
f-

DR 84-3 - DRAFT INTERGOVERN-
;MENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

60

0

7

Z i
CD,

C.J

<C

0

?4

J

COMMITTEE /.0.0.8



r

FROM----.-- 0/t__ DATE.
ADVANCE CURRENT

ADMINISTRATION PLANS PLANS ENGINEERING GRAPHICS j
O Laiin '0'--IL - Undebak O Pierce IO Walter 13-Schward- .Crtylle O Cain 0 CommerO Ooramus O Oudalk O Young O Ruiz O CrookO Eubanks O Ahrens O Bonanni O Henry OJonesO Hanis VBechtel O Lahey O Schneider O Whi'eyO Henderson 13 Hart O Nagiey O -O Walko D Keyey O OivarM C] -O Wimbley 0 10- 0 Smylhe 0 -

O Mitchell O
¤ Peete -C] Shen 1 ONole.Re.n

O H-le
O Al St,0
0 Comment

1-0 . 0 81,-e
01.-yREMAMS_¥24 - -
O Ir,tormallon
O Files

- 2or,Ve19305 -

L_



29*te

1 ¢Xt

1.

BOARD OF SEDGWICK COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
PROCEEDINGS .... ··©k».NUg :

"rmer/*I ·7 'Ck .0

I =»299+6:
(Welcome to Channel 8 viewing audience and an overview of agenda items to =- i be considered).&1993

MEETING OF THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

REGULAR MEETING
4;*ia?Git''·:·
125*f€*lf_: i FEBRUARY 27, 1985

4--
1 -

A. Call Meeting to Order at 9:00 a.m.

B. Invocation of the Christian Businessmen' s Comittee

1 -
C. Flag Salute *24

0. Roll Call

E. Approval of Minutes, Regular Meeting of February 13, 1985

F. Certification as to the availability of funds - County Controller's
Url ]Le.

G. Proclamation proclaiming the week of March 3-9, 1985, as Women's
History Week. Presented by Louanna Honeycutt, Public Affairs Officer.

6.--

ACTION: Approve the proclamation and authorize the Chairman
to sign.

H. Proclamation proclaiming the week of March 3-9, 1985, as American
Association of University Women Week. Presented by Louanna Honeycutt
Public Affairs Officer.

ACTION: Approve the proclamation and authorize the Chairman
to sign.

mit- I I. Vacation Hearing #3000-515. The south 5 feet of a 20-foot side utility
easement being 10 feet each side of the common lot line between Lot 7,

crest Addition to Sedgwick County, Kansas, except the east 20 feet and
Block 3 and Reserve I, Block 3, Crestview County Club Estates South-

F the west 20 feet thereof. District #1.

'44445
41*!

t.»i
604&4

5 J. Personnel Department. Presented by Mary Ann Mamoth, Director.DI

Pres··.itation of a ·etirement certificate to Mi 1 dred Poague from
0 the Department of Mental Health.

*?t

Fi' Mildred Poague began her employment with Sedgwick County on
October 17, 1955, as a Registered Nurse for the County Hospitals

Rt and she resigned as Head Nurse on May 16, 1973. She returned to
Sedgwick County Hospital on December 4, 1973 as Charge Nurse, and
was transferred to the Mental Health Department on April 10, 1978,
to work at the Holding Unit as Head Nurse. Her title changed to
Psychiatric Nurse on May 1, 1981, and she will retire with that
title on March 1, 1985.

4,a·· - ·, . I
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BOARD OF SEDGWICK COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

PROCEEDINGS

M. .44*it; 4%'*

Agenda - Page 2
February 27, 1985

k.,1 5%„4-94'44

Public Hearing on County proposal to construct a cul-de-sac on the
frontage road near the intersection of K-15 and 47th Street South.
Presented by David Spears, Acting Director, Department of Public
Works.

The laboratory complex being constructed by Boeing will generate
considerably more traffic on the frontage road. A problem already
exists at this intersection, and the additional traffic will compound
it. A cul-de-sac is the most viable solution due to the poor
geometrics at this location.

- 14.&

ACTION: Open the public hearing, receive public comment
close the public hearing and direct the Departmnt ..1,-'P*/'%

of Public Works to forward the public comment
to the Kansas Department of Transportation
for its review and recommendations.

Designation of the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area Planning
Comnission to be the reviewing body for projects per the Kansas Inter-
governmental Review Act (formerly A-95 Reviews). Presented by Mac
Manning, City Administrator, Valley Center.

On April 18, 1984, the Board of County Commissioners took action to
designate the Wichita/Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area Planning Com-
mission as the review agency for Sedgwick County in regards to the
Kansas Intergovernmental Review Act.

Approval of this revised designation will rescind the 1984 action and
designate the Board of County Commissioners of Sedgwick County,
Kansas, to be the reviewing authority.

ACTION: 1. Rescind the 1984 action and designate the Board of
County Commissioners of Sedgwick County, Kansas, to
be the reviewing authority; or

2. Take no action.

Presentation of the Sedgwick County Detention System Master Plan
Notebook. Presented by Kenneth W. Arnold, Corrections Facility
Project Manager.

Dennis A. Kimme of Kimme Planning and Architecture, Champaign,
Illinois, and Wesley Darnell of Wilson Darnell Associates, Wichita,
Kansas, who are the County's criminal justice system consultants, will
present three documents to the Commission. These documents are the
Sedgwick County Detention System Master Plan Notebook, a summary of
the Master Plan and the Correctional Facility Functional Program.

944-€r.:.1,6.
0-4,62.:.:1 ';_474'*.

di*4?jit¢?lw-:t.

4% 8 '

44
'·2•- ORN?·'¥e.%054

These documents review the work of the Corrections Facility Advisory
Board, the consultants and County staff over the last two years.
Additionally, they provide recommendations on how the County should
proceed in addressing the needs of our present jail as well as the
building of a new facility to alleviate existing problems and meet
future requirements.

I.ie Master Plan concludes the fourth phase of the six phase Criminal
Justice Planning Process: A Total Systems Model being followed by the
County in the jail program. The Plan logically leads into the last two ,
phases of the Model, which include design, construction, move in and
on-going evaluation of a new detention facility. il
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BOARD OF SEDGWICK COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

PROCEEDINGS

Agenda - Page 3
February 27, 1985

19934755

The Corrections Facility Advisory Boards at its February 15, 1985
meeting, reviewed and unanimously recommended approval of the Master
Plan to the Commission.

9-1

ACTION: 1. Adopt the Sedgwick County Detention System Master
Plan; or

2. Take such action as the Board deemu appropriate.

N. Metropolitan Area Planning Department. Presented by Bob Lakin,
Director.

Approval of a revised Air Quality Plan (SIP).

:Ay@<t·** For the past several years, Wichita has been working towards
the goal of meeting Federal clean air standards -specifically

3*264,1.9,: for the pollutant carbon monoxide (CO). Through the imple-
.Arhab. *

mentation of an air quality plan (known as the SIP, or State
Implementation Plan), which was endorsed in 1979 by the MAPC,

*0 City Comission and County Commission, Wichita is now within
reach of meeting its goal. What remains is the following:

r

34?4231.44.

* Approval and submittal of an acceptable SIP
At-··,2··;29*,4-ed t .r Revision;

* A modeling analysis demonstrating attainment
(i.e., that the area meets Federal standards); 4179®sa..'b

and

* Continuation of clean air readings.

The proposed SIP Revision was reviewed and approved by the Planning
Commission on January 24th. The plan was also reviewed and approved by

£':i/l..../.-'

:4*tlsV. ..4$rjka¥.al".....
the Air Quality Advisory Subcommittee on January 15, 1985. (The Air
Quality Advisory Subcommittee is composed of three Planning
Commissioners, one City Commissioner, one County Commissioner and one
representative each from Derby, Haysville and Valley Center.)

E-- A public hearing regarding the Plan Revision was held on February 15,
1985, at 2:30 p.m. in the City Commission Chambers. A summary of the
hearing will be presented at the Commission meeting.

ACTION: 1. Approve the revised SIP; or

1 2. Disapprove the revised SIP.

0. Acceptance of the resignation of John E. Fieser, D.V.M., from the
Sedgwick County Animal Care Advisory Board. Presented by William D.
Rustin, County Counselor.

$

$ ACTION: Accept the resignation.

P. Resolution appointing Donna Rae Malone to the Wichita-Sedgwick County

Board of Health. Presented by William D. Rustin, County Counselor.

.
.r .

. 14 1*Ii#,9/.,lakum»>.1,/,L
, 24 9 2< I
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The Wichita-Sedgwick County Board of Health is charged with the
responsibility of promoting public health and sanitation in the City *tal.
of Wichita and Sedgwick County.
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tift *ffid

As there is a vacancy on this Board due to the resignation of one of
its members, this action appoints Donna Rae Malone to serve on this

Board for the remainder of the unexpired terms or until August 7, 1986.

ACTION: 1. Adopt the resolution; or
2. Deny the resolution.

Q. Resolution appointing Rod M. Stewart to serve on the Board of

Canvassers on March 1, 1985. Presented by William D. Rustin, County
Counselor.

'19

»44;4

This resolution authorizes Rod M. Stewart to serve on the Board of

Canvassers on March 1, 1985, to certify the results of the primary
election in Sedgwick County, Kansas. Mr. Stewart will be serving for
and in the place of Chairman Donald E. Gragg, who will be absent that
day.

ACTION: 1. Adopt the resolution; or
2. Deny the resolution.

R. Resolution rescinding Sedgwick County Resolution No. 237-1976 and
amending the Sedgwick County Personnel Policy· and Procedures Manual
relating to appeals of findings of the Sedgwick County Grievance Board
by employees of the Sedgwick County Mental Health Department.
Presented by William D. Rustin, County Counselor.

Sedgwick County Resolution No. 237-1976 establishes a grievance
appeals procedure for employees of the Sedgwick County Mental Health
Department which allows appellate review of the decisions rendered by
the Sedgwick County Grievance Board to the Sedgwick County Sheriff's
Clvil Service 8oard. The same is referenced in certain sections of the
Sedgwick County Personnel Policy and Procedures Manual.

Adoption of this resolution would rescind Sedgwick County Resolution
No. 237-1976, voiding the appeals procedure as set out therein for
employees of the Sedgwick County Mental Health Department, and would
amend the Sedgwick County Personnel Pol icy and Procedures Manual by
deleting all references to Sedgwick County Resolution No. 237-1976.

Employees of the Sedgwick County Mental Health Department would then
be entitled to the grievance procedure available to other County
employees pursuant to Sedgwick County Resolution No. 236-1976 and
referenced in the "Sedgwick County Personnel Policy and Procedure
Manual".

ACTION: 1. Adopt the resolution; or
2. Deny the resolution.

S. Resolution providing for the licensing and regulation of alarm systems
in the unincorporated areas of Sedgwick County, Kansas. Presented by
Kenneth M. Duckworth, Director, Emergency Communications.

IS

1%

151
3.

er«214

On January 3, 1985, a presentation regarding a proposed Sedgwick
County false alarm resolution was made to the Board of County Com- -pl.!:.:*
missioners by Mr. Duckworth. At that time, direction was given to the P.f. ..
Legal Department to develop a false alarm resolution similar to the
draft resolution which was presented to the Board of City Com- J 1missioners for consideration on October 16, 1984.

y

%33797,M
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B

K©·

To carry out this direction, a committee consisting of the County
Counselor, the Sheriff, the County Fire Chief, the Director of EMS and
the Director of Emergency Communications was formed.

4 my

The purpose of the Committee was to draft a false alarm resolution
designed to control and reduce the amount of false alarms that the
Emergency Services respond to in the unincorporated areas of Sedgwick
County that are false and unnecessary. The Committee believes it has
formulated a workable resolution that will succeed in reducing false
alarm calls, and the same is now being presented for the Board of
County Commissioners' approval.

ACTION: 1. Adopt the resolution; or

2. Deny the resolution.

i'

'2.1

At*.

T. Resolution authorizing bidding of Phase II of renovation of heat i:.g
and cooling systems in the Jungle Building at the Sedgwick County Zoo.
Presented by Sandy Roberts, County Architect.

F. This resolution authorizes the bidding of mechanical work, electrical
work, the control systems, and general construction of Phase II of the
renovation of the heating and cooling systems in the Jungle Building at
the Sedgwick County Zoo.· Each of the four areas will be bid as
separate items.

ACTION: 1. Adopt the resolution; or
2. Deny the resolution.

U. Approval of a request by the Mid-America All Indian Center to use the
Sedgwick County Park for the 1985 Pow-Wow. Presented by William D.
Rustin, County Counselor.

The Mid-America All Indian Center has filed a request with the Board to
allow it to hold the 1985 Annual Pow-Wow at Sedgwick County Park on
July 26, 27, and 28, 1985. They expect from 2,000-3,000 persons to
attend the Pow-Wow over the three-day period.

1 -2
ACTION: 1. Approve the request; or

2. Disapprove the request.

V. Approval of consent documents relating to the transfer of supervising
agent services and responsibilities under the 1984 Reno-Sedgwick-

-            Finney County $43,000,000 mortgage revenue bond issue. Presented by
Kim C. Dewey, Economic Development Coordinator.

MGIC Investment Corporation, the supervising agent for the above
referenced bond issue, has been sold to Management Financing
Corporation. The consent documents allow Management Financing
Corporation to carry on the responsibilities under the Origination and
Servicing Agreement.

41

Fe

ACTION: Arnrove the consent documents and authorize the ma-

Chairman to sign.

j t..
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W. Consideration of a position on Senate Bills 242 and 256. Presented by
Kim C. Dewey, Economic Development Coordinator.

Four members of the Sedgwick County Senate Delegation have introduced
Senate Bills 242 and 256. Senate Bill 242 would require approval of
the County Commission before any bonds could be issued to construct
facilities to be leased to tenants at Wichita Mid-Continent Airport.
Senate Bill 256 would expand the Airport Authori ty Board to eleven
members, six appointed by the City of Wichita and five appointed by the
Board of Sedgwick County Commissioners. This legislation is a
response to concerns raised by various County officials, including
members of the Board, that a significant amount of assessed valuation
was escaping taxation through lease arrangements with the Wichita
Airport Authority. This legislation would afford the Board of County
Commissioners the opportunity to ensure that in lieu of tax payments
would be required in future lease agreements.

42¢*91
e·G.8724

4%*,

ACTION: Take such action as the Board deems appropriate.
r

4 .

X. Approval of an agreement with Boling Engineering Consultants, Inc.,

for professional design services. Presented by Sandy Roberts, County
Architect.

The approval of this agreement would allow the consultant to provide
for the County the design work necessary for a new electrical system to
allow for the implementation of a "variable air volume" HVAC system
currently being designed for the Sedgwick County Courthouse.

ACTION: 1. Approve the request; or
2. Disapprove the request.

Y. Approval of an agreement for treatment of noxious weeds. Presented by
Richard A. Euson, Assistant County Counselor. r94

This annual agreement with AT&SF Railroad provides for the County's 11,1.121' NI-

treatment of noxious weed infested areas on railroad rights-of-way -/&b*All-
within Sedgwick County.

ACTION: 1. Approve the contract; or
2. Disapprove the contract.

Z. Department on Aging Mill Levy Agreements. Presented by Irene Hart, [+11,4'Q

Director. -.4,18.+El/*

The following agreements are being recommended for funding from Aging
mill levy monies budgeted specifically for the support of In-Home
services. The requests have been reviewed by members of the Aging
Council, and are recommended for approval by the Board of County Com-
missioners.

1. Approval of an agreement with the Wichita-Sedgwick County
Health Department in the amount of $46,500 for the provision --ix
of Personal Care/Homemaker Services.

This agreement was one of two to be consi dered by the Board at
their February 13, 1985 meeting, and was deferred at that
time.

.S

.
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.1

Both this agreement, and the one with Medical Personnel Pool
approved by the Board of February 13, 1985, allow for the
provision of both Personal Care and Homemaker Services.
Provision of dual service is being recommended as it has been
determined that a large number of homebound elders were in
need of both services and became confused when they were
forced to deal with two service providers in a home setting.

ACTION: 1. Approve the agreement and authorize the Chairman to
sign; or

2. Disapprove the agreement.

1559

yfa
2. Approval of an agreement with Legal Aid Society of Wichita,

Inc., in the amount of $10,500 for the provision of
Protective Legal Services.

Legal Aid Society of Wichita, Inc., has applied for $10,500
in Aging mill levy funds for the provision of legal services
for the elderly. Services to be provided include
guardianships, conservatorships, powers of attorneys home

equity conversions, and the handling of cases involving abuse
of the elderly.

ACTION: 1. Approve the agreement and authorize the Chairman to
sign; or

2. Disapprove the agreement.

AA. Department of Public Works. Presented by David Spears, Acting
Director.

1. Resolution:

Resolution classifying and assigning the following roads to
Riverside Township Road System: 61st Street South, Kansas
Courts Kansas, and Kansas Court. Two of these roads were

platted with the same title. All located in Riverside Town-
ship, Orchard View 2nd Addition. Maintenance and upkeep of
these roads would become the responsibility of Riverside
Township. District #2.

/69Imb' J- I<:00.4 1

ACTION: 1. Adopt the resolution; or
2. Deny the resolution.

2. Approvalsami

a Approval of authorization to conduct a Phase II Field Recon-
naissance of the Highway Archeological Salvage Program.
Sedgwick County Project 815-C-4385; bridge on West Street
over Jester Creek between 10lst Street North and 109th Street

North. CIP #B-17 (1985 Design and Construction). District
#1.

nulVll' 1. Approve the authorization; or
2. Disapprove the authorization.lammw%: 1-.&......RES 6,9,- 4.<119*Waw"Waill/M# fi . f*1 .«94•-0€221*3
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b. Approval of an agreement between the City of Wichita, Kansas,
and Sedgwick County, Kansas, in connection with Sedgwick
County Project #831-North 4 S; Rock Road between Oak Knoll
and McConnell AFB. CIP #R-36 (Construction 1985). District
#2.

ACTION: 1. Approve the agreement; or
4 2. Disapprove the agreement.

c. Approval of Sedgwick County matching share using a 75/25
matching ratio for Sedgwick County Project 598-22 to 24, 85th
Street North from Ridge Road to Valley Center. It is re-365#JE,:·
quested that David C. Spears, P.E., Acting County Engineer, Ra vbe authorized to sign and send a letter of intent from the
Board of County Commissioners that Sedgwick County is still
participating in this project, and is anticipating a bid %5

letting of March 21, 1985. CIP #R-21 (Construction 1985).
District #1.

ACTION: 1. Approve the matching share and authorize David C. A

Spears, P.E., Acting County Engineer, to sign a
letter of intent from the Board of County
Commissioners; or

2. Disapprove the matching share.

88. Report of the Board of Bids and Contracts. Presented by Bob Rogers,
County Controller.

ACTION: 1. Approve the recommendations of the Board of Bids
and Contracts; or

2. Disapprove specific items.

CC. Approval of the Consent Agenda. Presented by Forest Tim Witsman,
County Administrator.

DD. Other
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
March 4, 1985

'44'r' METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT
ifoqte

TO: Metropolitan Area Planning Commission

FROM: Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

SUBJECT: DR 84-3 - Intergovernmental Review Process

The Commission may remember that in March 1984, it approved and
recommended to the City Commission and County Commission that the%?> governor establish an intergovernmental review process (replacing the
A-95 review) and designate MAPC as the regional reviewing coordinating
agency. On April 17, the City Commission concurred; and on April 18,
the County Commission concurred.

On February 27, the County Commission, at the request of the ALARM
group of second and third class cities, requested that MAPC not be the
review agency and that the County Commission provide that function
( see attachment - agenda). The County Commission, by a 3-0 vote,
acted to rescind their 1984 action and request the governor to designate
the Board of County Commissioners to be the reviewing authority. This
is for your information. No further action is needed.

Robert A. Lakin

Director of Planning

RAL: rme

Attachment
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March 4, 1985WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Pt
TO: E. H. Denton, City Manager

FROM: Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

4 SUBJECT: DR 84-3 - Intergovernmental Review Process

The Metropolitan Area Planning Commission, in March 1984, approved and
recommended to the City Commission and County Commission that the.>bi·
governor establish an intergovernmental review process (replacing the
A-95 review) and designate MAPC as the regional reviewing coordinating
agency. On April 17, the City Commission concurred; and on April 18,
the County Commission concurred.

On February 27, the County Commission, at the request of the ALARM
group of second and third class cities, requested that MAPC not be the
review agency and that the County Commission provide that function
(see attachment - agenda). The County Commission, by a 3-0 vote,
acted to rescind their 1984 action and request the governor to designate
the Board of County Commissioners to be the reviewing authority. This
is for your information.

Robert A. Lakin

Director of Planning

RAL: rme

Attachment

4
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Public Hearing on County proposal to construct a cul-de-sac on the
frontage road near the intersection of K-15 and 47th Street South.
Presented by David Spears, Acting Director, Department of Public
Works. 9 i."-1.*rf-

The laboratory complex being constructed by Boeing will generate
considerably more traffic on the frontage road. A problem already
exists at this intersection, and the additional traffic will compound
it. A cul-de-sac is the most viable solution due to the poor
geometrics at this location.

'11.*Emil""
43452

ACTION: Open the public hearing, receive public comment,
close the public hearing and direct the Department
of Public Works to forward the public comment
to the Kansas Department of Transportation
for its review and recommendations.

Lbl/Designation of the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area PlanningCommission to be the reviewing body for projects per the Kansas Inter-
governmental Review Act (formerly A-95 Reviews). Presented by Mac
Manning, City Administrator, Valley Center.

? On April 18, 1984, the Board of County Commissioners took action to
designate the Wichita/Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area Planning Com-
mission as the review agency for Sedgwick County in regards to the
Kansas Intergovernmental Review Act.

52?
*21.12

.Ae<*
Approval of this revised designation will rescind the 1984 action and
designate the Board of County Commissioners of Sedgwick County, x-
Kansas, to be the reviewing authority..0-1-1Kkr <-ACTION: .>r-Rescird the 1984 action andVLsignate the Board of ( 5-0

County Commissioners of Sedgwick County. Kansas, to -
be the reviewing authority; or

2. Take no action.

M. Presentation of the Sedgwick County Detention System Master Plan
Notebook. Presented by Kenneth W. Arnold, Corrections Facility
Project Manager.

*744)- :i.jojg"/4.
,-1*,//1.:,#m

DE . j..250"'lim

1*202.-99:4;ddilli#.

Illinois, and Wesley Darnell of Wilson Darnell Associates, Wichita,
Dennis A. Kimme of Kimme Planning and Architecture, Champaign,

Kansas, who are the County's criminal justice system consultants, will
present three documents to the Commission. These documents are the · · 0
Sedgwick County Detention System Master Plan Notebook, a summary of

===m.m9the Master Plan and the Correctional Facility Functional Program.

Et „

These documents review the work of the Corrections Facility Advisory
Board, the consultants and County staff over the last two years.
Additionally, they provide recommendations on how the County should
proceed in addressing the needs of our present jail as well as the
building of a new facility to alleviate existing problems and meet
future requirements. M

The Master Plan concludes the fourth phase of the six phase Criminal 9...1
Justice Planning Process: A Total Systems Model being followed by the fie
County in the jail program. The Plan logically leads into the last two
phases of the Model, which include designs construction, move in and
on-going evaluation of a new detention facility.

E ..i,
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U.& Department REGION VII 6301 Rock Hill Road
of Transponation

Missouri. Nebraska Kansas City. Missouri 64131

iowa. Kansas Suite 100

Urban Mass

Transportation
Administration February 12, 1985

23*al

t ' '1%

33%

TO: Kansas State DOT, Metropolitan Planning
Organizations and Transit Operators

Re: Implementation of Executive
Order 12372, 'Intergovernmental
Review of Federal Programs in
the State of Kansas

On July 14, 1982, President Reagan signed Executive Order 12372
("Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs") which phases out the
A-95 process. The U.S. Department of Transportation implementing
regulation of the Executive Order is 49 CFR 17, Intergovernmental
Review of Department of Transportation Programs and Activities. The new
Executive Order shifts the initiative for setting Federal program review
procedures and priorities to the states and localities, which are given
considerable di scretion to determine what type of review to establish.
UMTA Circular 9500.1, dated March 30, 1984 and entitled

"Intergovernmental Review of UMTA Planning, Capital and Operating
Programs and Activities," provides guidance for implementing Executive
Order 12372 and 49 CFR 17 (copy attached).

We have been notified that the State of Kansas is now in compliance with
the Executive Order having implemented its procedure effective January 1,
1985. Therefore, notwithstanding application instructions previously
published for various planning, capital and operating program grants,
the applicant must also certify in any grant application approved on or
a fter January 1, 1985 that it has complied with the provision of the
order, i.e.. that the application has been coordinated in accordance with
the new review system developed by states and localities. The following
certification should be prepared and submitted with each application:

i.*t

I'-"I.I:#-I=-I-----i-ip.i

"Certification is given , the applicant, with respect
to its application for assistance pursuant to Section of the Iimmi·72;137Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, as amended fi leWith the
Urban Mass Transportation Administration (UMTA) that the recipient
has complied with the provision of 49 CFR 17, Intergovernmental
Review of Department of Transportation Programs and Activities."
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The State contact for applicants' questions concerning the procedures
established by the State of Kansas for compliance with the
Intergovernmental Reviews of Department of Transportation Programs and
Activities is Ms. Judy Krueger, Department of Human Resources, 401 Topeka
Avenue, Topeka, Kansas 66603, telephone (913) 296-5075.

If you have any questions or need any additional information, please
advise.

11 Sincerely,

Lee Waddleton

Regional Administrator
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O CIRCULARU.S. Department orransportation
,Ia Urban Mais Transportation Admint,tration
 Washington, D.C. 20590 UMTA C 9500.1 .=

a....m, 44
·.

SUBJECT: I NTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW OF UMTA PLANNI NG, CAPITAL AND OPERATI NG
PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES 9

1. PURPOSE. This Circular provides guidance for implementing Executive Order
I73777Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs, and 49 CFR 17,-

Intergovernmental Review of Department of Transportation Programs and
Activities. *32.4819

12?K-i·d< h .e]
.1 2. REFERENCES ./.2

3&28*L
t

a. Section 204 of the Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development 0%39
Act of 1966; ke«}3:491-

b. Section 401 of the Intergovernmental Cooperatio„ Act of 1968;

c. Executive Order 12372, Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs;

0 d. Intergovernmental Review of Department of Transportation Programs and
Activities, (48 FR 29264) 49 CFR 17; and

e. DOT Order 4600.13, "Intergovernmental Review of Department of
Transportation Programs and Acti vities," dated 10/3/83.

$

4

3. APPLICABILITY

This Ci rcular is applicable to grants for planning, capital, and
operating assistance made available under Section 3, 5, 8, 9A, 9, 16, and
18 of the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, as amended, 49 U.S.C.
1601, et seq. It is also appl icable to mass transportation projects funded
under TitTE23,103(e)(4) (Interstate Transfer) and 104(b)(6) (Federal-Aid
Urban Systems). Projects funded under Section 3(a)(1)(C) (Technology
Introduction); Section 4(i) (Innovative Techniques); Sections 6, 10, 11,
and 20 of the UMT Act and Section 320 of the Surface Transportation
Assistance Act of 1978 are not covered by this Circular.

EFFECTIVE DATE. This Circular is effective for grant applications
received on or after the date of issuance.

DESTRIBUTION: UMTA Headauarters 0ffi ces (U-W-2) opi: Oftice ot (,rants
UMTA Regional Offices (U-X-2) Management
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5. BACKGROUND

39
Until October 1, 1983, consultation between State and local officials and
Federal agencies concerning Federal programs and activities had taken
place through a process established by the Office of Management and
Budget (OMB) Circular A-95, "Evaluation, Review and Coordination of
Federal and Federally Assisted Programs and Projects." The A-95 system
required state and local governments to follow prescribed procedures to
revi ew Federal programs and was implemented for UMTA programs by
UMTA/FHWA joint regulations published on August 9, 1976. On July 14,
1982, Executive Order 12372 was issued. The Executive Order revoked OMB
Circular A-95, and provided a new system of intergovernmental
consultation involving a State process for review of Federal activities.

When state and local elected official s use this new process to comment on
proposed UMTA projects, UMTA w111 have to address these comments. For
those cases where the concerns cannot be accommodated, UMTA must provide
a written explanation of its decision in a timely manner. This

accommodation or explanation provision gives greater weight to state or
local views than provided by Circular A-95. State and local officials
can still make their views known directly to UMTA; however, under the
final rule the requirement for '15·TA to accommodate or explain only

tu applies to recommendations made through a formal State process.

218

On June 24, 1983, the Department of Transportation published a final rule
to implement the Executive Order at 48 FR 29264.

6. STATE PROCESS

A State process is the procedure established by a State, developed in
consultation with local officials, to undertake intergovernmental reviews
of Federal programs and activities.

Progi
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mustAfter establ ishing a State process, the Governor must notify the Office
of Management and Budget (OMB) of those Federal programs and activities

apprcwhich the State will review through its process and who will serve as the the v.
State single point of contact. This information is provided to UMTA by · from
OMB through the Office of the Secretary of Transportation. UMTA has no State

review or approval role in the setting of a State process. Thert is no from

requirement that the State establish a process. However, for those addit
States without a process, UMTA still has certain notification
responsibilities which are discussed in paragraph 8.

A State has the option to designate an agency to serveasthesingle
point of contact for transportation matters. If the State designates a
transportation contacts this contact will be responsible for coordinating
the review of all transportation activities among state, areawide,
regional and local officials and for providing comments directly to UMTA.

4?22:&#1

Each State is free to establish its own review process and procedures
best suited to its own situation. Consequently, some States may elect to
review "programs of projects," such as the Transportation Improvement
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bfficials and .i.
Program (TIP), the Section 18 program of projects, etc., while others may
choose to review project appl ications on an individual basis. Where the
State elects project-by-project review, UMTA review and approval of

X

had taken
program documents, such as the TIP and Unified Planning Work Program

ent and (UPWP) should proceed without regard to these coordination requirements.
tion of

Individual project applications will, however, be affected by the State
A-95 system process review in these cases. Each UMTA Regional Office should contact
ocedures to

the respecti ve State single point of contact and request the speci fic
5 by process requi rements UMTA program acti vi ties wi 11 be requi red to meet.
July 14,

24*

 revoked OMB I The final rule provides a maximum sixty (60) day review period although Min

a State may develop a process which is completed in less time f it
 activities. desires. The 60 day period starts when the State single point of contact 57//I'-

receives the required review materials (eg. TIP, UPWP, grant application, 69..

Ito comment on etc.) from the applicant. The presumptive date of receipt is 5 days from
nents. For the date the materials are mailed to the State process.
Inust provide

is

o state or

officials
nder the

only

The State process is not required to "approve" any program or project i t
reviews. Consequently, in the absence of a specific notification of "no
comment", UMTA will presume that there are no comments upon expi ration of (4-
the revi ew pe ri od. ;i

fs. 7. ACCOMMODATE OR EXPLAIN
a final rule

There is no

loped in
ntal revi ews

the Office

activities

serve as the

to UMTA by
MTA has no

those

If a State process review of an UMTA activity results in the provision of
a formal State process recommendation through the single point of
contacts UMTA is obligated to act upon the recommendation by either
"accommodating" the State process recommendation or by explaining, to the
State single point of contact, inwriting, the reasons UMTA is taking an
action contrary to the process recommendation. "Accommodation" in this
sense means either accepting the recommendation or reaching a mutually
agreeable solution with the State process. If an UMTA Regional Office
decides not to accommodate a process recommendation, the Regional office
must not approve the questioned activity (eg: TIP approval, grant
approval etc.) until 10 daysafter the single point of contact receives
the written explanation. The presumptive date of receipt is five days
from the date the letter is sent, unless a telephone call is made to the
State contact. If a call is made to the State contact, the 10 days start
from the date of the call. If the process recommendation is accepted, no
additional notice, beyond furnishing the completed Standard Form 424
(Part III) to the single point of contact, is necessary.

44.
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Should a process recommendation not be accepted, a copy of the written ·XNE

e single explanation must be furnished to UMTA Headquarters by the Regional Office 94
esignates a for monitoring purposes at the time it is sent to the single point of
coordinating contact.

awide,

ctly to UMTA. 8. UMTA PROCESS IN ABSENCE OF A STATE PROCESS F*f
rocedures Where there is no State process, or where a program listed under the
may elect to "applicability" paragraph is not included in a State's process, UMTA '69£

provement still has the responsibility to notify state, local and areawide -
-official s of its activities and to cons ider any comments it receives.0
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This is requi red by the final rule in accordance with Section 204 of the
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of 1966 and Section
401 of the Intergovernmental Review Act of 1968. Comments may be
submitted to the applicant or UMTA for consideration, but no formal
response is required in the absence of a formal Slate process.

In urbanized areas, the joint preparation of the UPWP and the TIP by the
State, Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) and transit operators is
sufficient to meet the intent of Section 204 of the Demonstration Cities

and Metropolitan Development Act of 1966 and Section 401 of the
Intergovernmental Review Act of 1968. Applicants, therefore, should
ensure that their planning, operating and capital assistance needs are
included in these MPO-endorsed documents.

In other than urbanized areas, UMTA program assistance is usually for
grants under Section 3, 8, 16(b)(2) or 18. For these program elements,
more limited notification processes will satisfy UMTA responsibilities
under the final rule. These are covered in paragraphs 12 and 14.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS

If the State or an applicant decides to use the State process to review
environmental impact documents, UMTA will instruct the applicant to have
the State single point of contact forward all comments recei ved to the
appl icant for subsequent transmittal to UMTA. The States are advised,
however, that this ls not the recommended means for accomplishing the
review of environmental impact documents. The existing envi ronmentalregulations 49 CFR 622, provides for more efficient and equally effective 
review and coordination procedures and its use is encouraged.

