melded to achieve
mutual objectives. Such combinations of related programs would enable State
and local governments and other grantees to use the wide variety of Federal
assistance programs more effectively and efficiently.

However, such combinations cannot be “packaged” and administered easily
under existing laws and regulations. Each Federal grant program may have
different requirements in such matters as application forms, accounting pro-
cedures, advisory panels, reporting dates, etc. Further, the grantees must often
work with several Federal agencies (or constituent elements of a single agency)—
each with its own distinet administrative practices. As a result, considerable
effort is required and significant delays are encountered.

The purpose of S. 2981 is to remove or simplify certain administrative and tech-
nical impediments which hamper or prevent the consideration, processing,
approval and administration of projects which draw upon resources available
from more than one Federal agency, program or appropriation. The bill would
enable State and local governments and other public or private agencies to use
Federal financial assistance under two or more programs in support of multi-
purpose projects. Under the bill :

TFederal agency heads would be authorized to establish uniform require-
ments respecting technical or administrative provisions of law so that
jointly funded projects would not have to be subject to varying or conflict-
ing rules or procedures;

In appropriate cases, Federal agencies would have authority to delegate
to other agencies power to approve portions of projects on their behalf;

Federal agency heads could establish joint management funds in their
agencies to finance multi-purpose projects drawing upon appropriations
from several different accounts;

The President would prescribe appropriate regulations for, and approve
agency delegations of power and functions under the bill. He would make
reports to the Congress on actions taken, and make recommendations for
additional legislative action, including proposals for consolidation, simpli-

- fication or coordination of grant programs.

The authority contained in the bill would expire after three years.

The Joint Funding Simplification Act of 1968 would not affect substantive
provisions of law relating to Federal assistance programs such as eligibility cri-
teria, maintenance of effort, matching ratios, authorization levels, program
availability, etc. Problems presented by the diversity in such provisions as these

~ would be studied in connection with proposals for grant consolidation which the
President also requested the Director of the Bureau of the Budget to explore in
the Message on the Quality of American Government. That effort is now under-
way. Experience gained under the Joint Funding Simplification Act will be of
great assistance in the development of a workable grant consolidation program.
Accordingly, the Bureau of the Budget recommends enactment of S. 2981.
‘Sincerely yours,
WirLrrep H. ROMMEL,
; Assistant Director for Legislative Reference.
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; . THE GENERAL COUNSEL oF THE TREASURY,

3 : ; B Washington, D.C., March 6, 1968.
on. JoHN L. McCLELLAN, i ;
hairman, Committee on Government Operations,
8. Senate, Washington, D.C .

DEAR ME. CHAIRMAN : Reference is made to your request for the views of this
partment on S, 2981, “T'o provide temporary authority to expedite procedures
or consideration and approval of projects drawing upon more than one Federal

,» to simplify requirements for the operation of those projects,

sage on the Quality of American Government.
he bill would provide authorities for the establishment of uniform technical or

dministrative requirements, the delegation of powers and responsibilities, and

he establishment of joint management funds with respect to projects assisted
nder more than one Federal assist i

S been encouraging the use of letters of credit
i i grant programs to achieve better
consolidating funds from several
of letters of credit for all grant pro-
the agencies, the
s. It may achieve further benefits if
elatively small grants now paid by check are brought under the letter-of-credit
ethod by virtue of the pooling arrangements.

Consequently, the Treasury Supports the objective of the bill.

The Department hag been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there is no

bjection to the submission of this report to your Committee and that enactment

f the proposed legislation would be in accord with the program of the President.
Sincerely yours,

FreEp B. SMITH, General Counsel,
THE POSTMASTER GENERAL,
Washington, D.C., March 8, 1968.
Hon. JouN L. MoCLELLAN,

Chairman, Commiittee on Government Operations,
U.8. Senate, Washington, D.C.,

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN : This Department hag been requested to report-on §. 2981,
a bill “to provide temporary authority to expedite brocedures for consideration
and approval of projects drawing upon more than one Federal assistance pro-
gram, to simplify requirements for the operation of those projects, and for other
purposes.” i {

The purpose of the bill is to enable States, local governments, and other public
or private organizations to. use Federal assistance more effectively and effi-
ciently. Subject to regulations to be brescribed by the President the bill would
authorize agency heads to cooperate in the identification of brograms, develop-
ment of guidelines, review of pregram requirements, establishment of common
rules, and creation of common application, brocessing and project -supervision
brocedures. The bill- would also require Federal agencies to assure that, in the
brocessing of applications, reviews and approvals are expeditious; questions of
timing affecting feasibility are considered, the number of Federal representatives
involved is kept to a minimum, decisions on applications are communicated
promptly to applicants, and applicants are not required by one agency to obtain
assurance of the requirements of another agency where such requirements could
better be determined through direct interagency communication. s

Since the Post Office Department does not administer any Federa] agsistance
programs, the bill would have no effect on t . Accordingly; we have
0o recommendations concerning the bill,

In advising with respect to H.R. 12631, an identical bill, the Bureau of the
Budget has stated that there is no objection to the submission of that report to
the ‘Committee,

Sincerely you rs,

LAWRENCE F. O’BRIgx,
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, March 14, 1968.

Hon. JouN L. McCLELLAN, :
Ohairman, Committee on Government Operations,
U.8. Senate, Washington, D.C. . s i

DeaRr Mz. CEAIRMAN : This ig in further response to your letter of February 20,
1968 ,fequesting a report on S. 2981, the “Joint Funding Simplification Act o

This bill creates authority which will constitute a first and important step i
the simplification of grant-in-aid programs. Permitting substantive authority t
be delegated from one agency to another, permitting the waiving of technical
and administrative requirements and permitting the establishment of unifor
matching requirements and single accounting procedures are valuable simplifi
cations of administrative and financial procedures. The Department of Labo’

therefore strongly supports the bill.

The President recognized last year in his message on The Quality of American|
that simplification of procedures is but one part. of the problem
pringing order out of the confusing multiplicity of grant-in-aid programs. Th
President in his Message described program simplification as even more funda:
mental than the simplification of procedure, and directed a broad study of thi
problem and development of solutions. Program simplification-—as distinguishe
from procedural simplification—will require the consolidation of gpecific pieces 0
legislation into broad program legislation accompanied by single appropriations

without categorical dollar limitations. This bill is a necessary first step in achiev-

ing this broader objective.
The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission

of this report and enactment of S. 2981 would be in accord with the President’
program.
Sincerely,
WiLLARD WIRTZ, Secretary of Labor.

Government

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, March 15, 1968.

Hon. JouN J. MCCLELLAN,
Ohairman, Committee on Government Operations,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN @ This is in response to your request for a report on S. 2981,
a bill “to provide temporary authority to expedite procedures for consideration|
and approval of projects drawing upon more than one Federal assistance pro-
gram, to simplify requirements for the operation of those projects, and for other
purposes.”

The bill proposes that heads of Federal agencies be authorized to:

1. Identify related programs appropriate for providing joint support for

gpecific kinds of projects;
2. Develop and promulgate guidelines and materials to assist in the plan-
ning and development of projects drawing support from different programs;
3. Tdentify administratively established program requirements which may
impede joint support of projects and make modifications as appropriate;
4. HWstablish common and technical rules among related programs; and
5. Create joint project application procedures and projects supervision
procedures. ' )

The head of each agency would
maximum extent possible under appl
of the act with respect to programs
agency head would also consult and cooperate
agencies to promote the purposes of this act.

Actions taken by Federal agencies pursuant to this act relating to the process:
ing of applications must be designed to assure:

That required reviews and approvals are handled expeditiously ;
That full account be taken of special considerations of timing made known

py the applicant that affect the feasibility of the project;
That the applicant be required to deal with a minimum number of Fed-
eral representatives, acting separately or as a board or panel ;

be responsible for taking actions to the
icable law which would further the purpose
administered by this agency. Haich Federal
with heads of other Federal
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That applicants be promptly informed as to decisions for or against
applications; and’ ;

That applicants not be required by any one Federal agency to obtain in-
formation or assurances regarding another Federal agency which could bet-
ter be secured directly. v ’

‘Where appropriate, to further the purposes of this act, heads of agencies may
use the authorities included in the act to establish uniform technical or admin-
istrative requirements, to delegate powers and responsibilities, and to establish
joint management funds.

The act provides that (a) appropriations available to any Federal assistance
program for technical assistance or training may be used to provide technical
assistance or training in connection with projects approved for joint funding in-
volving that program and any other Federal assistance program; and (b) per-
sonnel of any Federal agency may be detailed from time to time to other agencies
as appropriate to facilitate the processing of applications under this act or the
administration of approved projects.

Subject to such regulations as the President may prescribe, Federal agencies
may enter into agreements with States or State agencies, as appropriate, to
extend the benefits of this act to projects involving assistance from one or more
Federal agency and one or more State agency.

The act provides that in addition to powers and authorities otherwise conferred
upon him by the act or other law, the President may take such action and pre-
scribe such procedures as may be necessary or appropriate to assure that the act
is applied by all Federal agencies in a consistent manner and in accordance with
its pu .

The Department strongly recommends enactment of this bill.

In his March 21, 1967, Message to the Congress, containing recommendations
to improve the quality of government, the President recommended general legis-
lation that would authorize Federal agencies to simplify the financial and ad-
ministrative procedures without disturbing the separate authorizations, appro-
priations; and substantive requirements for each grant-in-aid program. This
legislation broadens this concept to include all Federal assistance, including
loans, grants and technical assistance.

We are presently implementing these concepts in three specific areas: (1)
coordination of functional planning covering multi-jurisdictional areas; (2)
coordination of assistance in metropolitan areas; and (3) specific procedures for
consultation with heads of State and local government.

It is this Department’s position that the proposed bill will strengthen these
efforts by providing needed authority to develop more direct lines of communi-
cation with State and local governments and reduce confusion. and delay in
evaluating and funding programs of local assistance. .

We believe this bill will enable substantially inc¢reased inter-Departmental

level cooperation at the Federal level. This is a key factor to a more effective
and efficient relationship with State and local governments, a goal to which
we strongly subscribe.
- The bill clearly states that the authorities it contains be exercised only
pursuant to regulations prescribed by the President. We believe it to be con-
sistent with the President’s and our own'efforts to improve the effectiveness
of the programs administered by this Department.

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the presenta-
tion of this report, and that enactment of S. 2981 would be in accord with the
President’s program.

Sincerely yours,

ORVILLE L, FREEMAN.

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,

OFFICE OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY,

. i Washington, March 18, 1968.
HonN. JoEN L. McCLELLAN,
Chairman, Senate Government Operations Committee,

U.8. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR McCLELLAN : This is in response to your request for comment
on 8. 2981, “To provide temporary authority to expedite procedures for con-
sideration and approval of projects drawing upon more than one Federal as-
sistance program, to simplify requirements for the operation of these projects,
and for other purposes.” i
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The purposes of this bill-are highly desirable and in accord with the President’s
program for consolidation of grant-in-aid programs as expressed in his March
17, 1967, message to Congress on “The Quality of American Government.” I
am therefore happy to endorse the bill.

The. regulations implementing the bill will have to be developed carefully
to assure that undue or inappropriate restrictions on educational or research
grants do not result. There are, of course, good reasons for variation in the ex-

“tent of controls and restrictions imposed in the administration of assistance
programs which are directed at differing purposes.

I do not anticipate that any serious problems of this nature will arise, and hope
that the Congress will see fit to enact this measure.

Sincerely,
Donarp F. Hornig, Director.

C1viL AERONAUTICS BOARD,
Washington, D.C., March 20, 1968.

Hon. JouN L. MCOLELLAN,
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations,
U.8. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN : This is in reply to your letter of February 20, 1968,
requesting the Board’s views on 8. 2981, a bill “To provide temporary authority
to expedite procedures for consideration and approval of projects drawing upon
more than one Federal assistance program, to simplify requirements for the
operation of those projects, and for other purposes.”

"One of the purposes of the bill, as stated therein, is to enable States, local
governments, and other public or private organizations and agencies to use
Tederal assistance more effectively and efficiently.
~Although the Board provides subsidy assistance to certain air carriers, it
does not administer any programs of Federal assistance to State and local gov-
ernments or other public or private agencies. The Board does not, therefore,
have any comments to offer with respect to the bill.

Sincerely,
Jou N H. CROOKER, Jr., Chairman.

OFFICE OF EcoNOMIC OPPORTUNITY,

S : Washington, D.C., March 22, 1968.
Hon. JouN L. Mc¢CLELLAN,
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations,

U.8. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for requesting our views on S. 2981, the
“Joint Funding Simplification Act of 1968”.

The Office of Economic Opportunity strongly favors the enactment of this
legislation which carries out the President’s commitment in his Message of
March 17, 1967, on “The Quality of American Government” to submit to the
Congress necessary legislation to simplify our grant-in-aid procedures.

Today ther are some 459 Federal domestic assistance programs of which
more than 200 are grant-in-aid programs providing financial assistance to State
and local governments, private organizations, and individuals. These programs
are administered through 25 Federal agencies.

