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MEMORANDUM FOR 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

December 24, 1975 

THE PRESIDENT 

JIM CANNO~,/ 

ACTION 

Last Day: December 26 

H.R. 8122 - Public Works for Water and 
Power Development and Energy Research 
Appropriation Act, 1976 

Attached for your consideration is H.R. 8122, sponsored 
by Representative Evins, which appropriates $7,278,712,500 
for FY 76 and $2,077,533,000 for the transition quarter 
for activities of the Corps of Engineers-Civil, the 
Bureau of Reclamation, the power agencies of the Department 
of the Interior, ERDA and several related independent 
agencies and commissions. The enrolled bill provides 
$172,550,500 more in 1976 budget authority than your 
request and $94,903,000 more than your transition request. 

A detailed discussion of the appropriations contained in 
the enrolled bill is provided in Jim Lynn's memorandum and 
enrolled bill report at Tab A. 

CEQ Chairman Peterson recommends that you veto the enrolled 
bill on the grounds that increases for the Corps of Engineers 
and the Bureau of Reclamation are objectionable for both 
economic and environmental reasons. His memorandum to you 
is included in the OMB enrolled bill report. 

OMB recommends that you sign H.R. 8122 and OMB will 
thoroughly review the increases and suggest appropriate 
rescissions and deferrals for your consideration. Max 
Friedersdorf, Counsel's Office (Lazarus) and I concur. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That you sign H.R. 8122 at Tab B. 

Approve Disapprove 
Prepare Memorandum of Disapproval 

Digitized from Box 36 of the White House Records Office Legislation Case Files at the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

December 24, 1975 

MEMORANDUM FOR: DICK CHENEY 

FROM: JIM CONNOR 

Attached is the enrolled bill report for H. R. 8122, the Public 
Works Appropriation Act. 

The enrolled bill was carried with you to Vail. The last day 
for approval is December 26. If the President decides to veto 
the measure, the bill must be returned here so that it can be 
delivered to the Congress on December 26, along with a veto 
message. 



t'-~ 
/\ ~ / . TH!== WHITE HOUS E 

WASH1M~roN 

DateDecember 31,1975 
\ 

TO: Jim Connor 

FRO!'>\: John G. Carlson 

The~ttached material 
was given to · me by Dick 
Chene·~ out in Vail. 
As yo~ can s e e, these 
are the originals 
initialed by the 

• I Pres1dent and though~ 
you migh.t need them 
for some\ files. ,... 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WAS H I N G ·r 0 N 

D<.~ccmber 24, 1975 

MEMORANDUM FOR: DICK CHENEY 

FROM: JIM CONNOR 

Attachf!d is the enrolled bill report lor H. R. 8122, the Public 
Works Appropriation Act. 

The enrolled bill was carried with you to Vail. ·. The last day 
!or approval is December 26. If the President decides to veto 
the measure, the bill must be returned here so that it can be 
delivered to the Congress on Dt~cember 26, along with a veto 
message. 



t~EMORANDUM FOR 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHING rON 

LJecember 24, 1975 

THE PRESIDENT 

JIM CANN~_.... 

ACTION 

Last Day: December 26 

H.R. 8122 - Public Works for Water and 
Power Developrnent·and Energy Research 
Appropriation Act, 1976 

Attoched for your consideration is H.R. 8122, sponsored 
by Representative Evins, which appropriates $7,278,712,5-QO 
for FY 76 and $2,077,533,000 for the transition quarter 
for activities of the Corps of Engineers-Civil, the 
Bureau of Reclamation, the power agencies of the Department 
of the Interior, ERDA and several related independent 
agencies and commissions. The enrolled bill provides 
$172,550,500 more in 1976 budget authority than your 
request and $94,903,000 more than your transition request. 

A detailed discussion of the apprqpriations contained in 
the enrolled bill is provided in Jim Lynn's memorandum and 
enrolled bill report at Tab A. 

CEQ Chairman Peterson recommends that you veto the enrolled 
bill on the grounds that increases for the Corps of Engineers 
and the Bureau of Reclamation are objectionable for both 
economic and environmental reasons. His memorandum to you 
is included in the OMB enrolled bill report. · 

OMB recommends that you sign H.R. 8122 and OMB wiil 
thoroughly review the increases and suggest appropriate 
rescissions and deferrals for your consideration. Max 
Friedersdorf, Counsel's Office (Lazarus) and I concur. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That you si~~-18122 at Tab B. 

Approve ~ Disapprove 
Prepare Memorandum of Disapproval 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WA~HINGTON, O.C. 20503 

.. . . . 'J 

HE'l-OAANDtM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

Subject: Enrolled Bill H.R. 8122 - Public ~\forks for tvater aro Power 
DeVelofltel'lt and Energy Research Appropriation A:t., 1976 

Last Day for Action; December 26, 1975 - Friday 

J\ppropri.ations 
(in millions): 

1976 ...........•.•••...•... 
Transition Quarter .......... . 

'lb'ta.l •••••••••••••.• - • 

Mninistrati.on 
.Resu;est 

7,106 
1,983 

9,089 

Enrolled 
Bill 

7,279 
2,078 

.. 

9,357 . 

Congressional 
Change 

+173 
+95 . 

+268 

Effect on Estimated Outlays: +$180 million in 1976, +$110 million in the 
transition quarter, and +$12 million in 1977. 

Highlights: 

- Increases of $269 million for water resources planning and const.nlction 
projects are Itli3.inly for ongoing programs, but 44 new starts have also 
been added. 

- A net $47.2 million O:mgressional decrease for ERDA reflects cuts for 
the nuclear energy and national security programs that are partially offset 
by increases for develoy;xrent of solar and other advanced energy sources. 

Recomrerrla tions 

CB;:2 Chainnan Peterson recacmerrls veto on the grourrl.s that increases for the 
Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of :Reclarration are objectionable for roth 
econan:i.c and envirol'lm:mtal reasons. (His letter is at Tab A to the longer 
merrorandum) • 

I r~ that you sign the enrolled hill because (1) nany of the kreases 
are needed to avoid costly ~rary suspensions of -work on approved projects, 
(2) these same increases will simply shift costs fran 1977 into 1976, and 
( 3) the new starts added by the Congress are less in anount and rn.mt:er tllan 
those of precious years. Later, we will sul:mit our recx::mnermtions to you 
on appropriate rescissions and de errals. ~ 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESJDENT 
orFlCE. OF MANAGEMENT ANO BUDGET · ...... ,~·, 

WASHINGTON, L>.C. 20S03 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

Subject: Enrolled Bill H.R. 8122 - Public Works for Water 
and Power Development and Energy Research 
Appropriation Act, 1976 

Sponsor- Rep. Evins (D), Tennessee 

Last Day for Action 

December 26, 1975 - Friday 

Purpose 

.• 
Appropriates $7,278r712,SOO for fiscal year 1976 and 
$2,077,533,000 for t~e transition quarter for activities 
of the Corps of Engineers-Civil, the Bureau of Reclamation, 
the power agencies of the Department of the Interior, the 
Energy Research and Development Administration, and several 
related independent agencies and commissions. 

~gency Recommendations 

Office of !~nagement and Budget 

Council on Environmental Quality 

Affected agencies 

Discussion 

Approval 

Veto (Chairman Peterson's 
letter is at Tab A) 

Approval (informally) 

Comparison with your 1976 and 
Transition Quarter Budget Requests 

The enrolled bill provides $172,550,500 more in 1976 budget 
authority than your request of. $7,106,162,000 and $94,903,000 
more than your transition quarter request of $1,992,630,000. 
The effect of these and other budget authority changes is to 
increa~e estimated outlays in 1976 by $179.6 million, in the 
transition quarter by $110 million, and in 1977 by $11.5 million. 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT ANO BUDGET 

WASHlNGTON. D.C. 20:,03 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

~uLject: Enrolled Bill H. R. 8122 - Public ~vorks for ~'later 
and Power Development and Energy Research 
Appropriation Act, 1976 

Sponsor Rep. Evins (D), Tennessee 

Last Day for Action 

December 26, 1~75 - Friday 

Purp~ 

Appropriates $7,278,712,500 for fiscal year 1976 and 
$2,077,533r000 for t~e transition quarter for activities 
of the Corps of Engineers-Civil, the Bureau of Reclarnationr 
t~e power agencies of the Department of the Interior, the 
Energy Research and Development Administration, ,and several 
related independent agencies and commissions. 

Agen~y Recommendations 

Off ice of f.1anagemen t and Budget 

Council on Environmental Quality 

Affected agencies 

Discussion 

Approval 

Veto (Chairman Peterson's 
letter is at Tab A) 

Approval (informally) 

Comparison with your 1976 and 
Transition Quarter Budget Requests 

The enrolled bill provides $172,550,500 more in 1976 budget 
authority than your request of $7,106,162,000 and $94,903,000 
more than your transition quarter request of $1,992,630,000. 
The effect of these and ~her budget authority changes is to 
increase estimated outlays in 1976 by $179.6 million, in the 
transition quarter by $110 million, and in 1977 py $11.5 million. 



The follO\'Iing tu.ble shows the effect of Con9ressional action 
on your 1976 and tran::;itiun quarter bud9ct requests for 
major agencies in the enrolled bill: 

Oudgct Authority 
1976 and TQ 

Request Congress~onai 

Effect on Budget 
Authority Change 

on Outlays 

Considered Change 1976 & TQ 1977 

Energy Research 
and Development 
Administration .• 

Corps of·Engi­
neers-Civil •••.• 

Department of the 
Interior: 

5,213 -47 +4 '-27 

Bureau of Re­
clamation .•••• 

Power Adminis­
trations •••••• 

Appalachian re­
gional corrunis­
sion, develop­
ment programs ••. 

Nuclear Regula­
tory Commission. 

Tennessee Valley 
Authority •..•.•• 

Other agencies ••• 

Total •.••••• 

.2, 521 

750 

12 

148 

272 

115 
58 

9,089 

+259 

+52 

-8 

-5 

+15 
+1 

+267 

+219 

+50 

+4* 

-3 

+15 
+1 

+290 

* Includes effect of liquidating cash changes made by the 
Congress. 

Comparison to 1975 Funding Levels 

You requested 1976 appropriations for this bill totaling 
$1,072 million more than the 1975 funding level. The 
Congress has concurred in an overall increase from the 
1975 level but by a greater amount--$1,224 million. Tab B 
to this memorandum presents a more detailed comparison of 
your recommendations for level~of-£unding changes from 1975 
to 1976 and the Congressional response to them. 

Major Changes to Re~uested Amounts 

The remainder of this analysis discusses the major changes 
made in the bill to your requests. The discussion, unless 
otherwise noted, is in terms of budget authority changes 
for both 1976 and the transition quarter. ~· 

+40 

+J. 

-1 

-z 

-1 

+12 



~ :-: .·. 
~{ ( ~ ...... _ \'.~.~-~- ·=:::I 
f.1:(~;'.'hh:~:, i 

. I 
;~,..-.-.-.~;\"!'>{ 

Energy R~search a~~ Development Administration 

3 

The Congress consi1ercd your requests for the Energy Research 
and Develop.-:le:1t ;..'-~:::"inistration (ERDA) in two 1976 appro­
priation bills: 55,213 million was considered for this 
enrolh!d bill a-:--.d $617 million fo.r the Interior enrolled 
appropriation bill now awaiting your action. Your requests 
have been reduce1 in both. In this bill, the reductions 
net to $47.2 million. However, this includes bo·th increases 
and decreases fro:;, your requests, distributed as follows: 

0 +$23.1 million for the operating expenses of solar 
energy development. The Congress has provided 
additional funds for the development of several 
technologies -and added funds for a solar storage 
project and a solar institute. With the increased 
funds, the priorities you proposed will be changed: 
for example, the conversion of light to electric 
power (photovoltaics) will receive greater fundipg 
than solar energy conversion to electric.and thermal 
power. 

0 +$10.2 million for the development of other advanced 
energy systems. 

0 +$13.5 million for environmental and safety research. 
This increases funding to assess the safety and 
t:Hv..i..L·unmental impact of various energy programs and for 
remedial work on uranium mill sites in the western 
states, development of an artificial heart, and 
applications of nuclear research to medicine. 

0 -$42.7 million from your request for nuclear energy 
development. This includes decreased funding for 
upgrading safeguard and security measures for nuclear 
materials, no funding of new uranium enrichment 
facilities, and decreased funding for the Tokamak 
fusion test reactor in Plainsboro, New Jersey • 

• 
0 -$33.2 million from your request for energy-related 

national security. This dccr.ease was broadly applied 
to weapons program activities. As a result the 
production of certain low priority weapon systems will 
be delayed. A reduction in funding of safeguard and 
security upgrading was also effected. 

0 .Further changes to your.rcquests resulted in a net 
decrease of $18.1 million, most of which relates to 
certain financial adjustments made by the.Congrcss. 
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t~a ter Resources. !)ev~ loomcn t 

The Congress adt.le.:l $269 million to your requests for 
planning and cons~ruction of water resources projects. 
All Congressio~al increases in the enrolled bill for the 
Bureau of Recla~ation and the Tennessee Valley Authority 
(TVA) were for t~~se projects, as well aS a major portion 
($202 million} of the $259 million Congressional increase 
to the Corps of Engineers. The Congress provided increases 
both for new planning and construction starts and for 
ongoing projects, though more than three-quarters of the 
increase is for ongoing projects. 

Your budget requests proposed a policy of no new starts in 
fiscal year 1976 and the transition quarter. The Congress, 
however, provided for 44 specific new planning and con­
struction starts that would cost an estimated $1,015 million 
to complete. These new starts--for the Corps of Engineers, 
the Bureau of Reclamation, and TVA--are shown at Tab C. 
Undesirable as the costs of these new star·ts ar~, they are 
considerably less than in previous years •. Last:year, £or 
example, the Congress added 65 unbudgetcd new starts whose 
eventual cost of completion \'las estimated at $3 ~ 6 billion. 

