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THE WHITE HOUSE

INFORMATION
WASHINGTON
February 4, 1976
MEMORANDUM FOR ' THE PRESIDENT
FROM JIM CANNO
SUBJECT PRESIDENT 'S  TAPE FOR NATIONAL

ASSOCIA N OF HOME BUILDERS CONVENTION

Secretary Hills and Nat Rogg, Executive Vice President of

the National Association of Home Builders, have each commented
that the tape you prepared for the NAHB Convention was an
immense success. Secretary Hills reported that it was very
well received by the Home Builders attending the Convention
and Nat Rogg indicated that he believed it was the best

public presentation he had ever seen you make.

It appears that this investment of your time in preparing
the tape was well worth the effort and paid big dividends.




THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

January 30, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR JIM CANNON
FROM TOD HULLI
SUBJECT PRESIDENT'S TAPE FOR

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
HOME BUILDERS CONVENTION

Secretary Hills and Nat Rogg, Executive Vice President of

the National Association of Home Builders, have each commented
that the tape the President prepared for the NAHB Convention
was an immense success. Secretary Hills reported that it

was very well received by the Home Builders attending the
Convention and Nat Rogg indicated that he believed it was the
best piece of public presentation that he had ever seen the
President make.

Attached for your signature is a memorandum to the President
indicating that this investment of his time was well worth the
effort.







These recommendations grew out of the preparation of the
Report. They represent important steps that the nation should take in
coming years to strengthen our understanding of the effects of growth,
to develop adequate procedures to protect and enhance our physical
environment, to increase the awareness of citizens of the issues of
growth management, and to devise a more workable intergovernmental
approach to the management of national growth.

Sincerel

Carla A. Hills






2

® The 1977 budget presents a realistic picture of what
the government can and cannot accomplish. This
Administration avoids promising what it cannot deliver.
(State of the Union) :

V. Government Operations

® The report discusses the necessity for increased
government responsiveness to its citizens. I have
called for a stop to the increase in massive govern-
ment regulation. (State of the Union)

® A major goal of the Administration is to insure a full
partnership among all branches and levels of government,
private institutions, and individual citizens. (State
of the Union) ’

® This Administration emphasizes the block grant and
revenue sharing (State of the Union) approaches to
strengthening the responsiveness and flexibility of
Federal programs. The CETA and CDBG programs are
successes, and a block grant education program has
been proposed. -






II. Public Participation.

A. National Growth Reports:

A series of public seminars should be held in the
spring of 1976 to critique this report, with a view towards
the formulation of the research program for the 1978 version.
Closer to the time of the next revort, as was done last
year, a series of public seminars should be held to solicit
views on national growth issues and policy alternatives.
The object of public participation is not only to provide
for orderly and direct communication to the President and
the Congress of a wide range of perceptions of national
growth issues, but to increase public awareness of future
implications of present policies and of the necessity to
plan for the future.

B. Encouragement of public participation in the
preparation of material such as that oresented in the
supplementary volumes to this report:.

In conjunction with public participation in federally
sponsored seminars, encouragement should be given to similar
_public contributions to the state and local governments'-
evaluations of growth alternatives and policies.

cC. Government Programs:

If citizens are to play their rightful role in
assisting in the development of public policy, planning and
program implementation, a clearer and more orderly opportunity
must replace the proliferation of public participation reqguire-
ments in various categorical programs. At a minimum all
block grant proposals -- including general revenue sharing --
should have uniform participation requirements. At the optimum
a Uniform Public Participation Act could modify and standardlze,
as appropriate, all leglslatlve requirements for citizen
involvement -- thereby maximizing participation of an informed
and concerned public and helping ensure open government.

ITI. Intergovernmental actions.

