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STATEMENT OF
THE SHEET METAL AND AIR CONDITIONING CONTRACTORS'
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION
BEFORE THE
COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON LABOR
UNITED STATES sﬁNATE
ON THE
PROPOSED .

CONSTRUbTION INDUSTRY COLLECTIVE BARGAINING ACT OF 1975

'S. 2305 .

Mr, Chairman and Members of the Commi‘ctée:

This statement is ‘being submitted to clarify the position of the
Sheet Metal and Air Conditioning Contractprs' I\}aﬁonal Association (SMACNA),
in ligh't of the recent controversy surro'unding S. 2305, entitled the Construc-
tiqn Industry Collective Bargaining Act of 1975.

SMACNA has for years be;en ih favor of reform of the coilective
bargaining broc;ess in the construction industry. We have acﬁvely pursued
énd supported efforts to do so, however, we do not feel that §. 2305 has
the ingrédients to stabilize the cons;ruction.indxlst.z'y. We think it is
important to establish a balance at the bargaining table between labor and
menagement. The bargaining imbalance which has existed for years has

seriously contributed to the excessive wage and frihge benefit settlements
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which have in turn contributed to the inflationary spiral. S. 2305 creates
an even greater imbalance in one of its provisions by placing the ultimate

responsibility of a consummated labor-management agreement in the hands

.of international unions at the national level without similar management

authority. Thus, not only does the final contract consummation move from

.the local to the national level, but, more specifically, it is placed solely

in the hands of labor. - Bargaining at the national level in and of itself can

be a good concept, but here again, why is it considered necessary in S,

- 2305 to give management even less say so than before?

Collective bargaining "reform" in the construction industry
has all the outward appearances of motherh.ood, appiie ;sie and the American
flag., However, any Iegiélation to that e‘nd mug.t address itself to the reali-
ties of collective bargaining and the r'_ela;cionship of labor and management
in the.construction industry., SMACNA sees little, if any, meaningful and
substantative reform in S. 2305 as p{oposed. Any reform should address
the problems by correcting the ills and pfoblems through pemanent restruc-

turing. S. 2305 seeks a temporary solution to an ever-existing problem.

. It resembles the machinery of the construction industry stabilization

committee (CISC) which attempted to slow down inflation by involking
temporary controls. The record of CISC initially showed restraint in wage

settlements, however, since its dissolution we have had most areas "catch

up" to current levels and have received increases far in excess of the 7. ¥ TN
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national average, cost of living index, consumer price index, et cetera.

" The effects of S, 2305 will be no different. The powers of the Committee

to consider local contract disputes is optional and not mandatory. The

‘existence of effective dispute machinery in the crafts is sparce and

certainly an international union president is reluctant to come up with a

restraint on wages and fringes‘ which would be unpopular with one of his

constituent local unions. Although such authority in the hands of interna-

tional unions can be very beneficial, it becomés a very dubious distinction

.when such a responsibility is not shared with the respective management

associations. This leaves thé persuasiveness of the Collective Bargaining'
Committee Members as the last resort for résponsiblé seﬁlements; This
is an impossible task, at 'bes‘;:, even with the best of persuasive powers,
to~-wit: the operation of the CISC. -

S. 2305 is being represen;ced as endorsed by both management

and labor. This is a misunderstanding, because there are a number of

" construction management groups who are aefinitely not in favor of this

proposal and more importantly, most construction management groups were

- not consulted in the drafting stage nor after it was finalized. Some token

.o~
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SMACNA is a member, however, the information was not specific until
Friday, September 5, 1975, It was then introduced in the Senate on
September 9 and the House on September 10. Hearirigs were held immediately

thereafter without any further consultation or opportur-uty to weigh all of the

information was given to the Counsel of Construction Employers of which ,:c::?m
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'ingredients of this legislation. Furthermore, it i.s ouf understanding that

S. 23051is _supposed to be a "trade off" for‘ S. 1479, Common Situs Picketing,
This is totally unacceptable, We are discouraged, dismayed and extremely
.dis.éppointed with these taptics. If this legislation is truly significant

in its reform then it could stand scrutiny from any and all factions within

the construction industry, Anyone who has taken the time to analyze HR 9500
.ar_xd who unde;stands the construéfion industry must oppose .it because it does
not have the ingredients necessary to effectivély satisfy the intent; namely,
. "to promote peaéeful resollution of disputes between labor and management."
SMACNA urges all Members of Congress to obtain an accurate picture of thé
bargaining realities in the constructién indﬁstry. Ohly fhen can the proper
steps be taken with legisiatic;n which addresses the problem and not just the
- symptoms., | .

.SMACNZ.\ doe§ not take thi's position without having some very

reglistic solutions whfch could be considered. SMACNA's very existence
" is dedicated to stabilizing the collec’.cive-bargaining process. For years the
sheet metal industry has had a no-work-stoppage grievance ar.ld contract
éettlement procedure but even then negotiations have been an essential
'ingredieht and must take place at the bargai;ling téble. SMACNA's
e.xperienvce with this machinery points out ag-ain .that only when those
representatives at the table are equal in the authority they receive from

their respective constitutents can responsible bargéining take place., /-
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Under present law all members of a union are represented at the

) bargaining table by their duly authorized committee. This is not true for

management. We submit that when all contractors in the industry, just

like gjl union workers in the industry, are represented by their collective

bargaining committee then a balance between management and labor could
‘be brought about in the best interest of the consumer (public) who, in the

: final analysis, will pay for any and all increases. This kind of reform

suggests equality in its restructuring. The ingredients of this proposal

-also suggest greater effectiveness on the part of labor as well as management

at the bargaining table.

If this Committee or anyohe else desires further information
from SMACNA on this issue, we wouid be most happy to supply it. In the
meanwhile, SMACNA respectfully and stréngly u-rges that S, 2305 be |

opposed as written, unless it includes'meaningful and permanent restruc-

" turing of the collective bargaining process in the construction industry.

. Thank you for granting us the opportun'ity to present this statement.

[~ :a'!
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ThE ASSOCELT=ED CERERAL CONTRASTENS OF AMERIEA

1957 E STREET. N. W. ¢ WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006 & 202/393-2040

STATEMENT OF THE
ASSOCIATED GENERAL CONTRACTCRS OF AMERICA
TO THE

HOUSE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR

September 11, 1975

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, my name is
Laurence F. Rooney. I am President of the Manhattan Construction
Conpany, Muskogee, Oklahoma. I am a contracter operating with

collective hargaining agreements. I am accompanied today by

S. Peter Volpe, President of the Volpe Construction Company, Malden,
Massachusetts, a building contracto£ operating with collective
bargaining agreemnents and James M. Sprouse, Executive Vice President
of the association. Mr. Volpe currently serves as Vice P'resident of
the AGC and both of us are members of the Executive Ccmmittee.

Mr. Volpe and Mr. Sprouse are, in addition, membecrs cf the Collective

Bargaining Committee in Construction.

Yesterday you heérd the distinguished Secrctary of Labor explain
in detail the deplorable conditions currently existing in the collective
bargaining process in construction. We are acutely aware of those
conditions because we, like many cthers, suffer from them. We agrce

with the Secretary of Labor that collective bargaining reform legislation

SKILL—RESPONSIBILITY —INTEGRITY



is absolutely necessary for the continuation and, I fear, the survival

of the construction industry as we know it.

In our opinion any such legislation, to be helpful and successful,

must contain the following provisions:

1.

Any bill developed for these pufposes shouid contain no
automatic expiration date. If such legislation is needed
at all its need should not be terminable any more than

the Taft Hartley or the Landrum-Griffin Acts are terminable.

Amendable or repealable, yes, terminable, no.

Such legislation should be for the single purpose of
improving the collective bargaining relationships
between construction unions and construction contractors
who employ workers represented by those unions. Lawyers
and the courts will certainly interpret the legal intent
of this legislation for years, and to preclude any
future possibility that the influence of the Construction
Industry Cdllective Bargaining Committee may become lost
along the- way, or that the courts may have to decide

the Congressional intent of the legislation, we suggest
that a sub-section be added to Section 2. The new sub-

section would read as follows:

Nothing contained in this Act shall (Q* 4;\
_ _ S ?
o<
apply to construction contractors when 2 fy
;! o ~
operating without collective bargaining TN e

agreements.



One of our concerns in this area is that those con-
tractors who have elected to operate two companies,

one without collective bargaining agreements as well

as one with collective bargaining agreements, could
suffer by an international requiring, prior to approving
an agreement, that a clause be written into his

collective bargaining agreement that he could not

-operate his other company on a non-union basis.

Collective bargaining agreements,.the negotiation of
which would be subject to such legislation, should have
a common expiration date, determined by the Construction
Industry Collective Bargaining Committee. With all
agreements expiring on the same date, there would then
be no economic increases which union negotiators could
establish as a floor for their economic demands without

regard to the state of the economy.

All wages, fringe benefits and other monetary provisions
of collective bargaining agreements should become
effective on or after the date agreement is reached,

and there should pe no retroactive payments. If retro-

activity were prohibited by law it would serve as a

deterrent to those unions which refuse to bargain Qc?oﬂf>\
P
I LAY
seriously until a pattern of settlements is developed (Z >
o Loy
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in other negotiations in the area. This sort of - /,/

delaying tactic often results in strikes, because such



unions attempt to secure higher settlements than

contractors have reached with other unions thereby

- endeavoring to disturb historic relationships among

the unions.

When a collective bargaiﬁing settlement requires
ratification by the membership of the labor organiza-
tion, voting should be limited to those members
actively employed by the employers involved. Some
local unions represent Qorkers employed under several
different collective bargaining agreements. To permit
union members who will not be workingvunder the pro-
visions of the agreemeﬁt presented for modification to
vote results in the rejection of too many agreements
worked out in good faith by negotiating committees.
Those'who vote on a proposed agreément which will not~
affect them are likely to vote to reject, since they
have nothing to lose. In fact, they may gain by
pushing up the ultimate settlement since by so doing
it is likely they will receive a higher increase than
they otherwise would in the next negotiation of the

agreement under which they will work.

