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THE PRESIDENT: I am extremely grateful for~ 
the fine turnout. I look forward to the opportunity to 
say a few words and then respond to your questions con­
cerning the budget and its relationship not only to New 
Hampshire, but to the country as a whole. 

I brought with me a copy of the Federal budget 
for fiscal year 1977. In the preparation ..:6f"a document 
of this magnitude, \'ie have to make certain forecasts: The 
status of the economy, Gross National Product, all of the 
factors that go into anticipated revenues and what we 
think are wise decisions as to expenditures. 

We had some good news yesterday that could have 
a very beneficial impact on the budget. The Department of 
Labor announced that the unemployment figures for the 
month of January went from 8.3 down to 7.8, a half percentage 
point reduction in one month and the largest reduction 
in the unemployment percentage since 1959. 

We also had in that release from the Department 
of Labor an indication that in that one-month period 
there were 800,000 more people gainfully employed, so 
that it indicates that since March, at the bottom of the 
recession, through January, some two million one hundred 
thousand more people had been gainfully employed. 

Actually, we have regained 96 percent of the job 
losses that took place during the depths of the recession. 
Now, that is not good enough. Seven point eight is too 
high, but it certainly is on targe~ if not better than 
what we anticipated in the process of putting together 
this budget. 

MORE 

• 


Digitized from Box 21 of the White House Press Releases at the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library



Page 2 

Now, let me glve you several very broad guide­
lines that we used ln preparation of the budget. I believe 
very strongly that we have to get a new balance in the 
Federal budget between the p~ople who were the beneficiaries 
of some of the benefits and the taxpayers as a whole. 

I believe that we also have to develop a new 
relationship between the Federal Government on the one 
hand and States and local communities on the other. This 
balance is vitally important if the Federal system that 
we believe in is to continue and grow, not only in strength 
but in services, and the delivery of services in the best 
way. 

The program that I think in the budget you are 
mostly interested in would be general revenue sharing. 
Under general revenue sharing, which went into effect 
in 1972, total number of States and local units of Govern­
ments that have been beneficiaries -- 39,000. 

Some $23 billion .has been transferred from the 
Federal Treasury to State and local units of Government. 
By the end of this calendar year, almost $30 billion 
in Federal funds will have gone to State and local units, 
with virtually no strings attached whatsoever. 

In the State of New IIampshire, as of this date, 
Federal revenue sharing has totaled $75 million plus. By 
the end of this calendar year,some $96 million will have 
been paid to the State, to ten counties, to 13 cities. and 
to 221 townships. 
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Now the pror,raT'1 I have recoMmended and recommended 
in 1975 is for the extentiRn of the existing p~ogram; which· 
expires on December 31. I have recoQnended a 5-3/4 year 
extention that involves almost $40 billion, approximately 
a billion dollars more over the five-year snan than under 
the present program. 

We have added rou~h1y $175 ~i11ion a year as a growth 
factor. I think this is a sound prorram, and if some of the 
charts would be opened UP here -- this chart shows the figure 
of $75 million as of this date. It shows the distribution -­
State government, $25 million; counties, $6.6 million; muni­
cipalities, $23.7 million and townships, $19.9 million. 

Here is the distribution for the total of 96 
million which will be paid or will have been paid at the end 
of the present 1eris1ation on December 31. And this is the 
figure for the pro~ram that I recommended last year to follow 
on to the present prof,ram, which expires on December 31. 

You see it is a growth factor that I described a 
minute ago. 

NOt.] here are some of the individual paynents that 
have been made to a sample of townshins, counties, cities. 
It also shows what would be exnected with the new pro~ram that 
I have recommended. 

NOH, the thrust of this nroc;ran -- and this is the 
important point -- this is Federal money that r,oes to States, 
cities, counties \ldth no strin.O's attached. And it ShOHS here the 
kind of distribution, and it covers in the utilization, 
education, public works, community nro,,:rams, hoslita1s, et 
cetera. 

NOH the interestinr: part about this nror-ram, ~.ve hear 
a great deal of complaint about the overhead. This year there 
will be anproximate1y $6 billion distributed. Less than 
100 Federal eMployees take cere of it at a total cost of 
one-twelfth of one percent for the whole distribution of the 
Federal money, actually for less than $3 million, $6 million 
go back to the State, to the counties andto the cities. 

I think that is a pretty ~ood record of efficiency, 
and you in your respective areas have virtua11v total jurisdiction 
on how you spend the ~oney for your constituents. I think 
this is a bood pro~raw, and I urf,e you to te1p us to get the 
Congress to move because the new pro~ram of 5-3/4 percent of 
almost $40 million has to be extended. 
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I was talking to some mayors from the State of Ohio 
last week. They, under their State law, have to present 
their budgets or prepare their budgets by July 1st. And if 
this law isn't extended shortly, every mayor in the 
State of Ohio will either have to provide more taxes to 
pay for services that have come from Federal revenue sharing 
or they will have to drop the services because they 
can't, in Ohio as I understand it, operate their cities in a 
deficit. 

So it is vitally important that we get this larger 
and longer program enacted into law so that you can budget 
in your respective communities and your State. 

We appreciate any help you can give. It will be 
very beneficial, I think, for a good program. 

Now, with those general remarks, I will be glad 
to answer any questions. 

QUESTION: Mr. Ford, I went to the Virginia 
Seminary. My daughter went to Virginia Seminary and graduated 
last year. John Harper studied under me in New Hampshire 
when I was director of the Episcopal Church. Nice to have you. 

THE PRESIDENT: We lived for a few years in Alexandria, 
Virginia, about a half mile from there and used to go to 
church services up at Emanuel on the hill. You are familiar 
with it. 

QUESTION: That's where my daughter graduated from 
there and I graduated from there. Nice to have you in New 
Hampshire, and please remember me to John Harper when you see 
him. 

I don't want to talk rough, tough and commercial but 
I remind yo~ scriptures which you will hear in the Presbyterian 
Church talk more about money than anything else. (Laughter) 

In New Hampshire, we live on sin, and we preachers 
are against it. For example, we have horses, we have puppy 
dogs, we have lotteries and cigarettes, but our biggest source 
of revenues in New Hampshire comes from the sale of beveraged 
alcohol. 

Now, we Episcopalians think it's ali ~ieht to take a 
drink, and we think this is one of God's great gifts, but there 
are some of us, Mr. President, like myself, who are alc~·holics. 
And we are much concerned about your budget. 
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I was down last week. I had my button with me when 
I appeared before Mr-. Kennedy. I made somewhat of a hit with 
some of those Democrats down there before the Senate, so I am 
with you. 

But my problem is your budget,which you submitted this 
week, cuts the alcohol research money by $2 million, q~ts your 
training by 300 percent; that is, money for kids and for 
training. 

It also is going to cut out 50 percent of your 
treatment money if block grants go through. 

Now, Mr. President, we can't afford to see this 
happen, and how can we make a believer out of you? 

THE PRESIDENT: Let me indicate that under the block 
grant health program, we have recommended $10 million for 
15 categorical blocks_-- categorical programs. This is as 
much money as is available for the 15 programs in the current 
fiscal year. What we have proposed is to take those 15 
categorical grant programs, give you the same or slightly 
more money and let each State decide how it wants to spend 
its share of that $10 billion. 

Now, if in the State of New Hampshire they want 
to take its proportionate share of that $10 billion and put 
its money on the programs you have described, the State of 
New Hampshire could do it. 

