CITIES AND THE SYSTEM OF
INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS

anaging the modern city is no easy task. As noted in Chapter 1, city officials
are required to respond to a host of factors when making local policies. In fact,
the assumption underlying systems theory is that government policies are a

' nvironment. Prominent amon i
response to forces generated in the e | nong these env1ronmental‘

factors is federalism. T AT, . ‘ .
Federalismis as old as the Republic itself. The Framers were intent on creating a system

of government in which the national government sharcid powers with state governments.
Many at the Constitutional Convention would bave it no oth.er way. A s-trong federal
government threatened the very rights and liberties the revolu-tlonary Contmenfal Army
had just won from a monarch, King George III. At the foundmg of the Republic, many
Americans viewed state governments as “labgratories of democracy;™ and they still do.”

What about cities? Where do they fit in the U.S. _cpnstitutional system? Cities as we
know them today developed later in American'hiStqry, For cxémple, our large industrial
cities were born, for the most part, between 1860 and 1920. In the past, as well as today,
cities have no standing under the U.S. Cons'titQti_o'n—fhey are wards of state govern-
ments. Nevertheless, the modern city is dependent both on a state government, from
which its powers are derived, and on the federal government, from which much money
is received. This chapter outlines the role of the city in the federal system, placing a spe-
cial emphasis on intergovernmental relations. First, a brief discussion of federalism as a
concept is required, ' :

FEDERALISM

the‘::r};n il}‘ffz(zi(:::[tiory’::meﬂcan governmgnt textbook will prdvide a standard definition of
In the Uniteg Sta:er: thaSEd.OD the concept of shared pager between uni.ts of government.
Bt feder; 1 e units of government defined in the Constitution are, of cou.rse,
o196 independent natgigvernlr]n it fmd the ﬁft.y state governments. In a world ccfmpnsed
use a federal sysen. otherrl‘s’-t g Umted States is only one of about two dozen nations that
nations rely ' S Include Germany, Canada, Russia, India, and Australia. Most

United Kinggop, | aunitary system, wherein the national government is supreme (e.g.,
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(19,519), towns and townships (16,360), independent scjq disgl

nicipalities (19,019), t
Fl]; 8801; and special districts (38,266). s gy

I'ic
3As HOtEd abo ve, local governments are ts
Slbl]lt}’ of state governments.

The nature of the relationships among un'its c!fgover g th(-e f-eder a.l, State, apq
time. Political scientists and public administratjqy, Scholyy

local levels has changed over f the complexity of changing relations among gover,
have aﬂemP_ted £0 fp,,n;:t:;r}?zrz 4 For example, based on his review of the literatme.
Ezngn?:;s;;i aC:meinistration expert Nicholas Hen'ry SirVel;S.UlI]f’ gour 'types OffEdf'-‘ra[-
ism cake.5 First, we have “layer cake” or “dual federalism,” whic omllnatfid Americy
politics from the founding of the Republic in 1789 to the Great Depression in 1930. The
layers in this model represent the two levels of go.verflment, the federal governm'ent and
state governments, as defined in the U.S. Constitution. For the most part, durlng this
140-year period the national and state governments, based on delegated and prohibited
powers specified in the Constitution, operated independently within their own spheres
of authority. If a dispute arose, the U.S. Supreme Court or a lower federal court acted as
an umpire. The Civil War enhanced the position of the national government vis-i-vs
state governments, but “dual federalism” worked well, as governments at all levels found

phy. Then came the stock market crash of 1929.

°P urred by the ensuing depression and by the fisca] policies designed by President
Franklin Delano Rooseve]t (FDR) to address the economic crisjg Mg Gt

the world), the second slice of federalism cake was served. FDR offered the nation
m,”
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s ring—local governments. A spirit of cog

. Peration among al] eye]
eir 18  marked the federalism environment. : i
el : i
go\ve;m::\ir { era o federalism, which has been labeled “pound cake”
The

. 1 ‘ or “co-optive federal-

" ounded by the election to the presidency of John F. Kennedyin 1960 and of Ronald
S 1980, During this two-decade period, the number of specialized grant programs
Nments grew exponen-

i N ” :
Reagarl;uy alled” categorical” grants) aimed at state and loca] gover
(gene

" v, as did the dollar amounts flowing from the federa] government to state and loca]
tially:

. ments. However, along with the money “cake” came the “pound”—programmatic
Vi 3 «

gol S conditions-on-aid, and federal mandates that pounded” state
rules,

. . and local govern-
ts. Moreover, during this period, local problems became nationa

me i i . lized. The federal
government took thelead in creating various grant programs to address such issues as legal
)

-id for the poor, health care, urban red'evelopment, environmental policy,
programs, education, and so on. The weight of the national government (th
the cake seemed to crush the bottom layers (state and local governments) with rules and
regulations. Many subnational governments screamed for regulatory reliefand for greater
control in the intergovernmental process. They believed that they were being co-opted,
with money (grants-in-aid) serving as the tail that wagged the dog.

