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MEMORANDUM FOR:

FROM:;

SUBJECT:

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

November 7, 1974 -

PHILIP W. BUCHEN
ROBERT T. HARTMANN
JOHN O. MARSH, JR.
DONALD RUMSFELD
WILLIAM J. BAROODY, JR.
L. WILLIAM SEIDMAN
WILLIAM E. TIMMONS
PHILLIP E. AREEDA

OM£ eview Sessions for the
1976 Budget

During the next few weeks we will be completing our review of
major 1976 budget issues for a number of major agencies.

Attached is a schedule of the sessions for these reviews to be
held in room 248, EOB. They will normally last two to two and

‘one-half hours,

We will be happy to have your personal participation in these

sessions,

Attachment



Attachment

OMB Reviews

Agency/Program Time Date
HEW 10:30 A. M. Nov, 8
Agriculture 10:30 A. M., Nov, 11
Interior 10:00 A. M. Nov. 13 .
Commérce and SBA 10:00 A. M. Nov. 15
HUD 1:30 P. M. Nov, 15
Energy R& D 4:00 P. M. Nov. 21
Justice/Treasury 10:00 A. M. Nov. 22
Justice/'i‘reasury (continued) 2:15 P. M. Nov. 22
Social Security 10:00 A. M., Nov, 23
Foreign Aid 10:00 A, M. Nov. 25
Foreign Aid (continued) 2:15 P. M. Nov. 26
DOT 10:00 A, M., Nov. 27
DOT {continued) 2:15 P. M., Nov, 27

Project Independence 10:00 A. M., Dec. 10



DATE: 11/11/74

TO:

Robert T. Hartmann

FROM:
* Roy L. Ash

Revision of OMB Review
Sessions sent you on 11/7.

OMB FORM 38
REV AuG 73















































































































CHARTS PRESENTED AT THE JANUARY 29, 1975 CABINET MEETING

(& #)



- Major New Features of the Budget

® Section on economic assumptions and long-range projections.
® Analysis and data on tax expenditures.

® New functional classification and presentation.

® Expanded discussion of recéipts, including the President’s tax
proposals on fiscal stimulus and energy.

® Estimates of budget authority and outlays for the transition
quarter. |

® Increased budget authority shown for subsidized housing programs
to reflect the maximum Federal payment.






Budget Reductions

(In Billions of Dollars)
Effect on Spending

1975 1976

Proposed last year: '
Total proposed -5.2 -8.9
Overturned by Congress 2.0 10
Adjustments __?_ __3_
Total remaining -2.7 -8.1
New actions proposed this year -3 9.0
Total budget reductions -3.0 | -17.1

Of which:

Rescissions 5 -.8
Deferrals -7 -1.8
New legislation -1.0 -12.4
2.1

Administrative and other actions -8



The Budget and the Economy

(Fiscal Year Estimates; in Billions of Dollars)

Proposed
Change if there were no recession
Budget totals without recession

Change if there were no energy and
tax proposals

Budget totals without recession
or energy and tax proposals

1975 1976
Receipts Outlays Receipts Outlays
2788 3134 2975 3494
+30.0 92 +400 -127
3088 3042 3375 3367
+5.0 -5 +6.4 -7.0
303.7 3439 3297

3138
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE FEBRUARY 3, 1975

OFFICE OF THE WHITE HOUSE PRESS SECRETARY

THE WHITE HOUSE

REMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT
UPON THE SIGNING OF THE
OF THE BUDGET MESSAGE TO CONGRESS

THE CABINET ROOM
10:04 A.M. EST
Good morning, everybody.

No single act a President can take sets forth
our national goals and our national priorities so completely
and so clearly as the annual budget message to the Congress.
That is why I am particularly pleased to see here this
morning so many of you who have worked so long and so hard
on this document -~ to witness this signing ceremony
which is the culmination of these efforts.

Both custom and good manners call for the Chief
Executive to seek the cooperation of the Congress -~ and
to pledge his own ~- as he, on this occasion, submits the
budget document.

The size of the projected deficit requires me to
go far beyond custom and good manners in pledging my utmost
cooperation, Together, we must stimulate the economy
and reduce the rate of growth at which certain Federal
expenditures have been growing in the past ten years.