Because contractors who carry out the ongoing projects have 
recently had fewer concurrent jobs, they have progressed 
faster than anticipated on many projects. Thus, much of 
the Congressional increase for cngoing projects is not 
objectionable in that it (1) will avoid costly suspensions 
of work that can follow the "out-of-funds" notices that 
would have to be given in many projects without the additional 
funds, (2) will move some 1977 costs into 1976 and (3) will 
allow for somewhat earlier completion of approved projects. 
A listing of the ongoing projects affected by the enrolled 
bill is at Tab D. · 

Chairman Peterson of the Council on Environmental Quality 
is recommending veto of the enrolled bill because he finds 
the Congressional increases for water resources.projects 
objectionable on enviconmental and economic grounds. His 
letter is at Tab A. While I agree that the increases for 
water resources projects are the most objectionable feature 
of the enrolled bill, I recommend the first of the two 
alternatives he gives in his lettex--sign the enrolled bill 
and recommend deferrals (and, perhaps, rescissions). My 
recommendation has these bases: 

. • . :: 



a Much of the Congrcssion~l increase for on9oing 
prograwsis ~ceded and can be used. 

0 The na~.v s t:u:· ts added by the Congress are lesser 
in nunber ~~d amounts than in pcevious years. 

5 

a Your recant decisions on the 1977 budget imply funding 
the increas~s in the enrolled bill in 1977. 

If you agree, we will thoroughly review the increases in the 
enrolled bill and suggest appropriate rescissions and de­
ferrals for your consideration. 

Corps of Engineers 

In addition to the increases for planning and construction 
of water resources projects, the Congress also provided 
additional funds to the Corps of Engineers for: 

- Operation and maintenance ($51 million) of existing 
projects, primarily because costs or carrying out 
the program you proposed have increa~ed sharply. 

- General investigations ($6 million) for 41 new 
surveys. 

-Hopper dredge design and construction ($1.6 million). 
In this case, the principle involved--that these 
dredges should be provided by private industry--may 
lead to a recommendation that you defer the funds 
provided. 

Some minor reductions for general expenses and for special 
recreation use fees were made by the Congress. 

Other Agencies 

The Congress made no changes to your requests for the Interior 
power agencies or the regional river basin commissions. 
Changes for the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, the Federal 
Power Commission, the Water Resources Council, and Appalachian 
regional development programs arc minor in amount and program 
impact. 

- . 

Recommendation 

I reconunena that 

you ~1-~~-------
(.. James T. Lynn 
"' Director 

Attachments 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRE:SIOENT 
COUNCIL. ON I:!NVIRONM!!:NTAL QUALITY 

722 JACKSON PLACE. N. W. 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006 

December 19, 1975 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Public Works Appropriations for FY 1 76 and 
Transition Quarter H.R. 8122 

The Council on Environmental Quality has major objecti~s 
to this bill that I wish to bring directly to your 
attention, since th~ bill is now enrolled. 

This bill combines appropriations for operat~ng expenses 
and construction activities of 14 different federal 
agencies and offices. Overall it provides more than a 
quarter of a billion dollars in excess of your budget 
request at a time when the Administration is attempting 
to contain federal spending and to restrict commitments 
to new programs. 

Our primary objections are with the proposed appropriations 
for public works projects of the Corps of Engineers and 
the Bureau of Reclamation {Titles II and III) on both 
environmental and economic grounds. This bill contains 
unbudgeted increases of approximately $260 million for the 
Corps and $13 million for the Bureau for fiscal 1976 and 
the transition_quarter. Nearly $50 million of this $273 
million will go to accelerate construction of a number of 
projects which both CEQ and OMB have previously opposed 
as being both environmentally destructive and economically 
unsound. Other funds are for approximately 40 unbudgeted 
new planning and construction starts. 



-2-

In signing last year's public works appropriations bill, 
you stated in pa!."t, ''This public works bill is 
troublesome because it would increase the 1975 outlays 
by $80 million abo':oe the budget and would commit us to 
major outlay increases in future years. I am strongly 
opposed to such iDcreases because they would intensify 
our number one problem -- inflation." 

This bill is no improvement in that regard -- it is worse. 
Two basic options exist: 

1. Sign and recommend deferrals 

This course was followed last year; it allows funding to 
proceed for programs and projects not in dispute, 'but 
it is essentially a postponement of action on disputed 
items. To be effective, deferrals this year would have 
to be large, and would stand a very good chance of being 
overturned by Congress in an election year. 

2. Veto and request a revised bill 

A veto, on both environmental and economic grounds, would 
be consistent with stated Administration goals and policies. 
It would require a greater Congressional effort to over­
ride, and would, if overridden, put the responsibility for 
inflationary federal spending where it belongs. Reform­
ulation of an acceptable bill could be time-consuming and 
would require interim funding measures. It would. however, 
avoid the postponement into 1977 of funding decisions and 
would. if cuccess£ul, reduce the commitment of unbudgeted 
funds to a number of environmentally destructive and 
economically unsound projects. 

I recommend that you veto this_Fill and call for prompt 
reformulation of an acceptable one. 

cc: Honorable James T. Lynn 

Russell W. Peterson 
Chairman 



T/IB 
I 

•• i 



H.R. 8122, PUBLIC \vORKS-ERDA 
APPROPRIATION ACT 

Change in Level of Funding, 1975 to 1976 
(Budget Authority in thousands of dollars) 

Agency and i tern 

Energy Research and 
Development Adminis-
tration: 

Presidential 
_P_-E9._po sa 1 

Operating expenses .•.• +714,350 
Plant and capital 

equipment .•....•....• +139,090 

Subtotal ....•..•.•• +853,440 

Corps of Engineers: 
General investiga-

tions . ............. ., . 
Construction, general. 
Flood Control, 
Mississippi River 
and tributaries 

Operation and Mainte-
nance, general .•••.•• 

Flood control and 
coastal emergencies .. 

Other: ....••.••.•••...• 

Subtotal .•.••••...• 

Bureau of Reclamation: 
Construction and 
rehabilitation ••..••• 

Upper Colorado River 
st<:>rage •••.........•• 

Colorado River Basin .• 
Colorado River Basin 
salinity control •..•• 

Operation and mainte-
nance .•.•..••..•••••• 

Loan programs .•••.•••• 
Other. - ............... . 

Subtotal .•.••.....• 

-3,084 
+117,859 

. -8,348 

+53,123 

+25,400 
+3,800 

+188,750 

+54,558 

+15,539 
+6,240 

-7,980 

+31,010 
+1,690 

___±1,958 

+103,015 

Congressional 
Action 

+684,278 

+119,190 

+803,168 

+1,552 
+253,807 

+1,302 

+87,496 

+25,400 
+3,600 

+373,157 

+83,185 

+16,531 
+6,205 

-7,980 

+31,362 
+8,840 
+2,235 

+140,378 

Congressional 
Action on 
Proposal 

. ' 

-30,072 

-19,900 

-49,972 

+4,636 
+135;948 

+9,650 

+34,373 

-200 

+184,407 

+28,627 

+992 
-35 

+352 
+7,150 

+277 

+37,363 



Agency and item 

Funds Appropriated 
to the President: 
Appalachian regional 

development .•..••. 

Other agencies: 
Nuclear Regulatory 

Commission •.•••••• 
Tennessee Valley 
Authority ....•••.• 

Bonneville Power 
Administration 
fund . ........... - . 

Other ••••••..•...•• 

Subtotal ••••.••• 

TOTAL . .••.••• ,. •• 

• Consisting of: 

Preside!1tial 
Proposal 

+84,770 

-172,000 
+3,4:92 

-73,338 

+1,071,867 

Congressional 
Action --- ----

-7,500" 

+80,258 

+22,625 

-172,000 
+4, 03l:_ 

-65,086 

+ 1, 2 4 4 , 4 1 7' 

Increases denied by the Congress ....•.•••••• 
. · .. ·Decreases denied by the· Congress .•..•.... _ .... 

Congressional initiatives ..••..•.•.....•••••• 

I 2 

Congressional 
Action on 
Proposal 

-7,500 

-4,512 

+12,225 

+539 

+8,252 

+172,550• 

-54,719 
+ 11·, 4·•3-2. -

+215,837 
+172,550 





0 

Project 
Arknnsas 

Posten Bayou (FC) 

California. 
San Diego (Sunset) (BE) 

San Luis Rey River (FC) 

Florida 
St. Lucie Inlet (N) 

Jllinois 
l~ood River Drainage (FC) 

~e!ltUCky 
Boone County (FC) 

Missouri 
Pine Ford Lake (FC) 

-· ---- ... --. 

*Total Estimated F~al Cost. 

:. 

CORPS. Cl; E~GINI:cl~ 

Unbudgeted Pl~noi~n StaTts 
($ ~~.;.ll:..•;r.s) 

TEFC* 1976 

3.0 ,075 

1.495 .03 

13.~ .1 

3.8 .175 

l.OS .07 

.s .05 

75.2 .s 

1976T 

.015 

.005 

·.035 

.03 

.025 

.015 

.15 

. Congrcssi0n~1 Inte~cst 

Scm. Bumpers (D) NcClella1 
Rep. Thornton (D-4) 

Se~. Tunney (D) Cranston 
Rep. Andrews (R) 
Rep. Leggett (D-4) 

( 

Sen. Stone (D) Chiles (D) 
Rep. Rogers (D-11) 
Safalis (R-10) 

Sen, Percy (R) Stavenson 
Rep. Price (D-23) 

.:lan. Huddleston (D) ford < 
Rep·, Snyder (R-4) 

Sen. Symington (D) Eaglcto 
Rep. !chord (D-8) HungD.te( 
Burlison (D-10) 



P:-o}e:t 

l~ntana 

~filos City (FC) 

'cw York 
Pcir'tOntario (N) 

ort:h !:~Dkot:a 

Kindred lake (FC) 

exas 
--cloptin Crossing Lake (FC) 

GIWW Seadrift (N) 

·----· ..... 

CORP~ C~ r.:~;;,~l::-:f:ci~S 

Unbud2eted Planning Starts 
($ ~~i llions) 

TEFC 1976 

2.11 .04 

.. 

4.51 .os 

40.3 .1 

.. 67.7 ,;J 

.85 .03 

1976T Congressional Interest 

.015 Sen. Mansfield (D) X~tcalf(D) 
Rep. Melcher (D-2) 

.• 04 Sen. Javits (R) Buckley (CR) 
Rep. HcEwcn (R-30) 

.04 Sen. Young (R) nurcick (D) 
Rep. Hinsha"' (;{-40) 

.l Sen. Bcntsc~ (D) ~ower (R) 
Rep. Pickle (D-10) Krueger 
(D-21) 

.012 Sen. Bentsen (':>) To\\·cr (rt) 
qep. Your~ (D-14) 



Project 

Alabama 

Mobile Harbor (.N) 

Connecticut 

Park River (FC) 

Illinois 

Little Calumet River 4PC) 

Mississippi River (Chain of 
Rocks)(N) 

Indiana 

Big l~alnut Lake (Land Acq) 
(FC) 

Iowa -
Big Sioux River at Sioux 

City & S.D. (FC) 

Ottumwa (FC) 

CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
Unbudgeted New CtJr.struction Starts 

{$ ~E..llions) 

TEFC 1976 

40.133 . .18 

75.8 . l,S 

.372 .15 

---·- -· ···-····--· 

58.7 .90S 

45.1 .83 

6.35 .2 

.221 .11 

19761 

·.s 

2.0 

.14 

I 
CongTessional Interest 

Sen. Allen (D) Sparkman {D) 
Rep. Edwards (R-l) 

Sen. Weickcr (R) Ribicoff(D) 
Rep. Cotter (D-1) 

Sen. Stevenson (D) Percy (R) 
Rep. Russo (D-3) · 

----·---

.4 

.s 

.Sen. Percy (R) Stevenson (~) 
Rep. Price {D-23) 
Sen. Eagleton (D) Syrr.ington (D). 
Rep. Hungate (D-9) 

Sen. Sayh (D) Hartke (D) 
Rep. ~1yers (R-7) 

Sen. Clark (D) Culver (D) 
Rep. Bedell (D-6) 
Sen. Albourez.k (D) McGo~rn (D) 
Rep. Pressler (R-1) 

Sen. Culver (D)Clark(D)Rcp.Srnith(D4 



Project 

Kentucky 

. Big Sandy River Dam 13 (FC) 

Kehoe lake (FC) 

. . 
Louisiana 

, 
Monroe Floodwall (FC) 

TechcVermi 11 ion (FC) 

~·!assa.chusetts 

Saxonville (FG) 

~Uchigan 

'Tawas Bay Harbor. (N) 

Oklahoma 

Arkansas-Red Chloride 
Control 18 (FC) 

~ 

CORPS (,J! E~G!NEcRS 

Unbudgcted Nm·r •:uns truction Starts 
{$ ltillions) 

TEFC 1976 

.33 .305 

34.9 ,75 

2.42 .81 

4.23 .1 

4.23 .1 

1.5 • OS 

1976T 

.7 

.46 

. 6 

• 6 

53.7 • 2 .l 

.. 

Cong!'essional bte:-cst 

Sen. Huddleston (D) Fore (D) 
Rep. Perkins (0-7) 

Sen. Huddlciton (D) Ford (D) 
Rep • Perkins (0-7) 

. Sen. Johnston (D) Long(D) 
Rep. Passman (2·5) 

Sen • Long (D) Johnston (D) 
Rep. Long (D-8) Treen (R-3) 
Rep. Breaux (D-7) 

Sen • Brooke (R) Kennedy (D) 
Rep. Early (D-3) 

Sen . Griffin (R) Sen. Hart (D) 
Rep. Ruppe (R-11). 

