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For your information. 1am very
concerned about letting this Section 7
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

OFFICE OF
April 23, 1966

THE DIRECTOR

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. CALIFANO

Subject: Department of Transportation

Charlie Zwick and I met Friday with:

Braxton Carr
President, American Waterways Operators, Inc.

Brig. Gen. J. L. Person
National Rivers and Harbors Congress

Neither Carr's nor Persons's organization will oppose the
bill. They will, however, suggest modifications of Section 7

(the standards and criteria section.) Both of them wanted
the Water Resources Council to approve the standards insofar
as they relate to navigation projects.

We agreed to change the language in Section 7 %o provide that
the standards developed by the Secretary of Transportation
would be applicable to navigation only after the approval of

the Water Resources Council.

This satisfied Carr. Persons said his Board had already
voted to have the standards issued by the Water Resources
Council, with the Secretary of Transportation participating.
I told him we couldn't do that because the standards would

apply to all transportation -- including highway, air,
mass transit, etc. -- and couldn't, therefore, be issued by

the Water Resources Council. He agreed that our change met
Fhe maj?r substance of his objectives, but he was going ahead
in testimony with his own suggestion.

However, he said his organization wouldn® .
' n"t oppose t ' '
our changes were made. o -
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We also talked to Senator Monroney and showed him the sug-
gested change. He agreed that the change made a major
improvement. While he didn't make any final commitments,
he seemed to be satisfied on this point.

He also raised the following points:

1. The head of the Aviation Administration ought to
be a Presidential appointee.

- We agreed that all Executive level jobs could
be Presidential appointees.

2. He was worried about layering the head of Aviation
way down in the Department.

- We assured him that this would not be the
case -- that the Aviation agency head would

report directly to the Secretary, and would
outrank the Assistant Secretaries.

3. He was disturbed over moving the accident investi-
gation functions of CAB's Bureau of Safety to the
Department, where it might lose its independence

of judgment.

- We told him that the accident investigation unit
would be independent of the operating Aviation
agency.

However, he seemed to be quite adamant that the
Bureau of Safety ought to stay in CAB.

I think we satisfied most of his specific objections, except
on the Bureau of Safety. Quite apart from specifics, how-
ever, the Senator 1s generally reluctant on general principles

to approve a Department which might conceivably reduce the
independent status of the FAA.

On the Section 7 matter, I plan to give both Committees our
suggested changes on Monday. I will tell Senator McClellan
that we have discussed them with Person and Carr, and that

in substance they approve.

Charles L. Schultze
Director
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FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM Joe Califano

X
O'Brien, Manatos and I met with McClellan today on the
Transportation Department. NVolns 5'{9

He raised essentially four problems: Section 7 on investment
standards; Presidential appointments for the FAA Administrator,
the Maritime Administrator, and the Chief of the Bureau of
Public Roads; whether the safety functions of the CAB should be
moved to the new Department; and the extent of power which
should be left in agency administrators and not placed in the

Secretary of Transportation.

We told McClellan that there would be no problem on Section 7

or on additional Presidential appointments. We said that the CAB
safety functions were essential to the new Department and the
move was designed to upgrade safety in all modes of transportation.
We also said that we considered it essential for the Secretary of
Transportation to have all power vested in him to be able to run

} - his department,

McClellan indicated that he thought we could work the bill out and
"get a good bill,"" He said he hoped we would be able to take care
of Magnuson and Monroney. Larry is going to Okiahoma with
Monroney on Thursday and I will find out what Magnuson's real
problems are (as distinguished from many of the nitpicks in his
statement before the Committee). McClellan said that his main

problem was the apathy of his Committee members -- they never

e ————————

attended meetings, etc.

