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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON /";L/'
July 1, 1976 y
MEMORANDUM FOR: PAUL O'NEILL
FROM: PHIL, BUCHEN / N

Attached is correspondence between Chrysler and GSA concerning
GSA's interpretation and implementation of the Buy American Act,
Insofar as GSA and DOD have procurement regulations which
treat differently the same Canadian auto products, I believe it
would be appropriate for the Office of Federal Procurement
Policy to look into this issue. I do not favor one interpretation
over the other, but I do wonder whether the Federal Government
should have such inconsistencies in its procurement policy.
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Mr. W. C. Hoffarth
General Services Administretion

Crystal Mall, Bldg. 4, Foom 921
Washington, D.C. 20406

Dear Bill:

Chrysler Corporation continues to be gquite concerned over certain
aspects of the Buy American Act, specifically as they apply to our
nedium tonnage trucks built at our Windsor Truck Plant in Canada.
It would be greatly appreciated 1f you could clarify to us GSA's
rulings in certain areas of this Act which have posed a problem to
our company and are directly responsible for our failing to respond
to certain solicitations. :

First, a clarification of the word "component" as used in the Buy
American Act is requested. It is Chrysler's position that truck
models assembled at the Windsor Truck Plant which contain more than
50% U.S.-menufactured parts and assemblies, which are subssquently
shipped to a domestic body builder for complstion and whose value
exceeds 50% of the completed unit, should not be considered as a
single foreign-made component subject to a 6% penalty.

Secondly, an explanation of GSA's position that a complete unit,
ranufactured at the Windsor Truck Plant and containing more than 50%
U.S.-made components, be subjected to a 6% penalty. Chrysler
Corporation's viewpoint is that such a wvehicle should rot be assessed
an additional 6% at the time of bid evaluation based on the fact that
the majority of parts, assemblies, and components are U.S.-produced.

Finally, Chrysler must take issue with GSA's apparent position that it
is more important where a vehicle is assembled rather than the per-
centage of domestically produced parts, assemblies, and components

used in the final unit. The basic intent of the Buy American Act
appears open to question when it is possible to have a vehicle assembled
"domestically and containing 51% U.S. components considered a "“domestic
end product"” but yet have a Windsor-produced unit with 75% U.S. content
be considered foreign and subject to a 6% penalty.

1100 CONNECTICUT AVE., N.\V., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036



GSA's rulings ard interpretations concerning th2 Buy 2merican

as sat forth in ths Federal Procuremzant Pegulati

to restrict bidding but also app2ar to be in direc
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U.S.-Canadian Automotive Trade Agreemsnt one ot :
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is to expand trade in automotive products bsiwzsn the United Sua 23

and Canada, 1In addition, the military (LnOOH) accepts Vindsor-built

vehicles, regardless of psrcentage of content, the szze as cdomestically

produced vehicles with no penalty of any type imposed.

i
L

Your statements and clarifications regarding the foregoing points would
be of great assistance. Thank you for your continued cocoperation.

Very truly yours,

F. R. Henderson
Manager, Federal Govermment
Vehicle Sales

FRH :msh
=g ’ﬁ;j Philip W. Buchen
Counsel to the President
The Hon. William S. Broomfield

The Hon. Elford A. Cederberg

Mr. Calvin J. Collier
Chairman, Federal Trade Commission

./'.cé._. Fbr;o

Nryavy

1100 CONNECTICUT AVE., N.W,, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036
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JUN 151978

¥r, F. R. Henderson

Manager, Feder:zl Covernment Vehicle Ssales
Chrysler Hoters Corporation

11C0 Connecticut Avenue, HW

Washingten, D. C. 20036

Dear ¥rank:

This is in response to your leiter dated May 26, 1976, regarding
our position on the application of the Buy Amarican Act to vehiclsa
ez3zembled in Canada.

Cansdisn gocds and other forelgn items are being evaluated in
accordance with the Buy American Act aa 1% is implemented by ths
Federal Procurement Regulations, FPR Subpart 1-6.1.

Under FFR Sectiom 1-6,101(2), tke term, "Components™ is defined
as ",..articles, materials and supplies which are directly incor-
porated in end products™. In the case of menufactured products
the Buy Americen Act is applied to the end product itself and

to the componenta direetly incorporated in the end product, dbut
iz not applied to the supplies that ares unsed in the manufacture
of such component, Thus, an ernd preduct, in accordance with
1-6.101(d), 1= domestic in origin if (1) it is menufactured in
the United States and (2} the cost of its compcnenta which ars

_ manufacturad in the Unitad States exceeds 50 perzent of the cost
of all its components.

