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MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

July l, 1976 

PAUL O'NEILL 1"(7 
PHIL BUCHEN I . 

Attached is correspondence between Chrysler and GSA concerning 
GSA 1 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 Governtn'!nt 
should have such inconsistencies in its procurement policy. 

' ! 

Digitized from Box  of the Philip Buchen Files at the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library



MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

July 1, 1976 

PAUL O'NEILL a 
PHIL BUCHEN /· 

Attached is correspondence between Chrysler and GSA concerning 
GSA 1 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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Hr. H. C. Hoffarth 
Ger-eral Services A~m~vistratior­
Federal Supply Service 
CI"'JStal Hall, Bldg. 4, Room 921 
~·Jashington, D.C. 20406 

Dear Bill: 

Chrysler Corporation continues to be quite concerned over certai~ 
aspects of the Buy American Act, specifically as they apply to our 
medium. tonnage trucks built at our \~indsor Truck Plant in Canada. 
It would be greatly appreciated if you could clarify to us GSA'3 
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 \.Jindsor ·Truck Plant which contain more tha."l 
50% U.S.-manufactured parts and assemblies, which are subsequently 
shipped to a domestic body builder for completion 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 UDl~, 
manufactured at the Windsor Truck Plant and containing more than 50% 
U.S.-made components, be subjected to a 6% penalty. CpyYsler 
Corporation's viewpoint is that such a vePicle should not 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 ft~erican Act 
appears open to question when it is possible to have a vehicle assembled 
domestically and containing 51% U.S. components considered a ndomestic 
end product" but yet have a \nndsor-produced uvi t with 75% U.S. content 
be considered foreign and subject to a 6% penalty. 

";Crt 0 

1100 CONNECTICUT AVL, N.W .• WASHINGTON. D.C. 20036 
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GSA's rulings and inte~retations concerri~ t~g Buy ;~e~ic~n t,: 
as set forth in the Federal Procurecent Ee5Ulatlom not o~r s~~:e 
to restrict bidding but also app2ar to be in diroc:t conflict .,.•i:t:t ~1-:.e 

U.S.-Canadian Auto~otive Trade Agreement, o~e of tae P"~ose3 of ~hich 
is to expand trade in automotive products oetrieen the Urited States 
and Canada. In addition, the military (T.A.CO~.f) accept.s :·iindsor-b·Jilt 
vehicles, regardless of percentage of co~tent, the sa=e as do~esticall7 
produced vehicles with no penalty of any type i~posed. 

Your statements and clarifications rega~ding the foregoing points vould 
be of great assistance. r.~ank you for your continued cooperation. 

Very truly yours, 

F. R. Henderson 
Nanager, Federal Goverr::;tent 
Vehicle Sales 

FRH:msh 

cc: ~ Philip H. Buchen 
Counsel to the President 

The Hon. Uilliam S. Broomfield 

The Hon. Elford A. Cederberg 

Mr. Calvin J. Collier 
Chairman, Federal Trade Commission 

1100 CONNECTICUT AVE., ti.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 2003& 
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1~. F. R. Henders~4 
Hanage.r , :F~e:::-::..1. Govern:1tmt Vob1cle Sale.:3 
C".nrysl er Ho t cr s Corporation 
1100 Cor..necticut Avenue, iiW 
1-iash.i.ttgton, D. C. 20036 

'!his is in :response to your letter datad May 26, 1976, rega.:rding 
our position on th~ application of the Buy American Act to vehiclea 
e.s3embled. in Canada. · 

Canadian goods and other :foreign items are being evaluated in 
accordance with tb~ lhly Amerl~ Act a.a it is implemented by tho 
Federa1 Proeur.ement Regul.atil::rtu, :F.P.R Subpart. l.-6.1.. 

Under FPR Section l-6.10l(a), the tem, "Components" is de:f"l.ned. 
as " ••• articles, Jll8,teria.l.s and supplies "Which are directly incor­
porated in end products-rt. In· the ease of :rna.nu:factured. prcxlucta 
ths Buy American Act i.s applied -to the end product itseli" and 
to the ecmponenta directly incorporated in the end p:roduet, but 
is not applied to the supplies tha.t are U3ed. in ~ manufacture 
of such component. ntu.s, an end product, 1n accordance nth 
l.-6.10l.(d), is domestic in origin if (1) it is me.nuf'a.ctur~ in 
the United States and (2) the cost of its compcnenta which are 
manufactured in the UniUd States -exceeda 50 pereen"t o:l the cost 
of all. its components. 

