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Mrsc Sarah E. Part.er 
2904 Marnat Road 
Bal t1more. MO .· 21209 

Dear Mrs. Parker: 

SEP 1 5 1981 

Thank you for your rec nt letter to President Reagan suggesting various ~ays 1n 
wh1ch savings could be achieved 1n programs serving the elderly. -Your 
public-spirited concern is .truly appreciated. 

we w111 keep your .suggestions 1n &lind as we look for ways to eliminate wasteful 
and unnecassary Federal spend1ng. a key elEiilent 1n the President's economic 
recovery program. I have taken the 11 ber~ of forwarding a copy of your 
suggestion to the Depar tment of Health and Human Services, which adll·tn1sters 
Feacral programs under the Old~r Ainer1cans Act, 1nclud1ng support for senior 
centers and meals for the elderly. 

bee: 
. 

tit . Gene- Handelsman 
Administration on Aging 
Official file--HIM/IM 
DO Records 
WH Liasion - RM 33~ 
Mr. Schleede 
Mr. Moran 
Mr . Kleinberg , 
IM Chron 

HIM/IM:VCochrane:dss 9/10/81 
OMB Control #9173 - AD/496 
Diskette: OS/Ginni(S) PARKER 

Si ncerely , 

f[fll_ David K •.. KleinberG 

Davf d K. Kleinberg 
Deputy Associate Director for 
Health and Income Maintenance 

,. 
t 

•r 
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T H E WHITE H 0 U S E 

REFERRAL 

I) . 

u f S[Pd 
OFFICE' P 2: 4 I 

l'; !ll _; ;, f ,"':< .. ... 
SEPTEMBEi{ '4,· ' i9~ UNIT 

TO: OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUIX;ET 

ACTION REQUESTED: 
DIRECT REPLY, FURNISH INFO COPY 

DESCRIPTION OF INCOMING: 

ID: 038230 

MEDIA: LETTER, DATED JuNE 8, 1981 

TO: P,RESIDENT REAGAN 

FROM: MRS. SARAH E. PARKER 
2904 MARNAT ROAD 
BALTIMORE MD 21209 

SUPJECT: WRITER HAS A Stx;GESTION To SAVE FEDERAL FUNDS 
BY RE - EVALUATING THE SENIOR CITIZENS FOOD 
PRcx;RAM 

PROMPT ACTION JS ESSENTIAL -- IF REQUIRED ACTION HAS NOT BEEN 
TAKEN WITHIN 9 WORKING DAYS QF RECEIPT, PLEASE TELEPHONE THE 
UNDERSIGNED AT 456-7486. 

RETURN BASIC CORRESPONDENCE, CONI'ROL SHEET AND COPY OF RESPONSE 
(OR 

1
DRAFT) TO: . 

AGENCY LIAISON, ROOM 33, THE WHITE HOUSE 

BY DIRECTION OF THE PRESIDENT:' 
LESLIE SORG 
DIRECTOR OF AGENCY LIAISON 
PRESIDENTIAL CORRESPONDENCE 

PRESERVATION COPY . 
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Subjects Senior Centers and especially the Eati ng Together Program 

l, No new buildings should be built f or Senior Centers with Federal 
fund i ng , Closed or partially utilized schools, YMCA, YMHA, JCC or 
libararies or other public buildings, churches, etc . should suffice , 
No Federal funds should be utilized to pay rent for Senior Centers 
housed in stores or other private buildings. There are plenty of 
vac.ant o·r partially vacant schools , 

2~ Tighten up Federal funds (I believe it is Title 3 funds) which 
apparently is a "free f or all." Senior Centers se cure these f und s 
f or Qrocurement of furniture and equipment \some of ·which is not 
essential), and possibly for personnel salarie s , 

3, The N. W, Seni or Center, 6412 Reisterstown Rcl.,Baltimore city, pays 
exorbitant rent f or a store and just rented an additional store, 
There are too man;y paid jobs for Senior Centers, also from City and 
Counties and their staffs. Ins_ectors are continually monitoring 
the Eating Together progranIT-not only l inspector but tvro or three at 
a time visit one site, The N. W, Senior Center has 9 or 10 salaried 
employees, one of whom is an 80 year old man, ( 2 CETA employees were 
dismissed recently), One g laring area is a program called "Life Support," 
to whi ch a salari ed employee is assigned, who gets a fev1 senior citizen 
volunteers to g o and visit patients in nursing homes once a week or 
every other week . The paid employee seldom goes to the nursing home, 
and the senior volunteers visit mo stly relatives and friends which 
they would no1,.;mally do an;:, way. This program, if continued, should 
not have a salaried employee f oi~ each Center - plenty of volunteers 
available, Also many Senior Centers havea salaried employee for 
"Information and Referral"- I doubt whether there are one or t m people 
a we ek seeking information, This could be accomplished by the appropriate 
city or county department or various charitable organizations such as 
Associated Charities etc. There is an abundance of seniors who can 
and vmnt to do volunteer work and they are greatly under-utilized in 
favor of paid employees, 

4, The "Eati ng Together " program should be eliminated completely for 
the followi ng reasons1 

(a) 

(b) 

Approximately 80% or more of the people are middle class or 
above (financially spealdng , some of ·whom arrive in expensive 
nevr automobiles) and can r:ell afford to buy_ food and prepare 
it at home (also many of the stores and caterers offer cooked 
food f or reasonable prices for one or tv10 people and this food 
only has to be heated). The remaining 20% (or less) of the 
people can get assistance from the various charities and 
organizations which they are already doing anyvray including 
food stamps . 

The meals co st our government well over ~~ 2 , 00 each. Hov1ever, 
the suggested contribution is only 50~ and some well-to-do 
p_eople put in only 2 5~ . And for the month of September 1?80 , 
people were told to put in only l~ per meal ! Also, on Fridays 
two bags of food (approximate value $2 .00) f .or the week-end 
were given out to each person vrithout charge (recently dis
conti nued until winter~. 

