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r. INTRODUCTION 

This paper summarizes the major effects of the President's 
energy program upon consumer costs. The major elements of 
the program are: 

A $2 per barrel import fee on petroleum. 
-

A $2 per barrel excise tax on domestic petroleum 
production. and a 37¢ per thousand cubic .feet (l'Icf) 
excise tax on domestic natural gas. 

F •• - ~ 

Decontrol of domestic petroleum prices and the 
deregulation of new natural gas prices. 

A windfall profits tax on all domestic petroleum 
production that is designed to absorb all the profits 
that would otherwise flow frbm decontrolling oil 
prices, plus an additional $3 billion. This tax 
does not itself cause price increases but it recap­
tures the profits from price increases otherwise 
induced. 

A rebate to consumers of the energy fees and taxes 
that are collected. 

The effect of these actions, with the exception of the 
excess profits tax, is {1) to increase the prices of petroleum 
products by about $4 per barrel (about 10¢ per gallon) if all 
increased costs are passed through to the consumer and (2) to 
at least partially offset these price increases with the tax 
rebateR. 

This paper presents the impacts of the President's proposed 
program on consumer energy bills by :r·egion, type of energy 
product, and income class. The effect of the program on 
the Consumer Price Index (CPI) is estimated as an indication 
of the total increase in consumer costs. The estimated effect 
on the CPI is important because it includes higher consumer 
costs associated with both direct consumer purchases of 
energy and indirect purchases of energy. 
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II. DIRECT ENERGY COSTS 

The impact of the President's program on the cost of direct 
energy purchases by households has been estimated for each 
type of fuel used. Table 1 presents expenditures by fuel 
type without the program and the estimated impact of the 
energy program on these expenditures. Figure I shows this 
information qraphically. 

Table 1 

Impact of the President's Energy Program on 
Direct Energy Expenditures for 1975 

($ per year per household) 

Energy Costs Energy Costs Increases 
Without the With the Due to 
Program Program Program 

Gasoline & 11otor Oil $572 $ 681 $109 19% 

Heating Oil 69 88 19 27 

Natural Gas 100 130 30 32 

Electricity 228 241 13 6 

Total $969 $1140 $171 18% 

The estimates in Table 1 were derived as follows: 

Gasoline. Consumption estimates without the program 
have been derived from a Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) 
survey of gasoline use by region. These were aggregated and 
divided by the total number of households (70 million) to give 
consumption per household The current average price of gasoline 
is approximately 52¢ per gallon. An increase of 10¢ per 
gallon to 62¢ per gallon represents a 19 percent increase in 
the price of gasoline. Hence a 19 percent increase in gasoline 
and motor oil to $681 per household per year. Moreover, this 
increase in costs due to the program is an overstatement in that 
it is assumed that there is no short run response to the increased 
prices and hence that there is no reduction in consumption. 
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Heating Oil. Consumption estimates were obtained from 
a BLS survey in the same 1aanner as for gasoline. The current 
average price of heating oil is approximately 37¢ per gallon. 
An increase of 10¢ per gallon to 47¢ per gallon represents 
a 27 percent increase in the price of heating oil. This 27 
percent increase in heating oil prices increases energy costs 
for heating oil to $88 per household per year. A small amount 
of residual fuel oil is"also used by households. This quantity 
(about $6 per year per househol0) was obtained from the BLS 
survey and included in the heating oil estimates. 

Natural Gas. The quantities and prices for natural 
gas were obtainct! from analyses that are being performed by 
the Office of Economic Impact, the Federal Energy Administration. 
The increase in the average price of natural gas is estimated 
to be 37¢ per Mcf for intrastate gas and 43¢ per Mcf for inter­
state gas. Interstate sales of natural gas are currently 
regulated(by the Federal Power Commission) Hhereas intrastate 
sales are not. The excise tax of 37¢ .Hcf is levied on all gas. 
The average price of interstate gas should increase 6¢ per Mcf 
because of the deregulation of new gas. 

Electricitv. Electricity cost increases were estimated 
by the·Office of Data, the Federal Energy Administration. 
These estimates account for the effects of· increased fuel 
costs and do not consider the effects of higher rates of 
return or accounting practi.ces that vmuld effectively 
raise utility costs. 

Reaional Impacts 

The regional impacts of the President's program upon household 
energy costs are shown in Table 2 and Figure II. These data 
were all derived from the same sources as the data in Table 1 
and were calculated by dividing the total regional energy cost 
increase by the number of households in each region. 

Table 2 illustrates that the New England, West North Central, 
West South Centra) , and Mountain areas have the greatest 
relative impact. In all of these areas, except New England, 
the primary cause of the large increase is gasoline prices. 
In New England the major factor is heating oil. 
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Table 2 

Regional Distribution of the Increased Direct Energy 
Expenditures Per Household 

Gasoline & Heating Natural Elec-
Motor Oil Oil Gas trici ty Total 

New England $ 95 $56 $14 $15 $180 

Middle Atlantic 83 / 54 24 9 170 
.: .~ .. 

East North Central 107 19 44 4 174 

West North Central 126 13 36 12 187 

South Atlantic 118 10 14 12 154 

East South Central 116 2 19 5 142 

West South Central 116 0 27 42 185 

Mountain 141 3 37 10 191 

Pacific 102 3 30 16 151 

Total u.s. $109 $ 19 $30 $13 $171 

Tables 3, 4, and 5 and Figure III give estimates of the effect 
of the energy program on different income classes. With the 
exception of the tax rebate data these statistics were obtained 
from analyses done by the Washington Center for Metropolitan 
Studies and are totally independent of the estimates made 
for the aggregate and regional impacts in Tables 1 and 2. How­
ever, close examination and comparison of Table 1 wjth Table 3 
shows that the data are consistent. Specifically, the median 
income of families in 1972 was about $11,000. Assuming that 
inflation has raised this to $13,000 the $969 total energy 
bill given in Table 1 is bracketed by the $742 and $1085 bills 
given in Table 3 for the energy costs of the lower middle and 
upper middle income classes. The other numbers in Table 3 
are roughly consistent with Table 1. 

Tables 3 and 4 illustrate that low income groups spend a 
larger proportion of their income on direct energy purchases 
than higher inc~nc groups. These tables also show that the 
tax rebate slightly offsets the average increase in energy 
costs of the poor and the upper middle income class, 



-7-

significantly offsets the average cost of the lower middle 
income group and f~ short of meeting the higher costs 
of the well-off gilllJJ·~:•y .$50. 