Multi-employer bargaining units should have the same  _~{ga~

4 Q}

status under law as unions enjoy which is that the 3 2}

. Y o7 ~

‘multi-employer bargaining units be recognized as \QL .’/j/

exclusive bargaining agents for all employers who

will employ, on like work, men represented by the



unionf Presently an employer ﬁot a member of the
multi-employer bargaining group may enfer into an
interim short form agreement which typically provides
that the employer will pay; on a retroactive basis,
any economic increase neéotiated by the recognized
multi-employer bargaining group. Under such agree-
ment the employer.continues to employ workmen

represented by the union while the union is on strike

against members of the multi—employer bargaining

group. Other contractors working under national and
project agreements may elect to follow the same course
of action. Interim agreements, national agréements
and project agreementslprejudice the ability of the
multi-employer bargaining group to reach a reasonable
settlement with the union. Such agreements should be

barred.

The Construction Industry Collective Bargaining Committee
should automatically take jurisdiction over every
negotiation for which they have received notice. The
interrelation among negotiations in our industry

requires that the provisions of the Act come into

play in each negotiation so that unstabilizing e e

situations may be handled as they develop. .i \\#f/jy
% *

The Construction Industry Collective Bargaining Committee,
in place of the international union involved, should

aprrove or reject all collective bargaining agreements



subject to its jurisdiction. The rejection of any
agreements should be only because a prdvision or
provisions would increase costs to a degree which
would prove unstabilizing. This provision would
provide an opportunity for experienced leaders
representing labor, manaément and the public to
review agreements reached. A broad based review
would, we beliéve, prove most beneficial to the

industry and to our customers.

9. The Act should set forth in clear language the
responsibilities of the labor and management
national organizations.when they are called upon
by the Committee to provide effective mediation
and conciliation services. As Secretary of Labor
Dunlop pointed out'in his testimoﬁy, there have
been éeveral plans put forth over the years which
depended upon voluntary action on the part of
international labor organizations and national
employer associations to provide services to assist
in making collective bargaining more effective.

These plans failed, and ény plan which does not

: PATEN)
require, by its terms, responsible action also /g*' zak
[~J : -rr!!
. . wl 2o §
will fail. x b
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During the development of the legislation which you are con-
sidering, representatives of the AGC held several informal discussions

with the Secretary of Labor on the subject. These were general discussions



dealing with the philosophy and principles‘of the proposal, andbnothing
at that time was in writing, but until these were developed into actual
'1egislative language there was no way in which our governing body could
give them proper consideration. 1In meétings of the Collective Bargaining
Committee in Construction, where this subject was discuésed on several
occasions; AGC representativgs stated that.while they.suppofted the need
for corrective legislation no commitment could be made on behalf_of

the association until we saw the language of the bill.

On August 28 we advised the Secretary that unless we received
the actual language of the bill with a reasonable length of time in
which to give it the consideration it certainly would desérve, we
could not actively support the legislation. On September 3 we were
furnished a summary of the bill. We immediately held a meeting of
our national officers, together witﬁ>our labor counsel, and following
that meeting AGC President John N. Matich said "based on the summary,
the legislation appears to be a step_forward, bué until we have the
opportunity to examine the actual bill in detail we are not in a
position to commit ourselves to support it." We received copies of
the bill on the afternoon.of Friday, September 5. We mailed copies
to our Executive Committee that day and scheduled a meeting of the

committee for yesterday afternoon. Three working days is not sufficient

in detail, hold a meeting of our Executive Committee, establish a

position and prepare testimony on an issue of this importance to ou

industry. It was apparent to our Executive Committee, however, even
‘after only a cursory examination, that the bill does not contain the

provisions which we have mentioned.



As a responsible association we always are ready, willing and,
indeed, eager to meet with the Secrefgry ofALabor, the leaders of
'organized labor and any other persons of responsibility to cooperatively
develop truly meaningful legislation to improve the collective bargaining
process in construction. The short length of time which we have ﬁad
* this legislation has not permitted this. This is an issue which
certainly deserves due deliberation, thoréugh study and thoughtful
éonsideration by all affected parties. The bill YOu are considefing
| has not had those benefits, which leads us to question the necessity
for the extremely rapid movement of the bill. What is there about
this bill that is so urgent? This Committee has long had the reputation
for giving to each proposal which comes before it the due deliberation,
thorough study and thoughtful consideration which I mentioned earlier.

I urge you to do so now and to consider the suggestions we have made

as Committee amendments to the bill.

Mr. Chairman, for the reasons we have outlined here, principally
the short period of time we have had to give consideration to this
proposal and our very deep concern over the rapidity of the legislative

process in this case, we cannot support the legislation in its present

form.
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THE ASSOCI/ATED GENERAL CONTRACTORS ©OF AMERIGA

1957 E STREET, N. W. ¢ WASHINGTON, D. C. 20008 ® 202/393-2040

STATEMENT OF THE
ASSOCIATED GENERAL CONTRACTORS OF AMERICA
TO THE

SENATE COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE
September 16, 1975

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, my name is
Laurence F. Rooney. I am President of the Ménhattan Construction
Company, Muskogee, Oklahoma. I am a contractor operating with
collective bargaining agreements. I am accompanied today by
James M., Sprouse, Executive Vice President of the association.

Mr. Sprouse is, in addition, a member of the Collective Bargaining

Committee in Construction.
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Today you heard the Secretary of Labor explain in detail {? ;)

the deplorable conditions currently existing in the collective Eﬁ é&
S

bargaining process in construction. We are acutely aware of those
conditions because we, like many others, suffer from them. We agree

with the Secretary of Labd; that ccllective bargaining reform legislation

SKILL—RESPONSIBILITY—INTEGRITY



is absolutely necessary for the continuation and, I fear, the survival

of the construction industry as we know it.

In our opinion any such legislation, to be helpful and successful,

must contain the following provisions:

1. Any bill developed for these purposes should contain no
automatic expiration date. If such legislation is needed
at all its need should not be terminable any more than
the Taft Hartley or the Landrum-Griffin Acts are terminable.

Amendable or repealable, yes, terminable, no.

2. Such legislation should be for the single purpose of
improving the collective bargaining relafidnships
between construction unions and construction contractors
who eﬁploy workers represented by those unions. Lawyers
and the courts will certairlv interpret the legal intent
of this legislation for years, aand to preclude any
future possibility that the influence of the Construction
Industry Collective Bargaining Committee may become lost
along the way, or that the courts may have to decide
the Congressional intent of the legislation, we suggest
that a sub-section be added to Section 2. The new sub-

section would read as follows:

Nothing contained in this Act shall

apply to construction contractors when //ggﬂ>\\
. ‘ Al %,

operating without collective bargaining 3 2,
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agreements. 2 j/



One of our concerns in this area is that those con-
tractors who have elected to operate two companies,

one without collective bargaining agreements as well

as one with collective bargaining agreements, could
suffer by an international requiring, prior to approving
an agreement, that a clause be written into his
collective bargaining agreement that he could not

operate his other company on a non-union basis.

Collective bargaining agreements, the negotiation of
which would be subject to such legislation, should have
a common expiration date, determined by the Construction
Industry Collective Bargaining Committee; With all
agreements expiring on the same date, there would then
be no'economic increases which union negotiators could
establish as a floor for their economic demands without

regard to the state of the economy.

All wages, frinée'benefits and other monetary provisions
of collective bargaining agreements should become
effective on or after the'date agreement is reached,

and there should be no retroactive payments. If retro-
activity were prohibited by law it would serve as a
deﬁerrent to those unions which refuse to bargain
seriously until a pattern of settlements is developed

in other negotiations in the area. This sort of

delaying tactic often results in strikes, because such



unions attempt to secure higher settlements than
contractors have reached with other unions thereby
endeavoring to disturb historic relationships among

the unions.

When a collective bargaining settlement requires
ratification by the membership of the labor organiza-
tion, voting should be limited to those members
actively employed by the employers involved. Some
local unions represent workers employed under several
different collective bargaining agreements. To permit
union members who will not be working under the pro-
visions of the agreement presented for modification to
vote results in the rejection of too many agreements
worked out in good faith by negotiating committees.
Those who vote on a proposed agreement which will not
affect them are likely to vote to reject, since they
have nothing to lose. 1In fact, they may gain by
pushing up the ultimate settlement since by so doing
it is likely they will receive a higher increase than
they otherwise would in the next negotiation of the

agreement under which they will work.

Multi-employer bargaining units should have the same
status under law as unions enjoy which is that the
multi-employer bargaining units be recognized as
exclusive bargaining agents for all employers who

will employ, on like work, men represented by the




union. Presently an employer not a member of the
multi-employer bargaining group may enter into an
interim short form agreement which typically provides
that the employer will pay, on a retroactive basis,
any economic increase negotiated by the recognized
multi-employer bargaining group. Under such agree-
ment the employer continues to employ workmen
represented by the union while the union is on strike
against members of the multi-employer bargaining
group. Other contractors working under national and
project aygreements may elect to féllow the same course
of action. Interim agreements, national agreements
and project agreements prejudice the ability of the
multi-employer bargaining group to reach a reasonable
settlement with the union. Such agfeements should be

barred.

The Construction Industry Collective Bargaining Committee
should automatically take jurisdiction over every
negotiation for which they have received notice. The
interrelation among negotiations in our industry

requires that the provisions of the Act come into

play in each negotiation so that unstabilizing L~

situations may be handled as they develop. fo
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The Construction Industry Collective Bargaining Committee,
in place of the international union involved, should

approve or reject all collective bargaining agreements




subject to its jurisdiction. The rejection of any
agreements should be only because a provision or
provisions would increase costs to a degree which
would prove unstabilizing. This provision would
provide an opportunity for experienced leaders
representing labor, managment and the public to
review agreements reached. A broad based review
would, we believe, prove most beneficial to the

industry and to our customers.