Under the banner of the “New Federalism,” in his second term President Richard
Nixon offered some relief from this allegedly oppressive regulatory environment by
offering grants to state and local governments with fewer strings attached. First came
General Revenue Sharing (1972-1986) and then came special revenue sharing in the
form of new block grants. To state and local officials, General Revenue Sharing (GRS)
seemed like manna from heaven, for under this policy, the federal government returned
to state governments (until 1980) and to local governments (until 1986) a portion of
tax receipts based on a formula prescribed by Congress. Until GRS fell under the bud-
get axe in the mid-1980s, this popular program allowed the subnational governments
more say in how federal funds would be spent. The new block grants, called “special
revenue sharing” under the New Federalism banner, also provided regulatory relief
since they offered local governments more decision-making power than the previous
categorical project grants had allowed.

Two of the most prominent of the new block grants were the Comprehensive Employ-
ment and Training Act of 1973 (CETA) and the Community Development Block Grant Act

(CDBG) of 1974. And then along came President Ronald Reagan, to serve up his “crumble
cake” federalism.

employment

e top layer) of

Under federalism Reagan-style, intergovernmental relations changed dramatically.
Transfer payments (grants-in-aid) from the national to the state and local levels 'began
{0 decline, or “crumble.” Driven by the “stagflation” of the late 1970s and by his own
Promise to get government “off the backs” of the people, President Reagan offered a I'\Iew
Federalism, in which the block grant became the centerpiece ofhis apprOE}Ch to fed(?rahsm.
For the most part, block grants took categorical project grants in a particular policy area
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block grants in the areas of health, education, an‘d welfa.re.

What about federalism in the post-9/11 city during the George W Bush admjp,
istration? Because they are the first on the scene and all acts of terrorism are Joca] (see
hox 2.1), “first responders” to emergencies—fire, police, and emergency medical servie
workers—benefited from the increasing number of federal dollars and programs to plgy
for and mitigate possible terrorist attacks. As the case study in box 2.1 suggests, this inter.
governmental partnership for homeland security has experienced significant problemsjy
operation. Federal grants-in-aid in other programmatic areas—such as loans and grantsty
small businesses and other industries that were damaged by the 9/11 terrorist attacks—
also increased after 9/11. More specifically, in the three year period 2001-2003, grans
in-aid to state and local governments increased by double-digit amounts, by 11.4 percen,

10.8 per(‘e.nt, and 10.1 percent (8.7 percent, 8.9 percent, and 7.4 percent increases when

e e oo, sy b s
99 DB i 0 sta.te and local governments increased by 14 percent,
—2.6percen,t, _0'7.p (iczt;etr,lznl\gis;r;(:rlcne rcl(zn;;ant ?000 dollars, these figures transl:inte to
annual increases in federa] grants-in-aid (m o ,atter percentages are similar insize(0
local governments for the years 1996 (=1.0 easured in constant 2000 dollars) to state and
.0)and 1997 (0.9) during the Clinton administ®

tion.” Nevertheless during th an
,du G
nngthe eorge W, Bush administration federal grants to state d
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S e study is a quote by Rep. John Tierney (D-Ma
THe :clo ch of OUF communities must be fully prepareq in crisis
i 'g)ssince the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001, the feqd
(53 -nsible for national security, has offered local governments