If these were normal economic times, the
Congress would be receiving a budget in balance for the
coming fiscal year rather than one with such a large deficit.

But unfortunately, these are not normal times and
the measures that I am proposing -~ to give the economy
a boost with tax rebates and reductions, and to provide
greatly expanded assistance to the unemployed -- are
responsible for some of the deficit. Laggingreceipts
from tax revenues contribute to most of the remainder of
this deficit,

Without question, our immediate task is the
restoration of active growth in our economy -- and that
goal is reflected in the projected budget deficit.

To sustain our economic growth over the long
haul, we must begin now to set a new course that will
bring our future national budgets into balance during
periods of good economic growth.

MORE
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Although this budget carries with it a $52 billion
deficit, this amount will be even larger if the Congress
fails to go along with the reductions totaling $17 billion
which I have requested. If we are to achieve long-range
economic stability in America, free from ever-rising
inflation, we must put into effect permanent reductions
in program expenditures.

As I said at the press briefing on the budget last
Saturday, it has become a commonly accepted view that some
Government expenditures are uncontrollable -- that they
will continue whether we like it or not. I firmly reject
that view., They are controllable if the Congress and the
President join together to hold down excessive spending.
This budget is carefully designed to bring some of
these so-called "uncontrollables" back into line. I ask
the Congress to work with me to achieve that result.

Even with the steps I have proposed to return
fiscal integrity, this budget continues the steady and
sharp annual increase in Government payments to individuals ==
to those Americans who need help most from their Government.

These payments will increase by $15 billion in
fiscal year 1976 over 19753 from $137 billion to $152 billion.
These payments include increased amounts for Social Security,
welfare, unemployment compensation and retirement payments.
Such payments to individuals have increased steadily as a
percentage of the total budget until they now account for
more than 40 percent of Government spending.

Despite the huge deficit that we project, the
budget being submitted today is a compassionate one. It
has muscle as well, It has discipline and honest self-
denial. It is a start in a new direction along the
permanent road of fiscal integrity which Americans must
achieve for the long-term economic good of our country.

I am pleased that Roy Ash, and some of his staff
from the Office of Management and Budget, could be here

today -- because Roy is shortly returning to private
life.

Like the good soldier he is, Roy stayed on to finish
the job that he began in putting this budget together. He
stuck to it until the last comma and the final period were
in place.

Roy may be one of the most unappreciated men
in Washington -- but not by me. I will miss his "tough"
instincts and sound counsel,

Jim Lynn will be taking over a tight ship
from Roy, and I look to him to enhance further the capability
of solid management so necessary to that office.

MORE
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At times like this, a simple "thanks" may
sound inadequate. But the dictionary defines the term
as an expression of gratitude and appreciation. And
that is what this Administration -- and this President --
owe. to Roy Ash,

Roy, I hate to see you go, but I must warn
you: I have your unlisted telephone number in Los Angeles.

So, with those observations and comments, I will
sign the two budget documents that go to the Congress. I
can't help but ask the question: Roy, why didn't we
send one up there with the same red color that we have
on the other one?

A left-hander may not look good signing documents,
but I couldn't help but appreciate those two left-handed
tennis players yesterday.

There is the bad news but also, if followed by
the Congress, will be good news. So, Roy, let me give to
you and to the people that I have worked with, and you
have to a greater extent, a pen that is part of the
operation in this final one.

This is for Paul O0'Neill and the others.

Thank you very much. Thank you again for all
of the help and assistance.

Now, I know there are others besides the six
or seven of you that have done some work on this. This is
for all of you as well as Roy and the others, and we will
try to have a better one next year, but this one is the
best, I think, that we could possibly do under the
economic circumstances and the facts of life and I thank
you again, Roy.

END (AT 10:16 A.M. EST)



JAMES M. COLLINS 1812 LonawonrTi Housx Orrick

THInD DISTRICY, TEXAS wWasminaron, D.C.

COMMITTEES:

e Congress of the Wnited States
FBouse of Repregentatives
Wasghington, B.E. 20515

February 3, 1975 M

Mr. Donald Rumsfeld 94
Special Assistant to the President <c ﬁ >
The White House ~

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Don:

The issue is whether President Ford's deficit budget makes
the Republicans the party of big spenders.

