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THE PRESIDENT'S SCHEDULE

Tuesday - September 25, 1979

8:00 Dr. Zbigniew Brzezinski - The Oval Office.
L//;jgé ° .+ Méeting with Members of the Cohgressional
(20 min.) Suburban Caucus. (Mr. Frank Moore).

The Cabinet Room.

9:45 Mr. Hamilton Jordan and Mr. Frank Moore.
The Oval Office.

2:00 Depart South Grounds via Helicopter en route
Andrews AFB and New York City.

9:55 Return to the White House.



THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

25 Sep 79

~ Al McDhonald

- Rick Hutcheson
Bill Simon

The attached was returned in
‘the President's outbox. It is
forwarded to you for your '
- information.

Rick Hutcheson
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TO: THE PRESIDENT ”‘/ >‘/£\ /S Y
FROM: RICK HUTCHESON/BILL SIMON/S‘” o
SUBJECT: Reducing Your Paperwork Load

We met with Al McDonald to review the volume and type of paper-
work you see on a daily basis, and to identify options for
reducing your paperwork load. Listed below are five opportunities
for paperwork reduction that may be appropriate.

1.

Autopen hortatory presidential proclamations which have -szd'fg
been approved by OMB, Hertzberg and McDonald. ﬁQM“J ceBoon i

~ f(,' ‘/‘}e.(/.— ﬁ// /f'i,-,f.;g__,
autopen +~ president will sign tine 3%)

/4/6'4/ te )4;;:.@ 7&(’,_(» en I //6,;(.5—4_,
Trade cases. McDonald suggests that you need not personally Jrreess”

"approve routine ITC cases where all agencies and your White /4%&44f,

House advisors are in agreement. (For example, see the
decision you made last week (Tab A)).

President does not need to see ITC decisions
in the future where all agencies and White
House advisors are in agreement.

President does not need to see these decisions

before the fact; give the President an occasional
summary .

President will continue to approve each case
personally.

Cab Decisions.

Y~ president's approval can be autopenned in cases JZ/;”” A
where the CAB, all affected agencies, the sy eel
President's Counsel and Stu Eizenstat are in /VzA;

Y P2zr ¢ &
agreement.

President will continue to approve each case
personally.

Electrostatic Copy Made
for Presomvation Puipesed



Personnel decisions. The volume of memos involving personnel °
decisions 1s quite high; most of these are routine appoint-
ments to Commissions.

An alternative to our present approach would be for you to
decide only presidential appointments which require Senate
confirmation, and other appointments of a particularly
sensitive nature. Routine appointments could be made by
Hamilton Jordan with the advice of Jack Watson and

Arnie Miller. Arnie could provide you with a summary of
"low-level" appointments approved the Chief of Staff every
few weeks. (Hamilton, Jack and Arnie concur).

President will continue to decide personally.

./ President will decide on appointments requiring
Senate confirmation; Hamilton Jordan may approve
other appointments of a routine nature.

In addition:

The Chief of Staff will urge the Senior Staff to rely more
heavily on weekly reports, summarizing decisions they have '
made in the President's behalf, rather than sending the ;44
President discrete memos on each issue ' as they arrive.

P
Rick Hutcheson will try to make greater use of the "memos o
not submitted" summary.

You recently decided that you wished to coéontinue to sign
personally Messages to Congress transmitting annual reports
and military promotions involving Flag Officers.

Electrostatic Copy Mads
fo7 Presemvation Purposes
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THE SPECIAL REPRESENTATIVE FOR a
TRADE NEGOTIATIONS

WASHINGTON

SEP 101979

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

From: 'Rlchard R. Rivers 4 /
Acting

Subject: = Recommended Presidential Action on the Consent
Order Issued as a Result of Commission Investigation
of Certain Cattle Whips, Under Section 337 of the
Tariff Act of 1930, as Amended

i Section 337 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, authorizes the
. ~ United States International Trade Commission to order remedies
for unfair practices in import trade. Under that authority,

and Section 603 of the Trade Act of 1974, and Section 554 (c)

of the Administrative Procedures Act, the Commission has issued

a consent order resolving the issues raised and terminating the
1nvest1gat10n

e Section 337 contains Presidential authority to disapprove the

. ordered remedy for policy reasons by informing the Commission
of disapproval within 60 days of receipt of the Commission's
determination and order. Representatives of the agencies of

_ the Trade Policy Staff Committee (The Special Representative,

;H " the Secretaries of Agriculture, Commerce, Interior, Labor,

- State, and Treasury) unanimously recommended that you exercise
the first option below and take no action on this case. This
will allow the consent order to become final on October 8, 1979.
: There is no provision for Congressional override of the Presidential
9 action in 337 cases.

There are no known economic or political policy reasons
favoring disapproval of the consent order. The consent order
was agreed to by all parties in the proceedings and it

allows the respondents to continue importing into/exporting
to: the United States products other than the whips which

were the subject of the compliant. The record includes
evidence showing the market to be highly competitive with
numerous domestic and imported products so that the effect

i of the consent order on the domestic market or on foreign
policy is negligible.

Electrestatic Copy Made
for P?ese?mj&!on Purpocses
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g
Decision Options _ Presidential Action Required
V// Take No Action None, the exclusion order
(recommended) - automatically becomes final o

.October 8, 1979. -

I

Express Approval President informs U.S. Inter-
' national Trade Commission of
approval of the exclusion order
prior to October 8, 1979.

Disapproval ' President informs U.S. Inter-
national Trade Commission of
disapproval of the exclusion order
prior to October 8, 1979.

-—?—'-—_—-qu.-— R -4“,.’.\- ‘i‘:':._‘
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Mr.

"Public Works bill, and .three

THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

9/24/79
President:
Attached is H.R. 4388, the
alternative statements (pre-
pared by OMB and cleared by
Al McDonald): -
- signing statement;

- signing statement with
recission (TWO SIGNATURES) ;

- veto message. ZF

Rick T
o [or”

: (',[l M ¢

Y

THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

You signed legislation
last night.

Do you want to make

any comment on attached,
however? (I removed from
your in-box)

Electrostatic Copy Miade
for Preservation Purposes
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON f/

September 21, 1979

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT

FROM: STU EIZENSTAT é;{vv

KATHY FLETCHER

SUBJECT: Enrolled Bill HR 4388 -- Energy and Water
Development Appropriation Bill (Public Works
Appropriation)

You must decide by Tuesday, September 25, 1979, whether to sign
or veto this bill.

The Bill

OMB has provided you an excellent summary of this bill which I
will not repeat here. Basically, the bill is very close to
the Administration's budget request.

On the positive side:

—-— No "hit 1list" water projects are reinstated.

—— No funds are included for the Clinch River Breeder
Reactor.

-- Generally, the bill is consistent with the budget request.

On the negative side:

-— The bill exempts Tellico Dam from the Endangered Species
Act and all other laws.

—-- There is a net total of eight unbudgeted new water project
starts which will cost $169 million. There are also 54

unbudgeted water project studies. The new starts are
not fully funded in the bill.

-- The Water Resources Council independent water project
review is not funded.

Of these negative items, the Tellico Dam exemption is by far the
most visible issue.

Electrostatic Copy VMiade
for Pregeration Purpcses



_Votes in'Congress

Flnal actlon on the blll was by voice vote.in the House and
uhanimous’ consent ‘in the Senate.v The Telllco exemptlon was
-adopted in ‘the- House by ‘a. vote of 258 156 It was orlglnally
defeated 1n the Senate 53 45 but was flnally adopted 48 44,

Arguments for Slgnature

i”‘

The b111 1s not a "budget buster"

ifThe Admlnlstratlon was successful 1n preventlng the re-

"-1nstatement of "hlt llSt" water prOJects.

”iThe Telllco issue should be put to rest and should not be
‘the. subject of a veto on the basis of’ preserving the snail

darter. Vetoing the bill may - 51mply prolong the Tellico
issue, ‘inviting future exemptlon attempts.

- A veto would be dlfflcult to- sustaln in the House and

would ‘negatively affect other:- Admlnlstratlon efforts in
Congress.  The leadership opposes a veto.

Press coverage of a veto mlght ‘focus on the snall
darter -- what many perceive as a’ tr1v1a1 issue.

Arguments for Veto

The Administration has consistently objected to the

Tellico exemption.- Slgnlng the bill would be an indication
of weakness.

A veto can bevsustained;'at‘least in the Senate. -

There are suff1c1ent economlc objections to Tellico to

.offset press attention to the- snall darter. These

" economic objectlons 1nd1cate that even.with construction
-]V1rtually complete, the prOJect does not have positive
_ beneflts."f*,;‘ o - -

A veto would be based on strong procedural grounds. After

' ‘amendments to the’ Endangered SPECleS Act last year, a

‘seven-member Cabinet-level committee- voted unanimously

that the Telllco pro;ect beneflts did’ not outweigh its
costs.; This review process was authored by Senators

.Baker and Culver.:p“

Acceptlng the Telllco prov151on would be ‘a bad precedent,
both with: respect to the' Endangered Spec1es Act and
because 1t prov1des a blanket exemptlon from all statutes.
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Senior Staff and‘AgencyaRecommendations

,Interlor, Commerce and the Counc1l on Env1ronmental Quality recommend -
that you veto the blll '

OMB recommends that you 81gn the blll and propose a rescission of
funds for the Telllco progect._fn__ _

Charlle Schultze, who served on the Endangered Spec1es Committee,
recommends a Veto 1f 1t can be sustalned in the Senate.

“Anne Wexler opposes a veto

‘*"The env1ronmental communlty would work Very hard to
‘sustain a veto. But I°do not believe that environ-
mentallsts would have the clout to bring this off in
the House and I am not sure that the risk of loss in
the Senate is worth the cost of diverting our efforts
with outside groups on other important legislation  and
possibly harming our positive relations with key energy
Senators who are helping us. You are on the verge of
‘having a series of victories on your energy proposals
and on other issues. This will show leadershlp and an
ability to move legislation through the Congress, whlch
will have a positive impact on outside groups.

Jack Watson recommends that you s1gn the blll but do not propose
a res01ss1on of funds. :

Bob Lipshutz recommends that you sign the bill butfpropose a
rescission.

ThlS dec151on is a very: close call. TI believe there are significant
risks -and .negative aspects to elther course of action. On the merit
-and substance of this matter a veto is definitely in order. A ,
clear procedure establlshed by the Congress was circumvented. The
veto can - be. sustalned at least in the Senate, based on a canvas

by Congre351onal Liaison. = Failure. to veto might be perceived as
weakness:'on your-part,’a: 51gn of your low standing in the polls,

and a V1ctory for Senatot: Baker.' The economlc/porkbarrel arguments
agalnst Tellico-are- strong and. already there has been w1despread
editorial" comment to the effect that the snail darter is not the
.real issue.. We could also indicate at. the ‘outset that we do not
expect to w1n 1n the Houser—- where the Telllco amendment originated.

The env1ronmental communlty con51ders thlS a hlghly symbollc issue.
While a veto will be welcomed by..them and they will support the
effort to sustain. 1t, it will ‘not have-a: 51gn1f1cant impact on

the rift caused by the- energy program.. ‘But signing the bill might
be viewed as an 1nd1catlon that- the Admlnlstratlon has completely
written off the env1ronmental communlty.




4

However; on the other side, we are in the midst of critical fights
for energy,: Panama, and the Department of Education -- where a few
votes: w1ll be critical. As you know, Congre531onal Liaison feels

a veto would ' adversely effect ‘the Panama vote in the "House and our
energyfvotes in the Senate.ua : :

'Eliotfbutler feels strongly the b111 should not be vetoed since
a veto'Would have a bad 1mpact on our energy leglslatlon ‘in the
Senate. e : A L ) ;

Ham has expressed the view- that w1th our resources belng used else-
where that are more 1mportant, we " cannot d1551pate our resources
in a veto battle. ,

Taklng thlS bill on its own, it shouldjbe vetoed. ‘But we cannot
"look. at this measure in isolation. Even some who.would support
a veto urge us not to veto the bill (e.g. Baucus, Randolph and
Culver) . Our future rests.on passage of other legislation which
‘(accordlng to CL, whose views I must accept) ‘will be imperiled
by a veto. There will be criticism for signing this bill but it
is outweighed here by the damage we are told a veto would have.
Also, a veto will focus public and Congre351onal attentlon away
from energy and Panama. :

I would also point out that Senator - Randolph who has consistently
voted agalnst Tellico, told me that even if a- veto were sustained,
supporters of Tellico might succeed in exempting: “the project from
the Endangered Species Act Reauthorization and. that therefore

the controversy would not end. He stated that there was no
-enthusiasm in the Senate for yet another fight over Tellico.

ThUs, on balance, I reluctantly recommend that the bill be 'signed.

If you . dec1de to veto: the bill, over the weekend we will work with
ongre551onal Liaison and others .to prepare a carefully -- drafted
veto message and the necessary materials for a fight in both the
House dnd Senate. In’ partlcular, it might be helpful to write
letters to individual members of ‘Congress assuring them of the
llmlted grounds for the veto and the:Administration's continued
support for «their partlcular prOJects.- The actual veto should
not occur untll Tuesday to allow max1mum preparatlon.

If however you dec1de to accept my recommendatlon and 51gn the
bill, I strongly believe that we should -not attempt to stop Tellico
Dam’ through other means such as a proposed rescission of funds.
The. Congress ‘would never enact a réescission and any such proposal
would simply . prolong the issue and - the ‘Administration's defeat.

In fact, a primary virtue of 51gn1ng the bill would be to bring

an end to the Telllco 1ssue." .




Decisioh-

Slgn HR 4388

'Slgn HR 4388 and propose resc1551on of funds

Veto HR 4388

NOTE-‘ Whatever your dec151on, 1t should not be carrled out untll

late Tuesday, ‘the last: day for action, . If- ‘you' ‘decide, to-sign the
bill,; -we :should arrange: “for” certain’. conce581ons from members of
Congress .on* water pollcy and other issues. If you de01de to
Veto the blll we need. the max1mum amount of preparatlon ‘time.

E}
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

September 20, 1979

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT

FROM:

JAMES T. McINTYRE, J

SUBJECT: Energy and Water Development

Regardless of your final decision on the Energy and Water
I suggest that you invite Tom Bevill
and Bennett Johnston to meet separately with you to discuss

Appropriations bill,

Appropriations Bill

the final resolution of the bill.

If you are inclined toward signing,

points:

(1)

(2)

If you are inclined toward veto,

Besides the Tellico question, the Energy and Water
bill is one of the best public works appropriations
bills in the last 10 years. It is fiscally respon-

sible and receptive to many of the water policy

reforms recommended by the Administration. Thank

them for their help to date. (In fact, you can
publicly take personal credit for moving the
Congress away from wasteful pork barrel water
projects to more responsible cost effective
projects -- a clear "victory" for the American
people.)