A. Executive Branch coordination of Federal vlanning
programs and requirements:

At present, Federal government funding for state
and local growth planning efforts as well as its procedures
for internal growth planning are fragmented and uncoordinated.
A designated element of the Executive Branch under the
auspices of the Domestic Council should undertake the
rationalization of Federal planning assistance programs and
requirements across department and agency lines.
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B. - Legislative cooxrdination of Federal nlannlng
programs and requirements:

Congress should conduct a review of growth management
programs and requirements in Federal legislation to eliminate
duplicative and contradictory grants of power.

The present system of addressing env1ronmental
questions regarding Federal programs almost exclusively by
the Executive Branch after the legislation has been enacted
is inefficient. Congress should develop mechanisms to
address in the formulation of legislation the prospective
impact on the nation's physical, social and economic environment.

At present we have environmental impact statements,
economic impact statements and inflation impact statements --
all seeking to protect or inform the government or public
against narrow concerns. The impact process as a coordination
tool to understand the effect of proposed policy, legislation,
rulemaking or regulatory processes needs to be expanded and
strengthened to serve, at a minimum, as a warning of unanticipated
side effects of government processes. This strengthening
should be a joint concern of the Executive and Legislative
Branches, each binding itself to the improved process to.
-—achieve -a degree-of coordination not offered within the

organizational structures of the Executive Branch or the
Congress. :

C. Submission of National Growth Report:

In order to take best advantage of its usefulness
in the formulation of the Presidential budget and subsequent
Congressional committee debate of Federal programs, this
report should be submitted to Congress in October of odd-
numbered years.



Some items in this folder were not digitized because it contains copyrighted
materials. Please contact the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library for access to
these materials.
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I am returning without my approval H.R. 5247, the Public

Works Employment Act of 1975.

I have charted a course for the economy, and this piece
of legislation is a substantial departure from that approach.
I believe that in order to assure a continued and healthy
economic recovery, we must contain inflation while reducing
unemployment and we must control the federal budget so as to
provide the individual taxpayer with more income to spend as
he chooses. It is only by stimulating the private sector
that we can create a permanent decrease in unemployment and
a lasting, rather than temporary, economic recovery. And,
it is ohlyvb§'cbntréliing eiceésiVévgovernmeﬁt spending that

we can avoid another crippling bout of inflation.
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I have proposed a budget which addresses the task of
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restraining the pattern of excessive growth in federal x{Lx_,,//

dyyys

spending. Reducing the Federal Government's demand for
funds is necessary to make funds available for productive
investment in the private sector. More private investment

means more lasting private sector jobs and greater productivity.

I expect my policies to result in the creation of more
than 2 million private sector jobs in 1976 and an additional
2 million in 1977. These will be productive jobs, not just

temporary employment payrolled by the taxpayer.



This policy of balance and of realism is working.
Inflation is being brought under control. Unemployment

is decreasing, and people are going back to work.

The bill before me is a major departure from that
course. It will add $6 billion to the federal budget.
Those dollars will be taken out of the private sector
-and rendered unavailable for the private investments
necessary to create lasting productive jobs. These
additional fedexal expenditures may drive up interest
rates as the private sector competes with additional
government borrowing, %urthér éndénééring‘the'ecdnomic

recovery.

This is largely an election year pork barrel only

loosely camouflaged as an anti-recessionary measure.
The specific deficiencies  of this bill are legion.

This bill will create almost no new jobs in the
immediate fufure, when those jobs are needed. Its
primary, albeit very limited effect on employment, will
come a few years from now when the economy will be well
on its way to recovery and additional expenditures will
only fuel inflation. The cost of producing even temporary

jobs under this bill will probably exceed $25,000 per job.



