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The antirecession assistance program is helping many
areas in the United States, but in some respects, the objectives
of the Congress are not being met. A review of this program was
conducted at 52 governments, including States, counties, fand
cities, which received $363 million, or about 31%, of all
antirecession funds distributed for the program's first four
quarters. Findings/Conclusions: Entirecession assistance was
found to have varied effects, from preventing tax increases or
employee layoffs, as intended, to enlarging surpluses. Needy
governments, especially cities, are receiving assistance on the
premise that their problems resulted from the recession. Often
the problems sprang primarily from other causes, such as
long-term erosion of tax bases and inflation. Many governments
receiving antirecession payments were not greatly effected by
the recession, and assistance probably was not needed to combat
recession-related problems. Several governments took no
immediate action to stimulate the economy. Giving antirecession
assistance to governments which do not have an immediate need
may limit the intended stimulative effect on the economy, which
could result in their spending the funds when a restrictive
federal fiscal policy is desirab .e. "Excess employment," as
defined in current leSslation, is not a reliable indicator of
recession's effect cn governments. A better formula for
distributing antirecession funds is essential for the program to
be more effective. (Author/SC)
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Federal antirecessien assistance to State and
local yovernments has had varied effects--from
preventing employee layoffs or tax increases
to enlarging surpluses.

Many needy governments were receiving
funds on the premise that their problems re-
sulted from the recession, when often they
stemmed ;rom other causes, such as chronic
difficulties. Many governments receiving
funds were not substantially affected by the
recession, and it was unlikely payments to
these governments were needed to combat
recession-related problems.

A better formula for distributing antirecession
funds is needed in order for the program to be
more effective.
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WASHINGTON,. D.C. s0e
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To the President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Repre-entatives

The Federal antirecession assistance program was
established to help stabilize the national economy during
recessionary periods, while helping State and local gwvern-
ments maintain normal levels of services. This report
summarizes the impact that assistance payments have had
on selected governments and discusses the need for an im-
proved formula for distributing funds.

Th:s review was undertaken pursuant to section 215(a),
title Ii, Public Law 94-369, requiring the Comptroller
General to investigate the impact of antirecession assist-
ance payments on State and local governments' operations.

We are sending a copy of this report to the Secretary
of the Treasury.

Comptroller General
of the United States
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FORMULA NEEDS REASSESSMENT
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DIGEST

The antirecession assistance program is
helping many areas in the Lnited States,
but in some respects the objectives of the
Congress are not being met. The results
of GAO's reviews of the impact of such as-
sistance on selected States, cities, and
counties are summarized in question-and-
answer format. (See pp. 4 to 11.)

Essentially, GAO found that:

-- Antirecession assistance had varied ef-
fects, from preventing Lax increases or
employee layoffs, as intended, to en
larging surpluses.

--Needy governments, especially cities, are
receiving assistance on the premise that
their problems resulted from the recession.
Often their problems sprang primarily from
other causes, such as long-term erosion of
tax bases and inflation.

--Many governments receiving antirecession
payments were not greatly affected by the
recession, and assistance probably was not
needed to combat recession-related problems.

-- Several governments took no immediate action
to stimulate the economy. Giving antireces-
sion assistance to governments which do not
have an immediate need may limit the intended
stimulative effect on the economy, and in the
ultimate could result in their spending the
funds when a restrictive Federal fiscal
policy is desirable.

"Excess unemployment," as defined in current
legislation, is not a reliable indicator
nf recession's effect on governments. The
Congress recognized this problem in enacting

Tcar last. Upon removal, the -port GGD77-76
cover date should be noted hereon. i



Public Law 95-30, which extended the program
until Srptember 30, 1978. The Secretary of
the Treasury was directed to investigate the
extent to which funds could be allocated on
better measures of true economic conditions.
"he results are due by March 1, 1978. Such
a study is needed. A better formula for
distributing antirecession funds is essential
for the program to be more effective. GAO
recognizes that sufficien. analysis has not
been made to identify more precise indicators.
GAO is reviewing alternative "triggering" and
distribution statistics and plans to present
its analyses and observations to the Congress
in the autumn of 1977.

GAO conducted its review at 52 governments,
including States, counties, and cities, which
received $363 million or about 31 percent of
all antirecessiorn funds distributed for the
program's first four quarters. At each juris-
diction, GAO analyzed financial records and
obtained officials' opinions on the use o.f
antirecession funds, the major problems facing
the governments, and the rationale employed
in taking budgetary actions.
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SUMMARY OF THE EFFECT OF ANTIRECESSION

ASSISTANCE ON SELECTED GOVEPNMENTS

INTRODUCTION

This report synopsizes the results of our reviews of
the impact of antirecession assistance on State and local
governments. It discharges our responsibility under title
II of the Public Wo,rks Employment Act of 1976 (Public fLaw
94-369) 1/ to submit a report to the Congress on this
subject By July 21, J.977.

Other reports on the antirecession assistance program
are scheduled to be released in autumn 197;. Three will
present in detail our findings regarding the impact of anti-
recession aid on selected States, counties, and cities. In
addition, we will present separately our analysis and obser-
vations on the "triggering" and distribution problems asso-
ciated with the program. This latter report will also
include a macroeconomic impact analysis of the program.

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROGRAM

The antirecession assistance program was designed to
selectively distribute emergency assistance to State and
local governments seriously affected by economic recession--
experiencin- revenue shortfalls and/or rising costs because
of increased demands for services. Its objective is to re-
duce the incidence of State and local budgetary actions
which wou'd counteract Federal efforts to stimulate economic
recovery. Such actions, termed "procyclical" (as opposed to
"countercyclical"), include tax increases, personnel and serv-
ice reductions, and reduced expenditures, all of which work
at crnss-purposes with the Federal Government's own programs
for stimulating economic activity. Antirecession assistance
was to go quickly into the economy, and then phase out a3
the Nation's fiscal health improves.

Initially, the Congress authorized $1.25 billion to be
paid State and local governments for the five quarters end-
ing September 30, 1977. For the four calendar quarters
beginning July 1, 1976, $1.18 billion had been distributed.

1/See app. I.
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Public Law 95-30, passed on May 23, 1977,.renewed the program

for an additional year and raised the authorization by $2.25
billion for the period ending September 30, 1978.

Amount of assistance

The antirecession assistance could be significant to
those jurisdictions adversely affected by the recession. The
amount of assistance, however, is small in relation to the

total national economy as well as State and local government
budgets, as shown by the following figures.