McClellan said he would decide next week whether to hold one more
day of hearings and then begin a mark-up or whether to begin marking
up without additional hearings.
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At the end of the meeting he- suggested that we Tun over all ;
ﬂle. ﬁatalls with Jim Calloway of his staff. Since McClellan

(1 > Magnuson) cannot be dealt with effectively through his

ff, we will handle only small details with them, but leave the

ma;j?m problems to a final discussion with McClellan. .
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Larry and I are going to see Dawson and Holifield on the
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, Transportation Department Thursday at 10:30 a.m. ‘
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et r BUREAU OF THE BUDGET AL
/7 | WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503
OFFICE OF
THE DIRECTOR May 27, 1966

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. CALIFANO
The White House

Subject: Status Report -- Department of Transportation

l. Senate

I talked with Jim Calloway yesterday. He 1ndicates
that by next Tuesday they will have drafted specific word
changes to the bill. We agreed to exchange drafts early

next week. He does not want to get together before then.

By the end of next week the staff intends to distri-
bute proposed changes to the Committee members. As Senator
McClellan will not be back until the beginning of the fol-
lowing week, no firm decisions will be made before then.

If you have any information on the Larry O'Brien/Senator
Monroney discussions, it would be useful in our work with

Committee staff.

2. House

Charlie Schultze talked with Congressman Holifield
today. The Congressman did not want to talk with Alan
Boyd and me until he has a chance to discuss this matter
with his staff. Charlie pressed him to have a meeting.
He agreed to set one up early next week. Such a meeting
could provide decisions which would allow his staff to
continue work during the June 3-13 period, when Holifield
will be in California for the primary. We will continue

to press him on this.
Char;es J. Zwick

| Assistant Director
Yothing else sent to

‘entral Files as of .ng %/
LB
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

OFFICE OF
- June 1, 1966

THE DIRECTOR

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. CALIFANO
The White House
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Subject: Discussions with CongressmaﬂxHolifield and with

JimKCalloway of the Senate Committee staff

This is to confirm our telephone conversation and report a
telephone call from Jim Calloway.

In yesterday's meeting with Congressman Holifield, Alan Boyd
and I agreed to the following changes in the bill.

1. Designating four modal Administrations -- Aviation,
Highway, Maritime, and Rail. Each of these will be headed
by an Administrator, appointed by the President with the ccn-

sent of the Senate. Attachment A is a copy of our specific
wording for this change.

2. Congressman Holifield wants the Great Lakes Develop-
ment Corporation deleted from the organizational chart that
will be in the Committee report. He feels that our chart
gives it too much importance and therefore tends to downgrade

the four opera%ing Administrations and the Coast Guard.
Since the bill does not cover the Corporation, we concurred
in this change. The President 1s on record that he intends

to transfer the Corporation to the Department. .

3. Move the Office of Accident Investigation to the
National Transportation Safety Board. Holifield feels that
in selling the bill on the floor he is going to have to make
a big pitch for safety, and therefore wants to streng%hem the

National Transportation Safety Board. We told him that we
had no objection i1n concept TO this change but that a number

of details would have to be worked out -- e.g., to protect
the current mode of operation in the Coast guard and also
be sure that there is a proper allocation of ICC safety func-

tions between the National Transportation Safety,aﬁﬁfﬁﬁghd
the Highway and Rail Administrations. MAR 2 T 1967/

CENTRAL FILES
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It was agreed %hat we would work with his staff on this

I believe we can work this one out, but it is not
certain. They had proposed that the National Txransportation
Safety Board submit an independent budget. I believe we
talked them out of it. If we are not careful we could be
creating a completely independent and powerful agency here.
We will work with the staff to be sure that a reasonable

division of labor occurs. ‘ S
¢ T

matter.

4. Section 7. Holifield is prepared to go ahead with
Section 7 as originally drafted, with the following changes.

At the end of Sec. 7(a), add: "; Provided, That
the Secretary shall, at a time selected by him prior to the
presentation of standards and criteria to the President for
approval, publish a notice of proposed standards and criteria
in the Federal Register and provide an opportunity for inter-
ested persons to present their views thereon."