If a. completed. vehicle is ma.nuf'actured. in Canada> it 'Will be 
considered f'oreign regardless of' the P""-I'Centage of its domestic 
components or supplies. Sjm11 arly, if a component is manu:f'actm-ed. 
in Canada it "Will a.l.so be viewed. as a. :f"o:t"eign component regardless 
of the percentage of domestic supplies 'Which were used in ma.nuf$-~turing 
the component. 

In instances wilere your firm indicates that it will oi'::fer a vehicle 
that is partially ~t in Canada~ such as a cab end clls.21sis • and 
then !\hipped into the United States :ror mounting o£ a body or 
other co:nponenta and the -value of the body or other components 
is lesa than 50 percent of the total. cost of the completed veb.icl.~. 
tho Buy America:o. di:f:t"e:rential. will be applicable because the 
Can&dia.n produced cab and chassis is a :roreign component and the 
-value !)f the ccmxpanent exceeful 50 pe:rcent ·of the total cost of 
the ve.llicle. 
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In !'egard to yov:r ste:terr:er..t th-at our i.r.t~~e~tion of' the Buy 
k:.erica.."l Act rest:dcc:J comp~t.ition, I ce.ll ~c you:r e.tte:1tion 
c~ :prev·ious co::l·-rersatio:c3 ·.~·herein you ;;~ e.dYis-ed t:Ut c.n.~ o~ 
..,-cu::- :::.3. --!o:o cc~!:le"titors al.:.t) bcild.s its cab a:!.d. chassis. in. Canada 
~ v -

?...D.C. t:.~ 3cy .A ... ~e:rica.n di:ffcrentiaJ. is .e..:pplioo. 'Ib.e pu.r:9os~ of' 
0'..1.!" conve::-saticn, !'rem ey viewpoint_, w-a.s an attem.pt to convince 
yc-.:rr :fi.r:::l. to bid i ts Canadian b'-:j 1 t -vehicles to induce cccrpetiti.on 
since both b i ds w-ould b e ev3.luated eq1.:ally e.s :f~ as the Euy 
.Ame.rice.n di:f:ferentiaJ. -n-as concerned. 

Furt.b.er, we do not :find tb t our application of the Bey Ame:d. can 
differential to Canad.i~ bu.Ut vehic1A.s is in co:ri'liet ;.i.th the 
tJnited States-Cana.zlh.n Aut.cmot:tva Tr-e.da Ag::~nt of :.Ta:aus.ry 16> 1965, 
( Cong:res.sional "Record of January 22, 1965, Vol. III - Part l.• ~ 
lo61). ~ e.~nt bet-.reen the United States and Canada c oncerning··· 
a.utomotlve prcdueta appears to be prlmar~ dlr1!cted to-wards the 
liberalization of United Statea and. Canar..ia.n. automoti~ tred.e 
through the eJ br)nc:.tion o:r customs duties a.."'ld related tariff barTiers. 
In our opinion, however, nothin-g 1n the agreement no:r 1n the 
AutCIX>tive Prcduct.s Trade Act of 196.5 (79 Sta.t. 1016) 1 prtr'rld.ing 
for the implementation of the agreement_, e.fford3 a basis f'or our 
disregso-rd. of the provisions o-r the :Buy .American Act and Executive 
Order No. 10582 in connection Yitb autamotlve procurements. I!1 
:ra.ct, we consider the "Agreement" as appl:ying to normal ccm:me:rcial. 
trade rather tr..a.n to Govermnent procure!Ilents. 

We ~ aw--are that the Department or Defense, particularly :for 
v-....hicles purcha:sed :for the milltary tb:rough 'IACOM, does not consider 
Can.a.dian buil.t vehicl.~s as f~ign Inade ite::tS a..'ld thexei'o:-e dees 
not apply the :Buy American Aet to them... Howe...,-er, th~ Departoent 
of Def~n.se and the General Servicea Admi.nistr!!.tion are govern.ed 
by t-.ro separate sets of regul.ations, which are res_pecti-rely, the 
A:rmed Services Procurement :Regul.ations (ASFR) and th-s Federal. 
Procurement Regul.a.tions (FPR). As st&.tad i.!:l ASIR Section 6-103.5, 
the Secretaries o:f' the Department o:f Defense have de~ed. tha.t. 
with certain exceptions, e._pplication of the Euy American Act 
restrictions to Ca.nad ian goods would be inconsistent 'With the 
public interest. JiO'Aever, the Mministrator of the Ge--neral. Services 
Administration has not made such a. determination, and tho F.PR 
teats Cana.dian good.B as tmy other foreign goods (FFR Section 
1-6.101). 