Billions

Gross national product, 1976 $1,692

Receipts of State and local.
governments, 1976 260

Antirecession assistance, first
four quarters 1.2

The situation was essentially the same for the 52 governments
we examined:

Antirecession
Fiscal year assistance,
1975 revenues first four quarters

(millions)

15 States $66,511 $248.4

16 counties 1,778 19.5

21 cities 5,975 94.7

Total $74,264 $362.6

Overall, for comparable 1-year periods, antirecession
assistance was:

-- One-tenth of 1 percent of gross national product.

-- One-half of 1 percent of the revenues of all
State and local governments.

-- One-half of 1 percent of the revenues of the
52 governments we reviewed.
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Method and basis of allocatinc funds

Money was authorized to ba paid oLvt under the
antirecession program as long as the na:ional unemployment
rate exceeded 6 percent. 1/

One-third of the available funds 4re distributed to
State governments and two-thirds to local ones. Individual
amounts are based on assigned unemployment rates and reve-
nue sharing allocations. Unemployment rates are used as a
measure of how severely the recession affected a particular
government, and the revenue sharing allocation is used to
measure the size of the jurisdiction. No government
receives funds if its unemployment rate is 4.5 percent or
lower, or if its computed allocation is less tban $100 for a
quarter.

THE BASIS FOR OUR
COMMENTS--A CAVEAT

Our review was performed under severe time and scope
constraints. Public Law 94-369 was enacted Julv 22, 1976,
but funds were not appropriated until October 1976, and the
first distribution not made until Ncsrember. Thus, most
governments had received the funds for orly 5 .tonths as of
April 30, 1977, the cutoff date we set tj meet our reporting
deadline.

In total, 49 States and over 23,000 local governments
have obtained antirecession funds. Our assessment of the
impact of this was of practical necessity limited; field
observations were made in 15 States and at 37 local govern-
ments--16 counties and 21 cities. On the other hand, these
52 governments received $363 million, about 30.7 percent of
all antirecession funds distributed for the piogram's first
four quarters.

Finally, it should be recognized that because of the
exchangeable nature of moneys once they are in the posses-
sion of State and local governments, it is virtually impos-
sible to account with any precision for the particular

1/See app. I. Section 202(d) describes when payments % ;11
be made, and section 202(b) explains how much will be
authorized.
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disposition of antirecession assistance funds. We were
compelled to rely largely on the assertions of State and
local government officials regarding the impact and uses of
these funds. To supplement our examination of financial
trends, views of officials were also solicited on the major
problems facing the governments and the rationale employed
in taking budgetary actions.

THE PROGRAM IS HELPING BUT DISTRIBUTICN
REFINEMENTS ARE DESIRABLE

The results of our field observations can best be
summarized bI, use of a question-and-answer format.

Were the governments getting the assistance generally

Yes, the assistance provided additional revenues to
governments and thus positively affected their operations.

Was there a pattern by type of jurisdiction regarding
how much help ,as needed?

Yes, based on several criteria--chronic problems,
reces.ion, and inflation--cities needed it most, States some-
what less, and counties least.

Did the governments' needs always stem from the effects
of the recession?

No, cities more often attributed their problems to
inflation and a long-term erosion of the'r tax bases and the
consequent revenue losses caused by an exodus of residents
and business activity.

States concurrently experienced recessionary and
inflationary pressures, while counties' needs were perceived
to result primarily from inflation.

Did the recession affect the governments' financial
conditi,~n?

Yes, to some extent. Several governments lost some
revenues, particularly those relying on recession-vulnerable
sales and income taxes. Many governments experienced an
increased demand for certain services. Other factors4 hew-
ever, such as unfavorable demographic changes, were inter-
twined with the recession to induce demand increases and
revenue losses.
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Was there any variance amcag jurisdictions in the
recession's impact?

Ye;, definitely. The recession adversely affected the
revenues of some cities and contributed to increased service
demands. The effect, however, was perceived to be minimal
and merely compounded the more serious chronic obstacles
facing many cities. Some States had revenue losses primar-
ily due to the sensitivity of their major taxes--sales and
income--to recessionary pressures. Only one State reported
any material deterioration of services even though all States
experienced an increase in recession-related expenditures.
The relatively good condition of counties could be attributed
to greater reliance on less sensitive income sources--proper-
ty taxes and transfers from other governments.

Was there any problem that was cited as particularly
significant?

Yes, almost universally, officials attributed a large
part of their fiscal difficulties to inflationary pressures,
particularly growth in personnel, utility, and other costs
for providing services.

Did all the governments take budgetary actions counter
to Federal stimulative efforts?

No, 12 of the 52 governments we visited did not raise
their major tax rates, lay off employees, or cut basic ser-
vices from 1974 tniough 1976. Some of the 40 governments
making budgetary adjustments stated a need to cope with
recessionary pressures; however, chronic problems and infla-
tion were most often cited as the reasons prompting such
actions.

Was the assistance put to use promptly by the
.overnments?

Generally, yes. The 52 governments received $162.7
million as their first payment. As of May 31, 1977, the
6-month deadline the act sets for spending the funds, offi-
cials predicted this overall situation:



Funds Millions

Disbursed $122.0
Obligated 31.7
Unobligated 7.4
Unappropriated 1.6

Total $J 62.7

Did the pattern of timeliness of use viry by
jur isdiction?

Yes, as follows:

Amount Amount
received disbursed Percent

(000 omitted)

States $108,982 $76,839 70.5
Counties 8,884 5,150 58.0

Cities 44,874 40,078 89.3

How do you explain the slower use of the funds by
counties?

A lesser need, probably. As explained earlier, their
revenues were relatively stable.

Were the governments using their funds in a manner
which would immediately stimulate the economy?

_Thirty-eight of the 52 were using the assistance to
maintain or increase expenditures; 14 augmented their sur-
pluses or had not yet decided how to use the funds.

What was the expected impact by type of jurisdiction?

It was as follows:
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States Cities Counties Total

Used to maintain or
increase expenditures 11 18 9 38

Used to augment fiscal
year 1977 surpluses 4 2 5 11

Use not yet decided - 1 2 3

Total 15 21 16 52

How do you explain the differences in expected impact
between types of jurisdictions?

As indicated earLier, this is possibly a function of
needs, cities having the most, States next, and counties the
least.

You stated that overall, antirecession assistance to
the 52 governments was about one-half of 1 percent of their
revenues. Did this vary by type of jurisdiction?

