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THE PRESIDENT'S SCHEDULE 

Wednesday - January 7, 1981 

8:00 Dr. Zbigniew Brzezinski The Oval Office. 

8:30 �Breakfast with the Georgia Congressional 
(45 min.) Delegation. (Mr. Frank Moore) - The Cabinet Room. 

9:50 Dr. Stephen Aiello - The Oval Office. 
( 5 min. ) 

10:00 Mr. Jack Watson and Mr. Frank Moore - The Oval Office. 

11:40 1 �ed Furth - The Oval Office. 
( 3 min.) ·-./ 

11:45 Reception for the 

I
. Finance Council -

/ fa s:.nJ f'-- S'Uzr\ · 

�wit' rf(Q�v-e wed.d�.� 

Democratic Nationa� �F�ittee's 
The East Room.?

tW UY»J 
,'A fA..p a .v'Vl , 

1:00 Miss Barbara Walters and Mr. Roone Arledge. 
(5  min.) � (Mr. Jody Powell) The Oval Office. 

1:15 v' Mr. Jack Sullivan - The Oval Office. 
(5 min.) 

(. 
#, \0. ') 

Oval Office. �� 
{)0 �x�eA'(Iu r� 

2:00 

8:00 

White House Staff Photo Session - The 

te House Dinner (BLACK TIE)for Democratic 
�vernors and Mayors - The State Floor. 
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ACTION REQUESTED: YOUR · CO!tft1ENTS 

STAFF RESPONSE: ( ) I CONCUR. ( ) NO CO!>NENT. 

PLEASE NOrE arHER COM'-tENTS BELOW: 

I 

) HOLD. 



THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY 

WASHINGTON 

January 7, 1981 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

PRI ORITY 

Subject: Designation of Environmental Resources of 
Global Importance 

We are informed that you have called for an expedited 
decision on the designation of Natural and Ecological 
Resources of Global Importance under Section 2-3(d) of 
Executive Order 12114, particularly the "generic" 
designation of humid tropical forests, prime cropland, 
and estuarine and reef ecosystems. 

Although we at Treasury are sympathetic to its 
fundamental intent, we believe the proposed policy is 
inadvisable for two reasons. 

First, we are concerned that the proposal does 
not define the geographic boundaries of the "generic" 
ecosystems considered to be of global importance. 
Federal agencies will therefore be obliged to determine 
individually whether a foreign geographic area affected 
by their programs meets the criteria for designation 
as a "resource of global importance;" if it does, a 
costly and time consuming foreign environmental document 
will be required. Few agencies have the financial 
resources or staff expertise needed to do an adequate 
job either on the initial determination or on the 
environmental document. The result is likely to be 
a policy applied with great inconsistency and/or at 
excessive cost. 

Second, we believe that the proposed designation 
of "generic" resources could create uncertainty for U.S. 
exporters in some cases as to the availability of financing 
from the Export-Import Bank. As a result, the C�rter 
Administration would be seen as having created a new 
barrier to exports as one of its final acts in office. 



- 2 -

A unilateral act by the United States is not likely 
to result in significantly greater protection of "global 
resources," such as the Amazon jungle, which are located 
in other countries. We therefore recommend that rather 
than expediting unilateral action under 'section 2-3(d) 
at this time, the U. S. Government should endeavor to 
negotiate international agreements to protect humid 
tropical forests, prime cropland and estuarine and reef 
ecosystems. 

G. Wil�iller 

Approve 

Disapprove 



THE CHAIRMAN OF THE 

COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS 

WASHINGTON 

January 8, 1981 

MEMORANDUM FOR RICK HUTCHESON 

From: Charlie Schultze � {...S 

We concur strongly with the January 7 Treasury Department 
memo to the President on Designation of Environmental Resources 
of Global Importance. 
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MEMORAND UM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 
Washington, D.C. 20230 

� 2 JAN 1881 

SUBJECT: Designation of Environmental Resour ces of Global 
Impo rtance 

I underst and that the Counci 1 on En vironmental Qu ali ty ( CEQ) is 
rec ommending to you a designation of "a reas of glo bal importance" 
under Section 2-3(d) of Executi ve Order 12114, Environmental 
Effec t s  Abroad of Majo r Federal Actions. I agree with and suppo rt 
the broad p ur pose and ob j ectives of the Execu tive Or der. Ho wever, 
I have reservations c oncerning the C EQ pro po sed natural resource 
designation, and I c oncur wi th Bil l Mil ler' s and Joh n Moo re's 
po sitions that ado ption of the propo sed policy is inadvisable. 

They point ou t th at the proposed designation i s  extremely b road and 
does not define the geograp hic boundaries of the "generic" 
ec o sy stems c o nsidered to be of global impo rtance. The failure to 
specify actu al geograp hic areas could e asily lead either to the 
need for a major inc rease in resources to prepa re an i ni tial 
determination or environmental review or to a policy ap plied w i th 
gre at inc o ns istency. Further, Bil l notes that unilateral action by 
the Uni ted St ates is not likely to achieve the objective of 
prot ec ting "global resources". 

In addition, I am c oncer ned from a trade p ersp ective that the 
proposed policy would have a significantly negative impa.ct on u.s. 

int er national competi tivenes s. The propo sed bread th and vag uenes s 
of the designatio n will generate unce rtainty for U.S. expo rters as 
to the availability of U.S. Go vernment financial support and is 
likely to resul t in th e need less loss of expo rts in a great 
maj ori ty of cases for which no risk s to global resour ces exists. 
Expo rts lost by u.s. firms, i rani call y, probab ly would be deflected 
to foreign c ompetitors wh o are not required to take environmental 
e f f e c t s i n t o c o ns i de r at i on • 

We reviewed this Executive Order in the c ontext of Th e Report of 
the President on Export Promotio n Func tions and Potential Expo rt 
Disincentiv es in Sep tember 1980. The review made prio r  to the 
presen�pro posal showed that members of the b u sines s com muni ty 
found the goal s of the Or der to be laudab le; h owever, they 
expres sed c o ncern that implementation would lead to t he creation of 
yet another e xpo rt disincentive. Busines smen would find it 
dif ficul t to under stand the creation of another export disincentive 
in light of the Gover nment's repeated assurances of a h igher 
priori ty for e xpo rting. 



I agree with Bill's recommendation that at this time the u.s. 

Government should endeavor to negotiate international agreements to 
protect "global resources" and should not concentrate on expediting 
unilateral action under Section 2-3(d). In any case, I agree with 
John that no action on the CEQ proposal should be taken without 
further study. We need to assess very carefully the potential 
impact on u.s. international competitiveness of alternative 
approaches to implementing Section 2-3(d) of the Executive Order. 
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The President 
The White House 
Washington, DC 

December 30, 1980 

EI0Cti'@StSJtlc C«»PY Made 

�or �v®se�J���orn �urpoHS 

4J.r::m/ �5c 
CONGHESSiONJ\L 

LIAISON 

JAN 1831 

oot�7G7 c.L 

Dear Mr. President: 

As you know, the Committee on Foreign Relations 
is currently preparing for hearings, commencing 
January 9, to consider the nomination of General 
Alexander M. Haig, Jr., to serve as Secretary of State. 