Try to obtain commitments from them to support
rescission of the Tellico language and appro-
priation of funds for an alternative river flow
plan. (Bevill has promised a floor vote on
rescission and stated that he would recommend
funding for the independent water policy review
of the Water Resources Council if the bill is
signed.)

points:

I would make the following

I would make the following



(1) Thank them for their help, as above.

(2) Tell them that the precedent-setting nature of the
Tellico language forces you to veto the bill. State
that this is not directed at them personally and that
you hope an identical bill without Tellico could be
sent quickly back to your desk gfor a major signing
ceremony.
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THE CHAIRMAN OF THE
COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS

WASHINGTON

September 21, 1979

MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT
From: Charlie Schultze CL®
Subject: Comments on OMB Enrolled Bill Memo: Enrolled

Bill H.R. 4388 - Energy and Water Development
Appropriations Act, 1980

CEA Recommendation: If there are reasonable chances a
veto can be sustained in the Senate,
the bill should be vetoed.

The Endangered Species Committee process was set up after
long and tortuous attempts at a compromise. It would be very
bad precedent to override the decision of this Committee (and
thus to gut the process) the first time the decision is unpopular
with one particular group of politicians. (Note that this is
not a Tennessee vs. the rest of the world issue -- the Tennessee
representative on the Endangered Species Committee voted against
the exemption for the dam.) Failure to employ. powers of the
Presidency to oppose this blatant political challenge to
orderly governmental procedure would be seen as a real sign
of Presidential weakness.

The Endangered Species Committee process is a prototype
of an organized process to weigh competing goals: environmental
protection and economic development. However, the Tellico Dam
decision was not difficult. It did not, in fact, involve
a consideration of the "value" of the snail darter. The dam
failed on straight economic grounds. The Committee found that
the remaining costs of the dam exceeded the total benefits:

The argument is muddied by the fact that the river
development alternative also has negative net benefits.
This argues against completing either alternative. However,
if one has to be completed, the river alternative and the
Tellico Dam are very close on net negative benefits and the
river alternative offers historical and environmental advantages.

The arguments for veto could be outweighed only by a
judgment -- based on careful intelligence -- that a veto had
very little chance of being sustained, and courted the risk of
an easy Presidential defeat. Making such a judgment one way
or the other lies outside CEA's bailiwick.



CEQ




EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
722 JACKSON PLACE, N. W.
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006

September 19, 1979

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: Gus Speth )5 g
Jane Yarn e

SUBJECT: Energy and Water Development Appropriations Bill -- H.R. 4388

We recommend that you veto H.R. 4388, the Energy and Water Development
Appropriations Bill, primarily because of three issues.

l. Tellico Dam. The Tellico Dam controversy is highly symbolic
and challenges the merits of your Water Policy Reform policies. The
Tellico Dam amendment to H.R. 4388, which Senator Baker sponsored,
mandates construction of Tellico Dam and exempts it from all provisions
of federal law. Construction of the dam was prevented by court order
to protect the threatened snail darter. Congress then established an
Endangered Species Committee comprised of key Administration officials
and other representatives to make determinations whether federal
projects should be exempted from application of the Endangered Species
Act. By unanimous vote, the Endangered Species Committee decided not to
exempt Tellico Dam from the Endangered Species Act, primarily because
the dam is not economically justified. The Endangered Species Committee
includes Secretary Andrus, Chalrman Schultze, and a representatlve of
the Governor of Tennessee. '

It is estimated that more jobs and more revenues would be
procduced without the dam than with it. Wholly apart from the costs of
completion, the annual operating costs will exceed the benefits. The
dam will not itself produce any energy; it is designed primarily to
provide flat water recreation and flood control. Recent studies esti-
mate that the dam could not hold the '"design flood," making it unsafe.
The dam threatens extinction of the snail darter, an endangered species
which has become an important symbol of efforts to maintain a healthy
environment.

2. Water Resources Council Independent Project Review Function.
H.R. 4388 provides that none of the funds appropriated by the bill
may be expended for the Water Resources Council's independent project
review function until legislation authorizing this function is enacted.
Independent water project review is a key element of your Water Resources
Policy Reform program. It is the principal means for ensuring that the
Administration's new start proposals are economically and environmentally
sound.
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3. Unbudgeted New Starts. The bill would provide funds for eight
new starts over the number included in the Administration's budget. This
would involve an additional commitment of about $170 million to complete
these eight projects. For FY 1980, only $52 million is appropriated for
all of the 24 projects included in the bill because the bill also rejects
the Administration position that there should be full funding for new
construction starts.

We recognize the difficult trade-offs involved in vetoing H.R.
4388. On balance, we believe that you gain by vetoing the bill, par-
ticularly by making clear in the veto message that the veto is directed
only at those features of the bill which are contrary to your commitment
to sound economic and environmental planning. Your veto is meant to
ensure that federal aid will support projects which benefit all Americans,
not waste the taxpayers money. The environmental community strongly
opposes the bill and, like last year, would vigorously support Adminis-
tration efforts to sustain your veto. If you do not veto the bill, the
action could worsen our relations with the environmental community.

We believe that the veto can be sustained in the Senate. In the
Senate, H.R. 4388 was passed 48-44, and six senators who would have
voted against the Tellico exemption were unable to vote (Muskie, Pell,
Bayh, Inouye, Durenberger, and Pressler). We understand that these six
Senators and most of the 44 supporters would support a veto on the
narrow grounds we propose. Environmental community tallies of the
House indicate that there are more than 100 members who support a veto
based on the Tellico issue and that there are an additional 100 or so
members who are leaning in support of sustaining such a veto.

The bill provides all FY 1980 appropriations for DOE, Corps civil
works functions, Bureau of Reclamation, NRC, TVA, and WRC. The veto
message should make clear that the Administration supports the appro-
priations bill for these agencies and reaffirms support for the bill's
exclusion of' funds for the Clinch River Breeder Reactor.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

SEP 211979

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

- THROUGH: ~JIM MCINTYRE-
FROM:. ELIOT R. CUTLER

SUBJECT: Possible Veto of thé Public Works
- : Appropriations Bill *

As someone who (a) feels strongly about the importance of defending

the Endangered Species Act, (b) urged you to veto the Public Works
Appropriations Bill last year and worked hard to sustain it, and

(c) carries a large part of the responsibility for seeing that your
current energy proposals are énacted, I strongly support Jim McIntyre's
recommendation that you not veto this appropr1at1on

Let me make the case str1ct1y in terms of our chances for success on
your energy initiatives: :

If anything, I believe we have understated the national security
implications of a failure to move forcefully ahead with an aggressive
oil imports reduction program. That message is beginning to get
through on the ‘Hi11; the merits of the Windfall Tax, the ESC and the
"EMB are beg1nn1ng to be understood; and in the last 8 10 days we have
begun to gain real momentum in the Senate.

'At the same time, we would have to make our stand to sustain a public
works veto in the Senate; by all accounts, the House is sure to over-
ride. Not only will we be forced to reallocate CL and outreach efforts
away from the energy effort, but also we will be taking on directly
Senators -1ike Bennett Johnston (Chairman of the Public Works Appro-
priations Subcommittee) who have been and must continue to be our -

key proponents on the EMB and the ESC. - In addition, Senators like

Ed Muskie and John Culver have 1nd1cated that they would prefer you

not veto the bill.

The question is not whether we can successfully sustain a veto in the
Senate (I believe we can), but rather what that effort will cost us
over the next few months in terms of Congressional action on the most
critical legislative package of the year.

There is a real risk that we cannot both sustain a public works veto

and successfu]]y enact most of your energy initiatives. I think the

energy task is of primary national and p011t1ca1 importance, and urge
that you sign the appropr1at1ons bill.



THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

9/21/79
Mr. President:

Attached is the OMB memo
regarding the Public Works
bill, H.R. 4388.

Senior Staff comments are
being prepared, and will
be forwarded to - you as
soon as they are ready
(probably Saturday).

Last day for action is
Tuesday, September 25.

Rick



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

SEP 2 1 1979

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
Subject: Enrolled Bill H.R., 4388 - Energy and Water Development

Appropriation Act, 1980
Sponsor - Rep. Bevill (D), Alabama

Last Dav for Action

September 25, 1979 - Tuesday

Summary of Congressional Action
(in millions of dollars)
Congressional Enrolled
Request ___Change = _ Bill
Appropriationeecesccececovsesscesceese 11,328 =706 10,622
Changes not affecting 1980 programs. (-64T7)
1980 pOlicy ChangeSieevsvsvsvvvvsvone (-58)
Highlight

-- The enrolled bill includes language exempting the Tellico Dam
from the provisions of the Endangered Species Act, as well as
any other law, and directs completion of the dam as originally
designed, The bill does not provide specific additional
funding (estimates range from $20 to $35 million) required to
complete the project. Though additional appropriation requests
for Tellico would normally be required, the language of the
exemption makes all other funds available to TVA eligible for
use on the project, Construction of the dam had been halted
pursuant to the Endangered Species Act since it would, if
completed, destroy the habitat of the snail darter,

-~ For the bill as a whole, certain financial devices have been
used to lower budget authority and thus provide a misleading
impression of the actual effect of congressional action.
However, unlike last year's public works bill, this bill is



still under the budget after adjusting for the artificial
reductions.

The enrol bill provides $52 million for the 1980 start-up
costs 03;§§§%ew water project starts r than the requested,
fully funded level of $549 million fod%fgféew starts. The
Congress added ten unbudgeted new starts, but deleted two of
the Administration's, for a net increase of eight over the
budget. The unbudgeted new starts do not significantly violate
the selection criteria announced in your water policy, so a
strong argument cannot be made for opposing them, (A listing
of the new starts included by the Congress is at Tab A.) The
funding commitment associated with the congressional package
would result in an additional $169 million over your proposal.
This compares with a similar increase of almost $1.2 billion in
last year's vetoed bill.

The Congress funded 54 unrequested planning studies in the
bill, following a major effort in the 1980 budget to develop a
more rational planning program, The costs associated with this
planning are small, however, and future commitments are
containable,

Increases totalling $97.2 million were provided for ongoing
activities of the Corps of Engineers and Bureau of Reclamation,

The Congress has added $19.3 million over your request for the
TVA to initiate planning for a number of energy demonstration
projects. Construction of all these projects could cost $1.5
billion thru 1985, of which $1.2 billion is for a coal
gasification plant., We would have preferred that these
projects be considered in the context of the Department of
Energy budget. However, we still have an option not to proceed
beyond planning, and funding for construction -- if we decide
to proceed -- could be provided thru DOE funds or, in the case
of the gasification project, by the Energy Security
Corporation.

The enrolled bill reflects a net reduction of $283.8 million
for programs of the Department of Energy. Of this,

$138.3 million was cut due to the availability of unobllgated
balances. This action will not affect 1980 programs., The
major policy reduction was for defense waste management, while
increases were provided for thermal reactor technology, 'defense
materials production, and solar applications and technology.

Funds are included for the Water Resources Council, However,
no funds are available for the independent water project review
function called for by your water policy unless specific
authorization is provided at a later date. While some progress



3

has been made it is not yet certain that an authorization bill
will be enacted this session. The bill includes $21 million
for grants to States for water management planning and
conservation technical assistance rather than the $50 million
requested.

Final action on this bill occurred by a voice vote in the House and by
unanimous consent in the Senate.

Issue

The only major issue in this bill is the directive, notwithstanding any
other law, for TVA to complete the Tellico Dam on the Little Tennessee
River -- the object of environmental opposition for many years.

The review of water projects you initiated early in your administration
did not affect the Tellico Project because it had already been halted by
court injunction. Therefore, you did not go on record as either
supporting or opposing the project. Your water policy reforms were
directed at future water projects and therefore did not address Tellico.

However, it is clear that if the Tellico Project were being designed
today, or were before you for decision on either funding or
authorization, it would be inconsistent with a number of elements of
your water policy, including:

(1) Strict enforcement of environmental statutes (this would
include the Endangered Species Act);

(2) Strict application of economic evaluation criteria;

(3) A requirement that a non-structural alternative be considered
as each project is planned and evaluated; and

(4) A requirement that water conservation be given consideration in
planning and evaluation of each water project.

Though this dam has been opposed by some environmentalists since its
inception, it was virtually completed when TVA was enjoined from
plugging it because of conflict with the Endangered Species Act., It
would destroy the critical habitat of the snail darter, an endangered
species of fish., The Supreme Court upheld the injunction. Thereafter
the Endangered Species Act was amended in 1978 to create a Cabinet-level
review committee empowered to grant exemptions to the Act. The
committee (chaired by Secretary Andrus) considered whether the dam
should be completed despite the presence of the snail darter., The
committee did not directly address the endangered species issue, but
unanimously found that (1) the overall project benefits are slightly
less than the overall project costs and (2) a reasonable and prudent

——



alternative (river development) exists that would be consistent with
preserving the snail darter (though this alternative also had a negative
benefit-cost ratio)., For these reasons, Secretary Andrus recommends
that this bill be vetoed.

N

—
The Senate -- led by Senator Culver -- had upheld, in earlier action on
this bill, the conclusions of the Andrus committee. However, the
Senators reversed their position by a vote of U48-44 when, in subsequent
debate, they were told that the transplanted snail darter is now
thriving in the Hiawassee River and that the House would probably
prevent passage of the entire bill if the Tellico provision were not I
included. (TVA and Interior Department scientific staff cannot now
predict whether the transplanted population will survive.,) The final
House vote in support of Tellico was by a margin of 258-156.

In addition to Secretary Andrus, the environmental community also
supports a veto of this legislation., If the bill is signed, the
community would probably be quite disappointed and feel that the
principles behind the protection of endangered species have been totally
violated.

Veto alone would not save the snail darter or its critical habitat in
the Little Tennessee River. An additional $5 million appropriation for
removal of a portion of the dam (to return the river to a flowing state
and allow the snail darter to migrate upstream) would be needed to save
the darter's critical habitat., TVA is presently conducting a holding
action to preserve the species by netting darters below the dam and
releasing them above,

The Congress' action on other water programs will result in increases to
the budget over the next four years, but these increases are small in
relation to most public works appropriation bills. (Only two have
included fewer added projects or less added cost in the last 14 years.)
We were successful in our efforts to prevent funding of the Yatesville
and Bayou Bodcau projects, which you had proposed for termination but
were added to the bill in action by the Senate Committee on
Appropriations., Administration signals to the Hill have consistently
emphasized funding for these two projects and the Tellico Dam provision
as our only major objections to action on this bill, As a result, many
congressional members fully expect that this bill will be signed.

Changes to your energy requests do not present any major problems. The
Congress plans to act on the budget estimates associated with your
recently announced energy package in a separate supplemental bill,

No funding has been provided for the Clinch River Breeder Reactor,
pending action on the related authorization bill. However, if this bill
is vetoed, it is possible that the programs funded in this bill would be
covered under a continuing resolution. Such action could provide funds
in 1980 based on last year's appropriation for the CRBR.
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The attachment contains a more detailed analysis of congressional action
on this bill. N ‘

Di .