Yes, as follows: 1/

1975
general Antirecession assistance,
revenues first four quarters Percent

(millions)

States $66,511 $248.4 0.37
Counties 1,778 19.5 1.10
Cities 5,975 94.7 1.58

Total $74,264 $362.6 0.49

Was there much of a variation in the level of assistance
within each type of jurisdiction?

l/App. II shows the proportion of antirecession assistance
to total State, city, and county revenues.
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Yes, among States from one-tenth of i percent to one-
half of 1 percent; among counties, from three-tenths of 1
percent to 3.3 percent; among cities, from two-fifths of 1
percent of 3.6 percent. 1/

Did the variations in level of assistance relate
closely to unemployment rates?

Generally, but not uniformly. The correlation was
higher with respect to States than cities and counties.

What accounts for the variations between unemployment
rates and levels of assistance? Weren't these rates the
critical factor?

When the unemployment rates and average per capita
antirecession assistance payments for the governments we re-
viewed are ranked, there is a relatively consistent relation-
ship between the two; however, some variances exist. 2/ Thedifferences occur because revenue sharing allocations are
also considered in the distribution formula and thus influ-
ence antirecession payments.

The revenue sharing formula considers population, per
capita income, and tax effort. The effect of this on the
antirecession assistance distribution can be seen in the
following examples:

--Although the State of Florida had the second
highest average unemployment rate (9.8) for
1976, its average per capita payment was sixth
from the largest. Florida's per capita revenue
sharing payment is the smallest of the States
we reviewed.

-- Worcester County, Massachusetts, had the
eighth highest (8.2) average unemployment rate
for the 16 counties we reviewed, but received

l/App. III shows unemployment rates, assistance payments,
and general revenues for the governments we visited.

2/App. IV shows the relationship between unemployment rates
and the levels of antirecession assistance and revenue
sharing for the governments we visited.
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the second smallest average per capita
payment. Its per capita revenue sharing
payment was also the second smallest.

What are some of the principal criticisms that are
leveled at the antirecession program?

It is alleged that:

-- The amount of funds is insufficient to really make a
difference, particularly with regard to preventing
procyclical budgetary actions.

-- The unemployment rate is not a good indicator of
recession-induced hardships, and consequently some
governments getting assistance have no need for it.

-- The antirecession impact is dampened by the time
funds reach the economy, especially since the
program was begun after the last recession ended,
and not injecting funds into the economy quickly
may be inflationary.

-- The problems cf governments are not caused by the
recession, but rather related to inflation
increasing the cost of services.

-- The antirecession program will not create any new
jobs.

-- The program is merely another form of revenue
sharing, and a separate program is therefore
unnecessary.

What are your observations on the views that the funds
are not sufficient to make a difference and prevent procy-
clical actions?

Many of the governments we visited had financial
problems. Undoubtedly, funds used to maintain or increase
expenditures, as indicated previously, would in some cases
help prevent a commensurate procyclical action. Although
in the context of the national economy the impact was prob-
ably minimal, at the local level the funds had to help. As

9



mentioned earlier, however, such impact was restricted,
because the antirecession payments represented a small pro-
portion of the governments' budgets. 1/

What is your position on the view that the unemployment
rate is not a good indicator of recession-induced hardship?

We agree with this view. Further, our field
observations indicate that unemployment rates are in
general not indications of governmental fiscal health.

We found no consistent relationship between
unemployment rates and the fiscal well-being of governments.
Some governments in areas with high unemployment were in
good financial condition and received large antirecession
payments. Conversely, governments with low unemployment
took actions to counter Federal stimulative efforts and
received less assistance per capita.

Law, governmental policy and practice, mar jerial
ability, and citizen concern collectively influence the fi-
nancial stability of States and municipalities. Thus, the
unemployment rate is only one of manj factors influencing
fiscal stress. Additionally, high unemployment in many
governments represented a chronic problem rather than a
short-term recessionary phenomenon.

*What are your views on the allegation that the program
takes too long to get funds into circulation?

Although funds were authorized subsequent to the
recession, 38 of the 52 governments we visited took some
action to stimulate the economy quickly. Fourteen took no
immediate stimulative actions.

We believe that by not spending the funds quickly,
governments may not have stimulated the economy to the ex-
tent desired by the legislation and may in the ultimate in-
ject the moneys into the economy when the Federal Government
desires a restrictive fiscal policy.

l/App. III compares total revenues to antirecession funds
for the governments we visited.
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What is your observation on the view that inflation
was the major problem?

As alluded to earlier, the vast majority of governments
visited citea inflation as having posed the major impediment
to maintairning financial stability.

What are your observations on the job-creation impact
of antirecession assistance?

The majority of antirecession funds used for salaries
were allocated to fill positions normally funded by other
revenues. Some layoffs were prevented. States and cities
reported some new hires, but cities were the only govern-
ments planning to rehire a significant portion of previ-
ously laid-off employees.

What are your views on the allegation that antirecession
assistance is merely another form ox revenue sharing?

Arntirecession assistance has different objectives and'
a different distribution of funds. For example, lIss than
half of the governments receiving revenue sharing received
antirecession payments for the quarter ending June 30, 1977.Until a refined distribution device is developed, however,
it is doubtful that antirecessicn assistance differs sub-
stantially from revenue sharing for many governments
receiving funds.

OVERALL CONCLUSIONS

The antirecession assistance program is providing
needed help to many governments. In some respects, however,
the objectives of the Congress are not being met.

--Needy governments, especially cities, are
receiving assistance on the premise that
their problems resulted from the recession,
when often they actually sprang primarily
from other causes, such as long-term
erosion of tax bases and inflation.

-- Many governments receiving antirecession
payments were not substantially affected
by the recession, and it was unlikely that
assistance was needed to combat recessionary
difficulties.
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-- Several governments took no immediate action
to stimulate the economy. Giving antireces-
sion assistance to governments which do not
have an immediate need may limit the intended
stimulative effect on the economy, and in the
ultimate could result in their injecting the
funds into the economy at a later time when a
restrictive Federal fiscal policy is desirable.

In testimony on March 2, 1977, before the House
Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations and Human
Resources, Committee on Government Operations, we pointed
out on the basis of our preliminary analysis that (1)
antirecession assistance has not been distributed effec-
tively to only those governments substantially affected by
the recession and (2) "excess unemployment" as defined in
the current legislation is not a reliable indicator of
the recession's impact. Because we recognize that sufficient
analysis has not been made to identify more precise indica-
tors, we are reviewing alternative "triggering" and distri-
bution statistics and plan to present our analyses and ob-
servations to the Congress in the autumn of 1977.

