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Mr. Chairman, we are pleased to appear today to discuss
several issues relating to the Revenue Sharing Program.

Two major igSties surrounding renewal of the Revenue Sharing
Program are the States' fiscal need for revenue sharing funds
and the potential modifications to the distribution formula
to better target funds to local governments. Also of interest
is the degree to which State and local governments are complying
with the more stringent audit requirements enacted in the 1976
amendments to the Revenue Sharing Act. These issues are very
appropriate areas for close scrutiny by the Congress in the
current era of large Federal deficits and increasing fiscal
pressures on some local governments.

I will also briefly discuss the Office of Revenue Sharing's
administration of the citizen participation and nondiscrimination
provisions of the Revenue Sharing Act.

REVENUE SHARING AND THE STATES

Whether State governments should continue to receive
revenue sharing funds has become a central and controversial
issue surrounding the renewal of the Revenue Sharing Program.
Some Members of the Congress have pointed to the States'
improved fiscal health and questioned whether the Federal
Government, with its deficits, should continue to distribute
revenue sharing funds to the States.

To assist the Congfess in considering this issue, we
visited nine States to assess the impact if State governments

were eliminated from the program. We gathered financial




data and talked with officials of both the executive and
legislative branches of the States.
THe States were Salected with 2 view to obtaining geo-
graphic dispersion as well as a good mix of such variables
as the amount of revenue sharing money received, aid pro-
vided to local governments, surpluses, and fiscal stress.
The States we visited were Arkansas, California, Idaho,
Mississippi, New York, North Carolina, Vermont, Wisconsin,
and West Virginia. 1In calendar year 1979, twoc of these
States, California and New York, received about 22 percent
of the total revenue sharing payments made to the 50 States.
It may be helpful to put revenue sharing assistance
to State governments in some perspective. What we are
talking about is a form of Federal aid which, although large
in dollars, represents a very small percentage of the States'
total revenues. While revenue sharing entitlements have
remained relatively constant over the years, States' revenues
have increased. Therefore, each year the significance of
revenue sharing as a source of State revenue has diminished.
For example, Bureau of the Census data shows that in fiscal
year 1974, revenue sharing receipts constituted about 1.4 per-
cent of total State revenues, while in fiscal year 1978 they
constituted about 1.0 percent. The significance of revenue
sharing in relation to £otal Federal aid to States has also
declined over the years. In fiscal year 1974, it represented
about 6.5 percent of total Federal aid to State governments;

in 1978, about 4.5 percent.




Because the fiscal condition of the States provides in-
sight into both the extent of their continued need for revenue
sharing assistarce and their capacity for absorbing its loss,
we examined the fiscal health of each of the nine States. As
shown in attachment 1 to my statement, State officials' per-
ceptions of the fiscal health of their States ranged from
"reasonable" to “excellent®. Indicators of fiscal condition
generally supported all nine States' perception of sound health.
There were, however, signs of a leveling off of fiscal growth.

Three major findings emerged from our study of tne States'
revenue patterns:

--Consistent with the national trend, general

operating fund revenues in the nine States rose
during the past five years. Although there were
annual fluctuations, with the exception of two of
the States, New York and Vermont, revenue dgrowth
generally kept pace with or was ahead of inflation.

--The eight States which provided us with revenue

prejecticns expected continued revenue growth.
Four States—-—Arkansas, California, Mississippi,
and New York--expected a greater rate of revenue
growth in fiscal year 1980 than in 1979, while
four expected a slower rate.

--While all the States experienced revenue growth,

since fiscal year 1977 all have enacted tax cuts
or other tax relief measures. Four States--Arkansas,

California, Vermont, and West Virginia--also increased




certain taxes. Such tax actions parallel the national
trend. According to the Tax Foundation, in calendar
year 1979, 33 States enacted some kind of tax relief,
and the net tax relief, nationwide, amounted to

at least $2 billion.

During the most recent 5-year period for which data is
available, expenditures rose in the nine States as well as
overall in the 50 States. 1In the nine States, in 1978, general
operating fund expenditures were 44 percent greater than in
1974. Although aggregate data on general operating fund expendi-
tures in the 50 States is not available, their 1978 total ex-
penditures exceeded 1974 total expenditures by 54 percent.

In fiscal year 1979, the expenditure growth rate of most of
the nine States accelerated. 1In the eight States with actual
1979 expenditure data, expenditures were less than revenues
except in California, Mississippi, and Wisconsin. In these
three States, general operating fund unrestricted surpluses
were sufficient to absorb these differences. 1In 1980, expendi-
tures in three States—--California, Mississippi, and North Caro-
lina--are expected to exceed revenues, and similarly, the dif-
ferences are expected to be absorbed by surpluses.

General operating fund unrestricted surpluses, that is,
funds available for appropriation or expenditure in the next
or subseguent years, héve fluctuated greatly from year to year
in the States we visited. Over the past five years, eight of
the nine States had average unrestricted surpluses ranging from
Vermont's low of 1.1 percent of general operating fund revenues
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to California's high of 15.8 percent. The ninth State, New York,
had an average deficit of 1 percent. Five of the States had
average surpluses of at least 5 percent.

In seven States, general operating fund unrestricted sur-
pluses, as a percentage of general operating fund revenues,
declined from fiscal year 1978 to 1979. Of the seven States
making projections of their fiscal year 1980 surpluses, five
projected surplus decreases from 1979 amounts. Five States--
California, Mississippi, North Carolina, West Virginia, and
Wisconsin--had made projections beyond 1980. Four of the five
forecasted declining surpluses during the early 1980's.