With such. a large number of programs in existence, the task of ascertaining
what assistance is available for various purposes is in itself a most difficult one.
Recognizing that the success of the War on Poverty would to a great extent
depend on eligible recipients knowing of the availability of assistance under
various laws, the Congress, in enacting the original Economic Opportunity
Act of 1964, required this agency to establish an Information Center to insure
that information concerning programs related to the Act’s purposes is made
“readily available in one place to public officials and other interested persons.”
Two years ago the Congress broadened this mandate by requiring that the Di-
rector “publish and maintain on a current basis, a catalog of Federal programs
relating to individual and community improvement.” On July 1, 1967, the sec-
ond edition of OEO’s “Catalog of Federal Assistance Programs” was pub-
lished, including in its contents an explanation of the nature and purpose of all
current grant-in-aid programs, descriptions of their major eligibility require-
ments, information concerning places to apply, and lists of available printed
materials.
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As helpful as this service has proved to be, it still does not resolve the many
problems involved when a small community, for example, seeks to put together
a “package’” of Federal assistance drawn from several sources. Such an appli-
cant must go through the laborious process of filling out widely differing, some-
times complex, application forms and must meet the diverse procedural and
other special requirements of the 25 Federal agencies administering grant-in-
aid programs. We believe that fthe simplification of procedures for grant appli-
cation, administration and financial accounting provided for in this bill would
go far toward alleviating these problems and should be enacted into law. It
should be noted, in this connection, that the Congress has previously approved
the use of joint funding in its enactment of the Economic Opportunity Amend-
ments of 1967. The Amendments add 2 new section 612 to the Keonomic Oppor-
tunity Aect authorizing joint Federal agency funding of programs whereby any
one Federal agency may be ‘designated ito act for all in administering funds
advanced to a community action or other agency assisted under the Act.

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there iS no objection to the
submission of this report and that enactment of 8. 2981 would be in accord with
the program of the President,

Sincerely,
BERTRAND M. HARDING )
(For Sargent Shriver, Director).

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY,
Washington, D.C., March 26, 1968.
Hon. JouN L. MoCrELLAN,
Chairman, Committee on, Government Operations,
U.S. Senate. '

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN : Reference is made to your request to the Secretary of
Defense for the views of the Department of Defense with respect to S. 2981,
90th Congress, a bill “To provide temporary authority to expedite procedures
for consideration and approval of projects drawing upon more than one Federal
assistance program, to simplify requirements for the operation of those projects,
and for other purposes”. The Secretary of Defense has delegated to the Depart-
ment of the Army the responsibility for expressing the views of the Department
of Defense on this bill.

The purpose of the bill is to set up procedures under which more effective
use of funds may be made by States, local governments, and other public or
private -agencies receiving Federal assistance for a project. from more than
one Federal program, or one or more Federal and one or more State programs.
It is designed to encourage Federal-State arrangements under which local

bine State and Federal resources in support of projects of common interest
to the agencies concerned. Under the bill each Federal agency head would be
required to review its programs and identify those appropriate for joint support,
as well as establishing guidelines, model projects, and forms to assist in de-
veloping such joint projects. Federal agency actions would be designed to
assure expeditious handling of reviews and approvals, dealing with a minimum
number of Federal representatives, consideration of timing problems affecting
feasibility of a joint project, and prempt notication of decisions.

The bill would require the establishment of uniform technical or administra-
tive requirements for federally assisted projects, to eliminate unnecessary bur-
dens on local agencies as to accounting, reporting, auditing, contracting, per-
sonnel systems, and accountability for property and structures. To permit better
administration of funds drawn from more than one Federal program or appro-
priation, the bill would authorize establishment of joint management funds
into ‘which would be deposited the amounts from various sources financing
the project, with payments to grantees being made from the management
fund. Proper provision would be made for disposition of excess amounts in
such funds, and the keeping of appropriate records by recipients. with audit
powers vested in the Comptroller General. Appropriations available for tech-
nical assistance or training of personnel would be made available for such
purposes in projects approved for joint or common funding, and detailing
of Federal personnel to other agencies to administer the programs would be
authorized. The bill would permit the completion of agreements with States
or State agencies to extend the provisions of the bill to projects involving
assistance from one or more Federal agencies and one or more State agencies.
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Section 12 of §. 2981 defines “Federal assistance programs” as programs
which provide assistance through grant or contractual arrangements, including
technical assistance programs or programs providing assistance in the form of
loans, loan guarantees, or insurance. It also defines “project” as any under-
taking, however characterized and whether of a temporary or .continuing na-
ture, which includes components proposed or approved for assistance under
more than -one Federal program, or one or more Federal and one or more State
programsy; if each of those components contributes materially to the accomplish-
ment of a single purpose or closely related purposes. While the Department of
Defense, particularly the Office of Civil Defense, is engaged in some assistance
activities which might fall within the scope of the relevant definitions, the De-
partment is not extensively engaged in the type of assistance programs appar-
ently contemplated under the provisions of the bill. Accordingly, this depart-
ment defers to the views ‘of Federal agencies which are more affected by S. 2981.

The enactment of this legislation will cause 1o apparent increase in the
budgetary requirements for the Department of Defense.

This report has been coordinated within the Department of Defense in
accordance with procedures prescribed by the Secretary of Defense.

The Bureau of the Budget advises that, from the standpoint of the Adminis-
tration’s program, there is no objection to the presentation of this report for
the consideration of the Committee.

Sincerely yours,
Davip E. McGIFFERT,
Acting Secretary of the Army.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, D.O., March 27, 1968.
Hon. JouN L. MCCLELLAN, '
-Chairman, Committee on Government Operations,
U.8. Senate, Washington, D.C. :

DeAR MR. CHAIRMAN : The Secretary has asked me to reply to your letter of
February 20, 1968 concerning S. 2981, a bill to provide temporary authority
to expedite procedures for consideration and approval of projects drawing upon
more than one Federal assistance program, to simplify requirements for the
operation of those projects, and for other purposes.

S. 2981 would increase joint funding and simplify the administration of
grants and contracts where programs or projects are funded from two or more
appropriations. The proposed bill delineates the scope, authority, requirements,
and procedures to be used when joint funding is undertaken. In some cases of
grants under our cultural affairs programs, joint funding may prove to be
aéppl(')oprita;te. Accordingly, the Department of State recommends enactment of

. 2981. :

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submis-
sion of this report and that enactment of §. 2981 would be in accord with the
President’s program.

Sincerely yours,

WiILLIAM B. MACOMBER, JT.,
Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations.

THE SECRETARY OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT,
Washington, D.C., March 27, 1968.

Subject : 8. 2981, 90th Congress (Sen. McClellan).

Hon. JouN L. MOCLELLAN,
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations,
U.KS. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Drar MR, CHAIRMAN : This is in further reply to your request for the views
of this Department on S. 2981, a bill “To provide temporary authority to expedite
procedures for consideration and approval of projects drawing upon more than
than one Federal assistance program, to simplify requirements for the operation
of those projects, and for other purposes.”

This measure, to be cited as the “Joint Simplification Funding Act of 1967.”
would authorize Federal agencies over a three year period to take various
actions designed to promote coordination of financial assistance which is drawn

from several Federal, or Federal and State sources and used for support of
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a single project. Subject to Presidential regulation, Federal agencies could
identify programs suitable for joint funding; review and modify administratively
established program requirements which impede joint funding, and set up’
common application and supervision procedures including procedures to designate
lead agencies.

Also, with the approval of the President, a Federal agency could delegate to
other Federal agencies powers relating to the approval and supervision of proj-
ects or classes of projects under a joint program. The bill further provides for
joint management funds with accounting procedures structured as though the
assistance were received from a single agency, and for establishment, pursuant
to Presidential regulations, of common technical or administrative standards
where necessary to avoid subjecting a project to requirements based on incon-
sistent or conflicting provisions of law. In addition, arrangements similar in
many respects to those authorized among Federal agencies could be included
between Federal and State agencies where appropriate to facilitate projects
involving assistance from both Federal and State sources.

The Department supports S. 2981. In our view it will encourage needed
cooperation and innovation in program development at the State and local level.
It should contribute substantially to efforts to improve coordination among
Federal programs, help make those brograms more responsive to State and
local needs, and assist in eliminating unnecessary administrative burdens and
paper work that may now be involved in developing and carrying out projects
drawing upon more than one source of assistance. )

At present, even a community or agency with considerable capacity for com- -
plex project planning may hesitate to undertake development of a project
involving a novel combination or use of assistance from several Federal or
Federal and State sources. Such a project may encounter significant delays,
while the individual applications for each component of the project are processed
by the responsible agencies pursuant to the frequently different technical require-
ments and priorities of each agency. Because of such delays, the project may
have to be abandoned or substantially modified after a good deal of time and
effort has been invested. Once approved, the terms and conditions prescribed by
each agency for its component of the project may differ to such a degree as
to make effective and efficient local administration quite difficult.

In the case of rural or smaller communities the problems are, of course, even
more difficult. There, too: often, even a relatively simple effort at combining
assistance from different sources is likely tobe considered too burdensome,
assuming that the opportunity for using such a combination in meeting local
problems is seen and appreciated. i

We think that the bill would encourage communities to make much greater
use of their capacity for structuring projects to meet local needs as they see
them. In the case of States and larger communities, we would hope this might
include a good deal of innovative effort to make more effective use of a variety
of programs in dealing with relatively complex problems. Smaller communities
may not be able to do so much on their own. But they can be helped to take
advantage of the bill through technical assistance, including technical assistance
through State agencies funded under title IX of the Demonstration Cities and
Metropolitan Development Act of 1966; Further, small communities could
benefit greatly from the opportunity which the bill would afford to Federal and
State agencies for designing standard program packages or combinations tailored
to meet needs or problems known to be common to a number of communities.

There are, we believe, many casesin-which programs of this Department
might be effectively employed in connection with projects developed - under
the bill. The bill could, for example, be employed to simplify the securing or
administration of assistance in'connection with the wide variety of projects
that might be included within a Model Cities program. It could be used by appli-
cants seeking to design air pollution or water pollution projects which might
involve public facilities programs of this Department and programs of the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare and the Economic Development
Administration. It might be used in connectien with neighborhood conservation
or improvement projects that ‘combine, for ‘example, code enforcement ‘and
rehabilitation loan and grant assistance from this Department together with
such things as funds from the Department of Labor to. assist in training of
residents to do some of the work involved or funds to expand a legal services
orogram capable of providing tenants with legal advice and assistance relating
;0 code enforcement activities.. = . : e
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1t may, however, be worth noting that the bill may be less important in terms
of combinations which the Federal agencies themselves now see as feasible or
possible than in connection with combinations that might be seen as desirable
by State or local agencies. One of the advantages of the bill ‘is that it should
make. it easier for State and local agencies to exercise influence on the ways
in which Fedéral agencies view their own programs and the relationships among
them. The Federal agencies, in short, may have as much to learn as to teach when
it comes to the imaginative and effective use of their programs in dealing with
the wide range of needs and problems which exist at the State and local level.
To. the extent that this is so, and to the extent that the bill contributes to the
Jearning process, ‘it ought to provide the Federal government with a good deal
of information relevant to its own organization and coordination decisions.
~We would recommend two technical amendments to S. 2981. On page 7, line 24
of the bill, the word “upon” should be placed after: “(1)”, On page 2, line 19,
the requirement might better be described by the word “action” instead of
the word “order”. We make this latter recommendation because there are cir-
cumstances in ‘which a formal Agency order inight not be necessary to effect a
desirable result. : o
We have been informed by the Bureau of the Budget that the enactment of
this legislation would be in accord with the program of the President.
Sincerely yours, . - . . ol _
Sirn, S i RoBERT C. WEAVER.

> ; . OFFICE oF THE DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL, .
: R ; Washington, D.C., March.28, 1968.
Hon. JouN L. MoCLELLAN, - S e ;
Chairman, Govermment Operations Commitiee,
-U.8. Senate, Washington, D.C. . . : B : ;
. DEAR: SENATOR: This is in response to your request for the views of the
Department of Justice -on 'S. 2981, the “Joint Funding Simplification Act of
The purpose of the bill is to enable states and public or private organizations
and agencies to obtain more effectively and efficiently the use of resources avail-
“able to them from: more than:one’federal agenty, and to combine state ‘and
federal i resources "in support of projects of common interest.’ To effect these
purposes. the bill would" authorize agency heads 'to adopt uniform provisions
respecting certain statutory requirements, to provide for'the delegation of certain
powers and responsibilities and to provide for theiestablishment of joint' manage-
ment funds under conditions prescribed. Féderal agencies would be authorized to
enter into agreements with' states or state agencies as appropriate ‘to extend.
the benefits of the act. i : SO i i
The proposed. bill is an: important step in -implementing ‘the President’s
_request, in his 1967 message on “The Quality ‘of Ameérican Government”, for
a ‘workable plan for grant simplification. The' Department of Justice recom-
mends enactment of . 2981. L : e L .
The Bureau of the Budgét has advised that there is no objection to the sub-
mission of this report from the standpoint of the Administration’s program.
- Sincerely, i h
i WARREN ‘OHRISTOPHER, Deputy Attorney General.

n—————

U.S. AroMmic ENERGY COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C.,; March 29, 1968.
Hon. JoHN L. MCCLELLAN, : : : : B
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations,
U.S. Senate. : . o o . ‘
DEAR  SENATOR McCLELLAN : The Atomic Energy Commission is:pleased to
reply to your letter of February 20, 1988, which asked for our views on §. 2981,
“q Bill to provide temporary authority to expedite procedures for consideration
and approval of projects drawing upon more than one Federal assistance pro-
gram, to’ simplify requirements for the” operation of those projects,” and for
‘other purposes.” = S LT S T . :
-~ Ixeept for two minor changes,* S. 2981 appears to be identical with H.R.
12631 which was introduced in the House on August 28, 1967.