- 1. -
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( c) The Contract for the meals was not awarded to the lovve st 
bidder who had provided excellent meals, but to someone else 
who bid $40,000 more (article in local newspaper) and most 
of the meals are poor . 

(d) Practically speaking, elderly people do not requi~e these 
heavy lunches and many are putting on too much weight and 
ge tting sick from overeating. I n the City sites, second 
helpings are often given and all the left-over f ood is 
thrown out (per orders from headquarters) in the trash, 
Vie dislike seeing costly f ood wasted , The County sites 
sell the second helpings for 50<t and , I hear that they sell 
trays to take home possibly f or the ill - I'm not sure about 
this, 

5, We are Senior citizens and strongly feel (as do many, many 
others) that too much Federal funds are being spent for Senior 
Centers and f or salaried jobs v.ri thin these Centers , (also f or City 
and County levels) , as well as for furniture and equipment . and 
especially for the Eating Together program. We seniors have lived 
our lives , These funds could be more effectively utilized for training 
and jobs for young people who need a start in life , This vmuld also 
serve a two-fold purposes constructive utilization of young people 
and eliminate crime~ 

- 2 -
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SCHEDULE PROPOSAL 

TO: 

FROM: 

REQUEST: 

PURPOSE: 

BACKGROUND: 

PREVIOUS 
PARTICIPATION: 

DATE: 

LOCATION: 

PARTICIPANTS: 

OUTLINE OF EVENT: 

REMARKS REQUIRED: 

MEDIA COVERAGE: 

APPROVE 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

oate ilro/~ WASHINGTON 

JULY 25, 1981 p, "~"? 
o3"8~3f: 

GREGORY J. NEWELL, DIRECTOR 
PRESIDENTIAL APPOINTMENTS AND SCHEDULING 

///c::/ 
~C?/ -

MAX L. FRIEDERSDORF .JAJ{ rt ' x 
Meeting with Congressma~ Jim Jones 

/~Pdf'-~ 
( D-oklahoma )m~~~/' 

rogress of the 
reconciliation conference and to encourage 
his continued cooperation. Also, to solicit 
Jones views on tne Conable-Hance II tax 
pac:Rage. 

Jones is Chairman of the House Budget Committee 
and is a key to completing the reconciliation 
conference prior to the August recess. In ad
dition, Jones is one of the most respected 
Members of the Ways and Means Committee. Conable
Hance II incorporates many provisions that have 
great appeal to Jones' Congressional District 
and also contains several key provisions that 
Jones has previously sponsored and supported. 

After defeating Jones several times on major 
budget votes, this meeting will allow the 
President to express a willingness to work with 
Jones. It also might be a chance to neutralize 
a key Democrat on the upcoming tax fight. 

No previous participation. 

As soon as possible. 

The Oval Off ice 

The President 
Congressman Jones 
Max L. Friedersdorf 

No specific agenda. 

DURATION: 15 minutes 

Talking Points will be provided. 

White House Photographer only. 

r 
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OPPOSED BY: 
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Max L. Friedersdorf 

None 

Kenneth M. Duberstein 
M. B. Oglesby 
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MEMORA N DUM 

THE W HI T E HO USE 

WASHIN G T ON 11-h5 

MEMORANDUM FOR 

July 21, 1981 

MAX FRIEDERSDORF 

RICHARD V. ALLEN ~ 
_..t---

0313!/3 
///tJ 

r.r ()otf 
. ..., 

etj ~. . _ .. 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: DOE Defense Programs Budget 

The House Appropriations Subcommi t tee on Energy and 
Water Development has reduced the President's budget 
of $5 billion for the Department of Energy's (DOE) 
Defense Programs budget by approximately $300 million. 
The major deletions were in two areas 

r0tJ;ts 
;V})o /8' 
r-a o/.3 

0 Capital ~quipment, construction and restoration -
a reduction of about $100 million 

0 Production - a reduction of about $130 million. 

The DOE weapon and materials production facilities had 
been allowed to deteriorate during the 1970's. A six-year 
restoration plan was strongly recommended by the joint 
DOE/DOD Long Range Resource Planning Group ("Starbird Study ") 
to assure the continued capability of the U.S. to design 
and produce nuclear weapons. If the funding is not restore d, 
the restoration will take seven years; the deterioration will 
continue in the near term with the risk that planned delivery 
schedules will be imperiled. 

The production money cuts will ha ve the greatest effect on 
the MX warhead, the 155mm artillery fired atomic projectile, 
and the air, sea and ground launched cruise missile warheads. 
The proposed funding reductions will delay the delivery of 
these warheads for at least one year and will jeopardize 
delivery of other warheads as we l l. These warhead schedules 
are consistent with the FY 1981 Nuclear Weapons Stockpile 
Memorandum approved by President Carter and still in effect. 
The Department of Energy places a very high priority on the 
restoration of these funds. 
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The Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on Energy and Water 
Development will be marking this week. DOE is appeal i ng 
these decisions. The DOD supports the DOE position and is 
sending a letter to Senator Hatfield. We also support 
restoring the $300 million to DOE's defense programs budget. 
Attached at Tab A is a letter that you may wish to send to 
Senators Hatfield and ~ower, expressing our support also. 
The letter does not address the reductions that were also 
made by the House Subcommittee to the non-defense programs 
portion of the DOE's budget. 

Attachment 



l 

t 
! 
I -· 

A 



Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I would like to take this opportunity to express our 

concern with the recommendation of the House Appropriations 

Subcommittee on Energy and \'later Development to reduce the 

Department of Energy's (DOE) defense programs budget by 

approximately $300 million. 

The proposed funding cuts for production will delay 

delivery of several strategic (MX missile, air-launched 

cruise missile) and theater/tactical (155mm artillery fired 

atomic projectile, ground-launched cruise missile) warheads 

by at least one year. These warhead delivery schedules, if 

slipped, would seriously impact our national defense posture. 

The proposed funding cuts for cap~tal equipment, 

construction and restoration will delay by at least one year 

the essential refurbishment and restoration of the DOE's 

weapons activities and materials p~oduction facilities. 