Table 3 

Current Energy Costs Without the President's Program a/ 
... .... * 

Lower Upper 
Poor Hiddle Middle \.Yell-Off 
Average Average Average Average 
$2,500 $8,000 • $14,000 $24,500 

Gasoline $140 $349 $ 627 $ 736 
Heating Oil 66 66 66 83 
Natural Gas 91 108 117 140 
Electricity 160 203 259 319 
Coal 16 16 16 16 

Total $473 $742 $1085 $1294 

% of Average 
Income 18.9% 9.3% 7.8% 5.3% 

!I Source: WCMS Survey for 1972~1973, adjusted 
increases to September 1974. 

for price 

). 
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Table 4 

Energy Costs with President's Program~/ 

Lower Upper 
Poor Middle ~1iddle ¥1ell-Off 

Gasoline 
Heating Oil 
Natural Gas 
Electricity 
Coal 

Total 

% of Average 
Income 

$166 
83 

120 
_, 

170 
16 

$555 

22.2% 

---- . 
$415 $ 746 

83 83 
142 154 
215 

.. : ..... 
275 

16 16 

$871 $1274 

10.9% 9.1% 

a/ Estimated oy applying percent price increases for each 
type·of energy from Table 1 to the energy costs in 
Table 3. 

Table 5 

Net Energy Costs of President's Program 

Lower Upper 
Poor Middle Middle 

Average Increase 
in Energy Costs $ 82 $129 $ 189 

Average Rebate 97 311 253 

Net Energy Costs 458 560 1021 

% of Average 
Income 18.3% 7.0% 7.3% 

s 876 
105 
184 
338 

16 

$1519 

6.2% 

Nell-Off 

$ 225 

183 

1336 

5.5% 
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III. TOTAL ENERGY COSTS 

T~e total price impact of the President's energy program 
w1ll extend beyond the direct energy purchases to any non­
energy products or services that require significant amounts 
of energy in their production or distribution. Chemicals, 
metal and foocs products are examples of areas in which 
the indirect or ripple energy price effects might be great. 

The indirect price effects are uncertain and are difficult to 
forecast. Host price models that measure and forecast these 
effects depend on historical experience to estim~te the re­
sponses of various markets to changes in the costs of inputs. 
The models attempt to capture the extent that costs are oassed 
on to purchasers and the extent that profit margins are ~ 
adjusted up or down. · 

The approach used by the Federal Energy Administration to 
forecast the indirect price effects of the President's 
program was to use a stage-of-processing model developed 
by Data Resource Incorporated (DRI) to forecast the overall 
rise in the Consumer Price Index (CPI) and to use this estimate 
_tQ derive ·total increased consumer costs. The indirect costs 
are then calculat~c as the difference between the direct and 
total cost estimates. 

A modified version of the DRI stage-of-processing model was 
used to forecast the effect that energy price cha~ges h~ve 
upon the CPI and components of the CPI. The mode~ requ1~es 
two inputs: {1) forecasts of wholesale energy ~r1ce~ ana 
(2) forecasts of the general wholesale and.ret~1l pr1c7 
indices prior to energy price changes. Pr1ce 1nform~t1on. 
is combined with historical information on the relat1onsh1p 
between the stages-of-processing to forecast ~he effects 
that energy price changes will have on the pr1ce~ ~f crude 
wholesale goods, intermediate wholesale goods, f1n1shed 
wholesale products, and finally retail consumer goods and 
services. 

Using the methodoloqy described above, it is estimated that 
the CPI will increase. 2 percentage points during the first 
full year of the program. Given a normal unencumbered 
economy, the CPI would rise by approx\ltnately 2.5 percentage 
points during the first full year of the program in addition 
to the normally expected rise; and there would be small 
increases of 0.3 and 0.2 percentage points in the second 
and third years. These estimated increases tend to over­
estimate the effect of the program for two reasons: First 
the energy price increases that were used as inputs to the 
model assume a full pass-through of the taxes and import 
*oo~ · T~ is unlikely that this 
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will occur because of the tax rebates to industry and 
because the economy is generally weak. Tl1is excess supply 
would result if industry attempts to pass through all of 
the costs. (Only if demand is totally nonresponsive to price 
changes would firms and businesses be aLle to pass all of 
the increases to consumers.) Secondly, the stage-of­
processing model is based upon historical mark-up relation­
ships and these may not hold because of the currently 
poor market demand conditions. That is, -demand is currently 
at such a low level that companies may not be willing to 
pass on increased costs for,fear of further reducing their 
rna r ke t s . , r· · 

For a 2 percentage point increase in the CPI, 
the total and indirect costs to the :~o~Jsehoi.~ would be 

$275 and $104 =espectively. Table 6 summarizes the steps 
taken to make these estimates. 

Table 6 

Estimated Total and Indirect Consumer Costs 

1. Estimated Personal Consumption Per House~1old 

2. 

a. 
b. 
c. 

Estimated 1975 Personal Consumption 
Estimated :~umber of Households 
Consumption per Household 

= $966.8 Billion~/ 
= 70 million 
= $13,810 

Estimated Costs (per household per 

Total!?/ 

$345 

year) 

Indirectc/ 

$174 High Estimate 
Best Estimate 275 104 

ay-From IJRI Long-Term Forecast. 
b/ Estimated as 2.5 percent times $13,810 for high estimate 
- and 2.0 percent times $13,810 for best estimate. 
c/ Calculated as total less direct ($171). 

This table shows that the total costs are likely to be $275 
per household \vith direct cost being about ~·171 on average 
and indirect costs being about $10j. 



Date: 

Reply to 
Attn of: 

Suhject: 

To: 

FEDERAL ENERGY ADMINISTRATION 

January 22, ~[l5 

Paul Cyr, o!:ector for Congressional Affairs 

Selling the President's Energy Program to Congress and 
the Public 

John o. Marsh, Jr., Counselor to the President 

The purpose of this memorandum is threefold: 

- To advise you of actions already taken by FEA. 

- To inform you of pending actions to be taken by the 
Congressional Affairs Staff of FEA. 

- To present for discussion additional steps which 
should be taken by the Administration to further enhance 
acceptance by Congress and the public of the President's 
program. 

ACTIONS COMPLETED BY FEA (ZARB) 

- Pre-State of the Union Briefings 

Senate Interior Minority Members 
Senate Republican Leadership 
Senate Ad hoc Economy/Energy Task Force 
House Republican Leadership 

- Post State of the Union Briefings 

Senate Interior Committee 
Senate Finance Committee 
Senate Commerce Committee 
Senate Public Works Committee 
House Science and Astronautics Committee 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 
Open Bipartisan briefing to Senators and 

Senate staff (approximately 85 members 
represented - followed by Question and 
Answer period) 

Open Bipartisan briefing to House Members 
and staffs (approximately 650 present -
followed by Question and Answer period) 

FEA-F-42 (6/74) 



ACTIONS PENDING TO BE TAKEN BY FEA 

- Briefings arranged, subject only to selection of 
suitable dates. 