The Democrats will call this the Ford Budget and will
say nhe gave the Nation the deficit. This will be the major
issue of 1976 as Democrats loudly accuse Republicans of submitting
this deficit Inflation.

The President must carry the fight to the Democrats. We
must have many showdown votes which he vetoes, and the Democrats
are the Big Spenders.

He must recommend lower figures on more and more proposals.
The Democrats will raise them and we muSt get the Democrats tagged
as the Big Spenders.

Let's avoid this deficit being called the Ford Deficit.
Emphasize the Democratic congress bydgah.










TS U SISO USSR,

Federal Outlays — Constant 1976 Dollars

$ Billions $ Billions
400 400

300

300 — Payments for
Individuals
200 200
Interest and Other
Nondefense
100 — — 100

National Defense

195052 54 56 58 60 62 64 66 68 /70 72 74 76

Fiscal Years _ Estimate







THE TREND OF GOVERNMENT SPENDING
1955 to 2000

Twenty years ago, spending by all levels of government--Federal,
State, and local--claimed about one-quarter of our gross national
product. This year, government spending will amount to one-third of
the Nation's output. ’

The source of this relative growth in spending was not the direct
operations of government; rather, it was benefit payments to individuals.*
In real terms--that is, after adjusting for price changes--outlays for
divect governmental operations rose substantially less rapidly than the
gross national product. In fact, real defense spending declined over
this period. On the other hand, benefit payments to or on behalf of
individuals rose more than twice as fast as our Nation's output--by an
average of 8.8 percent per year. At least three~fourths of this growth
was accounted for by new programs and expansions of existing ones-~-not
by normal growth in the beneficiary population.

Continuation of this trend for any extended period of time would
produce fundamental changes in our Nation, as well as in the budget.
Projections to the year 2000 illustrate the point. If the gross
national product, nondefense spending, and benefit payments to indivi=-
duals were to continue to grow in real terms at their average rates of
growth of the past two decades, governments would lay claim to more
than 55 percent of the Nation's output in the year 2000--even if real
defense spending were held constant.

This is not a forecast of what the budgets of our governments
will look like in fiscal year 2000--merely a projection of past trends.
Nonetheless, it is a useful reminder of the longer-range implications
of decisions to establish or expand governmental programs under which
gualified persons or groups are automatically entitled to benefits.

Governmental spending in the year 2000 need not exceed one-third
of the Nation's output. A number of alternative growth paths can be
chosen that are consistent with both holding government's share of
GNP at about today's percentage and serving the Nation's essential
needs~-~including those of beneficiary populations of social insurance
programs. If we are to choose one of these paths and change the
course of the past 20 years, now is the time to start.

* Social security, Railroad retirement, PFederal employees' retire~
ment and insurance {including Military retired pay), Unemployment
assistance, Veterans' benefits, Medicare, Medicaid, Housing payments
and Public assistance.



GOVERNMENT SPENDING -- IN CONSTANT 1976 DOLLARS

(In billions)

FEDERAL SPENDING

STATE & LOCAL SPENDINGZ/

Other Payments Payments
direct for Direct for
Fiscal 1/ opera~ individ- opera~ individ-
year Defense— tions uals Total tions uals Total
1950....... 41 75 31 146 60 6 66
1951...... 68 62 21 151 62 5 67
1952....... 129 59 21 209 64 4 68
1953....... 146 62 22 229 64 4 69
1954....... 136 54 25 214 70 4 74
1955....... 112 60 28 200 76 5 80
1956....... 107 60 30 197 79 5 84
1957....... 107 61 33 201 81 5 86
1958....... 107 60 40 207 86 6 92
1959....... 108 72 44 223 90 6 96
1960....... 105 68 45 218 91 6 97
1961....... 105 69 51 225 96 6 102
1962....... 114 79 53 245 100 7 107
1963....... 115 79 56 250 104 7 110
1964....... 113 88 58 258 108 7 115
1965....... 100 92 58 250 113 8 121
1966..... .o 112 99 64 275 120 9 130
1967.ccc... 136 103 73 311 128 11 140
1968....... 151 109 80 340 134 13 146
1969....... 145 96 88 329 142 15 157
1970...0.0.. 130 97 94 321 144 16 160
1971....... 114 94 111 319 149 18 168
1972....... 108 104 123 335 152 20 172
1973. ... 96 105 133 333 153 23 176
1974....... 91 96 141 328 164 23 188
1975 est... 87 98 157 343 165 23 188
1976 est... 87 103 160 349 168 23 192
2000 proj.é/ 87 185 1,132 1,404 452 166 618
Average annual
rates of
change: 4/ 4/
1955-74.... -1.1% 2.5% 8.8% 2.6%— 4,2% 8.7% 4.6%
Used in pro-
jection to 4/ 4/
year 2000 0 2.5% 8.8% 6.1%— 4.2% 8.7% 5.0%"
Footnotes are on page 3. January 31, 1975