This problem was recognized by the Congress in enacting
Public Law 95-30, which extended the program until Septem-
ber 30, 1978. The Secretary of the Treasury was directed to
investigate the extent to which funds could be allocated ac-
cording to better measures of true economic conditions. The
results are due by Merch 1, 1978. Our findings discussed in
this report confirm the necessity for such a study. An im-
proved formula for distribution is essential for the anti-
recession program to more effectively meet its objecti-,es.
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX I

Public Law 94-369
94th Congress, S. 3201

July 22, 1976

To authorize a local public works capital development and investment pro-
gram, to establish an antireetslonarr program, and for other purpose.

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 "Public Works Employment Act of 1976".

TITLE II-ANTrIRECESSION PROVISIONS

INDINGS Or FACT AND DECLARATION OF rOLICT

SEc. 201. FINDNGos.-The Congress finds- 42 USC 6721.
(1) that State and local governments represent a significant

segment of the national economy whose economic health is essen-
tial to national economic prosperity:

(2) that present national economic problems have imposed Public
considerable hardships on State and local government budgets; Waek E=-

(3) that those governments, because of their own fiscal dii- oyme Act
culties. are being forced to taice budget-related actions which of 976
tend to undermine Fed ral Government efforts to stimulate the 42 USC 6701
economy; not.

(4) that efforts to stimulate the economy through reductions Lcal Pub-
in Federal Government tax obligations are weakened when State as Wode
and local governments are forced to increase taxes; CapDBl

(5) that the net effect of Federal Government efforts to reduce ¢d rient-
unemplovment through public service jobs is substantially lim- meat Act of
ited if State and local governments use federally financed public 1976
service employees to replace regular employees that they have been 42 USC 6701
forced to lay off; ot.

(6) that efforts to stimulate the construction industry and DdAiftlom,
reduce unemployment are substantially undermined when State 42 USC 6701.
and local governments are forced to cancel or delay the con- 2 USC 6702.
struction of essential capital projects; and

(7) that efforts by the Federal Government to stimulate the eco-
nomic recovery will be substantially enhanced by a program of
emergency Federal Government assistance to State and local gov-
ernments to help prevent those governments from taking budget-
related actions which undermine the Federal Government efforts
to stimulate economic recovery.

FINANCIAL ASRISBTANCr ArTHORIZED

SEC 202. (a) PAYMENTRS STATE AND LOCAL GovnRNxzNr.--The 42 USC 672.
Secretary of the Treasury (hereafter in this title referred to as the
'Secretary") shall, in accordance with the provisions of this title,
make payments to States and to local governments to coordinate
budget-related actions by such governments with Federal Government
efforts to stimulate economic recovery.

13



APPENDIX I APPENDIX I

(b) AuTHoR zATno or AMrraoArToNI-Subject to the provisions
of subsections (c) and (d), there are authorized to be appropriated for
each of the five succeeding calendar quarters (beginning with the
calendar quarter which begins on July 1, 1976) for the purpose of
payments under this title-

(1) $125.000.000 plus
(2) $62.500,000 multiplied by the number of one-half per-

centage points by which the rate of seasonally adjusted national
unemployment for the most recent calendar quarter which ended
three months before the beginning of such calendar quarter
exceeded 6 percent.

(c) AoonRzGtoA Ar ortoxznox.--In no case shall the aggregate
amount authorized to be appropriated under the provisions of sub-
section (b) for the five calendar quarters beginning with the calendar
quarter which begins July 1, 1976, exceed $1,250,000.000.

(d) TERnINATION.-No amount is authorized to be appropriated
under the provisions of ,ubsection (b) for any calendar quarter if-

( 1 ) the average rate of national unemployment during the most
recent calendar quarter which ended three months before the
beginning of such calendar quarter did not exceed 6 percent, and

(2) the rate of national unemployment for the last month of
the most recent calendar quarter which ended three months
before the beginning of such calendar quarter did not exceed
6 percent.

ALLOCATION

42 USC 623. Stc. 203. (a) RzszERVAONS.-
(1) ELIOGBLZ STATZ.-The Secretary shall reserve one-third

of the amounts appropriated pursuant to authorization under
section 202 for each calendar quarter for the purpose of making
payments to eligible State governments under subsection (b).

(2) EtUGoLE Uir or LOCAL oovzrNwNT.-The Secretary
shall reserve two-thirds of such amounts for the purpose of mak-
ing payments to eligible units of local government under subsec-
tion (c).

(b) STATz ALLOCATON.--
(1) IN AtNz AL--The Secretary shall allocate from amounts

reserved under subsection (a) (1) an amount for the purpose of
making payments to each State equal to the total amount reserved
under subsection (a) (1) for the calendar quarter multiplied by
the applicable State percentage.

(2) APPLuCABLz srATs RtmE AoL.-For purposes of this sub-
section, the applicable State percentage is equal to the quotient
resulting from the division of the product of-

(A) the State excess unemployment percentage, multi-
plied by

(B) the State revenue sharing amount by the sum of such
products for all the States.

(3) Dmrz rr.oNs.--For the purposes of this section-
(A) the term "State" means ecah State of the United

States;
(B) the State eces unemployment percentage is equal

to the difference resulting from the subtraction of 4.5 per-
centage points from the State unemployment rate for that
State but shall not be less than zero;

14



APPENDIX I APPENDIX I

(C) the, State unemployment rate is equal to the rate of
unemployvnent in the State durirg the appropriate calendar
quarter, as determined by the Secretary of Labor aud
reported to the Secretary: and

(I)) thf- State revenue sharing amount is the amount deter-
mined under section 107 of the State and Local Fiscal Assist-
ance Act of 1972 for the ene- ear period beginning on July 1, 31 USC 1226.
1975.

(c) LocAL ( OVERNMENT ALLOCATION-
(1) IN oGErAL--The Secretary sh,,!! allocate from amounts

reserved under subsection (a) (2) an amount for the purpose of
making payments to each local government, subject to the provi-
sions of paragraphs (3) and (5), equal t) t e total amount
reserved under such subsection for calendar quarter multiplied
by the local government percentage.