Also, at the end of Sec. 4 he proposes to add the
following: "(m) Nothing in this Act shall be construed to
authorize, without appropriate action by Congress, the adoption,
revision, or implementation of any transportation policy, or
investment standards or criteria contrary to or inconsistent

with any act of Congress."

He feels that these changes will put him in a
position to answer criticisms of Section 7. In short, he
proposes to go ahead with a strong Section 7.

Holifield's schedule is for the staff to develop a clean bill
while he is in California for' the primary. He promises to
push hard on it as soon as he returns from the Primary, and
forecasts that the bill could be reported out of the Committee
by the Fourth of July. He sees utility in going ahead with
the House bill to help us negotiate with the Senate.



he will have to go ahead without their support.
Congressman Holifield is pre

bill, with the possible exce
tion Safety Board changes.

In short,
pared to move ahead with a strong

pPtion of the National Transporta-

On our part, I believe it is important that Congressman

Holifield understands and is informed of any changes to Sec-
tion 7 that we agree to with Senator McClellan.

Jim Calloway called this morning and asked to see our revisions

to Sec. 7. I told him that the Administration had not yet
agreed on any specific word changes to Section 7: as soon as

I was 1n a position to do so, I would get in touch with him
on specific wording.

Since he promised last Thursday to provide me with their pro-

posed changes by yesterday, I asked about the status of their
changes. He said that he could not give them to us until
they are cleared by Senator McClellan. I have

impression that Jim is taking all the chan

to offer up, and will then take us one ste
staff recommendations.

the strong
gés we are willing
P further in their

We need to develop a set of tactics which
Holifield and at the same time get us the
language possible in the Senate. oOn this point, it was

interesting to note that Calloway stated that he assumed we
wanted to change Section 7 rather than eliminate it.

protect Congressman
best Section 7

I told
. him that this was the case and furthermore I thought we were
pretty close on Section 7 and could work out the details

1
| %’-’Z—Q—
i

i

|
|

| Charles J. Zwick
? Assistant Director

Attachment
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'I'here‘ shall be in the Department four agencies to be known as
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(1) tLe Federal Highway administration, (2) the Federal 3a11-

(3) the Federal Mar:.t:.me Administration, |

ral Aviation administration. The agent.?les

and (4) the Fede

headed by an Administrator who shall be

shall: each be
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MEMORANDUM oy

THE WHITE HOUSE g e

WASHINGTON

June 2, 1966 _,_5f“r?" =
Thursday, 11:10 a.m.

FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM Joe Califanﬂu\

O'Brien, Manatos and I went to see Senator Ma.gnusonf’this morning.

Transportation Department. Maggie will talk to McClellan and Mundt
and urge them to move this along rapidly. Grinstein (Maggie's tcp

staff man) will set up a meeting between himself, Calloway (McClellan's

top staff man) and me to run through all the proposed amendments and
put a bill together., We think this will move well now.

Appropriation Authorization for Asset Sales. Maggie asked that we
send it up on June 12 so that he can take it up on June 13 as he closes

his Appropriation hearings and report it out that day. Jaast I L 15 A Iuﬂdd.)s

56 wt wv// /)A’#‘Aé/n? jgﬂ-ve ro sead ;7 IPpoNIowEs s, y
Truth-in-Packaging. Maggie asked Manatos to get“Mansfield to .make
a headcount of the Cotton Amendment to the Truth-in-Packaging
legislation. Manatos will do that this morning, We have to defeat
this amendment to ward off accusations of gutting the bill,

Russian Fishermen Off Washington Coast. Maggie said that a tre-
mendous furor was rising in Washington over Russian fishing ships
that were taking salmon and perch, within sight of land, from the
waters off of Washington. He says the sportsmen, as well as the
commercial fishermen, were up in arms and that he had not been
ablc to move the State Department rapidly enough., Maggie asked us
to bring this to your personal attention. I will call Rusk this morning
and ask him to have someone at a top level at State get in touch with
the Russian Embassy and with Maggie.
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June 6, 19686
To: The Becretary