*Section 3(a) (page 2, lines 16-17) and Section 8(a) (4) (page 8, line 12).
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“AEC hasg had ‘considerable experience with jointly funded projects, a note-
worthy example of ‘which is our current joint program with the Office of Saline
- Water of the Department of Interior for participation in a large nuclear-
desalting project to }

be carried out by ‘the Metropolitan Water District of
Southern California and private and publie utility entities in Southern Cali-
fornia. To the full extent of applicable law, we have had occasion usefully to
employ various measures similar to those provided forin S. 2981.

Accordingly, the Commission is in favor of legislation such as S. 2981 which
could serve to provide additional authority to facilitate useful Jjoint measures
to aid in the administration of Jjointly funded projects. ¢

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the
bresentation of this report and that enactment of 8. 2981 would be in accord
with the President’s program, . :

Sincerely yours, -

R. E. HOLLINGSWORTH,
General Manager,

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES,
) Washington, D.C., May 4, 1968.
Hon. JounN L. MOCLELLAN, ! .
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations,
U.8. Senate, Washington, D.C. )

DeAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This is in reference to your request, of February 19,
1968, for our views on 8. 2981, the propose “Joint Funding Simplification Act
of 1968.” Ll C : ~ d

We fully support the general objective of simplifying and impr’o,vmg,\ the
adminiigtration of related grant-in-aid programs, Today’s large number of -in-
dividual grant-in-aid programs, each with its own set of complex special require-
ments, separate authorizations and appropriations, cost sharing ratios, alloca-
tion formulas, and financial procedures, makes it increasingly difficult to manage
and administer those programs in a comprehensive or efficient manner, )

It is our opinion that there is presently much, in the way of coordinating and
standardizing current Federal grant-in-aid programs, which could. be done on
an administrative level without additional legislation. But, if administering
grant programs on a consolidated basis is desirable, we believe that the real key
to significantly improvedradmi;n‘isd;ration lies in the legislative consolidation
of programs into broader categories of assistance, and the ‘placement of like
Drograms in a single agency, rather - than -establishing an administrative ap-
paratus.to deal with continuing proliferation of single narrow purpose programs.

The bill 8, 2081, although limited to three years, would permit the inauguration
of the program on a Government-wide basis without provision for going through
an experimental and testing period. We would prefer first having a limited
application to eliminate any problem areas prior to full-scale implementation,

If legislation is enacted we believe that it should be carefully and gradually

thorough evaluations of results achieved, and that a specific provision should be
included in the legislation for limiting its application to geographical areas or
perhaps to programs. Our concern is that there could exist bressures which
might force too rapid an adoption of untested concepts and procedures, and make -
difficult the reversal of procedures found to be unworkable, ; e o
We understand also that it is contemplated that further recommendations will
be made by the Bxecutive Branch with respect to the consolidation. of existing
categorical grants. A determination as to the extent to.which this, could. be
accomplished, with appropriate recommendations,'is]:(oyld be made in advance
of any extension of the legislation. ~ i : e !
~We would indorse legislation limited in its application as indicated above,
This would not only serve to more specifically delineate the advisability of full
implementation of the proposals, but would also provide valuable information
relating to programs which might be more efficiently administered if consolidated

SR
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as contemplated by title VI of §. 698, title VI of H.R. B770, title III of H.R.
8194, and similar bills now pending in the Congress.

With respect to specific provisions of the bill, section 8 authorizes the estab-
lishment of joint management funds to account for projects financed from more
than one Federal program Or appropriation with any excess funds therein being
returned to the participating Tederal agencies in accordance with a formula
mutually acceptable as providing an equitable distribution, and for effecting
returns accordingly to the applicable appropriations. Consideration should be
given to the extent to which ‘this procedure might reduce congressional control
over the appropriations for the individual programs. Also, section 9(a) would
have the effect of permitting any appropriation that is available for training
or technical assistance purposes to be used for any other Federal assistance
program that becomes jnvolved in joint funding, although the latter program
may not have funds approved for training and technical assistance purposes.|
This could result in significant amounts of training and technical assistance

funds being used for purposes beyond those for W ich they were originally

authorized and appropriated.

Sincerely yours,
PLMER B. STAATS,

Comptroller General of the United States.

THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,
Washington, D.C., May 16, 1968.

Hon. JorN L. McCLELLAN,
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations,
U.8. Senate. }

Dear MR, CHAIRMAN @ This letter is in response to your request of February
20, 1968, for a report on S. 2981, a bill “To provide temporary authority to
expedite procedures for consideration and approval of projects drawing upon
more than one Federal assistance program, to simplify requirements for the
operation of those projects, and for other purposes.” i

The proposed joint funding simplification bill offers a basis for needed improve-
ment in our methods of supporting activities which cut across program and
agency lines. Our Department continues to strive toward improving and simpli-
fying our support mechanisms. We believe that S. 2981 will make a significant
contribution to our pursuit of this goal by pérmitting a simplified, better co-
ordinated and more expeditious review, approval and post award administration
of jointly funded projects. )

Specifically Section 6(b), provides an jmportant new means by which Federal
agency heads mdy arrange for joint review of proposals by a gingle panel, board,
or committee in liew of separate reviews. Moreover, Sedtion 6(c) authorizes thel
waiver, in certain circumstances, of single state agency requirements, thereby
permitting a more responsive and effective use of aid funds in meeting State,
local, and other grantee needs and affording States needed flexibility in recog-
nition of the comprehensive nature of some of our new programs.

In authorizing the establishment of joint management funds, the accounting
and administration will be streamlined and simplified both for recipient insti-
tutions and awarding agencies. In addition, the establishment of uniform admin-
istrative and technical requirements encouraged by Section 6(a) will go far in
reducing the administrative complexities which often stand in the way of
responsive program administration.

In summary this Department strongly endorses the concepts of grant simpli-
fication reflected in the proposed bill, and we feel that the ‘temporary authority
requested in 8. 2981 will permit an application of these concepts to help solve
the mounting problems associated with the increasing complexity of Federal
aid administration. -

We are advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there is no objection to
the presentation of this report and that enactment of this legislative proposal
would be in accord with the Administration’s program. :

Sincerely,

Wirsur J. COHEN, Secretary.
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We are advised by the Bureau.of the Budge'i; that there is xi‘o objection to the
presentation of this report to your Committee, and that enactment of this legisla-
tion would be in accord with the program of the President. o

Sincerely, o P e e ‘
e . ot WL J. DRIVER, Administrator.
Senator Muskrr. -Qur witness this morning is Mr. Phillip S: Hughes,
Deputy Director, Bureau of the Budget. oo
~ Why don’t you proceed ? - ‘

TESTIMONY OF PHILLIP S. HUGHES, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, BUREAU
- OF THE BUDGET; ACCOMPANIED BY JAMES M. FREY, DEPUTY
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE L

Mr. Hueues. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. o EE R
- We are very pleased to be here, and we share your hope that the
people in the room, even though they may find the subject matter com-
plex, will not find it too dry. Wevafgg'ee' with you that it is the substance
of governmental problems and of inter overnmental relations. Since
these are complex, the legislation dea ing with these problems is
correspondingly complex. e Ly
We hope, too, that our testimony is no more incomprehensible than
complexity of the subject matter requires, We will try in the statement
to deal with the substantive issues and essential: questions and will
be pleased to work with you and the staff on the “fine print” of amend-
ments and of the details of changes or -amendments  which prove
desirable. S O el e et
Senator Muskre. Thank you very much. .~ .~
Mr. Huears. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we
are here to discuss S. 698, the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act,
which was introduced by the chairman of the subcommittee, and other
related measures which have as their purpose the enhancement of our
system of federalism and the improvement of the quality of American
(Fovernment. o
95-626—68—7
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The purpose of S. 698 is to make more workable the machinery
of our Government through achieving the fullest possible cooperatio
and coordination of activities at the Federal, State, and local levels in
as the bill phrases it, “an increasingly complex society.” '

To achieve this purpose the bill as introduced is designed to: («).
improve the administration of grants-in-aid to the States, title 113
(b) permit provision of reimbursable technical services by the Federall
Government to State and local governments, title II1; (¢) establish
coordinated intergovernmental policy and administration of grants
and loans for urban development, title IV; (d) Title V, provide for
periodic congressional review of grant-in-aid programs; (¢) title VI,
authorize the consolidation of certain grant programs; (7) title VII,
provide for the acquisition, use, and disposition of land within urban
areas by Federal agencies in conformity with local government pro-
grams; (g) title VIII, establish a uniform relocation assistance pro-
gram, and (/) title IX, establish a uniform land acquisition policy for

direct Federal and federally aided programs. ,
_ Finally, the measure as recently amended by Senator Muskie would!
aim at improving the accounting, auditing, and financial reporting
requirements associated with Federal assistance funds. e

The present legislation before this subcommittee is the direct lineal
descendant of previous congressional consideration over the last sev-
eral years of intergovernmental cooperation acts, all of which have
been sponsored by the chairman of this subcommittee.

~ Last year the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Rela-
tions requested our assistance in developing an intergovernmental
cooperation act. After discussions with the various affected Federal
agencies and with the Advisory Commission, agreement was reached
on a measure transmitted by the ACIR containing five titles which
are identical or substantially similar to corresponding titles of S..698.

My testimony today will also take into account this measure as it
relates to the relevant titles of S. 698. : : ,

Previous Bureau testimony in 1965 and 1966 emphasized the grow-
ing importance of cooperative federalism reflected in the significant
enlargement of Federal aid to State and local governments to deal
with problems of national concern. -~ - o

In the fiscal year 1969, the total of Federal grant programs dealing
with national goals in a joint endeavor by Federal, State, and local
units of government will exceed $20 Dbillion. In that fiscal period,
such Federal financial assistance to State and local governments un-
der existing ‘and proposed programs will total an estimated $20.3
billion, of which there will be net expenditures of $15.5 billion from
regular budget accounts and' $4.8 billion from the highway and unem-
ployment trust funds. a BN g

Senator Muskie. I would like to ask a question at this point, Mr.
Hughes. Do you have any idea of the amount of State and local match-
ing funds which are added to the $20 billion of Federal funds under
these programs? , '

‘Mr. Huears. We do have estimates, Mr. Chairman. We may have
some fairly precise figures. I know we have data on this. I would be
very happy to furnish it for the record. I don’t believe we have data
on the States’ share with us.

.

Senator Muskie. I think we have made some rather wild guesses
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here, but we see an opportunity to pin this down and I would appreci-

ate l\fetbing that. ,
r. Huenes. We will get the best data that we can,
(The material follows:) :

. ExcCERPT FROM SPECIAL ANALYSES, BUDGET OF THE UNITED STATES, 1969

TABLE K-4.—FEDERAL-AID EXPENDITURES IN RELATION TO TOTAL FEDERAL EXPENDITURES AND TO STATE-
LOCAL REVENUE ’

Federal aid
As a percent of—
Amount
(millions)  Total Federal Domestic State-local
expenditures Federal revenue 2
: expenditures
1988 L $4,935 - 6.1 14.6 12.0
1959 L 6,669 7.4 16.6 14.6
1962 7,040 7.8 17.2 13.8
196 7,112 7.4 15.7 13.2
196: 7,893 7.5 16.4 13.5
1963. 8,634 7.7 16.4 13.7
1964 10, 141 8.6 18.2 14.8
1965 . 10,904 9.3 18.8 14.8
1966 . . 12,960 9.9 20.3 15.6
1967 ..., 15,240 9.9 20.7 16.9
1968 estimate__. 18,362 10.8 21.8 ®)
1969 estimate__.._. .. .. . ___.__._. 20,296 11.1 21.6 (0]

LE cluding expenditures for national defense, space, .aﬁ_dvintematwnal affairs and finance.

2 Based on compilations published by Governments Division, Bureau of the Census. Excludes State-local revenue from
pub:\licly opglragled utilities, liquor stores. and insurance trust systems.

3'Not available.

Mr. Huenrs. In 10 years, total Federal aid will have more than
tripled, rising from $6.7 billion in 1959 to an anticipated $20.3 billion
In 1969. It is estimated that, in the same decade, State and local ex-
penditures will have more than doubled. '

The fastest growing grants are those to advance the war on poverty,
to provide decent medical care for the needy, to improve the facilities
and services in our urban centers, and to upgrade the elementary and
secondary educational opportunities available to children of low-in-'
come families. Between 1965 and 1969, grants administered by the Office
of Economi¢ Opportunity will show an increase of $1.3 billion, and
those for the new elementary and secondary education program will rise
by $1.4 billion. During the 1967-1969 period alone expenditures for
medicaid will grow some $949 million, and those for housing and com-.
munity development will rise $1 billion. i :

Total aids for metropolitan or urban areas have risen from $4 bil-
lion in 1961 to an estimated $12 billion in 1969. Thus, Federal aids
benefiting urban areas have grown by about $8 billion—nearly tripling
in less than a decade. : . 7 ]

- Senator Muskie. In the budget there is a statement to the effect that
Federal spending for poverty programs has risen from $9.5 billion to
something like $27 billion. Now, I assume that that needs some clarifi-
cation to be accurate. Are you in a position this morning or could you
for the record spell that out ? ‘ A

Mr. Hucres. I would be glad to do it for the record in more detail,
Mr. Chairman.

