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MR. NESSEN: In this first part, there are
some things that I have to say on some related matters
under the regular briefing rules -- not for filming or
taping or anything -- and then we will bring out our
guests and you can go on with the filming and the taping.

As you know, we had planned that Mrs. Ford
would go to Martinique with her husband, the President,
and she will not be going to Martinique. For the past
12 years, Mrs. Ford has had a periodic minor back problem
which causes her some discomfort. Mrs. Ford's back dis-
comfort has flared up again in the past two days after
not having it for about a year and a half, and causes her
some discomfort in her neck and lower back.

Dr., Lukash feels that she needs rest and suggested
that she stay in Washington and continue some rather
minor treatment which includes hot packs, diathermy and
massage. Dr. Lukash expects that this problem will
resolve itself in the next few days and that on Monday,
she will resume her regular activities.

Q Ron, is the First Lady having any discomfort
or trouble with the treatment that she is taking after
the cancer surgery?

MR. NESSEN: No. I was going to go on to say,
Tom, this is not related in any way to her operation
and will not interfere in any way with the treatment she is
receiving of the chemotherapy treatment.

Q Can you be more specific about the nature
of the back problem?

MR. NESSEN: It is called osteoarthritis and as
I say, she has had it for 12 years, although no discomfort
for the last year and a half and in the last two days
she has had some.
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That is one announcement.

Number two: some of you have expressed interest
in reaction to the OPEC decision as reported in the press.
Just very frankly, the only reports that the White House
has received so far have been press reports and I just
don't feel that we can say anything about the OPEC
agreement until we have seen more details of it and can
analyze it and make some specific comment on what has
been reported.

'MORE



I want to give you a schedule item so.you can
plan a little bit ahead. On Thursday, the 19th of
December, the President will go from the White House to.
Alexandria, Virginia- to the railway station in Alexandria --
to participate in the official announcement ceremony of the
American Freedom Train which is part of the Bicentennial
Celebration. L ;

~The President is scheduled to leave the White
House next’ Thursday at 10:30 a.m., and speak at the
Alexandria railway station at about. 11 o'clock.

- We will post a little explanation of what the
American Freedom Train is and how it fits into the

Bicentennial Celebration.

We have two small personnel announcements which
are being posted. ‘One is an Assistant Secretary of Housing
and Urban Development, William I. Greener, of Springfield,
Virginia, and we are posting his biography; and another
Assistant Secretary of Housing and Urban Development,
Thomas G. Cody, of Annapolis, Maryland. Also, his
biography is being posted. . : o

- Now, two announcements: The President has
decided he will sign the Safe Drinking Water Act which
has been passed by Congress. The President also has
advised the Leadership of Congress that he cannot
accept the strip mining legislation currently under
consideration. ‘ :

. 7 To talk to.you about those two decisions, we
have with us Frank Zarb, who is the Executive Directar
of the Energy Resources Council; John Quarles, who is
Deputy Administrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency; and John Whitaker, who is Under Secretary
of Interior. ' : e

Q / Ron, may we filé on Mrs. Ford now?

MR. NESSEN: I would rather not, Walt. -I
think it is too confusing. . A

B ~ Just so you will understand why the Secretary
of Interior is not here, he is out of town, but Mr.
Whitaker fully represents his views.

Are people going to file or not because we
will have to call, I thought I saw somebody leave.

Q - Ron, one other question.

MR. NESSEN: RQgS'Train_i$ also‘out of town,
but Mr. Quarles fully represents his views.
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Q What about the departure Saturday?

'MR. NESSEN: Some members df'thevstaff may come
to see him off but there is essentially no departure
ceremony.

Qb N§ statement?

MR. NESSEN:\ As fér as I know at this moment, no.

Q One other question about pending legislation.
».ﬁR. NESSEN: Yes, Howard.

Q Has the President made a decision yet on
what to do with the bill that would turn the Nixon papers
back to the Government? ‘

MR. NESSEN: No, no decision yet.

Okay. With that, Frank and Mr. Quarles and
Mr. Whitaker, ’ ' ' '

MR. ZARB: I suppose you may have heard earlier
today that some Members of Congress have been indicating
that the President has reviewed the current status of the
surface mining legislation on the Hill and has decided that
if the bill gets here in ' its current form that he will veto it.

