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Lt. Gen. Andrew Davls Bruce, 05857, Army
of the United States (major general, U. S.
Army).

In THE AIR FORCE

Lt. Gen. Robert Wells Harper, 53A (major
general, Regular Air Force), United States
Air Force, to be placed on the retired list in
the grade of lieutenant general, under the
provisions of subsection 504 (d) of the Offi-
cer Personnel Act of 1947.

Appointment to the positions indicated
under the provisions of sections 504 and 515,
Officer Personnel Act of 1947:

Lt. Gen. Charles Trovilla Myers, 3TA (major
general, Regular Air Force), United States
Air Force, to be commander, Air Training
Command, with the rank of lieutenant gen-
eral, and to be lieutenant general in the
United States Air Force.

Maj. Gen, Glenn Oscar Barcus, 87A, Regu-
lar Air Force, to be commander in chief,
United States Northeast Command, with the
rank of lieutenant general, and lieutenant
general in the United States Air Force.

APPOINTMENTS IN THE REGULAR AIR FORCE

The nominations of Charles E. Cook, Jr.,
and 275 other persons, for appointment in
the Regular Air Force, in the grades indi-
cated, which were confirmed by the Senate
today, were received by the Senate on July 8,
1954, and appear in full in the Senate pro-
ceedings of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD oOn
that date, under the caption “Nominations,”
beginning with the name of Charles E. Cook,
Jr., which is shown on page 10057, and ending
with the name of Jean E. Phillips, which
appears on page 10058.

POSTMASTERS
ALABAMA
Claud Russel Robison, Odenville,

ARKANSAS
Ivan L. Kleinbeck, New Edinburg.

FLORIDA
Louis Raymond Adair, Davenport.

INDIANA

Lyle J. Fowler, Bloomington.

Earl B. Schwanke, Demotte.
Norman L. Bent, Fort Branch.
Fred L. Scarce, Fountain City.
Chelcie J. Bebout, Freetown.
Gerald K. Carr, Greentown.
Vernon Hockemeyer, Hoagland.
Dean M. Wakeland, Idaville.
Garrett W. Gossard, Eempton.
Earl R. Reid, Lakeville.

Paul E. Frantz, Liberty Center.
Dewayne Hamilton, Morgantown.
Clyde M. Matthews, Norih Vernon.
Eldora L. Weigle, Otterbein.
Dean O. Neff, Rochester.

Louie C. Neu, Shelbyville.

Arnold O. Hipskind, Urbana.
Herbert B. Harrison, Winchester.

IOWA
Ralph H. Pilgrim, Greeley.
Frederick D. Lursen, Kesley.
Robert F, Graham, University Park.
MAINE
Charles W. Rogers, Old Town.

MASSACHUSETTS
Donald M. Stacey, Marblehead.
MICHIGAN

Edward C. Schmidt, Springport.
Eenneth L. Patten, Tekonsha.

MINNESOTA
Joseph J. Eovach, Ely.
MISSOURT

Donald L. Davis, Adrian.

Elbert P. Petty, Arbyrd.

William E. Richter, Gilman City.
Willlam C. Pevestorfl, Higginsville.
Garfield L. Darnell, King City.
Lloyd H. Thomas, Larussell.
QGussie C. Henneke, Leslie.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO
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Roy O. F. Weber, Lohman.
Otis M. Clouser, Marshall.
Clyde M. Temple, Miller.
Hugh M. Lower, Mountain Grove.
Forest R. Leamer, Polo.
Peter A. Baechle, Ste. Genevieve.
Oren B, Peterson, Urbana,
Willard R. Emo, Vandalia.
MONTANA
William A. Parrish, Paradise.
NEW JERSEY
Gerald E. White, Mount Holly.
NORTH CAROLINA
Blanche T. Nelson, Atlantic.
Daniel F, Sawyer, Jr., Blounts Creek.
Richard W. Hannah, Clyde.
Tullie M. Alexander, Cooleemee.
Elmo 8. Orr, Mountain Home.
Floyd Graham Hinnant, Pine Level.
Claude Harris, State Road.
OKLAHOMA
George M. Beeby, Marshall.
Bert A. VanBuskirk, Ripley.
Robert L. Nunn, Stuart.
OREGON
Harold G. Prestel, Grants Pass,
PENNSYLVANIA
James C. Kleckner, Audenried.
SOUTH CAROLINA
Chalmers M. Butler, Hartsville.
George F. Dalley, Soclety Hill
TEXAS
Mattie R. White, Avoca.
Ernest M. Spence, Bonham.
Clifton B. Duhon, Buna.
Howard A. Hunt, Dodson.
Arba E. Petty, Farmersville.
Bradley O. Burk, Jr., Eress.
Dorothea B. Hice, Midlothian.
Delmas P. Seidel, Orange Grove.
Fred G. Howard, Pearsall.
Kenneth L. Lee, Perrin.
Claude Irvin Wood, Richards.
Pred W. Lunsford, Rusk,
Joe P. Spalding, Sadler.
William H. Castleberry, Telephone.
Harry Reast, Whitesboro.
VERMONT
Warren Lester Barnett, Cabot.
Paul S. Hinman, Wells River.
WISCONSIN
Elmo C. Cooper, Madison.
WYOMING
Burchal I. Kelley, Reliance,

SENATE
SATURDAY, JuLy 17, 1954

(Legislative day of Friday, July 2, 1954)

The Senate met at 10 o’clock a. m., on
the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D. D, offered the following
prayer:

O Thou whose throne is truth, frail
creatures of dust serving out our brief
day on the world’s troubled stage, we
would set our little lives in the midst
of Thine eternity and feel Thy greatness
and Thy peace: For—

“We fear no foe with Thee at hand to
bless,

Ills have no weight and tears no bit-
terness.”

‘We beseech Thee to keep strong every-
where all souls who strive to maintain
the insights of human brotherhood. In
this land of liberty may our own lives,
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freed of pettiness and prejudice and
radiant with good will which leaps all
barriers, be open channels through
which Thy saving grace may flow for
the healing of the nations. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. KnowLanD, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Friday,
July 16, 1954, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting
nominations were communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Tribbe, one of his sec-
retaries.

POSITION OF SENATOR HOLLAND
ON CERTAIN AMENDMENTS TO
THE EMPLOYMENT SECURITY AD-
MINISTRATIVE FINANCING ACT
OF 1954

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, on
July 13, 1954, during the Senate consid-
eration of H. R. 5173, the Employment
Security Administrative Financing Act
of 1954, certain amendments were of-
fered by the junior Senator from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], and were con-
sidered en bloc, and were rejected by a
yea-and-nay vote of 48 to 31, as shown
on page 10363 of the RECORD.

On that date, the senior Senator from
Florida was absent by leave of the Sen-
ate, attending the Sixth Pan-American
Highway Congress at Caracas, Vene-
zuela. I note from the Recorp that my
position is shown on other amendments
that day and on the bill, but not with
respect to this particular vote. Had I
been present, I would have voted “yea”;
and I want the REcorp to so show.

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF
ROUTINE BUSINESS

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that immediately
following the quorum call there may be
the customary morning hour for the
transaction of routine business, under
the wusual 2-minute limitation on
speeches.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will call the roll.

l'i‘he Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

Routine business is now in order.

FEDERAL TUNEMPLOYMENT COM-
PENSATION STANDARDS — RESO-
LUTION
Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, I pre-

sent for appropriate reference, and ask
ous consent to have printed in
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the REcorD, a resolution adopted by the
Black Hawk County CIO Industrial
Union Council, Waterloo, Towa, favoring
prompt enactment of House bill 9430,
and Senate bill 3553, relating to Federal
unemployment compensation standards.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Finance, and ordered to be printed in
the REcorD, as follows:

RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF IMMEDIATE ACTION
BY CONGRESS ON THE FORAND-DOUGLAS BILLS,
H. R. 9430 awp S. 3553, SPoNSORED BY 86
REPRESENTATIVES AND 12 SENATORS FOR
FEDERAL UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION
- STANDARDS
Whereas present unemployment compen-

sation payments to insured unemployed

wage and salary earners are woefully inade-
quate as to weekly amount and number of
weeks duration; and

Whereas substantial and prolonged un-
employment in Iowa and in Waterloo and
inadequate wunemployment compensation
payments have caused increases In expendi-
tures for relief purposes resulting in in-
creased drain upon revenues depleted by
slackening business activity and income in
the community; and

Whereas the amounts of such unemploy-
ment payments in Iowa range from a mini-
mum of §5 to a maximum of $26 and are
limited to 20 weeks, with weekly payments
averaging only 40 percent of the State’s
average weekly wage of $60; and

Whereas this is far below the average of

50 percent and the maximum of 663; per-

cent recommended to the States last Febru-

ary by President Eisenhower, Secretary of

Labor Mitchell, the Federal Advisory Coun-

cil on Employment Security, and the Na-

tional Conference on Labor Legislation; and

Whereas President Eisenhower, Secretary
of Labor Mitchell, and others recommended
that the States extend the duration of pay-
ments to 26 weeks, but long-term unemploy-
ment has resulted in 600,000 insured workers
exhausting their rights to payments before
being reemployed and such exhaustions con-
tinue at the rate of 40,000 a week, making
plain the need for an extension to 39 weeks,
as proposed in H. R. 9430 and 8. 3553, intro-
duced by Representative Foranp, Senator

DovucLas, 85 other Representatives, and 11

other Senators; and
Whereas these companion bills, if enacted

by Congress before adjournment, would im-

plement President Eisenhower's recommen-

dations as to amounts of unemployment
compensation payments and would extend

the duration beyond his recommended 26

weeks, to 39 weeks, and, at presently antici-

pated continuing unemployment, would get
approximately $2 billlon a year of additional
purchasing power into the hands of insured
unemployed workers and their families for
instant high-velocity spending and distribu-
tion throughout our entire economy; and

‘Whereas the House Ways and Means Com-
mittee has recently completed hearings on
proposed amendments to the Federal un-
employment compensation law and has rec-
ommended a bill to the House for passage
before adjournment; and

‘Whereas President Eisenhower, at his June

16 press conference, stated that he has no

intention of urging Governors to call spe-

cial sessions of their legislatures to imple-
ment his own recommendations, now more
than 4 months old; and

Whereas this puts upon the Congress the
last hope and full responsibility for action to
carry out this vital part of President Eisen-
hower's legislative program in any way that
will mean anything to the unemployed, to
our economy and to the budgets of our

States, citles, and other political subdivi-

sions: Now, therefore, be it
Resolved, That the Black Hawk County

CIO Industrial Union Council, meeting on
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this 13th day of July 1954, urgently requests
our Representative and Senators to use their
influence and good offices to persuade the
House Ways and Means Committee and the
Senate Finance Committee to adopt and rec-
ommend the provisions of H. R. 9430 and
8. 3553 so that action in both Houses may be
completed before the present Congress ad-
journs; and be it further

Resolved, That we urge Presiden* Eisen-
hower at this session to make congressional
action to implement his unemployment
compensation recommendations a must item
in his immediate legislative program; and be
it further

Resolved, That if either committee fails or
refuses to report out favorably the provi-
slons of H. R. 9430 and S. 3553, our Repre-
sentative and Senators support appropriate
action such as discharge petitions or the ad-
dition of the provisions as a rider to other
legislation; and be it finally

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be
sent to our Representative, Senators, the
President of the United States, the Speaker
of the House, and the Vice President as the
Presiding Officer of the Senate, with the re-
quest that it be treated as a petition under
the Constitution and, as such, printed in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

Presented this 7th day of July 1954.

CarL G. DaHL,
Legislative Secretary, Black Hawk
County Industrial Union Council.

CONSTRUCTION OF COUGAR DAM
AND RESERVOIR ON SOUTH FORK
McKENZIE RIVER, OREG. (PT. 2 OF
REPT. NO. 1761)

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, on behalf
of myself, and a minority of the mem-
bers of the Public Works Committee, I
submit minority views on the bill (H. R.
7815) to provide for the construction,
operation, and maintenance of the Cou-
gar Dam and Reservoir on the South
Fork McKenzie River, Oreg., with par-
ticipation for power by the city of
Eugene, Oreg., and request that they be
printed.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The mi-
nority views will be received, and with-
out objection, will be printed as re-
quested by the Senator from Oregon,

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PERSONNEL AND FUNDS

Pursuant to Senate Resolution 123,
80th Congress, 1st session, the following
reports were received by the Secretary of
the Senate:

JuLy 9, 1954.
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY
To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE:

The above-mentioned committee, pursuant
to Senate Resolution 123, 80th Congress, 1st
session, submitsg the following report showing
the name, profession, and total salary of each
person employed by it and its subcommittees
for the period from January 1, 1954, to June
30, 1954, together with the funds available to
and expended by it and its subcommittees:

Rate of Total
Name and profession aoross] | salary
ived
salary |rece
Harry R. Varney, to Jan. 31, 1954,
chiefofstafl . __..._.. $11,646. 00 $970. 50
Harker T. Stanton, counsel__._.... 11, 646, 00| 5,823, 00
Edward P. Guinane, investigator__| 11, 646. 00| 5, 823. 00
James M. Kendall, chiefelerk__.... 8,824.17| 4,412.04
C. M. Mouser, assistant chief clerk_| 8, 735.34 4, 367. 64
Harriet D. Willey, to June §, 1954,
clerical assistant 4,856. 61 2, 131.47

July 17

Rate of "
: atal
Name and profession BIOSS | enlary
annuil :
salary received
Therese R. Lepine, from May 12,

1954, secretary to the chairman___| §4,001.85] $556, 03
Betty M, Mason, clerical nssistant_| 3, 996. 20 1,998.12
Frances I. Edwards, clerical as-

BRI ot 4,283.04) 2,141. 52
Fun_ds authnr[zg\d or appropriated for com-

mittee expenditure, 83d Con $10, 000. 00
Amount expended, 85d Cong_ 8, 501. 05

Balanceunexpended. oo oo mmeeeae 1, #lu. 95
GEORGE D. AIKEN,
Chairman.
Jury 9, 1954.

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY

(Making investigations under 8. Res. 127,
agreed to July 10, 1953, and S. Res. 218,
agreed to March 10, 1954)

To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE:

The above-mentioned committee, pursuant
to Senate Resolution 123, 80th Congress, 1st
session, submits the following report showing
the name, profession, and total salary of each
person employed by it and its subcommittees
for the period from January 1, 1954, to June
30, 1954, together with the funds available
to and expendcd by it and its subcommittees:

Funds authorized or appropriated

for committee expenditure, 83d

L3l MR D L S --- $15, 000. 00
Amount expended, 83d Congress. 10, 253. 80

Balance unexpended 4, 746. 20

GEORGE D. AIKEN,
Chairman.

JuLy 1, 1954.
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS

To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE:

The above-mentioned committee, pursuant
to Senate Resolution 123, 80th Congress, 1st
session, submits the following report showing
the name, profession, and total salary of each
person employed by it and its subcommittees
for the period from January 1, 1954, to June
30, 1954, together with the funds available
to and expended by it and its subcommittees:

Rate of
Total
Name and profession annoal | salary
salary received
Everard H, 8Smith, chief clerk.__.__ $11, 646. 00 $5, 823, 00
Thomas J. Scott, assistant chiel
(o e~ 11 S W 11, 646, 00} 5, 823, 00
Francis 8, Hewitt, assistant clerk..| 10,732. 07| 5, 365, 08
Edmund T. Klnz. assistant clerk . .| 10,732. 07| 5, 365, 98
Jarlath M. Slnnery, Director, pro-
fessional staff____________________ 11, 646. 00| 5, 795, 22
Raymond K. Perkins, counsel. ... 11, 644. 54| 5, 822. 22
Kenneth J, Bousquet, professional
staff member._..._. 10,649.11| 5, 324. 52
Earl W. Cooper, professional stafl’
member_.. ... 10, 732.07] 5, 365.98
Herman E. anney. proftsslonsl
staff member._ 10,732.07) 5, 365.98
Richard W. Eddy. protesslon&l
staff ber....... .| 10,068.45/ 503418
John J. Gaines, professional stafl
member_. 10, 068. 45| 5, 034.18
G E Johnsan, “professional staff
8,090.07) 4, 495,02
__________ 10, 068. 45| 5, 034,18
sional stafl member_ 10, 068. 45 5,034.18
Cecil O. MecDaniel, pm!css;onal
staff member_______. oen--| 10,068. 45/ 5, 034,18
Joseph T. Mcl)mmeu professional
stafl mem 10, 068. 45| 5,034. 18
Harold E. I\I{vrrh:k pmfess:onn]
stafll member. . 10, 732. 07| 5, 365. 08
Gordon A. Nease, professional stafl’
MO - i IR 10, 008, 45| 5, 034.18
Stanley L. Sommer, professional
staff member, from Apr. 1. 11,644. 54 2,011.11
Ernest R. Underwood, professional
stafl member 10, 068. 45| 5,034.18
Lawrence H. N
sional stafl member.. 10, 732.071 5, 365.98
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MISCELLANEOUS—Continued
Rate of Unexpended balance of amount authorized Rate of
Total e g Total
Tt Eross gislative Appropriation Aet, 1954 ___$343, 136, 41 0

Name and p | | salary ot expended Jan. 1 to June 30, 1954____ 54, 763, 80 Name and profession annual

salary | received S OSRRS salary | Teceived

Bal unexpended as of June 80, 1954 288, 872, 61
Willinm W. Woodruff, professional EryLEs BRIDGES, Olson, Sara L., st h

staff member_._.__ ..._.._.....[$10,008.45/$5 034.18 Chairman Jan's... e $4,187.45|  $34.80
Herman M. Zahl, professional staff = Rhodes, Fred B., chiel counsel. .| 11, 646. 00| 5, 823, 00

member, from Feh. 25 to June 15 10, 068, 45/ 3, 104. 40 o Blreom, Fdlth M., stenographer, d 2
Gloria 8. Butland, clerieal assistant._| 4, 560, 81| 2, 284. 86 Jury 6, 1954. from Feb. 1 . " | 300068 1,473.56
l’su]tne T. Connell, clerical assist- Limed s 8L s e e e e i ‘Waldron, Glel:l.nS , investigator.___| 6,356, 08| 3,193, 02

............................... , 378, :
I.eon DeVille, clerical assistant.....| 4,091.85 2,045.88 g the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE:
Elva Glaser, clerical assistant_____.| 4,378, 64| 2 150,28 Funds authorized under 8. Res. 86agreed to
Lois A. Glines, clerical assistant_.__| 4, 378.64] 2 180,28 The above-mentioned committee, pursuant Mar. 18,1958 . ... $167, 000, 00
Laura A. Hawloy, clerical assistant_| 4, 378. 64| 2,141.48 1o Senate Resolution 123, 80th Congress, 1st RS D
Carolyn Macy, clerical a&emmm.__. 4,378.64) 2,180.28 session, submits the following report showing Balance unexpended as of Dec. 81, 1053..... 80,639, 72
E. Mama Marshall, clerical assist- P P the name, profession, and total salary of each Amountexpended. ... .- 516434
............................... L 37 T
Mary " Savago, dlorical assistant._| 4,378, 64) 2 189,28 ?&%ﬁfﬁﬁ%ﬁ ?ﬂi’;ﬁ%ﬂ‘;‘;’;ﬁ?ﬁfgg Balance unexpended Jan. 31, 1954 ... -~ 75,475.38
80, 1954, together with the funds available to F““i‘zf "“thﬂfiﬁ‘;‘]ﬂ or ﬂDD"EDﬁB“d for com-
STYLES Blgri:;nan and expended by it and its subcommittees:  foyucd 1o Jan 2',!,'“[3 Hedaess _l_{_"_’:__lfﬁ_' 150, 000, 00
a . A expended to June 30, 1954 ... 37, 801, 30
JoLy 1, 1954, Rateof | mygq1 Balance unexpended as of June 30, — T
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS Name and p nnual ,;‘;‘ji‘{g'd A e S e s et
To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE!: salary LEVERETT Bu-rousiu.t,,

The above-mentioned committee, pursuant Chairman.
to Senate Resolution 123, 80th Congress, 1st Allen, Philip K., chief clerk.._..__[§11, 646. 00/$5, 428, 61
session, submits the following report showing Atkinson, Herbert 8. assistant | | = JULE A0 1H08:
the name, profession, and total salary of each  prgqwell, T. Edward, Jr., profes- | Sk COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY
person employed by it and its subcommittees sional staff member. . .oooenoeo.-. 10,807.97| 5,241.60 (S. Res. 229, investigation of federal housing
for the period from January 1, 1954, to June Dantzic, Maurine E., clerical programs)

801954, together with the funds available to Dgfsdiesn {vnuam H., professional” hekl Bt To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE:
and expended by it and its subcommittees: gl member....___— 11, 646,00 5, 823,00 The above-mentioned committee, pursuant
M‘:ﬂ;éfe%’,gr";el)"I")'f"i‘ifx}o“"“““t- 5334.57) 2,685.91 45 Senate Resolution 123, 80th Congress, 1st
Rateof | ooy staff member_.._ ... 11, 646,00 5 823.00 Sesslon, submits the following report showing
Name and profession Eross salary Sa-ligur. R. Sara,! clerical assist- the name, profession, and total salary of each
ﬂ;ﬂa! received h 'i"?imifs'th ----- oA et 4,378.64) 036.00 person employed by it and its subcommittees
¥ RUWEgY er = 4378 64] 1,188, 00 [OF the period from April 28, 1954, to June 30,
Thom n_ Helen o X 1954, together with the funds available to
TEMPORARY EMFLOYEES mo ......................... 4,378.64] 696.00 and expended by it and its subcommittees:
e o R a1t 646 00l45 828,00 Welker. Mary M. A clerical assistant.| 4, 091. 85 1, 199. 47
. Kamerick, s rector. __|§11, 3 =
O s s [0) 140.00 ) BServices terminated Mar. 20, 1054, Rate of | motal
Gardner O. Turner, counsel (from : As of Mar. 24, 1954, Name and profession a%r:%?ﬂ salary

MAr ) o e 11,646.00( 3,862,00 | Services terminated Feb. 25, 1054, alary |Teceived
Ifngmxgsmg:dwardirmf'ﬁ'iﬁ' 13‘%:&: %034 18 As of Mar. 16, 1954. ry

it & (from Beb, 18)-{ 0,07 ,421.56  Funds suthorized or appropriated for com-

Joz-‘:h . ?i mald, Jr., agent 8,644 sis.30 , Mittee expenditures_ o . $10,000.00 William Simon, from June 11,

Jomes & MoV, agent (o Feb. 15).| 0,073 03/ 1, 134 12 Amacast sufliorised by 8. B e A e b ()

E*L‘f}m,r‘fmg;f%l;egfmt --------- D'%ﬁ gzg-}*l’g Amm}‘:?té‘}&?’rﬁ’é’ﬁ"ﬂ‘" 1, 1953, to Dec. 31, ey m?mfl %"ﬁ"ﬁhm 5 e L0

%:u] Aa'lém{rsmi}ll{t,mnl;_-..u.i-. g%g 4,434, 58 N '"_Em_“. Joi‘;negl’ sﬁa&mﬁtﬂm. B0M.00 ot
rnard 8. Van Rensselaer, agent._| 10, 034. 18 p ’

Gabriel R. Vogliotti, stafl member > i e e L G, A M “‘s“c ooy i s (gt ML

(rom May 10). - -.cooaoaioniaian 10, 068, 45 1,426, 35 1054 ! i 3,620.13 v(.l;;] ¥ s B 644,00 888 41
Allico 8. Dearborn; clerical SSSisiant.| 3. 996.26] 1,098,12  190%-romreemomomeaeoeeeeeeeen e e o e e 3
Pa(}ﬂciﬂl{'{ FE;;'!" »clerical assistant A Balance unexpended . 9,455.43  investigator yoas, . 7,150.81| 33767

rom Mar, . , 314, i Tte T gl i
Angela M. Novelio, clerical assisi- | LEVERETT SALTONSTALL Jas?ﬁ &ssm‘;x?:m i 003, 7

ant (to Feb. ). 4,978.61f 72076 s, T ahn Ton Tae o] ST e

Datothy L. Sankey, clerical assist- 4, 500.81) 2 204,86 clerical assistant.’..______._____'| 4,283.04) 28553
(i * Jury 7, 1954 Id(-l!iiS lCoujrtgwily from Jung 8.
L 7 clerical assistant..__.___._________ 4,283.04] 273.63

1835 per day, COMMTITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES LeToric \;amklnfmn, from Junel, AP

StYLES BRIDGES, clerical b , 283, 4
B Chaisnan PREPAREDNESS INVESTIGATING STAFF Margaret McCormack, from June
P T : To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE: o 1"‘?”;“*’*‘““‘[""--3 --------- 4,283.04|  190.35
The above-mentioned committee, pursuant  wjori e une A,
S PR inats it 123, 80th Con & 156, Muitvs Wiimes Bon7 T Wb (B
. ngress, a more, from June
SOMMITINS O Saps et ToNe session, submits the following report showing _ ¢lerical assistant_________ 3,613.89|  160.61
To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE: the name, profession, and total salary of each Clrence M. Dinkins, from Junie’

The above-mentioned committee, pursuant person employed by it and its subcommittees Wi T ol | SO0 201
to Senate Resolution 123, 80th Congress, 1st for the period from January 1, 1954, to June  staff assistant s 5,143.38]  28.57
session, submits the following report on mis- 30, 1954, together with the funds available to Antbony Zah'mhki 3
cellaneous expenses for the period from Jan- and expended by it and its subcommittees: - u0e 29 staff assistant.. b
uary 1, 1954, to June 30, 1954, together with
the funds available to and expended by it Funds authorized or appropriated for eom-
and its subcommittees: F R&m‘ Total mittee expenditure sa%aneng.__ - $150, 000, 00

Name and profession annual | SB18TY  Amount expended through June 30, 8, 501,89

MISCELLANEOUS EXPENSES salary |recelved _

Unexpended balanoe of amount suthorized Bal pended memsmmnee 141,408.11
. Res, , June 26, » as of Dee. 31

1988 . oot " " $24.151,40 Anton,James, special counsel $0, 073, 03184, 536 48 Homzer E. CAPEHART,

Amount expended Jan. I to June 30, 1954 0 Cooper, Gunc\mvo secretary. 4,474. 23| 2,237.10 Chairman.
————— Ebpgle, Wallace L. mvestlgato 5, 716, 93| 2, B58. 46 i
Balance unexpended as of June 30, 1954. 24, 151. 49 grﬁesu L];Is.ry Ci,..trenompher , 378, 64| 2, 180, 28 Jury 15, 1954.
e illeas, amin J., attorney.__ 9| 3,7
Uby fleu: d ;za;.i Lt l; o ‘R nut{':_ﬁrim Jahnsou fi?janne C., su:enor:ra’;;ahcr, B e COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY
TEAN on Actand 8. Hes. 121land @ = toApr.80. ... .. ___________ 3, 900. 68 1, 264. 34 ECRET: .

153aso0f Dec, 31, 1953 .. - v oo 4,833.30 'Llnton, Therese W., clerical assist- > To the 8 ART UF XHE DEHATS:

Additional authorization by 8. Res, 243...... 20,000.00 _ ant.__ 4,378.64) 2,1s0.28 _'The above-mentioned committee, pursuant
R akb i - T M?l{;mﬂd MMEH';?B' %][g_ne“‘j as- to Senate Resolution 123, 80th Congress, 1st

or expenditure. ... , 833, sistant from Mar. 2 to Mar. 31....| 3,906.20] 321.92 session, submits the following report showing

Amount expended, Jan. 1 to June 30, 1954._..  8,692.00 McGllIg:uddy, Daniel F., Jr., at- b raa0l 8 e e the name, profession, and total salary of each
Balance unexpended as of June 30, 1954. 16, 141,30  Miller, Mary M., clerk-iypist--..._| 4, 187.45| 2,003.70 Person employed by if and its subcommittees
=————u Morse, Frank B.. attornéy.........1 9,570.74 4,785.36 for the period from January 1, 1954, to June
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30, 1954, together with the funds available
to and expended by it and its subcommittees:

Ratedt | ry
Name and profession arniual salary
salary received
Ira Dl'mn l:hit‘[ . SN S| B $11, 646, 00/$5, 823. 00
staff director__.| 11, 646, 00 5 823. 00
kl’arsoh’:is,ﬁssimt r..-lerk-..i.. 11, 646. 00| 5, 823. 00
Joso U g cMurray, economic
p Lunt_---_-..-{ ............ 11, 646. 00| 5, 823. 00
“llllnm F. MecKenna, counsel.....| 11, 646, 00{ 5, 823. 00
Norman W, Stevenson, counsel....| 11, 646. 00| 5, 823. 00
Florence 'Bnrr clerical assistant____| 5, 908. 12} 2, 954. 06
Pauline C. Beam, clerical assistant.| 5,334. 57| 2 607.28
Henrietta 8. Chase, clerical assist-
ant 5,008, 12| 2 954. 06
Caro M. Pugh clerical assistant.___| 5,334. 57| 2 667.28

Funds authorized or ap Prupriated for com-
mittee expenditure, $20, 000. 00
Amount expended through June 30, 1954 15, 270. 39
4,720.61

I unexpended

HomMmer E. CAPEHART,
Chairman.

Jouy 15, 1954,
COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY

(S. Res. 42 and S. Res. 182, investigating prob-
lems relating to economic stabilization and
mobilization)

To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE:

The above-mentioned committee, pursuant
to Senate Resolution 123, 80th Congress, 1st
session, submits the following report showing
the name, profession, and total salary of each
person employed by it and its subcommittees
for the period from —_.__., 185, to
195__, together with the funds avallable 'bo
and expended by it and its subcommittees:

Rate of
Total
Name and professi b salary
salary received
John L. Douglas, staff assistant_.._| $8, 644. 09/$4, 322, 04
Pauline Ghalemnck. through Apr.
30, clerical assistant___ ... 5,047.77| 1,682, 56
Carl H. W‘1kcn. through Feb. 28,
Eismﬂ sgsi';‘ ""i ..... i 8, 644. 09| 1, 440.68
gmund Timberg, from Feb.
1 i " | 11,046, 00 161.75
Lucye L. Summers, from Feb. 6 to
May 31, clerical assistant......... 5,047.77| 1,612.45
John R. Hancock, Feb. 26 to May
31, staff assistant_....._...___.. 8,005, 36 2,112.51
Walter H. Moorman, per diem,
1 32,35/ 1,488, 10
Funds authorized or a priated for com-
mittee expenditure, VB B A A $66, 540, 29
Amount expended through June 30,1954 __. 27,641.41
Bal unexpended 38, 898, 88
HoMer E. CAPEHART,
Chairman.
JuLy 15, 1954.

COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY

(S. Res. 25 and S. Res. 183, study of Export-
Import Bank and International Bank)

To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE:

The above-mentioned committee, pursuant
to Senate Resolution 123, 80th Congress, 1st
session, submits the following report showing
the name, profession, and total salary of each
person employed by it and its subcommittees
for the period from January 1, 1954, to June
30, 1954, together with the funds available to
and expended by it and its subcommittees:

Rate of
Total
Name and fessi £T053_ | calary
salary received

Bnymonde A, Clarke,! staff assist-
Doruif-'y' H. Devine, clerical assist-

Llarjurlu "M. Fults,? clerical assist-

$7,533.1982, 471.21
4,856, 61/ 2,308.77
301380 00230
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Rateof | moial
Name and profession m““'“ml rﬁm
salary

Donald L. Roglgt'rs stafl assistant.__| $7, 246. 41/$3, 025, 70

Dcrothy O. Valeo,? clerical assist-
Dorofiiy ) f.: s e ey Mgl e
roth cCaflre eri
it /Sl 4,605, 41) 2,039, 48
Harry I\ Cuthbertson, Jr.,* staff
Y A R NG, 8,552, 84| 2,138.19
I!enry I" Holthusen,® general coun-
J 32.35 4,852, 50
1 Leave of absence Apr, 1 through May 3L
2 Through Feb, 28,
2 Jan, 4-15.
¢ From Feb. 1, 1954,
8 Mar. 1 through May 31
¢ Per diem,
Funds authorized or appropriated for com
mittee expenditure, 83d Cong__ - oo $1 , 000, 00
Amount expended through June 30, 1954 50 558, 84
Balance unexpended .. cooeaeen 09, 441, 16
HoMmer E. CAPEHART,
Chairman.
JoLy 12, 1954.

COMMITTEE ON THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE:

The above-mentioned committee, pursuant
to Senate Resolution 123, 80th Congress, 1st
session, submits the following report showing
the name, profession, and total salary of each
person employed by it and its subcommittees
for the period from January 1, 1954, to June
30, 1954, together with the funds available to
and expended by it and its subcommittees:

Rate of
Name and prof 1

Total
sa
received

TRobert C. Albrook, chief clerk_.___ $11, 646. 0085, 823. 00
Jesse D. Coon, professional stafl

11, 646. 00| 5, 823. 00
11,395, 68] 5,649.45

6,000.30| 3,049.62
6,003. 71| 3,001.80

mber.
Wllllnm P. Gull

nm.h w. Bryant, clerical assistant__|

Funds authorized or appropriated for com-
mittes expenditure. ___ i $10, 000. 00
Amount expended, 83d Cong- commmmmceancean 5, 613. 35

4, 386. 65

FrANCIS CASE,
Chairman.

Tial

unexpended

Jury 12, 1954,
COMMITTEE ON THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

SUBCOMMITTEE TO INVESTIGATE TRANSPORTATION
SERVING THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
(Pursuant to S. Res. 140 and S. Res. 192)

To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE:

The above-mentioned committee, pursuant
to Senate Resolution 123, 80th Congress, 1st
session, submits the following report showing
the name, profession, and total salary of each
person employed by it and its subcommittees
for the period from January 1, 1954, to June
30, 1954, together with the funds available
to and expended by it and its subcommittees.

Contract entered into with firm of Ernst &
Ernst, accountants and auditors, which was
authorized to conduct the investigation.
Funds authorized or appropriated

for subcommittee expenditure,

83d CONGress «-ceee e - &35, 000. 00
Amount expended, 83d congrea- 34, 787.74

Balance unexpended _____ o 212. 26

Frawcis Case,
Chairman.

Jory 15, 1954,
CoMMITTEE ON FINANCE

To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE:
The above-mentioned committee, pursuant
to Senate Resolution 123, 80th Congress, 1st

July 17

session, submits the following report showing
the name, profession, and total salary of each
person employed by it and its subcommittees
for the period from January 1, 1954, to June
30, 1954, together with the funds available to
and expended by it and its subcommittees:

Rate of
Total
Name and profession anmnml a] | salsry
salary received

Elizabeth B. Springer, chief clerk__|$10, 649. 11|$5, 324. 52

Beity Mae Tapy, clerical assistant.| 6,003.71| 3.001. 80
Rosemary Voigt, clerical assistant

(to Apr.25). ... 4, 569.81| 1,459.77
Evelyn R. Thompson, clerical as-

sistant (from Mar. 10)..._________| 4,952.20| 1,472.74
Helen Morrow, clerical assistant

(from Apr. 5 to June 15)__ --| 3,805.08] 750.43
Helen Sheflett, clerical ass

(from June 18) ______ 3,805.08] 137.40
Janice E. Graybeal, cle

ant (from Apr, 26)_ 4,052.20| 888 82
Jesse R. Nichols, clerical assistan 4,856, 61| 2,256.78

Serge N. B:-nson professional staff__
Fedele F, 'Fnurl professional staff
(from June 14) - oo o]

11, 646. 00 5, 823, 00
11,640.00{ 549.95

Funds authorized or af dpmpriatcd for com-

mittee expenditure, 83d Cong...-ceeeemeune £10, 000. 00
Amount expended 4,107.57
Bal unexpended b5, 892, 43
E. D. MILLIKIN,
Chairman.
JuLy 14, 1954,

CoMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS

To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE:

The above-mentioned committee, pursuant
to Senate Resolution 123, 80th Co , 1st
session, submits the following report showing
the name, profession, and total salary of each
person employed by it and its subcommittees
for the period from January 1, 1954, to June
30, 1954, together with the funds available to
and expended by it and its subcommittees:

Rate of
Total
Name and profession m salary
salary received
Franecis O. wnm:. professional

Alwyn V, Freeman, professional

staltmember__._ . 11, 646. 00{ 5,823. 00
0. O'Day, chiefclerk___._.__.__ 11, 646. 00( 5,823.00
Pat M. Holt, assistant chiefl clerk___| 11, 646. 5,82. 00

Emmett O'Grady, clerical
P e S R A L ek 5,008.12| 2,954.04

Mnrelm E. Hansen, clerical assist-
e 6,194. 89| 3,007. 44

l\.:mcy I.. Hanschman, clerical
assistant (to Apr. 23, 1954) . __.._| 5,430.16( 1,704. 45
June C, Pitts, clerical assistant_____ 5,525. 75| 2,640.68

Mary A. Sames, clerical assistant__| 4, 761 00

Doris B. Covlnxmn clerical assist-
ant (from May 5, 1954)

Robert O. Dolan l:Ierlml assistant

(from Apr. 6, 1954)______________ 14,856.61| 1,146.68

1 Under authority of 8, Res. 170 agreed to Jan,

Funds aunthorized or appropriated for com-
mittee expenditure 8&{ wg.___..-.--__... $59,l.‘m 00
unt expended, 15, 040. 55

Balance unexpended - - oo 43,950.45

ALEXANDER WILEY,
Chairman.

Jury 11, 1954,
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS
SUBCOMMITTEE ON REVIEW OF THE UNITED
NATIONS CHARTER

(Under authority of S. Res. 126, agreed to
July 28, 1953, and S. Res. 193, agreed to
January 26, 1954)

To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE:

The above-mentioned committee, pursuant
to Senate Resolution 123, 80th Congress, 1st
session, submits the following report showing
the name, profession, and total salary of each
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person employed by it and its subcommittees
for the period from January 1, 1954, to June
30, 1954, together with the funds available to
and expended by it and its subcommittees:

Rate of
Total
Name and profession anroaal | salary
salary received
Russell D, L. Wirth, Jr., assistant
clerk (from June 21, 1954).........| $5, 525,75 $153.49
Funds authorized or appropriated for com-
mittes expenditure, Copgt. il $75, 000, 00
Amount expended, 83d CONg..mmemmeeecens -- 34,263.64
Bal unexpended 40, 736. 36

Nore.—The detail of certain personnel of the Library
of Congress to the subcommittee on a reimbursable basis
was authorized by the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration, for services rendered,

ALEXANDER WILEY,
Chairman.
JuLy 14, 1954,
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS

SUBCOMMITTEE STUDYING FOREIGN INFORMATION
PROGRAMS

(Under S. Res. T4, agreed to June 30, 1952;
S. Res. 44, agreed to February 20, 1953;
and S. Res. 117, agreed to June 11, 1953)

To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE:

The above-mentioned committee, pursuant
to Senate Resolution 123, 80th Congress, 1st
session, submits the following report showing
the name, profession, and total salary of each
person employed by it and its subcommittees
for the period from January 1, 1954, to June
30, 1954, together with the funds available to
and expended by it and its subcommittees:

Rate of | oy
Name and profession RIvey salary
annual Tecatvad
Henry F, Holthusen,! special eon-
sultant (from Oct. 12, 1833, to
Nov. 30, 1953) __ = 1$32.35 |81, 488.10
Lenore 8. Dowell clerk (from Oct.
12, 1953, to\’o\r. 30, 1963) .- oooaae 9,238.93 | 1,257.51
1 Per day when actually employed.
Funds authorized or appropriated for com-
mittee expenditure from June 30, 1952 (5. Res.
74, 8. Res. 44, and 8. Res. 117). ... ... --- $75, 000,00
Amount axpencied from June 30, 1052. «.enn.- 53,251, 20
Balance unexpended oo ooemecn s 21, 748. 80
ALExanDER WILEY,
Chairman.

B. B. HICKENLOOPER,
Subcommittee Chairman.

Jury 1, 1954.
CoMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS
SUBCOMMITTEE ON REORGANIZATIONS
(S. Res. 184)

To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE!

The above-mentioned committee, pursuant
to Senate Resolution 123, 80th Congress, 1st
session, submits the following report showing
the name, profession, and total salary of each
person employed by it and its subcommittees
for the period from February 1, 1954, to June
30, 1854, together with the funds available
t. and expended by it and its subcommittees:

No funds expended for subcommittee per-
sonnel, and no expenses incurred. Work
performed by staff of Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

Funds authorized or appropriated

for subcommittee expenditure

under S. Res. 184______ B $0,837.84
Amount expended

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Jury 1, 1954,
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS
To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE:

The above-mentioned committee, pursuant
to Senate Resolution 123, 80th Congress, lst
session, submits the following report showing
the name, profession, and total salary of each
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Rate of

Total
Name and profession Il'tzlr:l:!:l salary
salary recelved

Donald F. O'Donnell, assistant

counsel, from Apr. 14 to June 30__/$10, 151. 40 $3, 870. 27

Balance unexpended_..... 9,837.84
MARGARET CHASE SMITH,
Subcommittee Chairman.
Approved:
JoE MCCARTHY,
Chairma ™.

person employed by it and its subcommittees Tg&’ﬁg - R. Prewitt, assistant s
for the period from January 1, 1854, to June et H e
50, 1954 topfiier with the funits avaliable Yo | Lomd A Butob, Sicistaat somiml| 11; 046 0 574K 88
and expended by it and its subcommittees: from Mar. 1..__._. —ewe--| B5,334.57| 2,0667.24
Charles E. Tracy, inv csttgntor_. i 71| 2,001 20
Ruth Young Watt, chief clerk______ 2, 906. 22
Rate of Total
Name and prof BIOSS | cqlary Funds authorized or appropriated for com-
Slar received mittee expenditure. _ ...
¥ Amountexpended. . _________
Walter L. Reynolds, chief clerk .. |$11, 646, 00/$5, 823, 00 Balance unexpended.................--.-
Domal;icj Fk (0'-11)011111-11 %n:?:st S Al e JoE MCCARTHY,

chiefl clerk (to Jan. 31, 1 L 3 56. -
An? l?‘llzl‘r (lrl%kif‘s :mslgim‘lt i 0, 864. 04| 2, 860, 00 e

cler] om Fe 1954) . ..._..| 6,864, , 860, =
?ictmrtg k2 O}:gtella,gcnﬁ{a[tmunse}. 11, 646. 00| 5, 523. 00 Jury 15, 1954.

rancis 1. Flanagan, chief counse INTERT

(to.Jan, 20, 1954) - ———.ooevooon Tigiano0| ‘eariop COMMITIZE ON OR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS
Glenn Ilgn Shriver, professional staff A P To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE:

eI~ - oo 1,312.73 5, : The above-mentioned committee, pursuant
Eli B. Nobleman, professionalstafl | |l 5 701,83 to Senate Resolution 123, 80th Congress, 1st
Emily I. Tennyson (Mrs.), clerical i 3 session, submits the following report showing

P T e e e SR 5,047,77) 2,523.84  the name, profession, and total salary of each
Ray Barnett, clerical assistant ... 4, 652,20/ 2,476.08 person employed by it and its subcommittees
Katharine M., Ellis (Mrs.), clerical for the period from Janu 1. 1954, to J

assistant (to Feb. 15, 1954) .- 4,052,200 619.02 e ary i, » une

30, 1954, together with the funds available to
Funds authorized or gsdproprlsted for com- sud expended by it and its subcommittees:
mittee expenditure, 83d Cong............. $10, 000, 00
Amount expended to date.......... eonmmpacs 5,473.92 Rate of | moat
Balance unexpended __ .o ooecene 4, 526, 08 Name and profession abross1 | salary
JOE MCCARTHY, salary |received
Chairman.
i Kirkley 8. Coulter, chief clerk_____ $11, 646. 00 $5, 823. 00
JuLy 15, 1954. No]lliek . McSherry, assistant chief g .
SENATE PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVES- cler! 9, 238. 93] 4,610. 4

TIGATIONS OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERN= Ag’:g]tﬂ‘:ﬂemmd , professional stafl 11, 648 00| ‘5853 00

MENT OPERATIONS Elmer {(ﬁNclsan , professional staff | -

To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE: mem - 11, 646.00; 3,882.00

The above-mentioned committee, pursuant sww”f,ei‘?f'f]"'_f’f?_’f'?i_"_@ _s_"_“_‘_r_ 11, 646, 00| 5, 823,00
to Senate Resolution 123, 80th Congress, 1st George B. Holderer, pmrosslonul
sesslon, submits the following report showing staff member.____..._.. 9,002, 55 4,951. 28
the name, profession, and total salary of each %{aﬂe Mathew, clerical assistant.__ 5, 238.97] 2,619, 49

0SeIMAary !)clmelle}, clerical as-
person employed by it and its subcommittees sistant. ... 5,047.77| 2, 523.84
for the period from January 1, 1954, to June Thelma C, Leach, clerical assistant.| 5 047.77| 2, 523.84
30, 1954, together with the funds available to Dorothy A. Davis, clerical assist e
and expended by it and its subcommittees:  Afb---oceoeenea- -| 5.047.77| 2,523.84
Rate of Funds anthorized or appropriated during 83d
o Total Caong. for committee expendlturv __________ $30, 000. 00
Name and profession BrOSS | calary Amnunt expended Jan, 1, 1953, to June 30,
annual 20,712. 95
salary received .- ---
Bal nnexpended. - .- ... 9, 287. 05
C, Gcon;a Anastos, assistant coun- Guy CorboN,
_______________________________ $8, 005. 36153, 008, 02 Chairman.
id[ﬁhnﬂ.‘én%emg assistant ;:lndrr 5,334, 57 2, 619, 44 —

arl /. Baarslag, research di-

i 10, 068. 45| 5,034, 18 JuLy 15, 1954.
John W. COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS
l}irftlzl 18 2482.13|  952.55  SuRCOMMITTEE INVESTIGATING THE AVAILABILITY

______ i 7,342.00( 3,501,32  AND ACCESSIBILITY OF CRITICAL RAW MATERIALS
Mg]"’““- B. Buffalohide, assistant | ' 515740 (URder authority of S. Res. 235, agreed to
Praneis P. Carr, Jr., executive di- ”' S b April 28, 1954)

IoCtor. -=-oo| 11,646.00) 5 823.00 To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE:

1}%3 I:E ?sohnc'gﬂ:g.mumn‘s:itiéﬁia? 11, 648.00 & 823,00 The above-mentioned committee, pursuant
from Apr. M4toMay 23 _________ 11, 546.00| 1,326.35 to Senate Resolution 123, 80th Congress, 1st
Mﬂri!mt W. Duckett, assistant £.001.88) 1. 008, 10 session, submits the following report showing
St e b UV the name, profession, and total salary of each
LaYemn Dufly, Investigator rom | oo 30| 1725 12 Person employed by it and its subcommittees
Rosemary Engel, assistant clerk. .| 4,187.45 2 083.70 for the period from January 1, 1954, to June
Anln 1?110 ?rlf‘f-‘ksils chiel assistant vt e 30, 1954, together with the funds available to

clerk, | R RN , 864, v
Herbert 8, Hawkins, Investigator..| 8, 270.10 4 uéa‘gu and expended by it and its subcommittees:
Solis Horowltz, assistant counsel,

from Apr. 14 to June 30_ .. __.____| 11, 0640. 00| 2, 480, 95 Rate of
Ray H, Jenkins, special chief coun- Hrioa Total

selfrom Apr. 14__________ 11, 646. 0G| 2, 490. 95 Name and profession axnyal salary
James N. Juliana, investiga 10, 151. 40| 4, 626, 35 salary |received
Robert F. Kennedy, chiel counsel

to minor‘l’? from Feb, 23, __.__ 11, 646. 00| 4, 140, 80

- LaVenls, assistant 10, 151. 40 Jerome S. Adlerman, professional
P E Tty isani| 1@ 140 5006-55  staff (assistant counsel)... £0, 002. 55/$4, 451.

auline 8, TLarrinore, ~assistan Cecelia A. Hoban, clerical ass um_ 4,761.00| 1,983 5

ek e 4,283.04) 2,141.52 3 ele R. O'Connor, clerical as
Charles A, Maner, secretary from ant.. 3,805, 08| 1,902. 54
Rotst ) Mooy, investigaior-—2| 6,200.40] 300580 oy B, rofessional staft | '

Frances P, Mims, assistant clerk___| 5, 047. 77| 2, 523, 84 e e et
Mary E. Morrill, assistant clerk,
10T FOD. 1o - mmimcoremeennnaannel 4,474.23 2,205.24 i Terminated May 2, 1954,
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Funds authorized or appropriated for com-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

30, 1954, together with the funds available to
and expended by it and its subcommittees:

mittee cxm-nditum_‘,....._____..__..‘..-.. $50, 000. 00
Amount exy 37,488. 28
Balance unexpended 12,51L.72
GUuy CORDON,
Chairman,
Jovy 15, 1954.

COMMTITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS

SUBCOMMITTEE INVESTIGATING THE FUEL RE-
SERVES OF THE UNITED STATES

To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE:

The above-mentioned committee, pursuant
to Senate Resolution 123, 80th Congress, 1st
session, submits the following report showing
the name, profession, and total salary of each
person employed by it and its subcommittees
for the period from January 1, 1954, to June
30, 1954, together with the funds available to
and expended by it and its subcommittees:

Rate of
Total
Name and professi ETOSS | cqlary
salary received
Cecelia A, Hoban, clerical assistant. $4, 761 $335

Funds authorized or appropriated for com-
mittee expenditure from prior authority.... $9,123,12
Amount 5, 4165

Balance unexpended 3,881 47

Guy CoORDON,
Chairman.

Jury 7, 1954,

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN
COMMERCE

(Pursuant to S. Res. 135, to Investigate cer-
tain problems relating to interstate and
foreign commerce, agreed to July 28, 1953,
continued from S. Res. 41, agreed to Jan-
uary 30, 1953)

To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE:

The above-mentioned committee, pursuant
to Senate Resolution 123, 80th Congress, 1st
session, submits the following report showing
the name, profession, and total salary of each
person employed by it and its subcommittees
for the period from January 1, 18954, to Jan-
uary 31, 1954, together with the funds avail-
able to and expended by it and its subcom-
mittees:

Rate of
Total
Name and professi EIOSS | calary
salary received
Butz, John R., clerical assistant._._| $6,003. 71| $500. 30
Drrewry, John M., special eounsel__| 11, 646.00| 970, 50
Woodruff, Franklin, professional
stafl E 9, 238. 93 769. 91

Funds authorized or appropriated for com-
Amm& expenditure (balance January 1,1054). 833. 722.83

t expended , 627. 08
Ral unexg dad 28, 094, 85
JoHN W. BRICKER,
Chairman.
JuoLy 7, 1954,
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN
COMMERCE

(Subcommittee pursuant to S. Res. 173,
agreed to January 26, 1954, to investigate
certain problems relating to interstate and
foreign commerce)

To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE:

The above-mentioned committee, pursuant
to Senate Resolution 123, 80th Congress, 1st
session, submits the following report showing
the name, profession, and total salary of each
person employed by it and its subcommittees
for the period from February 1, 1954, to June

Rate of Total
Name and professi Bross | calary
salary received
Bourbon, August J., stafl member,
o b AN $0, 238, 931%3, 070. 04
Butz, John R,, clerical assistant,
from Feb. 2_-_-._.. 6,003. 71| 2,484.83
Drewry, John M., special counsel,
Feb. 1toMar, 5. ______._____.. 1, 1646. 00{ 1, 455,75
Fsdrly. Catlmnnu E., clerical
assistant, began Mar. 1. .. _..._.__ 4, 569,81} 1,523. 24
Lawbosky, Barbara, clerical assist-
ant, Feb. 16, 17____________ .| 4,474.23 24. 85
Mu:phy, Margaret Mary clerical
assistant, from Apr. 12___________ 4,187. 45| 918.90
Rogers, kathr}’n B., r:luiml assist-
ant, from June 1. _ 4,474.23] 37285
Thompson. Helen A
ant, from Mar, 1_ 5,334. 57 1,7T78.16
Webster, Donald =
counsel, from Feb. 20___ ---| 11,646. 00| 4, 237.85
“"oo(lruf!, Franklin, professional
stafl member, Feb, 1to Mar.3._..| 9, 238.93| 546.90
Funds authorized or appropriated for com-
mittee m:mndﬂu:e. $115, 000. 00
Amount expended........ 19, 625. 29
Balance unexpended. - ... - 95,3171
JorN W. BRICKER,
Chairman.
Juory 7, 1954,
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN

COMMERCE
To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE:

The above-mentioned committee, pursuant
to Senate Resolution 123, 80th Congress, 1st
session, submits the following report showing
the name, profession, and total salary of each
person employed by it and its subcommittees
for the period from January 1, 1954, to June
30, 1954, together with the funds available to
and expended by it and its subcommittees:

Rateof [ muiq
Name and profession annual | Salary
salary received

Cecelia M. Cook, clerical assistant__
Harriet 8. Gray, "clerical assistant.
Edward 8. Jarrett, assistant chiel

$5, 716, 03/$2, 858, 46
5, 716, 93( 2, 858. 46

11, 646. 00 5, 823. 00
11, 646. 00| 5, 823. 00
11, 646. 00| 5, 823.00
6,290.49 3, 145 24
5, 716.93| 2, 858, 46

11, 646. 00{ 5 §23. 00
11, G46. 00} 5, 823. 00

11, 646. 00{ 5, 523. 00

cler]
Edwnrci R. Jel
staff member____.
Robert D. L’Heureusx, chief counsel.
Vera B. Rudolph, clerical assistant_
Mmha . Shaf.t‘u. clerical assist-
Edward C. Sweeney, prolm?smm!
stafl member.._._._._
Bertram O. Wissman, chief clerk___
I\icho‘irarr Zapple, pmfesswn.ul staff

Funﬂ_é authorized or appropriated for com-
mittee expenditure, balance, Jan. 1, 1954____ $4,920.33
Amount exp 4,711 65
Bal 217.68

1 unexy

And

JoHN W. BRICKER,
Chairman.

JoLy 12, 1954.
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY
SUBCOMMITTEE TO INVESTIGATE PROBLEMS CON-

NECTED WITH EMIGRATION OF REFUGEES AND

ESCAPEES
(S. Res. 326, 82d Cong., and S. Res. 68, 83d

Cong., agreed to April 22, 1953; and 8. Res.

188, agreed to January 26, 1954)

To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE:

The above-mentioned committee, pursuant
to Senate Resolution 123, 80th Congress, 1st
session, submits the following report showing
the name, profession, and total salary of each
person employed by it and its subcommittees
for the period from January 1, 1954, to June

July 17

30, 1954, together with the funds available to
and expended by it and its subcommittees:

Rate of
Total
Name and professi Bross | ealary
salary received

Eleanor C. Guthridge, research as-
sistant and attorney_.________

Adele V. Beaton, clerical assistant
from Mar, 22, 1954

-|$10, 068, 4585, 034. 18
4,856. 61} 1,335.54

Funds authorized or appropriated for com-

mittee expenditure. L -0 oo Lo Lol $40, 903. 22
Amount expended 13, 548, 57
Balance nnexpended. - ccocevaearacnc-. - 33,354.85
WirLiaMm LANGER,
Chairman.

JouLy 14, 1954,
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

SUBCOMMITTEE TO INVESTIGATE NATIONAL
PENITENTIARIES
(Under S. Res. 187, agreed to Jan. 26, 1954)
To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE:

The above-mentioned committee, pursuant
to Senate Resolution 123, 80th Congress, 1st
session, submits the following report showing
the name, profession, and total salary of each
person employed by it and its subcommittees
for the period from January 1, 1954, to June
30, 1854, together with the funds available to
and expended by it and its subcommittees:
Funds authorized or appropriated

for committee expenditure_____ $5, 000.00
Amount expended 260.78

Balance unexpended...... 4, 739. 22

WiLLIAM LANGER,
Chairman.

Jury 12, 1954,
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY
To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE:

The above-mentioned committee, pursuant
to Senate Resolution 123, 80th Congress, 1st
session, submits the following report showing
the name, profession, and total salary of each
person employed by it and its subcommittees
for the period from January 1, 1954, to June
30, 1954, together with the funds available to
and expended by it and its subcommittees:

Rateof | myq)
Name and profession annngl | slary
salary received
Joseph A. Davis, chiel clerk ___.__. $11, 646. 00$5, 823. 00
J. G. Bourwine, professional stafl
Lply ok SRR T 11, 646. 00] 5, 823. 00
T Cariis]e Ruddy, professional staff

Ll b O T e S et e 11, 646. 00| 5, 523. 00
Wayne ‘H. Smithey, professional

staffl member_ .- 11, 646, 00| 5, 823. 00
George 8. Green, professional staff

Lot RS A S 11, 646. 00| 5, 823, 00
Thomas B. Collins, professional

staff morabar L 11, G46. 00| 5, 823. 00
James L. Miller, professional staff

T RGN S 11, 640. 00| 5, 823. 00
Mary I Rogers, assistant chief

clerk__ 7,533.19] 3, 766. 56
Llildmd

Lo 6, 481. 67 3, 240. 78
Mlmm 0. Fox, clerical assistant__ . G, 481. 67| 3,240.78
Carrie Lee Connor, clerical assist-

BRE e e L 6,481, 67} 3, 240. 78
Naomi Hankins, clerieal assistant__| 6, 003. 71| 3, 001. 80
Richard F. Wuambach, -clerical

AEIRIRNE . o o o L e 5,430, 16] 2, 667. 26
Cosl.as D. Chrissos, clerical assist-

............................... 6,481. 67| 3,240.78
H. Juan Slwaﬂ', clerical assistant,

toJan. 81 .. . o ---| 6,481.67] 540.13
Kaf.hnri.naM El.l.i:s clerical assist- G, 481. 67| 2,430. 58

ant, from Feb. 18.. o oo
Funds authorized or appropriated for com-

mittee expenditure - $18,087.49
Amount exp 9,923. 71

Balance unexpended. .o o oooooomaaaas 9,063, 78
WiLLiaM LANGER,
Chairman.
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Juory 12, 1954.
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRADING WITH THE ENEMY
ACT

(Under authority of S. Res. 227, 83d Cong.)

To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE:

The above-mentioned committee, pursuant
to Senate Resolution 123, 80th Congress, 1st
session, submits the following report showing
the name, profession, and total salary of each
person employed by it and its subcommittees
for the perlod from January 1, 1954, to June
30, 1954, together with the funds available to
and expended by it and its subcommittees:

Rate of

Total
Name and prolessi ETOSS | calary
salary received

William A. Bteveng, clerk, to Jan,
31, 1954, and from May 16, 1954____

$5, 238.97/$1,027. 72
Nannette H. Day, clerk-secretary,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Funds thoﬂmd or appropriated for com-
pend

mittee expenditure. ..o —m--- $235,870. 55
A D 86, 356, 43
Bal pended 149, 523.12
WriLLiAM LANGER,
Chairman.

WiLLiaMm E, JENNER,
Subcommittee Chairman.