We have not cut back the dollars in the health 
categorical programs. We have simply said, eliminate the 
categorical grant programs, take the same amount of money, or 
slightly more, and then each State can decide whether they 
want to put more or less moeny in anyone of the 15 categorical 
areas. 

There is no less money, In fact, we have promised 
that in fiscal year '78 we would add a half billion dollars 
and in fiscal year '79 we would add another half billion 
dollars so there is a hold harmless provision. But we think 
the State of New Hampshire is better qualified to make its 
decision on how it wants to distribute its share of the health 
block grant program, and I am sure with your persuasion you and 
your associates in this program would be very fortunate to get 
at least what you have gotten in the past and probably more. 

QUESTION: Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, sir. 
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QUESTION: Mr. President, I am Martin Gross, 
Mayor of the City of Concord. I very much appreciate your 
comments in connection with general revenue sharing. It 
is a very, very important program for us in this city, 
and your endorsement of its continuation is very much 
appreciated. 

I think, frankly, you are speaking to the con­
verted in this room about general revenue sharing. The 
question I have for you, sir, is where is the oppositicn 
coming from? This program makes so much sense. It almost 
is like endorsing motherhood to say you are for general 
revenue sharing, but where is the opposition coming from 
and how can we help comhat it?, 

THE PRESIDENT: I can't imagine any really 
legitimate opposition. But, bear in mind that I, in a 
message to the Congress last summer, recommended its 
extension. 

I thought there would be no problem. It has 
so much merit. But, here it is January, or February now, 
and there hasn't been a bill reported out of either a 
committee or a subcommittee for its extension. 

I can tell you where the opposition comes from. 
It is the same group, primarily, that didn't want it in 
the first place in 1972. 

There are those who like to build tkeir own 
little fiefdom so that they can take credit for this 
program or that program, and the net result is a terrible 
maze, but it gives to individuals o~ groups that have a 
particular interest in a certain program almost total 
control and jurisdiction. 

They want expanded categorical grant programs. 
They want the decision-making made in Washington, not in 
Concord. 

Now, that is one group. They just want their 
own hand in the decision-making process. 

The other group is an element that doesn't 
believe in the concept, period. They just don't think 
you should take Federal money and send it back to the 
States without any control or strings. 
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I think this is a very honest opinion, but I 
believe that the Federal tax system is more equitable 
than most State tax systems, and that this is the way, 
under a well-agreed to formula, to get the money back 
so you in Concord and others can make your own decisions. 

I have been talking with the Governors, and 
county officials and with municipal officials trying to 
get them to get moving to put pressure on the Congress 
to get the program through. 

I have asked the Vice President to take charge 
of that effort, and you are going to see some activity, 
and I think we will get it through. I don't know what 
your budget situation is in Concord, but if they took 
away that money from your budget in Concord, you would 
either have to raise taxes or discontinue services or 
programs. 

Therefore, we have to get a tremendous ground­
swell of public interest, and I am going to do this in 
New Hampshire, and will do it eISe\'lhere, just so the public 
understands what will happen in Concord and elsewhere if 
this program isn't extended. 

Thank you. 

QUESTION: Thank you, sir. 

QUESTION: Mr. President, I am Rob Trowbridge. 
I am the Chairman of the Senate Finance Committee here 
in the State, and I am interested in your remarks on 
general revenue sharing as in that capacity I have prepared 
for the last four years -- and I think most selectmen 
here know it -- a report of Vlhere revenue sharing was 
spent in New Hampshire, county by county, town by town. 

It is very interesting, Mr. President, that one 
of the big areas that the towns of New Hampshire use this 
money for is for general hardware rather than software, 
if you want to distinguish. 

You know its trucks and its plows and its things 
like that, which they have difficulty with. One of the 
problems with revenue sharing now -- and I think this news 
conference goes both ways, as well as for you to get our 
views as for us to get yours -- is that there is a limi­
tation that you have to spend the money within two years. 
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Many, many towns in New Hampshire would love 
to be able to put this money into capital research 
building up to buy the plow or the truck or whatever comes 
down the road. I think that when you say there are no 
restrictions on general revenue sharing, you might have 
someone look back again because there are more restrictions 
than you might believe. 

Frankly, I think you could be a big help not 
only to us but to every other State if general revenue 
sharing were exactly what it was meant to be: block 
grant. If you want to put it into savings, fine. If 
you want to spend it, fine. I think that is what will 
help New Hampshire most. 

THE PRESIDENT: I remember the debates on the 
floor of the House in 1972 when this issue was raised, 
and the argument on the other side was simply this: That 
the Federal Government was operating then and is operating 
today in a deficit. 

If the Federal Governnent borrows money to 
give it to the States or the community and then those 
communities put the money in the bank and draw interest on 
it, it makes it a little difficult to justify the program. 

Here the Federal Government is borrowing money 
to give it to communities and States so they can put it 
in the bank and draw interest. 

That is the other side of the coin. 

The basic concept is that this is for immediate 
needs, whether it is buying trucks for the fire department, 
or doing something for the police department, or anyone 
of a number of other programs. 

It would seem to me -- I know this has happened 
in some Michigan communities -- as long as they know that 
money is coming, they could plan on a building program 
and they could finance it over a period of two or three 
years with this money assured as a way of paying their 
obligations. 

QUESTION: I suppose it is the two-year period 
that is too short for that kind of planning. I think 
that is vJhere you don't get the money until after the 
town meeting. It comes in and you have already missed a 
year. It is just the way it works out in New Hampshire. 
It doesn't allow you to do that, and that is where I 
think somebody should look back at that. 
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THE PRESIDENT: I recommend you go down and 
testify before the House Committee on Government Opera­
tions, or go over to the Senate Finance Committee, \-lhich 
has jurisdiction in the Senate. 

It is a very legitimate, I think, difference of 
opinion. I just wanted you to know what the other side of 
the coin is, and I listened to that debate on the floor 
of the House and rightly or wrongly, that is the decision 
the Congress made. 

QUESTION: Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you very much, sir. 

Yes, sir. 

QUESTION: Hr. President, I am Selectman \Villiam 
Morrison from the town of Gilford. I just want to let you 
and Ron Nessen know the skiing is great u~ there right now. 
(Laughter) That is Gunstock and Mt. Rowe. (Lau~hter) 

THE PRESIDENT: You know, I really learned to ski 
up here in New Hampshire, and after I heard about Ron's 
famous,or infamous, comment, I made the suggestion to him 
he ought to go up on Tuckerman's and somebody ought to 
throw him off the side of the mountain. (Laughter) 

QUESTION: Mr. President, I am very pleased to 
hear your revenue sharing views, and I share the opinion 
of the last speaker regarding the limitations on the 
funds, the time limits, and I think something should be 
qone about that. 

Also, I realize one of your problems, that the 
Congress is a'~o nothing" Congress as far as I am concerned, 
and a lot of people that I know, if they 
of it first, the idea isn't any good. I 
your ideas are really great. 

haven't thought 
think a lot of 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 
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QUESTION: One of the ideas that you brought up is 
a fact that we should give more incentive to businesses, small 
and.. large. I believe that the incentive could be a tax 
credit, and I think this could be up to 50 percent for 
employers who would hire extra persons over and above their 
normal staff and over their projected growth. 

This would be monitored by the IRS, would eliminate 
bureaucrats, more bureaucrats, and it could be administered 
very easily, the money would be direct, it would help the 
business and it would help employment. This is the name of 
the game right now, I think. 