The purpose of this briefing is to explain the
thinking behind that statement and we probably ought to
explain the fact, also, that there has been an increasing
amount of inquiry, both from the Hill and from the press
corps, as to what is the Administration's position on this
bill anyway. ‘ ' '

The President this morning met with a number of
his top advisers that relate to energy and the economy. He
asked each to describe the benefits and the minuses that
would be brought to bear on energy and the economy should .
the bill become law. ‘

Each participant in the meeting gave a full
description of the pluses and minuses as he saw it.
The President had some further questions and then finally
came to his conclusion. Our principal problem with the bill
is really its adverse impact on domestic coal production.
Let me just explain that for a moment.

We are right now at a time in a very degp national
problem with respect to energy. We are in the ‘final stages
of putting together a program to solve the energy problem
on an orderly short-term and long-term basis. There are
a number of provisions in this bill which are terribly
ambiguous and make it virtually impossible to fully
calculate the impact on coal supplies. '

MORE


http:number.of

-5 -

Now, while it may have been popular, and certainly
would have made this presentation a lot easier, to have
recommen&éd to the President that he sign it, I don't
think that we can, on the one hand, tell the American
PeOPle'thatxmaare going to reduce our import oil levels
by at least a million barrels a day in a year and at the same
tlme, ‘go 'along with leglslatlon that we thlnk w1ll serlously
impair our ablllty to get there.

Now, you know there is a direct relatlonshlp between
our use of coal 'and our oil imports. - All of our
current energy requlrements ‘cannot be met by domestlc sources.
If we are g01ng to make a serlous dent in conservation away

from 1mports, coal 1s g01ng to have to play a mlghty 1mportant
role.

‘ * which I think is 1mportant is
that in oup dellberatlons for a national energy plan we
see in two roles: ' The extent to which we can get it
burned in'a way that is not endangerous to health in’
increasing amounts we will be able to supplement coal for
1mported oil. In addltlon to that, it is the ‘United States
insurance pollcy We can't insure our oil sdpply because
of" the ‘sizeable amounts of oil that is 1mported from abroad
We ‘cannot even say that our ability to bring on nuclear_;}
power rapidly is-an assuréd supply, but coal is there, -
it is under our command and we should be able to
mine it and burn it with environmental restrictions
and standards, both with respect to-the mlnlng aspects
and to the burnlng aspects.

Now, let's talk about the impact of the bill.
The bill is 160 pages long. We have got' all kinds of
experts who have been trylng to study its impact. I
must tell you that it is ‘virtually impossible the way the
bill is worded to come to a conclusive statement of real
impact. Energy experts don't agree, the lawyers don't
agree. The words in many provisions are going to be
dependent upon how the courts w111 hold.

" FEA estimates said that at the outset the impact’
will be as low as 1% million tons, as high as 50 million
tons a year. They further predict that going into 1977
we could go as low as 48 million tons, as high as 1lul
million tons. Now having said that, they also footnoted
it as everyone else has, and the range of estimates
that we have gotten have been in some cases lower than this
and in some‘cases very much hlgher_than this.

The footnote says that because of the ambiguous
aspects of " “the bill and because we are going to go through
two year or three years of maklng law in the courts, we
have no way of saylng to you -- meaning me -~ that we
can properly and carefully give you a plannlng number
as we go into the development of our energy policy.
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I want to,underline one other thing and then we
can go to questions. I personally feel very strongly =--
and I speak for my colleagues -- that we need to have sur-
face mining legislation that will regulate all aspects ;
of surface mining and we do intend -- we do not have a bill
this session -- we do intend to submit similar legislation
Wwith our energy message next year. We want to have sur-
face mining legislation but the legislation we want, we
want to be specific and precise in its definitions of -
terms, in its regulatory requirements. .=

. . . . . B o ES e

v We want the aspects of regulation and the process .-

to be good due process but clear as to its result.
~We won't be prepared to go into all the detail.

One provision of the existing bill provides for citizen
. suits. Now, citizen suitsare a good part of a process,
such as regulating this kind.of activity. But this one .
is unique and this_opevsays_that'after the party has gone . .
through all of the regulatory aspects and has satisfigd the
regulatories -- whoever they may be -- and the State people
and so on--has all the things‘satisfied and gets his license,
citizens suits can still be brougﬁ¥ to shut down the ongoing
mine operation. ' ” ‘

Now, it is our view that citizen suits should
be allowed. The process should include the capability .
for any citizen to intervene while the operator is pursuing
his permit but having satisfied all the requirements and
going through all of the necessary steps, so long as nothing
has changed with respect to the operation of the mine, we
think that this provision would simply be unpredictable

in its impact on coal production.
I think we are ready fop,qdés;ions._

Yes, sir?