JuLy 9, 1954.
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY
SUBCOMMITTEE TO INVESTIGATE JUVENILE DE-
LINQUENCY IN THE UNITED STATES
(Under S. Res. 89, agreed to June 1, 1953, and

5. Res. 190, agreed to January 27, 1954)
To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE:

The above-mentioned committee, pursuant
to Senate Resolution 123, 80th Congress, 1st
sesslon, submits tha following report showing
the name, profession, and total salary of each
person employed by it and its subcommittees
for the period from January 1, 1954, to June
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session, submits the following report showing
the name, profession, and total salary of each
person employed by it and its subcommittees
for the period from January 1, 1954, to June
30, 1954, together with the funds available to
and expended by it and its subcommittees:

Rate of
Total
Name and profession st sngary
salary received
Arens, Richard, staff director. ___.. 311, 646. 00|85, 823.
Arens, William H., staff mcmber 8, 000, 07| 4, 495.
Ashen]lft, Ann, clerk (from Jan. 26,
_____________________________ 805. 08| 1, 638,
Basley, Carole B., derk (o June| ;
30, 1964) . ________._________| 4560.81] 2,284
Blair, Drury H., staff member. _ 9, 570, 74| 4, 785,
Burton, Robert R.. staff mem

Cameron, Betty C., clerk_ -| 4,560.81| 2,284,
DeGooyer, Franzetta R

(from June 1, 1954) ___ 4, 560, 81 312
MecCloskey, Mary J., cl 5,525, 75

Mesmer, Frod M., staff member._

00

02

20

86

785, 36
Z| 9 902 55 4,160.76
B

00

g
Schroedér, Frank W, investigator _| 9,902, 55| 4. 951,26
54

from May 16,1954 __........| 2,674.68 334.33 30, 1954, together with the funds available to , 951
In? W§ v cArthur, sceretary, to 4'065 1= and expended by it and its subcommittees: . Deurer Gary L. clerk ... 2,827.14) 1,413.
7 s AT T I A , 665,
Rate of Thiedd Fg{t;:ﬁmﬂﬁﬁi or appropriated for com- i
F = a 141 R e O e .
mf:feewa::':en tug. oy ot aig;& n Name and profession sl ey, “Amiot sxpendied .- 39, 751, 56
texy : salary Balanee unex 59, 618,85
o il pended....... R
Balance unexpended . ____.___ 30,393, 47
w Ia Hannoch, Herbert J., chie. eoumi WiLLiam LANGER,
TLLIAM LANGER, (to May 1)...._...- -|$11, 546, 00,83, 914. 35 Chairman.
Chairman. Beaser, Herbert W, chicfcounsel._ .| 11,646, 00 5, 231. 38 j
EVERETT M. DIRKSEN, Bobo, Jmnes H., assistant counsel__| 10, 566. 16] 4,723.12 A. V. WATKINS,
Subcommittee Chairman. tto ;{":f":’s') Jane-Barrie, typist 3,806.08| 711,22 Subcommittee Chairman. '
— Chumbris, Peter N, assistant coun- 3
JuLy 9, 1954. sel-investigator (from Apr.12) ___.| 8 552.84] 1,130.95 —y =3
Co it 7 x Cleer;s:ng;i iﬁ?nrd.}emlwe di- Sy b JouLy 8, 1954.
MMITTEE THE JUDICIAR T r (from Mar. 1)............_. - , 882, 00
SUBCOMMITTEE TO INVESTIGATE THE ADMINIS- G'bb"'?s m%‘“"d M., file clerk-liai- COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE
TRATION, OPERATION, AND ENFORCEMENT OF Gofl. Donld H., consultant -~ | 281529 101055 SUPCOMMITTEE TO INVESTIGATE WELFARE FUNDS
’ : ; 1,010. 23
THE INTERNAL SECURITY ACT OF 1950 Hlll;tlgl&d‘“'ﬁr&lfwns‘tl‘]ltan‘t, :!{tloghglr R B AND PENSION PLANS
and from Mar, 54)... . h To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE:

Under authority of S. Res. 172, agreed to 2
( ,mfw, 27, 1954) Hg:.ff“” Syl f‘_cl"”"“]_a&i""‘ 5143.38 2,35.55 _ The above-mentioned committee, pursuant
To the SECRET OF THE SENATE: Jensen, Floyd A., investigator to Senate Resolution 123, 80th Congress, lst

ARY : (from May 15)... 6,864.04| 877.06 session, submits the following report showing
w’.[gm awbwlgéan;len:llonefmcommsmétx. Pu.rsuain: Lankl.cr. Celeste §., typist (to Jan. LA R the name, profession, and total salary of each
ena ution » ngress, 1st 18- ... ..... ; :
session, submits the following report showing Mc“'_'f;‘“" Ill’ab 5 ?:: iﬁeﬂgﬂdmlg .llmdlitfsgt; to J : 30,
the name, profession, and total salary of each e 4,605.41| 1,832.39 B = = ot
" ’ Miniclier, Lonis M., social services 1954, together with the funds available to and
person employed by it and its subcommittees consultant (from Mar. 15 to May expended by it and its subcommittees:
for the period from January 1, 1954, to June i b R e 8,990.07| 1,897.89 K
30, 1954, together with the funds available to “;ggag{";;jg;‘; W;;i)msmme e LS
and expended by it and its subcommittees: Mowery, Edward J.. e public rela- i e Rate of
tions consultant (from Apr.9).......| 10, 560. 16| 2, 406.72 Nt s gross | Total
e T Perian, Carl L., investigator. 2,003. 37| 1,068.09 . 1 e
#TOSS Total Schnnberger, Clande M. , investiga- salary
Name and profession Sl A T e e e e 5, 430. 16/ 2, 672.47
'::!n received Sears Lillian F_, clerical assistant___| 4, 856. 61| 2, 141. 47
ary Shawn, E. Lulse, administrative Leece, William A., chief counsel
e e 6,804.04 3,288.58 Cn::d Sla‘II'lii]-i]li'(‘ctD}li(fmﬂ:l -:lm:'. z]e_}.[. $11, 646.00] $970.50
ullins, Gary investigator oburn, am H., assistant chie
B’*ﬁ e 4 c{:{mm ------- $6,451.67 $3,240.78 " (Gromi Fob. 22). .. ... 5,238.07) 1,677.20 _counsél (from Juné 1) ... 11,646.00{  970.50
CERY S., 4,001.85 | 1,363.92 Sullivan, Thomas 8., mvestlgm.or Cordes, &, Whitman, chlef investi-
¥ B T([mprgngiﬁ24)'15;"&“[&1""1'51" 6,003.71| 617.03 soza&rnﬁr{g W‘ﬁ AT 11, 646. 00{ 1, 455. 75
ar. 11) §,644.09 | 2,6a1.24 GO TREY T GO A | seos1| 21758 (rom June%)mms'gar 9,073.03] 604.86
Cardlello. James A, legal investi- 3 700.49 | 185072 Fmierlcksen, Walter A., Investi- | ] Maclntyre, Duncan M., investi- | ;
Cs ‘l.;:'r"'Avi\-'s O connsel (from. . * gator do. o o .| 5,430.16| 482.67 gator (from June 10).. . ____ 9,073.03| 520.25

J’T“""‘U ' o 116600 | 070,30 Benry, Vemer V., investigator .| .613.89 160.61 Kuhl, Arthur M., chief clerk (from
D pr AR Iavateato 8007 12 | 4,453 56 Jlein, Alfred M., ‘consultant '___ | 3,613.89| 110.41 Junel).. ... 5,430.16| 452.51
Fgggf Herman £ uv:?“’ka L;"" i§ e .mi;ea 'E}h(;“y\f" ’m“‘”"é.‘?‘“ : g,gg 5 e M('}nmrj Glffj}'s 4,052.20 412.68

S L S B R ﬁnm;auxs, Harcld V., chief investl. Gilmore, Seally, A 4
Fluegel, Edna W, stal member | | 7t Langloly Harcld V S 3,613.80( 56214 (from June D). _.___ 4,856,611  404.71
‘l"‘l'({nks i’éﬂmﬁf'&é}&"ié&t 4,761.00 | 2,380.50 "L‘;[gaDlvl{.LC ‘Bo;d [n:ﬁ;tlgaililr i g,giig L&lllg Chrlsit’omi;son.JAlm;DR.. stenog- et e

< TS o o | 3,700.40 | 1,854.72  Veney, Lawson J., consultant .| 3, A rapher (from June 21). ... , 001, :
(lrimus, Charles P., chief counsel
(o Jan, I8). oo s 11, 646. 00 | 5, 273.05 1 Per diem when actually employed.
Haaser, Stephen G.,mseareh assist- ¥ }'und; authorized or appﬁ,;ﬂ » for com- Fun_ﬂs anthorized or qnpropriated for com-

P N o L R S 8,279.10 | 4,130.52  mittee expenditure, 83d CONg.e o o ooveen- $180,613. 47 = mittee expenditure, 83d Cong.. ... $75, 000. 00
Bumplllreyﬁ. Ma&iﬁncﬂ..]elar:lgi. 4,856.61 | 2,428.26 Amouni expended, 83d Cong._._____ cemoee-  77,383.48 Amount expended, 83d Cong.. -eeeeee 11,203.21
ATIRELCYS, A0 T i 2,515.20 | 200.60 Balance unexpended ... ... e 112,229.99 Balance unexpended. .. ........ caaeaeee B3, 796.70

WiLLIAM LANGER,
9 073.03 §31. 68 s H. ALEXANDER SMITH,
1 Chairman. g
M L 11, ﬁgg %%gg RoOBERT C. HENDRICKSON, Chairman.
acDev ary 2 Subcommittee Chairman.
Maher, Maree R., typist (toJune7).| 4,856.61 | 2,117,098 S Jury 17, 1954.
ﬁ;,’ﬁ;‘;i"»,}:ﬂ,“;;g clork. ... 5,526,75 | 2, 762.82 JJ"'“ 10, 1954. COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE
_______________________________ 1, 646.00 | 5,823. 00 COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY SECRETARY OF THE SENATE:
e e v i 552575 | 2, 762,52 Calond i
McManus, Ro -, staff mem- SRCICRATION  AND NATURALIRATTON The above-mentioned committee, pursuant
: meemeemeeeamaenn|11,305.68 | 5,607.84 (5. Res. 48, agreed to January 30, 1953, and to Senate Resolution 123, 80th Congress, 1st
g(rmr-l\?‘)ﬂs Lo t'kirk 2,523.84 8. Res. 181, agreed to January 26, 1954) session, submits the following report showing
Sg“l‘z’m]g”ﬂiw; oty o 2,667.24 g the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE: the name, profession, and total salary of each

June 1).... : 4,856,61 | 404.71 The above-mentioned committee, pursuant person employed by it and its subcommittees

to 8 te Resoluti 123, 80th Congress, 1st for the period from January 1, 1954, to June
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80, 1954, together with the funds available to
and expended by it and its subcommitiees;:

Rateof | mqy
Name and profession el mlnvrgd
salary recel
Roy E. J’atnes, chief clerk. - -....--.|$11, 646. 00$5, 823. 00
Willia: Coburn,! assistant
chierc]erk “(to May 31, 1654)__._.| 11, 646.00| 4, 852. 50
Richard L. Callaghan, assistant
chiel clerk (from June 1, 1954). 11, 646.00]  970. 50
Crnwf Heerlain,
6,200, 46| 3,145.20
5,812. 53 2,906.22
5,812, 53 2,908,22
4,952,20| 1,238.04
4,0562.20) 2,476. 08
4,052,20) 2,380.47
(from A 4, 560.81] 1,142.43
Helen H, ?’;pps clerical nssistant__| 4, 052.20| 2, 476.08
Mar e M Whjtm.ker, clerical
o= eed mf e 4,952.200 2,476.08
M 1'£r W n essional sta.
e\- ;,er"ii_e_““ll ....... i 11, 646. 00| 5, 823.00
Mit'.hael J rnstein, essional
stafl mem mlﬂ 11, 646. 00| 5, 523.00
John D, Stringer, professional sta .
“rﬂle:l]sar (ﬂorﬂeian 25, lf'ytl‘,l,..__!_ 8§, 552,84 3,706.19
i essiona
stafl Ll 11, 646. 00| 5, 823.00

1 Transferred to Welfare Fund Subcommittee, June 1,

1054,
2 Resigned.
Funds authorized or appropriated for com-

ittee expenditure, 83d Cong..____.___...s $15, 000, 00
Am e:‘[ ’ , 83d Cong_g 9,431.48
Balance unexpended. . oo covcemeaeeaaan 5, 568, 52
H., ALEXANDER SMITH,
Chairman.
JurLy T, 1954.

CoMMITTEE ON PosT OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE
To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE:

The above-mentioned committee, pursuant
to Senate Resolution 123, 80th Congress, 1st
session, submits the following report showing
the name, profession, and total salary of each
person employed by it and its subcommittees
for the period from January 3, 1854, to June
30, 1954, together with the funds available to
and expended by it and its subcommittees:

Rate of Total
Name and professi BrOSS | eolary
salary received
Paschal, Frank A., chief clerk and
g £11, 646, 00 £5, 823. 00

11, 646. 00, 5, 823, 00

Brawley, H. W‘, professional stafl
T o] e e i SR 11, 646, 00 5, 823. 00
mlu. Mary, professional stafl

11, B46. 00| 5, 823. 00
5, 716. 03| 2, 838, 46

6,481 67 3,240.78

5, 143. 38| 2, 571. 66
5,334, 57| 2, 667,24
4,856, 61] 2,428, 26
4,846, 61, 1,005.73

Ilobo Virginia, clerical assistal
Hn’mnn,‘ Colette E., clerical

McElroy, Marty, clerical assistant..
Paramore, Mary Anne, clerical as-

sistant
Sutherland Mary H., clerical as-

Yuumkns. “Alice,! clerical assistant
(from Apr. 12)

1 Under authority 8. Res. 221 agreed to Apr. 7, 1054
Funds authorized or appropriated for com-

mittee expenditure $10, 000. 00
Amount Mmm““‘ 4,132.66
Balance unexpended as of June 30, 1854. 5, 867. 34

Frank CARLSON,
Chairman.
Jury 7, 1954.
CoMMITTEE ON PosST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE
INVESTIGATING THE POSTAL SERVICE
(Under S. Res. 49, d to March 6, 1953,
and S. Res. 197, agreed to February 1, 1954)
To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE!
The above-mentioned committee, pursuant
to Senate Resolution 123, 80th Congress, 1st

session, submits the following report showing
the name, profession, and total salary of each
person employed by it and its subcommittees
for the period from January 3, 1954, to March
21, 1954, together with the funds available to
and expended by it and its subcommittees:

Rateof | iy
Name and professian ETOSS | ealary
annual recelved
salary
Compton, Glenn C., investigator-
analyst (to Jan, 31 ¥ -|$11, 646. 00| $970. 50
Fadely, Catherine E.,c{ennal
assistant (to Feb. 28)___ .| 4,856.61] 800,42
Healey, Frank G, investigator-
analyst (to Mar. B 6, 003. 71| 1, 500. 90
Kitehen, Annelle, clerical assistant
o Mar 36y - o 4,856.61) 1,01L.77

Funds authorized or appropriated for com-
mittee uxmnrlil.ure _______________________

Amount expended ... .. FEhiz T
Balance unexpended as of Mar, 31,
D S e e 23,622, 42
FRANK CARLSON,
Chairman.
Jury 1, 1954.

COMMITTEE ON PuBrLic WORKS

To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE:

The above-mentioned committee, pursuant
to Senate Resolution 123, 80th Congress, 1st
session, submits the following report showing
the name, profession, and total salary of each
person employed by it and its subcommittees
for the period from January 1, 1954, to July
1, 1954, together with the funds available to
and expended by it and its subcommittees:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE
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Rate of Total
Name and profession n!:lrr?l":?ﬂ salary
received
salary
Kemp, L. Stsn!n{;[ professional
stafl member (to May 15)_.__._._| $5,900.07/$3, 371 26
Berkoviteh, Boris 8,, professional
stafl member (from Juno 15)_____ 11, 646.00)  517.60
Btrain, Mary L., assistant chief
clerk (to May Ry=sape st v 5,716,93| 2,143.84
Trolano, Thelma M., nssistant
chief clerk (from June 16). - ... 4,0605.41]  194.39
Funds anthorized or appropriated for com-
mittee expenditure, 83d Cong.............. $10,000.00
Amount expended, 83d CONgammeeeeeeeenee 2, 140. 54
Balance unexpended . - oo oeeeeeaen 7,859, 46
WiILLIAM E. JENNER,
Chairman.
JuLy 1954.

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PRIVILEGES AND ELECTIONS

To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE:

The above-mentioned committee, pursuant
to Senate Resolution 123, 80th Congress, 1st
session, submits the following report showing
the name, profession, and total salary of each
person employed by it and its subcommittees
for the period from January 1, 1954, to June
30, 1954, together with the funds available to
and expended by it and its subcommittees:

Rate of
Taotal
Name and profession aﬂ?:isn] salary
received
salary
Bassett, Ellsworth W, professional
stall i |$11, 648, 00185, 823. 00
Fox, Thomas F., clerical staff______| 6,003, 71| 2, 628 61
Kapnie, Charles N., chief clerk..._. 11, 646. 00 5, 823. 00
Luschyk, Mary, clerical staff_______| 4, 569.81| 2, 284. 90
Martinez, John L. (minority),
charicakstaly . - o ..ol 6, 481. 67| 3, 240. 83
Ortlz, Frances (minority), profes-
slonal stafl___ e ‘l‘] G406, 00| 5, 823. 00
Porter, Eloise, assistant clerk._.___.| 7.437.50| 3, 718.79
Eneed, Theo W., professional stafl__| 11, 646. 00} 5, 823. 00
Funds authorized or appropriated for com-
mittee expenditore - oo $35, 000. 00
A expend 6, 104. 78
Balance unexpended. .. -a-aooaenenoooo- 28, 895, 22

EpwarRD MARTIN,
Chairman.

Jury 1954.
COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION

To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE!:

The above-mentioned committee, pursuant
to Senate Resolution 123, 80th Congress, 1st
session, submits the following report showing
the name, profession, and total salary of each
person employed by it and its subcommittees
for the period from January 1, 1954, to June
30, 1954, together with the funds available to
and expended by it and its subcommittees:

Rate of

Total
Name and professi BIOSS | golary
salary received

Bookwalter, William F., chief clerk. |§11, 646. 00§35, 823. 00

8t. Clair, Darrell, professional staff

member. ... . eooooaoo----| 11,646, 00| 5, 823.00
Moanllien, Ann E., clerical assist-

............................... 6,003. 71| 2,954 01
Ju.cksun, Elaine H., clerical assist-

5 eae| 6,003.71) 2,601 15
Gnvln B. Floy, l:h-rlml ‘assistant___| 6,008.71| 3, 00L 80
Greens, Eleanor L., clerical assis

ant... .| 4,474.23] 2,141. 49
Ware, iford H,, profess

ctall member (to Moy 10| 11, 646. 00| 4, 406.65
Hill, Burton 8., professional staff

member (to Mar. 31) - eeeeeee--| 10,815.02

2,703.75 ¥

Rate of
Total
Name and profession nﬁml salary
salary received
B , John W., investigator (to
ADE. 4, 1084) e $7, 810, 96/$2, 041. 86
C :-rvanloq Heetor H.,, investigator
(from Jan, 11 to Feb. B e 5, 430.16] 633, 51
Garcia, Raymond B., investigator
(from Jan, 11 to Feb. 17)_________ 5,430.16] 558.09
Gustafson, Howard 8., investiga-
tor (from Jan, 11. to Feb, 17)_____ 5,430.16{ 558.09
Kemp, L. Stanley, chiel investi-
gator (from May 16)_.___________ B, 900.07] 1,123.75
I\Iajc-ski Emma M , clerical nssist-
ant (to Apr.4).._. 4,665, 41( 1, 218,17
Phu]hin Richard E., investigator
oApe. &) X 8,005, 36/ 2, 090. 27
Sun(lers. Evelyn P., clerical sssist-
ant (from Feb, 10 to Mar, 31) 3, 613. 511, 95
Bcott, Marilyn E., clerical assis
ant (to Apr. 4)._.. 4,001. 85 1, 068. 40
Smalley, Patricia N., clerical assist-
ant (I‘rnm Feb. 10 to Mar. 31)....| 3,613.80 511.95
Strain, Mary L., derk (from May
R L - ek 5 716,93 714.61
Troiano, Thelma M., eclerical
assistant (to June 15 ... 4, 665,41 2 138,29
Webner, Ruth M., clerical assist-
ant (S0 Jenc®)______ - ___ 4,091, 85[ .09
Funds authorized or appropriated for com-
mittee expenditure (3. Res. 137, Aug. 3,
1958, $37,500; 8. Res. 234, May 21, 1954,
=1L e R M i S - R $87, £00. 00
Amount expended 40, 161 07
Balance unexpended..._._.._.____.__._ 47,338.93
Wmn E. JENNER,
Chairman.
Jury 1, 1954.

SELECT COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS
To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE:

The above-mentioned committee, pursuant
to Senate Resolution 123, 80th Congress, 1st
session, submits the following report showing
the name, profession, and total salary of each
person employed by it and its subcommittees
for the period from January 1, 1854, to June
30, 1954, together with the funds available to
and expended by it and its subcommittees;

Rate of
Total
Name and professl ETOSS | calary
salary received
Byrne, Elizabeth A, assistant chiel I
1 - -an---=-| $5, 621 34(%2, 810, 64
¥ professional
R w1
[ TR0 L0 § P 1
From Jan. 16. .o ommommmemeoman 11, 646, 00 T91.8%
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Rate of

Total
Name and profession &Ell;lol.:isﬂl salair);d
salary TreceLv

Henderson, Laurance G., profes-
sional stafl member (to Apr. 6)___$11, 646.00/$3, 105.60
Harvey, Matthew J., clerical assist-

ant (from Mar. 12)________.-__... 5, 525.75| 1,673.04
Humphrey, Katherine
_________________________ 4, 665. 41| 2,332.68
Jehle. Philip F., professional staff
P e RN ) B, 552. 84| 4,276.38
Imkey, Sara Betty, clerical assist-
............................... 4,378, 64| 2,180.28
l\ovnk Gertrude C., clerical assist-
TR TR el TR 4,474.23 2,237.10
0’Connor, Blake, pm[:.'sslonal staff
member (from Apr. 7). ... 10, 068. 45| 2, 3*1\?. 28
Ru| 5) pert, Minna L chief elerk. . 9, 653. 60| 4, 826,82
Stults, Walter B., professional stail
member:

10,815, 02
11, 646,00 }5 19.12

4,474.23

882.41

Funds authorized or appropriated for com-

mittee expenditure, Cong: = st $10, 000. 00
Ampunt ex; il Naone
Bal unexpended. . . ceoreeeeocaaaas 10, 000. 00
Eowarp J. THYE,
Chairman.
Jury 1, 1954,

SeLEcT COMMITTEE ON SMALL BEUSINESS

(Pursuant to S. Res. 115, agreed to July 8,
1953)
To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE!

The above-mentioned committee, pursuant
to Senate Resolution 123, 80th Congress, 1st
sesslon, submits the following report showing
the name, profession, and total salary of each
person employed by it and its subcommittees
for the period from January 1, 1954, to June
30, 1954, together with the funds avallable to
and expended by it and its subcommittees:

Rateof | moin)
Name and profession m salary
salary received

Alfriend, KnbE!eW B., professional
Amis, William D.,

$5,047. 77(42, 523. 84

investigator..... 9,321, 88| 4,660.92

Harvey, Matthew, professional

stafl member (to Mar. 11)________ 5, 525. 75 1,089.78
0'Connor, Blake, professional staff

member (10 ADPY. 1) e caccccacnen- 10, 068. 45| 2, 684.80
Woodruff, Franklin, professional

staffl member (from Mar, 14) ... 9, 321.88| 3,020.60

Funds authorized or appropriated from June
12, 1952, to June 30, 1954, for committee

expenditure (S, Res. 320 and 115). - oeeennen $92, 000. 00
Amount expended. . oo eeeem 78,335, 24
Balance unexpended 13, 664. 76
Epwarp J. THYE,
Chairman.

BILL AND JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

A bill and a joint resolution were in-
troduced, read the first time and, by
unanimous consent, the second time, and
referred as follows:

By Mr. MURRAY (for himself and
Mr. HUMPHREY) :

5.3766. A bill to provide that the refer-
endum with respect to the national market-
ing quota for the 1955 crop of wheat shall
be held not earlier than August 14, 1954, nor
later than August 28, 1954; to the Commit-
tee on Agriculture and Forestry.

(See the remarks of Mr. MurraY when he
introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. CASE:

5. J. Res. 178. Joint resolution to estab-

lish a Federal Highways Commission to
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make recommendations with respect to
transcontinental and midcontinental high-
ways; to the Committee on Public Works.

REFERENDUM RELATING TO NA-
TIONAL MAREKETING QUOTA FOR
1955 WHEAT CROP

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, the Ag-
ricultural Adjustment Act, as amended,
requires that a referendum be held to
determine whether our farmers favor
marketing quotas on wheat. To gualify
for price supports, a farmer must comply
with the wheat acreage allotments es-
tablished by the Secretary of Agricul-
ture.

This year’s referendum is scheduled
for July 23, and, as yet, the American
wheat farmer does not know at what
level wheat price supports will be estab-
lished. I feel that our farmers are en-
titled to know what they will be offered
in the form of price supports if they
choose to accept marketing econtrols.
Such information should be available be-
fore the farmer votes on the referendum.

Several days ago I requested Secre-
tary Benson to postpone the referendum
until the Congress has completed action
on the farm bill. The Secretary advises
me that he has no authority under the
law to extend the referendum date.

Therefore, on behalf of the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. HuMpHREY], and
myself, I introduce for appropriate refer-
ence a bill which will serve to delay the
holding of the referendum until Con-
gress acts on the question of price sup-
port levels.

It is our hope that the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry will consider
this proposed legislation without delay.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred.

The bill (S. 3766) to provide that the
referendum with respect to the national
marketing quota for the 1955 crop of
wheat shall be held not earlier than
August 14, 1954, nor later than August
28, 1954, introduced by Mr. Murray (for
himself and Mr. HUMPHREY), was Te-
ceived, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry.

REVISION OF ATOMIC ENERGY ACT
OF 1946, AS AMENDED—AMEND-
MENT

Mr. GILLETTE (for himself, Mr.
MaeNUusoN, Mr. MoRSE, Mr. MANSFIELD,
Mr. MURRAY, Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. LANGER,
Mr, Youne, Mr. KEEFAUVER, Mr. HENNINGS,
Mr, LeamaN, and Mr, Joanson of Colo-
rado) submitted an amendment intend-
ed to be proposed by them, jointly, to
the bill (S. 3690) to amend the Atomic
Energy Act of 1946, as amended, and for
other purposes, which was ordered to lie
on the table and to be printed.

GRANT OF RETROCESSION TO A
STATE OF CONCURRENT JURIS-
DICTION OVER CERTAIN LAND—
CHANGE OF REFERENCE

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Public Works be discharged from the
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further consideration of the bill (H. R.
7111) to authorize the grant or retroces-
sion to a State of concurrent jurisdiction
over certain land, and that the bill be
referred to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary. I make this request for the rea-
son that after initial study by the Com-
mittee on Public Works, it was believed
that the bill deals with a matter which
should properly come before the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the Senator
from Pennsylvania? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

As in executive session,

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate messages from the President of
the United States submitting several
nominations, which were referred to the
Committee on Armed Services.

(For nominations this day received,
see the end of Senate proceedings.)

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES,
ETC., PRINTED IN THE RECORD

On request, and by unanimous con-
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, ete.,
were ordered to be printed in the REcorD
as follows:

By Mr. EEFAUVER:

Statement prepared by him containing ex-
tracts from a report and appraisal entitled
“Anti-Semitic Activity in the United States,”
the report prepared and issued recently by
the American Jewish Committee.

NEED FOR REINSTITUTION OF BEEF
PURCHASING PROGRAM

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, the
recent extreme heat and lack of rainfall
in Kansas are causing the forced mar-
keting of cattle and for this reason the
market on these cattle is being forced to
ruinously low prices.

Last year our section of the country
went through a very disastrous period as
far as the livestock producers were con-
cerned and for the very same reason,
and I sincerely hope we will not have
to go through it again.

So far as the purchase of livestock is
concerned, during the past few days I
have received many telegrams, letters,
and calls from people in our State urging
that the Federal Government immedi-
ately reinstitute the beef purchase
program.

I have discussed this subject with the
Secretary of Agriculture, and am advised
that the Department is greatly con-
cerned about the situation and that it is
sincerely hoped that we may expect some
action in the very near future.

In my opinion, the beef purchase pro-
gram, in order fto be effective, should
start at once. It would do much to sus-
tain the price of cattle at our livestock
markets. I am urging the Secretary to
take immediate action.

Mr. President, I wish to include in the
ReEecorp as a part of these remarks a copy
of a recent telegram from Mr. M. J.
Flynn, president of the Kansas City
Livestock Exchange, and a copy of a
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letter from Mr. A. G. Pickett, secretary
of the Kansas Livestock Association.

There being no objection, the letters
and telegram were ordered to be printed
in the REcorp, as follows:

Kawnsas CrTY, Mo.
The Honorable FRANE CARLSON,
Senate Office Building:

Recent high temperatures and low rainfall
resulting in large number cows and calves
coming to our market. Water shortage con-
tributing to forced movement of livestock.
Some 5,500 cows received at our market this
week as large number as any week in June
or July 1953. Values on cows and other
young cattle in canner and cutter flesh ap-
proaching the lows of last year. This can
rapidly develop into a very bad situation on
this class of cattle. It would seem some
plans for emergency action should be under
consideration,

M. J. FLYNN,
President, Kansas City Livestock
Ezchange.

TorPeExA, Kans., July 13, 1954.
Senator FRANK CARLSON,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SeENATOR Carison: The following
night letter was sent to Secretary of Agricul-
ture Ezra T. Benson, July 13:

“Record heat 114° common yesterday. No
rain past 2 weeks in most of Kansas. Crops
and grass are burning. Stock-water situation
becoming critical. Forced cattle marketing
started. Some truckers report bookings 2
weeks ahead. Beef purchase program, to be
effective, should start at once. Price paid for
beef should warrant stronger cattle prices.
Contracts should be for delivery dates requir-
ing immediate purchase by processors.”

Kansas LIVESTOCK ASSOCIATION,
A. G. PIcrETT, Secretary.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there fur-
ther morning business? If not, morning
business is closed.

REVISION OF THE ATOMIC ENERGY
ACT OF 1946

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 3690) to amend the Atomic
Energy Act of 1946, as amended, and for
other purposes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. FEr-
GUSON].

THE ATOMIC GIVEAWAY

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, the re-
marks I am about to make are based on
such study of the bill as I have been able
to make since the report on the bill was
submitted on Tuesday afternoon.

The bill is a highly complex and high-
1y technical one. I believe its provisions
and implications are not understood by
the great majority of the Members of the
Senate. I believe the bill is so far-
reaching in effect, and will so greatly
control the destiny of the utilization of
atomic energy in the United States for
50 long a period, that it should be studied
most carefully by the Senate, not during
a period of 2, 3, or 4 days, but for many
times that period. During the short
length of time that has been available
or will be made available to us for study
of the bill, there has not been, and will
not be any means by which anyone could
acquaint himself, even reasonably well,
with all the highly technical provisions
of the bill, or could evaluate with any de-
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gree of usefulness the widespread and
long-term implications of this measure.

Mr, President, I am afraid that the
American people have little conception
of the far-reaching issues and the long-
range impact of the proposed amend-
ments to the Atomic Energy Act.

This bill before us, Mr. President, com-
pletely rewrites the McMahon Atomic
Energy Act of 1946. It contains scores of
provisions which will affect our lives and
our children’s lives and the lives of gen-
erations yet to come. It will set an en-
tirely new pattern of atomic energy con-
trol and development, radically different
from that set forth in the McMahon Act.

This is in spite of the fact that in his
special message of February 17 to Con-
gress, President Eisenhower stated that,
in general, the McMahon Act “is still
adequate to the Nation’'s needs.”

President Eisenhower recommended
two separate sets of amendments, one
providing for a broader exchange of
atomic information with our allies, and
another to provide for greater participa-
tion by private industry in the atomie-
energy-development field.

I have no quarrel with either of these
two objectives, although obviously the
most urgent question is that of permit-
ting a freer flow of essential atomic in-
formation between ourselves and our
allies. This is essential to our national
security, This is essential to the main-
tenance of our precious unity with our
allies. This is necessary in order to build
up atomic military strength within the
free world.

I agree that legislation accomplishing
this purpose should and must be enacted
at this session; it cannot wait; nor is
the proposed legislation to accomplish
this purpose so complicated that it can-
not be carefully considered, debated, and
enacted without delay. In this respect,
the pending bill, in its present form, does
not satisfy me; nor does it satisfy the
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Pas-
TORE], as is brought out by that distin-
guished member of the joint committee
in his statement of separate views. The
provisions dealing with exchange of
atomic information with our allies should
be appropriately amended and passed.

But, Mr. President, the other aspect
dealt with by President Eisenhower in
his message of February 17, and dealt
with in the sweeping proposed legislation
before us, namely, the peacetime devel-
opment of atomic energy, is far more
complex. It also has a far wider range
of implications for the welfare, prosper-
ity, and economic development of our
country. It can, and may very well, de-
termine the complete direction of our
economic institutions.

This, Mr. President, is not a matter
to be considered lightly, briefly, or super-
ficially. This is a matter in which each
Member of the Senate bears a heavy re-
sponsibility, of which he cannot divest
himself, and which he cannot pass on,
in the last analysis, to any committee or
group of Senators,

This affects my State so powerfully
that I cannot let this proposed legisla-
tion go by without the most searching
analysis, without the most comprehen=-
sive study on my part, without demand-
ing and insisting upon the most compre=
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hensive debate on each jot and title of
this aspect of the legislation.

Mr, President, the whole economic
form and structure of the Nation, the
foundation of the American economic
way of life, the assembly line, inass pro-
duction, mass transportation, mass com-
munications—all depend on the avail-
ability, in vast amounts, of low-cost
sources of energy. To meet this need
we have been using wood, coal, petro-
leum, natural gas, and falling water.

For most purposes these sources of
energy are converted into electric power,
and, by and large, electric power is the
driving force of our entire economy and
is the basis of the comforts and conven-
iences we enjoy in our home lives as well.

Now we have this new source of energy,
of still unplumbed potentialities, beyond
the scheme and dream of any of us even
today—atomic energy.