$S.) Who Complet
respon

Se and consequence man
eral government ol

’

the leve)
the locus of AMmerica's - of government

s events, bevy of intergovernmental Programs in the functiong|
titled “mperfect Federalism: Tne 1nte"rgovernmental Partnership for Homeland Segy,
peter Eisinger araues e Wh"e_ the "war on terror requires a close, cooperative in
ehip,” SiNCE 9/11 this partnership has been lacking in several ways (p. 537).
~ First, according to Professor Eisinger, at the moment of the tragedyin 20
“no longer predisposed or well-positioned to lead and support a close inter
state and local governments (p. 537). Since the Reagan administration, the fe
to the fiscal crisis taking hold in the states and diffident toward the Cities a
and local government officials’ fears were confirmed when shortly after
Washington D.C., President George W. Bush established a Homeland Security Councilin the Executive Office of
the President without any representatives from the 50 states or over 55,000-plus cities and towns in America
being invited to join the council. Moreover, as cities immediately began to develop security plans, Congress did
not provide any financial assistance to help defray the development of emergency response plans until March
~ of 2003, one and one-half years after the 9/11 attacks. ‘
. Second, once federal funds began to flow through various programs to state and local governments,
a number of administrative, technical, and political issues plagued the intergovernmental partnership. For
~ example, after 9/11, funds distributed to first-responders through the Firefighter Investment and Response
Enhancement (FIRE) Act were doubled, but "critics complained that the administration of the program was
olagued by bottle-necks and inflexibility and the funding was distributed inequitably” (p. 539). Authorized
- funds were slow to be released, funding caps meant that the “money available to any fire oepartment Was
not primarily a function of the city’s size or the level of threat the city faced,” and some e\ndence omnts to
art ini : hnical administrative constraint on
Partisanship in the distribution of grant funds (p. 539). An example of a tech S i eedcits
jocal governments was the requirement under the federal Cash Managemen'e Act of 155395 B ol
that received federal funds to spend their own money for homeland Secu“tvh?lirthers had to wait months
reimbursement- (p. 540), Some cities simply did not have the cash to spend, whie @

'tobe reimbursed for their homeland security fiscal outiay.
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BOX 2.1 Policy and Practice (continued)
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¢ providing local government leaderg SPeci,
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put f
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SOURCE: Peter Eisinger, “imperfect Federalism: TR

. 537-545.
tration Review 66 (July/August 2006): 3

. : t originally totaling $787 billion yy
This national economic stlm;;uz (S;g;ﬂ:rllr;fa’s i;fizz - oglaw gn February 17 by Presiden;
passed by Congress on i h, Mus,eum of Nature and Science.?? The law originally
s Denve}' | 'COI?mfaZ EZItlefitS‘ $275 billion in contracts, grants, and loans: ang
g;;ijﬁﬁﬁi iﬁl:;ﬂg;qnent& The total ARRA spending alllzount was changed in 2011
t"o $840 billion to reflect President Obama’s 2012 budget: : As of December 31, 2013
$816.3 billion had been spent under the law—with $290.7 b.llhon eXp(’:nded on tax ber-le.ﬁts
(e.g., $236.2 billion going to individuals and $32.6 billion going to busn.less) ;$261.2 b'ﬂhon
spent on grants, contracts, and loans (e.g., $94 billion going to education, $33.8 for infra-
structure, $30.2 allocated for energy/environment); and $264.4 hillion for entitlements (e.g,
$105.7 billion for Medicaid and Medicare and $61.3 billion for unemployment insurance
programs).* i ‘

Most of the federal largess under the ARRA was sent to state and local governments
in fiscal years 2009 and 2010, Federa] outlays for federal grants to state and local governr
ments increased from $461.3 billion in FY 2008, the last year of the Bush administration,
to $537.9 billion in FY 2009 and $608.4 billion in FY 2010.25 These numbers represent an
elmost 32 percent increase (§141.1 billion) in federal funding to state and local governmen!

during the first two years of the Obamg administration. With the drawing down of most

@)M;}iul?hdjnz Ztgﬁ a; Sd 420211) iif'wer'nments by the end of FY 2010, grants-in-aifiﬂilell1 :Z

2014, However Presitie . 0000, $'546.2 billion in 2018, and 5576~ v illion)
; mated budget for fiscal year 2015 ($628.1 bi

shows a Projected $51
. y state
ocal governmepgs. 8 percent) increase in federal outlays to

nt Obamg’s esti
billion dollay (8.
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Having established a context for understanding the nat
the various eras through which federalism has evolved, let
complete understanding of the broad issues associated wit
the modern city: fiscal federalism: state-local relations; m

efficiency, and targeting funds.
ure of federalism and identified
us turn our attention to a more
hintergovernmental relationsin
andates; and interlocal relations.

INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS

Aslongtime federalism expert Deil Wright so aptly reminded us in 1990: “The concept of
federalism has two centuries of U.S. history, tradition, law, and practice behind it. The
concept of IGR [intergovernmental relations] has a comparatively short half century [or so]
of application to the American context."* IGR is a process that involves interaction among
the various levels of government—federal, state, and local. As suggested earlier, this inter-
action may take the form of cooperation or co-optation. State and/or local government
officials may believe that they are getting “pounded” with rules, regulations, and mandates
even as they are left to “fend for themselves” in an environment of, up until only recently in
the first two years of the Obama administration, declining or “crumbling” federal largess.
Perceptions may vary. The reality is that intergovernmental relati(?ns—the day-to-day pro-
cess of city officials working vertically with state and federal o‘fﬁc‘Lals and horizontally with
local officials in other local government entities—represe'nts asignificant part of the moden}

City executive’s job. Similarly, the number of grants-in-au.l programs imd the dollar.s aSS”()Cl—
ated with the grants are substantial. In fact, [GR is sometimes called “fiscal federalism.

FISCAL FEDERALISM | .
As we noted eérlier, beginning in the late 1970s, federal aid to cities began to dwindle.
DF‘fing the 1980s and early 1990s, that decline accelerated, as st’ate and local gm{ernmlents
Suffered cuts of unprecedented size under Ronald Reagan’s New F.ederahsm, :-_(;ter
- *UPPorted by President George H. W. Bush. Beginning in 1992, the decline attenuated as
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ment programs never gand Urban Development Action Grants, On Se Pro

ral Revenue Sharin , o Ptemp,
ggal;l;ég:zn the thirty-seven-year-old Advisory Commission on Intergovernmemal Rela.r

tions (ACIR) closed its doors and was consigned to the so-called Cyber Cemetery 2

Some observers, who thought cities had l?ecome overly dep?endent on federy) fungs
viewed this profound change in the relationship [.)e.tw’een the HathHfll government g the
cities as overdue and basically healthy. Yet the cities’ newly found independen, Came
a price. Most cities did cut services—a step that often fell hardest on low- an( MOderyg,
income families. And to make up for lost revenue, cities tended to turn to MOre regregsy,
measures, such as increased fees and charges, that again have adversely affecteq the e,
nomically disadvantaged. Despite all these changes, important federal urbap, aid program
remain, and both the number of grant programs and the dollars appropriated for varjq
grants have increased during the Obama presidency. We next review the nature and chgr.
acteristics of key federal programs designed explicitly to assist municipalities.

Federal Grant Programs

Never Ch
Hempsteqq Ngel In Apyj]
ack of New . and presidep 2004, for €Xample, Jam of
i Meland g, nd 0t of the 8 Conpin €s A. Garner, mayor
* 8overnmeng ¢ eme Strzachi 8 the locy] ], lire;: €€ of Mayors, lamented the
e O help defry by
y the cost borne

Scanned with CamScanner



AL N | tHGO
\IERNMENTAL RELATION
3

Low 0 OTang® 10'Cal governments must siffe,, Protectioy, 45
el cal officials view s _federal alert system as a Unfunde . ) Mastrye.
ure Site% ities hundreds of millions of dollars to implemep¢, Cities gy,
' af(‘j Cslecurity funds promised them by the federq o

n

etti
i+ | as funding allocation * gOvernment pog, . ° fing the
: 5 dal1 1 »
hot yck” at the state level a g 0N “strings” are o

“ t i , k r ; r.
are notes “Homeland se(’:’unty money went to the stqgeg by Federy EXP[‘GQS, ?)9 Mayor
Gal;e (ities by Pony EXpress. * Pl came
toth

Jocal officials play the intergovernmenta] game? The

V\lhy do . danswer ig th?lt tl]EV .
ot afford not to—the stakes are too high. When John . Kennedy wag inq, u, Sl,mp]y
i in 1961, about 45 separate grant programs existed surated s

ident :
fei‘e ;ust eight years later—following Lyndon Johnson's Gr
offi

qumber of programs had grown to 400! By 1981, that number
it then fell to 400 by 1986 under Ronald Reagan. Then the number of grant Programs rose
again, 10 478 in 1989 under George H. W. Bush and to 660 i 2000 under Bl
n 2006, under George W. Bush, there were about 814 grants-in-aid programs.2s
the federal government’s grants portal “Grants.gov” showed the availa
1,000 grants distributed by 26 different agencies worth over $500 billiop.
the number of federal grants-in-aid is estimated to be 1,099 (1,078 cate
21 block grants).*’

