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Monday, July 12 

JMC: 

Frank Zarb would like you to attend a meeting he is 

having on Wednesday, July 14, in the Roosevelt Room, 

5:00 to 6:00 p.m. on the FEA extension and reorganizational 

issues. 

Other attendees are: Greenspan, Richar on, Kasputys, 
Lynn, and Za 

Yes I will attend 

No I will not attend 

cameron > .. · .. 

peggy (6450) ' 



Jim Cannon 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

July 13, 1976 

Max Friedersdorf 

The original of the attached report 
has been forwarded to the President. 
This is for your information. 

Jim Connor 



FEDERAL ENERGY ADMINISTRATION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20·161 

July 13, 1976 
OFFICE OP THE ADMINISTRATOR 

INFORMATION 
MEMORA~DUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROH: 

SUBJECT: 

ELLIOT RICHARDSON 
FRANK ZARB ~¥. 

STATUS REPORT ON THE EXTENSION OF FEA 

As you know, the Conference Committee considering the House 
and Senate passed bills extending·the FEA failed to complete 
its work before FEA's statutory expiration on June 30 and 
the Congressional recess. FEA was consequently extended for 
30 days (until July 30) to give the Committee additional time 
to resolve key differences between the two bills. 

I. Senate and House Bills 

A list of the House and Senate amendments is attached, 
along with brief co~nents on each (Tab A). In general, 
the amendments fall into several categories: 

0 

0 

0 

desirable amendments from the Administration's 
point of view (e.g., the Bartlett and Montoya 
amendments to exempt stripper wells and enhanced 
recovery from price controls; several measures 
included in your origindl energy program, including 
several conservation provisions; 

amendments favored by many of the conferees that 
are objectionable, in varying degrees, to the 
Administration because they are unworkable, dup­
licative of existing law, or inappropriate policies 
for the Federal Government-re.g., some of the con­
servation amendments offered by Kennedy, part of 
the provisions requiring new data submissions from 
industry); 

minor amendments that are either acceptable or 
can be easily fixed in conference. 

We intend to continue to work with the House and Senate 
conferees and their staffs in an effort to delete or modify 
those provisions that are objectionable to the Administration, 

I • 

, 

' 
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and to keep those provisions that are favored or ac­
ceptable. 

II. Possible Outcomes 

Four possible outcomes are apparent: (1} a bill that will 
have to be vetoed; (2} no action by the Conference; 
(3} another 30-day extension·of PEA; and {4} a bill that 
you can sign. 

0 

0 

0 

In the event you veto the bill, or if Congress 
does not complete action on a long-term extension 
before July 30, you have decided to continue PEA's 
functions intact in an FEO created by Executive 
Order; that Executive Order has been statfed and 
is ready. ~ 

There is no need to decide at this point how to 
handle a Congressional request for another 30-day 
extension; should that eventuality appear likely,, 
a decision paper will be prepared. 

If you sign an extension, you may wish to combine 
signature with another initiative, for example, a 
request for improved Executive Branch energy 
organization {organizational alternatives are 
being analyzed by OMB/ERC} . 

Regardless of which'course you finally take, your action should 
be accompanied by a strong statement outlining the energy 
measures that your Administration has asked the Congress to 
enact and which have not yet received Congressional approval. 
This is especially true if the bill that finally emerges must 
be vetoed because of the Kennedy conservation provisions. It 
will also be important for your statement to summarize your own 
conservation initiatives, explain why those initiat·~·s are 
superior to the Congressional proposals, and thereby demonstrate 
your leadership in this area. That statement will be ready for 
your review the week before final action becomes necessary. 

Max Friedersdorf agrees with the strategy outlined above. 

Attachment 

I • 

' 

' 



1. Length of extension 

2. Authorization for 
1977 funding 

3. $3 nillion solar 
conT.ercLalization 
authorization 

4. Co~puter services 1 
to public on Project 
Indep. Eval. Model 

5. Transfer of FEA 
functions if Act 
expires. 

6. Appliance labelling 
program 

7. Plan and report on 
energy a~d natural 
reso~rces reorgani­
zation. 

8. ERC extension. 

)Cj 0: 5 NMQ) 

Hous Bill 

18 111· •nths 

Basically, £;.on1c as Pres. bud . , 
but authori?.•"l $62.5M for reg­
ulatory pro~,~ .-.ms instead of 
S47.8M, and 13.1M for rate 
demos as oppt ·sed to $0. 