In 10 short years, atomic energy has
been translated from a theoretical con-
cept, a mathematic equation, to a press-
ing reality, the most overriding fact of
our present age.

The legislation before us deals with
atomic energy, and the development of
its peacetime uses, in a definitive, a
patternmaking manner. The provisions
of the McMahon Act dealing with this
subject were rudimentary. In the pend-
ing bill these aspects are given such con-
crete form and substance as to control
and determine the management and
uses of atomic energy for many years in
the future, perhaps for all time. The
pattern we set today may and probably
will, control what we can practicably do
in the future.

The technological and industrial de-
velopments in the atomic energy field
may come so fast—just as they have
come in the past few years—that even
the next Congress may be unable to un-
make and reverse or radically modify the
pattern that is being laid down so specifi-
cally—and so mistakenly in my judg-
ment—in the pending bill.

Mr. President, we are dealing with a
matter so vast in importance that I feel
it requires, as I have already said, not a
hasty 3 or 4 or 5 day debate, following
within 24 hours of the submission of the
bill, itself, and the majority report
thereon, but rather a debate of weeks,
following an opportunity of several
months, if possible, of study, not only by
us, but by all the experts in this field in
the country, and by all those who are or
might be affected—and by that I mean
the whole American people.

Mr. HICKENLOOFPER. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield for a statement?

Mr. LEHMAN. Yes.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I hope the
Senator will not misunderstand me. I
think this bill should be the subject of
satisfactory and full debate, but I wish
to invite the attention of the Senator to
a fact which, undoubtedly, he knows,
namely, that the bill and all its provi-
sions are, in effect, the cumulative effort
of approximately 8 years of intensive
and continuous study by the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy, and that the
verbiage of the bill is the result of inten-
sive hearings devoted specifically to these
revisions, The hearings began in the
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early part of last year and have con-
tinued up to this time.

I am not in any way saying that the
Senate should not debate the bill fully
and understandingly, but I wish to give
assurance that the legislation now pro-
posed is not the result of any hasty or
precipitate action on the part of the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy.

Mr. LEHMAN. Let me say to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Iowa that I
have the highest respect for and confi-
dence in the members of the Atomic
Energy Commission, as well as the mem-
bers of the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy. I know how conscientious they
are. But, after all, even in the report, a
very considerable difference of opinion is
expressed with regard to many of the
most important issues involved. Every
Member of the Senate has a very heavy
responsibility. The report on the bill
was submitted to the Senate on Tuesday
afternoon, I believe, and the debate be-
gan the following day. I cannot help but
emphasize again the complexity and
importance of this proposed legislation.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I do not mean
to minimize that attitude at all. As I
say, the bill should be thoroughly under-
stood and debated by Members of the
Senate. The only point I am speaking to
is that I want the assurance to appear
in the Recorp that, so far as the joint
committee is concerned, this subject has
not been approached lightly. The action
of the joint committee has not been pre-
cipitate. It is the result of a cumulative
study of 8 years of constant observation;
and the verbiage of the bill is the result
of hearings which began last year and
have continued to this time.

By no stretch of the imagination would
I want to be considered as urging that
the Senate not give ample time and dis-
cussion to one of the most vital problems
in the world today. So I am not object-
ing to discussion. I merely wish to re-
assure the Senate and the Senator that
the bill itself is not the result of pre-
cipitate action.

There are some fundamental disagree-
ments., I say “fundamental.” They are
not really fundamental. They are dis-
agreements on the question of the pres-
ent expediency of taking or not taking
certain action. The subject has been
given considerable thought by the com-
mittee, and I earnestly hope the Senate
will give it adequate thought.

Mr. LEHMAN. The remarks made by
the Senator from Iowa are exactly what
I would expect him to say. I know of his
very great consideration for his col-
leagues in the Senate and his desire to
see that every question of importance is
debated for such length of time as may
be necessary in order that a wise reso-
lution of the problem may be made. I
mention that fact merely to show that
even though I have the highest respect
for members of the Atomic Energy Com-
mission and members of the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy, there are dif-
ferences of opinion, as outlined in the
report.

Essentially, we are debating a ques-
tion of what the basic energy and power
policy of the United States is to be for
decades to come. It is a fact that in the
unleashed energy of the atom there is
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more power potential than that con-
tained in all the unmined coal in the
United States, more than that con-
tained in all of the developed and reserve
oil pools in the United States, more than
that produced by all the hydroelectric
plants now in existence.

Yes, Mr. President, the policies and
programs which we are asked to estab-
lish through the passage of this bill will
directly affect every man, woman, and
child in our Nation as long as they may
live—and certainly our actions will be
judged by unborn generations when
they consider whether we, in 1954, ful-
filled our obligations in this field or
avoided them because of the complexity
of the subject and the pressure to pass
something before adjourning.

In my opinion one of the fundamental
questions before us is whether the Con-
gress of the United States, in setting the
policy for the unleashing of electric
power from the atom, is planning for the
welfare of all of our people, or for only
a privileged few.

I am afraid, Mr. President, that the
bill now before us contains one of the
greatest giveaways of the people’s in-
vestments and rights in a fundamental
power source that has ever been pro-
posed in the Congress.

This bill, in its fullest implications,
far transcends the infamous giveaway
of the offshore oil bill. The power po-
tential of the atomic-power giveaway
transcends a million times the threat-
ened giveaway of the water-power re-
sources of the Niagara Falls develop-
ment—a giveaway against which I have
been fighting for many years.

Mr. President, this is not a million-
dollar giveaway, or a billion-dollar give-
away. This is a giveaway of such pro-
portions as to dwarf the imagination,
and to beggar any numbers which are
used to describe it.

I say, Mr. President, on the basis of
what study I have been able to give this
bill in the limited time at my disposal,
that we are giving away the public’s right
in a source of energy which was discov-
ered and developed by the accumulated
brains and resources not only of all the
people of the United States, but of other
nations, too.

To refer to the financial investment in
atpmic energy, the American people have
invested $12 billion in this development.
It has been officially estimated that when
the Atomic Energy Commission com-
pletes its present expansion program, it
will have a gross capital investment, in
property and eguipment, value at $8
billion. This is more than the combined
investments of Du Pont, General Motors,
and United States Steel.

Yet it is here proposed that the Con-
gress surrender and give away the pub-
lic’s rights in the peacetime development
of atomic energy to a few private mo-
nopolies. :

Oh, Mr. President, how will we an-
swer to the American people, and to the
generations still to come, for the action
that is here proposed, for this vast sur-
render, for this act of unconscionable
divestment of the rights of the American
people.

Mr. President, I am not opposed—far
from it—to private participation in the
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development of atomic energy for in-
dustrial uses. I am strongly in favor of
it. I believe in private enterprise, in
its genius, and in its unlimited horizons.
But I am opposed to unjustified public
subsidy of private enterprise. I am op-
posed to abdication of the public interest
in favor of private profit.

The public has original and prior
rights in atomic energy. The rights to
its development are the property of all
the people. It is perfectly proper to
share those rights with private enter-
prise, but the Government must at all
times protect the public interest and re-
serve those powers over atomic energy,
in any of its aspects, which are necessary
to protect the public interest.

In this bill, Mr. President, it is pro-
posed to grant licenses to private com-
panies—to a very few very large and
monopolistic private companies—to de-
velop industrial atomic power, from
what is, by its nature, a public domain—
atomic energy, made possible—and I
emphasize this—by public investment
and national genius mobilized in the
public service.

It is proposed to grant these licenses,
Mr. President, without even a recapture
clause, without the right to recapture
from private enterprise that which fun-
damentally belongs to the public. In
every license granted to a private com-
pany for the development of hydroelec-
tric power, there is such a recapture
clause. In every license granted to a
radio or TV station for the use of the
ether, there is a renewal and cancellation
clause,

Yet in this bill, there is no provision
for recapture, by the Government, of
the rights granted by the license for the
development of atomic energy.

This bill provides further, Mr. Presi-
dent, for compulsory patents on devel=-
opments in the atomic-energy field, to
remain, to some extent, under public
control. But there is in this bill a 5-year
limitation on the public control of such
patents. That is an utterly inadequate
protection of the public interest.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New York yield?

Mr. LEHMAN. I am glad to yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Isthe understanding
of the Senator from Illinois correct that
with respect to private patents there
is a normal 16-year limitation?

Mr. LEHMAN. That is correct.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Therefore, the 5-year
limitation is approximately a third of
the length of time which is granted on
private patents.

Mr. LEHMAN. Yes; and the hands
of the Government are completely tied
at the expiration of 5 years. I thank
the Senator from Illinois. We have only
scratched the surface in the atomiec-
energy development field. The reserva-
tion of the public interest should be of
indefinite duration, pending a further
review and determination by Congress.
I would accept, although with mental
qualms on my part, a 10-year or some-
what longer limitation, as proposed in
the minority views. Beyond that I
would not go. I desire to say, however,
that my very definite preference would
be to have no limitation on the reserva-
tion on patents.
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Mr. President, these provisions in the
bill, in themxelves, constitute a give-'
away which is intolerable and unjusti-
fiable. This is a giveaway in the grand
manner, in comparison with which any
other giveaway this Congress has en-
acted pales in magnitude.

And this is just a beginning of the
evils, the unjustifiable shortcomings in
this bill.

The bill praectically prohibits the
Atomic Energy Commission from devel-
oping power even for its own uses, as well
as for commercial uses.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield further?

Mr. LEHMAN. I am glad to yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I ask the Senator
whether his statement is borne out by
section 44 of the committee report,
issued by the majority, which on page
15, line 5, provides:

This section * * * does not permit the
Commission to enter the power-producing
business without further congressional au-
thorization to construct or operate such
commercial facilities.

Mr. LEHMAN. I thank the Senator
from Illinois for his contribution. I
shall refer to that point later in my
speech. That is what would tie the
hands of the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion in connection with the use of power
resources without further congressional
action, and would set a pattern which
would be controlling, undoubtedly, for
years, if not decades and generations to
come.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New York further
yield?

Mr. LEHMAN. Gladly.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I should like to have
a comment from the Senator from New
York on the argument which is made,
that since this material, presumably
uranium, will be leased to private power-
producing facilities, such leasing will lead
to competition, and that the competition
will be self-regulating and will serve to
keep prices to consumers down.

Mr. LEHMAN. There is no provision
with respect to a competitive basis in this
bill. So long as the Government is pre-
vented from producing atomic power for
the use of all the people of the Nation,
there cannot be any yardstick or any
actual competition with private industry.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New York further
yield?

Mr. LEHMAN. I am glad to yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I wonder if the Sen-
ator from New York would check my
understanding as to the cost of install-
ing atomic power facilities. Does he
understand, as does the Senator from
Illinois, that the probable cost of an
efficient reactor to produce power is
somewhere around $900 to $1,000 per
kilowatt, and that probably a plant which
would produce power most efficiently
would have to have a capacity of some=
where around 200,000 kilowatts or 250,-
000 kilowatts? Therefore, the minimum
investment required to produce electric
power from atomic materials would be
in the neighborhood of from $180 million
to $250 million. Does the Senator from
New York believe that the figures cited
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by the Senator from Illinois are approxi-
mately correct?

Mr. LEHMAN. I have no knowledge
of the exact figures. However, the
figures given by the Senator from Illinois
have been repeated time and time again
by others, many of whom are experts in
this field. Therefore, there is no doubt
in my mind that, generally speaking, the
figures given by the Senator from Illinois
are accurate. There is also no doubt
in my mind that the cost of installing a
reactor would be very great.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Under those condi-
tions can we picture great numbers of
people in large cities, such as in New
York City, rushing forward with $180
million or $250 million in their pockets
and saying, “We want to get a license to
lease fissionable materials with which
to produce electricity”?

Mr. LEHMAN. No; I certainly cannot
imagine that. My experience would
teach me that I would be unreasonably
optimistic if I believed anything like
that. There is another reason why there
would be no benefit to the people of the
State of New York, because there is no
provision in the bill for preference, or
any safeguards, which are so necessary
in order to obtain power at a reasonable
price.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not a fact that
the leasing provisions of section 44
would, therefore, result in the Atomic
Energy Commission’s leasing this ma-
terial, presumably uranium, to a series
of regional monopolies and that there
would not be competition within any one
of the regions?

Mr. LEHMAN. The Senator from Illi-
nois is completely correct in that prem-
ise. I wish to point out another thing,
namely, that as I interpret this bill, the

Government guarantees to sell uranium

at fair rates to private customers and to
buy plutonium at reasonable rates in
return. That, in my opinion, constitutes
a built-in subsidy for the large com-
panies who might avail themselves of
this privilege.

Mr. DOUGLAS. It is sometimes said,
T believe, by the senior Republican mem-
ber of the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy that the leasing provisions of the
bill provide for free competition under
the private-enterprise system. Would
they not have the effect of providing
monopolistic private enterprise?

Mr. LEHMAN. There is no doubt
about that. They would inevitably, in
my opinion, ultimately tend to foster the
development of monopolistic enterprise,

Mr. DOUGLAS. From a sentence
which the Senator from New York
dropped, in which he spoke of the value
of a public plant as a yardstick, I take it
that what the Senator from New York is
arguing is that the Atomic Energy Com-
mission should at least have the au-
thority to produce power if, in the opin-
ion of the Commission and the Congress,
that seemed to be desirable, so that the
cost could be compared with the price
charged by private utilities and a greater
degree of competition could be intro-
duced into the manufacture of power
and ifts distribution.

Mr. LEHMAN. I fully agree with the
Senator from Illinois,
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Mr. DOUGLAS. What the Senator
from New York is advocating is a com-
petitive system of enterprise rather than
a monopolistic system of enterprise.

Mr. LEHMAN. I am; and in order to
consummate that objective and make it
a reality I have an amendment, which
is on the desks of Senators, and which I
intend to call up, providing for exactly
the considerations which have been out-
lined by the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DOUGLAS. A similar amendment
has been drafted by the Senator from
Colorado [Mr, Jornson], which I hold
in my hand, identified as 7-16-54-C.
The amendment of the Senator from
New York is, I believe, identified as T-
15-54-D. So the same idea seems to be
occurring to a number of Senators.

Mr. LEHMAN. Yes. The amend-
ments are all very similar, and any one
of them, I believe, would further the
purposes outlined by the Senator from
Illinois.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I take it that the
Senator from New York is not opposing
the leasing of this material, presumably
uranium, to private industry. He is
merely saying that when it is done it
should be under proper conditions, and
that should not be the only way in which
this material should necessarily be used.

Mr. LEHMAN. I have already said
that I am not opposed to private enter-
prise. I should like to see private en-
terprise share in this development, but
under the proper safeguards. What I
particularly object to is any surrender
on the part of the United States Gov-
ernment of the interests of the people
of the country whose sacrifices have
alone made this development possible.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that if
Congress did not wish to have the AEC
sponsor an electric powerplant it could
always prevent such action by refusing
to appropriate?

Mr. LEHMAN. To go further than
that, I think it would require congres-
sional approval for any change in pol-
icy, but certainly, under any circums-
stances, Congress could control it
through appropriations,

Mr. DOUGLAS. So we should not
put a legislative prohibition in the bill
which would tie the hands of the Atomic
Energy Commission for all time or until
such time as the present act could be
amended or repealed.

Mr. LEHMAN. Exactly. There is no
question about that. The Senator from
Illinois has stated the problem very
clearly. I thank the Senator for his
very useful contribution to this debate.

Mr. President, the only power the
AEC is permitted to develop is that
which is developed incidental to its re-
search activities. Yet the AEC is the
greatest consumer of power in the
world.

Here the AEC has developed the po-
tentialities of atomic power. But this
bill prohibits the AEC from utilizing its
own discoveries to develop atomic power
to help meet its own power needs. This
is an unconscionable provision, Mr.
President, another giveaway provision.

The AEC should have the right, and
should even be directed to develop power
to help meet its own power needs. This
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would be a healthy check on private
power development. I shall dwell more
on this aspect, in relation to commercial
power development, in a moment.

The accomplishments of the Atomic
Energy Commission to date have been
most impressive. We know the great
strides in the development of strategic
and tactical atomic weapons—a devel-
opment which surely has helped pre-
serve the safety of the free world, and
which act as a powerful deterrent to
would-be aggressors, We have learned
of the wonderful application of atomic
byproducts in the treatment of disease
and in medical research.

Only recently we have been told of
the development of an atomic engine
which has operated for a time equiva-
lent to powering a submarine around
the world without refueling. These and
many more inventions and products are
the public’s dividends resulting from the
great public investment in atomic re-
search and development.

Not the least of these developments is
the potential development of atomic
power reactors which will be able to pro-
duce electric power in commercially us-
able quantities, and at rates which will
permit sale of this power to the public.

How does the present bill plan to open
this new electric power source for the
benefit of the American public? What
guaranties are there that the great in-
vestments which the public has already
made will be for the public interest?

What is to be the true nature of the
economic relationships between those
companies and groups which will be li-
censed to produce electric power from
atomic energy and the Atomic Energy
Commission which will act on behalf of
the Government and the people in li-
censing these companies?

These are questions which must be
answered—and, in my opinion, must be
answered in legislation which will
clearly protect the long-range interests
of the American people.

Mr. DOUGLAS." Mr. President, will
the Senator from New York yield fur-
ther?

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I congratulate the
Senator from New York for having put
his finger on what I consider to be the
essential point at issue in the pending
bill. The discussion during the past few
days has concentrated itself almost ex-
clusively upon the so-called Dixon-Yates
contract. With criticisms of the con-
tract I have found myself in agreement,
but it seems to me to be unfortunate
that so much attention has been con-
centrated on that and so little atten-
tion has been fastened on the important
question of how atomic energy is #o be
used and the consequences of such use.
I wish to congratulate the Senator from
New York for bringing the debate of the
Senate at last to the crucial issue pre-
sented by this bill.

Mr. LEHMAN. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Illinois. I have
felt that although the Dixon-Yates con-
tract was important as an administra-
tive matter, its importance is small as
compared with the vital considerations
which I have described and which the
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Senator has been good enough to em-
phasize, because these considerations go
to the heart of the subject, and we
must realize that they will affect the
American people for generations to
come.

I thank the Senator for his great
contribution.

Mr. President, we have a detailed and
workable precedent available to us in
measuring the standards set by this bill
against a sound public policy in the
utilization of sources of electric power
which belong to the publiec. I speak of
the precedents found in the Federal
Power Act which prescribes how hydro-
electric resources may be developed and
utilized. In my opinion, this act—and
the historical developments behind its
adoption—provide the clearest parallel
with the problem we are now faced with
in legislating for power produced from
atomic energy. We should look to the
Federal Power Act as a partial standard
against which we can measure the pro-
posed atomic-energy bill.

We know that the Federal Power Act
was designed to protect and safeguard
the public’s interest in the energy result-
ing from falling water on the rivers and
streams of our Nation. The safeguards
established in that act and in the Flood
Control Act of 1944 were based on the
fundamental assumption that the water
resources of this Nation are a public re-
source and must be conserved and devel-
oped for the best possible use for all the
people.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LEHMAN. I am glad to yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that
the late Senator George W. Norris, who,
I think, with the passage of time, is com-
ing more and more to be regarded as
perhaps the greatest Senator of the last
generation, if not of the whole history

of the United States, always referred to

the question. of the Federal control of
falling water in streams in this way:
First, that the water came as rain from
heaven; that it was the gift of God, not
the property of any individual. Second,
that the water moved in streams which
had been adjudged navigable and, there-
fore, fell under the control of the Federal
Government.

Mr. LEHMAN. I share the very high
opinion of Senator Norris which has
been expressed by the Senator from
Illinois. Imay say that one of the things
in which I take the greatest pride in my
service in the Senate is that I am one
member of a group of Senators, of whom
the distinguished Senator from Illinois,
the distinguished Senator from Mon-
tana [Mr. Murray], and the great Sen-
ator from Oregon [Mr. MoORSE] are mem-
bers, who are fighting, day and night, to
conserve the natural resources of the
United States, than which there is noth-
ing more important, and without which
this country will not continue to go for-
ward.

On page 121 of the separate views on
S. 3690 filed by Representatives Hori-
FIELD and PrIcE, we find a listing of the
safeguards set forth in the Federal
Power Act which prescribe how hydro=-
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electric resources may be used. They are
worth repeating here:

First. Safeguard for the prior right of
Federal development of the resource in
any specific case where this will best
serve the public interest.

Second. Safeguard for the prior right
of public bodies and cooperatives, as
against a private applicant for a license
for any specific development of the
resource.

Third. Safeguards for the right to
public hearing in connection with any
application, with specific provision for
admission of interested States, State
commissions, municipalities, representa-
tives of interested consumers, or compet-
itors as parties. That is covered in an
amendment which is now on the desks
of Senators.

Fourth. Safeguards for the right of
Federal or other public recapture of any
development by a private licensee at the
end of the license period on payment of
no more than the licensee’s net Invest-
ment in the project. I wish to point out
again that the bill which we are now
considering is completely lacking in any
such provision.

Fifth. Safeguards for reasonable rates
to consumers by provision requiring
licensees as a condition of any license
to agree to Federal regulation where
States have provided no regulation of
electrie rates, with further provision that
in any rate proceeding the licensee can
claim no more than net investment in
the development for rate base purposes.

Sixth. Safeguards for the preferred
position of public and cooperative elec-
trie systems to obtain power supply from
Federal development of the resource.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LEHMAN. 1 yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. In order that my po-
sition may be made clear, I wonder if
the Senator from New York would per-
mit me to make a brief statement at this
point?

Mr. LEHMAN. I should be very glad
to do so.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I do not go so far as
Representative Horirierp and Repre-
sentative PrICE in saying that the Fed-
eral Government must have a prior and
preferred position in the use of fission-
able material which is used for electrical
energy, but I say that the Federal Gov-
ernment should have an equal position.
As a matter of fact, I look forward to
the development of electrical energy
from atomic power primarily by private
companies, since approximately four-
fifths of the electrical energy now pro=-
duced in the United States is generated
and distributed by private companies.
But I would not foreclose the field to the
Federal Government to develop it. It
would seem to me that the amount of
Government development would be a
minor share of the total development,
but it would be a very valuable yardstick
by which the actual costs of private
companies could be checked.

I mention this because words are tricky
things, and failure to demur at this point
might be regarded as acceptance.

Mr. LEHMAN. I thank the Senator
from Illinois. I am in agreement with
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what he has said. I certainly do not
wish to see private enterprise eliminated
from this field. What I have been try-
ing to emphasize—and I am very glad
indeed the distinguished Senator from
Illinois is in full agreement with me—is
that the Federal Government must not
surrender its rights or yield its rights
beyond recovery.

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is correct.

Mr. LEHMAN. As stated by Repre-
sentatives Hovrrrierp and Price, the
amendments to the Atomic Energy Act
which we are now debating in this bill
are wholly lacking in any of the above-
listed safeguards.

To me this fact alone is sufficient rea-
son to vote to send ths bill back to the
joint committee for further study and
revision.

I would hope, Mr. President, that my
State of New York—the power authority
of New York State—as well as the many
publicly owned municipal electric utility
companies throughout the State of New
York—would be given a preference in
the consideration of a license for the
construction of nuclear power reactors
to be built in New York State.

I would hope that there would be
placed in the bill a provision for due no-
tice to the power authority of the State
of New York, and other State, municipal,
and nonprofit groups, prior to the issu-
ance of any license to produce commer-
cial power from atomic energy. There
are no such requirements in the bill as
it is now written.

I believe that where the interests of
any State, municipality, or cooperative
come in conflict with a private interest
wishing to develop a nuclear power
plant, preferred consideration should be
given to the public body.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I demur slightly at
this point and emphasize that what I de-
sire is not preferred consideration, but
equal consideration to be given to public
bodies.

Mr. LEHMAN. I can see that that
question is very fully open to argument.
I feel that in the development of a public
resource some preference, at least,
should be given to public bodies, and
that safeguards should be thrown
around the issuance of licenses.

It is inconceivable to me that the pub-
lic, having invested over $12 billion in
the great undertaking which has now
provided the opportunity for nuclear en-
ergy to be transformed into usable elec-
tric energy, is now going to be placed in
the position of having to take second
place to private utility companies in the
granting of licenses for atomic power
plants. Certainly the State and local
agencies which are presently established
to produce electric power—agencies
owned by all the people—should be the
primary benefactors of these new dis-
coveries.

I understand the Senator from Illi-
nois is objecting, as I am, to the elimi-
nation or surrender of the Government’s
rights.
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Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a further ques-
tion?

Mr. LEHMAN. Yes.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from
New York has referred to the enormous
public investment of $12 billion in the
great undertaking of the development of
atomic energy, which was originally de-
signed, of course, to produce weapons.
But the development may have, as a by-
product, the utilization of atomic and
thermonuclear energy for industrial pur-
poses. Is it not true that it would have
been impossible for private industry to
have made any such investment as this?

Mr. LEHMAN. Oh, quite impossible,
of courze.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Since sometimes Gov-
ernment officials are censured for the
mistakes they make, is not great credit
due to President Rcosevelt, who author-
ized, I believe, the expenditure of more
than a billion dollars, almost $2 billion,
for experimental purposes in order to
determine whether the development of
atomic energy would be a success.

Mr. LEHMAN. 1 cannot emphasize
too strongly my full agreement with the
comments of the distinguished Senator
from Illinois. I have often said that, in
my opinion, among the most heroie,
among the most courageous acts in all
history was the personal direction given
by President Roosevelt to the develop-
ment of the atom bomb. If it had
failed—and there was a great possibility
of its failure—President Roosevelt would
have been damned from one end of the
country to the other. It would have
been said that he had acted beyond his
authority, and that he was responsible
for the waste of almost $2 billion. But
that did not deter him. I have never
known a more courageous man than
Franklin Delano Roosevelt. He went
ahead, almost on his own initiative, of
course, taking advice from a certain
number of experts, and authorized the
expenditure for and the development of
this powerful weapon. I am very grate-
ful to the Senator from Illinois for bring-
ing that fact out in the debate.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that
many persons would have probably de-
manded impeachment of the President
if the experiment had failed? Since the
experiment succeeded, have we noticed
that much praise has been given to
former President Roosevelt for that con-
tribution to our national welfare?

Mr. LEHMAN. No, I have not noticed
that much praise has been given to him
for that and for many other actions
which took great courage.

Mr. DOUGLAS. May the Senator
from Illinois inject a local note into this
general theme?

Mr. LEHMAN. Yes.

Mr. DOUGLAS. As the Senator from
New York probably knows, experiments
were carried on at the university to
which I was formerly attached, the Uni-
versity of Chicago. The first successful
atomic reaction was developed at that
university. If that experiment had
failed, the university would have been
blown completely to pieces, and a large
portion of the south side of Chicago
would have been destroyed. So I should
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like to point out that my university took
a great deal of risk in that experiment
also and hazarded its very physical exist-
ence upon the success of the experiment.

Mr. LEHMAN. Iam very much inter-
ested in that bit of history. I had not
heard it before, and I was not acquainted
with that fact. I congratulate the uni-
versity and my distinguished colleague
for the part both of them tock in that
develcoment, which has been a great
asset to the country.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I took no part in
that experiment.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, it is
important that this need for preferences
to public agencies be established for an-
other reason. At present there is no
yardstick by which the cost of develop-
ing and producing electric power from
nuclear energy, and the charges made
for that power, can be measured. The
bill prohibits the AEC or any other Fed-
eral agency from entering the field of
powerplant reactors and commercially
selling the electric power. I think this
is wholly wrong. I think it is a danger-
ous prohibition. If we do not make pro-
vision for some publicly developed elec-
tric power from the atom, there will be
no yardstick against which the privately
owned systems can be measured. Thus,
we may be retarding and hampering the
ultimate development and utilization of
atomic electricity for many, many years.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Crrpra in the chair). Does the Senator
from New York yield to the Senator from
Tennessee?

Mr. LEHMAN. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. GORE. I share the able Sen-
ator’s concern regarding the prohibition
against the Commission. I am not sure
that it would not be the better part of
wisdom to create another agency with
the specific assignment of the task of de-
veloping experimentally the generation
of power from atomic energy in commer-
cial quantities. I have not given that
possibility sufficient thought to reach a
final conclusion. I share the concern
of the able Senator over the prohibition
of the Commission’s entering this field
unless at the same time there is estab-
lished some agency, instrumentality, or
means for doing so. The question I
raise with the able Senator is whether
it would be the better part of wisdom for
the Commission itself to enter into such
activity, or to create another agency and
give it that specific assignment.

Mr. LEHMAN. I have not explored
that possibility at all. It seems to me
that such an arrangement might have
great merit; I do not know. What I am
trying to emphasize in my speech is my
great distress and fear that, under the
bill, if it should be enacted, the United
States Government would, to a great ex-
tent, yield whatever rights it may have
now or at some future time to develop
atomic energy for industrial and other
purposes. If it were proved or shown to
be in the interest of the public, there
might be another agency than the
Atomic Energy Commission which might
enter into that activity. Perhaps the
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TVA would be competent to doso. Cer-
tainly the matter should be explored.

Mr. GORE. I did not mean in any
way to suggest that the TVA would be
the proper agency to enter into that ac-
tivity, and I think the able Senator from
New York was using that agency only as
an example by way of reference. I
share fully the concern of the distin-
guished Senator from New York that at
the time this resource, which has cost us
such vast amounts of money, is to be
made available to those concerns that
have sufficiently large financial re-
sources to enable them to enter the field,
we may at the same time refuse the
Commission authority to do so and fail
to create any other agency to enter into
this activity. It seems to me when those
two possibilities are coupled together, we
are not providing sufficient protection
for small business concerns that cannot
invest $250 million in a plant such as is
contemplated, and at the same time we
are not giving protection to the munici-
pal power systems and the rural-electri-
fication systems of the country.

Mr. LEHMAN. I am in entire agree-
ment with the Senator from Tennessee.
Those are matters which have disturbed
me ever since I started to study the re-
port, which was only a few days ago.
Members of the Senate, except members
of the committee, have not had a chance
to study the report. However, I think
the danger which has been mentioned
should be uppermost in the minds of the
American people, because it is very real.
It is being proposed, by reason of con-
ditions which exist, to give a virtually
monopolistic control to a few powerful
interests, and at the same time to shut
off the possibility of any governmental
action if it should prove to be necessary.

I thank the Senator for his contribu-
tion.

In conclusion, Mr, President, it is my
hope that the Congress will withhold its
action on this all-important legislation
until the Congress and the people of the
Nation have had an opportunity fully to
comprehend and understand the issues
and problems involved in this far-reach-
ing legislation, only a few aspects of
which I have touched in my remarks
today.

I have not discussed such vital aspects
of the pending bill as the special author-
ity proposed to be vested in the Chair=
man of the Commission, thus tending
to break down the present pattern of
organization.

I have not discussed the patent pro-
visions, the antimonopoly aspects, the
military control provisions, and many,
many others.

This is a bill of almost numberless
issues, each one of which should and
must be carefully considered.

I agree that the provisions of the
bill. dealing with the pooling of inter-
national information on atomic energy
should be passed at this session. I have
not dealt with this aspect, but I subscribe
to many of the views expressed in this
matter by the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. PasTorel. These provisions
should be debated. They should be
amended. They should be passed.

C—676
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Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the
Senator from New York yield?

Mr, LEHMAN. I yield.