Generally speaking, the expenditures for poverty that are so classi-
fied in the budget document and the related documents are those which
are either specifically directed toward the reduction of poverty in the.
country, or those portions of expenditures for other social programs—
perhaps social security is the classic example—which go to people who
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are below the poverty level in economic status. But we can furnish
considerable detail in support of the data which you referred to; and
indicate the derivation of the figures. Crweiat e L

Senator Muskre. It would be very helpful not only for this record
but it would be helpful to those of us who undertake to ‘discuss these
issues ‘with the public. T take it that an accurate label would be that
these are programs that are directed either to causes or to the effects
of poverty. = -

Mr. Huemes. That is correct, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Muskre. And they include presumably some portions of
our education programs, social security programs, housing programs,
manpower training programs and so on. :

Mr. Huenes. That is correct.

Senator Muskie. We would appreciate that detail.

Mr. Hucars. We will be glad to provide it.

(The material referred to follows:)

ESTIMATED FEDERAL FUNDS FOR PROGRAMS ASSISTING THE POOR, FISCAL YEARS 1960-69
! (Billions of dollars)

“ Category-and program - - --1960~ - 1961- - 1963 - 1964 ~ 1966 1967 1968 1969
; actua} actual- actual actual - actual = actual “estimate estimate

Education: : :
HEW—ESEA Act of 1965, title 1. .- 1.0 1.1 1.2 1,2
Other. .o icoooooeicccaca- .3 .4 .6 i
0EO—Headstart, Followthrough, et ceter: 4 4 4 5
Interior—Indian education. - .1 1 .1 .1
Subtotal 1 1 .1 1 1.7 2.0 2.3 2.5
Working and training: i
HEW—Work incentive activities_ .- - ooonomooiiiiiiai b B ER SR el o 1
(0120 .6 w8y 8 L1
Labor—MDTA, et cetera .2 2 .3 4
B U 8 1.0 11 1.6
Health: . ; ¢ ; Iy 2 :
HEW-—Health insurance for the aged 2. - .. . _lo.o.loooo- (0] 1.3 1.7 2.0
‘Public assistance:medical care_.... w2 .2 4 .5 fs ch Rt | 1.4 - LT
1 .1 1 2 .3 .3 .3 .3
3 .3 4 3 W4 .5 .6 .6
.1 .1 1.2
1.5 3.2 4.1 0 4.7
Cash benefit payments: . : X
—OASDI 8. i 40 44 53 . 58 .66 6.7 7.9 8.9
Public assistance .. L8 1.9 2.3 25 2.8 3.0 3.5 3.6
Railroad retirement3____._:. o 4 .3 23 .3 .4 .3 .4 4
VA—Compensation and pensions . L6 1.8 2.0 2.0 2.3 2.3 2.4 2.5
Labor—Ul3. o iiieiolaea- .5 1.0 .6 7 .4 4 .5 .5
P ) R S 83 . 9.5 104 1.4 125 128 146 159
Other social, welfare, and economic services:
Agriculture—Food programs..._...- 2 .2 3 .2 4 .3 .4 .5
Other........-- .1 1 .1 .1 .1 .2 .2
Commerce—EDA. 1 .1 .2 .2 2 .2
LA .5 .3 .4 .5
_____________ Ay .2 4 .4 .5
HUD-—Publichousing and rent supplements. 1 .2 .2 .3
ther. . —e--- e oot e (0] .1 .3
Interior—Services to Indians, et ceter .4 3 3
Labor ..o iicaoeeooo TR . 2 8 ?) [0}
SBA—Economic opportuntity 10ans_ . oo ooemonioi oo 1) 1 1) 10}
Appalachian program (FAP)_ ... .ocococomomosomoroooomoe oo (0] .1 .1 i
Subtotal .5 .6 1.0 .9 1.8 2.0 2.4 2.9
TOtal oo ooeeoienieeees 9.5 °10.9° 12,5 13,4 7183 211 246 2.7

1 Less than $50,000,000.

2 Includes some trust funds.

3 All trust funds.

Notes: (1) Total may not add due to rounding. (2) The amounts shown in this table are () NOA's for regular budget
accounts except where program level is the more meaningful concept, (2) expenditures for tryst funds.




; 1 impact
in ‘sélécting the programs

. 1. Progra
the population wh
is considered ‘p
include : RRiG  E
Title I of ESEA.. P e
- Eeonomie Opportunity grants.
Work study. : i
Adult basic education.
Head Start.
Indian health, education, and welfare, -
Job Corps. N
Work incentive activities.
Neighborhood Youth Corps.
Ooncentrated Employment ‘Program,
i ‘Public assistance.
~Food stamp program.
Appalachian program. :
Aid to depressed areas and regions.
‘Comprehensive health centers:
Day care centers, i
i All,other OEO programs, ! : by - :
2. Programs which are aimed principally at 7ow income groups of which the
poor constitute a significant proportion, Major programs in thig category include :
NDEA student loans. ' : v .
Health insurance for the aged.
Medicaid. . ,
Veterans disability pensions,
Veterans survivor pensions. ' . .
Direct distribution: and removal of surplus agricultural commodities,
‘Minimum wage enforcement, { :
Grants for maternal and child health and welfare.
Low rent public housing.
Comprehensive city demonstration program,
10-year housing program. S : {
- 8. Programs: ‘which:are open to all regardless ‘of' income but which are taken
advantage of most by low income groups. Major programs in this category
include: S — : :
Vocational education.
MDTA. Vi :
Selective Service System rejectee program.
VA hospital, nursing, domiciliary and outpatient care.
‘Grants for: vocational rehabilitation service.
Grants for neighborhood facilities.
4. Programs’ which ‘are open to ‘all regardless of income but which ' contain
Specific benefits to the boor or to the very low income 8roups.: Major programs in
this category include : i f N i
OASDI. :
Railroad retirement program.
Unemployment institance,
Veterans survivor compensation;
School lunch and special milk programs.
... Rural housing loan program. . g ‘ : b ;
Programs in the first category atre included in the tabulation mostly at 1009.
For the remaining ‘categories only that portion of ‘a program which is estimated
to relate to poor beneficiaries is included, It should be emphasized that this tabu-
lation relates to outiays ofi the Federal Government assisting the poor and should
not be taken to measure the benefits that the poor derive from these programs.
The above criteria are somewhat narrower than those applied ‘to last year’s
‘abulation. All years. appearing. in the tabulation have been. prepared on the
basis of the new set of criteria. As an indication of the effect the new ecriteria
2ave had, for 1969.the difference in the totals. would be between $1 and $1.5
yillion., . : - y . . : X
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Mr. Hucuzs. The effective administration of Federal aid programs
has received increasing attention in the last several years. The Bureau’s
concern has been both with the budgetary impact of grant expendi-
tures, and with the means of coordinating the growing number o
grant programs as well as devising measures for the more effective
management of cooperatively financed Federal programs.

The Bureau of the Budget has consistently supported the purposes
of an Intergovernmental Cooperation Act. My testimony will be di-
rected almost entirely toward those portions of S. 698 where signifi-
cant problems or issues arise. )

1 intend now to turn to discussion of the individual titles of the bill.
Title I deals solely with definitions, and we continue to support title 11,
designed to improve the administration of grants-in-aid to the States.

We also favor the provisions of title I11 which would authorize all
Tederal departments and agencies to provide specialized or technical
services on a reimbursable basis to State and local governments. We
are fully in accord with the proviso that such services shall include
only those which are not reasonably and expeditiously available
through ordinary business channels.

Title IV of S. 698, dealing with coordinated intergovernmental pol-
icy and administration of grants for urban development, differs slig itly
in language from the provisions of title IV of the Advisory Commis-
sion intergovernmental relations bill. It would be our suggestion here
that the provisions of S. 698 be conformed to the Commission’s bill.

The Bureau is in accord with the aim of assuring periodic congres-
sional review of Federal grant-in-aid programs, as is provided for in
title V, and in S. 458 and S. 735. We doubt, however, either the feasi-
bility or desirability of an arbitrary 5-year termination date for such
programs. ‘ ‘

Senator Muskie. Does it disturb you to be interrupted ¢ ‘
1_kMr. Hucnes. Not at all, Mr. Chairman. Proceed any way you would
ke, : ! ‘ ‘
Senator Muskie. Those questions which might generate an extended
discussion T would postpone until the end, but from time to time it is
helpful to interrupt with questions on relatively minor points.

First of all, what is your count of grant-in-aid programs now ? Our

staff uses different figures. I never know which one is firm.
. Mr. Hugmrs. ‘Mr. Chairman,.there are several hundred. I think the
count depends on the subclassification and what we decide is the pro=
g(x)'wm versus component of a program. 1t is of the magnitude of 300 or
400.
Senator Muskie. I think my staff is now using or did in the opening
statement, the figure of over 500. That is 500 authorizations, I believe.
Tt is the Library of Congress figure.

Mr. Hucaes. We would accept Mr. Labovitz as an authority on this
subject and we would be pleased to agree in general terms at least with
your staff. :

(A memorandum on this subject, furnished by Mr. I. M. Labovitz,
senliior specialist in social welfare, the Library of Congress, follows:)

NUMBER AND SCOPE OF FEDERAL AID AUTHORIZATIONS

Any count of Federal aid programs is necessarily somewhat arbitrary and
imprecise—and its preparation is a complicated job, because the authorizations
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are- diverse ‘and there are difficulties in'defining " the wnit, ‘the “program” or
“authorization,” that is to be ‘counted. Our last detailed enumeration was: pre-
pared two years ago, following - publication of the Second Supplement to. the
Catalog of Federal Aids to State and Local Governments, issued by the Subcom-
mittee on Intergovernmental Relations. ) o y
- ‘Two years ago, there were authérizat’ions on the statute books for something
like 162 programs or groups of closely related programs of Federal aid to State
and local governments., When. the total of 162 was subdivided to identify
|separately the formula grants, project grants, loans and loan guarantees, shared
revenues, technical assistance, and other types of intergovernmental aid, the list
indieated that. there was then a gross total of 479 separate authorizations or
subcategories of programs. This included instances of multiple classification of
the same authorization (in cases where the same provision of law authorized a
formula grant and a project grant, or a grant and technical assistance, or a grant
and a loan). Subtracting 80 instances of multiple classification, we had a net
count of 399 separate authorizations or subcategories at the beginning of 1966.
We do not yet have a comparable up-to-date count—mainly because preparation
of the new edition of the Catalog of Federal Aids to State and Local Governments
is still in process and the Catalog may not be ready for several months, We hope
to compile a new Summary when the document is issued. It is clear, nevertheless,
that the number of Federal aid authorizations has increased significantly as a
result of Congressional enactments in the last two Years. By now there are
statutory authorizations for perhaps 200 programs or groups of closely related
brograms, compared with 162 in 1966 ; and we now have probably 500 or more
separate authorizations or subcategories of brograms, compared with 399 in 1966,
The earlier enumeration indicated that there were 91 authorizations for
apportioned formula grants and 226 for project grants. In 1968, the number of
apportioned formula grants is surely above 100, and the number of project grants
‘probably has approached or passed 300. All these authorizations are for specific
categorical programs—but the scope of the categories varies greatly. Examples
of this diversity are the broad authorizations for large grants for highway
construction; the subdivided and complex authorizations for large public
i ; the new broadened category of partnership-for-health grants;
and dozens of specialized brograms, each providing relatively small sums for
selected projects in narrowly defined fields. .

Senator Muskiz. It is my impression that more-and more of these
programs, especially the new ones, have termination dates now.
Mr. Huenes. That is correct, some of them quite short.

Senator MuskIe. They could not exceed 5 years and many of them
are less than that. : o

Mr. Huenes. That is correct. :

Senator Muskie. If we could get in the record some documentation
on that point, this might, become a moot, point. ‘ :

Mr, Huenrs. Perhaps so, Mr. Chairman. I think our concern is with
any fixed figure, simply because the circumstances under which pro-
grams arise and the corresponding circumstances under. which they
should be reexamined seem to us to differ widely from case to case. We
certainly suport the concept of periodic review of grant programs and
feel that this should be a continuing part of both the legislative and
the executive process. ,

Senator Muskrm. I think I will withhold any further questions on
this. Do you think you can get us any idea of how many programs or
what proportion of them have termination dates of 5 years or less?

Mr. Huenms. The count is not a difficult thing. The definitions that
lead up to the count must be spelled out fairly carefully, but the count
itself 1s feasible. The tabulation of expiration dates should be possible,
and we would be pleased to work with your staff and with Mr. Labovitz
and get some data for the record.