Sen • Bentsen (D) Tower CR) 
Reo. Hifhtol\'er (D-13) sen. rle lrnon(R) B~rtlctt {R) 
Rep. Albert {D-3) 



Project 
Oklahoma (Cont'd) 

Candy Lake (FC) 

Oregon 

Coos Bay (N) 

Texas 

Acqui lla Lake (FC) 

Corpus Christi 
Beach Erosion (BE) 

CORPS CF ENGI~cci~ 
Unbudgoted :-\Cii tor.struction Starts 

($ ~'illions) 

TEFC 1976 -
21.0 .3 

. 

Hl76T 

.45 

19,1 2.0 3.S 

47.8 1.5 .7 

1.56 .1 .2 

0 ·' 

Con~ressional Interest 

sen. Bell~on (R) Bartlett (R) 
Rep. Risenhoover (D-2) 

Sen Pack1iood (n) lla.t fie hl (n) 
Rep. rieavcr (D-4) 

Sen, Bentsen (D) Towers (R) 
Rep. Teague (D-6) 
Pogge(D-11) \\'right (:)-12) 

.Sen. Bentsen (D) TO\'icr (R) 
Rep. Young (D-14) 



1-fonstruction Start; 

t\ebr:1ska 

North l.oup 
O'~cill 

l.o:m Pro gr:!m (Various 
Stntes~ 

Buttonwillow, Calif. 
~evad~ Irrigation, Calif. 

Redwood Valley, Calif. 
Valley Center, Calif. 
San Luis, Supplemental, 

Calif. c 
Buffalo R~pids, Mont. 

Farmington, Utah 
Wenatchee, Washington 

2. PlQnning Starts 
Colorado 
San Luis, Closed 9asin 

Utah 
Upalco Unit 

Bureau of Reclamat~on 
Unbudgeted Nell· Construction and 

Planninr Starts 
($ in millions) 

TEFC 1976 

$111.720 .475 
$159.090 .945 

$3.000 .500 
$1.600 '1.600 

$4.800 2.000 
$3.500 1.500 

$5,417 
$ .816 .400 

$2.970 .900 
$ .920 .2SO 

.. 

$25.370 $ .• 075 

' . $32,375 $ .100 

1976T Congressional intcrcsl: 

.oso Smith ( 1{- 3) 

.150 Smith <n<n 

.soo Ketchum (R-lS) 
Jo~nson (D-2) 

.700 Clausen (R-2) 

.500 Burgener (R-43) 

.500 Sisk (D-15) 

.200 r.;elcher (0-:2) 

.3.000 ~icKay (D-1) 
.450· ~lcCormack (D-4) 

.oso Evans (0-3) 

.025 Mc.Kay (0-l) 



Project 

Alabama 

Lower flk Town 
(New Town) 

Tennessee 

South Chickamauga Creek 
Project (FC) 

------ --..............---· _ .... 

TENNES~EF. VAJ.! EY AU1llORITY 
Unbuclgetcd ~!!~.; C:mst~·uction St:lrts 

($ ~:illions) 

TEFC 1976 1976T 

4.700 . 1.000 1.000 

12.000 • 750 .250 

Congression~l !r.:ercst 

Tenn. Sen. Br.ker (R) 
Sen. Brock (R) 

Ala. Ser.. Spark~~n (D) 
Sen. All~n (D) 

Tenn. Rep. ~vins (U-5) 
Rep. Beard (R-6) 

Ala. Rep. Jones (D-5) 

Senators B~er (R) Brock (R:· 
Rep. Lloyd (D-3)- Tenn. 



i 
! . 
I 

7/l/3 ]) 



CORPS OF HNC';INERRS 
·Changes by Congressional Ac1ion·Ongoing Construction 

($ ~!ill: <•ns) 

Project & Type 

Alabama 

Buclget 
nrt<1 19 76T _ .. 

John rlollis Bankhead (L&D Rehab)(N) 

Jon~s !Huff L&D (~1P) 

1. 58(.1 

2.100 

.350 

1.100 

21.900 Tennessee Tombigbee (N) 

Alaska 

Snett is ham (~iP) 

Arkansas 

~lcClellan-Kerr (~) 

Ouachita 5 Dlack (N) 

Pine ~!ountain Lake (FC) * 
Red River Levees & Bank below 

Denison (FC) 

California 

Bodega Bay (N)* 0 

corte-~tadera-·cr-8eiC(F·ci 

* • Plannin$1 
**• Resumption 

52.00(! 

4 • 0 0 (; 

3. 00(1 

2.00(1 

.14h 

3.150 

.oso 

.250 

MP • Hul tipurpo! ( 
N • Navigation 

FC .• Flood Contl'C•l 

2.000 

.700 

2.300 

.050 

2 .• 1 0 0 

.010 

1.000 

Conference (+-) 
1976 19i6T 

+1.760 

+3,400 .... 700 

+20.000 +7.l00 

+3.500 

+2.350 + .900 

·+2,400 + .600 

+.040 + .020 

+.850 + .300 

-.050 

-1.000 



CORPS c.r J!Nr.IN12ERS 
Changes by Congression~l /ction-Ongoing Construction 

( $ !>iil l ions) 

Project ~ Type 

Califorr.ia (Cont'd) 

Hidden Dam-Hensley Lake (FC) 

Neh' Melones Lake (~JP) 

Sacramento nivcr Bank 
Protection (FC) 

San Diego llarbo-r: (N) 

Colorado 

Trinidad Lake (FC) 

Florida 

Central & SoutheTn (FC) 

Four River Basins (FC) 

Jacksonville Hbr. (N) 

Tampa Hbr. (~) 

llawaii -: 

Barbers Point (N)* 

Lahaina (N) 

f udgct 
n-; 6 191 6T. 

2.380 .600 

·40.100 13.500 

2.800 

3.200 

4.400 

8.500 

3.700 

3.50(1 

5.50(1 

.10(1 

.·70(1 

1.500 

.900 

.300 

2.150 

1.770 

.sso 
1.575 

. 025 

.200 

·. 

Conference (+-) 
l9io 1976r-

+.720 +.200 

+2 •. 900 +1.500 

+.200. +~100. 

+4.800 + .600 . 

+,060 +.200 

+1.500 +1.500 

+.500 +1. 230 

+1.500 +. 9 50 

+.85\) +.737 

+.100 +,025 

-.700 -.100 



CO!lPS f:.' f:Ni.I!'lf.!TmS 
Changes by Congressional /.t tion-Ongoing Construction 

($ Mill ions) 

Project & Type 
Illinois 

Freeport (FC)** 

Harrisonville & Ivy Landing (FC). 

Illinois Waterway Duplicate. L~cks (N)* .. 

M~lan tt (FC) 

Smithland Locks ,¢N) 

Indiana 

Dig Pine Lake (FC) 

Lafnyette Lake (PC)*~ 

Mas on J. Niblack (FC) 
Patoka (FC) 

Iowa 

Missouri R. Levee System (FC) 

Saylor ville Lake (FC) 

Kansas 

Clinton Lake (FC) 

'*"' Reiumption -

Iiudget 
Tiii'6 19 7 61 

l • .!CO 

.~00 

.C91 

.550 

.100 

34,COO 14.885 

.700 1.300 

.300 

4.730 

.573 
1.865 

.200 

.550 

6.900 2.500 

.. . 

Con fcren.ce ( +-) 
1976 l~i6: 

•.OSO 

+ .475 

-.400 

+.030 

·•8.000 

-.150 

+.300 

+.254 
-4,500 

+.200 

+1.500 

+.600 

+.025 

... 100 

+.020 

•• 

+.100 

+.400 

+.100 

3 



... 
CORPS C·l' E~t~I:-.iETIRS 

Cha.nges by Congressional Jction-Ongoing Construction 
($ ~1i:Jions) 

J.udget Conference (+~) 

Project & Type IF', 6 1976T 19 76 I97o1' ......... 
Kansas (Cont'd) 

' 
Hillsdale Lake (FC) l.ESO .800 +1. 4 50 +1.100 

Indi:m Lake (FC) * • ~ 00 ~075 -.zoo -.075 

Marion (FC) ' . 1. i ( 0 .429 +.300 +. n l 1 

TomJhawk Lake (FC)* . i:co .075 -.200 -.075 

t·:ol f-Coffce taka (FC)tt ,l, 0 0 .100 -.400 -.100 

Kentuckl 

Big South Fork (FC)* ., • ~;so +.150 +.ZOO 

Cave .Run Lake (r:C) 3. ~·co .750 +.500 +.250 

Laurel River Lake (~fP) 4.i'C.O .644 +.500 +.500 

~ta rtins Fork Lake (FC) 2 .N'O 1. 240 + 1. 5 50 

Red River Lake (FC) 1. (100 ,527 . •1.000 -.527 

Taylorsville Lake (FC) 4.!:74 2.465 +.526 

lY'olf Creek Dam c~rP) t. (150 3.800 +3.950 
. 

Louisiana 

L~ke Pon tchartr e. in (FC) 22. (tOO 7.350 -6.000 -2.000 

J.fiss. R. Gulf O~lets (N) - 1.000 • 47 5, .... 6~0 +,87$ 



CORPS ('1' P~r. INEERS 
Chany,es by Congressional /.c tion-Ongoing Construction 

( $ ~u : J ions ) 

f'roject & Type 

Louisiana (Cont'd) 

Overton-Red River (N) 

Red R. Emerg. Bank (N) 

Red R. Wa tcrh'ay (N) 

~Iaine 

Dickey-Lincoln (~lP) * 
:.1aryland 

Bloomington LDke (FC) 

~lass achuse tts 

North Nashua (FC)* 

Hichigan 

River Rouge (FC) 

Minnesota 

Roseau River (FC)** 

~Iissouri 

Long Branch Lake (FC) 

* Planning 
-

"" Resumption 

1.:.oo 

4.000 

.050 

1.475 

11.::oo 4.070 

.395 

6.:!CO 3.300 

• (f ;· 0 .020 

.300 

3. ~.oo 2.000 

Conference (+-) 
-:t9T6 1 9 7 6 'i' 

+.400 

+1.000 +.225 

+ 7. 7 0 0 .... 5 . ~) 3 0 

+1.050 +.040 

+2.020 

-.010 

+.600 .... 

+.100 +.,.500 

+.BOO +.400 



CORPS r.··• l:~r. t NT:f:RS 
Changes by Congressional I.e tion-Ongoing Construction 

($ MiJ] ion$) 

Proiect & Tyne 
Montana 

Libby Rereg. (MP)* 

~Jebraska -
Gnvins Point ntP) (Reloc:ati-Qn) 

P3pillion Creek (FC) 

K e"' ?·!ex i co ' 

Los Esteros Lake (FC) 

Nell Jersey 

Newark Bay, Hackensack & Passaic 
(~)#cit CJ 

Ne\t/ York 

Ellicott Creek (FC)* ** 
East. Rocka,.;ay Bay (N) ** 
Irondequoit Bay (N)** 

New York Hrb. Anch. (N) 

Ohio 

Caesar Creek (FC) 

Willow Island L&D (N) 

.. 

-

l:u<.lAOt 
Di~'6 1976'i' 

• 2C·C 

3. 7( c 
8.9CG 

3.4CC 

1.6.(0 

11. 2( 0 

4.1CO 

.07 5 

1.276· 

3.100 

.944 

.100 

1.100 

3.310 

.600 

Confcrcr:.:c (+-) 
197o r97o'f 

+.050 

+2.000 

-2.000 

+1. 400 

+1.500 

+.150 

+1.350 

+.050 

+1.000 

+.600 

+1.200 

+.700 

+. 07 0 . 

-.100 

+.030 

+. 790 

,b 



.. 

CORPS (;]' E~mtNEERS 
Changes by Congrcssion:ll I t.tion-Ongoing Construction 

($ Millions) 

Project & Type 
Oklahoma 

Ark-Red Chloride (FC)~ 

Copan Lake (FC) 

Kaw Lake (FC) 

Lukfata Lake (FC)** 

Skiatook Lake (FC) 

Oregon 

Applegate Lake (FC) 

Bonneville L&D (MP) 

Catherine Creek (FC) 

Days Creek Lake (PC)* 

Cascadia Lake (FC)* 

Elk Creek Lake (PC) 

"John Day L&D (MP) 

Pennsylvania 
Blucnarsh Lake (FC) 
Tioga-Hammond (FC) 

, ~--­.. 

-. 

l. 260 • 446 

1.300 2.270 

7.500 1.408 

2.000 1.700 

.300 .100 

17.500 13.000 

.400 .250 

.100 .025 

• 2 0 0 • 2 0 0 ·;• 

6.600 3~000 

5.065 1.300 . . 
. 

10. 500 2 .90~ 
31.000 9.314 

Conference (+-) 
1976 19761' 

+.940 

+7.7oo· 

+.7oo-· 

+2.000 

+.BOO 

+7.000 

-.250 

+.400 

-.200 

-6.600 

+.460 

+3.250 

+2.130. 

+.092 

+.100 

+1.070 

+.700 

+.600 

-.250 

-·.02 S. 

-.200 

-3~000 

·-
+.431 .. 



COHPS C·I' W~I.H~ii!:RS 
Changes by Congress ion:!! !.c t i.on-On~oing Co:1struction 

(S ~I ill ions) 

Pro ;'Ject & Type 
Pcnns11 vani a 

Tocks Island (Road) Relocation (MP) 

Puerto Rico 

Portugues & Bucana (FC) 

South Carolina 

Cooper River (N) 

Tennessee 

Cordell Hull (HP) 

Texas 

Corpus Christi (N) 

Lavon Lake (FC) 

Lower Rio Grande (FC)* 

Peyton Creek (FC)* 

~san Gabriel (FC) 

Vir~inia 

' 
r.athri~ht Lake (FC). 

, 
... -·""'-

-

r.ud(J'et , .... 

s.ooo 1.225 

3.000 1.273 . 