The Tellico Dam is a highly emotional environmental issue that has
received National attention. Environmentalists consider it important to
stop the project in large part because of its endangered species
relationship and because the economic benefits of Tellico are marginal
at best. Development interests point to the sunk costs of the project
~and the potential economic benefits (including some but not much energy
generation), and see no value in preserving a small number of little
fish whose existence was not even known until a few years ago.

There appear to be three feasible options:

1. Veto the bill and propose appropriations for a flowing river
development plan.

2. Sign the bill but propose rescission of the Tellico provision
and appropriation of funds for an alternative flowing river
plan.

3. Sign the bill and express regret over the Tellico provision but
accept it as the clearly expressed will of the Congress on this
specific issue.

Option 1, veto. Because the rest of the bill is acceptable, a veto
would have to rest solely on the Tellico issue. It would be the
strongest posture from which to fight Tellico.

Though an argument based on preserving the snail darter itself would
appeal to some, it is unfortunately subject to ridicule, and even the
congressional opponents of Tellico recommend deemphasizing the darter.

A stronger argument used by environmentalists is that the congressional
action overturns the process set up by Congress for choosing between
development projects and endangered species. The counter argument is
that the action does not change the legal decision process at all, but
simply expresses the views of Congress that the wrong decision was made
in this specific case, and legally overturns only that decision.

The third potential argument would be that of the Endangered Species
Cabinet Committee -- that economic benefits almost as great as those
provided by the dam can be achieved through developing the flowing river
and still preserve the snail darter. This is a valid technical economic
argument but also hard to win on the floor of Congress when our winning
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it would mean destroying the Tellico Dam, a structure that Congress has
funded for years, and starting over., Congressional economic rhetoric
doesn't have to go by the rules of sound economics.

Veto would certainly be applauded by the environmental community whether
successful or not.

We do not know at this writing what the potential for a successful veto
would be. Congressional Liaison will advise by separate memorandum on
that point.

The potential adverse consequences of veto are: If a veto stood, there
would be the possibility of a continuing resolution providing funding
for the Clinch River Breeder Reactor for some or all of 1980. However,
the continuing resolution may include funds for the reactor regardless
of whether you veto the bill.,

There is also the high probability of another public works appropriation
bill much worse than this one, still containing Tellico, and structured
to make a successful veto highly improbable. If delayed late into the
session without a continuing resolution this will force contract
abrogations, payless paydays and other disruptions. We have strong
indications that the Congress will follow this course without even
attempting to override a veto of this bill.

A veto, whether successful or not, would have adverse effects on some
Congressional attitudes toward working with the Administration during
the remainder of this session, on agenda items of great National
significance.

Option 2, sign the bill but propose rescission of the Tellico directive,
together with funds that would be used to complete Tellico, and request
appropriations to pursue the alternative plan.,

This would avoid the potential adverse consequences of veto but would
not be as strong a posture for fighting the Tellico issue.

It would succeed in raising the issue on the floor again if the key
Appropriations Committee members in both Houses promised in advance of
your action to report out a rescission bill even though they might not
support it. (Preliminary discussions indicate that both Appropriations
Committees will do this if asked, but they would not support our
position on the floor.)

Assuming that a rescission were reported out of both Committees, we
would have one more opportunity to fight the issue on the floor. We
would need to muster a majority in both Houses to win.



This action would be described as urging the Congress to consider this
issue one more time, on its own rather than in the context of an
appropriation bill.

It would be justified on the basis that the rest of this bill is quite
responsible and the rest of your legislative agenda is more important than
a bitter veto fight over this issue.

Option 3, sign and express regret over Tellico but acceptance of
congressional action.

This too would avoid the adverse consequences of veto, and preserve your
ammunition for other, perhaps more important, fights this session. It
would be viewed by some as recognizing the inevitable. Environmentalists
would be bitterly disappointed.

Your statement would emphasize that, with the exception of the one Tellico
issue, this bill represents a welcome step by the Congress in the
direction your water and energy policies have been urging, and you accept
the majority votes in both Houses as expressing clearly the will of
Congress that the Tellico Dam be closed despite the clearly understood
consequences,

The statement could reaffirm your commitment to the principles of the
Endangered Species Act, state that you intend to enforce it vigorously,
and affirm that you do not view this specific action as indicating a
congressional intent to override routinely the workings of the Act.

Three draft statements, one reflecting each of the options, are at Tab B.

Recommendation

Department of the Interior Veto

Department of Commerce Veto

Council on Environmental Quality Veto

Other affected agencies Approval (informally)
Office of Management and Bdaget Option 2

' Jokm P. White
.Deputy Director



Attachment

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF ENROLLED BILL H.R., 4388--
ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOPMENT APPROPRIATION ACT, 1980

Last Day for Actlon
September 25, 1979 - Tuesday

L]

RPurpose

Appropriates a total of $10,622,495,000 in 1980 budget authority for
activities of the Department of Energy (except for fossil fuel and
certain conservation and regulatory programs); civil functions of the
Army Corps of Engineers; activities of the Department of the Interior's
Bureau of Reclamation; activities of related independent agencies and
commissions, including the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, the Tennessee
Valley Authority, and the Water Resources Council; and construction of
the Hart Senate Office Building.

Agency Recommendations

Office of Management and Budget Option 2

Department of the Interior Veto

Department of Commerce Veto (See Letter at Tab C)
Council on Environmental Quality Veto

Other affected agencies Approval (informally)

Analysis of Budget Costs

The specific congressional changes in the bill are estimated to
affect spending as follows:

(in millions of dollars)
1980 1981 1982 1983
Outlays--.----.-------------..---.----- -89 -20 -10 ———

/
If appropriations are provided in future years to carry out the
congressional changes to program levels the effect is estimated to be as
follows:

(in millions of dollars)
1980 1981 1982 1983

Budget author‘ity------------..-.------- -706 +56 +228 +232
outlays".'.'.'.."."'.'l'..l..'...'.. -89 +58 +155 +16u
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The increases in future years are almost entirely associated with the
energy demonstration programs to be initiated by the Tennessee Valley
Authority.

Di .

As discussed in the covering memorandum, the enrolled bill includes
language that would require completion of the Tellico Dam.

The following table shows--by major agency--the effect of congressional
action on the bill in relation to amounts appropriated for 1979 as well
as to your 1980 budget requests:

1980 Budget Authority
(in millions of dollars)

® Congressional Changes
Amount Provided From From
In Bill Request 1979
Department of Energy..ceeeeeos 6,489 -284 +404
Corps of Engineers-Civil...... 2,796 -258 +21
Bureau of Reclamation...ceece.. 607 =142 +27
Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 363 -10 +U41
Tennessee Valley Authority.... 149 +27 -6
Water Resources Council....ess 35 -32 +20
Other Independent Agencies.... 131 =7 =7
Senate Office Buildingeceeeeos —b52 ——— +52
Totalevevooooooooooonnnas 10,622 -706 +552

Even though .the overall budget authority total for the bill reflects a
substantial decrease below your requests, the following reductions--
totalling $647.3 million--will have no direct impact on planned
programs:

-$476.0 million requested to provide full funding of new water
project starts.

-$138.3 million in requested appropriations for the Department of
Energy denied due to the availability of unobligated balances.

-$33 million from the $55 million request to construct the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) in New Mexico denied due to a lack of
authorization. The proposed scope of the WIPP project is currently
under review by the Congress. This project could be funded in
future years at a substantially slower rate than previously planned.
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The remaining sections of this analysis discuss the major 1980 policy
changes made to your requests for the programs funded in this bill,

Water Projects

New starts. You requested $549.5 million to fund fully 16 new water
projects of the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation. The
Congress rejected the full funding policy and included $52 million--
representing 1980 start-up costs only--to fund 24 projects. Total cost
of the congressional new starts package, fully funded, is estimated to
be $718.5 million--an increase of $169.0 million over your proposal. A
listing of new . starts 1included by the Congress is at Tab A. In
addition, the Congress has provided for 54 unrequested planning studies,
following a major effort in the 1980 budget to develop a more rational
planning program.

Ongoing  programs. Increases to ongoing activities, totalling
$97.2 million, were as follows:

(in millions of dollars)

Congressional Enrolled

Request Change Bill

Construction and rehabilitation..... 2,004.5 +66.2 2,070.7

Operation and maintenancCe...ceecevevs 926.2 +23.0 9u9.,2

General investigations and other.... 332.5 +8.0 340.5
Department of Energy

The enrolled bill reflects a net policy reduction of $112.5 million for
DOE programs. Major components of this change are as follows:

(in millions of dollars)

Congressional Enrolled

Bequest ____Change Bill
Defense waste management eceeceececees 338.8 -60.4 278.4
Breeder reactorsS..ceecececsssesscass 589.4 -19.5 569.9
Basic researChivicecsvesesesvonsnasns 252.8 -18.3 234.5
Thermal reactor technology.:«esecess 37.0 +32.5 69.5
Defense materials production.cceceece 482.6 +21.9 504.5
Solar applications and technology... 506.0 +14.8 520.9

In addition, a cut of $35.8 million for departmental administration was
effected, primarily in engineering and design projects, and
intergovernmental programs.

)
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The enrolled bill reflects a net increase of $26.8 million to your
request of $121.9 million. This includes an additional $19.3 million
for energy demonstration programs and $8.5 million for continued
construction of the Columbia Dam in Tennessee. Continuation of the
energy demonstration programs in future years could result in
commitments totalling $1.5 billion through 1985, For two of the
projects (fuel cells and coal gasification) some duplication of existing
Department of Energy programs may exist. Funding for the coal
gasification demonstration plant, if appropriate, could be provided by
the Energy Security Corporation when it is established.

esource cil

Funds requested ($66.2 million) were cut by $31.6 million. The bill
includes $21 million for grants to States for water management planning
and conservation technical assistance instead of the $50 million
requested. No funds are available for the independent water project
review function, and bill language precludes any use of the Council's
appropriation for such a review prior to the passage of pending
authorizing legislation.

lear lato mmissio

The Congress reduced your request of $373.3 million by $10.0 million,
primarily reflecting decreases in (1) safety research and (2) safeguards
and waste management, and an increase to fund additional inspection and
enforcement personnel.

Legislative Branch

The bill includes $52.5 million for continued construction of the Hart
Senate Office Building. Language in the bill sets a ceiling of
$137.7 million on the total cost for constructing this building.
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TAB A

NEW WATER PROJECT STARTS

Full Funding.Estimate
:___ (in thousands of dellars)
Starts Included

Budget In Bill  Congressional Interest

Corps of Engineers

,

Fort Toulouse Bank

Stabilization, AL......... ¢ = 19,000 Bevill-D4
Phoenix & Vicinity, AZ

(Stage 2 & remaining

Wwork)....... chetrasenaes . 208,000 208,000 Rhodes-R1, Stump-D3,
. Rudd-R4

Wildcat & San Pablo

Creeks, CA.....cceveeeuens 11,200 11,200 Miller-D7
Savannah Harbor

Extension, GA.....ccecu. e 9,100 9,100 Ginn-D1
Kaskaskia Island Drainage

and Levee District, IL.... 13,200 13,200 Simon-D24
Moline, IL...ceeeeeeeeennnn 20,468 (250) a/ Railsback-R19
Milan, TL..vceeeeeeconnnnans 12,045 12,045 Railsback-R19
Missouri River Levee

System, IA

(L611-614 only)eeeeeeossns 12,130 12,130 Harkin-D5
Evansdale, TA....ceeveennn . (65)a/ 4,130 Grassley-R3
Lewiston-Clarkston

Bridge, ID & WA.......... . - 19,625 ID Symms- Rl, WA Foley-D5
Grand Isle & Vicinity, LA.. (107)a/ 9,030 Boggs-D2
Manteo (Shallowbag) Bay,NC.- -— 55,405 Jones-D1
Williston, ND, Water

Intake..oeeneeennns ceeeenn -—= 480 Andrews-R1
Arcadia Lake, OK........ cee 59,600 59,600 Steed-D4, Edwards-R5
West Harbor, OH............ - 3,800 Pease-D13
Mud Lake Pumping

Station, TN.:.:eveeeeeanans 2,990 . 2,990 Jones-D7
Baytown, TX...... cetecaeans 34,000 34,000 Eckhardt-D8
Skagit River Levee &

Channel Improvement,WA.... S 16,300 Swift-D2

Total, COE....cvvevuunn 382,733 489,715

é/ Preconstruction Planning



Full Funding'Estimate
(in thousands of dollars)
Starts Included

: _ Budget In Bill Congressional Interest

Bureau of Reclamation
Alpaugh Irrigation

District, CA..ceeeeerennnns 1,546 1,546 Pashayan-R17, Thomas-R18
Calleguas Water District,

CAttveeeeeeeeoooeononannns ' 17,700 - Goldwater-R20
Eastern Municipal, CA...... 21,300 - 21,300 Brown-D36, Lewis-R37
Rainbow Municipal : :

Annex 3, CA.i.vcvevenrnnenn 3,370 3,370 Burgener-R43
Lewiston Orchards

Irrigation District, ID... 7,418 7,418 Symms—-R1

Central Nebraska Public

Power & Irrigation .

District, NE.............. -_— 10,000 Smith-R3
McGee Creek, OK...ceoveuenn. 115,400 115,400 . Watkins-D3

Upalco Unit, Central

Utah Project, UT....cc0c. — 69,700 McKay-D1

Total, BuReC..veeeeenann. 166,734 228,734

Grand Total...ceeeeeecens 549,467 718,449






1. Veto

IO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES:

Today I am returning H.R. 4388, the Energy and Water Development
Appropriation bill, to the Congress without my approval.

With one major exception this is a sound and responsible bill, It
recognizes the need to hold down spending. It does not commit to
unacceptable future expenditures., It provides for sound water projects
and for energy development.

It represents a commendable step by the Congress in the direction I have
been urging through my water resources development and energy policies.

However, this bill, in directing completion of the Tellico Dam, would
overturn the first decision arrived at through the deliberative process
created last year by the Congress to consider exemptions to the
Endangered Species Act, require the flooding of the Little Tennessee
River valley, and destroy the critical habitat of an endangered species.
This action would be mandated despite the fact that comparable economic
benefits can be achieved by an alternative plan that preserves the
flowing river and the habitat of the endangered species.

The Tellico Dam -- a Tennessee Valley Authority water project -- was
halted by court injunction because it would destroy the only known
" habitat of the snail darter, a fish on the endangered species list, At
the time of the injunction the dam was largely built. In 1978, the
Supreme Court reaffirmed the lower court decision.