(A table showing Federal grants-in-aid to State and local govern-
nents, with limitations of authorization in programs enacted since

R e
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1961, was submitted as part of the testimony of the A.
sion on Intergovernmental Relations, and appears on
" Mr. Huenss: Also we wish to reaffirm our earlier vic the
Congress itself should conduct the periodic reviews. “We believe tha
periodic review of grant programs by the Comptroller General o
other bodies could not be as effective or serve the same purpose as
review by the relevant congressional committee, and that any review
of grant programs should be initially limited to new programs. '
" Title VI of the bill would authorize the President to follow a pro-
cedure based on the Reorganization Act of 1949 to consolidate grant-
in-aid programs. Thus, it attempts to deal with one of the mos
significant problems effecting intergovernmental relations—the multi-
plicity of narrow categorical grants. .~ Gun
" Under title VI, the President would be authorized to prepare plan
to consolidate individual grant-in-aid programs within the same func-
tional area when he finds consolidation to be desirable or.necessary,|
Each ‘plan could rovide for a single consolidation and would hav
to placeéresponsibi]i)ity in a single agency and specify the grant formula;
for the consolidated program. Such plans, like reorganization plans,
would be transmitted to the Congress by the President. Congressional
action would be governed by a procedure similar to that under the
reorganization statute, except'that the Congress would have 90 days
to reject grant consolidation plans rather than the 60 days provided
for disapproval of a reorganization plan. S
Tf title VI is narrowly interpreted, it adds very little to the authority
which the President already has under the reorganization statute and
might conceivably be construed as a limitation on that authority. Under
the reorganization statute, the President has the authority to propose
plans which may transfer functions involving any number of grant-
n-aid programs. For example, reorganization plan No. 2 of 1968 trans-
fers authority for a series of urban mass transportation grant pro-
grams from the Department of Housing and Urban Development to
the Department of Transportation. Under title VI each plan may
deal with “only one consolidation of individual grant programs,” and
that must be within the same functional area. R R
Section 602(a) (2) of title VI appears tobe the only specific addition
to the President’s existing authority. It states that each grant consoli-
dation plan “shall specify in detail the formula or formulas for the
making of grants under the consolidated program * * *.” If that lan-
guage is intended to authorize the President to inctude changes in
matching and apportionment formulas in a grant consolidation plan,
it goes beyond the authority contained in the reorganization statute.
However, that authority by itself may not be useful since program
consolidation would generally also require changes in eligibility, plan-
ning, and other requirements as well. R S R
In addition, we believe the comimittee should ‘carefully consider the
use of the type of procedure set forth in title VI to deal with matters
which go beyond questions of the internal organization of existing
executive branch functions with which the President may deal under
the reorganization statute. Grant consolidations, in most, cases, would
have to involve changes in existing functions and substantive law which
are of major concern outside the executive branch. '
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.. While we have reservations about the approach used in title VI, we
share your concern about the current multiplicity of narrow. grant
programs. We believe some consolidation into broader program grants
1s desirable and have been working with various agencies to explore
the possiblity of developing such consolidated grants. . =

" Senator Muskie. With respect to title VI, I take it your position
18 neither affirmative nor negative at this oint? . ,

| Mr. Hueaes. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. First, we are somewhat
uncertain as to the impact of title VI, for the reasons that we have
mentioned. ST ;

Secondly, and we are somewhat embarrassed by this, I am frank to
say, we are not certain of the impact of a provision such as
title VI on the general and continuing problem of executive-legislative
relations. : .

You may be aware that questions continually arise of the constitu-
tionality and validity of the Reorganization Act procedure, and at
least one of the arguments in support of that procedure has centered
around the fact that it deals with essentially executive matters; namely,
the organization of agencies, This fact glves us some concern in con-
sidering whether it is appropriate and constitutional to deal with the
amendment of substantive legislation by this kind of a, procedure.

. Certainly this kind of authority would give the President a very
useful tool in accomplishing purposes that you and we agree are
desirable. :

Senator Muskis. May I make two or three observations at this

point?
I think you are undoubtedly correct that with some and maybe many
Members of this Congress with this proposal: you touch a sensitive
nerve about the proposition of legislative authority, between the legis-
lative and executive branches. : « , :

Second, I think you are also correct in suggesting in your prepared
statement that the executive reorganization authority gives some
authority to us. And yet I suspect that it has been little used because of
the first reason that you just touched upon, It is used in the case cf the
Department of Housing and Urban. Development transfer to the
Department of Transportation, I think with the advance approval of
the Congress. I think it was understood that there would be some
transfer of this kind, because it wasn’t ‘possible to work it out
legislatively. " § o :

Mr. Huenes. The problem was dealt with in the creation of the

Department, of Transportation itself, and there was the expectation
that there would be a follow-on action of some sort. ‘
. Senator Muskie. In other words, my feeling is that without addi-
tional mandate from the Congress, perhaps in the form we have in this
bill, the President is not likely to use the reorganization authority he
now has to accomplish this purpose, even though the authority may
exist to some degree. Is that an. aceurate assessment ; do. you think?:

Mr. Huenrs. We certainly would proceed very: eautiously, Mr,
Chairman. I don’t think there is any question about that. |
- Senator Muskre. So the guestion.then which we seek. to raise in
this legislation is whether or not this is the time for Congress to con-
sider it positively, and to give a positive mandate or.reject it.
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Mr. Hucnes. Yes. Part of our concern here is that if the Congress
in considering this elects to reject it, that rejection may carry with i
implications with respect to the Reorganization Act authority, whic
is gznerall&amepted.

nator Muskte. Let me make one further point or suggestion. You
have indicated, at least this is the implication of what you have said,
that if this provision is retained in the bill, it ought to be modified in
some respects.
- Mr. Hucnes. Yes, sir.

Senator Muskie. Would you be willing to work with the staff in
developing these modifications ?

Mr. Hugaes. We certainly would, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Muskie. Thank you.

Mr. Huenzs. Title VII amends the Federal Property and Adminis-
trative Services Act by adding at the end thereof a new title VIII—
urban land utilization. This title would require the Administrator of
General Services to give advance and reasonable notice to a respon-
sible official of local governments before offering for sale any Federal
real property located within an urban area as defined in the act.

The Administrator also would be required to provide available zon-
ing information to prospective purchasers of such property. He would
additionally be required to the extent practicable to comply with lo-
cal zoning requirements, to give advance notice of plans to acquire
additional Federal property, and to consider objections by local gov-
ernments to proposed Federal acquisition and use of real property in
urban areas. \

The Bureau of the Budget generally supports provisions of title
VII of this bill but believes that the provisions should be conformed to
those contained in the A dvisory Commission’s bill.

Title VIIT of S. 698 is to establish a uniform policy for the fair and
equitable treatment of owners, tenants, and other persons displaced
by the acquisition of real property by Federal and federally assisted
programs. This policy would be as uniform as practicable as to (1) re-
location payments, (2) advisory assistance, (3) assurance of a vail-
ability of standard housing, and (4) Federal reimbursement for relo-
cation payments under federally assisted programs.

Generally, we believe that fitle VIIT would establish a workable,
uniform system for fair and equitable treatment of those displaced by
such land acquisitions. However, we believe that it could be substan-
tially improved in a number of respects to meet more adequately its
objectives, If it is agreeable to the committee, I would like to present
for inclusion in the record at an appropriate point a statement contain-
ing detailed comments on title VIII and at this time address our more
significant recommendations.

Senator Muskre. The statement will be included in the record at
the close of your statement.

Mr. Hueaes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

First is the question of the method of financing the cost of reloca-
tion expenses for federally assisted programs and for programs which
require State agencies to furnish land incident to a Federal public
improvement project. This subject is covered in sections 804 and 807
(b). The net effect of both provisions is to require the Federal Gov-
ernment to pay 100 percent of the cost of relocation in most cases.
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We agree that under thiese programs the same type of relocation
payments, services and assurances as are required for Federal pro-
grams should be furnished. However, we believe that the cost of relo-
cation should be considered as a part of the cost-of the aequisition of
land and should be borne by the party responsible for land acquisi-
tion. Where acquisition of land is a prerequisite to a project and the
State agency normally would pay for the cost of land, we believe that
the cost of relocation should be the responsibility of the State agency.
Where the cost of the land is shared on some type of a previously
agreed-upon basis, or prescribed by law, we believe that the costs of
relocation should be shared on the samebasis.

Second, section 803 (c) (2) requires assurance of the availability of
adequate substitute dwellings within a reasonable period of time prior
to displacement for all individuals displaced by the Federal Govern-
ment. This assurance may be waived in periods of national emergency
proclaimed by the President. We believe that there may be other cases
when it will be in the national interest to proceed urgently with a land
acquisition and that, therefore, the Government must have some addi-
tional flexibility in this regard. For example, we have been advised
by the Department of Defense that there have been a number of times
when it has been necessary to acquire property for urgent national
defense purposes when the President has not proclaimed a period of
national emergency.

There may well be other situations in addition to the national de-
fense when the Government must move swiftly to protect individuals
or a community. We recommend revision of section 803 (c) (2) to pro-
vide that the President may prescribe by regumlations those situations
when such assurances may be waived. '

Third, title VIII does not recognize the problem of the owner-
occupant of real property which is acquired, but for which the fair
market value paid is not sufficient, to enable the previous owner to ob-
tain a decent, safe, and sanitary dwelling adequate in size to meet his
needs. This most frequently occurs as a result of the private market
no longer producing a significant volume of new housing in the price
ranges comparable to that being acquired under Federal and federally
assisted programs. We believe this problem should be dealt with in
title VIII by providing for a payment of up to $5,000 which would
represent an amount which, when added to the acquisition payment,
equals the average price required for a decent, safe, and sanitary
dwelling of modest standards available on the private market. -

Fourth, section 802 (b) provides that a displaced person who moves
or discontinues his business may elect to accept an optional payment
of up to $5,000. If, as we understand it, the intent of this provision
is to recognize both the cost of moving and the economic impact of
displacement, we recommend that it be clarified by authorizing the
payment of (a) actual moving expenses plus (b) a payment equal to
the average annual net earnings of the business of $2,500, whichever
is the lesser. : ‘ :

Fifth, section 803 (d) would make three changes in section 7(b) (3)
of the Small Business Act. Under the current law some businesses are
eligible for long term low-interest loans, if they have suffered sub-
stantial economic injuries as a result of displacement by a federally-
aided urban renewal, or highway construction program, or by any
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other construction conducted by or with funds provided by the Federal
Government. Title VIII would extend this loan program: (1) to cover
not only small businesses displaced, but also nondisplaced small busi-
nesses which suffer economic injury, (2) to cover businesses injured
not only by urban renewal and highway or other construction pro-
 grams, but. by also “. . . any other:public improvement program
...7 and (3) to cover not .only busimesses: injured by Federal or
federally-aided programs, but also businesses injured by wholly State
or local programs. . . . Lo 5
. We are opposed to these amendments to the Small Business Act.
We believe it is impractical to provide assistance to other than those
who are actually displaced, and we believe it inappropriate for the
Federal Government to assume responsibility for relocation for dis-
placees from other than Federal or federally-aided programs. * . .

Title IX of the bill would establish a uniform policy on land acquisi-
tion practices. We concur in the objectives of title IX ; but believe that
certain amendments are desirable for purposes of clarification, per-
mitting greater flexibility and more fully protecting the Government’s
interests. R e - ;

.Section 901 (a) (8) concerns the establishment of a fair and reason-
able price to be paid for property acquired. We interpret this provision
as assuring that the Government will reimburse landowners in an
amount which is fair and reasonable, commensurate with the appraised
value of the land, and arrived at through mutual negotiation. We do
not believe that the provision is intended to preclude effective nego-
tiation or to establish a “one-price” policy. Since some of the adminis-
tering agencies so interpret the seetion, we recommend that the legis-
lative history make it clear that a hard and fast “one-price” policy
isnot intended. " Vi : : ' SR

Section 902 provides that when real property is acquired, the fair
market value for such property should be paid therefore unless it is
the intention of the seller to convey the property for less than fair
market value. We concur in this provision. IR S O ST P

- Section 903(c) provides that. in determining the extent of real
property to be acquired and the evaluation thereof, we should pay for
tenants’ improvements even though the tenant may be required to
remove the improvements by a contract: with the owner of theland. The
Department of Justice and some of the major land-owning agencies
point out that the present language might cause the Federal Govern-
ment to pay.both the property owner and the tenant for the improve-
ments. We will be glad to provide language to assure that the interest
of the United States will be protected and the objectives of the
provision accomplished. , G , , A

~Section 904 provides that an acquiring agency shall reimburse the
seller for all reasonable expenses incidental to the transfer of title
to the Government.. We favor the objective of this' provision, but
recommend eertain minor amendments concerning the timing of the
payment and limitations on reimbursement to seller for mortgage
penalty costs. We will provide language to improve this section. °
- Section 905 (b) details those land ‘acquisition policies: that -State
agencies will be required to follow after January 1, 1970 to obtain
approval of grants, agreements, or contracts for Federal financial
assistance where acquisition of land or of any public improvement is
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part of'the cost. We recommend that this provision be amended to defer
the ‘effective date of the requirement for 3 years after enactment to
allow State and local governments sufficient time to make necessary
changes in their laws, S R
Section 905 (b) (8) provides for the acquisition of tenants’ improve-
ments in federally assisted programs. The purpose of this section- is
identi purpose of ‘section 903 (c) “which is ‘applicable to
s. We have already recommended certain revisions
to section 903(c). We believe that the two sections should be identical,

Section 906 provides that effective January 1, 1970, certain specified
sections of the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1965 are re-
'pealed. We have already recommended that the effective date for the
requirements of Federal aid specified in section 905(b) be changed to
3 years after enactment. We would make the same reoommenga:tion
concerning repeal of the specified sections of the Housing and Urban
Development Act of 1965. . S c

The purpose of title X is to encourage simplification and improve
coordination of accounting, auditing, and ﬁn‘anci'alreporting require-
ments of Federal assistance programs; and:to provide for a survey of
the adequacy and effectiveness ofvd;he'ac@oun‘t.ing and auditing sysfems
of recipient jurisdictions. Additionally, this title of the bill places
new responsibilities upon ‘the Comptroller General of the United
States in respect to the financial administration of grant programs at
the State and local levels, incl«uding»the promulgation of rules and reg-
ulations for using State and political subdivision accountin and audit-
ing in meeting financial management requirements of such programs.
This title of the bill would also require a, joint study by the Comp-
troller General of the United States, the Secretary of the Treasury,
and the Director of the Buréau of the Budget, looking towards im-
provement. of the financial ‘administration of grant programs at the
Federal and local levels, = e

We agree that there is need for improving the financial management
of grant programs through ‘more simplification and better coordina-
tion of accounting, auditing, and reporting activities. The committee

e 3
ernment audit staff.