We undu.ata.n.d that you are s~-king to obtain a s1r:l'l1a:r ic:pler::~:entation 
of the Buy Am.exican Act unda:r the Federal Proeurement Rego.lls tiona 
through channels other than this office. It you a.re successfU1 
in obtaining a change in our regulations, .thizs offi ce, ot course, 
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-..."ill ev-alu.ats :fu.tu::-e offers in ace<:u"d.ance with any such r evisi c:n.. 
:Ho:¥ev~;) our :p:re.sent d~ision is ::..s stat~ !n th-~ :Qr.;ceding :9~a.gr~:pb.a . 

If you l:s.7~ any !Urth~ questicn3 reg3.!'d.ing this r:>atter :pl~a.s; 
co!ltact us. ·--.. 

Sincerely, 

;c Si~edJ W. c. Ecfrartll 
: 

W. ~. ROFFA:Rm . 
. .. .. ;/ . - . 

-Chief, Has;vy Vehicles-ll:'anch 

cc: l:jf:ficiaJ. File - :Buy American Act 
a.ding File - FYP.H 

FY 
FYP 
LFO 
FB 
YV - Mr. Philip G. Read 
FPP 

/.~.~ FYPH:WCHOFFARTH:npb:16-78188:6/l4/76 
~~~~T~ . 

CONCURRENCE: 

DATE -------------------------

DATE 6kb,b 
--~~~-~~~--------

I 

f. 

---

a m?-z==±~ !A.;:;'~---~::. "-.~:;:~ ~~~1-e:-:.:-:::-·· :!;:~~"' A~.v~7t":'":.i'~~::~t~~l.ii?)12~'tt.;~%: !• .?~4~~7~_\.._ • ~.;~1!2iiP:~R· .. ~ ... ~~:: 
' 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

-- • ACTION MEMORAI.~DUM W.\Sill.SGTOX LOG NO.: 

400pm 
Date: July 26 

FOR ACTION: Dick Parsons 
..-Kei1 Lazarus 

Robert Hartmann 
Max Friedersdorf 

l"'ROM THE STAFF SECRE'rARY 

DUE: Date: July 27 

SUBJECT:. 

Time: 

c:c (for information): Jack Marsh 
Jim Cavanaugh 
Ed Schmults 

Time: 930am 

First 1977 Special Message under the Impoundment 
Control Act of 1974 

·ACTIQN REQUESTED: 

-- For Necessary Action --For Your Recommendations 

___:_ Prepare Agenda and Brief --Dra.£t Reply 

· _x_ For Yow: Comments --Draft Rema.rks 

REMARKS: 

please return to judy johnston, ground floor west wing 

Counsel's Office has 11:0 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) bas communicated his opposition to the proposal (copy 
of letter attached). In view of Senator Hruska's position and the 
absence of authority to r~serve 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. 
delay in submitting the required :material, please C 
tel h h 

. . James M. ann on 
ep one t e Sto.££ Secretary immediately. · For the Pre~ident 

\ __ - ·-



SIGNATURE 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRES7NT 

James y.;r,ynn FROM: 

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 

rescission 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, 

' J 



.. 

Rescis­
sion # 

R77-l 

CONTENTS OF SPECIAL MESSAGE 
(in thousands of dollars) 

Item 

Other Independent Agencies 
Legal Services Corporation 

Payment to the Legal Services 
Corporation . ........................ . 

Budget 
Authority 

45,000 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

Summary of Special Messages 
for FY 1977 

(Amounts in thousands of dollars) 

Rescissions Deferrals 1/ 

First special message ••••••••••••••••••• 45,000 

1/ Deferrals for fiscal l977 cannot be proposed until October 1, 
1976, in accordance with section 1013 of P.L. 93-344. 



Rescission p a1 l' R77-l ropos .o:. _____ _ 

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

Agency Legal Services Corporation $):25' 000 '00 - Uev budget authority 
l reo.u (P.L._9.~-l.6L J 

Other budgetary rebources 
Apprc;>priation title & symbol 

125toooloo Total budgetary resources 
Payment to the Legal Services 
Corporation - 8160501 Amount proposed for 

rescission - $ 45,000,00 

OMB identification code: Legal authority (in ac/c/ition to sec. 1012}: 

31-22-0501-0-1-751 I 
[] Antideficiency Act 

Grant program [X) Yes 0 No D Other 
-
Type of account or fund: Type of budget authority : 

Qg Annual [} Appropriation 
. 

D Multiple-year D Contract authority 
(expiration elate) 

D No-year D Other 

stification 

0 

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 th~ 
Legal Servi9esCorporation (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). 

1 

l?or fisca.i. year .:1.977 L$C ::-cqucst.cd, indcpcndcn't of ~.:he Adr::i:-lis-tr~t.io:1 I 
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 th$ · 
1976 appropriated level' include: 

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



(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. 

l'\11-.1. 

2 