1.000 .420 

1.900 .650 

3.680 .581 

.200 .050 

.200 .050 

6.850 2.607 

8.600 2.200 

Conference (+·) 
!~76 197oT 

+2.500 +2.1.00 

+1.400 +. 525 

+.500 +.500 

+.300 +.100 

+1.000 

+.200 + .l so 

+ .1 so 

-.200 ... oso 

+.150 +.393 

+1.400 

,8 



co~r·s or i:~.;ra~n!~::{s 
Changes by Congressional J,c. tion-Ongoing Construction 

{$ ~u:;.J ions) 

Project & Type 
!~ashington 

Chief Joseph (~tP) 

Little Goose (HP} Addl. 

Lower Granite (MP) Addl. 

Lower Monumental (MP) Addl. 

Nest Virginia 

Beech Fork Lake (FC) 

R.n. Bailey (FC) 
• 

l~i s cons in 

Lafarge Lake (PC) 

.. 1. 

-

52.600 14 .. 500 

16.000 2.800 

14.900 2.800 

4.800 2.500 

6.800 1.500 

16.800 4.750 

3.000 1.400 

. . 

Confercr.cc (+-) 
-!976 19751' 

.. - . 

+14.000 

+2.000 

+3.000 

+1,000 

+1.200 

+5.500 

·3.000 

+6,000 

.. 

+1.000 

+ .100 

+ I 550 

-1.400 

~· 

·i 
: 
I 

.. 

. . 



· Bureau of Reclamation 

California 

Auburn Folson South Unit 
Auburn Dam 
Other 

San Luis Unit 
San Felipe Division 
Misc~Ilaneous Projects 

Colorado 

Fryingpan Arkansas 
1\arrO\.;s Unit 

~!ontana 

C3nyon Ferry 

North Dakota 

Garrison Diversion Unit 

Oregon 

Tualatin Project 

Bureau of Rc~lnm~tion 
Changes by ConPrcssionai Action-Ong,oing Construction 

($ in millions) 

1976 TQ Conference 
Budget Authority Budget Authority 1976 TQ 

27.475 9.114 .,.g .175 +2.065 
(26. 735) (8.985) (S,975) (2.065) 

. (. 240) (.1:?9) (.200) (-) 

30.000 7.350 •3.893 +545 
9.000 3.260 -3.000 

10.360 3.100 +.400 +.250 

32.326 8.890 +.674 +2.010 
3.140 .400 -LOOO 

l.SOO .400 +.500 

10.900 . 2. 700 +1.000 

7.550 2.800 +.600 +1. 400 

,. 



r 

Bure3u of Reclamation 

~iashington 

Columbia Basin Project 
Irrigation Facilities 
Third R:sn\'erplant 

Bureau of Rcclllmotion 
Changes by Con2ressional Action-On~oin~ Construction 

($ in millions) 

., ..... 

1976 
Budget Authority 

15.428 
57.000 

TQ 
Budget Authority 

4.876 
13.500 

Conference 
1976 . TQ 

+3. 272 
+14.000 

~474 



Tl!~Nf:SScf; Vi\!.I.f:Y t\IJ1110RITY 
Chnnges by Congressional Action-Ongoing Construction 

($ ~1i llions) 

Project & Trpe 

.t ·. ~barn a 

Bear Creek ~fultipurpose water 
control srstem 

Railway bridge alterations 
at Decatur (~) 

Tennessoe 

Nor.nandy Dam (MP) 

Columbia Oa:n O·IP) 

Tellico .Dam (MP) 

~!P • Multipurpose 

Budget 
1976 l976T 

10.590 5.338 

2.000 3.296 

8.493 .767 

2.835 1.138 

23.600 5.530 

C\)nference ( +- J 
1!:176 1976T 

+.055 +.362 

+.304 

-0.076 ····· ~. 556 

+7.565 +1.412 

+.142 -.130 





EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 

DEC I~/~ 

MEM>RANDtM FOR 'IRE PRESIDENI' 

SUbject: Enrolled Bill H.R. 8122 - Public W::>rks for water and Power 
Developrent ani Energy Research ~iation Act, 1976 

Last Il:ly for Action: December 26, 1975 - Friday 

Appropriations 
(in millions) : 

1976 •••••••••••.•••.••••.•• 
Transition Quarter ••••••••• 

'Ibt:a.l ••••••••••••••••• 

Administration 
RequeSt 

7,106 
1,983 

9,089 

Enrolled 
Bill 

7,279 
2,078 

9,357 

Congressional 
. ·Cbar¥Je 

+173 
+95 

+268 

Effect on Estimated OUtlays: +$180 million in 1976, +$110 million in the 
transition quarter, and +$12 million in 1977. 

Highlights: 

- Increases of $269 million for water resources planning and construction 
projects are nainly for <DJOin3 programs, but 44 new starts have also 
been added. 

- A net $47.2 million Congressional decrease for ERIY\ reflects cuts for 
the nuclear energy and national security programs that are partially offset 
by increases for develq;:ment of solar and other advanced energy sources. 

Reccmnerrlations 

em Chairnan Peterson recarmatrls veto on the gram;is that increases for the 
Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Recl.anation are oojectianable for both 
ecoronic and enviromental reasons. {His letter is at Tab A to the lor¥;Jer 
nerorandum) • 

I recamerxl that you sign the enrolled bill because {1) many of the increases 
are needed to avoid costly temporary suspensions of work on approved projects, 
(2) these sa1re increases will sinply shift costs fran 1977 into 1976, and 
( 3) the new starts added by the Congress are less in anount and rrumber than 
tb:>se of previous years. Later, we will sul::rni t our reccmnerrjations to you 
on awropriate rescissions and de errals. 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 

DEC 2 1975 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

Subject: Enrolled Bill H.R. 8122 - Public Works for Water 
and Power Development and Energy Research 
Appropriation Act, 1976 · 

Sponsor- Rep. Evins (D), Tennessee 

Last Day for Action 

December 26, 1975 - Friday 

Purpose 

Appropriates $7,278,712,500 for fiscal year 1976 and 
$2,077,533,000 for the transition quarter for activities 
of the Corps of Engineers-Civil, the Bureau of Reclamation, 
the power agencies of the Department of the Interior, the 
Energy Research and Development Administration, and several 
related independent agencies and commissions. 

Agency Recommendations 

Office of ~2nagement and Budget 

Council on Environmental Quality 

Affected agencies 

Discussion 

Approval 

Veto {Chairman Peterson•s 
letter is at Tab A) 

Approval (informally) 

Comparison with your 1976 and 
Transition Quarter Budget Requests 

The enrolled bill provides $172,550,500 more in 1976 budget 
authority than your request of $7,106,162,000 and $94,903,000 
more than your transition quarter request of $1,982,630,000. 
The effect of these and other budget authority changes is to 
increase estimated outlays in 1976 by $179.6 million, in the 
transition quarter by $110 million, and in 1977 by $11.5 million. 



2 

The following table shows the effect of Congressional action 
on your 1976 and transition quarter budget requests for 
major agencies in the enrolled bill: 

Budget Authority 
1976 and TQ 

Effect on Budget 
Authority Change 

on Outlays 
Request Congress1onal 

Considered Change 1976 & TQ 1977 

Energy Research 
and Development 
Administration •. 

Corps of Engi­
neers-Civil •.•.• 

Department of the 
Interior: 
Bureau of Re­
clamation ••... 

Power Adminis­
trations •..... 

Appalachian re­
gional commis­
sion, develop­
ment programs ... 

Nuclear Regula­
tory Commission. 

Tennessee Valley 
Authority •.••••• 

Other agencies .•. 

Total •.•.•.. 

5,213 

2,521 

750 

12 

148 

272 

115 
58 

9,089 

-47 

+259 

+52 

-8 

-5 

+15 
+1 

+267 

+4 

+219 

+50 

+4* 

-3 

+15 
+1 

+290 

* Includes effect of liquidating cash changes made by the 
Congress. 

Comparison to 1975 Funding Levels 

You requested 1976 appropriations for this bill totaling 
$1,072 million more than the 1975 funding level. The 
Congress has concurred in an overall increase from the 
1975 level but by a greater amount--$1,224 million. Tab B 
to this memorandum presents a more detailed comparison of 
your recommendations for level-of-funding changes from 1975 
to 1976 and the Congressional response to them. 

Major Changes to Requested Amounts 

The remainder of this analysis discusses the major changes 
made in the bill to your requests. The discussion, unless 
otherwise noted, is in terms of budget authority changes 
for both 1976 and the transition quarter. 

-27 

+40 

+3 

-1 

-2 

-1 

+12 
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Energy Research and Development Administration 

The Congress considered your requests for the Energy Research 
and Development Administration (ERDA) in two 1976 appro­
priation bills: $5,213 million was considered for this 
enrolled bill and $617 million for the Interior enrolled 
appropriation bill now awaiting your action. Your requests 
have been reduced in both. In this bill, the reductions 
net to $47.2 million. However, this includes both increases 
and decreases from your requests, distributed as follows: 

0 +$23.1 million for the operating expenses of solar 
energy development. The Congress has provided 
additional funds for the development of several 
technologies and added funds for a solar storage 
project and a solar institute. With the increased 
funds, the priorities you proposed will be changed: 
for example, the conversion of light to electric 
power (photovoltaics) will receive greater funding 
than solar energy conversion to electric and thermal 
power. 

0 +$10.2 million for the development of other advanced 
energy systems. 

0 +$13.5 million for environmental and safety research. 
This increases funding to assess the safety and 
environmental impact of various energy programs and for 
remedial work on uranium mill sites in the western 
states, development of an artificial heart, and 
applications of nuclear research to medicine. 

0 -$42.7 million from your request for nuclear energy 
development. This includes decreased funding for 
upgrading safeguard and security measures for nuclear 
materials, no funding of new uranium enrichment 
facilities, and decreased funding for the Tokamak 
fusion test reactor in Plainsboro, New Jersey. 

0 -$33.2 million from your request for energy-related 
national security. This decrease was broadly applied 
to weapons program activities. As a result the 
production of certain low priority weapon systems will 
be delayed. A reduction in funding of safeguard and 
security upgrading was also effected. 

° Further changes to your requests resulted in a net 
decrease of $18.1 million, most of which relates to 
certain financial adjustments made by the Congress. 



Water Resources Development 

The Congress added $269 million to your requests for 
planning and construction of water resources projects. 
All Congressional increases in the enrolled bill for the 
Bureau of Reclamation and the Tennessee Valley Authority 
(TVA) were for these projects, as well as a major portion 
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($202 million) of the $259 million Congressional increase 
to the Corps of Engineers. The Congress provided increases 
both for new planning and construction starts and for 
ongoing projects, though more than three-quarters of the 
increase is for ongoing projects. 

Your budget requests proposed a policy of no new starts in 
fiscal year 1976 and the transition quarter. The Congress, 
however, provided for 44 specific new planning and con­
struction starts that would cost an estimated $1,015 million 
to complete. These new starts--for the Corps of Engineers, 
the Bureau of Reclamation, and TVA--are shown at Tab c. 
Undesirable as the costs of these new starts are, they are 
considerably less than in previous years. Last year, for 
example, the Congress added 65 unbudgeted new starts whose 
eventual cost of completion was estimated at $3.6 billion. 

Because contractors who carry out the ongoing projects have 
recently had fewer concurrent jobs, they have progressed 
faster than anticipated on many projects. Thus, much of 
the Congressional increase for ongoing projects is not 
objectionable in that it (1) will avoid costly suspensions 
of work that can follow the "out-of-funds" notices that 
would have to be given in many projects without the additional 
funds, (2) will move some 1977 costs into 1976 and (3) will 
allow for somewhat earlier completion of approved projects. 
A listing of the ongoing projects affected by the enrolled 
bill is at Tab D. 

Chairman Peterson of the Council on Environmental Quality 
is recommending veto of the enrolled bill because he finds 
the Congressional increases for water resources projects 
objectionable on environmental and economic grounds. His 
letter is at Tab A. While I agree that the increases for 
water resources projects are the most objectionable feature 
of the enrolled bill, I recommend the first of the two 
alternatives he gives in his letter--sign the enrolled bill 
and recommend deferrals (and, perhaps, rescissions}. My 
recommendation has these bases: 



0 Much of the Congressional increase for ongoing 
programsis needed and can be used. 

0 The new starts added by the Congress are lesser 
in number and amounts than in previous years. 
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0 Your recent decisions on the 1977 budget imply funding 
the increases in the enrolled bill in 1977. 

If you agree, we will thoroughly review the increases in the 
enrolled bill and suggest appropriate rescissions and de­
ferrals for your consideration. 

Corps of Engineers 

In addition to the increases for planning and construction 
of water resources projects, the Congress also provided 
additional funds to the Corps of Engineers for: 

- Operation and maintenance ($51 million) of existing 
projects, primarily because costs of carrying out 
the program you proposed have increased sharply. 

- General investigations ($6 million) for 41 new 
surveys. 

- Hopper dredge design and construction ($1.6 million). 
In this case, the principle involved--that these 
dredges should be provided by private industry--may 
lead to a recommendation that you defer the funds 
provided. 

Some minor reductions for general expenses and for special 
recreation use fees were made by the Congress. 

Other Agencies 

The Congress made no changes to your requests for the Interior 
power agencies or the regional river basin commissions. 
Changes for the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, the Federal 
Power Commission, the Water Resources Council, and Appalachian 
regional development programs are minor in amount and program 
impact. 

Recommendation 

I recommend that you 

Attachments 

this bill.;::.-~---

James T. Lynn 
Director 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

722 JACKSON PLACE, N. W. 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006 

December 19, 1975 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Public Works Appropriations for FY '76 and 
Transition Quarter -- H.R. 8122 

The Council on Environmental Quality has major objections 
to this bill that I wish to bring directly to your 
attention, since the bill is now enrolled. 