Subject

Memorandum of Conversation with Senato
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This morning I spent an hour discussing the Department of Transporiai

with Senator Norris Cotton. He stated a position of general amsiﬁﬂn t;@
the Department, which he said, howaver, was not opposition to the principle
of the Department. He saild that at the time th?e hul was introduced he and
Senator Monroney pledged to sach other opposition to the transfer of the
Federal Aviation Agency. His concern is hasad on two things: First tha
Hhﬁﬁk 1ﬂ thﬁ Mﬂﬂmnt ﬂ th‘ﬁ OMMerce JOX L1231 attitude". ﬁﬂd BCOLC

his concern about the pogsibility of a f’utm'e mum over conirel of military
and civil aircraft, which he felt had been eliminated by the establishman: of

ihe Federal Aviation Agency. His concern was related to the downor ading
of the Administrator, who would have to report to the Assistant Secretary
through the Under Secretary thereby making ineffective hig voice,

He wantad to know Momnroney's present attitude. I told him the results of

both my conversation and Lamry C'Brien's with Monronsy, which lﬂt me
puzzled as to the latter's attitude.

&&maaé‘ I pmm:&é out that tkm ﬂmmts aimraft fleet is meraag_.. e

wmm and mﬂe&mﬁ my firm bali&f ma: tham damamm wmiﬁ - e ﬂmy
had in the past. He was concerned about the dividing up of aviafion ﬂﬁaw
functions, and I told him the Administration was perfectly willing m submii
letter to the proper Committees providing assurance that the operation of the
airways, certification of airmen and the airworthiness of alrcraft would be
delegated to the Federal Aviation Administrator. Bevond that I said that the

naturs of the operation requires that it be handled on a unitary
t. 17 B
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' izational chart to show him the heads of the eperating
Wﬂmﬁmm:ﬁmmm rather than reparting

mMnmmmwmmm«am o
mmmmmmnmmmnm&

annmhﬁmmmmmmm E-émmmt
safety funciions. He w mneﬂ that ﬂm aviation acministrato
on a level with the Under Becretary.

xwmmmmrﬁmmm mmm_msmmzm
I m m m 1 had nhm my hﬂt m_m that in his judgmer

m ? nﬁu a m ﬂ mu and m m
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Bubjacts

Pavl Southwick and I talked to Sunamr I‘ar:is Imm 9 abaut tlm I‘:epart--

The Socrotary

Man §. Boyd |

'1_ =h g = 1 1

®
ol s L

EXECUTIVE

Jung 3, 19€5

Mamm‘anc&um' of Conve'rsatmﬁ é.':lth Segatc# Ired ’Igrarris '

~moent of Transportation.

Horrls sees-tha neced for @ Department but is not enthusiastic about it
for several reasong, not tha least of which 13 hig feeling there are mhm‘

things nore 1mpt:r..ant at this timo.

He ig conoarnsd about waterway improvement projects, the sanctity of
the Federal Aviation Agency, and the loss of idzntity of the Burcau of

- Public Roads, plusg a growing concorn about the invasion of the highway
gust fund, s says that if we are able to satisfy hizClollan on watarway

improvemaont projects, or Section 7, and to satisiy fonroney on the
Fecoral Aviation Agency, he will vote for the Depariment., |

I agsur>d him thﬁt his concorn about Saction 7 would be té‘*sﬁ cars of,

I W

that we wore attempting to work out a solution with Senator ..Jonronoy, and

tha! the higlnvay rust fund wmzld aot be invaded for other erpcmea.. HEI

segmod to ba sal‘:iuﬁed.