THE PRESIDENT: We looked into that program, and 
there is a great deal of merit to it, but in analyzing it 
in depth, there are more administrative problems than would 
appear on the surface. It is something that I think we ought 
to take another look at because there is, in the broad sense, 
merit because it gets business to keep people on the payrolls 
rather than putting them on unemployment insurance or welfare. 

That is the overall approach, but there are pretty 
serious administrative problems, but I decided that rather than 
go that route to stimulate business and to increase employment, 
to recommend that there be an added investment tax credit to those 
companies that would move in to high unemployment areas with 
new grants to buy new equipment, if they would do it within the 
next two years. 

We think time is of the essence, and the legislative 
proposal~is now before the President, and it would accelerate 
the amortization schedule in effect for ·these companies that 
would move in to high unemployment areas build a plant, buy 
equipment and modernize their productive facility. 

vIe opted for that over the program you suggested for 
reasons that we thought were valid. We will continue to study 
the suggestion you have made. It was a close call. 

QUESTION: Thank you, Mr. President. I also think 
that in doing this, we have to think about the cost of 
administering it. Most of the bureaus that we have, money 
doesn't get filtered down to the objective promptly, and I 
think that is what we have to really study. 

THE PRESIDENT: I am sure you know we do have a 
program here, the Federal Government subsidizes for a limited 
period of time a portion of the wages of an employee who is 
employed who is not qualified at the time he takes the job. 
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This is a way to permit the employer to hire someone 
who has very little skill and put him on the job so he earns 
both from what he gets from his employer and both from the 
Government so he can take care· of his family. This is another 
approach, somewhat like the one you are suggesting. That is 
the effect in a somewhat limited way. 

QUESTION: Thank you, Mr. President, and good luck. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you, sir. Yes. 

QUESTION: Mr. President, I am Mary Kane from 
Portsmouth. Mr. President, under your recommendations 
under impact aid, our small city stands to lose over a quarter 
million dollars. 

We have many students who now are employed in 
Federal installations who live in private housing. I would 
like to ask you to reconsider the inclusion of Item B under 
your impact aid. 

THE PRESIDENT: That is a longstanding area of 
disagreements. I am sure you are familiar with Category A 
programs where the pupils live on a base. They are imposed 
on the local school districts. We fully funded that program. 

QUESTION: Yes, I understand. 

THE PRESIDENT: Category B is the one you describe. 
There is a Category C which Congress added which I strongly 
disapprove of and they have added another one for public 
housing, and the net result is in the budget for this fiscal 
year. There is roughly $800 million or thereabouts, isn't 
there, Pau11 

Now Category B, we finally agreed, would be funded 
at about 70 percent, not in the next year budget, but in the 
existing budgets. The" practical problem is how can you 
justify people who live in the town but work in the Federal 
installation and add extra money for the subsidization of the 
local school system. 

Let me give you the grossest example. My wife and 
our four children lived in Alexandria, Virginia, for 17 or 18 
years. Our children went to the public schools in Alexandria. 
I was a Federal employee. My children were counted as Government 
employees,"and the City of Alexandria got a subsidy for each of 
our four children. Now, that just doesn't make sense. 
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QUESTION: Well, Mr. President, we are not getting 
any taxes from this Federal installation, and if these 
children's parents were working in private industry, private 
industry would be paying a tax to our city, so we justify 
it that way. 

THE PRESIDENT: What installation? 

QUESTION: Portsmouth Navy Shipyard, which employs 
the parents of quite a few of our children. 

THE PRESIDENT: All children living on the base 
are counted in Category A. 

QUESTION: Yes, I understand that. 

THE PRESIDENT: We are not going to close Portsmouth 
Naval Yard.--(Laughter) 

QUESTION: Thank God for small favors. 

THE PRESIDENT: -- Under no circumstances, and I am 
sure you wouldn't want it closed. 

QUESTION: Certainly not, but you cannot blame me 
for trying, Mr. President. I am just asking. (Laughter) 

THE PRESIDENT: You have almost persuaded me. (Laughter) 
If we could get Members of Congress off the dole as far as 
impact aid is concerned, because they can afford to pay the 
necessary taxes to Alexandria or to Montgomery County or any 
of the other county school systems, it is just totally 
indefensible. 

What it amounts to in my case, and I have used this 
many times because it is accurate. My taxpayers in Grand 
Rapids, Michigan, are helping to subsidize my school taxes in 
Alexandria, Virginia, and it just doesn't make any sense, and 
that is the kind of screwed up system that Congress has 
imposed under impact aid in many, many cases. 

QUESTION: Maybe we could compromise with a 
payments in lieu of taxes, Mr. President. Thank you very 
much. (Laughter) 

QUESTION: Mr. President, I am Charlie Richmond, a 
select man from the Town of Warner, and I have a problem. 
(Laughter) 

I was noticing in your pretty blue book, in fact 
I was talking with another select man. from Hooksett, that 
our budget committee just wouldn't put up with a fancy 
publication like this. (Laughter) 
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However, I noted happily that highway outlays are 
rising to $7 billion in '77 according to your recommendation. 
Warner is pretty typical, 1,800 people, 15 miles of State and 
Federal highway, 65 miles of town maintained roads, 21 bridges, 
two of which we had to close last year. This is my problem. 

We were notified by the State that we could 
qualify for rural road assistance and that it could be 
used as a 70 percent Federal match of our 30 percent for 
expenditures on the bridge, which we need. 

We have been lucky to get the Army Reserve to put 
in a bailey bridge to hold us for a couple of years until 
we can get a permanent one up. But we were told to 
qualify for the Federal funds, we would have to build 
a $260,000 bridge to span a 47-foot stream. 

The Town of Andover, about 20 miles up from us, just 
finished a bridge designed by a registered professional engineer, 
designed for 20-ton load, which is really all we need to 
get a firetruck across, 25 cars a day, a school bus and a 
mailman. (Laughter) 

What I am asking is, would it not be possible for 
Federal agencies to take a look at prudence in design and 
recognize that,. doggone it, maybe we could do for $60,000 the 
job that needs doing. 

We are not looking for a Lincoln Continental, we 
want to get across the doggoned river. (Laughter) 

THE PRESIDENT: Let me ask you, is this a primary, 
secondary or interstate highway? (Laughter) 

QUESTION: This is a Warner town road, the bridge 
has been there for over 200 years. This will be the fourth 
bridge to go in place. 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, there is under the Federal 
program a category -- I have forgotten the precise title, but 
let me give you what I think is a better answer. 

Number one, last year I recommended for an extension 
of the Federal aid to highway program,the abolishment of all the 
categorical grant programs for the Federal aid to highway 
program except interstate, and I recommended that one cent of the 
Federal gas tax. £,:, back to the States. 
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Now, unfortunately the Congress hasn't approved 
that. Under that program,there would have been a block grant 
to the State of New Hampshire, which could have had greater 
control over the utilization of that mon~so that your State 
highway authority in conjunction with the local authorities 
could have made that decision for the specifications without 
having some engineer in Washington, D.C., do it. 

I think that makes a lot of sense, but the Congress 
wouldn't buy it. I can tell you why, they like to keep their 
fingers on certain specific programs. 

In this case, under the existing law, my impression 
is that I just don't see why a Federal highway engineer should 
draw the specifications for a town road in Warner. I just don't 
see by what authority they have that jurisdiction, 

But let me tell you this, if you will get me 
the facts, write them down, give them to me, we will find out. 