This bill combines appropriations for operating expenses 
and construction activities of 14 different federal 
agencies and offices. Overall it provides more than a 
quarter of a billion dollars in excess of your budget 
request at a time when the Administration is attempting 
to contain federal spending and to restrict commitments 
to new programs. 

Our primary objections are with the proposed appropriations 
for public works projects of the Corps of Engineers and 
the Bureau of Reclamation (Titles II and III) on both 
environmental and economic grounds. This bill contains 
unbudgeted increases of approx'imately $260 million for the 
Corps and $13 million for the Bureau for fiscal 1976 and 
the transition quarter. Nearly $50 million of this $273 
million will go to accelerate construction of a number of 
projects which both CEQ and OMB have previously opposed 
as being both environmentally destructive and economically 
unsound. Other funds are for approximately 40 unbudgeted 
new planning and construction starts. 
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In signing last year's public works appropriations bill, 
you stated in part, "This public works bill is 
troublesome because it would increase the 1975 outlays 
by $80 million above the budget and would commit us to 
major outlay increases in future years. I am strongly 
opposed to such increases because they would intensify 
our number one problem -- inflation." 

This bill is no improvement in that regard -- it is worse. 
TWo basic options exist: 

1. Sign and recommend deferrals 

This course was followed last year; it allows funding to 
proceed for programs and projects not in dispute, but 
it is essentially a postponement of action on disputed 
items. To be effective, deferrals this year would have 
to be large, and would stand a very good chance of being 
overturned by Congress in an election year. 

2o Veto and request a revised bill 

A veto, on both environmental and economic grounds, would 
be consistent with stated Administration goals and policies. 
It would require a greater Congressional effort to over­
ride, and would, if overridden, put the responsibility for 
inflationary federal spending where it belongs. Reform­
ulation of an acceptable bill could be time-consuming and 
would require interim funding measures. It would, however, 
avoid the postponement into 1977 of funding decisions and 
would, if successful, reduce the commitment of unbudgeted 
funds to a number of environmentally destructive and 
economically unsound projects. 

I recommend that you veto this bill and call for prompt 
reformulation of an acceptable one. 

cc: Honorable James T. Lynn 

Russell W. Peterson 
Chairman 





H.R. 8122, PUBLIC WORKS-ERDA 
APPROPRIATION ACT 

Change in Level of Funding, 1975 to 1976 
(Budget Authority in thousands of dollars) 

Agency and item 

Energy Research and 
Development Adminis­
tration: 

Presidential 
Proposal 

Operating expenses .... +714,350 
Plant and capital 

equipment ............ +139,090 

Subtotal ........... +853,440 

Corps of Engineers: 
General investiga-

tions ............... . 
Construction, general. 
Flood Control, 
Mississippi River 
and tributaries 

Operation and Mainte-
nance, general ...... . 

Flood control and 
coastal emergencies .. 

Other ................ . 

Subtotal .......... . 

Bureau of Reclamation: 
Construction and 
rehabilitation ...... . 

Upper Colorado River 
storage ............. . 

Colotado River Basin .. 
Colorado River Basin 
salinity control ..... 

Operation and mainte-
nanc.e • .•...• ~ •..•• :-. -••• 

Loan programs ........ . 
Other . ............... . 

Subtotal .......... . 

-3,084 
+117,859 

·: -8' 348 

+53,123 

+25,400 
+3,800 

+188,750 

+54,558 

+15,539 
+6,240 

-7,980 

+31,010 
+1,690 
+1,958 

+103,015 

Congressional 
Action 

+684,278 

+119,190 

+803,468 

+1,552 
+253,807 

+1,302 

+87,496 

+25,400 
+3,600 

+373,157 

+83,185 

+16,531 
+6,205 

-7,980 

+31,362 
+8,840 
+2,235 

.+140' 378 

Congressional 
Action on 
Proposal 

-30,072 

:-19,900 

-49,972 

+4,636 
+135,948 

+9,650 

+34,373 

-200 

+184,407 

+28,627 

+992 
-35 

+352 
+7,150 

+277 

+37,363 



Presidential Congressional 
A9:encl and item Proposal Action 

Funds Appropriated 
to the President: 
Appalachian regional 

development .••••.. -7,500 

Other agencies: 
Nuclear Regulatory 

Commission •.•..... +84,770 +80,258 
Tennessee Valley 
Authority .••..•..• +10,400 +22,625 

Bonneville Power 
Administration 
fund . ............. -172,000 -172,000 

Other . ............. +3,492 +4,031 

Subtotal ....•... -73,338 -65,086 

TOTAL ..•........ +1,071,867 +1,244,417 

* Consisting of: 

Increases denied by the Congress ...........• 
, , -,,,-'Decreases denied by the· Congress .•......... • .• 

Congressional initiatives ..••....•.......•.•. 
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Congressional 
Action on 
Proeosal 

-7,500 

-4,512 

+12,225 

+539 

+8,252 

+172,550* 

-54,719 
+ l]: ,'-4-"3-2" 

+215,837 
+172,550 

. '-' ·. 





Project 
Arkansas 

Posten Bayou (FC) 

California 
San Diego (Sunset)(BE) 

San Luis Rey River (FC) 

Florida 
St. Lucie Inlet (N) 

Illinois 
Wood River Drainage (FC) 

Kentucky 
Boone County (FC) 

Missouri 
Pine Ford Lake (FC) 

~------~-

*'Ibtal Estimated Fed~al Cost. 

CORPS. CF ENGINEERS 

Unbudgeted Pl~nning Starts 
($ ~.:.. ilions) 

TEFC* 1976 

3.0 .075 

1.495 .03 

13.~ .1 

3.8 .175 

.07 

.8 .05 

75.2 .5 

1976T 

.015 

.005 

.035 

.03 

.025 

.015 

.15 

Congressional Interest 

Sen. Bumpers (D) McClellan(D) 
Rep. Thornton (D-4) 

Sen. Tunney (D) Cranston (D) 
Rep. Andrews (R) 
Rep. Leggett (D-4) 

Sen. Stone (D) Chiles (D) 
Rep. Rogers·(D-11) 
Bafalis (R-10) 

Sen. Percy (R) Stevenson (D) 
Rep. Price (D-23) 

3en. Huddleston (D) Ford (D) 
Rep. Snyder (R-4) 

Sen. Symington (D) Eagleton (D) 
Rep. !chord (D-8) Hungate(D-9) 
Burlison (D-10) 



Project 

Montana 
Miles City (FC) 

New York 
Port Ontario (N) 

North Dakota 
Kindred Lake (FC) 

Texas 
Cloptin Crossing Lake (FC) 

GIWW Seadrift (N) 

--------

CORPS CP E~GINEERS 
Unbudgeted Planning Starts 

($ Yi llions) 

TEFC 1976 -·--

2.11 .04 

4..51 .. 05 

40.3 .1 

~67.7 .. 3 

.85 .03 

1976T Congressional Interest 

.015 Sen. Mansfield (D) Metcalf(D) 
Rep. Melcher (D-2) 

.• 04 Sen. Javits (R) Buckley (CR) 
Rep. McEwen (R-30) 

.04 Sen. Young (R) Burdick (D) 
Rep. Hinshaw (R-40) 

.1 Sen. Bentsen (D) Tower (R) 
Rep. Pickle (D-10) Krueger 
(D-21) 

.012 Sen. Bentsen (D) Tower (R) 
~ep. Young {D-14) 



Project 

Alabama 

Mobile Harbor (N) 

Connecticut 

Park River (FC) 

Illinois 

Little Calumet River (FC) 

Mississippi River (Chain of 
Rocks)(N) 

Indiana 

Big Walnut Lake (Land Acq) 
(FC) 

Iowa 

Big Sioux River at Sioux 
City & S.D. (FC) 

Ottumwa(FC) 

CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
Unbudgeted New Construction Starts 

($ M:.llions) 

TEFC 1976 

40.133 .18 

75.8 1.5 

.372 .15 

- - --------------·--·------

58.7 .905 

45.1 .83 

6.35 .2 

.-221 .11 

1976T 

.5 

2.0 

.14 

.4 

.5 

Congressional Interest 

Sen. Allen (D) Sparkman (D) 
Rep. Edwards (R-1) 

Sen. Weicker (R) Ribicoff(D) 
Rep. Cotter (D-1) 

Sen. Stevenson (D) Percy (R) 
Rep . Russo (D-3) 

Sen. Percy (R) Stevenson (D) 
Rep. Price (D-23) 
Sen. Eagleton (D) Symington (D) 
Rep. Hungate (D-9) 

Sen. Bayh (D) Hartke (D) 
Rep. Myers (R-7) 

Sen. Clark (D) Culver (D) 
Rep. Bedell (D-6) 
Sen. Albourezk(D) McGov~rn (D) 
Rep. Pressler (R-1) 

Sen. Culver (D)Clark(D)Rep.Smith(D4) 



Project 

Kentucky 

Big Sandy River Dam #3 (FC) 

Kehoe Lake (FC) 

Louisiana 

Monroe Floodwall (FC) 

TecheVermillion (FC) 

Massachusetts 

Saxonville (FC) 

Michigan 

Tawas Bay Harbor_(N) 

Oklahoma 

Arkansas-Red Chloride 
Control #8 (FC) 

CORPS LF ENGINEERS 
Unbudgeted Ne':l Construction Starts 

($ lli.llions) 

TEFC 1976 

.33 .305 

34.9 .75 

2.42 .87 

4.23 .1 

4.23 .1 

1.5 .OS 

53.7 .2 

1976T 

.7 

.46 

.6 

.6 

.1 
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Congressional Interest 

Sen. Huddleston (D) Ford (D) 
Rep. Perkins (D-7) 

Sen. Huddleston (D) Ford (D) 
Rep. Perkins (D-7) 

Sen. Johnston (D) Long(D) 
Rep. Passman (2-5) 

Sen. Long (D) Johnston (D) 
Rep. Long (D-8) Treen (R-3) 
Rep. Breaux (D-7) 

Sen. Brooke (R) Kennedy (D) 
Rep. Early (D-3) 

Sen. Griffin (R) Sen. Hart (D) 
Rep. Ruppe (R-11). 

Sen. Bentsen (D) Tower (R) 
Rep. Hightower (D-13) 
Sen. Bellmon(R) Bartlett (R) 
Rep. Albert {D-3) 



Project 
Oklahoma (Cont'd) 

Candy Lake (FC) 

Oregon 

Coos Bay (N) 

Texas 

Acquilla Lake (FC) 

Corpus Christi 
Beach Erosion (BE) 

CORPS CF ENGINEERS 
Unbudgeted New Construction Starts 

($ ~lillions) 

TEFC 1976 

21.0 • 3 

. 
19.1 2.0 

47.8 1.5 

1.56 .1 

3 

1976T Congressional Interest 

.45 Sen . Bellmon (R) Bartlett (R) 
Rep. Risenhoover (D-2) 

3.5 Sen Packwood (R) Hatfield (D) 
Rep. Weaver (D-4) 

Sen. Bentsen (D) Towers (R) 
.7 Rep. Teague (D-6) 

Poage (D-11) Wright (D-12) 

.2 Sen. Bentsen (D} Tower (R) 
Rep . Young (D-14) 

. .' 



!.construction Starts 

Nebraska 

North Loup 
O'Neill 

Loan Program (Various 
States) 

Buttonwillow, Calif. 
Nevada Irrigation, Calif. 

Redwood Valley, Calif. 
Valley Center, Calif. 
San Luis, Supplemental, 

Calif. 
Buffalo Rapids, Mont. 

Farmington, Utah 
Wenatchee, Washington 

2 . Planning Starts 
Colorado 
San Lu1s, Closed Basin 

Utah 
Upalco Unit 

Bureau of Reclamation 
Unbudgeted Ne\\· Construction and 

Planninr Starts 
($ in millions) 

TEFC 1976 

$111.720 .475 
$159~090 .945 

$3.000 .500 
$1.600 '1. 600 

$4.800 2.000 
$3.500 1.500 

$5.417 
$ .816 .400 

$2.970 .900 
$ .,920 .250 

.. 

$25.370 $ .. 075 

$32.375 ~ .• 100 

1976T Congressional Interest 

.050 Smith (R-3) 

.150 Smith (R-3) 

.500 Ketchum (R-18) 
Johnson (D-2) 

.700 Clausen (R-2) 

.500 Burgener (R-43) 

.500 Sisk (D-15) 

.200 gelcher (D-2) 

3.000 McKay (D-1) 
.450· McCormack (D-4) 

.050 . Evans (D-3) 

.025 McKay (D-1) 



Project 

Alabama 

Lower Elk Town 
(New Town) 

Tennessee 

South Chickamauga Creek 
Project (FC) 

-------------------

TENNESSEE VAU EY AUTIIORITY 
Unbudgeted Nei<: Cvnstruction Starts 

($ !>Jillions) · 

TEFC 1976 

4.700 . 1.000 

12.000 .750 

1976T Congressional Interest 

Tenn. Sen. Baker (R) 
1.000 Sen. Brock (R) 

Ala. Sen. Sparkman (D) 
Sen. Allen (D) 

Tenn. Rep. Evins (D-5) 
Rep. Beard (R-6) 

Ala. Rep. Jones (D-5) 

.250 Senators Baker (R) Brock (R) 
Rep. Lloyd (D-3)- Tenn. 





