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CKECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MAHAGEMENT AND BUDGET |

WASHINGTON, Dn.C. 206503

July 2, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

Subject: Enrolled Bill S. 391 - Federal Coal Leasing
Amendments Act of 1975
Sponsors - Senator Metcalf (D) Montana and
Senator Jackson (D) Washington

Last Day for Action

July 3, 1976 - Saturday
Purpose

Makes numerous basic changes to the Mineral L.easing Act
of 1920 relating to the development of Federal coal.

Agency Recommendations

"Office of Management and Budget Disapproval
Department of the Interior Disapproval (ITnforrally}
Department of Commerce Cites concern
Department of Justice : Cites concern
Department of Defense Cites concern
Federal Energy Administration Disapproval
Environmental Protection Agency Defers to Interior

Department of Agriculture Approval; defers to
- Interior on non-
USDA provisions
Council on Environmental Quality Approval

Many Members of Congress and industry and public interest
representatives have written concerning this bill. Their
views are attached in the Appendix.
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Discussion

This enrolled bill memorandum sets forth the following
relevant factors concerning the Federal Coal Leasing
Amendments Act of 1975: A. Background; B. S. 391 -
Provisions and Analysis; C(C. Congressional views; and,
D. Agency views.

A. Background

1. Existing Law

~ Coal leasing is currently authorized under
the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920. Under this
Act, the Secretary of the Interior may lease
coal competitively or by issuing prospecting
permits which ripen into a lease if the
applicant demonstrates he has found a coal
deposit with commercial quantities. The
1920 Mineral Leasing Act provides the
Secretary of the Interior broad discretion
on how he administers the law.

2. Legislative History

- The Nixon Administration submitted to both
the 92nd and 93rd Congresses comprehensive
legislation to modernize the 1890 Mining
Law and the 1920 Mineral Leasing Law. The
legislation dealt with all minerals

by requiring competitive leasing, eliminat-
ing preference right leases, requiring
diligent development, and assuring fair
market prices for Federal coal.

- On May 5, 1975, the Department of the
Interior advised the Senate Interior
Committee that while it favored more
comprehensive legislation it would approve
of enactment of S. 391, if amended. At
that time, S. 391 was patterned after the

Lok kuding oili and. 938y and . was:intended .. . .. .
£6 modernizé Interior's 1ea51ng procedures‘”‘

coal portions of the amendments to the P
Mining and Mineral Leasing Acts proposed .-
by the Nixon Administration. On the [
Senate floor, portions of the vetoed ‘@

surface mining bill that would apply to o
Federal lands plus a provision increasing ..

the State share of Federal mineral leasing
receipts to 60% was added to 5. 391 and it
passed by 84 to 12. Senators Metcalf,
Jackson and Hansen were the primary

~
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advocates in the Senate.

Last November, the House Interior Committee
reported H.R. 6721, a coal leasing bill
similar to S. 391 as now enrolled. In
January of this year, Interior wrote a
letter to Chairman Haley of the House
Interior Committee saying that unless the
bill was significantly amended, the
Administration would oppose enactment.

In March 1976, OMB concurred with Secretary
Kleppe's recommendation not to resubmit
comprehensive legislation amending the
mining and mineral leasing laws.

The House, in a vote of 344 to 51, passed
the reported bill and accepted none of the
Administration proposed changes.
Representatives Melcher, Mink, Seiberling,
and Roncalio were the primary advocates

in the House. On June 21, 1976, the
Senate by unanimous consent, considered
the House bill and enacted it by voice
vote.

3. Interior's recent actions

On January 26, Secretary Kleppe announced

Wit iiiar new P ederal .coal «leasingy policy i sAfter S miin SREL
it becomes fully implemented later this

year, the virtual moratorium on leasing
that has been in effect for several years

. would be lifted. To implement this

policy, the Secretary has issued a series
of regulations that cover the fecllowing:

=- requiring stringent reclamation standards
on all Federal coal leases;

== requiring production on all leases
within 10 years, but retaining the
flexibility to extend this by 5 years
when conditions warrant;

== requiring advance royalties so as to
encourage rapid and diligent development
of Federal leases;
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-~ establishing an average royalty of 8% with a
floor of 5% (contrasted with average 4%
royalty in the past). The royalty will vary
up and down depending on conditions;

-- leasing only competitively, i.e., no more
prospecting permits. However, legal commit-
.ments to issue pending preference right
applications will be met;

—-- issuing testing (drilling) permits to permit
exploration of Federal lands that do not
ripen into leases; and

-- leasing only when the value of the coal
exceeds the total cost of production includ-
ing environmental costs.