In all honesty, it doesn't make sense. My program would 
have avoided it, but we have to deal with realities. 
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QUESTION: I think the real point in contention 
is that the funds are going to the State and the State is 
setting the specificationp and not allowing the town to 
supply an adequate design by a professional engineer to 
qualify. 

This was a State amount that was quoted to us, 
and we can't get at the money because the State is adminis­
tering it. 

THE PRESIDENT: I respectfully suggest you go 
to Concord and ask them. (Laughter) 

QUESTION: Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you, sir. 

QUESTION: Mr. President, when I married a 
native and moved to the State some 15 years ago, one of 
my mother's good Southern friends asked her what State 
New Hampshire was in. (Laughter) Sometimes when I take 
long looks at information such as the budget package you 
have given today, I wonder if many of the people in Wash­
ington know what State we are in. 

I am particularly interested in the question of 
mass transportation. I notice in your budget, as stated 
by the Selectman from \rJarner, there is a huge increase in 
highway taxes. There was a considerable increase, as a 
matter of fact, in mass transportation. 

I notice further, however, that most of that 
money seems earmarked for the expansion and betterment of 
the already existing mass transportation systems, particu­
larly from Washington to Boston. 

Allover New England we have an old saying that 
you can't get there from here, and if you are trying to 
get anywhere by mass transportation in this State, it 
certainly is true. We have kids going to college in the 
vJestern part of the State who can't get home, 90 miles 
away, without going to Boston to get there. 

I wonder how far down the road you see Adminis­
trations, and Congress, and the Senate, waking up to the 
fact we need mass transportation in rural areas and trying 
to appropriate money to encourage cooperative small rural 
innovative mass transportation systems? 
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THE PRESIDENT: Let me make one comment. There 
is no increase in transportation taxes. The Federal gas 
tax stays at 4 cents a gallon. As I indicated, I recommended 
it be reduced 1 cent and that 1 cent go to the States. 

But anyhow, we have three basic mass transit 
programs. Under the Federal aid to highway program, a local 
community, if it wants to take its highway money off of 
construction for highways, it can make that decision and 
utilize that money on a local mass transit program. 

I think they are doing that in Boston. I know 
they are doing it in Washineton, D.C. I know they are 
doing it in many, many communities. They don't feel they 
need more highways. They feel they need more mass transit, 
so they have that flexibility out of the highway money. 

Number two, I signed in late 1974 a new mass 
transit bill that provided approximately $11.2 billion 
over a five-year period. Now, that money is earmarked 
for mass transit exclusively. 

If I recall accurately, there is a rural mass 
transit or transportation aid program. I must admit that 
it is funded at a far lesser level than metropolitan 
areas, but there is a program, and I know that some 
parts of the country are engaged today in rural mass 
transit programs, if that is the right term. Has the 
State of New Hampshire applied for any funds for that 
program? 

QUESTION: I don't know at the State level, s1r, 
but on our city level -- I am from Portsmouth. It is 
very hard for us to get the ear, the eye or the attention 
of anyone in the regional Federal offices. Maybe it is 
a matter to be dealt with at the State level. 

THE PRESIDENT: In the case of Portsmouth, the 
City of Portsmouth can take whatever money it gets from 
the Highway Trust Fund and utilize it for a mass transit 
program in the City of Portsmouth. 

How, there is another mass transit program that 
has been on the statute books six or eight years, called 
UMTA I can't remember what it means, but it is UMTA •. 
(Laughter) It is funded at around $100 million a year, as 
I recall. I was too low. It is about $1.8 billion. 

Now, that program, again, I think is probably 
aimed at the major metropolitan areas. But, there is a 
Federal program for rural transportation demonstration 
projects and otherwise, and you can go to the regional office. 
If they don't give you satisfaction, you call Steve McConahey 
on the Domestic Council staff on State and local unit 
relations and we will find out Hhat the problems are as 
far as your community is concerned. 

HORE 

• 




Page 17 

QUESTION: Thank you very much. 

QUESTION: Mr. President, I am Patty Blanchette, 
State Representative from New Market. 

You mentioned the unemployment figures which 
were released by the Department of Labor yesterday. I 
know you know what I am going to ask you. 

Yesterday morning when those were released -­
and we all heard that 800,000 more people were gainfully 
employed -- we agreed it was good news also, but by the 
end of the day we were also hearing that those figures 
were inflated because for the first time the department 
had used a new system in calculating those figures. 

I was wondering if you would care to comment on 
this or if this is indeed true? 

THE PRESIDENT: Let me go back just a bit. Under 
law, periodically a group of professional economists and 
statisticians take a look at how the Department of Labor 
accumulates its data for the purpose of releasing unemploy­
ment figures. 

Late in 1975, this group got together, looked 
at the existing system for the Department of Labor, and 
decided that there had to be some improvement in the 
collection and the analysis of that data. 

On the basis of that professional group making 
these recommendations, they did revise all of the unemploy­
ment figures of 1975. Same of them were higher, some of 
them were lower, but it was the recommendation of a group 
of professional economists and statisticians that had 
nothing to do with politics. 

Now, the figure that was given to me, and I 
believe it is accurate, is the figure of 800,000, and this 
came from tIr. Shiskin, who is the head of the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics, and heis a thoroughly reliable career non­
professional (nonpartisan) person. 

So, I will stick with what they told us. I 

think it is accurate and the reason, if there is any 

variation, is the one I gave that in a professional way, 

as required by law, they moved to a new system. 


But, the fundamental facts I think are completely 
accurate. 

QUESTION: Thank you. 
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QUESTION: Mr. President, I am Mike O'Keefe, 
State representative from Portsmouth. I have become quite 
concerned in the last year about the plight of some of our 
older veterans attending college here in New Hampshire and 
throughout the country. 

I have been teaching night school for New Hampshire 
College, and I have several of these people in my government 
classes. 

The reason I am concerned is that many of them, when 
they got out of the service, got married, started a job and 
began to raise their families and then after several years, 
decided they wanted to go to college and increase their 
education so they might be able to move up in their profession 
or things of this nature. 

But they are now faced with an arbitrary cut-off 
date of May 31, 1976, where they will lose all educational 
benefits. 

I was wondering, Mr. President, if you might consider 
supporting legislation similar to what Congressman D'Amours 
of New Hampshire has put in, I believe it is House Resolution 
9428, by which these vets, so long as they are attending 
school and are working on a degree,would be able to continue to 
receive payments up and to the entitlement they earned when 
they were in the military service. 

THE PRESIDENT: Under existing service, a GI is 
entitled to receive those benefits for a ten-year period. In 
other words, he got cut of the service and at any time from 
that date for" the next ten years, he can take GI educational 
training. 

I think this is a fairly decent, fair opportunity for 
a person, and there are many, as a matter of fact, who 
recommend it ought to be cut back. 

I have listened to the arguments, and I have not 
heard of any proposal to extend it, but the facts are,at the 
present time it gives a ten-year period between discharge and 
when the benefits expire. 

How long does the Congressman want to permit it, 
indefinitely? 

QUESTION: No, sir, the situation is that the individual, 
while in the service, has picked up a certain amount of 
entitlement for educational benefits, at least 36 months. 
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Now, many of these people, as I mentioned before, 
didn't go to school when they got out of service. They got 
married, they raised a family and now later in life want to 
go to school. And many of them have a year to two years left 
to get their degrees when their entitlement runs out. 