Primarily in response to the Tellico situation, the Congress in 1978
created a process whereby Endangered Species Act conflicts can be
reviewed by a seven-member Cabinet-level committee and projects can be
exempted, Tellico Dam was then reviewed by the committee and was denied
an exemption by unanimous vote, The committee found that:

"1. There is a reasonable and prudent alternative to the agency
action, and

2. The benefits of the proposed agency action do not clearly
outweigh the benefits of alternative courses of action which are
consistent with conserving the snail darter or its critical
habitat." '

The committee included the Secretaries of the Interior, Agriculture and
Army, the Administrators of EPA and NOAA, the Chairman of the Council of
Economic Advisors, and a representative nominated by the Governor of
Tennessee,



There are a number of reasons why this is an undesirable project:

-- Even with the dam virtually complete, a comparison of the
project benefits against the remaining costs of completion
showed that project costs exceeded benefits. On an annual
basis, benefits are $6.52 million and costs are $7.25 million.

-~ Of the over $100 million spent on the project, only $22.5
million was spent on actual dam construction, Remaining
expenditures for land acquisition, roads, salaries, etc., have
already or will produce benefits with or without the dam.

—-- Energy benefits from the reservoir would not be substantial.
The dam itself has no generators but would supply water flow for
a small amount of additional generation at a nearby dam. Annual
energy benefits would be $2.7 million for approximately 200
million kwh of power which would otherwise be provided by TVA's
coal and nuclear facilities.

-- Annual recreation benefits of the flowing river exceed those of
the dam by $600,000. Although one-third of Tellico's claimed
benefits are flat-water recreation, there are 24 other flat
water recreation sites within a radius of 60 miles.

-- The reservoir would tie up approximately $40 million of private
land values, resulting in an annual 1loss of $4 million in
benefits from alternative land uses, Much of the 1land which
would be flooded is high-quality farmland.

The Tellico exemption provision in the appropriation bill, while
designed to overcome the Endangered Species Act, would also exempt the
project from all other statutes.

Given the strong case against Tellico Dam, I cannot approve a bill that
would mandate its completion. I will propose appropriations to
implement a flowing river development plan, . '
While there are other shortcomings with this appropriation bill, there
is no other provision besides Tellico that cannot be worked out after
enactment. Therefore, I would be pleased to sign a bill that differs
from H.R. 4388 only in the deletion of the mandate to complete Tellico
Dam.



2. Sign but Propose Rescission

IO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES:

Today I have signed H.R. 4388, the Energy and Water Development
Appropriation bill,

With one major exception this is a sound and responsible bill. It
recognizes the need to hold down spending. It does not commit to
unacceptable future expenditures. It provides for sound water projects
and for energy development.

It represents a commendable step by the Congress in the direction I have
been urging through my water resources development and energy policies.

The major flaw in this bill is that it directs the completion of the
Tellico Dam project on the Little Tennessee River. This action would
overturn a decision arrived at through the deliberative process created
last year by the Congress to consider exemptions to the Endangered
Species Act, require the flooding of the Little Tennessee River valley,
and destroy the critical habitat of an endangered species. This action
would be mandated despite the fact that comparable economic benefits can
be achieved by an alternative plan that preserves the flowing river and
the habitat of the endangered species.

The Tellico Dam -- a Tennessee Valley Authority water project -- was
almost completed when it was halted by court injunction because it would
destroy the only known habitat of the snail darter, a fish on the
endangered species list.

Primarily in response to the Tellico situation, the Congress in 1978
created a process whereby Endangered Species Act conflicts can be
reviewed by a seven-member Cabinet-level committee and projects can be
exempted., Tellico Dam was then reviewed by the committee and was denied
an exemption by unanimous vote. The committee found that:

"1. There is a reasonable and prudent alternative to the agency
action, and

2. The benefits of the proposed agency action do not clearly
outweigh the benefits of alternative courses of action which are
consistent with conserving the snail darter or its critical
habitat.”

The committee included the Secretaries of the Interior, Agriculture and
Army, the Administrators of EPA and NOAA, the Chairman of the Council of
Economic Advisers, and a representative nominated by the Governor of
Tennessee,



"I continue to believe that Tellico should not be’ completed, .for sound
. environmental and economic reasons, and I urge the" Congress to
- reconsider this mandate. However, I do not believe that congre331onalj
reconsideration of Tellico would be best undertaken in the emotional
atmosphere of a veto fight over an otherwise commendable approprlatlon\
b111 :

I am therefdre_sending a proposal to the Congress that the directive to
’completé Tellico be rescinded and initial .appropriations be ‘provided
‘toward 1mplement1ng a flowing rlver development plan. -I look forward to
early and serious’ con31derat10n of thls proposal o Lo



3. Sign and Accept Congressional Action on Tellico

IO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES:

It is with mixed reactions that I sign H.R. 4388, the Energy and Water
Development Appropriation bill.

With one major exception this is a sound and responsible bill., It
recognizes the need to hold down spending. It does not commit to
unacceptable future expenditures. It provides for sound water projects
and for energy development.

It represents a commendable step by the Congress in the direction I have
been urging through my water resources development and energy policies.

On the other hand, this bill mandates the completion of the Tellico
project on the Little Tennessee River., This project has been halted
because of conflicts with the Endangered Species Act. A decision was
made through the deliberative process established by the Congress last
year to deal with these conflicts, that the Tellico Dam should not be
closed because an alternative course of action was available, with
comparable economic benefits, that was consistent with conserving the
snail darter or its habitat.

This action by the Congress overturns that decision and directs the
flooding of the Little Tennessee River valley. I am satisfied, however,
that the Congress clearly confronted this issue, and settled on its
action with clear majority votes in both Houses. I accept, with regret,
this action as expressing the will of the Congress in the Tellico
matter.

Nevertheless, I believe firmly in the principles of the Endangered
Species Act, and will enforce it vigorously. I do not consider that the
action by Congress on the Tellico matter implies congressional intent to
overturn the general decision process for resolving conflicts under that
Act, but I do accept it as a final decision in the specific matter of
Tellico Dam.
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GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Washington, D.C. 20230

20 ScP 1979

Honorable James T. McIntyre, Jr.

Director, Office of Management
and Budget

Washington, D. C. 20503

Attention: Assistant Director for Budget Review
Dear Mr. McIntyre:
This is in reference to H.R. 4388, an enrolled bill

"Making appropriations for energy and water
development for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1980, and for other purposes."”

The bill would authorize appropriations for energy supply and
water development activities and would be at a level of $2.1
billion for fiscal year 1980. Among other things, the bill
would exempt the Tellico Dam project of the Tennessee Valley
Authority from the provisions of the Endangered Species Act.

While the Department of Commerce has no objection to the
appropriations provisions, we are opposed to enactment of

H.R. 4388 in its present form. Of concern to this Department
is the provision exempting the Tellico Dam. We believe that
the'receﬁt decision made on the Tellico Dam project by the
Endangered Species Committee, after a thorough evaluation of
all relevant biological, social, and and economic criteria
should not be upset.

Legislation which overturns the decision of the Endangered
Species Committee would undermine the integrity of the review
process established only last year by the Endangered Species
Amendments of 1978. Such action by Congress should be rejected
by the Administation absent compelling reasons to the contrary.
In April, 1979, this Department testified in opposition to all
attempts to reverse the decision of the Committee. Also, records
indicate that of the $103.2 million spent on the Tellico project
to date, only $22.5 million has been spent on actual dam
construction.
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The remainder was spent for construction of roads, land, and

other recoverable costs which could be benefically used in an
alternative, river development program.

For these reasons, the Department of Commerce opposes enactment
of H.R. 4388, and recommends veto by the President.

Sincerely,

C. L.'ﬁéslam
General Counsel



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

'Septemberf21;21979

MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT

FROM: Frank Moore”‘-'

SUBJECT: Energy and’Water~DeVelopment'Appropriations Bill

This ‘is a long memorandum because your decision on this
bill will have important implications for our Congressional
politics in the crltlcal ‘weeks to come.

As we see it, you. are faced with a choice of vetoinag the bill
and continuing our largely symbollc but important flght on

the Tellico Dam or signing ‘the bill and abandoning that fight.
‘OMB's Cption 2 is unrealistic and should not be taken seriously.
We do not believe a recission will éver be approved by the
House, nor do we believe you will be able to prevent appro-
prlatlon of the funds needed to complete the Dam 1f this bill
is signed. - , ’

I recommend you sign the bill. A veto will have unacceptable
implications for your legislative program, especially in the
House. Most 1mportant1y, if your decision to sign is handled
- properly. we can gain important ground on other 1n1t1at1ves
where success is now doubtful. - :

From a Congre551ona1 standp01nt three factors are relevant
to your dec151on. :

1. Can we win?

2. Will our success help reeolve the Tellico
issue favorably° ; e

3. What 1mpact would a veto have on other issues
on your hlghest prlorlty list.

I. CAN WE WIN

We belleve a veto of this blll is llkely to be sustained.
The veto is virtvally certa;n to be overridden in the House,
but in the Senate we are likely to win.



'ffHOUSE

'?Your veto is likely to be overrldden in the House.

Even 1f the veto was -sustained, there would be costly

_repercuss1ons for future 1eg1slat1ve lnltlatheS.

1~7$The Breaux amendment to delete the Telllco prov1s1on

o was defeated in the House by a vote of 245 ‘to- 169,

'%pgwlth 20. Members absent.~ However,_ourlp051t;9nmls

Vweaker than thlS would 1nd1cate.v-f

’The vote on the- Breaux - amendment d1d not affect any

other prOJect, unlike '‘this" veto Wthh ‘could be seen as

ca threat to. the entlre»blll Moreover, strong supporters
'_on water 1ssues, -such ,as. Phll Burton; are ‘not enthu51-
astic. about a. p0551b1e veto., Burton 'SL newspapers have
"urged hlm to. sacrlflce Telllco for hlS own - Flsherman S

Wharf progect that ‘is now in: the bill.

'No senlor Member of the House is 11kely to: support us

on: thls questlon.- Most 1mportant1y, the leadership,
led by Jim Wright, will lobby hard against us. We
cannot count on the 31 Republlcans and some: House
llberals who  voted with us _on Breaux. The former may
desert for partlsan reasons and the latter may vote
against us in retallatlon for 'some of your p051tlons
on other bills.

SENATE

We believe the Senate would ‘be" llkely to sustaln
your veto for the several reasons dlscussed ‘below.
However, if Senator Byrd tackles this bill with the
same ‘vigor as last year, our optlmlsn will decrease
substantlally.

l.-_ The Headcount

We have contacted almost all of 58 Senators who

- have voted agalnst ‘the, Telllco Dam on, at least
one:.of the three ‘Senate™ votes thls year. In almost
all these cases, contacts were w1th Senators “them~

selves, not: staff The results are as follows, with

our p051t10n -as the reference.;l -

W}y[ ‘3lf@*-“
L+ 9 .
- 1a

o= 32




'iTheGCOunt is a conservative one. For instance,
‘Boschwitz and. Durenberger, consistent Tellico
opponents, both told Secretary Andrus they would

;support a'veto if only Tellico were. c1ted Never-
.5?theless, we- are carrylng them undecided " because
Cwe belleve there .is a chance they will: cave when

- .-Baker. presses them.. Domenici -told us-he would

‘1.support the- veto.a We carry hlm unde01ded for the

”W;gsame reason._, "

FOur contacts revealed several 1nterest1ng p01nts.

':a)'_JCulver w1ll lead the flght if you ask
’ him. ~ He 1s not - as enthus1ast1c :as.’ before,
but thinks we. have a better than ‘50= 50
»chance to win. Nelson Wlll enthu51ast1-
:cally help. -

b). A great number of Senators predlcted victory
" in the Senate and pledged support, but
adv1sed against the veto. These include
Pell Metzenbaum, Baucus, Stone and Matsunaga.

c) There are several strong Senators in our
list of allies.. These include Muskle,
Hollings, Inouye, Eagleton and- Moynlhan
Inouye advised against the veto but ‘pledged
support.

d) Senator Byrd will strongly oppose the veto
in the Senate. If he becomes extremely
active, that could substantlally erode
our support.

2. Prev1ous Votes

'The Senate has tw1ce defeated Tellico amendments --
once on June 13 by a vote of. 52-43 and again on
July 15 by a vote of 53-45.- On September 10, a
‘motion to insist on. delethn of the- amendment in
fquestlon here lost .48-44. Flve of our supporters
were 1eg1t1mately absent.; '

3:‘ Telllc0'Itself

The dam 1tself is not popular in- the Senate. Many
of 1ts supporters openly admlt 1t is a boondoggle.

4., 'House Procedure .

Many Senators are upset at the way the amendment
was added to the bill in the ‘House. The 42-second,
middle-of- the-nlght colloquy Wthh amended the blll
has drawn cr1t1c1sm. o



5. Presidential Politics

Many Democratic Senators who supported Tellico
previously may be reluctant to do so again if you
are locked in a visible veto fight with a Republican
Presidential aspirant, Senator Baker (e.g. Glenn,
Boren, Huddleston, Ford, Pryor and Stewart).

6. Editorial Support

Numerous newspapers have editorialized in the last

two months against Tellico. They include the Atlanta
Journal, the Montgomery, Alabama Journal, the St.
Petersburg Times, the Louisville Times, the Norfolk,
Virginia Pilot, the Houston Post, the Washington Post
and Star, the New York Times, Boston Globe, Los Angeles
" Times and many others. A number of Tennessee papers
have editorialized against the project, as well.

IT. IMPACT ON TELLICO IF WE WIN

There is a serious question whether a veto, even if sustained,
would end the Tellico fight. The Senate-passed Endangered
Species Act authorization has cleared the Rules Committee and
is scheduled for floor action on Tuesday. House Members are
likely to attach another Tellico Dam amendment onto that bill.
if you veto this one. They would also be inclined to gut the
Act in other ways out of retaliation.

We are also likely to see funds for Tellico in supplementals
and continuing resolutions for the remainder of the year. Our
strength will remain in the Senate, but that strength is not
great enough to assure consistent defeats of House-passed
Tellico amendments on authorizing and appropriations bills.

The conclusion is that you could face a number of decisions
throughout the remainder of this year and the next that are
carbon copies of this one.

Also, Chairman Bevill has hinted that he might not seek to

override, and simply sit on the bill for several months before
he sent it back to you with no changes.

ITI. IMPACT ON OTHER ISSUES

The impact of a veto would be devastating in the House, but
manageable in the Senate.

We believe the close vote on the Panama legislation may well
have been reversed by a signal that you would sign this bill.



The Conference Report will be back on the floor of the House
next Wednesday, .:the day after you must make your decision.

Q-; The adverse effect of a veto would surely hurt our chances.

o

‘The other major b111 that would be put 1n jeopardy 1s the
*Department of- Educatlon leglslatlon., The, ‘Conference Report
s'very close and hlnges ‘on the:vote .of" many Southerners -that
fw111 be upset over:-a. Telllco veto. Our -opinionis- that: this
veto will defeat or substantlally delay passage of these two
proposals.' RN : e . : . .