CERTIFICATION AND DETERMINATIONS

Notwithstanding application instructions previously published for various
planning, capital and operating program grants, the applicant must also
certify that it has complied with the provisions of the final rule. The
following certification should be prepared for each application:

"Certification is given by

the applicant, with respect to its application for assistance
pursuant to Section of the Urban Mass Transportation Act of
1964, as amended, fiTE with the Urban Mass Transportation
Administration (UMTA) that the recipient has complied with the
provision of 49 CFR 17, Intergovernmental Review of Department
of Transportation Programs and Activities.

In approving grants for assistance, the UMTA approving official must
determine that these requirements were met. The determination should be
based upon the receipt of the applicants certification.

11.

0

12.

0
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-1 11. PLANNING ASSISTANCE - URBAN

For those States including the Section 8 Planning and Technical Studies
Program in their State process, applicants will be required to have the
activity cleared through the State single point of contact before a
Section 8 grant can be awarded. The review period provided for by the
final rule is sixty (60) days which means that the UPWP or scope of work
for the Section 8 grant, as appropriate, should be initiated into the
State review process at least 60 days before the applicant plans on
actually making application to UMTA. Concurrent review by UMTA and the
State process is acceptable. Although UMTA has no direct control over
the State process, the transit operators and MPOS, as potential
applicants, are encouraged to work with the State single point of contact
to develop procedures to allow the MPO to submit the UPWP for State
process review. This will permit .811 planning projects in an urbanized
area, including those to be funded under the Special Studies program, to
be covered by a single review action.

mil

14.
Should a State process recommendation be provided to UMTA, the Regional
Office must adhere to the "accommodate or explain" responsibility.

Ito revi ew If there is no State process, or should the Section 8 program not be
Int to have included in the State process, the development and endorsement of a UPWP
Id to the and subsequent UMTA approval letter to the MPO is determined to meet the
ladvised. requirements of the final rule for UMTA to notify State and local

ing the entities of its Section 8 activities.
nmental

y effective .. Where the State is the grantee for urbanized areas of under 200,000
population, paragraph 12 should be followed.

12. PLANNING ASSISTANCE - NON URBAN

for various
must also

rule. The

n:

As with the urbanized Section 8 Planning and Technical Studies Grants,
State managed Section 8 grants are subject to review by the State single
point of contact before a grant can be made. The sixty day (60)review
period Still applies and UMTA is still responsible to "accommodate or
explain" in accordance with paragraph 7.

ance

Act of

n

h the

ment

Should there be no State process, or should the State not include State
managed Section 8 grants in the State process, UMTA's responsibilities
will be satisfied by the State's preparation of, and UMTA's approval
letter for, a State Work Program in support of the grant application.

should be

Where a Section 8 grant is made directly to a local unit of government or
a transit operator, the State level transit agency and the areawide
review agency (if one exists) should be notified of the pending grant by
the Regional Office and provided a reasonable time to comment upon the
project prior to grant approval.
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13. CAPITAL AND OPERATING ASSISTANCE - URBAN Sho

Sec
1-- For those States including the Section 3, 5, 9, 9A, 16(b)(2), 103(3)(4) res

(Interstate Substitution) and 104(b)(6) (Urban System) projects in their thE
State process, applicants will be required to have the appropriate 1 · Ref-

Mmm"M' activites cleared through the State single point of contact before a 1., Bet

grant can be awarded. The revi ew period provided for by the fi nal rul e opp

is sixty (60) days, which means that programs or projects (TIP's or
applications, as appropriate) should be initiated into the State process Sho

at least 60 days before the appl icant plans on actually making non

application to UMTA, although concurrent review, by UMTA and the State dir

process is acceptable. ' lev
are

Transit operators and MPOs, as potential grant applicants, are encouraged
to work with the State single point of contact to develop procedures that
would minimize the use of project-by-project reviews, focusing instead on
programming documents, specifically the TIP andannual (or biennial)
element. Since all of the categories of projects covered by the final
rule must, by regulation, be in the TIP, a single review by the State
process that would cover all capital and operating program elements would

4.......milk be preferrable to project-by-project review.

Sec

com

. GRA

Upo
par
pro
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15

r ·ruld a State process recommendation be provided to UMTA, the Regional
Orfice must adhere to the "accommodate or explain" responsibil ity.

pre

OMB

Should there be no State process, or should one of the above noted
capital or operating programs not be included in a State process, the
development and endorsement of a TIP and annual (or biennial) element at
the urbanized area level and the subsequent UMTA approval letter to the
MPO is determined to meet the requirements of the final rule for UMTA to
notify State and local officials of its capital and operating grant
activites.

reg
A-1

to

14. CAPITAL AND OPERATING ASSISTANCE - NON URBAN
f..-

For those States including the Section 3, Section 16(b)(2) and Section 18
programs in their State process, the applicant will be required to have
the activity cleared through the State single point of contact before a
grant can be awarded.

fApplicants are encouraged to have the State process procedures set to
allow review of the Section 16(b)(2) and Section 18 programs of projects :
so the review can be moved upstream of the grant application process. In
the instances where a non-urbanized Section 3 project is proposed, there 
is little alternative to an individual project review by the State
process.

W......... The sixty day (60) review period applies and UMTA is responsible to
"accommodate or explain" in accordance with paragraph 7.
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Should there be no State process, or should the State process not include
Section 16(b)(2) and Section 18 grants, UMTA's notification
res'Ponsibilities will be deemed to be satisfied by the notification of

3 their the Section 16(b)(2) and Section 18 apportionments in the Federal
Register. Upon notification, a reasonable peri od should beaTTowed

,a before any grant supporting these activities is approved to provide
rule opportunity for comment.

W /> .
>r

)rocess Should there be no State process, should the State process not include
non-urbanized Section 3 grants, or should a Section 3 grant be made

;tate di rectly to a local unit of government or transit operator, the State
level transit agency, unless that agency is the applicant and the
areawide review agency (if one exists) should be notified of the pending

;ouraged Section 3 grant by the Regional Office and provided a reasonable time to
·es that comment upon theproject prior to grant approval.
tead on

1) 15. GRANT APPROVAL

'inal

ate Upon receipt of an application and the certification required by
s would paragraph 9, a grant may be approved as long as there are no outstanding

process recommendations with unresolved accommodation issues. As noted
in paragraph 6., a non-response by the single point of contact will be

ional presumed as "no comment" after the review period has expired.

OMB Form SF-424 is still in use under the new system and is still
required as part of the grant application process under OMB Circular

the A-102. Part III of SF-424 should continue to be completed and returned
ent at to the State single point of contact upon grant approval. k
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123 Khedive

P.O. Box 245

Maize, Kansas 67101

49514
(316) 722-7561

Januar; 1985

Chairman Don Gregg

Sedgwick Count, Commission
Sedgwick Cownt·v Ccurthouse
525 N. Main

Wichita. KS 67203

Dear Chairman Gragg,

The Maize City Council has asked that I write this letter to
urge reconsideration of action which named the Metropolitan Area
Planning Commission to serve as the A-95 Intergovernmental Review
Agency. The Council orefers that the Board of County
Commissioners take responsibility for this function.

Clearlv, there is no objection to the use of Metropolitan i

Area Planning Decartment staff--or any of your staff you direct to
worl. on such r eiews--but the Council feels that the County

96' Commission should have final authority. Allowing our elected
officials to ha,·e thiE authoritv will enhance accountability of4,346 the review process.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

If:

R
Sincerely,

Dennie C. Bretz

Mayor

dd

cc Tim Witsman. County Administrator

RIP:=IYED
FEB 1 9 1035

METROPOLITAN PLANWNG
ROUTE D
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X CITY OF PAR K CITY
ZbUR NEW NUMB

6125 N. Hydraulic 44.----4
(316) 744-2026

4.1 -1-r,7' Wichita, Kansas 67219 . (316) 744.2481
February 6, 1985

Mr. Don Gragg
County Commissioner - 1st District
Sedgwick County Courthouse
525 NO. Main

bj Wichita, KS 67203

Dear Commissioner Gragg:

The Park City City Council has requested that I
write to you concerning the Kansas Intergovernmental
Review Process for Sedgwick County. Park City is concerned
about this process since we have been a past Federal
grant recipient and hopefully a future recipient as well.

The City's concern stems from past experiences with
the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission regarding federal
grant applications. We feel that an urban bias of the
MAPC has at times been detrimental to the development
activities of the more rural parts of Sedgwick County.
We fear that this bias could continue and manifest itself
in the Intergovernmental Review Process.

The City of Park City therefore wishes to endorse
the position recently adopted by the Association for
Legislative Action of Rural Mayors (ALARM). We support
the concept that the Board of Sedgwick County Commissioners
be the local review agency for Sedgwick County, excluding
Wichita. If this change takes place we feel that adequate
emphasis will be given to the development plans and activities
of the small communities and the unincorporated area
of Sedgwick County.

Please contact me if you have any questions regarding
this matter.

Sincerely,

77 -13N0ISS®U': 1.1.NOOD
Ray Reiss
Mayor

19 :I d 8 833 98
cc. Governor John Carlin

Park City Council Members

RR/da

1
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ST.ATE OF KANSAS

John<

313

427>

OFFIC:E OFT}IECOVERN{)11
Stut,· Capttoi

Topeka 66612-1590

.rbir. Coirrn,i
January

JAN 0 6 1985

METROPOLITAN PLANNING
ROUTE O -

, 1985 |

The Honorable Glenn O. C·,·dmi
Mayor of Haysville
Post Office Box 404

Haysville, Katisas 67060

Rear Mavor Crum:

Thank you for
uncern fo·r small ,

your letter of :Jecember 12: 1984. I understand your
ities anc! I am glad you co,reyed yor -kelli;gs,

841.41·.

4%?

:19

19™64

Orie of the reasons for t;ie Kansas Inte!·gover,lrilenta, Review 37'Dress
is to anscre 10=01 111,ics of government that they will have the opportunity
to learn about aixi coidnent on fecie;'ally assisted :-rojects i,:h-ich may have
ar effect on their plans and policies..Mei-,co: D. is a vehicle through

federal:L' fundet' projects proposed in
1-,ch may have an impect on Haysville, as
i: also •mvidas c simple system through
hat his project complies with Section 204
Me:ropolitan re,·elopment Act of 1965, with

Cooperati - Act of 1968, with the Historic
onmental Protection Act: Equal Opportunity
, as well as with local plans and pol'cics.

which Hersville can learn about
other t c m.s i, Sedgwick County ..
well as the other way around. I
which an applicant can be sure t
of the Oemonstration Cities and
Tit-.2 !: of the Intercovernme.ila
Preservition Act, with the Envir
regulations and with state plans

We worked w,th the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area Planning
Commission during ..:e formative stages of the Review Process, end your
participation comes through your agreement with that commission. It is
your o,yequirite to decide to participate in the Review Process contingen:
upon tho .dies of membership in that body. If you feel your concerns are
not adequately represented on the commission, that is a statutory question
cut of my jurisdiction, but i believe that the 982 amendr,ent to Kansas
Statute 12-718 should help to address that situation,

Kansas does rot use its review system to deter.r.ine priorities. but
only to establish whether or not federally assined projects a.·e consistent
with state and loca; programs and satisfy the re, iew criteria listed on
pages seven and eight. (A copy of the Review Process is enclosed.) Those
wno participate have -3 systemat·.c way .3 gather i:fonnation on federally
ass·i sted pro.jects whic.1 mp·,affect plans and policies in their areas or

kly'

1

»196.647
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The Honeable Glenn O. Crum
January 3, 1935
Page Two

over which they might have some responsibility. Comments ty reviews rs
have served to strengthen proposals by adding to the applicants' knowledge
an' p.·srective. In. addition, the Single Point of Contact recnive. early
announcements cf grant funding cycles and disseminates that and other
r.levant information to participants. The Rev ew Process stresses co-
02 aT er tien and -oordinacion.L

Again, should you choose .0 participate, the Review Process does
not astoblish pr.orities, bet is in place for the benefit of stato and
local units c-7 gove··nment te check ti,e consistency of 'edera,ly assisted

f€18: projEcts with thair own plans a,,1 policie and to assure that 63 rights
u,- states and local goverr.ment, re·:0·iva r.,ore chan toi<eni :in frcm che
red:.ral governniant. I under:tar,d your concern for home rule and also your
app, aciation fo) the resources available to you from Wichita. Foremost

knew you at·e 031 1 terested in well-plane.ed nd consisue:,t future
·rcwth and I urge continued coope,·- tien among ai I parties in Sedgwick
ounty. Ilith. resou,-ces becoming progress·,v..•' iIi·ore scarce, coordination
.id cooperaticn are esential in order t·j evoid the waste or dup:ication

and conflict

If yel, desin niore infonnation :,long th+E,&192 you !11.2*jat-11 Judy Kruegerat 913-296-5075

flf|

it 01 f#di 49©-/
f JOHN c *LIN

 Go·ter·nor
10:C8

Enclosure

KI·.
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"THE PEACH CAPITA!. OF KANSAS.

P.CO .ox ...04

Waysville, Kansas 67060 .t,r ..NOR

December 12, 1984

The tionorab.·2 .,olin Carli·n

Governer of Kansar
444 rte.te Capitol Buillit·.-

656121

Der .,ove.co Cc. 1.·.

The Citv 02 ilaysville ·nast go on record to protest and convey general disfavor to
you M regar·-10 to your executi,e :,rder of Ocotber 12- 198,4 •-writutins the I:insas
Inter,overairental Esview Procass.

As ..1. City Jaderstan''s i.t, we m·in. s:.brit a copy of any fade:/1 asuistance grant r·

to '·.he Regional Plani·.In,; C=mission of r.he area involved. In our instance, the
3:.t,· 1,21 been told thet. the Wichita·-Sediwick C.ount:k Metropolitan Are:, Plarring
Co:. nission fs ·che .ccal regiona! planning tr „nission that will review our grants.
To th wI -i-ons ly o"j ·1 ct ,

When chi.; C.ty opplics for sover:,meatc' .Ssis.ones, it ·1028 00 :hrough the concurrence
of its own plarnins coamisai:in w.'ich repreants persons not onl·,· :·ithin its
jurisdictions but ..ithin i·.3 8.ibdiv: ;ion ruies and regulations jurisdistien which
extends beyond tho (.lty l:m.its. 15 :a our feeling thac the City Council and its
Planning Commission properly :eprecK z tho City'o immediate and lons term interests and
thu.;, the··2 is :c need, r.·r :aere ha eve-. been n .teed, tc ha'.ie a spparate authoricy
(t:hut doe6 not recittire represatca··itc on jt.3 Board from outside che Wicnita city
limits 11/ti- 62 pressed for 1261.-lat on tr require ic) to determine whether or not
fideral assistance is required or not toi- 3·21· City.

Wh.0 +vou will be doind u:ider this direct.ve is causing our priorities to be matched
Wth the cir,· or Wichita'. and zo a 10:1·se,- effect, Sedbwick County's. Al:hous,h we
ha-ie hart little disaireement with S.dowick County on 'uture growth concern, we have•
differed with Wichita on its prioricy .ectin,s in the past.

Case-i. point ts the Hishway 81 Project (81 in '33). :lad MAK. ruled on this federal
assistance project, the City is sure th: priorit:· co Wichita o interest ··ould be
lover that, or.9. With Mt:PC r.vewing that grant application, the City doub·..s that the
1/thwar St Preect %,ould c·.·er be bcilt over MAPC's objections. Perhaps a ·iw highwn·
in Wichi -a would take prioricy· That would b9 a mistake i; cur minds.

So befor-3 you se:·10:,sly consider extending ship executive order further - ask ...:.it
vou open ihi- proress up for public hearing aad inpuc f./6 Aher cities tha. *y be iii
simil·tr Litu.tions. Every city in chis state has :lourished under the :ome .·ulc

t#242% ch· ·-er that allows (t to control its own dc ;tiny. 1 would hope you uld recons der
y xecutive ort n to all,w more consideration 01 thls matter und€ A
S cribed.

.,iese circums CeS

co: Charles t. Voct, City Administrator
Si. ./11·

Haysville City Council
Ilay:ville 'lati„itl'' Commiss.on

(Diral C Ni, int . Administrat I VE Assistaric
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT
October 24, 1984

TO: Metropolitan Area Planning Commission

FROM: Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

SUBJECT: Kansas Intergovernmental Review Process

On October 12. 1984, Governor John Carlin signed an Executive Order
establishing the Kansas Intergovernmental Review Process and
deaignating the Office of the Secretary of Human Resources as the
Kansas Single Point of Contact. This action is in response to a prior
Executive Order by President Reagan which revoked OMB Circular A-95
but afforded each state the opportunity to substitute its own process for

.- review of federally assisted programs and projects.
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Basically, the Kansas Department of Human Resources has been
designated as a "clearinghouse" for review and comment on federal grant
applications. Applicants are required to submit copies of applications
and supporting information to the Single Point of Contact within the
Department of Human Resources. The Single Point of Contact distributes
the applications to affected state agencies and local governmental
organizations. Comments and recommendations are then returned to the
Single Point of Contact who in turn submits the information to the
applicant and the involved federal agency. Normally the comments are
advisory only. However, if a majority of comments ask that a project be
modified, the state may transmit an official request called a "State
Process Recommendation" which obligates the federal agency and
applicant to accept the recommendation, reach a mutually agreeable
solution, or provide a written explanation of why a change cannot be
accommodated. This provision offers state and local governments some
added means of influencing proposed federal actions.

%•,49,1.M The Metropolitan Area Planning Commission has been designated as the
03 local review agency for Sedgwick County. I f the MAPC continues to

support our participation in the state review process, the staffis
14,

£, prepared to coordinate local project reviews among affected City and
0, · County agencies. In anticipation of MAPC support, the staff has
0 prepared a list of guidelines which describes how the local review

process wot'Id operate (attached) .

Upon MAPC approval of our participation and the guidelines, staff will:
1) notify local governments and agencies of the need to send a copy of
att applications for federal assistance to the State Single Point of Contact
for review and 2) provide those organizations involved in the local
review process a copy of the state review procedures and local review
guidelines. Implementation of the review program will be assigned to the
Advance Plans Division.
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Metropolitan Are Planning Commission
Page 2
10/24/84

With regards to MAPC involvement, staff will include in each regular
agenda mailout a listing of all projects received by the department.
Members may call the staff for more information or bring up the item for
discussion at the next regular meeting. If the proposed project is of
major importance, I may consult with the Chairman and propose that the
item be listed on the Planning Commission's agenda.

Recommended Action:

Unless the Planning Commission has objections, 1 would recommend that
the Commission support our involvement in the Kansas Intergovernmental
Review Process, approve the local review guidelines, and authorize the
sta ff to implement a local review process.

(Rti.a Cof,Lu
Robert A. Lakin /
Director c. Planning

RAL:RD:rh

Attachment

cc: Board of City Commissioners
Board of County Commissioners
E. H. Denton, City Manager
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MAPD Intergovernmental Review Guidelines
October 24, 1984

1 Reviews will generally be performed only for economic development
and public facility grant applications for projects to be undertaken
within Sedgwick County. Such projects will normally involve
applications to the following Federal agencies: Environmental
Protection Agency, Housing and Urban Development, Urban Mass
Transportation Administration, Federal Highway Administration,
Farmers Home Administration, Economic Development Administration,
Department of Energy, Federal Emergency Management Agency,
Federal Aviation Administration, and Department of Interior. These
projects will be reviewed by MAPD staff and dansmitted to
appropriate local agencies and the MAPC for review and comment.

An application which is appropriate for review but which has: 1)
statewide impact and thus does not involve Sedqwick County
exclusively; or 2) does not involve any direct physical activity, will
genera;y receive a less comprehensive review. Such applications
will likely be sent to only those local agencies having a direct
interest in the project and to the MAPC. Examples of the types of
applications which will receive a more limited review include
research studies, plans, and regulatory programs for the entire
State of Kansas.

..r

3. An application for federal financial assistance for a social service
project will normally not be reviewed. Unless specifically
warranted, such applications will not be circulated and instead be
placed in a holding file with a discard date 90 days from receipt of
the application.

4. Depending upon the location and type of project included in the
application, all or only selected local agencies drawn from the
following list, will be given an opportunity to comment.

Re

./F

City of Wichita
City Manager (City Commission)
Department of Health
CPO Coordinator

Department of Housing and Economic Development
Water Department
Operations and Maintenance
Engineering
Human Resources

Metropolitan Transit Authority
City Archeologist
Historic Preservation Planner
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Sedgwick County
County Administrator (County Commission)
Department of Environmental Resources
Public Works Department
Civil Preparedness
Community Corrections
Emergency Communications

Other

-Chamber of Commerce
SCKEDD

Mayors of Small Cities

5. The following information will be provided to each reviewing

/*Mipt-

.TJ .

4,399+1··. · ·, i.v,

agency:

a) a brief description of the project and a comment transmittal
form to be used in the review.

b) notice of the availability of the complete application in MAPD
offices for review and/or xeroxing.

c) the date comments are due at RAPD. (In the case of the Nmil---'

MAPC. the agenda date on which the project would need to be brmmm

discussed and acted upon, if desired.)

6. In order to meet state review deadlines and have adequate time for
local review, projects will be transmitted to affected agencies every

r two (2) weeks. This wili be coordinated with the MAPC agenda
mailout every other Friday. This schedule may have to be modified

· in the event the applicant requests a "fast track" review.

7. Major steps in the process may be summarized as follows:

Ey?be

Step 1 MAPD receives application and transmittal form from
State Single Point of Contact (SPOC) and/or the
applicant.

Step 2 MAPD Intergovernmental Review Coordinator
classified application as requiring: a) a normal
review, b) limited review or c) no review.

Step 3 MAPD disseminates a brief description of the project
and a copy of the transmittal form to appropriate
reviewing agencies and MAPC, noting the date that
comments are due. Inappropriate applications are
placed in a holding file for discard at a later date.

Step 4 - MAPD makes available complete applications upon
request and responds to any inqui ries from local
agencies and MAPC.

Step 5 - MAPD receives completed transmittal forms from the
local reviewing agencies, documents any action taken
by MAPC, and completes any departmental comments
on transmittal form.

Step 6 - MAPD returns completed transmittal forms by the
77/i""ii""M* 4 date comments are due to SPOC.
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METROPOZInDI -PLAN jIG
ROUTE I

t- OFFICE OF THE MAYOR *.2-60.,i
CITY HALL - FIRST FLOOR

455 NORTH MAIN STREET

r,i=/11---=/2mr..4,24 WICHITA, KANSAS 67202
(316) 280·4331 April 25, 1984 MY Ue

The Honorable Governor John Carlin
State House

Topeka, Kansas 66612

Dear Governor Carlin:

9

Egl,

On April 17, 1984 the Board of City Commissioners endorsed the
establishment of an Intergovernmental Review Process for
Kansas. They also recommend that the Wichita-Sedgwick County
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission be designated as the
official agency for Sedgwick County and that the draft review
process prepared by the Department of Human Resources be
modified in accordance with the following observations:

1) The State Point-of-Contact (SPOC) should not
evaluate the significance of proposals (C.1.b,
page 4) but only coordinate review by local
commissions and state departments.

mm..: Fi343 2) Reviewing entities should include regional
planning commissions composed of local elected
officials and/ort representatives appointed by
local elected officials.

;ifti/4¢· ··

3%1

f-453

3) "If membership in the RPC's change,- . ."
should be clarified to indicate that if a County
joins or leaves a regional planning commissions
the SPOC will be notified (D.1.a., page 5).

4) Applicants should be free to notify directly local
planning commissions. The requirement that project
notifications be sent to the SPOC who then distributes

C.2., page 9) will add five days to local review times
them to local planning commissions (B.1, page 7 and

(This requirement seems to contradict D.1, page 10).

rg:ml

4%01 f

try#

5) The narrative should highlight and include a separate
section which allows and encourages applicants to

. coordinate development of a proposal and "fast track"
the review process (5., page 8, and 6., page 9).
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THE CITY OF MINITA
Ii,e . „torable Governor John Carlin
April 25, 1984
Page 2

For instance, development of a Transportation
Improvement Program by the State and local
officials should satisfy the review requirement
for each road or bridge project in the TIP.

The proposed program would allow planning commissions to select
the kinds of proposals they wish to review (see 3., page 11 and
Appendix VI). Under the proposed program, comments on a project
generated locally will be submitted both to the applicant and
the appropriate federal agency (D., pages ]0-12). Yet, the
program encourages that any disagreements or conflicts be
resolved informally at the local level (7.- page 12).

Thank you for your consideration of our request.

SincerelM

Robert G. Knight
€19

Mayor

RGK:jh

cc: E. H. Denton, City Manager
lobert Lakin, Director of Planning

92 4 ·:·42
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
CITY HALL-FIRST FLOOR
431 HORIR MAN STREET
WICHITA, KANSAS 67202

(3161 248-4331 October 5, 1982

lie/lfw
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The Honorable John Carlin ' CGovernor L
State of Kansas
State Capitol, Second Floor ·
Topeka, KS 66612

E,-

Dear Governor Carlin:

The Board of City Comissioners of the City of Wichita, Kansas, recently
considered President Reagan's Executive Order rescinding OMB Circular
A-95 and the options that might be available to the State.
We bel ieve that there is a need for some type of review process bel ow
the State level. Applications for federal assistance or development
projects undertaken directly by the Federal government sh04ld be
reviewed.

The City Comission recommends that the Metropolitan Area Planning
Commission (MAPC) be designated as the local review agency in SedgwickCounty. The MAPC should review projects which affect land use, the 
provision of utilities, housing and transportation.
There may be other groups in a better position to review education and

2m-'

. social programs. We suggest that some formal review procedure be fit&.

' established for education and social programs at the State and local
.4-¥0'...

level.

i 3 The Commission has authorized the Planning Director and/or a member of
imid.....&

the MAPC to work with the State in developing rules, regulations and
Mamityllfilai

procedures for review of appl i cations. ---I

Sincerely,
833-a%*2*/,8/

at«/Af
Albert Kirk
Mayor

AK/pd
cc: The Honorable Board of City Conmissioners

E. H. Denton; City Manager

1/425ka.. .
Lynn Muchmore, Budget Director, State of Kansas

· Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

42=*.} J!4..1 .
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Sept-b•r 20. 1982

Th• 11•corabl• John Carlin. Govaroor
Stat• of tanaa.
State Capitol, Secoud Floor
Topeka, .8 66612

Dear Gov,ruor Qrliu:

. -f

4 Pral,12*13: Regaa hao recinded tile requiriment• of OU Circular A-93,
•fiectlv, April 50. 19•,3, Ine board ot Le.uvick Couaty Comels,locerm
ha¥* coulidered alcernativaa vulch :ught be available to Laa•as.

Ve belteve, vitli tike Preold«mt. that th• r*ductton of federal requiremento

and the return to th, Stat• and local flovornouate reopou,lililltigo and
dectoloo-ukiu@ le a /tap ia tu. tinot dic*ction.

We do believe, la particular, that there la a need for .ole methott by Witch
local gov•r=al, ut• havo no opportuaily to leaw about aud revle* proposed
f.dtral Braute. luana, and projects. Ihie will uelp locd elokted official,
Co dolv, probl.as. reaolve coailicto, avoid duplication. and minimize cost@.
Therefor•. w• 121 that you coneider, in conjunction with alecced local
offlciala. chie eatabllodicat of a norification and review procedure to bi
conducted at the local or areawide livel. Thi prociduri el.ould be •imilar
to the A-93 proccourea we nov #4. We urge chat the sy,t•m dwiloped.
minimize paperwork and provide for direct co:;aunication batwein tho local
rerliwing agency and approprlati fideral oscaciu.

P€,(9
D.:I.

I .0 4 Ve and our Itaff vill be glad to autat U ch, developmont of any raviaw
policy•

¥(4)2 -,4

81:*c•rely,
442%19
faa€»«2

..... ...il
Jack *pratt, Chairman
Board of County Commiosioner, -

*«438'
't,RAL,va

cc, Don Grqg, Seatwiek County Co=.11.ioner
ton Scott, Scdyiwick Couaty Comilculgar
I.yon Mucimore, audgat Director, State of Cansal
tin Witemao. Sedgwick County Director of Aedal/tration
Robert A. Lakia, Director of Plaunlas/Secretary to the Wichica-Sedsvick County

Metropolitan Ar.ta Planning Co=iasion

044·?th

Nong

Mia

':I././.pic//2678P:2 $7
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: WHIHITA-SEDGWICK_COUNTY ' =ArE 4/5/84

1 0
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Board of County Commissioners
FROM

Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning . -
SUBJECT

DR 84-3 DRAFT KANSAS INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

On July 24, 1982, President Reagan issued an Executive Order
which rescinded the A-95 program. Under A-95, states and local
planning organizations (including the MAPC) were notified of federal
grant applications and proposed federal actions and given the opper-
tunity to comment on these proposals. Under the Executive Order,
states may develop programs to replace A-95. Every state with the
exception of Idaho and Kansas have created such programs.

Federal agencies are required to notify and cooperate with
state and local grant and project reviewers if a state program is inplace. According to the President's Executive Order, the State must
consult with local elected officials when developing a program toreplace A-95.

7%22

C..24»99]klptit

. On August 21,'1982, the MAPC passed a motion requesting that
the City and County Commissioners formally state that there is a
need for a program to replace A-95. The Board of County Commissionersl , authorized "the sending of a letter to the Governor indicating the
Commission's desire to retain the A-95 review process at the local
level" on September 22, 1982. The Wichita City Commission approved
a similar motion on September 7, 1982.

<ENB:7

On November 21, 1983, Governor Carlin assigned responsibility
for Developing a Kansas Intergovernmental Review Process to the
Department of Human Resources. This department has developed adraft proposal (enclosed).

Staff has reviewed the proposal according to local and state
considerations and has the following reactions:

fs'*.4*

4

1) The State Point-of-Contact (SPOC) should not evaluate
the significance of proposals (C. 1.b, page·4) but only

. coordinate review by local commissions and s tate depar t-
ments.

7»1,5-*2

142:*0

241
:80*

13
4 %1

-            2) Reviewing entities should include regional planning
commissions composed of local elected officials and/or
representatives appointed by local elected' officials.
(D., page 5).

3%

".'63 .f:,C
&92- to 3) "If membership in the RPC's change, ..." should be clari-

fied to indicate that·if a County joins or leaves a regional
planning commission, the SPOC will be notified (D.1.a., page 51

1

t Ukk

4

1 4,6
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Board of County Commissioners -2- April 5, 1984
DRAFT KANSAS INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

4) Applicants should be free to notify directly local planning
commissions. The requirement that project notifications be
sent to the SPOC who then distributes them to local planning
commissions (B.1, page 7 and C.2., page 9) will add five days
to local review times. (This requirement seems to contradict
D.1, page 10).

5) The narrative should highlight and include a separate section

which allows and encourages applicants to coordinate development
of a proposal and "fast track" 'the review process (5., page 8,
and 6., page 9). For instance, development of a Transportation mill'll/,iqa-
Improvement Program by the State and local officials shouldsatisfy the review requirement for each road or bridge project in 
the TIP.

EET

The proposed program would allow planning commissions to select the
kinds of proposals they wish to review (see 3., page 11 and Appendix VI).
Under the proposed program, comments on a project generated locally will

be submitted both to the applicant and the appropriate federal agency
(D., pages 10-12). Yet, the program encourages that any disagreements
or bonflicts be resolved informally at the local level (7., page 12).

On March 22, 1984, the MAPC unanimously approved the following motion:

Request that the City and County Commissions recommend that: 1) Governor "impig'
Carlin establish a Kansas Intergovernmental Review Process; 2) the process 10**El
should include those modifications presented in the Staff report; and :I>Aes=.lk

3) the MAPC be designated as the Feview organization for Sedgwick Conty. L?*PR.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

It is recommended that the Board of County·Commissioners:

1. Recommend to Governor Carlin that he establish a Kansas Intergovernmental
Review Process; and

2. The Process should include those modifications presented in the staff
report; and

3. Recommend that the MAPC be designated as the review organization for
Sedgwick County;

4. Take such action as the Board deems to be in the best interests of the

general public.

let

I.* 21"t. 1 1

'S-

Robert A. Lakin

-0 Director of Planning
RAL:CEL:rh
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WICHITA-SEDGWIC/LCOUNTY DATE

April 5, 1984

METIZOPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

¥¤ Board of City Commissioners
THROUGH E. H. Denton, City' Manager
FROM Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

SUBJECT DR 84-3 DRAFT KANSAS INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

On July 24, 1982, President Reagan issued an Executive Order

which rescinded the A-95 program. Under A-95, states and local

planning organizations (including the MAPC) were notified of federal
grant applications and proposed federal actions and given the oppor-
tunity to comment on these proposals. Under the Executive Order,
states may develop programs to replace A-95. Every state with the

exception of Idaho and Kansas have created such programs.

Federal agencies are required to notify and cooperate with
state and local grant and project reviewers if a state program is in
place. According to the President's Executive Order, the State must
consult with local elected officials when developing a program to
replace A-95.

23;Gli.

On August 21, 1982, the MAPC passed a motion requesting that
the City and County Commissioners formally state that there is a
need for a program to replace A-95. The Board of City Commissioners
approved a motion authorizing submittal of a letter to the Governor
stating the need for some type of review process, recommending that
the MAPC be designated as the local review agency and authorizing the
Planning Director and/or a member of the MAPC to help develop a
review program on September 7, 1982. The Sedgwick CoUnty Commission
approved a similar motion on September 22, 1982.

On November 21, 1983, Governor Carlin assigned responsibility
for Developing a Kansas Intergovernmental Review Process to the
Department of Human Resources. This department has developed a

draft proposal (enclosed).

Staff has reviewed the proposal according to local and state
considerations and has the following reactions:

1) The State Point-of-Contact (SPOC) should not evaluate
the significance of proposals (C.1.b, page 4) but only
coordinate review by local commissions and state depart-
ments.