Thus by regulation, Interior has put into place most

. of what the Nixon, Admlnlstratlon and -this Administration.. ...
had sought in its earlier leglslatlve p051tlons to

: modernlze coal leas1ng procedures..hwm

PERCIECRN

:B. S...391 - Provisions and. Analys1s c **-_‘f' S -

. As enrolled, S, 391 contains provisions directed at moderni-
o zation of coal leasing procedures substantlally in accorad
with the Administration's objectives in that the bill (a)
_ requires competitive leasing, (b) eliminates preference right
otk €2 8es ;. (C)areguires:. diligent. development;and: 4d).cisodntended..
" "to assume fair market prices for Federal coal. However, the
manner in which the bill attexpts to achieve diligent develop-
ment and assure fair market prices and certain other pro-
visions in the bill essentially unrelated to such objectives
‘are inconsistent with ‘Administration positions heretofore’ =
taken. An analysis of the key amendments to the Mineral e
Leasing Act of 1920 follows: //bw*‘~g\

'l.'Iﬁcfeased.paymenES to States I L N .f]

This provision increases the State's share of
revenues from Federal leases from the present

37 1/2% to 50% -- on both coal and other minerals,
including gas and oil. These additional funds
could be earmarked by the States for social and
economic impacts related to mineral development.
Furthermore, the State share of payments made
under the Geothermal Steam Act of 1970 would
increase from 5% to 50%
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‘although thé Federal rece _
. huge-viewed in the context of theé total federal’
“"budget, the loss ‘is substantial.  In FY 1976, -

payments..to.-the States would increase. from $126 -

Advocates of this position argue that the
States bearing the social and economic

impact which results from mineral develop~
ment within their borders both need and

are entitled to a larger share of the

Federal receipts derived from such operations.
Moreover, with the establishment of a minimum
royalty of 12 1/2% as discussed below, federal
receipts will still increase from present
levels over time even though a greater
proportion is shared with the States, and

the loss to the Federal Government from the
change is not a huge number.

The Administration's position has been that
royalty payments determined by a arbitrary
formula will likely bear no relationship
either in amount or timing to problems of
social and economic impacts -- state-by-state
or project-by~-project -- generated by energy

~development of Federal lands. ; Further, : . .

ipts loss is not’

million to $168 million. Such payments can
be expected to increase rapidly in future
years as Federal coal development expands and.

~coal, o0il, and gas prices increase. For

example, under S. 391, the States are estimated

«BQ- receive. 5300 million in FY 1980, .0r.$75 milli on,

Sooringey T e et N
R S MRS P R L

more than” under existing law. ~ Tn later years
the loss could be expected to be greater. ‘
The Administration acknowledges that the Federal

Government should give assistance +o alleviate
the impact of coal development projects. 1In

this regard, the Administration has proposed < Y

. .the Federal Energy Development Assistance Act® . )
',LWhiéhﬁwoulduptOVidé4Communities.imQactédQBY._ig_,“_{Ui
~ the development of Federal energy resources L@ S
with $§1 billion in planning grants and loans . e

T e

and guarantees for public facilities. Although
the $1 billion applies to off-shore Federal oil
as well as inland Federal minerals, estimates
are that about one~half would go to coal. This
approach would provide ample assistance in a
timely, equitable, and fiscally responsible
manner, principally through the use of loans
and loan guarantees, with provision for loan
forgiveness if the project failed to generate
the expected local and state revenues necessary
to pay off the loans.



The Administration approach provides assistance
that is both equitable and timely -- equitable in
giving the assistance to those that need it and in the
amount needed, and timely in that it provides

the assistance for the community impacted at the
outset of the particular project. However, it
also contemplates that the economic gains from

the project will enable and justify the collection
of state or local tax revenues (whether by
severance, property or other taxes) to pay off

the loans over time.

Advocates of S. 391 note that the state's royalty
share is in effect a grant that doesn't have to
be repaid and that this eases the state and local
tax burden. The countering argument is that it
is unfair to the taxpayers of all the other non-
coal states to give the coal states more than is
necessary to help them meet the impact and that
~as the ccal states and communities realize the
~ .i.s..economic growth . that eventually, comes from. the.
partlcular projects, the federal assistance
"~ through loans Can”and.?hould’be‘reparq :

Notwithstanding efforts by coastal states. to'get

a royalty-sharing approach on development of

off-shore federal oil and gas leases, the coastal

- zone hill completed by "Congress two days ago :
subordinates the royalty concept to the Admlnrstrarlon
approach. It i1s not improbable that even if the

s d2)/2%8tate share ;add-on;in. $..:391.becomes..Law,.
the coal states will also later try for, ‘ahd get,
the coastal zone-type of assistance as well.