If a completed vehicle is menufactured in Canzdas, it will dDe

considered forelgn regardless of the percentage of its domestic
camponents ar suppliss, Similarly, if a component is manufactured

in Capada it will also be viewed as & foreign component regerdless

of the percentage of domestic supplles which were used in manufecturing
the component, :

In instances where your firm indicates that it will offer a wvehicle
that is partially built in Canada, such &s & ca2db and chassis, and
then shipped into the United States for mounting of a body or

other components and the wvalua of the body or other components

i3 lesz than 50 percent of the total cost of the completed vehicle,
the Buy Americen differential will be applicable because the
Canadian produced cab and chassis is a foreign component and the

value of tke component excseds 50 percent.of the total cost of
the yehicle.




tetement thai our intarpreiation of the Suy
stricta competition, I c2ll ¢ your attention

sat in
itors elso vuilds its e2b and chassis in Canada
cen differential is epplied. The purpos:

satian, frem oy viewpolnt, was an attempt to convince

your firm to bld its Canadlan built vehielas to induce competition
since both bids would be evaluated equally as far as the Buy
Armaricen differeniial was ccncerned.

Further, we do not find that our application of the Buy American i
differential to Canadian built vehicles is in coafliet with the

ited Btates-Canadian Autcmotive Tradas Agreament of January 16, 1565,
{Congressional Record of January 22, 1565, Vol. III - Part Y, Page
i051). Th=s agrsement detween the United States and Canads concerning”
autarotive produets appears to be primarily directed towards the
liberalization of United Statzs and Capadian autcomotive trads
through the alimination of customs duties and related teriff barriers.
In our opinion, however, nothingin the agresment nor in tha
Autcmotive Products Trade Act of 1965 (79 Stat. 1016), providing
fér the implementation of the agreement, affards a basis for our
disregard of the provisions of the Buy American Act and Executive
Crder No. 10582 in conrection with automotive procurements, In

fact, we consider the "Agreement"” as applying to normal commercial
trade rather than to Government procurements,

We are aware that the Department of Defense, particularly for
veniclas purchased for the military througnh TACOM, does not comsider
Canadian built vehicles as forsign made items and therefore dees
not apply the Buy American Aet to them. However, thz Deparitment

of Defense and the Ceneral Sexrvices Administratlion ars zoverned

by two separate sets of regulations, which are respectively, the
Armed Bervices Procurement Regulations (ASFR) and the Federal
Procursment Regulations (FPR). As stated in ASFR Section 6-103.5,
the Secretaries of the Department of Defense have determined that,
with csrtain exceptlons, application of the Buy American Act
restrictions to Canadian goods would be inconsistent with the

public interest. KHowever, the Administrator of ths General Services
Adminisiration has not mede such 2 determination, and the FFR

tr:.zats ’).:ana.dia.n goods as any other Fforeign goods (FFR Section

l 'm L

We undsrstand thal you are seeking to obtaln a similer implementation
of ithe Buy American Act under the Federal Procurement Regulzationa
through charmels other than this office, If you are succéssiul

in obtaining a change In ocur regulations, this office, of course,
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will evaluate future offers in acecardance with any such revisien,
However, our present decision 13 23 stated in th2 preceding Terazravha.

If you have any furthzr gquestiicens ragarding this matter plaasz

co**ta.cv USs B ,

Sincerely, e
{Signed) W. C. Heffarth =

W. €. EOFFARTH : '

Chie?, Heavy Vahicl.?—’:ara.neh

cc: JO0fficial File - Buy American Act
Sading File - FYPE
FY -
FYP
LFO
FB
FV - Mr. Philip G. Read
o 6-78188:6/14/76
:WCHOFFARTH :npb :16-78188:6/1
; @745;?& WCH: np 7 /1l 7

CONCURRENCE 2
FYP\%QVZ%LQN DATE éi/f-"///7fé’
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THE WHITE HOUSE

© " ACTION MEMORANDUM WASHINGTON LOG NO.:

Date: July 26 Time: 400pm
FOR ACTION: pick Parsons cc (for information): Jack Marsh

—Kén Lazarus Jim Cavanaugh
Robert Hartmann Ed Schmults
Max Friedersdorf _ )

FROM THE STAFF SECRETARY

DUE: Date: July 27 E Time: J30am

SUBJECT: "

First 1977 Special Message under the Impoundment
Control Act of 1974

'ACTION REQUESTED:

For Your Recornmendations

For Necessary Action
_ Prepare Agenda and Brief Draft Reply
'X__ For Your Comments Draft Remarks
REMARKS: |

please return to judy johnston, ground floor west wing

. Counsel's Office has no strong objection to this rescission proposal

but requests that the President be advised that Senator Hruska

(ranking Republican on the relevant Senate Appropriations Sub-
committee) has communicated his opposition to the proposal {copy

of letter attached). In view of Senator Hruska's position and the
absence of authority to reserve any of these funds due to the unique
‘nature of the Corporation, the proposal can only have symbolic utility -~
there is simply no chance of Congressional acceptance of the proposed

rescission.

Ken Lazarus 7/27/76

PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUBMITTED.