In preparation for those hearings, this Committee 
has sought relevant documerits from the National Security 
Council, the National Security Agency, the Central 
Intelligence Agency, the Department of Defense, the 
Department of State, the Department of Justice, and the 
National Archives. The nature and scope of these requested 
materials has been sharpened and revised, as requested by 
Dr. Brzezinski in his letter to me of December 24. 

r would appreciate it very much if you could direct 
the Archivist or the appropriate Agency head to provide 
me and appropriately cleared staff personnel with access 
to the records listed in the enclosure to this letter. 

With respect and regards. 

Enclosure 

Ever sincerely, 

(�;-;:;/( 
Claiborne Pell 
Ranking Minority 

Member-designate 

Electrostatic Copy Made 
�or Preservation Purposes 

'C'It /\C 



cables, 

.;P?ENDIX 

Requested materials from the 

National Security Council 
National Security

.
Agency 

Central Intelligence Agency 
Departments of Defense, State, and Justice 

pertaining to the offi c ial business of the Cmnmi ttee on 
Foreign Relations to consi d er the nomination of G�neral 
Alexander M. Haig, Jr., to serve as Secreta.ry of State: 

(1) All documents, includi ng, but without limitation, 
telexes, ---rrH:�""rnora-:r!aa-;-no'Ees�corres�:ionoenc -e-;7' or other writings ; 

written or received, by, to, or concerning Alexander 
M. Haig, Jr., from and incl uding January 20, 1977, 
until and including July 1, 1979, which relate 
directly or indirectly, in whole or in part, to 
any action, involvemeht, positions, or counsel 
undertaken, endorsed, or advised by General Haig 
with regard to U.S. policy toward Iran; 

� -L�L- Al!_ _ _9_9_C2_�§'D._t_�_9.!!..clLi.!1_..£§_!"ti c�J.9_:t;_r.._!?_�_L'!-'i J:
7
hout 1 imi- · 

:::abies, -te.:.cxes,. tati on, memoranda, notes, correspondence, or other 
writings, written or re c eived, by, to, or concerning 
Alex and er M. Haig, Jr., which relate directly or 
indirectly, in whol e or in part, to the following 
U.S. po l icies and activities in Cambodia: 

(a) Bombing operations "Breakfas t" and "!'1enu," 
February-March, 1969; 

(b) Alexander Haig's 1970 trips to Cambodia; 

(c) All correspondenc e with Jonathan "Fred" Ladd 
or Thomas 0. Enders; 

(d) �SSM 89, "Cambodia Strategy"; 

(e) NSSM 99; 

(f) Fe bru ary, 1973, sh i f t of bombing operations to 
the U.S. ETPJ)assy; 

(g) Negotiations involving, or counsel to, the 
government of Lon Nol during 1973; 

(h) Hai g - Enders-1>1oore- LO\''ens tein Inemoranda of 
March 26, 1973 and also April 10, 1973, ·justi­
fying U.S. bombing operations in Ca1�1bodia; 

�� WhO.$"""'""_,.,...,.,�-------------------------------
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.l\ppendix I Two 

(3} All documents and, in particular, but without limi-
cables 1 telexeS 1 ---:----1:af'i0n ,--IDe.ffiOTafJQa;notes-;--COrr e Sp0llCeDCeJ Or Other 

writings, written or received, by, to, or concerning 
Alexander M. Haig, Jr., which relate directly or 
indirectly, in whole or in part, to U.S� efforts to 
reach any truce, accord, cease-fire, or peace in the 
conflict in Vietnam during 1972 and 1973; 

(4) All documents and, in particular, but without limi-
C2.bles, telexes,------·rat1on-;me:l-!oranca-;-nci1:es�--COrre-sponaence�7log entries, 

diary entries, or other writings, written or 
received, by, to, or concerning Alexander M. Haig, Jr;, 
which relate directly or indirectly, in whole or in 
part, to any conversations, deliberations, policies, 
meetings, or conversations on people, events, or the 
political situation in Chile from September 1 through 
December 31, 1970; 

· 

__ (_�t-�}}_�9cum�.!!-��-�_!li!_, __ �!l _ _E_�!:.!-i �1! 1 a _£,_��-t_ vl i_!._l1ou t 1 imi-
cablEs, telex-::s, tation, memoranda, notes, correspondence,/ log entries, 

diary entries, or other writings, written to or re­
ceived by, to, or concerning Alexander M. Haig, Jr., 
which relate dire ctly or indirectly, in whole or in 
part, to any domestic surveillance activities, in­
cluding wiretapping �perations, invo l v ing present 
or former employees of the United States Government 
or journalists, reporters, or media personalities; 
from and incl uding January 20, 1969 , until and 
including February 10, 1971; 

(6) All documents, including, without limitation, 
cables, telexes, -----me'"iTtora.n-cra;- nofes�--corr-espon-aence;7or other writings, 

written or received, by, to, or concerning Al�xander 
M. Haig, Jr., from and including May 4, 1973, until 
and inc l uding October 15, 1974, which relate directly 
or indirectly, in whole or in part, to the following: 

(a)the breaking and entering on or about June 17, 
1972, of the of fices of the Democratic Nat i onal 
Cornmi ttee in the l·ia terga te Building; 

(b) ef for ts made to ccncGal the truth with respect 
to such ac tivi ti e s ; 

(c) the br e aking and entering o f  the offices of Dr. 
Lewis Fielding; 

(d) the electronic surveillance or overhearing of 
conversations of Dr. Daniel Ellsberg; 

.x:a;::p .�t-""'�-'QIJ\IJ>Jt.�...,.,.,. �---------------���--�� ��------
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Appendix I Three 

(e) any investigation of the activities of Charles 
"Bebe" Rebozo; 

(f) any decision relating to the "Huston Plan''; 

(g) consideration of actual or potential Presidential 
responses to investigations or inquiries by 
the Congress, prosecutors, or private litigants 
into such above- mentioned activities, or the 
activities described in (5) above, or their 
attempted concealment; 

(h) any conversations with Gerald R. Ford or any 
other individual relating to Mr. Ford's possible 
assumption· of the Presidency. 

Please acaress any questions regara1ng this request 
to Mr. Geryld B. Christianson, Senator Pell's staff 
(224-2518). 

December 30, 1980 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

January 5, 1981 

Dear Admiral Freeman: 

Attached is a copy of Senator Claiborne Pell's letter of 
December 30, 1980 requesting that we provide assistance in 
preparation for Senate Foreign Relations Committee hearings 
on the nomination of General Alexander M. Haig, Jr., to serve 
as Secretary of State. As you will note, Senator Pell's 
December 30, 1980 letter is more specific as to time period 
and events than was his earlier letter of December 18, 1980. 

Please direct that a search of your agency's records be con­
ducted for documents responsive to Senator Pell's specific 
request, bearing in mind, of course, that hearings are 
scheduled to begin January 9. In responding to this request, 
it is our expectation that you will act in strict accordance 
with the provisions of Pub. L. 93-526 and the regulations 
promulgated thereunder, including, when appropriate, notice 
to former President Nixon. 