Mr. HILL. I wish to commend the
Senator from New York for the very
able and strong speech he has made.
He has emphasized and made most clear
that the pending bill is, first and fore-
most, a power bill. Of course the inter-
national arrangements and features of
the bill are most important; but the
bill is primarily a power bill, and many
of its provisions indicate that it is in
line with the policy of the administra-
tion to break down, impair, chip off, and,
in the end, destroy the great power
policy we have had, and which we have
been building and strengthening through
the years since the days of Theodore
Roosevelt and Gifford Pinchot. Is not
that true?
¢ Mr. LEHMAN. That is absolutely
rue.

Mr. HILL. The Senator from New
York, in the course of his very timely
and eloquent speech this morning has
raised a warning signal. Certainly we
should beware, and should stop, look, and
listen, before we enter into this great,
new, vast, almost undreamed of field
of power, to make sure that we do not
tear down the great power policy which
had its beginning 50 years ago, and
which we have sought to carry through,
build upon, and strengthen through the
years.

So, Mr. President, I wish to heartily
congratulate the Senator from New York.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I ex-
press my sincere thanks to the Senator
from Alabama.

Mr. President, let me say a final word.
The other aspects of the bill, aside from
those dealing with the pooling of inter-
national information, are too pregnant
with danger to be approved with so little
study, consideration, and debate. Too
much is at stake. We dare not trifle so
superficially with the public interest in
this most fundamental aspect of the
problem of atomic energy. It is for this
reason that I shall feel compelled to vote
against this bill, or at least to vote to re-
commit it, hoping, however, that we shall
have an opportunity to vote separately
on the provisions dealing with the inter-
national pooling of atomic information,
as recommended by President Eisen-
hower.

Mr. President, let me say that I have
been very glad to be able to participate
in the debate. I hope to have at least
stimulated some thinking. What has
been done and what is being done on the
floor of the Senate, under the leadership
of such Members as the junior Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. Gorel, the senior
Senator from Alabama [Mr. Hrrl, and
the junior Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. AwpERsoN], among others, have
been of tremendous service to the think-
ing of the people of the United States
and, what is just as important, if I may

-say so, to the thinking and education of

the Members of Congress, for I believe
that on last Wednesday morning, at the
beginning of this debate, which these
Members have largely carried on, only a
handful of the Members of the Senate
really knew the implications of the bill
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and its dangers and ramifications, and
how it would affect the lives of hundreds
of millions of persons in the United
States over the next several generations,

As a result of the debate, I believe that
today a very substantial number of the
Members of this body have at least a
reasonably good appreciation of what is
contained in the bill and its implica-
tions. So I desire to express my very
great appreciation for the manner in
which the debate has been conducted.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from New York yield?

Mr. LEHMAN. I am very glad to
yield.

Mr. GORE. At the moment, the jun-
ior Senator from Tennessee happens to
be the only one of the three members to
whom the able Senator from New York
has made such generous reference, who
is on the floor. So, upon my own behalf,
and I presume upon behalf of the senior
Senator from Alabama [Mr. Hir] and
the junior Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. AnDErRsoN], I wish to thank the
able Senator from New York for his
generous remarks. Although I fear they
are undeserved, particularly on the part
of the junior Senator from Tennessee,
nevertheless they are very much appre=
ciated.

I, in turn, wish to thank the senior
Senator from New York for his able
and valuable contribution to the debate.

Mr. LEHMAN. I thank the Senator
from Tennessee.

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to
their names:

Alken Ervin Lehman
Anderson Ferguson Lennon
Bennett Flanders Martin
Burke Goldwater Morse
Bush Gore Mundt
Capehart Hayden Murray
Carlson Hendrickson Payne
Case Hickenlooper Robertson
Clements Hill Schoeppel
Cooper Holland Smith, Maine
Cordon Ives Smith, N. J.
Crippa Johnson, Colo. Sparkman
Dirksen Johnson, Tex. Stennis
Douglas Johnston, 5. C. Thye

Duft Enowland Watkins
Dworshak Kuchel Williams

Mr. ENOWLAND, I announce that
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY]
is absent on official business.

The Senator from Wpyoming [Mr.
BarrerT], the Senator from Nebraska
[Mrs. BowriNGg], the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. Bricker], the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. Brinces], the Senator
from Michigan [Mr. PorTER], the Sena=-
tor from Massachusetts [Mr., SALTON=-
starL]l, and the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr, UpToN] are necessarily
absent.

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the

'Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrpl, the

Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND],

.the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLEN-

pER], the Senator from Delaware [Mr.
Frear], the Senators from Rhode Island
[Mr. GREEN and Mr. PasToRre], the Sena-
tor from Washington [Mr. Jackson], the
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER],
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
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KenNeEDpY]l, the Senator from Montana
[Mr. MansrFieLp], the Senator from
South Carolina [Mr, MAayeaNkK], the Sen-
ator from Nevada [Mr. McCarraN], the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. McCLEL=-
1AN], and the Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. NEeLY] are absent on official
business.

The Senator from Missouri
HenniNGs] is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is not present.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
move that the Sergeant at Arms be
directed to request the attendance of
absent Senators.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Ser-
geant at Arms will execute the order of
the Senate.

After a little delay, Mr. BeaLL, Mr.
BuTtLErR, Mr. CHAVEZ, Mr. DaNIEL, Mr,
FULBRIGHT, Mr. GEORGE, Mr. GILLETTE,
Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr, JENNER, Mr. KERR,
Mr, KILGORE, Mr. LANGER, Mr. Long, Mr.
MaGNUSON, Mr. MALONE, Mr, McCARTHY,
Mr. MILLIKIN, Mr. MONRONEY, Mr. PUR-
TELL, Mr. REYNoOLDS, Mr. RuUsseLL, Mr,
SMATHERS, Mr. SYMINGTON, Mr. WELKER,
and Mr. Younc entered the Chamber and
answered to their names.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is present.

[Mr,

LONG-TERM CHARTER OF TANKERS

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the amendments of the
House of Representatives to the bill
(S. 3458) to authorize the long-term
time charter of tankers by the Secretary
of the Navy, and for other purposes,
which were to strike out all after the
enacting clause and insert:

That the President is hereby authorized
to undertake the construction of not to ex-
ceed 20 tankers. The tankers shall be of
approximately 25,000 deadweight tons each,
shall have a speed of not less than 18 knots,
and shall be constructed in private ship-
vards within the continental United States.
The construction of the tankers shall be, so
far as practicable, of materials and equip-
ment produced or manufactured in the
United States.

SEeC. 2. There is hereby authorized to be
appropriated not to exceed $150 million for
the construction of the foregoing vessels.

And to amend the title so as to read:
“An act to authorize the construction of
tankers.”

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President,
at the request of the chairman of the
Committee on Armed Services, who is
absent on official business, I move that
the Senate disagree to the amendments
of the House to the bill (S. 3458) to au-
thorize the long-term time charter of
tankers by the Secretary of the Navy,
and for other purposes, request a con=-
ference with the House of Representa-
tives thereon, and that the Chair ap-
point conferees on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. SALToN~-
STALL, Mr. BrRinGges, and Mr. RUSSELL
conferees on the part of the Senate,

CALL OF THE CALENDAR

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
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proceed, as previously announced, to a
call of the calendar of bills to which
there is no objection, beginning where
the last call ended, which was Calendar
No. 1797, Senate bill 2601, and that we
now begin with Calendar No. 1798, H. R.
6882, in addition to two bills which have
been added to this week’'s calendar call.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The first bill
which is in order will be stated.

FLOYD C. BARBER—BILL PASSED
OVER

The bill (H. R. 2815) for the relief of
Floyd C. Barber was announced as first
in order.

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President,
I ask that the bill go over.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be passed over.

LIMIT ON TAXICAB LICENSES IN
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA—BILL
PASSED OVER

The bill (S. 880) to amend the license
law of the District of Columbia was an-
nounced as next in order.

Mr. ERVIN., Mr. President, I desire to
speak for about 3 or 4 minutes in opposi-
tion to the passage of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has 5 minutes.

Mr. ERVIN. The bill provides, in
proper legal language, that the Public
Utilities Commission of the District of
Columbia shall be vested with power to
restrict the number of taxicabs which
may be operated in the city of Wash-
ington.

One object of the bill is to create a
monopoly in favor of those who are now
engaged in the taxicab business, as
against those who may hereafter wish
to engage in the business.

This is the fifth time I have been a
member of a legislative body, and the
same arguments have been made on this
occasion in support of the bill as I have
heard on all other occasions. Whenever
a group of persons is already engaged
in a business, attempts are made to cre-
ate a monopoly by excluding other
persons from the business.

The first argument is that if the num-
ber of taxicabs in Washington is limited,
those already operating taxicabs will
make more profits. I believe that is not
a valid argument. IfI and 99 other per-
sons were given the exclusive privilege
of practicing law in North Carolina, I
agree that I and the other 99 would be
much better off.

The next argument is that if the num-
ber of cabs is limited, the character and
ability of those who operate the cabs will
be of a higher standard. I do not object
to the desire to promote better char-
acter and ability, but I do not believe
Congress has a right to deprive a person
of his right to earn a livelihood. Every-
one has the right to his choice of occupa-
tion in order to make a living.

The third argument is that taxicab
operators are engaged in operating a
public utility. I do not think they are
engaged in the operation of a public
utility in the real sense of the term. I
admit that the operation of a taxicab is
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an occupation clothed with a public in-
terest, and the public has a right to have
the industry regulated to the extent to
which it is necessary in order to protect
the public.

In the city of Washington, so far as
taxicab operation is concerned, I think
the public is sufficiently protected by
the existing laws which require the
carrying of liability insurance, which
prescribe the fares to be charged, and
which provide for the examination of
drivers. I do not think it is necessary,
in the public interest, to go any further,

In closing, I say that if a Senator be-
lieves that Congress should create a mo-
nopoly for those already engaged in a
business, by excluding from that busi-
ness, which is one of the ordinary avoca-
tions of life, those who may hereafter
desire to enter into the business, then
such Senator should vote for the bill.

But if a Senator shares the view which
I hold, that Congress should not bar from
one of the ordinary occupations of life
those who may hereafter desire to enter
into that occupation, he should vote
against the bill.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. ERVIN. I yield.

Mr. GORE. The Senator from North
Carolina is speaking in behalf of free
enterprise. As I understand the able
Senator, he says that somewhere, some-
how, some avenue of activity should be
left open into which the ordinary citizen
can enter.

Mr. ERVIN. That is correct.

Mr. GORE. I share the Senator's
feelings in that regard.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, I merely
wish to say that, contrary to any opin-
ion which may have been expressed, the
committee held extensive hearings in
connection with the measure. The com-
mittee heard witnesses from almost every
field of activity. The bill received the
support of the Public Utilities Commis-
sion and, if my memory serves me cor-
rectly, of the representatives of the gov-
erning bodies of the District generally.

The committee was exceptionally
careful to make certain that amend-
ments were written into the bill to the
extent that the full protection would be
provided to the individual operators—
the independent operators—and that
those who chose to continue in the busi-
ness would not, in any way, shape, or
manner, be deprived of that right.

The committee, through its staff, also
wrote into the bill protective features, so
that the larger companies operating in
the District would never be able to de-
velop a monopoly in the taxicab busi-
ness, because it was the feeling of mem-
bers of the committee that such a situa-
tion definitely should not obtain under
any conditions.

The text of the bill does protect the
rights of the independent operator, and
does maintain the same relationships
and ratios between the number of so-
called large operators and so-called in-
dependent operators within the District
of Columbia. I do not have available to
me at this moment the figures, but the
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number of taxicabs available per capita
in the Distriet of Columbia, as compared
with other communities throughout the
country, is greatly out of proportion. If
my memory serves me correctly, under
the present licensing system, in the Dis-
trict of Columbia the ratio is 1 taxicab
for every 94 persons, whereas, generally
speaking, in cities of comparable size
throughout the Nation the ratio is 1 taxi-
cab for as many as 900, 1,000, or 1,200
persons.

So the bill does not in any way, shape,
or manner provide for a monopoly for
the large operators. It protects defi-
nitely the relationship and existing ratio
between the large operators and the in-
dependent operators who are presently
licensed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, by request
I object.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Tennessee withhold
his objection?

Mr, GORE. I withhold my objection.

Mr. KNOWLAND. For the informa-
tion of the Senate, this is one of the bills
which has been cleared by the majority
policy committee. So at an early date,
when the unfinished business has been
disposed of, it is my intention to move
the consideration of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

Mr. GORE. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be passed over.

CONSTRUCTION OF VERMEJO
RECLAMATION PROJECT

The bill (H. R. 6882) to amend the act
of September 27, 1950, relating to con-
struction of the Vermejo reclamation
project was announced as next in order.

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President,
reserving the right to object, and I shall
not object, may we have an explanation
of the bill for the purpose of the record?

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, this
bill would permit a reclamation district,
newly organized, to take bonds which it
had heretofore pledged to the RFC and
transfer that indebtedness to the regular
reclamation fund, and make payments in
regular fashion, the same as any other
reclamation district. This would comply
with the usual reclamation law.

This district was a specially organized
district.

This is in accord with the usual, cus-
tomary practice, and it has been en-
dorsed by the Secretary of the Interior
and other agencies.

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Am I correct in
understanding that the effect is to waive
interest?

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes. The reclama-
tion fund law provides for 40 years with-

-out interest, whereas the bonds held by
the RFC bear interest, but that is a very
small amount compared with the total
indebtedness.

Mr. HENDRICKSON.
tinguished Senator.

I thank the dis-
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration
of the bill?

There being no objection, the bill was
considered, ordered to a third reading,
read the third time, and passed.

HELIUM-BEARING GAS LANDS,
NAVAHO RESERVATION, N. MEX.

The bill (H. R. 130) to amend section
1 of the act approved June 27, 1947 (61
Stat. 189), was announced as next in
order.

Mr. GORE. Reserving the right to
object, may we have an explanation of
the bill?

Mr. ANDERSON. The purpose of the
bill is to resolve a controversy between
the Navaho Indians and the Federal
Government as to the rights of the In-
dians under a helium lease. At the time
the original helium lease was granted,
very little was known about the com-
mercial possibilities of helium. The
United States was interested in certain
types of aircraft. There was no other
source of helium in a satisfactory
amount. The Government asked the
Navaho Indians to let its agents go upon
the reservation and extract the helium.
The Government paid the Indians $40,-
000 in cash and $30,000 or $40,000 in ad-
vance rentals and proceeded to operate
from that time on.

A part of the lease was assigned to one
of the oil companies for the purposes of
development. When the lease expired
the oil company surrendered the lease
to the Government instead of to the
Navaho Tribe, and a controversy fol-
lowed which resulted in a loss of some
money to the Navahos. They want to go
into the Court of Claims and assert their
rights. The Department of the Interior
agrees the procedure is proper. Section
3 of the bill provides for a special priv-
ilege, and was written exactly as the De-
partment of the Interior and the De-
partment of Justice wanted it written,
so the Navaho Tribe will have an op-
portunity to assert their rights. How-
ever, the rights of the Federal Govern-
ment are fully protected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
junior Senator from New Mexico indi-
cate to what extent, in his opinion, the
United States Government may have
either violated or trespassed upon its
proper fiduciary responsibilities back in
19422

Mr. ANDERSON. That is a little diffi-
cult to answer, but I shall try to respond
by saying that the Navaho Indians at
that time did not have as good legal
services as they now have. They have
become wealthier from uranium leases,
oil leases, and from various other
sources, and they now have several mil-
lion dollars on deposit in the Treasury
of the United States. They now have
enough business to enable them to main-
tain a business advisory council com-
posed of persons outside the tribe.

At the time the lease was made in
1942, the advisory council was not check-
ing the lease, and when the Continen-
tal Oil Co. suwrrendered it, it surrendered
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the lease to the United States Govern-
ment. If the Indians had had proper
legal advice from the Government, they
would have been advised that the lease
should have been surrendered to the
Navaho Indians and not to the trustee.
It was because of that conflict, the sur-
rendering of the lease to the Govern-
ment when it should have been surren-
dered to the Navaho Indians, that the
controversy arose. The Government ad-
mits it made a mistake, and that it
should have advised that the lease
should have been surrendered to the
Navaho Indians; but, somehow, no one
noticed it.

The Department of the Interior is will-
ing to concede the case should be han-
dled in the way provided in the bill
The provision will permit the Navaho
Indians to go into the Court of Claims
and assert the rights which they would
have had if the Federal Government
had properly protected their rights and
seen to it that the lease was properly
surrendered.

Mr. GORE. The Senator from New
Mexico is seeking to justify the waiver
of the statute of limitations on the
ground that the Government of the
United States in 1942 was delinquent in
its fiduciary responsibility to the Navaho
tribe?

Mr. ANDERSON. Exactly. I may
say that the law of 1947 was relied on
as being sufficient. It was not until the
Navahos proceeded under the law of
1947 that the council discovered the sur-
render had been improper. Then it was
too late to proceed under the law of
1942. Had it been known at the time
the 1947 law was being considered that
an improper transfer had been made in
1942, that mistake would have been
taken care of in the 1947 legislation.

Mr. GORE. As I understand, no at-
tempt is being made to waive the statute
of limitations in other respects, but the
bill would merely permit the Navaho In-
dians to go into the Court of Claims be-
cause of the deficiency in advice on the
part of the Government at the time the
lease was surrendered?

Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator is ab-
solutely correct.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I have no
objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration
of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill (H. R.
130), to amend section 1 of the act ap=-
proved June 27, 1947 (61 Stat. 189),
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs
with an amendment, on page 3, after line
23, to insert:

Sec. 2. Said act approved June 27, 1947 (61
Stat. 189), is hereby further amended by
adding at the end thereof a new section to
be designated section 3 and to read as fol-
lows:

“Sec. 8. Jurisdiction is hereby conferred
on the Court of Claims to determine, not-
withstanding any statute of limitations or
laches, in any suit instituted pursuant to
section 1 of this act, (1) whether the as-
signment dated Decemrber 1, 1942, accepted
and approved December 17, 1942, of oil and

gas lease 140-ind-5337, covering the land de-
nominated ‘1942 lands' in section 4 of said
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agreement dated December 1, 1945, as
amended, should in law or in equity, taking
into consideration such fiduciary relation-
ship as may exist between the United States
and the Navaho Tribe, have been accepted by
the United States for the account of the
Navaho Tribe instead of for its own account,
and, if such assignment should have been so
accepted, whether the property interest or
any part thereof covered by such assignment
was taken by the United States from the said
tribe at any timve prior to the effective date
of said agreement; (2) whether, and in what
amount, if any, the Navaho Tribe is entitled
on the basis of such determination to com-
pensation for the acquisition or taking, by
the United States, of the property interest
or any part thereof covered by such as-
signment; and (3) whether, and in what
amount, if any, the United States is entitled
to credit against such compensation for ren-
tals on such lease or for other expenditures,
borne by the United States, for the benefit
of such lease prior to any such acquisition
or taking by the United States; and to enter
judgment in accordance with such deter-
minations. No offsets shall be deducted by
the court fronr any net sum, and the interest
thereon, if any, that the court awards under
this section. The provisions of the last two
sentences of section 1 of this act shall be
applicable to any judgment entered pursuant
to this section.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The amendment was ordered to be en-
grossed and the hill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time and
passed.

The title was amended so as to read:
“An act to amend the act approved June
27, 1947 (61 Stat. 189).”

CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN LANDS
TO THE SISKIYOU JOINT UNION
HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT, CALI-
FORNIA

The bill (H. R. 6975) authorizing the
Secretary of the Interior to convey cer-
tain lands to the Siskiyou Joint Union
High School District, Siskiyou County,
Calif., was announced as next in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration
of the bill?

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, may we
have an explanation of the bill?

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, this bill
would authorize the transfer, without
compensation, of about 27.58 acres to
Siskiyou Joint Union High School Dis-
triet, California, which land would be
used only for public school purposes,
with the provision that the land shall re-
vert to the United States if used for any
other purpose.

The land in question is a portion of a
tract uncovered by the lowering of Tule
Lake in connection with a Federal recla-
mation project. All such land was ceded
by the State of California to the United
States without compensation.

Favorable reports have been made by
the Department of the Interior to the
House committee and by the Bureau of
the Budget to the Senate committee.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I shall

not object to the bill, but for the record, .

I wish to say that it does not conflict
with the Morse formula. This was land
owned by the State of California, and it
is land which is going back to the State
of California. There has been no invest-
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ment whatsoever on the part of the Fed-
eral Government. In my judgment, the
bill meets the Morse formula.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the consideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the bill (H.
R. 6975) was considered, ordered to a
third reading, read the third time, and
passed.

BILL PASSED TO NEXT CALL OF THE
CALENDAR

The bill (H. R. 2235) to authorize the
Secretary of the Interior to construct the
Santa Maria project, Southern Pacific
Basin, Calif., was announced as next in
order.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I should
like to have the bill go over until the next
call of the calendar.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will go over to the next call of the
calendar,

BILLS PASSED OVER

The bill (H. R. 4213) to authorize
works for developing and furnishing of
water supplies for waterfowl manage-
ment, Central Valley project, California,
was announced as next in order.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, this is
another bill I desire to study between
now and the next call of the calendar,
and I ask that it go over.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be passed over.

The bill (S. 620) to provide authoriza-
tion for certain uses of public lands,
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs
with amendments, was announced as
next in order.

* The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

Mr. MORSE. Mr, President, I should
like to study this bill also. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will go over.

LANDS IN THE OWL CREEK UNIT OF
THE MISSOURI BASIN PROJECT—
BILL PASSED OVER

The bill (H. R. 4721) to provide that
the excess-land provisions of the Federal
reclamation laws shall not apply to lands
in the Owl Creek unit of the Missouri
Basin project was announced as next in
order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, this is
another bill I should like to study be=-
tween now and the next call of the calen-
dar. I give the Senators from California
assurance I shall study the bill over the
week end, and will be ready at the next
call of the calendar.

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President,
I wonder if the distinguished Senator
from Oregon thinks we ought to have a
unanimous-consent agreement that the
bills to which he has objected be included
in the next call of the calendar.

Mr. MORSE. I have no objection to
a unanimous-consent request that they
be included in the next call of the
calendar,
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered. Objection being heard,
the bill (H. R. 4721) will be passed over.

TRANSFER OF TITLE TO MOVABLE
PROPERTY TO IRRIGATION DIS-
TRICTS

The bill (H. R. 8026) to provide for
transfer of title to movable property to
irrigation districts or water users’ or-
ganizations under the Federal reclama-
tio(;: laws was announced as next in
order,

THE TENNESSEE VALLEY
AUTHORITY

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, when
Mussolini came into power in Italy, he
started vast public-works projects for
draining the Pontine marshes and other
unhealthy areas of land. The only diffi-
culty was that constitutional Italian
governments which preceded him had
also been carrying on great drainage
projects, except that they chose to drain
the land which it was important to re-
claim for farmland, while Mussolini
chose to reclaim the marshes which were
closest to the main highways where
everyone could see them.

When Lenin became the ruler of Rus-
sia, members of the inland Asian tribes
came to Moscow and worked out in tribal
dances the coming of the “Lenin light”
to their dark cabins. The only difficulty
was that the “Lenin light” was the fa-
miliar electric light which had been de-
veloped not by a man named Nikolai
Lenin, but by a man named Thomas
Edison,

When the New Dealers came into office
in 1933, they set up a vast project for
control of the floods in the Tennessee
River Valley, and manufacture of power
as a sort of a side line. The only trouble
was that the United States was far
ahead of all the nations of the world in
its development of what Europe called
“white coal.” All of that progress, from
the kerosene lamp and the gas light, had
been achieved by private citizens, work-
ing under American conditions of po-
litical and economic liberty, without any
help from Government.

The TVA started with some modesty
to build a few dams on one river system,
but the limitations were soon lifted, and
the original chairman of the board was
summarily released to make room for
Board Member David Lilienthal as
Chairman.

I do not believe anybody really knows
what are the ramifications of the orig-
inal today, and what powers they exer-
cise, beyond the sight of Congress,
through the use of war funds and other
unchecked funds appropriated to the
President but spent by the bureaucracy.

President Eisenhower has attempted
to reverse the colossal growth of TVA,
and to increase the role of the private
enterprises, working without tax funds
or Government direction of their em-
ployees.

Naturally, the supporters of socialism
have protested bitterly against this in-
terference with wunlimited growth of
their favorite showpiece of what Govern-
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ment spending can do. Every foreign
student, foreign journalist, and visiting
potentate who comes to this country as a
guest' of the United States is taken
sooner or later to TVA, to see how com-
pletely the United States is committed
to Lenin’s doctrine that the Government
must control the commanding heights of
the Nation's economy, or free enterprise
will quickly grow stronger than Govern-
ment enterprise.

My people in the State of Indiana are
not fooled by the propaganda and stage
management of the welfare state. They
know that TVA is a great showpiece of
the Socialist economy because the peo-
ple of 44 States have been taxed to make
a monument to Government manage-
ment of the economy.

The Socialists believe the people are
too dumb to be bothered with state in-
dustrialization, if the story can be all
mixed up in balance sheets, hidden costs,
technical terms, and general undesig-
nated appropriations, They do not guess
how wrong they are. My people in In-
diana, and the people in most of our
States, have learned that a dollar taken
in taxes from our people and sent to
Washington shrinks on the way. The
benefits we receive add up to only a very
small part of what we pay.

President Eisenhower's proposal to
bring private industry into the TVA pic-
ture means that private citizens in my
State and the other States can keep their
own earnings, invest them as they please,
and build industrial enterprise which
may have economic power but do not
have the police power. Such enterprises
can never be assembled, when the crisis
comes, by ambitious men who have
made the legal and financial network of
TVA into potentially very dangerous
forms of unseen governmental power

The people of my State, and the
American people generally, I believe, are
unreservedly behind President Eisen-
hower in his efforts to dismantle part of
the colossus on the Potomae, and restore
to the American people the right to con-
trol their own economic activities.

TRANSFER OF TITLE TO MOVABLE
PROPERTY TO IRRIGATION DIS-
TRICTS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Pavne in the chair). Is there objection
to the present consideration of House
bill 8026, to provide for transfer of title
to movable property to irrigation dis-
tricts or water users’ organizations under
the Pederal reclamation laws?

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, let me say that if I
felt the Tennessee Valley Authority
needed defense from an attack such as
the one we have just heard, I would be
delighted to supply such a defense. Not
entertaining such a feeling, I now re-
guest an explanation of House bill 8026,

Mr. WATEINS. Mr. President, the
purpose of this bill is to clarify the au-
thority of the Department of the Interior
to transfer title to movable equipment
and similar property to water users’ or-
ganizations at the time these organiza-
tions take over the operation and main-
tenance of works constructed under
Federal reclamation laws.
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The Bureau of Reclamation normally
operates a project or distribution system
for a few years after construction is
completed, prior to turning it over to
the water users; and the equipment and
property referred to in this bill is that
which has been acquired by the Gov-
ernment during the time it operates the
project works. Although arrangements
can be made to transfer use of the equip-
ment to the organization, it would be to
the advantage of the Government to
transfer title, as by so doing, the main-
tenance of property and accounting
records could be dispensed with. With
respect to the financial arrangements
relating to title transfers under this bill,
the value of the property would be re-
paid to the Federal Government under
a contract with the organization except
in those cases where the property was
purchased by funds originally advanced
by the water users.

Under this arrangement, provision is
made that title to the property shall al-
ways remain in the United States, even
though the entire cost of the project is
repaid.

In connection with the construction
and operation of these projects, the Gov-
ernment has on hand certain movable
property which has been paid for or will
be paid for by the water users’ associa-
tions. Title to this movable property
also remains in the name of the United
States. Being in the nature of personal
property, it is, of course, very difficult to
have it repaired and taken care of, even
though it is turned over for the use of
these associations and districts. Such
property inveolves a great deal of book-
keeping.

It is to avoid the bookkeeping and to
permit the water users who have title to
the property to use it, that the bill has
been introduced. It has been reported
favorably by the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs, and favorable re-
ports on the bill have also been received
from the Bureau of the Budget and the
Department of the Interior.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

There being no objection, the bill
(H. R. 8026) was considered, ordered to
a third reading, read the third time, and
passed.

CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN PROP-
ERTY TO THE ARMORY BOARD,
STATE OF UTAH

The bill (S. 3561) authorizing the Ad-
ministrator of Veterans’ Affairs to con-
vey certain property to the Armory
Board, State of Utah, was announced
as next in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection fo the present consideration
of the bill?

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, may we
have an explanation of the bill?

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, in the
year 1867 the Federal Government set
aside in Salt Lake Valley a tract of land,
which was known as Fort Douglas.
After the end of World War II the Fed-
eral Government decided that that fort,
one of the old Indian war forts, no
longer would be maintained by ift; and
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in 1946, the Federal Government trans-
ferred 260 acres of the reservation to
the Veterans’ Administration. On the
260 acres, the Veterans' Administration
has constructed a very large neuro-
psychiatric hospital; but, obviously, 260
acres are not required in order to pro-
vide space for a hospital.

The National Guard of Utah has asked
for 35 of the 260 acres, to be set aside
as a site upon which it can build an
armory and drill hall, supply warehouses,
four motor vehicle storage buildings, and
a maintenance shop. The purpose of
the bill is, with proper provisions and
restrictions, to transfer the 35 acres to
the Utah State Armory Board, for the
purpose of the construction of an
armory.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Utah yield?

Mr. BENNETT. I yield.

Mr. GORE. I am in sympathy with
the purpose of the bill, particularly so
since last year I introduced a similar
bill regarding a veterans’ facility in my
own State.

However, the bill I introduced con-
tained—and I believe such a provision
is customary in the case of such bills—
a reservation of the mineral rights to
the Federal Government. I should like
to have the Senator from Utah state
his reaction to that suggestion.

Mr. BENNETT. I have no objection
to having such a reservation included in
the bill. Certainly it was not my in-
tention to try to alienate the mineral
rights of the United States Government.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration
of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which
had been reported from the Committee
on Finance with an amendment on page
1, line 9, after the word “reservation"”
to insert “Fort Douglas Station.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill is open to further amendment.

Mr, GORE. Mr. President, I offer the
amendment which I sent to the desk
and ask to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2,
in line 21, before the word “contain”,
it is proposed to insert “shall reserve all
mineral rights, including gas and oil, to
the United States, and.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. GORE].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish
to say that I took up the bill with the
office of the Senator from Utah; and
the bill is in line with the so-called
Morse formula, because—as I have said
in the past, in the case of similar bills—
in my judgment the Federal Government
derives a great benefit in the field of
national defense from the development
of State guard activity of the type
involved in this bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill is open to further amendment.

If there be no further amendment to
be proposed, the question is on the
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engrossment and third reading of the
bill.

The bill (S. 3561) was ordered to be
engrossed for a third reading, read the
third time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That the Administrator
of Veterans' Affairs is authorized and directed
to convey, without monetary consideration
and subject to the conditions in section 2
of this act, to the Armory Board, State of
Utah, all right, title, and interest of the
United States in and to a tract of 35 acres
of land, more or less, situated in the western
end of the Veterans' Administration hospital
reservation, Fort Douglas Station, Salt Lake
City, Utah, the exact legal description of
which shall be determined by the Adminis-
trator of Veterans’ Affairs.