This six year program, to restore the nuclear weapons 

facilities which had been allowed to deteriorate during the 

1970's, was strongly recommended by the joint DOD/DOE Long 

Range Resource Planning Group ("Starbird Study") one year 

ago. 



Addition.ally, the reductions in the stockpile improvement 

program will delay achieving the necessary safety improvements 

for the systems involved. 

In summary, we request your support for the Defense 

Program activities of the Department of Energy as contained in 

the President's budget submission. 

Sincerely, 

Max Friedersdorf 

The Honorable Mark O. Hatfield 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Energy and 

Water Development 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 



Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I would like to take this opportunity to express our 

concern with the recommendation of the House Appropriations 

Subcommittee on Energy and Water Development to reduce the 

Department of Energy's (DOE) defense programs budget by 

approximately $300 million. 

The proposed funding cuts for production will delay 

delivery of several strategic (MX missile, air-launched 

cruise missile) and theater/tactical (155rrun artillery fired 

atomic projectile, ground-launched cruise missile) warheads 

by at least one year. These warhead delivery schedules, if 

slipped, would seriously impact our national defense posture. 

The proposed funding cuts for capital equipment, 

construction and restoration will delay by at least one year 

the essential refurbishment and restoration of the DOE's 

weapons activities and materials production facilities. 

This six year program, to restore the nuclear weapons 

facilities which had been allowed to deteriorate during the 

1970's, was strongly recommended by the joint DOD/DOE Long 

Range Resource Planning Group ("Starbird Study'') one year 

ago. 



Additionally, the reductions in the stockpile improvement 

program will delay achieving the necessary safety improvements 

for the systems involved. 

In summary, we request your support for the Defense 

Program activities of the Department of Energy as contained in 

the Pres ~dent's budget submission . 

Sincerely, 

Max Friedersdorf 

The Honorable John G. Tower 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 



MEMORANDUM 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

ACTION July 20, 1981 

MEMORANDUM FOR RICHARD V. ALLEN 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

ROBERT SCHWEITZER 

SYDELL GOLD )l:J 

4338 

SUBJECT: Department of Energy's (DOE) Defense 
Programs Budget 

The House Appropriations Subcommittee on Energy and 
Water Development has reduced the President's budget 
of $5 billion for the DOE's defense programs budget by 
about $300 million. 

The Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on Energy and 
Water Development will be giving their mark this week. 
DOE is appealing the House's cuts, and is supported in 
this by DOD. 

At Tab I is a memo from you to Max Friedersdorf explaining 
the cuts and their consequences, and requesting that he 
weigh in with our support to restore these funds to DOE. 
Other DOE non-defense programs were also cut, but are not 
addressed here. At Tab A is a suggested letter from 
Friedersdorf to Senators Hatfield and Tower requesting 
that the Senate subcommittee restore the funds. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That you sign the memo at Tab I to Friedersdorf. 

J1l~"'' Approve ~ Disapprove 

Attachments 

Tab I Memo from Richard Allen to Max Friedersdorf 
A Draft Letter from Friedersdorf to 

Senators Hatfield and Tower 
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON , O.C. 20301 

COMPTROLLER 

Honorable Benjamin A; Gilman 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Congressman: 

I 

03¥!/. (; . -
2 1 OCT 1981 

/-fCJtJt/ 

fl ~ I' t i-r 
Thank you for your letter of September 1 to President Reagan forwarding 

suggestions by the House Republican Resea rch Co mmittee on potential areas 
of savings in the Defense budget. As Max Friedersdorf indicated to you 
in his letter of September 16, you may be assured that each recommendation 
will be given our close attention. 

I have asked my staff to examine each item and I will furnish you with 
the results of this evaluation in the near future. Secretary Weinberger, 
Deputy Secretary Carlucci, and I greatly appreciate all sug gestion s for 
ways in which to achieve even more efficiency in the Department of Defense. 

Sincerely, 

Jack R. 5orsting 
of oetense 

Assistant secretary 

, ...... 

.., . 
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... ·. ' ·· .. • . ·· • .. .t. · . . . , .... 

. ~ ,. . . : September 16, 1981 .. . .. _ 

. , . ' . ~ 

. · · . .:_) ."" . . • 
., 

. .. ··~ . .• , ... " . . :~ 
·""'! . . . · I 

.. ... .... .. . . "' 

. Dear bcn: .. . ... ':' . 

. .. :· ":" ·.""' 
. ..· ~· ,.. . . .. 

. ·. . : ' .. :: #:.: 

On behalf . of ·tho President, I .. would like to thank you for 
·your Scpte6bcr l letter regarding the defense burlgct and 
the proposals of 'the Boose Research Committee's Task Poree 

· on Defense. T. · • - .. · , 

. 
As you .. know, the · .1'.dministration is closely c.xarcining tho 
budget in an effort to id~ntify areas which should be 

. trimmed or cut1 and we apprcciatod receiving th.a timely 
prct1cntation of your views in this regard. You may be 
assured that your suggestions have been shared with the 
appropriate staff members, and that they will be given 
inost careful consideration • .. 

Once more, thank you for your interest in . writin~ and 
forwarding the , _repo_rt of the Task Force. on De!cnso. 

With.cordial regard, I am 
.. 

. · .. ·. _: . 
.. ... . 

~· 
:·· , ; Sincerely, .·. 

• . . . 

... .-

. '· · 

.. 
. : ... ·. .. 

' •' .~ 

,_ 
:-· . . ' . ·. ... . . 

- ~ .. · .· 

· The Hono~able Bcniamin A~·· Cilman 

\ . 

Friedcrsdorf 
to the .President 

· .. " . 

~- · . · · .Bouse of ·Rcpro!lcntativoa: · · . . : · 
·.· · ·· . . · · :.· / : Washinqton, · o.c .· -_ ".20515 ., .. :_ . "·: · : .. - .. 

. . . . .' .· J' :- ' ~ ;·:-./:<: ; ': ~< ~ ,:'·; '\:·:; /, . . 7 . :.> ,I 
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AND TRAD E. 