(2) LOCAL COVERXET 'PEXRCZnTAGL-- Vor r S of this sub-
section, the local government percentage is e a the quotient
resulting from the division of the product of-

b(A) the local excess unemployment percentage, multiplied
by

(B) the local revenue sharing amount, by the sum of such
products for all local governments.

(3) SPECIAL RCLE.-
(A) For purposes of paragraphs (1) and (2), all local

governments within the Jurisdiction of a State other than
identifiable local governments shall be treated as though they
were one local government.

(B) The Secretarv shall set aside from the amount allo-
cated under paragraph (1) of this subsection for all local
government within the jurisdiction of a State which are
treated as though they are one local government under sub-
paragraph (A)j an amount determined under subparagaph
(C) for the pirpose of making pavments to each local gov-
ernment, other than identifiable local governments within
the jurisdiction of such State.

(C) The amount set aside for the purpose of making pay-
ments to each local government, other than an identifiable
local government. with the jurisdiction of a State under sub-
paragraph (B) shall be-

(i) equal to the total amount allocated under para-
graph (1) of this subsection for all local governments
within the jurisdiction of such State which are treate4
as though they are one local government under subpara-
graph (A) multiplied by the local government percent-
age as defined in paragraph (2) (determined without
regard to the parenthetical phrases at the end of para-
graphs (4) (B) and (C) of this subeection), unless

(i) such State submits, within thirty days, after the
effective date of this title, an allocation plan which has
been approved by the State legislature and which meets
the requirements set forth in section 208(a), and is
approved by the Secretary under the provisions of sec-
tion 206(b). - the event that a State legislature is not
scheduled to meet in regular session within three months
after the effective date of this title, the Governor of such
State shall be authorized to submit an alternative plan
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which meets the reuirements set forth in section 206(a),
and is approved I the Secretary under the provisions
of section 206(b).

(D) If local unemployment rate data (as defined in
paragraph (4) (B) of this subsection without regard to the
parenthetical phrase at the end of such definition) for a local
government jurisdiction is unavailable to the Secretary for
purposes of determining the amount to be set aside for such
government under subparagraph (C) then the Secretary
shall determine such amount under subparagraph (C) by
using the local unemployment rate determined under the
parenthetical phrase of subsection (4) (B) for all local
governments in such State treated as one jurisdiction under
paragraph (A) of this subsection unless better unemplov-

.ment rate data, certified by the Secretary of Labor, is
available.

(4) DErINrmoNs&--For purposes of this subsection-
(A) the local excess unemployment percentage is equal

to the difference resulting from the subtraction of 4.5 per-
centage points from the local unemployment rate, but shall
not be less than zero;

(B) the local unemployment rate is equal to the rate of
unemployment in the jurisdiction of the local govertnment
during the appropriate calendar quarier, as determined by
the Secretary of LI&bor and reported to the Secretary (in the
case of local governments treated as one local government
under paragraph (3) (A), the local unemployment rate shall
be the tnemployment rate of the State adjusted by excluding
consideration of unemployment and of the labor force within
identifiable local governments, other than county govern-
ments, within the jurisdiction of that State);

(C) the local revenue sharing amount is the amount deter-
mined under section 108 of the State and Local Fiscal Assist-

31 USC 1227. ance Act of 1972 for the one-year period beginning on July 1,
1975 (and in the case of local governments treated as one
local government under paragraph (3) (A), the local revenue
sharing amount shail be the sum of the local revenue sharing
amounts of all eligible local governments within the State,
adjusted by excluding an amount equal to the sum of the
local revenue sharing amounts of identifiable local govern-
ments within the jurisdiction of that State);

(D) the term "identifiable local government" means a unit
of general local government for which the Secretary of Labor
has made a determination concerning the rate of unemploy-
ment for purposes of title II or title VI of the Comprehensive

29 USC 84s, Employmnent and Training Act of 1973 during the current or
961. preceding fiscal year; and

(E) the term "local government" means the government
of a county, municipality, township, or other unit of govern-
ment below the State which-

(i) is a unit of general government (determined on
the basis of the same principles as are used bv the Social
and Economic Statistics Administration for general
statistical purposes), and

(ii) performs substantial governmental functions.
Such term includes the District of Columbia and also
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includes the recognized ge erning body of an Indian
tribe of Alaskan Native h-.aage which performs substan-
tial governmental furhtionas Such term does not include
the government of a township area unless such govern-
ment performs substantial governmental functions.

For the purpose of paragraph (4) (D ). the Secretary of Labor
shall, notwithstanding any other provision of law, continue
to make determinations with respect to the rate of unem-
plovment for the purposes of such title VI. 29 USC 961.

(5) SPECIAL LIrrrATION.-If the amount which would be allo-
cated to any unit of local government under this subsection si
less than $100b then no amouint shall be allocated for such unit of
local government under this subsection.

USES OF PAYMENT

SEC. 204. Each State and local government shall use payments made 42 USC 6724.
under this title for the maintenance of basic services customarily pro-
vided to persons in that State or in the area under the jurisdiction of
that local government, as the case may be. State and local governments
may not use emergency support grants made under this title for the
acquisition of supplies and materials and for construction unless such
supplies and materials or construction are to maintain basic services.

sTATEWr.sNT orF ASSrR9NCS

Sec. 2().. Each State and unit of local gmovernment may receive pay- 42 USC 6725.
ments undelr this title only upon filing with the Secretarv, at such
time and in such manner as tire Secretarv prescrihes by rule. a state-
nment of assurances. Su-h rules shall be 'presribed by the Secretary Rules.
not lanter than ninet dayuvs after the effective date of this titil:. The
Sc-retary may not rerilire any State or local government to file more
than one such statement (luring each fiscal year. Each such statement
shall contain-

(1) an assuranee that payments made under this title to the
State or local government will he used for the maintenance. to the
extent practic(al. of levels of public emplovment and of basic serv-
ices customarily provided to persons in that State or in the area
under the jurisdiction of that unit of local government which is
consistent with the provisions of section 2(4;

(2) an assurance that the State or unit of local government
will-

(A) us.e fiscal. accounting. and audit procedures which
conform to truidelines established therefor by the .Secretary
(after eonniltation with the C('omptroller General of the
United States). and

(B) provide to the Secretary (and to the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States), on reasonable notice, access to,
and the right to examine. such hooks, documents, papers, or
records as the S.eeretarv may reasonably require for purposes
of reviewing compliarnce with this title:

(3) an assurance that reasonable reports will be furnished to
the Secretary in such form and containing such information as
the Secretary may reasonably require to carry out the purposes
of this title and that such report shall be published in a news- Report%
paper of general circulation in the jurisdiction of such govern- publcatlan.
ment unless the cost of such publication is excessive in relation
to the amount of the payments received by such government under

17



APPENDIX I APPENDIX I

this title or other means of publicizing such report is more appro-
priate, in which case such report shall be publicized pursuant to
rules prescribed by the Secretary; 

(4) an assurance that the requirements of section 20, will be
complied with;

(5) an assurance that the requirements of section 208 will be
complied with;

(6) an assurance that the requirements of section 209 will be
complied with;

(7) an assurance that the State or unit of local government will
spend any payment it receives under this title before the end of
the six-calendar-month period which begins on the day after the
date on which such State or local government receives such pay-
ment; and

(E) an assurance that the State or unit of local government will
spend amounts received under this title only in accordance with
the laws and procedures applicable to the expenditure of its own
revenues.