- If you have any questions or if you anticipate a

del . 214 . . . E i
ay in submitting the required material, pleas James M. Cannon

telephone the Staff Secretary immediately. For the President
\ - C e



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

WASHINGTON, D.C, 20503

SIGNATURE

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT

FROM: James Aynn

SUBJECT: First 1977 Special Message under

the Impoundment Control Act of 1974

The first 1977 special message under the Impoundment Control
Act of 1974 is attached for your signature.

In the message, you propose rescission of $45 million appropri-
ated above your $80 million budget request for payment to the
Legal Services Corporation (LSC). The funds were appropriated
in the State, Justice, and Commerce, the Judiciary, and Related
Agencies Appropriation Act, 1977 (P.L. 94-362).

The rescission proposal would, if accepted by the Congress,
have the following program effects: (1) prevent increased
~grantee staff salaries, (2) prevent expansion of LSC's admin-
istrative staff, and (3) delay greater geographic coverage for
the program until evaluations are completed by LSC for all of
its existing legal services grantees. The proposed rescission
would also reduce outlays in 1977 by $40 million and 1978 by
$5 million. . ,

RECOMMENDATION

I recommend that this proposal be transmitted to the Congress

not later than July 28, 1976. The timing of transmittal for

this proposed rescission has a special sensitivity. Our General
Counsel is of the opinion that funds appropriated for payment

to LSC (an independent, non-profit corporation) may not be
reserved by OMB. In order for the 45 day congressional considera-
tion period to be completed before the funds become available on
October 1, 1976, the proposed rescission must be transmitted
before the beginning of August.

Attachment




TO THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES:

In accordance with the Impoundment Control Act of 1974,
I herewith propose rescission of $45 million in budget
authority appropriated for payment to the Legal Services
Corporation.

Approval of this rescission proposal will reduce Federal
spending by $45 million over 1977 and 1978. The proposed
rescissiop would prevent unneeded expansion of Legal Services
Corporation activities and delay greater geographic coverage
~until program evaluations are completed.

The details of the proposed rescission are contained in

the attached report.

THE WHITE HOUSE, .



. CONTENTS OF SPECIAI, MESSAGE
(in thousands of dollars)

Rescis- : S Budget
sion # Item - Authority
Other Independent Agencies
Legal Services Corporation
R77-1 Payment to the Legal Services

corporation-.....ot.ol.oou....o.....l 45'000

¥ %k % * % x % k¥ Xk *k *x %k &k *k k k k * % *x k *x *x % * * *k * % % * % *

Summary of Special Messages
for FY 1977
(Amounts in thousands of dollars)

Rescissions Deferrals 1/

FirSt SpeCial messageoo-.oo‘--ooo-c.ooo.o ' 45'000 fm—

1/ Deferrals for fiscal 1977 cannot be proposed until October 1,
1976, in accordance with section 1013 of P.L. 93-344.



Rescission Proposal No:. ot

PROPOSED RESCISSION OF BUDGET AUTHORITY
Report Pursuant to Section 1012 of P.L. 93-344

Agency ‘ . . :
¥ Legal Services Corporation New budget authority $.25,000,000
Iureau (P.L,.93=362 )
, Other budgetary resources
Appropriation title & symbol
Total budgetary resources 125,000,000
Payment to the Legal Services . .
Corporation - 8160501 Aoount propoRsd foF z
rescission 2 $.45,000,000
OMB identification code: Legal authority (in addition to sec. 1012):
31-22-0501-0-1-751 r [0 Antideficiency Act
Grant program Yes O no [J other
Type of account or fund: ’ Type of budget éuthority:
[} Annual , K] Appropriation
O mutiple-year [J contract authority
{expiration date)
O No-year ; [J other

ustification

A rescission of appropriation authority under Section 1012 of the Impound-
ment Control Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-344) is proposed for $45 million for the
Legal ServicesCorporation (LSC). The funds for LSC were appropriated in
the Departments of State, Justice, Commerce, the Judiciary, and Related
Agencies Appropriation Act, 1977 (P.L. 94-362).

Por fiscal year 1977 LSC requesicd, independent of “he Adminis+ration,
a $60.3 million budget increase (above the $80 million Administration
request) primarily to fund higher grantee attorney salaries and adminis-
trative expenses and expand the legal services programs' geographic
coverage. The Administration's budget request for LSC was made in the
context of other competing priorities within the 1977 Budget.

This rescission for the additional amount appropriated over the Budget
reflects the following considerations: .

(1) In its first year of existence (1976) the Corporation received
a 29% increase in its appropriation level over the previous
year's funding for the legal services program. The 1977 add-on
represents another 35% increase over the 1976 appropriation. 1/

(2) Factors which should reduce the 1977 funding level below the ;-“”’
. 1976 appropriated level include:

1/ Prior to 1976, the legal services program was administered %y
— the Community Services Administration.



