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liabilities not excee ing $1,500 ($2,500 for married
couples f£iling jointly). This exempts those over 65
with adjusted gross incomes in 1984 of less than .
$14,450 ($24,214 on a joint return).

Direct sellers and licensed real estate agents are
excluded from the definition of employee for
employment tax purposes.. The moratorium on
reclassification of independent contractors as
employees is extended, pending further Congressional
action.

Reductinrn= iq Unintended or U p==--"" " Tax Benefisg

0

IndjvidnaY ¥ ° m Tix. To insure that individuals
makiuy cacensave Ube Of tax preferences pay a minimum
level of tax, the bill strengthens the existing
alternative minimum tax on individuals by shifting to
that tax base items currently subject to the add-on
individual minimum tax and by adding several new items
to the list of tax preferences. Interest on
tax-exempt ~ 'nds is not a preference item. The
existing add-on individual minimum tax is repealed.
The con%etence bill aprlies a flat 20 percent rate to
all preferences in excess of $30,000 for single
individuals ($40,000 for joint returns). The
alternative minimum tax so computed is gayable to the
extent it exceeds the individual's regular tax
liability. This provision affects only several
hundred thousand of the 90 million individual tax
returns filed.

Pensions. Tax-favored pension benefits for high
income individuals are limited. The maximum annual
addition to a defined contribution plan is reduced
from $45,475 to $30,000 and the maximum annual benefit
under a defined benefit plan is reduced from $136,425
to $90,000. Where a combination of defined
contribution and defined benefit plans is provided,
the maximum dollar limitation benefits allowable are
reduced from 140 to 125 percent of the separate
maximum dollar limits for defined contribution plans
and defined benefit plans. Cost of living adjustments
to the maaximum dollar limits are frozen until 1986.
The bi1l arkhdmeccan —--*- = \rai
‘able aeducti 18

B «---8 to the levels
siiowaDle for corporate glans, and by placing
restrictions on certain "top heavy” corporate and
noncorporate plans favoring ke{ emglo ees., Loans to
pPlan participants are limited to the lesser of $50,000
or one-half of the participant's nonforfeitable
benefits, and must be repaid within 5 years (except
for certain home rtgage loans). The credit for












The Federal Unemployment Tax "t wage base __

increased to $7,000 and the effective Federal tax
., after the credit for state taxes, is increased.

from .7 to .8 percent. The conference agreement
increases unemployment compensation benefits for
¢ :tain long-term unemployed workers. The threshhold
&wov  which unemployment benefits are subject to

income tax is lowered to $12,000 ($18,000 on a joint
return). )

The telephone excise tax is raised to 3 percent in
%9%3, 1984 and 1985. The tax will terminate after
985, '

The present Federal excise t on cigarettes is
increased from 8 to 16 cents per pack. This
increase sunsets on September 30, 1985.

An extension of time is allowed for refunds of certain
excise taxes for buses.

The special Trans-Alaska Pipeline System adjustment
under the windfall profit tax is repealed.

Tax-exempt status for certain veterans organizations
and amateur athletic organizations is provided.

The bill extends for two additional years the income
tax exclusion for Nat .ral Research Service Awards.

The bill extends the annual accrual accounting method
to certain farming partnerships.

Payments legal under the Foreign Corrupt Practices Act
will be allowed a business expense deduction.

Broader debt management authority is provided to the
Secretary of the Treasury, including discretion to set
yields on U.S. savings bonds.

Beginning March 1, 1983, taxpayers who prevail in tax
litigation where the vernment has been unreasonable
are entitled to an aw 'd of attorneys' fees of up to
$25,000. Where a taxpayer brings an action primarily
for delay or takes a frivolous or groundless position,
the Tax Coyrt | rdze ¢ o : it

8 ¢. up t

Minor adjustments are made in the treatment of
personal holding companies and Alaska Native
Corporations.
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2'1 cenceeion of Tax Bill

In.developing a bill to raise almost $100 billion over 3.
years, as mandated by the budget resolution, we have preserved
witl 1t change the individual rate cuts and indexing which were
promised and enacted last year. We were able to raise the needed
revenue by emphasizing several tax policy objecfives other than
raising marginal tax rates. To ac.ieve this, the bill eliminates
many unintended benefits and closes many loopholes. I believe
the basic objective in this bill is fairness to the American

people.

Fiv _, ' « wveloped a package of meagures designed to improve

compliance with existing tax laws. It would be extremely unfair
to the vast majority of hongstjtaxpayers to increage their taxes
without 1 king the utmost effort to collect substantial revenues
from tho 'ho are not paying what they already owe under
existing law. The provisions for withholding on interest and
dividends, and optional withholding on' pensions improved
information reporting, and increasing penalties for noncompliance

. would raise about 30 percent of the total revenues over the 3-

year period,
FY 83 - 8. FY 84 ~ 9.4 g - .2

Second, we were determined to make sure that corporations and
. high~income individuals, through the use of various incentive
I 1s enacted over the years, could not avoid paying a

fairer st re of their tax burden.












FY 83 - .7 FY 84 - .8 FY 85 - .7

. Industrial development t 1ds.--We reduced the benefit

flowing to those businesses who can benefit from tax-exempt

financing, and thus, reduced the disadvantage suffered by their
competitors not able to benefit from this tax subsidy for

particular inve :ments.
FY 83 - * FY 84 - .3 FY 85 - .9

. Basis adjustment and A deductions.--The overall

benefit from cost recovery allowances and the investment credit

was reduced so as to insure that the tax system would not induce
businesses to undertake investments so unproductive that they

would not be undertaken even in a world with no income tax.
FY 83 - .4 FY 84 ~ 1.3 FY 85 - 4.0
Third, we found several areas ifi"which those who were responsible

 for specific government spending were not contfibuting their fair

share toward the expense:

. pl yvees' Medicare.~-~Eighty percent c_
Federal retirees age 65 or over receive Medicare, even though
they make contributions during only part of their careers, the
' typical private =2ctor wc ker makes contributions over his entire
career. Thus, we would make Federal employees pay the Medicare

portion of the social security tax.






deductions have gotten press attent__n far out of L.oportion to

their share of the revenue increase in this bill:

. Telephone tax.--The telephone tax will be increase by

1 perceﬁtage point in 1983 and by 2 percentage points in 1984 and
1985, A 1 percentage point increase amounts to only 20 cents for

a $20 phone bill.