C¢
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EMORANDUM

I'HE WHITE HOUSE * . 2 7

o )
WASHINGTON J V7,

2300 p. i Thursday
June 9, 1966

FOR THE PRESIDENT

—J

FROM Joe Califano

Il am increasingly suspicious that the real problem with the Senate

on the Transportation Bill is the 1964 criteria for Corps of Engineers

navigation projects. This might come up tonight with the Senate
Chairmen,

Prior to 1964, a comparison was made between rail rates at the
time the project was being considered and water rates that would
be in effect if the project were built, to determine the savings to

the shipper as part of the cost benefit ratio used to decide whether
navigation projects should go forward.

Under the 1964 criteria, the comparison is made between future rail

rates that experts anticipate will be in effect if a waterway were built
and water rates that would be in effect if the project were built,

The Budget Z3ureau_ 1S now ezggloring new criteria which would compare
the cost, as distinguiszl_red from the rate, of shipping by rail at the
time the project is considered and the cost of shipping by barge if the
Project were built. As a general rule, this will result in a savings

of Somewhere between the pre-1964 criteria and the 1964 crite

A S Fuke

ria.
T;;-:‘ﬁ £ ’{-' '

gressmen -- including :"'Monroney and McClellan - -

want to g0 back to the pre-1964 criteria. 'f‘here 1s possi ’1

bly as much
as 3 or 4 billion dollars in projects held up as a result of the 1964
Criterig (including

: a big one for Monroney), To switch to the new
CTiteria being explored by the Budget Bureau will take extended study.,
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"7 ' : WASHINGTON | fé,/-—/
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R 7-
/)w/ 115 p.m., Friday N :.-l-',' |
M\' June 10, 1966 - Fl 1RO ‘
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v ?Z\ |

FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM Joe Califanw
P 4

By ot
R/ Lavie

Attached is a memorandum from Generalfassidy, Chief of |
Engineers, laying out his problems on the Hill. |

My personal belief is that General Cassidy has sincerely supported
the Department of Transportation. He has made several speeches
for it (to the point where Senator McClellan asked him to stop
speaking out on behalf of it) and has visited every Congressman

I have asked him to talk to on the Hill, He dropped by to see me

today and said he would do anything he could to help you get the
Department. : :

Cassidy's key recommendation in the attached memo is that we
return to the pre-1964 basis for comparing rates on Corps of

Engineer projects. Barefoot is still working on this, and we will
have a recommendation for you by Monday.

Attachment




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20315

IN REPLY REFER TO

ENGCE 10 June 1966

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: Department of Transportation

L have just concluded a meeting with Secretary McNamara concerning
the Corps of Engineers and its position with respect to the Bill to
create a new Department of Transportation. Since the initial meetings
concerned with the drafting of this Bill, and the presentations to the
heads of Federal Agencies, I have been consistently and wholeheartedly
in support of the Bill. Following your instructions to me at a meeting
in the White House, and a discussion with Mr. Califano, I called together
key members of my staff to make completely clear to them that the Corps
is in complete support of the Transportation Bill. I also sent a wire to
the Division Engineers in the United States to make this position
completely clear. With the concurrence of Mr. Califano I had a discussion

with Senator McClellan to convince him that the Corps favored the
Transportation Bill. So far as influencing him is concerned, I would say

that I got nowhere.

Within an organization as large as mine there is a possibility that
some individuals may be talking against the Bill; however, this is without
my knowledge. If I can determine any place where this is happening, I will

take positive corrective action.

Brigadier General J. L. Person, USA Retired, was a Director of Civil
Works in this office and is well known on the Hill; he is now Executive
Secretary of the National Rivers and Harbors Congress. His Board of
Directors is in opposition to Section 7 of the Transportation Bill.
Therefore, General Person is quite active in his opposition to the Bill.
T have discussed this with General Person to include pointing out that the
modification proposed in Senator McClellan's Committee should satisfy the
objectives of the waterways operators. General Person felt that as long
as his Board of Directors is in opposition, he would have to work actively

against the Bill.

