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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

March 28, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: ROBERT XK WOLTHUIS
FOR: MAX L. FRIEDERSDORF RE&W
SUBJECT: Tax Reduction Bill

Congressman Herman Schneebeli (R-PA) just called to report on
the public reaction in his District to his vote against the
tax reduction bill.

He said he met this morning with 20 leading businessmen from
a five county area. In the course of the meeting, he asked
what they thought the President should do with the bill.
Every one of them said the President should veto it.

He has received four phone calls today from people who had
read in the local paper Mr. Schneebeli's reasons for voting
against the bill, and they all agreed. He says people in

the street have come up to him to congratulate him on his
vote.

Mr. Schneebeli says he is certain the public will support
the President if he vetoes the bill, and that many Members
of the House will work hard on the Floor to sustain a veto.



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

March 28, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: ROBERT K WOLTHUIS ZKi/

SUBJECT: Tax Bill

Barber Conable called early this afternoon and said he now

feels that you should veto the tax bill for the following
reasons.

1. Republican support in the House will be damaged if the
bill is not vetoed.

2. Republican Members would not take other vetoes seriously
especially on smaller spending bills.

3. The 125 who had the courage to vote against the bill may
feel their voteqw@ in vain.

4. The bill is highly inflationary and gives Conable the
feeling he is sailing on the Lusitania.

This is a hardening in Conable's position over the views he
expressed yesterday.

bece: Rumsfeld
Marsh






























THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON
March 28, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR: JACK MARSH

A

FROM: WILLIAM T. KENDALL W
: : PATRICK E. O‘DONNELL@

SUBJECT: The Tax Reduction Act of 1975

The following 16 Senators voted against the Tax Reduction Conference Report:
Bartlett, Bellmon, Buckley, Fannin, Garn, Goldwater, Hansen, Helms,
Hruska, McClure, Scott (Va.), Thurmond, Tower, Young, Byrd (Va.),
Stennis. : : '

‘The following 8 Senators were announced as absent but against the Conference
Report: Brock, Griffin, Hatfield, Laxalt, Eastland, Mansfield, McClellan,
Morgan. (The Mansfield report may be a Congressional Record misprint).

The following 4 Senators were absent but have informed us they would vote
to sustain a veto: Curtis, Packwood, Percy, Stevens.

Senator Scott (Pa.) voted for the Report but pledges to vote to sustain. Thus,
the total of committed Senators (to vote to sustain) is 29.

The following Senators are likely prospects:

Baker: Says he 'probably' would vote to sustain.

Fong: Voted for the bill and was paired for the Report, but might
swing over.

Pearson: Was absent, voted for the original bill. No word from him

on veto.
Roth: Voted against original. For Conference Report. Wavering.
Allen: Was absent, vptéd against original bill. Definitely a possibility.
Biden: Absent, voted against bill, a remote possibility, rw,*w\”
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McGee: Absent, voted for original bill, another remote possibility.

Nunn: Absent, voted against original bill. Told us he "might" vote
to sustain, depending on the President's reasoning if he vetoed, -

 Sparkman: Was absent on both votes, and is unknown.

In order to sustain, we need five of the above possibilities.

A personal ‘note from Bill Kendall:

I believe we can get the necessary votes in the Senate to sustain a veto.
After reading the Wall Street Journal editorial today I lean against the

tax bill on economic grounds. However, on the political side I tend to
agree with Senator Griffin that a veto will present a public relations
problem in view of our campaign for a tax cut as soon as possible. There
is no doubt that we would have problems with Senator Long on future tax
bills and possibly the energy bills should the President veto the bill and it
is sustained. A call from the President to Senator Long is recommended
whether he signs or vetoes. Incidentally, I understand Bob Novak thinks the
President can defend a veto politically.




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.












THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

March 28, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT
FROM: JACK MARSH
SUBJECT: Tax Bill

Pursuant to your request, I am conveying to you some of my thoughts
and recommendations in reference to the pending tax bill as to whether
you should sign or veto.

As I explained to you personally, were I considering this bill as a Member
of Congress, I feel certain I would vote against it and I suspect you would
also, However, although this is a helpful insight, it cannot be a binding
criteria for the position in which you now find yourself where you repre-
sent a National constituency.