The bill has a provision for federal subsidies for

local public payrolls. This proposal would not solve the

problem of unemployment. It would merely transfer to the

Federal Government the cost of high public employee wage

settlements, threaten to add to swollen public payrolls

and add costs that localities will have

temporary program ends.

to meet when this
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Moreover, jobslcreated wili be public jobs at the expense
of the private sector and the taxpayer.

o The public sector jobs provision of the bill
rewards those communities who have been least
efficient in holding down costs. For example,
Westchesfer County, New York and Dévidson County,
North Carolina had similar unemployment rates
last year but the per capita income in Westchester
County is almost twice that of Davidson County.
Yet, the formula in ﬁhis bill would give Davidson
County only one-fifth the aid per unemployed person
that Westchester County would receive. In short,
uhder the”jobs brdViéiéﬁ, the rich get richer P

£ <
A

and the poor get little help. » f ?j

o Other provisions of the bill are equally illjﬁg

focused. The $1.4 billion increase for waste
water treatment facilities does not.even pretend
to be anti—recessionary.. $10 billion of the $18
billion already allotted to states for this purpose
is still unexpended.

o 'A new multi-million dollar urban>renewal-program
is established. The prior urban renewal program
was terminated because it is better to let cities
decide for themselves how to expend federal funds.
Nonetheless, Congress is now resurrecting its

old categorical grant program.



Ahd, another urban renewal program only further
fractionates the.Federai responsibility for
urban community development, making coordinétion
of fedefal assistance to the cities even more
difficult and complex.

o Both the urban renewal and public works provisions
resurrect the grantsmanship which this Admin-
istration has sought to avoid in its urban
assistance programs in order to assure an equitable
distribution of funds.

o Finally, the new programs envisioned by this
legislation mean the creation of new federal
Bﬁreauéra;ies with delays in ;tait4ﬁ§ time,

administrative costs, and red tape for recipients.

For all its faults, thisilegislative proposal at least
purports to deal with a real problem. There are urban
. centers which have been particularly hard hit by the
recession and will be slow to recover. There is a need
for a program to provide financial assiétaﬁce to suqh

local governments, whose fiscal problems have



* been exacerbated by the general economic recession. But

that assistance should be provided without more red tape,
another federal bureaucracy, and stringent categorical limita-
tions to prevent local communities from sétting their own
priorities for recovery.

Accordingly, I believe a mofe reasbnable approach to
addressing the immediate needs of such cities is represented
by H. R. 11860.

This bill combines the private sector stimulusito
new construction represented by Titles I and III of H. R. 5247
and the special assistance to areas of high unemployment
provided by Title II.

H. R. 11860 will build upon the succéssful Cdmmunity
Development Block Grant ﬁ;ogréﬁ. :Tﬁaﬁhprogram is éiready
in piace with an experienced staff and requlations and could
therefore be administered without the creation of a new
bureaucracy or the delay which is endemic to new programs.
Thé proposal would create private sector jobs in areas of |
high unemployment by funding additional activities, such as
water and sewer line construction and housinévrehabilitation,
eligible under the block grant program.

The proposed supplemental assistance would be activated

when the national unemployment rate is over 7%, as it is now,



-

‘and would make available for distribution each calendar

- quarter a sum determined by multiplying $15 million times

each 1/10th of 1% by which unemployment exceeds 7%. Since,
under H. R. 11860 the distribution of funds is based upon the
next preceding quarter‘s unemployment and since unemployment
the last quarter of 1975 was 8.5%, as of April 1 of this year
$225 million would be available for distribution - for that

calendar quarter (8.5% - 7% = 1.5% and 15 x $15 million = $225

‘million).

Approximately 75% of the assistance would be provided
to cities and urban counties with unemployment over 8%, based

directly and proportionately on the extent to which their

unemployment exceeds 8%. In the same manner, the remainder

of the funds would be distributed to states for distribution
in non-urban areas having unemployment over 8%. Thus, the

bill provides assistance where it is needed through a formula

- rather than pork-barrel politics.

Grants under this supplemental program would automatically
flow to recipients' comﬁunity developﬁent programs with a
minimum of red tape. Recipients would submit a brief statemént
of their planned use of the funding, referencing their community -
development plan and the proposed job intensive use, écceleration
of.plahned projects, and reduction of unemployment to be

accomplished.