FY 83 - .3 FY 84 - .8 FY 85 - 1.5

. Cinmarette tax.--The price of cigarettes will increase
by 8 cents a pack, which amounts to only $16 a year for someone
who smokes 200 packs a year. If this tax had been increased to
keep up with the inflation since the last time it was increased,
in 1951, it would be almost 30 cents per pack.

FY 83 - 1.2 FY 84 - 1.8 . FY 85 - 1.8

- Medical and casualty—deductions.--The changes in the

medical and casualty deductions will reduce by more than 80
percent the number of taxpayers who receive a partial
reimbursement, throuv-% the taxyéystem, for their expenses. At
tt mme time that th: important Iimplific tion nd
broadening is achieved, however, catastrophic losses which |
signifi?antly affect individuals' ability to pay will be

2aductible.






Loopholes primarily
affecting one
industry
(possession credit

limitation, foreign

0il and gas income,’

life insurance
company

tay :ion, dividend
reinveétment plan;
completed contract
method of

accounting)

Compliance
provisions
(interest and
dividend
withholding,
optional
pension -
withholding,
information
impqrting
and improved

penalties)

15.2

29.1

115.4

29.5






THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

August 10, 1982

MEMORANDUM FOR WHITE HOUSE STAFF

FROM MIKE BAROODCMG
Director of Public Affairs

Attached are two documents which discy$s the President's
position on the all-importan now pending in
Congress. We thought it important that you have all the
facts and a clear understanding of the President' strong
support for this measure. The attached are 1) a letter
approved by the President, outlining his position, and

2) talking points on the bill.

Hope you find them helpful.



August 9, 1982
Dear friend:

I'm writing to you because I know there is great concern in some
quarters about the progress of our economic plan and I wanted personally
to get the facts to you -~ and to ask your help in maintaining the pro-
gress we have made so far.

In 1981, we charted a cours¢ to turn this economy around, way frec
policies of high taxes and spending and toward a future of higher growth
in the economy and slower growth in government. We've gotten a lot done
in 18 months -- reducing tax rates, federal spending growth and infla-
tion. We've put a program for recovery in place that can continue these
gains, create jobs and restore incentives and growth to the economy.

We've come a long way in a short time and now we face a critical de-
cision: whether or not to implement a budget resolution that involves
some tough choices. The resolution will reduce the deficit by $38¢ bi:
lion from fiscal '83-'85; it will lower interest rates and restore »>bs.
The fact that it also calls for increasing revenues by some $99 billion
in the same three years is, I know, disturbing to many of my friends and
supporters.

Let me explain. Interest rates have fallen some in recent weeks,
but not nearly far enough. The prime rate fell a full 1.5 points -- to
15 percent -- in just the two weeks ending August 2nd. I'm confident
it will drop more. But, if we want interest rates down to stay, the
deficit will have to be cut by at least the magnitudes in the budget re-
solution. Without increasing revenues, there's little, if any, chance
Congress will go along with the spending cuts the resolution requires.

If the budget resolution isn't implemented, future deficits will be
far worse -- and chances for a sustained recovery could be shattered.
Even with the cuts in spending growth already achieved, the federal
government will be in the private markets to borrow $164 billion during
the second half of this year. Add another $388¢ billion in deficits to
finance by the end of fiscal '85 and "crowding out" won't be just a
threat -- it will be an economic reality powerful enough to drive inter-

1 rd 21. perc¢ 1t prir v N E

But it doesn't have to be that way. Our success in 1981 exceeded
almost everyone's expectation but our own. A few of us knew that sup-
port from the American people could make the difference; that we could
reverse past trends and start bringing tax rates down for the first time
in 2¢ years and, with indexing, keep them down for the first time ever.
¥ can do the same now with deficits and intere : rat s -- bringing them
down to stay so employn 1t can go t ck up for good.

And it can be done with no retreat on the fundamental supply-side



incentive t x cuts we fought so har  to pass last year.

Congres., has before it now a bill that raises some tax¢ to achieve
the higher revenues called for in the budget resolution. I support it.
You know me well enough to be sure my support is carefully considered.
Let me share some of the factors that went into my decision.

First, and most important, keep in mind that over the next three
years, the tax burden on Americans will be $334 billion less than it
would have been if our '81 tax cuts had not been enacted -- and that
figure applies after passage of the pending tax bill. As importantly,
the 3rd year of the tax cut, indexing, and most of the accelerated cost
recovery provisions to help business and create jobs are all protected
in this bill. As you know, earlier this year the Democratic leadership
tried to eliminate the 3rd year and repeal indexing but we fought them
and we beat them. And I'd fight again to keep those gains from being
undone.

This new tax bill is a different matter. First, it raises taxes
1 than it appears at first glance. Of the roughly $99 billion in
added revenues in the bill, one-third -- $31 billion -- comes not from
new taxes but from new efforts to collect taxes due under existing law.
In fact, more than three-quarters of the increased revenues come from
this stepped-up compliance and from closing tax loopholes.

Let's look at where the new revenues in the tax bill come from --
and where they don't come from. They don't come from raising individual
marginal tax rates. For the average working man and woman, in fact,
there is very little in this bill that increases the burden of taxes.
This year, because of the '81 cuts, a typical family will pay almost
$400 less in federal income taxes than it would have at 1980 rates.
Next year, the same family will pay $788 less. New personal taxes in
the bill have a small impact on most taxpayers -- the increased federal
telephone tax, for example, will raise the typical family's phone bill
54 cents a month -- but it will contribute $1.6 billion a year to
bringing down the deficit.

Fifty billion dollars, or half of the new revenues come from efforts
to broaden the tax base. This means closing loopholes and eliminating
abuses such as those associated with the tax leasing provision. I
supported this provision and it has helped »>me firms that were starved
for cash. But it also has been exploited by some profitable businesses
in ways never intended. As for new taxes -- for businesses and
individuals ~they account for less than one-of-every-five dollars of

ser : otk bivT.,

We didn't get all we wi¢ :ed when the tax bill was passed in 1981.
And we got some provisions we didn't originally ask for. These
"add-ons," attached to the bill on the floor of Congress cut revenues by
an extra $77 billion. The pending bill recovers most of that by raising
$67 billion in new revenues (excluding stepped-up compliance) and
correcting some of the abuses created by these and other tax code
provisions.

I have no entht lasm for rai ing | xe¢ but lowering tI ¢ ficit is



an imperative. The bud¢ : resolution passed this ye r, if Congress
sticks to its targets, will decrease the red-ink in the budget by almost
S¢ billion through 1985. The tax bill's new revenues are only one-
quarter of that total. The remaining three-fourths -- $28¢ billion in
deficit reductions -- is to come from lower outlays. We worked with
Congress on this resolution and that was the price of my support -- $3
saved in outlays for every $1 in increased revenue.