Stricken. from bill on the 
floor. 

Approved by ltouse . FEA re­
quired to prnvi computer 
time on rei~l·ursablc basis for 
those who want to run PI model 
on computer. 

No p.rovision. 

No provision. 

No provision 

No provision. 

• 

Senate Bill 

15 months 

Basically, same as Pres. bud . , but 
iuth. $40.6M for conservation 
instead of $12.6M, and $10M for 
rate demonstrations. 

Amendment adopted by Senate . 

No provision 

o storage to Interior 
0 policy analysis to ERC* 
0 data collection to Commerce 
o voluntary and mandatory conserva 

tion to Commerce 
0 coal conversion to EPA * 
o price controls to FPC* 
0 allocation to Interior* 
0 international programs to State 

Transferred to Commerce ·• 

Due to Congress by l2/31/76 . 

To Sept . 30 , 1977 . 

Comment 

Either is acceptab}e. 

Conference Committee (CC) has 
completed action - took which­
ever was higher for each function 
in each bill: no cause for veto\ 

No cause for veto; likely to be 
retained in conference. 

Creates resource and management· 
problems; no cause for veto. 

Prefer House bill - Senate distri­
bution unacceptable, particularly 
those noted with asterisks; House 
sympathetic to FEA concerns. 

... 

Richardson has sent letter express· 
ing opposition to Senate bill. 

No problem 

No problem. 

1 "'"" 
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9. Annual report on 
:cderal conserva­
tion programs 

No provision. 

10. Joint annual report No provision. 
by FEA-ER?A I . 

1:~ 15-day EPA review 
~ of FEA regulations 

affecting the 
~. quality of the 

en\·ironment. 

12. 60-day Cong .. review 
of FEA rules and 
regulations. 

13. Separate plans to 
exe~pt price and 
allocation decon­
trol of petroleum 
products 

H. Restrictions on 
retroactive use of 
new interpretations 
of regulations to 
br-~g civi! actions 
or remedial orders 
aqainst marketers 
o-~' petroleum 
products 

No provision. 

Adopted on floor by 226 to 
147. Congress can veto any 
any FEA regulation by con­
current resolution within 
60 days. 

I Adopted on floor by 200-175. 

I 
I 
I 

Adopted on 
able form. 

floor in objection-

, __ _ 
,-t ' 

" 

~pproved by Senate. 1st report due ERDA and OMB oppose1 FEA favors•. 
7/l/77. 

Single report required to maximum 
extent feasible. 

Percy amendment to delete was 
approved. Review period remains 
at 5 days. 

No provision. 

No provision. 

Percy amendment adopted. 

·• 

FEA not opposed; ERDA opposes. 
• 

No problem. 

Cause for veto, but should be 
dropped in conference since House 
and Senate conferees oppose. 

Problematical, but not ca~se for 
veto1 likely to be retained by CC . 

Provision can be improved in CC 
to be ac~eptable to FEA. 



15. Voluntary rate No provision. 
structure guide-
lines for State 
regulatory 
commissions 

16. Grants to States No provisio11. 
for consumer office 
represenutation at 
State rate hearings 

17. TVA.consumer No provision. 
services office 
(Brock amendment) 

18. Uniform system of No pr~:>Vision. 
standards, proce-
dures, and methods 
for the accounting 
for and meas~rement 
of all phases of 
production and mar-

• keting of crude I 
oil.... (Dole) 

19. ~ntitlement subsidy No provision. 
for new refineries 
(Waliaee & Wallace) 

20. Extension of coal 
loan program to 
expanded and 
abandoned mines. 

.. 

No provision 

FEA required to prepare such within 
180 days and update annually. 

$2M in 1977 •. 

Independently operated consumer 
services office established by TVA 
would qualify for assistance under 
#15 above. 

Adopted on Senate floor. 

1 Adopted on Senate floor. 

.. 

Adopted on Senate floor. 

•. 

Likely to be retained by CC; 
OMB has minor problems, but 
should be acceptable. 

Unacceptable; opposed by FZA 
OMB; Dorn. Council, Commerce, 
Justice. 