Q  Mr. Zarb, you said at the meeting this morning .
there was discussion about the benefit of energy in the
economy. Was anybody from EPA at the meeting and what was
the discussion about--environmental. damage that might
occur from unregulated strip mining?

 MR. ZARB: There was somebody from EPA at the
meeting and I will let himispeakvfor'himself,vquhn
Quarles, the Deputy Administrator.- ~

MR. QUARLES: Would you repeat the question?

v :Q At the,méeting this mofbihg; weré\you a

asked the extent of enviromental damage that might be
implied 'in the continuing lack of regulations for the.

next three or four years from strip mining?.
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MR. QUARLES: Yes. I think it is impossible
to quantify the extent .of environmental damage that
results or will result from the lack of regulation in any
measurable terms, but it is the belief of EPA, and I think
all others, that unregulated strip mining for coal does
entail enviromental damage.

I presented to the Pre31dent, as effectlvely as
I was able, arguments in support of the bill. At the:
same time, during the discussion, I recognized the arguments
that were presented in regard to the. potential effect.of
the bill in reducing possible productlon of coal and
the judgment came by the President in regard to balancing
those two. I believe that there was a fair and full
presentation of the enviromental adverse.. side in the
event that no strlp mlnlng legislation is enacted 1mmed1ately.

:_Q' Z[ha»etwo questlons on procedure and then a.
questlon on specifics. L

Procedurally, how come the White House is announclng
its intention to veto before the b111 is all the way through
Congress, number one?

Number two, does Mr. Whitaker's and Mr. Quarles'
presence testify that they supported the bill and recommended
it be signed or that they were against the bill? It sounded
like Mr. Quarles was for the bill ‘and recommended it be
31gned. : s

s Lastly, you say that the 1mpact will be on pro-
ductdion and yet, by the National Coal Association's
conservative figures, there are 16 billion tons of coal
that have been locked up at least and not mined -- other
groups put the figure over 20 bllllon tons -- so why all
of a sudden are you so concerned about . productlon when you
have not even touched 16 billion-plus tons of coal in the
West?

MR. ZARB: Weil,'let,mevhandle your eaSy
questions 1n order. v . -

The first, with respect to progedure.. The
President asked -- and my colleagues can talk for themselves
in just a moment -- asked each Of us to lay out, as I said
earlier, the pluses and the minuses and didn' t, at the
outset, ask for a vote before he got into deliberations
regarding substance and each had an opportunity to speak .
carefully and completely. - :

Now, I might add that each had both hls set of
pluses and minuses and they were very 31m11ar
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It was a kind of decision where you racked up
all the pluses and the minuses and the goal became very close
no matter how you looked at it or what your point of view
was, and I think everybody in that room recognized that.

With respect to your second question, you have
raised a very, very good question. Why do we stand here.
today-after 50 years of neglect of a national energy policy?
I can't.answer that completely. I can say that we now, today,
have to make some decisions which near-term, either in
conservation or in resource development, are not going.to
make everybody happy. I daresay some of them are going to
make everybody a little bit unhappy. I will go furthgr to
say that the decisions made near-term are probably going
to have real payoff 10 or 15 years from now because we
are rever31ng our national program that lost us our indepen=-
dence in the energy business and as a result, has implica-
tions with respect to national security and so on. I think
that answers your questions.

Do you want to add something?

MR. WHITAKER: George, to use your last point, you
say why inhibit production if there are 16 billion tons under
lease? There are about 15 1/2 billion Federal tons under lease --
that is not the point, though. We have half the free world's
coal supply and it is kind of like a mouse and this whole room
is cheese. The point is that the biting has already started.
We are talking about inhibiting present mining plans that are
now in existence and so that the production cut would be' very
real. We can argue about how much but we are not going to
argue about that there will be some.

-With regard to the long~term question, I think it is
a fair one. The question I would like to amplify on -~ we are
working right now toward a long~term leasing pollcy Of the
15 billion tons now under lease, we would agree in a modern
environmental age of the last five years that two to three
billion of those tons, you might say, are environmental no-nos
and will not be leased. About 6 billion tons are under active
plans for mining by 1980 and the balance is not. It is that
part that is under lease but there are no plans to mine between
now and 1980 which we would characterize as speculatlve and
unwarranted, and that is the policy we hope to direct with
more due diligence provisions.