I'm prepared to fight for those cuts in the coming months -- and the
Congress knows it. In past months, I haven't had to use the veto very
often, but I'm not shy about it. I proved that on three continuing
resolutions (and the Congress didn't override a one). 1I'll veto any
bill Congress sends me that doesn't further our goal of controlling
spending.

In my first year as President, we set America on a new economic
course. The year before I took office, federal spending grew more than
17 percent. The same budget resolution I've referred to cuts that
growth two-thirds -- to Under 5 percent for fiscal 1983. We've passed
an individual tax rate cut of 25 percent -- with indexing to protect
those cuts against inflation -- and nothing in this tax bill threatens
those cuts or dilutes the increased incentives to work, save and invest.

We've also brought inflation down farther and faster than anyone
thought possible back in January of 1981. From an average of about 13
percent in 1979 and 1980, inflation has been almost cut in half -- to
about 7 percent over the last 12 months.

We set this new course because it was right. We were able to do so
because scores of millions of Americans agreed it was right -- and we're
going to stick to it.

It won't be easy to get $28@ billion in additional outlay saving
from Congress. We have to have them though, to bring down the deficit
and get interest rates back to where they belong. To do it, we have to

live by all the provisions of the budget resolution and that means
living with the revenue increases it requires.

I can't guarantee the Congress will willingly implement all the
spending cuts the resolution calls for. I can assure you that I will
use every means available to me to try to make them live up to their

obligations -- and to let the public know if they do not.
Toaether. we have beaun to set things right -- to chart a new
1
tnat tne new beginning we ill

I ask for your support in these very tough times. I need your help
once more. Please, phone your Congressman and your Senators today and
tell them to stick to the lower deficit target they set. Tell them to
support the tax bill and the lower outlays contained in the budget
resolution. Tell them you support the President and you want them to.
The success of my program to reduce the deficit, create more jobs and

3 interest rat 5 down depends on your help as never before.



August 9, 1982

TALKING PNTNTS ON THE TAX BILL

General points

President Reagan supports the tax bill for three primary reasons:

l. it's needed to reduce the deficit, bring interest rates down
and stimulate the creation of more jobs;

2. it protects the fundamental incentive tax cuts secured in '8l
(3rd year, indexing, most of ACRS);

3. it implements the budget resolution which requires $3 in lower
outlays ($28¢ billion total) for every $1 in higher revenues.

o The budget resolution reduces the deficit $38¢ billion in the
3 years from fiscal '83-'85. The $99 billion in added revenues
in this bill is only about one-quarter of the total but it is
necessary in order to get the other three-quarters -- $280
billion in spending cuts.

0 One-third of the $99 billion -- $31 billion -- comes not from new
taxes, but from stepped up compliance efforts to collect more of
the taxes owed under present law but not paid.

Meintaining incentive cuts pas<ed in '81

o Nothing in the bill threatens the supply-side incentives con-
tained in the 1981 tax act. The bill does not change:

-~ the third year of the tax cut -- the 1@ percent rate
reduction on July 1, 1983;

-~ indexing of tax rates after the full 25 percent rate
reduction takes effect;

-~ most of the accelerated cost recovery provisions for
business.

o In fact, passage of this tax bill would ensure the revenues
required by the resolution could be raised without tampering with
any of the supply-side incentives -- and would weaken any future
attempts by the Democratic leadership to repeal the 3rd year

o The House Democratic leadership tried it earlier in the year,
proposing to raise revenues. about twice as much as this bill, and
cancel the 3rd year cut and indexing.

o A majority disagreed with them, but enough members, Democrats and
Republicans, favored some revenue increases to make last year's
c¢ .on in bl 11 witl ° them.



Taxes still way down '83-'85 and beyond

o]

(o]

For rost individual taxpayers, this bill will have little impact.

Even with the bill's increased revenues, the tax burden on
Americans will be $334 billion less the next 3 years than if tax
rates of 1988 were still in effect.

The typical family will pay almost $4@0 less in taxes this year
than if prior rates still applied. Next year, even with passage
of this tax bill, that family will pay $788 less.

From 1985-87, because of indexing, the total tax burden on indi-
vidual Americans will be some $89 billion less than it would have
been without the 1981 tax act.

New taxes in the bill -~ for individuals and business -- account
for less than one dollar in five of the new revenues.

New personal taxes will add little to most individual's tax

bill. For example, the one percent increase in the telephone tax
will mean 54 cents a month for the average household but it will
contribute $1.6 billion to lower deficits.

Taxpayers earning less than $50,000 now pay about 67 percent of
all income taxes and will receive about 79 percent of the tax
cut’

Increased compliance

o

More than three-fourths of the increased revenues come from
stepped-up compliance and loophole closings.

Rather than imposing new taxes, the bill achieves one-third of
the new revenues through improved methods of collecting taxes
already owed.

These collection n asures are needed to insure fairness in our
tax laws, and would only add to the tax burden of those who don't
now pay all they owe under the law. These measures include
increased penalties for noncompliance and improved reporting
systems for the IRS.

_ : Lt
v 4
revenue targets in the budget resolution. And the Democratic
leadership this year has already shown it's not reluctant to
impose new taxes.

Withholding will not have an adverse effect on savings except for
those who aren't now paying the taxes they owe.



The bill con 1ins exemptior for the poor 14 1lderly. ©Nearly 80
percent of people over 65 (those who make less than $14, 530;

$ 1,214 for a joint return) and low-income people of any age who
owed ¢600 or less in taxes the prior year ($1000 on a joint
return) are exempt from the dividend and interest withholding.

All interest payments of less than $100 are totally exempt from
the withholding requirement.

Closing loopholes and eliminating abuses

o]

More than half the revenue in the bill is raised by measures
which close certain tax loopholes, eliminate abuses by certain
taxpayers, and broaden the base of taxpayers to assure equity.

The bill imposes a minimum tax on individuals and corporations to
ensure that all pay a fair, minimum share of taxes.

It restricts and gradually phases-out the "safe harbor leasing
provision."™ This provision has been beneficial to many cash-
starved companies but has also permitted some profitable ones to
avoid federal taxes in ways not intended by Congress.

The bill reduces the amount of tax benefits available to high
income individuals from various pension plans.






THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

February 4, 1982

TO: Telegraph Office
FROM: Morton Blackwell
Room 191 X. 2657

Please send this mailgram message to
the following people.

Thank you.

P.S. Please return this list
to our office when you are
finished.




MEMORANDUM

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

NRAFT FOR MATT,GRAM

YOU ARE CORDIALLY iNVITED TO A WHITE HOUSE BRIEFING.FOR
PRO-FAMILY AND LIMITED GOVER! iINT ORGANIZATIONS ON THE
FISCAL YEAR 1983 BUDGET, BRIEFING BY DAVID STOCKMAN AND
DON MORAN OF THE OFFICE OF MANAGAMENT AND BUDGET.
BRIEFING WILL BE WEDNESDAY AFTERNOON, FEBRUARY 10th AT
5:30 P.M. 1IN THE NEW ( REPEAT, NEW) EXECUTIVE OFFICE
BUILDING :@N 17th STREET, N.W. 1IN ROOM 2010.

YOU OR A SUBSTITUTE FROM YOUR ORGANIZATION IS INVITED.
PLEASE CALL MAISELLE SHORTLEY OR KATHY CHRISTIANSEN -
202-456-2657 - BY TUESDAY WITH. THE NAME OF THE PERSON
WHO WILL ATTEND.

THANK YOU.

CORDIALLY,

MORTON F™ "CKWI ™~

SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT



To: Officer-in-charge
Appointments Center
Room 060, OEOB

REQUEST FOR APPOINTMENTS }ﬂ

Please admit the following appointmentson____Wednesday,  Febrvuary 10 ,19___82

Morton Blackwell of Office of Public Liajison

for

{NAME OF PERSON TO BE VISITED)

JOHN BECKETT

BA] \RA GEORGE
NEIL F™"IR

JOE COBB

JUDIE BROWN
GARY CURRAN
BERNADETTE BUDDE
NICHOLAS DEAK

- e s e ma -

RALPH GALLIANO
PETER GEMMA
DAVID SANDERS

BOB GOLDSBOROUGH
CHARLES EVANS
ELGIN GROSECLOSE
LEE HAMILTON
RICHARD HENDRIX
JOAN HEUTER
JEFFREY ST. JOHN
PAUL KAMENAR
PETER KEISLER
REED LARSON

FRANK VAN DER LINDEN
TOM LIPSCOMB

JOHN LOFTON

TONY MAKRIS
EDWARD MC ATEER
RAYMOND MOMBIOSSE

MEETING LOCATION

{acENnCY)

INTERCESSORS FOR AMERICA

NATIONAL CHRISTIAN ACTION COALITION

FREE THE EAGLES

GOLD NEWSLETTER

AMERICAN LIFE LOBBY

LIFE AMENDMENT P.A.C.

BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY P.A.C.

DEAK NEWS

DONOGHUE"S MONEYLETTER

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF EVANGELICALS
THE HERITAGE FOUNDATION
CONGRESSIONAL MAJORITY COMMITTEE
NATIONAL PRO LIFE PAC

CONGRESSIONAL MAJORITY COMMITTEE

WASHINGTON DATELINE

WASHINGTON DATELINE

GROSECLOSE, WILLIAMS, AND BRODERICK

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MANUFACTURERS

BRUCE EBERLE AND ASSOCIATES
PRO_AMERICA

W.R.C. RADIO

WASHINGTON LEGAL FOUNDATION
LEADERSHIP INSTITUTE

NATIONAL RIGHT TO WORK FOUNDATION
HISTORICAL RESEARCH FOUNDATION

NEW CAPITOL PUBLICATIONS, INC.
CONSERVATIVE DIGEST

AMERICAN SECURITY COUNCIL

RELIGIOUS ROUNDTABLE

PACIFIC LEGAL FOUNDATION

Me~+~n Bla~'-rel’

Buildin Requested by —_—
Room No 2010 Room No.__lﬂ_Telephone 2657
Time of Meeting 5:30 P.M. Date of request__ """y _10

Additions and/or changes made by telephone should be limited to three (3) names or less.

APPOINTMENTS CENTER: SIG/OEOB — 395-6046 or WHITE HOUSE — 456-6742

UNITED STATES SECRET SERVICE

ssP 2037 (03-78)



REQUEST FOR APPOINTMENTS

To: Officer-in-charge
Appointments Center
Room 060, OEOB

Please admit the following appointments on

for Morton Blackwell

Wednesday, February 10 19 82

4 Office of Public Liaison

(NAME OF PERSO..

MORGAN NORVEL
SUSIE PHILLIPS
VINCENT DROSDIK
SAM PIMM

LARRY PRATT
ROMAN RICE

JOHN SNYDER

JOHN CARTER
THOMAS MACK

' v WILLIAMSON
MIKE KORBEY
BILL WILSON
SUSAN STACY
JOE DI MENNA
DAVID KEATING
WILLIAM SHAKER
JOHN BUCKLEY
HELEN BLACKWELL

TATIAY AT

CIOAARLDO ALLIININVIN
B. RAY ANDERSON
ROBERT ANDERSON
JIM BAKKER
ROBERT BLEIBERG
WALTER BRESSART
LARRY BUTLER
DOUGLAS CASEY

Building

Room No

Time of Meeting____

o~ BE VISIT.., (AGENCY)

POL1 __CAL GUN IS

THE CONSERVATIVE CAUCUS

PHILLIPS PUBLISHING COMPANY

YOUNG AMERICANS FOR FREEDOM

GUN OWNERS OF AMERICA

PUBLIC SERVICE RESEARCH COUNCIL

CITIZENS COMM. FOR THE RIGHT TO KEEP AND BEAR
ARMS

INTERNATIONAL MONEYLINE

AMERICAN LEGISLATIVE EXCHANGE COUNCIL

AMERICAN CONSERVATIVE UNION

THE VIGUERIE CO ‘ANY

NATIONAL RIGHT TO WORK COMMITTEE

THE CONGRESSIONAL CLUB

ZWEIG FORECAST ’

NATIONAL TAXPAYERS UNION

NATIONAL TAX LIMITATION COMMITTEE

NATIONAL TAX LIMITATION COMMITTEE

THE EAGLE FORUM

Requested by

Room No.______Telephone

Date of request

Additions and/or changes made by telephone should be limited to three {3) names or less.