GOVERNMENT SPENDING -- IN CONSTANT 1976 DOLLARS

(In billions)

TOTAL GOVERNMENT SPENDING

Direct Payments for

Fiscal Year operations individuals Total
1950, ... icvevcennss ceaes 177 36 212
1951, . cciiecccennnes eee 192 26 218
1952, ieeennncncncnnncasnas 251 26 277
1953, i iiiinnnenccnnnnnss . 272 26 298
B 259 29 288
1955...0.0s.. tessecensans 248 33 281
1956. . it sceccacacannes . 246 35 281
1957....... cesena creconne 251 38 288
1958....... P 254 45 299
1959..... cesurrensennne .o 269 49 319
1960...c0venecnnss cesenes 273 52 325
1961.ciinnnncencnncnsss .. 270 57 328
1962, . ciiinnccccnnss ceees 293 60 352
1963..iiivecanennnsonnnes 298 63 361
1964. . c0viencnncenans e 309 65 374
1965...00c00unn cesseseens 305 66 372
1966.....00... cessecanann 331 73 404
1967 0ciecconencnssnnanas 367 84 451
1968, .0 ciennnninnneenaans 393 93 486
1969.....000 crseeseennunn 383 103 486
1970, i eiennnecneanenns 371 110 481
1971...... Creseusecesesas 357 130 487
1972, ciieeeranssscnncnns 364 143 507
1973'...I'...IQ..I.I..I.. v 353 156 510
1974..... ceesrasserenne . 351 165 516
1975 estimate...ceveennne 350 180 531
1976 estimate....ccveeeas 358 183 541
2000 projection3/........ 724 1,298 2,022
1955-745%7 . ... ... .. 1.9% 8.8% 3.2%
Used in proZections to

year 2000%/.......... .. 3.0% 8.8% 5.7%

Footnotes are on page 3. January 31, 1975



Footnotes

1/ National defense function excluding military retired, pay which 1is
included in payments for individuals.

g/ State and local spending from own sources, Federal grants to State
and local governments are included in Federal spending, not State
and local spending.

3/ The projections to the year 2000 show what would happen if outlays
for nondefense operations and payments for individuals continued to
grow at the same average annual rate as from 1955 to 1974. Defense
outlays in 1976 dollars which declined from 1955 to 1974 were
assumed constant to the year 2000. The computations were made
yearly between 1976 and 2000 on this basis, but only the terminal
year (2000) is shown on these tables.

In projecting payments for individuals, the 1976 amount was decreased
by $10 billion to adjust it to what it would have been with the
unemployment rate what it was in 1975 (5%).

4/ These are implicit rates of increase. The outlay projections on
which they are based were not computed directly., They are sums
of projections of their components.
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THE TREND OF GOVERNMENT SPENDING
1955 to 2000

Twenty years ago, spending by all levels of government--Federal,
State, and local--claimed about one-~quarter of our gross national
product. This year, government spending will amount to one-third of
the Nation's output.

The source of this relative growth in spending was not the direct
operations of government; rather, it was benefit payments to individuals.*
In real terms-~that is, after adjusting for price changes--outlays for
direct governmental operations rose substantially less rapidly than the
gross national product. In fact, real defense spending declined over
this period. On the other hand, benefit payments to or on behalf of
individuals rose more than twice as fast as our Nation's output--by an
average of 8.8 percent per year. At least three-fourths of this growth
was accounted for by new programs and expansions of existing ones~-not
by normal growth in the beneficiary population.