What the Congressman's bill would do would allow 
them to continue to receive benefits until they receive their 
degree so long as they were within the original entitlement. 

THE PRESIDENT: The concept that began in World War II 
was that those who served in World War II in combat and had 
been deprived of an educational opportunity should be given 
an opportunity to go back to school and there was this cutoff 
first at eight years, now at ten years. 

I will take a look at it, but we did find, or have 
found that there were some professional students. (Laughter) 
And we have to look at the equity across the board and we will 
take a look at itu But I am somewhat dubious that it would 
be extended. 

QUESTION: Thank you for your consideration. 

QUESTION: Mr. President, my name is Murray Clark. 
I am a representative to the General Court here in New 
Hampshire from the Town of Lincoln up in the White Mountain 
region, Sherm Adams' town where Loon Mountain is and excellent 
skiing is also available. (Laughter) 

And I am sure the State of New Hampshire would be 
glad to have you up at Cannon Mountain and Franconia Notch. 
(Laughter) 

THE PRESIDENT: I would love to come there some day. 

QUESTION: Now, so the matter, I would like to know 
what is your op~n~on on the millions of illegal aliens now in 
the U.S. feeding at the public trough and filling jobs that 
should be available to U.S. citizens? 

THE PRESIDENT: We have anywhere from 6 million to 
8 million illegal aliens in th:'s country, which is roughtly 
the total amount of unemployment in numbers in this country. 
It's a very serious matter, and let me tell you what we are 
trying to do about it. 

Number one, we are working very closely in a new program 
with the Mexican Government.;,;~';.:.:"::;. That is one point of entry 
where there has been this tremendous increase. The cooperation 
that weare developing with the Mexican Government, I think, will 
produce some results in stopping the flow on the one hand. 
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When I waf in Mexico about 18 r ,onths ago, I 
personally talked tc President Echeverri,. about it. 

Number two, this budget, this ludget I have here, 
we have recommended additional employees for the Emigration 
and Naturalization Service so that they can do a better job 
of finding illegal aliens on ..the one hand and seeking to get 
them deported on the other hando 

Now, there is one other thing we are trying to do. 
I have favored legislation that has passed the House last year, 
as I recall, that makes it mandatory for an employer to ask 
whether a prospective employee is an illegal a:i~nc That 
would be very helpful. 

Unfortunately, the Senate has not approved it. 
But that would make the Administration of this program much, 
much better. So between better cooperation with Mexico 
primarily, through more employees to try and find illegal 
alliens and get them deported, and through prospective legislation 
I hope we can make some significant~advancements in solving the 
problem that you are talking about, because it does add to 
our unemployment, it does add in many major metropolitan 
communities to the welfare burden 0 

Those jobs ought to be available to legally, or 
legal emigrants or certainly American citizens. tve are 
working on it as much as we can because I recognize the 
difficulty. 

QUESTION: Thank you very much. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 
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QUESTION: Mr. President, John Hoar, Jr •. 

The other day you signed a bill which we have 
been looking for in this State concerning the railroads. 
I congratulate you for doing that. This encompasses 
certain provisions and clarifies certain provisions of 
the Regional Rail Reorganization Act, which we have been 
looking for. 

We have a bad situation in this State, being 
dependent on one railroad basically. That railroad, or 
a large part of ConRail, is in a very tenuous condition. 
We are not unique in this country. 

However, my question is, what do you see for the 
future of railraods and developing of the railroads and 
encouraging rail traffic, both freight, and I will put in 
parentheses "passenger" because that depends a lot on the 
success of the freight. 

THE PRESIDENT: The Congress did pass the bill 
I signed last week. I recommended it. It involved $6 
billion 200 million. It provides for rebuilding of roadbeds, 
provides for refinancing and consolidation of the New York 
Central, Penn Central, and it provides for reorganization 
of the Northeast Rail System. 

We have an excellent Secretary of Transportation, 
who I talked to before I signed the bill, and he has 
promised to move as rapidly as possible to get the bill 
totally implemented. 

I can't give you the precise timetable, but he 
understands the urgency, and I can assure you that we are 
going to press very vigorously. The Northeast Corridor 
Rail System must be rebuilt, must be vigorously updated 
with new equipment, running equipment, with roadbeds that 
permit the traffic to move much more rapidly, improved 
station facilities and rail freight yards. 

It is a comprehensive program. It is the first 
one ever approved in this country. 

In addition to that, of course, we do have 
the Amtrak program, which is primarily -- or if not 
primarily, exclusively -- aimed at passenger traffic. 
That program, I think if Coneress would not impose onit 
some of the totally uneconomic lines, we could do a better 
job. 

But, we will carry out the law, and that ought 
to provide in the areas where it is needed and justified 
improved passenger traffic. The real problem in the 
freight traffic is a roadbed that is not sufficiently 
strong, if that is the right term. In some areas of the 
country,freight traffic has to eo at five miles an hour. 
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QUESTION: Right here in Hampshire. (Laughter) 

THE PRESIDENT: It is uneconomic from the rail 
point of view and not good service from the point of view 
of the customer. But, this legislation I signed will 
significantly increase the ra~dbed improvement operation. 

QUESTION: Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you, sir. 

QUESTION: Mr. President, I am Hilda Fleisher, 
a representative from Manchester. I am on the health 
and welfare committee, and I am concerned because there is 
a Federal program that is giving the State a good deal of 
trouble. 

This is Title 20 of the Social Security Act, 
which replaces Title A of the Social Security Act, and it 
has to do with supportive services for people who are on 
welfare or nearly on welfare, low-income people. These 
are services like daycare, transportation for the elderly, 
mea~ on wheels, elderly homemaker services and so on. 

As I understand it, Congress replaced Title 4-A 
with Title 20 and there were two purposes, aside from the 
general purposes of it, and one was that we should be 
accountable for the funds that are distributed and the 
second is that we should broaden the group of people who 
may be eligible for these supportive services. They are 
not money payment programs. They are really supportive 
services. 

Now, we have found that the accountability part 
is enormous. In fact, it is causing so much trouble that 
we can't :expand the base at all. I am concerned as a 
State representative because our welfare workers are spend­
ing as much as 85 percent of their time on paperwork, 15 
percent of their time with clients. 

I am concerned because I am associated with 
the private agency that administers the homemaker 
service and I have talked to other people in agencies. 
Their staffs are spending so much time in the .paperwork, 
verifying whether someone is eligible. 

If a mother comes in and has six children, 20 
forms have to be filled for each one of those children 
and for herself, and this is absurd. 

ltJE find we are s pending an enormous amount of 
time just doing paperwork, shuffling papers, at the 
private agency level, at the State level, trying to see what 
happens to those papers. vIe have to look at them vlhen 
they come in. 
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I just wonder, who is acc)untable to us 
for all of this wast(~ of out' ti;ne? 

THE PRESIDENT: The points you have made con­
vinced me that we ought to approach --he problem of deliver­
ing these services in a different wa~. The net result is 
in one of the four block grant proglams that I have 
recommended, we attack the problem thlt you are talking 
about. 

Here is what we call a mess chart (Laughter) What0 

that shows is the 15 health service pl~grams from the 
Federal Government to the local and St~te units of Govern­
ment. That shows where the money comes from, who runs it 
and the Federal Government cost and all the cross lines 
that end up down here with the beneficiary. 

The one on the right -- no, that is all the same 
one. ~Je have one here on education, too. But, what you 
are saying is best illustrated by this particular mess 
chart. 