California has forecasted a sizeable fiscal year 1982
deficit. According to State officials, this bleak outlook is
attributable primarily to Proposition 13, which drastically
reduced local revenues and resulted in the State government
assuming the burden of funding programs formerly financed by
local governments. California is also forecasting a deficit
in fiscal year 1981 if Proposition 9 (also known as the "Jarvis
II Initiative") 1s passed in June 1980. Proposition 9 would
result in an estimated 50 percent reduction in California's
personal income tax revenues.

Of the eight States which had general obligation bond
ratings, six had excellent Moody's or Standard and Poor's bond
ratings. The ratings for New York and West Virginia were good-
to-excellent. Such ratings are important indicators of fiscal
health.

In general, the nine States we visited were fiscally
healthy and, for most, the prospects for continued health would
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have to be considered good. However, fiscal year 1979 saw some
leveling off, which may continue into the early 1980's. The
States are guardedly optimis¥ic about their ability to keep pace
with inflation and weather a recession. California is a notable
exception to this guarded optimism.

Attachment 2 to my statement identifies general operating
fund revenues, expenditures, and surplus balances for the nine
States visited for fiscal years 1974 through 1980.

Because of the uncertainties inherent in any attempt to
predict the future, assessing specific impacts on the States
were they to lose revenue sharing is difficult. Some proponents
of retaining State governments in the Revenue Sharing Program
have argued that loss of revenue sharing funds would result
in cuts in State assistance to local governments for such
functions as education and public welfare.

While most State officials could not predict with any
certainty where the impact of losing revenue sharing would be
felt, officials of five States told us they would expect no
reducticn or min;mal‘peduction in State aid to local govern-—
ments although some thought growth in State aid might be cur-
tailed. Of the four remaining States, officials from Wis-
consin had differing views concerning the degree to which
State aid might be cut. California officials said that,
depending on the outcome of several unknowns, the loss of
revenue sharing funds could result in severe cuts in State aid
or only minimal cuts. Officials of New York told us that the

full impact of the loss of revenue sharing funds would




probably fall on State aid to localities, which would mean that,
effective in the State's fiscal year 1982, State aid would be
reduced by about 4 percent. TIdaho officials believed that the
impact of the loss of revenue sharing funds would be spread
“across the board" and would cause some reductions in State

aid. However, they could not estimate the extent of the
reductions.

State officials mentioned a number of other potential
effects resulting from the loss of revenue sharing, such as
cuts in State services, tax increases, and reductions in
States' participation in Federal grant programs because of
their inability to meet Federal matching or maintenance-of-
effort requirements. However, no strong patterns developed,
and most of these impacts were considered only possibilities.

Difficulties would obviously be created for the State
and local sector should the Congress decide to eliminate State
governments from the Revenue Sharing Program. It would appear,
however, that the sound current and short-term projected fiscal
health of most of the States we visited would enable them to
withstand the loss of revenue sharing funds.

Views of executive and legislative officials of all but
two States--California and New York--supported this conclusion.
However, officials were almost unanimous in the view that State
governments should be retained in the Revenue Sharing Program.
In addition to noting that the States make effective use of
revenue sharing funds, they pointed to the program's greater
flexibility, lack of red tape, and lower administrative cost
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which act as a counterbalance to the rigid regquirements of
the categorical grant programs that still dominate the
assgistance system.

INTRASTATE FORMULA MODIFICATIONS

Because of the extensive concern and discussion about
possible modifications to the present revenue sharing formula
to better target funds to local governments within each State,
we are currently analyzing the distributional patterns produced
by the present formula and the effects of various modifications
to the formula. While there has been much discussion and
study of the current formula, no consensus calling for funda-
mental changes has emerged which meets the dual standard of
being conceptually sound and having appropriate data available
for the 39,000 recipient governments.

We think the revenue sharing formula is basically sound
and provides a reasonable approach in allocating funds. How-
ever, various formula constraints and allocation procedures
used in making payments to local governments lead to widespread
ineguities which appear correczabls. By ineguities we mean that
similar governments within a State have wide disparities in
per capita revenue sharing payments.

As you know, revenue sharing funds are distributed to
local governments using a three factor formula which considers
population, income, and tax effort. The basic formula rewards
lower income local governments and those governments which

help themselves through tax effort.




An advantage of the formula is the interaction of the in-
come and tax effort factors. For example, a low income govern-
ment with an extremely low tax effort receives less per capita
revenue sharing funds than a higher income government with high
tax effort. Or, in another illustration, if the tax effort
factors are the same for two local governments, the government
with the lowest income receives the higher per capita revenue
sharing payments,

In our ongoing study of the revenue sharing formula, we
refer to this interaction, or combined effect, of the income and
tax effort factors as "fiscal effort". If the formula worked
equitably, governments with the same fiscal effort would get
the same per capita revenue sharing payments.

Our analyses show, however, that there are widespread
differences in per capita revenue sharing payments to govern-
ments within a State which have similar fiscal efforts. For
illustrative purposes we can compare two towns in one State
that have populations of 8,000 and nearly identical fiscal
efforts; yet in 1979 one town received $19.92 per person com-
pared to $13.34 for the other town. This amounted to a dif-
ference in their annual revenue sharing allocations of about
$55,000.

These inequities are created by the tiering allocation
process and, to a lesser ‘extent, by the formula constraints.