Q My point was that you are objecting to the bill
on the grounds of a comparative minute 100 million tons when
by your own rundown of just Federal coal -~ you have not even
counted the private coal -- you are talklng about an untapped
load of 6 billion. So the point of 100 million compared to
6 billion seems to be =--
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MR. WHITAKER: I don't think the comparison is
relevant. It is not how. much we have, it is how much is
aboutto’be- mined and is presently under mining or planned

for- mlnlng is what counts and that is what the figures from

1975 to 1980 on production that will be lost, we feel, 1f
you’ pass th1s bill.

QT And the second .qQuestion was not really answered.
Did you recommend 51gn1ng the blll .or vetoing the-bill?

MR, WHITAKER: Secretary Morton recommended that
the President sign the bill. His reasons were primarily
that he had a great concern that he might not from the next
Congress get a bill that would be more in balance, we feel,
than the’ present bill. I concurred in that and reflected
the Secretary s v1ew SR

T thlnk the President’s bottom 11ne ln thls thlng
really bolled ‘down | to -~ Look, we really have control owver
one of our’ blg“resources, coal. We don't really:. have a
complete control over oil because of the Arab s;tuatlon,
we certainly don't over natural gas because Congress should
have deregulated it some time ago to bring production up.
All we have got left 1s coal and we don't want to. restrict
the options that he 1s g01ng to be getting this weekend from
Camp David and’ 'so on to solve this problem. S

The President is willing to take on:the pesition that
is reflected I thlnk through the media and the television
that there 1s ]uSt somethlng terrlble about strip mining.

Sure there is something terrible about strip mining and we
want to correct it but we feel we have got to do it in a
balanced way and he has to bite thet bulliet and he has got
to make" people unde stand the energy tradeoff when we do
this. The timz of Earth Day and those things is over, it
is time to get this more balanced :

Q - How about you, . Mr. Quarles, d1d you recommend
against it or ‘for it? : . ; .

MR. QUARLES: Let me say I think that thls issue
is by no means an easy issue and there are tradeoffs that
are involved in balancing the energy and environmental and
other considerations. President Ford asked me.to address
this issue from the env1r0nmental viewpoint, and from that:
v1ewpolnt we recommended that the bill be 51gned.~ We -
recognize that there are uncertainties as to the effect-
that the bill will have on coal production, that there are
possible ambiguities which, based on our experience under
the Clean Air Act and in regard to other legislation that
is extremely lengthy and complex, will in all likelihood: S
lead to litigation and that the effects of that lltlgatlon :
are uncertain. =

MORE


http:ju;s't�sbmethi.ng

- 10 =~

P

S

‘Consequently, there is difficulty in estimating the
effect of this bill with regard to future coal production.
We have no indeperdent ability within the Environmental
Protection Agency to assess the likelihoods of future coal
production and have not developed figures of our own as to
the probable impact of this bill. We also recognized the
.-uncertainties as to what developments will occur in the
next Congress and whether it will be possible to develop
legislation through the next Congress that is more precise
and more carefully defined. '

Certainly, however, I think it is well known that
the Environmental Protection Agency is deeply concerned over.
the effects of 'unregulated strip mining and we have worked
to obtain legislation that would be responsive to that need.
We have some aggressive legislation which now is coming out
of Congress; it is not as carefully defined as we would like
but on balance from our viewpoint we recommended that the
bill be supported. o I '

I would simply say once again, as I said before,
that we felt that there was a very full, free and open
discussion of the issues from all viewpoints and I feel that .
we had an adequate opportunity to present to the President
our views and the strength of those views. ’

Q Where have you been during the months. and
months that this bill has been grinding through Congress?

Why weren't you able to work for a more precise bill this
time? - ‘ :

MR. ZARB: Well, I refer you to a letter dated Novem-
ber-19 ' -- which was part of a long, long process of negotia-
tions - -- - signed by Secretary Morton and sent to .
Congressman Udall which outlines in just about foup pages
just about the things that we have described here giving
the ambiguous aspects of the bill which we thought needed
to be tightened up so that we would have a better fix on
what it meant and what it meant in production.

Q I have a ¢ouple of questions.