Senate Republican Policy/Conference Committee 
Senate Steering Committee 
Freshman Senators 
The Wednesday Group 
House Republican Conference 
House Republican Task Force on Energy and 

Resources 
Republican Study Committee 
Democratic Research Organization 
Democratic Study Group 
Freshman Democratic Members of the House 
Freshman Republican Members of the House 
House Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee 
House Ways and Means Committee 
House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee 
New England Caucus 
Black Caucus 
Bull Elephants 
RAMS 

- Briefings Pending Completion of Negotiations 

THE PROBLEM 

Senate Armed Services Committee 
Senate Budget Committee 
Senate Agricultural Committee 
Senate Government Operations Committee 
Senate Appropriations Committee 
Senate Select Committee on Small Business 
House Armed Services Committee 
House Budget Committee 
House Agricultural Committee 
House Government Operations Committee 
House Appropriations Committee 
House Select Committee on Small Business 
Joint Economic Committee 
Conservative Luncheon Club 

Congressional reaction to date indicates that much of 
the criticism of the President's energy program is attri­
butable to a general lack of understanding of the complete 

2 



program, coupled with political reaction as a result of 
constituency demands as they relate to states, regions 
and special interests. This reaction is bipartisan, thus 
leaving the Administration without strong spokesmen on 
Capitol Hill. 

Since the President's economic and energy proposals 
affect to varying degrees every segment of the economy, 
the aforementioned Congressional reaction is realistic. 
Thus we must undertake an immediate, concerted effort to 
educate and convince the Congress (and public) that the 
President's energy proposals offer, for the time being, 
the most thorough and comprehensive approach to the prob­
lem - that of long term economic survival, coupled with 
short and mid-term actions to get the program going now. 
The educational program should include the direct involve­
ment of all pertinent agencies of the Executive Branch 
with a coordinated and well orchestrated program. 

WHAT MUST WE DO? 

1. Presidential/White House Briefings 

Invitations should be extended by the President 
to selected bipartisan groups of the Congress for compre­
hensive briefings on the President's program. These 
briefings would be conducted by the President at the 
White House, supported by top executives responsible for 
economic and energy programs. 

2. Administration Spokesmen 

Develop immediately additional Administration 
spokesmen, to include appropriate Regional Spokesman, and 
coordinate their efforts. This envisages that these spokes­
men would work with key members of Congress (or homogeneous 
groups) and staffs on economic/energy subjects of mutual 
interest. An important facet of this segment of the educa­
tional process is detailed coverage of selected aspects of 
the program. 

3. Congressional Spokesmen 

After the Administration's Congressional educational 
effort, selected Members of Congress should be solicited to 
serve as key spokesmen on Capitol Hill and throughout the 
Nation. • > : ··,,_ 
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4. Education of the American Public 

Concurrent with the Congressional educational 
program, the White House should take the lead in a massive 
public educational effort to convince the American public 
that the President's program offers the most equitable solu­
tion to the economic/energy problem, both in the short and 
long-term. 

5. Rebuttal of the Opposition 

We must be prepared to immediately react to 
opposing positions, proposals and statements by presenting 
factual information to the Congress and the public, as 
appropriate. 

6. Outside Support 

Every effort should be made to marshal outside 
support for the total program or segments of the program, 
as appropriate. 

7. Timeliness 

This program must be implemented and functioning 
prior to the Lincoln Day recess (February 7-12} • 

8. Involvement 

It is visualized that, as a minimum, Executive 
Branch involvement would include the following: 

cc: 
Mr. Zarb 

ERC/FEA 
Interior 
Defense 
Commerce/FTC 
HUD 
FPC 
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Treasury 
State 
Agriculture 
Transportation 
EPA 
Consumer Affairs 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

BACKGROUND FOR 4:30 MEETING 

WITH MAX. 



To :ram 
Date ,_~I Time 9 ,CQ.J..., 

WHILE VDU WERE OUT 
M JJ;t;o tr::="(MAo'9<) 
of F-64-
Phone ~ -(tRJ ? 

Area Code Number Extension 

TELEPHONED PLEASE CALL ~ 
CALLEO 10 SEE YOU WILL CALL AGAIN 

WANTS TO SEE YOU . URGENT 

1 RETURNED YOUR CALL 1 r 
'"•••age~ 

4?~4Jo·l1jti ~ 
Operator 

EFFICIENCY® LINE NO. 4725 AN AMPAD PRODUCT 

~~/ 
~------------------~ 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

January 27, 1975 

MEMORANDUM TO: JACK MARSH 

FROM: RUSS ROURKE{t-

SUBJECT: CONVERSATION WITH STAN HIDALGO 

Stan says that the Congressional Energy Council is well under way. 
He suggested that it would be adviseable to hold a meeting with you 
and Paul Cyr, Tom Leffler (Senator Tower) and himself prior to 
the "larger group meeting" you mentioned you wanted to hold within 
the next several days. · I told him we would be back with him shortly 
regarding the suggested meeting in this office. 
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Datr: 

Rrp!;· to 
Atw of: 

Suhjrct: 

To: 

FEDERAL ENERGY ADMINISTRATION 

January 27, 1975 

Paul Cyr- Coordin~(l Aq Hoc Congressional 
Energy l~~~~ 

List of Members and Background Information on 
the President's Energy Program 
Members Ad Hoc Congressional Energy Council 

John 0. Marsh, Jr. 
Max Friedersdorf 
Robert Wolthius 
Vern Loen 
Bill Kendall 
Pat O'Donnell 
Charles Leppert 
Doug Bennett 
Bob Bonitati 
Fred Webber 
John Kyl 
Dick Fryklund 
Bob Reintsema 
Jim Sparling 
Sol Mosher 
John Foltz 
John Snow 
Sam Goldberg 
Hollister Cantus 
Bob Ryan 
Paul Cyr 
Stan Hidalgo 
Tom Loeffler 

White House 
· \'Jhi te House 
White House··· 
lvhi te House 
White House 
White House 
White House 
White House 
OMB 
Treasury 
Interior 
Defense 
Commerce 
Commerce 
HUD 
Agriculture 
Transportation 
State 
ERDA 
EPA 
FEA 
FEA 
FEA 

Enclosed you will find: 

456-6586 
456-2591 
456-2591 
456-2717 
456-2711 
456-2757 
456-2140 
456-2140 
395-4657 
964-2037 
343-7261 
697-6210 
967-3663 
967-3663 
755-5005 
447-7977 
426-4563 
632-9532 
245-3404 
755-2930 
961-8637 
961-8637 
961-6112 

1. Current Congressional Reaction to President's 
Energy Proposal 

2. Analysis of Gasoline Rationing 
3. Analysis of the Economic Impact of President's 

Program 
4. Press Booklet on the President's State of the 

Union Message, etc. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

February 14, 1975 

Jv!EHORANDUM FOR: ENERGY/LIG HEMBERS 

FROM: MAX L. FRIEDERSDORF /(,tA • 6. 
Due to the numerous House and Senate hearings scheduled on 
energy we are requesting that all appearances by Administration 
witnesses be coordinated through the Congressional Relations 
Department at FEA. These requests for appearances should be 
cleared through FEA and coordinated with Charlie Leppert 
here at the White House who is the overall coordinator for 
energy hearings on my staff. 

cc: Jack Marsh 
,,. 