“n the Senate, Senator Johnston who is- Subcommlttee Chalrman,

"cwould be upset ‘at the veto.  As’ you’ know, he is point:man on

vlrtually all our energy leglslatlon in: -the’ Senate with" the
fexceptlon of: the Wlndfall Proflts Tax. . - ‘He . fears.a veto- ‘would
open up. many sen51t1ve issues: that have been compromlsed fin

“this blll—-4“part1cularly that of. ‘the. Hart Senate Office:; Bulldlng
A veto strategy would have to take hlS concerns.lnto account.

Senator Byrd~1s llkely to be angry at the veto,fas well ‘ He will
also be frustrated because’ ‘about_half ‘the Democrats: in .the
Senate would support sustalnlng the veto. Consequently, we
belleve ‘he may not be able to’ make this veto a matter of insti-
tutlonal prlde llke last year. .Nevertheless;, ‘the.. veto is likey
to affect: hlS 1eve1 of cooperation with us..on key 1ssues such as
SALT. and energy -~ at least .for. the ‘short” term Yol S

Of course, 1f Senator Byrd does work hard to defeat us, he may
- well be successful NEARE

VI. Polltlcal Advice

I bellve the polltlcal beneflts from a: Telllco veto would be
mixed and short-lived. The newspaper reports about’'a Tellico
v1ctory would’ be swallowed by bigger headlines: if; ‘we 1ost

. Panama ‘and- the’ Department of Education ‘a- day - or two. later.
Weeks from now, ‘the same edltorlal wrlters now strenuously
urglng veto wlll be’ 01t1ng our 1neptness at: angerlng the™
House over;a;tr1v1al ‘matter- rlght before two- key votes---
one of Wthh dlrectly affects our natlonal securlty. -

V.‘ STRATEGY FOR WINNING WHILE LOSING TELLICO

If you 51gn thlS blll there are. ways to cut our losses and
maybe end up ahead I suggest the follow1ng stratecy--

l.f ”Delay announcement of ‘a dec181on untll the
~-.last mlnute _1_;¢°. v.,_p~w i y
2. Convene necotlatlons w1th Baker and Sasser on
CRBR.. At 'the Very least, get them to promise
agreement to- a.time’ limit.:on: Senate ‘considera-
tion of the CRBR deauthorlzatlon 1n the DOE bill




:ﬂﬁlnow in the Senate Energy Committee. Have them
‘write Jackson announc1ng they have no objections
" to the Commlttee reportlng the bill. All this
;would be in- return for yourv51gnature on the blll

Approach Bev1ll and Whltten}w1th the request that
- they: remove restrictions on the Water Resources
' Counc11 and its 1ndependent_rev1ew functlon in
'ureturn .for your. signing the bill: ThlS w111 help
us w1th the env1ronmentallsts.u..!u

'Approach Whitten, Bevill and others offerlng to
,51gn the bill if they_w1ll agree to support the
Panama 1eglslat10n.~~ .

“In the next 24 hours, have Stu prepare a llSt of
10ther items:- we’ can' trade” with key Members in
’return for 51gn1ng thlS blll.4-

6. 'Allow Sasser to make the announcement. This will -
patch up a legion of dlfferences we have with
h1m.

~If some or all. Of these overtures are successful approval of
~this:bill could be a substantial success on several fronts.




THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON '

September 24, 1979

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: ALFRED E. KAHN

SUBJECT: My Advice on Enrolled Bill 4388 -
Energy and Water Development
Appropriation Act, 1980

In view of the many ways in which this bill represents
an improvement over the one you vetoed last year -- in
particular, the elimination of funding for the Yates-

ville and Bayou Bodcau projects -- and in view also of
the far smaller dimensions of its economically objec-

tionable aspects, I cannot make a strong argument for

a veto on anti-inflationary grounds.

At the same time, the provision for completing Tellico
is marginally inflationary -- as would any project be
whose benefits are outweighed by the additional costs
it entails; and that view, along with the fact that
Congress is here overturning the very procedures it
had itself set up to weigh economic and endangered
species considerations would -- apart from all other
considerations -- justify your refusal to tolerate
even this very limited instance of inflationary
business-as-usual.

If, however, all the positive aspects of the bill,
and the prediction of your legislative advisors that
a veto would in the end produce much worse results
outweigh these admittedly largely symbolic anti-

inflationary considerations, I would recommend Option 2
rather than Option 3.

Elactrestatic Copy pade
for preseorvation Purpcssd
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT /O /
COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY \ Y

722 JACKSON PLACE, N. W. /

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006 (

i September 20, 1979

MEMORANDUM FOR HAMILTON JORDAN

FROM: GUS SPETH AM—

SUBJECT: Public Works Appropriations Veto

Please look carefully at the enclosed packet of editorials from
major newspapers urging the President to veto the public works
appropriations bill.

The call for a veto extends far beyond the environmental community.
The President will lose credibility on the good government issue
if we do not veto this bill. Appreciation of the correctness of

a veto will be widespread if we do veto.it.
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The Telico damdoggle |
residential veto |

" The Tellico Dam project in Tennes-
. see was halted by the famous Supreme -
- Court decision which held that the
snail darter, a unique fish no larger
than a sardine, was protected by the
Endangered Species Act with such
. forcefulness that it could stop the levi-
athans of the Army Corps of Engineers .
.and the combination of political, busi-
‘ness and labor union interests which
were "pushing it. Immediately that
- coalition, which by decades of public
. .record could be counted on to build a *:
‘dam in the Gobi Desert if U.S. tax funds
_could be found to pay them for it, went
-to work lobbying,. I R
That came to an ugly climax last
week when the Senate passed the new
Energy and Water Development Appro-
‘priations Act. As the dam-builders.
obbied it, the bill demands a veto by
‘President Jimmy Carter. He has until
next Tuesday to do so, and should
_wastenotime. . - S B

-rejection of -efforts to fund completion -
* of the Tellico dam, by a complicated

- "and deft series of committee and floor-
amendment procedures, the dam-
~ builders inserted into the bill the $36 -

million which is said to be needed to
complete contruction — exempting -
the project from all federal, state and
local regulations, including even dam- .
- safetyrequirements. . - . . - -0
. That the dam itself is wasteful is
beyond reasonable dispute: The unani-

- - mous, independent finding of a cabi-

" net ‘level committee which .reap- -
' and full support. ;
totally unjustified from a standpoint of* *

praised the project found it not only

economic benefits, but that it would
Kkill far more than the snaildarter — -

3

_'ln»cluditfx.é'.; greatdeal bf superb ﬁn- .

‘new dam projects’ without meeting the -
- President’s demand that such commit-
--ments_be fully funded — that is, that

‘the deceitful past practice of getting
‘useless projects under way without

“ously unbudgeted dam projects which
_the bill would fund

.~ . . . . Beyond all that,th
.« .-~ Despite .. previous .- Congressional ...1he federal Water Resources Council’s
Are .1.capacity..to-conduct-independent  re-
. views — a responsible request by the

“of such projects by someone indepen-

dent of the dam-builders, who always
-have dominated such judgments.

.. protection of the enviroment should

~ be funded, to help prevent such offens-

spoiled countryside and valuable farm-
land for no useful purpose. Wiping
away legal protections to push a pet - Eeuis:

project through is an unacceptably -

dangerous precedent. - . . B
As if that were not enough, the final -~ ==

language of the bill, if it became law, - -k
would bring other serious setbacks to
Mr. Carter’s ‘positions on environmen
tal sanity and fiscal prudence. =~ -
- One is the inclusion of a series of

~§%
- /,/ . “

3

3

]

Letters to the edit

- 1 had to write ta tell you that
- the recent. fire on the subway. .
~ caused a chaotic situation a lot

worse than was reported in the
news. I was on the train involved, -
~but ‘not one of those cars-that - -
i were-on- fire--The-whole-thing ~-
took about 1S minutes, but they -
seemed like an eternity. The inci- .
dent was like & scene out of &
disaster movie: You see danger,
but you are totally helpless. ~-r ¥
" From whcre I was on the train, .’

.1 could not see anyone breaking

.windows and escaping through . .

_them, although the sound of glass :

“breaking was heard throughout .

-the entire traln along with the -
. screams of the frantic people.” " ;
! - 1 was alone on the train, which
es. in -the" future.::No-new projects’ was packed like a sardine can.}
should be begun without full funding- Rever felt so alone in my whole -

“hL TSmO, e lifec] honestly thought we were
cig e e T e . L BIRE R . PN
- Any: one “of ‘thosé -arguments ‘de- going to die. I never felt that feel- :
R .G€  ing before. The exploding noises
mands the bill ‘be vetoed. All of them " and. the flashes of orange and
ake it imperative.. . "7 -+* - white light and the immediate -
AL LT e * smoke made me feel that I had o

having the Congress face their full
costs in advénce be abandoned. Previ-

! 1 run no less than
§178 million. - - . .. ..
e bill fails to fund

President to ‘provide taxpayers with
assessments of the value and prudence

. Not one more dime should be spent.
on the Tellico dam project. Basic legal

not be suspended. The council should

N
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v 'I'he survwal of the snail darter. a minnow whose
' only known habitat is a small stretch of the Little

Tennessee River near Knoxvil e, is no longer the
most 1mportant 1ssue in the controversy over the-
Telhco Dam. -

-'The more persuaswe reason for haltmg the‘

prOJect is that its potential economic benefit to the

region is nil, and President-Carte= should not hesi- - ..
tate to veto an addmonal $36 mxlhon approprlauon;

"_ tocompleteit. .=

R

-Although backers nf the dam present the issue in

‘pork-barrel project from the very beginning, and

has been kept alive only by the influence of Senate - “would- delay its construction. And it was doné de= ">
. Mmorlty Leader Howard H. Baker Jr. of Tennessee.
- The value of Tellico’s electrical generation to the

Tennessee Valley Authority, $3 million a year, is

-+ Senate to include $36 million more for Tellico in an
its most simplistic terms—the existence of the snail
~ ‘darter versus a hydroelectric project on which $102

- million already has been spent—Tellico has been a

agncultm'e and the Army. " alone to

tives of the Environmental Protection Agency and - tendom.
the Council of Economic Advisers. ' thlrlngt
The unanimous finding of the committee, and on ;fysyllat
" criteria that ad nothing to do with the snail darter, gpould b
was that fm'ther expendltures on Telhco could not _together
" "be justified. = : . stead of
“But that did not stop Baker and others £rom push- - like for
-, ing ahead and, after much arm- -twisting, they were" - IeL. H:{
.. able to persuade narrow majorities in the House and’ fvlg‘r’;s e

omnibus $10.8 billion spending measure for energy Tlfey cgruc:

- and water projects. . ‘ogy in a
It was done by. exemptmg Telhco from the En-  one wish
dangered Species Act and from “any other law"” that ... me“ let
eraturs

0 splte the Tennessee Valley Authority’s own admis- m{(hﬂpa :
sion that Tellico would violate the flood-plain man- - sound ar
agement law, the dredge-and-fill provisions of the . Thereis

“.,more than offset by crop losses of more than $4 mil- ... Clean Water Act and the Historic Preservation Act.: - Permissi

Do e
e v g

S that the dam’s reservoir would flood. -

cw .

-~ 7 It is also specious to argue that: the past federal
o mvestment of $102 million would be lost if the dam -
" “were not built. More than $80 million of that amount - -

i " "was spent ‘on land acquisition and on roads and

" other 1mprovements that would remain to serve the :

- -region. -

“violate the Endangered Species. Act. Baker's re-

,already 24 other lakes within 60 miles of the site. -
: Environmentalists brought the project to a stop

the destruction of the snail darter’s habitat would

‘sponse was to propose formation of a Cabinet-level

- way Carter can veto the funds for Tellico is to veto ::
2 Nor is there credlblllty to the claum that Tellico -
‘would be of vast recreational benefit; there are-

. veto a gimilar bill last year on grounds of adverse -
= cost benefits and potential damageé to the emnron- :

)nst year by convincing the U.S. Supreme Court that
*: ment, and his veto was upheld in the Houise. :

ryear Worthwhtle pro;ects wﬂl,surv:ve for consxder-
committee to review Tellico and other controversial - :
. pro;ects. Among its members were the secretanes of

.-1—\

- ‘Jion a year on the 38,000 acres of prime. farmland-~ =Alvery- ~bad- -precedentwhas -been=set=when= it all:Ah

may be-
: that all
enactments to free a project of all envu'onmental stand tl

<restrictions. - ~English -

- President Carter isina dxffncult polmcal posmon. +it has be;
_and has been put-there by, among others, Baker, . _the little
-who has presidential ambitions of his own. The only-

~..Congress - can -arbitrarily - override 'its own past-

rensxo

‘the -entire appropriations bill," and.: t_hat .would -ff
- displease legislators from other states. 7.: = .- S
- Although Tellico was niot then an issue, Carter did .-

.+~ We'urge himto exercise his veto power agam tlns

RSl I—.r



@h e N v ﬂﬂfk @imes FRIDAY, smiawazé 14, 1

The Snail Darter Is Not the Problem

How many times have the backers of development
projects complained that environmentalists use every
legal and political trick possible to kill a project? Well,
now it turns out that the environmentalists could learn
a trick or two from backers of the Tellico Dam in Ten-
nessee. That ill-conceived pork-barrel project-has just
been revived by Congress and now only President Car-.
ter can block it.

The Tellico Dam was originally halted lest it kill
off the tiny snail darter, a nearly extinct fish entitled
to protection under the Endangered Species Act. The
dam’s advocates called it lunacy to throw away
the millions already spent on the project just to save a
bucketful of minnows. So they agreed to the establish-
ment of a Cabinet-level committee to review this and
other disputed projects. The proposal was even co-

" sponsored by Senator Howard Baker of Tennessee.

Imagine his shock when the committee voted unani-
mously against Tellico on both economic and environ-

~mental grounds — having little to do with the snail
darter. '

The committee found that the supposed benefits of -
the project would not even equal the $38-million cost of
completing it. Flat water recreation is available at 24
other sites within 60 miles. The dam might cut the elec-
tricity generating costs of the Tennessee Valley Au-

September 13, 1979

thority by about $3 million a year. Meanwhile, the
reservoir would inundate $40 million worth of prime
farmland which could otherwise yield $4 million a year.

But the Tennessee delegation was unwilling to ac-
cept this impartial judgment. Senator Baker intro-
duced legislation to allow Tellico to proceed. It was re-
jected twice. So Representative John Duncan of Ten-

979

nessee amended an appropriations bill in the House to .

exempt Tellico from any law that might impede its
completion. His unpublished amendment was ap-
proved after 40 seconds of discussion by House mem-
bers who had little inkling of what was at stake. The
Senate again refused to go along, so the dispute went to
a conference committee which failed (o resolve it.
Eventually the House reaffirmed its support for Tellico
and the Senate ylelded. The long war of attrition by the
Tennessee delegation finally paid off.