INTER-AMERICAN AFFAIRS 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON 
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CONTROL 

The President 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 

QCongress of tbe mniteb ~tates 
~}oust of Repr~.Stntntibt~ 
~a~ington, ~.(!:. 20515 

S_eptember 1, 1981 

Dear Mr. President: 

COMMIT"fCr 'i : 

POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE 

SUBCOMMITTCCS · 

l'OS1'AL PE:RSONNC L ANO 
MODERNIZATION 

HUMAN RE:SOURCES 

USMA BOARD OF VISITORS 

As you seek to overcome the projected increased budget 
deficit for 1982, I urge you to consider moderating the size of 
the defense budget. 

I have joined with a number of my colleagues in calling 
to the attention of the Secretary of Defense the proposals of 
the House Republican Research Committee's Task Force on Defense, 
which suggest that the Pentagon could save as much as $25 billion 
by reducing fraud, waste, and abuse, by restructuring the 
procurement process, and by making selective progranunatic 
reductions and trade-offs. I am enclosing a copy of that report 
for your information. 

While I do support an increased defense effort, I believe 
that we can do much for our Nation's security by more 
effectively managing defense spending to bring about greater 
economies. 

Having supported the· Reconciliation bill and the Latta-Gramm 
Budget Resolution, I forsee difficulties in making additional, 
substantial cuts in domestic programs at this time. With only 
modest changes in defense spending, we can avoid any impact on 
our national security and at the same time we can avoid a divisive 
national confict over the fate of non-defense programs. 

With best wishes, 

BAG:hw 
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of Congress 

IUSTRICT °''ICCt 
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NICWanull<, N ew Y°"K 11550 
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Executive Summary: 

HOHEHT ti . MICHEi. 
Minoril ~ l.radrr 
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TASK FORCE ON DEFENSE 

April 7, 1981 

CAN THE PENTAGON SAVE MONEY? 

WILLIA\1 L. () '( O":\l .H. J: 
t~rculiH l> irrrior 

Guy Cook 
Director 

This study was performed in light of the Administration's efforts to 
search out ways to limit federal spending. 

It concludes that there are numerous ways for the Defense Department 
to reduce expenses, without limiting military muscle. 

There are no easy solutions or quick-fixes in the Pentagons effort 
to save money, but there are many avenues in which spending cuts should 
be pursued. 

Savings amounting to as much as $25 billion in Pentagon spending can 
occur in three main areas: 

1. Programmatic Reductions and Trade-Offs; 

2. A Reduction in Waste, Fraud and Abuse; 

3. A Restructuring of the Procurement Process. 

The Defense Department, in order to be fully effective in their waste 
reduction efforts, should abandon present piecemeal approaches which concen
trate on only one aspect of spending at a time. The recommendations contained 
in this paper outline an effective progr am to reduce unnecessary expenditures 
wfthout limiting real military power. 
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months or years after interest in a particular idea has subsided. The 
pattern is complete when the same problem is re-examined and identical 
"new" studies or proposals are sent on their way to be studied again . 

. 1~.~~)~~0 recommendations for impro~ing logistics mana~ei:ient policies and 
.. ·~u: i1'ces are a good example of this pattern: GAO originally proposed a 

. ~~h~~ ~~~:· q.f suggestions in 197'7 that would have ~onsolidated or streaf'.1Wn~d 
l &{i1sJ1cs managefTlent. In August 1980, GAO again suggested that their 
recomme ndations be acted upon after they received stalled or negative 
responses from DOD on the proposals. Presently (March 1981), DOD is 
re-examining these logistics suggestions in another attempt to do what 
should have been done three or four years previously. 

The Reagan budget cuts have highlighted the.need to examine every 
Department for fat - including DOD. The fact that the Defense Department 
can trim expenses is well established. The remainder of this study is 
designed with this i·n mind, in order to give both specific and general 
examples and recommendations where the Defense Department can further its 
savings program. 

I. Programmatic Reductions 

Although Secretary Weinberger has identified where some "belt tightening" 
can take place, opportunities for far more extensive reductions presently 
exist. These are programs or practices which can be eliminated without 
affecting military readiness. A few diverse examples of programs or areas 
which should be examined for cuts are: 

A) 

B) 

C) 

0) 

E) 

The Public Affairs Department, budgeted for over $25 
million, with over 300 people in the Pentagon and 
another 1,200 . throughout the country; 

DOD spends over $410 million on audiovisual production, 
duplication, equipment and supplies in over 1,070 audio
visual facilities; 

Maintenance for golf courses, bowling alleys and other 
.special recreational facilities runs at over $300 million 
annually; 

The military often retains unneeded personnel after their . 
support functions have been ended or transferred; and 

Excess travel expenses are estimated at about $50 million 
annually. 

These are several examples where a systematic and fair review by DOD could 
result in millions of dollars of savings. The House Appropriations Committee 
cited 46 similar examples and this year will produce a new listing. Singular 
reduction, or elimination of this type of program would result in relatively 
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The wheels of the 1981 Congressional budget and appropriations process 
have started to t urn, bringing to the forefront of public consciousness 
several concern s in regard s to our national defense: first. there is a 
grOi'ling awa rene ss about the need for America to "rearm itself" and ancillary 
to this, there is a fear that along with increased funding for military programs 
comes additional was t e and bureaucracy in the Pentagon and branch services. 

It should ,£Orne as no surprise that Congress and the public are interested 
in ways the Pentagon can cut down on waste. Examples of wasteful defense 
spending are well documented, and it has been difficult to read a maj or news
paper in recent months without noticing st ories which list ways in which the 
Department of Defense (DOD) has spent fri viously. 

The General Acco unt ing Office (GAO), the Congressional Budget Office .(CBO), 
the Defense Auditing Service (DAS }, the Defense Contract Audit Agency (DCAA) and 
the House Appropriations Comm ittee have all published recent reports identifying 
military programs and practices in need of revision. In many cases DOD has 
attempted to implement the cost-cutting measures reconmended in these reports. 
In fact, DOD is consistently commended for being "better" than any other govern
ment department in the implementation of cost-cutting procedures. Former 
Comptroller General Elmer Staats recently commented that DOD is "very responsive" 
to GAO recommendations, more so than other Departments. 

