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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

May 7, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR THE VICE PRESIDENT

.

FROM : JIM CANNON !'

Some weeks ago we di sed the possibility of
Congressional leaders establishing review groups

which would parallel the Domestic Council review
groups. As an example, I suggested that Transportation
might offer such an opportunity.

This is a problem. For Transportation alone, eleven
Committees of the House and eleven Committees in the
Senate have some responsibility.

As a first step toward finding a way by which Congress
could take a comprehensive and balanced approach to
broad policy questions, I suggest that I talk informally
with a couple of foresighted Members to see if I can
come up with an idea.

A memorandum outlining Transportation jurisdiction
is attached.

Attachment



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

April 22, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR: JIM CANNON

THROUGH: JIM FALK ?

FROM: PAT DELANEY }b

SUBJECT: TRANSPORTATION JURISDICTION

IN CONGRESS

In a previous memo from you to the Vice President, dated March 3lst, it
was suggested that consideration be given to a broader policy concerning
transportation and the following recommendation was made:

RECOMMENDATION: That you discuss informally
with leaders of Congress the importance of estab-
lishing Congressional groups which will parallel
the Administration's review groups.

Following that memo you asked which committees in the House and Senate
are involved in long-range transportation legislation. This memo seeks
to answer that question and give you a view of the various jurisdictional
problems concerning transportation.

The Committee Reform Amendments (H.Res. 988), adopted October 8, 1974,
sought to rationalize committee jurisdictions, but there are still overlaps
that occur in many fields, and transportation is one. Several standing
committees have some jurisdiction in that policy area. However, the
revamped Public Works and Transportation Committee, established by
H.Res. 988, has the primary responsibility. Senate consideration of trans-
portation is also split among several standing committees. These split
jurisdictions make difficult the development of a comprehensive and balanced
approach to that field as a whole.



House and Senate committees with jurisdiction over transportation matters
have both short-term and long-range responsibilities. Long-range analysis,
for example, is now a specific responsibility of House Committees under
H.Res. 988. To be specific, all standing committees (except Appropriations
and Budget) "shall on a continuing basis undertake future research and
forecasting on matters within the jurisdiction of that committee."

The following summarizes House and Senate committee jurisdiction over
major aspects of transportation. Also included are committee chairmen.

Committee

Appropriations
George H. Mahon of Texas

Armed Services
Melvin Price of Illinois

Budget
Brock Adams of Washington

District of Columbia
Charles C. Diggs of Michigan

Government Operations
Jack Brooks of Texas

Interstate and Foreign Commerce
Harley O. Staggers of West Virginia

Merchant Marine and Fisheries
Leonor Sullivan of Missouri

Responsibility

Funding Federal-aid
transportation modes

Authorizing development of
new military transportation,
e.g., new types of aircraft

Recommending budget
authority for transportation

METRO

Creation of Federal trans-
portation agencies

General oversight of all
Federal transportation pro-
grams and activities

Railroads

Motor vehicle safety

Energy allocation (FPC,REA)
Travel and tourism

Merchant Marine

Barge traffic not subject
to ICC

Offshore ports



Committee

- Merchant Marine and Fisheries
Leonor Sullivan of Missouri

Public Works and Transportation

Robert E. Jones of Alabama

Science and Technology
Olin E. Teague of Texas

Ways and Means
Al Ullman of Oregon

Aeronautical and Space Sciences
Frank E. Moss of Utah

Armed Services
John C. Stennis of Mississippi

Appropriations
John . McClellan of Arkansas

SENATE

Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs

William Proxmire of Wisconsin

Responsibility

Merchant Marine

Barge traffic not subject
to ICC

Offshore ports

Civil Aviation

Highways

Mass Transit

Barge traffic subject to ICC
Ports and harbors

Astronautical R&D
Civil Aviation R&D
Space Programs
Special oversight of all
nonmilitary R&D

Tax expenditures affecting
transportation, e.g., tax
subsidies for ship building
Trust Funds (Airport, for
example)

Space programs

Authorizing development
of military transportation,
e.g., new military air-
craft

Funding of Federal-aid
transportation modes

Mass Transit



Committee

Budget
Edmund S. Muskie of Maine

Commerce
Warren G. Magnuson of Washington

District of Columbia
Thomas F. Eagleton of Missouri

Finance
Russell B. Long of Louisiana

Government Operations
Abraham A. Ribicoff of Connecticut

Labor and Public Welfare
Harrison A. Williams of New Jersey

Public Works
Jennings Randolph of West Virginia

NOTE:

Responsibility

Recommending budget
authority for transportation

Merchant Marine
Civil aviation

ICC

Tourism

Motor vehicle safety
Railroads

Energy regulations

METRO

Tax expenditures affecting
transportation, e.g., tax
subsidies for ship building
Trust funds

Creation of Federal trans-
portation agencies
General oversight of all
Federal transportation
programs and activities

Railway labor

Highways, Roads and
Streets

Rivers, Harbors and Ports
Bikeways

Highway safety

1. There have been various jurisdictional disputes between
Congressional Committees that have produced delays in the enact-
ment of legislation, e.g., Mass Transit in 1974 (between House
Public Works and House Banking and Currency) .



Current methods of handling jurisdictional conflicts:

A. Speaker may refer measures simultaneously for
concurrent consideration or for consideration in
sequence (H.Res. 988).

B. The House Rules Committee can arbitrate any
jurisdictional battle.

C. The Speaker, subject to House approval, can
create Ad Hoc Committees.

H.Res. 988 also authorized the House Committee on Government
Operations to prepare an oversight report (H. Rept. 94-61) on the
oversight plans of all standing committees and to "assist in coordin-
ating all the oversight activities of the House during such Congress."

























































O®ffire of the Attorney General
Wazhington, B. @. 20530

July 1, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM THE ATTORNEY GENERAL™S W{

SUBJECT: EXTENSION OF THE VOTING RIGHTS ACT

Soon after its return from the July 4th recess,
the Senate will take up the bill extending the Voting Rights
Act of 1965. The Act expires on August 1, 1975. A bill
extending and expanding the Act passed the House on June 4
by a vote of 341 to 70. The House-passed bill is being
held at the desk in the Senate and a similar bill is pending
before the Senate Judiciary Committee.

This memorandum summarizes the major provisions of
the pending legislation and poses the options for action by
the President. One caveat is in order: the recommendations
are based on my view of the purposes and need for the proposals,
not on any perceptions as to the sentiment of a majority in
Congress. The provisions are as follows:

(1) ten-year extension of the special remedies of

the Act;

(2) permanent nationwide prohibition of literacy

tests;



(3) extension of the special remedies of the Act
to "language minority" citizens;
(4) requirement of bilingual elections; and

(5) exemption from the Act's special remedies.

1. Ten-year extension of the special remedies of the

Act. The Administration previously proposed a five-year ex-
tension of the special remedies of the Act. These remedies
include the automatic suspension of literacy tests or other
tests or.devices as prerequisites to voting or registration
within the covered States and political subdivisions */ and
granting of authority to the Attorney General to dispatch
examiners to register voters and to send observers to monitor
election day activities in the covered jurisdictions. 1In
addition, all covered States and political subdivisions must
submit all new election laws to either the Attorney General
or the Federal district court in the District of Columbia for
approval prior to their effective date. Both bills would extend

these special provisions for ten years. This means that those

*/ The special remedies of the Act apply to all States or
political subdivisions which maintained any test or device as
a prerequisite for registration or voting on November 1, 1964
or November 1, 1968 and which had less than 50 percent voter
participation or registration in the Presidential election

in 1964 or 1968, respectively. The phrase "test or device"

is defined in Section 4(c) as including, inter alia, "any
requirement that a person as a prerequisite for voting or
registration for voting . . . demonstrate the ability to read,
write, understand or interpret any matter . . . "




States and political subdivisions covered by the Act and pres-
ently eligible for automatic release in August 1975 would not
be so eligible until 1985. Similarly, those jurisdictions
eligible for release in 1980 would not be eligible until 1990.

The reasons favoring a ten-year extension are three-
fold. First, after the 1980 census many election districts will
require redistricting. The preclearance procedures of the Act
will be especially important during this period, it is argued,

'since they will provide an effective safeguard against attempts
to gerrymander districts in a racially discriminatory manner.
This argument is, to some degree, documented by the fact that
approximately one-third of the Department's objections have
been to redistricting at the State, county, and city level.
Second, evidence adduced at Congressional hearings indicates
that extension of the Act for more than five years hence would
be more difficult from a political standpoint.

Proponents of a simple five-year extension argue that
significant gains have taken pléce in the South in ensuring
nondiscriminatory exercise of the franchise; that another five
years may be sufficient to accomplish the goals of the Act; and
that in 1980 a reexamination can be undertaken to determine

whether the panoply of remedies is still necessary.