(3) 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. 

{4) 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. 

(5) 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 pqblic 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. 



3 . . 

Estimated Effects 

This rescission proposal for$4Smillion 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 mi~lions of dollars) 

Comparison with President's 1977 Budget: 

1. Budget outlay estimate for 1977 •.••.•••••••••••••••• 
2. Outlay savings, if any, included in the budget 

outlay estimate .................................. . 

Current Outlay Estimates for 1977: 
3. Without rescission ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
4. With rescission .•.••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••• 
5. Current outlay savings (line 3-line 4) •••••••••••••• 

Outlay Savings for 1978 
Outlay Savings for 1979 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

82.8 

-o-

125.7 
85.7 
40.0 

5.0 
-0-

-­' 



RELATED AGENCIES 

Legal Services Corporation 

PAYMENT TO THE LEGAL SERVICES CORPORATION 

Of the funds appropriated under this head in the Departments 

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

~9encies Appropriation Act, 1977, to enable the Depar~~ent 

R77-l 

4 

~f the Treasury to make payment to the Legal Services corpora­

tion to carry out the purEoses of the Legal Services Corpora­

tiOll Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-355), $45,000,000 are res~~nded.· 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

7/26/76 

TO: JIM CAVANAUGH 

• 

• t 

.. 



Tl-'E WHITE rlOUSE 

WASrliNGTON 

July 27, 1976 

Dear Roman: 

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 ofthe 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, 

!?if' 
Philip W. Buchen 
Counsel to the President 

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

cc: Max Friedersdorf - For Direct follow up when d · · · - ec1s1on 1s 
reached on the rescission proposal. 

I Jim Lynn - FYI 
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·Hr . Philip H. Buchen 
Counsel to the President 
The White Hous8 
~ashington, D. C. 

Dear Phil: 

Jtd.y 2? , 197G 

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

Your good offices ivere most helpful in the recent decision 
not to propose a rescission of the Corporation~ $4.3 million Fiscal 1975 
supplemental appropriation. I am aga1n asking your assistance to head 
off this latest action. 

As the ranking Republican ~ember of tha responsible appropria­
tion subco~ittee, I have given careful attention to the Corporation~ 
request. I knO\v the board chairman personally and have consulted 
carefully \'lith him regarding the progr~m' s plans and funding levels. 
Although I had reserv~tions about the authorizing legislation, I c;m 

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, I do not believe this proposed rescission is 
constructive. I do hope my concern will receive careful consideration. 

RLH:dpj 

\-lith kina personal regards, 

l2ely, vL- .£$___ 
-:;?f17) //))//'bJ/2./,}//"'' 

~~../1/v 
'-

Rorr.an L. Hruska 
United States Senator 
Nebraska 
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J u l y 31, 1976 

Max Fri edersdor f 
Alan Gre enspan 
B ob Hartmann 

FROl\1 THE S 'l'AF:F SECRETARY 

\\ lr 1 \. I l '\: LOG N"O.: 

T im.c : 

cc (for i nf.o:::maHon) : Jim Cannon 
J ack Marsh ~,hjl Buchm 
Dave G e r gen 
J im Lynn 

DUE: Date : Tuesda y, August 3 Time : 10 A.M. 

SUBJECT : 

Brent Scowcroft memo 7/31/76 re 

D efense Budget Message 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

--- F or Necessary Action X F'or Your Recommendations 

_ _ Prepare .ll.gend~ and Brief -- Draft Reply 

-.X For Y our Con"lments Draft Remarks 

REMAF!KS: 

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

Philip W. Buchen 
Counsel to the President 

PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO N'...ATERIAL SUBMITTED. 

I~ ycu have any qu::>sHons or if y ou o.nl:icipate a 
cda.y in submi!ting ih.e required rrw.!eriol , plec.se 
telephone the Sto.~£ Secrctcry immedia.bly. ' 

Jim Connor 
For the President 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: BRENT SCO\YCROFT 