Continuation of this trend for any extended period of time would
produce fundamental changes in our Nation, as well as in the budget.
Projections to the year 2000 illustrate the point. If the gross
national product, nondefense spending, and benefit payments to indivi-
duals were to continue to grow in real terms at their average rates of
growth of the past two decades, governments would lay claim to more
than 55 percent of the Nation's output in the year 2000--even if real
defense spending were held constant.

This is not a forecast of what the budgets of ocur governments
will look like in fiscal year 2000--merely a projection of past trends.
Nonetheless, it is a useful reminder of the longer-range implications
of decisions to establish or expand governmental programs under which
gualified persons or groups are automatically entitled to benefits.

Governmental spending in the year 2000 need not exceed one~third
of the Nation's output. A number of alternative growth paths can be
chosen that are consistent with both holding government's share of
GNP at about today's percentage and serving the Nation's essential
needs--including those of beneficiary populations of social insurance
programs. If we are to choose one of these paths and change the
course of the past 20 years, now is the time to start.

* Social security, Railroad retirement, Federal employees' retire-
ment and insurance (including Military retired pay), Unemployment
assistance, Veterans' benefits, Medicare, Medicaid, Housing payments
and Public assistance.



GOVERNMENT SPENDING -- IN CONSTANT 1976 DOLLARS

(In billions)

FEDERAL SPENDING

STATE & LOCAL SPENDING2/

Other Payments Payments
direct for Direct for
Fiscal 1/ opera- 1individ- opera- individ-
year Defense— tions uals Total tions uals Total
1950....... 41 75 31 146 60 6 66
1951.... 68 62 21 151 62 5 67
1952....... 129 59 21 209 64 4 68
1953....... 146 62 22 229 64 4 69
1954....... 136 54 25 214 70 4 74
1955....... 112 60 28 200 76 5 80
1956....... 107 60 30 197 79 5 84
1957....... 107 61 33 201 81 5 86
1958....... 107 60 40 207 86 6 92
1959....... 108 72 44 223 90 6 96
1960....... 105 68 45 218 91 6 97
1961l....... 105 69 51 225 96 6 102
1962....... 114 79 53 245 100 7 107
1963....... 115 79 56 250 104 7 110
1964....... 113 88 58 258 108 7 115
1965....... 100 92 58 250 113 8 121
1966....... 112 99 64 275 120 9 130
1967...000 136 103 73 311 128 11 140
1968....... 151 109 80 340 134 13 146
1969....... 145 96 838 329 142 15 157
1970....... 130 97 94 321 144 16 160
1971....... 114 94 111 319 149 18 168
1972....... 108 104 123 335 152 20 172
1973....... 96 105 133 333 153 23 176
1974....... 91 96 141 328 164 23 188
1975 est... 87 98 157 343 165 23 188
1976 est... 87 103 160 349 168 23 192
2000 proj.g/ 87 185 1,132 1,404 452 166 618
Average annual
rates of
change: 4/ 4/
1955-74.... -1.1% 2.5% 8.8% 2.6%— 4.2% 8.7% 4.6%
Used in pro-
jection to 4/ 4/
year 2000 0 2.5% 8.8% 6.1%" 4.2% 8.7% 5.0%"
Footnotes are on page 3. January 31, 1975



GOVERNMENT SPENDING -- IN CONSTANT 1976 DOLLARS

(In billions)