Q If you couldn't ‘get the bill tightened up with
this Congress, how do you expect to do it with the next.
Congress which on the surface is much more environmentally
inclined than the President? ' R '

‘MR. ZARB: Those that thought the bill ought to
De signed almost invariably have thought right along that
the main reason for doing so was to take what:weé have and
not take the risk of a more restrictive bill ‘in terms of
production next session. ’ Ty ooy
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Q Mr. Zarb --

- MR. ZARB: Let me ‘just fifnish this because I think
this‘iS;important.,~ : o R _ |

I have said earlier and said during my confirmation
hearings that if we are not prepared, and I mean this sincerely,
to face up to the issues that prevail ‘within the energy problem,
or crisig or whatever you prefer to call it -- if we are not
Prepared to face up to what it really means and to develop a
Plan that we and the Congress, the environmental people and ..
the energy people and the. economic people can work together
and-agree on balanced solutions, it is my view that we can.get
the energy job. done and we don't need at-all to abandon our
gOals,in;thevenvironment or.to do things that are seriously
going to disrupt the economy. = . ' '

-~ Q  Did you recommend veto or signing in your job
as EPA nominee? o L , ;

MR. ZARB: I recommended to the President that he
veto the bill, . S

Q Is this going to be an outright veto or a
pocket wveto?. - T : :

5 ;MR. ZARB: 'I_don't?know.f-I'am not a legiSIative --
I am mobile and I just don't know. ‘

Q - Mr. Zarb, could I follow up'On”that‘with just
one question. - . - ‘ S )

Q - The ‘b#li.is not here yet. )
MR. ZARB: That is right, the bill is not here yet.

QDo you have any reading from the Hill as to
what the prospects for its being overriden are if he were to

MR. ZARB: I really don't know. Maybe that is being
examined. I think it is important though and somebody did
raise a question earlier and I didn't mean to do some fancy
foot work around it, I just. forgot it. - '

There has been a cry, Where do you stand, Adminis-
tration? I think we ought to stand up and be counted when
we are faced.with serious legislation- that is going to be a
serious part of our national energy future.

Q It is kind of late in the game. Were you hoping
that.thekwhole”thing would get bogged down and you would not
have to veto it? : 5 ' - . ‘ ‘
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MR. ZARB: I guess what we have been hoplng right
along was that the material that Secretary Morton sent to
the Hill would be accommodated.

; Q Mr. Zarb, on this meeting this morning can you
. tell us who attended the meeting and out of that group who
recommended vetoing the bill apart from yourself’

MR. ZARB: Well, not only do I not know whether I
am allowed to say things like that but I don't remember
exactly who was there and would not be able to make sure I '
had everybody in, and I don't remember their votes. I really
don't. I can remember one or two. I remember my colleagues
here and that is why they are with me.

Q Was the preponderance of the voting in favor of
vetoing? 1Is that how the President made up his mind, or did
he decide with the m1nor1ty7 3

MR. ZARB: Let me answer your questlon this way.
The President asked for substance. The question of how you
would go I don't think was ever specifically raised, or
let's-take-a-vote type thing. The President asked each for
his opinions of the benefits and the losses and in each
presentation there was an implication of where that fellow
or the other fellow came out.

The President made his decision based upon substance.
He said, I am not prepared to make a decision which will limit
the flex1b111ty of our design of a national energy program at
a time when energy and development of energy is so critical to
our future. He also pointed out that we will go back with the
next Congress and we will submit a surface mining bill that we
think has all the protectlons that are in here but more pre-
cisely defines the various words and we won't have to walt for
three years of litigation before all the law is made.

Q What is your estimate on coal production from
all sources over the next two years in the absence of this
bill and if this bill had passed, the range of it?

MR. ZARB: Okay. 750 million tons in 1977 is about
a reasonable guess I would hope that we are going to push
that higher,

Q I am sorry.. Is that with or without the bill?

MR. ZARB: That is without it.

I am really hopeful that in our program as we put
it together and announce it shortly after the first of the
year that we are going to be doing some things that can help
that systematically and coincidentally with the new strip

mining bill.
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. Q  I'am sofry. What would it have been had the
_bill passed? o B : :

. MR. 2ARB: Well, the YEA estimates in 1977 say that
the bill would reduce that soméwhere between 48 million and
181 million tons. ‘Now there ‘are about four barrels.of oil
per ton and you can make ydur own equation as to how much we
have to go back to impoftszif‘we‘had that kind of Yo¢ss, but
that really is not the_iﬁpqrtanf thing... Any strip mining . -
bill that we have and that we wilil propose is going to have
4 loss and we are prepared to accommodate: that .loss.