Secretary Weinberger has committed himself to cutting fat from the defense 
budget. He is presently examining and attempting to use 15 cost-reduction 
measures which Staats says will save "at least $4 billion over the next four 
years and more probably $10 billion". Mr. Staats also stated that savings of 
$3.5 billion could be realized in 1982 under his proposals. Secretary Weinberger 
has already promised $4.5 billion worth of reductions, with $3.2 billion marked 
for fiscal years 1981-1982. These savings are to be made through an upgrading 
of the procurement process, lower pay raises for civilian personnel, realignment 
of the logisti~s structure and termination of programs which are marginal or 
excessively costly. The Administration is also predicting further reductions 
(approximately $2.7 billion) attributed to reduced inflation estimates. 

There remains however, a large body of evidence which states that like 
other parts of the Government bureaucracy, the Defense Department is wasting 
substantial amounts of money. It is interesting to note that, if the total 
dollar amount of savings suggested by the GAO, CBO and House Appropriations 
Committee are compiled, DOD conservatively would be able to cut expenses by at 
least $25 billion over the next several years. 

Implementation of cost saving measures in any organization as highly 
structured as the military is not an easy proposition. Often cost cutting 
recommendations at DOD follow a distressingly similar pattern, which leads to 
a reduction in the proposal's effectiveness. This pattern involves the initia
tion of a money-saving proposal - often originating in the legislative branch 
of government - \·1hich is passed on to DOD. The office of the Secretary then 
directs it to a specific branch or department of the service, where the proposal 
is studied, or partially implemented. This process can take several years, 
during which the idea is tested and many times disregarded as unworkable. In 
that case, the recommendation is shelved, or in some cases resurfaces in Congress 
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small savings. If a number of cuts were adopted, substantial amounts would 
be saved . 

. ..,. There are some examples where close . scrutiny in politically sensitive 
' :~~as re \ ea l the need for ref arm: the reduction of military bases and the 

.,1Jr~,q~,n~.QJidation of logist~cs and tr~nsportation activities ~etween the services 
~-itekwo examples. For instance, in March, 1979, DOD examined a pro posal to 

·· ·.·restructure 157 military installations and acfivities. If these su gge stions 
were pursued (and allowed by Congress) , total savings over the next five 
years are estimated at about $455 mil l ion. Additional interservice research 
and development (R&D) cooperation wou l d also be beneficial. The JSS AP 
Program (where R & D for small arms by the different services was cdmbi ned) 
is one successful example. 

Programs designated for personne l retention should be examined for their . 
effectiveness. Educational programs should be looked at to determine what 
they contribute tq individual retention as well as to the status of the mi l itary . 
For instance, the military pays graduate school education tuition costs for 
full-time training of military officers to obtain s kills "which are already 
in excess" in the defense establishment. Other civilians are trained unnecessar · 
when hired for positions where they al ready have sufficient skill to perform 
their jobs. Limiting required drill for civilian lav1yers, cle r ks, truc k drivers 
and other personnel whose skills do not demand special military training could 
amount to as much as $500 million per annum. 

Hundreds of programmatic cost su ggestions have been made during the last 
several years. It is not unreasonable to ass ume that an ap plication of some 
of these proposals would result in s ignificant cost reductions or trade-off s. 
Certainly, in this fiscally conservative administration, programmatic examina-
tions of this sort should take place. General Edward Meyer, Army Chief of Staff , 
has stated .that the DOD is go i ng t o have to develop "a more ruthless prio r ity 
system which will cut programs which are clearly not going to be af fordable or 
which contribute only marginally". Dr . Wi lliam Perry, Under Sec retary of DefensE 
for Research and Development has also supported this rationale, stating, "If we 
can't afford to do all the programs, then instead of doing them poorly, we 
should pick out the high priority ones and do them effectively, ... and just 
painfully give up the other ones". This line of reasoning also applies to the 
procurement process as well. 

One ramification of better program allocation is that, if unnecessary 
programs are eliminated, personnel and resources used for these programs are 
made available. In a military establishment attempting to increase manpower 
and personnel retention, the advanta ges of additional personnel, along with an 
increased cash flow are obvious. 

It is essential, however, that a careful review of proposed cuts be under 
taken. A quick-fix approach in response to political pressure can result i n 
additional expenditures, or unwanted regulations. For instance, indiscriminate 
travel cuts could result in deterring essential activities such as training 
missions to implement the deployment of radar-planes or other equipment to our 
allies. 
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II. Fraud, Waste and Abuse 

Finding and eliminating "fraud, waste and abuse" from the military comp lex 
is not an easy proposition. This is in part because fraud and abuse, by nature, 
cannot be totally eliminated. "One man'~ waste", says former Defense Secretary 
Harold Brown, "is another man's job." .Although some waste in an organization as 
big as the U.S. military seems inevitable, DOD can attempt to hold the level of 
waste to a minimum. 

To actually accomplish this will tnvolve some day-to-day, com~on-sense 
decisions by managers who are able to cut waste off at its roots. Economic 
decisions are made by people at all levels of DOD continually. If cost 
considerations were made a high priority for these decision makers, savings 
would result. · Decisions of this sort are numerous, and they involve most · 
aspects of military life: Anything from the locations of spare parts to the 
method of garbage collection can be affected by cost-sonscious judgement. 