In general, the "tiering"™ allocation process works as follows:
within each State, revenue sharing funds are first allocated
to county areas using the three factor formula. Once the
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county area allocation is established it is subdivided, on the
basis of taxes collected, into as many as three allocations--
an amount for the county government, an amount for distribution
to municipalities located in the county area, and an amount for
distribution to townships (if any) located in the county area.
Amounts established for distribution to the municipalities and
townships are then allocated using the three factor formula.
Current formula constraints provide that no county area
or local government, except county governments, shall receive
~-less than 20 percent, or more than 145 percent,
of the Statewide per capita entitlement pay-
ment for local governments;
--a total entitlement payment which represents
more than 50 percent of its budget for local
tax revenues plus intergovernmental transfers; and
--less than $200 in total annual entitlement payments.
Some of our analyses involve modifying these constraints
at different levels without eliminating the tiering. For example,
in “Modificaticn A" we decreased the 20 percent 'lower constraint
to 10 percent, raised the 145 percent upper constraint to 175
percent, and lowered the 50 percent budget constraint to 25
percent. These modifications would generally result in some
improvement, but most of the inequities in revenue sharing pay-
ments would remain. In some cases, the inequity would increase
because more “"unconstrained” funds come into the county area

and then are reallocated from the constrained medium and high
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fiscal effort governments to low fiscal effort governments within
the county.

Our analyses show that eliminating the tiering process has
the greatest and most consistent impact in minimizing the in-
equities in revenue sharing payments. Attachments 3 and 4 to my
statement show the impacts of constraint changes and untiering
under two alternatives: the current formula and "Modification A".

Attachment 3 shows, by State, the more extreme differences

in per capita revenue sharing allocations to unconstrained local
governments with equal fiscal efforts. For example, under the
existing formula, North Carolina cities have an extreme difference
of $13.77 per capita. Under “Modification A", this extreme dif-
ference decreases slightly to $13.02 per capita. But it is elimi-
nated when the tiering process is removed for both the current
formula and “"Modification A",

Extreme differences can be misleading. I therefore have

included attachment 4 which shows by State the average differences

in revenue sharing allocations for governments which have similar
fiscal efforts. Under the existing formula, the unconstrained
local governments 1in 25 States have average differences of at
least $3.00 per capita. Under "Modification A", this problem is
reduced somewhat, but it is eliminated in 48 States when tiering
is removed for both the current formula and "Modification A".
Attachments 3 and 4 also show the impact of one of the
changes being considered by the Department of the Treasury.
This change includes a 15 percent lLower constraint, a 175 per-
cent upper constraint, and a 25 percent budget constraint.
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Changes are also proposed in the income and tax effort
factors of the basic formula to limit the amount of funds
going to wealthy communities 'and tax enclaves. Such changes
under the Treasury's proposal, however, result in many cases
where the inequities in revenue sharing payments increase.
However, most of these inequities are substantially reduced
when tiering is removed.

Attachments 3 and 4 apply to unconstrained governments with
the same fiscal efforts but different per capita revenue sharing
payments. Not shown in these attachments, but included in our
analyses, is another type of ineguity whereby governments with the
same per capita revenue sharing payments have wide variations in
fiscal efforts. This occurs in those governments directly affected
by the upper and lower constraints. Inequities of this type will
be reduced only if formula constraints are modified.

Our analyses also show that if the tiering process were
eliminated and the formula constraints modified, generally the more
fiscally stressed governments will gain, low income governments
with average tax effort will gain, and high income governments
will lose. For example, attachment 5 shows the changes in total
revenue sharing payments for 37 local governments which the
Congressional Budget Office ranked by various degrees of fiscal
needs. The fiscally needy governments would gain $37.7 million
and $39.7 million, respéctively, under the tiered and untiered
“Modification A". The less fiscally needy governments would

gain only $900 thousand and $3.6 million, respectively.
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While we have considerable analytical work remaining,
including assessing the adequacy of per capita income data, it
Hrpears that the tiering should be removéd and the constraints
should be modified to reduce the inequities in revenue sharing
allocations. To do this we see three possible courses of
action available.

--First, the Congress could simply reallocate the
existing local governments' share with some reci-
plents gaining and others losing.

--Second, the total revenue sharing appropriation
could be increased so that no local government
would receive less than it has been receiving.

--Third, the Congress could lower the allocations
to State governments so that all or most local
governments receive at least the same level of
funding as in previous entitlement periods.

Changes produced by various modifications to the revenue
sharing formula is a very complex subject. We are performing
extensive analyses of the formula including other combinations
of formula constraints. We would be pleased to share these
analyses and provide all the assistance we can to the Subcom-
mittee should you decide to pursue this issue.

AUDRIT REQUIREMENTS

Let me now turn to the work we are doing in examining
the implementation of the audit requirements of the Revenue
Sharing Act.

The 1976 amendments to the Act set more stringent audit

requirements for about 11,000 State and local governments.
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Beginning January 1, 1977, governments that receive $25,000

or more in annual entitlement payments were required to have
independent didits of their ‘eéntire financial operations. These
audits must be conducted in accordance with generally accepted
auditing standards at least once every three years.

Although many governments have not yet submitted acceptable
audits to the Cffice of Revenue Sharing, the audit requirements
and the Office of Revenue Sharing's gquality control efforts
have prompted substantial auditing improvements in the State-
local sector. The Office of Revenue Sharing reviewed the audit
work of all State audit agencies and 217 public accounting
firms to determine if they were following generally accepted
auditing standards. The Office cited 20 audit agencies in
17 States and 90 of the public accounting firms for material
auditing deficiencies. Also, six State audit agencies were
not considered independent.

The Office of Revenue Sharing's gqguality control efforts
have led to actual and planned corrective actions which are
improving the cuality of State and local governments' audits.
State agencies and public accounting firms are placing more
emphasis on internal control evaluations, audit planning,
training, and personnel qualification requirements. Once all
corrective action has been taken, six States will obtain
their first independent audits by reorganizing their audit
functions or by hiring public accounting firms.