CORPS OF J~NGINEERS 
Changes by Congressional Ac1j.on-Ongoing Constructiori 

($ MilL ems) 

Project & Type 

Alabama 

Budget 
19i1> 19 7 6T 

John Hollis Bankhead (L&D Rehab)(N) 

Jones Bluff L&D (MP) 

1.580 

2.100 

.350 

1.100 

21.900 Tennessee Tombigbee (N) 

Alaska 

Snettisham (MP) 

Arkansas 

McClellan-Kerr (N) 

Ouachita & Black (N) 

Pine Mountain Lake (FC)* 

Red River Levees & Bank below 
Denison (FC) 

California 

Bodega Bay (N)* 
-- --~--- - ---

Cort_e_ Madera creek (FC) 

* = Planning 
**= Resumption 

52.00C' 

4.000 

3.000 

2.000 

.146 

3.150 

.050 

.250 

MP = MultipurpofE 
N = Navigation 

FC ·= Flood Contr0l 

2.000 

.700 

2.300 

.050 

2.100 

.010 

1. 000 

Conference (+-) 
1976 1976T 

+1. 760 

+3.400 + .700 

+20.000 +7.100 

+3.500 

+2.350 + .900 

·+2.400 + .600 

+.040 + .020 

+.850 + .300 

-.050 

-1.000 



CORPS Cf ENGINEERS 
Changes by Congressional .rc tion-Ongoing Construction 

($ MiJ1ions) 

f udget Conference (+-) 
Project c Type TI/6 1976T 1976 I976T q 

California (Cont'd) 

Hidden Dam-Hensley Lake (FC) 2.380 .600 +.720 +.200 

Ne\v Melones Lake (MP) 40.100 13~500 +2 •. 9 00 +1.500 

Sacramento River Bank 
. . 

Protection (FC) 2.800 1.500 +.200 +~100 

San Diego Harbor, (N) 3.200 .900 +4.800 +.600 

Colorado 

Trinidad Lake (FC) 4.400 .300 +.060 +.200 ., 
Florida 

Central & Southern (FC) 8.500 2.150 +1.500 +1. 500 

Four River Basins (FC) 3.700 1.770 +.500 +1.230 

Jacksonville Hbr. (N) 3.500 .550 +1.500 +.950 

Tampa Hbr. (N) 5.500 1.575 +.850 +.737 
,. 

Hawaii r\ 
• 1 

~· 

Barbers Point (N)* ·:.:. .10(1 .025 .+.100 +.025 

Lahaina (N) ~7.0(1 .200 -.700 -.100 

2 



CORPS o.· ENGINEERS 
Changes by Congressional J.ction-Ongoing Construction 

($ Millions) 

Project & Type 
Illinois 

Freeport (FC)** 

Harrisonville & Ivy Landing (FC). 

Illinois Waterway Duplicate- Locks (N)*. 

M~lan * (FC) 

Smithland Locks ,(N) 

Indiana 

Big Pine Lake (FC) 

Lafayette Lake (FC)** 

Mason J. Niblack (FC) 
Patoka (FC) 

Iowa 

Missouri R. Levee System (FC) 

Saylor ville Lake (FC) 

Kansas 

Clinton Lake (FC) 

** Resumption -

f;udget 
Tii~'6 19 '7 6T 

.400 

.C91 

. 550 

.100. 

34.000 14.885 

.700 

1.019 
5.000 

.3oo 

4.730 

6.900 

1.300 

.573 
1.865 

.200 

.550 

2.500 

Conference (+-) 
1976 1976T 

+.050 

+.475 

-.400 

+.030 

+8.000 

-.150 

+.300 

+.254 
-4. 500 

+.200 

+1.500 

+.600 

+.025 

-.100 

"+.020 

+.100 

+.400 

+.100 

3 



CORPS C·r ENGINEERS 
Changes by Congressional J.c:tion-Ongoing Construction 

($ Mi: lions) 

Project & Type 
Kansas (Cont'd) 

Hillsdale Lake (FC) 

Indian Lake (FC)* 

Marion (FC) 

Tomahawk Lake (FC)* 

Wolf-Coffee Lake (FC)* 

Kentucky 

Big South Fork (FC)* 

Cave Run Lake (FC) 

Laurel River Lake (MP) 

Martins Fork Lake (FC) 

Red River Lake (FC) 

Taylorsville Lake (FC) 

Wolf Creek Dam (MP) 

Louisiana 

Lake Pontchartrain {FC) 

Miss. R. Gulf Outlets (N) -

I.udget 
n:~6 1976T 

l.ESO 

.200 

1.2(0 

• 2:0 0 

• 4 0 0 

3.9CO 

4. 'i'CO 

1.000 

.800 

.075 

.429 

.075 

.100 

.750 

.644 

.527 

4.S74 2.465 

6.050 3.800 

2 2 . (I 0 0 7 . 3 50 

1.000 .475, 

Conference (+-) 
1976 1976T 

+1.450 +1.100 

-.200 -.075 

+.300 +.011 

-.200 -.075 

-.400 -.100 

+.150 +.200 

+.500 +.250 

+.500 +.500 

+ 1. 5 50 

-1.000 -.527 

. +. 5 26 

+3.950 

-6.000 -2.000 

+.600 +.875 

4 



CORPS ('I' ENGINEERS 
Changes by Congressional J.c tion-Ongoing Construction 

($ Mi:Jions) 

Project & Type 

Louisiana (Cont'd) 

Overton-Red River (N) 

Red R. Emerg. Bank (N) 

Red R. Waterway (N) 

Maine 

' Dickey-Lincoln (MP)* 

Maryland 

Bloomington Lake (FC) 

Massachusetts 

North Nashua (FC)* 

Michigan 

River Rouge (FC) 

Minnesota 

Roseau River (FC)** 

Missouri 

Long Branch Lake (FC) 

* Planning 

,:_, .' 

:; ... 

. . '; ~·· \ ,,.. . ..~"' 
. ~-.~-~ .. --~ 

-
** Resumption 

Ludget 
n:-:~6 1976T 

1 . ::. (l 0 

4.POO 

1.060 

6.2CO 

.070 

3. E-00 

.050 

1.475 

4.070 

. 39 5 

3.300 

.020 

.300 

2.000 

Conference (+-) 
1976 1976T 

+.400 

+1.000 +.225 

+7.700 +5.930 

+1.050 +.040 

+2.020 

-.010 

+.600 

+.100 +.500 

+.800 +.400 

5 



CORPS 0~ ENGINEERS 
Changes by Congressional i.e tion-Ongoing Construction 

($ MiJlions) 

Project & Type 

Montana 

Libby Rereg. (MP)* 

Nebraska 

Gavins Point (MP) (Relocation) 

Papillion Creek (FC) 

New ~1exico ' 

Los Esteros Lake (FC) 

New Jersey 

Newark Bay, Hackensack & Passaic 
(N)** 

New York 

Ellicott Creek (FC)* ** 

East Rockaway Bay (N)** 

Irondequoit Bay (N)** 

New York Hrb. Anch. (N) 

Ohio 

Caesar Creek (FC) 

Willow Island L&D (N) 
-

I:udget 
Tii~ 6 19 7 6T 

3. 7.(0 

8. 9('0 

3.4CO 

1.6.CO 

11.2p0 

4.1CO 

.075 

1.276· 

3.100 

.944 

. ·.100 

1.100 

3.310 

.600 

Conference (+-) 
1976 1976T 

+.050 

+2.000 

-2.000 

+1.400 

+1.500 +.700 

+.150 +.070 

+1.350 -.100 

+.050 +.030 

+1.000 

+.600 +. 790 

+1.200 

6 



CORPS or ENGINEERS 
Changes by Congressional Jc:tion-Ongoing Construction 

($ MiJlions) 

Project & Type 
Oklahoma 

Ark-Red Chloride (FC)* 

Copan Lake (FC) 

Kaw Lake (FC) 

Lukfata Lake (FC)** 

Skiatook Lake (FC) 

Oregon 

Applegate Lake (FC) 

Bonneville L&D (MP) 

Catherine Creek (FC) 

Days Creek Lake (FC)* 

Cascadia Lake (FC)* 

Elk Creek Lake (FC) 

i"John Day L&D (MP) 

Pennsylvania '/----~ 
Bluenarsh Lake (FC) 
Tioga-Ha~~ond (FC) 

-

f;udget 
I"Yi 6 1976T 

1.260 .446 

1.300 2.270 

7.500 1.408 

2.000 1.700 

.300 .100 

17.500 13.000 

.400 .250 

.100 .025 

.200 .200 

6.600 3.000 

5.065 1.300 

10. 500 2.900 
31.000 9.314 

Conference (+-) 
1976 1976T 

+.940 

+7.700 

+.700 

+.050 

+2.000 

+.800 

+7.000 

-.250 

+.400 

-.200 

-6.600 

+.460 

+3.250 

+.3:0 

+2.130 

+.092 

·+.100 

+1.070 

+.700 

+.600 

-.250 

-.025 

-.200 

-3.000 

+.431 

7 



CORPS CI' ENGINEERS 
Changes by Congressional /.c tion-Ongoing Construction 

($ MilJ ions) 

Project & Type 
Pennsylvania 

Tocks Island (Road) Relocation (MP) 

Puerto Rico 

Portugues & Bucana (FC) 

South Carolina 

Cooper River (N) 

Tennessee 

Cordell Hull (MP) 

Texas 

Corpus Christi (N) 

Lavon Lake (FC) 

Lower Rio Grande (FC)* 

Peyton Creek (FC)* 

€'San Gabriel (FC) 

Virginia 

Gathright Lake (FC) 

-

n:-o; 6 19 76t 

5.000 

3.000 

1.000 

1.900 

3.680 

.200 

.200 

6.850 

8.600 

1.225 

1.273 

.420 

.650 

.581 

.050 

.050 

2.607 

2.200 

Conference (+-) 
1976 1976T 

+2.500 +2.}.00 

+1.400 +. 525 

+.500 +.5.00 

+.300 +.100 

+1.000 

+.200 +.150 

+.150 

-.200 -.050 

+.150 +. 393 

+1.400 

8 



CORPS or: rNr~INEERS 
Changes by Congressional J,c.tion-Ongoing Construction 

($ MiJ.l ions) 

Project & Type 
Washington 

Chief Joseph (MP) 

Little Goose (HP) Addl. 

Lower Granite (MP) Addl. 

Lower Monumental (MP) Addl. 

West Virginia 

Beech Fork Lake (FC) 

R.D. Bailey (FC) 
. 

Wisconsin 

Lafarge Lake (FC) 

Budcret 
t> 

Til': 6 1976't 

52.600 14.500 

16.000 

14.900 

4.800 

6.800 

16.800 

3.000 

2.800 

2.800 

2.500 

1. 500 

4. 7 so 

1.400 

Conference (+-) 
1976 1976T 

+14.000 

+2.000 

+3.000 

+1.000 

+1.200 

+5.500 

-3.000 

+6.000 

+1.000 

+ .100 

+ . 550 

-1.400 

·, 



Bureau of Reclamation 

California 

Auburn Folson South Unit 
Auburn Dam 
Other 

San Luis Unit 
San Felipe Division 
Hisc~llaneous Projects 

Colorado 

Fryingpe.n Arkansas 
Narrows Unit 

Montana 

Canyon Ferry 

North Dakota 

Garrison Diversion Unit 

Oregon 

Tualatin Project 

Bureau of Reclamation 
Changes by Con~ressiona1 Action-Ongoing Construction 

($ in millions) 

1976 TQ Conference 
Budget Authority Budget Authority 1976 TQ 

27.475 9.114 +9.175 +2.065 
(26.735) (8.985) (8.975) (2.065) 

·(.240) (.129) (. 200) (-) 

30.000 7.350 +3.893 +545 
9.000 3.260 -3.000 

' 
10.360 3.100 +.400 +.250 

32.326 8. 890 '+,674 +2.010 
3.140 .400 -1.000 

1.800 .400 +.500 

10.900 2.700 +1.000 

7.550 2.800 +.600 +1.400 

/ 



Bureau of Reclamation 

Washington 

Columbia Basin Project 
Irrigation Facilities 
Third Powerplant 

Bureau of Reclamation 
Changes by Congressional Action-Ongoing Construction 

($ in millions) 

1976 
Budget Authority 

15.428 
57.000 

TQ 
Budget Authority 

4.876 
13.500 

Conference 
1976 TQ 

+3. 272 
+14.000 

.474 



TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 
Changes by Congressional Action-Ongoing Construction 

($ Millions) 

Project & Type 

.t ·• ~~.bam a 

Bear Creek Multipurpose water 
control system 

Railway bridge alterations 
at Decatur (N) 

Tennessee 

Normandy Dam (MP) 

Columbia D~~ (MP) 

Tellico .Dam (MP) 

t-iP = Multipurpose 

Budget 
1976 1976T 

10.590 5.338 

2.000 3.296 

8.493 .767 

2.835 1.138 

23.600 5.530 

Conference ( +-) 
1976 1976T 

+.055 +.362 

+.304 

-0.076 -.556 

+7.565 +1.412 

+.142 -.130 



TO: 

F'ROM: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

Date __ 1....,2_1 2_4_/_7_5 __ 

SITUATION ROOM 

JAMES ~; CONNOR 

Please dex to Dick Cheney and 
return all papers to me. Thanks. 



, 1./P(} rY/77~, 7P 
,7J y 

{/ 11 1-"Z l ;;/ (' 

~ 7l-r-_ . ;' , 



THE VTHITE HOUSE 

ACTION MEMORANDUM WASHINGTON LOG NO.: 

Da.te: December 23 

FOR ACTION: George Humphreys 
Max Friederad~ff 
Ken Lazarus ~ 
Glenn 8chleede t+-/ 

FROM THE STAFF SECRETARY 

DUE: Da.te: December 24 

SUBJECT: 

Time: 230pm 

cc (for information): Jack Marsh 
Jim Cavanaugh 

Time: lllOOam 

H.R. 8122 - Public Works for Water and Power 
Development and Energy Research 
Appropriation Act, 1976 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

-- For Necessary Action __ For Your Recommendations 

-- Prepare Agenda. a.nd Brief __ Dra.ft Reply 

...!___For Your Comments __ Dra.ft Remarks 

REMARKS: 

Please return to Judy Johnston, Groadd Floor West Wing 

PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUBMITTED. 