2) Reviewing entities should include regional planning
commissions composed of local elected officials and/or
representatives popointed by local elected officials.
(D., page 5).

3) "If membership in the RPC's change, . . ." should be clari-
fied to indicate that if a County joins or leaves a regional
planning commission, the SPOC will be notified (D.1.a., page 5).

p,«*6*426*03*t---
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Board of City Commissioners -2- April 5, 1984
DR 84-3 DRAFT KANSAS INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

4) Applicants should be free to notify directly local planning
commissions. The requirement that project notifications be

/@44'.0 sent to the SPOC who then distributes them to local planning
commissions (B.1, page 7 and C.2., page 9) will add five days
to local review times. (This requirement seems to contradict
D.1, page 10).'

5) The narrative should highlight and include a separate section
which allows and encourages applicants to coordinate development
of a proposal and ' fast track" the review process (5., page 8,
and 6., page 9). For instance, development of a Transportation
Improvement Program by the State and local officials should
satisfy the review requirement for each road or bridge project
in the TIP.

The proposed program would allow planning commissions to select the
kinds of proposals they wish to review (see 3., page 11 and Appendix VI).
Under the proposed program, comments on a project generated locally will

be submitted both to the applicant and the appropriate federal agency

(D., pages 10-12). Yet, the program encourages that any disagreements
or conflicts be resolved informally at the local level (7., page 12).

On March 22, 1984, the MAPC unanimously approved the following motion:

Request that the City and County Commissions recommend that: 1) Governor

Carlin establish a Kansas Intergovernmental Review Process; 2) the Process

should include tnose modifications presented in the Staff report; and

3) the MAPC be designated as the review organization for Sedgwick County.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

It is recommended that the Board of City Commissioners:

1. Recommend to Governor Carlin that he establish a Kansas Intergovernmental

Review Process; and

2. The Process should include those modifications presented in the staff
report; and

3. Recommend that the MAPC be designated as the review organization for

Sedgwick County;

4. Take such action as the Board deems to be in the best interests of the

general public.

t .>- P Robert A. Lakin

Director of Planning
RAL:CEL: rh
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SUBJECT: INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW OF UMTA PLANNING. CAPITAL AND OPERAT I NG
PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES

gra

1, PURPOSE. This Circular provides guidance for implementing Executive Order
12372, Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs, and 49 CFR 17,
Intergovernmental Review of Department of Transportation Programs and
Activities.

2. REFERENCES

a. Section 204 of the Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development
Act of 3966;

b. Section 401 of the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968;

c. Executive Order 12372, Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs;

L)
d. Intergovernmental Review of Department of Transportation Programs and

Activities, (48 FR 29264) 49 CFR 174 and

e. DOT Order 4600.13, "Intergovernmental Review of Department of
Transportation Programs and Activities," dated lu/3/83.

3. APPLICABILITY

4

>t
4

This Circular is applicable to grants for planning, capital, and
operating assistance made available under Section 3,5,8, 9A, 9, 16, and
18 of the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, as amended, 49 U.S.C.
1601, * seq. tt is also applicable to mass transportation projects funded
under TitT@-23, 103(e)(4) (Interstate Transfer) and 104(b)(6) (Federal-Aid
Urban Systems). Projects funded under Section 3(a)(1)(C) (Technology
Introduction); Section 4(i) (Innovative Techniques); Sect-ions 6, 10, 11,
and 20 of the UMT Act and Section 320 of the Surface Transportation
Assistance Act of 1978 are not covered by this Circular.

9214.-F -4.

EFFECTIVE DATE. This Circular is effective for grant applications
received on or after the date of issuance.

te,il·.,<24 · 2 , 1.0.
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5. BACKGROUND

Until October 1, 1903, consultation between State and local officials and f 
Federal agencies concerning Federal programs and activities had taken
place through a process established by the Office of Management and
Budget (OMB) Circular A-95, "Evaluation, Review and Coordination of
Federal and Federally Assisted Programs and Projects." The A-95 system
required state and local governments to follow prescribed procedures to
review Federal programs and was implemented for UMTA programs by
UMTA/FHWA joint regulations.published on August 9, 1976. On July 14,
1982, Executive Order 12372 was issued. The Executive Order revoked OMB
Circular A-95, and provided a new system of intergovernmental
consultation involving a State process for review of Federal activities.

t4

When state and local elected officials use this new process to comment on
proposed UMTA projects, UNTA will have to address these comments. For
those cases where the concerns cannot be accommodated, UMTA must provide
a written explanation of its decision in a timely manner. This
accommodation or explanation provision gives greater weight to state or
local views than provided by Circular A-95. State and local officials

'47,2can still make thei r vi ews known di rectly to UMTA; however, under the
final rule the requirement for UMTA to accommodate or explain only
applies to recommendations made through a formal State process.

On June 24, 1983, the Department of Transportation publ,sheJ a final rule
to implement the Executive Order at 48 FR 29264.

6. STATE PROCESS - :  
A State process is the procedure established by a State, developed in
consultation with local officials, to undertake intergovernmental reviews
of Federal programs and activities.

I #34*/law/8/War&

t.*29.0

After establishing a State process, the Governor must notify the Office
of Management and Budget (OMB) of those Federal programs and activities
which the State will review through its process and who will serve as the
State single point of contact. This information is provided to UMTA by
OMB through the Office of the Secretary of Transportation. UMTA has no
review or approval role in the setting of a State process. There is no
requirement that the State establish a process. However, for those
States without a process, UMTA still has certain notification
responsibilities which are discussed in paragraph 8.

A State has the option to designate an agency to serve as the single
point of contact for transportation matters. If the State designates a
transportation contact, this contact will be responsible for coordinating
the review of all transportation activities among state, areawide,
regional and local officials and for providing comments directly to UMTA.

Each State is free to establish its own review process and procedures
best suited to its own situation. Consequently, some States may elect to
review "programs of projects," such as the Transportation Improvement

i

cre
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 -2 Program (TIP), the Section 18 program of projects, etc., while others may
choose to review project applications on an individual basis. Where the
State elects project-by-project review, UMTA review and approval of

A//4 .fj fil program documents, such as the TIP and Unified Planning Work Program
(UPWP) should proceed without regard to these coordination requirements.

/144
Individual- project applications will, however, be affected by the State

75:;'221 process review in these cases. Each UMTA Regional Office should contact
/1.Pt«A 1

the respective State single point of contact and request the specific

3-'-il process requi rements UMTA program activities wi 11 be requi red to meet.

. ¥ 4 ifil The final rule provides a maximum sixty (60) day review period, although
a State may develop a process which is completed in less time if it
desires. The 60 day period starts when the State single point of contact
receives the required review materials (eg. TIP, UPWP, grant application,
etc.) from the appl icant. The presumptive date of receipt is 5 days from
the date the materials are mailed to the State process,

The State process is not required to "approve" any program or project it
reviews. Consequently, in the absence of a specific notification of "no
comment", UMTA will presume that there are no comments upon expiration of
the review period.

414../.-I-/-.

:hES 7. ACCOMMODATE OR EXPLAIN

If a State process review of an UMTA activity results in the provision of
'4 - . a formal State process recommendatic, through the single point of

contacts UMTA is obligated to act upon the recommendation by either
"accommodating" the State process recommendation or by explaining, to the
State single point of contact, in writing, the reasons UMTA is taking an
action contrary to the process recommendation. "Accommodation" in this
sense means either accepting the recommendation or reaching a mutually
agreeable solution with the State process. If an UMTA Regional Office
decides not to accommodate a process recommendation, the Regional office
must not approve the questioned activity (eg: TIP approval, grant
approval etc.) until 10 days after the single point of contact receives
the written explanation. The presumptive date of receipt is five days
from the date the letter is sent, unless a telephone call is made to the
State contact. If a call is made to the State contact, the 10 days start
from the date of the call. If the process recommendation is accepted, no
additional notice, beyond furnishing the completed Standard Form 424
(Part III) to the single point of contact, is necessary.

1=1

Should a process recommendation not be accepted, a copy of the written
explanation must be furnished to UMTA Headquarters by the Regional Office
for monitoring purposes at the time it is sent to the single point of
contact.

UMTA PROCESS IN ABSENCE OF A STATE PROCESS

Where there is no State process, or where a program 1 i sted under the
"applicability" paragraph is not included in a State's process, UMTA
still has the responsibility to notify state, local and areawide
officials of its activities and to consider any comments it receives.

lpI
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This is requi red by the final rule in accordance with Section 204 of the
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of 1966 and Section
401 of the Intergovernmental Review Act of 1968. Comments may be
submitted to the applicant or UMTA for consideration, but no formal
response is required in the absence of a formal State process.

In urbanized areas, the joint preparation of the UPWP and the TIP by the
States Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) and transit operators is
sufficient to meet the intent of Section 204 of the Demonstration Cities
and Metropolitan Development ·Act of 1966 and Section 401 of the
Intergovernmental Review Act of 1968. Applicants, therefore, should
ensure that their planning, operating and capital assistance needs are
included in these MPO-endorsed documents.

In other than urbanized areas, UMTA program assistance is usually for
grants under Section 3, 8, 16(b)(2) or 18. For these program elements,
more limited notification processes will satisfy UMTA responsibilities
under the final rule. These are coyered in paragraphs 12 and 14.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS

If the State or an applicant decides to use·the State process to review
environmental impact documents, UMTA will instruct the applicant to have
the State single point of contact forward all comments received to the
applicant for subsequent transmittal to UMTA. The States are advised,
however, that this is not the recommended means for accompl i shing the
review of environmental impact documents. The existing environmental
regulation, 49 CFR 622, provides for mofe efficient and equally effective
review and coordination procedures and its use is encouraged.

·:,91.

3*431 + '

CERTIFICATION AND DETERMINATIONS

Notwithstanding application instructions previously published for various
planning, capital and operating program grants, the applicant must also
certify that it has complied with the provisions of the final rule. The
following certification should be prepared for each application:

F.. 1
likE-=0 41*Bill"Certification is given by 424it€the applicant, with respect to its application for assistance 111,VAri16158„*ge:52&0,;miag-

pursuant to Section of the Urban Mass Transportation Act of
1964, as amended, filed with the Urban Mass Transportation 13}falmi

-            Administration (UMTA) that the recipient has complied with the
provision of 49 CFR 17, Intergovernmental Review of Department
of Transportation Programs and Activities.

In approving grants for assistance, the UMTA approving official must -
determine that these requirements were met. Thedetermination should be
based upon the receipt of the applicarits certification. ,„L.-,V......I/"/I'
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- 11. PLANNING ASSISTANCE - URBAN                                      .
2

...1

For those States including the Section 8 Planning and Technical Studies
......=

Program in their State process, applicants will be required to have the
activity cleared through the State single point of contact before a
Section 8 grant can be awarded. The review period provided for by the
for the Section 8 grant, as appropriate, should be initiated into the

aillillillimt%.Efinal rule is sixty (60) days which means that the UPWP or scope of work
State review process at least 60 days before the applicant plans on

-         actually making application to UMTA. Concurrent review by UMTA and the
A./.INMA..4.

*ttapeocepsrCZ:sctot2XzitAA:2222,-2||ICclhso:; jr;Stenc01 over
J applicants, are encouraged to work with the State single point of contact

to develop procedures to allow the MPO to submit the UPWP for State
process review. This will permit &11 planning projects in an urbanizedarea, including those to be funded under the Special Studies program, to
be covered by a single review action.

rfe

Should a State process recommendation be provided to UMTA, the Regional
-              Office must adhere to the "accommodate or explain" responsibil-ity.

PV»474¥444.¥10, r
*f444442
*74*0**151). 8/

If there is no State process, or should the Section 8 program not be
included in the State process, the development and endorsement of a UPWP
and subsequent UMTA approval letter to the MPO is determined to meet the
requirements of the final rule for UMTA to notify State and local
entities of its Section 8 activities.

Where the State is the grantee for urbanized areas of under 200,000
Populations paragraph 12 should be followed.

12. PLANNING ASSISTANCE - NON URBAN

As with the urbanized Section 8 Planning and Technical Studies Grants,
State managed Section 8 grants are subject to review by the State single
point of contact before a grant can be made. The sixty day (60) review
period still applies and UMTA is still responsible to "accommodate or
explain" in accordance with paragraph 7.

Should there be no State process, or should the State not include State
managed Section 8 grants in the State process, UMTA's responsibilities
will be satisfied by the State's preparation of, and UMTA's approval
letter for, a State Work Program in support of the grant application.
Where a Section 8 grant is made directly to a local unit of government or
a transit operator, the State level transit agency and the areawide
review agency (if one exists) should be notified of the pending grant by
the Regional Office and provided a reasonable time to comment upon the
project prior to grant approval.

*48*¢444*24 „
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13. CAPITAL AND OPERATING ASSISTANCE - URBAN

For those States including the Section 3, 5, 9, 9A, 16(b)(2), 103(3)(4)
(Interstate Substitution) and 104(b)(6) (Urban System) projects in their

Ili. State process, applicants will be required to have the appropriate
activites cleared through the State single point of contact before a

·, - grant can be awarded. The review period provided for by the fi nal rule
is sixty (60) days, which means that programs or projects (TIP's or

.220 applications, as appropri ate) should be initiated into the State process
/1=97/*30-1..

2 at least 60 days before the applicant plans on actually making
application to UMTA, although concurrent review, by UMTA and the State
process is acceptable.

Transit operators and MPOs, as potential grant applicants, are encouraged
to work with the State single point of contact to develop procedures that
would minimize the use of project-by-project reviews, focusing instead on
programming documents, specifically the TIP and annual (or biennial)
element. Since all of the categories of projects covered by the final
rule must, by regulation, be in the TIP, a single review by Lhe State
process that would cover all capital and operating program elements would
be preferrable to project-by-project review.

Ett
Should a State process recommendation be provided to UMTA, the Regional
Office must adhere to the "accommodate or explain" responsibility.

m:0'

6.#fa Should there be no State process, or should one of the above noted
capital or operating programs not be incJuded in a State process, the A
development and endorsement of a TIP and annual (or biennial) element at 11
the urbanized area level and the subsequent UMTA approval letter to the
MPO is determined to meet the requirements of the final rule for UMTA to
notify State and local officials of its capital and operating grant
activites.

14. CAPITAL AND OPERATING ASSISTANCE - NON URBAN 

For those States including the Section 3, Section 16(b)(2) and Section 18
programs in their State process, the applicant will be required to have
the activity cleared through the State single point of contact before a
grant can be awarded. '

. .9&,Ry.,
399 Applicants are encouraged to have the State process procedures set to

allow review of the Section 16(b)(2) and Section 18 programs of projects
so the review can be moved upstream of the grant application process. In
the instances where a non-urbanized Section 3 project is proposed, there
is little alternative to an individual project review by the State
process.

44
The sixty day (60) review period applies and UMTA is responsible to
"accommodate or explain" in accordance with paragraph 7.

8
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Should there be no State process, or should the State process not include
Section 16(b)(2) and Section 18 grants, UMTA's notification
responsibilities will be deemed to be satisfied by the not,fication of
the Section 16(b)(2) and Section 18 apportionments in the Federal
Register. 1}pon notification, a reasonable period should biaTowed
before any-grant supporting these activities is approved to provide
opportunity for comment.

.%GRANT APPROVAL

11 lit
12*53
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Should there be no State process, should the State process not include
non-urbanized Section 3 grants, or should a Section 3 grant be made
directly to a local unit of government or transit operator, the State
level transit agency, unless that agency is the applicant and the
areawide review agency (if one exists) should be notified of the pending
Section 3 grant by the Regional Office and provided a reasonable time to H
comment upon the project prior to grant approval.

Upon receipt of an application and the certification required by M
paragraph 9, a grant may be approved as long as there are no outstanding 14
process recommendations with unresol ved accommodation issues. As noted
in paragraph 6., a non-response by the single poi.nt of contact will be 1presumed as "no comment" after the review period has expired.
OMB Form SF-424 is still in use under the new system and is still
required as part of the grant application process under OMB Circular
A-102. Part III of SF-424 should continue to be completed and returned
to the State single point of contact upon grant approval. 6.k'*

V V

Ralph L.btaniby
Administrator
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FROM Robert A.

K f %41 NTY

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

DATE

April 5, 1984

City Commissioners

iton, City Manager
Lakin, Director of Planning

SUBJECT DR 84-3 DRAFT KANSAS INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

On July 24, 1982, President Reagan issued an Executive Order
which rescinded the A-95 program. Under A-95, states and local
planning organizations (including the MAPC) were notified of federal

grant applications and proposed federal actions and given the oppor-
tunity to comment on these proposals. Under the Executive Orders
states may develop programs to replace A-95. Every state with the
exception of Idaho and Kansas have created such programs.

Federal agencies are required to notify and cooperate with
state and local grant and project reviewers if a state program is in
place. According to the President's Executive Order, the State must
consult with local elected officials when developing a program to
replace A-95.

On August 21, 1982, the MAPC passed a motion requesting that
the City and County Commissioners formally state that there is a
need for a program to replace A-95. The Board of City Commissioners
approved a motion authorizing submittal of a letter to the Governor
stating the need for some type of review process, recommending that
the MAPC be designated as the local review agency and authorizing the
Planning Director and/or a member of the MAPC to help develop a
review program on September 7, 1982. The Sedgwick County Commission
approved a similarmotion on September 22, 1982.

1.4.&4

On November 21, 1983, Governor Carlin assigned responsibility
for Developing a Kansas Intergovernmental Review Process to the
Department of Human Resources. This department has developed a
draft proposal (enclosed).

Staff has reviewed the proposal according to local and state
considerations and has the following reactions:

1) The State Point-of-Contact (SPOC) should not evaluate
the significance of proposals (C. 1.b, page 4) but only
coordinate review by local commissions and state depart-
ments.

2) Reviewing entities should include regional planning
commissions composed of local elected officials and/or
representatives appointed by local elected officials.
(D., page 5).

3) "If membership in the RPC's change, . .." should be clari-
fied to indicate that if a County joins or leaves a regional
planning commission, the SPOC will be notified (D. 1.a., page 5).

- 1. 16 4:.,1 K: 1:>,, .:., ...5.::: x -*::cifit:v.kfit.
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F..DirEN

g*am*ma-*©IN*zrt»· :. 9 ..'e , 412%6...i?4174
·3/

r

La

rmt,f



Itt) f0

Board of City Commissioners -2- April 5, 1984
DR 84-3 DRAFT KANSAS INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

4) Applicants should be free to notify directly local planning
commissions. The requiremenc Lhat project notifications be
sent to the SPOC who then distributes them to local planning
commissions (B.1, page 7 and C.2., page 9) will add five days
to local review times. (This requirement seems to contradict
D.1 , page IC. :

5) The narrative should highlight and include a separate section
which allows' and encourages applicants to coordinate development
of a proposal and fast track" the review process (5., page 8,
and 6., page 9). For instance, development of a Transportation

Improvement Program by the State and local officials should
satisfy the review requirement for each road or bridge project
in the TIP.

The proposed program would allow planning commissions to select the

kinds of proposals they wish to review (see 3., page 11 and Appendix VI).

Under the proposed program, comment« on a project generated locally will

be submitted both to the applicani and the appropriate federal agency

(D., pages 10-12). Yet, the program encourages that any disagreements
or conflicts be resolved informally at the local level (7. , page 12).

On March 22, 1984, the MAPC unanimously approved the following motion:

Request that the City and County Commissions recommend that: 1) Governor
Carlin establish a Kansas Intergovernmental Review Process; 2) the Process

should include those modifications presented in the Staff report; and

3) the MAPC be designated as the review organization for Sedgwick County.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

It is recommended that the Board of City Commissioners:

1. Recommend to Governor Carlin that he establish a Kansas Intergovernmental
Review Process; and

2. The Process should include those modifications presented in the staff
report; and

3. Recommend that the MAPC be designated as the review organization for
Sedgwick County;

4. Take such action as the Board deems to be in the best interests of the

general public.

Robert A. L/kin

Director of Planning
RAL:CEL:rh
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METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DFT•ARTMENT

RE: AGENDA ITEM NO. + 4,4

Url
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TD Metropolitan Area Planning Commission

FROM Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

SUBJECT DRAFT KANSAS INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

On July 24, 1982, President Reagan issued an Executive Order
which rescinded the A-95 program. Under A-95, states and local
planning organizations (including the MAPC) were notified of fed-
eral grant applications and proposed federal actions and given the
opportunity to comment on these proposals. Under the Executive

Order, states may develop programs to replace A-95. Every state

with the exception of Idaho and Kansas have created such programs.

On August 21, 1982, the MAPC passed the following motion:

That the Planning Commission request the City and County
Commissioners to: 1) formal]y state that there is a need
to have some type of review process for applications for
federal assistance or direct federal development; 2) re-
conunend to Governor Carlin that the MAPC be designated
as the review agency for Sedgwick County for those ap-
plications for federal assistance or direct federal
development that would affect land use, the provision
of utilities, housing and transportation; 3) recommend
that some formal review procedure be established for
social type programs and projects at the State and local
level; and 4) authori.ze the Director of Planning and/or
a member of the Planning Commission to work with the
State in developing rules, regulations and procedures
for review of applications.

The City and County Commissions both approved and submitted letters
supporting creating of a Kansas Intergovernmental Review Process.

On November 21, 1983, Governor Carlin assigned responsibility
for Developing a Kansas Intergovernmental Review Process to the
Department of Human Resources. This department has developed a
draft proposal (enclosed).

Staff·has reviewed the proposal according to local and state
considerations and has the following reactions:

1) The State Point-of-Contact (spoe) should not evaluate
the significance of proposals Ic. 1.b, page 4) but only
coordinate review by local commissions and state depart-
ments.

4N

2) Reviewing entities should include regional plannning
commissions composed of local elected officials anq.LEE
representatives appointed by 1ccal elected officrils.
(D., page 5).
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DRAFT KANSAS INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS
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Page 2

3) "If membership in the RPC's change, ..." should be clari- .: ,·.a
fied to indicate that if a County joins or leaves a
regional planning commission, the SPOC will be notified
(D.1.a., page 5).

4) Applicants should be free to notify directly local plan-
ning commissions. The requirement that project notifi-
cations be sent to the SPOC who then distributes them to

local planning commissions (B. 1., page 7 and C.2., page 9) 3196
will add five days to local review times. (This require- · OF
ment seems to contradict D.1., page 10).

5) The narrative should highlight and include a separate
section which allows and encourages applicants to coordi-
nate development of a proposal and "fast track" the re-
view process (5., page 8, and 6., page 9). For instance,
development of a Transportation Improvement Program by
the State and local officials should satisfy the review
requirement for each road or bridge project in the ·TIP.

The proposed program would allow planning commissions to select
the kinds of proposals they wish to review (see 3., page 11 and
Appendix VI).

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Request that the City and County Commissions recommend that:
1) Governor Carlin establish a Kansas Intergovernmental Review Pro-
cess; 2) the Process should include those modifications presented
in the Staff report; and 3) the MAPC be designated as the review
organization for Sedgwick County.

Rober't A. Lakiri

Director of Planning

RAL:CEL:blw

Attachment: Draft Kansas Intergovernmental Review Process.
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KANSAS INIERGOVER»!ENPAL REVIEW PROCESS

INI'REDUCI'ICN

k:
Le·

The establishment of the Kansas Intergovernmental Review Process is the
culmination of efforts of many parties across the State to fully implement
and utilize the opportunities provided to the State by Presidential
Executive Order 12372: Intbrgovernmental Review of Federal Programs. This
Presidential Executive Order is intended to foster a strengthened inter-
governnental partnership among the various levels of government as set
forth in Title IV of the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968 and

Section 204 of the Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development Act
• of 1966; and to enhance federalism by relying on state and local processes
for coordination and review of proposed federal financial assistance or
direct federal development. For these purposes, Executive Order 12372
(amended by Executive Order 12416), requires federal agencies to provide
for consultation with state and local governments that supply nonfederal
funds for, or that would be directly affected by, proposed federal
financial assistance or direct federal development. This review system is
designed to provide an opportunity for local and state elected officials
to influence federal decisions on proposed projects that may affect their
own plans and programs, recognizing also the benefits of private sector
involvement. It is concerned with achieving the most effective and
efficient utilization of federal assistance resources through coordination
and the elimination of conflict and duplication.

TO the extent that the states develop their own review processes, the
federal agencies shall: (1) communicate with state and local elected
officials as early as possible in the program planning cycle; (2) utilize
the state process to detemine official local and state views ;(3) make
efforts to accommodate state and local recomnendations when those recom-
mendations are transmitted through the state Single Point of Contact; if
the agency cannot accommodate this recommendation, it must explain, in
writing, and in a timely manner, why not; (4) when legal, allow states to
simplify, consolidate, or substitute state plans for federally required
ones when those state plans are sufficient; and (5) seek ccordination of
state and local views when several states may realize an inpact from a
proposed federal activity in one.

mt

The Kansas Intergovernmental Review Process has been designed to subject
projects of federal assistance and direct federal development to a Compre-
hensive review at the local, regional, and State levels of government
thereby coordinating federal programs with one another and with state,
regional, and local plans and programs. The Kansas Department of Human
Resources, Office of the Secretary has been designated the State Single
Point of Contact (SPOC) , and for this function shall be known as the
Office of Federal Assistance Management. It is charged with providing
opportunity for local, regional, and State ·input, where applicable and in
a timely manner, to the cognizant federal agency. At the State level this
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task will be accomplished by identifying· those State agencies which should
be involved in the planning and development of activities covered by
Executive Order 12372, and providing these agencies with the opportunity
to evaluate proposals in a timely, effective manner.

L,».1,·> 'f3.2.72

M. :4 .4*
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The agencies concerned with regional planning are designated to gather and
--- coordinate input fran potentially effected local and regional governments

and organizations in order to accomplish a comprehensive evaluation of the
irreact of those selected federal activities on their plans and programs.
For counties or cities not covered by a recional planning agency, the
local general government unit may provide this impact evaluation input.
The benefits to be gained from this review system are to coordinateplanning and development activities among all levels of government; to -
increase the awareness of the many federal programs co-existing in the

' State, thereby increasing the ability to manage these programs within the

7-3-z
scope of State plans; and to obtain increased accommodation from the milli

,. ,·,re:.**142; ·
federal agencies. imi/-/"Imj£#Adif#lil,VE

The Kansas Department of Human Resources, Office of the Secretary, will«A:j implement the evaluation and review process opportunity provided by
32444'41 Presidential Executive Order 12372 and specified by the Kansas Intergov-

ernmental Review Process Procedures and will coordinate the assistance
applications with the following federal acts.
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a. The Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development
Act, Section 204, requiring all applications made after
June 30, 1967, for federal loans or grants to various
health and economic projects within any metropolitan area
to be submitted for review. (Appendix III)

b. Title IV of the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of
1968. (Appendix IV)

c. Section 102(2)(C) of the National Environmental Policy
Act covering the submission of a detailed statement of
the environmental impact of federal projects and pro-
grams. (Appendix V)

PURPOSE

The purposes of the Kansas Intergovernmental Review Process (KIRP) are:

1. To implement Presidential Executive Order 12372 (dated July 14, 1982,
and amended April 8, 1983);

- 2. To secure the benefits of intergovernmental cooperation by providinga sure and simple means for learning about and corm,enting on selected
programs of federal assistance and direct federal development;

3. To encourage an expeditious process of intergovernmental eooperation
and review of federal projects by facilitating contact between

:·ean¥9.- applicants and local, regional and State levels of government; and
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4. To receive increased accommodation from federal funding agencies as
provided by Presidential Executive Order 12372 by responding to said
Executive Order with the establishment of this Kansas Intergovernmen-
tal Review Process and designating a Single Point of Contact.

PROGRAf€ AND ACTIVITIES SUBJECT TO THIS POLICY
:I'll//6

PW...,>rk,1,
£#34/2,4.*

The potential list of programs which may be selected for inclusion in
the Kansas Intergoverrmental Review Process is attached as Appendix
VI for your comments.

0»96'/

B. All federal plans, federally required State plans, and direct federal
development activities are inclusions in the Kansas Intergovernmental .
Review Process. (Appendix VIII is attached for your cotrments).

C. Before a federal agency may exclude a program or activity subject to
the Executive Order, it will publith a notice in the Federal Register
proposing the exclusion and seeking public comment.

'.

PROGRNS AND ACrIVITIES NOr SUBJECT TO EIS POLICY

A. Modifications to existing plans, minor budget amenchnents and supple-
mental budgets and continuation paperwork for programs that have been
reviewed.

B. Assistance for programs and activities including:

1. Direct financial assistance to individuals or families for
housing, wel fare, health care services, education, training, -
economic irrprovement, and other direct assistance for individual Ill"Im"HIP",1,
and family enhancement.

2. Incentive payments or insurance for private sector activities
not involving real property development or land use develop-
ment.

.1 3. Agricultural crop supports or payments.
941-
49*

4. Assistance to organizations and institutions for the provision
of education or training not designed to meet the needs of

' ' · specific individual states or localities.

5. Research, not involving capital construction, which is national
in scope.

It 6. Assistance for staff development or management improvement
purposes.

-3- 7
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7.' Assistance to educational institutions for activities that are (4®

part of a school's regular academic program and are not related
to local programs of health, welfare, employment or other social ......ill.
services.

8, Assistance for construction involving only routine maintenance,
repair, or minor construction Which does not change the use or
the scale or intensity of use of a federal structure or
facility.

C. Competitive bids or proposals for federal or state programs for which Aill'll.lilim
reviews have been colielet:ed.

When an application for these projects comes to the SPOC, it will be
assigned a State Application Identifier (SAI) Number arid returned to the
applicant. The applicant may forward it to the federal funding agency.
All proposed projects should courply with the Kansas Act Against Discrimi-
nation and with Historic Preservation requirements.

FUNCTIONAL UNITS AND THEIR FUNCTION 7

A

B

C

43:
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The federal agencies are those agencies at the federal level which
administer programs of federal assistance and projects of direct
federal development.

The applicant is the individual or entity seeking federal financial
assistance or approval for a project or activity under a program
subject to the review process.

The Single Point of Contact is the link of coordination among the
various participants in the review, coordination, and funding
process.

1. Within the scope of Presidential Executive Order 12372, the
Kansas Single Point of Contact shall:

e»Hyt,r-

Receive and disseminate project: notification to appropriate
local units of government and State agencies;

b. Evaluate the significance of proposals for federal assis-
tance to local, regional or State plans and programs;

PI: 2#bil
-. c. Provide public agencies charged with administering State ,

and local laws the opportunity to review and comment on 21'38;i)%9337-1:9 '
project proposals which might affect their plans and/or ..mAL.&*ir
programs; ,-4 1

d. Provide liaison between federal agencies contemplating
..f

direct federal development projects at the local, regional
and State level( s) of governrrent which might be affected by
the proposed project; and

ritaki
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e. Develop and/or transmit. State Process Reco•mendations to
the federal agencies and receive statements of accommoda-
tion or nonaccomnodation back from the agencies.

'11

2. The Kansas Department of Human Resources, Office of the Secre- 1
-4<&*Fs« tary, is designated the Kansas Single Point of Contact for the
-               Kansas Intergovernmental Review process, and for this function

shall be called the Kansas Office of Federal Assistance
alliManagement.

3. The SPOC shall ·be appointed by the Secretary of the Department
of Human Resources upon recortmendation by the Governor.

..

4,

D. Reviewing entities are those parties (local elected officials,
regional planning commissions ccmposed of local elected officials,
State officials, and State agencies) designated by the Governor as
being appropriate forums for review and coordination of federal
assistance programs and direct federal development activities.

EERE**·1!'.. ,
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1. The State' s Regional Planning Commissions are recognized as the
primary forum for review by local elected officials. If a
municipality or county is not represented by a RPC, an applica-
tion will be sent for review and comnent to the appropriate city -le

or county commission (or similar general purpose local unit of
government, or notification will be provided through the Kansas
Register and The Resource.) (See List of Reviewing EntTETEET ·
Appendix IX)

a. If membership in the RPC's change, proper notification (in
writing) must be given to the SPOC. Also, if a new RPC is
formed for the purpose of regional planning and review,
proper notification (in writing) must be sent to the SPOC,
and, henceforth, the newly formed RPC will be designated
the review and conment opportunity and responsibility for
those municipalities and/or counties it represents. 4

b. The RPC's will communicate with appropriate local elected         ....
officials CLEO's) to ensure the review process is accom- .....dUL .>ER
plishing the intent of Executive Order 12372. ./arvil-

c. The Executive Director will be recognized as the RPC's 
Coordinating Official to whom Application Information
Packages will be sent and from whom review forms, comments
and statements will be received.

32

2. Each State ageng shall designate one Coordinating Official who
shall be responsible for receiving applications for review from
the SPOC and transmitting back to the SPOC the results of that
agency's review.

a. The State agency Coordinating Official will coordinate
reviewing activities within the agency after receipt of an
application for review from the SPOC and will transmit the

FEEiEENISS,f.i
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results of' that review back to the SPOC. If there are no
comments to be included, that agency's Coordinating
Official may transmit that information to the SPOC by
telephone. (The same may hold true for regional planning
commissions or local units of government when time for
mailing the transmittal form is not adequate, but only when
there is no camment on a proposal.)

The chief administrator of each State agency shall keep
current with the SPOC the designation of the agency's
Coordinating Official.

<<3.2

%.

/·.2. pI.t·a

GENERAL REQUIREMENIS ·

A. Early notification by the federal "funding" agencies.

1. It is the responsibility of the federal agency to insure that
applicants are provided sufficient notice to develop and submit
a proposal within the established time parameters. Therefore;

>JAA

2. As early in the planning cycle as possible, the federal funding
agency shall provide noti f ication and information of proposed
plans for programs or direct development to the Single Point of
Contact, Office of Federal Assistance Management, Kansas

 719*Rk«.g Department of Human Resources, 401,Topeka Avenue, Topeka,
Kansas, 66603.