TOTAL GOVERNMENT SPENDING

. Direct Payments for

Fiscal Year operations individuals Total
1950, eeveeeennnnn Ceeenns 177 36 212
1951, e venerennnnnes Ceeens 192 26 218
195200 0.... e 251 26 277
1953, o vunnsenennnnns e 272 26 298
1954 0 ceennnnnnn. e 259 29 288
1955 et eerensenncsoonnns 248 33 281
1956 4 cvneecosennannnnnns 246 35 281
195? 0000000 LR BN B BE B BN EE R B 2R B BN 2 251 38 288
1958 1 eeeersonnoncanans 254 45 299
1959...... ceee R 269 49 319
1960. e ceevnneanens Ceeenes 273 52 325
1961'.0..'0."-."..000.. 270 57 328
19620 et euennsecsonncennnns 293 60 352
1963..... Ceeerettanannnns 298 63 361
1964. 0 euensnneneinanannes 309 65 374
1965000"..0..(“0000.‘0.‘ 305 66 372
19660 verensecnnnnnnnnes 331 73 404
1967....... Ceeeseneerenes 367 84 451
1968, s eeeeeunnnecnnnans 393 93 486
1969 . e s evecrensosnneas 383 103 486
1970....... e reereenes 371 110 481
1971 ..... L R BN B B R B IR AR B B BN N N 357 130 487
1972...... Cetrreaneenanas 364 143 507
19731'.t....t.‘.'..'.i... 353 156 510
19740 cun.. e eeesreesanes 351 165 516
1975 estimate.......... .. 350 180 531
1976 estimate......... e 358 183 541
2000 projection3/........ 724 1,298 2,022
1955-7487 ... ... ..., .. 1.9% 8.8% 3.2%
Used in prozections to

year 2000%/.....0...u.t. 3.0% 8.8% 5.7%

Footnotes are on page 3. January 31, 1975



Footnotes

1/ National defense function excluding military retired, pay which is
included in payments for individuals.

_g/ State and local spending from own sources, Federal grants to State
and local governments are included in Federal spending, not State
and local spending.

3/ The projections to the year 2000 show what would happen if outlays
for nondefense operations and payments for individuals continued to
grow at the same average annual rate as from 1955 to 1974. Defense
outlays in 1976 dollars which declined from 1955 to 1974 were
assumed constant to the year 2000. The computations were made
yearly between 1976 and 2000 on this basis, but only the terminal
year (2000) is shown on these tables.

In projecting payments for individuals, the 1976 amount was decreased
by $10 billion to adjust it to what it would have been with the
unemployment rate what it was in 1975 (5%).

4/ These are implicit rates of increase. The outlay projections on
which they are based were not computed directly. They are sums
of projections of their components.









(FOR INTERNAL OMB USE ONLY)
Summary of Probleﬁs
Status of Presidential Initiatives - April 25, 1975
USDA

Major Problem - Child Nutrition Programs -~ H. R. 4222 will increase Federal outlays some $2.3B
by extending and expanding present categorical school/child feeding programs. The bill was
reported by the House Education and Labor Committee, scheduled for House floor consideration
and then recommitted back to Committee. The FY 76 Budget proposes an opposite approach, sub-
stitution of block grants for present categorical programs and assistance targeted only on
needy children. Legislation to this effect is in the legislative clearance process, and is
expected to be transmitted next week. Amendments to bring H.R. 4222 closer to a bloc¢k grant
approach are also being developed for possible use in negotiation with the Congress..

Major Problem - Food Stamp Program - The President's directive that recommendations to restructure
the Food Stamp program be transmitted to the Congress by April 30 will be delayed by at least two
weeks. The options and backup data initially provided by the Department were inadequate and
incomplete., Further efforts by OMB and USDA staff to identify other options and essential data to
support a Presidential decision are underway.

’

DOD

Major Problem - Naval Petroleum Reserve - On April 18, HASC reported out identical bills: an
amended H.R. 49 (Melcher) and H.R. 5919 (Hebert). These bills do not provide for: 1) sufficient
production from NPRs 1, 2, and 3; 2) a strategic petroleum storage system; and production of

NPR 4. .

Minor Problem - Reduction in Manpower Authorizations - Mark-up by Nedzi HASC Subcommittee on
military personnel does not reduce military manpower and increased Naval Reserve strength from
93,000 to 112,000.

FEA

Major Problem - Energy Legislation - The Senate passed S. 622 on April 10 by a vote of 65 to 20,
~a bill developed by Senator Jackson that includes both emergency standby authorities and further
regulatory type requirements. It clearly contains many unacceptable provisions such as the
requirement to immediately implement mandatory conservation programs through the setting and
enforcement of energy consumption standards, restrictions on the decontrol of old cil and a
price roll back on new oil. This bill, a major congressional threat, has a counterpart in the




House at the current time: The Dingell bill now being marked-up by House Commerce Committee,
Subcommittee on Energy and Power. Like S. 622, it includes both standby and nonstandby provi-
sions, contains mandatory conservation standards, and in addition extends petroleum allocation
and price controls and provides costly subsidies for energy resource development. Both embody
philosophical approaches that are significantly at odds with that of the Administration and
reflect an emerging consensus in the Congress of the way to handle all energy problems.