APPOINTMENTS CENTER: SIG/OEOB — 395-6046 or WHITE HOUSE — 4566742

TIAIIFE M CFATEC O ANE ™ ML~



REQUEST FOR APPOINTMENTS

To: Officer-in-charge
Appointments Center
Room 060, OEOB

Wednesday, February 10 ¢g_82

Please admit the following appointments on

for Morton Blackwell f__  Nffice of Pwhli~ Liaison
(Rrmel OF L =i uCe +~ BE VISITED) V~GENCY)

PAT COLLINS TERRI O' GRADY
JIM COOK ALEXANDER PARIS
PAUL DIETRICH WALTER PERSCHKE
BERT COHMEN-RAMIEREZ FRANK PICK
TERRY DOLAN ROBERT POOLE
KEN GERBINO ' CAN POPEO
RON GODWIN , JOHN PUGSLEY
FREDERICK D. GOSS BUTCH RANDALL
JERRY GUTH DAVID ROBINSON
HENRY HAZLITT PAT ROBINSON
] NALD HOPPE STU ROTHENBERG
JOHN HOUSTON DONALD ROWE
ELTIC JANEWAY HOWARD RUFF
GARY JARMIN LOUIS RUKEYSER
TERRY JEFFERS : RICHARD RUSSELL
RI ARD JOHNS HANS SENNHOLZ
ROBERT KEPHART JIM SIBBET
ROBBIE KI ~ALL : JAMES SINCLAIR
ROBERT KINSMAN ' MARK SKOUSEN
KRIS KOLESNIK - RHONDA STAHLMAN
MAURY KRAVITZ LISA STOLTENBURG
JOHN LAXALT CHUCK THOMANN
ALBERT J. LO PAUL WEYRICH

FRANK MANSON
BOB MC ADAM
JAMES MCKEEVER
R.E. MCMASTER
ANDY MESSING
TED MURPHREE
VERN MYERS
GARY NORTH

MEETING LOCATION

_dilding—— Requested by
Room No Room No.____._ Telephone
Time of Meeting Date of request

Additions and/or changes made by telephone should be timited to three {3) names or less.

APPOINTMENTS CENTER: SIG/OEOB — 395-6046 or WHITE HOUSE — 456-6742

UNITED STATES SECRET SERVICE ssr 2037 (0s-79e)
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WASHINGTON POST, JULY 24,

o~ S am&m v v

Tax Packgge N

COMPANIES From D7

qurte substantial, partlcularly when™| -
ou get into 1985 and 1986, in their |..
.impact,” he saut‘ Ay I

- Other l * 1ess ofﬁclals also sardj -
'.that the proposed “changes could ]

cause changes in “their \spendmg
,;plans. But _some’ pomted out that
* there. weré other forces involved in

“capital “expenditiire - -plans than tax:

. considerations.. . Competitive - situa- .
tions and- regulatory requirements
Care alho factom dn spendmg decr-
sions. - :

‘You don’t have a chief executrve

coming into a board meetmg trying
.to sell a capital investment onthe:

“basis of taxes,” said Jack Albertine,
executive director of the Americafl

" Bus ss Conference, a group. rep-
resenting mid  : corporations. “The

tax bill, in itself, in my judgment, is |

not ! enough to have a substantial
effect in ter  of capital spending. .
~  “Absent:a cut in interest rates,
‘you won't have any caprtal spend-
mg,' he added. C

- But other busmas executrves-

warned that the proposed changes
- themselves would have a detrimental
‘effect on the economic recovery.
Rahn predicted that the tax propos-
al would cut gross national product

700,000 a year in 1983 and 1984.

Eck said the reversal of last year’s
tax cuts appeared to undermine the
aim of supply-side economics for the
sake of reducing budget deficits.
“The whole idea of supply-side was
to increase investment for the whole
~ decade,” "he said. “Unfortunately,
T isa httle backsliding.” -

iy~ pme e __»,.‘,‘7.,-‘—\

~ - ———
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'Robert W. Kasten Jr. | ‘

Wlthholdmg Would Hurf '

The IRS proposal for withholding on
interest and dividends has been baunting
Capitol Hill since 1941.

Congress has already voted against it
seven times, but the propesal never seems

to go away. It's almost as if, somewhere,

deep in the bowels of the Treasury build-
ing, there’s a troll who keeps the withhold-
ing idea alive to bubble up again any time
an administration decides it needs to raise
‘ore tax revenue.

~ Last week, the Senate came within four
votes of handing the IRS its eighth with-
holding defeat. Now the battle shifts to
the House, where the Treasury Depart-

ment will try to convince a majority of -
congressmen that the proposal is better

this time around. It is not. After 41 years,
the problems with withholding still re-
main. It would still discourage savings and
investment, iglize the elderly and
create an admumsirative nightmare,

. The American people now save less
than any other people in the Western
world—5.6 percent of their income, com-

pared with 14 percent in West Germany-

and 24 percent in Japan. Savings and in-
vestment are the keys to economic growth,
and one of the best ways to turn our econ-
omy around would be to provide addi-
tional incentives for Americans to save.
Instead, we are heing asked to lite ™ rob
the saver of the benefits of interesy com-
pounding and automatic dividend rein-
vestment by removing 10 percent of the
funds in the U.S. savings pool each year.
The Treasury Department expects to
raise $4.3 billion from withholding in fiscal
year 1983. Only about $1.3 billion of that
comes from increased taxpayer compli-
ance—people paying taxes they should
have been paying all along. The rest is, in
reality, an interest-free loan from the
Amer  people to Uncle Sam, Instead of
having tnat money in your saving account
all vear working for you, it will be sent off
to the federal government. In other words,
in order to get at the small percentage of

raapaycid WHU N4VeE fonesuy pala uneir

taxes all along.

" And as a result, $3 billion will be taken

out of the private capital market and will

no longer be available for home mortgage

loans, joh creation or capital formation.
Withholding would hurt the low-income

Washington rost

elderly most. Older Amencans receive
much of the dividend and interest income
paid out to individuals in this country, but
many rely on this money to make it from

day to day—to pay for foud, heat, medical

care, shelter. Losing 10 percent of their
dividend  interest each month could
force a nouceable change in the quality of
their lives. ’

The Treasury Department has at- -

tempted to get around this problem by
proposing
elderly ana others who expect to have lit-

tle tax liability. But it would be up to the -

individual to get hold of the exemption
certificates and deliver them to his source
of dividend or intereat income. And every

‘time he buys a piece of stock, opens a new

savings account or puts his money in a
new money market fund, an additional
form would be required.