(3)

(4)

(5)

! "ni i

(a) One~time costs in 1976 which will not need to
be incurred in 1977, such as start-up organiza-
tional costs, special projects (e.g., back~up
center study), and non-recurring supplemental
funding for certain grantees.

(b) Savings which should be achieved in 1977 by
directly conducting activities formerly
handled by back-up centers.

(c) Reduced administrative costs for grantees due
to the greater availability of well-qualified
lawyers in the labor market.

Administrative overhead costs are projected by LSC to rise
by over 80% in only two years at a time when reductions in
such costs for regular Federal agencies have been urged by
the President and within the Congress.

Consideration by the Congress should be given to other sources
of legal services for those who cannot afford private counsel.
For example, under authority of Section 308 of Title III of
the Older Americans Act of 1965, as amended, $1,125,000 of
fiscal year 1977 funds have been reserved for the development
of State level legal services activities for the aging. In
addition, legal services programs can be sponsored by State
and -local governments through the Social Services (Title XX)
and General Revenue Sharing programs. Private sponsorship

of legal services (e.g., State and local legal aid societies,
foundations, donated legal assistance, reduced fees for low
income clients, etc.) should also be reviewed before major
funding increases are approved for LSC.

The Administration has urged that prior to any significant
expansion of the legal services program, LSC evaluate its
existing legal services grantees. Such evaluations, subject
to public comment and review, should use standardized criteria
and appraise grantees' quality, determine their needs, and

--assess the resources available from alternate_ providers.

Furthermore, LSC's mandated studies on the existing staff-
attorney program and alternative methods of delivery of
legal services should also be completed in.fiscal year
1977 before additional programs are funded.



Estimated Effects

This rescission proposal for $45million will prevent increased
grantee staff salaries and an expansion of LSC's administrative
staff. Greater geographic coverage for the program will be
delayed until evaluations based on standardized criteria are
completed by LSC for all of its existing legal services grantees.

Outlay Effect (estimated in millions of dollars)

Comparison with President's 1977 Budget:

- 1. Budget outlay estimate for 1977....... teseescscssense 82.8
2. Outlay savings, if any, included in the budget ,
outlay estimate ..cceeeeecececccccns tetertsscteccenes -0~

Current Outlay Estimates for 1977:

3. Without rescission .eceeeeeces cecerecscesssscsscsacss 125.7
4., With rescisSiOn .eeceeececescsscecnss caveecses ceecsse .o 85.7
5. Current outlay savings (line 3 llne 4).............. 40.0
Outlay Savings for 1978 ....... cecscecccse coevenescscnnas 5.0

Outlay Savings for 1979 .........'...... ..... ® & & & & 5 0 o 0 v O M —0-

1



"R77-1

RELATED AGENCIES
Legal Services Corporation

PAYMENT TO THE LEGAL SERVICES CORPORATION

0f the funds appropriated under this head in the Departments

of State, Justice, and Commerce, the Judiciary, and Related

Agencies Appropriation Act, 1977, to enable the Department

of the Treasury to make payment to the Legal Services Corpora-

tion to carry out the purposes of the Legal Sexvices Corpora-

tion Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-355), $45,000,000 are rescinded.




THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

7/26/76
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TO: JIM CAVANAUGH

Robert D. hdtr
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THE WHITE A0OUSE

WASHINGTON

July 27, 1976

Dear Romans:

This is in response to your letter of July 22, relating to the
Fiscal 1977 appropriation for the Legal Services Corporation,

Pursuant to your request, the President has been apprised of
your opposition to a rescission of the $45 million appropriated
above the $80 million budget request. Additionally, I wanted
to advise you of the fact that due to the unique nature of the
Legal Services Corporation, OMB has not reserved and does
not intend to reserve any of the funds appropriated to the
Corporation, an independent, non-profit entity. Thus, even
assuming a rescission proposal under the Impoundment
Control Act of 1974, the full appropriation will be available
to the Corporation, absent affirmative Congressional action,
as of October 1, 1976, the first day of the new fiscal year.

I shall arrange to have you informed as soon as a decision is
reached on the rescission proposal.

With best wishes,

Sincerely,

mw

Philip W. Buchen
Counsel to the President

The Honorable Roman L. Hruska
United States Senate
Washington, D. C. 20510

set™

cc: Max Friedersdorf - For Direct follow-u

p when decision is
reached on the rescission proposal. A

/ Jim Lynn - FYI
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July 22, 1976
JAMES R, CALLONAY

CHIZF SOUNSEL AND STAFF DIRECTOR

Mr. Philip W. Buchen
Counsel to the President
The White House
Washington, D. C.

Dear Phil:

It is my understanding that the President may recommend
rescission of $45 million from the Fiscal 1977 appropriation for the
Ilegal Services Corporation. This would mean a proposed reduction
from $125 million to $80 million.

Your good offices were most helpful in the recent decision
not to propose a rescission of the Corporations $4.3 million Fiscal 1975

supplemental appropriation. I am again asking your assistance to head
off this latest action.