8 ./5,ow

3. If a federal agency receives an application for federal finan-
cial assistance under a program on the Kansas Inclusion List and 4,@i

the applicant has not notified the Single Point of Contact to
· initiate review, or if a federal agency proposes to engage in

direct federal development, the federal agency shall notify the im.ImR.'Abl'4*e:=sk,»4'4''A43(Fi SPOC to determine the views of local, regional and State .4/ '.L¢Im'Kie
officials. · t995

-6

*a

7"744

r
prk:·34¥ 4

232·19

M&3922"04

1==*f.L 4. Generally, a federal agency will allow State and local officials
at least 60 days for review and comment. For certain programs
and activities ( i.e., noncompetitive continuation grants and the
Department of Housing ar..1 Urban Development' s mortgage insurance

'09*€ and urban development action grant programs) a lesser time of at
least 30 days will be allowed. The shorter review period is

. permitted because it is believed that controversy is unlikely
 for these transactions or because a federal decision must be

timely. The federal agencies with programs or activities to
which the 30-day review may apply are: The Departments of

. Agriculture, Commerce, Education, Energy, Health and Human
Services, Housing and Urban Development, Interior, Justice,
Labor and Act ion, The Environmental Protection Agency. and the
National Science Foundation.
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5. Most federal agencies authorize the use of emergency time

waivers in the rare instances for which an unanticipated
situation necessitates proliet action and does not allow for full
campliance with the rules. The agencies must keep a record of
all emergency waivers.

6. Federal agencies are required to consult with and seek the
advice of other federal agencies to produce coordinated actions
on interrelated federal prograns and activities.

7. If a State Process Recalmendation is transmitted by the Single
Point of Contact, the federal agency must:

21 I

' St,
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a. Accept the recomnendation;

b. Reach a mutually agreeable solution (compromise or alterna-
tive) with the reviewing entities, SPOC, and applicant; or

c. Provide an explanation of the federal agency's decision not
to accept the State Process Recommendation or not to reach

FIL an agreeable solution.

( 1 ) This explanation of "nonaccorrmodation" must be written
and provided to the Single Point of Contact.

(2) The federal agency may not carry out its decision of
"nonaccommodation" until 15 days after providing
explanation to the SPOC; if, however, the federal
agency also telephones or sends a telegram to the SPOC
explaining that a statement of "nonacconmodation" is
being sent, that waiting period may be reduced to ten

days (from the day of the telephone call or
El · telegram.)

B. Notification and Application Information Package provided by the
applicant.

1. An applicant for federal financial assistance under a program on
the Inclusion List (Appendix VI), on submission to a federal
agency of an application (or substantial modification or
amendment to a previous application) shall simultaneously
provide notification to the SPOC. This notification and Applica-
tion Information Package shall include:

a. Standard Form 424 (or other similar form provided by the
federal agency) with the applicant's portion fully
campleted including:

(1) The name, address, telephone nurber, and description
of the applicant (agency, organization, or individual)
and that of the applicant's contact person;

59.6 %1

I.£/-, (21 The aeocraohic location of the proposed protect":21
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(3) The name and catalog number of the federal program as
listed in·the Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance;

(4) A breakdown of the budget for the proposed project;
aa

(5) The name and address of the administering federal -.-I...

agency.

. A site map (with all significant and appropriate informe-
tion which,should be considered) when construction,
earth-altering activities, land acquisition, or pollutant
discharge will or may be involved in the proposed project;

, A summary, or brief description of the proposed project by
type, purpose, general size or scale, estimated cost,
beneficiaries, and any other characteristics which would
enable the SPOC and other reviewing parties to identify
agencies of local, regional or State government having ,
programs, plans, or projects th.t: might be affected by the
proposed project; and

f Iii

t,31,

2**

d. An environmental impact statement, if required by the
federal agency or by existing laws.

25*11

2. Inadequate application information (incomplete Standard Form
424, absence of summary, environmental impact statement or site
map when necessary), will cause the application to be returned
to the applicant and will delay the review process.

3. A federal agency proposing a project of direct federal develop-
ment is considered an applicant as well and will provide
notification and an Information Package to the Single Point of
Contact so that review and comments on such a project may
comnence.

4. To assure adequate time for effective coordination and t,
provide an opportunity for the applicant to respond to comments
developed through intergovernmental review, an applicant should
notify the SPOC at the earliest time feasible. The applicant
may file a Notice of Intent to submit an application as a means
of providing an early alert to potentially affected parties.

5. If the applicant can anticipate those parties which might be
affected by the proposed project, can coordinate with them
during the proposal's development, and with his Information
Package to the Single Point of Contact includes official review
statements by those reviewing entities, the application will be
reviewed by the Single Point of Contact and if no further review
is necessary, it will be assigned a State Application Identifier
Nunber and returned to the applidant to relay to the federal

' agency.

-8-
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6. If a proposed project has statewide or widely dispersed effects,
and if the applicant gives assurances that it has adequately
consulted with affected local governments during the develognent
of the proposal, the application will not be distributed to each
affected local jurisdiction for additional review. However,
surnmary notice will be included in the Kansas Register and/or
The Resource.

tt 3

fl

The applicant shall attach the Summary Memorandum to the
application, if the SPOC did not send a copy directly to the
federal agency. , The applicant may also attach a statement
explaining the consideration that the applicant has given to
reviewers' comments and recommendations. A copy of any such
explanatory statement shall be sent to the SPOC.

The applicant will notify the SPOC of award decisions by the
federal agency concerning its application.

C. Coordination by the Single Point of Contact (SPOC).

AK.%..... C.:4 1. Applicants seeking funds from programs of federal assistance
subject to the Konsas Intergovernmental Review Process (KIRP)

:1 :1 . and federal agencies proposing direct federal development
*44 activities subject to the KIRP shall provide notification and

Application Information Packages to the:

<1=

Kansas Single Point of Contact Office of Federal Assistance Management
Kansas Department of Human.Resources

401 Topeka Avenue

Topeka, Kansas ·66603
(913) 296-5075

2. Within five working days after receiving notification and an
Application Information Package, the SPOC will assign the
application a Kansas Review Number and distribute it to those
local and State parties which may have plans, programs or policy
affected by the proposed project.

a. The Kansas Review Number will reflect the month, day, year
and order of receipt, the catalog number from the Catalog
of Federal Domestic Assistance and the location (county) of
the project (or applicant); for.example, DHR010184-001-
11303SN.

b. The SPOC will acknowledge receipt of an Application
Information Package by sending the applicant a Kansas
Review Form which will indicate those entities receiving
the application for review.

3. Summary notification of applicati6ns open to review and carment
4 ' will also be provided to interested parties and State Legisla-

-9-
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tors in the Kansas Register and in The Resource. The closing
date for comments will be specified, as will the applicant's
contact: person. All comments will be sent to the SPOC.

f31

tk:.

4. When all Kansas Review Forms have been returned, or other
acknowledgment of review completion has been received, or upon
the review closing date, or if review is not necessary, the SPOC
will change the Kansas Review Number to, or assign a State
Application Identifier Number and send a Summary Memorandum to
the applicant to be forwarded by the applicant to the federal
agency.

a. The State Application Identification Number will reflect
· the date the review process - is completed, along with the

other information (i.e., KS840215-001-11303SN).

b. If a State Process Recommendation is called for, the SPOC
will transmit that recommendation to the federalagency,

*SPA indicating that it is a State Process Recommendation and
include copies of all comments. Copies of the State
Process Recommendation and all comments.will also be
provided to the applicant.

5. A report of applications sent to the federal agencies having
· completed the review process and any State Process Recommenda-

tions regarding those applications will appear in the Kansas
Register and in The Resource.

Et

1.=2Ty 6. During the last 60 days of the federal fiscal year, or in some
t.te?. other rare unanticipated circumstance where time is of the
4-32 essence, the SPOC may engage the reviewing entities in an

abbreviated review process that might accommodate both the time
element and the concerns of local, regional and State
officials.

D. Review and camment by the Reviewing Entities.

1. Reviewing entities can receive notice of proposed projects from .U>EY,fit*.
the SPOC, the applicant, the Kansas Register. The Resource, or
from the federal agency in the case of direct federal develop-
ment.

2. The reviewing parties will have up to 45 days from the date of
. . . the Kansas Transmittal Number assignment to conduct their review

1* and coordination efforts and send their completed review forms
and coments back to the SPOC. The remaining 15 days will be
used to compile comments, address conflicts, and determine if a
State Process Recommendation is appropriate. If the review
relates to an application for noncompeting continuation of
federal financial assistance, the total time for review will be
30 days, as prescribed in Executive Order 12372. (Parties

responding to notification provided in the Kansas Register or
The Resource will abide by the same review time periods.

-10- 44#r
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3. State and local officials will focus on those activities for
which they have the greatest interest or concern. This emphasis
on priority matters will help raise the ilnportance of reconmen- A--

dations received by the federal agency, and will comensurately
reduce the paperwork at all levels of government.

•........................

*&94*'20 f "

4. If any reviewing entity ( party) needs additional information
about a proposed project, direct contact should be made with the
applicant. Copies of correspondence between a reviewing entity
and applicant should be provided to the SPOC. The SPOC may
extend the review period to accommodate the exchange of
additional information (within the time parameters established
in Executive Order 12372.)

1

5. Comments and recommendations made with respect to any proposed
project are for the purpose of assuring maximum consistency of
such project with local, regional and State policies, plans and
programs. They are also intended to assist the federal agency
(or State agency, in the case of projects for which the State,
under certain federal grants, has final project approval)
administering such a program in determining whether the project
is in accord with applicable federal requirements. Comments
should relate directly to the project, not to the program
through which it is funded. Comments not related to the

following "review criteria" will not be submitted to the federal
agency or applicant.

a. The extent to which the proposed project is consistent l ith
or contributes toward the fulfillment of comprehensive
planning for the State, region, metropolitan area, or
locality;

b. The extent to which the project contributes to the achieve-
ment of State, regional, metropolitan, and local objectives
as specified in Section 401 ( a) of the Intergovernmental
0ooperation Act of 1968, as follows:

(1 ) Appropriate land uses for housing, commercial,
industrial, governmental, institutional, and other
purposes;

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

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

(4) Adequate outdoor recreation and open space;

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

4
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(6) Properly planned community facilities, including
utilities for the supply of power, water, and cormmni-

m=---7

cations for the safe disposal of wastes, and for other
purposes; and

k44%39---
Et:..c.

(7) Concern for high standards of design.

c. As provided under Section 102(2)(C) of the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the extent to which the
project significantly affects the environment including
consideration of:

(1 ) The envirorinental impact of the proposed project;

(2) Any adverse environmental effects which cannot be
avoided should the project be implemented;

32*94§t*TA.*.'..3
.r»lp./.<-Uhr.h'
/*·i J p i#.+Ar, .

liti (3) Alternatives to the proposed project;

(4) The relationship between local short-term uses of
man's environment and the maintenance anc] enhancement

of long-tem productivity; and

project or activity, should it be implemented.

(5) Any irreversible and irretrievable commitments of
resources which would be involved in the proposed

d. The extent to which the project contributes to more
balanced patterns of settlement and delivery to all sectors
of the area population, including minority groups.

../ &-0
=ms'* e. In the case of a project for which assistance is sought by

3:·f.t# a special purpose unit of government, whether the general
purpose unit of local government having jurisdiction over
the area in which the project is to be located has applied,
or plans to apply for assistance for the same or similar
type projects. This information is necessary to enable the
federal (or State) agency to make the judgments required
under Section 402 of the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act
of 1968.

6. The Kansas Intergovernmental Review is valid for three years.
-. If an applicant wishes to pursue a project not begun or an

application not funded within three years, the applicant shall
notify the SPOC in order that a new review may be conducted.

./.#....1- I],>19"' /4/t'e. 7. The reviewing parties shall try to resolve informally any
disagreements or conflicts identified during the review process.

j Methods of informal resolution may include telephone confer-
ences, correspondence, and in-person cormnunication. The SPOC

4 should be advised of such activities and any changes resulting.
.'77724
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SPECIAL FUNCTIOW

:.itu23ttft] A. A State Process Recommendation is a special set of views (concerns)
sent to a federal agency through the Single Point of Contact. (If a
state fails to designate a Single Point of Contact, no other organi-
zation or official may send such a recomnendation.)

1. A State Process Recommendation is developed by local, regional
and/or State reviewing officials. This recomendation can be a
consensus with which all the reviewing parties agree; or a
majority opinion representative of a particular view with some
reviewing comments which differ from that view. All corrments
will accompany a majority opinion recomendation when it is sent
to the federal agency.

2, The SPOC will strive to form a consensus recormendation when a
recormendation is called for.

3. A recommendation may be formed even though all those levels of

L-1 government directly affected did not comment on the proposed
project.

8%*43
48*8

9*3
1-·49

4. Furthermore, a State Process Recorrmendation may be developed ona proposed project for a program which is not on the Inclusion ....
List of programs. This allows local, regional and State
officials to obtain federal agency, responsiveness even on

- programs and activities for which they did not anticipate .......im.Im.

significant interest.

5. In all instances, the State Process Recommendation must be lili k
transmitted by the Single Point of Contact.

It-

6. When a proposed project or activity has an impact on interstate
or interstate metropolitan areas, that interstate planning
commission which is the designated participant in the Kansas ..ft
Intergovernmental Review Process may prepare a State Process -1

Recommendation. However, that recommendation must be trans-
mitted through the states' Single Points of Contact. The SPOC
will transmit all recommendations to the federal agency with .

copies to the applicant.

B. Opportunity for simplification, consolidation and substitution of
state plans is provided by Executive Order 12372.

The Departments of Agriculture, Education, Energy, Health and Hlman
Services, Interior, Justice, Labor, Transportation, the Environmental
Protection Agency and the Federal Emergency Management Agency have
listed federally required state plans that are eligible for simplifi-
cation, consolidat ion, or substitution. (See Appendix VII for List
of State Plans Eligible for Simplification, Consolidation and
Substitution.) 'Er

I.i·-0.*657% I. *.I./:F'r?'-·tgrd?r
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1. Some federal agency rules permit a state to use state planning
and budget documents in place of similar documents for which the
content and format are established by a federal agency. This
allows a state to develop its own plan format, choose the plan
submission date, and/or define the time period covered by the
plan; combine two 6r more plans into one document; or substitute
its own existing plan for the federally required docunent.

a. States must satisfy federal statutory and regulatory
requirements when simplifying, consolidating, or substitu-
ting plans. No prior federal agency approval is needed

< before undertaking a simplification, consolidation, orE

E
substitution.

21 i
7..... K...C, D.·-'.0,4*

<80?'R,01%
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b. The federal agency reviews each plan for which a state has
used its own planning and budget documents and accepts the
plan only if its contents fulfill applicable federal
statutory and regulatory requirements. A decision not to
accept a state plan can be appealed through each federal

rit//"/I./.1///.//3*.* agency's normal procedures.

3.0 .'. -. I

; 49%:
42*3

«t»arst

c. Each federal agency with eligible state plans has desig-
nated a focal point with whcm state officials can discuss
state plan matters. The Office of Management and Budget
has established a steering group of these federal agencies
to meet periodically for coordination and to promote
consistent determinations on state plans among and with
agencies. Federal agencies will periodically publish
updated lists of state plans that are eligible for simpli-
fication, consolidation, or substitution.

2. For state plan review, any state plan or amendment and
supporting information should be supplied to the SPOC at least
30 days prior to the planned date of submission to the involved
federal agency. Supporting information should include:

Standard Form 424, with Sections I, II, III, 24, 26, 27 and
29 caeleted.

A summary of the plan including:

(1) A statement of the plan's objective, beneficiaries,
procedures and the ant icipated timetable of activi-
ties.

(2) Anticipated results and evaluation indicators.

If this is a continuing program:

(1) Notable changes from prior years.

(2) Historical and projected expenditures.

¥949£

55%
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(3) Anticipated date of next plan submittal.

d. Reference to the state budget--decision items which are
addressed or affected by this plan.

e. Indicate if the Governor's signature is required on the
funding request or if a letter of suppor': is desired.

Upon submission of the state plan, the SPOC will notify all
RPC's and other agencies and reviewing entities of the avail-
ability of the plan for review. (All agencies should cooperate
with reviewing entities if additional information is
requested.)

When review is completed, the submitting agency will receive the -
Governor's comments along with the appropriate endorsement or
signature.

3. To amend the Kansas Interg6vernmental Review Process, opportu-
nity for input from local, regional and State officials will be
provided annually. As practice and experience indicate, changes
will be implemented so the intent te comply with Presidential
Executive Order 12372 remains consistent, but so the most
effective and efficient review and comment process may be
achieved. However, revision of forms by the federal agencies,
the U. S. Office of Management and Budget, or the Office of
Federal Assistance Management may be expected during the year

Ze» k and is not considered an amendment to the Process.

-15-
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SrATE OF KANSAS

Itt*I:.

OFFICEOFTHEGOVERNOR
Stat Cap,lot
Top,£066612

John Carlin Co--
November 21, 1983

Mr. Harold I. Steinberg
Associate Director for Management 9.

Executive Office of the President:
Office of Management and Budget
Room 238

49'.

Washington. D. C. 20503

Dear Mr. Steinbergi
4%

In response to Executive Order 12372 Intitled "Intorgover=intal Review
of Federal Programs; I am designating th6 K.:96.a@ Department of Human Resources,
Office of th, Secretary. an the Single Point of Contact for the State of Kansaa.

This agincy will won be contacting the, regional clearinghousel and other
Itate and_local govimment repre•antative, for the purpoge of eitablishing a
state proc••u that will bo comprehensive but vimple and efficiant. In the near
future I will officially establish the itate proce,i for review which will
include a listing of those programs covered by the Executive Order which Kansas
deems H its priorities.

49*?f. Co=unicationg for thi Single Point of Contact should be addressed toi

Single Point of Contact
Kan:am Department of Human Resources
Office of the Secretary
Attentions Judy.Krueger

'fi

401 Topeka Avenue'
Topeka. Kansas 66603

9{, I

W• ar• excited to be participating in this process of intergovernmental

(913) 296-50775

review which ha, as its principles the restoration grthe state/local authority.
flexibility. and regulatory rolief, an r;rrd,>4 responsiveness.

CARLIN

 Governor
JC:jmt

r
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APPENDIX II
1

htilli
Intorgovornmontal Roview ot Federal Programs
28'Cutill OU" 12"

4

=fi

*953

By tlin nulhority vested In me no I'midclit by the Cunititulioil im,11.,w• •lf die · -
United Stale• of America. hicluditig Seclion 4011.1 of thu Int,·muverni,irnt.1
Cooperation Act of 1908 142 U.SC 423110}] ind Section 301 01 Title 3 of the
United St•te• Code. ind in order to footer •n Inter:overnmentul pulnent,ip
and u •trengthened federallsm by relying on Stoti ind local proce,Irs for the
State end local government coordination und r,vicw of propoted Feder.1
finsnctal ••ilitanco and· direct Fedcro) development, it li hereby ordered u, I'llim..m
foliow.:

7777**f»

Section 1. Federal agencies shall provide oppor,unitie, for consultatiun by
elected official• of thos, Stuto and local governmen(• (hal wuuld pro vida thi
non·Federal funds for, or that would bo directly affected by. proposed Federal
financial a,Bistance or direct Federal development.

8-/ See. 2. To thi extent thi States. in consultation with local general purpose
:overnments. and local ipecial purpose government• they consider appropri·
ate. develop their own proceste, or reline extiting proce:ies fur State and
local elected official, to review and coordinati proposed Federal financial
assistance and direct Federal development. thi Federal agencies *hull. to the
Ixteni permitted hY la,w

(a) Utilize the State proce,0 to determine official vlow, of Stato and local
elected officiali.·

(b) Communicate with State and local elected officlatia, early in the programplanning cycle •, 11 reawnably fealible to explain *pecilc plan, and actions. 
[c)·Make efforti to accommodal, State and local etected officiali' concerns
with propoled Federal financlit asilitince and dirict Fideral development -I

that ar,-communicated thlough thi designated State proces# For thos, case,
where the conccm, cannot be accommodated. Federal officlati shall explain
th, baw. for their dectiton In a timely manner.

EE

Id) Allow the States to simplify ind coniolidate extiting Federally required
State plan oubmis:ion,. Wher, Slate planning and budgeting systems ore
euffictent and wher, permitted by law, the lubititutton of State plans for
Federally requirid State plini shall b• encouriged by the •g•ncies.
fe) Siok thi coordination of views of affected Stati and local elected official,
In on, State with thole of another Stet, when proposed Federal fininciot
alii•tanc• or direct Federal development hai, in Impact on inter,tate metro·
politon urban center, or other Interitati ireas, Exi,tit,8 ifier:(ati mechani,ma
that are tede,Ignated ** pirt of the State ·proce,1 mmy be uied for thin
purp...

If) Support State ind local government, by discouraging the reauthorization or
creition of any planning organizilion which 1, Federally-funded. which hoo i
and which 1, not adequately mpre:ent.tive of or accountabl• la, State or
Federally·pre,cribed memberihip. which la e,tabliohed for a limited purpoie.
local elected official..

Soc. 3. (a} The Slate proce:,refer,ed to In Section 2 iholl Include thoie where
Stale, delegate. In ipecitic in•lancel. lo local elected officiale the reviow.
coordinallon. and communica!!on wjlh Federal Woncie•.

411
pae

-17-
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tb} At thi dlicretion of th• Slato ind total elected offictil•. thi State procen
m•fexcludi cervin Federal progromz from review and comment.
Soc. 4. Thi Offlco of Man•gement and Budget (OM[) iholl maintain a list of
omcial Stale entltle• designated by the Stal„ to review end coorllinate
p,opoied Fed,ral financial „ilitance and ditic! Fedoral divelopment. Th,
Office 01 Manigiment and Budget 011,11 dliuminate .uch lilli to the Fedea P'll"/1/1-U.i/m,M

agenclel.

90.65. (i) Agencle. ihill propo. rule. mid regulallons :overning the formula.
lion. eviluttion. and rovt,w or propoled Feder,l flnonclat a••t•t•nc• and·
dir,ct Federal development punuant to. thl, Order, to be submitted to th.
Office of Management and Budget for approviL al„J'

(b) Th. rul.. and r,gulation, which mutt from thi proces, Indicated in -
Section Nal ab ovi sh• 11 npli ce any current rul e, and regulation, and become

· effeclive April 30. 1081; . .

Sec. 1 The Director of thi Of!!ci of Menigiment ind Budget li authorized to
pre,crite such rule, mid regulallone. if any. ai hi deems appropriate for the
effective Implementation and admint,tration of thle Order and thi Intergov·
crnmental Cooperation Act of 190& Tha DIrector li a!90 authorized to exercise
the outhority ve,ted In the Preaident by Section 401(a) of that Act (42 U.S.C
4230)1 In a mannarcons{,tent with thls Order.

179

41:ir 99,+3*59*ff;U-
-                  SIc. 7.1111 Memorandum of November & 1934 1, terminated {33 Fed. Re,

16407. November 13. 1984 The Director of thi Offic, of Monagement and
Budget shall revoke OMB Circular A-95. which wi, lisued puriuant to that
Memonndum. How,ver. Federal s:encie, Bhatt continue to comply with th•
rule, ind re:u!•tion, Issued pumint to that Memorindum Includin: those
lt,ued by the Offle, of Management ind Budget until new tute, ind regula· 1

· lion, hav,been t•,ued Inaccord with this Order.W Laillilliu
Sic. 1 1110 Director of the Office of Menagement and Budnt shall report to
the Prrsident within two year, on Federal agency compilince with thi: Order.
Thi view. of State and local elected officlats on their experience, with these
policles. alon, with any •uggestion• for improvement will bl Included in the
Directof, report

3,Sm

THE WHTTE HOUS!%

July 14. 1981

'etf
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APPENDIX III

SECT:ICN 204 OF THE DEMONSTRATION CITIES AND

METBOPOLITAN DEVELGMENP ACT OF 1966,
as amended (80 Stat. 1263, 82 Stat. 208)

4 E

.

•Sec. 204. (a) All applications made after June 30, 1967 for

Federal loans or grants to.assist in carrying out open-space land projects
or for planning or construction of hospitalsr airports, libraries, water

supply and distribution facilities, sewerage facilities and waste treat-

ment works. highways, transportation facilities, law enforcement
facilities. and water development and land. conservation projects within .
any metropolitan area shall be submitted for review--

1/

17=

• 4·

•( 1) to any areawide agency which is designated to perform
metropolitan or regional planning for the area within which the assistance

is to be used, and which is, to the greatest practicable extent, composed

of or responsible to the elected officials of a unit of areatide govern-

ment or of the units of general local government within whose jurisdiction

such agency is authorized to engage in such planning. and

•(2) if made by a special purpose unit of local government,to

the unit or units of general local government wi th authority to operate in
the area within which the project is to be located.

dar'

f ' .

//AWAdd

•(b)( 1) Except as provided in paragraph (2) of this subsection, each
application shall be accompanied (A) by the comments and recommendations
with respect to the project involved bg the areawide agencg and governing
bodies of the units of general local government to which the application
has been submitted for review, and (B) by a statement by the applicant
that such comments and recommendations have been considered prior to
formal submission of the application. Such comments shall include

information concerning the extent to which the project is consistent with
comprehensive planning developed or in the process of development for the
metropolitan area or the unit of general local government, as the case may
be, and the extent to which such project contributes to the fulfillment of
such planning. The comments and recommendations and the statement

referred to in this paragraph shall, except in the case referred to in
paragraph ( 2) of this subsection, be reviewed by the agency of the Federal
Government to which such application is submitted for the sole purpose of
assisting it in determining whether the application is in accordance with
the provisions of Federal law which govern the making of the loans or
grants.

.·77..

•(2 ) An application for a Federal loan or grant need not be
accompanied by the comments and recommendations, and the statements
referred to in paragraph (1) of this subsection, if the applicant certi-
fies that a plan or description of the project, meeting the requirements
of such rules and regulations as may be prescribed under subsection (Ch
or such application, has lain before an appropriate areawide agency or

-19-
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instrumentality or unit of general local government for a period of sixtg
dags without comments or recommendations thereon being made by such agency
or instrumentality.

•(3) The requirements of paragraphs (1) and (2) shall also
apply to any amendment of the application which, in light of the purposes
of this title, involves a major change in the project covered by the

application prior to such amendment.

•fc) The Bureau of the Budget, or such other agency as may be
designated by the President·, is hereby authorized to prescribe such rules
and regulations as are deemed appropriate for the effective administration
of this section.'

0.??41

ip

f44
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APPENDIX IV

TITLE IV OF THE INTEIWOVERbMENIAL COOPERATION
· ACT OF 1968 (82 Stat. 1103)

13-Mi

•TITLE IV -- COORDINATED INTERGOVERNMENTAL

./.%./..'i#-4 POLICY AND ADMINISTRATION OF DEVELOPMENT

4 2-250..w./.--t2
ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS•

NDECLARATION OF DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE POLICY* 777*07
1

•Sec. 401. (al The economic and social development of the Nation.
and the achievement of satisfactory levels of living depend upon the sound
and orderly development of all areas, both urban and rural. Moreover, in
a time of rapid urbanization, the sound and orderly development of urban

2 4 communities depends to a large degree-upon the social and economic health
and the sound development of smaller communities and rural areas. The

President shall. therefore, establish rules and regulations governing the .

·128
formulation, evaluation, and review of Federal programs and projects -
having a significant impact on area and community development, including
programs providing Federal assistance to the States and localities, to the
end that they shall most effectively 'serve these basic objectives. Such
rules and regulations shall provide for full consideration of the concur-
rent achievement of the following specific objectives and, to the extent
authorized bg law, reasoned choices shall be made between such objectives
when they conflict:

t,P

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

'140 0(3) Balanced transportation systems, including highway, air,
water, pedestrian, mass transit, and other modes for the movement of

r people and goods;

•( 1) Appropriate land uses for housing, commercial, industrial.
governmental, institutional. and other purposes;

•(4) Adequate outdoor recreation and open space;

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

•(6 } Properly planned community facilities, including utilities
for the supply of power, water, and communications, for the safe disposal
of wastes, and for other purposes ; and

•(7) concern for high standards of design. 8:!f n.

•(b) All viewpoints - national, regional, State and local - shall,
to the extent possible, be fully considered and taken into account in

-21-

4

74443·2 4 ··4%(Cly':iN·4'ika:*+·.91,1
42 P.4/2

11"/Wa////•gmU@m:5/ •L
0%1$

219

--

1

17...



I.

'/fla:d/4 i»*26*tj
6-43:22215224
c., #m

Im/ f -  2.1:jil
9 planning Federal or federally assisted development programs and projects.

state and local government objectives. together with the objectives of
regional organizations shall be considered and evaluated within a frame-
work of national public objectives, as expressed in Federal law, and

available projections of future national conditions and needs of regions,
States, and localities shall be considered in plan formulation, evalua-
tion, and review.

'(C) To the maximum extent possible. consistent with national
objectives, all Federal aid for development purposes shall be consistent
with and further the objectives of State, regional, and local comprehen-
sive planning. Consideration shall be given to all developmental aspects
of our total national community, including but not limited to housing,
transportation, economic development, natural and human resources develop-
ment, community facilities, and the general improvement of living

--     environments.

"t

4%

•(d) Each Federal department and agency administering a development

assistance program shall, to the maximum extent practicable, consult with
and seek advice from all other significantly affected Federal departments
and agencies in an effort to assure fully coordinated programs.

•(e) Insofar as possible. systematic planning required by individual
Federal programs (such as highway construction, urban renewal, and open
space) shall be coordinated with and, to the extent authorized by law,
made part of comprehensive local and areawide development planning.•

'      •FAVORING UNITS OF GENERAL LOCAL GOVERNMENT

--

•Sec. 402. Where Federal law provides that both special-purpose

units of local government and units of general local government are
eligible to receive loans or grants-in-aid, heads of Federal departments
and agencies shall, in the absence of substantial reasons to the contrary,
make such loans or grants-in-aid to units of general local goverment
rather than to special-purpose units of local government. •

•RULES AND REGULATIONS•

Ep

23'f

3*E*-21
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•Sec. 403. The Bureau of the Budget, or such other agencil as may be

designated by the President, is hereby authorized to prescribe such rules

and regulations as are deemed appropriate for the effective administration
of this title.

i.
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APPENDIX V -

SECMEN 102(2) (C) OF T'HE NATIONAL ENVIROt,#ENIAL

34* POLICY ACT OF 1969 (83 Stat. 853)

•SECTION 102. The Congress authorizes and directs that, to the fullest
extent possible; (1) the policies, regulations, and public laws of
the United States shall be interpreted and administered in accordance
with the policies set forth in this Act, and (2) all agencies of the
fedezal government shall...

Ne) include in every recommendation or report on proposals
for legislation and other major federal actions signifi-
cantly affecting the quality of the human environment, a
detailed statement by the responsible official on --

•(i) the environmental impact of the proposed project,

•fii) any adverse environmental effects which cannot be

avoided should the proposal be implemented,

' ( ili) alternatives to the proposed action,

•( iv) the relationship between local short-term use of man' s
environment and the maintenance and enhancement of
long-term productivity, and

(V) any irreversible or* irretrievable commitments of
resources which would be involved in the proposed action
should it be implemented.

•Prior to making any detailed statement, the responsible federal
official shall consult with and obtain the comments of any federal agency
which has jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect to any
environmental impact involved. Copies of such statement and the comments

and views of the appropriate federal, state, and local agencies, which are
authorized to develop and enforce environmental standards shall be made

available to the President, the Council on Environmental Qualitw and to
the public as provided by section 552 of Title 5, United States Code, and
shall accompany the proposal through the existing agency review processes;

M.