The American Association of Retired
Persons strongly opposes withholding be-
cause, as they argue, “We fear the exemp-
tion process will frequently fail to operate
properly and a serious overwithholding
problem will result.” T'hey also point out
that, by placing the burden on the individ-
uval to exempt himself, withholding would

force many elderly people into the taxpay-

ing system who have not heen required to
file for years.

Withholding would * » create an admin-
istrative nightmare for panks, credit unions,
savings and loans, brokerage firms and cor-
porations nationwide. It would take at least
nine months for those who have computers

to do the reprogramming necessary, the .

start-up and operating costs would be huge,
and no one is quite sure how to handle the
more than 200 million exemption certifi-
cates that could be filed. Small banks may

be exempted for a year or two as we b
they can set up the necessary paper work by -
‘han ut no one has addressed the com-

petitive disadvantage that would be created

when one bank in town starts taking money -
~ 'mines those princinles hv remirine with.

out of people’s savines aceoimts and the

sane drgumnent Jimmy Larter used two
years ago. It didn’t work then, and it
shouldn’t work today. -

The House of Representatives may not

" get a vote on withholding until the tax bill

conference report comes up for final pas-

exemption procedure for the

7/30/82

By P. Kolst}

sage. But the American people will not be
fooled by election.  : attempts to shift the
blame. They will remember that, in 1980,
they voted to cut the taxes on savings and

"investment and to get big government off

their backs. Support for a bill that under-

1or a vore tnat sends withholding back to

the IRS graveyard, once and for alL

The writer, a Republican senator
from Wisconsin, is a member of the
Senate Budget Committeoe




Jesse Helms and Jehn East now
koow how Robert Margan® m-::st have
falt. :

" The state's two Repullicen sengtors

fomd themselves faced with ope of the
horrors of legisleting the other day: On
a party tine vote, they were forced to
vote against & bill e'iimlnatmg a
doudling of the tax op tobx ., Thas,
both Helre and East were putlntbe
posture of favoring an Incresse in the
tobaceo tex fom 8 centa to 18 ceots per
pack, .

It all came sbovt when Democratic

Ben. Bﬂ] I ey trled to kil President.

's £20 biltion tax Increase bill,
which indJuded the dgzretts tax h_!ua

bypuﬁingoﬂ'thet.hudeo!tbe-
President's tax cut for those who meke”

more then 78,000. Republicans stuck
with thelr President — and Helms aod
Easi went along, too, voting down
Bradley’s bill

The two ccnservatives, who are the
shyongest pro-tobsceo members in the
Sepate, may be hearing sbont that
vote, even tho
unsiecessfully of cowse — to kil the
tobeess tax incresne outright. They

they later trigd —

: H _lms and kKasts ez

voted for the bill, including the tobsasco
tax, on finzl pasasgs.

In fact, Democrsts may start using
that votuzalmrt the two, If that
sounds Uke an unfelr tactic, it's precise-
ly the eart of weapon Helms and East
used to defeat Democrztic Sen. Robert
Morgen two years ago.

Exst, w' the belp of Helms' Nation-
&l Congreasicnal Club, mounted a mas-
give TV advertising campa'zn ascesing
Margen of voting against the B-1 bomb-
er, In truth, Morgac had been a faithfal

" supporier of the B-1, voting for it every

time i came up in Congresa — until
President Certer dropped # Zrom his
budget, At thal point, Morgan went
glong with the party lne and, in one
1ast debate, voted qﬁnsf.r&mxg the
B-11to the budge!.

Btlll {n Helms' and East’s eyes, that
msde khim g foe.of the B-1. 80 no ane
shonld be surprised i ads ‘appear in the
next few polit!cal campaighs that tell
how Jesze Helmen and John Esst voted
for & 100 pereent ingresse in federal dig-
areite taxes,

Just es {n the 1330 race, it’Dbstl*e
trth. But it wan't be the who.e t:ruth

e = skt cees DU




The Post. has been declanng sup- -
ply—sxde economics -a. failure. for 18 .-
montt  ver since President Rea--
gan into office. Now: The Post -

- has cnosen the month that the first

.. 10 percent reduction in personal in-

cometaxmtesbegmstotakeeffect“"

- to ask “What Comes After Reaga- .
* nomics?™ [editorial; July- 20} The -
- Post justifies its haste to discard an:
. untried economic policy by claiming -
- that.the supply-siders.were relying -
; on anticipations: of a:tax. cut to--
:-create a boom in advance: 555 %
.~ As a supply-sider who has been .
- labeled by Post reporters ‘and col-
‘u i3 as  “ardent”.:'true-be-:
liever,”-I am entitled to a “word on-
-thematter. - . ..q.nrngy L

<iie

The supply-side position. is the -

,opposnte of what: The Post: claims. ~
Anticipation of a future tax cut ef-
fects“the economy™adversely. In--

‘An Untrzed Econom

s e ‘/
9%
ic Polzcy .
eonie-eammg activities-are delayed
" until'the-lower rates-actually are in:.
effect, and “tax e iptions : and
credits are shifted to the present to-

take advantage “of the current
" higher tax rate. Both-actions- have- -

-adverse effects on the: ‘current econ- -
- omy and budget deficit. ~=-> 3 - 2

© It was: Martin . Feldstein- who’

.argued that people would produce a-

higher gross national product in an-
ticipation of a tax cut. I criticized this -
_view and argued that it was incorrect. -

1 the only supply to-
hav this -point. - Tne eco-

- nomuc. rorecasting firm.of H. C.

Wainwri © ‘made a similar argu-
ment ana mdeed predicted the cur-
rent: recessionr once it was: known
that the tax cuts would be delaved. -
- PAUL CRAIG ROBERTS !

wuuamnsmmtmotroumm
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Washington

BUDGET PRCCESS IN HOUSE LEADS TO ONLY 16¢ OF OUTLAY SAVINGS
FOR EVERY $1.00 OF TAX INCREASE

Confronted earlier this year with the prospect of exceptionally high
deficits over the next several years, Congress and the Administration accepted
the need for tax increases as a necessary precondition for getting the
spending cuts to limit the growth in outlays. Some segments of the business
community supported this approach to deficit reduction under the assumption
that tax increases had to be accepted in order to achieve substantial
reductions in the growth of entitlement spending.

As the budget process has progressed in the 1se, however, it is
becoming increasingly apparent that many of the outlay savings mandated in the
budget resolution are being disregarded by several of the co .ttees. As a
consequence, it is estimated that less than half of the assumed savings have
been made by the House committees.

Minority staff of the House Budget Committee estimates that only §15
billion of the required $27.1 billion in reconciliation savings will be made
by the committees. Almost no action has been taken on the $13.6 billion in
non-reconciliation savings assumed in the budget resolution.