The legislation should be vetoed by President Car-
ter. Alternate development plans, based on a free-flow-

- Ing river, are better. Only $22.5 million has been spent

on the dam itself; the remaining $80 million has gone
for land acquisition, roads and other benefits that
will remain even if the dam is not completed. If the
Tennesseans prevail, they will have created a prece-
dent for further efforts to exempt pork-barrel projects
from all laws and rational review.

PORTLAND OREGONIAN

Snail darter snared in senseless act

The tiny, two-inch snail darter fish has re-

celved a-death sentence from the U.S. Senate,
which has voted 48 to 44 to allow the completion
of the Tellico Dam on the Little Tennessee River.
The vote not only seals the fate of an endangered

- species, but also ratifies an economic loser that
will flood 10,000 acres of prime farm land.

. It may be easy for some to joke about the

- “shail darter mentality,” but it would be more
accurate to discuss the “Tellico mentality " that

" would' permit the completion of a dam whose
economic :henefits, even counting such flexible
things as “‘recreation,” will be less than the cost
-of finishlng the nearly completed project. It is
hard to find a worse case of misuse of public
funds. Although most of the construction money
came from the Tennessee Valley Authority,
which gets its money from electricity consum-
ers, millions in federal tax dollars have been
wasted on a worthless project.

_+* President Carter can win himself a chapter in

the next volume of “Profiles in Courage” by
vetoing the measure, but that probably won't
happen because the Congress has thoughtfully
insulated the bill by putting in water projects
dear to congressional hearts, along with. funds
for the new Hart Senate.Office Building. . --.« -

The exemption from the Endangered Species
Act that the Senate has voted for the Tellico
,project followed skulduggery in the House,
"where a Tellico Dam rider passed through.a
nearly empty chamber in only 42 seconds.'No
matter that completion of the dam will cost

taxpayers $35.9 million, drown out $40' milllon.
worth of agricultural land that produces $4 mil-

lion in annual benefits and wipe out a species
that has existed since before the memory of man.
No matter that a single species is being: de-
stroyed for a lake that will have water skiing &3
its chief asset. : SR

No matter none of thesé things. It's goodbyé
snail darter, hello Tellico. -



;

L i'-t-;TMe

',completlon of the Tellico Dam, was simply continuing its_
“war with the tiny snail darter, that decision might be un-
dérstandable though not defendable .(as former Sen.

. James Buckley eloquently argues today in a piece on the

o opposite page). The fact of the matter, however, is that

= — ot et - o

.+ approval of Tellico.does not merely raise the somewhat
. rarified issue of endangered species, but casts in bold :
: hght the whole 1ssue of congresslqnal pork barrel leglsla—

“much govemmental regulation ~ have concluded that
" the dam project, located on the Little Tennessee River -

. X and built by the Tennessee.Valley Authority, woald not
L .;be ‘cost effective 16 ’complete“ln fact-last-year wha\a,.kn&mlslhm 2
" 7.+ ““special Cabinet-level committee, established to consider -

_federal construction projects blocked solely by endan-.”
- gered species, was presented with the Tellico case, it re-

e """snall ‘darter.~The- dam,ethe eommme decxded,,sunply countrx can no longer atford it.:.

dxdn t make economic sense
There would ‘be more’ losses resultmg trom floodmg

* from the recreational or electrification benefits-derived .
by completing the project. And, in fact, the: TVA itself
*":has now drafted alternative plans which call for utiliza-

‘. { . tion of the dam only in the event of an' impending flood.’

t desmte the tact that tbe dam vmlated the Endan-

If Congress. thh 1Ls mcredxble decnsxon vy approve Agered’ Specxes Act, despn.e the fact that lt haateen now -

tederal law, =

" has been’ for two years. But even so. Admlmstratnon' .
;-" econornists = including those most conterned-with too*

approved by a committee established specxfxcally to make
exceptions to the act, despite the fact that an alternative
use of the project has been devised, Congress has now or-
dered the pro;ect to be completed noththstandmg any

* That language is mcluded m» a 3103 hxlhon puhhc
works appropriation bill, and- it "is not, the only thmg

B wrohg with the legislation. The Congress has failed to in- .
.7 clude in"the bill money to.allow the federal Water. Re-
“sources Council to conduct what would be the only ‘ex;"
“ecutive.feview af ‘Wwater pro]ects not conducted by. the .

federal-agencies that-have 4 self-interest in bunldmg
them. Further, the bill proposes, over President Carter's
objections, to continue the discredited process of funding
water projects pneccmeal. an approach lhat hides tbeu

»-
P wvux Jac_ g

< Why does the Congress continue t.hese practxces"’m" 7

answer is not obscure. Multimillion doliar water projects..
remain a principal source of political pork, a hxghly visi-

L ‘jected the dam without .ever reaching the isste of the  ble:way £ demonstrate “service” to the home folks The
s sald hewould advnse-:- :

- Secretary of Interior Andrus’
Presxdent Carter to veto any legislation — in this case a.

A behmd the dam, the committee decided, thap.there would .. $10.3 billion publ ¢ works appropriation bill — that au--
thorized. completion of the Tellico. Last year the Presi--

dent vetoed similar legislation and was sustained in: ‘the |
House, The closeness of the votes on the Telhco questxon'

" indicate he could win again. The taxpayers of the naion :
advme

<an only hope that the Presxdent accepts Andrus’

~iea
- 4
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‘Snail darter on the stump

Whether or not the Senate's vote to complete.
the interminably disputed Tellico Dam’ will in
fact doom the snail darter, the tiny fish that Na-
ture thoughtlessly plunked in the Little Tennes:-
see River has been nudged from its central role
in this weary drama. :

Two further aspects of the snail darter epic
now claim equal billing with the fish. One was

Congress' disdain of its own sensible solution -
last year to the fracas over end‘angered species.’

The other, of high political voltage, is the chal-
‘lenge to President Carter embodied in the Sen-
ate's vote on Monday — largely the handiwork of
Sen. Howard Baker, who would not be reluctant
to lead the Republican parade in 1980. :
When the Endangered Species Act last year
was itself threatened with extinction, Senator
Baker and Democrat John Culver fashioned an
amendment intended to introduce flexibility
into the rigid administration of the law. It pro-
vided for a review committee which, when con-
troversy erupted, would determine whether
~“reasonable and prudent” alternatives existed to
a disputed project, whether the benefits out-
weighed the risks and whether the project
served the public interest. Culver-Baker was a
reasonable accommodation.

In its first outing, however, the review com-
mittee refused to exempt the Tellico project from
the Endangered Species Act — but not because of
the snail darter. The project was ill-conceived
and uneconomic in the first place, said the com-
mittee, composed of the secretaries of Interior,
Agriculture and the Army, the EPA and NOAA
administrators, and the head of the Council of
Economic Advisers.

But in June, Rep. John Duncan, in whose dis-
trict the Tellico Dam resides, craftily clipped an
amendment to an appropriations bill which was
approved in a nearly empty House in 42 seconds.
Enter the Senate, which three times previously
had voted against continuing the dam. For a
while during the roll-call vote Monday, it looked
as if the project would suffer a fourth Senate de-
feat. But Senator Baker began cashing in chits:

" Six senators, five of the Republican persuasion

{
and one Democrat, changed votes in mid-stream,
so to speak, and Tellico triumphed 48-44. .
,:S0 much for the integrity of the Culver-Baker
mechanism. The members of the review commit-
tee will hardly be eager Ao enter endangered-
species frays in the face of such evidence that

. Congress will, like as not, parochxally dlsdam

their conclusions.
That an author of the rev1ew amendment
Senator Baker, would lead the pack in demolish-

_ing his own creation rrught be thought curious
'— until one realizes in how ticklish a position

his action has placed President Carter. If the
president vetoes the bill containing the Tellico
approval, he would be vulnerable to Senator
Baker's charge that he has allowed an energy-

"worthy project — for so Tellico is billed — tp be .

scuttled over a lousy little fish which, anyway, is
allegedly no longer threatened, having been
planted elsewhere to thrive. Dandy campaign
fodder.

The Baker>crafted Senate vote would not only
approve finishing the project despite the Endan-
gered Species Act, but would also explicitly ex-
empt Tellico from “any other law” that would
impede that end — federal as well as, presum-
ably, state laws. This despite the Tennessee Val-
ley Authority’'s concession that the project vio-
lates the floodplain management law, the
dredge-and-fill provisions of the Clean Water
Act, and the federal Historic Preservation Act —
and possibly other applicable federal laws.

- We think President Carter can make a con-
vincing case for vetoing the Tellico Dam ap-
proval. We are not among those who lie awake
nights over the fate of the snail darter, which
may be an example of conservation by fetish. But
we do think the-Endangered Species Act —
reasonably administered, and with oversight by
a review committee — has merit, and should not
be underminéd by the Tellico vote.

Senator Baker, by combining pork barrel with
presidential aspirations, may have chosen a pre-
carious case to challenge the president — if Mr.
Carter has the gumption to return the challenge
on this issue. _

We hope he does.



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

DYy .| beNEsAL LOLMSEL OF THE
S hﬂ & | Washington, D.C. 20230

"\Yu o‘

20ScP 1979

Honorable James T. McIntyre, Jr.

Director, Office of Management
and Budget :

Washington, D. C. 120503

Attention: AssistantiDirectorrfqr Budget Review

~

Dear Mr. McIntyre:
This is in reference to H.R. 4388, an enrolled bill

"Making appropriations for energy and water
development for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1980, and for other purposes.”

The bill would authorize appropriations for energy supply and
water development activities and would be at a level of $2.1
billion for fiscal year 1980.: Among other things, the bill
would exempt the Tellico Dam project of the Tennessee Valley
Authority from the provisions of the Endangered Species Act.

While the Department of Commerce -has no objection to the
appropriations provisions, we are opposed to enactment of

H.R. 4388 in its present form-530f concern to this Department
.is the provision exemptlng thehTelllco Dam. We belleve that
the recent decision made on the Tellico Dam project by the
Endangered Species Commlttee,.after a thorough evaluation.of
all relevant biological, social,;and and .economic. criteria .:-
should not. be upset.;~~ Lt e e T :

Leglslatlon which - overturns the_dec151on of the Endangered B
Species Committee would undérmine the 1ntegr1ty “0of the review »
process established: only last.:- year by the Endangered Species ’
Amendments of 1978. Such actlon by Congress should be rejected
by the Administation_absent“compelllng reasons to the contrary.
In April, 1979, this Department testified in opposition to all
attempts to reverse the decision of the Committee. Also, records
indicate that of the $103.2 million spent on the Tellico project
to date, only $22.5 mllllon has been spent on actual dam
construction.



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ,
722 JACKSON PLACE, N. W. C.
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006 \ ‘

September 19, 1979 @ \

MEMORANDUM RICK HUTCHESON

FROM: Strohbehn

SUBJECT ¥ H.R. 4388 Enrolled Bill (Tellico Dam Exemption)

Attached is CEQ's memorandum for the President on our recommendation
for Presidential action on H.R. 4388, the Energy and Water Develop-
ment Appropriations Bill. The bill has been enrolled and the President
must act on the bill by September 25, 1979.

This memorandum should be sent to the President with the decision
memorandum for the President on H.R. 4388.
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

9/25/79

Arnie Miller :

The attached was returned in
the President's outbox today
and is forwarded to you for
appropriate handling.

Rick Hutcheson




THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON )

September 24, 1979

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: ARNIE MILLERM

SUBJECT: National Commission on Libraries
and Information Science

The National Commission on Libraries and Information
Science has three vacancies. Of the fifteen members,
most are librarians or trustees. The Commission
needs information specialists and we are recommending
that two of the three appointees be from that field.
This slate has been approved by Stu Eizenstat and
Richard Harden.

Carlos A. Cuadra (California): Owner and
President, Cuadra Associates, Inc. Formerly
with System Development Corp. for 21 years.
Has written and lectured widely on informa-
tion sciences. Strongly recommended for
reappointment by Cong. Dixon, Richard Harden
and the Commission Chairman, Charles Benton.

Margaret S. Warden (Montana): State Senator.
Past President, Montana Library Association.
Recommended by Senator Baucus.

Helmut A. Alpers (0Ohio): Vice President,
General Bookbinding Co. For 18 years, held
various management positions with IBM,
including Assistant to the Chairman of the
Board. Highly recommended by Peter Kelly.

RECOMMENDATION :

Nominate the three candidates mentioned above for the
National Commission on Libraries and Information
Science. . :

approve disapprove

Electrostatic Copy Made
for Pregervation Purpsses
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Business Address
& Telephone:

Home Address =
& Telephone:

EDUCATION

1949
1953
EMPLOYMENT

1 1953-1956

1956-1957

1957-1978

-1978--

OTHER PROFESSIONAL

ACTIVITIES

1964-1975

1959-1972

.1971--

CARLOS A. CUADRA

Cuadra Associates S S _ -
1523 sixth Street, Suite 12 ‘ '
Santa Monica, CA 90401

(213) 451-0644

13213 Wafren Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90066

(213) 398-5276 . I S | o

_A.B.-iﬂ Psychology, University of California, Berkeley -

N

Ph.D. in Psychology, University of California, Berkeley

VeteranéﬂAdminiSEfation, Downey, iLv -
Staff Psychologist, responsible for research, diagnosis,
therapy, and training of junior staff.

“RAND Corporation, Santa Monica, CA

Training specialist, responsible for development and/or’
implementation of special training procedures in a
military context. '

System Development Corporation, Santa Monica, CA
(various positions; see summary below)

Owner and President, Cuadra Associates, Inc.

Editor, Annual Review of Information Science and

Technology

Member of Advisory.Board, Chemical Abstracts Service

Member, U.S. National Commission on Libraries and
Information Science




OTHER PROFESSIONAL
ACTIVITIES (cont.)

- Member of Adv150ry Board, Documentation Abstracts S

1975-- Member, Board of Directors, Information Industry
Association
1976=- ' Chapter Reviewer, Annual Review of Information

Science and Technology

1977 == i ‘ Member of Editorial Board, On-line Review

HONORS, PRIZES : 7 i »
& AWARDS . Awarded Charles Atwood Kofoid Fellawship,
' University of California, 1949

Elected to Phi Beta Kappa, UnlverSLty of California,
1949

Received Award of Merit, American Society for
Information Science, 1968

Received award for Best Information Science Book,
American Society for Information Science, 1969

Named Distinguished Lecturer of Year, American
Society for Information Science, 1970

ASSOCIATIONS
Member, Americen Society for Information Science
Corporate Member, Information Industry Association
Member, Special Libraries Association
BIOGRAPHICAL : . »
LISTINGS American Men and Women of Science

Community Leaders and Noteworthy Americans
Dictionary of International Blography

Men of Achievement - ,

Who's Who in America .