NOTE: The Southwest Federal Regional Council voted and adopted. on July
10. 1973. a standard environmental assessment guideline that essentially
required the federal agencies in Region VI to conform to a standard
assessment form. This form can be obtained at the State Clearinghouse or
from your local areawide clearinghouse.
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APPENDIX VI

POTENTIAL LIST OF PROGRAM INCLUSIONS

DEPARI'MENr OF MmICULTURE

Animal Plant and Health Inspection Services

10.025 Plant and Animal Disease and Pest Control

Agricultural Marketing Service

10.156 Federal/State Marketing Service

Farmers Home Administration

10.405 Farm Labor Housing Grants
10.409 Irrigation and Drainage Loans
10.411 Self-Help Development Loans
10.411 Self-Help Site Development Loans
10.413 Recreation Facility Loans € fht},

10.414 Resources Conservation and Development Loans
10.415 Rural Rental Housing Loans
10.416 Soil and Water Loans

10.418 Water and Waste Disposal Loan and Grant Program
10.419 Watershed Loans and Advances

10.420 Mutual and Self-Help Housing Grants
10.420 Self-Help Technical Assistance Grants
10.422 Business and Industrial Doans

10.423 Community Facilities Loans
10.424 Industrial Development Grants

Rural Assistance Payments
10.430 Energy Impacted Area Development Assistance

hs 10.431 Technical and Supervisory Assistance Grants
10.432 Biomass Energy and Alcohol Fuel Loans

Food Safety and Inspection Service

10.475 Cooperative Meat and Poultry Inspection Program

Food and Nutrition Service

10.550 Food Processing
10.550 Food Distribution Program on Indian Reservations
10.553 School Breakfast Program
10.555 National School Lunch Program
10.556 Special Milk Program for Children
10.557 Special Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants and

Children

y 10.558 Child Care Food Program

-24-
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10.559 Swiner Food Service Program
10.560 State Administrative Expenses for Child Nutrition
10.561 State Administrative Matching Grants for Fbod Stamp Program
10.564 Nutrition Education and Training Program
10.565 Comnodity Supplemental Food Program

4-3=
/14 71€7

Forest Service

10.664 Cooperative Forestry Assistance

Rural Electrification Administration

10.850 Rural Electrification loans and Inan Guarantees to Goverrmental
Entities

10.851 Rural Telephone Loans and Loan Guarantees to Governmental
Entities

t

Soil Conservation Service

10.901 Resource Conservation and Development
10.904 Watershed Planning and Operations
10.904 Flood Plain Management
10.906 River Basin Survey and Investigation

DEPARIMENI, OF COM€RCE

Economic Development Administration

11.300 Economic Development-Grants for Public Works and Development
Facilities

11.301 Economic Development-Business Develo,nent Assistance
11.302 Economic Development-Support for Planning Organizations
11.303 Economic Developnent-Technical Assistance
11.304 Economic Develogment-Public ©rks Impact Projects
11.305 Economic Development:-State and Local Economic Development

Planning
11.306 Economic Development-District Operational Assistance
11.307 Special Economic Development and Adjustment Assistance Program

Long-Terra Economic Deterioration·miti
1' 24 m

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
11.405 Anadromous and Great Lake Fisheries Conservation
11.407 Commercial Fisheries Research and Development
11.417 Sea Grant Support
11.419 Coastal Zone Management Program Administration
11.420 Coastal Zone Management Estuarine Sanctuaries
11.421 Coastal Energy Impact Program-Formula Grants
11.422 Coastal Energy Impact Program-Planning Grants
11.423 Coastal Energy Inpact Progran,-Bans and Guarantees
11.424 · Coastal Energy Impact Prograni-Environmental Grants

-25-
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11.425 - Coastal Energy Impact Program-Outer Continental Shelf State
Participation Grants

11.426 Financial Assistance for Marine Pollution Research
11.427 Fisheries Development and Utilization Research and Development

Grants and Cooperative Agreements Program
11.428 Intergovernmental Climate Program

National Teleccmnunications and Information Administration

11.550 Public Telecommunications Facilities

Minority Business Development Agency

11.800 Minority Business Development-Management and Technical Assis-
tance

j DEPAmle,T OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

Public Health Service

13.217 Family Planning Projects
13.224 Community Health Centers
13.246 Migrant Health Centers Grants
13.258 National Health Service Corph
13.260 Family Planning Services
13.268 Immunization

13.293 State Health Planning and Development Agencies
13.294 Health Systems Agencies
13.392 Cancer Construction

Office of Human Development Service

13.600 Head Start

13.623 Runaway Youth
13.628 Child Abuse

13.630 Developmental Disabilities-Basic Support and Advocacy Grants
13.631 Developmental Disabilities-Special Projects
13.633 Aging-Title III A & B-Grants for Supportive Services and Senior

Centers

13.635 Aging, Title III C-Nutrition
13.645 Child Welfare Services-State Grants
13.646 WIN

13.659 Adoption Assistance

Office of the Secretary

13.676 Surplus Property Utilization

I Public Health Service - III

13.965 Black Lung Clinics
13.977 Venereal Disease

-26-
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13.978 Venereal Disease Research, Demonstration and Public Infounation .
47 le .

and Education Grants
13.985 Eye Research-Construction
13.987 Health Programs for Refugees
13.988 Cooperative Agreements for State-Based Diabetes Control Programs
13.990 National Health Promotion Training Network
13.995 Adolescent Family Life Demonstration Program

43. DEPARIMan OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVEIGMENr

Insured Housing

14.112 Mortgage Insurance-Construction or Substantial Rehabilitation of -E
Condominium projects .

14.115 Mortgage Insurance-Development of Sales Type Cooperative
Projects

14.124 Mortgage Insurance-Investor Sponsored Cooperative Housing
14.125 Mortgage Insurance-Land Developrrent and New Communities

Imir'//1 14.126 Mortgage Insurance--Management Type Cooperative Projects
14.127 Mortgage Insurance-Manufactured (Mobile) Home Parks
14.134 Mortgage 1ns,irarice-Rental Housing °
14.135 Mortgage Insurance-Rental Housing for Moderate Income Families
14.137 Mortgage Insurance-Rental and Cooperative Housing for Low and

Moderate Inoome Families, Makket Interest Rate
14.138 Mortgage Insurance-Rental Housing for the Elderly

1
14.139 Mortgage Insurance-Rental Urban Renewal

...........1
14.151 Supplemental Inan Insurance-Multifamily Rental Housing

Assisted Housing

.

Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity

14.401 Fair Housing Assistance Program

Miscellaneous Programs

14.169 Housing Counseling Program
14.2tl Surplus Land for Low and Mcderate Income Housing

1-- 8

-27-
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14.146 Low Income Housing-Assistance Program 
14.147 Low Income Housing-Homeownership Opportunities for Low Income

Families
14.156 Low Income Housing Assistance Program .
14.157 Housing for the Elderly or Handicapped 
14.158 Public Housing-Comprehensive Improvement Assistance Program
14.170 Congregate Housing Services Program

Community Planning and Development

14.218 Community Develognent Block Grants/Entitlement Grants
14.221 Urban Development Action Grants
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DEPAPm[ENT OF THE INTERIOR

Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement

15,250 Regulation of Surface Coal Mining and Surface Effects of
Underground Coal Mining

15.252 Abandoned Mine Land Reclamation Program

Water and Power Resources Service

15.501 Irrigation Distribution Systems loans
15.502 Irrigation Systems Rehabilitation and Betterment
15.503 Small Reclamation Projects

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service

15.600 Anadromous Fish Conservation
15.605 Fish Restoration

15.611 Wildlife Restoration

15.612 Endangered Species Conservation
15.613 Marine Mammal Grants

Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act
At.,spheric Water Resources Management Program Research

National Park Service

15.904 Historic Preservation-Grants-in-Aid
15.916 Outdoor Recreation-Acquisition, Development and Planning (Land

and Water Conservation Fund Grants)
15.919 Urban Park and Recreation Recovery Program

Or»

DEPARIMENT OF JUSTICE

Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention

16.540 Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention-Formula
Grant Program

16.541 Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention-Special
Emphasis and Technical Assistance Grants, except Grants to
Nongovernmental Entities

Bureau of Justice Statistics

16.550 Bureau of Justice Statistics-Criminal Justice. Statistics
Development Grants
Office of Justice Assistance, Research, and Statistics-
Categorical Grants for Crime Prevention & Criminal Justice
Improvement

44
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Bureau of Prisons

16.603 National Institute of Corrections-Technical Assistance Grants,
except Contracts to Individuals for Specialized Assistance

DEPARTMENT OP IABOR

17.207 Employment Service
17.230 Migrant and Seasonal Farmworkers
17.235 Senior Community Service Program
17.600 Mine Health and Safety Grants

DEPAKIMENT OF TRAbSPORTATION

United States Coast Guard

20.001 Boating Safety Program
20.002 Cooperative Marine Sciences Program

State Boating Safety Financial Assistance Program

Federal Aviation Administration

20.102 Airport Development Aid Program
20.106 Airport Improvement Program

Federal Highway Administration

20.205 Highway Construction, Research, and Construction
20.214 Highway Beautification (Control of Junkyards and Outdoor

Advertising)
20.308 Local Rail Service Assistance

Urban Mass Transportation Administration

20.500 Discretionary Capital Grants
Innovative Techniques Program

20.507 Formu a Grant Program
20.503 Managerial Training Grants

University Research and Training Grants
Grants to Meet Special Needs of Elderly and Handicapped Persons

20.504 Research. DeveloFment and Demonstration Grant Program
20.506

and

20.510

20.505 Planning and Technical Studies
Block Grant Program
Mass Transit Account Formula Distribution Program

20.509 Pbrmula Grant Program for Non-Urbanized Areas

-29-
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National Highway Traffic Safety Administration

20.600 State and Community Highway Safety Program

Research and Special Programs Administration

20.700 Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Grants

Maritime Administration

20.801 Development and Promotion of Ports and Intermodal Transportation

#g,1

«y: I

NATIONAL ENDO,NIMP FOR THE ARTS

45.003

45.007

Promotion of the Arts-Artists-in-Education

Promotion of the Arts-Public Partnership

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION

47.036 Intergovernmental Science and Technology Programs

ENVI*tENTAL PROIECTION AGENCY 51

3

Office of Air, Noise, and Radiation 1
66.001 Air Pollution and Control Program

Office of Water ·

66.418 Construction Grants for Wastewater Treatment Works

66.419 Water Pollution Control-State and Interstate Program Grants
66.432 State Public Water System Supervision-Program Grants
66.433 State Underground Water Source Protection-Program Grants
66.438 Construction Management Assistance
66.451 Hazardous Waste Management Financial Assistance to States

State Inventories of Uncontrolled Hazardous Waste Sites

66.454 Water Quality Management Planning

L' r r 1 · ri,-2.19

,#

Office of Research and Development: 
66.500 Environmental Protection-Consolidated Research Grant

66.501 Air Pollution Control Research Grants

66.502 Pesticides Control Research Grants

66.504 Solid Waste Disposal Research Grants
66.505 Water Pollution Control-Research, Development, and Demonstration

Grants

66.506 Safe Drinking Water Research and Demonstration Grants
66.507 Toxic Substances Research Grants •."su*'.60%.1 @ *

.im

a 23>1

... 734
Lf.

Em

-€9.

09€2
?94<-·. '4

h

. 1,9

W- em



fR

2.:.49?<itp

0

Office of Administration

66.600 Envirorunental Protection Consolidated Grants-Program Support
66.603 Loan Guarantees for Construction of Treatment Works

Office of Pesticides and Toxic Substances

66.700 Pesticides Enforcement Program Grants

Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response

66.802 Superfund Cooperative Agreements (Remedial Clean Ups)

ACTICN

72.001 The Foster Grandparent Program
72.002 Retired Senior Volunteer Program
72.008 The Senior Companion Program
72.010 Mini-Grant Program
72.011 State Office of Voluntary Citizen Participation
72.012 Volunteer Demonstration Program
72.013 Technical Assistance Program

DEPARIMENT OF ENEFEY

fr. 81.041 State Energy Conservation
81.04,2 Weatherization Assistance for Low-Inoame Persons
81.043 Supplemental State Energy Conservation
81.050 Energy Extension Service
81.051 Appropriate Technology Small Grants Programs
81.052 Energy Conservation for Institutional Buildings
81.058 Geothermal Loan Guarantees
81.060 Electric and Hybrid Vehicle Loan Guarantees
81.074 Alcohol Fuels Loan Guarantees

Inan for Geothermal Reservoir Confirmation Projects
Loans for Wind Energy Systems and Small Hydroelectric Power
ProjectsLoans for Small Hydroelectric power Project Feasibility Studies
and Related Licensing
Wind Energy Technology Application Program
Loan Guarantees for Alternative Fuel Demonstration Facilities

53%-I
FEDERAL EMETEENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY

Training and Fire Programs Directorate

83.403 Bnergency Management Training
83.407 State Fire Incident Reporting Assistance

T
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State and I,ocal Programs and Support
83.501 State Assistance Program
83.502 Acquisition of Flood Damaged Structures
83.503 Emergency Management Assistance
83.504 State and Meal Maintenance and Services
83.505 Disaster Preparedness Grants
83.506 Earthquake and Hurricane Preparedness Planning Grants
83.508 Radiological Systems Maintenance
83.509 Shelter Surveys
83.511 State Radiological Defense Officers
83.512 State and local Emergency Operating Centers

4

If

L

83.513
83.514

83.516

State and Local Warning and Communications
Population Protection Planning
(6) Grants, Loans, or Other Financial Assistance Under Sections
402 and 414 of the Disaster Relief Act of 1974

DEPARIMENT OF EDUCATION

84.002 Adult Education-State Administered Program
84.003 Bilingual Education
84.004 Title rV of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
84.011 Migrant Education Program--State Formula Grant Program
84.014 Follow Through

· 84.024 Handicapped Early Childhood Assistance
84.025 Handicapped Innovative Program-Deaf-Blind Centers
84.026 Handicapped Media Service and Captioned Films
84.027 Handicapped Preschool and School Programs
84.028 Handicapped Regional Resource Centers
84.030 Handicapped Teacher Recruitment and Information -
84.034 Public Library Service :
84.035 Interlibrary Cooperation
84.040 School Assistance in Federally Affected Areas-Construction i
84.048 Vocational Education--Basic Grants to States 
84.049 Vocational Education--Consumer and Homemaking Education 1
84.050 Vocational Education--Program Improvement and Supportive 

Services

84.052 Vocational Education-Special Programs for the Disadvantaged ·Z
84.053 Vocational Education--State Advisory Councils
84.060 Indian Education--Entitlement Grants to Local Educational

Agencies and Tribal Schools
84.061 Indian Education--Special Programs and Projects to Improve :

Educational Opportunities for Indian Children
84.062 Indian Education--Adult Indian Education
84.073 National Diffusion Network Program
84.077 Bilingual Vocational Training
84.078 Regional Education Programs for Deaf and Other Handicapped

Persons '
84.083 Women' s Educational Equity
84.091 . Strengthening Research Library Resources
84.099 Bilingual Vocational Instructor TrAining

I /:2/I--,-'
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84.100 Bilingual Vocational Instructional Materials, Methods, and
T6chniques

84.121 Vocational Education-State Planning and Evaluation
84.124 Territorial Teacher Training Assistance Program
84.126 Rehabilitation Services-Basic Support
84.128F Rehabilitation Services-Client Assistance Projects
84.128G Rehabilitation Services-Migratory Worker Vocational Rehabilita-

tion Service Projects

84.132 Centers for Independent Living
84.144 Migrant Education -Interstate and Intrastate Coordination

Program
Ad 140 enl 1 Unticir,·, rn=ne

84.145 Federal Real Property Assistance Program
84.146 Transition Program for Refugee Children
84.152 Neglected or Delinquent Transition Services

-33-
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APPENDIX VII
44

STATE PLANS ELIGIBLE FOR SIMPLIFICATION
CONSOLIDATION OR SUBSTITUTION

(Cross out those programs whose applications you do not wish to see
included in the review process.)

State plans required by the Federal Government that are eligible for
modification (i.e., simplification, consolidation, or substitution ) under
the Order are listed below.

3171>
AGRICULTURE

10.550 Food Processing
10.557 Special Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants and

Children

10.559 Sumner Food Service Program
10.560 State Administrative Expenses for Child Nutrition
10.564 Nutrition Education and Training Program
10.565 Comodity Supplemental Fbod 'Program

HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

13.630 Developmental Disabilities-Basic Support and Advocacy Grants
13.633 Aging-Title III A & B-Grants for Supportive Services and Senior

Centers

13.635 Aging, Title III C-Nutrition
13.645 Child Welfare Services-State Grants

13.646 WIN

13.659 Adoption Assistance

INTERIOR

15.252 Abandoned Mine Land Reclamation Program
15.605 Fish Restoration

15.611 Wildlife Restoration

15.904 Historic Preservation--Grants-In-Aid

15.916 Outdoor Recreation-Acquisition, Development and Planning (Land
and Water Conservation Fund Grants)

JUSTICE

16.540 Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention-Formula
r

Grant Program k

y.t:
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16.541 Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention-Special
Emphasis and Technical Assistance Grants, except Grants to
Nongovernmental Entities

IABOR

(Sec. 104) Job Training Partnership Act (PL 97-300)
17.207 Employment Service

TRANSPORTATION

20.308 Loca Rail Service Assistace
20.600 State and Comnunity Highway Safet, Program

4

20.700 Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Grants

ENVIRDIIMENIVAL PBOTECI•ICN AGENCY

66.001 Air Pollution and Control Program
66.419 Water Pollution Control-State and Interstate Program Grants
66.432 State Public Water System Supervision-Program Grants
66.433 State Underground Water Source Protection-Program Grants
66.438 Construct ion Managgnent Assistance
66.451 Hazardous Waste Management Financial Assistance to States

State Inventories of Uncontrolled Hazardous Waste Sites
66.600 Environmental Protection Consolidated Grants-Program Support
66.700 Pesticides Enforcement Program Grants

ENEBGY

81.041 State Energy Consevation
81.042 Weatherization Assistance for Low-Income Persons
81.043 Supplemental State Energy Conservation
81.050 Energy Extension Service
81.052 Energy Conservation for Institutional Buildings

FEDERAL EMEBGENCY MANAGEMENT X;ENCY

83.503 Emergency Management Assistance
83.505 Disaster Preparedness Grants83.506 Earthquake and Hurricane Preparedness Planning Grants
83.516 ( 6) Grants, Loans, or Other Financial Assistance Under Sections

402 and 414 of the Disaster Relief Act of 1974

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

84.002 Adult Education-State Administered Program
84.034 Public Library Service
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84.035 Interlibrary Cooperation
84.048 Vocational Education--Basic Grants to States
84.049 Vocational Education-Consumer and Homemaking Education
84.050 Vocational Education--Program Improvement and Supportive

Services

84.052 Vocational Education-Special Programs for the Disadvantaged
84.053 Vocational Education--State Advisory Councils
84.121 Vocational Education-State Planning and Evaluation
84.126 Rehabilitation Services-Basic Support

I 4

4
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APPENDIX VIII

- DIRECT FEDERAL DEVEIDPMENT

..An, U pt i ·0 4 ·ta..lial

29ft
A. Purpose: The purpose for review of direct federal development

proposals is to:

1. Provide state and local governments with information on projecced
federal. development so as to facilitate coordination with state,
regional and local plans and programs.

2. Provide federal. agencies with information on the relationship of
proposed direct federal development projects and activities to
state, regional, and local plans and programs; and to assure
maximum feasible consistencx.of federal developments with state,
regional, and local plans and programs.

3. Provide federal agencies with information on the possible impact
on the environment of proposed federal develoment.

2i/I/II B. Coordination

'Amill-il- Federal agencies having responsibility for the planning and construc-
Lion of federal buildings and installations .or other federal public
works or development or for tte acquisition, use, and disposal of
federal land and real property will establish procedures for:

1. Consulting with states through the Single Point of Contact at the
earliest practicable stage in project or development planning on
the relationship of any plan or project to the development plans
and programs of the state, region, or localities in which the
project is to be located.

E.

2. Assuring that any such federal plan or project is consistent or
compatible with state, regional, and local development plans and
programs identified in the course of such consultations. Excep-
tions will be made only where there is clear justification.

· pursuant b section 102(2)(C) of the National Environmental Policy

3. Providing state, metropolitan, regional, and local agencies which
are authorized to develop and enforce environmental standards with
adequate opportunity to review such federal plans and projects
Act of 1969. Any comments of such agencies will accompany the
environmental inpact statement submitted by the federal agency.

C. List of those direct federal development activities you do not want to
include in the Kansas Intergovernmental Review Process.

-LS'
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Northwest Kansas Planning and Development Commission
Leroy Lyons

4 Cheyenne CN

Sherman SH P. 0. Box 248
a

Hill City, Kansas 67642Wallace

Rawlins RA 913/674-2151
Thcrnas TH

logan LG last Wednesday
Decatur DC 21 on Commission

Sheridan SD r
Gove GO

Norton

Graham GH

Trego TR

Phillips PL

Rooks Ro

Ellis EL

Smith SM

Osborne 0B

Russell RS
3

Golden Belt Association of Local Governments

Rush RH Dennis Foltz

Pawnee PN P. O. Box 906

Edwards ED Pratt, Kansas 67124
Barton Br 316/672-5541

Stafford SF
1st Thursday
38 on Commission

Indian Hills Association of Local Governments

Kiowa KW Dennis Foltz

Comanche CM P. 0. Box 906
Pratt, Kansas 67124Y.r Pratt PR

Barber BA 316/672-5541

4th Thursday
26 on Commission

-38-

?h'TZ

L

I



e

Chikaskia Association of Local Governments

Kingman
Dennis Foltz

Harper
P. 0. Box 906

Stmner SU Pratt, Kansas 67124
316/672-5541

3rd 'Ihursday
22 on Oamnission

North Central Regional Planning Commission

Jewell Gary Graham

Mitchell Municipal Building

Lincoln IC Beloit, Kansas 67420
Ellsworth EW 913/738-2218

Republic
Cloud CD last Thursday

Ottawa Or 32 on Commission

Saline SA

Big Lakes Regional. Council of Local Governments

Clay
Joni Fish

Riley RL 1006 Poyntz

Pottawatomie PT Manhattan, Kansas 66502

Geary GE 913/776-4859

Wabaunsee (not affiliated)
4th Thursday
15 on Conmission

Mo-Kan Regional Council (MPO) 2911

Doniphan DP
Mrs. Jean Waltemath

Atchison AT
1302 Faraon

St. Joseph, MO 64501
816/233-3144

2*«91
2nd Monday
32 on Commission

Mid-America Regional Council (MPO)

Leavenworth LV
Peter S. Levi

Wyandotte WY
20 West 9th Street

Johnson JO Third Floor

Kansas City, MO 64105
816/474-4240

last Tuesday
30 on Commission
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southeast Kansas Regional Planning Co„mission
Woodson to Ethan Kaplan
Wilson WL P. 0. Box 664

Montgomery _ pIG 303 East Main Street

Allen AL Chanute, Kansas 66720
Neosho

316/431-0080

Labette I.8

Bourbon BB last Thursday

Crawford CR 36 plus 9 alternates

Cherokee CK

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATIONS

4
Mid-America Regional Council (MARC)

V

Leavenworth LV Peter S. Levi

Wyandotte WY 20 West 9th Street

Johnson J0 Third Floor

Kansas City, MO 64105
816/474-4240

last Tuesday
30 on Commission

Mc>-Kan Bi-State Regional Planning Commission

Doniphan DP
Mrs. Jean Waltemath

Atchison AT 1302 Faraon

St. Joseph, MD 64501
816/233-3144

2nd Monday
32 on Comnission

Topeka-Shawnee County Metropolitan Planning Comission

Shawnee SN
820 Southeast Quincy
Topeka, Kansas 66612
913/234-2103

Pk Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan Planning Commission
Sedgwick SG

455 North Main Street
Tenth Floor

Wichita, Kansas 67202
1 . '... 4,#94,'.CE

316/268-4561
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STATE AGENCIES

Agency, Functions/Services No. Coordinating Official

Aging, Department on (039)

Home Delivery Nutrition Service
Nursing Home Ombudsman
Nutrition Servie Program, Title IIIC
Senior Centers

Agriculture, Board of (046)

Agricultural Products Inspection
Apiary Inspection Activities
Certification of Grain for Export
Fertilizer and Agriculture Chemical Laws
License, Pest Control Operators
Livestock and Poultry Feed Laws
Marketing Agriculture Products
Water Resources Control and Conservation
Weed and Pesticide Enforcement

19,3,4 :Imp Weights and Me,v ..4 Inspection
I /049: r>

Civil Rights, Commission on (058)

Eliminate/prevent discrimination in employment, public accommodations,housing, because of color, race, religion, physical handicap (except in
housing), National origin, or ancestry.

State Conservation Commission (634)

Conserve, Protect and Enhance Soil, Water and Related Resources
Assist Watershed Districts with Flood Control/Water Supply

Corporation Commission (143)

Coal Mining Regulations
Oil and Natural Gas Regulation
Railroad and Motor Carrier Regulation
Designation of Dangerous Railroad CrossingsUtilities Regulation (gas, electricity, water, telephone, telegraph)
Regulation of Speculative Securities Issuances
Regulation of Stock Brokers

-41-
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Economic Development, (300)

Department of
Ufg

Use of Kansas as Eilming Site
Industrial Devel*hent Program

Community Profiles
L

Industrial Recruitment
Minority Business Enterprise
Public Housing Agency
Travel and Tburism

Education, Department of (652) Warren Bell

Public. Instruction

Vocational Education

Kansas State School for the Deaf (Olathe)
Kansas State School for Visually Handicapped (Kansas City)
Accrediting Schools/Administering Laws of Standards
Administering Curriculum
Certifying Teachers, Administrators, School Nurses

Fish and Game Commission (240) Robert D. Wood

Hunting and Fishing Licenses/Permits/Boat Registrations
Oonserve Wildlife and Habitats

Health and Environment, (264) Rosemary O'Leary

Department of

Air Quality
Crippled Children
anergency Medical Services (EMS) System
Environmental Sanitation

Food, Drug, and Cosmetics Act
Health Education

License, Food Service
License, Health Facilities
License, Lodging
Maternal and Child Health

Public Health Nursing
Radiation Control

Water Quality Control
Water Supply Systems

Historical Society, State (288) Richard D. Pankratz

Preservation of Cultural Resoureess

Photodocumentation of Society and State Activities
Survey and Excavation of Historic/Prehistoric Sites
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 Offi State RecordsInventory of State and National Newspapers/Census Figures
Administer 16 State-Owned Historic Sites
Historic Preservation Program
Maintain Reference/Research Library for History of Kansas, Western and

Indian History and Geneology

Human Resources, Department (296) Judy Krueger
of

anployment Security Systems Institute
Handicapped Employment
Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA)
Labor Managernent Relations
Labor Market Information
Mexican American Affairs
Unemployment Insurance
Work Incentive Program
Workers' Compensation
Veterans Commission

Park and Resources Authority (503)

Plan and Develop Natural Resources of the State
Provide System of State Park/Outdopr Recreation Areas

Social and Rehabilitation (628)

Services, Department of

Adult Alternate Care Program
Alcohol and Drug Abuse Program
Blind Program
Child Care Program
Food Stamps
Handicapped Training and Education
Juvenile Offender Program
Physical Restoration and Counseling
Retardation Services

Transportaton, Department of (276)

Air Transportation and Planning
Highway Construction
Highway Maintenance
Traffic Control and Safety
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Water Office, Kansas (709)

Plan, Develop, Manage Water Resources
State Plan of Water Resources

Aoquire for State .Right to Divert and Store Waters of all Streams
Plowing into Conservation Storage Water Supply in Reservoirs
Contracting with Persons for Withdrawal and Use of Conservation Storage

Water Supply
Fixing Rates for "Contracted Water"
Implement Kansas Weather Modification Act
Protect and Improve Water Quality
Prevent Waste and Pollution of Water Supply
Receive Reports from, all Other Agencies Dealing with Water

L

i
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APPENDIX X ,

FEDERAL ASSISTANCE
CANTS

1. 171 0 FRU"lt.TIC,1
APFU. IDENT. 6 DATE

6014 0 MIWION CATION .SICMED

1.•.*•. 0 NOIWICATION 0, INTE]" (O,U ,.0-

L LEGAL APFUCANT/AECIPIENT
6 FEDERAL EMPLOYER IGENTIFICATION NO.

I 01./.1-U1 111.1 Ill
GRAM • 11:U

7. TITLE AND DESCRIFTION O/ APPLICAN/S PROJECT L TYPE OF APPUCANT/RECIMENT

D. TYPE O. ASSISTANCE

16 AREA O/ PROJICT IMPACT ; i•"4 ""••14 it. EST,•ATED HUM· n. Tra O/ AIWCATION
BER OF FERSONS &*
BEHUITING

PROPOSED 'UNDING 14. CONGRES*IONAL DISTRICTS OF: :1. TYPE OF CHL•NG' th• :. - 11,1

.DO I· APPUCAN I 'BOICT

b. -'lcurt 00

08 16 -O,ECT START 17. PRO,tcT
DURATION

0. /OCAL

00 16 ESTIMATED DATE TO.. on,[I I SUBMITTED TO

i. mT. 1
, MOUAL AGENCY) 1•

26 RthOAKS ADOID
20. FUEAAL AGENCY TO RECEIVE REQUEST 4/-0, Cd,, 5,4/4, 21/-/1

0 -0 -

1 b. In accordance with Executive Order 12372, this applica-
tion has been submitted to the State Single Point of Contact
for review. The results of the State Review Process will be
forthcoming in 60 days (or 30), nhichever applies.

TMAT)

6 116/ATURE

1&.
RECEIVED Il

26 ORGANIZATIONAL UNIT 17. ADMINISTRAT:vE O,ACE 25 FEDEIAL APPLICATION
IDENTIFICATION

2: ADOMES'
* FEDERAL GRANT

IDENTIRCATION

36 ACION TAKEN 'l FUNDING
ITAIT:/O

• /DEUL .00 I. ACTION DATE . DATE

¤&01JECr.
.00 14 CCNTACT FOR ADDITIONAL IMPORWA A

El.NO

i rIATE .00 DATE

0. '004
r. REMARKS ADOED

. 0™t. 00

O Y-• O-
1. 1014 00

a. In taking above action, any comments tly b. FEDERAL AGENCY CONTACT PERSON for
Muui Acic, reviewing entities were considered if agency Executive Order 12372 (Name and

ACTION response due to a State Process Recommendat!4n telephone number)
.2.-101 been or is being made.
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APPENDIX XI·.
DHR

*WSAS REVIEW PROCESS TRANSMITTAUreORM KS
(SAI No.)

4%f Return to: Single Point of Contact, Office of the Secretary, Kansas Department of Human
Resources, 401 Topeka Avenue, Topeka, Kansas, 66603; (913) 296-5075.

PROJECT TITLE:
Notification of Intent

CONTACT PERSON:
Final Application

 DATE REVIEW PROCESS STARTED DATE REVIEW PROCESS ENDED KANSAS REVIEW PROCESS NUMBE: 

PART I Initial Project Notification Review (To be completed by SPOC):

The attached project has been submitted to the SPOC under the  Return by
provisions of Executive Order 12372. This form provides noti- . [3 Expeditefication and opportunity for review of this .project to the
agencies checked below. Please fill in Part II and Part III

'#3,;-44 and return to the above address.

REVIEW AGENCIES/COMMISSIONS

Aging (039) - Park and Resources Authority ( 503)
Agriculture - DWR (046) Social and Rehabilitation Services (62
Civil Rights (058) Transportation (276)
Conservation Commission (634) Water Office, Kansas (709)
Corporation Commission (143)
Economic Development (300) /3*4131'.:
Education (652)

Fish and Game Commission (240)

Health and Environment (264)

Historical Society (288)

%9«1
Human Resources (296)

&*:". PART I I Agency Review Comments (To be completed by review agency and returned to SPOC) .
COMMENTS:

I. A.*43

PART III Recommended State SPOC Action (To be completed by review agency and returned to SPOC!. 41·. y
Check one box only:

El Clearance of the project should  Clearance of the project should not be
be granted delayed but the Applicant should (in

the final application) address or clarify ju' Clearance of the project should
not be granted the questions or concerns indicated above *0·

El Request the opportunity to review the f Clearance of the project should
be delayed until the issues or final application prior to submission

questions have been clarified to the federal funding agency

by the Applicant
Reviewer's Name Div./Agency/Commissiod Date

-46-
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APPENDIX XII

 KANSAS DEPART Mp T OF
mr elma gjumalt 2€goulte€9

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

401 TOPEKA AVENUE TOPEKA, KANSAS 66603
913-296-7474

SUMMARY MEMORANDUM

FROM: Kansas Singl'e Point of Contact
Judy Krueger
Office of Federal Assistance Management
Kansas Department of Human Resources
401 Topeka Avenue
Topeka, Kansas 66603
(913) 296-5075

SUBJECT: Cormients, Statements and/or Recomendations Regarding This
Application Resulting from the Review and Coordination
Procedures Under the Kansas Intergovernmental Review Process

Title:

Applicant/Address:

SAI No.

Federal Granting Agency:

Federal Employer Identification No.:
Existing Federal Identification No.:
Executive Order 12372 Review Required in Kansas: Yes No

Reviewed by: Comment Attached No Comment

Positive/Negative (Clearance Granted)

1.

2.

3.

4.

State Recommendation: __ Attached None

*If no review required, why:

Continuing, noncompetitive grant or amendnent

Application has been previously reviewed within the last three years
Application is for a non-selected program.

Other
-47-
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At Lakin stated, I agree, and maybe Pm not communicating well, but you knowi Alt see this type of district being used where that type of location would be'
! think if we suggest to you, the use of an 'LC' or 'OC' at 9th and Armour or
someplace interior to an area we would be grievousIy in error. Under the
statutes, much like the zone ease you had earlier, would require, if any change u 2.1
to be made, or if it differs from the Planning Commissions recommendations.
such as it you wanted to drop the whole thing, would require it to be returned to
the -lanning Commission."

Mr. Gregg asked Mr. Spratt, "What's your feeling, if for example one eame up in
Lake Waltana or Hidden Lakes Estates, for a beauty shop or a barber shop, that
sort of thing?.

Mr. Spratt stated, 'Td be working real hard to get another vote to go with me to
stop it. I don't really feel that we need to put commercial operations in the
middle of residential areas. 1 think we have enough commercial areas to handle
that. A residential area is something that a homeowner is entitled to some
protection on. However, I think we're talking about something that we can't do
anything about today anyhow, because they are recommending changes and it
would take three members of this Commission to vote on this and I *ould make a
motion that we refer it back to the Planning Commission for further study and
direction. "

t

MOMON

Mr. Spratt moved to refer it back to the Planning Commission for further
study.

Mr. Gragg seconded the motion.

mni

26'«40'6 Chairman Jaek Spratt Aye
Commissioner Donald E. Gregg Aye

Mr. Gragg asked, "Does it take three votes to approve it?"

./.503
Mr. Lakin stated, "When it comes back to you, it would not."

1 DR 82-21. A-95 Review Procedure Revision.

Mr. Lakin stated that the A-95 Procedure was an OMB designation for that
number that wes adopted by the Feds several years ago to establish some type of
review of all the federal programs that come down, either in terms of grants
and/or federal projects and/or federal loans. The intent of it was to make sure
that duplication of services was eliminated as nearly as possible. To see that the
comprehensive plans were essentially followed and to minimize negative
environmental impact and that type of thing. President Reagan had signed an

page no. 15
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PROCEEDINGS

Regular Meeting, September 4 1982

executive order that cancelled the program as of April 30, 1983, but had said toall federal agencies that in the events states did adopt some type of reviewA l
procedure, the federal agencies would be required to be responsive to andexamine the comments that were produced by the local review procedure. It hadbeen suggested in the correspondence from the federal government, that the4

states have the option of either taking a look at the program and deciding toprovide this type of review and advise the federal agencies or they mightcontinue the existing system or modify it in some way, by having an area-wide orlocal review rather than a state-wide review or they may say they do not care tobe involved at all and there would be no review within the state relative tofederal programs, grants or their activities.