The table below, prepared by minority staff of the House Budget
Committee using CBO estimates*, details the savings shortfall in the House.

FY 83 FY 84 FY 85 3-YEAR TOTALS

mOTAL, NTRREREMT, BETWFPN SAVINGS ASSUMED IN THE BUDGF™ PWSQLUTTNM AND
LewISLarivVE Aci .ON

Budget Resolution Assumptions 9,699 14,142 16,935 40,776
Action to Date 4,116 5,755 5,810 15,681
Difference -5,583 -8,387 -11,125 -25,095

*OMB estimates used for Banking Committee
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Impact of Senate Finance Committee Bill on Savings and Investment

The Senate Finance Committee bill would gravely ux mine the incentives to capital
formation enacted last year as part of the Economic Recovery Tax Act (ERTA). That law
for the first time gave companies substantial relief from excessive taxes on investment,
by instituting the accelerated cost recovery system (ACRS) of faster and simpler
depreciation, a tax credit for research and development, higher credits for some
equipment and rehabilitation of structures, and liberalized leasinc rules to extend -
these benefits to economically sound but temporarily unprofitable firms.

All of those gains have been rolled back by the Senate Finance bill. ACRS suffered
the heaviest attack, as taxpayers would b2 required to adjust their kasis for
depreciation by one-half the amount of tax credits claimed. Thus investers in equipment
would get to depreciate only 95 percent of the value, and investors in historic
structures only 87.5 percent. The further acceleration in depreciation schedules for
equipment due to occur in 1985 and 1986 would be repealed. "Safe-harbor" leasing would
be drastically cut back and would be eliminated after September 30, 1985. More than a
dozen other provisions would reduce corporate funds available for investment.

In fact, the business tax increases in this year's bill would cancel out more than
t -thirds of the business tax relief provided under ERTA in fiscal 1983-85. Many firms
would actually be worse off than before ERTA was passed. In contrast, the changes
affecting individuals amount to less than 10 percent of tha tax cuts they will rec .ve
urx  ERTA. Stated another way, businesses received less than 20 percent of the total
tax relief under ERTA for 1983-85. But they would have to absorb nearly 60 percent of
the tax irncreases for those years under the Senate Finance bill.

The Senate Finance bill also is a step backward for savers. The bill would require
dividend and interest payors to withhold 10 percent from all individual recipients
except those elderly and nontaxable perscns who file exemption certificates. Although
this measure is advertised as a compliance step, much cf thz revenue gain would come
from speeding up collections from savers who are already in compliance. Many of these
taxpayers would be overwithheld as a result of the provision.

Dividend and interest recipients would be hurt by two other parts of the bill as
well. As of January 1, 1983, the new tax deferral for dividends reinvested by public
utility stockholders would be repealed. And a new alternative minimum tax on
individuals for the first time would tax interest from tax-exempt bonds, plus the
excluded portion of dividend income. These changes effectively increase the double
taxation of corporate income, one of the worst inequities in the tax code.

year revenue gain listed tor thils measure 1s oniy $1.5 billion. But
contribution limits and additional expense imposed on pensionr plans by the bill may to
depress retirement savings more than this revenue estimate swggests.

nly two aspects of the bill offer modest relief to savers: a reduction in the
holding period for long-term capital gains and losses from one year to six months, and
an increase in the contribution limits for Keogh plans from $15,000 to $30,000 over
three years. Moreover, the latter change benefits only self-employed individuals making
more than $100,000, since only 15 percent of self-employment income may be invested in a
Keogh plan.



BUSINESS CONFIDENCE SURVEY July 28, 1982

Survey Research Center, ~ onomic Policy Division

U.S. Chamber of Commerce

Thinking of the federal deficit, which of the following
would you favor -- raising taxes, reducing spending,
both raising taxes and reducing spending, or doing

neither and ]  1g the deficit as it is?
Neither:
Raising Reducing Doing leave deficit No
taxes spending both e it de
T L 2% 62% 29% - oo
By region
New England 5 58 30 6 1
Middle Atlantic 3 56 35 4 4
North East Central 2 66 25 5 4
West North Central 4 65 25 3 4
South Atlantic 2 64 29 4 2
East South Central 3 60 31 3 3
West South Central 1 70 21 3 5
Mountain 3 67 27 1 2
Pacific 2 58 33 4 3
By industry
Agriculture 1 66 28 3 3
Mining, Extractive * 67 29 2 2
Construction 3 65 25 5 3
Manufacturing 2 62 33 1 2
Transportation,
Communications,
Utilities 1 69 32 5 4
Wholesale, Retail
Trade 2 62 28 4 4
Finance, Insurance,
Real Estate 5 52 39 2 2
Services 3 62 28 4 4
By size(# of employees)
Small (99 or less) 3 66 23 5 3
Medium (100-499) 2 55 36 3 4
Large (500 +) 2 60 35 1 3

*Iess than 0.5 percent.
Totals may not sum to 100 because of rounding.

There were 2,473 respondents, a 41 percent response rate, to the mail
survey of a sample of 6,024 top executives, representing a scientific
cross-section of U.S. business, by industry, size of fimm, and geogravhical
1 ion. The irvey was conducted by mail duri. _ the ; :iod June 4 - 1y 14,
1982,
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TAX POLICY CENTER July 21, 1982 ReRTERR '
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Partial List of Tax Issues in which the
U.S. Chamber Has an Interest

- 0 ACRS/ITC: Maintain the full accelerated cost recovery system (ACRS) and
investment tax credit (ITC). These provisions are essential for investment to
encourage economic recovery. At present interest rates, they are not a
subsidy; cutting them back would leave many firms worse off than under prior
law. ' : : -

o Safe-harbor leasing: Modify to correct specific abuses but do not repeal or
severely curtail; make closely held companies eligible to be lessors. Ieasing
is necessary to enable viable but temporarily unprofitable fimrs to receive
same benefit from ACRS as profitable companies.

o Individual income tax: Keep the third-year rate cut as scheduled without
delay or scaling back. Do not impose a surcharge or higher minimum tax. The
full three-year rate cut is needed to reduce burdens below 198l's rec’ 1
levels; otherwise inflation, "bracket creep" and social security t increases
will leave most taxpayers worse off.

o Corporate minimum tax or surcharge: Reject. These proposals all
discriminate among companies within an industry or between industries by
singling out certain legitimate deductions as preferences. If Congress finds
any of these are not working as intended, they should be subject to hearings
and, if necessary, cut back directly instead of through an across-the-board -
tax. :

o Withholding on dividends an? interest: Oppose. This approach is burdensome
for 60 million taxpayers who .cpurt their dividends and interest and would
have to file exemption certificates, adjust wage withholding or claim.
refunds. It would cost payors up to a billion dollars to implement and
maintain. Much of the revenue can be gained through improved reporting,
matching, and enforcement, which we support.

o Completed contract method of accounting: Support Rep. Holland's approach.
This would make needed corrections while still keeping the method viable for
contractors. The Treasury's proposals, in contrast, are far too drastic.

