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Mr. Chairman, we are pleased to appear today to discuss 

several issues relating to the Revenue Sharing Program. 

Two major issues 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 

i s c 'J e surrounding th;e re;?exz- 7 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 Congress in considering this issue, we 

visited nine States to assess the impact if State governments 

were eliminated from the program. We gathered financial 
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data and talked with officials of both the executive and 

legislative branches of the States. 

The States were 'sel'ccted with a. 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. In calendar year 1979, two 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 total 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. 
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Because the fiscal condition of the States provides in- 

sight into both the extent of their continued need for revenue 

shar'ing aSsist'ance $nd 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 the 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 growth 

generally kept pace with or was ahead of inflation. 

--The eight States which provided us with revenue 

prcjecticns 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 
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certain taxes. Such tax actions parallel the national 

trend. According to the Tax Foundation, in calendar 

year 1979, 33 States enacted soliie kind of tax relief, 

and the net tax relief, nationwide, amounted to 

at least $2 billion. 

During the most recent S-year period for which data is 

available, expenditures rose in the nine States as well as 

overall in the 50 States. In 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. In 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. In 1980, expendi- 

tures in three States--California, Mississippi, and North Caro- 

l ina-- 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 subsequent years, have 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 

- 4 - 



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“) is 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 optimistic 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 

reduction or mLnirna1 reduction, i;: 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 
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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. Idaho 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 requirements of 

the categorical grant programs that still dominate the 

a'ssistance 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. hihile 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. ilow- 

ever, various formula constraints and allocation procedures 

used in making payments to local governments lead to widespread 

inequities which ay?ear correczabic. ~"y incguities 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. 

- 8 - 



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 "Modifieaticn 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 in 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 lower 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 inequity 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, respectively, 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 

‘$ppe’ars that the tiering should be removed 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- 

pients 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 

exter,sive 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. 

AUDIT 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 

indepe'hdent dudits of their entir'e 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 Gffice of Revenue Sharing, the audit requirements 

and the Office of Revenue Sharing's quality 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 quality control efforts 

have led to actual and planned corrective actions which are 

improving the quaI ity 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. In many cases, State agencies 

with auditing standards and independence problems 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 regardi 

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 

Se~tembzr 1, 1980. Kecent 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. 

19 

The extent of compliance with the audit requirements 

depends in large part on the Office of Revenue Sharing. The 

Office adopted an aggressive quality control program to enhance 

the quality of audits. An equally 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. In 

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 State 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 local 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 Accountinc 
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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 Board or some 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. Consequently, 

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 

adminietr"ation 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 

been 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 l/2 months, exceeding 

the go-day legislative requirement by 7 l/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 reductions 

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 is important that the 

Office of Revenue Sharing make greater use of State and 

Federal agencies in coordinating 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 agreements with such agencies. 

Cooperative agreements were established with 14 States 

during 1975 and 1976 but none since then. Although there 

were some informal 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' mployment and service b 
delivery practices. These changes included 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 Offick must take corrective action to expand 

its accomplishments. We believe the Off ice 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 

associates and I will be happy to respond to any questions 

you may have. 
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0.00 
0. 00 

0.00 
0.0 1 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
* 

0.00 
0.00 

Range 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
3.91 

# 

0. 00 
Cl. Cl!:, 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0. 00 

0. 00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0. 00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
* 

0.00 
0.00 

0.03 
9.0: 

* 

n i:: : _ . 
1 . 1:: : 

0. ?‘; 
2.7i:! 

10. r,:= 
7.5’: 

1 . 6.::: 
4 . : 2, 

0.4; 

0.32 
4. lc;‘, 

1.47 
1.77 

0.00 
Q: 

0.69 
2.51 

III-1 



ATTACHMENT III 
Current Hodif i- 
Formula cation A 

(tiering) (tiering) 

Range 

0.01 
4.79 
2.84 

0.02 
4.57 
1.10 

5.15 
I +.30 

.i, . 7 1 
1%. 54 

1 4 . 53 
IO.75 

0.71 
9.33 
7.25 

7.17 
3.:=!0 _I 
3.17 

4.57 
5 31 
6: 13 

14.95 
17.73 

Range 

0.23 
4.74 
2.67 

3.14 
4.43 

1.16 
15 * cg. 