By Wednesday, January 7, 1981, I would appreciate receiving 
an interim report on the status of the search of your agency's 
records, and any governmental privilege issues the documents 
in your possession may raise. 

As you know, there are certain privilege issues irt which the 
President has primary interest. _These include, for example, 
documents leading to advice to the President, communications 
with foreign nations, and matters relating to the national 
defense and security. Therefore, please ensure that we have 
the opportunity to review all documents for which an assertion 
or waiver of privilege may be appropriate so that we can 
determine whether the President should assert or waive 
privilege as to those documents. 

Sincerely, 

!Utdttd �1¥ 
MICHAEL H. CARDOZO 

Deputy Counsel to the President 

The Honorable Rowland G. Freeman, III 
Administrator 
General Services Administration 
Washington, D.C. 20405 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

January 5, 1981 

Dear Mr. Dolan: 

Attached is a copy of Senator Claiborne Pell's letter of 
December 30, 1980 requesting that we provide assistance 5.n 
preparation for Senate Foreign Relations Committee hearings 
on the nomination of General Alexander M. Haig, Jr., to serve 
as Secretary of State. As you will note, Senator Pell's 
December 30, 1980 letter is more specific as to time period 
and events than was his earlier letter of December 18, 1930. 

Please direct that a search of your agency's re�ords be 
conducted for documents responsive to Senator Pell's specific 
request, bearing in mind, of course, that hearings are 
scheduled to begin January 9. By Wednesday, January 7, 1981, 
I would appreciate receiving an interim report on the status 
of the search of your agency's records, and any governmental 
privilege issues the documents in your possession may raise. 

As you know, there are certain privilege issues in which the 
President has primary interest. These include, for example, 
documents leading to advice to the President, communications 
with foreign nations, and matters relating to the national 
defense and security. Therefore, please ensure that we have 
the opportunity to review all documents for which an assertion 
or waiver of privilege may be appropriate so that we can 
determine whether the President should assert or waive 
privilege as to those documents. 

Sincerely, 

MICHAEL H. CARDOZO 
Deputy Counsel to the President 

Mr. Michael W. Dolan 
Acting Assistant Attorney General 
Office of Legislative Affairs 
Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

January 5, 1981 

Dear Mr. West: 

Attached is a copy of Senator Claiborne Pell's letter of 
December 30, 1980 requesting that we provide assistance in 
preparation for Senate Foreign Relations Committee hearings 
on the nomination of General Alexander M. Haig, Jr., to serve 
as Secretary of State. As you will note, Senator Pell's 
December 30, 1980 letter is more specific as to time period 
and events than was his earlier letter of December 1:8, 1980. 

Please direct that a search of your agency's records be con­
ducted for documents responsive .to Senator Pell' s specific 
request, bearing in mind, of course, that hearings are 
scheduled to begin January 9. By Wednesday, January 7, 

1981, I would appreciate receiving an interim report on the 
status of the search of your agency's records, and any 
governmental privilege issues the documents in your posses­
sion may raise. 

As you know, there are certain privilege issues in which the 
President has primary interest. These include, for example, 
documents leading to advice to the President, communications 
with foreign nations, and matters relating to the national 
defense and security. Therefore, please ensure that we have 
the opportunity to review all documents for which an assertion 
or waiver of privilege may be appropriate so that we can 
determine whether the President should assert or waive 
privilege as to those documents. 

Sincerely, 

.··�--f / . >'� .r .  r--· 
_..(/. A 

/ ..-(. C{/{,_ (,:(./ ·f Ce �-t'- t;y.-l 

MICHAEL H. CARDOZO 
Deputy Counsel to the President 

Mr. Togo D. West, Jr. 
General Counsel 
Department of Defense 
The Pentagon, Room 3E980 
Washington, D.C. 20301 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

January 5, 1981 

Dear Mr. Owen: 

Attached is a copy of Senator Claiborne Pell's letter of 
December 30, 1980 requesting that we provide assistance in 
preparation for Senate Foreign Relations Committee hearings 
on the nomination of General Alexander M. Haig, Jr., to serve 
as Secretary of State. As you will note, Senator Pell's 
December 30, 1980 letter is more specific as to time period 
and events than was his earlier letter of December 18, 1980. 

Please dire�t that a search of your agency's records be.con­
ducted for documents responsive to Senator Pell's specific 
request, bearing in mind, of course, that hearings are 
scheduled to begin January 9. By Wednesday, January 7, 

1981, I would appreciate receiving an interim report on the 
status of the search of your agency's records, and any 
governmental privilege issues the documents in your posses­
sion may raise. 

As you know, there are certain privilege issues in which the 
President has primary interest. These include, for example, 
documents leading to advice to the President, communications 
with foreign nations, and matters relating to the national 
defense and security. Therefore, please ensure that we have 
the opportunity to review all documents for which an assertion 
or waiver of privilege may be appropriate so that we can 
determine whether the President should assert or waive 
privilege as to those documents. 

Sincerely, 

/t�( {···?;_,,:;:.Jjl //· &({,:.1:-s.--­
MICHAEL H. CARDOZO 

Deputy Counsel to the President 

Mr. Roberts Owen 
Legal Adviser 
Department of State 
Washington, D.C. 20520 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

January 5, 1981 

Dear Mr. Silver: 

Attached is a copy of Senator Claiborne Pell's letter of 
December 30, 1980 requesting that we provide assistance in 
preparation for Senate Foreign Relations Committee hearings 
on the nomination of General Alexander M. Haig, Jr., to serve 
as Secretary of State. As you will note, Senator Pell's 
December 30, 1980 letter is more specific as to time period 
and events than was his earlier letter of December 18, 1980. 

Please direct that a search of your agency's records be 
conducted for documents responsive to Senator Pell's specific 
request, bearing in mind, of course, that hearings are 
scheduled to begin January 9. By Wednesday, January 7, 1981, 

I would appreciate receiving an interim report on the status 
of the search of your agency's records, and any governmental 
privilege issues the documents in your possession may raise. 

As you know, there are certain privilege issues in which the 
President has primary interest. These include, for example, 
documents leading to advice to the President, communications 
with foreign nations, and matters relating to the national 
defense and security. Therefore, please ensure that we have 
the opportunity to review all documents for which an assertion 
or waiver of privilege may be appropriate so that we can 
determine whether the President should assert or waive 
privilege as to those documents. 

Mr. Daniel Silver 
General Counsel 

Sincerely, 

MICHAEL H. CARDOZO 
Deputy Counsel to the President 

Central Intelligence Agency 
Washington, D.C. 20505 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

January 5, 1981 

Dear Mr. Schwartz: 

Attached is a copy of Senator Claiborne Pell's letter of 
December 30, 1980 requesting that we provide assistance in 
preparation for Senate Foreign Relations Committee hearings 
on the nomination of General Alexander M. Haig, Jr., to serve 
as Secretary of State. As you will note, Senator Pell's 
December 30, 1980 letter is more specific as to time period 
and events than was his earlier letter of December 18, 1980. 