In a military that spends an estimated $3 billion a year just on moving 
p~ople from one station to another, there is little doubt that raising the 
cost-consciousness of personnel will have a significant impact. Individual 
judgements should be encouraged in relation to the cutting of waste in day-to-day 
activities. For instance, urging proper care and storage of equipment would 
result in longer life for material, as well as spending restrictions. An in-depth 
determination of the usefulness of informational contracts, studies and analyses 
awarded by DOD could also result in savings due to sensible decision-making 
{$125 million is estimated to have been spent in 1979 on "unsolicited and 
unnecessary" consulting·contracts). Finally, a reallocation of paid overtime 
to civilian employees in areas where regular man hours could be better utilized 
is another worthwhile, cost-reducing technique, which can be brought about by 
common~sense decisions. · · 

It is impossible to get precise figures as to how much fraud and abuse 
exists in the Pentagon. However, experts have estimated that millions, if not 
billions of dollars are lost each year due to this form of waste. Although 
efforts are being made to cut this down, losses continue at enormous rates. 

Examples of fraud are numerous, as documented by GAO or DOD audit reports. · 
One case involved a single DOD employee who falsified more than 3,300 forms, 
thus embezzling $1.8 million in medical funds. Reports of kickbacks and payoffs 
in the military Exchange Service are also common, often because they are 
accepted by exchange personnel as being normal. 

Efforts to slow fraud in the armed services can be bolstered in several 
ways: First, present efforts to root out corruption should be increased and 
cases should be prosecuted. Programs li ke the Justice Department's Federal 
Task Force corruption investigation should be furthered and expanded. Inventory 
controls should be tightened to assure additional accountability. GAO recommends 
that exchanges "take a more active and systematic approach to combat fraud and 
to improve the overall system for management procurement". These procedures 
would undoubtedly make it more difficult for fraud and theft to occur. Second, 
individuals should be encouraged to report waste and fraud whenever possible. 
The present fiscal environment, with defense spending on the rise, focuses 
thoughts on how to spend money. Personnel could be spurred to save with 
incentives to awaken military fiscal austerity, resulting in a leaner DOD. 

·. 
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III. Procurement and Financial Cost Reductions 

~ The Defense Department's procurement process is a gigant~c, complex 
Pf~edure \·Jhich is b:i.dly in need of revision. Substantial savings can be 
re~ ~J~ed by the implementation of incentives for both DOD and its contractors. 
These'. incentives should take the form of carrot and stick which can spur 
capital investment, better planning and more efficient production. 

Secretary Weinberger has directed Deputy Secretary Frank Carlucci to 
review the military 1 s aquisition process in order to examine and apply some 
of the fantastic economies which are possible in procurement. A number of 
suggestions are already being put into effect by the Reagan Administration, 
including some multi-year contracting and accelerated delivery time goals 
for hardware and civilian services. The military Departments have estimated 
that 11 upwards of $15 billion can be saved over the next five years by multi
year procurement 11 and other efficiency oriented measures. These estimates 
give some idea of the enormous potential for savings which lies in an overhaul 
of procurement practices. 

The problems with the present system are manifold, ranging from program 
change cost overruns, to long lead-times for materials and finished products. 
Inflation, lack of production incentives and poor planning all contribute to 
the skyrocketing costs of weapons design and production. The Pentagon recently 
stated that the price of 47 major defense procurement programs increased $47.5 
billion in the last quarter of 1980. The cost of the M-1 tank program jumped 
from $13 billion to $19 billion during this period, and the Army's new armored 
personnel carrier increased from $7.8 billion to $13.1 billion. 

The LHA amphibious assault ship is a good example of certain deficiencies 
in the procurement process. According to Admiral E.P. Travers, the LHA 11 is a 
class of ship~ which in their delivered condition required some significant 
corrections 11

• Over 100 modifications were necessary, including putting in 
additional air compressors, increasing crew spaces, replacing obsolete non-repair
able electronics and the replacement of the automatic propulsion control system. 
The specifications of the ship at the time the contract was awarded 11 appeared 11 

to meet the needs of the Navy. After the delivery of the ship, it was found 
to be non-functional, esca1ating the total cost from $836.5 million for nine 
ships, to $1.6 billion for five ships. The Navy cancelled four LHAs in 1972, 
costing the government $109 .7 million. Other examples of waste and mismanage
ment in procurement programs are numerous, with the Trident submarine becoming 
the latest on the list. 

Problems of this sort are not easily solved. It seems apparent, however, 
that contractors, managers and purchasers all stand to gain from efficiency 
inducements, brought about by additional procurement incentives. 

Many experts feel that both DOD purchasers and contractors should receive 
encouragement for improved contracts by way of a restructured contracting system. 
Such a system might involve: 

A) Removal or raising of the $5 million cancellation ceiling, 
presently used to 11 insure 11 losses incurred by contractors 
when the government reneges or cancels on a contract. A 
$50 or SlOO mi llion ceiling is much more realistic and 
would encourage additional contract bidders. This would 
also foster DOD program stability. 
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B. Allowing multi-year contractual arrangements, as well 
as some full funding for established programs where 
cost effective. 

C. The implementation of a two-Year budget cy~le, rather 
than the present one-year cy~le. Aside from reduced 
administration, this would encourage longer range 
cantractual planning and arrangements in lieu of the 
present short-run system. 

D. Reduce regulation and comolexitv of contracts. A 
review of the dollar clauses and ~eneral provisions 
of the Davis-Bacon Act, Services Contract Act, labor 
surplus area program, Vincent-Tra~mel and equal opportu
nity regulations would yield a reduced amount of paper
work and increase the level of competition for contracts 
by attracting additional bidders. A revie\'1 of the DOD 
program review board's procedures could also prove 
fruitful. A revision of production specifications 

· could be useful ferreting out unneeded provisions (one 
shipbuilder estimates that over two-thirds of the price 
of some Navy ships is due to government specifications, 
many of which ma.Y be unnecessary. 

£. Remove mid-year contract start barriers, allowing DOD to 
fund new programs as they are approved by the Secretnry 
of . Defense. 

F. Make attempts, wherever feasible, to expand competition 
for contracts. Presently, about 45% of DOD contracts are 
sole source, causing auditors to state that they are not 

'. sure if contractors or subcontractors are collecting 
excessive profits, or doing work as efficiently as they 
could. Additional competition should be introduced in 
proposals for development as well as production. The 
introduction of competition often reduces procurement 
costs by 25%. Competition can be increased by additional 
bidder cost analyses in DOD and through increased adverti
sing of contracts. 