9. The Act should set forth in clearllanguage the
responsibilities of the labor and management
national organizations when they are called upon
by the Committee to provide effective mediation
and conciliation services. As Secrétary of Labor
Dunlop pointed out in his testimony, there have
been several plans put forth over the years which
depended upon voluntary action on the part of
international labor organizations and national
employer associations to provide services to assist
in making collective bargaining more effective.
These plans failed, and any plan which does not

A )
require, by its terms, responsible action also /<T’—~\>\

will fail.
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During the development of the legislation which you are con-
sidering, representatives of the AGC held several informal discussions

with the Secretary of Labor on the subject. These were general discussions



dealing with the philosophy and principles of the proposal, and nothing

at that time was in writing, but until these were developed into actual

legislative language there was no way in which our governing body could

give them proper consideration.

In meetings of the Collective Bargaining

Committee in Construction, where this subject was discussed on several

occasions, AGC representatives stated that while they supported the need

for corrective legislation no commitment could be made on behalf of

the association until we saw the language of the bill.

On August 28 we advised thé Secretary that unless we received

the actual language of the bill with a réasonable length of time in

which to give it the consideration it certainly would deserve, we

could not actively support the legislation. On September 3 we were

furnished a summary of the bill.

We immediately held a meeting of

our national officers, together with our labor counsel, and following

that meeting AGC President John N.

Matich said "based on the summary,

the legislation appears to be a step forward, but until we have the

opportunity to examine the actual

bill in detail we are not in a

position to commit ourselves to support it." We received copies of

the bill on the afternoon of Friday, September 5. We mailed copies to

our Executive Committee that day and scheduled a meeting of the committee

for the following Wednesday to attempt to establish a position on the

bill. We found, however, that three working days was not sufficient

time for. us to consult with our members and counsel, analyze the bill

in detail, hold a meeting of our Executive Committee, establish a /f

position and prepare testimony on
industry. It was apparent to our
after only a cursory examiﬁation,
to enable us to consider it to be

reform legislation. We are still
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an issue of this importance to ouﬁﬁ
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Executive Committee, however, even

that the bill does not go far enough
truly significant collective bargaining

of that opinion.
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As a responsible association we always are ready, willing and,
indeed, eager to meet with the Secretary of Labor, the leaders of
organized labor and any other persons of responsibility to cooperatively
develop truly meaningful legislation to improve the collective bargaining
process in construction. The short length of time which we have had
this 1egislation has not permitted this. This is an issue which
certainly deserves due deliberation, thorough study and thoughtful
consideration by all affected parties. The bill you are cdnsidering
has not had those benefits, whichvleads us to question the necessity
for Fhe extremely rapid movement of the bill. What is there about
this bill that is so urgent? This Committee has long had the reputation
for giving to each proposal which comes before it the due deliberation,
thorough study and thoughtful consideration which I mentioned earlier.

I urge you to do so now and to consider the suggestions we have made

as Committee amendments to the bill.

Mr. Chairman, for the reasons we have outlined here, principally
the short period of time we have had to give consideration to this
proposal and our very deep concern over the rapidity of the legislative
process in this case, we cannot support the legislation in its present

form.
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MEMORANDUM TO THE HONORABLE JAMES ”. CAVANAUGH
DEPUTY DIRECTOR, THE DOMESTIC COUNCIL

SUBJECT: Economic Impact of Nationwide Rail Strike

In response to your request this afternoon, the following
impact analysis of a possible nationwide rail strike is
provided.

The immediate effect of a nationwide strike will impact
primarily on passenger service. Approximately 400,000 rail
commuters will be stranded and about 200 Amtrak long
distance passenger service trains will cease operating.

The impact on the gross national product (GNP) and on
unemployment of a nationwide rail strike are estimated
to be as follows:

Weeks: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total

GNP Loss
({Millions of _
$, 1975) 0 1719 2588 3354 4056 4709 5389 6037 27,852

Additional

Unemployment

(000's of

man weeks) 0 2489 1311 1147 1042 935 880 801 8,605

GNP losses would become increasingly more substantial,
amounting to about 11.2% of the two months total estimated GNP.

Employment impact is estimated to reach a peak in the second
week and then grow at a slower rate for the remainder of

the period. An eight week strike would add another 9.3%

to the present level of unemployment.
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In calendar year 1974, the railroad industry moved 38.4%
of the intercity frieght traffic--some 860 billion ton-miles.
Principal commodities carried are:

Commodity
Meat and dairy products 46%
Canned and frozen foods 74%
House appliances 71%
Automobiles 76%
Pulp and paper 86%
Lumber and wood 78%
Furniture 40%
Chemicals 63%
Primary metal products 68%
Coal 70%

The Department of Transportation, the Interstate Commerce
Commission, and the Federal Preparedness Agency are
coordinating their activities in preparing for a railroad
work stoppage, including a draft Executive order. '

Any significant information which may be developed will
be forwarded prggptly as a supplement to the above.

THOMAS J. SIMMONS
Executive Assistant to
the Director
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December 11, 1975

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS ON OSHA

During 1975 OSHA has been substantially transformed and the
foundation has been laid for a positive approach to the Federal
regulation of safety and health which will better protect the American
worker while obtaining greater cooperation and acceptance from those
affected by the regulations. -

A new top management team has been installed:
-- Morton Corn, Assistant Secretary - Ph.D. in industrial

hygiene, extensively experienced as an OSHA consultant, widely
respected by management, labor and research communities.

-- Bert Concklin, Deputy Assistant Secretary, (Chief of
Operations) - Experienced administrator with excellent relations
inside and outside government.

-~ Marshall Miller, Deputy Assistant Secretary, (Chief of
Standards) - Lawyer with extensive Federal service and private
practice, accomplished technician.

We have shifted attitudinally police~like enforcement to education,
consultation and voluntary compliance.

We are now selecting work places for inspections for specific
reasons rather than on a random basis.

We are concentrating on serious hazards and known dangers instead
of seeing how many numbers of violations can be found in the work place.

We are now working with business associations, companies --
large and small -- other governmental agencies and organized labor
in advance consultation and problem solving.

Additional resources are needed in 1976 and 1977 to further the
following objectives:

(1) Consulting with employers - Now done in 34 OSHA states and
jurisdictions under state agreements; needed in the remaining
22 states and jurisdictions.

(2) Professional training of compliance staff -~ Additional
professional resources are needed to add health training to
safety training capacity; also to retrain existing personnel
to health, and in new priorities.,

(3) National emphasis program - To direct OSHA's major
concentration toward high hazard situations. This requires the
development of expertise with respect to specific industries and
significant additional consultation and educational services
to employers and employees.
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(4) Labor/management cooperation - Joint approaches and
support are needed if specific industry problems are to be solved
and if mutually acceptable health and safety standards are to be
achieved.

(5) Relationships with small business - This group has been
the most critical of OSHA and yet many of the most hazardous work
places are small businesses. OSHA has initiated a major police
study on this subject and is working with Chamber of Commerce, NAM,
and associations of small businesses, as well as with organized
labor.

(6) Occupational health programs - Currently less than 10
percent of OSHA's compliance activity is in this area -- health
hazard difficult to identify, and standards hard to write -- but we
must now concentrate on occupational health. A recent NIOSH
study says one of every four workers contracts an occupational
disease. NIOSH has identified 20,000 toxic chemicals present
in work places. Recent findings of long-range effects of such
substances as vinyl chloride and asbestos make it necessary
for us to develop professional capacity rapidly.

(7) Inflationary impact assessment - As OSHA discharges its
statutory duties to protect worker safety and health, careful
consideration must be given to the technological ability of
employers to meet standards and of their economic impact.
Additional resources are needed for these important studies.

The Labor Department agrees with the need for regulatory reform
and its OSHA programing relfects this. It should be born in mind
that OSHA is a new program mandated by Congress in 1971 - and just
moving from its infancy to adolescence. Cuts have been agreed to in
the Labor Department's mature regulatory functions. Failure to
provide adequate budgetary support for the OSHA program could be a
setback to the positive approach now being undertaken and could lead
to a greater criticism of OSHA from all quarters -- business, labor
unions and Congress alike.

John T. Dunlop

4

{

\\ - /
L y

N e

e

TOR 0\

/" <
Q o
ol T



II.

. THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

December 17, 1975

MEETING WITH ECONOMIC POLICY BOARD
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
December 18, 1975 ’
6:15 p.m. [
Cabinet Room )

From: L. William Seidman<762/ffs

PURPOSE

To discuss the common situs picketing and collective

bargaining titles of H.R. 5900.

BACKGROUND, PARTICIPANTS AND PRESS PLAN

A. Background: On December 15, 1975 the Senate passed
H.R. 5900 by a vote of 52 to 43. The House had ap-
proved the Conference Committee Report on December
11 by a vote of 229 to 189.

An analysis of the significant features of Title I
(Common Situs Picketing) and Title II (Construction
Industry Collective Bargaining) is attached at Tab A.

A comparison of the bill with Administration propo-
sals and testimony is attached at Tab B.

A statement released to the press this morning by

. Secretary Dunlop setting forth his views on the

merits of H.R. 5900 is attached at Tab C.

A statement made by Robert A. Georgine on Tuesday
before the Situs Picketing Press Conference is at-
tached at Tab D.

B. Participants: L. Willjam Seidman, James T. Lynn, Alan
Greenspan, John T. Dunlop, Stephen Gardner, John O.
Marsh, Richard B. Cheney, Robert T. Hartmann, James

Cannon, Max Friedersdorf, James Baker. [
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C. Press Plan: '‘David H. Kennerley.

III. AGENDA

A. H.R. 5900

Secretary Dunlop will outline the significant features
and his views on H.R. 5900.