Bill Kendall 
Vern Loen 
Charles Leppert 
Doug Bennett 
Pat O'Donnell 
Bob Wolthuis 
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FEDERAL ENERGY ADMINISTRATION 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20461 

FEB ? ._ 
. ,.. 

J 

OFFICE OF THEA.~ TO'& 

February 25, 19 75 

· .MEM:>PANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

'IHRIJ: RJGERS C. B. IDR:OCN 

FROM: FRANK G. ZARB /s I 

The House and Senate Derrocrats are nCM drafting nore catprehensi ve E!ll8l:gy 
prcposals. Although there is no agreerrent upon the final shape of these 
plans either within each body or between the House and Senate, the major 
elerrents of their plans are beginning to surface. (The attached chart 
indicates the key rreasures in each plan. ) A broad c:x:rrparison of these 
plans with the Administration's program is given below; a nore detailed 
carpari.son will be provided as the plans bea:Jre nore specific. 

General Analysis 

o Both plans in their current fonn would result in increased vulnerabill ty 
(nore i.rrports) over the next three to five years. 

o Neither plan is very specific on the nethods for inpl.eren.ting their 
suggested options. 

o Each plan oontains porticns of the Adm:i.nistrationls program. 

o Both programs establish strategic petroleum reserves and authorize 
standby authorities. 

o Both plans exclude the oil i.nport fee, cru1e oil excise taxes, and 
natural gas excise taxes. · 

Senate Plan 

o Drastically reduces short-tenn goals (has no targets in 1975-1977 
period) ; yet establishes a stringent goal for 1985. 

o Only short-tenn oonservation measure is an unspecified gasoline tax 
linked to unemploynent levels. · 
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o Long-term conse.rvation program is largely similar to Administration's 
program, with son:e additional mandatory industrial :rreasures and srrall 
car tax incentives. 

o No m:xlification of enviro!1IIEI1tal standards. 

o Establishes National Energy Production Board and Energy Trust Fund. 

o Would set coal and natural gas windfall profits taxes. 

House Plan 

o This plan is sorrewhat closer to the Administration's program, especially 
in energy supply neasures. · 

o Sets less stringent goals of 350,000 and 1,000,000 barrel per day i.rrp::>rt 
reduction in 1975 and 1977 respectively. 

o Would utilize 8¢ gasoline tax for 1975 (increasing to 12¢ in 1976 and to 
16¢ in 1977) and 6 percent cutback in allocations, coupled with an import 
quota to achieve 1975 goals. 

o Adds nevi car excise taxes and rebates (depending on miles per gallon) and 
ptmi ti ve taxes for increased use of electric p:JWer. 

We will continue to rronitor and update this analysis as nore information 
becorres available. 

Attachment 
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MEASURES 

,. ,, 

MAJOR 
SUPPLY 
MEASjJRES 

' ., 

·' 
•I 

.I 

:! 

EMERGENCY 
ME.I;.SURES 

1\DMI N fSTRi\T WN P!WGlL\i'l --------
1975: 
1977: 
1985:: 

Reduce imports by 1 ~·rMB/D 
Reduce imports by 2 XMB/D 
Invulnerable (4-5 MMB/D) 

Tax & import fee program 
Decontrol of old oil 
Natural gas excise tax 
Voluntary program 
Windfall profits tax 

Long-Term 

Auto efficiency goals 
Appliances efficiency goals 
Auto & appliance efficiency labeling 
Ther~~l efficiency standards 
Thermal insulation tax credit 
Low-income conservation program 

Short-Term 

Coal conversion (ESECA) 
Elk Hills (NPR-1) 

Long-Term 

Natural gas deregulation 
OCS ·development 
Clean Air Act amendment 
Surface mining 
Coal leasing 
Electric utility 
Facility siting 
Synthetic fuels program 

Strategic Petroleum Reserves 
Standby authorities 

sr:~;ATE PP.OGRAN 

1975-
1977: 
1985: 

Variable depending on
1
economic 

' health 
Reduce imports to 10 percent of 

total energy consumption (less 
than 5 }lMB/D) 

I 

Shbrt-Term 
' 

I 
Ga~>oline: tax (gradual-phased! with reduced 
unemployment~amounts unspecified) 

Windfall' profits tax on oil,; coal, and gas 

Long-Term 

Small car tax incentives r 
Auto efficiency standards * 
Federal insula t'ion & residential conserva-

tion program * l 
Appliance & auto efficiency ~abeling * 
Thermal efficiency standards!* 
Improved. mass transit ' 
R&O to develop urban electric car 
Industrial conservation investment 

incentives 
Industry efficiency standards 

Short-Term 

National Energy Production 
Coal conversion incentives 

enviro~mental) 
,. 

Long-Term 

I 
Board 
(t,tot 

I 
I 
i 

Enhanced recovery incentives!* 
New natural gas deregulation'with 

statutory ceilings 
Change OCS bidding system & initiate 

Federal exploration i 
Repeal depletion allowance for major oil 

I companies ; 
Surface mining * 1 

Facility & land use legislatfon 
Energy Trust Fund , 
Coal transportation network·\ 
Synthetic fuels program * 1 

Electricity transmission lin~ financial 
incentives 

' Strategic Energy Reserve {1 ~illion bbl) * 
St~ndby authorities ~ I 

* ,indicates similar program to Administration proposa~s 

I •, 

' 

. 

:! 
1 HOUSE_ PROGFA>'f 

1975: 
1977: 

Red~Ge imports by 0.35 MXB/D 
Red11de imports by 1. 0 MMB/D 

I 1 
I 

i i I 

Short-Te~ I 
I 

\ J ; 

Achieve goais by import quota & matching 
1 conserva1t~on program 
Gasoline tall - 8c I gallon in 197 5; 12c in 

1976; l6ic :in 1977 
6 percent ~~lo9ation cutback 
Windfall pT~fits'tax * 

..;;;L_o_n..,.g_-.;..Te_r_m_. i ! 
I I 
' I New car excise taxes (low mileage per gallon) 

New car rebates (high efficiency cars) 
'):'hermal in1s~lation tax credit* 
Punitive tpx for increased use of power 
Efficiency llabeling of all·energy consuming 

prqducts! ~ 
Prohibition ion gas use in new power plants 

! II 
I I 
j ! 

i 
. I I 
Short-Terp ! 