Please direct that a search of your agency's records be 
conducted for documents responsive to Senator Pell's specific 
request, bearing in mind, of course, that hearings are 
scheduled to begin January 9. By Wednesday, January 7, 1981, 
I would appreciate receiving an interim report on the status 
of the search of your agency's records, and any governmental 
privilege iss;_;es the documents in your possession may raise. 

As you know, there are certain privilege issues in which the 
President has primary interest. These include, for example, 
documents leading to advice to the President, communications 
with foreign nations, and matters relating to the national 
defense and security. Therefore, please ensure that we have 
the opportunity to review all documents for which an assertion 
or waiver of privilege may be appropriate so that we can 
determine whether the President should assert or waive 
privilege as to those documents. 

Sincerely, 

11 ,... f --- ,• , ,. , /t' ·'. ;;/ 1 /. .--
. t/ c/{1 {l<-f 1 • (a- .t t.� Jr 

MICHAEL H. CARDOZO 
Deputy Counsel to the President 

Mr. Daniel C. Schwartz 
General Counsel 
National Security Agency 
Fort Meade, Maryland 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

January 5, 1981 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

Attached is a copy of Senator Claiborne Pell's letter of 
December 30, 1980, requesting assistance in preparation for 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee's hear-ings on the 
nomination of General Alexander 11. Haig, Jr., to serve as 
Secretary of State. Senator Pell's staff has asked that the 
letter not be made public. I have advised Senator Pell's 
staff that I am sending you a copy of Senator Pell's letter 
because President Nixon will need to make an independent 
determination of whether to assert privilege. 

I have requested the General Counsel of the agencies listed 
in Senator Pell's letter to commence a search of their files 
for responsive documents. I have asked them to make available 
to me documents which they believe may be susceptible to a 
claim of privilege so that President Carter will have the 
opportunity to decide whether any of the privileges vested 
in the President should be asserted. I will also give you 
the opportunity to review any documents generated by your 
client, President Nixon, so that you can make a similar 
determination. 

Sincerely, 

;U(�t..J tJttMv-
1-UCHAEL H. CARDOZO 

Deputy Counsel to the President 

Mr. Herbert J. Miller, Jr. 
Miller, Cassidy, Larroca & Lewin 
2555 M Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20037 



I. PURPOSE 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

January 6, 1981 

MEETING WITH FRED FURTH 

Wednesday, January 7, 1981 
11:40 a.m. 

The Oval Office 
From: Frank Moore 

Jim Copeland 

A photo-opportunity with Fred Furth, a lawyer from 
California. Mr. Furth requested the meeting during 
a recent telephone conversation. 

II. BACKGROUND, PARTICIPANTS AND PRESS PLAN 

A. Background - Fred Furth is a prominent lawyer from 
San Franc1sco. He was very supportive throughout the 
campaign - even permitting one of his young lawyers to 
take a leave of absence from his firm to help in the 
general election effort. 

B. Participant - Fred Furth 

C. Press Plan - White House Photographer 

III. TALKING POINTS 

1. Thank you for your help. 

2. Thank you especially for permitting Matt Joseph to 
work with us in the campaign. 

Electrostatic Copy Made 

for Preserv�t.lon fu§1SOS8S 



MEMORANDUM TO : 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

11:30 AM 

11:45 A..M 

12:30 PM 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

January 6, 1981 

THE PRESIDENT AND MRS. CARTER 

GRETCHEN POSTON � 
SCENARIO FOR RECEPTION FOR DNC FINANCE 
COUNCIL, JANUARY 7, 1981, 11:30 AM. 

Guests arrive Southwest Gate and are directed 
to East Room for reception. 

THE PRESIDENT AND MRS. CARTER arrive State 
Floor and proceed directly to East Room 
where THEY are announced. 

THE PRESIDENT AND MRS. CARTER proceed to 
platform where THE PRESIDENT makes remarks. 

At conclusion of remarks, THE PRESIDENT AND 
MRS. CARTER depart State Floor. 

Guests depart Residence. 

Electrostiilt�c c�rw �ZfJg�J0 

for Preaef"'Jalitl©IN ?ll.�r�.r;::;:;,.,.J 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

RECEPT ION FOR DNC F INANCE COUNCIL 
January 7, 1981 

I. PURPOSE 

State Dining Room 
11:45 a.m. 

·--:::::> I (!!?-
From: Biiit.··J\tB-e_r_s_ Electrostatic Copy Made 

for Pr�new�tlo!!'! �urp®IM�S 

To thank the members of the DNC Finance Council for 
their support of the Party as well as your campaign 
and to encourage them to continue their vital work 
in the future. 

I I. BACKGROUND, PAR'riCI PANTS AND PRESS PLAN 

A. Background 

The DNC Finance Council consists of 435 members 
and is chaired by Chuck Manatt. Each member 
pledges to either donate $5,000 per year or to 
raise $10,000 per year for the DNC. It was 
responsible for raising several million dollars 
for your campaign. 

B. Participants 

John White, Peter Kelly and the Finance Council. 

C. Press 

Closed. 

III. TALKING POINTS 

1. Thank John White, Peter Kelly and Chuck Manatt by 
name and the Finance Council for all their hard 
work for you. 

2. Tell them that due to the unforeseen impact of the FEC 
law, which enables independent campaign expenditures, 
that it is essential for the Democratic Party to regain 
control of the Senate in 1982. If successful, the 
Democratic Congress could then amend the FEC Act prior 
to 1984. 
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3. Tell them that they are the lifeblood of the Demo­
cratic Party and ask that they redouble their efforts 
in the weeks and months ahead toward that end. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

Meeting with Jack Sullivan 
The Oval Office 

Wednesday, January 7, 1981 
1:15 p.m. 

( 5 minutes) 

PURPOSE: Personal visit 

PARTICIPANTS: The President 
Jack Sullivan 

(By: Fran 

BACKGROUND: Following the election, Jack wrote to you 
asking for a brief personal visit prior to 
January 20. He has served as 
Administrator of the Federal Railroad 
Administration during your term. 

PRESS: White House Photographer 

Elactrosts;tlc Copy Mads 

vor Preme!JV���{m i?t%'�©ffi@$ 

{ 'I� (tv} 
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THE WHITE HOUSE. 

WASHINGTON . 

1/6/80 

Mr. Presiden t: 

OMB supports the "CEA compromise position." 

Congressional Liaison: uJim Jones, the 
new Chairman of the House Budget Committee, 
called us to urge the President not to 
increase the salary test a� the Marshal� 
memo proposes. Jones argu'e·s that it wou·ld 
be inconsistent with the belt tightening 
of. the '82 budget. It will also leave 

,, 

something for the next Administration which , 
can easily be undone and will make Reagan 
look responsible and frugal." 

No comment from Cutler or Landon Butler. 