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 $1. 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 forn~. Therefore, in vveighing your decision, I believe you should 
consider the following factors. 

There are tvio gener-al 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 mad< 
in certain programs (mas~ 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. 

GOHPIDE:t'fTIA:t.- ,GDS 

W !-1-vv\ 5f~ loo 
J··.:.:, 



6::0N1'IDE-l1III\L - GDS 2 

We will rna.intain this dual position of strength whether or not there is 
a budget supplerncntal. 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 grour.d in this message regarding such program 
as the AEGIS ships, the incluo;ion of virtually all the items cut frorn 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 v.;ith legislative budget adjustments unprecedented in 
recent history. By strong implication we are saying that all our requests 
were critically i1nportant and none of the Congressional action was tolerab 
-- in other words, it is a 100 percent insistence on our judgment. This 
potentially antagonistic implication is reinforced by the message 1 s challent 
that Congress additionally delete the $1. l 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 ha:ve 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 1nessage outlining a more limited supplementa: 
(AEGIS and economies). 

Defer sending a message. 

CONlYDKNTI:!rL- GDS 

. p·_·-.·--.-... ...... 

:: ~ ~- -~ ;';-i/" 
(' . .... 
~­
~~ 
<. 
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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 I'1anagement 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, 

~~{;)~ 
Philip ~- Buchen 
counse to the President 

Mr. Harold W. Andersen 
Presiden·t 
Omaha World-Herald 
World-Herald Square 
Omaha, Nebraska 68102 



EXECUTi'JE Of-TIC::: OF THE FRES!iJE:!'lT 

Mm-10RANDUM FOR: PHILIP BUCHEN 
o·A 

FROI'1: r-'7 r DANIEL P. KEARNEY 
·..-!> ,.,. 

SUBJECT: Public Inquiry - Harold w. Andersen 

We received a letter similar to the attached from Hr. 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 



THE \NHlTE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

July 26, 1976 

HE.t'IJ.ORANDUivl FOR: 

FROM: 

Could you please advise me on 
the attached? 

AttachJnent 

'· 



The Newspaper of the Midlands 

HAROLD W. ANDERSEN 
President 

Mr. Philip W. Buchen 
White House Counsel 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D. C. 20500 

Dear Mr. Buchen: 

July 15, 1976 

World-Herald Square 
Omaha, Nebraska 68:02 

(402) 444- l 000 

I 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 1 s 
birthsite here in Omaha, I 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. vie 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 1 s core. 

HWA:DK 

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

Sincerely, 

---) I J • 

/_,.~,.-: ( 
It " 
Harold W. 

/ 
r I/," r 1: 

li,. < ~ I _,<JI·/-' 
Ander sen 



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 68102 

Dear Mr . Andersen: 

Thank you for your letter of July 15 to the Director 
concerning the proposed Federal 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 
~acts which will be helpful. 

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

Sincerely yours, 

Acting Director 



\ 

HAROLD W. A."'IDERSEN • ~ 
President 

f " \'\ "'' . 
Mr. James T. Lynn 
Director 

\. 

Office of Management and Budget 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D. C. 20500 

Dear Mr. Lynn: 

July 15, 

I write to ask for your help in 
in downtown Omaha. 

building 

The Omaha World-Herald, for many years, has spearheaded efforts to 
renovate the downtown area. I 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, I 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 prospectus 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 
buil~ing. 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 agencies. Recently the Missouri River Division of the Army Co~~s 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 fu l filling a demonstrated need for space, but it would also be playing a 
key role in supporting t he private redevelopment of our city's core . 

We would appreciate anything you can do. 

HWA:DK 

Sincerely, ~ 

/kif: W~nd0!~-

I I 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