Unacceptable; opposed by FEA, 
OMB, Dom. Council, Commerce, 
Justice. 

Unacceptable; likely to be 
dropped by cc. 

.. 
Unacceptable; likely to be 
eliminated or rendered harm­
less by CC, even though 
supported by Javits, Buckley, 
and Cong. Brown. 

Likely to be accepted by CC; 
unacceptable, but not cause 
for veto. 

""l 



21. 

' ... 22. 

23. 

~Exemption from 
price contro:s 
Cl.ncludtng corn­
poc;:..tC>) of stripper 
production and 

l 
I 
I 

somt' enh()nC<'d 
recovery production! 
. I 
Separate Data 1 

Offi~~ in FEA and 
new data require-
ments. I 

I 
Kennedy Conserva- I 
tion Amendments I 
(l) Th~rmal effi-

cency standards~ 
for new build­
ings. 

(2} W~atherization I 
assistance for 
low inco:ne pop­
ulation. 

(3} State Conser­
vation grant 
program. 

s:;q ;sp i ¥SF.! 1 4940· P-I 4l'# 

Houst• Bill 

Nq_ provision. 

No provision. 

No provision,; 

Adopted on Senate floor. 
(Stripper by a vote of 61-29). 

Adopted on Senate floor by vote 
of 46-45, 

A~opted on Senate floor. 

.. 

Although opposed by some 
conferees, provision could 
be retained by CC as part of 
a compromise. 

Separate data office is accept­
able, but amendment includes 
other objectionable provisions; 
problem areas are 1. '{ to be 
fixed by CC, however. 

Virtually identical to legis­
lation submitted by President 
in January 1975. 

Similar to Prepident's proposal, 
but authorization is higher 
($200 vs. 165) and has role 
for CSA opposed by FEA and 
Administration; bill passed 
earlier by House (but loc~ed 
in another conference committee) 
is preferable; problems can 
probably be eliminated in 
conference. 

Duplicates existing"State grants 
program, with additional manda­
tory actions; can probably be 
made to conform to existing 
law in conference. 



;;p I L!l 

(4) Loans and loan 
subsidies for 
homeowners 

(5) Loans and loan 
subsidies for i 
small businessef' 

(6) $4 billion in 
loan guarantees 
for industrial 
conservation 

• 

HOUSC' 1\l.J.J. ::.ena~e .Ul.J.J. 

.. 

•. 

\..ormnen~ 

Program is a complicated, and l~ss 
efficient att~mpt to replicate · 
President's tax credit proposal; 
would "duplicate" tax credit if, 
credit is passed; although objec­
tionable and likely to be ineffec­
tive, program is not cause for 
veto in-and-of itself. Opposed 
by all relevant agencies. 

See comment on (4) above; in 
addition, energy savings from 
program would be negligible. 

Unacceptable - program is un­
manageable, ineffectual and costly . 
Although CC would be ame9able to 
changes to improve program, staff 
currently sees no way to solve 
problems. Tax credit or accelerated 
depreciation preferred by FEA 
and Treasury if alternative 
proposal should be advanced . 

-\, 



July 14, 19 76 

The Frank Zarb meeting today is on: 

FEA Extension 

Reorganizational Issues 

Glenn Schleede will be attending with you 

' 



l. Length o£ extension 

2. Authorization for 
1977 funding 

3. $3 million solar 
co~~ercialization 
authorization 

4. Computer services 
to public on Project 
Indep. Eval. Model 

5. Trans~er of FEA 
functions if Act 
ex1;1ires. 

6. Appliance labelling 
program 

7. Plan and report on 
energy and natural 
resources reorgani­
zation. 

S. ERC extension. 

> • ~ 

18 l'~~"nths 

Basically 1 fl,rti\e as Pres. bud. , 
but authori:.>.•·H $62. SM for reg­
ulatory pro~p·nms instead of 
$47.SM, and $13.lM for rate 
demos as oppt •sed to $0. · 

Stricken. froru bill on the 
floor. 

J\pproved by !louse. FEA re­
quired to prnvide computer 
time on reimbursable basis for 
those who want to run PI model 
on computer. 

No provision. 

No provision. 

No provision 

No provision. 

,10:,•,-

Senate Bill 

15 months 

Basically, same as Pres. bud. , but 
auth. $40.6M for conservation 
instead of $12.6M, and $10M for 
rate demonstrations. 