Some items in this folder were not digitized because it contains copyrighted
materials. Please contact the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library for access to
these materials.
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Labor Department Promises

of Federal Job Funds

By STEVEN R. WEISMAN

ment of Labor yesterday or-
dered an investigaticn into the
Beame administration’s use of
Federal public-service job mon-
ey to hire Democratic district
leaders and others with politi-
cal connections to werk in city

neighborhoods.

Pias 'illaltals sabkd 3% aws v - |

IS TOINVESTIGATE

The United States Depart--
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Jobs Questions

Unemployment is costly——ror every 1% or 1,000,000
unemployed

$3 billion in increased welfare unemployment
erxpenditures

=2

314 billion in lost taxes

Coemment: It is true that roughly a $14 billion change
in receipts would be associated with a one percentage
point change in the unemployment rate in fiscal 1977,
ut only if the bulk of the employment increase came
in the private sector. This is because the increase
in receipts is associated with and not caused by
the change in the unemployment rate. When the private
sector expands sufficiently to reduce uneémployment by
~on2 percentage point all sorts of other income rises--
profits, interest payments rents, etc.--all of which
is taxed. '

-Jv

] l-‘-rt'l-hZ‘IM'U prg w0

Therefore, it does not follow that if the Governmant
reduces unemployment one percentage point with a public
ervice jobs program, receipts would rise $14 billion.
his is obvious from the numbsrs. It takes roughly
50,000 jobs to reduce unemployment cne percentage
oint. Suppose this amount o0f emplovment were directly
nd indirectly generated with a public service employment
rogram. Further, assume that the average wage was
10,000 per year. The total increase in wage income
ould be $9.5 billion which would yield a small
raction of $14 billion in tax receipts. Even granted
nat a public service jobs Drogram creates extra non-wage
ncome indirectly through the nmultiplier process, tax
eceipts could not come close to $14 billion.
E more fundamental point must bes stressed. Our
strategy calls for a moderate healthy recovery. This
recovery could be soceuqu up with various stimmlative
mzasures and tax receipts could b2 increased, but what
gcod does that do if it simply plants the seeds for
a rece

ssion late in the 1970's. S TORY



A policy of multibillion dollax grants to States

and localities for paying employees and for constructing
public works would be

- Ill-timed -- because it would result in a bulge in spend-
ing in late 1978 or early 1979, whan, in fact, govern-
mental spending for investment is very likely to present
heavy competition with private investment needs. The
following record of experience under the Accelerated
Public Works Program of 1902 illustrates tﬂlS point.

First Second Third Fourth

year year year year
GRS BBEIONS woseponsisinbabsnsnnins ssnany HEE 450 3 -
PIlanael OBCIAYE . . cssassecnmsninssnsswas  SOO 400 150% 25%
BOtEl QUELIONE cons Thessvssohe®wnnsbs b 62 332 323 . 88

* Estimated

There is no reason to expect that the spendout pattern of
additional funds for public works authorized oxr appro-
1EE

priated now would be appreciably different.
= Counter productive —- because these expenditures would
markedly ‘increase the deficit, which in turn will have

the effect of reduc1ng Federal funds available to private .
borrowers to create jobs and will induce inflationary

expectations, thereby slowing recovetxflﬂ the private
sector and forming the conditions for yet anothexr recession.

-- * Inefficient -- because such programs-as those providing
public service employment-often simply substitute Federal
financing for State and local financing that would have
been used to hire the same peocople; Lzbor Departmient

stimdtes suggest that more than 1/2 of those hired
under public service emplovm:nt —=' and perhaps as mnuch
as %0% —-— would have been hired without any Federal
gram. s
program R
F Q. (’\‘
8 ‘\A
< )
E > !
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The charge that"there are no jobs in the President's Budget” is
not true.

it Just looking at expenditures in the 1977 Budget for public
works and other additions to physical assets, outlays are
up by over $6.5 billion -- 17% above 1976, as the follow-
ing table indicates:

ADDITIONS TO PHYSICAL ASSETS, 1976-1977
(fiscal years; dollar amounts in billions)

Change
1876 1977 Amount Percent

PUbliC WOIXrkKs BB WEN DEEEEEEESES R SRS e 18.2 21-3 3.0 16-6

13 pme

Major CQUIPHENE .sssccesrencvcsvesenane 16,9 20.7 3.9 23.0

Inventories and other physical assets. 3.1 . 2.8 -0.3 -

Total additions to physical

BEBELDE s ivvnrvnr s ssniisesnnrees s e 38 5 44.8 6.6 sBri

-~ DlMore important, the ecornomic assumotions upon which the
resident's Budget is based, indicate that between now
and the end of fiscal year 1977 the private sector will
increase employment by about 3.5 million jobs--not the
300,000 jobs Muskie talked about with respect to
proposed legislation--of which about 2.5 million jobs will
accomodate an increase in the labor force and about 1 million

'jobs will reduce the number of those currently unemployed--—

and because these are private sector jobs, they are not
temporary, not make work, not hand-outs, the \
Administration proposes to achieve this result by

o mnoderating the growth in Federal expenditure

: S sO as
to reduce the deficit, making more flr€5 available =
for private bOfrO/l“” and inhibiting inflationarys: 22
expectations, and “\
: >
. s _ 1 _}"
o =a further $10 billion cut in taxes. : o

SR



Productivity, Woges and Prices

1976
i i ST v 3

;ilian Labor Force (millions) 23.6 94.0 94,4 94.9 3
mnloyed 86,0 - 86.6 87.1 87.8 88.3
Unemployed 7.6 i Tl 7.3 7,1 7.0
Jnemployment Rate (%) Rignel . Ph 1 7.9 P 7.5 7.3
"1 Employees, Private Sector

{percent change, SAAR)

“ompensation ' 2.7 12.9 13.6 13.8 14.0 2
tan—nours . 3.3 . . § 2l 2

ompensation/man-hour ' 9.0 9.4 .« 200 10.3 10.8 9.

J”tput/man-ho 1.8 2,9 3.6 3.4 3.4 3
Unit labor cost 7.0 T 6.2 6.6 i 6
ivilian Employmen ~/Lnou sands) 86,000 86,600 ~ 87,138 87,860 88,228 e3,9
Less: Adjustment 18,073 18,143 18,210 18,290 18,363 18,4
soual:All emplovecs, private o1,927 68,457 68,928 69,470 69, 965
Man~hours © (millicons) 127,304 128,279 129,293 120,283 13),217 132,%
Weekly hours 36.040 36.040  306.072 36,067 36,0067 36,050

L

./ Consists of government employment, self-employed and unpaid family workers.
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\LABOR MEN WARN

T0 ROCKEFELLER

Meany and Others Receive
‘Nonpolitical’ Visits

By LEE DEMBART
Special to The New York Times
BAL HARBOUR, Fla., Feb, 12
~Insisting that this was not
a political trip, Vice Presiden
Rockefeller came to the labor
meetings in Florida ysterday,
had dinner with Ge:ﬁe Mean
last night and breakfast wi
40 union leaders this morning,
including the heade of 17 con-
struction unions.
At a time when organized la-
gox;dis publicly feuding with the
0
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EMBARGOED FOR RELEASE February 13, 1976
UNTIL 12 NOON (EST)

Office of the White House Press Secretary
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THE WHITE HOUSE

TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES:

I am returning without my approval H.R. 5247, the
Public Works Employment Act of 1975.

Supporters of this bill claim that it represents a
solution to the problem of unemployment. This is simply
untrue.

The truth i1s that this bill would do 1little to create
Jobs for the unemployed. Moreover, the bill has so many
deficiencies and undesirable provisions that it would do
more harm than good. While it i1s represented as the
solution to our unemployment problems. in fact it is little
more than an election year pork barrel. Careful examinatilon
reveals the serious deficiencies in H.R. 5247.

Fifst, the cost of producing jobs under this bill
would be intolerably high, probably in excess of $25,000
per job.

Second, relatively few new jJobs would be created. The
bill's sponsors estimate that H.R. 5247 would create 600,000
to 800,000 new jobs. Those claims are badly exaggerated.
Our estimates within the Administration indicate that at
most some 250,000 Jobs would be created -- and that would
be over a period of several years. The peak impact would
come 1n late 1977 or 1978, and would come to no more than
100,000 to 120,000 new jobs. This would represent barely
a one tenth of one percent improvement in the unemployment
rate.

Third, this will create almost no new Jobs in the
immediate future, when those jobs are needed. With peak
impact on jobs in late 1977 or early 1978, this legislation
wlll be adding stimulus to the economy at precisely the
wrong time: when the recovery will already be far advanced.

Fourth,; Title II of the billl provides preferential
treatment to those units of government with the highest
taxes without any distinction between those jurisdictions
which have been efficient in holding down costs and those
that have not. ‘

Fifth, under thils leglislation it would be almost
impossible to assure taxpayers that these dollars are being
responsibly and effectively spent.

more
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Effective allocation of over $3 billion for public works
on a project-by-project basis would take many months or years.
The provision that project requests be approved automatically
unless the Commerce Department acts within 60 days will pre-
clude any useful review of the requests, and prevent a
rational allocation of funds.

Sixth, this bill would create a new urban renewal program
less than two years after the Congress replaced a nearly
identical program -- as well as other categorical grant
programs -- with a broader, more flexible Community Develop-
ment block grant program.

I recognize there is merit in the argument that some
areas of the country are suffering from exceptionally high
rates of unemployment and that the Federal Government should
provide assistance. My budgets for fiscal years 1976 and
1977 do, in fact, seek to provide such assistance.

Beyond my own budget recommendations; I believe that
in addressing the immedlate needs of some of our cities
hardest hit by the recession, another measure already
introduced in the Congress, H.R. 11860, provides a far
more reasonable and constructive approach than the bill I
am vetoing.