As the ranking Republican wembar of the responsible appropria-
tion subcommittee, I have given careful attention to the Corporations
request. I know the board chairman personally and have consulted
carefully with him regarding the program's plans and funding levels,
Although I had reservations about the authorizing legislation, I am
convinced that the program is operating responsibly within the law.

The $125 million appropriation has my support. It is a responsible
level for the forthcoming fiscal year.

Although I understand the difficult budget priority choices
facing the President, T do not believe this proposed rescission is
constructive., I do hope my concern will receive careful consideration.

With kind personal regards,

Sixcerely,
X \7£§:;£f;éa1/
X

Roman L. Hruska
United States Senator
. Nebraska

RLH:dpj T



THE WHEHITE BOUSE M /
.-'&QTU).‘( MEXORANDL N WASHENG 6N LOG NO.: : }

Data: July 31, 1976 Time:

FOR ASTION: cc (for inlormation): Jim Cannon
Max Friedersdorf Jack Marsh Phil Buchen
Alan Greenspan Dave Gergen
Bob Hartmann Jim Lynn

FROM THE STAFF SECRETARY

DUE: Date: Tuésday, August 3 Time: 10 A. M.,

Brent Scowcroft memo 7/31/76 re
Defense Budget Message

AECTION REQUESTED:

X

— . For Necessary Action _ 2 Tor Your Recommendations
Prepare Agenda and Brief — DBralt Reply
—X For Your Comments — Drait Remarks
REMARKS:

I favor the middle option of forwarding a message
that outlines only a more limited supplemental.

: aIAG

Philip W. Buchen
Counsel to the President

F ]

PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUBMITTED. ;1; ~

S et \‘9 \:
If you have any guestions or if you aniicipate a \_/
delay in submiting the required maealericl, please Jim Connor

teiephone the Stalf Secretary immediatziy. ° For the President
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THE WIHITE HOUSE

SVASHIINGTON ACT-{ON
_.7.-—‘ . .- b )
COMNFIBENFIAD - GDS July 31, 1976
MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT
FROM: BRENT SCOWCROFT /@
SUBJECT: Defense Budget Message

Jim Lynn has forwarded to you the attached defense budget message
asking Congress for a $2. 4 billion reinstatement of deleted FY 1977
programs, a $1.1 billion cut of those unrequested funds added by the
Congress, and 31,4 billion in additional funding to cover legislative
inaction on our various defense economy proposals and a new request
for recruiting funding.

I strongly support the programs for which funding is requested, but I do
believe I should point out the possibility of some political difficulties
which could be created by the all-inclusive aspect of the message in its
present form. Therefore, in weighing your decision, I believe you should
consider the following factors. '

There are two general public perceptions of the defense budget -~ the
positive aspect of security and the negative element of high costs.

Based upon the FY 1977 Defense Authorization Bill which you recently
signed, we are on particularly strong ground on both of these aspects.

The defense budget provides for important improvements in U, S. military
capability across the board, in land, sea, and air forces for strategic and
general purpose roles, This argument is solid even given the changes made
in certain programs (most notably shipbuilding) by Congress. For the first
time in almost a decade, you have (in FY 1976 and FY 1977) increased our
annual real dollar investment in national defense.

On the cost side, we have taken steps to save over $3 billion next year
alone and $23 billion in the next five years through various economy
measures, To the extent that Congress fails to act on that portion of these
items requiring new legislation, we have a strong argument to take to the
public as to Presidential budgetary restraint and Congressional inaction
and perpetuation of inefficiency.

G + - GDS




We will maintain this dual position of strength whether or not there is

a budget supplemental. Turning to the supplemental itself, I am con-
cerned that its net results could turn out to be negative, While there is

no doubt we are on strong ground in this message regarding such program
as the AEGIS ships, the inclusion of virtually all the items cut from the
original request ($2.4 billion out of approximately $2. 9 billion) may aliena
borderline supporters in Congress. This package would seem to constitute
a degree of argument with legislative budget adjustments unprecedented in
recent history., By strong implication we are saying that all our requests
‘were critically important and none of the Congressional action was tolerab
-- in other words, itis a 100 percent insistence on our judgment. This
potentially antagonistic implication is reinforced by the message's challen;
that Congress additionally delete the $1.1 billion in programs added to our
original request or accept responsibility for their cost implications when
added on top of our own large reclama.,

A resubmission of this size and at this time could hamper our otherwise
strong position that Congress has not exercised fiscal constraint and is
risking renewed inflationary trends. You have told Congress and the
public that the defense economies we proposed are critical and must be
acted upon now in order to allow savings in FY 1977. You have already
sent the Congress a strong message on this in your signing statement for
the FY 77 Defense Authorization Bill,

Conversely, limiting your reclama to the really critical items -~ the
AEGIS ships (DDG-47 destroyer) and the CSGN Nuclear Strike Cruiser
advanced procurement funding--would highlight your ongoing and forceful
actions to continue to improve our military capability. It would dramatize
your position on strengthening capability and at the same time reduce the
negative aspects of budget size. In sum, it may be that to include restor-
ation of the many other small program cuts is not worth the potential
political price,

RECOMMENDATION

That you indicate your decision on the attached budget supplemental messag
Approve the message (sign the message at Tab A)

‘Forward a message outlining a more limited supplementa!
(AEGIS and economies).