I believe that a part of the opposition to the Bill lies in the
fear that the criteria and standards to be established by the new
Secretary of Transportation under Section 7 might be so restrictive as to
preclude further waterways development. This in turn is tied back to the
objections of the waterways operators and certain Members of Congress to
the projected rate basis under which the Corps determines the benefits of
waterways projects. While the change was made by the Corps of Engineers

BT



ENGCE 10 June 1966

in 1964 these people recognize that a change back to the old method or

to any other method must have the sanction of the Bureau of the Budget.
Hence the series of letters to you on this subject. As a result of

those letters, with the guidance of the Bureau of the Budget, the CoOrps

is preparing instructions which will determine benefits to waterway§
lmprovement on a cost basis. This is not being accepted as a solution

to the problem by the individuals concerned. I have recommended to 2
Mr. Schultze, Mr. Henry Wilson and Mr. Califano that you make the decision
Lo return to the old or current rate basis while the Corps makes 1its
studies and determines how to use a cost basis. This is a political decision
and the full implications of such a decision are beyond my knowledge.

However, I believe that it can be used to turn around some of the opposition
to the Transportation Bill.

As I see the picture then, the current concern with the methods of
determining benefits for waterways improvements has generated a strong

opposition to the Transportation Bill. I would recommend that concessions
be made in this area in order to gain support for the Bill.

M P

WILLTAM F, CASSIDY
Lieutenant General, USA
Chief of Engineers
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FOR THE PRESIDENT
r

FROM: Joe Califancgf}n d Barefoot Sanders E‘LA/

SUBJECT: Waterw"ay Project Criteria and Transportation Bill

SITUATION

l. We have reviewed this situation with General Cassidy,
Schultze and O'Brien. The three criteria in issue are:

Pre-1964 Criteria - Waterway transportation costs
agmnst current rail rates. This is the standard most
likely to result in approval of a project.

i

1964 Criteria - Water transportation costs against
projected rail rates after waterway is built.

Cogt Criteria - Water transportation costs against
rail costs (including a reasonable profit). This system

now under study. ¥

2. There may be a major attempt by Senator McClF?llan to
write into the Transportation Bill the pre-1964 criteria. Govern-
ment Operations Committee staff has prepared an amendment to
do this. SenatorsiJackson and ‘Harris of the Committee, plus

Senators Magnuson, Monroney, Randolph, 'Ellender, Sparkma:.%‘ <

and Long (La. ) indicate support of Senator McClellan on this.

Such action would nullify the discretion of the Executive
Branch to change the criteria. It should be opposed. All agree.

3. Certain Congressmen and Senators -- some of them. from
the House Public Works and the members of the House and Senate
Appropriations Subcommittee on Public Works-have written.you

stating their dissatisfaction with the 1964 (present) criteria.
&
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Schultze has advised them that the 1964 criteria would be dis-

continued and the cost criteria put in. It will take a year to put

1t in and additional time to apply it to pending projects. Thus,
no criteria are in effect now and no projects are moving.

4. Holifield is handling the Transportation Bill in House
Committee and says he can get it out of Committee with an acceptable
Section 7 this month. Jones, Wright and Blatnik are three of the
Congressmen who have complained about present waterway criteria:

they are on the Committee but have given no indication of attacking
Section 7.

Prospects are good for favorable House action.

5. Eleven waterway projects totaling $4. 2 billion are in various
stages of consideration by the Corps. For the next two years only

three -- totaling $1.9 billion -- are clearly affected by a relaxation
" of criteria:

Lake Erie, Ohio ($1 billion) is unfavorable by the
present 1964 criteria but favorable by pre-1964. Cassidy
says that the Corps will not act this year on this and does
not want to act at all. The Governor of Ohio is opposed to
the project: the Congressional delegation is not solid in
support. However, the project is strongly backed by
Congressman Kirwan. If criteria relaxed, Congressional
authorization is possible in 1967 or 1968.