. 2. Minimum 12 1/2% royulty on_coal

This provisicn requires royalties of not less than
12 1/2%, except the Secretary may determine lesser
ﬁamounts 1n the case of underground mining.

Supporters of the blll argue that a 12 l/?°
minimum royalty would: (1) generate a fair

return on a public resource and increase Federal
receipts over the long run; (2) make coal royalty
levels more eqgquivalent to those for oil and gas;
(3) reduce the front end bonus paid on coal leases,
thus minimizing the reguired initial investment
and encouraging coal development; and (4) permit
greater sharing of revenues with the States
without a decrease in Federal revenues.



Advocates also point out that the Secretary

has discretion under Section 39 of the Mineral
Leasing Act to reduce the minimum royalty

belew 12 1/2% during the course cf a lease if
economic conditions so warrant (i.e., the
remaining coal under the lease is marginal).

We think it probable that the cognizant Committee
Chairmen in both the House and Senate would give
Interior assurance in writing that prospective
lessees could be assured before entering into a
lease that such reductions would occur
automatically during the lease life under
prescribed circumstances.

The Administration's position has been that
royalties should not be set legislatively at
or near their historic highs =-- the present ceiling
should not become the floor. Depending on the
market prices, such a minimum royalty could
prevent production from vast acreages of Federal
coal. This problem is accentuated in those areas-
.. -Wwhich have imposed, State severance .and  local ...
taxes in addition to Federal royaltles. Also,"
it is unwise to favor- underground mlnlng because
“of 'its lower:recovery rate and greater safety’”
--hazards. - .As noted above,  in. contrast;. Interior's- - -.
new regulations provide rovalty levels fitted
to the relevant factors (location, topography,
- royalty rates on private coal within - the same.
area, size and quality of coal dep051t nature
of payment, etc.) associated with each lease
w.8ale. .. The industry:also. polnts ke dincreased.,
”electrlplty costs to energy cons umers .

3. Deferred bonug payvments

S. 391 requires that mo less than 50% of the
total acreage offered for lease by the Secretary
in any one year be leased under a system of
. deferred bonus payment. A bonus is a lump-sum
.., amount for the purchase of. all or. part of " the.
leasehold. Payment of the amount is usually made
at the outset, but can, of course, be deferred.

Advocates of this position argue that it would
foster competition by reducing the front-end capital
outlay necessary and thus enabling smealler
corporations to compete with the larger firms.

The Administration's position has been that the
Secretary presently has authority to lease under
a deferred bonus scheme and this new requirement
would unduly and arbitrarily limit his discretion
as to how Federal coal is to be leased. The



Secretary should be free to use the deferred

bonus procedure depending on economic conditions

and the amount of interest in leasing Federal

coal. Further, deferred bonus is an untried procedure.

4. Federal exploration program

This provision by its terms would require a com-
prehensive Federal exploratory Program to evaluate
the extent, location, and potential for developing
known recoverable coal resources (stratigraphic
drilling authorized).

Advocates of this position argue that it would:
(1) assist Interior in determining the value of
tracts which are up for lease sale; and, (2) be
useful in estimating reserves for logical mining
units and advance royalty payments.

Although the language of the bill would seem to
call for a very comprchensive program, Senator Metcalf

“and Congresswoman Mink have written you stating that
this provision "essentially extends and codifies the. . ..

./ on-going evaluation program (presently) carried out by

the Geological Survey.... This program doés not _
"“prevent” thé“Secrétary from issuing codl leasés where

he believes he already has adequate .information about
the nature and extent of the coal, nor does it
require that all known coal be evaluated before any

~-is leased." Both of these Members -appear, on the

basis of conversations yesterday, to be willing to
give the Administration and the Appropriations

wfommittees written.assurances,that.a.modest PrOgram: .=~ u .
“in the"$10 to $30 million”range, annually -—=- would’ B

satisfy the law and that Interior could rely heavily
on data subnitted by bidders.