Sec. 2. The deed of conveyance author-
ized under the provisions of this act shall—

(a) provide that such tract shall not be
alienated in whole or in part by the
Armory Board and shall be used only for
training, civie, and related purposes;

(b) provide that, if such tract is so used
in any manner that, in the judgment of
the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs or his
designate, interferes with the care and treat-
ment of patients in the Veterans' Adminis-
tration hospital located on land contiguous
to such tract, such interference shall cease
immediately upon notice thereof to the
Armory Board by the Administrator or his
designate;

(c) provide that, if either of the conditions
prescribed in clauses (a) and (b) of this
section are violated, title to such tract shall
revert to the United States; and

{(d) shall reserve all mineral rights, in-
cluding gas and oil, to the United States,
and contain such additional terms, condi-
tions, reservations, and restrictions as may
be determined by the Administrator of Vet-
erans’ Affairs to be necessary to protect the
interests of the United States.

CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN LANDS
TO THE CITY OF MUSKOGEE,
OKLA.—BILL ORDERED TO FOOT
OF CALENDAR

The bill (H. R. 8983) to provide for
the conveyance of certain lands by the
United States to the city of Muskogee,
Okla., was announced as nexf in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I request
an explanation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. An ex-
planation is requested of Calendar 1807,
House bill 8983.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask that
the bill go to the foot of the calendar,
to be called at the conclusion of the call
today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With=-
out objection, it is so ordered.

BILL PASSED OVER

The bill (H. R. 9709) to extend and
improve the unemployment compensa-
tion program, was announced as next in
order,

Mr. HENDRICKESON. Mr. President,
this bill obviously is not calendar busi-
ness. So I ask that the bill go over.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion being heard, the bill will be passed
over.

NICOLE GOLDMAN

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, at this
point, while the majority leader is on
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the floor—and let me say I have spoken
to him regarding the measure to which
I shall now refer—I ask unanimous con-
sent that Calendar 1698, House bill 7012,
for the relief of Nicole Goldman, a bill
to the consideration of which I objected
at the last call of the calendar, be con-
sidered at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Is there
objection to the present consideration
of House bill 7012?

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, though I shall
not object to the consideration of the
bill, I want it to be understood—and I
am sure the Senator fully agrees with
me—that my action is not based on the
merits of the bill. I have not had an
opportunity to study it. I made no com-
mitment on behalf of our Calendar Com-
mittee or anyone else, but I merely wish
to extend to the Senator from Tennessee
the courtesy of having called today a
bill to which he objected at the previous
call of the calendar.

Mr. GORE. I thank the Senator. I
have also discussed the matter with the
majority Calendar Committee, and have
related to them the humane element in-
volved in this case.

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President,
in the light of all the circumstances in-
volved in this case, I think the bill should
be considered at this time.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I should
like to state the reasons for my objec-
tion when the calendar was last called.

Perhaps in the eyes of some, the junior
Senator from Tennessee has been arbi-
trary, but in the consideration of meas-
ures on the calendar it is necessary to
have some broad rules. I have been ob-
jecting to the passage of bills which
admit to this country female immigrants
of fertile age who are feebleminded. I
believe that is a proper protection for
the United States. In this particular
case there are unusual circumstances in-
volved. As the case has been described
to me, this young lady is not feeble-
minded in the usual sense of the word.
She is not feebleminded by inheritance,
but rather because of internment dur-
ing the war in a camp in Germany. A
head infection ensued, and the result is
her present mental condition. It is the
result of an infection, rather than an in-
herited feebleminded condition.

Her family is now here. They vouch
for her care. Without her admission to
this country her care would not be
vouched for.

Because of the unusual circumstances,
and because the case calls for humane
treatment, I withdraw my objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

There being no objection, the bill
(H. R. 7012) for the relief of Nicole
Goldman was considered, ordered to a
third reading, read the third time, and
passed.

EXECUTION OF AMENDATORY RE-
PAYMENT CONTRACT WITH THE
PINE RIVER IRRIGATION DIS-
TRICT, COLORADOQO
The bill (H. R. 7466) to authorize the

Secretary of the Interior to execute an
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amendatory repayment contract with
the Pine River Irrigation District, Colo-
rado, and for other purposes, was an-
nounced as next in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, may we
have an explanation of the bill?

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, Cal-
endar 1809, House bill 7466, represents
one of a series of actions taken by the
Department of the Interior in amending
contracts for repayment of construc-
tion charges. Over the years, since the
enactment of the Reclamation Act of
1902, there have been a number of such
instances. They were more frequent in
the earlier years. As experience has
been gained, such cases have become less
frequent.

Congress has recognized the condition,
and has provided authority for the Sec-
retary of the Interior, when a contract
made with a district for repayment of
charges has been found to have been
based upon erroneous information as to
the character of the land, the kind of
crops a particular land will produce, the
capital invested, or the ability of the
water user fo repay, to amend the con-
tract. Whenever errors are made, the
present law permits the Secretary of the
Interior to amend the contract on the
basis of an offer to the district, which
may or may not be accepted. In this
instance, such an offer was made to the
Pine River Irrigation District in Colo-
rado, and by an election, the offer was
accepted.

In this case there is more at issue than
merely an error with respect to the type
and characteristics of the soil. There
was a misunderstanding between the dis-
trict and the Government with respect to
what should be reimbursable and what
was nonreimbursable. The question has
been before the Congress on a number of
occasions. The present contract deter-
mines that question, because an election
has been held and an amount has been
agreed upon. The present contract pro-
vides for the payment of the reimburs-
able portion so agreed upon, except for
one-sixth of it, and as to that, it applies
to portions of the reclamation project
which are located within an Indian res-
ervation, and are therefore nonreim-
bursable under general reclamation law.

Mr. GORE. As I understand the bill,
it reduces the obligation of repayment
by $250,000. Do I correctly understand?

Mr. CORDON. It reducesthe amount
that was contended for by that sum.

Mr. GORE. What does the Senator
mean by “contended for”?

Mr. CORDON. Irefer to that portion
of my explanation with respect to the
contention between the district and the
Interior Department as to the reimburs-
able figure,

Mr. GORE. The Senator means that
there was a disagreement between the
reclamation district and the Govern-
ment?

Mr. CORDON. That is correct.

Mr. GORE. As I read the report, the
Department acknowledges that the con-
tention of the reclamation district is not
without merit, though it does not con-
cede its correctness.
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Mr. CORDON. One might place that
interpretation upon it. The Depart-
ment agrees that, under the circum=-
stances, and for the purpose of obtain-
ing a settlement which will avoid the
necessity of litigation, this particular
figure, in the opinion of the Department,
represents a sound basis for reimburse-
ment.

Mr. GORE. Even so, the Department
does not recommend against the bill.

Mr. CORDON. No. The Department
is in favor of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

There being no objection, the bill
(H. R. 7466) was considered, ordered to
a third reading, read the third time, and
passed.

BILLS PASSED OVER

The bill (H. R. 8027) to amend the act
of March 6, 1952, to extend the time dur-
ing which the Secretary of the Interior
may enter into amendatory repayment
contracts under the Federal reclama-
tion laws was announced as next in or-
der.

Mr. LANGER. Over.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bhill
will be passed over.

The bill (S. 3114) to improve the pub-
lic health by encouraging more exten-
sive use of the voluntary prepayment
method in the provision of personal
health services was announced as next
in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

Mr. HENDRICKSON. This is obvi-
cusly not a calendar bill, although I
agree that it is a very fine piece of legis-
lation. It should be brought up on mo-
tion and debated. I ask that the bill go
over.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will go over.

PURCHASE OF OR PAYMENT FOR
REMOVAL OF IMPROVEMENTS ON
PUBLIC LANDS IN THE PALISADES
PROJECT AREA, IDAHO

The bill (H. R. 6786) authorizing the
Secretary of the Interior to purchase
improvements or pay damages for re-
moval of improvements located on pub-
lic lands of the United States in the Pali-
sades project area, Palisades reclamation
project, Idaho, was announced as next
in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

Mr. GORE. Mr, President, reserving
the right to object, I notice on the floor
the distinguished Senator from Idaho
[Mr. DworsHAK]. I wonder whether he
will explain the bill.

Mr. DWORSHAK. The report of the
committee explains the purpose of the
bill, which is to authorize the Secretary
of the interior to make payment in two
specific cases to persons who in good
faith placed improvements on Govern-
ment lands which will be inundated by
the Palisades Reservoir, now under con-
struction by the Bureau of Reclamation.
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As introduced, the bill was general in
nature. Upon advice from the Depart-
ment that there were only two cases in-
volved, the bill was amended to so limit
it. In involves a payment of $400 to
one person, and a payment of $3,000 to
another person. The Department of the
Interior makes no objection to the en-
actment of the bill and the Bureau of
the Budget has no objection.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. DWORSHAK. I yield.

Mr. GORE. From the Senator's ex-
planation it seems clear that these citi-
zens for whose benefit the bill is sought
to be passed suffered injury either
through misrepresentation on the part
of an agent of the Federal Government
or because of an erroneous survey, Is
that correct?

Mr. DWORSHAK. That is correct.
The report states that in the second case
an inaccurate survey was made by a
Forest Service ranger at the time the
house was built. The Senator is en-
tirely correct. ¢

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill,

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Idaho yield?

Mr. DWORSHAK. 1 yield.

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Would the Sen-
ator from Idaho object to an amendment
to place a prohibition on attorneys’ fees?

Mr. DWORSHAK. I would not.

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr, President,
I send an amendment to the desk and
ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sec-
retary will state the amendment.

The LecisLaTive CLERK. On page 2,
immediately before the period in line 2,
it is proposed to insert a colon and the
following:

Provided, That no part of any payment
provided for herein shall be paid or delivered
to or received by any agent or attorney on
account of services rendered in connection
therewith, and the same shall be unlawful,
any contract to the contrary notwithstand-
ing. Any person violating the provisions of
this act shall be deemed gullty of a misde-
meanor and upon conviction thereof shall
be fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr, BEN-
NETT in the chair). The question is on
agreeing to the amendment offered by
the Senator from New Jersey [Mr.
HENDRICKSON].

The amendment was agreed to.

The amiendment was ordered to be en-
grossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill (H. R. 6786) was read the third
time and passed.

INTERSTATE COMPACT BETWEEN
KENTUCKY AND VIRGINIA RELAT-
ING TO THE BREAKS INTERSTATE
PARK
The bill (S. 3168) granting the consent

and approval of Congress to an interstate

compact relating to the creation, devel-
opment, and operation by the States of

Eentucky and Virginia of a park to be
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known as The Breaks Interstate Park
was announced as next in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the hill?

Mr, GORE. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I notice on the floor
the able senior Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. CLemMENTS]. He is one of the co-
authors of the bill. I wonder whether
he will be kind enough to explain the bill
and the necessity for it.

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, the
bill proposes to grant the consent and
approval of Congress to an interstate
compact relating to the creation, de-
velopment, and operation by the States
of Kentucky and Virginia of a park to
be known as The Breaks Interstate Park.
This compact has been accomplished
pursuant to authority granted by an
act of the 83d Congress, Public Law 275,
approved August 14, 1953, wherein the
2 States were authorized to negotiate
and enter into a compact. The inter-
state compact now before the Senate
is the result of that authorization, and
has been approved by the Legislatures of
Virginia and Kentucky.

The Department of the Interior, in
commenting on this proposed legislation,
states that such a compact should lead
to the development and operation in the
public interest of a desirable interstate
park, The proposed park area possesses
high scenic qualities and has consider-
able tourist appeal. The Department
further comments that every encourage-
ment should be given fo the States of
Kentucky and Virginia to develop this
park area so as to serve that particular
region.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration
of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3168)
granting the consent and approval of
Congress to an interstate compact re-
lating to the creation, development, and
operation by the States of Kentucky and
Virginia of a park to be known as The
Breaks Interstate Park which had been
reported from the Committee on the
Judiciary with an amendment, to strike
out all after the enacting clause and
insert:

That the consent of the Congrese is here-
by given to The Breaks Interstate Park Com=
pact between the Commonwealth of Ken-
tucky and the Commonwealth of Virginia.
Such compact reads as follows:

“BREAKS INTERSTATE PARK COMPACT

“Pursuant to authority granted by an act
of the 83d Congress of the United States,
being Public Law 275, approved August 14,
1953, the Commonwealth of EKentucky and
the Commonwealth of Virginia do hereby
covenant and agree as follows:

“Article 1

“The Commonwealth of Eentucky and the
Commonwealth of Virginia agree to create,
develop and operate an interstate park to
be known as The Breaks Interstate Park,
which shall be located along the Russell
Fork of the Levisa Fork of the Big Sandy
River and on adjacent areas in Pike Coun-
ty, Ky., and Dickenson and Buchanan Coun-
ties, Va. Said park shall be of such area and
of such character as may be determined by
the Commission created by this compact.
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“Article II

“There is hereby created The Breaks In-
terstate Park Commission, which shall be a
body corporate with the powers and duties
set forth herein and such additional powers
as may be conferred upon it by subsequent
action of the appropriate authorities of Een-
tucky and Virginia. The Commission shall
consist of 3 commissioners from each of the
2 States, each of whom shall be a citizen of
the State he shall represent. Members of
the Commission shall be appointed by the
Governor. Vacancies shall be filled by the
Governor for the unexpired term. The term
of one of the first commissioners appointed
shall be for 2 years, the term of another for
3 years, and the term of the third for 4 years.
Their successors shall be appointed for terms
of 4 years each. Each Commissioner shall
hold office until his successor is appointed
and qualified. An officer or employee of the
State, a political subdivision or the United
States Government may be appointed a
Commissioner under this act.

“Article III

“The Commission created herein shall be a
joint corporate instrumentality of both the
Commonwealth of Kentucky and the Com-
monwealth of Virginia for the purpose of
effecting the objects of this compact, and
shall be deemed to be performing govern-
mental functions of the two States in the
performance of its duties hereunder. The
Commission shall have power to sue and be
sued, to contract and be contracted with, to
use a common seal and to make and adopt
suitable bylaws, rules, and regulations. The
Commission shall have the authority to ac-
quire by gift, purchase or otherwise real
estate and other property, and to dispose
of such real estate and other property.
Each Commonwealth agrees that it will ex-
ercise the right of eminent domain to ac-
quire property located within each Common-
wealth required by the Commission to ef-
fectuate the purposes of this compact.

“Article IV

“The Commission shall select from among
its members a chairman and a vice chair-
man, and may select from among its mem-
bers a secretary and treasurer or may des-
ignate other persons to fill these positions.
It may appoint, and at its pleasure remove
or discharge, such officers and legal, clerical,
expert and other assistants and employees
as may be required to carry the provisions
of this compact into effect, and shall fix and
determine their duties, gualifications and
compensation. It may establish and main-
tain one or more offices for the transaction
of its business, and may meet at any time
or place. A majority of the commissioners
present shall constitute a quorum for the
transaction of business. The commissioners
shall serve without eompensation, but shall
be paid their expenses incurred in and in-
cident to the performance of their duties.
They shall take the oath of office required
of officers of their respective States.

“Article V

“Each Commonwealth agrees that the offi-
cers and departments of each will be au-
thorized to do all things falling within their
respective jurisdictions necessary or inci-
dental to the carrying out of the compact
in every particular. The Commission shall
be entitled to the services of any State offi-
cer or agency in the same manner as any
other department or agency of this State.
The Commission shall keep accurate records,
showing in full its receipts and disburse-
ments, and said records shall be open at any
reasonable time to the inspection of such
representatives of the two Commonwealths
as may be duly constituted for that pur-
pose. The Commission shall submit annu-
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ally and at other times as required such
reports as may be required by the laws of
each Commonwealth or by the Governor
thereof.

“Article VI

“The cost of acquiring land and other prop-
erty required in the development and oper-
ation of The Breaks Interstate Park and con-
structing, maintaining, and operating im-
provements and facilities therein and equip-
ing same may be defrayed by funds received
from appropriations, gifts, the use of money
received as fees or charges for the use of
said park and facilities, or by the issuance
of revenue bonds, or by a combination of
such sources of funds. The Commission
may charge for admission to sald park, or
make other charges deemed appropriate by
it and shall have the use of funds so re-
ceived for park purposes. The Commission
is authorized to issue revenue bonds, which
ghall not be obligations of either State, pur-
suant to procedures which shall be in sub-
stantial compliance with the provisions of
laws of either or both States governing the
issuance of revenue bonds by governmental
agencies.

“Article VII

“All money, securities and other prop-
erty, real and personal, received by way of
gift or otherwise or revenue received from
its operations may be retained by the Com-
mission and used for the development,
maintenance, and operation of the park or
for other park purposes.

“The Commission shall not pledge the
credit of either Commonwealth except by
and with the authority of the general as-
sembly thereof.

“Article VIII

“This compact may be amended from time
to time by the concurrent action of the two
Commonwealth parties hereto.”

Sec. 2. The right to alter, amend, or repeal
this act is expressly reserved.

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

The title was amended so as to read:
“A bill granting the consent of Congress
to The Breaks Interstate Park com-

act.”
> Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President,
there is a companion House bill to the
bill just passed by the Senate.

The companion bill is H. R. 8549,
granting the consent of the Congress to
The Breaks Interstate Park compact. I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs
be discharged from the further consid-
eration of H. R. 8549, and that the Sen-
ate proceed to its consideration at this
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN-
NETT in the chair). Without objection,
the Committee on Interior and Insular

Affairs is discharged from the further:

consideration of House bill 8549. Is
there objection to the present considera-
tion of the House bill?

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, the
procedure suggested is agreeable to the
chairman of the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs and to the ranking
minority member of the committee.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I wish
to take this opportunity to commend my
distinguished colleague and good friend,
the senior Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
CremenTs], for his initiation of this
proposal, which is very important to the
State of Eentucky and to Virginia,
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the House bill?

There being no objection, the bill (H.
R. 8549) granting the consent of Con-
gress to The Breaks Interstate Park com-
pact was considered, ordered to a third
heading, read the third time, and passed.

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, in
view of the passage of H. R. 8549, which
is a companion bill to S. 3168, I ask
unanimous consent that the vote by
which S. 3168, granting the consent and
approval of Congress to an interstate
compact relating to the creation, de-
velopment, and operation by the States
of Kentucky and Virginia of a park to
be known as The Breaks Interstate Park,
was passed be reconsidered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. \

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, I ask
that S. 3168 be indefinitely postponed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

INVESTIGATION OF CRITICAL RAW
MATERIALS

The resolution (S. Res. 271) providing
for an investigation of critical raw ma-
terials by the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs was announced as next in
order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration
of the resolution? :

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution,
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs
without amendment, and subsequently
had been reported from the Committee
on Rules and Administration with
amendments, on page 3, line 5, after the
numerals “1953”, to insert “and Senate
Resolution 171, agreed to January 26,
1954”, and in line 9, after the word “com-
mittee”, to insert “for obligations in-
curred during the period July 1, 1954, to
January 31, 1955, inclusive”, so as to
make the resolution read:

Resolved, That the Senate Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, or any duly au-
thorized subcommittee thereof, is authorized
and directed (1) to (continue) investigate
and study the accessibility of critical raw
materials to the United States in time of
war and for the expanding economy in time
of peace; (2) to make a full and complete
investigation and study of new developments
and discovery of matetrials including syn-
thetics which may be used as substitutes
and replacements of critical materials, and
further to study the progress of research
programs, pilot-plant operations, process-
ing and beneficiating methods of critical ma-
terials and minerals including fuels; (3) to
make a full and complete investigation and
study of the best means, methods, and de-
vices to foster the greatest measure of self-
sufficiency of critical materials that can be
produced within the United States and the
Western Hemisphere and to expand and de-
velop the strategic minerals industry; (4)
to make a full and complete investigation,
and study the status of the stockpile pro-
gram, its goals, methods, and amounts of
acquisition, storage, warehousing, and rota-
tion programs; (5) to make a full and com-
plete investigation and study the available
fuel reserves of the United States and the
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Government regulations affecting such re-
sources and to formulate and recommend
a national fuel policy to assure maximum
availability to meet the needs of the peace-
time economy and for the national security
in time of war; and (6) to report to the
Senate at the earliest possible date, not later
than January 31, 1955, the results of its in-
vestigation and study, together with its rec-
ommendations.

Sec. 2, For the purposes of this resolution,
the committee, or any duly authorized sub-
committee thereof, is authorized to employ
upon a temporary basis such technical, cleri-
cal, and other assistants as it deems advis-
able, and is authorized, with the consent of
the head of the department or agency con-
cerned, to utilize the reimbursable services,
information, facilities, and personnel of any
of the departments or agencies of the Gov-
ernment, or of qualified private organiza-
tions and individuals. The expenses of the
committee under this resolution, which shall
not exceed $34,000, together with any un-
expended balances remaining from the au-
thority of Senate Resolution 143, agreed to
July 20, 1953, and Senate Resolution 171,
agreed to January 26, 1954, shall be paid from
the contingent fund of the Senate upon
vouchers approved by the chairman of the
committee for obligations incurred during
the period July 1, 1954, to January 31, 1955,
inclusive.

The amendments were agreed to.

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, my at-
tention has been called to the fact that
there is a misprint in the resolution on
page 2, line 7. The word “minerals”
should read “materials.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Ncvada offer that as an
amendment?

Mr. MALONE. I ask that the resolu-
tion be amended on page 2, line 7, by
striking out the word “minerals” and
substituting in lieu thereof the word
“materials."”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the amendment is agreed
to

:I'he resolution, as amended, was
agreed to.

INVESTIGATION OF EMPLOYEE
WELFARE AND PENSION FUNDS

The Senate proceeded to consider the
resolution (S. Res. 270) to amend Sen-
ate Resolution 225 of the 83d Congress
relative to investigation of employee
welfare and pension funds under collec-
tive bargaining agreements, by increas-
ing funds therefor, which had been re-
ported from the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare without amendment, and
subsequently had been reported from the
Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion with an amendment, in line 8, affer
the word “thereof”, to strike out
“$201,100” and insert “$125,150”, so as
to make the resolution read:

Resolved, That Senate Resolution 225, 83d
Congress, agreed to April 28, 1954 (authoriz-
ing an investigation of employee welfare and
pension funds), is amended (1) by deleting
“funds wunder collective-bargaining agree-
ments” in the first sentence of the first sec-
tion and inserting in lieu thereof “plans and
funds subject to collective-bargaining”, and
(2) by deleting “$75,000" in section 2 and
inserting in lieu thereof “$125,150.”

The amendment was agreed to.
The resolution, as amended, was
agreed to.
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STANDARDIZATION OF RATES ON
HOUSEHOLD GOODS SHIPPED BY
THE GOVERNMENT—BILL PASSED
OVER TO NEXT CALENDAR CALL

The bill (S. 904) to standardize rates
on household goods shipped by the
United States Government for its em-
ployees was announced as next in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President,
I wonder if we could have an explanation
of the bill?

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. The purpose of the
bill is to standardize rates on household
goods shipped by the United States Gov-
ernment for its employees.

Section 22 of the Interstate Commerce
Act provides special shipping privileges
of many varieties to the Federal Govern-
ment. Among them is the privilege of
having household goods moved by the
lowest bidder irrespective of the pub-
lished rates of common carriers. This
amendment would not eliminate bidding,
but it would prohibit rates lower than
published rates.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. SCHOEPPEL, Gladly.

Mr. GORE. Why should rates lower
than the published rates be denied the
Government if the Government is able
to contract for the shipment of house-
hold goods at such rates? I do not quite
understand the necessity for the bill, or
why the Government should be pro-
hibited from contracting for the ship-
ment of household goods in the most eco-
nomical manner. Was the Senator going
to explain why that is the case?

Mr, SCHOEFPEL. I was going tocon-
tinue with. the explanation of the bill.
However, I may say to the distinguished
Senator from Tennessee that, while the
bill was considered by the subcommittee
of which I am chairman, the distin-
guished Senator from Colorado [Mr.
JounsoN], who is on the floor, is the
author of the measure. When I finish
my remarks I shall be very happy to
have the Senator from Colorado join in
a further explanation of the one feature
of the bill to which the Senator from
Tennessee has referred.

In the Transportation Act of 1940, sec-
tion 321, the Congress stated in sub-
stance that it was no longer necessary to
secure bids from Ilawfully operating
motor carriers; however, this left a
purely permissive situation under section
22 for the obtaining of bids.

In 1946 the 79th Congress adopted
Public Law 600. The net effect of such
law was to remove the Federal Govern-
ment as shipper of household goods for
its employees of civilian departments
and substituted therefor an allowance
for such expense. Public Law 600 has
proven successfully but only in its limited
application to civilian departments of
government.

This same Congress adopted Public
Law 604 providing that household goods
shipments may be made for members of
the armed services by rail, water, or van
without regard to comparative costs.
Public Law 604 was adopted at the re-
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quest of the armed services which ap=-
parently was seeking a lawful method
for transporting household goods of its
personnel without the requirement of
bids or section 22 quotations. However,
and again because of the remaining
privilege under section 22, conflict, con-
fusion and destructive competition have
continued to the detriment of the mem-
bers of the armed services whose prized
household goods and effects are being
offered for transportation to the lowest
bidder without any responsibility for
safe carriage by the Government to the
owner. I would paraphrase that by say-
ing, without due consideration for the
safety and the manner in which such
goods have been and are being handled.

The amendment to section 22, among
other things, will have the effect of ac-
complishing the purpose of Public Law
604 and will eliminate the confusion
caused by the conflict between section
22 and Public Laws 600 and 604.

The amendment will not deprive the
Government of using the several levels
of rates lawfully on file with the Inter-
state Commerce Commission applying to
moving services, nor will it deprive the
Government of its right of appeal to the
ICC as to the reasonableness of any such
rate structures.

It was thought, Mr. President, that
when the Interstate Commerce Commis=
sion established the rate schedules on
the various and sundry classes of goods,
after due notice and full hearings, then,
in order to insure proper and orderly
transportation methods, even under
competition, we should have this type of
an amendment to the act. It was the
consensus of opinion of those who heard
the matter in the subcommittee that this
change should be made.

I would say candidly to the distin-
guished Senator from Tennessee that
some questions were raised as to the
propriety of not giving the Government
the right to have reduced rates without
the benefit of following the schedule of
rates published by the Interstate Com-
merce Commission, but it was also shown
fairly definitely that complaints have
been increasing by the thousand with
respect to damages which have been in=
curred by the present type of handling.
The claims in 1952 developed to a point
where they amounted to half a million
dollars, to say nothing of the thousands
and thousands of claims because of the
redtape involved in going through the
proper legal channels to recover.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Kansas yield?

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I shall be glad to
yield.

Mr. GORE. Are the carriers not in-
sured? It seems that the Government
could recover damages from the insurers
of the carriers.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Kansas yield?

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I yield.

Mr. BUTLER. I think they are in=-
sured for a very nominal amount of
money. If they want additional insur-
ance they have to furnish it. It is a
nominal insurance, as it is with reference
to any public carrier.
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Mr. GORE. I had not understood
that public carriers could get by with
only nominal insurance. I thought it
was more substantial than that.

Mr. BUTLER. If the Senator will look
at the published rates of the Interstate
Commerce Commission, I think he will
understand what I have in mind. The
ordinary passenger declares a value of
approximately $100, or less. If he de-
clares a higher value he pays a higher
price. Sometimes, even by contract,
recovery is limited to 5 percent of the
value. The fact is that the Government
is paying these claims, and a bureauc-
racy has been built up within the Pen-
tagon solely for the purpose of handling
the claims. It is a very expensive
operation.

Mr. GORE. To illustrate the magni-
tude of this problem and to illustrate,
also, to what extent the Government is
moving employees about the country and
transporting their household goods, one-
sixth of the huge transportation involved
is transportation paid for by the United
States Government.

Mr. BUTLER. I am certain that the
Senator does not want to advocate on
the floor of the Senate that the large
users should have a cut rate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Kansas has
expired.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I have
some time left of my 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Maryland.

Mr. BUTLER. The Senator from
Tennessee would not advocate on the
floor of the Senate that because a person
is a large user he should have a cut rate.

Mr. GORE. Mr, President, I am not
at the moment advocating anything. I
am trying, first, to find a justification for
the bill and, second, to try to determine
whether it is of a sufficiently contro-
versial character that it should not be
passed on the call of the consent cal-
endar.

Mr. BUTLER. The bill involves little
expense, I do not believe the cost would
be more than a million dollars a year,
and we would get rid of a much greater
expense in the form of payrolls in con-
nection with claims which are piling up
and becoming more numerous all the
time. The bill would require the Gov=-
ernment of the United States to pay
what an ordinary individual pays when
it comes to moving household goods.

Mr. GORE. What does the Senator
mean by an ordinary individual? An in-
dividual may have a very small shipment,
and the Government may have going
from the city of Washington to the city
of Philadelphia a rather large shipment
of household goods.

Mr. BUTLER. A householder could
not in any sense have a large shipment,
Those affected by the bill are individual
persons; they are householders; they are
Government employees.

Mr. GORE. What I am trying to say
is that there may be a shipment of
household goods belonging to several
householders going at one time from
Washington to Philadelphia.

Mr, BUTLER. That is perfectly true,
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Mr. GORE. Should we deny the Gov-
ernment the right to make the best bar-
gain possible, so long as it contracts with
a certified and licensed public carrier
with the necessary insurance?

Mr. BUTLER. I do not think the Gov-
ernment should pay less than the pub-
lished rate simply because it has a large
number of shipments. I do not think
the Government should pay a lesser rate
than that which is paid by other persons
using the same service. Furthermore, as
it has been pointed out by the Senator
from Kansas, the contract is made with
persons who are irresponsible in the
sense thet they have to take the ship-
ments at such a low price that the goods
arrive damaged and large claims arise
out of the shipments.

Mr. GORE. The Senator has said the
bill would save a million dollars a year
in damage claims——

Mr. BUTLER. No; I said it would cost
probably a million dollars, but, on the
other side, we could deduct the cost of
handling the numerous claims.

Mr. GORE. The report says the De-
fense Department has estimated it would
cost that Department alone $11,600,000.

Mr. BUTLER. I refer that question
back to the Senator from Kansas. I
think those figures have been shown to
be entirely erroneous and that they have
been picked out of the air.

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I may say, in an-
swer to the inquiry of the Senator from
Tennessee that at one phase of the hear-
ings officials of the armed services tes-
tified that it would cost approximately
$11 million. A year previously, they had
testified that the cost would be approxi-
mately $1 million. I might say very
candidly to the Senator that when the
hearing on the bill was conducted, and
the matter was checked into, they could
not substantiate in any degree the $11
million figure, which led the committee
to believe that the $1 million figure was
somewhere nearly in line.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Tennessee object?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres-
ident, as the author of the bill, I feel
strongly that it proposes good legisla-
tion. It is similar to a bill which passed
the Senate previously, in 1952, but did
not reach the House in time for passage
by the House and final enactment.

There are these facts with respect to
the matter which appeal strongly to me:
First, I do not know why the Govern-
ment should have any better rate than
an individual has. Congress has cre-
ated the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion to determine rates, and the Com-
mission determines rates by holding
hearings in a public way, to ascertain
what the rates shall be. The rates are
then established for everybody, small
shippers and large shippers. Also, there
are carlead rates and less-than-carload
rates. They are established by the In-
terstate Commerce Commission.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a moment on that
point?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield.