What we want is a bill which will give us an
opportunity to calculate the exact limits, of that loss --
and hopefully it will be reasonable in terms of what we are
all trying to achieve -- and not have a.bill so open‘in its
provisions that we could be in a position of doubling that
141 which is a pogsibflityiﬁepending'uPon;thevcoupzs“\g- how the
courts will hold, T ' i 2 :

Q Mr. Zarb /is it the loss that causes the deci-
sion this way or the;vgéugness,fthe doubt about the size of
the loss?:: e e S

MR. ZARB:* The,l&séjéthﬁese,levels -« if we could be
convinced that we are talking about somewhere between 48 and
141 and maybe it will come out to 70 or 80, then I think .we
would say, ‘well, that is_the“price.we are -going to have to pay
for strip mining legislation, and I for .one would probably be
prepared to buy off on that._ The problem arises when due to
the language -- and we have in that letter of the 19th four
good examples of categories -~ depending upon how the litigation
goes, we could easily double or perhaps triple that number. I
don't think that is the way we ought to head into a piece of
energy legislation when this nation is facing the kind of
problem it is facing. ’ e

Q Just to be fair on that November: 19 letter,
that was sent up to the conferees after they had agreed before
the recess to take up only one section; namely, the'written
consent. So the Administration's objections. came very late
in the game as the conferees noted. They said the eleventh
hour and they said ~=- this is me talking -- that they could
not take somethihg up when they had agreed among themselves
before the recess to deal with only one section. 3

. So my question is, how do you.respond to the o
criticism that you néver addressed yourself to the bill wher
it was in time to be tinkered with?
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MR. WHITAKER: That is true, George. This particular
letter did go out after the conference and they did not deal
with .any of the issues in it, they only concentrated on service
consent in the conference.

o I can't cite and don't have the letters in front of .
me but I can think of three anyway and maybe more letters that
have been sent up and I would be pleased to supply you with
those over the last six months or a year on that same subject.
Sometimes it is not exactly the same points but some of the
things we got out. I don't have them with me. |

MR, ZARB: We will have copies available for you
within 30 minutes.

Q Mr. Zarb -

MR. ZARB: Let me just supplement this with one
other point that I felt from observing the President was
influential with him'in regard to the question about
uncertainty. ‘

I think there has been experience in many regulatory -
cases where litigation creates a'delay in the administration
of a regulatory program which can hold back approval of
projects irrespective of their merits. It seemed to me as I
observed the President reviewing the various factars presented:
to him that it was not so much the recognition that .some loss
of production would occur ~- because it is recognized. that there
is some loss of production which should occur as a result of
effective strip mine regulation -- but rather the concern that
in a number of instances a bottleneck in the administration
of the law where a permit would be required for new projects
to ‘be begun could hold back the initiation of the projects .
irrespective of their environmental merits.

Q' Excuse me. Could I just return to a point
about the vetoing of the bill itself.

~ Since’ the House has already acted on the bill and
the. Senate is expected to act tomorrow, did the President .
indicate that he would be willing to veto the bill and give
Congress a.chance to override? '
MR. ZARB: We didn't get into thatYdiscussion.

Q  Not at all?

MR. ZARB: Maybe somebody else has the answér, I
don't have the answér, = - @ F : He s
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Q Mr. Zarb, I realize Mr. Nessen has ruled out
Policy comments on the OPEC decision, but given the FEA's
regulations and given what you know about the 38 cent increase
by OPEC, technically what does that mean so far as price is
concerned in the United States?

MR. ZARB: I really don't know. We saw the report
earlier today. :

Q You have the information of what that sort of
increase would mean in prices, do you?

MR. ZARB: I will have it to you hopefully by the
end of the day. As I left the office to come down in prepara-
tion for what I knew ‘would be some serious questioning, staff
had reported what was occurring. I asked for their quick
analysis, they gave me the 38 cent number. I said, is that
38 cent number clear? They said, there seems to be a differ-
ence of opinion between the producing nations and the oil
companies. I said, get me an answer. '

I don't know. Staff's reaction at the outset was
that it was a 38 cent increase but they then backed off under
some questioning as to whether they were absolutely sure that
that is the way the bookkeeping would occur. So we honestly

don't know and won't until we have studied all of the ramifi-
cations.
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: - Q Frank, you said earlier -- I don't want
to hold you too closely to the individual words, but
" you said that -- well, you said that the strip mining
legislation could interfere with the President's goal of
cutting back on one million barrels per day by the end
of 1975 and I draw from that the implication that you are
thinking in terms of coal substituting for oil within the
coming year 1975.

Now, is that the conclusion that we should draw
from that?