Notwithstanding such ‘assurances, there is an
appreciable risk that courts would construe the
mandatory language of the bill to be much broader.
Current Interior program of drilling is in known

-..coal areas for the selection of, tracts for leasing . . .. ..
and to determine fair market value and is not for ’

exploration. The Administration's position

has been that comprehensive exploration: (1) is

not an appropriate Federal function; (2) could
entail large costs with little benefit in terms of
Federal revenues -- Interior has not made any cost
estimates, but the Congressional Budget Office

has estimated a S5-year comprehensive program at
$1.2 billion based on U.S. Geological Survey pro-
cedures and cost data; and (3) could create
significant delays in the discovery and development
of Federal coal. It could be added that such Federal



exploration duties on coal would be a bad prece-
dent for oil and gas and that the provision is
unfair in that the Federal Government bears all
the exploration cost but the States get 50% of
the royalties under the bill.

5. Production reqguirements

The bill requires coal lease terms of 20 years and
so long thereafter as coal is produced in commercial
quantities. Any lease not producing within 10

years shall be terminated. Lease terms would be
subject to readjustment at the end of the primary
20-year term and at the end of each 1l0~year pericd
thereafter if the lease is extended.

Advocates of this position argue that it would
assure diligent development of the coal lease, which
coincides with Administration objectives. They
point out that Interior's current requirement that

2 1/2% of the 40-year production be accomplished

" over ‘the first 107 years may be more stringent than

_ requiring- coal to be produced "in commercial -
“quant1t1e°" by'thé lOtthear;“““”'“ et e

They alqo aroue that 1f the 10 yearb prove to be
impractical in some cases, Congress will amend it.
The Administration position has been that it is
unrealistic to require production within 10 years.

i o d 6l 8 Amportant. to have the discretion to.extend. .. ..o
STy TYedase for an ddditional 5 ‘years, as Interidr's T T

regulations allow, under certain conditions.
Specifically, in the case of very large mines,
synthetic fuel plants or other plants built at the
mine site, it is necessary to do several or all of
the following: (1) find a market for coal; (2)
develop mining and reclamation plans; (3) arrange
_for financing; (4) procure long-lead time equipment;

“C(5) build railroad spur lines OY arr¥ange for other:
modés of transportation;:’ (6) obtain numerous local,
State or Federal permits; and (7) build the mine
site plant. In some cases, 10 years could prove
insufficient and thus very massive, complex projects
will not be initiated for fear of not meeting the
10-year deadline.
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The l0-year limitation was added by Congressman
Hechler -- the most active opponent of your syn-
thetic fuel proposal. Senator Metcalf has stated
that he, Senator Jackson and Senator Hansen would
sponsor an amendment to the synthetic fuel bill
to exclude projects thereunder from the 10-year
restriction.

Tracts reserved to public bodies (rural electric

co-ops, etc.)

by

Acre

This provision of the bill reserves a "reasonable
number" of leasing tracts for public bodies. It
would also authorize the Secretary, with the con-
currence Of the Secretary of Defense, to lease coal
or lignite underlying acquired military lands
(such leasing is currently prohibited).

Advocates of this position argue that it would

- ‘encourage and promote rural-electrificdation and:

help serve areas whlch prlvate 1ndustry has passed

*~Opponents argue that: this pr0v1s1on dlscrlmlnates““*““

in favor of publlc bedies which can, under exist-
ing duthor1ty receive a license from the Secretary
to mine coal. Considerable difficulty could be

,encounteredAin.definingna."reasonableunumber."-m'

;VgThe b111 prohlwi

ge limitation for logical mining units (LMU)

“ X ,.}_,,;-',-t.‘:;.,."‘7:{}-; Pl ‘.vv‘”«" 1;‘:.'.':.-'};",.'":-:'--;_‘3 ;‘.T‘::i,‘ 'l
ts any one ‘éntity “from controlling
and mining LMUs -- including non-Federal lands =--
in excess of 25,000 acres.

Advocates of this provision argue that it would
assist in preventing a concentration of holdings
while nonetheless assuring that large powerplants
have ample coal reserves.

““Oppérients argué that this is an arbitrary restric-

tion which could result in: (1) multiple discrete
mines where one large mine is most economic; (2)
higher coal production costs; and (3) non-development
of economically valuable coal. This is true because
non-Federal coal is included within the definition

of an LMU and a number of such areas now exist or
have been :identified by Interior in excess of that
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size. In such cases, and assuming a 25,000 acre
limit, the issuance of two leases to cover what
would otherwise be one LMU will require
essentially concurrent production from both tracts.
Also, synthetic fuel production operations may
require more than 25,000 acres.