JRe—

T
. N
Defer sending a message. e

]
bt

CONTIBENTIAT - GDS
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August 6, 1976

Dear Mr. Andersen:

This is in response to your letter of July 15 regarding

the proposed Omaha Federal Office building.

As you know, the Office of Management and Budget is
charged with the responsibility of reviewing such
proposals. Accordingly, I have referred your letter
to that office for a substantive response. I under-
stand OMB conducts a careful and detailed review of
such proposals, which takes some time. However, they
have assured me that they will proceed diligently on
this matter.

Thank you for your expression of interest in this
proposal, and please give my personal regards to
Jim Paxson.

Sincerely,

ﬂlll . Buchen
Counse to the President

Mr. Harold W. Andexrsen
President

Cmaha World-Herald
World-Herald Square
Omaha, Nebraska 68102

e

s
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EMECUTIVE CFFICE OF THE PREJIDENT
OFFICE OF MANABEMEINT AND BUDGET
AYASR NGTONM, DuC 28503
Az 5 075

MEMORANDUM FOR: PHILIP BUCHEN
FROM: =% ¢ DANILEL P. KEARNEY

B

X
SUBJECT: Public Inquiry - Harold W. Andersen

We received a letter similar to the attached from Mr. Andersen
directly. We have prepared a reply, a copy of which is also
attached. Since Mr. Andersen has gone to the trouble of
sending at least three letters on this subject, we thought
that a more satisfactory response from his point of view

would be to send the one substantive response from OMB, and
acknowledgement responses from the other persons to whom he
has written directly. For your convenience, we have attached
an acknowledgement response for your signature.

Attachments
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MEMORANDUM FOR: WgA&%»ﬁﬁﬁéffL}
FROM: PHILIP BUCHEN

Could you please advise me on
the attached?

Attachment




®maha @World-BHerald

The Newspaper of the Midlands

HAROLD W. ANDERSEN World-Herald Square
President Omaha, Nebraska 638102
July 15, 1976 (402) 444-1000

~Mr. Philip W. Buchen

White House Counsel

The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20500

Dear Mr. Buchen:

| have written James Lynn and Richard Cheney to ask their help in
expediting an Omaha federal office building. At the suggestion of Jim
Paxson, known to you through his efforts to preserve President Ford's
birthsite here in Omaha, | write to ask if you, too, could help to move the
office building project along quickly.

In April, the General Services Administration sent to OMB a prospectus
for a $27,000,000, 321,000-square-foot federal office building and a
$3,600,000 refurbishing of an existing federal office building. GSA had
established a strong need for the project and assigned it a high priority.

For many years The World-Herald has spearheaded efforts to revitalize
downtown Omaha. We believe that the proposed office building is a crucial
part of a major downtown rebuilding effort, stimulated mostly by the private
sector, that could arrest the spread of urban sprawl.

The proposed federal office building would fulfill a demonstrated
need for space for federal agencies. It would also complement the community's
efforts to redevelop the city's core.

Anything you could do to help would be appreciated very much.

Sincerely, A\
S
/‘1 / /_. ",r . J //’ & S /; ,
S A A W L p T
4 (e
HWA:DK Harold W. Andersen



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

Mr. Harold W. Andersen
President

Omaha World-Herald
World-Herald Square
Omaha, Nebraska 63102

Dear Mr., Andersen:

Thank you for your letter of July 15 to the Director

concerning the proposed Pederal office building in
downtown Omaha.

We are presently evaluating the General Services
Administration's prospectus for this project. We
recently requested and received additional data from
GSA to assist us in this assessment. The information
you supplied in your letter on construction activity
in the private sector provides an additional set of
facts which will be helpful.

We appreciate your interest in this proposal as
President of Downtown Cmaha, Inc. Thank you for taking
the time to inform us of your views.

Sincerely yours,

Acting Director
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Praesident
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Mr. James T. Lynn

Director

"0ffice of Management and Budget
The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20500

Dear Mr. Lynn:

| write to ask for your help in expediting a new federa ¥fice building
in downtown Omaha. F
The Omaha World-Herald, for many years, has spearheaded efforts to
renovate the downtown area. | know the Ford Administration shares this news-
paper's hope that by revitalizing the nation's central cities, the country can
slow the flight of business to the suburbs and the resultant urban sprawl, with

its adverse effects on energy efficiency, affordable housing and environmental
health.