The Trinity ($5.15 million) is Congressionally authorized
subject to a re-study due by fall 1967. Project almost
certainly will be unfavorable on present 1964 criteria but
may be barely favorable on pre-1964. If criteria relaxed
Congressional action probable in 1968 session.

Central Oklahoma ($400 million) unfavorable on both
1964 and p’i’Le—l964 criteria now, but with a re-study --
not yet requested -- it might be favorable on pre-1964.

If criteria relaxed and re-study favorable, Congressional
action probable in 1968 session.

Of the other eight projects:

Two -- Red River (La.) ($150 millon) and upper Missouri




($60 million) -- will probably be favorably reported-in
1967 Congressional session, since they are barely favora-
ble under 1964 criteria and favorable under pre-1964.

One -- Chattahoochece (Ga.) ($234 million) -- may be
reported next year but now believe that report would be
unfavorable on both 1964 and pre-1964 criteria.

Five projects totaling $1. 9 billion will not be reported
to Congress by the Corps this year or the next. They are
Tennessee -- Tombigbee ($300 million), Coosa (Ala. and
Ga.) ($300 million), Pearl (Miss.) ($250 million), San

Antonio (Tex.) ($700 million) and Big Muddy (I11. ) ($330

million).

6. Projects under construction -- Ark,, Cross-Fla., Kaskaskia --
are not affccted by the criteria controversy,

* ALTERNATIVES

1. Maintain budget decision to discontinue 1964 criteria and put
in cost criteriaswhen ready -- in other words, a one year hiatus during

which no project can be measured because no criteria are in effect. All
agree that this is undesirabl e.

(!

2. Continue 1964 criteria in effect until cost critevia ready. There
would be continued Congressional dissatisfaction because of the strict-
ness of the 1964 criteria. Under this Lake Erie-Ohio, Trinity, and
Central Oklahoma will be unfavorably reported by the Corps. All agree

that this is not realistic. .
€ o

3. Re-institute the pre-1964 criteria pending through study of

cost or other criteria. This we recommend because of the Transportation
Bill situation. It should satisfy Congressional objections and is8 a standard
which served the government for many years.




RECOMMENDATIONS

We ;‘ccommend you approve our pursuit of the third alternative. If
we do not pursue this alternative, we believe that the Senate Committee

anc_i m?‘.ee?d the Senate, has enough horsepower to write the pre-1964
criteria into the Transportation Bill and get it pas sed. Ifthis happens,
we would lose the support of the railroads for the bill, We recommend
adoption of this alternative even though there is some slight chance of
criticism on the ground that the three big prc:ujects,which ~would prebably
rcceive favorable reports, are Lake Erie - Ohio; the Trinity River 1n

Texas; and the Central Oklahoma Preject -- two 1in the Southwest.

L

tion is one of timing. In the House, Holifield thinks:
11 committee by June 29. In the Sené&tey
language for Section 7 in the Bill that would

oria. What we would want to get in exchange
to the 1964 criteria would be an agrcement

Bill or get Section 7 generally

The difficult ques
he will have a bill out of fu

the staff is now developing
legislate the prc-1964 crit
for Administratively returning
to have Scction 7 oliminated from the
g the lines of our original proposal.

“xecutive Session before the
feeling is he would not

Schultze and Boyd are due to testify in |
Senate Committee o1 June 29.
Senate this pre-19
This is on the assumptio
ch now appears to be the case.

give the
that date.
the House -- whi

Unless you have S0INE view about timing, we would be inclined to

follow O'Brien's judgment and play it by ear thereafter.

proval of (a) the third alternative (reinstating
ding study of the cost criteria) and (b) the

We recommend y;::ur ap
1964 criteria pen

Disapprove
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June 17, 1966

MEMORANDUM FOR Joe Califano
FROM Barefoot Sanders

SUBJECT: . Transportation Dill

!
g | |
o M
4'am» Callaway of Senate Government Cperations Committee tells me
that Senator/McClellan is offended by our failure to contact him on -
Section 7 arfd will not be satisfied simply to strike the Section.