I , 

Coal conv,e~~ion * 
Auto emiss'ion relaxation * 
¥PR develop~ent * 
. ! ; 

'tong-Term , 1 

' I 1 1 

_OCS devetop~ent (suggest govt. corp for 
explora·tidn) 

$urface min:i;ng 
tliminate 

1
fdreign & most domestic depletion 

·allo'-ladc·"' 1 
, ,... I 
Energy Con~~rvation & Development Trust Fund 
$ynthetiC:: ~~el program * 
;Expedite im1dlear plants 
Enhanced .recovery incentives 

: ~ ' : : 
i 1 I 

II I • I 

.~trategic P~troleum Reserve (amount 
:: unspecHfqd) * 
'standby authorities * 

I 
j i 

: 

j 

l I 
' : 

' i I ' I 
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• 

Sellt copy of hook Mo Time to Coafue: A CritU&ge of the Ftul 
Report of the J:aer&y Polley Project of the Ford Foaaclatloa: ~ 
Time to Clloo•e America'• Eaer1y F.atare (Iutltute for 
Colltemporary Stwii .. ) 
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J une 2, lt75 

Dear Mra. tink and Mr. Udall: 

Ia further nply to your joiat letter of Kay 22 
which you addreaaed to the PrHideDt, I cu aclvi" 
that Mr. Praak G. i&D plaaa to be preseDt on 
June 3 for t.'"le ec:he4ule4 haariAt of you- SubocD­
aitteea on l:iner~y aDd Bnrlro,_..t aDd Minea and 

ninq. 

'the grounds for the Preaiclent.'a Yeto of B.a. 25 
were atated iD. hia ...,raadua of May 20, and it 
WO\Ild be iaappropriat.e to furrdah uy further 
iD.forJUd.Oil about OOD.aiderationa which uy h1rv'e 
contributed to the Pnaident.' a deciaiOD. -rhe 
Pr .. iclential act.1on t.akeD aod the ....,zoandua 
fl&&'ftiahad m i:be Ctmtre•• ~ for theMaelna, 
ia the IliUm£ of all such Pr .. ident.ial cteciaiona. 

Siaoez'ely I 

Pbillp w. Dachea 
Cowulel to the Pzo .. iclent 

'l'lla Bollozoable Patey T. Millk 
Houae of a.pre.Mntat.ivea 
WaabiDgton, D. C. 20515 

The BODO&'able Morris Jt. U4a11 
Houae of RepreeeDt.at.f.vea 
1f&abiDgtoa 1 D. C. 20515 



"?,. - ' ) 

.:u.."'t.l1er =~io:> .... -t to your joint lattsr ~f :tay 22 
ll.C~ ;.rou .lUa::es.s~ t:.o the .?r'3siden~, : can advi;;Je 

;hat:. ·!.::'. ?r3..nk -~. Za.rb plans 1;.0 be pr~t on 
r~a 3 ::or ~e scheduled hearing of your Sub<::ol:::l­
ti ~t:.~.a on Snergy and 3nviro.ru::wult anti tines and 

. . 
_ ... ~;l~,nq. 

~ttl . 
f~he 6roundJ i or the ?resid~nt~3 veto of H.R. 25 
liere stated in his ~emora.ttd.mn of May -~, and i~ 
would ba inappropriate to ...::u.rniah 3DY fur-...ner 
i.nfor.:aation about considerations which ::!Ul.V have 
contributed to t.."'lo President' a dacisioid --et':Ae , 

~:~~:::=::;: :~ ~1: :::a:eyema~ :..•:l.raAiH~-- s:cc ~ ~ ::rx ... 6 .... -~*~...!llselves, 
1 ii - ~a t ,.J I ( '** • • n :....'le wa. ne¥ e ... ._......_ ~uw"'l P=-a.s~.:.....en~a-~.. .teCJ.Sl.On$. 

Sincerel-y, 

· llillp Pi. ~hen 
:ounsel to ~~e President 

· ~~h& aonora.ble P .a t.ay -r. M.illk. 
£ou.s-e of Raprssenta ti. -.res 
ashingto?, D. :. 20513 

'.na ionorable ~ror::is x. Udall 
!.louse : f. Representatives 
•ashln<;p:.on, D. ..:;. ...0515 

.; 



- . ..eurther reply ~ your joi.."'lt l.ett.er of liay 22 
hich :,.rou addl:~ to the ?r3siden1;, l: can adVi3e 

C:.'lat :.u-. ?.:-.iS.!lk G. Zar!l p~ to be present on 
~:.me · 3 for the 3Chedul.ed hearing o£ your. Subca:.\­
nti ~tee.a on ~ru.rgy and ~vironment anci Mines and 
_tininq. 

rhe grounds for the ?residant'3 veto of H.R. 25 
'4'e.rs stated in his a(!lJl()ra:!Cum of May 20, and it 
fl'Ould be i.Dappropriate to !u....'"'"lliah any further 
in.for.aation about considerations wlrlc.h :aay h11V~ 
contri.buted to tho President' a deci.sion. ~he 
?=esidential action taken and the memorandum 
=u...-nished to the Congress S"?&.ak for the:aselves, 
in th~ ~er of all sucil ?residential decisions. 

Sincerely. 

:?hillp if. .3uchen 
C~~sel to the President 

~he Honorable Patsy T •. ~ 
:rouse of Raprase.ntati .. les 
' ·T ~~ .,..,...... n ,... "05l.3 .:.as~ ... ~~ .,. \;. .Go 

The i!onorabla Mor::i..s x. Udal~ 
i.ious• of Repraaentativea 
ias.niDgton, D. c. 20515-· 



DRAFT 5/30/75 

In reply to your joint letter of May 2.2 1 addressed to the 

President1 this is to advise you that indiv?-~uals from the 

Administration will be made available on June 3 for the scheduled 

hearings before the Subcommittees on Energy and Environment and 

Mines and Mining. 

The basis for the President's veto of H. R. 25 was stated in his 

memorandum of May 2.0 1 and it would be inappropriate to furnish any 

further information about considerations which may have contributed 

to the President's decision. The action taken by the President and the 

Memorandum of Disapproval sent to the Congress is the inf·:ormation 

provided in the manner of all such Presidential decisions. 



In reply to your joint letter of May 22, addressed to the President, 

this is to advise you that individuals from the Administration will be made 

available on June 3 for the scheduled hearings before the Subcommittees on 

Energy and Environment and Mines and Mining. 