8. Mining and reclamation plan

This provision requires Secretarial approval of an
operation and reclamation plan within three years
of lease issuance.

Proponents argue that this would assure the diligent

development of coal leases, which again coincide
with Administration objectives. However, the three-
year period may be impractical. Since the lessee
must, under existing prccedures, have an approved
plan before beginning production, this requirement
serves no useful purpose and adds to papcrworx o

“burden both.in ‘ahd’ out oF Govevnment.

"QJ“Anti-trust review~‘=*v->-v~~wc;ak~wv~wﬁu«~-:mﬁw-w-m:,h"w

[N

“gln the nuclear fleld

'S:"§§1‘reduires.thefAttorﬁey"Geheral'Ee?reﬁiew all

coal leases being issued, renewed, or readjusted

as to their consistency with the anti~-trust laws. .. .
(30 days allowed). If leases are deemed to be in-
consistent with the anti-trust laws, they may not

_obe. lssued, nor renewed or readjusted for more than
" oné year, inless “tHe" Secretary Finds that’ such”

action is in the public interest or is not ub]ect
to any reasonakle alternative.

Advocates of this provision argue that it is. in-
response to a Justice Department concern about the
possibility of violations of anti~trust laws by

the coal-energy indus stry. There is precedent, e.g.,

B S Rt Y R A R

However, this provision is administratively cumber-
some and Justice is extremely reluctant to offer
conclusions on anti-trust questions in advance of

a particular activity. It would also increase the
paperwork burden and create a troublesome further
precedent for other economic areas.

10. Public hearings

The bill requires public hearings or comment at four
different stages pertaining to any one lease sale:
(1) development of land use plan; (2) before lease
sale; (3) formulation of logical mining units; and
(4) prior to determining the fair market value of
coal in an area.
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Advocates of this position argue that multiple
public hearings or opportunities for comment have
been sought by western Governors because of their
and local concerns regarding the adverse impacts

of surface coal mining. 1

The Administration position has been that four
potential hearings on one coal lease sale are
excessive. Hearings at the point of developing a
land use plan are appropriate and are required under
current regulations, but the additional three hear-
ings will not usually produce benefits commensurate
with the additional burden. The requirement will
slow down, at least to some extent, implementation
of Interior's coal leasing program.

11. State delay of national forest leasing

This provision requires that prior to any coal
leasing on national forest lands the Governor of
such State be notified; within 60 days of such,
Grpe e oo es potificationy . the'Governor may reguest .ac 6m=monthe o eve e
: ‘ delay and reconsideration of any cocal leasing.
Advocates of this.position argue that it would
‘assure adequate consideration” 6f competing surface
uses within the national forests, and they assert
. that such special consideration is warranted because
“of the uhique naturé& of Fforest lands as opposed to
other lands.

fﬁT%é”Adﬁiﬁistrétibﬁ‘é”pdéﬁﬁidﬁﬁhésﬁbééﬁ%thaﬁVtﬁé?hkﬁhﬁ#ﬁﬁ
Governor and local officials have the same or

better opportunity than others do duriny Jland use

and environmental impact hearings to register their
views concerning coal leasing within the national

forests.
In addition, the enrolled bill requires the following -- all

e,

of which are less controversial than.the provisions set out - .
e above—: T L T T N S "--4",.—...".1' B R L B L PR AN R A R RIS RS IS
- completion of comprehensive land use plans (very similar

to what Interior now requires) before the sale of any

coal leases;

- mining operating plans which assure maximum economic

(underground vs. surface) recovery of the coal (similar
to Administration proposal);

- individual licenses issued for each State in which coal
exploration is to be undertaken;

- elimination of preference right leases (Administration
proposal) ;
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- diligent development and continuous operation of the mine
or mines ‘with authorization of specific advance royalty
payments in lieu of continuous mine operation (similar to
Administration proposal); .

- that no one person hold leases in the aggregate that
exceed 46,080 acres per state ox 100,000 acres nationally;

- competitive bidding in lease sales and fair market value
payment (Administration proposal);

- no coal mining in any area of the National Park System,
the National Wildlife Refuge System, the National
Wilderness Preservation System, the National System of
Trails, and the Wild and Scenic Rivers System, including
study rivers.