G. · Insure that experienced managers are in charge of weapons 
development and procurement - and give them latitude to 
operate. Giving managers room to move is vitally important, 
as it enables them to choose the most cost-effective alter
natives for contracts. Minagers should be encouraged to 
establish good working relationships with contractors, 
which will help avoid misunderstandings and cut off potential 
trouble spots before they arrive. The tendency to over
correct the process can be partially avoided with an 
upgrading of management authority. 



Another type of cost-cutting incentive is to assign clear-cut responsi-
. bilities for a procurement program. Thomas V. Jones, Chairma n of Northrop 

Corp., has stated that if contracts were more binding on both sides, important 
economi~s.c~uld ~e ~chieved. One wa~ to do this is to deliniate more managerial 
respons1b1l1ty w1th1n DOD. Another 1s to buy insurance from contractors for 
their workmanship and against overruns. Also, the practice of holding corpora
!i?n~ liable.for p~or workmanship sho11lrl be further pursued. These measures may 
1n1t1ally drive prices up, but longterm expenditures might well be diminished 
bt\~~.coura9i n~ hi ~her performance . 

. :~<ooo negotiators should ~ttempt to tap contractor considerations. 
besides the standard profit motive when searching for and contracting 
possible contract bidders. Factors such as a firm 1 s survival, prestige, 
future commercial application, diversification, research and development 
and market share are all considered by corporations and can be utilized 
by negotiators when awarding and pricing contracts. Setting up contract· 
negotiations which appeal to these corporate motivations can attract more 
bidders and reduce contract costs. 

Additional carrots and sticks should be given and applied to auditors 
and program managers. First, there should be incentives for managers to 
save money. As it now stands, if a manager cuts expenses on a program, 
Congress will cut the program budget the following year. This, along with 
insufficient means for managers to express programmatic difficulties, 
combine to discourage cost-consciousness. 

It is desirable to develop this cost-consciousness not only in the 
managerial departments of DOD, but throughout the organization. The 
number of internal and contract auditors should be increased, but only at 
a cost-effective rate that can be handled by the departments and agencies. 
(Pouring in large numbers of new auditors would only increase the bureau
cratic muddle. An increase of 5 or 10% in the auditing force would be 
beneficial, given the tremendous return on dollars spent that the auditors 
provide). 

Proposals which might over-consolidate or expand auditing and inspecting 
should be carefully examined. Adding another 11waste killing 11 layer of 
bureaucracy to DOD may well cut down on the actual effectiveness of waste 
cutting mechanisms already in place. Specifically, efforts to create an 
Inspector General's office and to eliminate the autonomy of the

1

DCAA should 
be reviewed for effectiveness, before they are pushed into place. 

IV. Overall Considerations 

. There have been a number of recent studies and statements that examine 
overall problems facing our national defense. These problems often intersect 
with strategies to cut wastful spending in the military, and thus should be 
mentioned. 

Consistently, one pervasive thrust of these statements is that strong 
leadership and guidance in every branch of the government and within the 
military will reduce wasted DOD spending. This will be a result of more 
defined goals and military objectives. 
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General E.C. Meyer has articulated this in no uncertain terms. He 
stated that the adequacy of the defense budget should revolve around whether 
it meets the military/foreign policy objectives of the Administration: "It 
seems a much more logical way for the Secretary of Defense to respond to 
Congress, the President and, ultimately, the people of the U.S. 11 General 
Meyers pointed out that in the past, a lacK of coherent, clear national policy 
led to a lack of priorities. · This results in unnecessary defense spending. 

Former Air Force pilot Franklin C. Spinney, who is now an analyst in the 
Pentagon's Program Analysis and Evaluation section agrees with this assessment: 

" •.. the establishment of program disc~pline is fundamentally 
a leadership challenge. Management gimmicks have been tried 
and they do not work. Moreover, management gimmicks (e.g., 
zero-based budgeting, Blue Ribbon Panels, Defense Resources 
Board, etc.) have the effect of a placebo rather than a cure 
in effect they contribute to the problem by conveying the 
false impression of a solution. What is required is leader-
ship that can make real national defense take precedence over 

· the component interests involved in defense. 11 

Others in the military feel that money could be saved if the budgeting 
and appropriations process where changed. Air Force Maj. Gen. John Chain, 
Director of Operations and Readiness, describes the system as follows: 

"Is the Air Force happy with the (budget) cycle? No. Can 
it be improved? Absolutely! Is it fun to start with a zero
base every year and rack up a hundred billion dollars worth 
of requirements and then cut them down in half and submit 
that list and watch it be chopped· up, and come back and argue 
with and fight and go over it all with OSD, then through OMB, 
and then over to Congress? No! It's a terrible way to have 
to do business - and the man-hours that it eats up? If you 
want to save money, eliminate that and let us know how many 
dollars we're going to have and let us build a program. 11 

Finally it should be noted that waste also occurs in military spending 
due to parochial pressures and attempts by the government to use the defense · 
acquisition process for the implementation of social and economic policies. 
Former Secretary of Defense Brown has asserted that 11 lots of money"· is wasted 
each year because Congress voted funds for unwanted weapons and governors and 
mayors lobbied for uneconomical projects. 

In addition, 11 Buy American 11 and balance of payment considerations, along 
with other social procurement policies tend to raise acquisition prices. Thomas 
E. Harvey, Former Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army (Acquisiton), states 
that: 

"Throughout this process an intangible cost is incurred in 
that citizens, unaware of the social policies being furthered 
through the procurement process, lose respect for the process 
and for the government as a whole as they observe the govern
ment purcha~ing items at higher than the lowest possible cost 
for the purpose of furthering these social goals. 11 
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Complicated considerations must be taken into account then, as the DOD's 
s~ea r.ch-fot'-Ways_J;Q_ s_a ve money co~_t ~ ~l!..~:.::s_:. ________ _ 

n In conclusion, there are many ways for the Pentagon to reduce unnecessary 
sbursements. Limiting these expenses is not an easy matter, but with the 

. utilization of a carefully considered plan, reductions can take place, without 
affecting military readiness or capabilities. An overall strategy should be 
developed which conside-rs programmati c reductions; waste, fraud and abuse; and 

.. 

a restructuring of the procurement process. In addition, cooperation with and 
from the Congress and Administration is necessary for developing a comp rehensive 
spending reduction strategy. If such an effort is successful, the ensuing 

, monetary savings, as much as $2 5 billion, will ·benefit the Pentagon and further 
\ the Administration 1s fiscal austerity plan as well. 