T H ~.: W H IT ::.. .. () U _ r: 

WAS't-INGTON 

August 7, 1976 

BARRY ROTH 

PHIL BUCHE/)? 

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 Ogilv ie memorandum to 
Jack Marsh. 

Attachment 



MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

THE.WH!TE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

August 11, 1976 

DON OGILVIE/) 

PHIL BUCHE:J I'· 

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~tc/.~ 
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 

J 

0 
/ 

1 
J 

/ 



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. 

~el~, 

Phi~ Buchen 
Counsel to the President 

The Honorable Noel P. Fox 
Chief Judge 
United States District Court 
Western District of Michigan 
Grand Rapids, Michigan 49502 

I .. 1 .: ,:_~ . ,. ' ... I <- .. 
\-.·: 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

November 29, 1976 

MEMORANDUM FOR: 

~~ 
FROM: BOBBIE KILBERG 

THROUGH: PHILIP BUCHE~ 

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 HOUSE 

:\IE:\IORANDCM WASHINGTON LOG NO.: 

:November 29, 1976 Time: 

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

Phil Buchen 
Jim Cannon 
Max Friedersdorf 
Jack Marsh 

Alan Greenspan 
Jerry Jones 
Ron Nessen 

FROM THE STAFF SECRETARY 

DUE: . Date~ ;0~ Time: 

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 -- Draft Reply 

____]L For Your Comments ___ Draft Remarks 

REMARKS: 

PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUBMITTED. 

If you have any questions or if you anticipate a 
dela'l in submitting the required material, please 
telephone the Staff Secretary immediately. 

Jim Connor 
For the President 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 

NOV 2 9 1976 

HEMORANDU!-1 FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE PRESJDENT 

James/, Lynn 

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 you 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 campaign con­
cerning the desperate need to do something about execu­
tive and judicial compensation. For this purpose, he 
really will need to be free 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 decisi·an.-­
and up to the point of congressional action on your recom­
mendations. 

/ 
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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. 



Janauy 14~ ~977 

Dear Cooqrea&JUD Pisher: 

After carefully CODaidei~g ~~ ~~ -~t ~ 
President seek by Executi Y8 Order to extend the 
coverage of s u.s.c. s~~q~:~~Q~(~i;:w~~~~~ · · 
COJae to the CODClusion that it would be 1Daclvi8jble 
for the Praaidellt to att:e,.;pi · ~ cjo · ~4: ~· _· : : : ~ : 
ezpr-ed intent of Cong,~~~s~ ~. . .. _. 

You ..ntioDed that an earlier Executive Order issued 
juat prior to the 1973 ~naugur~#q~ · ~~ :~i. consti-
tute a precedent for ext!lldi.J;t<J. ~~, app~~·t~on . of tJ;ae 
statute. However, on careful analysis of the situation 
at that time, we find ~~:suCh-~~~ ·or~r ~~ttaapt~ 
to meet circuastances DO.t:. ~,...~~ ~Y the _ statu~, ~J!Mtly 
where the Inauguration ~:y ~ q~ . ~ . s~ .. ~~~Y when moat 
Federal eaployees vera q,~ ~~~~l:Y . ~u+•4. ~ -~~ 
The Order at the conclua .. +~~o~-~~~~.1: ~~~,~~~y _ 
provided that the statut• ~"'~~~ app~i~l~ to . 
employees vbo were .requl,_~~y. ·~~ed . ~ ~~k on 
January 20, 1973, and ti\~~C?J!~ would ~qt i!-. or 
expand the effect of th~ .. --~~t~~ . f9r. ~! 4-Y . 
specified in the statute. ·- ~ . . .. . . 
I: trust this axpl.anation· clarifies our views under 
the preaent statutory ai~~i.£<?•; ~ : ~~~~~y ~you vP,~ 
want to have the statuttt, ~~ pr~OJ; .. to the ~~ 
I:nauguration Day. 

Sincerely, 

Philip 1f. Buchen 
CO\Dlael to the President ... '-' "" . ... . . ,._ 

The HoDOrable Joaepb. L. Pisher 
u. s. House of Represen~t:~~· 
Washington, D. c. 2051~ ~-

, Jack Marsh, Dick Chaney, 
bee: Bill Nichols 

Paul O'Heill, Ed ~..r~~~~ 



MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

January 12, 1977 

WILLIAM NICHOLS ~ 

PHILIP W. BUCHE( l ~ 

} 

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 
\villiam Counties and certain cities in the \vashington 
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. 

11) 

The Congressman is 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 

li 
< I ( 
i 