Amendment adopted by Senate. 

No provision 

0 storage to Interior 
0 policy analysis to ERC* 
0 data collection to Commerce 
0 voluntary and mandatory conserva• 

tion to Commerce 
0 coal conversion to EPA * 
0 price controls to FPC*· 
o allocation to Interior* 
0 international programs to State 

Transferred to Commerce 

Due to Congress by l2/3l/76. 

To Sept. 30, 1977. 

.. 

Com.'l\en f: 

Either is acceptable. 

Conference Committee (CC) has 
completed action- took·which­
ever was higher for each function 
in each bill7 no cause for veto. 

No cause for veto: likely to be 
retained in conference. 

Creates resource and management· 
problems; no cause for veto. 

Prefer House bill - Senate distri­
bution unacceptable, particularly 
those noted with asterisks; House 
sympathetic to FEA concerns. 

Richardson has sent letter express­
ing opposition to Senate bill. 

No problem 

No problem. 



9. Annual report on 
:~<:>deral conserva-
tion programs 

.. 10. Joint annual report 
by FEJI.-ERpA 

. L· ..... 15-day EPA review 

""' 
of FEJI. regulations 

f! affecting the 
~. quality of.the 

environment 

12. 60-day Cong •. rev!ew 
of FEJI. rules and 
regulations. 

13. Separate plans to 
exempt price and 
allocation decon-
trol of petroleum 
products 

14. Restrictions on 
retroactive use of 
new interpretations ... of regulations to 
bring civil actions 
or remedial orders 
against marketers 
of petroleum 
products 

.. 

House B1l.L 

No provision. ~pproved by Senate, 1st report due ERDA and OMB oppose1 FEA favors~. 
7/1/77. 

No provision. Single report required to maximum 
extent feasible. 

No provision. Percy amendment to delete was 
approved. Review period remains 
at 5 days. 

Adopted.on floor by 226 to No provision. 
147. Congress can veto any 
any FEA regulation by con-
current resolution within 
60 days. 

Adopted on floor by 200-175. No provision. 

Adopted on floor in objection- Percy amendment adopted. 
able form. 

FEA not opposed7 ERDA opposes •. 

No problem. 

Cause for veto, but should be 
dropped in conference since HousE 
and Senate conferees oppose. 

Problematical, but not cause for 
vetor likely to be retained by cc 

Provision can be improved in CC 
to be acceptable to FEA. 



15. Voluntary rate 
structure guide­
lines for State 
rogulntory 
commissions 

HOU!·H~ Bill 

No provision. 

16. Grants to States No provisio11. 
for consumer office 
represenatation at 
State rate hearings 

17. TVA.consumer No provision. 
services office 
{Brock amendment) 

18. Uniform system of No pr?visiou. 
standards, proce-
dures, and methods 
for the accounting 
for and measurement 
of.all phases oi 
production and mar-

• keting of crude 
oil. . • • (Dole) 

19. Bntitlement subsidy No provision. 
for new refineries 
(Wallace & Wallace) 

20. Extension of coal 
loan program to 
expanded and 
abandoned mines. 

.. 

No provision 

...... 
' Senate Bill. 

FEA required to prepare such withi 
180 days and update annually. 

$2M in 1977 •• 

·:,') 

Likely to be retained by CCr 
OMB has minor problems, but 
should be acceptable, 

)

Unacceptable; opposed by FEA 
OMB; Dom. Council, Commerce, 

· Justice. 

Independently operated·consumer· Unacceptable7 opposed by FEA, 
services office established by TVA OMB, Dom. Council, Commerce,· 
would qualify for assistance under Justice. 
ilS above. · 

Adopted on senate floor. 

. ' 
Adopted on Senate floor. 

Adopted on Senate floor. 

.. 

Unacceptablet likely.to be 
dropped by cc. 

.. 
' Unacceptable: likely to be 

eliminated or rendered harm­
less by cc, even though 
supported by.Javits, Buckley, 
and Cong. Brown. 