Although corrective action has already been taken or
planned as a result of the revenue sharing audit requirements,
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several State audit agencies have much to do before they can
fully comply with the act. 1In many cases, State agencies
with auditing standards and independence vproblems will not
be able to complete acceptable audits of their State and
local governments in a timely manner.

Because these agencies are making a good faith effort
to upgrade their auditing practices; we believe the
Congress should amend the Revenue Sharing Act to provide
explicit authority for the Secretary of the Treasury to
grant waivers to governments audited by unacceptable State
agencies. Such waivers should be contingent upon the State
audit agencies submitting plans, timetables, and progress
reports for taking appropriate corrective actions.

Notwithstanding the significant improvements in audits
of State and local governments, there are uncertainties regarding
the extent of ultimate compliance with the audit requirements.
The first 3~-year audit period expired December 31, 1979, and
the deadline for submitting audit reports for that period is
September 1, 1980. Recent Office of Revenue Sharing statis-
tics show that less than half of the 11,000 governments
required to be audited have submitted their audit reports.

Many of those submitted are not acceptable due to auditors'
failure to meet generally accepted auditing standards.

The extent of coméliance with the audit requirements
depends in large part on the Cffice of Revenue Sharing. The
Office adopted an aggressive gquality control program to enhance
the quality of audits. An egually aggressive approach, including
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temporary suspension of revenue sharing payments, may be neces-
sary to ensure compliance with the audit requirements of the Act.
Office of Revenue Sharing officials have informed us that they
intend to take such action when appropriate.

As you may know, we and the Office of Management and Budget
have been advocating what we call the single audit concept. 1In
essence, this means that instead of making individual audits of
each grant a Federal grantee receives, the Federal Government
would require one audit of the entire entity which would include
all grants. This single audit requirement is found in OMB Cir-
cular A-102. The audits of State and local governments (or
their subunits) required by both the Revenue Sharing Act and this
Circular can be one and the same if properly planned. We favor
changes in the Act which would require that these two audit
requirements be met by a single audit.

STANDARDIZED ACCOUNTING PRACTICES

You requested my views on whether the Revenue Sharing Program
is an appropriate vehicle for effecting standardized accounting
practices at the S5tate and local levels of government.

It is generally recognized that the accounting records of many
State and local governments and the financial statements prepared
from these records simply do not provide needed information, and
that actions are needed to improve this situation. My inclination
is to give State and iocal governments an opportunity to develop
appropriate standards of their own.

As you may know, there is a proposal being considered for
establishment of a separate board much like the Financial Accountin«
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Standards Board which establishes accounting standards for the pri-
vate sector. This board would be called the State and local Govern-
ment Accounting Standards Bodard or sdme similar title. If such a
board developed the standards, they would be most apt to meet the
needs of State and local officials as well as Federal needs.

It seems to me that if such standards were developed, the idea
of using the Revenue Sharing Program to promote adherence to the
standards has merit. Furthermore, such an effort will require some
funding and we believe a reasonable amount of revenue sharing funds
should be earmarked to help support that effort. The money would
be well spent because good standards could make Federal oversight
of its grant and assistance programs much simpler and more effective

You also asked whether it is rational policy to expect the
government sector to adhere to the same accounting principles and
practices as the private sector.

I think not. The objectives of the two types of entities are
different. Private businesses are trying to make money for
their shareholders. Governments are trying to protect and promote
their citizens' general health and welfare. Further research is
needed to identify the specific differences in accounting stand-
ards that will be necessary as a result of these differences in
objectives but I believe they will be considerable. Consegquently,
I believe separate accounting principles and practices are neces-
sary.

NONDISCRIMINATION

My concluding comments deal with the nondiscrimination
provisions of the Revenue Sharing Act.
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Prior studies, including a report we issued in 1976,
identified numerous problems in the Office of Revenue Sharing's
adminictration of the nondiscrimination provisions, including
extensive delays and lack of followup in discrimination
complaint processing. Primarily because of inadequate internal
controls and staffing, average processing times varied from 10
to 17 months.

The Office of Revenue Sharing initiated steps to address
these problems but little substantive corrective action has
pbeen implemented. Processing timeframes continue to be lengthy.
For example, our analyses show that average total case proces-
sing time is 18 months. The average time to make an investiga-
tion and issue a finding letter is 10 1/2 months, exceeding
the 90-day legislative requirement by 7 1/2 months.

The number of complaints has been steadily increasing
while the number of investigators has declined from 33 in May
1978 to 22--9 below authorization--as of February 1980. Eight
investigators have just been hired, but, unless reducticns
are achieved in processing timeframes, our analysis shows that
the present backlog of 882 cases will continue to increase
each year.

To help reduce this backlog, it 1is important that the
Qffice of Revenue Sharing make greater use of State and
Federal agencies 1in coofdinating discrimination investiga-
tions and monitoring of communities' corrective activities.
Athough the Revenue Sharing Act calls for the Secretary to
endeavor to enter into agreements with State and other Federal
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agencies to investigate noncompliance with the civil rights
provisions, the Office has made little progress in establishing
and implementing cooperative dgreements with such agencies.

Cooperative agreements were established with 14 States
during 1975 and 1976 but none since then. Although there
were some intormal working relationships between Office of
Revenue Sharing investigators and some of these 14 State
agencies, most States view the agreement as an inactive document.
Cooperative agreements were also established with the Office of
Personnel Management and the Law Enforcement Assistance Admini-
stration in 1979, but one agreement has not been implemented
and the other has been only partially implemented. The Office
of Revenue Sharing has communicated with other Federal agencies
such as the Departments of Housing and Urban Development and Health,
Education and Welfare, to establish or renegotiate agreements but
none have been finalized and no followup action has been taken.