OPTIONAL ALLOCATION PLANS

42 USC 6726. Src. .06. (a) STATE ALJHCATION PLANS FOR PURPOSEs OF SF.coN
203 (c) (3).-A State may file an allocation plan with the Siecretary for
purposes of section 203(c) (3) (C) (ii) at such time, in such manner,
and containing such information as the Secretary may require by

Rules rule. Such rules shall be provided by the Secretary not later than sixty
days of the effective date of this title. Such allocation plan shall meet
the following requirements:

( i ) the criteria for allocation of amounts among the local gov-
ernments within the State shall be consistent with the allocation
formula for local governments under section 20.3(c) (2);

(2) the plan shall use-
(A) the best asvailahbl unemployment rate data for such

government if such data is determined in a manner which
is substantially consistent with the manner in which local
unemplovment rate data is determined, or

(1B) it no consistent unemployment rate data is available.
the local unemployment rate data for the smallest unit of
identifiable local government in the jurisdiction of which
such government is located,

(3) the allocation criteria must be specified in the plan. and
(4) the plan must be developed after consultation with appro-

priate officials of local governments within the State other than
identifiable local governments.

(b) ArPRovAL--The Secretary shall approve any allocation plan
that meets the requirements of subsection (a) within thirt" days after
he receives such allocation plan, and shall not final'v disapprove. in
whole or in part, any allocation plan for paymerts under this title
without first affording the State or local governments involved reason-
able notice and an opportunity for a hearing.

NONDISCRIMINATnON

42 USC 6727. S.c. 207. (a) IN GE.NURAL--No person in the United States shall.
on t.he grounds of race. religion, color, national origin, or sex, be
excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be sub-
jected to discrimination under any program or activity funded in
whole or in part with funds made available under this title.

18



APPENDIX I APPENDIX I

(b) Auoi.rro or THz SzUewART.-Whenever the Secretary deter-
mines that a State government or unit of local government has failed
to comply with subsection (a) or an applicable relt'ation, he shall,
within ten days, notify the Governor of the State (or, in the cas of
a unit of local government the Governor of the State in which such
unit is located. and the chief elected oficial of the unit) of the non-
compliance. If within thirty days of the notification compliance is not
achieved, the Secretary shall within ten days thereafter-

(1) exercise all the powers and functions provided by title VI
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 2000e); 42 USC 2000dO

(2) refer the matter to the Attorney General with a recom-
mendation that an appropriate civil action be instituteci

(3) take such other action as may be provided by law.
(C) ENFORRcYExzr.T-Upon his determination of discrimination

under subsection (b), the Secretary shall have the full authority to
withhold or temporarily suspend any payment under this title, or
otherwise exercise any authority contained in title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, to assure compliance with the require?*nt of
nondiscrimination in federally assisted programs funded, in whole
or in par aunder this title.

(d) APPLICABILITY or CERTAIX' CIVIL RIoIrrP AC.-
(1) Any party who is injured or deprived within the meaning

of section 1979 of the Revised Statutes (42 U.S.C. 1983) or ol
section 1980 of the Revised Statutes (42 U.S.C. 1985) by any per-
son. or two or more persons in the case of such section 1980. in
connection with the administration of a payment under this title
may bring a civil action under such section 1979 or 1980. as appli-
cable. subject to the terms and conditions of those sections.

(2) Any person who is aggrieved by an unlawful employment
practice within the meaning of title VII of the Civil Righis Act
of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 2300e et seq.) by any employer in connection
with the administration of a pavment under this title may bring
a civil action under section 40(f)(1) of such Act (422 U.S.C.
2000e-5(f) (1)) subject to the terms and conditions of such title.

LAMBOR TANDARDI

Stc. 208. All laborers and mechanics employed by contractors on all 42 USC 6728.
construction projects funded in whole or in part by payments under
this title shall be paid wages at rates not less than those prevailing on
similar projects in the locality as determined by the ,ecretary of
Labor in accordance with the Davis-Bacon Act (40 U.S.C. 276a to
276a-5). The Secretary of Labo- sh0l' have. with respect to the labor
standards specified in this section, the authority and functions set
forth in Reorganization Plan Numbered 14 of 1950 '15 C.F.R. 3176) s USC app. L
and section 2 of the Act of June 13, 1934, as amended (40 U.S.C.
276c).

BPCIAL !UPOWrIS

SEc. 209. Each State and unit of local government which receives a 42 USC 6729.
payment under the provisions of this title shall report to the Secretary
any increa.s or decrease in any tax which it imposes and any sub-
stantia! -Aduction in the number of individuals it employs or in serv-
ices whi h such State or local government provides. Each State wi' eh
receives a payment under the provisions of this title shall report to
the Secretary any decrease in the amount of financial assistance which
the State provides to the units of local governments during the twelve-
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month period which ends on: the last day of the calendar quarter imme-
diatily precedinfg the date cf enactment of this titlc, together with an
explanation of the reasots for such decrease. Such reports shall be
made as scn as it is practical and, in any case, not mome than six
months after the date on which the decision to impose such tax increase
or decreue, such reductions in employment or services, or such
decrease in State financial assistance s made public.

PAYENtS

42 USC 6730. Src. 210. (a) IN GzNzWL--From the amount allocated for State
and local governments under section 208, the Secretary shall pay not
later than five days after the beginning of each quarter to each State
and to each local government which has filed a statement of assuranca
under section 205, an amount equal to the amount allocated to such
State or local government under section 20.

(bl) A:n.ru --s-P sPayments under this title may be made with
neces~ry adjut :ments on account of overpayments or underpayments.