2. Permanent nationwide prohibitim of literacy tests.

In the 1970 amendments to the Act, Congress for the first time



extended the prohibition on the use of literacy tests to cover
the entire nation for a period of five years. The new bill,
which would extend the Act generally for a 1l0-year period,
would also impose permanent nationwide prohibition on literacy
tests.

Supporters of the permanent nationwide ban argue that
literacy tests are inherently discriminatory because minority
citizens have received inferior educational opportunities, and
that in any event, literacy has not been shown to have any
necessary relation to the ability to be informed about current
affairs and vote intelligently. It is asserted that the broad-
cast media allow citizens to be well informed despite illiter-
acy, and that the unessential nature of a literacy test is
demonstrated by the fact that only 14 States still retain such
a test in their statute books.

Opponents of the permanent ban, including the Depart-
ment of Justice, have argued that the proposal raises consti-
tutional problems, since Congressional authority to impose such
a ban under the Fifteenth Amendment becomes increasingly doubt-
ful as the effects of past discrimination recede. Congressional
authority to impose the ban under the Fourteenth Amendment is
also unsettled. The Department believes, however, that the
prohibition would be upheld for the present, although at some

time in the future its legality may be open to serious question.



We have therefore stated that it is our judgment that a five-
or ten-year extension would be more appropriate than a permanent

ban.

3. Extension of the special remedies of the Act to

"language minority" citizens. The bill would also expand the

special provisions of the Act to cover States or political
subdivisions which in 1972 (a) had greater than five percent
of "language minority" citizens of voting age, (b) had less
than 50 percent voter participation, and (c) provided
election materials only in the English language. The bill
defines "language minority" citizens to include American
Indians, Asian Americans, Alaskan natives, and persons of
Spanish heritage. All States and political subdivisions
meeting the above criteria would be subject to the special
remedies of the Act, including the preclearance procedures
requiring that all new election laws be submitted to the
Attorney General or the Federal district court for prior
approval. In addition, English-only elections would be banned
for ten years within the covered areas and bilingual elections
would be required. It appears that the effect of the provision
would be to extend the coverage of the Act to include the States
of Texas and Alaska and about 40 counties scattered throughout
the nation.

Proponents of the provision argue that it is necessary

to remedy the systematic pattern of voting discrimination against



language minorities and that such discrimination was documented
during the Congressional hearings. Although many forms of
discrimination are alleged, the most serious example is the
failure of States and local jurisdictions to provide adequate
bilingual registration and election materials to non-English-
speaking citizens. It is urged that, as a result, the regis-
tration and voting statistics of language minorities are
significantly below those of the Anglo-American majority.
Moreover, the need for the provision is evidenced by the fact
that it received substantial support from Congressmen repre-
senting jurisdictions that would be covered by the special
provisions. Fourteen representatives from the State of Texas
supported the bill, for example, while only six opposed it.
Those opposing the bill argue that the application of
all the Act's special remedies to the covered jurisdictions is
not supported by the evidence and that a prohibition on English-
only elections would suffice. 1In particular, it is asserted
that the preclearance requirement would constitute an unjusti-
fied intrusion on the jurisdictions involved, since the alleged
discrimination results mainly from English-only elections, and
not from other kinds of practices that would be covered by the
preclearance procedure. Further, it can be argued that the
special remedies do not constitute the sole means for combatting
discrimination since under the present Act individual acts of
discrimination can be enjoined and those committing the acts

prosecuted.



4. Requirement of bilingual elections. The bill would

also ban English-only elections in States or political subdiv-
isions in which greater than five percent of the voting age
citizens are members of any single "language minority" (Asian
Americans, American Indians, and Alaskan natives and persons of
Spanish heritage) and in which the illiteracy rate of that
minority is greater than the national illiteracy rate. The
bilingual election provision would therefore cover those areas
where a concentration of a language minority exists, principally
Texas, Arixona, Alaska, approximately 40 counties in California
and political subdivisions in Colorado, Connecticut, Florida,
Hawaii, New Mexico, New York, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South
Dakota, Utah and Virginia. The more stringent remedies discussed
above would cover those areas that also have low voting parti-
cipation -- a factor that supposedly indicates discrimination.
A chief criticism of this provision is that there is
no apparent reason why States should not have the option of
providing sample ballots and other assistance in the minority
language while still retaining English as the only language for
use on official State documents such as the ballots themselves. .
For example, rather than requiring bilingual official ballots,
the States could assist language minorities in understanding
the voting system by posting sample ballots in different lang-
uages outside the polling booth. It would obviously be less
intrusive on State prerogatives to allow the States the choice

between this option andbilingual ballots. Moreover, there is



some question whether it is wise to start down the road of re-
guired bilingualism in the publication of official State materials
with its implication for a Quebec-type movement lere in the United

States.