However, if we are willihg to reinstitute pre-1964 criteria administratively,
then we will have a "winner', and he feels certain that we can work out an

acceptable Section 7.

However, the Senator also wantis to get rid of the so called ""comparability"
standard which has been used for several years to evaluate hydroelectric
projects. That standard is much too long to spell out here but it appears
that the Senator is just as interested in getting rid of it as he i in re-
instituting pre-1964 criteria.




THE UNDER SECRETARY OF COMMERCE
FOR TRANSPORTATION
WASHINGTON 25, D. C.

June 21, 1966

Joe:

We cannot afford to have the 1964 criteria in
the statute. Such language will mean the loss of
support of the railroad industry and very possibly
the loss of legislation.

Alan S. Boyd

- THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

June 25, 1966
FOR Barefoot Sanders
FROM Joe Califano

Attachment
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

June 21, 1966

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD
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Mike Manatos and I met with Senatof McClellan this morning to
discuss the Transportation Departmeﬁgc.

Senator McClellan began the discussion by expressing his concern
about Sectiﬂni? of the bill and about the criteria that were promulgated
by the Administration in 1964. He said that he hoped those criteria
could be worked out. Senator McClellan also expresged some

concern about the hydro-electric comparability criteria, particularly
with respect to the Water Valley Reservoir Project in Arkansas.

He said he did not care whether the dam was built but, if the dam

were built, he believed it should have power,

N o 5

I told Senator McClellan that, since the meeting with the Comnxittee
Chairman, the President had given a great deal of thought and
attention to the Transportation Bill, I said that the President's

views were essentially as follows:

1. The President felt that all the pieces he had proposed
to go into the Department had to go there. If any one piece were

left out, then another portion of the industry would want to be left
out.

2. The President felt that the powers of the various
components of the Department should be vested in the Secretary.
This was essential so that the Secretary of the Department would
have power commensurate with the responsibilities given him as
the chief official in the Government to whom the President could

- look on transportation matters.

3. The President had looked into the question of the 1964
criteria. At the request of Senator McClellan, the President was
willing to return to the 1964 criteria administrativel¥;"but he did

want to have them written into the law. ¢
| .{ I
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Senator McClellan said he was afraid the 1964 criteria would be

changed again unless it were written into the statute. I told him that
the Corps, the other water resource agencies, and the Burgau were
constantly studying criteria and that there had to be flexibility.<

I also said that no changes would be made without consultation of the
appropriate Committees of the Congress.

Senator McClellan did not agree or disagree on the issue of whether
criteria should go into the Bill. The Senator did say he felt real
progress had been made this morning and that he would get out a
good Department of Transportation Bill. He felt the only other
remaining problem might be with respect to the CAB Safety functions

and whether they should go into the agency.

He said that he would still want to hold hearings with one or two

private witnesses on June 28 and Executive Session hearings with

Schultze and Boyd on June 29.

He said that he could then mark up the bill and handle it fairly
His Committee Counsel said that he thought it would

OTIIl tl @
P& Py once hearings were completed

take about a week to mark up the bill
but that week would be after the July 4 recess.

Joseph A. Califano, Jr.
Special Assistant to the President




June 22, 1966

FOR JOE CALIFANO

SUBJECT: Transportation Bill

Alan Boyd is very much concerned that writing the pre-1964

criteria into Section 7 will bring all-out opposition from the

railroads to the Transportation bill. He is anxious to discuss

with you the details of your conversation with Senator McClellan G}JM i
and ascertain how far we are committed to McClellan. 4

You might want to call Jerry Grinstein as to sounding out

ww‘!ﬁ.ﬂm 21 . Magnuson's attitude on statutory pre-1964 criteria.
X

Barefoot Sanders

L Doy et TG any 1390,
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