Rick 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

January 6, 1981 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

IE'Iectro�atfc Copy Mads 
fov P&'eseli'W.ittlorrn l}»urpo$es 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

STU EIZENSTAT 

Executive, Administrative & Professional (EAP) 
Salary Test 

The Department of Labor and Charlie Schultze disagree over 
the extent to which the salary test for executive, admini­
strative and professional employees should be raised to take 
into account the inflation that has occurred in the past 
five years. 

An increase clearly is justified. The 1975 wage tests cur­
rently in force represent an increase of only about 20% since 
1970, while BLS surveys of wages paid executives, administra­
tors and professionals have increased by about 100%. 

The current level for the basic test is earnings of $155 a 
week. Charlie sought to hold the new level at $210, but 
compromised with Secretary Marshall at $225 for 1981. The 
disagreement is over a second increase. DOL seeks a basic 
test level of $250 for 1982, CEA opposes. Ray and the 
AFL-CIO are particularly concerned that we propose a second 
increase because they expect -- rightfully, I believe 
that ours will be the last increase for at least four years. 

I recommend that you accept the principle of an increase 
scheduled in later years, but that the second increase be 
deferred until 1983. This approach would maintain our record 
of concern for fair wages while cushioning or eliminating any 
inflationary effect of the increase on wages. 

The retailing industry, particularly fast food businesses, 
opposes officially any increase in the standard. Privately, 
we believe that they would acquiesce to this approach. 

The second issue, not raised by either CEA or DOL, is whether 
the ''upset test" salary level should be increased proportionate 
to the increase you choose for the basic test. 

-� 
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Any employee paid at the higher "upset test" salary level, 
currently $250, is presumed by DOL to qualify for the EAP 
exemption with only a cursory examination of the employee's 
actual duties and responsibilities. Several fast food 
chains rely on the upset test to avoid the more time­
consuming duties and responsibilities examination and are 
upset because DOL would raise the test level to $375 ($400 
in 1982). 

I recommend that you direct DOL to increase the upset test 
to $320, instead of the $375 they propose. If you decide 
to propose a second increase in the basic test (to $250) in 
1983, as I have suggested, then the upset test would be raised 
to $355. This would keep the upset level $95 above the basic 
test, as at present. 

Taken together, these two recommendations would continue our 
record of concern for fair wages, while being mindful as well 
of the burdens on small business. It would be a fitting 
legacy for your Administration. 

Decision: 

The CEA original position ($210) 

The CEA compromise position ($225) 

The DOL position ($225 in '81 
$250 in '82) 

The DPS proposal (postpone step to 
$250 until '83) 

DPS modification of the "upset 
test" $320 rather than DOL's 
$37 5) 

v 





THE CHAIRMAN OF THE 

COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS 

WASHINGTON 

December 30, 1980 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

From: Charlie Schultze eL.? 

Subject: Salary minima for defining who is an executive 
under the Fair Labor Standards Act 

Background 

The Department of Labor periodically sets salary standards 
for Executive, Administrative and Professional (EAP) personnel 
that along with other criteria determine which employees are 
exempt from the overtime rules of the Fair Labor Standards Act. 
If workers are paid less it is automatically presumed they are 
not really executives; if they are paid more, the BLS examines 
other criteria to determine if they are truly executives. In 
practice, these standards affect principally the lower-paid 
managers (working for places like McDonald's) and people in 
similar kinds of jobs. 

The Department wants to raise the EAP salary levels. We 
agree but think the amount of the increase is far too large and 
will give the appearance of encouraging inflation. Ray Marshall 
and I have discussed the matter and unfortunately cannot reach 
agreement. (CEA did withdraw its objections to another set of 
wage standards -- relating to alien farm workers -- about to be 
issued by DOL.) 

Issues 

The current standards ($155 per week for executives and 
administrators) have not been changed since 1975. DOL originally 
proposed to set the 1981 standards by calculating the percentage 
increase in average salaries received by professional, admini­
strative, and technical workers from 1970 to 1980 and applying 
this rate of increase to 1970 EAP salary standards. They have 
now agreed to move to this level in 1982, with a lower interim 
figure for 1981. 
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We support DOL's position that the EAP salary standard should 
be raised, but believe their method of arriving at a standard is 
arbitrary and their proposed standard is higher than necessary to 
meet the purposes of the Act. The Department's proposed schedule 
of salary levels, and the percentage increase from the current 
level (set in 1975), are shown below. 

Old (1975) 
New: (1981) 

(1982) 
Percent increase 

(1975-1982) 

Executive and administrative 

$155 
$225 
$250 

61% 

Professional 

$170 
$250 
$280 

65% 

We proposed a level of $210 for all three classes of workers. 
It was calculated to assure that lower-paid executives,-exempt by 
the salary test from the overtime provisions of FLSA, were paid at 
least the equivalent of the minimum wage plus overtime at time and 
a half, plus a premium. At $210, even those working 50 hours a 
week would get a 14 percent "premium" above the minimum wage plus 
overtime. 

This was unacceptable to Labor. In an effort to reach a 
compromise we then proposed a method which produced a level of 
$225 for executives and administrators and $250 for professionals. 
Labor agreed to set those.:levels in 1981 but would then raise it 
to their original proposed�levels in 1982. 

The dollar impact on the economy is difficult to calculate 
but modest; it does have a larger proportional impact on certain 
industries, especially retail establishments and the fast food 
stores. 

In summary the proposals now are: 

Executive and administrative 

DOL: 1981 $225 
1982 and beyond $250 

CEA: 1981 and beyond: 
- original proposal $210 
- compromise $225 

Professional 

$250 
$280 

$210 
$250 

We still think our original proposal makes the most sense. 

Decision: DOL proposal 

CEA original 

CEA compromise 
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DEC 881911) 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON 

MEMORfu�DUM FOR THE PRESIDENT / 
FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE SECRETARY OF LABOR � 

Department of Labor's Proposal 
to Change the Salary Tests 
For Executive, Administrative 
And Professional (EAP) 
Employees Under the Fair 
Labor Standards Act 

The Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA) of 1938 requires 
employers to pay the minimum wage and to pay over­
time compensation for work in excess of 40 hours a 
week. The Act, however, explicitly exempts "bona 
fide executive, administrative, and professional" 
(EAP) employees from these provisions. The 

Department of Labor applies a twofold test to estab­
lish the exemption status of EAP employees. 
Employees are considered exempt (a) if their duties 
satisfy several "duties and responsibilities" tests, 
and (b) if their salaries meet certain "salary test 
levels." 

The current sala ry test levels were established in 
1975 and are wholly inadequate due to salary level 
increases of EAP employees since that time. As a 
result, employers are inappropriately classifying 
workers as EAP employees and thus denying them 
overtime compensation to which they are entitled 
under the FLSA. 

This issue has become increasingly critical as the 
1975 salary test levels have been so outpaced by 
increased salaries paid to true EAP employees. 

· 

Unless the salary test levels are updated, there is 
an incentive for employers to attempt to evade the 
provisions of the FLSA. 
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Salary tests were first adopted in 1938 and, since 
then, have been revised upward periodically. March 
1970 w as the date of the last officially established 
salary test levels. The following interim rates 
were established on April 1, 1975: 

--$155 per week for executive and administrative 
employees; 

--$170 per week for professional employees; 

--$250 per week for the high salary proviso� 
(This proviso waives all tests other than the 

primary duty test effectively giving employers 
more flexibility in assigning otherwise non­
exempt duties to EAP employees.) 