H.R, 11860 targets funds on those areas with the
highest unemployment so that they may undertake high
priority activities at a fraction of the cost of H.R. 5247.
The funds would be distributed exclusively under an im-
partial formula as opposed to the pork barrel approach
represented by the bill I am returning today. Moreover,
H.R. 11860 builds upon the successful Community Development
Block Grant program. That program is in place and working
well, thus permitting H.R. 11860 to be administered without
the creation of a new bureaucracy. I would be glad to
consider this leglslation more favorably should the Congress
formally act upon it as an alternative to H.R. 5247.

We must not allow our debate over H.R. 5247 to obscure
one fundamental point: the best and most effective way to
create new jobs is to pursue balanced economic policies
that encourage the growth of the private sector without
risking a new round of inflatlon. This is the core of my
economic policy, and I believe that the steady improvements
in the economy over the last half year on both the unemploy-
ment and inflation fronts bear witness to its essential
wisdom. I intend to continue this basic approach because
it is working.

My proposed economic policiles are expected to foster
the creation of 2 to 2.5 million new private sector jobs
in 1976 and more than 2 million additional jobs in 1977.
These will be lasting, productive Jjobs, not temporary Jjobs
payrolled by the American taxpayer.

This is a policy of balance, realism, and common sense.
It is an honest policy which does not promise a quick fix.

more
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My program includes:

-- Large and permanent tax reductions that will
leave more money where it can do the most good: 1in the hands
of the American people;

-- Tax incentives for the construction of new plants
and equipment in areas of high unemployment;

-~ Tax incentives to encourage more low and middle
income Americans to invest in common stock;

-- More than $21 billion in outlays for important
public works such as energy facllities, wastewater treatment
plants, roads, and veterans' hospitals representing a
17 percent increase over the previous fiscal year;

-- Tax incentives for investment in residentilal
mortgages by financial institutions to stimulate capital
for home building.

I have proposed a Budget which addresses the difficult
task of restraining the pattern of excessive growth in
Federal spending. Basic to job creation in the private
sector is reducing the ever-increasing demands of the
Federal government for funds. Federal government borrowing
to support deficit spending reduces the amount of money
availlable for productive investment at a time when many experts
are predicting that we face a shortage of private capital in
the future. Less investment means fewer new jJobs and less
production per worker.

Last month, under our balanced policies, seasonally
adjusted employment rose by 800,000. That total is almost
three times as large as the number of jobs that would be
produced by this legislation and the jobs those men and
women found will be far more lasting and productive than
wg?ld be created through another massive public works
effort.

I ask the Congress to act quickly on my tax and budget
proposals, which I believe will provide the Jobs for the
unemployed that we all want.

GERALD R. FORD

THE WHITE HOUSE,

February 13, 1976.

####
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THE WHITE HOUSE

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

REASONS FOR THE PRESIDENT'S VETO
TO H.R. 5287, THE
OYME!

"PUBLIC WORKS EMPL YMENT “ACT OF 1975"

Summary of Reasons for the Veto:

The President opposes this bill for the following principal
reasons:

- It would not be effective in creating jobs for the
unemployed.

Relatively few new jobs would be created. The
eatimates by the bill's sponsors that it will
crezte 600,000 to 800,000 jobs are not support-
able, A nmcre realistic estimate is a total of
250,000 pevson-years of enployment spread over
a number of years, with a peak impact of only
100,000 to 120,000 jobs.

. By comparison, the employment statistics for
January 1976 showed a one month inecrecase in
employment cf 800,000, and a reduction of over
450,000 in the number of unemployed in the labor
force

Most of the relatively small number of new Jjobs
produced by these programs would come in late
1977 and 1978, not now. Because public works
projects are notoriously slow in c¢creating Jjobs,
the peak impact would occur in late 1977 or in
1978, when the economy will be well along the
road to full recovery and the added stimulus is
likely to be counterproductive.

The cost to the taxpayers of producing jobs under
this till would be unreasonably high, probably in
excess of $25,000 per year of employment.

. Many of the jobs funded under this bill would
simply replace jobs funded from other sources,
without a real increase in employment.

Excessive Pederal spending as represented by this
kind of bilil can clese the door on reducing income
taxes of feamilies and businesses, which is a far
more effective way of stimulating the economy and
investment and creating good jobs, both in con-
struction and in the production of goods and
services.

This bill will contribute significantly to excessive
Federal deficlts, which draw ccpital resources away
from the private sector, due to increased Federal
borrowing, and inhibit the growth of private

employment which is needed to sustain economic //’080
prosperity. Ta\
.

more \i
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- The direct cash assistance to State and local governments
under Title II of the bill would provide undesirable 1in-
centives and is inequitable.

It addresses the cyclical problems of State and
local governments just at the time when those
problems are beglnning to abate, and when,
generally, the revenues of those governments
will be rising faster than thelr expenditures.

It gives preference to those with the highest taxes
and the biggest budgets, without any distinction
between those Jurisdictions which have and those
which haven't been efficient in holding down costs.
This could weaken incentives to improve government
productivity and end low-priority spending.

- The proposed public works programs would result in a poor
allocation of capital resources.

Unlike construction in the private sector, public
works construction does not add to the tax base of
the communities.

Although it won't speed up the creation of Jjobs,
the premium on speed in obligating the funds will
encourage many to apply for money for projects
which are of low community priority but which can
be quickly packaged into a grant request.

The 100% Federal funding of specific public works
may encourage irresponsibility by State and local
officials who would not have to account to thelr
constituents for the construction of unnecessary
or extravagant public facilities with Federal funds.

- The bill would authorize funding which would push Federal
spending to even hilgher levels.

1977 spending could be increased by about $2.5
billion. 1978 spending could grow by over

$1 billion, and spending in 1979 and beyond

would be increased by another $1.5 billion or more.

Although over 90% of the outlays from the bill
would occur after fiscal year 1976, Congress has
proposed this without considering the total budget
picture for 1977 and beyond. Congress has not ‘
identified acceptable program reductions that
could offset the cost increases of this bill.

- Much of the billl is completely unrelated to current
unemployment problems.

The allocation formula for Title II does not
limit the grants to areas of very high unem-
ployment. The rate of local taxation is a
large part of the allocation formula.

more
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The $1.4 billion increase for wastewater treatment
facilities grants 1s not an anti-recession action.

It would have no impact on Jobs now. With the current
legislation expiring. 1t is important that the Congress
consider the Administration's proposals for program
reforms before authorizing additional funds.

The $100 million for an urban renewal program to be
administered by the Commerce Department clearly would
have no short-term impact.

The bill would be almost impossible to administer
effectively.

Effective allocation of $2.5 billion for Title I publlic
works on a project--by~project basis would take many
months or years.

. The provision that project requests be approved auto-
matically unless the Commerce Department acts within
60 days will preclude any useful review of the
requests, and prevent a rational allocation of funds.

The bill extends the Job Opportunities program, which

is almost impossible to administer effectively due to

the complex process for allocating funds through other
Federal agencies on a project-by-project basis.

The provision in Title III to permit interest subsidy
grants to private businesses provides no criteria for
allocating this subsidy. It would be very difficult,
if not impossible, to provide this subsidy only to
those firms which need it in order to maintain or
increase thelr employnment levels.

The bill would resurrect an ineffective urban renewal
program in the Commerce Department.

It would create a new categorical grant program for
urban renewal less than two years after the Congress
replaced a nearly identical program, and others, with
the broader, more flexible Community Development block
grant progranm.

All activities and cities ellgible under the proposed
program already are eligible under the block grant pro-
gram, the bill merely duplicates existing authorities.

The Commerce Department has no experience with urban
renewal, and is not equipped to effectively administer
such a program.

The current program of the Commerce Department to
assist economic development activities in areas of
chronically high unemployment or low income would be
disrupted and distorted.

The President has proposed realistic alternatives to
overcome the unemployment problems and avoid a new round
of inflation. These proposals will avoid the problems
mentioned above.

more
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The 1976 Budget includes more than $18 billion 1in
outlays for important public works such as roads,
energy facilitles, wastewater treatment plants, and
veterans' hospitals. The 1977 Budget will increase
spending for these public works by more than

$3 billion, or nearly 17%. The spending level
already included in the Budget for 1977 will finance
public works that are really needed and which can

be funded efficiently in the next 15 to 18 months.

Tax incentives are proposed for private construction
initiated in the next year in areas of high unem-
ployment which will result in much quicker and much
more effective creation of jobs.

Renewal of the General Revenue Sharing program will
permit State and local governments to maintain employ-
ment in basic services.

Additional permanent income tax reductions of over
$10 billion will permit a quick and major increase in
take-home pay, in buying power and in private invest-
ment, all of which will creat real, rewarding Jjobs in
the private sector.

The 1977 Budget provides $3.2 billion for Community
Development block grants to States and local
governments -- about $450 million more than in
1976. These grants are allocated on the basis of
relative need, and permit the States and local
governments to carefully plan for the use of these
funds.

Tax incentives are proposed for investment in
residential mortgages by financial institutions, to
stimulate capital for homes rather than for publiec
monuments.

Tax incentives are proposed to induce broader
ownership of common stock to stimulate 1lnvestment
which will provide long-term productive jobs,
rather than increasing public, make-work Jobs.

The President's economic policies are expected to
foster the creation of 2 to 2.5 million additional
Jobs in 1977. This will include Jobs for nearly

one million of those now unemployed, as well as about
2.5 million Jobs for workers who will be entering
the labor force during this perilod.

In his veto message. the President indicated that he
believes an alternative proposal before the Congress,
H.R. 11860, represents a more reasonable approach in
addressing the immediate needs of those areas of the
country with exceptionally high unemployment rates.

Under H.R. 11860, the funds would be provided to
communities with unemployment in excess of 8% and
would provide them in direct proportion to unem-
ployment beyond 8%. The program would be in effect
only as long as national unemployment exceeds T7%.

more
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. Also under H.R. 11860, funds would be provided
for distribution each calendar quarter in an amount
determined by multiplying $15 million times each
1/10 of 1% by which unemployment in the next
preceeding quarter exceeds T%.