5. Exemption from the Act's special remedies. The

Act presently provides that a covered jurisdiction may exempt

itself or "bail out" from the Act's special coverage if it can

overcome a rebuttable presumption that it employed a discrimin-

atory test or device as a prerequisite to registration or voting

within the last 10 years. A recent case involving the State

of Virginia illustrates the difficulty of using this formula

since the literacy tests employed in many of the southern States

10 years ago are presumed to have discriminated against minorities.
Neither bill attempts to change the bail-out formula.

An amendment by Congressman Butler to modify the formula to

lessen the requirements of proof failed by a vote of 279 to

134. This amendment would have permitted a presently covered

State to exempt itself from the special provisions if (1) the

minority vote was over 60 percent; (2) the State remained un-

tainted by discrimination complaints for five years; and (3)

the State intitiated an "affirmative action" plan to increase

minority voter participation. In a letter to the Subcommittee

considering this amendment, the Assistant Attorney General in



charge of the Civil Rights Division expressed the view that
while the present bail-out provision is adequate and no amend-
ment is necessary, a provision along the lines of the Butler
Amendment is consistent with the goals of the Act.

A modification of the bail-out formula -- allowing the
covered political subdivisions a reasonable opportunity to obtain
an exemption from the Act's special remedies —-- would give these
subdivisions an incentive to take those measures necessary to
assure equal access to the ballot box. The Butler Amendment
seems deficient because of its reliance on an affirmative
action plan with the vagaries inherent in such a proposal.

A better formulation, for example, would provide an exemption
for those political subdivisions that prove that (1) the minor-
ity vote is over 60 percent and (2) there is not more than a
five percent difference between the voting turnout of blacks

as compared to that of whites. */ Both factors evidence an
absence of discriminatory voting practices. If they were not
present in succeeding elections during the 10-year period, the

remedies could be reimposed.

*/ The percentages given are for the purposes of explaining
the concept. The optional percentages to be used in the
formula will require further computation.

* % % %
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ISSUES

Extension of the special remedies of the Act.

Options:

A. Continue to support a five-year extension.

B. Acquiesce in a Congressional judgment that a
ten-year extension is more appropriate.

Recommendation:

Option B. This option, taken in tandem with an amend-
ment modifying the exemption from the Act's special
remedies (Option 5(b)), would impose the special
remedies on those States where there still appear to
exist some vestiges of discriminatory practices. The
special remedies, including preclearance of voting

law changes, would apply during that period of time
most susceptible to discriminatory practices, namely
the several years following the 1980 census. If, how-
ever, these special remedies are to apply for 10 years,
it would seem only reasonable to permit the political
subdivisions to bail out when the evidence of discrim-
ination no longer exists.

Decision:

Option A Option B

Permanent nationwide prohibition of literacy tests.

Options:

A. Support the permanent ban.

B. Recommend five- or ten-year extension of
present ban (the number of years to be the
same for special remedies).

Recommendation:

Option B, for the reasons stated.

Decision:

Option A Option B
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3. Extension of the special remedies of the Act to "language
minority" citizens.

Options:

A. Oppose any special coverage for language
minority citizens,

B. Remedy discriminatory effects by (1) requiring
bilingual-type elections and (2) maintaining a
vigilant enforcement policy to eliminate acts
of discrimination.

C. Support application of all the special remedies
for language minority citizens,

Recommendation:

Option B, for the reasons earlier stated.
Decision:

Option A Option B

Option C

4. Requirement of bilingual elections.

Options:
A. Support the requirement of official bilingual
ballots in minority language areas.

B. Oppose the requirement.

C. Grant the States the option to provide either
official bilingual ballots or other assistance
equally helpful in understanding the ballot such
as providing sample ballots.

Recommendation:

Option C, for reasons stated previously.
Decision:

Option A Option B

Option C
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Exemption from the Act's special remedies:

Options:

A. Oppose any change in the bail~out formula.
B. Support a modified bail-out formula.

Recommendation:

Option B, for the reasons stated in the recommenda-
tion with respect to the extension of the special
remedies of the Act (Option 1(b)).