He stated this had been submitted to the Planning Commission for theirconsideration and they had made a recommendation. The MAPC had been thelocal review agency since the late sixty's. There had been the view that an A-95review amounted to a veto. He assured them it was not. It was primarily aninformation conveyancing program whieh was passed on to the federal agenciesand the federal agencies could accept it or reject that information. There wasno veto power in relation to it

He stated the MAPC had recommended to both the City Commission and theCounty Commission that they correspond with the Governor and encourage himto establish a review procedure within the state, and that it be essentially acontinuation of the existing pro,am. They did not believe it was necessary toreview as many of the programs that had been given them in the past. 'rhey
>lit,

thought their reviews should be primarily related to the area:; where they haocompetence, where they were working and that was prim/Uy in the physical
Stedevelopment areas. Many of the grants related to labor programs, or educationalprograms and some of those in the social are, such as the aging, drug abuse andothers, they thought could be Detter reviewed with other agencies and/of at thestate level.

He stated the State Association of Regional Planning Agencies were alsoproposing to advise the Governor of that type of response. They were alsoencouraging that the Governor appoint a special committee, includingrepresentatives of the Division of Budget, Kansas Association of RegionalPlanning Commissions, the Kansas League of Municipalities, and the KansasAssociation of Counties to review the proeedures to be recommended by theGovernor so that everyone will have input as to what type of programs were tobe reviewed, and who should be designated·

He repeated that the Planning Commission recommended that the Board supporttheir action and authorize the Chairman to correspond with the Governor to thatend.

Mr. Spratt stated, '9 have no questions in particular. 1 have been over this." Hethen asked Mr. Gragg if he had anything he wished to discuss.

Mr. Gragg stated, n'While wetre trying to reduce the size and cost of government,why wouldn't we want to take option three and just do our review locally and eut

Mr. Laiin stated, "Option .hree said have no review by anybody.•

down all the bureaucracy?"

page no. 16

LEd



4

14>&

1

ef<»49*09§50:044*l,Lti,

./--

»9240
·i·}«:ry.

tyx-h»-

*Nad

'07.7-.

.I.... SEEOGWICK COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
1 PROCEEDINGS

Regular Meeting, September 22, 1982

Mr. Gragg stated. "At the local level, take care of it ourselvess without asking
big brothers help."

Mr. Lakin stated, gdon't know that we would have the enlistment of the federal
agencia. 3.m missioner, when, if we did it ourselves. Let's just say that we
wanted : iew project ourselves: One, there would be no requirement, other
than aski, · :or cooperation within the local area; and two, that if we did do that
review ou!.eiveE, the federal agencies would have no obligation to respond to
that. I truni if there is to be any response to it, then I think there is sti]1 merit
to looking at it from a coordination and cooperation standpoint and getting the
federal agencies who, as you know, have sometimes, just gone out on their own,
without making any contacts with other adjacent local units. I don't know how it
would work by doing number three but...number three you just simply don't do
it."

26%

h·f«44

Mr. Gragg stated, "WelI I supported the President's program. The only way that
Pm convinced right now, that the President is going to be successful in hb
program, which I support, is the fact of local government affirm their proper
responsibility and take care of their problems at home, and quit shifting them on
to somebody else because its either undesirable or controversial"

Mr. Witsman stated, 9 would make three short oberservations. One is, I think if
there is going to be review, it's better at the local level, along the lina..! think
that is eonsistent with what you're saying; then, rather than having a state
review where the times and the perspectives might be considerably different
than what the Commission here would have. Second point would be, I think I
could state, for the administrative staff at least, that A-95 has been a useful
process and it has allowed us to see other things that are going on and get a
notion of how things could be better coordinated. The third point would be, 1
believe that MAPD has, as far as I can find out, has not created difficulties for
the County by performing this coordinating role. There may be some other h
mechanism that would be preferred to do it but I would personally recommend to
you that you maintain some kind of review process and that, that process be at
the local level. And that is going to require requesting that of the state."

'r

4 17<'. 1 4

442!1
'» ; 1

Mr. Claud Shelor, County Engineer/Director of Public Works, appeared before
the Board and asked, "Mr. Lakin, have you received a document that caneets this fl)
mandate by the federal regulations that they be reviewed by either a regional orlocal planning commission and approved before federal funds become available  M' .tmti'«6for these projects? Did it also eaneel that portion, whereby unless we do 0 42

1 3 r«·,, g»9.4.4.. I ,·., At#Alsomething like this, we're not elgible for federal matching funds, such as the 55
mile per hour speed limit, etc.? I know it isn't included in the A-95 but if this *1 . ' .  :r:...ilst. :

16·46 · ·· 4'- > 20+YA:/br'
doesn't go into effect until April 30th, 1983,1 would have some coneern that we

- ke-,%.9225*<A
certainly need to continue in the manner in which we are, up until that date. .4 L j . .246;13*
And then 1 would like to see a copy of the federal document that does cancel "i i| these regulations." - ---et . ' 2 9:740<a...,7 94*fl .
Mr. Lakin stated, 9 would be happy to furnish that to you. But in my reading of -.
it, I was...in my view of what the President is doing, I don't find that, that type - -...
of control is...remains. In other words if they cancel the requirements, you do
this, but require it in another document...no, 1 think it is...the President just liA
simply said, if you want this type of coordination...you want this type of + 4:».i
information, it is better done with the state setting the ground rules. And the =1 m-4

thing that it did say, that if the state is to do this, it is to do it in consultation li'

with units of local general government. So the state just doesn't go off by itself
and you know, send down a new set of rules. They really are mandated by the r---ls

President to sit down and deal with counties, with cities, as to how this should be ; i-- --
done."
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U9 Regular Meetin,aeptember=,=m==========
Mr. Shelor asked, "One more question, if I may please, did it alao eaned ffunding? Are we still going to receive federal funding?*

=Il:.*I

4

Mr. Lakin queried, "To do A-95?"

Mr. Shelor elaborated, •For any projects that you have on your A-95.•
Mr. Lakin stated, "No, it doesn't affect the funding."

Mr. Shelor asked, •T)oes it state whether we go ahead and reeelve federal tundseven though they were not approved on the A-951"

Mr. Lai¢in stated, "Well Pm not sure about your question. If I sense where you'releading with the thing, the answer is; if we were to wipe out A-95, as of April30th, any federal funds that might accrue to the counties, let's take Federal AidSecondary, would still come to the county providing you met the rules for FederalAid Secondary which are things like 55 mile per hour, bidding procedures, youknow, that there be a continuing transportation program. It does not hinge on A-95."

Mr. Shelor stated, "That answers my question."

Mr. Gragir asked, "What is the cost to the City of Wichita/Sedgwiek County andto MAPD, whieh is a joint budget, to do the A-95 proeess? 1 know it takei stafftime to write them, it takes staff time to type up all the mailings and distributethem to, 1 don't know how many, but didn't the University determine we hadthree hundred and some units of government in Sedgwick County? And the waitfor response back to those. What kind of costs do we have involved?"

Mr. Lakin stated, "rd have to go back and develop some figures, but Ml give youa shotgun...and rd say probably in the neighborhood of about five thousand ayear, Xerox time and staff typing time. I think that will be a function on howmuch we're asked to review. For instance, some of the things that we do now,we really do a very cursory review on them. For instance, the Board of Ed.comes to us with a special training program, you know, that's educational. Therejust really are not that many people to correspond with or contact, and if weget...well, even though we have all those units of general government, ourprocess is very selective. If we get a road project connecting FAS from theColiseum over to Valley, we're primarily communicating with...making sure ofClaud, making sure of Valley Center, you know, maybe half a dozen letters goout on that, not three hundred. So, it's that type of selective review process we

E?

7

afl

use."

5%302

Mr. Gragg stated, "Well, it certainly has not been successful in all cases. Onethat 1 would mention that I think in this particular County, particular City, we'vehad all kinds of duplication, with part of it going through the A-95 review 18 inthe alcohol program. Where, after we spend all this money, where are we beingeffective? What's the benefits to the elected bodies and what's the benefit tothe taxpayer out there, that's paying the bill?"
Mr.

varic

9-01-82F 9.01.82| 9-08

7$.

Lakin stated, "On A-95's with alcohol essentially we have not reviewed1 of these social programs, except to take the recommendations of theius joint Boards, i.e. Aging and/or Alcohol and/or...you know...whoever's
p4e no. 18
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dealing in those areas· I think the thing that we have been ab to deal with I.
. t.. been primarily in the physical areas, and where we have been able to Ilt down

and work with communities, dealing with sizing issues, dealing with jurialitic#.
We currently have one under discussion right now, in debate, and that's where
we're out in western Sedgwiek County and we have at least two cities Hyir
they want to see the project, two cities saying they don't, and this is an
opportunity to get in and try to resolve some of those differences and get people

3* · in to agreement We may not be totally and wholely successful each and every
time..

Mr. Shelor stated, "rve found this to be a very successful tool in the past on the
local level. It was a federal requirement that these had to be reviewed and had
to be submitted to the federal government on these forms, but the tool that I
have personally used in years past, is the faet, it is sort of a clearing house as
Mr. Lai<in suggested awhile ago. If we had a road project that affeets Valley
Center or whomever, they do advise them locally. rve not been apprised of what
has been entailed on the federal level other than that it was a federal
requirement that they go on the A-95, but I certainly would eneourage us to
maintain it on the local lever

54764»-te»,

Mr. Lakin stated, "Well, I think it has been of help to us to simply be able to
understand what's going on and without being surprised with an application

& coming in from a agency, no one ever hears about it, until all of a sudden you see                    -
something happening out there. So from an inft.mation standpoint, I think it's

Irtotheeti/Tteed;atg, pidI /jiitm/st haithJit lvo
'1 '

- of dollars like you might wind up if you were over in the St. Louis area, where
I you have jurisdictions sitting on top of each other, and three sewer plants in the                    -: 31,·im

same basin and you know you get a chance to review it and build one plant and· 1-21thus saving you all tons of money. I view it much less sophisticated...or maybe .'.,1 26

problems that some communities have. And 1 make no argument to that, but I
think it's been helpful for ourselves and many of the units./ 4

f ..4,$Mr. Gragg stated, "Well, rve no problem with the local review, but what Pm r 24,".
saying is, maybe I haventt made myself clear. rve no problem with the local
review and 1 think that's beneficial, but why do we have to have the Governor or

state, write him a letter saying we want to go..." ,
C

4£¢14.V .0 1.
.

Mr. Lakin interrupted, "Keep it local?" 2%0,1.:fr
t..f ,

14*2' I '' .·f.
Mr. Gregg stated, •Yeah, keep it local" •-9.10*SAX ·,

LE

Mr. Laiin stated, "The only response I would have to that Commissioner, is that'sthe way the President has set it up. To say that if you're going to have local -
review, at least the state is going to have to have sanction there, because I
review ... I guess I view ... you're mueh closer to the national politics, the view
is, much of the defederalization has been to the states. And not necessarily alldown to the local level. So the opportunity is for the Governor to kick it on 
down to the local level and that's what we see here. In other words, you know,
keep it as we have been over the years. We've had A-95 in this County. Butler
has had A-95 in that county. Now, you go out around Pratt and the Chikaskia-
Indian Hills group, you know, they're working five, six, fourteen counties. And I - ..1

think, unless there is that type of input, there is that possibility, because of all ./.U. i =lili:=4
these other regional planning agencies around the state, they're going to be
pumping for something at a quite broader range than what I hear you being /*.
supportive of.*

%54yr-'
alk.·44':
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Mr Gragg asked, *How does A-95 Work? For example a fourth te a thi:,1 01 ,  cities in Sedgwick County do not belong to MAPD.".

1

04 41

Mr. Laking stated, •If we see ... well lers just take the water district, OK? The
water district thing that came up was close to Maize which is not a membi,
which is close to Colwieh which is not a member, it passed Goddard whieh is, k
affected Clearwater, which is, and all of those people are notified· We feel that
there is a responsibility to notify anybody that we can imagine would be
affected. And that gets down to our judgement."

222

·t •
Mr. Gregg asked, "For my own curiosity, how would you kncw if just Maize and
Colwich were doing it?"

A

Mr. Lakin stated, "Well, if they were doing it ... the thing is that under the
current regulations, anybody who hopes to get any assistance from the federal
government, before the federal agencies will even process those applications
they need to have some indication that those local com munities have touched
base with the A-95 agency. So it becomes a matter of 'earrot and stick' with
those agencies. A community could go in and file something with the feds, but
under the current rule it would be highly unlikely that they would be successful
getting it moved ahead."

Mr. Gragg stated, "So in the past, even though they're not participating cities,
they've come to the A-95 review eommittee, which is MAPD and MAPC,
anyway.•

22.029'

Mr. Lakin stated, "That's correct. That's how we get a hold of them and
conversely, we send it out to them, no matter who's involved with tri."

Mr. Gragg stated, "When you say ... let me go back to number two again, as I
understand this, the state could designate a sub-state or local agency, such as a
planning organization, so on and so forth. OK, we send this letter. The state says
you're the one. OK? I have no problems thus far, you might say. But then after
you review it, then what's the process going back to state? Is that where ...can
it stop there? Then I'd be satisfied with number two. Or then does anything
have to go all back to the state?"

Mr. Lakin stated, 9 ian't answer that, because the state hasn't drawn up its
program, how it would handle it. I think that's one of the things that would be
involved in consulting with local governments. It's my perception, if I were
sitting and advising in that process in the committee, that if we are going to do
an A-95 review here, that unless the state had an interest in it, you know, in
funding ... was doing a project ... that it not go back to the state except for
information purposes, but that the review, the impaet of the review, goes to the
federal agency that will be putting up the money, for doing the projeet.n

Mr. Gragg asked, "Since this doe't take effeet until April '83, isn't that an
answer that might be important that we have prior to making this sort of
decision?"

Mr. Lakin stated, 9 don't know, as we'11 be able to get you that answer, because
unless the governor goes ahead and says that he intends to pursue this, and does
something in terms of putting staff to it or as the one recommendation from

. 9-01.82 9-01-9-i' 9-08-8
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"another group, was to form a committee, we won't know now tbey,M 0approach it I think the other thing that, my best gue„ b, that pmbeI, -much is going to be done on this until towards the latter part ot the yee -the information that we get from our Topeka sources· I just really dit'2
how to provide you an answer to that beeause we ean't even get ...ae,0,
whether the Governor's office ... how they're going to move and what way tiey
would form committees, let alone what sort of regulations that committee, ilformed, would write and recommend."

Mr. Gragg stated, "Well then, isn't it a little bit premature that we consider

r i"iMr. Lakin stated, 9 don't believe so. What I see here is ... is A-95 process
important? If so, advise the governor, or let it go in default. Let him do What
he pleases without tile advise of these local govening bodies."

Mr. Gragg stated, "But with number two, you're sending the governor a blank
check, at this point, if you can't answer the other questions."

Mr. Lakin stated, "1 suppose it could be construed that way, but I don't know
that when we send something to the governor saying a program, a review
program is needed, unless we're prepared to recommend the complete operation
of it, I think we can put any caveat tnat we want to with it, or you can as
governing bodies. As the Planning Commission sai4 why don't you just designate
MAPC at the local level rather than, you know, go to something like SCKEDD ...
create a new group or, you know, keep it in the state budget office. That was a 6..di,,M=02 caveat that said, you know, not a blank eheek governor, this is one sense of E:™111/=mb . direction and if you want to add others, I think it's perfectly appropriate."

.C?/.://

.' 5:1*al

lA

Mr. Witsman stated, 9 think the problem is the state is going to do one of those
three things regardless. And the question is, if number two is preferred, then the
action from the County Commission would be to try to get the state to move in
that direction."

Mr. Spratt stated, "As I understand this, we need to advise the state of our 9 >ed.-, r3 desires. I personally am very desirous that we keep control of this at home. I
think, probably, with the uncertainties that are involved, we could be certain of 4
one thing, if we approve this, is that we have indicated to them that we want to .

2retain the A-95 in this area, and with that in mind I would eertainly be in favor
of approving this and making the state aware of the fact that we do want to
retain it here at our local leveL"

I¢r: »-2%7·.

Mr. Lakin stated, 9 think, Commissioner, that you may want to add somethingr- + that if you do take that number two, or the thrust of it that we've put into a
r recommended action, that you a]so add in there that prior to the establishment

of any regulations that consultations do indeed take place, where this
Commission is involved. That you have a representative there."

7 .640=*
:.Waip

Mr. Spratt stated, MI think that would be e point well taken."
MOTION

5.3 , * Mr. Spratt moved to approve the number two suggestion of the MAPC and9 authorize the sending of a letter to the Governor indicating the
Commission's desire to retain the A-95 review process at the local IeveL

Mr. Gragg seconded the motion for discussion.
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C»A"OOP OEDOWICM COUNT V CO-*---PAC>CE..ING.

Regular Meeting. September 22, 19,2

Mr- Gragg stated "And if I hear the *UhMI -number two,- is q,ere a eopy of the proposed letter

Mr. Lakin stated, "We have not drafted a letter for the County CommissioneWe would be happy to.assist."

Mr. Gragg stated, "Cause I still have no problem.
letter ...is I have no problem in doing it with the state ... the state assigning it
to you... no problems there ... that all makes sense ... coordinated effort ... I
think is essential. What rd like covered in theletter, Mr. Chairman,is the fact
that once we have this review, we dont have to go back and circulate it clear
through the whole system above us again That's the caboose. We've done our
review. Weive coordinated an of our local deal. The state has named MAPC or
MAPD, or however the combination goes together, as that"

Mr. Lai<in stated, "We'd eertainly be happy to work with the Chairman and share
any draft that we had prior to it gotfE out.•

Mr. Spratt stated, 9 have no problems with that. I think it's important that we
cut out all the 'bureau-bonic plague'we ean."

mm

Chairman Jack Spratt Aye

>apitCommissioner Donald E. Gragg Aye

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

1. Resolutions

a. Resolution authorizing the establishment of a 20 mile per hour speed
zone on a portion ot 79th Street South (County Road #638-31). ,---«fique-114-District 2.

b. Resolution authorizing the establishment of a 40 mile per hour speed
zone on a portion of 79th Street South (County Road #638-31). Prom
a point 1100 feet west of Roek Road (County Road 831) east to Rock
Road. District 2.

Mr. Shelor stated, with the Commissioners' approval he would request that items
'9-an and "1-b" be withdrawn. They had appeared on the agenda two weeks prior
and at that time Commissioner Scott asked if the Department of Public Works
had coordinated these with the City of Derby as well as the School District. Mr.
Shelor found out that they had and at that time the resolution was legitimate,
but by going beek and checking with the City Manager of Derby again, he found
out that the day after school started, the City Council of Derby met and
included that portion of the road within the City Limits of Derby. So it was no
longer in the jurisdiction of the County. The resolutions were no longer
applicable and he asked that they be removed from any agenda items in thefuture.

page no. 22
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M Planning C,-ission recomind/ approval Iublic:t to ,ect:dia,

within 30 days.
Wint trom 1-1, P. Ind Piula E. Weat, david August 24, ll:2, 202

part of Lot, 20 and 21. Knight Acrel.
Ki:k moved that the utility ea,ement b• accept•d and the City Cl.rk

be in/""te to Zil• it with th' Register 02 Deed'. th' r"ording "" 02
which .hall b. bill*d to th, applicant; th, plat b. approvid ., approvid byc.:21" the MAE and the Mayor be authorized to rign. Motion carried S to 0.

0282-21 - A-95 REVIEN PROCEOCRE REVISION. priant,d.

Alis:ON
On July 24. 1969. regulation, wiquiring local revi- of •Pplications

for Federal a,Ii*tance for various projcts and program, wer publl,hed I.
Offic* of Man•ge-nt and Budg,t 10)Mal Circular A-95. The Circular hu been
Icendad i•v.ral ti=i to includ, additional programs and projects and riol,
includi, most Federal mliance programs and projecti al -11 a, direct
Weal dmilop-it. Programi involving di.rict financial aisistance to
individuals do not undergo en A-95 Review. Th, 21*tropolitan Area Planning
Calmi,ilon (MAP,ZI wi: di,ignit:/ 1, locil /1/1/1aghou*e la 1569 /ad ha, boon

i re,1-ing applications *inc, that time.

On July 14, 1982. Proildent Reagan i,•uid •Ii EXIMM Ordor
r,/cindlng th, requiri-nt for A-95 Revi-m on applicationi for Fed,ral
81*i,tanco. Stat gove"ment, may 0/tabli'h their own process for ravi-ing

5 1 application, for Federal -0"Rce. wcal agenciu er organization, 4 k
d,ignat,d by th, stats 8, local reviewers for all or so- prol•cts. Current
red/ral procdur,/ 11/ted in CM) Circular A-95 /hall continue in effect until ;59*4

4

n- proc,dur,1 ac 1/*pied and,pproved by M. or until April 30, 1913.
In *ummal. the Executivi Order requires that ont of thi following

will Occur:

43€i 4.
1. The State could totally asiume re,pon,lbility fet rovt- ot r,deral

mista= requ-u and direct r,deral development.

2. The State could demignate a subitate or local agency to M
re.ponsible lor r./1- of .0- It 811 Fed,ral as,istanc' requl.t' anIdirect
Federal d,velop-nt.

3. Th' Stat, could provid, that thire h no revi- *t //.

9 following alt,rnative, appar to be vallable to th, City
C=mi•.10.1

1. R.lest that the State de,ignte 'AFC a, t. ar- planning
organization to perZon the review for thoie applicationa affecting S.guick
Coity. Thi, would allow th' A-95 re•i- prociss to continue in Lt* pre**nt
for..

2. Requ,it the State to aa:u- total r,vi- re/pon,lbility.

3. Request th, State te drop •ry requiremit for "vi- of applicatiou
for hd,=81 8,i,unce or dir,ct Federal develop-nt

In addition to th' . al:crnative, le could be /£010-ndad ... thii MAPC " "aignatid " the ar" planning organization to ""- only tho"
applicaticns dealing vith land u, tian*portation. utilitle:. dj-ect redical
$** houslog, etc. Rview of social typ, programs that ha- broad,r
jurildlctional ball. luch ./ aging, lubstarce 'bull. CE.A. I. c., could b.

f
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"41/04 by th, State ora local advi"Zy be/1 such // th' Central plains
Are• Ag/ncy on Aging or tne Alcohol ed Drug Abu•• Advisory no•rd. for tho..
applications within their jurisdiction. Anothor alternativ, would be to
de,ignace a broad bas*d :ubstate organization such a, South Central Kan-0
Econ/clic De-lop'Int District (SCKED' I Board al th' are' planning organ...tion
for purpose, 02 ze,i-ing Ped*ral or F,derally aistited progra-.

The Planning Ca=lssion ce'om-nd,d tbat th City and County

1. Formally state th" there 11 a need te ha" sane typ4 02 2-1-4
proc-/ :or applicationg for Federal assistanc, or direct Federal develop-atiand,

2. Recom-nd to Go"mor carlin that the MAPC be designat" " 5170revial aoency Zor sed'wick County Zor those application, for F,derelmistance or direct Federal develop-nt thai would affict lind uae. th,
prov.lion of u'llites. housing and .....portation; Ind.

3. Recommend that so- for,al 'revi- procedur' h established torsocial type proerams and proj"" •t the Sta" and local le"li and.
4. Authorize th' D irector of Planoing and/or a ,-ber of th' PlanningCo=i"ion to work with the Stati to devolop rul". regulatlow and procedur"Zor review /2 applications.

Motion --

Kirk //Imd that thi City Ccmil„ton Incur in the recomindation, off MAPC and the Mayor N authorized to sign a latter to di Governor ,tating9249' i
that there ia a reed Yer sine -77* Cf tiv'-ew prociia for application, 20/Faderal a,Iistance or direct Fedefal development and recomm,nding that the'AiC be designated as th• local review agency Zor ./.3/ct' Ind p./9.... insedgik* County aat would aff"= land uic. 6" providing of utilicle,0housing and 'ransportation. and some fo=al raview procedure be litabll.tdfor social type program ard prOJects M the Staci and local liN, and theplanning lizecter and/or a 'Imber of the Planning Comm'llion b. aullor...d tot vork vith th, State to belop rule„ regulations and proceduns for Mview Of-- carri,d applications. Motion carried 5 to 0

DEDICATION
DEDICATION. pres,nted.D-10/1

D-1081 - Dedication of a utility 0//Iment locatid in 'n aria north
of Central and wrest of Woodlawn by Plga /*1 Sol. Inc.. 8/ a lot /lit
r*quize-nt.

...2.5% 4*,34*&9ff
Motion --

Klik moved that thi d,dicatlon be accepted and thi City Clork bi-- carried instruct* to file with e.* Register of De,dz. Motion carriod 5 to O.

B City C-milsion :r«:led from 1.20 .... Ind ./.eny'lld a. 11100434 1
E. 1. Denton

N City Manager informid the Commt/lion that thiy had 10- contract,with th' Stat' to be conr,d of' th• agenda. if th•y h•d .- to do that atthis =ime.

Motion --

Ki:k 7/Nd that th, rulu 9 suip,nded and the Contracti with thi-- carri,d Stat* be conoidered off thi agenda. Motion carried 5 to 0
John Dekker

John bakker Inat.: ™ayor Ind Commi„ioner. the contracts thatw,re originally sent down by the Highway Cepart•vat and cams to oux GYZi" Yerapproval war, reviewed and, in our opinion. were contrary to th, cash b,St*
and budgot laws Of the itati of Kansas, ina,much M it had an olin-tided
figur* for the cost of engin,ring servic,•. We urther knew that in 'ther
coltial thls open-Ind provision in the cont/acts had cont *0- of thollcommunities Zairly jubstantial dollars. In ocher words. • general figure of.say. 15% of the ¢Ok of Lie anginaerlng. however. the State engin-ring•ernc, thal th,? cha:ged to some c=munitle, were up around 5 0; - 60 la10- instances, whic' 48 8 "latively high amount and did 'mour; to / lot Ofdel lacs. We have had convenations vish them, vi have had conver/ation, wish8 Attorney General'• offic• and it is my understanding mt th, AttornqG,neral did agre, that that contract was 14:cpe: and had to b changd. In
our converation, with the inghway Depart=-nt we were cold that 1Z Ve Put Ula-wl told th= all they had -0 dow/l at least put a cap on it. If /0/ put Imaximum amount we could sign t.- 1/gally and aey would com. back Ind putth*--,ald th,y would accept 4 Joi muimum of the actual coits of con,truction.Without too much ti= to negot#te any further-we originally propo,Id 8 1"
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KANSAS INrEEOOVE-ENPAL REVIEW PECESS

INTREDUCTICN

The establishment of the Kansas Intergovernmental Review Process is the
culmination of efforts of many parties across the State to fully inplement

# -6 and utilize the opportunities provided to the State by Presidential
Executive Order 12372: Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs. This -·..-·,-.--4-9=*£

Presidential Executive Order is intended to foster a strengthened inter-
6 =F

forth in Title IV of the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968 and
governinental partnership airong the various levels of government as set

Section 204 of the Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development Act /1:'45#r'/s-;Rem¢:
of 1966; and to enhance federalism by relying on state and local processes
for coordination and review of proposed federal financial assistance or
direct federal development. For tnese purposes, Executive Order 12372
(2mended by Executive Order 12416), requires federal agencies to provide
for consultation with state and local governments that supply nonfederal
funds for, or that would be directly affected by, proposed federal
financial assistance or direct federal development. This review system is
designed to provide an opportunity for local and state elected officials
to influence federal decisions on proposed projects that may affect their
own plans and programs, recognizing also the benefits of private sector -----
involvement. It is concerned with achieving the most effective and -,
efficient utilization of federal assistance resources through coordination
and the elimination of oonflict and duplication.

Tb the extent that the states develop their own review processes, the
federal agencies shall: ( 1 ) communicate with state and local elected

officials as early as possible in the program planning cycle; (2) utilize .
the state process to determine official local and state views; (3) make ..1
efforts to accommodate state and local recommendations when those recom-

mendations are transmitted through the state Single Point of Contact; if
the agency cannot accomodate this reconmendation, it must explain, in I
writing, and in a timely manner, why not; (4) when legal, allow states to
simplify, consolidate, or substitute state plans for federally required
ones when those state plans are sufficient; and ( 5) seek coordination of
state and local views when several states may realize an impact from a
proposed federal act ivity in one.

The Kansas Intergovernmental Review Process has been designed to subject
projects of federal assistance and direct federal development to a compre-
hensive review at the local, regional, and State levels of government
thereby coordinating federal programs with one another and wi th state,
regional, and local plans and programs. The Kansas Department of Hcran
Resouroes, Office of the Secretary has been designated the State Single
Point of Contact (SPOC), and for this function shall be known as the
Office of Federal Assistance Management. It is charged with providing
opportunity for local, regional, and State input, where applicable and in
a timely manner, to the cognizant federal agency. At the State level this

-st?3
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task will be accomplished by identifying those State agencies which should
be involved in the planning and development of activities covered by
Executive Order 12372, and providing these agencies with the opportilnity
to evaluate proposals in a timely, effective manner.

94:JAC

The agencies concerned with regional planning are designated to gather and
coordinate input frcm potentially effected local and regional governments
and organizations in order to accarplish a comprehensive evaluation of the
impact of those selected federal activities on their plans and programs.
For counties or cities not covered by a regional planning agency, the
local general government unit may provide this impact evaluation input.
The benefits to be gained from this review system are to coordinate
planning and development activities among all levels of government; to
increase the awareness of the many federal programs co-existing in the
State, thereby increasing the ability to manage these programs within the
scope of State plans; and to obtain increased accommodation from the
federal agencies.

*.....4*#*M

B..21.

: te
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The Kansas Department of Human Resources, Office of the Secretary, will
implement the evaluation and review process opportunity provided by
Presidential Executive Order 12372 and specified by the Kansas Intergov·-
err=ntal Review Process Procedures and will coordinate the assistance
applications with the following federal acts.

a. The Defionstrat ion Cities and Metropolitan Development
344-4. Act, Section 204, requiring all applications made after

5........=.I'---Al June 30,1967, for federal loans or grants to various
9?212.-

health and economic projects within any metropolitan area ,fillto be submitted for review. (Appendix III)
.,2AP,2.-

-             b. Title rv of the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of
1968. (Appendix rv) mi//lill

c. Section 102(2)(C) of the National Environmental Policy
%==Edkt

. Act covering the submission of a detailed statement of

the environmental impact of federal projects and pro- '120iy
f.., ., .....grams. (Appendix V)

=
.'*j

-   :115*9907 PURPOSE Ii#

li-: M

The purposes of the Kansas Intergovernmental Review Process (KIRP) are:

-
1. Tb inplement Presidential Executive Order 12372 (dated July 14, 1982, '244=

and amended April 8, 1983); IN//

2. To secure the benefits of intergoverrmental cooperation by providing
a sure and simple means for learning about and ccgnenting on selected
programs of federal assistance and direct federal development; -

3. To encourage an expeditious process of intergovernmental cooperation
and review of federal projects by facilitating contact between
applicants and local, regional and State levels of government; and

fall /'M -2-

44</1
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4. To receive increased-a ion from federal ftmding agencies a
provided by Presidential Executive Order 12372 by responding to said I

Executive Order with the establishrent of this Kansas Intergoven=n-
49* tal Review Process and designating a Single Point of Contact.

PROGRA,5 AND ACTIVITIES SUBJECT 10 THIS POLICY

A. The potential list of programs which may be selected for inclusion in
the Kansas inter=ovrn,-ntal Reviow pree/,am is attached am Anoendix

94.24.

VI for your conments.

B. All federal plans, federally required State plans, and direct federal
development activities are inclusions in the Kansas Intergovernmental .
Review Process. (Appendix VIII is attached for your comnents). 7

C. Before a federal agency may exclude a program or activity subject to
the Executive Order, it Will publfsh a notice in the Federal Register
proposing the exclusion and seeking public comment.

=6

P]IGRAE AND ACTIVITIES NOT SUBJECT TO mIS POLICY

A. Modifications to existing plans, minor budget amenchents and supple-
mental budgets and continuation papertork for prograins that have been
reviewed.

B. Assistance for programs and activities including:

4%*61
'fll.&51%.<12*04

' NIf.20

1. Direct financial assistance to individuals or families for
housing, welfare, health care services, education, training, .=Fre:.'.1:
economic improvement, and other direct assistance for individual
and facnily enhancement.

2. Incentive payments or insurance for private sector activities
not involving real property development or land use develop-
ment.

3. Agricultural crop supports or payments.

4. Assistance to organizations and insticutions for the provision 9%
of education or training not designed to meet the needs of
specific individual states or localities.

5. Research, not involving capital construction, which is national .
in scope.

6. Assistance for staff development or management improvement
purposes.

u wr ·- DRAFT-3-
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7. Assistance to educational institutions for activities that are
part of a school' s regular academic program and are not related
to local prograns of health, welfare, employment or other social
services.

8. Assistance for construction involving only routine maintenance,
repair, or minor construction which does not change the use or
the scale or intensity of use of a federal structure or
facility.

C. Campetitive bids or prowsals for federal or state programs for which
reviews have been completed.

When an application for these projects comes to the SPOC, it will be
assigned a State Application Identifier (SAI) Nllnber and returned to the
applicant. The applicant may forward it to the federal funding agency.
All proposed projects should ccrlply with the Kansas Act Against Discrimi-
nation and with Historic Preservation requirenents.