You have 15 categorical grant programs with all 
the verification, all of the application, and the net result 
is you waste half of your time and a good share of your 
money in paper shuffling. 

Now, what we propose to do is to take the money 
from the Federal Gover'nment and give it to the States, 
and with a passthrough in some cases for local units of 
Government, and let them take the total amount of money 
and utilize it at the State or the local level as you in 
New Hampshire decide you ought to spend it, and you -- or 
the people working in the program -- are only accountable 
to the Federal Government in total. 

You don't have to apply for it except for one 
application. 

Now, we have to get the Congress to go along 
with this. But, it will save you money, it will save 
you time, and your clients will get much better service 
and more funding in reality. 

So, I recognize the problem you are talking 
about. We have to get the Congress to do this, and any help 
you can give us would be £ratefully received. 
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QUESTION: That sounds very good, but you will 
still be asking us to be accountable for that money 
and still want to know that it is going to the right 
people and for the right purposes. 

THE PRESIDENT: We will give you the money for 
the social services program on the one hand or the health 
programs on the other. 

Now, we have to have some understanding of where 
you spend it. We can't give it to the State for either 
social services or health and then have it go for highways. 

We do have to have some record keeping, but you 
don't have to go through a mUltiplicity of applications in 
health -- 15 programs. You can make one application for 
a block amount, get the money and then, at the State and 
local level, you make the decision. As long as we are 
convinced that the money is going for the overall purpose, 
we are not going to come looking over your shoulder 
and have one investigator for everyone of your social 
workers. 

It is just the opposite. Under the present system, 
it is totally impossible. Paul O'Neill is the expert here 
on this program, but isn't the overhead about 15 to 20 -­
about 10 percent on this program as we look at i~and we 
can reduce that to what percentage, Paul? 

This is an interesting statistic, if Congress 
would go along with that. We could get rid of 2,300 
Federal employees and have 50 left, so that shows you how 
many fewer -- (Laughter) -- how many fewer Federal employees 
would be bothering you. 
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QUESTION: Nevertheless, we do have some control 
over how that Title 20 money is spent. We make a State 
plan and we make the decision in the State how the money 
is to be spent. Nevertheless, one of those 50 people in 
Washington, or several, would still be saying, "prove to 
us you spent it right." 

And what bothers me, Mr. President, is that there 
are people in Washington who are doing their darnedest to 
see that we do not spend that money for the services the 
Congress wanted. 

THE PRESIDENT: I am sure that you will be less 
harassed with SO employees than 2300. (Laughter) 

QUESTION: I hope so. 

THE PRESIDENT: So at least we will make headway 
in that regard. Now, Paul 

MR. O'NEILL: We are designing legislation 
at the President's direction and we have been working with 
the Mayors, the Governors, and County officials and, in 
the draft legislation that we now have, we would require 
that the State do its own plan and the State do its own 
auditing and that the responsible commission at the State 
level simply certify to the Federal Government that it has 
met the intent of the statute and that would be the end of 
it. 

QUESTION: And we would be hiring those 2300 
people. (Laughter) 

THE PRESIDENT: Let me tell you how it works 
with general revenue sharing. In the first year or two 
the Federal Government did have its own auditing procedures. 
But I think in most States today, the Treasury Department, 
the U. S. Treasury Department has worked out with the 
respective States their own auditing system. 

How many States? There must be 40 or more 
have now worked out a system under general revenue sharing 
so there isn't a Federal investigator coming and checking 
on how general revenue money is spent. 

As Paul O'Neill has indicated, that is the same 
concept we would hope to have in this area. 

QUESTION: Thank you. 

T!-IE PRESIDENT: Yes. 

QUESTION: Mr. President, my name is Charles 
Pugster. I am the Mayor of the City of Claremont from 
the other side of the State. 
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Your interest in skiing seems to elicit comments 
and I would be remiss if I didn't bring to your attention 
a community-based skiing area we have in Claremont called 
Arrowhead and its unique position is that the operation of 
this skiing area is volunteer based among our citizens. 
(Laughter) 

But coming to the question I have, the environ­
mental and safety legislation that is prevalent amongst us, 
I am not concerned with the objectives. I support the 
objectives of these pieces of legislation but I am con­
cerned with problems that are arising out of the 
implementation. And in particular I can go back to our 
own area and community. Some industries and some businesses, 
not just industries, the manufacturing people, have had to 
curtail employees and employment. Others have had to 
completely cease their operation simply because they were 
not large enough in capital to support an investment in 
these areas or they had to so increase the cost of their 
product that they became non-competitive. 

This meant losses of jobs, losses of local 
revenue and a tremendous problem locally. My question is, 
in terms of trying to assist these small and medium-
sized commercial and manufacturing establishments throughout 
the whole country, what can the Administration do to 
influence the administration of this legislation to 
perhaps influence immediate and total tax concessions that 
would provide immediate capital that they could make at 
least an investment into this problem area, or influence 
amendments to the law so that both the environmental and 
the safety objectives could be met but it would be fair 
to these segments of the economy and pose fewer problems to 
us here in New Hampshire that do not have large, huge 
corporations that have tremendous resources? 

THE PRESIDENT: Let me clarify one thing. You 
are talking about the Environmental Protection Agency, not 
about the Occupational Health and Safety Organization. You 
are talking about the former, the Environmental Protection 
Agency? 

QUESTION: Yes, we are and some of the safety 
implementations are administered with a great deal more 
of feeling and understanding. This we can say_ 

But still there are areas there that appear 
to be actually -- well, they don't make too much sense 
when you come right down to it. 

THE PRESIDENT: In the case of the EPA, they 
have, in my opinion, been too inflexible in some of their 
decisions as to certain standards. I think we have gotten 
a little different objective. 

We have a fine person in charge of it, a man 
named Russell Train. I think there is a realization now 
in and out of Government that we can't make up in a few years 
for all the environmental evils we have perpetrated on the 
country over a period of a hUndred years. 
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So there is, I think, a little more flexibility 
on the part of EPA. If you have a specific case, I would 
recommend that you communicate it to us. I think there is 
some flexibility. if there is a hardship involving the 
closing of a plant and the loss of jobs •. It depends on 
the kind of damage to the environment in each case. 

On some occasions -- we have just had a tragic 
thing happen down in Virginia. You may have read about 
it, this Kepone, a chemical. For some reason or another 
that was not promptly or adequately handled by either 
the State or the Federal authorities. So you almost have 
to handle each case on an individual basis. 

Now as to the tax incentive, there is a provision 
in the Internal Revenue Code that gives to business a 
tax write-off up to a certain percentage for the funds 
tley expend in improving their plant and equipment to meet 
E~A standards. 

I know that some small companies that have a bad 
cash flow have not been able to utilize that but it is 
available and I think it is 20 percent, as I recall. But 
anyhow there is such a provision and I think a good many 
companies I know have used it. But there are some, I am 
sure, that for economic reans, can't finance it. 

But the concept is good. Whether it can meet 
every particular plant's problem or not depends on the 
individual plant. 

QUESTION: Part of our problem, Mr. President, 
is not solely with the existing plants but with our problem 
of trying to make a turnover of jobs available as we have 
the ebb and flow of companies moving in and out and trying 
to attract new industries and new companies,that they come 
in and are immediately faced with this type of a problem and 
this is why I address the administration part of it and 
are ttere things we could do from the administrative part 
rather than through the channel of amendment, which takes 
so lo~g to process? 

