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STRIP MINING BILL 

The President vetoed the Strip Mining Bill H.R. 25 because it: 

(1) Reduces production and increases dependence on high-cost 
and interruptible oil from abroad; 

(2) Increases unemployment; 

(3) Results in increased electric bills; 

(4) Preempts states from achieving similar objectives. 

Additional reasons for the veto could include: 
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(5) Forces small mines to merge with larger mines and consequently 

reduces competition (also small mines are often the source 

of immediate expansion - should additional coal be needed 
quickly); 

(6) Increases the likelihood of disabling injuries and additional 

health problems by encouraging deep mining vs. surface mining. 

STEPS TAKEN 

(1) An interagency task force summarized their analyses of the 
bill (attached) and circulated it to all affected agencies. 

(2) The Administration's analysis of the bill, including the 

assumptions used was requested by Senator Metcalf and delivered 

to him last 0eek. 

NEXT STEPS 

(1) The Administration's analysis should be shared more broadly 
than just Senator Metcalf . This could be achieved by: 

(a) White House press making the letter to Metcalf and/or 
the analyses available, should a press question be raised 
on Wednesday, Thursday, or Friday. 
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The ·Administration's analysis could be sent to key 
newspapers and key news services (e.g., in appropriate 
geographical locations such as Kentucky, West Virginia, 
and Virginia, hardest hit by the bill). 

Administration could use 11 handle 11 of either President's 
speech or sworn testimony to announce full, vigorous 
compliance and detailed disclosure. 

(2) The Administration's analysis should be used for news media 
interviews or talk shows between now and the time the testimony 
is given. 

(3) Prepare the testimony for its submission to the Committee on 
Monday, June 2, with a release of the testimony the morning 
of the testimony (draft of testimony is underway and will be 
availabl~ Thursday, c.o.b.). 

(4) Post hearing activities 

(a) Continue public debate through to vote, to maximize 
vote numbers, sharpen differences between Presidential 
activity and Congress i ana 1 inaction Cl anti -energy .. ) 

(b) One on one with individual members of Congress. 

WITNESSES 

(1) Frank Zarb has been specifically identified as a witness 
under oath to testify on overall issues, Administration 
positions, responses to inquiries regarding data. 

(2) Dr. Tom Falkie, Director, Bureau of Mines, should provide 
support for the production and reserve losses estimates. 

(3) Another witness should address the unemployment and economic 
(especially price) effects of the bill. 
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ISSUES - QUESTIONS 

A. Critical Issues from President•s letter remaining unresolved: 

{ 1) 

{2) 

{3) 

{4) 

{5) 

Doesn•t the bill•s accommodation of Administration position 
on citizen suits mean that litigation delays will not occur? 

Why would the bill 1 s language on siltation prevention remain 
a problem? ' 

A.ren•t the bill 1 s provisions on hydrologic disturbance only 
reasonable, prudent protection? 

What vagaries and ambiguiti·es remain potential threats to 
production? 

Has the Administration abandoned opposition to reclamation of 
orphan lands? 

{6) {a) Why should you object to National Forest prohibition if 
you don•t intend to mine there anyway? 

{b) Are those lands included in your loss figures? 

{7) How do you resolve apparent disagreement within Administration 
on production and reserve tonnage losses? 

B. Presidential Letter - Important Issues 

{1) What problems of timing of interim program remain unresolved 
for the operator? 

{2) How are new vs. existing mines to be handled under the interim 
program? Is this a problem? 

{3) Why shouldn•t Federal Government be involved in interim 
program? Wouldn•t Administration position be business-as-usual? 

{4) Doesn•t the bill accommodate the Administration•s desire for 
protection of surface owner rights and mining of Federal coal? 
What else is needed? 
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{5) Why shouldn•t Federal lands be subject to state controls? 
Aren•t other facilities subject to state environmental 
programs and standards? 

{6) What problems remain with provisions to designate lands 
unsuitable for mining? 

{7) Why do you feel data gathering process of permit application 
procedure is cumbersome? Doesn • t bi 11 reso 1 ve th.i s prob 1 em? 

{8) Wouldn•t authority for variances requested-by the Administra­
tion give away the whole bill and allow unrestricted 
development? 

C. New Issues 

{1) Data Base 

{a) Employment loss estimates are higher than employment 
itself. How is this explained? 

{b) Won•t there in fact be a net gain in employment? 

• {c) How is the states success with their programs explained, 
especially Pennsylvania, without production loss? 

{d) What higher consumer costs are involved? Can•t mine 
companies absorb increased cost without further price 
rises? 

{2) Other 

{a) What•s wrong with minimum Federal standards to make 
state programs more uniform? 

{b) What•s wrong with forcing underground mining? 

[N.B. - health and safety and experience 
of subsidence, fires, etc.] 

{c) What anti-competitive effects might occur? Who will 
suffer more, small or large miners? :.-;.::. Fon0~ 
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(d) What is the scope of the exception language for 
anthracite mines and separate regulations? 

_..--fORIJ"\_ 
/~· <',..., 

; ·'.:) "' 
~ ...... .... 

::0 
.:. 

-'o 
'\-.' 

_..-;1'~/ 



























































































'f/ 3,) ··JD q A-1 'L-

Y.'EDERAL E.l>JERGY ADivHNISTRATION 
\VASH IL\'GTON , D. C. 20:\61 

'i [I v 
ifih! : "C'l'J l:; .L hJ ..; O FFICE OF T H£!,D:.!l:SlS1'R-·\TO:t 

Honorable Henry M. Jackson 
Chairman , Collmittee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
Uni t ed States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The President has asked me to respond to your letter of April 24. At the outset I wish to make it clear that my letter to Congressman Udall was prepared in FEA under t he direction of Deputy AQministrator John Hill, who had the assistance of personnel from other concerned Executive Branch agencies. 

I am enclosing a set of memoranda on Interior Department stationery. The estimates presented in those memoranda and reflected in my April 22 letter prepared by FEA and Interior Department personnel. The figures and projections represent the agreed estimates of both agencies. 

I regret that your staff either mis interpreted, or was given incorrect and incomplete informati on by FEA personnel, and I hope that the enclosed informa tion wi ll meet your needs. If I can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to let me know. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

F.ra.n.k 
Frank G. Zarb 
Administrator 
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