Who's Who in Finance and Industry

Who's Who in North America

Who's Who in the West

Who's Who in the World




.

DERSONAL

_ Married Gloria Nathalie Adams May 3, 1947
Children: Mary Susan Nielsen S - 7
Neil Gregory Cuadra - o =
- Dean Arthur Cuadra '
Hobbies: skiing, playing jazz piano

RECENT PRESENTATIONS
& PUBLICATIONS*

Introduction to On-line Retrieval Services. Seminar -
for top officials of the U.S. Informatlon Agency,
March. 1977. .

U.S.-European Cooperation and Competition in.the
On-line Retrieval Services Marketplace. Presented
at Sixth Cranfield International Conference on:
Mechanised Information Storage and Retrieval Systems,
Cranfield Institute of Technology, Bedford, England,
July 1977.

Commercially Funded On-line Retrieval Services--Past,
Present, and Future. Presented at 5l1st Aslib Annual
Conference, University of Lancaster, England,
September 1977.

Commentary on Keynote Paper (A. Kent: - “The Potential
of On-line Retrieval Services"). Presented at
On-line Revolution in- Libraries meeting, Plttsburgh,
November 1977.

On-line Retrieval: The New Way to Find Engineering -
Information. Prepared for presentation at Society

" for Automotive Engineers meeting, Detroit, February
1978. :

Database Producers, Online Services, and Custom
Information Services--Who Will Survive? Presented at
annual conference of EUSIDIC (European Association of
Information Services), Crawley, Sussex, England,
October 1978.

The Role of the Private Sector in the Development and
Improvement of Library and Information Services.
Presented at the 40th Annual Conference of The
University of Chicago Graduate Library School
Chicago, May 1979.

*Past 2 years only; see enclosed bibliography for addltlonal listing of
publlcatlons and presentations.




OTHER MAJOR _
PUBLICATIONS

Editor, Annual Review of Information Science and
Technology, American Society for Information
Science, Washington, D.C., 1975, 488 pp.
(Developed and served as editor for this series
for first 10 volumes, 1966-1975.)

POSITIONS/ASSIGNMENTS AT SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION» -
' (reverse chronology)

7/74-2/78 General Manager, SDC Search Service.

: Responsible for overall development and management of a.
computer-based on-line retrieval service providing access to
scientific, technical and business literature and research.

' The Service grew from one data base and a handful of users into a
- several-million-dollar business serving thousands of users
in over 30 countries.

Developing and operating the Service required specification
and development of more than 100 computer programs; selection,
training, and supervision of a large :adre of specialists in
marketing, training, program developrment, product development,
computer support operations, and customer service.

1/71-7/74 - Manager of Education and Library Systems Department. -

: Responsible for management of a major SDC department -
performing contract- and grant-based projects for government
and private organizations. Fields of competence included
design and development of educational programs and tools,
evaluation of educational programs, general research in edu-
cation, design and development of lihrary and information
systems, evaluation of library and in~“ormation systems, and

- general research in the field of litrary and information
science. -

In addition to general management responsibility for the
Education and Library Systems Department, directed and/or
participated actively in R & D projects, including research
into the assessment of relevance judgments, research on the
impact of on-line retrieval services, and development:of the
prototype for SDC Search Service, in 1971. among the major
information projects during this perioé were the development
of ORBIT, SDC's proprietary on-line retrieval system, and
development of the MEDLINE and MEDIARS II systems, for the
U.S. National Library of Medicine. -




‘,."J,\ ’-'u_' \»_

9/68-12/70

10/56~-6/68

Manager of Library and Documentation Systems. Department.
'Responsible for management of SDC department performing
contract- and grant-based projects for government and private'
organizations. Fields of competence included design and
development of library and information systems, evaluation
of library and information systems, and general research in -
the field of library and information science. The seminal -
studies for what later became the MEDLINE on-line.retrieval

- service of the National Library of Medicine were initiated

during this period, and the prototype service for MEDLINE
was placed in operation at SDC.

Severél'pdsitions, all of which, except for initial entry

 position, were supervisory. Significant activities during .

this period included selection and training of 120 SDC field
training specialists; leading SDC's participation in Air Force
project 466L; establishment of SDC's intelligence information

» projects activities; establishment of the Annual Review of

Information Science and Technology; and preparing "Technology
'and Libraries," for the U.S. National Advisory Commission on
Libraries. .. : - ~
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Siograpny of Margareu G. Yarden

’ 208 Third Ave. k.

Great ¥alls, Mt. 59401
(L06) 4 ,2-1902 .

Eorn: GTangh.fHontana
,.ouly 18 1917

b Moved to Creat °alls 1n 1920

' Graauated from Great Fa]ls ngh School in 1935 and attendcd the Great

Falls Commerc1a1 bollege. .-,~5. v o - . .

"'Emp-oded by the Great Falls Trlbune as newspaper llbrarlan from 1935—L‘.

arrled R.D. karden ;n 19L

Erployed by the Bureau of Aeronautlcs and Dcoutj Chlef of Naval Oneratlons
(AIP) in Vashington, D.C. in 1943-4}, serving as a civilian editor of
" the Publications Index Section which issued catalog of publications
(1 ,000) of technicai nature to 10,000 naval ships anc stations in the
- Pacific and Atlantic .fleets and rccelved conmendatlon from the Secretary
of Navy. : . v

horhed on Navy-wide eatalog of all publlcatlons in tne office of Secretary
of Navy 1944~:C. -

Catﬂloged Secretary ol Navy James Forestal's libraries in Ceergetown
hone, Navy Oflnce, and yacht on Potonac.

Act1ve in Community Chest; March of Dimes, Easter Seal; organized Civil :
Defensc in all schools in Great Falls 1954-58; Boy Scouts; Camp Fire

Girls: PTA; Red Cross Blood Program; HNational Resources Conference by _[ffﬂ;t

‘Industrial Cpollege of Armed Forces; Community Council and Forward
- Great Falls, to promote the development in Great Falls. Served as
.. member of President's Council of the College of Great Falls since v si%
"1G67.. Elected lay representative to the Montana Citizens on id Hoc

Classroom Office Suilding Committee for the Montana State University S

~ in Bozeman, 1969 to present. ERA Ratification Council 1373-76. - ..
- Electad Lo the Montana Conctitutional Convention from Flftrlct i3 in
‘f_ P71-7 3 and served as PUbllc Informatlon Chalrman. .g-- ER A

Received outotandlng awaro for the state Blood Program for 2ed Cross o
. given by thz Montana Kiwanis Club. Named as Vioman of the Year by
Lthe Business and Professional Women, 1655. Elected honcrary member
of Delta Kappa Camma Society Internaticnal, 1975.

‘Eerved on the Steering Committee for the Festcrn Inierstate Blbllographzc__i

Networx, %ICHE, 1975. lember of the i@ ontana Constitut Jonal Soc1ety S
f the Stale of ilontana, 1973. : . : N
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. ALA Member since 1957

Ad Hoc uubcommlttee of ALA Commlttee to the Offlce for labrary

fALTA legislative Committee, 1965-74, Chalrman, 1968—6°

,Inbb:ed ot ALA w1th nembers of Congress Por la t 10 years, for total
 rServ1ng on the Adv1sory Comﬂlttee for hHrte Hbuse Conferenc° on u.brarles

-Contrnovnor tc: Encyclopedla of lerary and Informat:on uc*eﬂce ,Q"

‘I fho'" ”bo in. Amcrlcan Women; Uor*d ¥ho's Who of Lomcn, vomen -in Pub‘ic =

. Pacific hortnwest labrary Assqc.?'

~Speaker cn vhite Hbuse Conference PNLA, nug. 1977 s

ACT’VITIBC ON NATIORAL LEVEL

American'Libra*v Association

Secretary, American library iFUSuEGS Assn.

ALTA publicity chmmittee, 1977-79 - - S Lo
ALT& Yhite House Conference Comnlttee, *9”2—79 el e
ALTA Trustees of State Library Committee, 197&-7) SRR B
ALTA Publications Committce, 1977-79 - - '

Vice Chairmman, Trustees of State Lnbrany Commlttee, 197u

American Library Association Recruitment Committee, 1973-73

“Personnell resources, - Sept. - 1973-74 . SR R

ALTA Trustee Citations Award Committee 1964-55 and 19”1—7?

| .ALTA National Library Week Committee, 1965-06

ALTA Membership Chairman for Montana . 1959-6C and 196“-6L

. Testifiec before National Commission on lerarles and Inrorwatﬁon Sclence

in-San Francisco, Nov. 29, 1972 : _
ember of ALTA "March of Trustees" to aashlngton, D C. in dl}, 1769,
to lobby for 1ull fundlnp. Part1c1paned in leaderahlp of meeting.

Cne of 16 ALTA m;mbers 1nv1ted to meet w"bh Pre51dent Mixon to discuss
needs of libraries in the U.S. and possible ¥hite House Conference,
Oct. 21, 1969, at the \Hlte House. O(ne of three from the Vestern
" United States. . .. E T e e T SR

Testified before the platform committee of Democratic Naticnzl Comnittee
in Rasnlnbtcn, J.C., in Aug. 1968, representing ALA (imer. »1urary Assa.)

Awarﬂed LOOO u1n from hatlonal Commission of Libraries and Information:
' Sc1encc at . ueattly in 19"& for serv1ces to natlonal llbrary nrogran

A,-lb "ary service fundlncy

and “Tnformations Serv:ces.-

-

Offl.e-'wno'“ tho in America; Dictionary of International Flaﬂraphy el

RHGIONAL '“VLL ACmIVITIES'

Member of PNLA since 193

Legislative Committece, 19¢4-68
Chariman of legislative Commiitee, 1965
Special Projects Committece 1967-69 : »
Concucted woritsnop cr: Legislative program, PNLA annual neetlng 197L




" ACTIVITIES ON STATE LEVEL:

" October, r971i{j;_

 v£;£w1th llbrarlts-up-to—date for the flrSu tlme 51nce 1975.

B In oub;zcatlon "mlﬂe for Grea+ Thlngs" dlscussee the rol= of the trustee
'»_F in 1:9;51?‘1ve provess.v_ L :

gijecelved the rqut annual "Trustee of the Year Anarﬂ" fr foh ) the-xohtaha
e Labr ry Association in 1965.__” - o

Vontcna Library ns=oc1at10n

- President, MLA 1G73-7L .

Vice President-President-elect, MLA 19°2-73 I ' R
Pre-White House Conference on lerarles Planning Comnltteb 197'—79 ' '
Memter Montana State Library Commission, 1973-77 v

" Chairman Mcntana State Library Commission 1977 -

Member Montana State Library Adv1sory Counc1l 1973-present

fleeglslatlve Chairman, MLA 1961-7L L
 Spearneadsd Governor's Conference on’ Labrarles, hero_na ip Hlan and

... participated in first Governot s Conference on lerarles in Jpntana,"eii'

,Leglslatlve Chalnﬂan was 1nstrumenta1 in gettlng 1eg141atur» to revise
"7 library laws of Montana including: modernizing law establishing

. the Montana State Library; to create, maintain and operzte public o
"7 libraries in counties and cities; to establish Montana State Library -
. 'as Publications Distribution Center; and to provide for interstate -
litrary comracts. These laws brought the part of Montana Codes dealing

Montana Natloncl Library Week Commlttee since 196h

Memver of Library Development Commititee since 1965 ané vorPeu on ““lan
for Develooment of Library Service in Montana" as well a2s on current:
“plan for total stafe funilng to be presented in 197::.to lcg-slature.

- Freguent ccntr1butor to'""ontana Libraries"”, formerlf pub‘lened magazine

L of "ontana “J“rary Aefn.

, _Conoucted numerous Trustee borkshops for trustees around the state to
‘“; help them be better trustees and improve library serv1ces.i

e Participated in TRLSTE~ INSTITUTES snonsored by the Univer sity of }ontana €f32~

. in cooperation with the Montana State Library in 4 cities and in h L
'f reblcng of Wen.ana in June of 1968 and 1969--.

Honorar) membcr Delta happa Janma for work for llbrarle 1975.'.fv

Member of the lontana State oenate, 19”5 to present. -




uOCfL LLV:I ALTIVTTIEJ

1rcstce of Gredt ralls Publ_c lerary since 19)8' ;fi? - _ :";¥_;

Chalnman of the uoard of Truftees of Great Falls PUDII’ lerary,‘1963-77

------

Served as- trustee durlng three bond issue drlves.. Twn faJ]Pd and the
w‘xuhlrd autemot pasaed whnn she was board chalrmaﬂ.,,, :

Chalrman hhen flrst major_llbrary in Montana in 50 years was neclcated
; g@‘n_October, 1967 'costlng $1 250 OOO‘J;g%3NV/ TN

Member of tneﬂPathflnderhrederatlon of lerarles servici ng Casrade,
Ponnera, Teton, and leerty Countles., (Board Memocr, V

One ox the foundere_of the Frlends of the Labrany g'oup in Great Falls. '

‘7v;4“1th hnr husband,_".D. Warden, estaleshed the Great ral’s Dubl1c L
B Library- Foundation,: Inc., to supplement public fund: with prlvaté_ffj‘ﬂ
idonatlons to- dﬁvelop and lmprove llbrary serv1ces. f, e

hztn hasband, estab‘nshed the Collegu of Grent Falls L]hr1r3  hf 7f'7 f7*
o Foundatlun to ‘uruher 6evelop library serv1ces.' ' o
AD BITIONAL ACTIVIT .s-' o

V1ce Phalrwan fnr thu Giant Spr1ngs Herltage Park, ]Q”ﬁ.

-_Sovlety cf Arur1can Arrhl?lets since 107,.

Port Jnlwn 1ask Force on Nater Allocatlon and Puallty Problmnsﬁg}ﬁ

onhana StaL° Vo'htlonal uducatlon Counc11 51nce 1975~u

. ﬁ°tate .era] Servaces 'and_ ectlon Lahs, 19”7-,9.

- -Carxtol Bul;dzng and Plgnnlng Commlttee,_ 977

;Chnlrm,n o0 uhe Constitutlonal Conventlon °roceed1ngs Publlratlon
Powmlbtee, 197 7-79.J1;y;. : o T S

Campalgn ance Commlttee, 1977—78

Cha1rnan of the A‘ Hoc vommnttee for the Supreme Court Archlvcs'Preservatlon.ff

~°'ic C rman cf thp ‘nv1ronmental Quallty r‘ounc:Ll 1075 ,6.;‘f*




fin ]mut A.,Alpers _ ‘ - o ‘Married
£244 Mayfield Road S S ) : Children: 3

Chesterland, Ohio ....44026 Age: 48
Telephone: (216) 729-9411
'?Hér&ardeuSihéééfSchool "M.B.A. - .1954 ‘
‘Case Instltute of Technology - B.S. - Ch. Eng.’