-.... _, _____ _ 
~~----... - -----------
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The President 

C!tongrc!is of tbt Wnitcb ~tates 
1!Joust of l\.epresentatibts 
Mla:~bington, 1D.Qt. 20515 

September 2, 1981 

The White House 
Washington, D.C . 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

I ; ' r',.. 8 
,_;J 437 

When several of us from the Northeast and Midwest regions met with you prior 
to the vote on the First Budget Resolution, we stated that transferring funds 
from the defense function to other areas would be one of our highest priorities. 
We understand from public statements made by several officials in your Administration 
that you are activ~ly reviewing 1982 defense spending . We are encouraged by 
this process and urge that you sharply reduce the fiscal year 1982 request for 
defense spending. 

A reduction will not harm our national defense. Equally important, a reduction 
is necessary for your overall economic program to succeed, and for maintaining 
the support of the American taxpayer. 

What we look for in working with you on this is simply the application to 
defense programs of the same vigorous spending controls that were applied to 
domestic programs this year. 

The First Budget Resolution calls for $226 billion in budget authority for 
defense in FY82. But cuts of 10% could be made and still result in a significant 
increase in real defense spending over the $171 billion in budget authority for FY81. 

It has become painfully evident that without such restraints, the large 
deficit that will occur will cause federal "crowding out" of the private capital 
markets, with resultant high interest rates which deny us the economic growth 
your tax program seeks. 

Since, in the final analysis, a sound economy is critical to our national 
defense, it is essential that we apply the same scrutiny to defense spending 
that you have applied to other parts of the federal budget. Only military programs 
that are "truly needed" should be funded ; waste and fraud should be weeded out. 
Only then can we achieve a lower deficit, a stronger economy, and stronger nation. 

Weeding out unnecessary programs is also essential for maintaining the American 
public's support for your military programs . There is certain to be public 
backlash against a military buildup that worsens the economy, is financed through 
cuts in vital social programs, and appears to be a reckless spending spree. 
Americans have registered their discontent over federal inefficiency; they will voice 
the same opposition to military spending increases unless the Department of 
Defense makes an effort to get its house in order. 



The President" 
Septemo-er ·2; 1981 
Page Two 

\ .. 

Portions of our strategic forces are examples of programs that are not 11 truly 
needed. 11 Though our strategic weaponry is called a "triad," in fact at present 
we are pursuing at least five different means of strategic nuclear response: 
manned penetrating bombers, submarine launched ballistic missiles, land based 
ballistic missiles, submarine launched cruise missiles, and air launched cruise 
missiles. Surely all five methods cannot be 11 truly needed 11

; would not two or 
three effective means of response to Soviet nuclear attack suffice? Failure to 
weed out these costly, unnecessary systems may force cuts where increased capability 
is most crucial: operations and maintenance. Historically, DOD's approach to 
cost-cutting has been to chip away at operations and maintenence. However, this 
area is crucial to maintaining military readiness and should not continue to 
be sacrificed for strategic duplication and procurement cost overruns. 

Thank you for this opportunity to share our views. We look forward to 
working with you on bringing reason to the military budget and furthering the success 
of your economic program. 

Sincerely, 

CY~ U t I ~~._, .. ~, ........ -: ..... --------
~ Harold C. Hollenbeck, M.C. 

% D I ---,-,Bi ,.,,.__~__:..__ __ _ 

.~ ~\9M~C~ 
V' Arlen Erdahl, M.C. 

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE WITH RECYCLED FIBERS 
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ID: 038580 

MEDIA: LETTER, DATED AOOUST 22, 1981 

TO: EDWIN MEESE 

FROM: MS. PEGGY STINNETT 
522 KENMORE AVENUE 
OAKLAND CA 94610 

SUBJECT: BUix;ET CUTS IN WJMEN'S BUREAU AT DEPARTMENT 
OF LABOR IN SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA, ARE 
THREATENING THE COLLAPSE OF THE WORK OF THE 
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BY DIRECTION OF THE PRESIDENT: 
LESLIE SORG 
DIRECTOR OF AGENCY LIAISON 
PRESIDENTIAL CORRESPONDENCE 
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August 22, 1981 

The Honorable Edwin Meese III 
Counsellor to The President 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr . Meese, 

038580 

The primary goal of the Women ' s Bureau, Department of 
Labor, is to improve the economic status of women. This has 
been true since the bureau was founded in 1920. This would 
seem to be a goal worthy of all Americans in these times, as 
well, in view of the economic uncertainties . 

Because I feel confident that you and President Reagan 
support these goals , I am bringing to your attention a situation 
in the San Francisco Women's Bureau that threatens to collapse 
the work of the bureau. If budget cuts are carried out as 
planned , the Women 's Bureau in San Francisco will be virtually 
shut down. 

Here is the situations The effects of proposed cuts 
will have a magnified outcome on the bureau because it is 
staffed by women working on a part-time basis. The irony 
is that the women voluntarily reduced their former full-time 
positions to half-time to demonstrate job-sharing. Apparent
ly, due to an oversight , there was no "ceiling" placed on 
these part-time positions • Let me add, these women are 
highly qualified career administrators dedi cated to getting 
women off welfare and into the work force so they can be 
economically independent . 

I sincerely hope you will take an interest in this 
unfortunate situation, a concern of many women in the bay 
area. 

Sincerely, 

P~~nnett 
-P.S. Bob sends his regards. 
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