In approaching my recommendations, I have tried to establish some
criteria by which you should measure the bill from the standpoint of
a veto. This criteria is set out as follows:

To support a veto on legislation of this magnitude and
consequence, the bill must be totally unacceptable and .
the unacceptability must be apparent, or capable of
being made apparent. .

The elements to determine if this definition applies, are as follows:

a. Overwhelming Reason:

—
An examination of the Bill should lead an individual to fm

conclude its adverse features present an overwhelming "
reason it should be vetoed as opposed to being signed. -

The growing Federal deficit lends itself to this arg.umenir:- :

but I believe it is limited for your purposes for reasons
set out later in this paper.



An Understandable Reason:

The adverse features that lead you to a veto should, in
addition to presenting an overwhelming reason, must also
be an understandable reason which is capable of being
explained otherwise the chances of sustaining the veto
and protecting your credibility are lost.

Relevancy and Significance:

The adverse features in support of a veto must be measures
of a significant nature and they must be relevant to the total
bill. Arguments in support of a veto on a lesser or insignifi-
cant provision, regardless of merit, will be irrelevant and
in the nature of nitpicking.

Integral Part of the Whole:

Those measures to which you object, in order to support a
decision to veto, must be so germane and so significant as
to go to the heart of the bill and make the whole measure
unacceptable.

The Weight of the Facts:

It is essential that you be able to make a clear and convincing
case that you are right on the basis of the facts in support of
your veto when addressing objectionable features. If it is
merely debatable with strong points on either side, you should
sign the bill. For example, it is difficult to argue you feel
that measures will become permanent when the proposed
legislation clearly states they are temporary.

The Veto reasons must be defensible against rebuttal:

This point is closely related to the proceeding one. If you
should decide to veto, then the case you make in the public
forum must be so strong as to resist rebuttal. There is a
question in my mind as to whether this test can be met.




g. Glaring Error:

If there is glaring error in the bill, which arose out of
mistake or misunderstanding, you can probably make
the easiest case in support of a veto. This type of
legislation lends itself to such a flaw and the housing
provision could be close to meeting such a criteria,

h. Veto Sustainability:

Finally, the practicalities of the situation cannot be
ignored. Can the veto be sustained and by what margin?
As of this time, I believe it can be sustained but it will
require a tremendous effort and even then, the margin
will, in my opinion, be less than 10 votes. A narrowly
sustained veto strains future Congressional action. A
failure to sustain would be a2 major setback. The
economic outlook as of the date of the vote would have

a substantial impact on the vote result. New employ-
ment statistics cannot be discounted in this regard..

In reviewing the proposed bill in light of the above tests, I am of the
view that notwithstanding its objectionable features, it should be signed,
I believe that we would concur in a strong veto message that points to
the objections and waves the caution flag for the future.

To me one of the best reasons to support a veto is what I term the
massive deficit reason which would argue that a tax reduction, coupled
with uncontrolled Congressional spending, will adversely impact on the
economy. Althoughl lean very strongly to this position, I recognize
that it is a veto with no tax bill as opposed to a veto with an improved
tax bill. I am doubtful you can select this option in light of the continued
emphasis and demand for a tax cut since the State of the Union Message.

We all agree that your credibility is a major factor in.your decision. It

is for this reason that I also recommend signing the bill rather than -
vetoing the same. There are realities and overriding practicalities

that drive your decision. This does not mean the principle must be

sect aside but the test of principle on one or more objectionable featur&s ... _
of the entire bill must be weighed in terms of the overall measure on - "%
national need as well as the future effectiveness of your Presidency,

It may be that by later today, or tomorrow morning, expressions of o wp
public opinion will indicate support for a veto course, but I doubt it,
However, I suggest a careful examination today of editorial statements



as well as expressions of the financial, business and labor communities
as to their view of the legislation.

When you consider these, and the risk of an unsustained veto, or even
a sustained veto and the chance of a minimally improved bill, I feel the
arguments to sign outweigh those to veto.

Finally, you should assess the position of the Republicans who voted
against the bill, particularly the House Leadership. Special attention
must be given to them to assure they understand the compelling reasons
that led to your decision to sign if that is the course you take.



























THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON
March 28, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR: JACK MARSH
FROM: WILLIAM T. KENDALL W
' PATRICK E. O'DONNELLG

SUBJECT: The Tax Reduction Act of 1975

The following 16 Senators voted against the Tax Reduction Conference Report:
Bartlett, Bellmon, Buckley, Fannin, Garn, Goldwater, Hansen, Helms,
" Hruska, McClure, Scott (Va.), Thurmond, Tower, Young, Byrd (Va.),
Stennis. ' : '

The following 8 Senators were announced as absent but against the Conference
Report: Brock, Griffin, Hatfield, Laxalt, Eastland, Mansfield, McClellan,
Morgan. (The Mansfield report may be a Congressional Record misprint).

The following 4 Senators were absent but have informed us they would vote
to sustain a veto: Curtis, Packwood, Percy, Stevens.

Senator Scott (Pa.) voted for the Report but pledges to vote to sustain. Thus,
the total of committed Senators (to vote to sustain) is 29,

The following Senators are likely prospects:

Baker: Says he 'probably' would vote to sustain.

Fong: " Voted for the bill and was paired for the Report, but might
swing over,

Pearson: Was absent, voted for the original bill, No word from him

on veto.
Roth: Voted against original. For Conference Report. Wavering.
Allen: Was absent, voted against original bill, Definitely a possibility.
Biden: - Absent, voted against bill, a remote possibility.
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McGee: Absent, voted for original bill, another remote possibility.

Nunn: Absent, voted against original bill. Told us he "might!" vote
to sustain, depending on the President's reasoning if he vetoed.

Sparkman: Was absent on both votes, and is unknown.

In order to sustain, we need five of the above possibilities.

A personal note from Bill Kendall:

I believe we can get the necessary votes in the Senate to sustain a veto.
After reading the Wall Street Journal editorial today I lean against the

tax bill on economic grounds. However, on the political side I tend to
agree with Senator Griffin that a veto will present a public relations
problem in view of our campaign for a tax cut as soon as possible. There
is no doubt that we would have problems with Senator Long on future tax
bills and possibly the energy bills should the President veto the bill and it

is sustained. A call from the President to Senator Long is recommended

- whether he signs or vetoes. Incidentally, I understand Bob Novak thinks the
President can defend a veto politically.




































THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

April 7, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR: JAMES J. CANNON, III
L., WILLIAM SEIDMAN

- THRU: . JOHN O. MARSH
'MAX L. FRIEDERSDORF
. VERN LOEN V L

FROM: ' DOUGLAS P, BENNETT 5556

SUBJECT: ' Housing Tax Credit ($2, 000) Provision in the
Tax Reduction Act of 1975

Dr. Larry Woodworth, Chief of Staff of the Joint Tax Committee, Friday
advised me that both Chairmen Long and Ullman have been concerned that
the applicability of this provision may be retarded in a fashion contradictory
‘to the intent of the provision. Apparently, many new housing developments
and condominiums are priced in such a manner that the first few units are
sold as ''loss leaders' so as to attract buyers and as sales pick up, the
prices of the housing units are increased so as to eventually reflect the
""true' sales prices.

Under the certification provision of the statute, the seller is required in the
face of civil and criminal penalties to certify that the particular unit is being
sold at the lowest price at which it has ever been offered. Obviously, the
above described practice would disqualify many of the housing units in the

" current inventory thereby diminishing the sought-after effect of this provision.

Long and Ullman are considering issuing a joint statement suggesting that
this technical defect be corrected by minor amendment. The matter has
been discussed with the Treasury Department and, I understand, Secretary
Simon concurs with the amendatory approach as the defect cannot be re-
medied by Treasury regulations.

cc: Secretary William E. Simon, Secretary Carla Hills, Honorable James
T. Lynn, Honorable James H. Cavanaugh, Honorable Tod Hullin




TO:

FROM:

THE WHITE HousEe

WASHINGTON

April 7, 1975

DOUG,, BENNETT

GLE? EEDE

- SUBJECT: PETROLEUM TAX

PROVISIONS OF THE
TAX REDUCTION ACT

Is this analysis correct?

cC:

Mike Duval





