5.04 

11. %cJ 
6.77 

0.32 
5. El6 
5.43 

4.90 
7.51 
4.40 

2.87 
s 5.2 . 
4.39 

10.33 
17.53 

Treasury 
Proposal 
(tiering) 

RanCle 

o.,z!s 
5.23 
2.73 

0.27 
4 . :2 
0.60 

3.21 
4.55 

8. S’.? 
2:. 07 
5 * 5 1 

4:x? 
1$.&O 

10.34 
11.52 

1.73 
20. i 5 J’- 

:3.53 

3.57 
7 ‘17 ..a+* 

0.18 
6.81 
7.75 

S.bO 
3.51 
4.53 

3.25 
6.01 
4.51 

12. &O 
17.56. 

III-2 

ATTACHMENT III 
Current Modif i- Treasury 
Formula cation A 

(untiered) (untiered) 
Range Range 

0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 

0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 

0.00 0.00 
0.01 0.01 

0. cm 0.00 
0. 0 : @ . 00 
0. 0 1 0.01 

0. cm 0.00 
0.00 0.00 

10. 84 6. q 
0.72 0.77 

s * 
0.00 0. cm 
0.00 0.01 

0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.0: 

0.0: 0.0: 
0.00 0.00 

0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 

0.00 0.00 
0.01 0.01 
0.01 0.01 

0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 

Proposal 
(untiered) 

Range 

0.13 
1.76 
0.29 

g:;p 
0.00 

0.14 
1.07 

7.50 
0. :JQ 
(, ‘f.? . - 

1.21 
7.91 

7.45 
1 7 .3 

4 

0.00 
11.73 

7.33 

3.42 
0. :zz 

3.4: 
4.05 

0.28 
2.23 
0. sa 

0.51 
1.07 
0.17 

3.19 
4.35 



ATTACHMENT III 
Current 
Formula 

(tiering) 

OKLAHOMA 
Counties 0.63 
Cities 7.24 

Modifi- 
cation A 
(tiering) 
Range 

ATTACHMENT 111 I 
Treasury Current Modif i- Treasury 
Proposal Formula cation A Proposal 
(tiering) (untiered) (untiered) (untiered) 

1.21 
7.19 
2.70 

Range 

1.46 
6.50 
2.73 

22.63 
s. 21 

11.61 
S.86 
4.67 

1 . 46 0.00 
3. C’CJ. 0.00 

0.00 
9.52 
3.24 

3.12 2.27 
0 47 *-. . 10.26 
7.p 10.17 

7.01 
10.23 

9.37 
9.29 

5. 56 3.73 
6.54 7.21 
5.36 6.S3 

4.23 
13.02 

4.56 
14.15 

14.d +=o 
4.79 
2.12 

14.63 
5.10 
8.30 

0.27 0.27 
5.03 7.94 
1.66 1.20 

2.04 2.26 
6.23 5.77 

Ranse 

0.00 
. 0.01 

0.00 

:% ’ . 

0.00 
0.01 
0.01 

* 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00, 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.01 
0.02 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

Range 

0.00 
0.01 
0.00 

ii=;‘1 . 

0.00 
0.01 
0.01 

0.00 
0.00 

PI 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.01 
0.02 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

Ranse 

0.60 
l.SS 
0.25 

4.95 
1.21 

2.40 
0.51 
0.41. 

0. 00 
0.54 

1 . :I;2 

1.07 
, (j. 53 

0.79 
c a . . 3 

0. 9;‘. 
0.94 
2.21 

0.00 
5.35 
0.27 

0.33 
0.94 

III-3 



ATTACHMENT III ATTACHMENT III 

Modifi- Treasury Current 
Formula 

(tiering) 

state Range 
cm33x 

Gaunt ies 4.55 
Cities E. 3 ‘6 

VERtiONT 
Count i(25 0.27 
Cities 12. 08 
Towns 8. E:& 

VIRG’NXA L 
Gaunt ies 2.81 
Cities 14.29 

WASHINGTON ” 
Counties 0.59 
Cities 3.29 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Ccwnt ies 5.57 
Cities 12.99 

Modif i- 
cation A 
(tiering) 

Range 

2. so 
7.19 

Treasury Current 
Proposal Formula 
(tiering) (untiered) 

Range Range 

2.47 0.00 
6.15 0.00 

0.37 
7.24 
3.67 

2.35 
4.55 

7.11 
15.03 

.,” .I , L.4 . .-I I -_ c. . :fP 
6.. 25 

1.21 
12.73 

13.9 1 
0 33 c.. 4.. 