This Department originally proposed to raise the EAP 
salary tests to $250 per week for executive and 
administrative employees, $280 per week for professional 
employees, and $400 per week for the upset salary 
proviso, to be effective on January 1, 1981. Because 
of the opposition from Charlie Schultze of the CEA, 
the following two-phase increase is now proposed: !/ 

Executive "Upset" 
and Salary 

Administrative Professional Test 

Effective 
1/18/81 $225 $250 $375 

Effective 
1/18/82 $250 $280 $400 

The two-phase salary test levels allow for a gradual 
approach which will give those employers who wish to 
claim the exemption a full one-year period to adapt 
their pay practices to the final salary test levels 
to become effective on January 18, 1982. 

1/ In early 1978 we proposed salary test levels 
- equivalent to the first phase and at that time 

received strong opposition from the CEA and the 
matter was held in abeyance because of the 
economic problems at that time. 
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Our two-phase approach still leaves a lag behind the 
March 19go Bureau of Labor Statistics National Survey 
of Professional, Administrative, and Technical salaries 
which have been used as a bas.is for the final salary 
test levels. Comments received from the AFL-CIO also 
indicate that even the second-phase final salary tests 
of $250 per week for bona fide executive and 
administrative employees and $280 per week for 
professional employees are still too low compared to 
salaries actually being paid bona fide EAP employees. 

It is imperative that the salary tests be changed from 
time to time to reflect actual salary levels being paid 
to EAP employees, if the law is to be properly 
administered by the Executive Branch. Accurate salary 
test levels are critical to this Department's enforce­
ment efforts in implementing the protections afforded 
workers under the FLSA. The salary tests also 
facilitate voluntary compliance by employers in that 
they allow the employer to readily determine who is a 
bona fide exempt employee. 

The Department is finding increasing evidence that 
employers are redefining jobs of nonexempt workers in 
ways that minimally or nominally meet the duties and 
responsibilities tests for EAP exemption. This deprives 
workers, whom Congress clearly intended to benefit by 
overtime standards, of the protections of the FLSA. 

The salary test does not establish a 11minimum wage" 
for EAP employees. Employers are not obliged to claim 
exemption from the FLSA for EAP employees and, therefore, 
have the option of not raising their salaries to the 
test levels. It is assumed that employers will raise 
an EAP employee's salary to the new salary test levels 
only if the resulting cost would be no more than paying 
this worker on an hourly basis with premium pay for 
overtime. 

The cost impact of the new test levels is expected to 
be minimal. The Department estimates that less than 
one percent of the EAP employees would be affected in 
1981 and 1982. Furthermore, even in the unlikely 
event that the new levels were to result in raising 
the salaries of all EAP employees affected, this 
would require an increase in the total salary bill of 



4 

only $53 million in 1981 and $22 million in 19821 or 
less than one-tenth of 1 percent in each year. 

I am asking for your approval of the Department's 
position, set out earlier in this memo, which will 
effect a two-phase increase. I further believe 
that it is very important for the credibility of 
the Administration that we not leave office with 
this matter unresolved. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

1/7/81 

LLOYD CUTLER 
ZBIG BRZEZINSKI 

The 
the 

attached was returned in 
President's outbox today 

and is forwarded to you for 
appropriate handling. 

Rick Hutcheson 

- -�--- --- ---�------- -- -- ------- · ----------- ----_- 1 

-

----- ------ - - -- -- . _ ___ -_-_-_-- - ---
---- ·,:· · ��:.-· .. r�-��; ···--=.__-_-._-::-.��-=� -�-� -- -------�-- =-=7_��i:�:�Ji-�i£i-�2"--:�;�:�{�-� ���{����--,-

"":'·. 

.' 

--

----. 

. - .. --
:.- :. - -�- �-��:�_:�-�-=-� -�-�i-::�=�:;�i�-.:::� :-;· �=-��-=-=� ---. - .- - �  --�:.......-:. _:..._- _____ · ·-· :;.:- ::_ _ ___.: _____ _ : ___ __ --- ------ - --�-- -

��=::� 
E 

·.--:::.:�;--- :q• . . :·::···- -___ _ :.::_ ·:- .:... --
. --------- ---

1--.-. ..  - !· ·-· �-

:;.· .. -. ·- . 
.--:-� - -- . .  -- ·--- -------- -- --

.. . �! 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

January 5, 1981 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

LLOYD CUTLER 
JOE ONEK 

NBC Payment to IOC �10ctrostSJt�c Capy Made 

for �rese!?V�tUoff! fu�f»ses 

During the Olympic boycott effort we barred NBC from 
making additional payments to the Moscow Olympic Organizing 
Committee (MOOC) and the International Olympic Committee (IOC). 
The Commerce Department now wishes to permit NBC to make 
payments to the IOC but not to the MOOC. We seek your guidance. 

Background 

NBC had contracted to broadcast the Moscow Games. Prior to 
the boycott effort it had paid some $70 million to the Russians 
and the roc and had also exported substantial amounts of 
broadcast-related equipment. NBC was scheduled to make $20 million 
in additional payments to the Russians and the IOC, including 
$9 million on April 1. We believed that if the April 1 payment 
went forward it would undermine the entire boycott effort by 
leading many nations to believe that in the end the United States 
would go to Moscow. 

From a legal standpoint the simplest way to bar the NBC payment 
would have been to invoke the International Economic Emergency 
Powers Act (IEEPA), as we had done with respect to the Iranian 
assets. Many of your advisors opposed the invocation of IEEPA, 
which would have required you to declare a national emergency. 
In addition, Treasury was concerned that to invoke IEEPA twice 
in the space of a few months might cause unease among foreigners 
holding assets in the U.S. 

The Commerce Department developed an alternative approach. 
It would treat the NBC payments as related to the exports of 
broadcasting equipment which NBC had already made and bar the 
payments under the Export Administration Act (EAA) . Action under 
the EAA did not require the declaration of a national emergency 
and, in Treasury's view, did not send the same signals to foreign 
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investors. On March 28 you instructed the Secretary of 
Commerce to bar the NBC payments under the EAA. 

The Issue 

Ever since the Olympics were completed, NBC and the .IOC have 
requested Commerce to grant a license for the NBC payment to 
the roc. There has been no request that NBC be permitted to 
make any further payments to the Russians. NBC wishes to 
make the payment to the roc because it hopes to broadcast 
future Olympic Games. 

The Commerce Department makes the following arguments in 
favor of licensing the payment. 

1. If we do not license the payment the IOC will almost 
certainly sue. A court might hold that the bar on the 
payment under the EAA was illegal (i.e., that the payment 
was not sufficiently related to the export of broadcasting 
equipment). In this eventuality NBC might be required to 
make payments to the Russians as well. 

2. Licensing a payment to the IOC, but not to the Russians, 
cannot be characterized as any softening of our Afghanistan 
sanctions. 