THE PRESIDENT: We will take a look at it but I 
do knov, as I said a moment ago, there is, I think, a more 
understanding and flexible attitude today than there was 
three years ago. 

QUESTION: Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, sir. 
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QUESTION: Mr. President, John McDonald, State 
representative from Manchester, the home of the McIntyre 
Ski Area. (Laughter) 

Mr. President, both of our New Hampshire Senators 
are actively pursuing legislation which would, in effect, 
cut one of the links in the ma~keting chain of one of the 
major oil companies wherein they would not be controlling oil 
from the wellhead to the pump. 

If such legislation is passed, Mr. President, would 
you sign this type of legislation or veto it? 

THE PRESIDENT: You are talking about the proposals 
for divestiture? 

QUESTION: That is correct. 

THE PRESIDENT: Either horizontal or vertical, 
and there are a number of proposals in the Congress. I think 
there is one that has been reported by a Senate committee or 
subcommittee that would provide for divestiture. 

I have no sympathy for the joint oil companies as 
such. In fact, we are being blamed because FEA and others 
are watching them too closely. 

But anyhow, I don't think divestiture is the way to 
solve the problem. It seems to me that a well maneged oil 
company, big or small, is the best way to solve our energy problem 
and to just tear them apart I don't think answers the problem. 

We have, as I recall, about 10 to 15 major oil 
companies. They reaped a financial bonanza a year or so ago. 
They are having a less desirable year at the present time, but 
to tear them up, in my opinion, isrot the best way to get them 
to get in and help us solve the energy problem. 

So I am against just the kind of legislation that 
think you are talking about. 

QUESTION: Thank you, Mr. President. 

QUESTION: 
from Nashua. 

Mr. President, R~epresentative McLaughlin 

Would you care to comment on the U.S. Coast Guard's 
encroachment on the inland waters of the State of New Hampshire? 
(Laughter) 
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THE PRESIDENT: I think you are talking about 
the problems involving Lake Hinnipesaukee? 

QUESTION: Yes, sir. 

THE PRESIDENT: And there is another one I cannot 
pronounce. Well, as I understand the history of the 
situation, several years ago a high~.yay had to be built across 
the channel. At that time, it was decided by the Coast Guard 
that they had to give a permit and they determined that 
those were Federal waters. 

Nm<1, I have never been to those lakes, so I can't 
describe the situation in detail, but the matter has gone 
personally to the Secretary of Transportation. He has written 
to the Govenor and he makes two sUf,gestions for the solution. 

Number one, there is a possibility of remedying the 
situation by the State,instead of putting a State tax 
on the boats, put a State tax on the use of ramrs on the two 
lakes. That is one possibility. 

The other possibility is for the Congress to pass 
legislation which is being drafted by the Department of 
Transportation, which excludes those two lakes from Federal 
jursidiction. 

I am sure the Department of Transportation will be 
working with your Members of the House as well as the Senate. 
It seems to me the better way to solve the problem is to get 
Congress to make an exception in this case. 

As I understand the geography, until·they put this 
highway bridge across there, they were never considered navigable 
waters. But some bureaucrat decided that they had to grant 
permission under the existing high\o7ay legislation, so they 
granted the permit on the basis that they were navigable waters 
and once they are navigable waters then the Federal Government 
has jurisdiction and your State tax is illegal. 

I think the better way to do it is one of the two 
alternatives recommended by Secretary Coleman to get specific 
legislation, which I believe can be passed without too much 
trouble, and it would exclude those two lakes from the category 
of navigable waters. If that is done by the Congress, I will 
sign the legislation. 

QUESTION: Thank you, sir. 
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QUESTION: Mr. President, I am John Scorpo, 
Selectman from Hudson, and I am happy to hear you are 
going to continue to try to expand the general revenue sharing 
because that has allowed Hudson to obtain very good services 
without having to increase our tax rate almost 10 percent. 

However, when we try to get some assistance to 
comply with the Water Pollution Control Act, we seem to run into 
all kinds of restrictions. I noticed in your proposed 
budget that you are recommending a 70 percent increase in 
sewage treatment facilities. 

Then as I read further down the line, you mention 
there is pending legislation that might reduce the Federal 
commitment from 333 billion down to 45 billion on a long term 
basis. 

I was wondering if you would comment on that? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, Congress five years ago, as I 
recollect, passed an $18 billion program for Federal aid to 
local units of Government for sewage treatment plants. The 
law expires, I think, next year, if I recall it correctly. 

Now, under the present law, you are correct that there 
will be $6 billion 900 million spent on local water pollution 
units, which is 60 percent more than last year, and I think 
it is 90 percent moreihan two years ago. 

Now, under the proposed law, we are recommending some 
changes and one, for example, we don't think that Federal money 
should go in to a local water treatment plant and participate 
in a ten-year growth factor. 

Under the present law and under the present funding, 
the Federal Government pays for a ten-year growth factor. The 
Federal responsibility should be to catch up so that the local 
community at the present time is able to handle the sewage 
treatment problem up to the standards at the present time. 

Now, the community ought to look down the road at 
the growth factor and, when you crank that factor in that 
I have discussed, it does account for a significant part of 
the reduction in the funds that we are proposing. And there are 
some other modifications which we think, in the longrun, ~re 
proper, now that we are going to be more or less caught up 
in the local communities around the country. There will still 
be a lot of money there, but it won't be as much because of the 
one or two factors that I have described. There will be 
money there, and we have recommended it and I think it will be 
adequate to handle those communities that didn't qualify or didn't 
apply under the current program. 
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I can assure you that we believe that a Federal 
contribution is right, but it has to be tailored to meet the 
needs at the end of this law, or at the termination of 
this law, not just the same amount as we have had for the 
last four or five years. 

QUESTION: Thank you, Mro President. 

QUESTION: Mr. President, Costas S•. Tentas 
Chairman of the New Hampshire State Liquor Commission. I also 
want to welcome you to New Hampshire. It's nice to see you 
again. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

QUESTION: And I want to convey to you the best 
regards of my counterpart in Michigan, Stan Thayer. 

THE PRESIDENT: We both have monopolies. 

QUESTION: We certainly do. 

THE PRESIDENT: It makes a lot of money for Michigan. 

don't know about New Hampshire. 


QUESTION: More so in New Hampshire. One of the 
areas of concern to not only New Hampshire but all the sister 
controlled States, which are 18 plus one county, Montgomery 
County in Maryland, is the amount of Federal taxes that are 
tied up in State funds. 

Our association, which is the National Alcoholic 
Beverage Control Association, which is based in Washington, has 
been reviewing and at the present time there is some $115 million 
tied up in all these 18 controlled States. Specifically for 
New Hampshire,of our $10 billion inventory, we have some $6 million, 
of excise taxes tied up. 

We have been looking at it carefully with DISCUS, 
which is Distilled Spirits of the United States, where if at 
some time the Federal Government will look quite favorably to 
either the deferment of taxes or possibly the return of some 
of these funds to the individual controlled States and the open 
States. 

THE PRESIDENT: Let me see if I understand the 
pr.oblem. When your Commission or the one in Michigan buys 
liquor, they have to pay the Federal tax and you have the 
inventory on hand until you sell it through your various 
channels. 
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QUESTION: Which includes thn Federal taxes? 

THE PRESIDENT: Right. I wish I could say yes. 