Although it is difficult to quantify, the Office has suc-
cessfully effected changes in communities:émployment and service
delivery practices. These changes includéd influencing communi-
ties to hire minorities, develop plans for recruiting, training,
and promoting women and minorities, establishing grievance pro-
cedures, and making public buildings accessible for handicapped
persons.

However, the Officé must take corrective action to expand
its accomplishments. We believe the Office of Revenue Sharing
needs to place greater emphasis in establishing and implementing
effective working agreements with State and Federal agencies.
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Mr. Chairman, that concludes my prepared statement. My
assocliates and I will be happy to respond to any gquestions

you may have.
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ATTACHMENT X

ATTACHMENT I

OFFICIALSG' PERCEPTIONS OF CURRENT

AND FUTURE FL1SCAL TEALTH FOR THE NINE STATES
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ATTACHMENT 111 Extreme Differences in Per Capita ATTACHMENT 111
Revenue Sharing Payments to Local
Governments with EqualFiscal Efforts

Current Modifi- Treasury Current Modifi- Treasury

Formula cation A Proposal Formula cation A Proposal
(tiering) (tiering}) (tiering) (untiered) (untiered) (untiersd

. State Range Range Range Range Range Rangs
ALADAMA 0. 00 0.00 :

Counties Koty z.97 4.57 . . 0. &

Cities 11,82 11.46 L85 _ 0.00 0.00 2.23
ALATKA

Countiss  37.47 2z.82 25. %4 0.00 0.00 0.0

Cities S1.04 &, T 42,70 6.22 3.91 .01

Towns 12.29 .27 = *® 5 =
ARIZONA |

Countics 10, A% 1 Q,00 Q.00 0.0

Titics 0 TnLT 17"_” 17 l,-l, 0,00 0. 00 1(1
ARFANSAS

Counties .79 1,42 o012 . 0.00 Q.00 0.73

Cities & A 4.27 =14 0.01 ¢.00 2.70
CALIFORNIA

Countiss 14,44 .1 T Q.00 0.00 1,14

Cities 5. 7 é' £ JL‘-;.' :;__;_.: 0,00 0. 00 5. no
COLORADD

Counties o.P3 o e 0.00 0.00 10.22

Citizs 273 g ool 0.01 0.0C 7,57
CONNZCTIZUT

Citiss 9,04 10,085 11,30 0.00 0.00 1. 63

Towns 4,21 4.4 a.2a 0.00 0.00 4.1%
DELAWARE

Countivs oo = - 0.00 0.00 .

Cities 21.0% 21.50 17.72 0.00 0. 00 0. 47
FLORIDA 0. 00 0. bc

Counties 2,02 ey 00 O .00 LE

Cities g4 S ioe 0.00 0.00 4. 1c
GEORGIA :

Counties &l a1 4. 44 5. 46 .00 0.00 1.47

. Py - - . - . . O

Cities 12,30 10. 97 12. 44 . 0.00 0.0 1.77
HAWAT I i 0.0 0. 00

Counties .00 el 0. 00

Cities 0'02 0'02 0'02 ® X # -
1DARY 0.00 0.00

Counties - . - 0. &9

s 4 s 12.02 10. 44 10.82
Cities 5 an ¢.55 . 28 0.00 0.00 2.51

ITI-1




ATTACHMENT III

State
JLLINGIS
Counties
Cities
Towns

INDIANA
Counties
Citigs
Towns

I10WA
Countiss
Cities

KAN“A”
ountios
l:nt.a.:S

Towns

Counties
Cities
LOUTZTIANA
Counties
Citiess

MaARYLAND
Counties
Cities

MAZZACHUSETTS

MICHIGAN
Counties
Cities
Towns

MINNESOTA
Counties
Cities
Towns

MISZIZZIPPI
Counties
Cities

Current
Formula
(tiering}

Rangs

0.01
4.99

2.84

0.02
4,57
1.10

LA

1 e

0,079
1Z.18

.07

14,55
10.73

Modifi-
cation A
(tiering)

Range

0.23
4,74
2.69

Ty

o et

4,01
Q.o

2.14
4,42

-

[LIRNEL ]

W~ D
i

7

) L)

AN
b 0

1

10,47

1.20

1.1&
1S, aé
S.04

Treasury

Proposal
(tiering)

Range
¢c.z8

5.28

2.73

II1-2

Current
Formula
(untiered)

Range

0.00
0.00
0.00

0. 00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.01

0,00
0,01
Q.01

Q.00
0.00

10.54
0.72

ATTACHMENT III

Modifi-
cation A
{untiered)

Range

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.0
0 OO

6.9
0.77

#
0. 00
0.01

oo
O Q
)

.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0. 00

Treasury
Proposal
(untiered)

‘Range

O- 13
1.76
0.29

C.13
0.87
0. 00

¢. 00
11,72
7.9

o o4
- . r-
frudats

. e



ATTACHMENT III

Current
Pormula
(tiering)
State Rang?2
MISDOURD
Countics 1.75
Citiss .17
Towns .38
”C‘k:T l;‘!‘f\ . .
counticos 2, &7
Cities .40

Countaiss 7.72
D054

witlies

L gt
MNEL YIORK

Countices 4020
Cities 7.61
TS 5. 54
NORTH CARCQLIRA
Countizs .41
Cities 13.77
NORTH DAKOTA
Counties 12012
Cities &. 40
Towns .73
OHIN
Coanties 0.74
Cities S 20
Towns 2.27
OKLAHDOMA
Counties 0.42
Cities 7.24

Modifi-
cation A
(tiering)

Range

LRG0 A
0 e
NP

Treasury

Proposal
(tiering)