. The Community Development Block Grant Program 1s
already in place with an experienced staff and
regulations and could be administered without the
creation of a new bureaucracy and without the delay
which would be encountered under H.R. 5247.

The program would fund eligible activities based
on priorities identified by local governments as
part of their community development programs.

The following paragraphs discuss several of the above polnts
in more detail.

Public Works Construction Is Not Effective in Creating Jobs
Quickly

The bulk of the funds that would be authorized by this bill
would be used for public works, including $2.5 billion for
Title I, $1.4 villion for EPA wastewater treatment facilities
and $600 million for other Commerce Department public works
programs.

For more than four years the Economic Development Administra-
tion has been trying to find the fastest ways to create jobs
through public works projects. This effort, the Public

Works Impact Program (PWIP), has shown the difficulty of
qui;kly creating jobs for the unemployed by funding public
works.

The facts are as follows. During the year in which the funds
are appropriated for accelerated public works, only 10% of
the funds are actually spent. During the full second year
after appropriations, half of the funds are used. And after
four years, 10% of the funds are still not spent for the
approved projects.

It is very time consuming for the Federal government to
allocate a large amount of money on a project-by-project
basls. Even with the small PWIP program, it has required
about 9 months to allocate the funds to indivlidual projects.
It has taken about 17 months from the time of appropriation
to get all of the approved projects under construction.

And two years after appropriation of funds, only about 60%
of the projects were completed.

Although Title I of the bill requires that the Commerce
Department must approve or reject applications for funding
within 60 days of receilpt of the applications, this will
-not assure speedy allocation of these funds. The bill
provides that appropriations may be provided at any time
through the end of fiscal year 1977, which may delay

more
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allocations. Applications for funding may straggle in over
a period of many months. Many of the initial applications
might have to be rejected and resubmitted due to lnadequate
information. Accordingly, even with the 60 day approval

or rejection requirement, it could take 18 months or longer
to allocate all of the funds.

Once the funds are allocated, it can be expected that :
startup and construction of the projects will be no faster,
and more likely slower, than the experience with PWIP
projects.

Thus, we can expect that it would be late 1977 or early
1978 before all of the projects to be authorized by this
bill will be under construction. It will be 1980 or later
before all of the projects are completed.

Appendix A is a table that provides the most optimistic
estimate of the speed with which the funds would be spent.:
It 1s likely to be more realistic to move most of these
spending estimates to about one year later than shown

on the table.

Estimate that 600,000 to 800,000 Jobs Would be Created
1s Unfounded

Sponsors of the bill have asserted that it would provide
work for 600,000 to 800,000 people, primarily as a result
of public works projects. This estimate is entirely un-
realistic. A much more likely estimate is 250,000 years
of employment over the next five years with a peak of
about 100,000 to 120,000 in 1977 or early 1973.

When the House acted on its original bill to provide

$5 billion for public works grants, it was estimated

by the Congress that it would produce about 250,000
Jobs. We now have a $6.3 billion bill, which includes
$1.5 billion in programs with almost no new job impact,
and3ye; the employment estimates have suddenly increased
by 320%.

Although there are no firm figures on jobs generated by
construction, studies of employment in construction con-
ducted by the Bureau of Labor Statistics show that a

$1 billion (1974 dollars) public works program would
provide only about 40,000 years of employment, off-site
and on-site., Including multiplier efforts there would
be 60,000 years of einployment created by $1 billion in
public works spending. Based on the optimistic spending
estimates shown in Arpendix A, the peak spending for
public works in 1977 would produce a maximum of about
90,000 years. Since construction wages and other costs
will be higher in 1977 and beyond than they were in 1974,
these estimates of jobs could be high.

more
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It is very difficult to estimate the number of jobs that would
be created by the $1.6 billion in countercyclical grants
(Title II).

There 1s substantial indication that State and local govern-
ments would not use much of these funds to hire additlonal
personnel. Studles of revenue sharing have shown that State
and local governments lncreased their purchases of goods and
services by roughly one-third of the amount they received.
The remalnder was used to repay debt and reduce taxes. In
addition, recent experience with public service employment
indicates that, after the first year of funding, State and
local governments may increase employment by only 10 to 40
percent of the number of public service jobs directly funded
by the Federal government. Despite numerous regulations to
make it difficult to substitute public service employment for
regular employment, the practice is widespread. Title II of
this bill would contain no requirements that these funds be
used for additional jobs or even to maintain existing jobs.

The maximum expected payment under Title II of the bill is
$375 million per quarter. If as much as 50% of this were

used for added jobs, it might create as many as 75,000 jobs.
Given the experience with similar programs, it is more likely
that only 10 to 20% of the funds would be used for added Jobs,
providing only 15-30,000 new jobs.

In summary, the peak employment impact 1is unlikely to exceed .
about 150,000, and is more likely to be near 100,000 to
120,000 sometime in fiscal year 1977 or 1978. Total employ-
ment 1s likely to be about 250,000 years, spread over five
Years or more.

If the bill provided a total of 250,000 years of employment,
the average cost per job would be about $25,000.

The Title II Countercyclical Assistance Grants Would Encourage
Government Inefficiency and Would be Inequitable

The recent financial difficulties which have been facing many
-cities and other local governments have forced many to under-
take a long-needed examination of their spending programs to
ldentify the excesses and the inefficiencies. There 1is no
doubt but that some local governments had reached a spending
level that they simply will be unable to sustain in the
long-term.

Title II allocates funds in large part on the basis of what
the governments spend rather than what they need. More funds
would be provided to those States and local governments with
higher taxes, including those which have been least efficient
in holding down costs. The proposed countercyclical assis-~
tance grants would take pressures off those States and local
governments to more carefully evaluate their activities in
terms of benefits produced. If the program becomes permanent,
it will allow those governments to avoid economy measures,
and then to further expand their programs as thelr tax
revenue increases with the resurgence of the economy. They
would be led to expect still more Federal assistance the

next time they are in financial difficulty.
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The estimates of allocatlons to specific states and cities
clearly show some of the distortions created by the formula.
Elght States would receive about 65% of the Title II funds,
including both the local and State allocations. This is
over $1 billion of the $1.6 billion estimated for the Title.
Also the program would disproportionately aid New York City,
which would receive about $150 million of the total of

$1.6 billion. This 1s more than three times as much as

any other city would recelve. New York City already 1s
recelving special Federal assistance to alleviate its
financial problems.

In addition to the above problems with the program, it would
be very costly to administer. The Treasury Department's
preliminary estimates show that it would require approxi-
mately 750 additional employees and approximately $43 million
to administer the countercyclical aid program, as contrasted
to 110 employees and $11 million currently devoted to
administration of the entire General Revenue Sharing program.

$1.4 Billion for EPA Sewage Treatment Grants is Unneeded
and Irrelevant to Current Unemployment Problems

The purpose of this provision of the bill is completely
unrelated to the purported desire to create jobs quickly
for the unemployed.

Even if EPA were to use these added funds now, they would

have almost no Job creating impact in the next two years.

It is simply not practical to significantly accelerate the
construction of such facilities.

The real purpose of this provision is to change the formula
for the allocation of funds under the wastewater treatment
grant program of EPA. This would provide an additional
$1.4 billion to a large number of states without having
considered essential reforms to the current law which could
require an expenditure of at least $333 billion to fully
implement.

It Would Be Administratively Impossible to Effectively
Allocate Over $3 Billion for Public Works Projects Quickly

This bill requires that the Commerce Department attempt to
allocate over $3 billion, on a project-by-project basis,
in a matter of a few months. All past experience would
force a conclusion that this would be reckless and
irresponsible.

Even without any substantive review of requests for funding,
it 1s highly unlikely that the Department could physically

process the tens of thousands of requests and the thousands
of awards that would be involved, in less than nine months.

The Department's recent experience with the Job Opportunities
program illustrates the point. After its initial experlence
in allocating $125 million, it still required six months

for Commerce and the cooperating agencies to allocate the
additional $375 million. Also, that allocation was done
with only a minimum amount of substantive revliew of the
proposals by the agencies.

mnore
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The Department received a good deal of criticism from Congress
for relylng too heavily on objective criteria to make the

$375 million allocation, rather than reviewing each particular
project.

With over $3 billion to award, the Department is likely to be
faced with the choice of taking many months to do a responsible
job, or taking nine months or more to throw Federal tax

dollars at projects as they come through the door.

Large Amounts for Spending on High Priority Public Works are
Already In the 1975 and IS77’Bu gets

The attached table shows the amounts of expected spending for
public works in the President's Budgets for 1976 and 1977.

In 1976, a total of over $18 billion is provided. This
includes over $11 billion in grants to state and local
governments. In 1977, the spending for public works would
increase by 17% or by over $3 billion.

The spending for public works in the Budget 1s focused on the
highest priority national needs, including energy, pollution
abatement, flood control, and transportation. The Budget
estimates reflect expected spending on projects which are
already in the planning stages or under construction.
Therefore, the $3 billion increase will be providing Jobs

in 1977, rather than in 1978 or 1979. These projects will

be helping us achieve important national objectives while

at the same time providing employment opportunities.

There are adequate spending levels already in the 1977
Budget for those public works projects that are really
needed.