In this regard ‘the committee may also be interested to know that
just last week the Comptroller General, the Secretary of the Treasury,
and the Director of the Bureau of the Budget agreed to launch, under
the auspices of the joint financial management improvement program,
an interagency study in this area. We recommend deferral of legisla-
tive action on this title of the bill pending completion of the inter-
agency study. o e :

In conclusion, Mr, Chairman, T simply reiterate that the Bureay of
the Budget believes the objectives of the Intergovernmenta] Coopera-
bion Act are most meritorious and will make a positive contribution
0 a stronger and more effective American,fedemlism, , S

Mr. Chairman, that is the end of my prepared statement, but yester-
lay’s action referring the Joint Fund Simp}iﬁoq;tj@n; Act to this sub-
ommittee suggested to us perhaps the desirability’ of making some
nention of that in our presentation at thesehearings.
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The bill was transmitted by the then Director of the Bureau of the
Budget to the Congress, Mr. Charles Schultze, on August 11, 1967,
and you may wish to include in the record, the letter, the bill and at-
tachments in the form of an explanatory statement and some examples
of the kinds of actions which might be possible under the act.

“Senator Muskre. It will be inoluded in the record, and before I
forget it, circular No. 'A-73 to which you referted in your prepared
statement will also be included in the record. »

(The materials referred to follow :)

IXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,

[BUREAU OF THE BUDGET,
Washington, D.C., August 11, 196’7.

Hon. HuserT H. HUMPHREY,
President of the Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear M. PRESIDENT : We are transmitting herewith for appropriate considera-
tion the proposed “Joint Tunding Simplification Act of 1967.”

This proposal was drafted in response to the President’s request—in his
March 17 Message on the Quality of American Government—for legislation that
would make it possible “. . . for Federal agencies to combine related grants into
a single financial package,  thus gimplifying the financial and administrative
procedures—without disturbing, however, the separate authorizations, appro-
priations, and substantive requirements for each gmnt-in—aid program.”

A number of Federal gqssistance programs which finance different activities
can often be brought together in a single project to support similar or directly.
related purposes. Such ‘combinations of related programs would enable State
and local governments and other grantees to use the wide variety of Federal
assistance programs more effectively and efficiently. ! ¥

However, such combinations cannot be “packaged” and administered easily
under existing laws and regulations. Rach Federal grant program may have
different requirements in such matters ‘as application forms, accounting pro-
cedures, advisory panels, reporting ‘dates, etc. Further, the grantees must often
work with several Federal agencies.(or constituent elements of a single agency)-—
each with its own distinct administrative practices. As a result, considerable
effort is required and significant delays are encountered.

The purpose of this proposal is to remove or simplify certain administrative
and technical impediments which hamper or prevent the consideration, processing,
approval and administration of projects which draw upon resources available
from more than one Federal agency, program or appropriation. The Act would
enable State and local governments and other public or private agencies to use
Federal financial assistance ‘undeér two or more programs in support of multi-
purpose projects. Under the bill: ; .

Federal agency heads would be authorized to establish uniform require-
ments respecting technical or administrative provisions of law so that jointly
funded projects would not have to be subject to varying or conflicting rules
or procedures;

In appropriate cases, TFederal agencies would have authority to delegate to
other agencies power to approve portions of projects on their behalf;

Federal agency heads could establish joint management funds in their.
agencies to finance multi-purpose projécts drawing upon appropriations from
several different accounts; L

The President would prescribe appropriate regulations for, and approve
agency delegations of power and functions under the Act. He would make
reports to the Congress on actions taken, and make recommendations for
additional legislative action, including proposals for consolidation, simpli-
fication or coordination of grant programs.

The Act would expire after three years.

The Joint Funding Simplification Act of 1967 would not, except as specifically
provided, affect substantive provisions of law relating to Federal assistance
programs such as eligibility criteria, maintenance of effort, matching ratios,
‘authorization levels, program availability, etc. Problems presented by the
diversity in such provisions as these would be studied in connection with pro-
posals. for grant consolidation. In the Message on the Quality of American
Government, the President also requested the Director of the Bureau of the




105

udget “to review the range of Federal grant-in-aid programs to determine . , .
areas in which a basic consolidation of grant-in-aid authorizations, appropria-
ions, and statutory requirements. should be carried out.” That effort is now
underway. Experience gained under the Joint Funding Simplification Act will

be of great assistance in the development of a workable grant consolidation
rogram,

Sincerely,
CHARLES L. SCHULTZE,

Director.
[Circular No. A-73] .

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,
: BUREAU oF THE BUDGET,
Washington, D.C., August }, 1965.
To the heads of Executive Departments and establishments.
Subject : Audit of Federal grants-in-aid to State and, local governments.

1. Purpose. This Circular sets forth policies to be followed in the audit of
Federal grants-in-aid to State and local governments. The primary objectives
of this Circular are to promote improved audit practices, and to achieve more
efficient use of manpower through improved coordination of the efforts of
Federal, State, and local government audit staff. To the extent appropriate, the
policies should also be applied to contracts with, and loans to, State and local
governments.

2. Coverage. This Circular applies to all Federal agencies responsible for
administering programs that involve grants-in-aid to State and local governments.

3. Audit policies. Federal agencies are responsible for providing adequate audit
coverage of grant programs, as a constructive aid in determining whether Federal
funds have been applied effectively and in a manner that is consistent with re-
lated Federal laws, program objectives, and underlying agreements.

a. Determination of audit requirements. Each Federal agency conducting grant
programs will establish audit policies for guidance of its internal or independent
auditors. For this purpose, the agency will review its individual grant programs
to determine the coverage, frequency, and priority of audit required for each.
program. Such review should include consideration of the following factors:

(1) The dollar magnitude and duration of the grant program.

(2) 'The extent of Federal matching requirements.

(3) The Federal management needs to be met, as developed in consultation
with the responsible program officials, : .

(4) Prior experience in auditing the program, including the adequacy of the
financial management system and controls.

The audit policies of Federal agencies will provide for relying, to the maximum
extent feasible, on internal or independent audits performed at the State and local
levels and for appropriate use of the principles of statistical sampling.

b. Scope of individual audits. To assist in deciding on the scope of Federal audit
required for each grant program, determinations will be made of the adequacy
of the internal management control system employed by the grantee—including
consideration of whether the accounting records are maintained, and reports are
prepared, in accordance with generally accepted accounting principles, and
whether audits are carried out'in accordance with generally accepted auditing
standards. This involves an evaluation of the grantee’s organizational arrange-
ments, financial systems, and facilities for audit and other reviews. The aim is
to determine whether the management controls provide an effective system that
promotes efficient administration and satisfies governing laws and regulations,
the audit service is provided on a timely basis by qualified staff, and the auditors
have sufficient independence of operations to permit a comprehensive and objec-
tive service to management.

Where grantee practices are considered to be acceptable under such standards,
Federal audits will be oriented toward establishing the adequacy of the system
and controls in operation, supported by a testing of transactions to verify the
reliability of the system. }

Where the grantee’s internal management control system. does not meet these
standards, Federal agencies will encourage the grantee to review existing prac-
“ices and bring about necessary improvements, and will cooperate by lending such
assistance as may be feasible in developing an appropriate system and orienting
srantee staff. .

Bach Federal agency will make available—on request from another Federal
igency—the results and findings of previous audits that identify the adequacy of
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a grantee's system of financial management and control as well as such other in-
formation aswill assist in establishing audit requirements and the scope of audit. |

¢. Arrangements for conduct of audits. In order to conserve manpower, promote.
eflicicney, and minimize the impact of required audits on the operations of
grantee 'organizations, the audit of all grant programs administered under the
jurisdiction of a single Federal department should be coordinated in all cases
where related authorities and responsibilities are delegated to constituent
organizitions.

In' addition, each grantor agency will give full consideration to establishing
cross-servicing arangements under which one Federal agency would conduct
audits for another—whenever such arrangements are in the best interests of
the Federal Government.and ithe grantee. This is particularly applicable where
two or more Federal agencies are auditing programs in the same State agency
or local unit, or in offices located within the same geographical area, Under
such circumstances, it will be the responsibility of the Federal agencies involved
to collaborate in’ determining the feasibility of one of the agencies conducting
audits for others, and to work out mutually agreeable arrangements for carrying
out the required audits on the most efficient basis. To the extent that problems
are encountered which cannot be resolved through such collaboration, the Bureau
of the Budget will lend assistance as required.

d. Coordination of Federal, State, and local audits. Federal agencies responsible
for conducting audits of grant operations will foster close cooperation ‘and coor-
dination among the auditors of the respective jurisdictions. Continuous liaison,
including the exchange of audit standards and objectives, should be maintained
among the Federal, State, and local audit groups involved. As a minimum, these
groups will collaborate in the development of audit schedules to minimize the
amount: of effort required, as well as the impact on operations of the grantee
offices. While the Federal Government cannot automatically accept audits per-
formed by a representative of the grantee, maximum use should be made of
audits performed by the grantee’s internal or independent auditors, so as to
avoid unnecessary duplication by Federal auditors.

4. Implementation action. Federal agencies administering grants to State and
local governments are requested to make a critical review of policies and. prac-
tices currently followed in the audit of grant programs, and to take such action
as is necessary to comply with the policies set forth in this Circular. For this pur-
pose, the head of each agency should designate a central peint in the agency to
be responsible for seeing that this‘is done expeditiously.

Each Federal agency subject to thig Circular will submit a report (original
and one copy) to the Bureau of the Budget by March 31, 1966, as to the actions
taken and progress made toward: (a) establishing and publishing statements of
audit requirements; (b) coordination of audits within the agency; (c) estab-
lishing ‘cross-servicing arrangements; and (d) coordinating Federal audit work
with that of the State and local governments concerned.

CHARLES L. SCHULTZE,
Director.

Mr. Hueaes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I can, if you wish, com-
ment on the joint funding bill or I will be pleased to stop.

Senator Muskie. Why don’t you go ahead.

Mr. Hucazs. All right, sir.

The August 11 letter points out that the proposal was drafted in
response to the President’s request, in his March 17 message on the
quality of American Government, for legislation that would make it
possible “for Federal agencies to combine related grants into a single
financial package, thus simplifying the financial and administrative
procedures without disturbing, however, the separate authorizations,
appropriations and substantive requirements for each grant-in-aid
program.”

Under the bill a number of Federal assistance programs which
finance different activities can be brought together in a single project
to support similar or directly related purposes. Such combinations of
related programs would enable States and local governments and other
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grantees to-use the wide variety of Federal ‘assistance programs more

effectively and eficiently.” =~ = - O = 4
However, such ‘combinations cannot be’ packaged and administered

easily under existing laws and regulations, Each Federal grant pro-

gram may have différent requirements in such matters -as application
forms, accounting' brocedures, ‘adyisory ‘panels; reporting dates, et'
cetera. Further, ﬁle grantees ‘must often work witl several Federal
agencies or constituent elenients of 4 single agency, each with its own
distinct administrative practice. ‘As g result, considerable effort " is
required and significant, delaysare encountered, R :
The purpose of this proposal is to remove or simplify certain ad--

ministrative and technical impediments which hamper or prevent the
consideration, processing, approval and administration of projects
which draw upon resources available and for more than one Federal
agency, program or appropriation. The act would enable State and
local governments ‘and other public and private agencies to use Fod-
eral financial assistance under two or more programs in support of
-multipurpose projects, e L

. Under the bill, Federal agency heads would be authorized to estab-
lish uniform requirements respecting technical or administrative pro-
visions of law, so that jointly funded projects would not have to be
subject to varying or conflicting' rules or procedures. In appropriate
cases Federal agencies would have the authority to delegate to other
agencies power to approve portions of projects on their behalf. Federal
agency heads could also’ establish joint management funds in' théip

“The President would prescribe appropriate regulations for and
approve agency delegations of power and functions under the act,
Iﬂfe would make reports to the Congriess on actions taken and make
recommendations for additional le‘g'i‘s‘l'zvtive‘actvion,jinclﬁd‘ing proposals

for 'COnsoli;dation,"s’implii‘ﬁcation, or coordination of grant programs.
The act would expire after three years. © .