HEW

Major Problem - Older Americans Act - H.R. 3922 would increase present Federal spending authoriza-
tions by $2.6B over a four year period, and would authorize the establishment of a number of new
duplicative and objectionable Federal programs for older Americans. For example, Title VIII would
authorize $350M in housing assistance which duplicates other programs. H.R. 3922 also contains a
number of "such sums" spending authorizations for which estimates are not available. The bill

was passed by the House on April 9. The Administration submitted legislation providing for an
extension of the Older Americans Act for two years with a few minor changes. H.R. 3922 would
result in committing a larger share of Federal funds to these activities over a substantially
longer period of time than the Administration proposed.

Major Problem - Health Services and Training Legislation - Legislation along the lines of 93rd
Congress bills vetoed by the President are moving through both the House and the Senate. The
health services bill would add appropriation authorizations of about $400 million to the 1976
budget and expand and establish new Federal programs. The health professions and nurse training
bills would provide authorization of about $200 to 300 million~- depending upon the final ver-
sions--over the 1976 Budget and continue Education subsidies which the 1976 Budget would eliminate
or reduce. Administration proposed bills have not been accepted.

Minor Problem - AFDC Income Determinations - HEW has moved slowly on resolving the issue of

whether or not income accounting period changes can be accomplished by regulation or require
legislation. Now that that issue has been settled, it is essential that regulations be drafted
quickly and published in order to prevent the further erosion of savings ($20 million) that
were projected in the budget for 1975. Regulations should be published in final form by early
June or 1976 savings will also be jeopardized.

HUD

Major Problem - Impoundment Resolution involving HUD 235 Funds - A resolution has been approved by
the Senate on Homeownership Assistance. This action will result in no release of funds because

the Attorney General has ruled the withholding took place prior to the Impoundment Control Act and
is not herefore subject to the Act. The Comptroller General brought a civil action in U.S. District
Court on April 15 to force release of these funds. The Director and Secretary Hills are both named
in the suit.




Interior

Major Problem - Surface Mining - The Senate and the House both passed new versions of the vetoed
strip mining bill (84 to 13 in the Senate and 333 to 18 in the House). Although both bodies

made some of the Administration's changes, neither went very far in the direction of the
Administration's bill and in several cases new problems arose. It is expected that the Conferees
that began meeting April 16, will report out a bill with about the same number of problems as that
vetoed in the previous Congress. However, the bill could be significantly better or significantly
worse. Conferees acted on allerial valley problem but exact wording and interpretation are under
dispute. Lead on bill has been given to FEA. Zarb held news briefing 4/22/75 stating several
major issues that still remain. Decision on veto remains open.

Washington demonstration April 8 and '9 was in opposition to both House and Senate bills.

Multi-Agency

Major Problem - Budget Reduction Legislation - The 1976 Budget proposed a number of legislative
changes which were estimated to reduce budget outlays by $1.2 billion in FY 1975 and by $12.3
billion in FY 1976. Almost all of the necessary bills have been submitted to the Congress,

but there has been little action on them; accordingly, the savings estimated for FY 1975 clearly
cannot be accomplished and prospects are poor for those estimated for FY 1976. Some of the
proposals have not been introduced in either House -~ e.g., most of the bills to limit

pay and benefit increases to 5% and HEW's impact aid reform proposal. Others have been or

will shortly be introduced--e.g., the HEW Social Security Cost Control Act, the Maternal

and Child Health and Medicaid Cost Control Amendments, and the VA bill to repeal the 2-year
extension of GI bill eligibility--but no hearings are in sight in either committee. Without

a major push from the White House, all of these proposals will languish on the Hill.

State

Major Problem - South Viet Nam Initiatives - Military Assistance Initiative has been tabled and
is not expected to pass. Conference Committee reported a bill on April 24 that provides $177 M
for humanitarian and evacuation of South Viet Nam and $150 M for international humanitarian aid.
Bill restricts use of armed forces to evacuation.










