Additional stimulus to private sector employment also would
be provided by a 23% increase in spending in the 1977 Budget
for major equipment purchases. Spending for this purpose

is to increase by $3.9 billion over 1976, to $20.7 billion.
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Changes ih Public Works Outlays, Fiscal Year 1976~77
(in millions of dollars)

Description 1976 1977 Change

Direct construction

Civilian programs:

FAP: Strategic petroleum storage....... 11 164 153
Agr: Forest Service roads and trails
and other....I.....l...‘...’..... 135 173 38
Corps of Englneers: construction and
£100d cONtrole.eeveeeeoeoeeseeeees 1,367 1,424 57
Int: Bureau of ReclamatloN.eesseseosess 410 507 97
BonneVille-.o'ooooocaoo-ooo-oo-o-o 135 150 15
NPS, BIA, and other...ceceesessscs 273 252 -21
HEW: Indian health facilities,
NIH, other.....'....l...l'....... 162 138 ‘24
DOT: Coast Guard facilitieS..ceeceoeeoes 78 63 =15
FAA airway SyStemS...eeeeeescssces 231 236 5
ERDA: Plant, capital equipment, other.. 439 672 233
NASA: Plant and equipment.ceeecesocccos 115 126 11
VA: Hospitals and Other....cceccecesces 186 303 117
TVA: Power facilitieS.....veeeseesesess 1,038 1,137 99

All Other'.‘.......l.........'......... 17“ 165 ___.%
Subtotal, civilian programs....... H,7654 5,510 75

Defense programs:

DOD: Military constructfon....eeeeeeees 1,713 1,710 -3
Family houSinge.eececeoscocessoncns 320 287 -33
ERDA: Plant and equipment...ceceeceocess 204 215 11
Subtotal, defense programs....... 2,237 2,212 -25
Total, direct construction....eceeseees 06,991 71,722 731

Grants to State and local governments

FAP: Appalachian regional development.. 248 242 -6
Agr: Water and waste disposal, rural
development, conservation........ 198 190 -8
Com: EDA and Other...eceeeecescvcasanss 183 154 -29
HEW: Healthooo.o.oooo&oocoooooooooootoo 213 181" -29
Education a.nd Other.-..-.........- 51 36 "15
Int: Land and water conservation
and Other.eececececesoocscsossnns 274 275 1l
DOT: AirpOrtS.ceecescecescsassoscsarsoscscsos 375 355 ~20
Highways................-..-...... 6,202 6,711 509
Mass transSit.ceeeeeecececoesessane 573 1,179 606
EPA....I.....'..........'...'..."..0.' 2’350 3’770 1,“20
All Otherl..l..‘.....'....0...'....'... 563 uuz -121

Total, grants to State and 11.230 13.538 2308
1008.1 gOVeI’nmentS..................- —
Total PUbliC WOrKS.eseeeeeossoonscassss IEfEET 21,260 3,039

more




APPENDIX A

Estimates of Outlays
Local Public Works Capital Development and
Investment Act (H.R. 5247)
(Dollars in Millions)

Outlaysl/

Total 1976
Amount & After

Program Authorized TO 1977 1978 1979 1979
Title I, Public

works grants2/ 2,500 248 1,230 638 137 247

Title II,

Countercyclical grants 1,6253/ 750 875

Title III

. Interest subsidiesl/ 125 5 25 25 25 45
. Job opportunities

grants2/ 500 50 246 128 27 49

. Urban Development®/ 100 1 19 29 22 29

. EPA wastewater treat-

ment facllity
grantsl/ 1,418 0 30 300 700 388

Total 6,268 1,058 2,025 1,120 011 _ 758

3/

The outlay estimates assume that initial appropriations would
be provided by about March 1, 1976.

This assumes that all funds would be obligated between May 1
and September 30, 1976. Since appropriations are authorized
through fiscal year 1977, it may not be realistic to assume
that all of the funds would even be available by September 30,
1976. 1In any case, it would be very difficult, if not impos-
sible, to allocate this sum in such a short time, on a project-
by-project basis. The estimate of outlays 1s based on four
years of actual experience with EDA's Public Works Impact
Program, which provides for accelerated public works to create
temporary jobs. Considering the large size of this proposed
program, and the likely resulting delays 1n starting projects,
1t would be more 1likely that the outlay peak would occur in
1978 rather than 1977.

This amount would depend on national unemployment rates. This
estimate is based on the rates used in the 1977 Budget
projections.

The outlays for this interest subsidy program would likely be
spread out over the terms of the loans belng guaranteed. It
is assumed that loans would have terms of about 5 years.

In view of the changes 1in the Job Opportunities program in this
bill, it is expected that most of these funds would be used for
public works. The outlay estimate assumes the same spending
rate as for Title I projects.

This program would have the same timing characteristics as
EDA's regular development programs. The outlay estimates are
based on actual experience with EDA's regular public works
programs.

This estimate assumes that these funds would be obligated in
1977 and that outlays would occur approximately at therSawe, -
rate as for the current EPA grants. ® 2
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THE WHITE HOUSE INFORMATION

WASHINGTON .

February 13, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM:

SUBJECT:

At the senior staff meeting this morning, Peter Wallison

mentioned labor's support of the Energy Independence
Authority legislation.

Here is a summary of the meeting and the participants.

cc: Frank Zarb
Max Friedersdorf



OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON

February 13, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR JIM CANNON

FROM: JACK VENEMAN .

SUBJECT: Vice Presideé?”Me@%ing with
Labor Leaders
Miami, Florida, February 11-12

At the request of George Meany and Bob
Georgine, the Vice President met with representatives
of labor to discuss the Energy Independence Authority
legislation. On February 11, he had a private dinner
with Mr. Meany. It was reported that Meany was
supportive of the legislation and offered any
necessary assistance.

Approximately 50 representatives met for
breakfast on February 12. The Vice President outlined
the purposes and need for the EIA legislation and .
there was virtually unanimous support. Joe Keenan,
Secretary of the Electrical Workers, discussed the
establishment of organizations called the "Americans
for Energy Independence" throughout the country.

These organizations consist of business, labor, and
community leaders and their purpose is to bring public
attention to the urgency of the energy shortage and
the need to develop domestic sources.

Labor is concerned about our dependence
upon foreign sources and the possibility of another
boycott. They are also concerned that unless we
increase our domestic sources industry will manufacture
elsewhere with a resultant loss of jobs.

Labor is prepared to testify in favor of the
EIA legislation when hearings begin in the House and
Senate.

Attached is a list of those persons in

27 R
attendance. - ‘y
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BACKGROUNI

BREAKFAST MEETING WITH LABOR LEADZRS
MIAINL, FLORIDA

THURSDAY, FEBRUZRY 12, 1976

TIME: 7:50 AM .

PLACE: - Pan American Room
: Americana Hotel

OCCASION: Meeting with key Labor leaders on EIA

DRESS: Business Suit

ATTENDANCE: 48

ATTENDEES INCLUDE:

BUILDING AND CONSTRUCTION TRADES DEPARTMENT, AFL-CIO

Mr. Robert A. Georgine, President
Building and Construction Trades Depariment

Mr. Andrew Maloney
- Secretary-Treasurer, Building and Construction Tradesg

Mr. Thomas Murphy
Pre51a°nt Bricklayers, Masons and Plasterers' Int'l

Mr. William Sidell, President :
United Brotherhood of Carpenters and J01ners of eri

Mr. Charles Pillard, President
International Brotherhood of Electrical VWorkers

Mr. John Lyons, President
International Association of Bridge and Structural
Iron Workers

Mr. Angelo Fosco, President
Laborers' International Union of North America

Mr. Kenneth Edwards, President 4
International Union of Wood, Wire and Metal Lathers

lr. J. Turner, Preszident

. . - . . . R R

International Union of Oparating Engineers ,wﬁwﬁo,\
s
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Mr. S. Frank Raftery, President W
International Brotherhood of Painters and Allied 1l

Mx. Joe Power, President -
-International Association of Plasterers and Cement

Mr. Martin Ward, President
United Association of Plumbers

Mr. E. Carlough, President -
Sheet Metal Workers International Union -

Mr. Andrew Hass, President
"International Association of Hea; and Frost Insulat
and Asbestos Workers

Mr. Harold Buoy, President :
International Brotherhood of B01lermakers,
Iron Shipbuilders, Blacksmiths, Forgers and Helpe

Mr. R. Wayne Williams, President
International Union of Elevator Constructors

Mr. Pascal DiJames, President
International Association of harole, Slate and
Stone Polishers

Mr. Louis Sherman, General Counsel

Building and Construction Trades Department

Mr. Alvin Silverman, Director, Public Relatiohs»
Building and Construction Trades Department

Mr. Vic Kamber, Assistant to the President
Building and Construction Trades Department

MARITIME LEADERS

 Mrx. Thomas W. Gleason, President
International Longshoremen's Association

Mr. Paul Hall, President
Seafarers' International Union

Mr. Jessee Calhoun, President
Marine Enginecrs Benaficial Association

Mr. Shannon Wall, President
Nationzl Maritime Union




AFL - CIO
Mr. Gecrge Meany, President,
AFL—-CIO .

Mr. Lane nlr“land, Secretary Treasurer
AFL-CIO

Mr. Thomas Donahua, Assistant to the President
AFL—-CIO : ~

Mr. Andy Biemiller, Legislative Director
AFL-CIO

INTERNATIONAL PRESIDENTS

Mr. C. L. Dennis, President, Brotherhood of .
Railway, Airline and Steamship Clerks, Freight Handlers, Express
and Station Employees

Mr. Floyd Smith, President
International Association of Nachlnlsts, and Aerospace horPers ~

Mr. Edward Hanley, President
International Union of Hotel and Restaurant Employess and
Bartenders :

Mr. James Housewright, President
International Union of Retail Clerks

Mr. Joseph Keenan, Secretary
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers

Mr. I.W. Abel, President
United Steelworkers of America

“Mr. W. H. McClennan, President
International Association of Firefighters

Mr. George Hardy, President
Service Employees Internationral Union

iatthew Guinan, President

r.
Fransport Workers Union of America

M




- NEW YORK
Mr. Tom Maguire, former Vice President
International Union of Opesrating Engineers

Mr. Daniel Galgiardi, Vice President
International Union of Operating Engineers

lr. Patrick Campbell, Vice President .
United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America

Mr. Ray Corbett, President
New York State AFL~CIO

Mr. Arcy Degni, President
- New York State Building and Construction Tradss Council

Mr. Harry VanArSdale, Treasurer
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers

Mr. Frank Palumbo, Secretary-Treasurer
International Association of Firefighters

Mr. Thomas Tobin, former President -
New York Building and Construction Trades Council

Mr. Edward Cleary, Secrétary—Treasurer _
New York Building and Construction Trades Council

Mr. Steve Leslie :
International Union of Operating Engineers

STAFF

Bob Armao

Peter Wallison o : : - ///13?5\
Q_.c ;‘.
, e R
Jack Veneman : i ~ - E

4

Mr. Bernie DelLury, Assistant Secretary of Labor, Employmeht
Standards Administration

LTRS] \,«

i

Hugh Morrow



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

February 19, 1976 W

MEMORANDUM FOR: MAX FRIEDERSDORF . v
FROM: VERN LOEN '/L—
SUBJECT: Next move on Jobs Bill - H.R.11860

Rep. Garry Brown will make public this afternoon a letter he is
sending to Chairman Reuss and Housing Subcommittee Chairman
Barrett asking for early full committee hearings on his Community
Development Block Grants alternative, H.R.11860.