1?.76 
s. 13 

3c 
ll.CS?i 
If.73 

4.62 
14.74 

0.94 
S.SS 

23.3; 

0.00 * 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.01 
0.02 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
o.cw 

# 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

III-4 

cation A Proposai 
(untiered) (untiered) 

Range Range 

0.00 0.65 
0.00 0.54 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0. cm 
0.01 
0.02 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

* 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.0: 

0.41 
2.23 
1.24 

0.00 
3.07 

Cl . 7::: 
0.74 
0 65 . 

0.03 
2.45 

5.1: 
1.17 

0.72 
3.so 

25.7: * 



. 

ATTACHMENT III ATTACHMENT III 

Current 
Pormul a 

[tiering) 

State 
u~scotci IN 

Ranse 

Counties 15.~35 

E:x= 
6. %3 

* 7. S? 

UYOrl:: NO . 
Counties 12.69 
Cities’ 6.70 . . 

Modif i- 
cation A 
( tiering ) 

,hnse 

19.61 
6.73 
6.78 

Il.77 
3.73 

Treasury 
Proposal 
(tiering) 

Range 

1;.g. 

&o 

Current 
Formula 

(untieted) 

ModifiT Treasury 
cation A 
(untiered j 

Proposal 
( untieted) 

Range Range Range 

0.00 
0.00 
o.oa 

0.60 0.2s - 
0.00 l.Sf 
0.00 0.14 

0: 00 
0.00 

.- 

. 

0.00 14.19 
0.00 1.22 



ATTACHWZNT IV ATTACHMENT jy~ 
Average Differences in Per Capita 
Revenue Sharing Payments ta L&al 

Governments with Equalfiscal Efforts 

Current Modif i- Treasury 
Formula cation A Proposal 

(tiering) (tiering) (tiering) 
Me an Maan Mean 

0.32 0.77 1.14 
2.97 2.87 3.47 

s.75 
1.7 9’ 6. UA 

1.32 

1.79 
4.05 

0.42 
1.03 

3. -23 
1.40 

. 2 . : ;;, 
1 . 64 

- 51 i. 
1.16 

5.3; 

0.14 
1 . 76 

1.11 
2.74 

0.00 
Y 

2.87 
1.84 

6.49 
12.42 

3e 

1.73 
4.07 

0.53 
1.27 

3.40 
1 . 32 

2.77 
2. 66 

a.33 
2.06 

R 
4.43 

0.25 
-I -89 i. i- 

1.37 
3.12 

0.00 
* 

2.70 
1.56 

Iv-1 

Current Modifi- Treasury 
Formula cation A Proposal 

(untiered) (untiered) (untiered) 
Mean . Mean Mean 
0.00 0.00 0.16 
0.00 0.00 0.58 

0.00 
1.57 

* 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
* 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.7s 

+f 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
* 

‘0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
2.25 

* 

0,. 00 
0.26 

0.23 
0.63 

0.29 
1 -3 .a”. 

2.71 
1.37 
I 

0.42 
1.04 

. . * 
0.12 

0.21 
1.04 

0.37 
0.44 

0.00 
* 

0.17 
0.63 



ATTACHMENT IV ATTACHMENT Iv 
Current Modifi- Treasury Current Modifi- 
Formula cation A Proposal Foermula cation A 

(tiering) (tiering) (tiering) (untiered) (untiered) 

Maan 

0.00 
I’. 2s 
0.71 

0.01 
1.14 
0.25 

1.2? 
1.03 

1 . &.& 
‘3 .-,7 i.-i 
1 . 4::: 

1, <.g 
3.71 

3.1: 
3.22 

Cl. Of 
3.29 
1.27 

3.64 
2.89 

0 ?3 . hC# 
2. yl 
1 .%l 

1.79 
2 ?3 .hb 
2.04 

I.22 
1 . 33 
f.SS 

3.74 
4.45 

P&an 

0.06 
1. l? 
0.67 

0.06 
1.00 
0.15 

0.78 
1.11 

0.92 
3.3 1 

2.6.2 
2.30 

0 .‘29 
3.76 
1.26 

2.37 
1.69 

0.0s 
1.47 
1.36 

1.20 
1.m 
1.10 

0.72 
1.39 
1.10 

2.71 
4.32 

Mean 

0.07. 
1 .32 
0.65 

0.07 
1.03 
0.15 

o.so 
1.14 

1.23 
4.65 

2.71 
2.96 

2:: 
2.14 

2;14 
2.33 

0.04 
L.70 
1.94 

1.2s 
2.13 
1.13 

0. Sl 
1.50 
1.13 

3.1s 
4.39 

Mean 

O?OO 
0.00 
0.00 . 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0. 00 
0. cm 