FUNCTIONAL UNITS AND THEIR FUNCTION

A. The federal agencies are those agencies at the federal level which
administer programs of federal assistance and projects of direct
federal development.

B. The applicant is the individual or entity seeking federal financial
assistance or approval for a project or activity under a program
subject to the review process.

C. The Single Point of Contact is the link of coordination among the
various participants in the review, coordination, and funding
process.

1. Within the scope of Presidential Executive Order 12372, the
Kansas Single Point of Contact shall:

a. Receive and disseminate project notification to appropriate
local units of government and State agencies;

b. Evaluate the significance of proposals for federal assis-
tance to local, regional or State plans and programs;

c. Provide public agencies charged with administering State
and local laws the opportunity to review and comment on
project proposals which might affect their plans and/or
programs;

d. Provide liaison between federal agencies contemplating
direct federal development projects at the local, regional
and State level(s) of government which might be affected by
the proposed project; and

€,37
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e. Develop and/oc transmit State Process Re=mendationg to
the federal agencies and receive statements of accommoda-
tien or nonaccammodation back from the agencies.

2. The Kansas Department of Human Resources, Office of the Secre-
tary, is designated the Kansas Single Point of Contact for the
Kansas Intergovernmental Review Process, and for this function
shall be called the Kansas Office of Federal Assistance 1
Management.

3. The SPOC shall be appointed by the Secretary of the Department
of Human Resources upon recommendation by the Governor.

D. Reviewing entities are those parties (local elected officials,
regional planning comissions ccmposed of local elected officials,
State officials, and State agencies) designated by the Governor as
being appropriate forums for review and coordination of federal 6-1

3 assistance programs and direct federal development activities.

1. The State's Regional Planning Cammissions are recognized as the
1xi/'I//I"IMIM i primary forum for review by local elected officials. If a

municipality or county is not represented by a RPC, an applica-
tion will be sent for review and corrment to the appropriate city

, or county commission (or similar general purpose local unit of
,--                                     government, or notification will be provided through the Kansas

Register and The Resource.) (See List of Reviewing Entities,
Appendix IX)

1
bya,6.

a. If membership in the RPC' s change, proper notification ( in
writing) must be given to the SPOC. Also, if a new RPC is
formed for the purpose of regional planning and review,
proper notification ( in writing) must be sent to the SPOC.
and, henceforth, the newly formed RPC will be designated
the review and comment opportunity and responsibility for
those municipalities and/or counties it represents.

.,7

UW· -

':73-

b. The RPC's will comunicate with appropriate local elected
officials (LEO's) to ensure the review process is accom-
plishing the intent of Executive Order 12372.

c. The Executive Director will be recognized as the RPC's
Coordinating Official to whom Application Information
Packages wifl be sent and from whcm review forms, comments
an] statements will be received.

Each State agenc¥ shall designate one Coordinating Official who
shall be responsible for receiving applications for review from
the SPOC and traneitting back to the SPOC the results of that
agency's review.

a. The State agency Coordinating Official will coordinate
reviewing activities within the agency after receipt of an
application for review from the SPOC and will transmit the

.Ffet
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results of that review back to the SPOC. If there are no
comments to be included, that agency' s Coordinating
Official may transmit that information to the SPOC by
telephone. (The sage may hold true for regional planning
commissions or local units of government when time for
mailing the transmittal fom is not adequate, but only when
there is no comment on a proposal.)

0

A

25·34·27*f»49% 4

b. The chief administrator of each State agency shall keep
current with the SPOC the designation of the agency's
Coordinating Official. -C#.Am

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS ·

*Stif

Early notification by the federal "funding" agencies. 1-&

1. It is the responsibility of the federal agency to insure that
applicants are provided sufficient notice to develop and submit

-I--a proposal within the established time parameters. Therefore; .---

2. As early in the planning cycle as possible, the federal funding
agency shall provide notification and information of proposed
plans for progrmis or direct development to the Single Point of
Contact, Office of Federal Assistance Management, Kansas
Department of Human Resources, 401 .Topeka Avenue, Topeka,
Kansas, 66603.

44-4-44*e-'-/

3. If a federal agency receives an application for federal finan-
cial assistance under a progran on the Kansas Inclusion List and
the applicant has not notified the Single Point of Contact to
initiate review, or if a federal agency proposes to engage in
direct federal develogment, the federal agency shall notify the
SPOC to determine the views of local, regional and State
officials.

4. Generally, a federal agency will allow State and local officials
at least 60 days for review and coment. For certain programs
and activities (i.e., noncompetitive continuation grants and the
Department of Housing and Urban Development's mortgage insurance
and urban development action grant programs) a lesser time of at
least 30 days will be allowed. The shorter review period is
permi t ted because it is believed that controversy is zmlikely
for these transactions or because a federal decision must be
timely. The federal agencies with programs or activities to
which the 30-day review may apply are: The Departments of
Agriculture, Commerce, Education, Energy, Health and Human
Services, Housing and Urban Development, Interior, Justice,
Labor and Action, The Environmental Protection Agency, and the
National Science Foundation.

-6-
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6.
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Most federal agencies authorize the use of emergency time
waivers in the rare instances for which an unanticipated
situation necessitates prarpt action and does not. allow for full
compliance with the rules. The agencies must keep a record of
all emergency waivers.

Federal agencies are required to consult with and seek the
advice of other federal agencies to produce coordinated actions
on interrelated federal programs and activities.

If a State Process Recx=,endation is transmitted by the Single
Point of Contact, the federal agency must:

a. Accept the reocmnendation;

b. Reach a mutually agreeable solution (ccipromise or alterna-
tive) with the reviewing entities, SPOC, ard applicant; or ................&

Provide an explanation of the federal agency's decision not
to accept the State Process Recomendation or not to reach
an agreeable solution.

(1) This explanation of "nonaccomrodation" Rust be written

- and provided to the Single Point of Contact.
·1% =m=

Ft·fl

(2) The federal agency may not carry out its decision of
"nonaccommodation" until 15 days after providing
explanation to the SPOC; if, however, the federal

agency also telephones or sends a telegran to the SPOC

explaining that a statement of 'nonaccommodation" is
being sent, that waiting period may be reduced to ten
days (from the day of the telephone call or
telegram.)

*i*F ·: -

B. Notification and Application Information Package provided by the
applicant.

1. An applicant for federal financial assistance under a program on -

the Inclusion List (Appendix VI), on submission to a federal
agency of an application (or substantial modification or
amendment to a previous application) shall simultaneously
provide notification to the SPOC. This notification and Applica-
tion Information Package shall include:

, a. Standard Form 424 (or other similar fom provided by the
federal agency) with the applicant's portion fully
ccmpleted including:

(1) The name, address, telephone number, and description
of the applicant (agency, organization, or indi·•idual)
and that of the applicant's contact person;

(2) The geographic location of the proposed project;
Ait

-7-
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(3) The name and catalog number of the federal progr- as
listed in the Catalog of Federal Domastic Assistance,

(4) A breakdown of the budget for the proposed project;
and

(5) The name and address of the administering federal
agency.

22}414:

M.j

¢34*
b. A site map (with all significant and appropriate inform,-

tion which should be considered) when construction,
earth-altering activities, land acquisition, or pollutant
discharge will or may be involved in the proposed project;

Rifl

c. A Summary, or brief description of the proposed project by
type, purpose, general size or scale, estimated cost,
beneficiaries, and any other characteristics which would
enable the SPOC and other reviewing parties to identify
agencies of local, regional or State government having
programs, plans, or projects that might be affected by the
proposed project; and

d. An environmental impact statement, if required by the
federal agency or by existing laws.

Inadequate application information (incomplete Standard Form
424, absence of surmary, envirormental irrpact statement or site
map when necessary), will cause the application to be returned
to the applicant and will delay the review process.

A federal agency proposing a project of direct federal develop-
ment is considered an applicant as well and will provide
notification and an Information Package to the Single Point of
Contact so that review and comments on such a project may
comilance.

=94ap
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To assure adequate time for effective coordination and to
provide an opportunity for the applicant to respond to comments
developed through intergoverrmental review, an applicant should
notify the SPOC at the earliest time feasible. The applicant
may file a Notice of Intent to submit an application as a means
of providing an early alert to potentially affected parties.

;444
01'01 -, a:< .·.9

If the applicant can anticipate those parties which might be 
affected by the proposed project, can coordinate with them k
during the proposal's development, and with his Information \
Package to the Single Point of Contact includes official review )
statements by those reviewing entities, the application will be
reviewed by the Single Point of Contact and if no further review /
is necessary, it will be assigned a State Application Identifier /
Nlunber and returned to the appl icant to relay to the federal
agency.
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6. If a proposed project has statewide or widely dispersed effects,
and if the applicant gives assurances that it haa adequately
consulted with affected local governments during the development
of the proposal. the application will not be distributed to each
affected local jurisdiction for additional review. However,
s Innmary notice will be included in the Kansas Register and/or
The Resource.

.kere.0 ,

7. The applicant shall attach the Summary Memorandum to the
application, if the SPOC did not send a copy directly to the
federal agency. The applicant may also attach a statement
explaining the consideration that the applicant has given to
reviewers' comnents and reconmendations. A copy of any such
explanatory statement shall be sent to the SPOC.

B. The applicant will notify the SPOC of award decisions by the
federal agency concerning its application.

C. Coordination by the Single Point of Contact (SPOC).

1. Applicants seeking funds from programs of federal assistance
subject to the KAnsas Intergovernmental Review Process (KIRP)
and federal agencies proposing direct federal development
activities subject to the KIRP shall provide notification and
Application Information Packages to the:

Kansas Single Point of Contact
Office of Federal Assistance Management

Kansas Department of Hunan.Resources
401 Topeka Avenue

Topeka, Kansas 66603
(913) 296-5075

2. Within five working days after receiving notification and an
Application Information Package, the SPOC will assign the
application a Kansas Review Nunber and distribute it to those
local and State parties which may have plans, programs or policy
affected by the proposed project. eal 91

a. The Kansas Review Number will reflect the month, day, year
and order of receipt, the catalog nulnber from the Catalog
of Federal Dorrestic Assistance and the location (couiEY-2
the project (or applicant); for example, DHR010184-001-
11303SN.

b. The SPOC will acknowledge receipt of an Application
Information Package by sending the applicant a Kansas
Review Form which will indicate those entities receiving
the application for review.

3. Sumnary notification of applications open to review and carment
will also be provided to interested parties and State Legisla-

+
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tors in the Kansas Register and in The Resource. The closing
date for cormnents will be specified, as will the applicant's
contact pers. n. All comnents will be sent to the SPOC.

4. When all Kansas Review Forms have been returned, or other

acknowled,ment of review colnpletion has been received, or upon
the review closing date, or if review is not necessary. the SPOC
will change the Kansas Review Number to, or assign a State C,

Application Identifier mmber and send a St.mmary Meivrandun to
........1........#

the applicant to be forwarded by the applicant to the federal
agency.

a. The State Application Identification Number will reflect
the date the review process is completed, along with the
other information (i.e., KS840215-001-11303SN).

b. If a State Process Recommendation is called for, the SPOC

will transmit that recommendation to the federal agency,
indicating that it is a State Process Recommendation and
include copies of all comments. Copies of the State
Process Recommendation and all comments will also be

provided to the applicant.

©k
%.
3%04%4ftndull
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5. A report of applications sent to the federal agencies having
completed the review process and any State Process Recomnendla-
tions regarding those applications will appear in the Kansas
Register and in The Resource.

Review and oamment by the Reviewing Entities.

1. Reviewing entities can receive notice of proposed projects from , 2 1 1€273

the SPOC, the applicant, the Kansas Register, The Resource, or
from the federal agency in the case of direct federal develop- *224*Il-
ment. - I/gi#

2. The reviewing parties will have up to 45 days from the date of
the Kansas Transmittal Nunber assignment to conduct their review
and coordination efforts and send their canpleted review forms
and comnents back to the SPOC. The remaining 15 days will be
used to compile camments, address conflicts, and determine if a
State Process Recommendation is appropriate. If the review
relates to an application for noncompeting continuation of
federal financial assistance, the total time for review will be
30 days, as prescribed in Executive Order 12372. (Parties

responding to notification provided in the Kansas Register or
The Resource will abide by the same review time periods.

6. During the last 60 days of the federal fiscal year, or in some

other rare unanticipated circumstance where time is of the
essence, the SPOC may engage the reviewing entities in an
abbreviated review process that might accommodate both the time
element and the concerns of local, regional and State
officials. ,

-10-
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3. State and local officials will focus on those activities for

which they have the greatest interest or concern. This emphasis
on priority matters will help raise the importance of recommen-
dations received by the federal agency. and will commensurately
reduce the paperwork at all levels of goverrment.

4. If any reviewing entity (party) needs additional information
about a proposed project, direct contact should be made with the
applicant. Copies of correspondence between a reviewing entity
and applicant should be provided to the SPOC. The SPOC may
extend the review period to accommodate the exchange of
additional information (within the time parameters established
in Executive Order 12372.)

5. Comments and recomendations made with respect to any proposed
project are for the purpose of assuring maximum consistency of
such project with local, regional and State policies, plans and
programs. They are also intended to assist the federal agency
(or State agency, in the case of projects for which the State,
under certain federal grants, has final project approval)
administering such a program in determining whether the project
is in accord with applicable federal requirements. Comments
should relate directly to the project, not to the program
through which it is funded. Comments not related to the

following "review criteria" will not be submitted to the federal

agency or applicant.

a. The extent to which the groposed project is consistent with
or contributes toward the fulfillment of comprehensive
planning for the State, region, metropolitan area, or
locality;

b. The extent to which the project contributes to the achieve-
ment of State, regional, metropolitan, and local objectives
as specified in Section 401 ( a) of the Intergovernmental
Cooperation Act of 1968, as follows:

(1) Appropriate land uses for housing, commercial,
industrial, governmental, institutional, and other
purposes;

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

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

t. /tfi€32?'Fe

(4) Adequate outdoor recreation and open space;

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

-11-
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(6) Properly planned community facilities, including
utilities for the supply of power, water, and commni-
cations for the safe disposal of wastes, and for other
purposes; and

(7) Concern for high standards of design. £.*far,

c. As provided under Section 102(2)(C) of the NationalEnvironmental Policy Act of 1969, the extent to which the 
project significantly affects the environment including
consideration of:

-1.

4 :·41

:1% € '4?

d

e

(1) The enviromental impact of the proposed project;

(2) Any adverse environmental effects which cannot be
avoided should the project be implemented;

(3) Alternatives to the proposed project;

(4) The relationship between local short-term uses of
man' s environment and the maintenance and enhancement

of long-term productivity; and

( 5) Any irreversible and irretrievable commitments of
resources which would be involved in the proposed
project or activity, should it be implemented.

11.- f · ..5 4. y:.: *X.-i
99,1./ 1:11<Si,42 49,ib·17
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The extent to which the project contributes to more
balanced patterns of settlement and delivery to all sectors
of the area population, including minority groups.

In the case of a project for which assistance is sought by
a special purpose unit of government, whether the general
purpose unit of local government having jurisdiction over
the area in which the project is to be located has applied, 1./.-F.F·

or plans to apply for assistance for the same or similar -S
type projects. This information is necessary to enable the -Re

federal (or State) agency to make the judgments required
under Section 402 of the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act 13)0*·8% <: 2 tda*

of 1968. ......446**WM"li
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6. The Kansas Intergovernmental Review is valid for three years.
If an applicant wishes to pursue a project not begun or an
application not funded within three years, the applicant shall
notify the SPOC in order that a new review may be conducted.

2/

eu

The reviewing parties shall try to resolve informally any
disagreements or conflicts identified during the review process.
Methods of informal resolution may include telephone confer-
ences, correspondence, and in-person communication. The SPOC
should be advised of such activities and any changes resulting.

-12-
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SPECIAL PUNCTICES

A. A State Process Reconmendation is a special set of views (concerns)
sent to a federal agency through the Single Point of Contact. (If a
state fails to designate a Single Point of Contact, no other organi-
zation or official may send such a recommendation.)

i i

1. A State Process Recofrdation is developed by local, regional
and/or State reviewing officials. This recor=ndation can be a
consensus with which all the reviewing parties agree; or a
majority opinion representative of a particular view with some
reviewing comments which differ frcm that view. All ccmnents
will accompany a majority opinion recomnendation when it is sent
to the federal agency.

2. The SPOC will strive to form a consensus recommendation when a
recomnendation is called for.

3. A recommendation may be formed even though all those levels of
government directly affected did not comment on the proposed
project.

4. Furthermore, a State Process Reaotimendation may be developed on
a proposed project for a program which is not on the Inclusion
List of programs. is allows local, regional and State
officials to obtain federal agency. responsiveness even on
programs and activities for which they did not anticipate
significant interest.

':,r..'474'',I·'

'L'.444%12

5. In all instances, the State Process Recommendation must be
transmitted by the Single Point of Contact.

6. When a proposed project or activity has an iITpact on interstate
or interstate metropolitan areas, that interstate planning
commission which is the designated participant in the Kansas
Intergovernmental Review Process may prepare a State Process
Recommendation. However, that recommendation must be trans-
mitted through the states' Single Points of Contact. The SPOC
will transmit all recommendations to the federal agency with
copies to the applicant.

B. Opportunity for simplification, consolidation and substitution of
state plans is provided by Executive Order 12372.

The Departments o f Agriculture, Education, Energy, Health and Human
Services, Interior, Justice. Labor, Transportation, the Envirotur•ental
Protection Agency and the Federal Emergency Management Agency have
listed federally required state plans that are eligible for simplifi-
cation, consolidation, or substitution. (See Appendix VII for List
of State Plans Eligible for Simplification, Consolidation and
Substitution.)

P
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Some federal agency rules permit a state to use state planning
and budget doctnents in place of similar docurents for which the
content and format are established by a federal agency. This
allows a state to develop its own plan format, choose the plan .imi
submission date, and/or define the time period covered by the
plan; combine b*) or more plans into one document; or substitute
its own existing plan for the federally required doennent. ---m

States must satisfy federal statutory and regulatory
requirements when simplifying, consolidating, or substittr
ting plans. No prior federal agency approval is needed
before undertaking a simplification, consolidation, or
substitution.

.fJA

The federal agency reviews each plan for which a state has Milf./.6
used its own planning and budget docunents and accepts the
plan only if its oontents fulfill applicable federal
statutory and regulatory requirements. A decision not to 2,=,0..I'l'...,I-/;

accept a state plan can be appealed through each federal -
agency's normal procedures.

Each federal agency with eligible state plans has desig-
nated a focal point with whom state officials can discuss
state plan matters. The Office of Management and Budget
has established a steering group of these federal agencies
to meet periodically for coordination and to promote
consistent determinations on state plans among and with
agencies. Federal agencies will periodically publish
updated lists of state plans that are eligible for simpli-
fication, consolidation, or substitution.

el··C:W-i,.24.92¥*Al.?:0'4t V '.
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. For state plan review, any state plan or amendment and
supporting information should be supplied to the SPOC at least

I .1,54€N=&4- 30 days prior to the planned date of submission to the involved
federal agency. Supporting information should include: .4,78'.€.'t

awap. ..: 5,9
a. Standard Fbrm 424, with Sections I, II, III, 24, 26, 27 and =*4: . 2.24-

.

...U.....
29 completed. =01?k 6 31%f&

-91?,3 <il-
b. A summary of the plan including: 4«*iD**; €6.-14liwilill//5

-           (1) A statement of the plan' s objective, beneficiaries,
$,IN.1.--

procedures and the anticipated timetable of activi-
ties.

(2) Anticipated results and evaluation indicators.

c. If this is a continuing program:

(1) Notable changes from prior years.

(2) Historical and projected expenditures.

-14- --20.4.1-7
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(3) Anticipated date of next plan submittal.

d. Reference to the state budget--decision items which are
addressed or affected by this plan.

e. Indicate if the Governor's signature is required on the
funding request or if a letter of support is desired.

Upon submission of the state plan, the SPOC will notify all
RPC' s and other agencies and reviewing entities of the avail-
ability of the plan for review. (All agencies should cooperate
with reviewing entities if additional information is
requested.)

When review is completed, the submitting agency will receive the
Governor's comments along with the appropriate endorsement or
signature.

3. To amend the Kansas Intergovernmental Review Process, opportu-
nity for input from local, regional and State officials will be
provided annually. As practice and experience indicate, changes
will be implemented so the intent to comply with Presidential
Executive Order 12372 remains consistent, but so the most
effective and efficient review and comment process may be
achieved. However, revision of forms by the federal agencies,
the U. S. Office of Management and Budget, or the Office of
Federal Assistance Management may be expected during the year
and is not considered an amendment to the Process.

1
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0 APPENDIX I

5rATE OF KANSAS

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

K.:4- 1 5-Cap,W
nop.k. 66012

»ovember 21. 1983

Mr. Harold I. Steinberg
Allociate Director for Manag-int
Executive Office of thi Prisident
Office of Managiment and Budget
Room 238
Washington. D. C. 20503

Diar Mr. St,inbergi

In remponse to Executive Order 12372 entitled "Intergoverriental Review
02 Federal Progrm; 1 - designating the Kanaas Dipart.,Int of H,man Remoureeo.
Office of thi Secritary, as the Single Point of Contact for thi State of Kansa•.

Thi• agency will won be contacting th• regional clearinghoui- and other
.tate and local govimment repres•ntatives for the purpoi, of establishing a
stat, procisi tbat will b• comprehenmive but ilmple and effictint. In the near
futur, I will officially •itablish the state proce,i for revi- which will
include a listing of those programs covered by the Executive Order which Kanial
d-- al lu priorities.

Coaninication, for the Single Point of Contact should be addressed toi

Single Point of Contact

Kansal Dlpartment of Hulln Illourell
Office of thi Secretary
Attention: Judy.Krueger
401 Topeka Avinui
Topeka. Kanial 66603
(913) 296-5075

W• ar• excited to be participating in this proces, of intergovernmental
reviow which has al its principles th• restoration De,ho itate/'weal authority.
flexibllity, and regulatory relief; and j'*reA,adfed,ka), responsiveness.

1 6/ J Am CARLIN

Governor .

JC: jmt
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APPENDIX II

Inlorgovommontal Review of Federal Programs
2..Cutive omer 12372

Dy Ilie nulhorily ve,ted In me •i Premidenl by the Con»litution imil I.iwi i,f the
Uniled St•le• of Americti. Including Section 401(01 of tlie Int,•rwiv,·rl,n,n,11411
Cooperation Act of 1005 (42 USC. 4211(011 ind Section :101 01 Title 3 of the
United State, Code. ind In order to footer m inter,ovemmentul pmnenhip
and a ilmn,thined fed,rollm by rely,In, on Slit, and local proct,wi for thi
Slute Ind local government coordination and review of prop,imed Fedcret
financial •ailitanco and direct Fil-1 development. it li hereby ordered u,
fullowi:

Section 1. Federal *gencic: shall provide opportunities for consultatiun by
elected officlal, of thos, Stule and locul govemment, that would Provide the
non-Federal funds for. or thet would bo directly affected by. propuied Fvdcial
financial auistance or direct Fideral devitopment.
St, 1 To thi extent the Slate# In consultation with local genarot purpole
governmenti. ind local oped.1 purposr:overnments they consider approfi•
ato. develop their own proce,ies or refin• existing processes fur Sulte and
local elected omcial• Co miew ind coardinati propowd Fedcm} financial
aisistance and direct Federal development. thi Federal agencies Bull to the
.tent pimmed by low:
(al Utilize the State procill to determine offlcial view of Stato and local
elected omciall

(bl Communicate with State and local elected offlciali „ e•rly In th, progrim
plannins cycle al fi riasonably f-ible to explain ipecUIc plain and *clion&

•1.••••hyi

... 4
Ic)·Mak, efforti to accommodat, State and local elected omcial, concerns

with ploposed Federal financial sui,tance and direct Fed-1 dev,lopment
thal ar,communicat,d throwlb thi di*ignated Stat. procm. For th- com
whem the concerns cannot bi accommodated. Fede,11 official, shall explein
th, bam tor th,ir ded:lon In a Ilmily manner.
Id) Allow the State, to simplify ind coniolidate existing Federilly required
State plan submil,lono. Wher, Slate plinnins ind budgeting sy,tem, ire
*uflic!,nt ind wh- permitted by low, the iubititution of State plino for
Federally .quil,d State pim ihall be incouriged by thi 1,•acle,.
{i) Seek thi coordinetion of dew, of effected State ind local elected omcial•
in on, State with thow of inother Slate when propoild Federal Finencial
assillince or direct Fedent devilopment hai. in impict on intimate me-
potilin urbon centm or othi Inlintate areal, Existin, inter,tate mechentimi
that are red,signaled a, part of the State ·process moy be u.ed for thim
Purpole.
{1) Suppon Stati ind jocal,ovemmenli by di,cours,ing (he reoulhonzation or
creation of any planning organization i Kich 1, Federilly·funded. which hoo a
Fiderilly-pre,cribed membinhip. which 1, 4,1,bljohed for i limited purpoie.
ind which li not adequately representative of, or occountible to. Stite or
local ilected omditi.

Ze

Sic. 3. fs) The State proce•• referred to in Section 2 *h•11 include thole where
State• delegate. in ipecific Init•ncei. to local elected official, thi review.
coordination, ind communicallon with Federal osenciei.

-17-
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ID,90
16, M the dlicretto• of th• S,•1, and local elicted omct•l• th• St•l• pmee„             -
m•f . . . 6 711

S- 4 The Om= of Maninment mad o.diet (OMN,hall m•Intal• • 11,1 of
omcial 31,1, en:111,1 dell:nated b, Ihe Stat- I ,1- and cooldin•le
plop-d Fedia nnincial •001,1*- ind djuct Fed-1 di¥•lof„Int. 11.
Omce o, M-/ment und Budiet Wil dl...1.-,uch 11- to lhe ,•detal

s. 1 (.} A.Act..ha Plopolende• .d,tall-,overmin; th• f.mula.
Iton. ,•1=1101. ind -1•w of pm-d Fed-1 11:,.4.1 ••al•lance and·
direct F•d-1 development p-4 / thl, Order, I be iubmilt•d 10 Ihe
Ome, ofalinali.untindnudgot for•pp,ovil.

(bl ne mle, end m.liti- which Mat f.m thi proce,0 Ind91•d in
Sectiom «i} above .hall rept= -1 ' I -
effictive Aplil 34 1913

BS:.

3/j

S- & The Dile- 01 the Omcm of Maniliment ind 0,4,11, alholl:ed to
pre=Ibe Iuch rute, •nd :4,11«on& 11 •ny. i, he de,- approp,late for the
offective Implimintatton and adminlot:•1100 of thil Order and tho latif:ov-
emmonial Coopellt!. Act of 100& 11Ii Directo, 11 al- ull-I:ed to eximise
thi authority mted In thi Preildent by Siction 401{11 of thet Act (42 U.SC
4231(81 1 la a mizaer comistent with this Order.

0.,EtrA.

S- 7. The Mem=•adum 01Nonmber& 19• Il mInated m Ad ne,0
1040. November 11 1901& The Director of thi Of!]ci of Manipment ind
0•*I/,hall mok. OMB Clr=lu A-01 which w.. I...d p....1 to th.,
Mem•,Ind=. Howe,er. Fed,ral ilincle. ,h,11 =Un.. to comply with the
:•le' lad 1,"*11- 11-d F-=t te thal ...Ind- 1*i'"' thole
l,-d by thi Ome, 01 Manaliment Ind B41& mill new mles ind I:ula·
11- h.. b.. 1....d 1.-=4 with thi. 0,der.

Sec. 1 The Director of the Omc, of Mine,ement ind Budget *holl report to
thi Pisidial within I¥•opin on Foderal i/•c, compliance with thil Order.
ne •le- of Stati and loc,l elected omcial, on th,Ir .perlence, with these
pollel- sloal with iny Iggeollon, for Improvemal. will bi included In the

m:. 9

THE WITE HOUZ
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,/I APPEEIX Ill

SECTICN 204 OF THE DEMCIETRATICN CITIES AND
ME™]POLITAN DEVELIPMENT ACT OF 1966,

as acnended (80 Stat. 1263, 82 Stat. 208)

FA..Al'
•Sec. 204. (a) All applications made after June 30, 1967 for

Federal loans or grants to assist in carrying out open-space land projects
or for planning or construction of hospitals, airports, libraries. water
supply and distribution facilities, sewerage facilities and waste treat-
ment works, high,Fays, transportation facilities, law enforcement
facilities, and water development and land conservation projects within
any metropolitan area shall be submitted for review--

•( 1 ) to any areawide agency which is designated ta perform
metropolitan or regional planning for the area within which the assistance
is to be used, and which is, to the greatest practicable extent, composed
of or responsible to the elected officials of a unit of areawide govern-
ment or of the units of general local government within whose jurisdiction
such agency is authorized to engage in such planning, and

If.
•(2) if made by a special purpose unit of local government, to

the unit or units of general local government with authority to operate in
the area within which the project is to be located.

t.=

(b)(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2) of this subsection, each
application shall be accompanied (A) by th. comments and recommendations
with respect to the project involved by- the areawide agency and governing
bodies of the units of general local government to which the application
has been submitted for review, and (B) by a statement by the applicant
that such comments and recommendations have been considered prior to
formal submission of the application. Such comments shall include

information concerning the extent to which the project is consistent with
comprehensive planning developed or in the process of development for the
metropolitan area or the unit of general local government, as the case may
be, and the extent to which such project contributes to the fulfillment of
such planning. The comments and recommendations and the statement
referred to in this paragraph shall, except in the case referred to in
paragraph (2) of this subsection. be reviewed bg the agencg of the Federal
Government to which such application is submitted for the sole purpose of
assisting it in determining whether the application is in accordance with
the provisions of Federal law which govern the making of the loans or
grants.

•(2) An application for a Federal loan or grant need not be
accompanied by the comments and recommendations and the statements

t referred to in paragraph (1) of this subsection, if the applicant certi-
fies that a plan or description of the project, meeting the requirements
of such rules and regulations as may be prescribed under subsection (c),
or such application, has lain before an appropriate areawide agency or

-19-
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instrumentality or unit of general local government for a period of sixty
days without coments or reconmendations thereon being made bg such agency ifir.j¢
or instrumentality.

•(3) The requirements of paragraphs (1) and (2) shall also
apply to any amendment of the applicatiuu which. in light of the purposes
of this title. involves a major change in t.-3 project covered by the

application prior to such amendment.

•(c) The Bureau of the Budget. or such other agency as may be

designated bg the President, is hereby authorized to prescribe such rules

and regulaticns as are deemed appropriate for the effective administration
of this section.•

- I
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APPE!{)IX IV

TITLE IV OF THE INrEFOOVE!**tENI:AL COOPERATION
ACT OF 1968 (82 Stat. 1103)

*TITLE IV -- COORDINATED INTERGOVERNMENTAL
POLICY AND ADMINISTRATION OF DEVELOPMENT

ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS'

"DECLARATION OF DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE POLICY'

6.'jf·

-,imp-

4

A :'

•Sec. 401. (a) The economic and social development of the Nation.
and the achievement of satisfactory levels of living depend upon the sound
and orderly development of all areas. both urban and rural. Moreover, in
a time of rapid urbanization, the sound and orderlg development of urban
communities depends to a large degree-upon the social and economic health
and the sound development of smaller communities and rural areas. The

President shall, therefore, establish rules and regulations governing the
formulation. evaluation, and review of Federal programs and projects
having a significant impact on area and con=unity development, including
programs providing Federal assistance to the States and localities, to the
end that they shall most effectively 'serve these basic objectives. Such
rules and regulations shall provide for full consideration of the concur-
rent achievement of the following specific objectives and, tc the extent
authorized by law, reasoned choices shall be made between such objectives
when they conflict:

f*949?·rt#:.i 'if,3
190:.rf.0,61,443

•(1; Appropriate land uses for housing, commercial, industrial,
governmental, institutional, and other purposes;

8

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

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

•(4) Adequate outdoor recreation and open space;

•(51 Protection of areas of unique natural beauty, historical
and scientific interest;

4 6) Properlg planned community facilities, including utilities

for the supply of power. water, and communications, for the safe disposal

of wastes, and for other purposes; and

47} Concern for high standards of design.

•(b) All viewpoints - national, regional, State and local - shall,
to the extent possible, be fully considered and taken into account in

-21-
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planning Federal or federally assisted development programs and projects.
state and local government objectives. together with the objectives of

regional organizations shall be considered and evaluated within a frame-
work of national public objectives. as expressed in Federal law, and
available projections of future national conditions and needs of regions,

States, and localities shall be considered in plan formulation, evalua-

tien, and review.

.Rt

..4
9*

51;·.

I(C) To the maximum extent possible, consistent with national
objectives, all Federal aid for development purposes shall be consistent
with and further the objectives of State, regional, and local comprehen-

sive planning. Consideration shall be given to all developmental aspects

of our total national community, including but not limited to housing,
transportation, economic development. natural and human resources develop-

ment, community facilities, and the general improvement of living
environments.

•(d) Each Federal department and agency administering a development
assistance program shall, to the maximum extent practicable, consult with
and seek advice from all other significantl, affected Federal departments
and agencies in an effort to assure fully coordinated programs.