Range

0.00
?.52
2,24

' e

2.27

10.24
10.17

I1I-3

Current
Formula
(untiered)

Range

0.00

0.01
0.00

ATTACHMENT III

Modifi-
cation A
{untiered)

Range

0.00

0.01
0.00

Treasury
Proposal
(untiered)

'Range

o.éo
1.85
0.25

2.07

e
[ 1 R e

0.77
& TP

Q.74
C.74

2.21

0. 00

= me
~e et

0.27



ATTACHMENT III ATTACHMENT III

Current Modifi- Treasury Current Modifi~- Treasury
Formula cation A Proposal Formula cation A Proposal
(tiering) (tiering) (tiering) (untiered) (untiered) (untiered)
State Rangs Range Range Range Range Range
EGON ; ]
ORE Counties 4,3% 2,50 2.47 0.00 0.00 0.65
Cities 8. 3¢ 7.15 6.15 0.00 0.00 0.54
PENNTYLVANIA 0. 00
Cauniics 0.0} 0.79 Q.97 . .00 0.41
Caitins 8.4¢ 2.04 7.24 0.00 .00 2.23
Tawns 2.3 =08 3.67 0.00 .00 .24
HODE ISLAND
R Citiss 2,52 el 2.33 0.00 0.00 .00
Towns Z.41 2,65 4.55 ©¢.00 0.00 2.07
SOUTH CARTLINA i
“U'T‘:-'{.r.‘a,-ntles a2, o 7.11 Q.00 0.00 ol
Zitiss 14,01 15,03 0.00 0.00 17.47
SOl TH DANOTA
- ’m“:‘;#s = oy e 3t 23.47 0,00 0,00 Q.73
iiies 7.0t D & 57 0.01 0.01 0.75%
Teums &. 04 o 9 .28 0.02 0.02 0. &5
TN TISES
e 0.6 7 .21 0.00 0.00 0.02
Cities  13.64 2 1m 12.72 0.00 0.00 2. 4%
XAZ : _
T Teounties  13.47 14,92 13,91 0.00 0. 00 0.%0
Cities .25 702 €.23 0.00 0.00 2.8z
ITAH )
A counties  13.1% 19.70 17.76 0.00 Q.00 Q.00
Cities 676 5, 02 5.13 0.00 0.00 4,07
VERMONT ’
Counties .27 3 ) ¥ * ] ﬂf
Cities 12,02 12,32 11.43 0.00 0.00 &. 26
Towns 2. 86 212 15.72 0.0Q0 0. 00 16. 47
IRGINIA
v RCCaunties 2.21 0.72 4.62 0.00 0.00 .11
Cities 14.29 13.27 14.74 0.00 0.00 1.17
WASHINGTON o
Counties 0.89 0.63 0.94 0.00 ©.00 0.72
Cities 2.89 5.24 5.55 0.00 0.00 3.80
WEST VIRGIMIA
Counties .57 % * 0.00 » _ .
Cities 12.79 20.72 23.37 0.00 0.00 25.74

IIT-4



-

ATTACHMENT TIII

Current
Formula
(tiering)
State Range
WISCONSIN
Counties 15.235.
Cities .22
. Towns 7.19
WYOMING .
Counties 12.69
Cilies 5.70

" @ IN THESS STATES, THERE WERE INSUFF

To COMPLETE THE ANALYSIZS

Modifi=-
cation A
(tiering)

Nange
15.461

6. 73
6.738

11.77
3.73

Treasury
Proposal
(tiering)

Range
15.70

7.26
6. Bo

15.19
4.55

I1I-5

Current
Formula
{(untiered)

Range

0.00
0.00
0.00.

0.00
0.00

ICIENT NUMBERS OF GOVERNMENTS

ATTACHMENT oI

Modifi-
cation A
{untiered)

Range

0.00
0.00 -
0.00

0.00
0.00

Treasury
Proposal
{untiered)

Range
¢.25 -

1.81
C.14

14.19
1.22



ATTACHMENT 1V

Coun
it
Town
ARIZON

Counties

Titics

L A A e
SITAITAD

DIIZOTITUT
Citiws

Towns

=1 LR *
DELAWARE

SEDRTI
Counties
Cities

HAWALIL
Counties
Cities

IDARD
Counties
Cities

Current
Formula
(tiering)

Mzan

0D.22

2.97

‘9.27

.01
1.25

Average Differences in Per Capita
Revenue Sharing Payments to Local
Governments with Equal Fiscal Efforts

Modifi-
cation A
{tiering})

Mzan
0.97%

2.27

H{J
o Oy
PN

Treasury
Proposal
{tiering)

. Mean

1.14
3.47

6.4
12.42

¥

1.72
4,07

0.52

I29

Current
Formula
(untiered)

Mean

0.00
0.00

.

ATTACHMENT 1v

Modifi-~ -~

cation A

(untiered)
Mean

0.00
0.00

Treasury
Proposal
(untiered)

Mean

0.16

0.52

0.00
2.25
*



ATTACHMENT IV

Ztate
JLLINGIS
Countins
Cities
Towns

INDIANA
Counties
Citiesg
Towns

1WA .
Countics
Tities

—
S

>
bl
0
e

pid
O D L)
re

c
K

[N

oM e
vy

£
50

HENTLTRY

Counties

MARYLAND
Counties
Cities

Y

HUZETTS

MAZTAL o
C ties

=X

s

il
cit
Tow

n
i
n
MICHIGAN
Counties
Cities
Towns

MINNEZOTA
Counties
Cities
Towns

MISSIZSIPPI
Counties
Cilies

Current

Formula
(tiering)

0.22
-y =

-
e oot

1.31

Modifi~-
cation A
({tiering)

Mean

0.05
1.19
0.67

Treasury

Proposal
(tiering)

Mean

0.07.