0.00 
0.00 

2.71 
0.15: 

0.0: 
0.00 

0.00 
0.60 

0.0: 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0:oo 
0.00 
0.00 

0.06 
0.00 

nean 

0.00 
0.03 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0. ()<I 
0. 00 
0.08 

0.00 
0.00 

1.75 
0.13 

0.2 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.0: 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

‘O.‘OO 

0.00 
0.00 

Treasury 
Proposal 
(untiered) 

Mean 

0.03 
0.44 
0.07 

0.03 
0.22 
0.00 

0.03 
0.2 

1.X 
0. :5 
0.10 

0.30 
1.73 

1 I St> 

0.34 

0. e.5 
0.21 

0.s; 
J.01 

0.07 
0.56 
0.1s 

0.13 
0.27 
0.04 

0.77 
1.03 

IV-2 



AI’~UCHrlENI rv 
CUrrt?Ilt 
Formula 

(tiering) 

OHID 
Cclunt ies 
Cities 
Towns 

OKLAHOMA ’ 
CrJunt ies 
Cities 

Modif i- Treasury 
cation A Proposal 
(tiering) (tiering) 

Meal-l 

0.30 

1.80 
0.67 

5.47 
? SR a.-- 

2.83 
1.44 
1.16 

3.48 
2.13 

6. w.1 
2. =:z: 
0.61 

Cl. 7P. 
2.1; 
2.46 

2.25 
2.56. 

1.46 
1.63 
1.34 

1.06 
3.26 

3.62 
1 .25 
2.03 

0.07 
1.26 
0.41 

0.51 
1.58 

Mean 

0.36 0.00 0.00 
1.62 0.00 0.00 
0.M 0.00 0.00 

5.66 
2.05 

2.30 
1.47 
1.17 

0.00 
2. c::3 
0.51 

6.57 
2.57 
2.54 

’ ‘2.34 
2.32 

0.93 0.00 O.OC) 
1.20 0.00 0.60 
1.71 0.00 0.06 

1.14 
3.54 

3.66 0.00 
1.27 0.00 

2.08 0.06 

0.07 
1.93 
0.45 

0.57 
1.44 

AmhTrv 
Current Modifi- Treasury 
Formula cation A 

(untiered) 
Proposal 

(untiered) (untiired) 

Mean 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

* 
0.00 
0.00 

0.06 
0.00 
0. Cm 

0.00 
0.06 

0.00 
0.06 

0.00 
0.00 
0.06 

o.od 
0.00 

ilean 

.o. 00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0. 00 

s 
6. 00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.60 
0.60 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.60 
0.06 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

6.00 
0.00 

Mean 



Mean 
. 

1.21 
2.07 

0.00 

;:A; 

0 43 . .-...I 
Cl “=i . Y1 

1.32: 
C. ,A.* 4::. 

5, 41:. 
< L .75 
2.01 

0.21 
2:. $2 

.**. 3 + 7 
c’ 1 1.2 

4.54 
i.b? 

0.07 
3.02 
2.21 

0.70 
3.57 

0.22 
0.77 

1.39 
3.25 

. 

ATTACHMENT IV 
Current 
Formula 

(tiering ) 

I 

Modifi- Treasury Cur rent Modif i- 
cation A Proposal Formula cation A 
(tiering) (tiering) (untiered) (untiered) 

Mean He an Me an Mean 

0.62 0.62 0.00 0.00 
1.79 1.54 0.00 0.00 

0.20 
l.El 
0.76 

0.24 
1.51 
0.92 

0.60 
0.26 

0.60, 
1.14 

1.75: 
3.77 

5,. ‘32 
1.72 
1.57 

0.29 
3.03 

0.30 
3.20 

3.75 
l.E2 

3. $2 
2.02 

4.93 
1.27 

4.94 
1.25 

* * 
3.21 2.91 
2.03 3.73 

0.12 
3.32 

0.16 
0.96 

I 

s.1;: 