•fe) Insofar as possible, systematic planning required by individual
Federal programs (such as highway construction. urban renewal, and open

space) shall be coordinated with and. to the extent authorized bt law,

made part of comprehensive local and areawide development planning.•

*FAVORING UNITS OF GENERAL LOCAL GOVERNMENT•

.it-2-i 

31 3. 3
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•Sec. 402. Where Federal law provides that both special-purpose
units of local government and units of general local government are

eligible to receive loans or grants-in-aid. heads of Federal departments
and agencies shall, in the absence of substantial reasons to the contrary,

make such loans or grants-in-aid to units of general local govermenc

rather than to special-purpose units of local government. •

•RULES AND REGULATIONS•

t
•Sec. 403. The Bureau of the Budget, or such other agency as mag be 20*2 ··

designated by the President, is hereby authorized to prescribe such rules ,=m=¢j,l,Um

- and regulations as are deemed appropriate for the effective administration
of this title.• 34-
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APPENDIX V

SECTION 102(2)(C) OF THE NATIOFL ENVIRC»elmL
POLICY ACT OF 1969 (83 Stat. 853)

•SECTION 102. The Congress authorizes and directs that. to the fullest
extent possible;(1) the policies. regulations, and public laws of
the United States shall be interpreted and administered in accordance
with the policies set forth in this Act. and (2) all agencies of the
federal government shall........

"(C) include in everg recommendation or report on proposals
for legislation and other major federal actions signifi-
cantly affecting the quality of the human environment, a
detailed statement by the responsible official on --

•(i) the environmental impact of the proposed project,

•(ii) any adverse environmental effects which cannot be
avoided should the proposal be implemented,

•(iii) alternatives to the proposed action,

•fiv) the relationship between local short -term use of man • s
environment and the maintenance and enhancement of

long-term productivity, and

44 ang irreversible or irretrievable commitments of
resources which would be involved in the proposed action
should it be implemented.

-Prior to making ang detailed statement, the responsible federal
off icial shall consult with and obtain the comments of any federal agency
which has jurisdiction bg law or special expertise with respect to any
environmental impact involved. Copies of such statement and the comments
and views of the appropriate federal, state. and local agencies, which are
authorized to develop and enforce environmental standards shall be made
available to the President, the Council on Environmental Quality and to
the public as provided by section 552 of Title 5, United States Code, and
shall accompany the proposal through the existing agency review processes;

NOTE: The Southwest Federal Regional Council voted and adopted, on Juli;
10, 7973, a standard environmental assessment guidel ine that essentially
required the federal agencies in Region VI to conform to a standard
assessment form. This form can be obtained at the State Clearinghouse or
from gour local areawide clearinghouse.

-23-
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POTENTIAL LIST OF PROGRAM INCLUSIENS

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Animal Plant and Health Inspection Services

10.025 Plant and Animal Disease and Pest Control

Agricultural Marketing Service

10.156 Federal/State Marketing Service

Farmers Home Administration

t Vat

10.405 Farm Labor Housing Grants
10.409 Irrigation and Drainage Loans
10.411 Self-Help Development Loans
10.411 Self-Help Site Develo,nent Ioans
10.413 Recreation Facility Loans
10.414 Resources Conservation and Development Loans
10.415 Rural Rental Housing Loans
10.416 Soil and Water Loans

10.418 Water and Waste Disposal loan and Grant Program
10.419 Watershed Loans and Advances

10.420 Mutual and Self-Help Housing Grants
10.420 Self-Help Technical Assistance Grants
10.422 Business and Industrial Loans

10.423 Community Facilities Loans
10.424 Industrial Development Grants
10.427 Rural Assistance Payments
10.430 Energy Impacted Area Development Assistance
10.431 Technical and Supervisory Assistance Grants
10.432 Biomass Enerav and Alcohol Fuel Loans

y.€133

?%41

r %1

A

3414

Food Safety and Inspection Service

10.475 Cooperative Meat and Poultry Inspection Program

Food and Nutrition Service

10.550 Food Processing
10.550 Food Distribution Program on Indian Reservations
10.553 School Breakfast Program
10.555 National School Lunch Program
10.556 Special Milk Progran for Children
10.557 Special Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants and

Children

10.558 Child Care Food Program

-24-
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10.559 Summer Food Service Prograin
10.560 State Administrative Expenses for child Nutrition
10.561 State Administrative Matching Grants for Food Stamp Program
10.564 Nutrition Education and Training Program
10.565 Comrodity Supplemental Food Program

Forest Service

10.664 Cooperative Forestry Assistance

Rural Electrification Administration

10.850 Rural Electrification Loans and Loan Guarantees to Governmental
Entities

10.851 Rural Telephone Loans and Loan Guarantees to Governmental
Entities

4%94*41

k

Soil Conservation Service

10.901

10.904

10.904

10.906

Resource Conservation and Developnent
Watershed Planning and Operatir ns
Flood Plain Management
River Basin Survey and Investigation

DEPARIMENT OF 0011[ERCE

Economic Development Administration

11.300 Economic Development-Grants for Public Works and Development
Facilities

11.301 Economic Development-Business Development Assistance
11.302 Economic Development-Support for Planning Organizations
11.303 Econcmic Developmenturechnical Assistance
11.304 Economic Development-Public Works Impact Projects
11.305 Economic Development-State and Local Economic Development

Planning
11.306 Economic Development-District Operational Assistance
11.307 Special Economic Development and Adjustment Assistance Program

Long-Term Economic Deterioration·

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

11.405 Anadromous and Great Lake Fisheries Conservation
11.407 Cammercial Fisheries Research and Development
11.417 Sea Grant Support
11.419 Coastal Zone Management Program Administration
11.420 Coastal Zone Management Estuarine Sanctuaries
11.421 Coastal. Energy Impact Program-Formula Grants
11.422 Coastal Energy Impact Program-Planning Grants
11.423 Coastal Energy Impact Program-Loans and Guarantees
11.424 Coastal Energy Impact Program-Environmental Grants

-25-
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11.425 Coastal Energy Impact Program-Outer Continental Shelf State
Participation Grants

11.426 Financial Assistance for Marine Pollution Research

11.427 Fisheries Development and Utilization Research and Development

Grants and Cooperative Agreements Program
11.428 Intergovernmental Climate Program

National Telecormunications and Information Administration

11.550 Public Telecarmunications Facilities

Minority Business Develognent Agency

11.800 Minority Business Development-Martagement and Technical Assis-
tance

DEPARIMBE OP HEALLE AND HUMAN SEFWICES

Public Health Service

13.217 Family Planning Projects

13.224 Conmunity Health Centers
13.246 Migrant Health Centers Grants
13.258 National Health Service Cor¢s

13.260 Family Planning Services
13.268 Immunization

13.293 State Health Planning and Development Agencies
13.294 Health Systems Agencies
13.392 Cancer Construction

Office of Human Development Service

13.600 Head Start

13.623 Runaway Youth
13.628 Child Abuse

13.630 Developmental Disabilities-Basic Support and Advocacy Grants
13.631 Developmental Disabilities-Special Projects

13.633 Aging-Title III A & B-Grants for Supportive Services and Senior
Centers

13.635 Aging, Title III C-Nutrition

13.646 WIN

13.645 Child Welfare Services-State Grants

13.659 Adoption Assistance

Office of the Secretary

13.676 Surplus Property Utilization

Public Health Service - III

13.965 Black Lung Clinics
13.977 Venereal Disease

-26-

I /

3%



i33%

fil

-885:t410-
4 e

13.978 Venereal Disease Research. Demonstration and Public Information
and Education Grants

13.985 Eye Research-Construction
13.987 Health Programs for Refugees
13.988 Cooperative Agreements for State-Based Diabetes Control Prograts
13.990 National Health Promotion Training Network
13.995 Adolescent Family Life Demonstration Program

1
DEPARDee OF BOUSING ARD URBAN DEVEr£,BOST

Insured Housing

14.112 Mortgage Insurance-Construction or Substantial Rehabilitation of
Condominium Projects

14.115 Mortgage Insurance-Development of Sales Type Cooperative
Projects

14.124 Mortgage Insurance-Investor Sponsored Cooperative Housing
14.125 Mortgage Insurance-Land Development and New Cormunities
14.126 Mortgage Insurance-Management Type Cooperative Projects
14.127 Mortgage Insurance-Manufactured (Mobile) Home Parks
14.134 Mortgage Insurance-Rental Housing
14.135 Mortgage Insurance-Rental Housing for Moderate Income Families
14.137 Mortgage Insurance-Rental and Cooperative Housing for tow and

Moderate Income Families, Market Interest Rate
14.138 Mortgage Insurance-Rental Housing for t.ie Elderly
14.139 Mortgage Insurance-Rental Urban Renewal
14.151 Supplemental Loan Insurance-Multifamily Rental Housing

Assisted Housing

14.146 Low Income Housing-Assistance Program
14.147 Low Inccme Housing--Honeownership Opportunities for Low Income

Families

14.156 [ew Income Housing Assistance Program
14.157 Housing for the Elderly or Handicapped
14.158 Public Housing-Comprehensive Improvement Assistance Program
14.170 Congregate Housing Services Program

'55

14.169 Housing Counseling Program
14.211 Surplus Land for Low and Moderate Income Housing

··At

£ ·3221

Et
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Community Planning and Development
./.-

14.218 Cormunity Development Block Grants/Entitlement Grants
14.221 Urban Development Action Grants

Fair Housing aid Equal opportinity

14.401 Fair Housing Assistance Program

Miscellaneous Programs

232

A
fd
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DEPARIMan OF 20 INTERIOR

Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement

15.250 Regulation of Surface Coal Mining and Surface Effects of
undergroind Coal Mining

15.252 Abandoned Mine Land Reclamation Program

Water and Power Resources Service

15.501 Irrigation Distribution Systems Loans
15.502 Irrigation Systems Rehabilitation and Ketterment
15.503 Small Reclamation Projects

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service

15.600 Anadromous Fish Conservation
15.605 Fish Restoration

15.611 Wildlife Restoration

15.612 Endangered Species Conservation
15.613 Marine Mamal Grants

Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act
Atmospheric Water Resources Management Program Research

National Park Service

15.904 Historic Preservation-Grants-in-Aid
15.916 Outdoor Recreation-Acquisition, Development and Planning (Land

and Water Conservation Fund Grants)
15.919 Urban Park and Recreation Recovery Program

DEPNOn?r OF JUSnCE

Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention

16.540 Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention-Formula
Grant Program

16.541 Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention-Special
Emphasis and Technical Assistance Grants, except Grants to
Nongovernmental Entities

Bureau of Justice Statistics

16.550 Bureau of Justice Statistics-Criminal Justice Statistics

Development Grants
Office of Justice Assistance, Research, and Statistics-
Categorical Grants for Crime Prevention & Criminal Justice
Improvenent

-28-
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Bureau of Prisons

16.603 National Institute of Corrections-Technical Assistance Grants,
except Contracts to Individuals for Specialized Assistance

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

17.207 Employment Service
17.230 Migrant and Seasonal Farmworkers
17.235 Senior Community Service Program
17.600 Mine Health and Safety Grants

DEPARIMENT OF TRNEPOEATICN

United States Coast Guard

20.001 Boating Safety Progrem
20.002 Cooperative Marine Sciences Program

State Boating Safety Financial Assistance Progrem

Federal Aviation Administration

20.102 Airport Development Aid Program
20.106 Airport Irrprovenent Program

Federal Highway Administration

20.205 Highway Construction, Research, and Construction
20.214 Highway Beautification (Control of Junkyards and Outdoor

Advertising)
20.308 Local Rail Service Assistance

Urban Mass Transportation Mninistration

20.500 Discretionary Capital Grants
Innovative Techniques Program

20.507 Formula Grant Program
20.503 Managerial Training Grants

University Research and Training Grants
Grants to Meet Special Needs of Elderly and Handicapped Persons

20.504 Research, Development and Demonstration Grant Program
20.506

and

20.510
20.505 Planning and Technical Studies

Block Grant Program
Mass Transit Account Formula Distribution Program

20.509 Formula Grant Program for Non-Urbanized Areas
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National Highway Traffic Safety Administration

20.600 State and Community Highway Safety Program

Research and Special Prograns Nhinistration

20.700 Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Grants

Maritime Administration

20.801 Development and Pranotion of Ports and Intermodal Transportation

NATIC:aL OD/Illne FOR THE ARTS f

45.003 Promotion of the Arts-Artists-in-Education
45.007 Prarotion of the Arts-Public Partnership

NATICIaL SCIENCE FOODVOATION

47.036 Intergoverrunental Scienc€ and Technology Programs

EINIRCNelmt. PROTECTION AGENCY

Office of Air, Noise, and Radiation

66.001 Air Pollution and Control Program
Pht
C..1»

Office of Water

66.418 Construction Grants for Wastewater Treatment Works
66.419 water Pollution Control-State and Interstate Program Grants
66.432 State Public Water System Supervision-Program Grants
66.433 State Underground Water Source Protection-Program Grants
66.438 Construction Management Assistance
66.451 Hazardous Waste Management Financial Assistance to States

State Inventories of Uncontrolled Hazardous Waste Sites
66.454 Water Quality Management Planning

Off ice of Research and Development

66.500 Environmental Protection-Consolidated Research Grant
66.501 Air Pollution Control Research Grants
66.502 Pesticides Control Research Grants

66.504 Solid Waste Disposal Research Grants
66.505 Water Pollution Control-Research, Development, and Demonstration

Grants

66.506 Safe Drinking Water Research and Demonstration Grants
66.507 Toxic Substances Research Grants
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Office of Administration

66.600 Envirormental Protection Consolidated Grants-Program Support
66.603 Wan Guarantees for Construction of Treatment Works

office of Pesticides and Tbxic Substances

66.700 Pesticides Enforcement Program Grants

.4/ Office of Solid Waste and emergency Response

66.802 Superfund Cooperative Agreements (Remedial Clean Ups)

AMICE

72.001 The Foster Grandparent Program
72.002 Retired Senior Volunteer Proaram
72.008 The Senior Conipanion Prograi
72.OTO Mini-Grant Program
72.011 State Office of Voluntary Citizen Participation
72.012 Volunteer Demonstration Program
72.013 Technical Assistance Program

81.041 State Blergy Conservation
81.042 Weatherization Assistance for Low-Income Persons
81.043 Supplemental State Energy Conservation
81.050 Energy Extension Service
81.051 Appropriate Technology Small Grants Programs
81.052 Energy Conservation for Institutional Buildings
81.058 Geothermal Coan Guarantees

81.060 Electric and Hybrid Vehicle Loan Guarantees
81.074 Alcohol Fuels Loan Guarantees

Loan for Geothermal Reservoir Confirmation Projects
Loans for Wind Energy Systems and Small Hydroelectric Power
Projects
Loans for Small Hydroelectric Power Project Feasibility Studies
and Related Licensing
Wind Energy Technology Application Program
Loan Guarantees for Alternative Fuel Demonstration Facilities

FEDEBAL E,iEXIDTY MANDGE,elr PGENCY
I. · d

Training and Fire Programs Directorate

83.403 Emergency Management Training
83.407 State Fire Incident Reporting Assistance
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State and Incal Programs and Support
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83.501 State Assistance Program
83.502 Acquisition of Flood Damaged Structures
83.503 Emergency Management Assistance
83.504 State and Local Maintenance and Services
83.505 Disaster Preparedness Grants
83.506 Earthquake and Hurricane Preparedness Planning Grants
83.508 Radiological Systers Maintenance
83.509 Shelter Surveys

I...83.511 State Radiological Defense Officers
83.512 State and local Emergency Operating Centers
83.513 State anci Wcal Warning and Comunications
83.514 Population Protection Planning
83.516 (6) Grants, Ians, or Other Financial Assistance Under Sections

402 and 414 of the Disaster Relief Act of 1974                  -

DEPARIMENT OF EIDCATIEN

84.002 Adult Education-State Administered Program
84.003 Bilingual Education
84.004 Title rv of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
84.011 Migrant Education Progreft»State Formula Grant Program
84.014 Follow Through
84.024 Handicapped Early Childhood Assistance
84.025 Handicapped Innovative Program--Deaf-Blind Centers
84.026 Handicapped Media Service and Captioned Films
84.027 Handicapped Preschool and School Programs
84.028 Handicapped Regional Resource Centers
84.030 Handicapped Teacher Recruitment and Information
84.034 Public Library Service
84.035 Interlibrary Cooperation
84.040 School Assistance in Federally Affected Areas--Construction
84.048 Vocational Education--Basic Grants to States
84.049 Vocational Education-Consuner and Homemaking Education
84.050 Vocational Education--Program Improvement and Supportive

Services
84.052 Vocational Education-Special Programs for the Disadvantaged
84.053 Vocational Education--State Advisory Councils
34.060 Indian Education--Entitlement Grants to Local Educational

Agencies and Tribal Schools
84.061 Indian Education--Special Programs and Projects to Improve

Educational Opportunities for Indian Children
84.062 Indian Education-Adult Indian Education
84.073 National Diffusion Network Program
84.077 Bilingual Vocational Training
84.078 Regional Education Programs for Deaf and Other Handicapped

Persons

84.083 Women's Educational Equity
84.091 Strengthening Research Library Resources
84.099 Bilingual Vocational Instructor Training

9 F':5,6
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84.100 Bilingual Vocational Instructional Materials, Methods, and
Teaniques

84.121 Vocational Education-State Planning and Evaluation
84.124 Territorial Teacher Training Assistance Program
84.126 Rehabilitation Services-Basic Support
84.128F Rehabilitation Services-Client Assistance Projects
84.128G Rehabilitation Services--Migratory worker Vocational Rehabilita-

tion Service Projects
84.132 Centers for Independent Living
84.144 Migrant Education--Interstate and Intrastate Coordination

Program
84.142 College Housing loans

84.145 Federal Real Property Assistance Program
84.146 Transition Program for Refugee Children
84.152 Neglected or Delinquent Transition Services

-33-
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APPENDIX VII

STATE PLArm ELIGIBLE FOR SIMPLIFICATION
CONSOLIDATION OR SUBSTITOrmN

(Cross out those programs whose applications you do not wish to see
included in the review process.)

€,f

4 State plans required by the Federal Government that are eligible for
modification (i.e., simplification, consolidation, or substitution) under
the Order are listed below.

AGRICUMURE

10.550 Food Processing

10.557 Special Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants and
Children

10.559 Summer Food Service Program
10.560 State Administrative Expenses for Child Nutrition
10.564 Nutrition Education and Training Program
10.565 Commodity Supplemental Bood Program

HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

13.630 Developmental Disabilities-Basic Support and Advocacy Grants
13.633 Aging-Title III A & B-Grants for Supportive Services and Senior

Centers

13.635 Aging, Title III C-Nutrition
13.645 Child Welfare Services-State Grants
13.646 WIN

13.659 Adoption Assistance

INTERIOR

15.252 Abandoned Mine Land Reclamation Program
15.605 Fish Restoration
15.611 Wildlife Restoration
15.904 Historic Preservation-Grants-In-Aid

15.916 Outdoor Recreation-Acquisition, Development and Planning (Land
and Water Conservation Fund Grants)

JUSTICE

16.540 Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention-Formula
Grant Program /472
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16.541 Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention-SpecialEmphasis and Technical Assistance Grants, except Grants to
Nongoverrimental Entities

IABOR

:444 (Sec. 104) Job Training Partnership Act (PL 97-300)
17.207 Employment Service

TRANSPORTATION

20.308 Inca Rail Service Assistace
20.600 State and Community Highway Safety Program20.700 Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Grants

ENVI]¤*ENI1AL PROTECTION NZENCY

66.001 Air Pollution and Control Progran66.419 Water Pollution Control-State and Interstate Program Grants66.432 State Public water System Supervision-Program Grants
4*

66.433 State Underground Water Sourqe Protection-Program Grants
66.438 Constructioh Management Assistance
66.451 Hazardous Waste Management Financial Assistance to StatesState Inventories of Uncontrolled Hazardous Waste Sites66.600 Environmental Protection Consolidated Grants-Program Support
66.700 Pesticides Enforcement Program Grants

ENOGY

81.041 State Energy Consevation
81.042 Weatherization Assistance for Low-Income Persons
81.043 Supplemental State Energy Conservation
81.050 Energy Extension Service81.052 Energy Conservation for Institutional Buildings
FEDERAL E2·QN;ENCY MAN,GEMENr ;GENCY

83.503 Emergency Management Assistance
83.505 Disaster Preparedness Grants83.506 Earthquake and Hurricane Preparedness Planning Grants
83.516 (65) Grants, Loans, or Other Financial Assistance Under Sections

402 and 414 of the Disaster Relief Act of 1974

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

iweAR

84.002 Adult Education-State Administered Program
84.034 Public Library Service
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84.035 Interlibrary Cooperation
84.048 Vocational Education--Basic Grants to States
84.049 Vocational Education-·-Consumer and Hommaking Education
84.050 Vocational Education--Program Improvement and Supportive

Services.

84.052 Vocational Education-Special Programs for the Disadvantaged
84.053 Vocational Education-State Advisory Councils
84.121 Vocational Education--State Planning and Evaluation
84.126 Rehabilitation Services-Basic Support

.i¢}1441

1
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APPENDIX VILI

- DIRECT FEDERAL DEVELOPMENr

A. Purpose: The purpose for review of direct federal development
proposals is to:

1. Provide state anti local goverments with information on projected
federal development so as to facilitate coordination with state,
regional and local plans and programs.

2. Provide federal agencies with information on the relationship of -
proposed direct federal development projects and activities to
state, regional, and local plans and programs; and to assure
maximum feasible consistency of federal develotments with state.
regional, and local plans and programs.

3. Provide federal agencies with information on the possible impact
on the environment of proposed federal develoment.

B. Coordination

Federal agencies having responsibility for the planning and construe-
tion of federal buildings and installations.or other federal public
works or development or for the acquisition, use, and disposal of
federal land and real property will establish procedures for:

1

2

3

»62

Consulting with states through the Single Point of Contact at the
earliest practicable stage in project or development planning on
the relationship of any plan or project to the development plans
and programs of the state, region, or localities in which the
project is to be located.

Assuring that any such federal plan or project is consistent or
cotrpatible with state, regional, and local development plans and
programs identified in the course of such consultations. Excep-
tions will be made only where there is clear justification.

Providing state, metropolitan, regional, and local agencies which
are authorized to develop and enforce environmental standards with
adequate opportunity to review such federal plans and projects
pursuant to section 102(2) (C) of the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969. Any comments of such agencies will accompany the
environmental impact statement submitted by the federal agency.

992474*14 C. List of those direct federal development activities you do not want to
include in the Kansas Intergovernmental Review Process.

} ©P .
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APPENDIX IX

REVIEWIBE ENTITIES

-#,2.&':fr REGIOUU, PINNING CC-ISSICNS

Northwest Kansas Planning and Development Commission

Cheyenne CN Leroy Lyons
Sherman P. 0. Box 248

242- 72 Wallace Hill City, Kansas 67642
Rawlins PA 913/674-2151
Thcmas TH

kgan LG last Wednesday
Decatur DC 21 on Commission

Sheridan SD

Gove

Norton

Graham

Trego

Phillips
Rooks

fi Ellis

Smith

Osborne

Russell

Golden Belt Association of Local Governments

Rush RH Dennis Foltz

Pawnee PN P. 0. Box 906 79*
Edwards ED Pratt, Kansas 67124
Barton 316/672-5541

&.5
Stafford SF

1st Thursday
38 on Commission

Indian Hills Association of Local Governments

Kiowa KW Dennis Foltz

Comanche CM P. 0. Box 906

Pratt PR Pratt, Kansas 67124
Barber BA 316/672-5541

4th Thursday
26 on Commission

-38-
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Chikaskia Association of Local Governments

Kingman KM Dennis Foltz

Harper tip P. 0. Box 906

Sumner SU Pratt, Kansas 67124
316/672-5541

3rd Thursday
22 on Corrmission

North Central Regional Planning Commission

Jewell Gary Graham

Lincoln LC Beloit, Kansas 67420
Ellsworth Di 913/738-2218

Republic RP

Cloud CD last Thursday
Ottawa 32 on Comnission

Saline SA

Big Lakes Regional Council of Local Governments

-tt.7 Clay CY Joni Fish
i..

Riley RL 1006 Poyntz
pottawatomie Fr Manhattan, Kansas 66502

Geary GE 913/776-4859

Wabaunsee (not affiliated)

4th Thursday
15 on Commission

Mo-Kan Regional Council (MPO)

Doniphan DP Mrs. Jean Waltemath

Atchison AT 1302 Faraon

St. Joseph, MO 64501
816/233-3144

2nd Monday
32 on Commission

Mid-America Regional Council (MPO)

Leavenworth LV Peter S. Levi

Wyandotte WY 20 West 9th Street

Johnson 30 Third Floor

Mitchell Municipal Building

Kansas City, MO 64105

last Tuesday

816/474-4240

30 on Comnission

-39-
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southeast Kansas Regional Planning Canmission

woodson Ethan Kaplan
wilson WL P. 0. Box 664

Montgomery - MG 303 East Main Street
Allen AL Chanute, Kansas 66720
Neosho 316/431-0080
Labette IB

Bourbon BB last Thursday
Crawford CR 36 plus 9 alternates
Cherokee

MEI$©POLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATIONS

Mid-America Regional Council (MARC)

Leavenworth LV Peter S. Levi
Wyandotte WY 20 West 9th Street
Johnson JO Third Floor

Kansas City, MO 64105
816/474-4240

last Tuesday
30 on Commission

er r,9.4
Mo-Kan Bi-State Regional Planning Commission

Doniphan DP Mrs. Jean Waltemath
Atchison 1302 Faraon

St. Joseph, MO 64501
816/233-3144

2nd Monday
32 on Comnission

Topeka-Shawnee County Metropolitan Planning Comnission

Shawnee SN

820 Southeast Quincy
Topeka, Kansas 66612

913/234-2103

1%1.
Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan Planning Commission

Sedgwick SG

455 North Main Street
4 Tenth Floor

Wichita, Kansas 67202
316/268-4561

41*iD '*42;'...13*EN¥ -40-
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STATE PGENCIES

Agency, Functions/Services NO. Coordinating Official

Aging, Department on (039)

Hcme Delivery Nutrition Service
Nursing Home Ombudsman
Nutrition Servie Program, Title IIIC
Senior Centers

Agriculture, Board of (046)

Agricultural Products Inspection
Apiary Inspection Activities
Certification of Grain for Export
Fertilizer and Agriculture Chemical Laws
License, Pest Control Operators
Livestock and Poultry Feed Laws
Marketing Agriculture Products
Water Resources Control and Conservation
Weed and Pesticide Enforcement
Weights and Measures Inspection

Civil Rights, Commission on (058)

Eliminate/prevent discrimination in employment, public accomdations,
housing, because of color, race, religion, physical handicap (except in
housing), National origin, or ancestry.

State Conservation Commission (634)

Conserve, Protect and Enhance Soil, Water and Related Resources
Assist Watershed Districts with Flood Control/Water Supply

Corporation Corrmission (143)

Coal Mining Regulations
Oil and Natural Gas Regulation
Railroad and Motor Carrier Regulation
Designation of Dangerous Railroad Crossings
Utilities Regulation (gas, electricity, water, telephone, telegraph)
Regulation of Speculative Securities Issuances
Regulation of Stock Brokers

-41-
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Economic Development, (300)

Department of

. . J.J<
Community Profiles
Use of Kansas as Eilming Site
Industrial Devel*ent Program
Infustrial Recruitrrent

Minority Business Enterprise

Public Housing Agency
Travel and Tourism

Education, Department of (652) Warren Bell

Public Instruction

Vocational Education

Kansas State School for the Deaf (Olathe)

Kansas State School for Visually Handicapped (Kansas City)
t. Accrediting Schools/Administering Laws of Standards

Administering Curriculum
Certifying Teachers, Administrators, School Nurses

Fish and Game Commission (240) Robert D. Wood

Hunting and Fishing Licenses/Permits/Boat Registrations
Conserve Wildlife and Habitats

9

Health and Environment, (264) Rosemary O'Leary
Department of

Air Quality
Crippled Children
energency Medical Services (E>S) System
Environmental Sanitation

Food, Drug, and Cosmetics Act
Health Education

License, Food Service

License, Health Facilities

License, Lodging
Maternal and Child Health

Public Health Nursing
Radiation Control

Water Quality Control *6 ItWater Supply Systems

Historical Society, State (288) Richard D. Pankratz

Preservation of Cultural Resourcess

Photodocumentation of Society and State Act ivities
Survey and Excavation of Historic/Prehistoric Sites

-42-
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preservation of Official State Records
Inventory of State and National Newspapers/Census Figures
Administer 16 State-Owned Historic Sites
Historic Preservation Program
Maintain Reference/Research Library for Histor'y of Kansas, Western and

Indian History and Geneology

Human Resources, Department (296) Judy Krueger
of

Employment Security Systems Institute
Handicapped anploynent
Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA)
Labor Management Relations
Labor Market Information

Mexican American Affairs

Unemployment Insurance

Wbrk Incentive Program
Workers' Compensation
Veterans' Corrinission

Park and Resources Authority (503)

Plan and Develop Natural Resources of the State
Provide System of State Park/Outdoor Recreation Areas

Social and Rehabilitation (628)

Services, Department of

Adult Alternate Care Program
Alcohol and Drug Abuse Program

Blind Program
Child Care Program
Food Stamps
Handicapped Training and Education
Juvenile Offender Program
Physical Restoration and Counseling
Retardation Services

Transportaton, Department of (276)

Air Transportation and Planning
Highway Construction
Highway Maintenance
Traffic Centrol and Safety

-43-
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(709)

plan, Develop, Manage Water Resources
State Planof Water ResourcesAcquire for State Right to Divert and Store Waters of all Streams
Plowing into Conservation Storage Water Supply in ReservoirsContracting with Persons for Withdrawal and Use of Conservation Storage

Water Supply
Fixing Rates for "Contracted Water"
Implement Kansas Weather Modification Act
Pr.-ect and Improve Water Quality
Prevent Waste and Pollution of Water SupplyReceive Reports from all Other Agencies Dealing with Water

»grk.

ly?4
4/44.

20

PY
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0 APPENDIX X

FEDERAL ASSISTANCE

0.

ACTION O MFUW- C•noll

& '/02AL ....VE' 100./.le/"IN NO.

111.1111

1. TITLE AMO OISCEPTION OF A-LICANTS PROJECT

0-1.

11. 11¥I-=N# 11 1¥= OF APPLICAT1O»
IER OF FERIONS 6.
.ENE,in-

//OSED UNOING 14. CONGRE:mONAL Ol.RICT' 0.

41·
DATE 0,1.Al.ON

. 16 'STIMATED -TE .O

16:X!:19:&#.

- b. In accordance with Executive Order 12372, this appllca-
tion has been submitted to the State Single Point of Contact
for review. The results of the State Review Process will be
forthcoming in 60 days (or 30), Ihichever applies.

17. ADMINIS™ATIVE OmCE

a .00=. . nogRAL GRANT
1.IMInG.'011

/UNDINe r---
STA•n-

00 11 ACTION DATE / DATE

00 a CeNTACT FOR ADDITIONAL INFONAL- 4

0. RE...Ma ..O.0 43

a. In taking above action, any comments tb, b. FEDERAL AGENCY CONTACT PERSON for

112,1'keKI ;ZwIli Auttte: :Nee 14::1Cce;* f:;421:In,UAT 12372 (Name and
been or ts being made.
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APPENDIX XI0 0 DHR

KANSAS REVIEW PROCESS TRANSMITTAL FORM KS

(SAI No.)

Return to: single Point of Contact. Office of the Secretary, Kansas Department of Human
Resources, 401 Topeka Avenue, Topeka, Kansas, 66603; (913) 296-5075.

PROJECT TITLE: Notification of Intent

Preapplication

CONTACT PERSON: Final Application

DATE REVIEW PROCESS STARTED DATE REVIEW PROCESS ENDED KANSAS REVIEW PROCESS NUMBER

PARI I Initial Project Notification Review (To be completed by SPOC) :

The attached project has been submitted to the SPOC under the ¤ Return by
provisions of Executive Order 12372. This form provides noti- .  Expedite
fication and opportunity for review of this project to the
agencies checked below. Please fill in Part II and part III
and return to the above address.

REVIEW AGENCIES/COMMISSIONS

Aging (039) Park and Resources Authority (503)

Agriculture - DWR (046) Social and Rehabilitation Services (628) W*.*.
Civil Rights (058) Transportation (276)
Conservation Commission (634) Water Office, Kansas (709)

Al.#;ft
- Corporation Comission (143)

Economic Development (300)
Education (652)

Fish and Game Commission (240)

Health and Environment (264)

Historical Society (288)
Human Resources (296)

PART II Agency Review Comments (To be completed by review agency and returned to SPOC).

COMMENTS:

PART III Recommended State SPOC Action (To be completed by review agency and returned to SPOCk. 9-
Check one box only:

 Clearance of the project should 3 clearance of the project should not be
be granted delayed but the Applicant should (in

the final application) address or clarifyIl Clearance of the project should the questions or concerns indicated above
not be granted

 Request the opportunity to review the Clearance of the project should final application prior to submission
be delayed until the issues or to the federal funding agency 1

questions have been clarified
by the Applicant

Reviewer's Name Div. /Agency/Commissiort Date

tL
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APPENDIX XII

V KANSAS DEPARTM D:,4 T OF

Fliuman CRegoukeeg
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

401 TOPEKA AVENUE TOPEKA. KANSAS 66603
913-296-7474

SUMMARY MEMORANDUM

FROM: Kansas Single Point of Contact
Judy Krueger
Office of Federal Assistance Management
Kansas Department of Human Resources
401 Topeka Avenue
Topeka, Kansas 66603
(913) 296-5075

SUBJECT: Comments. Statements and/or Recommendations Regarding This
Appl ication Resulting from the Review and Coordination
Procedures Under the Kansas Intergovernmental Review Process

Title:

Applicant/Address:

SAI No.:

Federal Granting Agency:
Federal Employer Identification No.:

Existing Federal Identification No.:
Executive Order 12372 Review Required in Kansas: Yes No

Reviewed by: Comment Attached No Comment

Positive/Negative (Clearance Granted)

1.

2.

3.

4.

State Recommendation: Attached None

*If no review required, why:

Continuing, noncompetitive grant or amendment

Application has been previously reviewed within the last three years
Application is for a non-selected program.

Other
-47-
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