C.. Congressional views

In reporting on the "'enrolled bill, a majority of the House-
.Interior .and Insular Affairs Commlttee expressed. the belief |
that the Federal coal lea31ng program under the Mineral
- Leasing Act of 1920, - mnterpreted and enforced by the :
" Department of ‘the Interlor, “has "the" follow1ng basie A

-def1c1enc1es..:” T P A

- lease terms, préference rights, and royalty requirements
~ .-that encourage-speculation-and. do- not- assure a- fair return -
to the public;

Lg@fgblddlng procedures that lead to A concentratlon of lease
""" holdings;-

- inadequate anVLronmenLal protoctwon, planning and public
participation; and o

- a lack of mechanisms to alleviate social and economic
impacts in areas affected by mineral development.

.Eight.mémbe?¢’(Ruppe,,&]ubltz,‘Sebellug, ‘Lagomarsino, .Smith, . ..
Pettis, Bauman, S. Stezgcr) of the 43-member Committee "
voiced additional views that strongly urged reconsideration
and adoption of essentially the Administration's viewpoint
concerning the following provisions of the bill: (1) anti-
trust review; (2) comprehensive Federal explcratory program;
(3) minimum 12 1/2% royalty; (4) multiple public hearings;
(5) 25,000 acre LMU acreage restriction; and (6) increasing . —..
the States' share of mineral receipts. However, such VLR
reconsideration was not undertaken, and neither the Hous
nor the Senate appeared to give serious consideration to
Interior's new coal leasing and reclamation programs whic
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were in the final stages of being implemented. (House
passage of the bill occurred shortly before ecretary
Kleppe announced the Department's new coal lecasing program.)

D. Agdgency views

Agriculture and CEQ recommend approval generally on the
grounds that the enrolled bill would provide the necessary
environmental assessment, land use planning, and other pro-
cedural safeguards to assure the resolution of potential
resource value conflicts in advance of development decisions.
Agriculture considers the requirement to notify Governors in
advance of Forest Service leasing as superfluous. While EPA
defers to Interior, on balance it appears to view the bill
more favorably than negatively.

Commerce, Justice and Defense all express serious concerns in
their enrolled bill letters on S. 391. Commerce believes
that the bill will retard the exploration and development of
Federal coal reserves while Justice sees the anti-trust pLo-
~visions--as burdensome . angd. unproductlve. befense:is  fearful .
that the authority to lease coal and lignite underlying

agquired military lands would .be."inimical to the. operatlonaljﬁ‘f,;

1ntegr1ty of the mllltary 1nstallatlon."

Flnally, Interlor, EPA and thls Orflce all recommend
veto. Interior has serious concerns with respect to most of

" the bill's deficiencies as they have been discussed in this

memorandum. The Department fears that the enrolled bill will
seriously interfere with the present program. LA berlevoc

i sthat the-Federal: exploration’ program ig most: 1nappropV1ate

and unacceptable. FEA agreces with Interior's conclusion that
the bill's provisions will seriougly complicate our coal
leasing program. While sharing the agencies' concerns, we
also note that the bill provides absolutely no new authorities
that we really need to manage the Federal cocal leasing pro-
gram in an efficient, productive and effective manner. As
pointed out above, it could very likely interfere and hamper

'.the present program.

Flnally, 1t is p0351ble that your actlon on ths blll w1ll
affect future Congressional consideration of strip mining
legislation. Although approval of the enrolled bill would
probably lessen the risk of a bad strip mining bill coming
to your desk (either separately or as a part of a new effort
on coal leasing legislation), we are not in a position to
judge how important action on S. 391 is in this respect.



Likewise, we are not in a good position to assess the
chances that a veto would be sustained. The lopsided

votes indicate that an override is a real threat (Interior
believes it will be difficult to sustain a veto). However,
the manner in which the legislation was passed and the
timing thereof vis-a~-vis Interior's subsequent new
regulations lessen the utility of such votes as an accurate
barometer on a veto vote.

/f? o
/ i
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APPENDIX

Letter to you from 74 Senators urging you to sign
S. 391

Letter to Secretary Simon from Senator Hansen explain-~
ing the return to the U.S. Treasury under S. 391 and
urging Secretary Simon to join in asking the President
to sign S. 391

Letter to you from Senator Metcalf and Congresswoman
Mink urging you to sign S. 391

Telegram to you from the United Mine Workers urging
you to sign S. 391

Létter.to.you~from L1 House membérs_urging'you-tO' 1

CUvetd S, 391 e v

D B T T TP S

Letter to you from the American Mining Congress urging
you to veto S. 391




















































































































































