Ia response te your request foz th:e ie£Qrmati.&R and cousldetations 

'Xhich may bane CQR~!'ilsated te the Fz e9ldent's decision, it wbutd be 
+ 

iNtpprapria te to f~n aislt a ach iafonnation~he action taken by the 

President and the Memorandum of Disapproval sent to the Congress is 

the information provided in the manner of all such Presidential decisions) 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

June 5, 1975 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE CABINET /.' , 

FROM: JERRY WA~ ,, / / 

Frank Zarb, in his attached commencement addres-i to 
the Hofstra University School of Business, gay~ an 
excellent summary of the challenges facing t~e nation 
in the area of ene~gy. I would. part~cular1( call your 
attention to Frank's conclusion concern.Ln~J/the effect 
of frayed public confidence on today's pq}Slic debate on 
national issues. Because this 's of dee' concern to 
all of us, I believe you will nd Fra 's ideas on this 
subject both interesting and evant. 

Enclosure 

bee: Senior White House Staff 



TilE FEDERA..L ENERGY AD~H~aSTRATIO:! 
FEDER.l\.L BUILDH:G 

12TH AND PEN;\!SYLV)JHA A\TXUE, XK. 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20461 

RE·!ARKS OF THE HO:WRABLE FRA.;\K G. ZARB 
Am-IINISTRATOR, FEDERAL E~~ERGY AmiiNISTRATIO:.l' 

BEFOP-.E THE 

GRADUATING CLASS OF THE SCHOOL OF BUSINESS 
HOFSTRA UNIVERSITY 

HENPSTEAD, LONG ISLA:.JD 
MONDAY, JUNE 2, 1975 

8:00 Pi-1, EDT 

EMBARGOED FOR RELEASE UNTIL: 
1'-!0NDAY, JUNE 2, 1975, 8:00 P~·f, EDT 

President Payton, Dean Lazarus, distinguished guests, 

members of the faculty, parents, friends, and graduates of 

the School of Business: 

I have many reasons to thank you for inviting me to 
. 

join you today. For one thing, r.ty oKn undergrad1::1-ate and 

graduate degrees 'vere conferred here not very long ago. 
; r 

That has al\lays been a source of pride for me •. After all, 

not :everyone can boast of being associated ld th such a 

thriving institution, composed of eight schools of advanced 

learning -- nine if you include Bill's ~.reado\:brook • 
... 

Then too, Hofstra is where I met ny ~~fe, Pat, so the 

university has many pleasant cenories for me. 
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nut I'R also glad to be here because it refreshes 

my sense of values. I live ar..d ~:ork in l\'ashingto:t, D.C. 

a city that has been described as ''an island, sur:-ouad.od 

on all sides by reality." And there is sor:1e truth in 

that s tatenea t. 

It's n city where words are soceti~es chosen for what 

they don't ::~.ean as "\ve 11 as for \·:hat they say; 1ihere lines 

are written to be read between; and ~here the media 

scrutinizes, and interprets every detail. 

At ti~es that atmosphere can distort perspective, 

and lead one to believe that the political intensity of 

Washington is also characteristic of the rest of the nation. 

So it is sobering to return to Hofstra, pick up a back 

issue of the Chronicle, and read that the University Senate 

elections were cancelled because of a lack of candidates. 

I can think of a number of people in Kashington ~,~;ho l'iould 

love to see that headline in the Washington Post. 

Seriously, I want to congratulate everyone who 

rece:ived a degree today. And I also l:ant to spend a fe1v 

moments reflecting on the past, present and future of this 

country, and the government that tries to guide it. 
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~ received my m.:n HBA from Hofstra in 1961. T\·:o decades 

before the United States had played the najor role in 

stemming the spread of fascisn; had assuned the burden of 

fr.ee t:orld leadership from older, less energetic nat ions; 

and proceeded on a course of international policy tmheard 

of in his torr.. Rather than plunder the defeated, ,.,e chose 

instead ~o make available to them the Iileans of resurrecting 

themselves and seeking their oim economic and political 

salvation. 

Nations -- once defeated, pmverless and vulnerable -­

were lifted off their knees and given the means to survive in 

peace, and to compete, economically and politically, with 

the country that had conquered them. In doing that, the 

United States provided the world with a most extraordinary 

demonstration of reasoned compassion as a national 

characteristic. 

By the time I caw.e to receive my degree in 1961, that 

work of reconstruction had been completed, and ~he United 

States -- as well as the rest of the free world -- was 

entering the sixties with a surge of justifiable exuberance, 

and hope. 

As a nat ion, l-re l·rere the foremost amo!'.tg ·equals 
.. 

supreme among superpowers, envied for our economic and social 

vigor, proud of our institutions, and still willing to exert 

our pm:er in the world -- and at home on-behalf of those 

less fortunate than ~e. 
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In that sar:1e year -- 1961 -.- John F. Kennedy could 

stand' on the st<:ps of the capital 2.nd .say: " .•. ask not ~·:hat 

your country co.n do for you. Ask 1<hat you can do for your 

country." Ho:\· many people could say those ,;ords in 1975 

\ii thout being ~c cus ed of naivete. ?-loreo':er, hm·; :san;- ruaong 

us tonight could hear those Hords ~ithout making the accusation. 

Our national experience over the last fourteen years 

has led to a sense of skepticism that now defines altruis~ 

as arroga~ce, and seeks the mean and narro~ conforts of 

cynicism. In one decade and four years, the United States 

has undergone a transformation economically, institutionally, 

and socially that seems to have left us discontented ~ith 

ourselves and with the ~orld. 

And it doesn't take a very close reading of the history 

of the last decade to make that frame of mind understandable 

though hardly acceptable. 

It is easy to see tragedy in the last ten years 

in the assasinations, in a fruitless and bitter ~ar, 

in the real constitutional torment of a Presidential 

resignation, and in the economic tides that have brought 

inflation at the flood and recession at the ebb. 

As a nation, we seem to have gone fron the robust vigor 
..... __ 

of youth, to a middle aged identity crisis -- in 1~ short 

years, from the assumption that all things are possible to 

the feeling that perh~ps nothing is attainable, and even if 

it is, it is probably not ~orth the attc~pt. 
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1\.nd t:e find ourse 1 ves in this s i tu<.L tio;-1 precisely Hhen 

the \:orld is enteriHg a nm·r and possibly d.::mg-ero'-ls era. 

I am not spe.:t:.inJ only of questions cf v:ar or peace, but 
• 

of economic, :,r;cial and political flux: of different 

relatioi:shi;.; :>•'long countrizs, and of ne;; economic, and 

political a·rangernents. 

Perlt~~s l can best illustrate the kinds of challenges 

we are facing by briefly describing the nature and conplex:ity 

o£ the energy problem. 

Anyone who deals l-ri th ener(l"..,,. o. is struck by the 

complexity of its production and delivery system, and 

by its social, economic and political ramifications. 

Its availability and price determine hm\ a \\"orker 

living here on "the Island" gets to ,.;ork. So:.1etiP.es, 

during the embargo, the question :Might have been Khether 

he got to ~ork at all. 