(c) TEWINATION.--NO amount shall be paid to any State or local
government under the provisions of this section for any calendar
quarter if-

(1) the average rate of unemployment within the jurisdiction
of such State or local government during the most recent calendar
quarter which ended three months before the beginning of such
calendar quarter was less than 4.5 percent, and

(2) the rate of unemployment within the jurisdiction of such
government for the last month of the most recent calendar quarter
which ended three months before the beginning of such calendar
quarter did not exceed 4.5 percent.

sTATE AND LOCAL OOVERNMUNT ECONOXIZATIO.

42 USC 6n31L Sac. 211. Each State or unit of local government which receives
payments under this title shall provide assurances in writing to the
,ecretary, at such time and in such manner and form as the Secretary

may prescribe by rule, that it has made substantial economies in its
operations and that payments under this title are necessary to main-
tain essential services without weakening Federal Government
efforts to stimulate the economy through reductions in Federal tax
obligations.

WITr"OLDINO

Humiiag Suc. 212. Whenever the Secretarv, after affording reasonable notice
42 USC 672. ata an opportunity for a hearing to any State or unit of local govern-

ment, finds that there has been a failure to comply substantially with
any assurance set forth in the statement of assurances of tha( State
or units of local government filed under section 205, the Secretary
shall notify that State or unit of local government that further pay-
ments will not be made under this title until he is satisfied that there
is no longer any such failure to comply. Until he is so satisfied, no
further payments shall be made under this title.

REroIrs

42 USC 6?33. Sac. 213. The Secretary shall report to the Congress as soon as is
practical after the end of each calendar quarter dur;ng which pav-
ments are made under the provisions of this title. Such report shall
Include information on the amounts paid to each State and units of
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local goveinment and a description of any action which the Secretary
has taken under the provisions of section 212 during the previous
calendar quarter. The Secretary shall report to Congress as soon as is
practical after the end of each calendar year during which payments
are made under the provisions of this title. Such reports shall Incluci
detailed information on the amounts paid to State and units of local
government under the provisions of this title. any actions with which
the Secretarv has taken under the provisions of section 2i2. and an
evaluation of the purposes to which amounts paid under this title
were put by State and units of local government and economic impact
of such expenditures during the previous calendar year.

ADMINIrnRATION

SEc. . i4. (a) RuLFr.--The Secretary is authorized to prescribe, after 42 USC 6734.
consultation with the Secretary of Labor, such rules as may be neces-
sarv for the purpose of carrying out his hmfunctions under this title.
Such rules should be prescriLed by the Secretarv not later than ninety
davs of the effective date of this title.

(b) AUrTHORIZATION or APPROPRIA'0.xs.-There are authorized to
be appropriated such sums as may be necessary for the administration
of this title.

PROGRA]M 8uuDrS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

SEc. 215. (a) EvALVATos.N.-The Comptroller General of the United 42 USc 6735S.
States shall conduct an investigation of the impact which emergency
support grants have or. the operations of State and local governments
and on the national economy. Before and during the course of such
investigation the Comptroller General shall consult with and coordi-
nate his activities with the Congressional Budget Office and the Advi-
sorv Commission on Intergovernmental Relations. The ('onlltroller Ri rtt 
General shall report the results of such investigation to the Congress Coapgm
within one year after the date of enactment of this title together with
an evaluation of the macroeconomic effect of the program established
under this title and any recommendations for imlrrovill the effective-
ness of similar programs. All officers and emlployees of the United
States shall make available all information, reports, data, and any
other material necessary to carry out the provisions of this subsection
to the Comptroller General upon a reasonable request.

(b) COr.TERCYCLICAL STrrDr.-The Congressional Budget Office
and the Advisorv Commissionl on Intergovernmental Relations shall
conduct a study to determine the most effective means by which the
Federal Government can stabilize the national economy during periods
of rapid economic growth and hihll inhation through programs
directed toward State and local governments. Sllh study shall include
a comparison of the effectivene.s of alternative factors for triggering
and measuring the cetent of the fiscal coordination problem addressed
by this program. and the effect of the recession on State and local
expenditures. Before and during the course of such study, the Con-
gressional Budget Office and the Advisory Commission shall consult
with and coordinate their activities with the Comptroller General of
the United States. Tbn Congressional Budget Office and the Advisory RepL to
Commission shall report the results of such study to Congress within Conpre.
two years after the date of enactment of this title. Such study shall
include the opinions of the Comptroller General with respect to such
study.
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COMPARISON OF ANTIRECESSION ASSISTANCE

TO-TOTAL STATE, CITY,-AND-COUNTY-REVENUES

(B)
Antirecession

(A) assistance,
Estimated 1975 year ended (B) as a

general-revenues June 30,-1977 percent of-(A)

(billions) (millions)

States $134.6 $ 393.8 0.3

Counties 32.9 259.2 0.8

Cities 49.9 472.2 0.9

Total $217.4 a/$1,1125.2 0;5

a/Excludes townships, Indian tribes, and Alaskan native
villages ($55,657,473) to make the comparison consistent.
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SELECTED GOVERNMENTS' UNEMPLOYMENT

RATES, PER CAPITA PAYMENT, AND ASSISTANCE

AS A PERCENT OF TOTAL REVENUES

Assistance
1976 Per capita payment as

Unemploy- Antirecession assistance a pe-cent of
ment rate assistance, received 1975 general

Government (note a) first 4 qtrs. (note b) revenues

(000 omitted)

State:

Virginia 5.5 $ 2,546 $ .51 0.1
Iowa c/5.7 791 .28 0.1
Missouri 5.7 2,670 .56 0.1
Colorado 5.9 1,918 .75 0.1
Maryland 6.4 4,655 1.13 0.2
Alabama 6.8 4,530 1.25 0.2
Oklahoma 6.9 3,139 1.16 0.2
Louisiana 7.3 7,569 1.99 0.3
Washington 8.8 7,825 ·2.20 0.3
Connecticut 9.4 8,240 2.66 0.5
California 9.5 64,739 3.05 0.4
New York 9.5 71,424 3.95 0.5
New Jersey 9.6 19,984 2.73 0.5
Florida 9.8 20,191 2.44 0.5
Michigan 9.9 28,178 3.09 0.5

Total $248,399 $2.48(Avg.) 0.37(Avg.)