The advantages of this proposal over H. R. 5247
are that it concentrates assistance on communities with
the highest unemployment, it phases out when the unemploymentr
it is designed to combat has passed, it assists recipients
to attract and keep industry by creating private sector
jobs, it preserves local government decisionmaking in
determining where the funds are most needed, and it
provides needed city facilities. Of equal importance, the
use of an existing administrative structure will speed 

the stimulus which the bill provides.







THE WHITE HOUSE REQUEST

WASHINGTON /
March 4, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR JIM CANNON

FROM: LYNN MAY “ijrw Q‘-\/

SUBJECT: HUD Reports

As you know, I worked with HUD and OMB for several weeks on
the development of the 1976 Report on National Growth and
Development, which is prepared under the auspices of the
Domestic Council Committee on Community Development, chaired
by Secretary Hills. I received the final version of the
report late Thursday, February 26. I also received copies
of the from HUD at approximately the same time (the original
was sent directly to Bob Linder).

I personally took the original of the Growth Report to Judy
Johnston and explained to her that its due date was February 28
(saturday). I also mentioned that the Mobile Homes Report
was due March 1 (Monday) and that Linder should have received
the original. I told her of Secretary Hills' desire to get
the Reports in on time and asked her to effect the staffing
immediately. She indicated she would do so but told me she
was taking leave the following day (Friday). The next
morning I called Bob Linder's office to see if they had
received the staffing on the Growth Report. They indicated
they had not. I personally went to Judy's office to determine
the status of the Report and after some searching I found
that both Reports had been staffed but with a suspense of

COB Saturday, the 28th (too late to make it to the President
and the Congress).

I then called the individuals to when the Growth Report had
been staffed - Friedersdorf, Lazarus and Doug Smith of
Hartmann's office. Smith became very irate over the phone
at my insistance in requesting an immediate sign-off on a
one sentence letter of transmittal. He expressed anger at
Secretary Hills prior tactics of getting Reports in late and
then steam-rolling them through. I had to personally visit
Smith to smooth over the matter and gain his permission to
send the Report to the President, without the sign-off by
his office. I then visited Bob Linder with a cover memo to
the President signed by you and asked that he get it to the
President as soon as possible and transmit it to the Hill by
Saturday. He stated he would send it to the President, but
indicated that it might be impossible to get it to the Hill
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by Saturday because he believed the offices of the Speaker
and the Vice President were closed. I then called the HUD
Congressional Liaison office who indicated that the Speaker's
office was open Saturday morning and that they would work

out an arrangement with the Vice President's office to
backdate the Report to Saturday when they opened their mail
on Monday.

I went back to Bob Linder with this information, but he

indicated that it was not White House practice to send .
Reports up when the Congress was not in session and indicated/§.¥tﬁa>
he was averse to doing so. He maintained that the Report o i
would probably be returned to the White House if sent up as ,z :
HUD suggested. I then called you and told you about this. \gs .z
Subsequently Secretary Hills called Jim Connor, who ordered \;\ww”//
that the Growth Report be sent up on Saturday. It was,

however, returned on Monday by the Vice President's office,

despite HUD's efforts. It had to be sent back to the President

for approval on Tuesday and was sent to the Hill later that

day.

On Monday, my secretary called Bob Linder's office regarding
the Mobile Home Report and was informed that it had not gone
to the President and they did not know when it would be
likely to be sent in. On Tuesday, she repeated the drill
and found that it had been sent to the President and was
awaiting signature. On Wednesday, she called requesting
detailed information why the Report had not gone to the
Congress and was told that Linder's office was awaiting 30
copies of the Report from me. I did obtain copies of the
Growth Report for Linder from HUD because T believed I was
obliged to since it was a Domestic Council activity. I was
not aware that I had to act as a total go-between for

Linder with HUD on the Mobile Homes Report. I arranged,
however, for HUD to send copies to Linder and as a result
the Report went to the Hill today at noon (Thursday).

I have spent between eight to ten hours of my time on the
staffing of the two reports in question. At each point, I

had to drag information out of Judy Johnston and Bob Linder.