General Bookbinding Co. 1975 - present

Vice President - Sales ~ : :
Responsible for sales and general management. Company
activities require continuous contact with libraries
and solutions to collection preservation problems.

Intérnational Business HMachines (I.B.M.] 1957 - 1975
Variety of positions held, includead:
* BAssistant to Chairman of the RBoard

Reported directly to chairman. Responsible for
special projects and personnel matters.
\

* Product Administrator
Managed mulLep]onr product line 1in daLa prOC“SSlng
division.
District Marketing Plograms Manager :
Responsible for sales programs in dlstrch covering
Eastern Sezbcard - 800 marketing personnel.
* Commercial Analv51s Manager
Headed departmant which determinad: and assessead
I.B.M. worldwide marketing activities versus
‘competition.

Yitlitary - Honorsble discharge - U.S. Army ~ 1956

Instrumental in developing U.S. Rrmy's first automated
troop assignmant systein while zssigned to European command.
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SDEBATE FOR: ~ CGMISSIONER

‘ KT:I\O\J \YD

“Tne”business'careef”of7Mf. Alpers would provide The National
Ccmmission on Libraries -and Information Science (NCLIS) with-

a unigue combination of experiences and skills. He is’cuffently

Vice President of Markcting for the General Book Dinczng Com)eny
.. 0f,.Chesterland,; Ohio .He has- held -this: 9051tion for therpast
ffuur years “and is knouledgeablefln library operati ons- ‘and”
*oiob]cms throuch contact w1th hundreds of libraries - j!

Prior to joining General Bookbinding he spentveighteen years -
‘with the IBM Company. He held a variety of management and "
administrative positions including assistant to the then
Chairman of the Board, T. J. Watson, Jr.. 1In his last oos1tion
with IBM he perceived the need for a networxing capaoillty in
\tne IRM product line. He was instrumental in having IBM commit

%OVQr thirty}million;dollars to the development of this capability.

Thc use of data oroce551ng and networ<1ng of computers is
currently emarging as a major thrust in libraries in an effort
to achieve economies through better management and sharing of
resources. Also, more effective dissemination of -information
will be possible with computerized data banks.

Recently, Mr. Alpers was elected to lead Ohio's delegation to
the White House Conference on. Libraries which 1s scheduled for -
October, 1979.

: During his military service, he was instrumental in developing
\ N
the U. S. Army's first automated troop assignment system.

Mr. Alpers is a graduate of Harvard Business School and Case
Institute of. chhnology He is 48 years of age, married with
three children. : ' -

His experience in both large and small'organizations and under-
standing of hoth the data processing and library field should
pcovide NCLIS with an efiective and valued Cominissioner.

BUUINESS ADDRESS RESIDENCE ADDRESS.

- Vice President S ‘_' - 3 Putnam Road
Gencral Bookbinding Ccmpany ' ~~ Xew Canaan, Connecticut
8344 prayfield Road _ (203) 966-4168

Chiesterland, Ohio 44026
(216) 729-9411

06840

NATIONAL LOuMIoSFOV ON LIBRKRILS \’D IUAOQLAIEOV bPIhNCB




A%\ 710NMAL COMMISSION ON LIBRARIES AND T\rot{\,_amow SCIZNCE
o - , : - : v o
\{»\, : : S _ o . v Independent
~AUTHORITY:-~-  Public Law 91-345, J’uly 20, 1970 -~ T

20 U.S. C. 1502 '
~Public Law 93-29, May 3, 1973, Sec. 802

METHOD: . Ex-officio and nomma_ted to the Serate
MEMBERS: = LIBRARIAN OF-COT\IC-RF‘-SS
‘ and . :

FOURTEEN members appointed by the Pres:dent, by and
.mth the advice and consent of the Senate.

NOTE: FIVE members oi the Com.mzssmn shall be .
, professidnz.l litrarians or information
specialists, and the remainder shall be :
. .persons having special competence or i '_nterest,
-~ inthe needs of our society for libraryand .=
... . information services, at least ONE of whnm
~ shall be knowledgeable with respect to the =
technological aspects of library and informa- .
tion services and sciences, and at least ONE
of whom shall be knowledgeable with respect
to the library and information service and scier

CHAIRMAN: ‘ Des;.g..ated by the President from among the members, }c"}f:‘
TERM: . FIVE years, except that the terms of office of the members

first appointed shall commence on the date of enactment of

this Act and shall expire: ’
TWO at the end of cne year,
THREE at the ead of two years,
THREL at the end of three years, o
THREZE at the end of four years, and =
THREE at the end of five years. .

' Vacanc1es shall be filled for the unexpired term.
(NOT HOLDOVERS)

SATIARY: Members, who are not regular full-time employees of the
. United States, shall, while on business of the Commission,
be entitled to receive compensation at a-rate fixed by the
’ Chairman, but not in excess of the rate per day specified fc
. ' a GS-18, including travel time. They may be allowed trave
R ' expenses, including per diem in lieu of subsistence,

Contxnued Pa.ge 2 \




* 7 NATIONAL COMMISSION ON LISRARIES AND INFORAMATION SCIENCE
—-~r'} Irdepecxlat
PURPOSE: ‘See Sec. 5 of the law.
_— REPORT: - . Submit to the President and the Congress (not later than
" Janmumary 31 of each year) a report on ita activities during -
©°  the precsding fiscal year and make and publish such
, a.ddit:}oml reports as it a.eems to be necessary.
NOTE: _ The Demartment of Health, Elucation, and Weliare shall
S ./ provide the Ccmmsswn with necessary adminxstrahve
) - serv-xces. '

1
TN
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N ' WASHINGTON
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

Sept. 25, 1979

MR. PRESIDENT:

Harry Benson, Life

/"
.

Magazine photographer, will

come in after your meeting . ..

with Hamilton/Frank for about

ten minutes to capture you

at your work.

PHIL

Elactrestatic Copy Nade
for Preservation Purpcses
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THE WHITE HOUSE ' : Q
WASHINGTON .
September 24, 1979 : —

MEETING WITH SELECTED.MEMBERS OF THE CONGRESSIONAL SUBURBAN CAUCUS

IT.

ITI

Tuesday, September 25, 1979
8:30 a.m. (20 minutes)
The Cabinet Room

From: Frank Moore )-/”/fl )

PURPOSE

To show this small bi-partisan caucus that indeed the
White House has interest in their problems. It also
assures us of Mottl's vote on Hospital Cost Containment.

BACKGROUND, PARTICIPANTS & PRESS PLAN

Background: They obviously feel all federal programs
are either geared to . urban or rural settings. They
will come up with some suggestions on how this may be
overcome. You are not obligated to do anything but
listen or comment if you feel comfortable.

They might ask for a White House staff person to be
designated, but I think the fact that Jack Watson's
staff handles most of the other caucuses would allow
us to say that Watson's office would be willing to
work with them.

One of their examples of how they are being hurt is the
Executive Order which calls for federal facilities to
relocate in urban areas. Bill Goodling feels he lost a
Fish and Wildlife office under this policy.

Participants: The Presideht, Frank Moore, Bob Maher,
Members of Congress(see attached list)

Press Plan: White House photographer only.

TALKING POINTS

One of the problems in dealing with suburban matters is
not so much the politics, but rather finding proper

jurisdictional recognition. You respect the fact that
millions of Americans indeed live in the suburbs. You

Electrostatie Copy NMade
for Preservation Purpcses
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would welcome their suggestions on how their problems
tycould best be addressed

Certalnly 1t is. not your 1ntent10n to penalize them
/for llVlng in the. suburbs.: Ba51cally, they would
appear to. be doing- better than those in the inner
‘ecity. or rural areas, but .you ‘would :be w1111ng to
‘con51der any suggestlons they mlght have. - Basically,
13thls is: more .of a llstenlng se551on and they do not
_expect any comments from you.

The sub]ect of the Whlte House act1v1ty on what is
;casually known as reglonal shopplng center policy"
will probably be brought up. You should say that

nothing has been firmed up on this and theré won't
be for some time.

ADDED NOTE: PANAMA VOTE

Member Vote

John Wydler No

Ron Mottl No

Marty Russo Yes

Bob Young ) Yes
Gladys Spellman Yes

Lester Wolff Not voting
Tom Luken : ' Switched to No
Bill Goodling No

Dick Schulze E No

Carl Pursell Not voting

Wayne Grisham ' No



MEMBER

Rep. John Wydler (R-New York- 5)

Co- chalrman & founder '

Rep “Ron Mottl (D- Oth 23)

Co chalrman & founder 1 ‘

Rep. Marty Russo(b I111n01s 3fﬁ;R'
Rep. Bob Young(D Mlssourl 2)

Rep. Gladys Spellman(D—Maryland 5)
Rep. Lester Wolff(D—New York—6)
Rep. Tom LUken(b-OhioTZ)

Rep. Bill Goodling(R-Penn-lQ)

Rep. Dick Schulze (R-Penn-5)

Rep. Carl Pursell(R-Michigan-2)

Rep.

Wayne Grisham(R-Calif-33)

SUPPORT SCORE

28.6
38.1

73.9
58.3
75

64
60.9
42.9
20.8
59.1

20



THE WHITE HOUSE @
WASHINGTON

September 24, 1979

MEMORANDUM TO: THE PRESIDENT
FROM: Frank Press ZXfD
SUBJECT : Meeting with Prime Minister Ohira

In correspondence and in your meeting with Prime Minister Ohira in

Tokyo, you suggested that Japan had underinvested in scientific research
over the years, exploiting the research of other countries to develop
high technology industry. You proposed that Japan invest more in basic
research and that Japan and the US pool resources in funding globally
important, high risk, expensive projects that each side would need to
undertake separately even with absence of cooperation. You also proposed

to Ohira that I head a high-level delegation to Japan to follow through
~on these ideas.

I was in Japan last week to begin implementing your proposals. The

Prime Minister received me despite a busy election campaign schedule.

He agreed with your philosophy of emphasizing S&T research despite an
austere budget and your recammendation of cost-sharing important projects.
He also recognized the political importance of the world's leading
econamic powers cooperating in these areas.

The counterpart talks of NASA, NIH, DOC, EPA, DOA and DOE were incon-

clusive since the Japanese Ministry of Finance, uninformed of the Prime
Minister's intention of working with us, instructed agencies not to make
camitments at this time. T T T

-

The Japanese will respond to our proposals when they came to Washington
in December. If Ohira is reelected with increased strength, as is
likely, his intent to work with us will carry force with the bureaucracy,

and we are likely to end up with a unique and significant new approach
to RaD.

Given Ohira's gracious and favorable reception of me and the desirability
of continued pressure on the Japanese, I will draft a letter for you to
send to Ohira shortly after the elections thanking him and loocking
forward to an early start to US-Japanese cooperation in R&D projects.

Eiectrestatic Copy Niade
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THE CHAIRMAN OF THE Q

COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS
WASHINGTON

September 24, 1979
EYES ONLY

MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT

. eLs
From: Charlie Schultze

Subject: August Consumer Price Index
(Released at 9 a.m., Tuesday)

Consumer prices rose 1.1 percent in August (13.4 percent

annual rate), compared to increases of 1.0 percent in June and
July. '

Much of the bad news has been expected, since the August
producer price index, released several weeks ago, continued
to show very large increases in gasoline and heating oil prices.

As has been the case for the last nine months, energy
led the way. Fuel oil prices rose by 6.7 percent and gasoline
by 4.0 percent. Overall, energy prices rose at an annual
rate of 48 percent.

Home purchase prices rose 1.5 percent; the cost of
mortgage finance, insurance and taxes by 2.1 percent. The
two together rose at a 24 percent annual rate.

Food prices were stable -~ zero increase. Meats were '
—_—] 1 . .
down, while there were scattered increases in other food
prices.

Outside of energy, food, and homeownership costs, the
average of consumer prices rose by 0.7 percent in August.
This is an annual rate of 8.5 percent, compared to the very
moderate 5.8 percent rise in these "other" prices over the
past three month period. Apparel prices, which had been
slightly declining in June and July, rose 0.7 percent in
August.

Excluding only energy, the August CPI rose by 0.8 percent
(10.1 percent annual rate).

For your convenience, a table with the relevant numbers
is attached.

Attachment Electrestatic Copy Mads
foy Praservation PUrposes
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THE CHA!'RMAN OF THE

COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS = /
WASHINGTON : : ;

September 24, 1979

MEMORANDUM TO JODY POWELL
-
From: Charlie Schultze CX

Subject: Public Reaction to August CPI

The attached memorandum to the President summarizes the facts.
Public reaction might take the following lines:

(1) Energy and the cost of buying and financing a home again
pushed the consumer price index up at a double-digit rate.

(2) We were gratified to see grocery prices stable. And
outside of food, and the troublesome areas of energy and

housing, other consumer prices rose at a much lower, though
still too high, 8.5 percent rate.

(3) These numbers underline the importance of following through
on the President's energy and anti-inflation program:

--for the second time in six years our nation is
suffering severely from both higher inflation and
higher unemployment on account of a sudden and
massive increase in world oil prices;

--the need to reduce our dependence on foreign
0il is driven home every time the CPI comes out.

(4) Right now double-digit inflation is caused principally by
energy and housing; we simply cannot let the huge increase
in these prices set off double-digit inflation in wages

and other prices; and to prevent that from happening we
need restraint on two fronts:

--continuing to pursue a tight federal budget as
the President has proposed;

--observing the President's voluntary wage-price
standards (which -- skeptics to the contrary --
have been keeping double-digit inflation at bay

—_— p . ' |
outside of, eRe L B Boh ARSI
fo7 Preservation Purposes
Attachment )




Change in the CPI, July to August

Total CPI
Food
Enerqgy
Housing, Mortgage

Finance, etc.

Total, excluding above
Three Items

Total, excluding Energy

(percent)
Monthly Annual
& Rate
1.1 13.4
0 0
3.3 47.5
1.8 24.3
0.7 8.5
0.8 10.1
Electrostatic Copy NMade

for Preservation Burpeses
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THE CHAIRMAN OF THE

COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS N\
WASHINGTON )

September 24, 1979

EYES ONLY

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
From: Charlie Schultze c,\/%’

Subject: Advance New Orders for Durable Goods

Tomorrow (Tuesday, September 25) at 2:30 p.m., the
Bureau of the Census will release the advance report
on durable goods manufacturers' shipments and orders for
August 1979. Total new orders for durable goods
rose 0.8 percent in August. The revised July estimate
of total durable goods orders continued to show a 4.6 percent
decline from June levels.

The August data indicate a stabilization of orders for
durables after the sharp July declines. Orders for
investment goods were also relatively stable, again after
an earlier decline. These data indicated continued
moderate weadness, but, so far, do not show a sharp
cumulative decline. :
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