QUESTION: I wish you could, too. (Laughter) 

THE PRESIDENT: But we would be treating you, your 
State differently than we would any other wholesaler. And 
that is what you are, you are a wholesaler~ If we treated 
Michigan and New Hampshire differently as a wholesaler than 
we treat others, I think we would have a significant number of 
complaints. (Laughter) 

QUESTION: Our proposal would be that all States be 
treated equally. That the deferent of taxes be made and then 
a creation of bonded warehouses within each respective State 
to monitor those taxes due the Federal Government. 

THE PRESIDENT: You know we need a little money, too, 
and you are making money. (Laughter) 

I am sure your organization, you and Stan Thayer 
will be talking to my people in the Treasury and others in the 
Congress, but give us a little breathing space on that, will 
you? 

QUESTION: Thank you very much, Mr. President. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay, two more. 
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QUESTION: Mr. President, my name is Peter 
Shapiro, and I represent Concord in the General Court 
and also in the City Council. ~'Je don't have any ski 
areas, but there is a great cross-country area in my 
backyard around the corner,if you want to go. 

My concern is--and I think it is the concern of 
a lot of my friends;-that education is the strength and 
the backbone of the country. My son, at the end of your 
next term, Hr. President, will be eetting ready to go to 
college, and I am wondering what plans you have or what 
programs you propose to present that will allow those 
people in the middle areas the ability to have their 
children attend college and, specifically, the private 
institutions as opposed to public institutionso 

THE PRESIDENT: We have a couple of financial aid 
programs for students. The emphasis, I must admit, is 
primarily what we categorize as the needy student and 
under the Basic Opportunity prant program, BOGs, we 
recommended in this budget $1 billion 100 million. 

We also have several other programs. We have a 
work program, a work incentive program, so a student on 
a campus can get employment under the direction of the 
school or university. 

vIe also have a student loan program, which has 
helped countless thousands. There are one or two other 
programs, but those are basically the programs. Then, in 
addition -- and this, I think, is a very fundamental 
question -- in the tax reduction bill that I recommended 
last year, which the Congress did not accept in toto, I 
recommended that a better tax break go to the middle­
income people because over the years -- I know from being 
in the Congress -- there has been an increasing burden 
put on the middle-income individual, whether he is blue 
collar or white collar. 

In the tax reduction proposal that I submitted 
with the State of the Union, the economic report, I 
reiterated that. That will help if Congress passes it. 
The kind of people who are from $9,000 to $25,000 a year. 
;'t is a segment of our society that at the Federal level 
has gotten short shrift compared to others, and I think 
fundamentally in the long run that is the best which 
to handle and help the problem you are talking about, 
plus the individual student aid programs I have indicated. 

QUESTION: Thank you, sir. 

THE PRESIDENT: One more. 
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QUESTION: Mr. President, George Roberts, State 
Representative from Gilmanton. 

In the Northeast w~ are particularly concerned 
about the cost of oil, particularly for home fuel oil, 
and I understand, under your budget, you have a compre­
hensive program for independence from the foreign nations 
by 1985. 

Could you briefly state how the State of New 
Hampshire would be affected by that in that interim, 
and what is your position on the use of nuclear energy 
as a fuel substitute? 

THE PRESIDENT: Let me answer the last part first. 
A year ago in January in my State of the Union Hessage, I 
laid out the things we had to do in order to get energy 
independence, and one of them was that we had to build 200 
new nuclear power plants in the United States between then 
and 1985. 

The unfortunate part is that that program has 
slowed down for several reasons: One, financing; two, 
a great many lawsuits filed by environmentalists and others 
and some concern on the part of people that there was a 
safety factor. 

Now, I strongly believe in a nuclear power program. 
We have to. 

Now, in the meantime, to get over some of these 
questions that are being raised, I put into the budget -­
again, this budget -- a significant increase in funding 
to check reliability of these power plants, and there has 
been some .evidence where there have been breakdowns. 

Two, safety. vJi th the money that we have recom­
mended here, I think we can improve not only reliability 
but safety. If that is done, I am convinced that we 
should move much, much faster in our nuclear power program. 

He have a new nuclear regulatory agency that was 
split off from the Atomic Energy Commission, and that 
agency is supposed to be working on an accelerated basis 
to handle the applications and the challenges that come 
on individual plants. 

I do not think that I should speak specifically 
about any particular matter that is in litigation before 
the nuclear regulatory commission because I am advised if 
I should that it might be, under the court action, another 
reason for delaying this Seabrook project down here in your 
State. 
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I am strongly for nuclear energy. I think it 
has to be accelerated. With the research and development, 
with the pressure on the NRC and with the better financing 
situation, I think we are going to see more movement in 
nuclear power throughout the country. 

Now, overall, again in January of last year I 
proposed a comprehensive energy program that would get us 
energy independence or sufficiency by 1985. It included 
a number of things: One, something to stimulate domestic 
production. 

Domestic production of oil and gas in the United 
States has been going down dramatically since 1972. 
We are now producing considerably less gas and oil today 
than we did three or four years ago. We have to give an 
incentive for people to go out and drill for gas and drill 
for oil. 

In the meantime, we have to have conservation 
programs. We have to have programs that permit an 
easier transfer from ~il to coal. We have to provide 
an incentive for insulation of homes. We have to put 
pressure on the automotive industry to increase the 
efficiency of their automobiles, and I am glad to 
report--it is public knowledge--that in the last two years, 
under this pressure, the automotive industry in the 
United States has increased their efficiency about 27 
percent and they are selling more cars because of it. 

They are going to have a good year this year as 
our economy burgeons. 

Now, all of these things put together are aimed 
at getting us away from dependence on foreign oil. The 
Congress thus far has passed four of the 13 programs I 
recommended. We hope to get them to do some other 
things) to free up the Navy petroleum oil in California, 
which would give us 300,000 barrels a day more. 

If ~le can get them to move in the relaxation of 
some of these tests and these limits that they have imposed 
by law, we can, I thihk, move more rapidly. 

We got a setback last week. The House of 
Representatives made a bad mistake, in my op1n10n, in 
not deregulating natural gas. It is unbelievable. It ,lost 
by four votes, or 202 to 196, as I recall. It is just 
unbelievable •. All they are going to do is keep gas in 
the ground, and we will be buying more foreign oil. 
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That doesn't make any sense, but that is what they 
have done temporarily. We hope to find a way out of it. 
But, I am convinced we have made a little headway, not 
enough, and I am going to keep pressure on the Congress 
because we have to get some Of those laws changed, we have 
to get some new laws. 

One final comment. There are some so-called 
exotic fuels. Let me tell you -- solar energy, geothermal 
energy, and even some more exotic than those. In the 
research and development fund in this budget, I increased 
research and development money for solar energy by, I 
think, 35 percent. 

It went from around $85 million a year up to 
$112 or $115 million in this budget. We are pushing as 
rapidly as we can on solar energy. We have a considerable 
amount of money in here for geothermal energy. We have 
some for, even more exotic fuels. But, that is the long-term. 
It is not going to come overnight. 

But, with research and development money of the 
magnitude I have proposed, we can make significant progress, 
and we are going to keep after it. 

QUESTION: Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE PRESIDENT: May I first thank you for being 
so patient and asking tough, unrehearsed questions, and 
I have benefitted from them and I hope it has been helpful 
to you. 

I invite you now to go down the corridor, where 
there will be a reception in the gymnasium, and I would 
like to meet as many of you as I could personally. 

Thank you very much. 

END (AT 2: 02 P.ri. EST) 
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