The primary argument against granting the license for the payment 
is that it reduces any leverage we have over the roc. This leverage 
might be significant with respect to roc actions concerning the 
1984 Los Angeles Games. Significantly, the Executive Director of 
the Los Angeles Olympic Organizing Committee (LAOOC) has urged us 
not to license the payment at this time. (The USOC, on the other 
hand, has urged us to license the payment.) 

It can also be argued that this is a matter safely left for the 
Reagan Administration. If the IOC sued because of our inaction, 
the Reagan Administration would still have the option of licensing 
the payment rather than risking an adverse legal judgment. It should 
be noted that the Reagan Administration has strong ties to both the 
USOC (through Bill Simon) and the LAOOC (through Justin Dart) and 
therefore would receive plenty of advice on the issue. 

Decision 

License the NBC payment to the IOC (Commerce supports) . 

Don't act now to license the NBC payment to the 
IOC. (Leave issue for next Administration 
without recommendation 

or with recommendation to grant at a later time V" .. · 
if LAOOC concurs (Lloyd Cutler and Joe Onek support).) 

NSC concurs with Cutler. 
-----------
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

1/7/81 

JIM MCINTYRE 

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

Rick Hutcheson 



fY/A• �· 

Electrostatic Copy Made 
f06' Presa�J!il�@n Pu�Mm 

� � <�t- rr-·"' � _._,�! . ... 

a..J � ,_ ;;«... 4?.-L--� ,f .....J.../""CJ. 
�--c.•-4-CSC.# Ft.- �0'.-•• ·-· ��� - • � .. . L.� {v 

,4'8 . � � --r· ·r- G• .-... . ••• : "d ; ... �- .  

U- � ��ce J �� 

� :  
p� �� ............. - � ....cz-c••-c.•-c.. 

� - r-y-r_,· �--r�..,�"Lo. 

o...a -· <h<- ....._ r �- t-< �· 

� � � ,. ........ ..&-.J."ti., .... 

�,:_/)If� 

f. s. t.J"' � � -r' stL- ��­
� � c., .. _ • ••• � � # -. 



·-'�-·-"?· 

FOR IMMEDI ATE RELEASE JANUARY 7, 1980 

Office of the White House Press Secretary 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

Quadrennial Salary Recommendations for Top Officials 

President Carter, in a message to Congress today, recom­
mended a 1 6.8 percent increase in the salaries of members of 
Congress and senior officials of the Executive Branch. 

The proposed increase catches up with the rise in salaries 
of other Federal civilian employees over the last two years and 
the increase granted the judiciary by a recent decision of the 
U.S. Supreme Court. 

The President also recommended that Congress allow annual 
October salary adjustments provided by law to take effect for 
top officials, as well as for other Federal civilian emplo¥ees. 
The President pointed out that these two actions would elim1nate 
the disparity between legal salaries provided under law and the 
lower, payable salaries that have resulted from appropriation 
actions prohibiting the payment of these legal sal�ries to top 
officials. 

The President's recommendations were made under a law that 
establishes a Commission on Executive, Legislative and Judicial 
Salaries every four years to study the pay of top Federal 
officials and suggest adjustments to the President. 

President Carter's pro�osals were formulated after careful 
review of the 1980 quadrenn1al Commission's report submitted to 
him in December. The Commission unanimously recommended salary 
increases averaging about 40 percent. 

•I have no doubt that the facts fully justify those recom­
mendations," President Carter said. "Nevertheless, I continue 
to be concerned that we balance compensation needs with govern­
ment leadership in fighting inflation and minimizing the over­
all costs of government. Consequently, I will recommend to you 
in my budget for FY 1982 that smaller increases be allowed at 
this time • • • •  " 

The President also noted that "the case for a significant 
increase in the salaries of Federal judges is especially 
strong," and he urged that Congress consider a salary scale for 
j udges that would explicitly recognize the public importance of 
continuous judicial service. One way this could be done, he 
suggested, would be through "an annual or periodic increase for 
longevity in addition to the cost of living adjustments that are 
made from time to time." 

Both the House and Senate must vote on the President's 
recommendations for each branch of government within 60 days. 

The President's message to Congress is attached. 
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TO THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES 

If the Federal Government is to meet successfully the 
enormous challenges it faces in these difficult times, it 
must be able to attract and retain men and women of outstanding 
ability and experience for its highest posts. 

Monetary awards are not the principal attractions 
offered by the public service, and complete parity with 
private sector salaries is neither desirable nor possible. 
Those who serve at the highest levels of the Federal Government 
expect and are willing to make some financial sacrifice to 
serve their country. Nevertheless, compensation levels 
today have fallen below the point at which they provide 
adequate monetary recognition of the complexity and importance 
of top Federal jobs. 

The financial sacrifice demanded of top Federal officials 
is becoming far too great. Since the last quadrennial 
adjustment in:l977, the salaries of those officials have 
increas-ed only 5. 5 percent. During that same period, the 
CPI has risen by about 45 percent, which means that the 

"'�c��- �-purchasing power of these salaries has- declined by about 28 
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I fully recognize that the salaries already being paid 

�===--=-� .:- these officials look very large to the average taxpayer. 
But when we are seeking to fill an Assistant Secretary 
position, a Bureau Chief position, or one of the other top 
level policy-making positions in the Executive Branch, we 
want people who know the specialized field involved and who 
have had extensive experience and success in it. Usually, 
these people are already being highly paid, and there is a 
limit to the financial sacrifices they can afford to make. 

Not only is the discrepancy between private sector 
executive pay large now; it is continuing to widen. Since, 
1977, for example, while Federal executive pay has risen 
only 5.5 percent, private sector executive pay has gone up 
about 25 percent. If this gap continues to widen, government 
service will be so unattractive that increasing numbers of 
the best qualified will refuse to serve. 

These observations apply equally to the selection of 
judges. The Federal judiciary has traditionally drawn a 
substantial number of appointees f:J;:__om the top echelons of 
the legal profession. These individuals are mature, experienced, 
and often at the height of their career earnings. When they 
become judges, it is usually at a financial sacrifice. If 
the sacrifice we ask becomes too great, increasing numbers 

-·------ ------- - ...,...,.-= .. -:-. -.. _-_ -_ -_.  
.. --- --------- -
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RICHARD NEVILLE, JUDGI!: 

CUMMING, GEORGIA 

December 2, 1980 

Mr. Hamilton Jordan 
Office of the President 

01' THE 

Of The United States of America 
Washington, D. C. 20515 

Re: Furman T. Stansell, Cumming, Georgia 

Dear Ham: 

CHEROKEI!:, I'AHNIN, 

FORSYTH, Cll.NER 

AND PICK ENS COUNTIES 

Much has happened on the national and also local scene since I wrote 
you in June, 1980, regarding my long time friend, Furman Stansell.· 
You have experienced events only a handful of people in the history 
of our nation have known, and we all can take pride i� the caliber 

· and integrity of the office and administration of the Carter . 
presidency._ -- .&:�" 

I realize that these past six'months have been perhaps the most ·-

crucial in your life a�d I hesitate to add to your burden. However, 
it is a lso important to Furman Stansell and his many friends for some 
action to be taken regarding his presidential pardon before the 
president leaves office on January 20. For your review I enclose 
letter copies previously mailed and ask �hat you get back with me, 
if at all possible� 

I look forward to seeing you on the Emory campus in the weeks ahead. 