If you ha.ve a.ny questions or if you CLnticipate a. 
dela.y in submitting the required ~a.teria.l, ple~ 
telephone the Sta.££ Secretary imm8G 

K. R. COLE, JR. 
For the Paeident 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

December 23 

Judy, Mr. Humphreys is 
out of the City and unable 
to respond to the attached. 

Perhaps Schleede's comments 
will be sufficient. 

Phyllis 



. . . ----- -- _________________________________ ......__ ...... . . -
THE WHITE HOUSE 

ACTION MEMOR.Al"\TDVM WASHINGTON LOG NO.: 

Date: December 23 

FOR ACTION: George Humphreys 
Max Friedersdorf 
Ken Lazarus 
Glenn Schleede 

FROM THE STAFF SECRETARY 

DUE: Date: December 24 

SUBJECT: 

Time: 2 3 Oprn 

cc (for information): Jack Marsh 
Jim Cavanaugh 
Warren Hendriks 

Time: llOOam 

H.R. 8122 - Public Works for Water and Power 
Development and Energy Research 
Appropriation Act, 1976 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

-- For Necessary Action --For Your Recommendations 

-- Prepare Agenda and Brie£ --Draft Reply 

~ For Your Comments --Draft Remarks 

REMARKS: 

Please return to Judy Johnston, Ground Floor West Wing 

PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUBMITTED. 

If yot.: have any questions or i£ you anticipate a 

delay in submitting the required material, please 
telephor.e the Sta H S<:.cretarr immediately. 

..... l. ... .. 



. . ----------·-.------------------~ . . 
THE 'WHITE HOljSE 

ACTION ~1EMORAi\i'DeM WASIIINGTON LOG NO.: 

Date: December 23 Time: 230pm 

FOR ACTION: George Humphreys 
Max Friedersdorf 
Ken Lazarus 
Glenn Schleede 

cc (for information): Jack Marsh 
Jim Cavanaugh 
Warren Hendriks 

FROM THE STAFF SECRETARY 

DUE: Date: 
December 24 

Time: llOOam 

SUBJECT: 

H.R. 8122 - Public Works for Water and Power 
Developme-nt and Energy Research 
Appropriation Act, 1976 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

-- For Necessary Action -- For Your Recommendations 

-- Prepare Agenda and Brie£ --. _ Draft Reply 

~ For Your Comments --Draft Remarks 

REMARKS: 

Please return to Judy Johnston, Ground Floor West Wing 

No objection. 

Ken Lazarus 

PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUBMITTED. 

If yoc have any questions or if you anticipate a 
delay in submitting the. r6quired material, please 
telephone the Stat£ Secretary immediately. 

.··4 . .. ... .... · .,.J. ~· ..•• ·~--



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

December 24, 1975 

MEMORANDUM FOR: JIM CAVANAUGH 

FROM: MAX FRIEDERSDORF .i(). 6. 
SUBJECT: H. R. 8122 - Public Works for Water and 

Power Development and Energy Research 
Appropriation Act of 1976 

The Office of Legislative Affairs has reviewed subject bill 
and recommends it be signed. 



lll'lfiiCi>/lfTE" 
PRECEDENCE CLASS!FICATION 

FROM: doB J..1Nl>el'2. 

TO: · JOHN 

INFO: 

REL~ 

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS: 

·WHCA FORM 8, 22 FEB 74 

FOR COMMCENTER USE ONLY 

OEX ____ _ 

~ GPS _____ _ 

LOX ____ _ 
S1\GES _..;6=----
""" TTY ____ _ 

TOR: 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 

MEM:>RANDUM FOR '!HE PRESIDENT 

Subject: Enrolled Bill H.R. 8122 - Public Works for Water and Power 
DevelOflleilt and Energy Research Appropriation Act, 1976 

Last D3.y for Action: December 26, 1975 - Friday 

Appropriations 
(in millions) : 

1976 •••.•••••••••••••••••.• 
Transition Quarter ••••••••• 

'Ib"tal ••••••••••••••••• 

.Mministration 
Request 

7,106 
1,983 

9,089 

Enrolled 
Bill 

7,279 
2,078 

9,357 

COngressional 
Change 

+173 
+95 

+268 

Effect on Estirrated OUtlays: +$180 million in 1976, +$110 million in the 
transition quarter, and +$12 million in 1977. 

Highlights: 

- Increases of $269 million for water resources planning and construction 
projects are mainly for ongoing programs, but 44 new s-tarts have also 
been added. 

- A net $4 7. 2 million COngressional decrease for ERDA reflects cuts for 
the nuclear energy and national security programs that are partially offset 
by increases for develo:prent of solar and other advanced energy sources. 

Recomnendations 

CEJ Chairman Peterson recCimlei"lds veto on the grounds that increases for the 
COrps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation are objectionable for both 
econani.c and envirornnen-tal reasons. (His letter is at Tab A to the longer 
rnerrorandum) • 

I recarrne.nd that you sign the enrolled bill because (1) many of the increases 
are needed to avoid costly ~rary suspensions of work on approved projects, 
(2) these sane increases will simply shift costs fran 1977 into 1976, and 
(3) the new s-tarts added by the Congress are less in anount and number than 
those of previous years. Later, we will sulmit our recarmendations to you 
on appropriate rescissions and de errals. 

~ ..... . 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20503 

DEC 2 3 1975 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

Subject: Enrolled Bill H.R. 8122 - Public Works for Water 
and Power Development and Energy Research 
Appropriation Act, 1976 

Sponsor- Rep. Evins (D), Tennessee 

Last Day for Action 

December 26, 1975 - Friday 

Purpose 

Appropriates $7,278,712,500 for fiscal year 1976 and 
$2,077,533,000 for the transition quarter for activities 
of the Corps of Engineers-Civil, the Bureau of Reclamation, 
the power agencies of the Department of the Interior, the 
Energy Research and Development Administration, and several 
related independent agencies and commissions. 

Agency Recommendations 

Office of l-1anagernent and Budget 

Council on Environmental Quality 

Affected agencies 

J;Uscussion 

Approval 

Veto (Chairman Peterson's 
letter is at Tab A} 

Approval (informally} 

Comparison with your 1976 and 
Transition Quarter Budget Requests 

The enrolled bill provides $172,550,500 more in 1976 budget 
authority than your request of $7,106,162,000 and $94,903,000 
more than your transition quarter request of $1,982,630,000. 
The effect of these and other budget authority changes is to 
increase estimated outlays in 1976 by $179.6 million, in the 
transition quarter by $110 million, and in 1977 by $11.5 million. 
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The following table shows the effect of Congressional action 
on your 1976 and transition quarter budget requests for 
major agencies in the enrolled bill: 

Budget 
1976 

Authority 
and TQ 

Effect on Budget 
Authority Change 

on Outlays 
Request 

Considered 
Congressional 

Change 1976 & TQ 1977 

Energy Research 
and Development 
Administration •. 

Corps of Engi­
neers-Civil •.•.• 

Department of the 
Interior: 
Bureau of Re­

clamation ••.•. 
Power Adminis­
trations .••... 

Appalachian re­
gional commis­
sion, develop­
ment programs ... 

Nuclear Regula­
tory Commission. 

Tennessee Valley 
Authority •••.••. 

Other agencies .•• 

Total .•••••. 

5,213 

2,521 

750 

12 

148 

272 

115 
58 

9,089 

-47 

+259 

+52 

-8 

-5 

+15 
+1 

+267 

+4 

+219 

+50 

+4* 

-3 

+15 
+1 

+290 

* Includes effect of liquidating cash changes made by the 
Congress. 

Comparison to 1975 Funding Levels 

You requested 1976 appropriations for this bill totaling 
$1,072 million more than the 1975 funding level. The 
Congress has concurred in an overall increase from the 
1975 level but by a greater amount--$1,224 million. Tab B 
to this memorandum presents a more detailed comparison of 
your recommendations for level-of-funding changes from 1975 
to 1976 and the Congressional response to them. 

Major Changes to Requested Amounts 

The remainder of this analysis discusses the major changes 
made in the bill to your requests. The discussion, unless 
otherwise noted, is in terms of budget authority changes 
for both 1976 and the transition quarter. 

-27 

+40 

+3 

-1 

-2 

-1 

+12 
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Energy Research and Development Administration 

The Congress considered your requests for the Energy Research 
and Development Administration (ERDA) in two 1976 appro­
priation bills: $5,213 million was considered for this 
enrolled bill and $617 million for the Interior enrolled 
appropriation bill now awaiting your action. Your requests 
have been reduced in both. In this bill, the reductions 
net to $47.2 million. However, this includes both increases 
and decreases from your requests, distributed as follows: 

-

0 +$23.1 million for the operating expenses of solar 
energy development. The Congress has provided 
additional funds for the development of several 
technologies and added funds for a solar storage 
project and a solar institute. With the increased 
funds, the priorities you proposed will be changed: 
for example, the conversion of light to electric 
power (photovolta~cs) will receive greater funding 
than solar energy conversion to electric and thermal 

power. 

o +$10.2 million for the development of other advanced 

energy systems. 

0 +$13.5 million for environmental and safety research. 
This increases funding to assess the safety and 
environmental impact of various energy programs and for 
remedial work on uranium mill sites in the western 
states, development of an artificial heart, and 
applications of nuclear research to medicine. 

0 -$42.7 million from your request for nuclear energy 
development. This includes decreased funding for 
upgrading safeguard and security measures for nuclear 
materials, no funding of new uranium enrichment 
facilities, and decreased funding for the Tokamak 
fusion test reactor in Plainsboro, New Jersey. 

0 -$33.2 million from your request for energy-related 
national security. This decrease was broadly applied 
to weapons program activities. As a result the 
production of certain low priority weapon systems will 
be delayed. A reduction in funding of safeguard and 
security upgrading was also effected. 

° Further changes to your requests resulted in a net 
decrease of $18.1 million, most of which relates to 
certain financial adjustments made by the Congress. 
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Water Resources Development 

The Congress added $269 million to your requests for 
planning and construction of water resources projects. 
All Congressional increases in the enrolled bill for the 
Bureau of Reclamation and the Tennessee Valley Authority 
(TVA) were for these projects, as well as a major portion 
($202 million) of the $259 million Congressional increase 
to the Corps of Engineers. The Congress provided increases 
both for new planning and construction starts and for 
ongoing projects, though more than three-quarters of the 
increase is for ongoing projects. 

Your budget requests proposed a policy of no new starts in 
fiscal year 1976 and the transition quarter. The Congress, 
however, provided for 44 specific new planning and con­
struction starts that would cost an estimated $1,015 million 
to complete. These new starts--for the Corps of Engineers, 
the Bureau of Reclamation, and TVA--are shown at Tab c. 
Undesirable as the costs of these new starts are, they are 
considerably less than in previous years. Last year, for 
example, the Congress added 65 unbudgeted new starts whose 
eventual cost of completion was estimated at $3.6 billion. 

Because contractors who carry out the ongoing projects have 
recently had fewer concurrent jobs, they have progressed 
faster than anticipated on many projects. Thus, much of 
the Congressional increase for ongoing projects is not 
objectionable in that it (1) will avoid costly suspensions 
of work that can follow the "out-of-funds" notices that 
would have to be given in many projects without the additional 
funds, (2) will move some 1977 costs into 1976 and (3) will 
allow for somewhat earlier completion of approved projects. 
A listing of the ongoing projects affected by the enrolled 
bill is at Tab D. 

Chairman Peterson of the Council on Environmental Quality 
is recommending veto of the enrolled bill because he finds 
the Congressional increases for water resources projects 
objectionable on environmental and economic grounds. His 
letter is at Tab A. While I agree that the increases for 
water resources projects are the most objectionable feature 
of the enrolled bill, I recommend the first of the two 
alternatives he gives in his letter--sign the enrolled bill 
and recommend deferrals (and, perhaps, rescissions). My 
recommendation has these bases: 

/ 

'1 



0 Much of the Congressional increase for ongoing 
program is needed and can be used. 

0 The new starts added by the Congress are lesser 
in number and amounts than in previous years. 

5 

0 Your recent decisions on the 1977 budget imply funding 
the increases in the enrolled bill in 1977. 

If you agree, we will thoroughly review the increases in the 
enrolled bill and suggest appropriate rescissions and de­
ferrals for your consideration. 

Corps of Engineers 

In addition to the increases for planning and construction 
of water resources projects, the Congress also provided 
additional funds to the Corps of Engineers for: 

- Operation and maintenance ($51 million) of existing 
projects, primarily because costs of carrying out 
the program you proposed have increased sharply. 

- General investigations ($6 million) for 41 new 
surveys. 

-Hopper dredge design and construction ($1.6 million). 
In this case, the principle involved--that these 
dredges should be provided by private industry--may 
lead to a recommendation that you defer the funds 
provided. 

Some minor reductions for general expenses and for special 
recreation use fees were made by the Congress. 

Other Agencies 

~he Congress made no changes to your requests for the Interior 
power agencies or the regional river basin commissions. 
Changes for the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, the Federal 
Power Commission, the Water Resources Council, and Appalachian 
regional development programs are minor in amount and program 
impact. 

Recommendation 

I recommend that you L~t~h-i_s __ b1."ll.~~------­
James T. Lynn 
Director 

Attachments 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 

0-. E. L-'. 2 ~·· 

MEM)RANDUM FOR 'IRE PRESIDENT 

Subject: Enrolled Bill H.R. 8122 - Public Works for Water and Pa.ver 
Develop:rent and Energy Research Appropriation Act, 1976 

Last Day for Action: December 26, 197 5 - Friday 

Appropriations 
(in millions) : 

1976 •.•.••••••••••••••••••• 
Transition Quarter ••••••.•• 

'I'o"ta.l ••••••••••••••••. 

Administration 
Request 

7,106 
1,983 

9,089 

Enrolled 
Bill 

7,279 
2,078 

9,357 

COngressional 
Change 

+173 
+95 

+268 

Effect on Estimated OUtlays: +$180 million in 1976, +$110 million in the 
transition quarter, and +$12 million in 1977. 