I think those are the essentisl points, Mr. Chairman, o

“Again T just emphasize that the act is not intended to alter substan-

tive program requirements, but rather to facilitate the administrative
procedures and practices that are required to carry out those program
purposes. _ o Tk 8 B L

Senator Muskte. In a limited way it works at the same problem
as the proposed consolidation of grants authority. G

r. Huenes. That is quite correct, Mr. Chairman; et
Senator Muskre. T wonder if you might, Mr. Hughes, refer to re-

cent developments in the executive branch to promote improved inter-
governmental relations, especially as it relates to the present role of
the Bureau of the Budget interagency arrangements. '

Mr. Huenes. T will be glad to do that, Mr. Chairman. We can also
provide for the committee’s more complete review some material for
the record which would spell this out in more detail. '

A number of things are going on. Some of them have produced spe-
cific results. Others have not, but we are hopeful about them. One, of
course, is the grant-in-aid simplification legislation to which 1 just
referred. o s

95-626—68——8
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I referred in my statement also to efforts that we are engaged in with
the agencies to consolidate grants-in-aid by legislative action. The
health services legislation T believe you are aware of and have referred
to in some of your comments. ,

There are two other similar actions in the legislative mill this year.
One of them deals, I believe, with vocational education, and the other
is with student aids in the field of higher education. These measures
would consolidate existing separate programs into a single entity which
would be both more flexible and more easily manageable. :

We have, in addition, we are carrying on a dialogue with a number.
of agencies. HEW is the most obvious candidate for this kind of action,
T think, but a number of other agencies as well, to explore, identify
and carry forward plans to do the same kind of thing in other pro-

ram areas.

The President of May of last year instructed the Secretaries of Hous-
ing and Urban Development, Labor, and HEW and the Director of
the Office of Economic Opportunity to revise and improve their pro-
cedures for processing grant-in-aid applications in their areas. As
a consequence of this effort, an interagency task force, under the leader-
ship of the Department of Housing and Urban Development, has
carried on a very intensive program which has produced identifiable
results approximating 50-percent reduction in application handling
time. The time required is still more than those agencies or we wish
it were, but the effort has produced significant results, and more are in
the works. We are carrying forward this same kind of effort in other
agencies as well—in the Department of Interior, which has a number
of grant programs, the Department of Transportation and so on.

Then. in 1966 the President directed increased consultation by the
Federal agencies with State and local chief executives in the develop-
ment and execution of programs, and the Bureau of the Budget,
after a series of meetings with State and local associations issued circu-
lar A-85, of 1967. We would be glad to provide a copy for the record
if you don’t have it. The circular carries out the objectives of the direc-
tive with respect to one particular area of Federal activity—tb- issu-
ance of regulations and other administrative instructions. The circular
establishes a procedure under which instructions affecting State and
local governments are transr itted in draft by agencies to the ACIR
for its consideration and Teview. . v

Tn January of last year Bureau of the Budget circular A-80 was is-
sued on the coordination of development planning, an effort in a sense
to have the planners plan a little better and in a more coherent fashion,
particularly in programs that are based on multijurisdictional areas.
The circular implements a Presidential message. :

The Bureau itself is engaged in a couple of major efforts that I think
are worth mentioning. They are also spelled out, in more detail in the
material which we can provide. The first of these that I will mention
is an effort to improve the Government’s management information
system and statistics. Tt is an effort based upon the utilization of mod-
orn ADP computer techniques and technology to bring together for
the use of all more effective, more complete, and more revealing in-
formation than we have ever been able to get together before a out
Federal programs and their impact both nationwide and on specific
areas of the country. This effort is only beginning to get underway,and
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it is inherently complicated and difficult, because of the multiplicity of
programs, the multiplicity of j urisdictions, and the need for a capacity
to produce the information on any of a wide variety of classifications
and cross-cutting categories. But we are making progress and do ex-
pect both in the short run and long run to make some substantial
improvements, ‘ '

The other avea that is an internal Bureau effort involves increased
emphasis on administrative policies, philosophy and management. As
I see it many of the old Inanagement doctrines are inadequate for our
current day needs. The old concepts of nice, clear, and precise lines of
responsibility and authority certainly have been useful, and’ within
particular areas of administration they provide concepts that we must
adhere to. But most programs nowadays, and most Government and
I think for that matter private businesses nowadays, are by their na-
ture interrelated, hence there is no way to organize the Government
so that the Department of Housing and Urban Development can oper-
ate independently of the Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare or of the Office of Economic Opportunity or of the Department
of Labor. We need to work with the agencies and with the Congress
on a new set of concepts which will cut, across traditional categorical
lines, committee jurisdictions, agency and bureaucratic jurisdictions,
and so on, recognizing that Imanpower problems are, to an extent,
health problems and education problems and training problems, and
so on. : ~

Senator Muskm. I understand that the detail on this is now being
reviewed and when the review is completed we may have it for the
record.

Mr. Huenes. That is correet,

(The materials referred to follow :)

[From the Bureau of thé Budget, Office of Executive Management, June 21, 1968]

SUMMARY OF RECENT AcCTIVITIES To PROMOTE IMPROVED INTERGOVERNMENTAL
RELATIONS :

The Bureau of the Budget and other Federal agencies are making progress on
a number of actions designed to improve the a,dministration of grant-in-aid pro-
grams and Federal-State-local relations, A brief summary of the more important
activities follows: . :
GRANT-IN-AID SIMPLIFICATION

In the President’s message to the Congress concerning the Quality of American
Government last year, the Director of the Burequ Qf' the Budget was assigned the

Legislation was accordingly developed to facilitate the combination of related
categorical grants into single packages by applicants without disturbing the sub-
stantive requirements of each program. State and local government associations

been introduced as the “Joint Funding Simplification Act of 1967 (H.R. 12631
and 8. 2981). Bureau staff are now studying with the Federal agencies the pro-
cedures that must be developed to implement the provisions of the bill.

CONSOLIDATION OF GRANTS-IN-AID

The President’s message on the Quality of American Government also directed
the Director of the Bureau of the Budget to un@e-rtake a study of basic con-
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tion; ‘and: Welfare study ‘group ‘whieh is exploring ‘4lternative proposals for the
consolidation of HEW grants in a manner similar to the example set by the Com-
prehensive Health Planning Act. of 1966. A proposal for consolidation of aids to
students. in institutions of higher learning has been developed and put before the
Congress (H.R. 15067, Title 4). In addition, limited authority is being sought to
permit recipient ‘institutions to transfer funds between Economic Opportunity
Grants and the proposed consolidated student aid programs as needed. Authority
will also be sought for ,eqmsolida_tion'o‘fﬂvoca;tional education grant programs by
abolishing past practices of earmarking vocational education funds into heavily
structured separate program ‘channels, This improvement has been a key change
requested by the States in 1967, - R : Tl
A proposal -developed, by HEW: for consolidation of numerous State plans re-
quired by the several grant: programs for education has been discussed with the
State educatio’h agencies. Questions and problems raised by the State agencies

are being evaluated by a survey group on which Bureau staff are participating.
PROBLEMS GAUSED BY DELAYS IN FUNDING GRANT PROGRAMS

A’ Bureau of the Budget team has studied the difficulties States experience
because Federal funds for grant-in*aiﬂ.pro-gram‘s are delayed by late congres-
sional authorizations. and appropriations. A report: to. the Director was made
indicating the costs the States incur because of these delays, existing funding
techniques for Federal grants, and recommendations for action to-ease the prob-
lem. The study also covered the feagibility from the Federal point of view of the
“pre-financing’ of TFederal grants by State-and local governments. A pre-financing
proposal, advanced by Qovernor Rockefeller .of New York in 1967, envisages State
financing of the Federal share of grant project; costs, prior to Federal grant ap-
proval, with the expectation that the Federal Government would make reim-
pursement at a later date. The Clean Water Restoration Act of 1966 now makes
provision for a limited program of eligibility for later Federal funding of previ-
ously constructed sewage works. -0 o : canni e

Bureau staff also participated in a special study of the special problems caused
by delayed funding of Federal grants for education programs which was carried
out jointly with the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. Bureau field
vigits to the States were coordinated with HEW data collection needs, and a
joint HEW-Bureau team. visited New York State and Colorade. The HEW survey
report and recommendations were submitted to Secretary Gardner in. September
as “A Model Authorization and Tunding System: for Blementary and Secondary -
Tdueation.” The major proposals involved alleviating problems caused by delayed
appropriations by (1) requesting Congress' to appropriate funds one year in ad-
vance, and (2) seeking longer-term authorizations. The Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Amendments of 1967 did adopt one-year advance funding and
two-year authorization of the progam, i ) )

‘The President is seeking one-year “a‘d\%ance‘funding” for college student aid
programs in H.R. 15067, the Higher Education Amendments for 1968.

SHORTENING PROCESSING TIME

The President, in May 1967, instructed the Secretaries of Housing and Urban
Development ; Labor; and Health, ‘Tducation, and Welfare, and the Director of
the Officé of Economic Opportunity to review their procedures for the development
and processing of grant-insaid applications and to recommend steps for reducing
the time involved by 50 ‘percerit. An interagency task force under HUD’s direction
was createéd to implement that instruction, and made a progress report dated
June 30, 1967. A report on “Reducing Federal Grant-in-Aid Processing Time” was
forwarded tothe President in late September. It reported that decisions already
implemented or in the planning stage of implementation will achieve the following
estimated reductions' in Tederal processing time in each multi-purpose area:
Model Cities—50 percent ; Neighborhood Centers—50 percent; Manpower—47
percent ; Water and Qewers—57 percent. The President subsequently instructed
those agencies to implement their proposals by December 31, 1967, and further
instructed those agencies and others to cut processing time similarly on 'other
critical programs. The President requested reports on these efforts by March 31,
1968. These reports, covering the analyses of 16 Federal agencies, reflect a net
reduction of over 50 percent in the processing time of 66 grant-in-aid programs
or major program components. Including fthe initial report of the Joint Adminis-
 ¢rative Task Force, 108 programs Or major components, comprising the great
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majority of Great Sgdetty gvantsﬁindaid, to. State and local governments, have
now be«en‘analyzed,‘wlrthf significant, improvements made.in nearly all, - )

& INORE&SEDQOON.SU'LTATJI‘QN'W;TH"STA'T@‘ANDI LOCAL GOVERN MENTS

In 1966, the President directed agenciés to 'consult with Staite and chief
eXecutives in the devel pment and execution of 'programs directly affeéting State
and local affair Bureau of the 1 & series of meetings with State
and Tocal Circular No. A-85 in 1967, to

! s dire ) it one niajor avea of Federal
activity~~the issuance of regulations and other administiative ‘instructions. The

local governments are transmitted in draft by the agencies to the Advisory
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, The Commission staff, acting as a
general secretariat, distributes those drafts or summaries thereof to the major
State and local government associations which, in turn, are responsible for
securing and presenting the views of their clients.on the drafts. o

In the first eleven months of operation, the ACIR has received from the Federal
agencies and transmitted to the public interest groups 61 draft regulations.
Eividence indicates that the procedures required by Circular A—S5 are working
well and that substantive comments by the State and local governments are
considerable help to the Federal agencies. Federal agencies making the most use
of the procedures have been HUD, OEO, and Interior. HEW, DOT, OEP, USDA
and the Bureau of the Budget have also transmitted regulations to ACIR for
A-85 review procedure. . .
PLANNING COORDINATION

In January 1967, Bureau of the Budget Circular No. A-80 was issued on the
coordination of development planning for programs based on multi-jurisdictional
areas. The Circular implements the Pre.s-iden-t’s’Mem‘orandum of September 2,
1966, on the coordination of Eedém;l development pblanning. L P

" Agency procedures for carrying out the instructions have beeh reviewed to
assure maximum consistency ‘among the many Federal agencies and ‘programs
concerned. Under the’Circular, Federal agencies are required to consult with
Governors before desighating planning and-development districts or regions in
their States. Where the State has established such districts, the boundaries of
new districts ‘designated by Federal agencies will conform to them unless there
is a clear justification for not doing so. At this time, 8 ‘Federal programs of
planning assistance are coordinated under Circular A-80 procedures. )

The Director of the Bureau has taken recent action to further implement ‘the
purposes of Circular A-80. In a memorandum to heads of agencies on June 1st, the
Director has asked for developed procedures for 14 Federal planning assistance
brograms which have not yet been coordinated under the Circular. Agency issu-
ance of the procedures is targeted for August 1st. In addition, the agencies are
being. asked. to report to the Bureau the experience gathered, under A-80 in all
the covered programs by the end of 1968. S '

PLANNING COORDINATING COMMITIEE

Bureau staff are also participating in a Planning Assistance and Requirements
Coordinating ‘Committee, established by the Department of Housing and Urban
Development and Tepresenting the several Federal agencies which have grant
programs which aid or require development planning. Three early tasks outlined
for the committee are: : : :

To act as clearing house for information on. grants-in-aid awarded to State
and local goverriments for’ various types of development pl'anning, and to

make such information available to the States as well. B A
.. Do survey comprehensivély the many Federal requirements for planning
in order'to ease the burden of the applicant State and local governments in
- supplying data, progress reports, and other types of Justifications of planning
activity. i ; 3 e Ui ;
To monitor the numerous pla,nnmg,res’e{arch,efforbsWhic;h‘ the agencies are
conducting in-house by contract in order to prevent duplication of effort and

to propose areas for further relevantv study.
COORDINATION OF FEDERAL ATDS IN METROPOLITAN AREAS'

In accordance with. the provisions of ‘Sedtion 204’ of the Demongtration Cities
Act of 1966, the Bureau of the Budget has issued Circular No. A-82 (Revised)
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providing procedures for review of local and State applications for Federal
construction loans and grants by metropolitan or regional planning agencies.
Section 204 required that an operative program for the review of the major
physical development grant program applications by metropolitan or regional
planning agencies must be established by July 1, 1967. The Bureau of the Budget
has the responsibility -of designating the applicable planning agencies. Review
‘agencies. have now been designated in all 233 Standard Metropolitan Statistical
‘Areas of the United States. A review of the first six months’ experience in
implementing the requirement indicates a general satisfaction with its develop-
ment, an awareness of problem areas, and willingness to improve the review
process.
GRANT-IN-AID CATALOGS

In February 1967, the Director of the Bureau of the Budget requested the
Secretaries of Commerce, Labor, Interior, Agriculture, Housing and Urban
Development, and Health, Bducation, and Welfare, and the Directors of the
Office of Beonomic Opportunity and the Office of Emergency Planning to avoid
unnecessary duplication in the production of general catalogs of Federal grants-
in-aid. Several agencies were producing or contemplating the production of
different catalogs which contained information on their own grant programs as
well as information on programs of other agencies. Response ito the Director’s
letter was favorable ; a single revised catalog listing all Federal programs of the
agencies which bear on individual and community development was published
under the leadership of the Office of Economic Opportunity. The new ORO
Catalog of Federal Assistance Programs, which became generally available in
July, contains information on 458 Federal assistance programs. A companion
document to the Catalog, the Vice President’s Handbook for Local Officials, was
recently issued by the Office of the Vice President and has been distributed to
over 50,000 State and local officials.