Mr. BUTLER. The bill would also
help the small trucker. Is it not true
that the large trucker can take these
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shipments at a loss? He can simply ad-
vertise that he handles Government
business, and that will cut the small
trucker out completely, because he can-
not compete and do business at a cut
rate.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That, of
course, is true, but I cannot see the fair-
ness in having one rate for the Govern-
ment and another rate for a private citi-
zen, The rates should be the same for
everyone. It is said that there should
be a differential in favor of the Gov-
ernment because of the volume of Gov-
ernment shipments. The shipments of
household goods are made individually.
The Government does not hold ship-
ments of household goods until there is
a sufficient amount for a carlead; it pro=-
ceeds to ship household goods on an
individual-shipment basis. So I cannot
see any force to the argument that the
Government should receive a lower rate
because the Government does more
business.

Another point which should be em-
phasized is the injustice which is done
to the Government employee, He has
nothing to say about his shipment.
Someone advertises that he can do the
work, and then he is cut down to the
very lowest contract price which the
Government can get. As a result, the
carrier does not give the proper pro-
tection to the shipper, and the employee
of the Government suffers because of
the inferior service.

The committee has been advised that
there are claims amounting to $400,000
or $500,000 as the result of bad condi-
tion of or injury to household goods,
caused by damage which has been done
to them in shipment. As has been
stated by other Senators, there is in
the Pentagon a very large group of em-
ployees who are busy handling claims
of this character and making contracts.

If the truth actually were known, I
think it would be found that the Gov-
ernment is losing money through this
operation. The victim is the person
who owns the household goods, because
his goods are being destroyed by in-
ferior service. These shipments do not
receive the same kind of attention which
the regular carriers of household goods
give to shipments for which they are
responsible.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield.

Mr. BUTLER. It used to be said in
the old days that three moves were equal
to a fire. In this case, one move is equal
to a fire.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is
true. Three moves were the equivalent
of a fire. If an employee has the Gov-
ernment arrange for moving his house-
hold goods under the cheap rates which
are now paid, of course, one move, as
the Senator says, probably would be
equal to a fire.

I think the bill is perfectly reasonable.
If the rates on household goods are too
high, the matter should be taken care
of through the regular channels in the
ICC, and the Commission should de-
termine the rates. The Commission
has determined rates in the past, and
has found what reasonable rates are,
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Colorado has
expired.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I am not
prerared to object to the passage of the
bill, but serious quesfions are involved.
Senators have said that they do not un-
derstand why the Government should
enjoy one rate, and the citizen another.
That argument has appeal, but it can
be carried too far. For instance, the
Government has one rate of interest on
the borrowing of money, while a citizen
cannot borrow money at that rate.

In view of the fact that the general
counsel of the Army, Mr. John G. Ad-
ams, has registered objection to the bill,
I ask unanimous consent that the bill
be passed over at this time, but to be
called at the next call of the calendar.
That will afford time for a study of the
bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be passed over until the next call of
the calendar.

PRIVATE FINANCING OF NEW SHIP
CONSTRUCTION—BILL PASSED
OVER

The bill (8. 3219) to amend certain
provisions of title XI of the Merchant
Marine Act of 1936 to facilitate private
financing of new ship construction was
announced as next in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration
of the bill?

Mr. BUTLER. The purpose of the bill
is to facilitate private financing in new
ship construction. The calendar indi-
cates that a report, Report No. 1804, ac-
companies the bill. As a matter of fact,
the report has not yet been printed.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill
be passed over, but that it be considered
on the next call of the calendar, not as
having been passed over, but as a new
item on the calendar.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is it the
request of the Senator from Maryland
that the bill be included in the next call
of the calendar?

Mr. BUTLER. That is correct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be passed over, and without objec-
tion will be included in the next call of
the calendar.

INTERNATIONAL CONVENTION FOR
THE HIGH SEAS FISHERIES OF
THE NORTH PACIFIC OCEAN

The bill (S. 3713) to give effect to the
International Convention for the High
Seas Fisheries of the North Pacific
Ocean, signed at Tokyo, May 9, 1952,
and for other purposes, was announced
as next in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

Mr. GORE. I ask for an explanation.

Mr. DUFF. The purpose of the bill is
to give effect to the International Con-
vention for the High Seas Fisheries of
the North Pacific Ocean, signed at Tokyo,
May 9, 1952.

The convention provides for the pres=
ervation of the fisheries of the North
Pacific Ocean through the cooperation
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of the three great fishing nations of the
area—the United States, Canada, and
Japan. As with our other fishery con-
ventions, the treaty calls for joint study
by the three nations of fisheries of com=-
mon concern in order to determine the
conservation measures required to main-
tain such fisheries at their maximum
sustained level of productivity. It pro-
vides further for the recommendation of
such measures for adoption by the sig-
natory governments. The North Pa-
cific Convention goes further, however,
than our other fishery conventions.
Concerning itself with some of the most
strictly regulated fisheries in the world,
it introduces the new principle of ab-
stention into international conservation
practice. This principle is, in very brief
terms, that a nation ought to abstain
from newly entering a fishery if the stock
of fish concerned is already fully fished
and is regulated and conserved by an-
other nation or nations. Under this
principle, it was agreed that Japan
should abstain from fishing salmon, hali-
but, and herring in certain waters off the
coasts of North America, and that Can-
ada should abstain from fishing salmon
in certain waters off the Bering Sea. In
return, the United States and Canada,
with reference to the Japanese absten-
tion, agreed to continue necessary con-
servation regimes with respect to the
stocks of fish concerned.

The convention contemplated the es-
tablishment of an international commis-
sion composed of 3 national sections,
each of not more than 4 persons, to be
appointed by the respective governments.
Each national section has one vote, and
all decisions of the Commission must
be unanimous. The four United States
Commissioners already have been ap-
pointed as is also true of the Commis-
sioners from Canada and Japan. It is
understood that implementing legisla-
tion, also, already has been enacted by
Canada, and that Japan is prepared to
carry out, and is carrying out, its obliga-
tions under the terms of the convention.

The implementing legislation is similar
in almost all respects to the Northwest
Atlantic Fisheries Act of 1950 which im-
plemented the International Convention
for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries, and
with other Ilegislation to implement
similar fisheries conventions.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration
of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3713)
to give effect to the International Con-
vention for the High Seas Fisheries of
the North Pacific Ocean, signed at Tokyo,
May 9, 1952, which has been reported
from the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce with amendments, on
page 2, line 22, after the word “five”, to
strike out “or" and insert ‘“nor”; on page
3, line 19, after the word “individual”, to
insert “appointed from private life”; on
page 4, line 9, after the word “Commis-
sion”, to strike out “to amend the An-
nex”; on page 9, line 12, after “haec
verba”, to strike out “as long as Alaska
shall remain a Territory”, and at the be-
ginning of line 14 to insert “of the
Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Act.”

The amendments were agreed to.
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- The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I send 2
amendments to the desk and ask to have
them stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the amendments of the
Senator from Tennessee.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK, On page 3, in
line 20, after the word “Commissioner”,
it is proposed to strike out the word “ap-
pointed.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 3, in
line 21, after the figure “3”, it is pro=-
posed to strike out “(a).”

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time, -
and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That this act may be
cited as the “North Pacific Fisheries Act of
1954.""

Sec. 2. As used in this act, the term—

(a) "Convention” means the International
Convention for the High Seas Fisheries of
the North Pacific Ocean with a protocol re-
lating thereto signed at Tokyo, May 9, 1952;

(b) “Commission” means the Interna-
tlonal North Pacific Fisherles Commission
provided for by article IT of the Convention;

(c) *“United States section” means the
United States Commissioners to the Com-
mission;

(d) “Convention area” means all waters,
other than Territorial waters, of the North
Pacific Ocean which for the purposes of this
act shall include the adjacent seas;

(e) “Fishing vessel” means any vessel en=
gaged in catching fish or processing or trans-
porting fish loaded on the high seas, or any
vessel outfitted for such activities.

Sec. 3. The United States shall be repre-
sented on the Commission by not more than
four Commissioners to be appointed by the
President, to serve as such during his pleas-
ure, and to receive no compensation for their
services as Commissioners. Of such Coms-
missioners—

(a) one shall be an official of the United
States Government; and

(b) each of the others shall be a person
residing in a State or Territory, the residents
of which maintain a substantial fishery in the
convention area.

Sec. 4. (a) The United States section shall
appoint an advisory committee composed of
not less than 5 nor more than 20 members
and shall fix the terms of office thereof, such
members to be selected both from the vari=-
ous groups participating in the fisheries cov=
ered by the convention and from the fishery
agencies of the States or Territories, the resi-
dents of which maintain a substantial fishery
in the convention area.

(b) Any or all members of the advisory
committee may attend all sessions of the
Commission except executive sessions.

(c) The advisory committee shall be in-
vited to all nonexecutive meetings of the
United States section and at such meetings
shall be granted opportunity to examine and
to be heard on all proposed programs of
study and investigation, reports, and recom=
mendations of the United States section.

(d) The members of the advisory commit=
tee shall receive no compensation for their
services as such members. On approval by
the United States section, not more than
three members of the committee, designated
by the committee, may be paid for trans-
portation expenses and per diem incident to
attendance at meetings of the Commission
of the United States section. .

Bec, 5. Bervice of any individual appointed
from private life as a United States Commis-
sioner pursuant to section 3, or as a member
of the advisory committee appointed pursu-
ant to section 4 (a), shall not be considered
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as service or employment bringing such indi-
vidual within the provisions of sections 281,
283, 284, and 434 of title 18 of the United
States Code, and section 190 of the Revised
Statutes (5 U. 8. C. 99), except insofar as
such provisions of law may prohibit any such
individual from acting or receiving compen-
sation in respect to matters directly relating
to the convention, this act, or regulations
issued pursuant to this act.

Sec. 6. The President is authorized to (a)
accept or reject, on behalf of the United
States, recommendations made by the Com-
mission in accordance with the provisions of
article ITI, section 1, of the convention, and
recommendations made by the Commission
in pursuance of the provisions of the proto-
col to the convention; and (b) act for the
United States in the selection of persons by
the contracting parties to compose the special
committee provided by the protocol to the
convention.

Sec. 7. Any agency of the of the Federal
Government is authorized, upon request of
the Commission, to cooperate in the conduct
of scientific and other programs, and to
furnish, on a reimbursable basis, facilities
and personnel for the purpose of assisting
the Commission in carrying out its duties
under the convention. Such agency may
accept reimbursement from the Commission.

Sec. 8. (a) The provisions of the conven-
tion and this act relating to abstention from
fishing in certain areas by the nationals and
vessels of one or more of the contracting
parties shall be enforced by the Coast Guard
in cooperation with the Fish and Wildlife
Service and the Bureau of Customs.

(b) For such purposes any Coast Guard
officer, any officer of the Fish and Wildlife
Service, or any other person authorized to
enforce the provisions of the convention and
this act referred to in subsection (a) of this
section may go on board any fishing vessel
of Canada or Japan found in waters in which
Canada or Japan has agreed by or under the
convention to abstain from exploitation of
one or more stocks of fish, and, when he has
reasonable cause to believe that such vessel
is engaging in operations in violation of the
provisions of the convention, may, without
warrant or other process, inspect the equip~-
ment, books, documents, and other articles
on such vessel and question the persons on
board, and for these purposes may hail and
stop such vessel, and use all necessary force
to compel compliance.

(c) Whenever any such officer has reason-
able cause to believe that any person on any
fishing vessel of Canada or Japan is violating,
or immediately prior to the boarding of such
vessel was violating, the provisions of the
convention referred to in subsection (a) of
this section, such person, and any such ves=
sel employed in such violation shall be de-
tained and shall be delivered as promptly as
practicable to an authorized official of the
nation to which they belong in accordance
with the provisions of the convention.

(d) Any officer of the Coast Guard, any
officer of the Fish and Wildlife Service, or
any other person authorized to enforce the
provisions of the convention and this act
referred to in subsection (a) of this section,
may be directed to attend as witnesses and
to produce such available records and files
or duly certified copies thereof as may be
necessary to the prosecution in Canada or
Japan of any violation of the provisions of
the convention or any Canadian or Japanese
law for the enforcement thereof when re-
guested by the appropriate authorities of
Canada or Japan respectively.

Sec. 9. The Secretary of the Interior may
designate officers of the States and Terri-
tories of the United States to enforce the
provisions of the convention and this act
insofar as they pertain to fishing vessels of
the United States and the persons on board
such vessels.

8ec. 10. {a) It shall be unlawful for any
person or fishing vessel subject to the juris«
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diction of the United States to engage in the
catching of any stock of fish from which the
United States may agree to abstain in the
waters specified for such abstention as set
forth In the annex to the convention, or to
load, process, possess, or transport any such
fish or fish products processed therefrom in
the said waters, or to land in a port of the
United States any fish so caught, loaded,
possessed, or transported or any fish products
processed therefrom.

(b) It shall be unlawful for any person or
fishing vessel subject to the jurisdiction of
the United States knowingly to load, process,

, or transport any fish specified in
subsection (a) of this section or any fish
products processed therefrom in the terri-
torial waters of the United States or in any
waters of the convention area in addition to
those specified in subsection (a) of this
section, or to land in a port of the United
States any such fish or fish products.

(c) It shall be unlawful for any person or
fishing vessel subject to the jurisdiction of
the United States knowingly to load, process,
possess, or transport in the convention area
or in the territorial waters of the United
States any fish taken by a national of Canada
or Japan from a stock of fish from which
Canada or Japan respectively has agreed to
abstain as set forth in the annex to the con-
vention or any fish products processed there-
from, or to land such fish or fish products in
a port of the United States.

(d) It shall be unlawful for any person
subject to the jurisdiction of the United
States to ald or abet in the taking of fish
by a national or fishing vessel of Canada or
of Japan from a stock of fish from which
Canada or Japan has respectively agreed to
abstain as set forth in the annex of the
convention.

(e) It shall be unlawful for the master
or owner or any person in charge of any
fishing vessel of the United States to refuse
to permit the duly authorized officials of
the United States, Canada, or Japan to board
such vessel or inspect its equipment, books,
documents, or other articles or question the
persons on board in accordance with the pro-
vision of the convention, or to obstruct such
officials in the execution of such duties.

Sec. 11. (a) Any person violating subsec-
tion (a), (b), or (c) of section 10 of this
act shall upon conviction be fined not more
than $10,000, and for such offense the court
may order forefeited, in whole or in part, the
first concerned in the offense, or the fishing
gear involved in such fishing, or both, or
the monetary value thereof. Such forfeited
fish or fishing gear shall be disposed of in
accordance with the direction of the court.

(b) Any person violating subsection (d) of
section 10 of this act shall upon conviction
be fined not more than $10,000,

(c) Any person violating subsection (e) of
section 10 of this act shall upon conviction
be fined not more than $10,000 and be im-
priscned for not more than 1 year or both,
and for such offense the court may order
forfeited, in whole or in part the fish and
fishing gear on board the vessel, or both,
or the monetary value thereof. Such fish
and fishing gear shall be disposed of in
accordance with the direction of the court.

(d) Bection 10 of the Northwest Atlantic
Fisheries Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 1067; 16 U. 8. C.
989) shall not apply to violations for which
penalties are provided in this section.

SEc. 12. For the effective execution of this
act, sections 7 (a) and (b), 9, 10, and 11 of
the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Act of 1950
(64 Stat. 1067; 16 U. S. C. 986, 988, 989, 990)
shall be deemed to be incorporated herein
in haec verba as long as Alaska shall remain
a Territory provided that regulations au-
thorized by section 7 (a) of the Northwest
Atlantic Fisheries Act shall be adopted by the
Secretary of the Interior on consultation
with the United States Section and shall ap-
ply only to stocks of fish in the convention
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area contiguous to the territorial water of
Alaska.

Sec. 13. (a) There is hereby authorized to
be appropriated from time to time such sums
as may be necessary for carrying out the
purposes and provisions of the convention
and this act, including—

(1) 1 y travel exp of the United
States Commissioners without regard to the
Standardized Government Travel Regula-
tions, as amended, the Travel Expense Act of
1949, or section 10 of the Act of March 3,
1933 (U. 8. C., title 5, sec. T3b); and

(2) the United States share of the joint
expenses of the Commission; provided that
the Commissioners shall not, with respect
to commitments concerning the United
States share of the joint expenses of the
Commission, be subject to the provisions of
section 262 (b) of title 22 of the United
States Code insofar as they limit the au-
thority of United States representatives to
international organizations with respect to
such commitments.

(b) Such funds as shall be made available
to the Secretary of the Interior for research
and related activities shall be expended to
carry out the program of the Commission
in accordance with recommendations of the
United States Section.

Sec. 14. If any provision of this act or
the application of such provision to any cir-
cumstances or persons shall be held invalid,
the validity of the remainder of the act and
the applicability of such provision to other
circumstances or persons shall not be af-
fected thereby.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE HOG ISLAND
TRACT BY THE CITY OF PHIL-
ADELPHIA

The bill (S. 3630) to permit the city of
Philadelphia to further develop the Hog
Island tract as an air, rail, and marine
terminal by directing the Secretary of
Commerce to release the city of Philadel-
phia from the fulfillment of certain con-
ditions contained in the existing deed
which restrict further development was
announced as next in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask for
an explanation.

Mr. DUFF. The purpose of the bill is
to relieve the city of Philadelphia from
certain obligations, including payment
of an annual ground rent, contained in
the deed of July 23, 1930, whereby the
United States transferred to Philadel-
phia title to a tract of approximately
950 acres of land, known as Hog Island.

Hog Island was bought from the
United States for a total price fixed at $3
million. A downpayment of $450,000 was
made, and the balance secured by an an-
nual ground rent of $76,500 for 10 years
and $153,000 per year thereafter. This
ground rent must be paid until the bal-
ance of $2,550,000 is extinguished. Since
1930, the United States has received a
total of about $3 million, including the
downpayment and annual ground rents,
from the city of Philadelphia for Hog
Island.

If the city had not purchased Hog Is-
land and paid the ground rent continu-
ously, or if the city had occupied the land
pursuant to a lease or permit, it would
probably have obtained this land with-
out any payment at all as authorized
by section 16 of the Federal Airport Act
(60 Stat. 179, May 13, 1946). However,
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in section 16 of the Federal Airport Act,
Congress made no provision for trans-
fer of interests such as the United States
has retained in this instance, and the
proposed legislation is necessary to au-
thorize the release sought by the city of
Philadelphia.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. DUFF. 1yield to the Senator from
Tennessee.

Mr. GORE. The General Accounting
Office has entered an objection because
it does not look favorably upon the sur-
render of property or rights of the
United States without appropriate bene-
fit aceruing to the United States there-
from. Can the Senator give an explana-
tion of what rights, and if there are
rights, if they are sufficient, which will
accrue to the United States Govern-
ment?

Mr. DUFF. The answer to that ques-
tion was given by Mr. Robert B. Murray,
Jr., Under Secretary of Commerce, for
Transportation, who testified before our
committee and said that they disagree
with the General Accounting Office, not
on principle, but on the facts. The facts
are that an immense benefit would ac-
crue to the Government by virtue of
further improvements of an airport
which is so necessary to the national
defense as is the airport in Philadelphia.
Already the city of Philadelphia has
expended, in the development of the
present airport, in excess of $30 million,
and it is desirous of making further
large improvements to the airport. Itis
not only one of the most important air-
ports in the eastern part of the United
States, but one of the largest.

In corder to raise funds for various
further improvements, including length-
ening the runways, it is necessary that
the city of Philadelphia raise further
funds. Under the laws of Pennsylvania,
there exists what is known as an author=-
ity act, whereby a municipal subdivision
of the State, under certain conditions,
and based on the value of the property
borrowed upon, can increase its in-
debtedness for the purpose of making
improvements. With the present out-
standing claim of the Federal Govern-
ment, it is impossible for the city to
borrow the money in that manner in
order to make the improvements.

It was also testified that if the bill
were passed, the city, pursuant to the
method I have explained would be pre=
pared immediately to make further im-
provements to the extent of $10 million,
in addition to the $30 million already
expended, which improvements would
accrue to the benefit of the Govern-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
PaynE in the chair). Is there objection
to the present consideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3630)
to permit the city of Philadelphia to
further develop the Hog Island tract as
an air, rail, and marine terminal by di-
recting the Secretary of Commerce to
release the city of Philadelphia from
the fulfillment of certain conditions

contained in the existing deed which re-
strict further development, which has

been reported from the Committee on
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Interstate and Foreign Commerce, with
amendments, on page 1, line 5, after the
word “conditions”, to strike out “of” and
insert “for the benefit of the United
States set forth in”, and on page 2, line
9, after the word “trusts”, to insert “for
the benefit of the United States”, so as
to make the bill read:

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of
Commerce is authorized and directed to re-
lease the city of Philadelphia from the ful-
fillment of any and all conditions for the
benefit of the United States set forth in a
deed of the United States, acting through
the United States Shipping Board, dated the
23d day of July 1930, relating to a tract
of land, known as Hog Island, situated partly
in the township of Tinicum in the county of
Delaware and State of Pennsylvania and
partly in the 40th ward of the city of Phila-
delphia, comprising 951 acres more or less;
and to execute in proper form a full and
complete release and discharge of the yearly
ground rent reserved to the United States
under and pursuant to said deed, and reliev-
ing the city of Philadelphia from the ful-
fillment of any and all covenants, conditions,
and trusts for the benefit of the United
States set forth in said deed.

Sec. 2. The execution of the aforesaid re-
lease shall be made without consideration
therefor and upon condition that the afore-
sald tract shall be held, used, and developed
as and for an air, rail, and marine terminal
for the promotion and furtherance of the
interstate and foreign commerce of the
United States, and for industrial purposes
related thereto: Provided, That the premises
shall not be disposed of by the city of Phila-
delphia by conveyance or sale, except in
furtherance of the public purposes herein
set forth, The release shall contain a fur-
ther provision that whenever the Congress
of the United States shall declare a state of
war or other national emergency the United
States shall have the right to enter upon the
Ppremises and use the same or any part there-
of owned by the city of Philadelphia for a
period not to exceed the duration of such
state of war or national emergency plus 6
months, and upon cessation of such use said
premises shall revert to the city of Phila-
delphia: Provided however, That the United
States shall be responsible during the period
of such use for the maintenance of all of
the property so used, and shall pay a fair
rental for the use of any structures or other
improvements which have been added there-
to, said rental to include all debt service
charges or other obligations arising out of
the financing of all structures or improve-
ments on the aforesald premises.

The amendments were agreed to.
The bill was ordered to be engrossed

for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

LOANS BY THE FARM CREDIT
ADMINISTRATION

The bill (S. 3339) to authorize the
Farm Credit Administration to make
loans of the type formerly made by the
Land Bank Commissioner was an-
nounced as next in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration
of the bill? ]

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I request
an explanation of the bill.

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, as
the record discloses, the senior Senator

from Kansas is a cosponsor of this
measure, together with the distinguished
Junior Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
ANDERSON].
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~The bill authorizes the Farm Credit
Administration to make until June 30,
1959, loans of the type formerly made by
the Land Bank Commissioner. The au-
thority for such loans expired on July 1,
1947. In addition, the bill would make
the maximum amount of the loans
$15,000, instead of $7,500.

Second, the bill would liberalize the
provision for deferring the principal in-
stallments.

Third, the bill would permit the inter-
est rate on the extension of loans to be
continued at the same rate applicable
to the loans.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Kansas yield?

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I am glad to yield.

Mr. GORE. As I have listened to the
explanation being made by the able Sen-
ator from Kansas, I wonder why it is
necessary to revive secondary mortgage
availability to the farmers during this
period. The program expired, as I be=
lieve the Senator from Kansas said, in
1947. Why is it necessary in 1954 to
revive that program?

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. Presidenf, I
may say, for the benefit of the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON], who
has just arrived on the floor, that the
Senator from Tennessee has requested a
statement of the reason for the necessity
of this proposed legislation, when, as a
matter of fact, the authority to make
loans of this type expired on July 1, 1947.

Mr. GORE. I may say that I was
struck by the dates involved and by the
fact that, heretofore, farmers have not
been in particular need of secondary
mortgages. However, now they seem to
be found necessary. I was requesting an
explanation.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, let
me say to the Senator from Tennessee
that at the time when trouble arose in
connection with the livestock industry, a
year or so ago, livestock prices dropped
very drastically. Feed prices did not
drop. As a result, many cattlemen and
others were caught in difficulty.

It is anticipated that if the drought
continues in southern Colorado, central
Texas, all of eastern New Mexico, parts
of the western section of Kansas, and the
panhandle of Oklahoma, stockmen and
farmers who have exhausted their pres-
ent credit facilities will have a great deal
of trouble arranging for loans. The au=-
thority provided by this measure will not
necessarily have to be exercised; but
many years ago the Land Bank Commis-
sioner type of loan was found to be ex-
tremely useful.

At the present time there is no need
for the enactment of this measure. It
happens to be my opinion, however, that
if the drought continues in the areas
where there now has been drought for 4
years, the farmers and stockmen will be
in need of additional types of financial
aid and credit.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from New Mexico yield?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. GORE. I understood we had spe-
cial programs for drought relief. I shall

not oppose the bill if the farmers are in
such distressed condition, whether be-
cause of prices or the inadequacy of the

farm program or because of the drought.
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I am willing to extend a helping hand.
However, I was struck by the necessity
of providing now for this program.

Mr. ANDERSON. I wish to say to the
Senator from Tennessee that enactment
of this measure is not now required.
However, I anticipate it will be required
this fall. It was because of my belief that
enactment of the bill will be required
that I originally suggested that the Sen-
ator from Kansas [Mr. ScHoeEppeEL] and
I cooperate on this measure. He and I
drove through five of the Western
States—not viewing those areas from
the air, but going by automobile directly
to the places of extreme drought. There
are areas of the United States where
drought relief has terminated at the
present time; as of July 15 the supplying
of protein meal was stopped. It will be
resumed in the States where the gover-
nors have decided to have a hay program.

However, this is the fifth straight sea-
son of drought. In the first year the
farmers arranged for small loans from
their banks. About the second year
they went to the Farm Credit Adminis-
tration. After a while they obtained
some help from the Farm Home Admin-
istration. But after about 5 years the
stockmen and farmers are in real trouble,

So my feeling is that with 10 million
surplus cattle on the ranges, if the
drought continues, there will be a rush
to the market, and in that event there
will be a collapse of prices, and at that
time this provision will be needed.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I wish to
congratulate the Senator from New
Mexico on his record, not only in this
case but as a great Secretary of Agricul-
ture and an outstanding farmer before
he became one of the outstanding Mem-
bers of the United States Senate. I con-
gratulate him upon foreseeing the needs
of the farmers and trying to alleviate
their difficulties under such circum-
stances.

Ifeel that the difficulties of the farmers
may be more severe than is anticipated.
Eecause of that, I shall withhold objec-

on.

Mr, MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from New Mexico yield?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. MORSE. I think the bill is a
sound one and is much needed. I merely
wish to express doubt as to whether the
Senator from New Mexico is completely
correct when he says the bill is not
needed now. It is my understanding
that even a year ago a considerable
amount of loans of this particular type,
under the provision now proposed, could
have been made and would have been
made in the drought areas, for the rea-
son that when the emergency program is
ended stockmen may be supplied with
hay and grain, and the assistance needed
for immediate relief may be given, but
that will not put the stockmen back
on a profit-making and going-business
basis, because the damage the drought
does to the herds and facilities is so
great that it is impossible even to begin
to take care of that damage simply by
supplying the stockmen with hay for
starving cattle, or with grain to help
fatten a few of the cattle the farmers
or stockmen may wish to get on the way
to market.
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In this case we are dealing with the
problem of supplying these particular
stockmen and farmers with the loans
they need in order to get back to a profit-
able basis of operation. In some in-
stances they must buy new stock. The
emergency relief is of no assistance to
them, for example, in buying new breed-
ing stock, if as a result of the drought
they find it necessary really to get rid of
stock that no longer is fit for breeding
purposes.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
could not agree more fully with the Sen-
ator from Oregon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration
of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill (S. 339) to
authorize the Farm Credit Administra-
tion to make loans of the type formerly
made by the Land Bank Commissioner,
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry with
an amendment, to strike out all after
the enacting clause and insert:

That the Farm Credit Administration is
authorized to exercise the authority con-
ferred upon the Land Bank Commissioner
by part 3 of the Emergency Farm Mortgage
Act of 1933 (12 U. 8. C. 1016-1019).

Sec. 2, Section 32 of the Emergency Farm
Mortgage Act of 1933, as amended (12
U. 8. C. 1016), is amended—

(a) By amending the first sentence thereof
(12 U. S. C., 1946 edition, 1016 (a)), as par-
tially repealed by section 206 (h) of the act
of June 30, 1947 (61 Stat. 208), to read as
follows: “Loans to any farmer &s hereinafter
provided shall be secured by a first or second
mortgage upon the whole or any part of the
farm property, real or personal, including
crops, of the farmer.";

(b) By substituting “$15,000" for “$7.,500"
in the second sentence thereof (12 U. 8. C.
1016 (b), first sentence);

(c) By amending the proviso at the end
of the fourth sentence thereof (12 U. 8. C.
1016 (¢), first sentence), to read as follows:
“Provided, That any borrower under this
section may be permitted to defer payment
of the principal portions of installments on
his loan for a period not exceeding 5 years
under regulations prescribed by the Farm
Credit Administration”; and

(d) By amending the 11th sentence there-
of (12 U. 8. C. 1016 (g), first sentence), to
read as follows: “The Farm Credit Adminis-
tration shall make loans under this zection
on behalf of and in the name of the Federal
Farm Mortgage Corporation, but no such
loans shall be made after June 30, 1959, ex-
cept for the purpose of refinancing loans
previously made under this section.”

Sec. 3. The second sentence of section 4
(b) of the Federal Farm Mortgage Corpora-
tion Act, as amended (12 U. S. C. 1020d, sec-
ond sentence), is amended by striking out
“at a rate not exceeding 5 percent per
annum” and inserting in lieu thereof “at a
rate not exceeding the rate of interest on
the loan.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The hill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed. 5

CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN LANDS
IN ALASKA TO THE ROTARY CLUB
OF EETCHIEAN, ALASKA
The bill (H. R. 6263) to authorize the

Secretary of Agriculture to convey cer-

tain lands in Alaska to the Rotary Club

July 17

of Ketchikan, Alaska, was announced as
next in order.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, may we
have an explanation of the bill?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. An ex-
planation is requested.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, this is a
House bill. The information given to
the Senate committee is to the effect that
these 4 acres of land were developed by
the Ketchikan, Alaska, Rotary Club
sometime during the 1930's; and during
the war they were turned over to the
Forest Service, inasmuch as at that time
the land was included within the area
of the Tongass National Forest. These 4
acres were used as a recreational ground.

Since that time the boundaries of the
forest have been drawn back several
miles, leaving the 4-acre recreational
tract where it is rather difficult for the
Forest Service to handle it. The Rotary
Club says it will take it back and operate
it. The bill would turn the 4 acres, with
the exception of 7 feet, which is desired
for a right-of-way, back to the Rotary
Club to be owned by them so long as the
property is operated for the public bene-
fit. That is all I know about it.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. AIKEN. I yield.

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator from
Vermont think I am correct in my under-
standing that this land was transferred
to the Federal Government in the first
instance for a specific use, to be held
by the Federal Government so long as it
was able to use it for that purpose, but
that it no longer has any use for it for
that purpose, and therefore the land
should go back to the people who orig-
inally made it available to the Federal
Government?
mMr. AIKEN. That is my understand-

g.