Highlights: 

- Iocreases of $269 million for water resources planning and construction 
projects are nainly for ongoing programs, but 44 new starts have also 
been added. 

- A net $4 7. 2 million COngressional decrease for ERDA reflects cuts for 
the nuclear energy and national security programs that are partially offset 
by increases for developrent of solar and other advanced energy sources. 

Recorrrnerrlations 

~ Chairnan Peterson reccmrends veto on the grounds that increases for the 
COrps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation are objectionable for both 
econanic and enviromnen"ta.l reasons. (His letter is at Tab A to the longer 
memorandum) . 

I reccmne.nd that you sign the enrolled bill because (1) nany of the increases 
are needed to avoid costly 1:.emfx:lrary suspensions of ~rk on approved projects, 
(2) these same increases will simply shift costs from 1977 into 1976, and 
(3) the new starts added by the Congress are less in anount and number than 
those of previous years. Later, we will sul:mit our recarrnendations to you 
on appropriate rescissions and de errals. 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 

DEC 2 3 1975 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

Subject: Enrolled Bill H.R. 8122 - Public Works for Water 
and Power Development and Energy Research 
Appropriation Act, 1976 

Sponsor- Rep. Evins (D), Tennessee 

Last Day for Action 

December 26, 1975 - Friday 

Purpose 

Appropriates $7,278,712,500 for fiscal year 1976 and 
$2,077,533,000 for the transition quarter for activities 
of the Corps of Engineers-Civil, the Bureau of Reclamation, 
the power agencies of the Department of the Interior, the 
Energy Research and Development Administration, and several 
related independent agencies and commissions. 

Agency Recommendations 

Office of ~~nagement and Budget 

Council on Environmental Quality 

Affected agencies 

tliscussion 

Approval 

Veto (Chairman Peterson's 
letter is at Tab A) 

Approval (informally) 

Comparison with your 1976 and 
Transition Quarter Budget Requests 

The enrolled bill provides $172,550,500 more in 1976 budget 
authority than your request of $7,106,162,000 and $94,903,000 
more than your transition quarter request of $1,982,630,000. 
The effect of these and other budget authority changes is to 
increase estimated outlays in 1976 by $179.6 million, in the 
transition quarter by $110 million, and in 1977 by $11.5 million. 
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The following table shows the effect of Congressional action 
on your 1976 and transition quarter budget requests for 
major agencies in the enrolled bill: 

Budget Authority 
1976 and TQ 

Effect on Budget 
Authority Change 

on Outlays 
Request Congressional 

Considered Change 1976 & TQ 1977 

Energy Research 
and Development 
Administration .• 

Corps of Engi­
neers-Civil ..... 

5,213 -47 +4 -27 

2,521 +259 +219 +40 
Department of the 
Interior: 
Bureau of Re­
clamation ...•. 

Power Adminis­
trations ...••. 

Appalachian re­
gional cormnis­
sion, develop­
ment programs ••. 

Nuclear Regula­
tory Cormnission. 

Tennessee Valley 
Authority ••••.•• 

Other agencies •.. 

750 

12 

148 

272 

115 
58 

. +52 

-8 

-5 

+15 
+1 

+50 

+4* 

-3 

+15 
+1 

+3 

-1 

-2 

-1 

Total .•••••• 9,089 +267 +290 +12 

* Includes effect of liquidating cash changes made by the 
Congress. 

Comparison to 1975 Funding Levels 

You requested 1976 appropriations for this bill totaling 
$1,072 million more than the 1975 funding level. The 
Congress has concurred in an overall increase from the 
1975 level but by a greater amount--$1,224 million. Tab B 
to this memorandum presents a more detailed comparison of 
your recommendations for level-of-funding changes from 1975 
to 1976 and the Congressional response to them. 

Major Changes to Requested Amounts 

The remainder of this analysis discusses the major changes 
made in the bill to your requests. The discussion, unless 
otherwise noted, is in terms of budget authority changes 
for both 1976 and the transition quarter. 
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Energy Research and Development Administration 

The Congress considered your requests for the Energy Research 
and Development Administration (ERDA) in two 1976 appro­
priation bills: $5,213 million was considered for this 
enrolled bill and $617 million for the Interior enrolled 
appropriation bill now awaiting your action. Your requests 
have been reduced in both. In this bill, the reductions 
net to $47.2 million. However, this includes both increases 
and decreases from your requests, distributed as follows: 

.. 

0 +$23.1 million for the operating expenses of solar 
energy development. The Congress has provided 
additional funds for the development of several 
technologies and added funds for a solar storage 
project and a solar institute. With the increased 
funds, the priorities you proposed will be changed: 
for example, the conversion of light to electric 
power (photovoltaics) will receive greater funding 
than solar energy.conversion to electric and thermal 

power. 

o +$10.2 million for the development of other advanced 
energy systems. 

0 +$13.5 million for environmental and safety research. 
This increases funding to assess the safety and 
environmental impact of various energy programs and for 
remedial work on uranium mill sites in the western 
states, development of an artificial heart, and 
applications of nuclear research to medicine. 

0 -$42.7 million from your request for nuclear energy 
development. This includes decreased funding for 
upgrading safeguard and security measures for nuclear 
materials, no funding of new uranium enrichment 
facilities, and decreased funding for the Tokamak 
fusion test reactor in Plainsboro, New Jersey. 

0 -$33.2 million from your request for energy-related 
national security. This decrease was broadly applied 
to weapons program activities. As a result the 
production of certain low priority weapon systems will 
be delayed. A reduction in funding of safeguard and 
security upgrading was also effected. 

° Further changes to your requests resulted in a net 
decrease of $18.1 million, most of which relates to 
certain financial adjustments made by the Congress. 
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Water Resources Development 

The Congress added $269 million to your requests for 
planning and construction of water resources projects. 
All Congressional increases in the enrolled bill for the 
Bureau of Reclamation and the Tennessee Valley Authority 
(TVA) were for these projects, as well as a major portion 
($202 million) of the $259 million Congressional increase 
to the Corps of Engineers. The Congress provided increases 
both for new planning and construction starts and for 
ongoing projects, though more than three-quarters of the 
increase is for ongoing projects. 

Your budget requests proposed a policy of no new starts in 
fiscal year 1976 and the transition quarter. The Congress, 
however, provided for 44 specific new planning and con­
struction starts that would cost an estimated $1,015 million 
to complete. These new starts--for the Corps of Engineers, 
the Bureau of Reclamation, and TVA--are shown at Tab c. 
Undesirable as the costs of these new starts are, they are 
considerably less than in previous years. Last year, for 
example, the Congress added 65 unbudgeted new starts whose 
eventual cost of completion was estimated at $3.6 billion. 

Because contractors who carry out the ongoing projects have 
recently had fewer concurrent jobs, they have progressed 
faster than anticipated on many projects. Thus, much of 
the Congressional increase for ongoing projects is not 
objectionable in that it (1) will avoid costly suspensions 
of work that can follow the "out-of-funds" notices that 
would have to be given in many projects without the additional 
funds, (2) will move some 1977 costs into 1976 and (3) will 
allow for somewhat earlier completion of approved projects. 
A listing of the ongoing projects affected by the enrolled 
bill is at Tab D. 

Chairman Peterson of the Council on Environmental Quality 
is recommending veto of the enrolled bill because he finds 
the Congressional increases for water resources projects 
objectionable on environmental and economic grounds. His 
letter is at Tab A. While I agree that the increases for 
water resources projects are the most objectionable feature 
of the enrolled bill, I recommend the first of the two 
alternatives he gives in his letter--sign the enrolled bill 
and recommend deferrals (and, perhaps, rescissions). My 
recommendation has these bases: 

1 
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0 Much of the Congressional increase for ongoing 
programsis needed and can be used. 

0 The new starts added by the Congress are lesser 
in number and amounts than in previous years. 

5 

0 Your recent decisions on the 1977 budget imply funding 
the increases in the enrolled bill in 1977. 

If you agree, we will thoroughly review the increases in the 
enrolled bill and suggest appropriate rescissions and de­
ferrals for your consideration. 

Corps of Engineers 

In addition to the increases for planning and construction 
of water resources projects, the Congress also provided 
additional funds to the Corps of Engineers for: 

- Operation and maintenance ($51 million) of existing 
projects, primarily because costs of carrying out 
the program you proposed have increased sharply. 

- General investigations ($6 million) for 41 new 
surveys. 

- Hopper dredge design and construction ($1.6 million). 
In this case, the'principle involved--that these 
dredges should be provided by private industry--may 
lead to a recommendation that you defer the funds 
provided. 

Some minor reductions for general expenses and for special 
recreation use fees were made by the Congress. 

Other Agencies 

~he Congress made no changes to your requests for the Interior 
power agencies or the regional river basin commissions. 
Changes for the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, the Federal 
Power Commission, the Water Resources Council, and Appalachian 
regional development programs are minor in amount and program 
impact. 

Recommendation 

I recommend that you 
~~t_h_i_s_b_i9ll.~~------­

James T. Lynn 
Director 

Attachments 

r 
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DECE.MB2R 26. 1975 

Office of the ·white Hou.3e ?ress Secreta.ry 

----------------------------------------------~-------------------------

NOTICE TO 'I'3.:S PRESS 

The following information was made available by the Vi:iite House Press 
Office, Vail, Colorado, on December 26 1 75· 

The President has signed H. R. 8122, the Public ·works Appropriati 
Bill which includes $7 billion 2 7 8 million dollars for fiscal ye'ar 
1976, and $2 billion 77 million dollars for the transition period· 
before the start of fiscal year 1977. ~---- ____.-· . 

2. The President has usued a statement on -ctru.g-·-a:ou~opies of 
·the statement are available in the Press Office in ·w-ashington. 

3. The President has signed an Executive Order desig~ating John Robson 
as Chairman of the Civil Aeronautics Board for 1976 - a re­
designation required by law. 

4. The President has appointed Assistant Press Secretary John Carlson 
as Deputy Press Secretary to the President succeeC.ing vYilliam Greener, 
who has been nominated to be Assistant Secrecary of Defense for 

Public Affairs. 

,, 
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-EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

7ZZ JACKSON PLACE. N. W. 

WASHINGTON. D. C. 20006 

December 19, 1975 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Public Works Appropriations for FY '76 and 
Transition Quarter -- H.R. 8122 

The Council on Environmental Quality has major objectio'!:s 
to this bill that I wish to bring directly to your 
attention, since the bill is now enrolled. 

This bill combines appropriations for operating expenses 
and construction activities of 14 different federal 
agencies and offices. Overall it provides more than a 
quarter of a billion dollars in excess of your budget 
request at a time when the Administration is attempting 
to contain federal spending and to restrict commitments 
to new programs. 

Our primary objections are with the proposed appropriations 
for public works projects of the Corps of Engineers and 
the Bureau of Reclamation (Titles II and III) on both 
environmental and economic grounds. This bill contains 
unbudgeted increases of approximately $260 million for the 
Corps and $13 million for the Bureau for fiscal 1976 and 
the transition quarter~ Nearly $50 million of this $273 
million will go to accelerate construction of a number of 
projects which both CEQ and OMB have previously opposed 
as being both environmentally destructive and economically 
unsound. Other funds are for approximately 40 unbudgeted 
new plannL1g and constr~ction starts. 

R.D.L to-~-~ 
Date ---·····-·····-------·-··-·-·-····-··· 

/ / 

Follow UP---·····-··········--·--··-···--···-·····--
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In signing last year's public works appropriations bill, 
you stated in part, "This public works bill is 
troublesome because it would increase the 1975 outlays 
by $80 million above the budget and would commit us to 
major outlay increases in future years. I am strongly 
opposed to such increases because they t-tould intensify 
our number one problem -- inflation." 

This bill is no improvement in that regard -- it is worse. 
Two basic options exist: 

1. Sign and recommend deferrals 

This course was followed last year; it allows funding to 
proceed for programs and projects not in dispute, but 
it is essentially a postponement of action on disputed 
items. To be effective, deferrals this year would have 
to be large, and would stand a very good chance of being 
overturned by Congress in an election year. 

2. Veto and request a revised bill 

A veto, on both environmental and economic grounds, would 
be consistent with stated Administration goals and policies. 
It would require a greater Congressional effort to over­
ride, and would, if overridden, put the responsibility for 
inflationary federal spending where it belongs. Reform­
ulation of an acceptable bill could be time-consuming and 
would require interim funding measures. It would, however, 
avoid the postponement into 1977 of funding decisions and 
would, if successful, reduce the commitment of unbudgeted 
funds to a number of environmentally_destructive and 
economically unsound projects; 

• 
I recommend that you veto this bill and call for prompt 
reformulation of pn acceptable one. 

cc: Honorable James T. Lynn 

Russell w. Peterson 
Chainnan 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON LOG NO.: 

Date: December 23 

FOR ACTION: George Humphreys 
Max Friedersdorf 
Ken Lazarus 
Glenn Schleede 

FROM THE STAFF SECRETARY 

DUE: Date: December 24 

SUBJECT: 

Time: 230pm 

Jack Marsh 
cc (for information): Jim Cavanaugh 

Warren Hendriks 

Time: llOOam 

H.R. 8122 - Public Works for Water and Power 
Development and Energy Research 
Appropriation Act, 1976 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

-- For Necessary Action __ Fo:r Your Recommendations 

-- Prepare Agenda and Brief -- Draft Reply 

~For Your Comments -- Draft Remarks 

REMARKS: 

Please return to Judy Johnston, Ground Floor West Wing 

PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUBMITTED. 

I£ you have any questions or if you anticipate a 
delc.y in Gubmitting the re;quired :material, please 
telephor.e the Sta~£ S.::cr~tary immediately. 

. ..~ ·.: ., :~ 