As president of Downtown Omaha, Inc., an organization of 175 businessmen,
professional people and downtown property owners dedicated to economic development
and promotion, | have taken a special interest in a handful of highly justifiable
construction projects.

The private sector has shown its confidence in the downtown area by
‘investing more than $120,000,000 since 1965. In the last few weeks, firm plans
have been made for a $14,000,000, 120,000-square-foot state office building and
education center; a $20,000,000, 350,000-square-foot utility company office
building; a 200,000-to-300,000-square~-foot office building combined with a
1,000~-car parking garage; and a $1,500,000 addition to the convention center.
The prospects for substantial development that would arrest downtown
deterioration are very bright.

We were encouraged to learn that in April the General Services
Administration sent to the Office of Management and Budget a praospectus for a
$27,000,000, 321,000-square-foot federal office building to be built in downtown
Omaha, together with a $3,600,000 refurbishing of an existing federal office
building. GSA had concluded that there was a demonstrated need for the project.
We understand that GSA gave it a very high priority.

The progress of this project through the federal establishment has not
kept pace with the pressure on GSA to find first-class space for several
government agenc1es Recently the Missouri River Division of the Afmy CQﬁps of
Engineers set in motion a move from downtown to a suburban location.



Mr. James T. Lynn
July 15, 1976

Page Two

With GSA having publicly announced plans for a new federal office
building in February, 1975, owners of older downtown buildings realize that leases
with federal agencies would be short-term. Therefore, these owners cannot
justify the expense of modifying their buildings for GSA's unique specifications.

If your office could expedite the federal office building, it would not
only be fulfilling 2 demonstrated need for space, but it would also be playing a
key role in supporting the private redevelopment of our city's core.

We would appreciate anything you can do.

Sincerely, J
HWA : DK Harold W. Andersen

..:\'\ /

&
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

August 7, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: BARRY ROTH

FROM: PHIL BUCHEW

SUBJECT: CIA BUILDING

At your request, I did talk to Tony Lapham on
August 3rd about either cutting down the cost
of the proposed project or having his office
render an opinion that, because funds for the
project have already been appropriated, no
prospectus for the building is required. I
assume he will get back in touch with either
you or me on the matter. So that your file is
complete, I enclose the Ogilvie memorandum to
Jack Marsh.

Attachment
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

August 11, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: DON OGILVIE
FROM: PHIL BUCHEN/T?

Attached is a copy of a memorandum sent to
me by John E. Murphy, Deputy Administrator
of the Agency for International Development.
I would like to arrange a meeting next week
on this subject and would appreciate your
being able to attend. I have also sent a
copy of this to Assistant Attorney General
Scalia and will ask him to participate also.

Attachment



THE WHITE HOUSE (/

WASHINGTON _ /

November 17, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: - DAN KEARNEY
FROM: PHILIP BUCHEN / &/-g

Attached is a recent letter to me from
Judge Noel Fox to which is attached a
letter written to him by Cal Collier
when he was Associate Director for
Economics and Government.

I would appreciate your responding to
Judge Fox with a copy to me.

cc: William Seidman

Attachments



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

November 17, 1976

Dear Noel:

After receiving your letter concerning
the court space situation in the new
Federal Building in Grand Rapids, I
immediately passed it on to Mr. Daniel
Kearney, Cal Collier's successor. I
have asked him to respond directly to
you, and he will keep me informed.

Sincerely,

Philip (W. Buchen
Counsel’ to the President

The Honorable Noel P. Fox
Chief Judge

United States District Court
Western District of Michigan
Grand Rapids, Michigan 49502




THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

November 29, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: \M
AN

FROM: BOBBIE KILBERG
THROUGH PHILIP BUCHEN/}_>
SUBJECT: Quadrennial Commission Report

The Counsel's Office approves Jim Lynn's memo on
the above subject.

However, we would suggest that Peter Peterson's
press conference not be held at the White House

in order to assure that the press clearly under-
stands that the President has not studied or
committed himself to the Committee's recommendations.

Attachment



THE WHITE HOUSL
CTION MEMORANDUM WASHINGTON - LOG NO.:

PR : November 29, 1976 Time:

FOR ACTION: cc (for information): FYI-B1ll Nicholson

Phil Buchen Alan Greenspan
Jim Cannon Jerry Jones
Max Friedexrsdorf Ron Nessen

Jack Marsh
FROM THE STAFF SECRETARY

DUE: Date: COB Today Time:
e ——

SUBJECT:

James T. Lynn memo, 11/29/76 re
Quadrennial Commission Report

-~

ACTION REQUESTED:

—— For Necessary Action —X . For Your Recommendations

Prepare Agenda and Brief Drait Reply

X _ For Your Comments —____ Draft Remarks

REMARKS:

PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUBMITTED.