In terms of dollars, federal grants-in-aid to state and local governments accounted for
about $7 billion in 1960; the amount approached $24 billion by 1970, grew to $91 billion
by 1980, and reached $135 billion in 1990.28 In 2000, the federal grant program had risen
toalmost $300 billion,? and in fiscal year 2010 the dollar amount peaked at $608.4 billion,
asnoted above, as Congress approved President Obama’s almost $800 billion dollar stimu-
luspackage to help America battle the “Great Recession,”® Although grants-in-aid declined
in the next four fiscal years to reach $576.9 billion in FY 2014, the federal outlays in 2015
Were estimated to be $628.1 billion—an all-time high.? As a percentage of federal govern-
ment outlays, grants grew from 7.6 percent in 1960 to 15.9 percent in 2000, reached an
all-time highat 17.6 percent in 2010, and fell to 16.5 percent in 2014.%

Not all federal money comes packaged in the same way or with the same restrictic.)ns.
Federal aid can be classified either by how the money is distributed or by how the recipient
Spends the money. Federal funds are distributed in three ways:

When Richard Nixon took
eat Society initiative—the
had risen tq about 540, but

inton 2
In 2010,
bility of over
*Four years later,
gorical grants and

L Formulq grants provide funds to local governments automatically on the basis of
N administr atively or legislatively prescribed formula. In 2011, aboTJt 1.3 pe_fcent
of federa] grant programs were formula grants. This approach to dlStrll')l(lflni
federal dollars has grown in popularity: in fiscal year 1975, about two-thir ; 800
federa] grants-in-aid were distributed by using a formula, but by fiscal year 2000,
the Percentage had grown to 85 percent.*

et or discretionary grants are awarded competitively-—t. .
of the granting agency—and must be applied for by the recipien

hat is, at the discretion
t government.
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86 percent of all grants in 291 1'.[)uted ;
3. Formula/project grants are dIS.“'l pul
agency officials. Formula/project aqntsf‘?
a‘1501|-t two percent of all federal gr:

ula, but at the dlSCretiOn :
1a form
ased or

f
not very numerous and represen on
are

ly

point of how local g0V § can spend the

’ overnment .
the viewpoint of how local y
When considered from the

federal grants take two forms:

for narrowly defined purposes. Ofter, FCCipiep
! TOI' 14
L Categorteal rastsamay be spento.nl) fthe federal funds. About four-fifths of the
governments must match a portion o receive from the federal governmey, is in
‘rdnone)' that state and local governments
38
fcategorical grants. - in the same functiop,
;ll]’e i;\orm (J)fs f:omgbine se{:'eral related categorical grants in th : m( lareg
] gran : : rogram (e.g,
R grt in-aid in related functional areas into a single graln i X
Or grants-in- -0ne ¢
: ity development, social services, law enforcement), Al fventy e
munity development, g based on a formula. Although the fede,
funded block grants are distributed base o
e R e b ding, historically, the recipients of blgck grants
ernment provides direction in spen ing, St a
have enjoyed considerable leeway in shifting money around wj 1 a broa

defined area. Block grants have never totaled more than 20 percent of fed
state and local governments 3

com-
ently
al gov-

eral aid g,

Most of the criticism of fedey

(which represents aboy 98 percent of a]] f
in 2014),% especially

, and evaluated:
aid that must be met
ed; cities scramble for

lide beneﬁts,t d spiyy cong lfcfp fl)lltpoi?\:;ie(i: o d‘Pr@SSed Cities categorical
aovemmentprov]d . m’z Jﬁ fs, for th wh Veyvit:?mmentalactmtles P r}?-
m :T)e::l;ej feu,e leerwiz Ed 1o p 1 ven i()g1 ;:ill{)so?rlliarreliezftfos
sevice, . 1 Vities \ Vantatee“t: they recognize the situation,
o ©large Cxterng) benezt!‘ltg ‘:i the federy) governrrglelslt(i(f) :?IEIE L i

Port [ocq) programs that
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the continued existence of a host of cate
te

Despi taken place in federal urban aid in rece

gorica] federa]
changeé it

Progr
a Nt years, First, mof ams, ¢,
ovide funds to individuals rather than to State and ¢y 0
ants Pr

e ducation, transportation, or community development I PrOBtams in
areas s it of the estimated $628.1 billion total federy) out] o
ple, 71- [ths went to individuals for health programs ($354 bij)

Ovemn‘llf'on)- 12 Health programs alone accounted fo; aw
($105 bl1 13 in 2015; and federal Medicaid dollars repres
eral ol;t E);]ealth payments to individuals. In 1980, only 3
c?nttot oapeople instead of programs, in 1990 the figure
Efe lr)llock grants has provided cities with mf)rel flexibility ang latitude to SPend the federy
funds they do receive. Block grants—especially the Community Deyel