Likely to be accepted by CC; 
unacceptable, but not cause 
for veto. · 

' ' . 
'. t"' 

.. 
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~:-c_B_i_l_l ___________ -1----------· __ s_e_n_a_t_e __ B_i_l._l_. ____________ -+-------------c-·o_mm __ e_n_c ________ __ 

15. Voluntary rate 
structure guide­
lines for State 
regulatory 
commissions 

No provision. 

16. Grants to States No provisiou. 
for consumer office 
reprcsenatntion at 
State rate hearings 

17. TVA. consumer No provision. 
services office 
(Brock amendment) 

18. Uniform system of No pr~:)VisiOJt. 
standards, proce-
dures, and methods 
for the accounting 
for nnd measurement 
of .all phases oi 
production and mar-

• keting of crude 
oil .••• (Dole) 

19. Bntitlement subsidy No provision. 
for new refineries 
(Wallace & Wallace) 

20. Extension of coal 
loan program to 
expanded and 
abandoned mines. 

No provision 

... 

FEA required to prepare such within 
180 days and update annually. 

$2M in 1977 •• 

·:"~? _::- >~ ·,~~,:~ 
Independently operated· consumer··· 
services office established by TVA 
would qualify for assistance under 
ns above. . 

Adopted on Senate floor. 

.. 
Adopted on Senate floor. 

Adopted on Senate floor. 

• . 

Likely to be retained by CC: 
OMB has minor problems, but 
should be acceptable. 

Unacceptable: opposed by FEA 
OMB; Dom. Council, Commerce, 
Justice. 

Unacceptable1 opposed by FEA, 
OMB, Dom. Council, Commerce,· 
Justice. 

Unacceptablet likely.to be 
dropped by cc. 

.. 
' Unacceptable; likely to be 

elim-inated or rendered harm­
less by cc, even though 
supported by.Javits, Buckley, 
and Cong. Brown. 

Likely to be accepted by CC; 
unacceptable, but not cause 
for veto. · 

·. 
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21. J::xemption from Nq, provision. 

price controls 
Adopted on Senate floor. 
(Stripper by a vote of 61-29). 

Although opposed by some 
conferees, provision could 
be·retained by cc as part of (including com-

posi tc) of stripper 
procluction and 
some enh<tnced 
recovery production 

"t 22. Separate Data 
~ · . Office in FEA and 

... new data require­
ments. 

23. Kennedy Conserva­
tion Amendments 

(l) Thermal effi­
cency standards 
for new build­
ings. 

: J. 

(2} Weatherization 
assistance for 
low income pop­
ulation. 

(3) state Conser­
vation gran.t 
program. 

No provision. 

No provision.1 

Adopted on Senate floor by vote 
of 46-45, 

Adopted on Senate floor. 

a compromise. · 

Separate data office is accept­
able, but amendment includes 
other objectionable provisions: 
problem areas are likely to be 
fixed b~ CC, however. 

Virtually identical to legis-. 
lation submitted by President 
in January 1975. • 

Similar to President's proposal, 
but authorization is higher 
($200 vs •. l65) and has role 
for CSA opposed'by FEA and 
Administration; bill passed 
earlier by House (but locked 
in another conference committee) 
is preferable: problems can 
probably be eliminated in 
conference. 

Duplicates existin~ State grants 
program, with additional manda­
tory actions: can probably be 
made to conform to existing 
law in conference •. 
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1 House 
1 

~·-"-i_l_l ____________ ,_ __________ s_e_n_a_t_e __ n_i_l_l--------------~-------------c-o_mm __ e_n_t_· __________ __ ' . 

(4) Loans and loan 
subsidies for 
homeowners 

(5) Loans and loan 
subsidies for 
small businesse~ 

(6) $4 billion in 
loan guarantees 
for industrial 
conservation 

.. 

.. 

Program is a complicated, and less 
efficient attempt to replicate 
President's tax credit proposal; 
would "duplicate". tax credit if 
credit is passed7 although objec­
tionable and likely to be ineffec­
~ive, program is not cause for 
veto in-and-of itself. Opposed 
by all relevant agencies. 

See comment on (4) above; in 
addition, energy savin9s from 
program would be negligible. 

Unacceptable - program is un­
manageable, ineffectual and costly. 
Although CC would be amenable to 
changes to improve program, staff 
currently sees no way to solve 
problems. Tax credit or accelerated 
depreciation preferred by·FEA 
and Treasury if alternative 
proposal should be advanced • 
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