If you have any guestions or if you anticipate a .
; . i . . Jim Connor

delay in submitting ihe required material, please F

telephone the Staff Secretary immediately. or the P resident



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

NOY 29 w978
MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRZ;}DENT
FROM: Jameifx. Lynn
7
SUBJECT: Quadrennial Commission Report

The Quadrennial Commission on Executive, Legislative,
and Judicial Salaries has been operating for several
weeks, and it is clear that the members are doing a
commendably thorough and conscientious job under the
chairmanship of Peter Peterson. They have completed
their public hearings and are now drafting their report.
During this process, the Chairman will be touching base
with key Congressmen and perhaps others. The Commission
is planning to review a first draft within the next few
days and is hoping to have its final meeting on
November 30, with delivery of the printed report shortly
thereafter.

" If vou concur, Chairman Peterson wants to release the
formal report as soon as it has been delivered to you.
He would like to be able to hold a press conference and
commence, in earnest, a public education compaign con-
cerning the desperate need to do something about execu-
tive and judicial compensation. For this purpose, he
really will need to be fres to use the Commission's
report.

We believe it is in your best interests to let the report
go public in advance of submitting your own executive
salary recommendations in the budget. Mr. Peterson is
willing, and it would seem preferable, to let the expected
controversy focus on him for a month or more before you
make your recommendations. Of course, if asked, you
probably would want to indicate your continued support

for some adjustment without committing yourself to any-
thing very specific. This provides time for you to better
gauge public and media reaction and to consult with the
congressional leadership on your recommendations. Chairman
Peterson would expect to do what he can to enlist under-

standing and support both prior to and after your decision = -

and up to the point of congressional action on your recom-
mendations. ' X




The main argument for withholding a report such as this
would be to give you time to review it and formulate a
position before its release. In this case, there seem
no compelling reasons for doing so. On the contrary,
because of the great interest in the subject, there is
strong likelihood of leaks or damaging speculation if
the report is not released. We believe it best that the
Commission's findings and rationale be made available,
along with their actual recommendations. Otherwise,
congressional and other opponents are likely to take
advantage of the opportunity to begin cricizing the
recommendations without the counter-balancing effect

of the Commission's findings. In short, there are serious
risks in delay, with little or nothing to be gained.

It would be appropriate and useful for you to receive

the report personally from the Chairman and, perhaps

the entire Quadrennial Commission of nine. This could

be followed immediately by a meeting of the Chairman

with the press in the White House. Pete Peterson or

Ron Nessen could emphasize that you have not studied

or committed yourself to the Commission's recommendations.

Since Peterson needs an answer by the Commission's next

meeting on the 30th, I plan to inform him that I believe
this general approach will be acceptable to you, unless

you advise me otherwise before the 30th.



January 14, 1977

Dear Congressman Fisher:

.....

President seek by Bneut;,iva Order to gxtend the
coverage of 5 U.S.C. Section 6103{c), we have
come to the conclusion that it would be inadvisable
for the President to atta-pt to go beyond the
expressed intent of Congress. Ry

You mentioned that an earl.ter Executive Order issued
just prior to the 1973 Inauguration date may consti-

.....

statute. However, on careful analysis of the situation
at that time, we find that such Executive Order attempted
to meet circumstances nog covered by the ‘statute, namely

Federal employees were not scheduled to work.

.......

The Order at the conelu.{on of s.q ion 1 spu;i_g:!.(gqlly ,
provided that the statuf,o rminod applicablo
uployeuwhonmmgmrlxlchgdulcdtovorkon

January 20, 1973, and th,mfore would not aﬁ] or

specified in the statute. =~
I trust this explamation cla.rif:l.gs our views under
the present statutory situation. Pocsibly ‘you will

.........

~~~~~~~~~

Philip W. Buchen
Counsel to the President

The Honorable Joseph L. Pisher
U. S. House of Representatives
Washington, D. C. 20515

¢ Jack Marsh, Dick Cheney, e .
bec: Bill Nichols

Paul O'Neill, Ed Preston



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

January 12, 1977

MEMORANDUM FOR: WILLIAM NICHOLS
FROM: PHILIP W. BUCHEIﬂ
SUBJECT: Request from Congressman Fisher

that the President Issue an
Executive Order for January 20,
1977

Attached at TAB A is a copy of 5 U.S.C. Section 6103.

Congressman Fisher calls attention to the fact that
subsection c¢ of that statute omits Loudoun and Prince
William Counties and certain cities in the Washington
area where Federal employees are entitled to a holiday
on Inauguration Day. He points out that this discrep-
ancy was corrected by Former President Nixon with
Executive Order 11696 at TAB B.

The Congressman 1is requesting that a similar Order be
issued by President Ford applying to January 20, 1977.
In view of the short time available, I would appreciate
your early decision on whether to recommend such a step
and your proceeding to provide for assurance of such an
Executive Order if it is acceptable to the President.

Attachments
cc: Jack Marsh

Jim Lynn
Dick Cheney
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