Yours very truly, 

Richard Neville 

RN/nme 

Enclosures· 

Q 

. 
.. 
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RICHARD NEVILLE, JuDGE 

CUMMING0GEOFlGIA 

June 30, 1980 

Mr. Hamilton Jordan 
Office of the President 

of the United States of 
Washington, D. C. 20515 

Dear Ham: 

OF THE 

America 

( 

CHEROKEE, F'A-..NIN• 

FORSYTH, GI�EA _ 
,AND PICXENS COUNTIES 

I have not written you:or anyone else in the administration 
on any matter since President Carter ha� been in office. 
Also, I realize this is not a good time as you have assumed 
additional responsibilities in the reelection campaign. 
However, this matter is very impor..tant to me __ as it invo·lves 
a good personal friend of long standing, Furman Stansell. 
Furman and -I moved to Cumming in Forsyth County about the 
same time back in the early �O's. He sta�ted with the Bank 
of Cumming and worked h_is way up to Executive Vice Presiden� 
at the time of the land crash in the mid '70's� The details 

f I '• o Furman s offense are not as clear to me as they once were� -...rP' 

However, he was wrong, he admitted this and was given a 
probated sentence. :I do�'t attempt to justify Furman's 
actions, but thos� were crazy times and in this area simila� 
to the Florida land boom. Other than this one incident, 
Furman ha�. been a model citizen, family man and contributor 
to society. Of all of the people I have dealt with in my law 
practice and.'in th�ee years as Superior Court Judge, I feel 
this person is the most deserving--to receive full pardon. 

If this letter is inappropriate, please disregard. In ·no y.c...y 
should it be taken as influence peddling, but I felt .it iwportant 
oor the President to know my thoughts on this subject, for be 
has in the past-valued my opinion. 

I have followed :very closely your career in Washington, botb. 
your trials and.successes. We are still very pro�d of all of 
our Gecirgia folk��_and this ad�inistration and fully intend to 

s�?e a Democrat� . .  in the ·White House for the next four years. 

Sincerely yours,-· 

.. ..... � 

Richard Neville 

RN/nme 

. .  �--

. 
-�· 
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RICHARD NEVILLE, Juoc;�: 
CUMMING, GEORGIA 

June 30, 1980 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D. C. 

CHEROKEE, .-A ..,NIH, 

FORSYTH, GIL....,E A  -

AND PICKENS COUNTIES 

Re: Character Affidavit on Behalf of Furman T. Stansell 

Gentlemen: 
-

I write this letter in support of Mr. Stansell's application for 
a Presidential Pardon. 

I have been clo�ely acquainted with this applicant since 1964-and 
we have remained personal friends since that time, sharing both 
good and bad times which we all experience in o ur lives as time 
passes. I watched his banking career rise and fall, and other 
than this one experience, there has never been -·in his life any- • 

other event even suggesting illegal or unlawful con�uct. Ee --. .EJI"  
made a mistake, admitted it, and paid the penalty many times 
over. He is a good law �biding citizen and h�s always been 

·very active in community affairs. We were in Jaycees, Kiwanis, 
PTA and other org-anizations through the years.-- He is- the son of 
a Baptist·minister and his church life and religious principles 
have sustained him through these very trying times. Also, he 
has received great community support and understanding even from 
those principals at the Bank of Cumming. 

In my opinion Furman Stansell is a good man and well deserving­
of favorable consideratio� for a Presidential-Pardon, which I 
certainly hope he �eceives. 

A) - -- .() 

Yours very truly, 

Richard Neville 
�/nme 

The undersigned, Richard Neville, before a notary public on oath 
states that the foregoing facts are true and correct. 

Sworn to and subscribed before me 
th is the· day of · - · · · · · 

, 1980. 

�=-=---=-==-=---'=,-:-::-:=-=--=-:=------�----------� '-_:i.."· 
NOTARY PUBLIC _ 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

January 7, 1981 

MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESID 

FROM RICHARD HARDEN 

REGARDING OA ANNUAL REPORT 

Attached is a report outlining the 
accomplishments of the Office of 
Administration this past year. I intend to 
provide each employee with a copy and would 
appreciate your signing the attached letter in 
order that I may include it. 

Thank you. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

January 7, 1981 

To Richard Harden 

Over the past three years, the Office of Administration has provided 
quality administrative support service to the Executive Office of the 
President at a greatly reduced cost to the American public. I am 
proud of the accomplishments of the Office of Administration, the 
savings it has achieved, and the close working relationships it has 
fostered among the agencies of the Executive Office of the President 
I wish it a long and successful future. 

I would also like to take this opportunity to thank your fine staff for 
the support given to my personal staff. Their dedication and hard 
work have helped make these years at the White House easier for all 
of us. 

Sincerely, 

The Honorable Richard M. Harden 
Director 
Office of Administration 
The White House 
Washington, DC 

- .,.. 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON 

December 30, 1980 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: THE SECRETARY OF LABO� � 

SUBJECT: Department of Labor's Proposal 
to Change the Salary Tests 
For Executive, Administrative 
And Professional (EAP) 
Employees Under the Fair Labor 
Standards Act 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Department of Labor is proposing a two-phase increase 
in the salary test used as one of the methods under the 
Fair Labor Standards Act for determining whether employees 
should be exempt from FLSA's overtime pay requirements 
because they are employed in an executive, administrative 
or professional capacity. 

There are three critical points to keep in mind in 
analyzing this proposal: 

l. This is not a minimum wage proposal and does not 
require that any worker's wages be increased. 

2. The salary test provides a very simple triggering 
mechanism for determining whether the employer can 
remove certain employees from the overtime 
protections of the law. It is one of the tests 
which industry urged to be adopted when the 
original tests were devised because it would 
ease an employer's administxative burden. 

3. An up-to-date salary test provides an easy 
mechanism for employers, as well as the De partment, 
to determine whether or not overtime must be paid. 
An out-of-date salary test leads to an increase 
in litigation over the application of the exemption. 
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OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

January 7, 1980 

MR. PRESIDENT: 

ROGER CHILDERS OF OREGON 

CALLED TO THANK YOU FOR HIS 

PRESIDENTIAL PARDON WHICH HE 

RECEIVED SOME TIME BEFORE 

CHRISTMAS. HE WILL ALSO WRITE 

TO YOU. 

PHIL 

Eleci:ll'C$tS!fde Ccpy M�d� 

torr Pr��®!!'IJ@��(!'l� ?'��rr�"JJ"'<'Il� 



e l1il 

THE PRESIDENT AND MRS. CARTER 

welcome you to 

THE WHIT E HOUSE 

Wednesday, January 7, 1981 

' . . '/�. 

" 
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