I can not help but feel that the White House bureaucracy is

as unresponsive as the rest of the government. On the other
hand, the HUD Reports are just a few of the many such documents
that have to be processed daily and the short turn-around
caused by HUD's late submission and Secretary Hills' adamant
insistence on meeting deadlines complicated the process.

I do not want to deny my own responsibility on the Growth
Report but I fail to see what more I could have done apart
from walking the Reports to the President and delivering
them to the Congress personally. Regarding the Mobile Homes
Report, I intervened to attempt to honor Secretary Hills'
wishes, but it was a routine report in which the Domestic
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Council had no real part to play. I can't help but feel
that the bad feelings caused by the Growth Report fiasco
aggravated the delays surrounding the Mobile Homes Report.

The only suggestion that I can make to avoid future re-
occurences is either (1) Agencies be compelled to get
reports in five working days before they are to go to the
Hill or (2) the White House Secretariat (including Judy
Johnston) be more responsive to Agency and Domestic Council
priorities. I don't believe that it is an effective use of
Domestic Council staff time to monitor every step of the
staffing process. I don't believe that either you or I
should be caught in the middle of explaining the actions of
another White House office to a Cabinet Agency or vice
versa. We only lose in the process.

cc: Jim Cavanaugh R



THE WHITE HOUSE /\ '

WASHINGTON

April 27, 1976 f'—’l/ijpub/tL"’

- - .—’“
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MEMORANDUM FOR:  JIM CANNON
JIM CAVANAUGH

FROM: ART QUERN ﬂ% % éfu-/
SUBJECT : Housing Issues (i2}&40

Attached for your review are two hou31ng related 1tems
which were mentioned at this morning's 7:30 meeting:

1. The text of the Supreme Court decision (Gautr X
decision) regarding low income housing.

2. The letter sent by Secretary Hills to Senator
Tower regarding $-3295, The Housing Amendments
of 1976.

Lynn May is working closely with HUD and OMB on these
issues.

Attachment
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THE WHITE HOUSE

7
WASHINGTON M.
~ May 21, 1976 W _
MEMORANDUM FOR DAVE GERGEN W | , ‘A 4.
FROM: LYNN MAY & e G | (ﬁ\r’ |
SUBJECT: Housing Recovery in California .

)

The following should be incorporated into the Presid 1al
remarks for California:

"In the past year, housing has improve dramatically,
has the economy in general. Housing in the West, andQ
in California in particular, has improved more than the
national average. Over the past year, starts in the

‘West have risen by about 75 percent, from 200,000 on an

annual rate in the first quarter of 1975 to 349,000 in
the first quarter in 1976.

In California itself, building permits nearly doubled
in the last year, rising from 21,900 in the first '
quarter of 1975 to 43,200 in the first quarter of 1976.
In some parts of the State, the increases have been
still more dramatic; permits have quadrupled in San

Jose, and more than doubled in San Diego and in Orange
County.

cc: Qﬁﬁ; Cannon

Jim Cavanaugh
Bob Orben
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THE WHITE HOUSE 7

' WASHINGTON .
_ May 21, 19
MEMORANDUM F | @ 4
FROL"’. M INE ‘ W/V
SUBJECT: Housing Recovery in Callfornla

The following should be incorporated into the Presid 1al
remarks for California:

"In the past year, housing has improve dramatically,
has the economy in general. Housing in the West, and
in California in particular, has improved more than th
national average. Over the past year, starts in the
"West have risen by about 75 percent, from 200,000 on an
annual rate in the first quarter of 1975 to 349 000 in
the first quarter in 1976.

In California itself, building permits nearly doubled
in the last year, rising from 21,900 in the first '
guarter of 1975 to 43,200 in the first quarter of 1976.
In some parts of the State, the increases have been
still more dramatic; permits have quadrupled in San

Jose, and more than doubled in San Diego and in Orange
County. :

u?fg Cannon

Jim Cavanaugh
Bob Orben