1.17 
3.0 ‘3 

0.24 
1 -37 

s.2: 

0.00 , 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

* 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0. cm 

0. 00 
0. 00 
0.01 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0. 00 

0.00 
0.00 

c 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.0: 

IV-4 

ATTACHMENT IV 
Treasury 
Proposal 
(untieredl 

. . 
Mean 

0. lb 
0.14 

0.10 
0.56 
3.31 

0.00 
0.77 

0 . 0:3 
4 .d “7 

Cl.17 
0. 1 ::: 

. O.lG 

0.0: 
0.61 

0.23 
0.71 

c; . t:,i:! 
1.02 

* 
1.71 
4.12 

1.2% 
0.29 

O*lE: 
0.95 

6.4:: 



ATTACHVENT IV ATTACHMENT IL' . 
Current 'Modifi- Treasury Current Modifi- Treasury 
Formula cation A Proposal Formula cation A Proposal 

( tier ing ) (tiering) (tiering) (untiered) (untiered) funtiered) 

Mean 

3.90 
1 68 
1:70 

2.94 
0.73 

*Mean Nean Mean 

3.92 0.00 0.00 
:.32 0.00 0.00 
1.70 0.00 0.00 

3.30 
I,14 

. 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 

. 

Mean 

0.06 
0.45 
0.03 

3.55 
0.31 



37 CERTRAL CITIES RAtlKE0 EY FISCAL NEEO BY TIIE COIiGRESSlO;IAL BUDGET OFFICE b 

CRANGE'IN TltTAL GRANT FROlY CURREtfT FORMLA FOR ENTITLEHL-NT PERIOD TO 

---~-~-- Subtotal 
MDIUn 

P&TfEhSCY 
-8L;ffALO 

CtrtClhVrlI 
NCSFOLN 

-CtfVELAhO~ 
SLY f64hCTSCD 
PITT SdUfGH _ ~~ 

--tCCHtS’E%- 
cCulsvllLc 
EL PASO 

-0EvVEA 
GbRY 
n1rn1 

-ifir(PA---+ 
CCCUneUS 
SC4 DtR6AD th0 

-4leJLNI 

Subtotal 

tuu- 
APRON 
src2rrELTO 

--nlun~A~cLls~ 
.Ir9lrbrfOLIS 
LCf AhGtUS 

-f’PtOFNll 
sru UIEEO 
SE"lLL 

--sr'c JOSE 
AhAHEt’i 

Subtotal 
LL-*.--w"tt-------. 

TOTAL 

CI’l?Rt:lT NODIFI- 
FORI'IULA CATIOR A 
(tiered) (tiered) 

22‘b31,185 
29Sr585* 305 
- BillPi dll- 
13,255*935 
CP.DJP.581 

-26r423*3f9- 
Sr4Sb. ZCP 
6.OBIr629 

-39/9os. 398- 
19rb52, I6r 

-.I*-““--.- 
492.031.‘9?3- 

4r 640,934 
6e412r381 

liO44.941 
2. tbZe60t 

109 146,122 
S,CCrr9J!l 

r20*24 3 
‘lC9,364 

3a 2L6.269 
-lr5C7,9iif 
I---“-.“-- 

-3Trt3b. 11’1 

2rl33, 000 
.6rbSjrb55- 
10nZto. 626 

?.?I*. f29 
14.6t Ir 399 - 
21,lbl, 326 
llrtJ%. 600 

I -3eI63. 092- 
lO*SlZ* 908 

7rTbjrDC6 
~11*542* 510- 

3,342. *99 
lr97J* CPI 

-4r93J#bCt- 
9.2331 270 
ZeZ71r976 
1#5IZIl4A 

-“-c-c”” 0.0 
138, JLl# 862 

-117re97 
143*000. 