1.32

0.68

0.07
1.02
0.13

Iv=2

Current
Formula
(untiered)

Mean

0,00
0.00
0.00 .

0.00
0.Q0
0.00

ATTACHMENT IV

Modifi-
cation A
(untiered}

Mean

0. 00
0.02
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

Treasury
Proposal
(untiered)

Mean

0.03
0.44
0.07

0.03
0.22

0.00

0.00

- T
2.9

2.00

L
. T

0.21



ATTACHMENT IV ATTACHMENT IV

Current Modifi- Treasury Current Modifi- Treasury
Formula cation A Proposal Formula cation A Proposal
(tiering) (tiering) (tiering) {(untiered) (untiered)} (untiered)
State Mz2an Mean Mean Mean Mean ) Mean
MISTOUR] o
Countigs 0,44 0.30 0.26 0.00 0. 00 0.15
Cities 2.04 1.80 1.62 0.00 0.00 0.43
Towns 0.20 0.67 0.68 0.00 0.00 0.06
MONTANA
Sounties 5,17 S.47 5,46 .00 | 0.00 1.24
Cities 2. 10 2.32 2.05 0.00 0.00 0.3
NERRASHA
Countics 2.7% 2.82 2.90 0. 00 0.00 0.60
Cities 1.54 1.44 1.47° 0.Q0 0.00 0.12
Tawns 1.82 1.1& 1.17 0.00 0.00 0.10
CNEVADIA.
Countiss 2. 44 3.4 Rt 0.00 6. 00 0.00
Titiss 5. 14 2.15 2.2 0.00 0.00 Q.17
NEW =aMPaHIRs
Sountios LoD Q.00 0,00 S e G. 00
Tieies - 2.2 D.52 0.00 0.00 L5
Towns 0.4&1 0.%1 0.00 0.00 LSO
NEW ORSEY
Sounties 1.15 Q. 7% 0.57 C. 00 Q.00 . 0%
Tities 2.0 2.1z 2.5 0.00 Q. 00 1,47
Towns o, 90 2.40 2.54 0.00 Q.00 0.5
NEW MEXICHO .
Counties 1.3 2.25 2.24 0. 00 0.00 1,484
Cities ~ o 2.5 2.32 0.00 0.00 1.25
e #
NEW YORK
Counties 1.70 1.44 9.93 900 0- 00
Cities 1.96 1.62 1.20 0.00 0. 00
Towns ' 1.24 1.71 0. 00 0.00
1.71
NORTH CARDLINA
Counties 1.0 1.06 1.14 0.00 0. G0 fels)
Cities 2. a4 2.2¢6 2.54 0.00 0. 00 1,40
NORTH DIAKOTA
Coizntios n 2. 42 .64 ©.00 0. 00 Q.24
Citiws P 1.25 1.27 0. 00 0.00 .2z
Towns 2 4m 2.02 2.02 .00 0.00 0.5%
OHI0
Counties 0. 08 0.07 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00
Cities T iim 1.2¢ 1.98 0.00 0.09 1.24
Towns o 57 0.41 0.45 0.00 0.00 0.07
OKLAHOMA _ . )
Counties 0. 14 .31 0.57 . 0.00 0.00 0.10
Cities 151 1.56 1.44 0.00 0.00 0.24




ATTACHMENT IV

State
ORESGON
Counties

Cities

FENNTYLVANIA
Countiss
Cities

Towns

SOULTH CARTLINA
soanities

«d e e
Livigs

s e
— o [..!1 . -.'_’T"
" e & v -
AN A S
R
w1023
T - F3
i owWns

TEXAZ
Zounties
Citiss

UTAM

VERMONT

WEST VIRGINIA
Counties
Citics

Current
Formula
(tiering)

Mean

a.21

G. a2

2.27

2.2

Modifi-
cation &
(tiering)

Mean

ol 62
1.79

0.20
1.81
Q.76

oD
€~

> pa N
« o 4

Treasury
Proposal
(tiering)

Mean

0.62
1.54

V-4

Current
Formula
(untiered)

Mean

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00

ATTACHMENT 1V

Modifi- Treasury
cation A Proposal
(untiered) (untiered)
Mean Mean
0.00 0.16
0.00 .14
0.00 0.10
0,00 0.56
©.00 J.31
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.77
0. 00 ¢. 02
0. 00 4,37
Q.00 0.17%
0,00 0. 1%
0.01 0.1&
0.00 0.01
Q.00 0.é1
Q.0¢ .23
0. 00 0.71
0. 00 0. 00
Q.00 1.0z
*® *
0.00 1.71
0.00 4.12
0.0Q0 .22
0.00 Q.29
0.00 ¢.18
0.00 .95
] *
0.00 6.484



ATTACHMENT IV

Current
Formula
(tiering)
State Mean
RIZCONIIN .
Counties o,94
Cit:es 1.71
Towns 1.20
WYOMING
Counties 3.17
Cilies 1.67
® IN THESE STATER, T

"Modifi~
cation A
(tiering)

Mzan

3.90
1.68

1.70

2.94
.92

ATTACHMENT IV

Treasury Current Modifi- Treasury

Proposal Formula cation A Proposal

(tiering} (untiered) (untiered) ({(untiered)
Mean Mean Mean Mean
3.92 0.00 0.00. 0.086
:QSE o- Oo 0’00 0-45
1.70 0.00 0.00 0.02
3.80 0.00 0.00 3.55
1.14 0.00 0. 00