Decision:

Option A Option B




THE WHITE HOUSE ‘ ( (ﬁ'(”']
WASHINGTON ;———”f’fff'
July 2, 1975

WEEKLY DOMESTIC REPORT FOR THE PRESIDENT

Uranium Enrichment

ERDA has established two boards to negotiate with
private groups. One will deal with the diffusion
process and will have its first meeting next week
with uranium enrichment associates.

The other board will deal with the centrifuge
process and will start meeting with private
groups within a few weeks.

Our priority now is getting your legislation
enacted. For lead-off administration witnesses,
I suggest:

Y

-~ Kissinger--International aspects and
nuclear safeguards.

-- Zarb--Overall energy outlook and the role
that nuclear power will play in the future.

-- Seamans and Fri--The overall ERDA approach
and the specifics of your legislative
proposal.

-— Lynn -- How this benefits the taxpayer.

~- Dunlop --What this means to jobs.

—— Morton -- How this affects the growth of the
country. I

To propose these administration witnesses, Marsh,
Friedersdorf, and I might visit with Senator Pastore

and other members of the Joint hC Energy
Committee.

& &W’(f’:ﬁﬂ/( 4r[<‘/
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Cincinnati Environmental Meeting

After the dedication of the E.P.A. research facility
tomorrow, vou will meet with 20 environmentalists.
The group has been put together by Henry Diamond

and John Quarles. Russ Train, Russ Peterson, and
Frank Zarb will also attend.

As you know, the environmental community feels that
you have come down on the opposite side of every

major issue that they've been interested in. They
will probably differ with your position on strip
mining and auto emissions. It's our understanding,
however, that they view this as their first opportunity
to begin a dialogue with you on environmental issues,
and we expect it to be a responsible meeting.

I will have a briefing paper for you late this

afternoon. ® de .

Voting Rights

_ MmN
Coyotes @ @ | \M[\" )

We have finally identified the central problems and
issues on coyotes, ,and will staff a decision paper
today, for delivery to you tomorrow.

New York City Financial Situation

Recent-disclosures from both the State and City
Controllers' office indicate that both the short
and long term financial problems of New York City
are greater than originally thought two months ago.

The State solution, the "Big Mac" corporation, is
helpful, but will unlikely solve the financial problemn,
even for this year.
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Page 3
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Weekly Domestic Report 0

A fundamental and long-range solution of New York
City's basic problems is beyond the fiscal capacity
of the State and the City. 1In addition, the '
disruption of services which is now occurring

could become very dangerous this summer.

It is likely that the Federal government will be
asked to get involved in the problem.

6. Highway Message

y Your Highway Message will be ready to go to Congress

‘ next Monday, July 7, 1975. We have invited seven
Governors to come in to discuss your program with
you on Monday and then to be present for the Signing
Ceremony. Those Governors invited are:

Bennett - Kansas

Askew Florida

Rampton Utah

Evans Washington ’7
Noel Rhode Island .
Bond Missouri

Ray . ‘Iowa cé:, 7{ //

0. i
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DRAFT

July 10, 1975

Dear Roman:

This is in response to your letter of
in which you request my position on the Voting
Rights Act of 1965.

I strongly believe that the right to vote is
the foundation of freedom, and that this right must
. be protected.

That is why when this issue was first being
considered in 1965, I co-sponsored with Representative
William McCulloch of Ohio a voting rights bill which
would have effectively guaranteed the Constitutional
right to vote to all eligible citizens in the United
States.

After it became clear that the McCulloch-Ford
Bill would not pass, I voted for the most practical
alternative, the Voting Rights Act of 1965; and in
1970 I supported extending the Act.

Last January, when this issue first came before
me as President, I proposed that Congress again extend
for five years the temporary provisions of the Voting

Rights Act of 1965.



Since I transmitted my proposal, however, the
House of Representatives has passed a bill (H.R. 6219)
which differs substantially from that which I
recommended. The most significant of these differences
are: (1) The House bill would extend the temporary
" provisions of the Act for ten years, instead of five;
and (2) the House bill would extend the temporary
provisions of the Act so as to include discrimination
against language minorities, thereby extending
application of the Act from the present seven States
to eight additional States, in whole or in part.