Half way around the vorld, its availability and price 

affect the production of fertilizer, and, quite possibly, 
. 

determine whether the future of several r:illion huma.!l bein2s is 

one of an adequate standard of living or of starving to death. 

On the grand stage of global politics and econonics, 

energy can mean the survival or colla?s&~f entire nations. ·. 
We do, in fact, face a situation ·.;hich is o::1inous in 

econ0i7lic -- and r.tost ii:-tportant -- in hUJ:!.an terns. 
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~1e last five years have seen significant changes in 

the world's oi 1 distribution sys tel.!. >!ore am.l Fmre, 

pO\ver over that systom has shifted -:::o the govcrnncnts of . 
the proeucic~ countries. 

Because ;f this \ve have i·:i tnessed an increasin~ 

mixture 0£ ~~litics and profit in deternining oil prices, 

and it's d!C[icult to tell at any given time ~hich is 

the predo:-1inant element. 

Those -- stated very simply -- are the political 

and econo~ic factors in the energy situation. But the 

problem is much more complex. 

The hose that goes into the gasoline tank here i~ Long 

Island doesn't stretch all the ~ay to an oil field in 

Oklahoma or Saudi Arabia. Bet\:een the t\vO is a host of 

interdependent producers, shippers, refiners, and marketers 

large and small, majors and independents. It's qeen 

estimated that at any given moMent, there are sone 800 

million barrels of crude oil and product in transit. 

~loreover, the industrialized nations of the 't·:orld 

and the United States in particular haYe become accusto:ned 

to fingertip availability of energy in all its forMs. We 

don't \·:ork, play or even live ~:ithout .i.t·. It permeates all 

o£ our lives in almost every aspect. 
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And in so far as it touches -- and intinately 

conditions the way we live, energy beccnes an 

emotionally charged i.ssuc. The h'ay \·:e as a !l<t tion react 

to that issu..; -- and others -- Kill either nanifest 

the fundacental political strength of our systec -- of 

the liar t:e .:overn curse 1 ves; or it Hi 11 constitute a 

prima f~=l~ case against the ability of a dcRocr~cy in 1975 

to meet a crisis. 

And I'~:~ not talking no'tv about just the energy crisis. 

but about any of the problems that are bound to e~erge in 

the future; nor am I speaking only of the way governnent 

handles the affairs of the nation. I mean the kind of 

civilized dialogue that must take place in any denocratic 

society before ,.,e -- as a free people -- can produce any 

sort of unified response to public issues. 

It concerns me -- and it should concern all of us 

here -- that so much public debate seems to be predicated on 

the assumed bad faith of the other ~ide. There seens to be 

an ipstinctive suspicion of the motives of an;-one \·:hose 

position is contrary to ours an inclination to question 

the sincerity of a statement rather than its content. 

There is in that tendency a dispos i tio.n to be lie\"e 

o~ly in the truth of our own pronouncements. onlv in the 

justice of our oKn cause, and only in the good >:ill of 

those 't\'ho think as \ve do·-- in short to identify narro;.r 

concc rns ,.,. i th the general good of th c nat ion to tb.e ex:c lus ion 

of other considerations. 
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The logical outgrowth of these trc:ncb is to !is tort 

the \·:ay we percei \'e pub lie pol icy. The econc::1y beco;-;>es 

all; Of the environracnt beco:~~S ?ara:n.ount -- C! energy or 

politics. And the country is then viewed thro~~h the 

prism of pol~rity, with diatribe nasquerading a3 debate 

anJ conErc~~ation supplanting conciliation. 

That · ~nd of factionalisn poisons the wellsprings of 

public cietate and turns the common ground of co~prornise 

into a desert. It paralyzes the ability of government to 

act on b:;half of clearly perceived and corrunonly held 

national goals because, in our free system, government can 

act to meet major challenges only if it is energi~ed by 

public support for national objectives. 

In that sense, the relationship betKeen government 

and people is like a complete electrical circuit. Fully 

charged and grounded in popular support~ it is capable of 

enormous productive effort for the cor.unon good; overloaded 

with invective and distrust, it shorts out. 

,Today, unfortunately, it is the latter \cltich is true. 

The circuit breakers of public confidence have been 

tripped -- and not without some justification • 
.... 

But I am convinced that they can -- arid must -- be 

closed again if we as a nation are to respond crc~tively 

to the issues before us no~. and those that lie i~ the 

future. 
·; 
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And \¥e as citizens Cdll t.:ontr1butc to repal: 1ng tho;:,e 

circuits by insisting on courage in our leaders and honesty 

the ft. ~~J s·p~nds o£ cunftJ~~c~ that bind al1 o~ us 

togeth~r as ~ people. 

he rJ.e ·1u.rselves, at least, the sa.ne genero.::-ity of 

spirit 1. :1..1 1·1e shoued to our conquered farner t'-:en.!e:; 

after Wo .. ! har II. We mJe ourse~\eS the op;JOr':,t:"lncty to 

rekindle that confidence wh1ch o~ce narked us as a people. 

We Ot'le o•.r:::;elves a chance to restore the exubera:-:ce that 

once chn:acterized our rational life. 

In si:'Jrt, Ne oNe each other the trust that turns 

residents of the same country into fellm,; citizens. And 

that means a willingness to attribute decent moti\es to 

those \vho disagree lvith us. 

As graduates you now go forth toward other pl3teaus 

in life. You lvill have a major role in shaping the future 

of our nation. You will as you sho~ld, argue st~ongly for 

the principles that you believe ln. 

As you do, keep op~~ your rind as ~ell as yoJr heart. 

Argue f1 rmly for your bel-:.efs but prote.::t !. i th E''. :':'n aore 

vigor the ri~ht of otl':ers to firr.1ly di$ag.ree. 

fher~ ~~ an clement of r1sk in that, but it :s a risk 

well uot·th the ta~ing. 

Thnnl: you. 
., 

· PE.\ · ····' 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

August 13, 1975 

JACKMA~SH~ 
DONALD RUMSFELD 
JIM CANNON 
JIM LYNN 

Jill~ 
'Ihe attached memo from FranR: Zarb is forwarded 
for your information. 

encl. 
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FEDERAL ENERGY ADMINISTRATION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20461 

AUG 13 1975 
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR 

MEMORANDUM FOR: Jim Connor ().il . i 
. •;J,vd 

FROM . . Frank G. Zarb · ! / -

This is an update of my April 22, 1975, memorandum 
to Jerry Jones listing legislative items I anticipate 
being submitted to the Congress during the remainder 
of the year: 

1. Nuclear Disaster Insurance Amendments - already 
submitted. 

2. Energy Reorganization - the FEA Act requires a 
report to Congress making certain recommendations 
as to the future of the functions and authorities 
exercised by FEA. We will be recommending 
legislation dealing with the organizational structure 
of Federal agencies having jurisdiction over various 
aspects of the President's national energy program, 
as well as submitting an amendment to the FEA Act 
increasing the authorization of appropriations to 
correspond with the cost of FEA's increased 
responsibilities. 