MR. ZARB: Well, I think it is safe to say that
-as part of our deliberations we have examined very care-
fully how much coal could réplace oil, particularly in
the electricity generating business, over the next year, -
the following year and the year after. :

Now, cognizant of the environmental and health require-
ments, and knowing of our problems of mining and trans-
portation in existing parts of the country--where in
some cases,we have coal reserves even if it was mined
we could not do anything with it because we don't have the
facilities to transport it -- we are convinced that there
are serious limitations. :

I think it is also safe to say that as the years
wear on and as we move away from conventional coal . and
even during the years that we are using conventional coal
and we can strike the safe environmental standard -- we
are going to be using more coal and then ultimately,
as we are able to liquify and gassify on an economic
basis, we are going to be using a lot of coal.

So, to say that it is one of our key players
in our fight to become independent again is a safe thing
to say.

Q Well, I just wanted to zero in on this 1975
because you did say kind of forcefully that to tell the
American people we are going to reduce the oil imports a
million barrels a day in a year and at the same time,
support legislation that would -- these are your words --
"seriously impair our ability to get there" -- I was
wondering if you really meant that it would seriously
impair our ability or was that a little excess rhetoric?

MR. ZARB: Well, this is the first time I have
been accused of excess rhetoric but I think you are right.
It was maybe excess but what I was really trying to say
was that you just cannot talk out of both sides of your
mouth in this business.
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Coal is important and if we had a strip mining
bill that was certain and clear and responsive, we would
have signed it and we could have planned it -- we could
have put it into our plan -- we could have calculated it.
But we can't sign this, on the one hand, because it happens
to be popular or I could not recommend that because it
happens to be popular and at the same time, tell the
American people that we are going to make the kind of
progress I think in making this transition away from
oil imports. : ' T

Q To sum up, then your objections to the
bill are on the basis of it as a threat to longer-range
energy policy and not to the immediate shortage?

MR. ZARB: Yes, but don't make 1onger-raﬂge
ten years. '

Q Well, three, four years.

MR. ZARB: I am talking about the range of a
two, three, four year period.

Q How do you handle that uncertainty criticism
of letting another two years go by without any bill on
the books? Specifically, Arnold Miller said that although
he had some reservaprvations about this strip mining
bill he wanted to end the uncertainty and get on with
the business of mining coal. '

The American Gas Association, as represented by
Congressman Udall, anyhow said it too wanted to end the
uncertainty and get a less than perfect bill and get on
with the job. s

Now, you have vetoed a bill and it is going to
take another two years and that much more uncertainty.
How do you handle that? ' S :

MR. ZARB: Well, first, we have not vetoed the
bill. The bill is not here, yet. :

Secondly, the argument on certainty is a good
one and has been raised. However, the counter to that is
that these ; ambiguous provisions are going to lead to
extended litigation and probably amendments. So, here
we go again with lawsuits to define what the law really
means and then. amendments. by the Administration to help
get them clarified which can really take a long time.

What I would prefer to occur is that we build on
the record that has been built in this session of
Congress, we go back to the Congress in the early parts of
the next session and strike an accommodation that really --
all it 'is saying is we want to tie down this language,
we want it more precise as to what it means.
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g If. what it means 1s, in qur oplnlon, unreasonable
or too restrlctlve, then we will argue that point. But
if 1t is not and it wguld appear that we can tie down what
they and we want to accompllsh and still make it unreasonable,
then we have got a blll and we don't have to wait two
years. : S

Q  What is the President's position on the
surface owner control and reclamation fees?

.MR. WHITAKER: Well, on reclamation fees, we
didn't llke the 35 percent provision for surface and 25
of tax below ground We recognlzed the problem of orphan
lands. You. would add somewhere in the order of 200,
$205 million cost, the total bill over $300 mllllon,
but that is the largest single feature, so there
was a problem with that right there.

We have testified and been in the position
right from the beginning on this orphan land thing =-
that it is a problem, that the country does not have the
money to solve every problem that it has got. and that this
problem is solvable in ‘the long-run by changes in mlnlng
technology. :

. You get better technology and something that is
low-grade all of a sudden becomes useful. Once it becomes .
useful again and there is an economic interest involved
and there is a company working in there, I don't think
there is any chance in our new ethic that that company
would ever get away without restoring that mine. No
one will ever again in this. country, .as far as I .can see,-
ever be able to abandon surface mines the way they have
in the past. : : :

Q So where would the iitigation come in?
Could you give us a few illustrations?

Q Ron, the wire services have already filed on
Mrs. Ford. May those of us who want to file on that leave?

MR. NESSEN: Well --

Q Ron Mrs. Ford's press. offlce called the others
w1thout restrictions. That 1s how it came out. -

MR. NESSEN: All pight;,you gan fileton_Mrs;~Forda
Q Can you glve us a few 111ustrat10ns?