1.538.752 
1~54b~151 

“254,594 . 
SD653 

-692.219 
- eO,516- 

2~OOt.lbf 
-22~606 

--110#242 
250rE.31 
-t9rOb4 
-11*779- 
1531t07 

500 
-- JZr$74 
-s--*--“-w 

Se079.123 

C152Jr t29 
3r9C5. 548 
?r59J* aft\- 

13rl71,5(5 
b6rlZJ. SC6 

-lo*rifr SCA- 
9.25L. 977 
9rbl21933 
br673e122- 
2r367~ 679 

“.-m-1.” 0.” 
-114r119rtfo 

I- --w-----w- a--w* 
744*513r~54S 

75elbb 
l*OhS 

-‘93.690 
9C9‘799 

12#5f5 
-144,693 

2.488 
-18.446 

lr795 
6b 5 

--".11-.""1) 
93brCLJ 

.a-- 1"-"""--. 
b3rrrer261 

TREASURY 
PROYOSAL 
(tiered) 

AribD193b 
lO#C 3rt*11 t L 
‘1,219, RCD- 
2etcP*COt 1 

lO~lrB*122 
5rCbtr93l 

75:Oe 967 . 
-642r560 

6rZSbr289- 
- 1,3r 65 s 

-I”.-“-“-- 
-43r005e599 

CURRENT 
FORtlULA 

(untiered) 

0 
-2~JLtrDD2 

0 
0 
1 
0 

676e 184 
0 
0 .- 

311r t33 
.----w---- 
-I# 577r DC& 

-1OSr5S2 zt3*2c4 
23trit90 lr339,3f9. 

1~572rOlS 0 
lrS96115 1 0 

591*07t _ 976e214 
CR7 A.442 -241~645 
-406s 39 3 5141237 

.. llkr59f --le2tDo129‘ 
1.492.5r 9 0 

222rJ7F -505r 369 
-116.b70 -193,246 

317,CbS 50f. (51 i 
6b90523 2990 !396 

73~709 201r 962 
309,OL 6 756,421 i 

7r:iioo 61r622 
56r 7C;O lJS#6h6 

www.w-*“” 0 .I* -we- 0”. 
6rOSSrFPl 5#400.904 

103,053 lbJr552 
131525 80,974 

&?31,951 651.55t 
929r427 CBsPlb 

lr21fi,l56 l* 394rsao 
-04.50622 -4ZJ.810 

43,970 -tSb,?bC 
-36,361 -220,911 
211,41t i 621r690 

66r 122 222r 656 
.-“I”----. -0. -I-.,“- 
-2~276,696 2rSOZ,-916 

.-*-“--II--La ..*-.I-**-“-* 
51r3iO,OR6 61326e634 --__-_ 

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

tEormI- 
CATION A 

(untiered) 

4r64DePJI ' 
3rtOlriJB 
t,OtS~49Cl 
21 I429607 

lOe~l46~122 
5riCtr9JI 

59t*212 
Ir 6T 31344 

-- Br 256e289’ 
450.523 

-‘--w--.--1 
39~tOl.SPf . 

235 r919 
1*5csrt25 
21li4,lfD 
le5961lSl 
3.071*901 

-2?0*35t 
#70*911 

-li 376eTOIT 
2B II5 806s 

- 324~211 4 
~-212rr91~ 

ttbrllf 
2931119 * 
201#461-- 
tt4*209 

65r626 
lTO*SbD _ 

---“I”-“. 
14~091~41~ 

II ls59S 
63,096 

1; DO2,OZf - 
992,113 

1.419.t3a 
-424*939- 
-252rOtS 
0.24 tet 54 

62l)rJl6- 
2244226 

I--“-.--. 
,3739 %rtD+ 

,---w.w”--l)*, 
5Tr SC to920 

TRTASl:RY 
PROPO'AL J 

(untiered) 

hre4Ol934 
te32Sr606 
fr02StC90~ 
tet42.607 

10*14&,122 
Sr4btrPJS 

t199032 
1r6tJllib 

-- 8 .ZS6 92 89 
7661625 

I*wwe”“““w 
43mt63rPBt~ 

292r03b 
lr606.653 
2~124~130 
1 l 59cvrts1 
3aZt2.991 

-9~5*104 
IOh* 36 

-xi438*334 
2~175,035 

-60.189 
~20C.05t 

t8cIzrl 
SlOr915 

333#4 13 
88?rb 14 

39.425 
19Ort I6 

. ..I.““--* 
#4rtlZe618 

22SrlO6 
119~401 

lil55~323 
leD20~166 
1*851*47l 

-191r4 32 
-It&#311 
-592rllJ9 

t90.9r3 
2btr666 

-----““W. 
4014llr526 

.-r-wrrrrrr 
62.&45* 1 t& 