He feels this is necessary in order to maintain both his integrity
and that of the President. However, it is doubtful that the bill will
go anywhere. The Democrats probably will want the issue instead
of a solution.

I also have checked with Cliff Enfield as to whether there might be
a Public Works Committee attempt to revive only Titles one (1) and
three (3) of the vetoed bill, H,R.5247. Cliff doubts this will happen
for the same reason - they want the issue.

The next Public Works Committee action is likely to involve the bill
extending the life of the Economic Development Administration (EDA)
in Commerce for three (3) years. It is possible that they might
attach the portion of Title three (3) in the vetoed bill relating to EDA.

This was pushed strongly by Economic Development Subcommittee
Chairman Robert Roe during hearings on H.R. 5247,

cc: Jim Cannon v -
Paul O'Neill
Charles Leppert
Tom Loeifler
Bill Kendall
Joe Jenckes . ,/(n';?\
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_ Room 2133, RAYRURN BUILDING PAUL FINDLEY : ”/ B TN o ComMmITTEES:
i P R =ty
Congress of the United States
House of Representatives
Washingtor, B, €.

February 24, 1976

Mr. Howard H. Calloway, Chairman
The President Ford Committee
1828 L. Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20036

Dear Bo:

Some time ago, I urged President Ford to
express support for the elimination of the upper-age
limit in the Age Discrimination in EmpﬂgxgggL_Agx
of 1967. The effect of this simple change in the law
would be to eliminate mandatory retirement programs in
government and the private sector. It would require
that a person be hired and fired based upon his or her
ability to do the job, not upon the number of birthdays
passed.

Politically, I can think of nothing that would
enhance the President's image more among older Americans,
except raising Social Security benefits. As I am sure
you know, senior citizens are exerting a growing influ-
ence at election time. 1In 1974, citizens over 65 cast
17% of the votes. Add to that the millions who are fast--
and reluctantly--approaching retirement age. These voters
turn out at the polls in greater proportions than any
other age group.

In fact, according to a Harris survey, 86% of
Americans favor the elimination of mandatory retirement
programs.

I enclose a copy of my earlier letter for your
information. Perhaps you can give this a nudge. It's a
positive, easily understood proposal that will really
grab voters.

YUurs,

aul Findle
Representative in Congress |

.1’\ e



December 29, 1975

M=M0O FOR: Jim Cannon

i
1]
§ . FROM: Dack Parsons
4

SUBJBCT: Letter from Congressman

Findley

"

Attached is a suggested reply to
Congressman Findley®s letter to you
cf December 11.

I seariously doubt that the President
wonid want to endorse Findlev's proposal

- and see little point in meeting to
discuss it further {it's fairly straight-—-
forward). Therafore, the suggested
reply is friendly and poncommital.

I have discussed this with Sarah
Massangale, who coes “"health” for
cidsters, and she concurs.

DCCP 750 ]384



Dzeempar 23, 15753

Deary Congressman Findlevy:

Thank yvou for your Tacant latt proposing
tnat the Presidant, in his State of ths Uniom
Yiassage, reccomend the abolition of the nprer
age limit containaed in the Age Discrimination
in Employzent Act, and enclosxﬂg materials
Lclatiag your proposal.

I apprsciate your interest and courtasy in
sharing with me your views on this important
lsgislation. Yom may be sure that yoar viaws
will receive caresfnl consiferation as the
President davelops hi3s Stats of the Union
Yassage.

Thanks again for writing.
Sinceraly,

vamsas M. Cannén
Ass*stadt £ ,ha ?xesiﬁen

The Hopnorable Paul Findlay
U. 5. House of Rspresentatives
Washington, D. C. 20515

TMC: RDP:med



TN, Wi LIS «UTH LISTRITT, ILLINGIS FOREIGN AFFAIRS

AGCRICULTURE
Congress of {He Tnitel Siates
Bouse of Aepresentatives

-

Tashington, B, €.
Decembar 11, 1975

Mr., James M. Cannon

Assistant to the President
for Domestic Affairs

The White House g,

Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr, Cannon:

In 1967, Congress passed the Age Discrimination in
Employment Act, which made it illegal to discriminate

s2 0of age in hiring anyona between the ages of 45
and 65. I propose that the President, in his next State
of the Union message, recommend the abolition of the
‘upper age limit. This would put an end to mandatory re-—
tirement practices in the federal government and in the
_private sector. _ ... _ ” R

As you will readily recognize, many Americans are
fully czapable of continuing to work long past the age

of 65. I believe they should be permitted to do so, and
apparently most Americans agree. A recent Harris survey
indicates that 86% of Americans believe that no one should
be forced to retire if he oxr she is willing and able to
work.,

the President were to propose this in his State
Union message, it would have a dramatic appeal to
older Americans. In fact, short of raising
ity benefits, I can think of nothing he could
h would meet with such general enthusiastic

~

z he beauty of it is that it will not cost one
dolizr to implement, In fact, to the extent that Americans

- -l o



ess
—-in Republican-ranks-to-embrace sound ideas
ide

S T AT A
James M. Cannon el - December 11

L 1275

continue working past the age of 65, they will create less
of a drain on the Social Security trust fund, continue to
pay taxes, and continue to increase our nation’s gross na-
tional product. ;

The President's preoposal would also be warmly received
on Capitol Hill. Chairman Augustus Hawkins of the Egual
Opportunities Subcommittee has already sponsored legislation
with me to eliminate the upper age limit and, at my request,
has scheduled hearings for late in January. On the Senate

side, Hiram Fong, the ranking Republican on the Special Com-

mittee on Aging, has long supported such a change in the law.

The arguments in favor of such a change are many. At-
tached are several items which outline some of the issues.
So far, opposition has hardly been voiced. é

I will be happy to talk to you further about this. I
feel strongly it merits the President's attention.

You recognize, I am sure, the nec ity for all of-us

which have broad
humanitarian appeal. This is such an

Warm regards,

Paul Findley
Representative in Congress
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 3 December 11, ;975

Mr, James M, Cannon’
Assistant to the President
for Domestic Affairs
The White House
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Cannon:

In 1967, Congress passed the Age Discrimination in
Employment Act, which made it illegal to discriminate
because of age in hiring anyon® between the ages of 45
and 65. I propose that the President, in his next State
of the Union message, recommend the abolition of the
upper age limit., This would put an end to mandatory re- «
3 tirement practices in the federal government and in the |
private sector. ; ;e ;

ox As you will readily recognize, many Americans are |
fully capable of continuing to work long past the age l
of 65. I believe they should be permitted to do so, and l
apparently most Americans agree. A recent Harris surveyyy
1
|
\
1
1

é indicates that 86% of Americans believe that no one should
= be forced to retire if he of she is willing and able to
= work.

If the President were to propose this in his State
of the Union message, it would have a dramatic appeal to
millions of older Americans., In fact, short of raising

=3 Social Security benefits, I can think of nothing he could
= do or say which would meet with such general enthusiastic
= acceptance. The beauty of it is that ig& will not cost one

& dollar to implement., In fact, to the extend that Americans. :
"Y:?'\d
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continue working past the age of 65, they will create less
of a drain on the 8ccial Security trust fund, continue to
pay taxes, and continue to increase our nation's gross na-
ticnal product,

The President's proposal would also be warmly received
on Capitol Hill, Chakrman Augustus Hawkins of the Equal
Opportunities Subcommittee has already sponsored legislation
with me to eliminate the upper age limit and, at my reguest,
has scheduled hearings for late in January. On the Senate
side, Hiram Fong, the ranking Republican on the Special Com-
mittee on Aging, hks long supported such a chanfje in the law.

The arguments in favor of such a change are many. At~
tached are several items which outline some of the issues.
So far, opposition has hardly been voiced.

I will be happy to talk to you further about this. I
feel strongly it merits the Presidgnt's attention.

N:_You recognize, I am sure, the necessity for all of us
in Republican ranks to embrace soufdldiideasewhich have broad
humanitarian appeal. This is such an idea.

Warm regards,

: A nley
S Representative in Congress




President Ford Committee

1828 L STREET, N.W., SUITE 250, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036 (202) 457-6400

February 27, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: JIM CANNON

FROM: BO CALLAWAY
—~ O

I met with Paul Findley a couple of days ago and
he gave me the attached letter, including a copy
of his letter of December 11 to you.

He has asked that I give his proposal a nudge. It
certainly sounds good on the face of it, but I have
not had a chance to analyze it at all.

Attachment

The President Ford Committee, Howard H. Callaway, Chairman, Robert Mosbacher, National Finance Chairman, Robert C. Moot, Treasurer. A copy of our
Report is filed with the Federal Election Commission and is available for purchase from the Federal Election Commission, Washington, D.C, 20463.
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