} MR. QUARLES I don t know that I can glve you a
great extensive number of examples.: I think that he has
already referred to the citizens suit provision. .Do you
understand that or do you want more -comment on that? - -

Q More specifics.
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MR. QUARLES: One of the other provisions, for
example, relates to language in the bill that would prohibit
any release of- sedlment from the site of the m1n1ng operation
and -it is widely regarded that that is a provision that cannot be
literally applied. There is language, as I understand it, in the
Conferenceé Committee reportreflectlng a recognltlon that it
cannot be literally applied but there still would be uncer-

tainty -as to the approach the court might take upon su1+ by
an individual citizen.

Q 'Could: that not have been worded in the bill
so that ‘it could have ‘géne ahead?

MR. QUARLES: Yes,'I think this is exactly the
point._ There is some feeling that there may be a number of
provisions that_ebﬁld have been phrased in the bill more ~-

Q Why waste all that time, because we need it.

'MR. QUARLES: The President does’ not have an
opportunity to rewrite the bill, his judgment has to be up
or down on the bill as it is drafted by the Congress.

Q"  Don't you participate on the Hill with
suggestions? : , : S D

MR. QUARLES: Yes, that is right.

*~ Q‘’ “Ron, I would like to ask you this. Is the
President concerned ‘that he is going to have ‘the biggest
record ‘in his'tory for vetoes? You know, it seems to me for
a man who calls for conciliation, compromise, et cetera, he
has not shown that kind of a relationship with Congress
What about all thése vetoes?

MR. NESSEN: Well, the President has only vetoed
or announced 'his intention to veto measures which he feels
are not respon51ble, and I don't know who is keeplng the
record but -

Q ‘Well, 16, isn't it?

MR. NESSEN: I have not done a count today, Helen,
but the President, as I said one day before out here, is not
vetoing legislation for frivolous reasons or to run up a
record or to have a confrontation with Congress. I think
you heard him speak yourself of his attitude of cooperatlon
toward Congress. On the other hand, he is rnot going to let
legislation become law which he belleves is 1rrespons1ble or
bad for the country.

- Q Well, many things do become law even when he
vetoes them so the question is, has he any spirit of compro-
mise himself?
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MR. NESSEN I th;nk Frank told you hlmself that
the Pre31dent ‘vetoed thls bill with reluctance. "He wculd
have preferred to sign a respon31ble bill that met the
‘qualifications and that had the SpélelC provisions. in it
"that he favors. So he is not actlng 1rrespon81bly or in
a non- cooperatlve manner. . He wished he could have 51gned
a surface mining bill.

Q He 1is not trying to pull a Truman per se to
confront. Congress two years from now with the =-- No. .

Q Was any effcrt made to -~

MR. NESSEN: It is much more 1mportant to get
respon51ble leglslatlon than to build some sort of electlon
1ssue

Q . Was an effort made to change Congress' mind
about the mining provisions? o

MR. NESSEN: I think we will provide you here
shortly with at least a very small part of the record of
the effort by the Administration to have some of the \
ambiguities cleared up so that he could sign the leglslatlon
which he wanted very much to do.

Of course you have to remember that the Administra-
tion proposed .its own . surface mining bill so it is not a
question of not wanting any blll, it wanted a.bill .clearly
written to take care of the problem

Q What are the Pre81dent s plans before he
departs tomorrow?

, "MR. NESSEN: I will have to look at the schedule,
Helen, but as I recall it there is some preparatlon time
for the trlp As you know, Secretary Kissinger returns
tonight in about an hour and a half so he will be spending
some time with the Secretary and w1th the staff members and
with his briefing books.

Q Thia.e§ehing?’
MR. NESSEN: This evening and tomorrow.

; T Q JBut‘he'has no appcihtmeﬁts‘between_now'and )
tomorrow? | h ' ' "

MR. NESSEN: Not that I know of.
Q But he is seeing Dr. Kissinger’tonight?

MR. NESSEN: I have to check that, Ralph. I don't
know. Tonight or tomorrow crcboth.

MORE



- 21 -

Q Did you ever get an answer to my question on
the NATO jet and who will be coming along to discuss that
should that come up in the bilateral?

MR. NESSEN: I have not gotten that answer, Walt.
Q Did you rule out your reaction on OPEC?

MR. NESSEN: You know, I have been out here for
an hour and when I left there was nothing but news reports.

THE PRESS: Thank you.

END (AT 4:04 P.M. EST)