In light of the House extension of the Voting
Rights Act for ten years and to eight more States,

I believe that the time has come to extend.the Voting
Rights Act nationwide.

This is one nation, and what is right for
fifteen States is right for fifty States.

Numerous civil rights leaders have pointed out
that substantial numbers of Black citizens have been
denied the right to vote in many of our large cities
in areas other than the seven Southern states where
the present temporary provisions apply. We cannot
permit discrimination in voting in any part of this

nation.



As I said back in 1965, when I introduced
legislation on this subject, a responsible,
comprehensive voting rights bill should "correct
voting discrimination Qherever it occurs throughout
the length and breadth of this great land."

Now, ten years later, it is even more clear to
me that a Voting Rights Act should apply in the same
way to all voting jurisdictions and safeguard the
voting rights of every citizen in every State.

I recognize that extension of the temporary
provisions of the Act to all States will necessitate
modifications of the law. These should be accomplished
promptly, since the voting Rights Act expires
August 6, 1975; and it is imperative that the Act
be extended.

I shall be grateful if you will convey to the
members of the Senate Committee on the Judiciary my
views on this important matter.

Sincerely,
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

July 10, 1975
WEEKLY DOMESTIC REPORT FOR THE PRESIDENT

Voting Rights

1

Marsh and Hartmann have reviewed the draft letter.
If you agree, I would like to discuss it personally
with Ed Levi, Senator Hruska, and Senator Griffin.

-

2. Coyotes

You have our paper on coyotes. I understand we
will be meeting at 9:15 a.m. tomorrow morning.

ﬂwlidLB' Highway Legislation
pird

Uf“‘ Your Monday Message to the Congress got a good

- reception from the press and the Governars, but __

K& there is strong opposition in Congress. The Senate

- will begin hearings on July 17 and the House on July 23.

Uranium Enrichment

I met on Wednesday with Senator Pastore about
Administration witnesses. He agrees with our list,
and indicated he may want to call others in the
Administration. He said he will call his committee
together next week and determine a date for hearings
to begin.

5. Title IX ’
riste 1% e @

We have reviewed the section of the regulations that 'Zzy%:’
was of such concern to Coaches Glenn E. Schembechler,
:7 Darrell Royal, and Barry Switzer. Cap Weinberger,

7(9 . Justice, and Dick Parsons believe the section as w7
sent to Congress does follow the law that Congress
passed. Any change will require an Amendment to the
legislation, such as prepared by Representative James

O'Hara. @ Wz o4

< (M "d%d““‘%w___




Regulatory Reform

With Rod Hills and Paul MacAvoy, we will put
together the next steps in this major effort,
and a timetable.

Murphy Commission

Brent Scowcroft and I will follow up with the
timetable as you discussed with Rumsfeld: That is,
comments from the Department heads into the White
House by July 20; broader questions on which they
have comments by July 25; and a memorandum to you
on the subject no later than July 27.

Gun Control Legislation

The legislation implementing your Crime Message
has not yet been sent to the Congress because we
have been unable to agree upon a definition of the
term "Saturday Night Special."

The Department of Justice, the Bureau of Alcohol,
Tobacco and Firearms, and the Domestic Council
believe that your bill should utilize the same basic
definitional approach that is used in current
law--which is based on both the gquality and the
concealability of a weapon. Concern was expressed
by Counsel's office on behalf of Senator Hruska,
however, that unless your bill also refers to retail
price, it would not be acceptable to conservatives.
It now appears that, regardless of the definition

of "sSaturday Night Special,” Senator Hruska may not
want to introduce the bill.

I reccmmend we introduce the legislation in its
current form and respond to Congressional objections
when made.



10.

Information Books

We do have ready for distribution to your senior
staff the information books now being provided to
you and the Vice President, jand willogtart dig—-
tributing them this week. M . i"

Post Office ‘

Jim Lynn was inadvertently omitted from the meeting
with Postmaster General Ben Bailar and Bill Usery
on Wednesday. Subsequently, he told me that OMB
has already been working with Bailar on their budget
and labor situation.

%ﬁwf
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Information Books

We do have ready for distribution to your senior
staff the information books now being provided to
you and the Vice President, and will start dis-
tributing them this week.

Post Office

Jim Lynn was inadvertently omitted from the meeting
with Postmaster General Ben Bailar and Bill Usery

on Wednesday. Subsequently, he told me that OMB
has already been working with Bailar on their budget
and labor situation.
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