3. Synthetic Fuels Commercialization Proposals - the 
ERC Synthetic Fuels Commercialization Task Force 
will be submitting legislative proposals in the 
near future. 

4. Conservation Program - the Conservation Program 
explained by FEA Assistant Administrator Roger Sant 
at Camp David on June 6, 1975, if adopted, will 
require authorizing legislation in such areas as 
"van-pooling" and paid-time advertising. FEA is 
presently preparing that legislation. 
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JOM/dl 

--copy of Frank Zarb1s speech. in Louisville, Kentucky 
Wednesday, AugU.t ~7th. 



MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Pursuant to Don Rurnsf 
contacts should be rna 
I would appreciate yo 

. Our problem is that we 
inquiries concerning t 

There are other such 
need clarification. 

SEP 9 1975 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH I NG T ON 

/ 

September 8, 197 

PHIL BUCHEN 

MAX FRIED RSDORF _,AM r ~ 
White use Contacts with Regulatory 
Agenc'es 

absolutely no White House 
ulatory agencies, Jack Marsh and 
these agencies and commissions. 

A listing of all prohibited agencies for contact would be helpful 
in instructing-our staffs. 

cc: Don Rurnsfeld 
Jack Marsh 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHING T ON 

September 12, 1975 

BOB WOLTHUIS 
BILL KENDALL 
PAT O'DONNELL 
VERN LOEN 
CHARLES LEPPERT 
TOM LOEFFLER 
RUSS ROURKE 

MAX FRIEDERSDORF 

SEP 1 2 1975 

As discussed earlier,' Don Rumsfeld has reiterated the ban 
on Congressional contacts with recjulato.ry agencies. 

Phil Buchen's office has provided us with a list of those 
agencies and commissions .this ban affects and also an 
interpretation of the ·policy on quasi-regulatory agencies 
such as EPA and FEA where there is some · ·question. · 

I am attaching a copy of two memorandums pertaining to this 
matter and I . request that you study these carefully and adhere 
to the ban on contacts. 

When in doubt on any Congressional inquiry pertaining to 
these agencies or commissions, please contact the White House 
Counsel.' s . office. 

cc: ~ Rumsfeld 
/~ck Marsh 



MEMORANDUM FOR: 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

September 9, 1975 

MAX FRIEDERSDORF 

PHIL BUCHEN 1(J.0. 
DUDLEY CHAPMAN JO.(.., 

White House Contacts with 
Regulatory Agencies 

Attached is a copy of a memorandum for Don Rumsfeld which lists 
the independent regulatory agencies as you requested. 

You indicated that your main problem concerns the Federal Energy 
Administration. This is one of three which has both the charact""~a-r...-1;..,· s:r~tfrii""c~s.-------­

of an independent regulatory agency and of an executive agency. This 
means that the permissibility of contacts will depend on the nature 
of the communication: If it concerns a regulatory function of the FEA, 
the policy toward independent regulatory agencies applies; if it concerns 
the FEA's policy-making role, it may be treated the same as any other 
executive agency. Since the choice 'Will not always be obvious, you 
should consult the Counsel's office the same as you would for the 
independent regulatory agencies. 
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Septemb.:r 9, 197.5 

DON RUMSli'.l:..:LD 

THROUGH: PHIL BUCHEN 

FROM: 

SUBJ'ECT: List of Independent Ragulato!'Y Agencies 

You :oequeateG a · llat of tha ladepeDClent ragulatory agencl•• that 
people lA the White HoWle •hoald not eoctaGt without pdo::r Gl•a~ 
from. tH Couuel'• oific•. The followins aJeDCie• iaU within thls­
c:ateJOlrYt 

Civil .AezooraauUca Board 
Commodity Futur•• Tzading Commiaaion 
Con8\lm81' P:rocluct Safaty Commi•aioa 
Ftui•ral Commmdeation• Commi••loa 
Federal. Depoalt bauraace Co:rpontloa 
Fede1'al El~tioD Commiaalon 
Federal Mariti~ Commi••ioll 
Fedtt:l'al ReaerYe Sy.siem 
Fede:ral Tzad• Commbsioa 
Inte:ratate Commerc• Commlaaio11 
NaiioD&l Czoedit UDioD Administ:.atioa 
Natioaal Labo~r Relation• Boal"d · 
National Trauapo:l'tat1oo Safety Boanl 
Nuclear Regulatory Commi••lon 
Oc-etape.Uoaal Sa.fety alld Health B.eview Comml••loA 
ReaepUatioa Board 
Seeu::riti•• aDd Exchallge Comml ••loa 
United Statea lDteJ'natioaal Trade Commle•lon 

The foreso!Da ap~l•• a:r. J."ega:tded by tiM J'u.tice Department as 
cl"-l'l.y :bUlq within tlle catesory of indepeDdent regula to%}' agencies. 
in that they are- both iDdepeDdent and exe::rol•• replato•y authority 
OV1Ur 801Xle em• of pe:I"SOU OJ" lJUsinea•••• 

• -. • :. ~ r 
~- ,. .. .. ... :-- 4 
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The following agencas peri'ortn a ~ o:i exacutin. and rs~ulJLto:ry 
functioDJt. They .!hould be treated a:a Independent ageneiaa on issues 
involving the re!ul.atory functions (i.e. • rule making and adjudication): 

Environm.ent:it.l P::otection .A.ganey 
:i?adersl Ene1"gy Admi:li.Jt:ation 
United States Civil Service Commiauion 

In addition. tho follo"Wing agencies do not e.x:ercbe regulatory pow~rs 
compa:rable to the independent regulatory agenclea but do b.av~ 
<:omparabla independenee and should be treated aa equiYalent to the 
:r~gul&to.ry ageKi•• with re•pect to eolmllteniin8 on p&.rticula= caaea. 
appllc:ations and tba lUau · 

Equal Employt:Dent Opportunity Commisaioa 
Feden.l: Home LoaD. Bank Board 
Forelgm Claims Setileu:.nt Commission ot the United States -
India•. Claim. Commission . · , 
Ove:rsaaa Privata Investment Corpo:ratioa 
Pe.a~ioD· :B•ufit Gu.azanty Corporation 
NatioA&l Selective Seniee Appeal B~al'd · 

. . . 

In addition, tlw ball oa c:ontaeta exte.ad• to tM lltigat.iDg and adjucllcatory 
dlvl•ioa. oi the De~tment oi .Justice and the IRS. 

• \ . 

1 ••• • _ • .: ... ~~-.:.;, .. . ~~~,..1'"~ • •r,~s.!~~c::~;~!~ 

---~~~·•e-. ·' q~~ . ? ~~-~ ~:~~~;~~ 