0.21

WZIRE INTUFFICIENT NUMEERS OF GOVERNMENTS




ctties

L L X T X N R I r 2 3 2 2 31 2 ;. 1 3
HIGY -

BCSTON

NEW YURK
—HEMARK

ST Luule

PrILAGELPHIA
—8ALT INOPE -~
© JERSEY CITY

BIRUIAGHAN
—pETRULT

NEM ORLEANS

-~ Subtotal

MEDIUM
PATTERSCN
—8LFFALOD
CINC LANATY
HCRF OLX
~—CLEVELAND:
$44 FHANCYSCO
PITT S4UFGH
—RCCHESTER-
LCUTSVILLE
£L PASO
— DENVER -
GARY
HIAN]
—TAHP A~
ccLunBus
SAN BERMAD INO
—ALBANY

Subtotal

ton-

AFRON
SACRAKFEMTO
~HINMNELAPILE S

IADTANAFOLLS

LES AMGILES
— PrOFf Nl X

SIN DIELD

SEATTLE
~—&§IN JOSE

AMAHELY

Subtotal

TOTAL

37 CENTRAL CITIES RANKED BY FISCAL NEED BY THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE 1/

CURRENT
FORHMULA
(tiered)

22,431,188
298,585, 303
~9:7089: 911
13,255,915
69,039,587
26,428, 369
5:9%50. 289
8,087,829
-39,905, 398"
19,652+ 467

Mo M Bman -

492,031,923

2,732, 000

Be053, 655"

10,2¢0, 626
7elles 229

14,675, 399 -

21,7061, 326
131,733,600

~3,7¢3. 092~

10,512, %08
T:.7632, 006

‘1‘05‘02‘ 510‘

1,342, 499
Te%79, 491

YR EDYE-1 0

9:-233, 2710
2+227+ 976
1,512, 148

LRI EE Y TN

138,361, 8e2

4e 525,729
3,9€5, 40

T,593.,8¢8-

13,071,585
46,724, 5CH

“10.817,9Ch

9,251,217
9,412,913

6s6730122

2,387, 418

TEONaNEw v

1141194750

744,513,545

CHANGE "IN TNTAL GRANT FROM CURRENT FORMULA FOR ENTITLEMENT PERIOD 10 —~e—em

MODIFI-
CATION A
(tiered)

4,640,934
6,412,383
1i5044,9¢01
2,T42,607
10, 146,122
5,467,938
120,243
*109,364
8,2%6.289
1,587,983

—3Te 734,119

117,897
143,000
1,538,757
1,556,151
2444399 -
52853
592,219
“P0,316—
2,007,165
=22:,608
“* 110,242
250,531
19,004
~=§$1.779-
153,187
500
T 32aaTs

LA L XL LY R 2 X

$0079,123

750348
1,069
93,840
92¢9.793
12,5€9%
144,693
2,488
'lﬂ-“é
1,795

6438

934s443

43,748,281

TREASURY
PROPOSAL
(tiered)

4,540,934
10,637,017
1,219,840

2,762,607 .
10,146,122
"%.467,938

150,967 .
*6542,560

8,256,289

=1.3,6558

4320054599

«105,%552
23T+7 %0
1,372,013
1,596,151
T 891,077
~87R, 482
=406, 593
1344995
1e092,579
222,317
=1 16,670
317,468
669,521
73,709
J0%.,046
7,600

S6, TEQ

6,055,791

103,053
13,52%
w251,951
929,427
1,278,158
*45,622
43,978
-38,381

211,417

66,122

2»2784696

IR T Y TR Ty

51,340,006

CURRENT
FORMULA
{untiered)

0
=2,%67,002

0
0

1
Q
670,184
0

0

311,713

*1,577, 004

21 3,2Ch

‘12339, 3¢9,

9

0
9T6,214
241,645
S14.,237

=505, 369
«193,244
501,457
299,896
201,962
TS6,427
6r.622
135,648

SeS enaw ewn

T 1.270.129°
0

5,400,904

163,552
80,974
854,557
c8,216
1,394,500
“w&a25, 870
=256, 744
220,97
621,6%0
222, 856

2+502,014

1/ Excludes Washington, D.C. which is treated as a State in the revenue sharing formula.

eSS YEae Sauns

_ 60326,634

HODIF -
CATION A
{untiered)

Lo8A0,934
3.701.,138
2,025,490

2o Ta2.6807 -

10,146,122
3+4€7,938

5%7.212
1o 87 35344

T8, 25602089

450,523

39,701,597

2315.979
1,5C3,725
2,124,130
1,596,151
3.071.901

=210,357

AT0,97%

15 376,707

2,175,008

= 3242174
-212,7%1

Tre,1113
293,119

201.881

774,209
69,926

170,540 -

s ececemsw

14,081,410

171.39%
83,096

1,002,023

992,113
1,419,738

~424,939

-252,02%
»242,7 54

623,518

22402268

3755994909

Ll R4 B2 B L L 22 4]

5Ts 3810920

TREASURY
PROPOSAL
{untiered)

hr€00,93s
To325:806

2,025,490

2:742:607
10,100,122
Se457,939
719,032
ITTIATEIY)

T 8,256,208
- T66,62%

LA L L E T2 % W =1

§3,763,.987

292,034
1+606.6%3
2,124,130
1,596,151
3,272.991
=995.104
708,236
Ts038,334
2:175,085
830,189
208,057
784,211L
510,91S
“33%.413
BR7,6 14
39,425

120.7 18

14.732,610

223,306
119,401
1,155,321
10,020,166
10851,4738
=397.,4 32
{71,111
«592,81319
€90,91)
247,666

$,140,92¢

6Z+64%1 1)

A LNIWHOVLILY

A INSWHOVLILY