The Director has established an interagency task force to further integrate
these efforts and build upon the concept of a single authoritative catalog for
Federal domestic assistance programs. The task forre is to advise the Director
on matters such as the assignment of organizational responsibility for publication
and maintenance of such a catalog, additional matters to be covered, and methods
to insure periodic updating. Task force members include representatives of the
Departments of Labor, Commerce, Interior, Agriculture, Transportation, Housing
and Urban Development, and Health, Education, and Welfare, and the Office
of Economic Opportunity, Office of Emergency Planning, Library of Congress
(Legislative Reference Service), and the Office of the Vice President. A final
report has been submitted to the Director. Bureau of the Budget staff are now
considering actions which should be taken in response to this report.

UNIFORM DETERMINATIONS OF ALLOWABLE COSTS FOR FEDERAL GRANT PROGRAMS

The Bureau of the Budget has recently issued Circular No. A-87 which sets
uniform standards for determination of allowable costs for administrative and
other program-related expenses under all Federal grant-in-aid programs. One
major thrust of the circular would be to have State and local indirect overhead
costs recognized as allowable costs in connection with administration of aid
programs. The objective is to achieve greater uniformity and to eliminate so far
as possible present differences in agency practices.

GRANTS MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENT STUDIES

Several projects are currently underway which will improve the management
of Federal grants and contracts, particularly for the grantee.

A Federal team comprised of the Bureau, NSF, DOD, GAO and HEW/NTH
has completed a review of the problems which universities experience because
of Federal requirements for time and effort reporting on grant and contract
projects. The findings of the pteam resulted in an amendment to Circular
A-21 which has just been issued.

Another project having to do with Federal-university relationships has
recently been completed. Budget Circular No. A-88 has been issued calling
for a single Federal agency to negotiate indirect cost rates with an individual
university, with all other Federal agencies following that guideline. The
circular also requires that one Federal agency do the auditing of all Federal
grants and contracts at the university.
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The letter-of-credit mechanism for orderly and timely flow of grant monies
to recipients, designed to achieve Federal savings on interest, is being
reviewed by an interagency group composed of the Bureau, Treasury, HEW,
.and the GAO. Recent experience indicates that grantees have been drawing
funds down too fast, without corresponding expenditures. Procedures to

" tighten the timing of funds are being studied. The interagency group is also
exploring other programs in which the introduction of the letter-of-credit
might be beneficial.

INFORMATION SYSTEMS AND STATISTICS

Bureau staff have participated in a task force representing State and local
government associations and the ACIR which has identified intergovernmental
problems in the efficient use and management of information systems. A final
report of the task force proposes, among other things, a Budget circular setting
out guidelines for Federal agency cooperation in the intergovernmental use and
management of information systems and statistics. A draft of the proposed
circular is already being considered by Federal agencies, and has been sent to
States and local governments under A-85 consultation.

1. Compatibility of data which the levels of government collect and use.

2. Coordinated development of common information systems.

3. Joint utilization of automatic data processing facilities.

4. Federal agency criteria for considering grant applications for information
system assistance.

The Bureau, together with the ACIR and the State and local government
associations, sponsored a National Conference on Comparative Statistics on
April 4-5, 1968 in Washington. The Conference considered the final report of
the task force noted above, and examined problems and progress in intergovern-
mental statistical cooperation.

Additionally, Bureau staff have worked with the Census Bureau in the develop-
ment of seminars for State and municipal officials acquainting them with Federal
statistical series and services. The first cycle of seminars, concentrating on State
officials, has been completed, and a second cycle—for municipal officers—was
begun this Spring. One result of the Census Bureau work with the States is the
inauguration of a joint cooperative program with 30 States to develop annual
population estimates by county using common procedures and methods. The
States will prepare the figures and the Census Bureau will publish them.

The Bureau of the Budget has established a system for the reporting of
Federal outlays by geographic location. The Office of Economic Opportunity
Information Center, which had previously developed the “Summary of Federal
Social and Economic Programs,” operates the system for the Bureau, with
data being provided to OEO by all departments and agencies. The Federal outlay
information which is being developed will add greatly to the abilities of State
and local jurisdictions to plan adequately with knowledge of specific Federal
funds and programs working in their areas. Under procedures set forth in
Bureau Circular A-84, figures by county and by municipality of 25,000 and above
will be published on a quarterly basis. The first report is expected in June 1968.
(It should be cautioned, however, that this system is still in a developmental
stage and that methods are being developed to improve the accuracy, reliability
and usefulness of the data.)

The Information Center has also been working with several States in the
levelopment of State systems for reporting State financial outlays by govern-
mental subunit. OEO provides limited technical assistance (a small team) and
‘he States provide all other resources. Assistance has been provided in 11 States
so far, and several others are anxious to initiate such systems with OEO
issistance.

NEIGHBORHOOD CENTERS DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS

Under the leadership of the Department of Housing and Urban Development,
Federal interagency field teams worked with 14 municipalities to develop pilot
1eighborhood centers. A key aspect of the effort is the integration into the center
f existing programs and activities now being carried on in the neighborhood—or
»eing carried on in the city and susceptible to being decentralized into the
1eighborhood. Bureau staff have been active team members in Washington on
‘he Interagency Review Committee (WIRC) and in the field in each of the 14
nunicipalities. Initial planning grants were made to seven cities, and combined
yrants for planning and early “core services” organizations were made to the
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remaining seven cities. Attempts have been made in every case to link the
neighborhood centers with target areas of: proposed Model Cities projects, the
Concentrated Employment Programs, and the Comprehensive Area Manpower
Planning System. The municipalities. then submitted second-phase gpplications
(“Neighborhood Services Program—II”) for construction and operation of the
centers which indicate the programming of all Federal, State, and local resources
for the pilot projects. Those applications were reviewed and, to date, 13 have
been approved by WIRC. Action on the remaining application is pending.

INTERGOVERNMENTAL MANPOWER

~ In 1967, a White House task force, surveying the manpower needs of State and
local governments over the next decade, recommended Federal legislation to
provide assistance to the States and local jurisdictions. PrOJectlons of manpower
requirements clearly indicated that (1) heavy manpower replacement and new
recruitment. would be a critical problem for State and local governments, and
(2) the quality and training levels of the new manpower must be significantly
higher than previously in order to meet the more sophisticated tasks these
governments are now undertaking. Accordingly, Bureau staff worked with the

Jivil Service Commission and HEW in the development of two legislative pro-
posals to help meet these needs: .

The Intergovernmental Manpower Act (S 1485 and H.R. 8233) which
provided for in-service training assistance, intergovernmental personnel
transfers, and aids to augment State and local personnel systems. In
October 1967, the Senate passed an amended version, the Intergovernmental
Personnel Act (S. 699). House hearings on H.R. 8233 have been held in
February 1968. Further hearings are expected.

Bducation for the Public Service Act. (H.R. 8175) which prov1des for
pre-service training for students desirous of entering the public service. The
bill has been incorporated in HL.R. 15067, the Higher Education Amendments
of 1968. :

OPERATIONAL COORDINATION STAFF

To help identify and put into motion solutions to specific problems occurring
in' the field, the Bureau of the Budget, as part of its reorganization in 1967, has
created ‘an ‘Operational Coordination Staff. The staff has been engaged in a
continuing program of on-site visits to States, counties and municipalities, with

particular emphasis being placed on ‘the’ coordination of Federal ass1stance
programs at the apphcant level.

INTERGOVERNMENTAL MEETINGS

Under the leadership of the Director of the Office of Emergency Planning; a
series of direct consultations with' Governors and their staffs have been held in
a program of visits to State capitals. Top-level representatives from the Federal
grant program agencies and the Bureau of the Budget accompanied the Director
on the trips'in order to discuss State problems in administering grant programs.
A number of the trips also included meetings with State legislative leaders. Forty
State capitals were visited. The new Director of the Office of Bmergency Plan-
ning hag also instituted a program of State visits to Washington and meet1ng<
of Federal regional people in State capitals. A number of these “State Days” in
‘Washington have been held, and several more were ‘scheduled in theé Sprmg
of - 1968.

‘The Vice President continues to hold meetings with mayors, city and county
manager*s, and other local officials to-discuss common interests and problems
in the field of 1ntergovernmental relations: In the'past year, he has held ovér 25
meetings with organizations of local officials and many local and metropolitan
groups as well‘as the leadership of national organizations such as the National
TLeague of Cities, the U.S. Conference of Mayors, the International City Managers
‘Association, the National Association of Counties, and the National Schoo
Boards Association. Many of these meetings represent the first time such groups
have had a chance to consult with top-level government officials. Several of themn
pinpointed problems in 1ntergovernmenltal relations and resulted in furthei
problem solving sessions with the Bureau of the Budget and other executive
agencies.

The Bureau of the Budget recently held its annual Spring liaison meeting witk
fhe Natlonal A%ocmtlon of State Budget Officers in Washington. Federal anc
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Stafcé “budgetofficialy h:’é?m J be:en%meetihg ‘on - common f‘pifobiems-'gfo.r more--than
seven years now: oot oo e T e

AR

PLAN NING-PROGRAMINGjBUDGETING SYSTEM

Kbplicaﬁon of PPBS to improve the analytic base for public decisions by the
Federal Government ‘has stimulated similar activity in States and localities. In

brogram of the feasibility of PPBS in five States, five ‘counties, and five cities.
The Bureau of the Budget has also contracted with the Project for a study of
actions the Federal Government might take. to facilitate an intergovernmental
PPB System related to grant-in-aid programs; Tl : :
“Additionally, the Bureau has contracted with the Management Analysis Center,
Inei, of Cambridge, Massachusetts, for the development ‘of -tén cases ‘on ‘various
aspects ‘of planning-programing-budgeting ‘activities in the Federal Government.

students for State and local government posts where a knowledge of the PPB
System will be increasingly important,.

FEDERAL AID INDICATORS

Special Analysis K of the Budget for 1969, which is the Bureau's indicator. of
“Federal Aid to State and Local Governments”, presents the following relevant
trends in Federal aid : ] .

Total Federal grants to State and local: governments in fiscal year 1969
are estimated to increase by $1.9 billion over 1968 estimates to $20.3 billion.

Total aids for metropolitan areas in FY 1969 will rise to an estimated
$12 billion, compared with an estimate of $8.9 billion just two years earlier,
up by roughly $3 billion. :

The largest Federal aid brograms continue to be public assistance ($5.8
billion including Medicaid) ‘and ‘highways ($4.8 billion) of the total aid
payments. ' ERE '

The fastest growing aid programs have been Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity grants ($1.4 billion estimated for 1969), Elementary and Secondary
Education ($1.4 billion estimated), and Medicaid ($2.1 billion estimated).

Administrative expenses ‘as a’ percentage of Federal aid expenditures,
including indirect costs, have remained consistently less than 2% over the
past decade. ST A LA ’

. i il
[Circular No. A-80]
BXECUTIVE OFFICE oF THE PRrESIDENT,
’ BUREAU OF THE Buperr,
Washington, D.C., January 31, 1967,

To the heads of ekecutive departments ‘a,nd establishments. . )
Subject : Coordination of development: Planning for programs based on ‘multi-
Jjurisdictional areas. ) . "

1. Purpose | : ; . .
Efficient accomplishment of many Federal brogram missions depends in large
Ineasure on the quality, comprehensiveness, and degree of coordination of phys-
ical, economie, and human. resdurces,planhing efforts. The multiplicity of un-
related. plann