0 Meraers and armiicitinne. Na nak Avavbnrs Tamcebandfen oo 2o o0 g complex

o DISC: Preserve. Domestic international sales corporations (DISC's) have a
proven value in encouraging exports and jobs. Qutting back DISC through a
minimum tax, preference treatment or other changes would be counterproductive
and may actually cost the Treasury revenue.
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INTEREST AND DIVIDEND WITHHOLDING IS A
COSTLY WAY TO ENSURE TAXPAYER COMPLIANCE

The proposal to withhold 10 percent of dividend and interest earnings
represents a costly and cumbersome way to improve taxpayer compliance. This
proposal would entail a heavy paperwork burden for the vast majority of honest
taxpayers, and impose high administrative costs on financial institutions and
corporations.

There are over 60 million taxpayers who have dividend or interest
income. The vast majority of them would be overwithheld by this proposal,
else they would be forced to: (1) file exemptiun certificates for each savings
account and dividend (an average of more than five per taxpayer), (2) reduce
their estimated tax payments, or (3) reduce their wage withholding.

The elderly especially would be burdened by this scheme. Over 90 r-r-<ent
of taxpayers 65 or olde~ *=<a income from intere=+ ~- “i~jdends. Nearly ai. of
them would qualify for eaemprion and would have cu iiie certificates or else be
overwithheld on what may be their principal income source.

More than 50,000 banks, savings and loans, credit unions, mutual funds,
brokers, insurance companies, and dividend-paying corporations would incur very
heavy start-up costs and significant annual operating expenses to implement the
system. These expenses would be heaviest for small payors, which typically do
not have as high a degree of automation to handle the necessary competitors.

Proponents of withholding often gloss over these costs by pointing out
that payors must already furnish Form 1099 information returns. But
withholding, as proposed, entails far m~ra #hanm deducti=~ 10 perr~=ant of the
annual payment., Every depositor or sl vill have to be nuueair 1 of the
grounds for exemption and given a certificate or application to return. Many
individuals will need assistance in un¢ standing whether they qualify or in
filling out the forms. Computing and accounting systems must be modified to
deduct 10 percent of each payment (daily, monthly, or quarterly) only from
accounts of individuals who have not filed certificates and who are expected to
receive over $100 annually. Payors must combine payments to individuals with
multiple accounts to see if they exceed the $100 floor and must provide
exemptions to accounts held by corporations, government agencies, nonprofit

janizations, individuals with less than $600 of tax liability, couples with
less than $100 of liability, elderly individuals with less than $1500, and
elder ly couples with less than $2500. No wonder the costs f~~ r=v~rg have been

actimarad 2t Avar €1 hillian +a ckave ~aed §1 hillian mar vaza. ... .aimdistae!

; A

! 1

The tragedy is that the compliance gain can be accompl’-"2d without
withholding and without burdening the 50-million~plus recipients who are in
compliance. Compliance can be improved by: (1) giving the IRS more computer
resources and personnel to use available information, (2) requiring Treasury and
other payors not currently subject to reporting to file information returns, (3)
requiring that more reports be in machine-processable format, and (4) imposing
stiffer penalties or withholding on individuals who provide false or no
information.
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HISTORY OF TAX INCREASES DEMONSTRATES THEIR DEPRESSING EFFECT
ON ECONOMIC ACTIVITY AND GOVERNMENT REVENUES

The history of tax increases in this country and abroad offers a clear
demonstration of the depressing impact such increases have on economic growth
and revenue collection.

To cite just a few examples: Rate reductions in the U.S. in the 1920's
1946, 1948, 1964-65, and 1978 (for capital gains) all led to dramatic growth
in revenues. Conversely, rate increases in 1916-20, 1932, and 1968-69 were
quickly followed by sharp drops in reported income, tax collections, and
economic activity. Rate reductions in Germany in 1948, Japan in 1950, and
Puerto Rico in 1977-79 were followed by steep upturns in economic growth and
tax receipts.

The most egregious instance, which is somewhat similar to today's
circumstances, occurred in 1932. Then, as today, the economy was in a slump,
and the deficit was growing. The Hoover Administration and Congress agreed to
raise taxes by $900 million, or nearly 30 percent of the 1931 level. However,
receipts actually fell by $1.2 billion in 1932, the deficit widened from $0.5
billion to $2.7 billion, and a severe recession turned into the Great
Depression.

Rate changes have a proven effect on personal savings rates. From 1963
to 1965, when tax rates were reduced an average of 19 percent, the personal
savings rate rose 31 percent. It continued to rise through 1967, for a total
gain of 50 percent in 4 years. Then a 10 percent tax surcharge was imposed in
1968 and 1969, and the savings rate dropped by 21 percent. When the surcharge
was removed in 1970 and 1971, the savings rate climbed 26 percent. Each time,
the savings rate changed by 2 to 3 times as much as the tax rate change. Such
a savings rate change in response to the rate cuts enacted last year would
lead to an increase in savings of roughly $100 billion by 1984.
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Office of the Republican Leader
Tnited States IHsusge of Representatibes
ashington, D.E. 20515 .

) ' July 27, 1982

The Honorable Thomas P. O'Neill, Jr.
Speaker of the House

H-204, the Capitol -
Waapington, D.C. 20515 .

Dear Mr. Speaker: .

While many of tf ¢ :isions relevant to the -handling of
reconciliation are still up in the air, there should be no
doubt that we will consider spending issues prior to tax
isgues, or in the case of Ways and Means jurlsdlctlon, at the
same time.

We believe that the first responsibility of the House is
the reduction in spending growth and then, and only then, an
increase in revenues.

That.is a high priority on our side and we will not allow
ourselves to be put in the position of enacting revenue raisers
only to see our efiforts to curtail spending undermined.

I hope vou can apprec1ate our concern and accept this
approach. 4

ert H. Michel
Republican Leader

I bkp

cc Senator Howard Baker