; Opment Block ¢;
(CDBG)—are popular among local officials. In the words of William Althays, mayorra [cl)tf
York, Pennsylvania, CDBG is “our last little baby, "+

_ AYS to stqt
1on) anq MNCoOme capr.
hopping 56 4 pe - SRty
ented $333 ; billi

€and Jogq)

as 57.2 percen

The Housing and Community Development Act of 1974

The passage of the Housing and Community Development Act in 1974 (Public Layw
93-383) is often viewed as a significant development in federa] support for citjes, Origi-
nally authorized as a three-year program with an $11.3 billion budget, the act consolidated
a number of categorical urban development programs—Model Cities, urbap renewal,
neighborhood facilities, open-space land, public-facility loans, water and sewer facilities,
and code enforcement—into the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG). Eligible
activities for funding had to (1) benefit low-

and moderate-income persons, (2) aid the pre-
vention or elimination of slums and blight, or (3) meet other urgent development needs
that the jurisdiction is not able to fund on its own. Regardless of the principal focus, at least

70 percent of the grant funds received in a one-, two-, or three-year period had to benefit
low- to moderate-income persons.* S

All cities with populations of 50
residents—or about 1,209
the formula for grant dist
Persons living jn poverty,
ing built before 1940. Late
the Metropolitan city o yr
three factors ang their wej
€Ity (50), and overcrowde

Including pr s, lag (the]
age of housing,

this part of e
for Entitlemer,
State admipjg

;000 or more and urban counties with at least 200,000
jurisdictions—were automatically eligible for funds. Originally,
ribution considered a community’s population, the number of
the extent of overcrowded housing, and the amount of hous-
I, entitlements were calculated by means of two formulas, and
ban county received the greater of the amounts calculated. The
ghts for the first formula were: population (.25), extent of pov-
d housing (.25). The second formula also includes three factors(i

i erty, an
ag In population growth from 1960 to the present), pov fy, -
weighted at .20, .30, and .50, respectively. For fiscal year 2015, fundmi °
Program was $2.1 billion. 4 Table 2.1, shows fiscal year 2015 CDBG fun ihg;
tcitiesand counties in Oklahoma. The last column of the table also shows
‘ered nonentitlement program, which is explained next.
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201 ties
g1 Fisce! Yeac jes and Urban iREN
Table i
klaho

0K 338&354

OK 3399,384
Egmond 0K $636,50
Enid 0K $383,108
Lawon 0K $313 38
mem«-as:lcm’ i $744,31i
Mmoore City 5K 34301 15,
Norman ‘ = $279‘240
Oklahoma Gity i o
?Sznee 0K $1.137 61
Tulsa County
Oklahoma Nonentitlement 0] $12,656,1g
Allocation

d Urban Development, “Community Planning and Development Prq
ing an
artment of Housing

/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/comm_planning/aboyt

gram Fo[mllla
015,” hnpzllponal.hud.gov

0
SOURCE: U.S. Dep udgey

Allocations for FY 2
budget15.

In addition to the entitlement progrant; beginning in ?‘98'1 Congress amended the 01"} i
nal CDBG act to allow state governments, instead of ofﬁm?ls. in the Departm.ent of Housig
and Urban Development (HUD), the opportunity to administer the ?onentltlement or dis-
cretionary funding portion of the CDBG program. Cities with populations under 50,000 3y
counties with 200,000 or fewer residents could receive grants based on funding priorifis

and award criteria established by state governments. The funding under this part of the CDj
program is not an entitlement, for the state governments have discretion in choosing grant
recipients. Small cities and counties are not required to match grant funds with local funds
in order to be eligible for these CDRG funds. Asin the entitlement program, however, states

ding programs that benefitlow

slums or blight. Funds arealle
described earlier for entitlemel}t |
s the greater amount of funding®

using the same methog as

hichever of the tyyq formulas provide

used. The FY 2015 funding for

the nonentitlemen; state-adminj ion of the CDB¢
: -administered portion o
Program is aboyt $g9g million, Finally p
are set aside, respectiye] ,

about §7 million and $66 million in CDBG fund
y, for Insular Ay

i . ' laﬂdsp
€as (Americap § Northern Mariana s
»and th g amoa, Norther
eU.S. Virgin Islandg)e and for Natiye Americans. 4
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