a/Arithmetic average of four quarterly rates for 1976.
5/Population figures used as of July 1, 1975--latest Bureau

of the Census data available.'
c/Iowa received allocations for only two quarters as its unem-

ployment rate then fell below 4.5 percent.
d/Only received payments for first three quarters because their

unemployment rates were at or below 4.5 percent.
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Assistance
1976 Per capita payment as

.Unemploy- Antirecession assistance a percent of
ment rate assistance, received 1975 general

Government (note a) first 4 qtrs. (note b) revenues

(000 omitted)

City:

Evansville
(note d) r.6 $ 88 $ 0.66 0.4

Fort Worth
(note d) 6.2 355 0.99 0.6

Salt Lake
City 6.5 425 2.50 1.1

Norfolk 6.5 828 2.89 0.4
St. Paul 6.7 575 2.05 0.6
Toledo 7.7 950 2.58 1.0
Phoenix 8.1 1,756 2.64 1.0
Spokane 8.2 688 3.95 1.4
Honolulu 8.6 3,160 4.48 1.5
Seattle 8.8 2,189 4.49 1.2
New Orleans 8.9 4,507 8.05 2.1
Chicago 9.3 19,704 6.36 1.8
Cincinnati 9.5 2,753 6.67 0.7
St. Louis 9.5 3,893 7.42 1.5
Boston 10.0 6,471 10.16 1.0
Los Angeles 10.1 12,696 4.66 1.4
Providence 10.9 1,559 9.28 1.9
Miami 11.6 3,267 8.95 3.6
Detroit 13.8 19,931 14.93 3.0
Oakland 14.5 3,015 9.11 1.9
Newark 16.3 5,851 17.21 1.7

Total $94,661 $ 6.70(Avg.) 1.58(Avg.)

a/Arithmetic average of four quarterly rates for 1976.
K/Population figures used as of July 1, 1975--latest Bureau

of the Census data available.
c/Iowa received allocations for only two quarters as its unem-
ployment rate then fell below 4.5 percent.

d/Only received payments for first three quarters because their
unemployment rates were at or below 4.5 percent.
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Assistance
1976 Per capita payment as

Unemploy- Antirecession assistance a percent of
ment rate assistance, received 1975 general

Government (note a) first 4 qtrs. (note b) revenues

(000 omitted)

County:

Hennepin,
MN 5.9 $ 648 $ 0.71 0.3

Montgomery,
OH 6.6 369 0.63 0.5

Lake, IN 6.6 420 0.77 0.6
Fulton, GA 7.5 1,556 2.68 1.3
Norfolk, MA 7.6 73 0.12 0.5
Bernalillo,
NM 7.7 601 1.66 3.3

Allegheny,
PA 7.7 2,249 1.48 1.1

Worcester,
MA 8.2 236 0.36 1.3

Comanche,
OK 8.2 76 0.72 0.6

Riverside,
CA 9.3 1,982 3.75 1.1

Clark, NV 9.6 1,091 3.30 1.0
Multnomah,

OR 9.8 1,718 3.24 2.6
Robeson, NC 10.8 595 6.40 1.7
Essex, NJ 11.5 3,058 3.47 1.1
Alameda,

CA 12.3 4,593 4.21 1.4
Cape May,
NJ 15.9 263 3.65 1.9

Total $19,528 $ 2.07(Avg.) 1.1(Avg.)

a/Arithmetic average of four quarterly rates for 1976.
5/Population figures used as of July 1, 1975--latest Bureau

of the Census data available.
c/Iowa received allocations for only two quarters as its unem-

ployment rate then fell below 4.5 percent.
d/Only received payments for first three quarters because their

unemployment rates were at or below 4.5 percent.
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RELATIONSHIP OF UNEMPLOYMENT TO

ANTIRZCESSION AND REVENUE SEARING PAYMENTS

July 1 to Dec. 31, 1976 (note a)States listed per capita Dayment Ranin (note b)by lowest Ant Antirecession Revenuunemployment recession Revenue payment sharingto highest assistance Sharing per capita per capita
Virginia $ .24 $4.50 1 3Iowa .28 4.74 2 7Missouri .29 4.38 3 2Colorado .36 4.82 4 9Maryland .55 5.38 5 12Alabama .59 4.96 6 10Oklahoma .65 4.55 7 4Louisiana .87 6.46 8 14Washington 1.07 4.64 9 6Connecticut 1.21 4.55 11 4California 1.42 5.58 13 13New York 1.66 6.91 15 15New Jersey 1.23 4.74 12 7Plorida 1.14 4.14 10 1Michigan 1.50 4.99 14 11

Average $1.14 $5.34

Cities listed
by lowest

unemployment
to highest

Evansville $ .47 $ 9.32 1 6Fort Worth .61 8.16 2 4Salt Lake City 1.42 11.62 7 11Norfolk 1.15 13.46 5 17St. Paul 1.03 9.43 3 7Toledo 1.11 7.45 4 2Phoenix 1.27 6.72 6 1Spokane 2.08 10.81 10 10Honolulu 1.64 10.38 8 8Seattle 2.07 10.45 9 9New Orleans 3.33 16.63 15 20Chicago 3.02 13.04 14 14Cincinnati 2.94 12.52 13 13St. Louis 2.77 13.40 12 16Boston 5.07 17.67 19 21Los Angeles 2.16 7.92 11 3Providence s.0i 13.09 18 15Miami 4.25 12.25 17 12Detroit 6.91 15.17 20 19Oakland 4.04 9.04 16 5Newark 7.82 13.56 21 18
Average $ 3.08 $11.57

Counties listed
Oy lowest un-
employment to

Bennepin, MN .38 $5.03 5 10Montgomery, 08 .36 2.82 3 4Lake, IN .44 3.66 6 6Fulton, GA .69 8.29 9 15NorfolK, KA .08 .38 1 1Bernalillo, NM .57 4.95 7 9Allegheny, PA .64 4.16 8 7Worcester, KA .19 .96 2 2Comanche, OK .37 2.16 4 3Riverside, CA 1.64 7.85 12 14Clark, NV 1.48 6.37 10 13nultnomah, OR 1.74 6.22 13 12Rooeson, NC 2.83 10.09 16 16Essex, NJ 1.61 4.69 11 8Alameda. CA 1.89 5.23 15 11Cape May, )J 1.83 3.39 14 5
Ayverage .93 $ 4.55

a/The period July 1, 1976, to Dec. 31, 1976, which equals the first two pay-sent quarters of the antirecession program, was selected so the data will becomparable.

b/Ranking: 1 - Least amount received.
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