Mr. MORSE. That is my understand-
ing. However, for the record, in order
that this case will never be cited as a
precedent against me, that explanation
makes it clear that the bill does not
violate the Morse formula.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, T
am quite sure that the purpose of the
bill is such that it does not in any way
violate the Morse formula.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

There being no objection, the bill
(H. R. 6263) was considered, ordered to a
third reading, read the third time, and
passed.

CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN LAND TO
THE CITY OF CLIFTON, N. J.

The bill (H. R. 4928) to authorize the
Secretary of Agriculture to convey a cer-
tain parcel of land to the city of Clifton,
N. J., was announced as next in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of

the bill?

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, may we
have an explanation? The report indi-
cates that this is a very valuable piece
of land. I have no objection to its con-
veyance, but the Recorp ought to show
the eonditions under which it is con-
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veyed, and whether or not the Govern-
ment is receiving proper reimbursement.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
think it should be said that this bill is
exactly in accordance with the Morse
formula, which has heretofore been
cited.

Mr. MORSE. It is better than the
Morse formula.

Mr. HENDRICKSON.
than the Morse formula.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I am de-
lighted to find a bill coming before the
Senate that is better than the Morse
formula. I congratulate the Senator
from New Jersey. This bill provides for
the payment of 75 percent of the ap-
praised fair market value.

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President,
I should like to observe that many good
things come from New Jersey.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Isthere
objection to the present consideration
of the bill?

There being no objection, the bill (H.
R. 4928) was considered, ordered to a
third reading, read the third time, and
passed.

It is better

ADDITIONAL FUNDS FOR THE COM-
MITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS—
RESOLUTION REFERRED TO COM-
MITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINIS=-
TRATION

The resolution (S. Res. 279) to pro-
vide additional funds for the Committee
on Appropriations was announced as
next in order.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
believe, under our customary procedure,
this resolution and the following one
should be referred to the Committee on
Rules and Administration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With=
out objection, the resolution will be re-
ferred to the Committee on Rules and
Administration.

ADDITIONAL FUNDS FOR THE COM-
MITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND
FOREIGN COMMERCE

The resolution (S. Res. 276) providing
additional funds for the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce was
announced as next in order.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask that this resolution also be re-
ferred to the Committee on Rules and
Administration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With=-
out objection, it is so ordered.

AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1954—BILL
PASSED OVER

The bill (S. 3052) to encourage a
stable, prosperous, and free agriculture,
and for other purposes, was announced
as next in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Isthere
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

Mr. HENDRICKSON, Mr. President,
obviously this bill is not calendar busi-
ness, and should be passed over,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be passed over.
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Mr. GORE. Mr. President, T do not
wish unduly to trespass upon the time
of the Senate, but it strikes me as an
amusing comparison that we have just
passed a bill providing for secondary
mortgage loans for farmers, whereas this
bill is entitled “A bill to encourage a
stable, prosperous, and free agriculture,
and for other purposes.”

Mr. ATKEN. Mr,. President, the Sena-
tor from Tennessee will note that the
bill providing for emergency loans to
farmers has an expiration date, about
4 years in advance. I believe that by the
time of the expiration date of the emer=-
gency loan bill the other bill which has
just been referred to, the bill to encour-
age a stable, prosperous, and free agri-
culture, and for other purposes, will no
longer be necessary. [Laughter.]

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President,
let me say to the distinguished Senator
from Tennessee that, contrary to some
of the arguments which I have heard
from my good friends on the other side
of the aisle, the United States Senate
still cannot control drought.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be passed over.

BILL PASSED OVER

The bill (S. 3744) to change the name
of Gavins Point Reservoir back of Gavins
Point Dam to Lewis and Clark Lake was
announced as next in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, at the re-
quest of the distinguished junior Senator
from Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE], I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be passed over.

RESOLUTIONS PASSED OVER

The resolution (S. Res. 280) to cite
Albert Shadowitz for contempt of the
Senate was announced as next in order.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, may we
have an explanation of the resolution?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. An ex-
planation is requested. The resolution
was reported from the Committee on
Government Operations.

Mr. COOPER. I have just been in-
formed that there is a request that the
resolution be passed over.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The res-
olution will be passed over.

The resolution (S. Res. 282) to cite
Abraham Unger for contempt of the
Senate was announced as next in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the resolution?

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I make
the same request with respect to this
resolution. I ask that it be passed over.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The res-
olution will be passed over.

The resolution (S. Res. 281) to cite
Corliss Lamont for contempt of the Sen-
ate was announced as next in order.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I make
the same request with respect to this
resolution. I ask that it be passed over.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The res-
olution will be passed over.
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BILLS PASSED OVER

The bill (H. R. 3300) to authorize the
State of Illinois and the Sanitary District
of Chicago under the direction of the
Secretary of the Army to help control
the lake level of Lake Michigan by di-
verting water from Lake Michigan into
the Illinois waterway was announced as
next in order.

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President,
reserving the right to object—and I do
not intend to object—this might be an
important bill, I think it should be ex-
plained.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. An ex-
planation is requested.

Mr. GORE. By request, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be passed over.

The bill (H. R. 9678) to promote the
security and foreign policy of the United
States by furnishing assistance to friend-
ly nations, and for other purposes, was
announced as next in order.

Mr. HENDRICKSON, Mr. President,
here again we have proposed legislation
which is clearly of such a nature that it
should be brought up on motion. I ask
that the bill be passed over.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be passed over.

NAVIGATION ON THE DELAWARE
RIVER—BILL PASSED OVER

The bill (S. 2317) authorizing the
modification of the existing project for
navigation on the Delaware River, Pa.,
N. J., and Del., was announced as next in
order,

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I have dis-
cussed the bill with the distinguished
senior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
MarTIN]. It seems to be an entirely
meritorious bill, but it does involve an
increase in cost of $18 million. We have
followed, more or less, a rule of thumb,
that no bill involving more than $1 mil-
lion should pass on the call of the calen=
dar. For that reason, rather than be=
cause of any objection to the prineiple,
or the bill itself, I ask that the bill be
passed over.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hill
will be passed over.

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President,
in view of the request that the bill be
passed over, I hope the distinguished
majority leader will bring the bill before
the Senate for consideration by a mo-
tion at an early date.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, let
me say for the information of the Sena=
tor from New Jersey [Mr. HENDRICKSON]
and other Senators that, in conformity
with the notice heretofore given, when
the pending bill shall have been disposed
of there will be a number of bills of first
priority, and other bills which may be
of lesser importance, to be considered.
They are not necessarily stated in the
order in which they will be taken up on
completion of consideration of the unfin-
ished business. The pending measure
will be disposed of before any other bills
are taken up. The list is as followss
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Calendar No. 1808, House bill 9709, a
bill to extend and improve the unem-
ployment-compensation program.

Calendar No. 1831, House bill 9678, a
bill to promote the security and foreign
policy of the United States by furnishing
assistance to friendly nations, and for
other purposes.

Calendar No. 1825, Senate hill 3052, a
bill to encourage a stable, prosperous,
and free agriculture, and for other pur-
poses.

Calendar No. 1794, Senate bill 880, a
bill to amend the license law of the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

Calendar No. 1774, House hill 7815, a
bill to provide for the construction, oper-
ation, and maintenance of the Cougar
Dam and Reservoir on the South Fork
McKenzie River, Oreg., with participa-
tion for power by the city of Eugens,
Oreg.

Calendar No. 1315, Senate bill 2910, a
bill providing for the creation of certain
United States judgeships, and for other
purposes.

Calendar No. 644, House bill 6287, a
bill to extend and amend the Renegotia=
tion Act of 1951.

Calendar No. 1720, Senate bill 3706, a
bill to amend the Subversive Activities
Control Act of 1950.

Calendar No. 1832, Senate bill 2317,
a bill authorizing the modification of the
existing project for navigation on the
Delaware River, Pa., N. J., and Del.

There will be additional announce-
ments to the Senate later with respect
to other bills which will be called up on
motion.

CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN LANDS
TO MUSKOGEE, OKLA.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
still remains at the foot of the calendar
Calendar No. 1807, House bill 8983, which
will be stated by title for the informa-
tion of the Senate.

The LecIsLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R.
8983) to provide for the conveyance of
certain lands by the United States to
the city of Muskogee, Okla.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration
of the bill?

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, may we
have an explanation of the bill?

Mr. MONRONEY., Mr. President, the
purpose of the bill is simply to reconvey
to the city of Muskogee, Okla., title to
5.4 acres of land for the purpose of pro-
viding a place for the historical display
of the original Indian Agency of Okla-
homa Territory.

This land was a part of a tract of more
tkan 13 acres which was donated to the
Federal Government without cost to the
Federal Government, for the Veterans’
Administration Hospital when it was
constructed. The land is being recon-
veyed. The additional land which was
obtained for the hospital did not cost the
United States Government anything.
The Veterans' Administration has found
that this particular parcel of land, which
is of historical significance in connection
with the old Indian agency, is not needed
or required by the Veterans’ Administra=-
tion Hospital at Muskogee, and there-
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fore it has agreed and consented to this
transfer to the city of Muskogee.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, my un-
derstanding of the bill is that we are
dealing again with a situation in which
land was conveyed to the Federal Gov-
ernment for a specific purpose, to be
used only for that purpose, and with the
understanding that if it was not used
for that purpose it would revert. It is
a piece of land which was deeded for the
use of a veterans' hospital. More land
was deeded than was necessary, and the
Veterans’ Administration wishes to re-
linquish these five and a fraction acres.
The bill does not violate the Morse for-
mula, and therefore I have no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ‘The
gﬁiestion is on the third reading of the

The bill (H. R. 8983) was ordered to a
third reading, read the third time, and
passed.

EXERCISE OF CERTAIN POWERS BY
THE PRESIDENT RELATING TO
FROPERTY CEDED TO THE UNITED
STATES BY THE REPUBLIC OF
HAWAIL

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I ask
that a message from the House of Rep-
resentatives on House bill 2846 be laid
before the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate a message from the
House of Representatives announcing
its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 2846) au-
thorizing the President to exercise cer-
tain powers conferred upon him by the
Hawaiian Organic Act in respect to cer-
tain property ceded to the United States
by the Republic of Hawaii, notwithstand-
ing the acts of August 5, 1939, and June
16, 1949, or other acts of Congress, and
requesting a conference with the Sen-
ate on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses thereon.

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, the
Senate, in considering this bill, had be-
fore it correspondence from the Interior
Department indicating that certain tech-
nical amendments should be made in
the bill because of an error on the part
of the House in considering the legal
effect of applicable law. The Senate
committee adopted the recommenda-
tions, and the amendments were in-
serted by the Senate, and the bill then
went back to the House. The House
objected, and asked for a conference.

Since that time the Senate committee
has been advised that the first informa-
tion given the Senate committee was in
error, and that the House language was
the correct and necessary language.

At this time, in order to meet that
peculiar situation, I move that the Sen-
ate recede from its amendments, so that
the bill may be enacted as it passed the
House.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I know of
no objection, but I have had no notice

from the minority leader that this mat-
ter would be considered. Can the Sen-
ator give us assurance that the minority
leader has been notified?

Mr. CORDON. I am happy to advise
my colleague from Tennessee that the
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matter has been discussed both with the
majority and minority leaders, and the
second ranking member of the minority
of the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs, who handled the bhill, the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER-
sonl.

Mr. GORE. I have no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
of the Senator from Oregon.

The motion was agreed to.

ORDER FOR RECESS TO MONDAY AT
10 A. M.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its labors this evening
it stand in recess until Monday next, at
10 a. m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING SEN-
ATE SESSION ON MONDAY

On request of Mr. Lancer, and by
unanimous consent, the Committee on
the Judiciary was authorized to meet on
Monday afterncon next, during the ses-
sion of the Senate.

REVISION OF THE ATOMIC ENERGY
ACT OF 1946

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 3690) to amend the Atomic
Energy Act of 1946, as amended, and for
other purposes.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sec-
retary will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll,
and the following Senators answered to
their names:

Alken Flanders Enowland
Anderson Gore Long
Beall Hayden Murray
Bennett Hendrickson Payne
Carlson Hickenlooper Purtell
Case Holland Robertson
Cooper Ives Russell
Cordon Jenner Schoeppel
Crippa Johnson, Colo., Sparkman
Daniel Johnson, Tex. Willlams
Ervin Eerr

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
PAYNE in the chair). A quorum is not
present.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
move that the Sergeant at Arms be
directed to request the attendance of
absent Senators.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Sergeant at Arms will execute the order
of the Senate.

After a little delay, Mr. BUrkE, Mr.
BusH, Mr. BUTLER, Mr. CAPEHART, Mr,
CHAVEZ, Mr. CLEMENTS, Mr. DIRKSEN, Mr.
DovucLas, Mr. DurF, Mr. DWORSHAR, Mr.
FeErGUsON, Mr. FULBRIGHT, Mr. GEORGE,

Mr. GILLETTE, Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr. HiLL,
Mr. HuMPHREY, Mr. JoansToN of South

Carolina, Mr. K1Lcorg, Mr. KucHEL, Mr,
Lancer, Mr. LEEMAN, Mr. LENNON, Mr.
MAGNUSON, Mr, MALONE, Mr, MARTIN, Mr.
MiILLIKIN, Mr. MONRONEY, Mr, MORSE,
Mr. MunpT, Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr. SMATH=-
ERS, Mrs, SmiteH of Maine, Mr, SmITH of
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New Jersey, Mr. STENNIS, Mr. SYMING=

TON, Mr. THYE, Mr. WATKINS, Mr.
WELKER, and Mr. Youwnc enfered the
Chamber and answered to their names.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is present.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Michi-
gan [Mr. FERGUSON].

Mr. MURRAY obtained the floor.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Montana yield to me?

Mr. MURRAY. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. I appreciate the
courtesy of the Senator from Montana
in yielding.

Mr. President, I merely wish {o make
& brief statement for the record regard-
ing a statement made to the Senate on
yesterday by the able Senator from Con-
necticut [Mr. BusH].

I have discussed this matter with the
able Senator from Connecticut, and he
recognizes that I am not trying to get
into a controversy with him about words.
I merely wanted the two of us to be
speaking the same language, so to speak.

At this time I wish to read from the
third column on page 10677 of the Con-
GRESSIONAL REecorp for yesterday, July
16. At that point in yesterday’s de-
bate, the Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
Busu] made the following statement:

Mr. President, going back to my prepared
remarks, special attention is directed to
items 2 and 4. The Senator from New Mex-
ico [Mr. AnpErson] during his debate on
the afternoon of July 14, 1954, made the
statement that if construction costs—

Meaning the construction costs of the
Dixon-Yates plant—

exceeded the estimate of $107,250,000, the
Government would put up half of the ad-
ditional capital costs to a ceiling of $117
million. In other words, on an increase of
$9,750,000, he indicated the Government
would put $4,375,000 of capital and the
sponsors would put up a like amount. I
refer my colleagues to page 10506 of the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

That assertion by the Senator from New
Mexico is not correct. I am sure he did
not know it was incorrect, but it simply is
not so.

In the first place, Mr. President,
$9,750,000, divided into 2, does not
amount to $4,375,000, but to $4,875,000.

However, the essential point is that
I was trying my very best to stay within
the faets.

Let me read from page 10506 of the
CoNGRESSIONAL REcorp for July 14, 1954,
where my statement is recorded in part
as follows:

If the cost goes up from our $107 million
to just under $117 million, the Government
of the United States will put up $41% mil-
lion of the extra $9 million, and the opera-
tors, Dixon-Yates, will put up $4!4 million.

I never used the term “capital,” so
far as I know.

Now let me read what the Bureau
of the Budget said about this matter;
;n;ead now from page 955 of the hear-

S:

The Middle South-Southern proposal is
predicated upon a base capital requirement
of #$107,250,000 for the production and
transmission plant with provision that the
new corporation and AEC share on a 50-50
basis any decrease or increase in this figure
up to $117 million.
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In addition, by referring to page 948
of the hearings, we find that the Gen-
eral Manager said:

In other words, if there i1s any increase
over the $107 million estimate in construc-
tion, we—

Meaning the Government—
would pay half of that increase as reflected
in the capacity charge, up to 9 percent, and
the company, of course, would pay the other
half or lose the other half.

Mr. President, I am merely trying to
point out that I think both of us meant
the same thing. I did not mean “to
put up ecapital.” I realize how it is
done. It is done by paying $285,000 a
year—that is, up to a maximum of that
amount—instead of making an actual
lump-sum payment,

I wished to state this matter for the
record, because I do not think the Sena-
tor from Connecticut [Mr. Busa] and I
are apart. I simply used the words “put
up,” whereas the Government uses the
word “pay.” I think they amount to the
same thing.

I thank the Senator from Montana for
yielding to me.

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I rise
1,;0 Iexpress some views on the pending

ill.

Earlier today I listened with close at-
tention to the able and distinguished
Senator from New York [Mr. LEEMAN],
who pointed to some of the dangerous
consequences which may flow from this
measure if we fail to discover the real
effect of its technical provisions and fail
to take proper steps in that connection,
I agree completely with the views of the
Senator from New York, as so eloquently
expressed by him.

Mr. President, on numerous occasions
during the consideration of the pending
bill, it has been stated that this measure
is one of the most important pieces of
proposed legislation ever to come before
the Senate of the United States.

The distinguished Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. PasTorE], in his able
analysis of the bill on the day before
yesterday, said:

Nothing during this session that will come
before us will weigh heavier on what our
destinies may be than the measure we are
discussing today.

Continuing, the Senator said:

I daresay that we could take every piece of
legislation we have discussed in the Senate
since January and put it into one basket,
and take this proposed legislation and put it
into another basket, and by far this measure
would outweigh anything we have considered
or done in the Senate this year.

Of course, a small group of Senators
serving on the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy have had the benefit of
extensive hearings and study of the pro-
posed amendments of the act. The ma-
jority of Senators, however, will be com-
pelled during the period of this debate
to make a complete study of the record
and the report of the joint committee, in
order to get a correct understanding of
the effect this measure is going to have
on the future of our country. During
this debate we shall have the benefit
of the views and recommendations of
some of the Members who have served
on the Joint Committee on Atomic En-
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ergy. Unfortunately, there is a conflict
of opinion in the joint committee.

We are told that this measure will be
of great and lasting influence on the
growth and strength of our country. In
fact, it will create a new era and will
determine our whole future history. It
must, therefore, be free from any pro-
visions or conditions that might be con-
strued to make it work to the detriment
of the whole people. In other words, it
must not be used as a vehicle to give
advantage to any special interests or
special groups, to the disadvantage of the
country as a whole. This is the great
fear which pervades the Senate in con-
nection with this measure.

Thomas L. Stokes well expressed this
fear in his article appearing in the Wash-
ington Star of July 16, 1954. In his arti-
cle he reminded us of our failure in the
past to guard the public interest. He
said:

We start fresh now with atomic energy,
with all that experience behind us. We will,
indeed, be negligent—as well as fools—if
again we let powerful and selfish private
interests get a monopoly grip not only on
atomic power but also in utilization in other
fields that radiate from the atom—medical
science, agriculture, processing of food, and
80 on.

Mr. President, T ask unanimous con-
sent that Mr. Stokes' article be printed
in the Recorp at this point in my re-
marks.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

DEVELOPMENT oF ATOMIC ENERGY—FEAR Ex-
PRESSED THAT PRIVATE INTERESTS WILL GET
AN UrpPer HaNp IN UTILIZING NUCLEAR RE=-
SOURCES

(By Thomas L. Stokes)

It may sound somewhat melodramatic to
say that Congress is on the eve of one of
the great legislative decisions of its long
history.

But that hardly seems an exaggeration
as to what it does about the bill to revise
the Atomic Energy Act that is now before the
Senate.

Unless the bill as it was presented to the
Senate from the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy is amended to protect the public
against the monopoly that some experts be=
lieve is inherent in its patent and other pro-
visions, then future generations may be in
for a lot of headaches.

There is a background of experience to
warn us. That is the way we permitted our
earlier source of energy—electricity developed
from waterpower and steam power—to be
exploited by private combines that got bigger
and bigger and more and more powerful,
took higher and higher tolls from the con-
suming public, and finally invaded and pol=
luted our politics until the Government,
moving under the impulse of public wrath,
finally stepped in to straighten it all out.
That wasn't so long ago—in fact, it is still
clear in the memory of many of us.

Out of that we developed regulatory laws
that offer a pattern to guide us in the devel-
opment of atomic power.

We start fresh now with atomic energy,
with all that experience behind us. We will
indeed be negligent—as well as fools—if
again we let powerful and selfish private
interests get a monopoly grip not only on
atomic power, but also in utilization in other
fields that radiate from the atom—medical
science, agriculture, processing of food, and
BEO On.

We, the taxpayers, already have invested
$11 billion in atomic development, mostly
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for military purposes. We have, therefore,
quite a stake. It belongs to us. The terms
by which we permit private interests to de-
velop atomic power for peacetime uses be-
come consequently the overriding considera-
tion before Congress—and with us.

There will likely be more noise and clamor
about other issues in the atomic act revision
bill.

One of these issues concerns how much
we shall tell our allies about military use of
atomic power. Another has to do with the
recent order by President Eisenhower to the
Atomic Energy Commission to purchase pow-
er from a plant to be built by a private
syndicate, instead of having TVA, which has
been the supplier of power for AEC, build a
steam plant and add to its own capacity.
Supporters of TVA in Congress see this ar-
rangement as not only bad business for the
Government and costly to it and the con-
sumer, but also as an entering wedge to
hamstring TVA's usefulness as a yardstick.
They are seeking to stop execution of the
contract by amending the atomic-energy
bill.

These two matters are extremely important
in themselves, and of considerable public
import and interest. But the public should
be cautioned not to let these controversies
hide what is done about cutting in private
interests on development of atomic power.

This last involves two changes in present
law. One affects patent rights which hereto-
fore have been controlled tightly by the AEC.
Under the bill before the Senate patent
rights are to be opened to private interests
and under terms which are criticized as not
properly protective against monopoly. Be-
cause of criticism, some alterations were
made. One of these extends for 5 years the
AEC's power to require the holders of pri-
vate patents to make them available to oth-
ers if such patents are important in produc-
tion or utilization of nuclear fuels or atomic
energy. But some familiar with the opera-
tion of patent law in such a field still believe
that the public is not adequately protected.

Aside from patents, the bill also authorizes
the AEC to issue licenses to private interests
for construction, ownership, and operation of
facilities to produce and utilize nuclear fuel
and atomic energy. Ownership of nuclear
fuel still would be retained in the Govern=-
ment.

It is here that production of power is in-
volved. Yet the bill does not provide for
preferences to public bodies or cooperatives
in distribution of power, either from private
plants that are licensed or from public
atomic powerplants that might be con-
structed by the Government. Such prefer-
ences long have been in our laws dealing with
hydroelectric power. It is true that the
utilities are now engaged in a campaign to
break these preferences down and, in fact,
are on the point of success in various areas—
at Niagara Falls, at Clarke's Hill along the
Savannah River in Georgia and South Caro-
lina, and in some projects being planned for
the Pacific Northwest, among others.

If the utilities could prevent preferences
for public bodies and co-ops in the atomic
energy law, it would be quite a victory at the
very outset. They may get away with it, of
course. They have their highly paid lobby-
ists right here, at the ear of your representa-
tives, and you, the public, are always a
long ways off.

Mr. MURRAY. J.M. Roberts, Jr., As-
sociated Press News analyst, has recog-
nized the vital importance of this issue.
In his column on May 23, 1954, he has
written:

One of the great problems now will be to
determine, as contracts are being drawn and
precedents set, how the interest of the peo-
ple can be protected. Industry has been in-
sisting that, if it develops any new processes,
it should be permitted normal patent rights.
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The great question is, where do new proc-
esses begin and the influence of original de-
velopment work end? * * * Development of
this type simply would mot begin at this
time without Government subsidization in
one form or another. * * * The precedents
set now will have an important effect on
the whole relationship between the people,
their Government, and private business man-
agement.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MURRAY. I yield.

Mr. HILL. The distinguished Senator
from Montana was formerly chairman
of the Senate Small Business Committee.
In that position, as we know, he rendered
great and lasting service, not only to
small business, but to the entire economy
and to all the people of the Nation. I
wonder if he will not corroborate the
statement that patents constitute one of
the most important features of our econ-
omy, particularly if we are to preserve
the free-enterprise system and keep the
economy from getting too much under
the control and domination of a few
great concerns. In other words, small
business must have the greatest possible
concern in the subject of patents, be-
cause the question of whether or not
small business is to survive may depend
upon patent rights. Is not that true?

Mr, MURRAY. The Senator from
Alabama is exactly correct in his obser-
vation. There is no question that the
preservation of small-business enterprise
is vital to the continuation of our free-
enterprise system. I am sure everyone
realizes that.

Mr. President, the present administra-
tion has been in control of our Govern-
ment for more than a year and a half.
In order to determine the trend we are
following, it might be well to consider
what has befallen us during the past
year and a half.

Early in the first year of the present
administration we were confronted with
a hard-money crusade, dictated by
eastern bankers who had been placed in
high positions of our Government by
the administration. Dangerous conse-
quences soon began to flow from that
policy. We soon began to witness a slow=
down in industry, an increase in small-
business bankrupteies, and rising unem-
ployment in many sections of the coun-
try. As a resulf, the administration was
compelled to reverse that policy after it
had caused considerable damage to our
economy.

Now a deliberate attempt is on foot in
the Congress to deflate the farmers of
America and emasculate the laws and
the policies that made it possible for the
farmers and workers of the country to
improve their status and increase their
purchasing power, and thus become an
asset to the Nation instead of a liability.

During the present administration we
have also witnessed an effort to change
the public-power policies and programs
which have brought great wealth and
prosperity to the Nation. The present
administration has laid down a policy
that there must be no new multiple~
purpose dams started by the Government
unless the electric power developed in
connection with such dams is turned
over to private-power utilities, This
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change of policy has already resulted in
serious consequences to the Nation.

Mr, President, I should also call at-
tention to the national tax program,
through which the administration has
sought to reward the wealthy, with the
resulting danger of bringing on economic
stagnation and depression.

Mr. President, we should not overlook
the fact that the big utility companies
and other special interests are spending
enormous amounts of money lobbying
the Congress, seeking special legislation
and special favors.

These new administration policies to
which I have referred are already hav-
ing a serious effect upon our economy,
and will result in serious consequences
if not corrected.

In order to foretell the future we must
understand what has happened in the
past. Over a period of 50 years or more
we have evolved a Federal power policy
and built it into our economy so as to
fit the needs of the Nation. We have
tried regulation of the private utilities.
We found that it was inadequate, We
found that in the absence of some sort
of real competition—if not within each
community in the Nation, then by the
example of a competitive type of devel-
opment or yardstick in a few of the
areas of the Nation—regulation alone
was ineffective. Under regulation, util-
ity management would settle down to
sell a scarcity of power at a high profit
and ignore the need for abundant low-
cost power for the Nation's economic
growth and development.

We have found that water power can
be developed as the paying partner in
great regional development projects and
thereby stimulate, not only larger sup-
plies of electricity, but in addition, soil
conservation, new industries, expansion
of employment and expansion of the
whole economy,

Eleciric energy is not a commodity
that we can take or leave alone without
irreparable damage. The choice is not
between an electric light and a kero-
sene lamp, or between a steam boiler
and electric motors.

The expansion of the great electro-
chemical and light metal industries
requires ever-increasing quantities of
low-cost energy; and they are essential
not only to a healthy economy, but to
our national defense. As the President’s
Materials Policy Commission pointed
out 3 years ago, abundant low-cost elec-
tricity is a national necessity.

One aspect of the present administra-
tion’s shift from the highly satisfactory
partnership between Federal generation
and local distribution which is extremely
disturbing to me is what becomes of irri=-
gation. For a good many years we have
permitted the use of the interest com-
ponent—interest on Federal funds in-
vested in the power facilities of a mul-
tiple-purpose project—to pay excess
irrigation costs. There was a Colum-
bia Basin account established to permit
the use of the interest component to
promote irrigation development inthe
Northwest. But if all the proposed give-
aways of power sites in the Northwest
proceed—if there is to be piecemeal de-
velopment of the remainder of the hy-
droelectric sites in the Columbia Basin by
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a variety of sponsors with no responsi-
bility for irrigation—then irrigation
development in the Columbia Basin
appears to be finished.

The great Hells Canyon Dam, as
planned by the Federal Government, was
to provide interest component funds to
permit irrigation of a considerable area
in the Mountain Home project. Should
the Federal Power Commission license
construction at that site by the Idaho
Power Co., at least $300 million of pros-
pective interest component funds will be
lost—as well as the possibility of a great
new low-cost power source. The possi-
bility of going ahead with irrigation de-
velopment under the present financing
formula will thereby be reduced.

I am quite fully aware that the use of
the interest component is a form of fi-
nancial aid to irrigation. In my judg-
ment, it is a wise arrangement. Our
country properly makes a great many in-
vestments which are not, of themselves,
self-liquidating, but which stimulate tre-
mendous returns indirectly. Irrigation
can be such an investment. The farm-
ers who take up the irrigated lands in
some instances cannot afford to pay the
full costs of the irrigation works. But
tl.e creation of the new farming units
creates new businesses. It stimulates
demand upon existing industry. It cre-
ates jobs. It develops new tax sources.
And, in the end, the Federal Treasury as
well as the whole economy are benefi-
ciaries.

From the beginning of the Federal
reclamation program more than 50 years
ago, under President Theodore Roose-
velt’s leadership, subsidy for irrigation
has been recognized as sound public pol-
icy for regional development purposes.

The planned extension of the irriga-
tion subsidy principle in the case of Hells
Canyon Dam would be to the Payette
unit of the Mountain Home irrigation
project. This consists of 192,000 acres
on which 750 new farm units could be
located. Investment in the farms would
run $50 million. With the expansion of
business and population that would re-
sult, studies indicate that Federal taxes,
at present rates, of approximately $7,-
250,000 per annum could be anticipated.

It is argued that in view of our present
tremendous agricultural production and
supply, there is no justification for such
irrigation projects. This is a very short-
term viewpoint. By 1975 we will have 25
percent more mouths to feed than in
1950. We will need the production of
an additional 100 million acres of land
at present yields to feed our population,
even if we give no consideration to im-
provement of the diet of people not now
well nourished. The long-term answer
is that this country should continue with
the orderly development of irrigable
lands, as well as scientific research in
the improvement of yields from lands
already under cultivation. Our steady
population growth requires it. We do
not have 100 million acres of new land
to bring into cultivation. We are going
to get our increasing food requirements
through a few reclamation additions to
acreage and improved yields.

Irrigation subsidy can be provided by
other means. We can throw out the use
of interest component and substitute
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direct, appropriated subsidies if that is
the desire of the people of this country
and the Congress. But before the inter-
est component is discarded as the means
of continuing reclamation, we should
have some concept of the alternative
plan which is to be used. We should face
the problem and not discard present de-
velopment procedures without a clear
understanding of what the substitute is
to be. We are demolishing a useful and
needed policy structure without even a
blueprint of a new policy.

Over a period of more than 50 years
we have developed a Federal power pol-
icy. It is contained in a dozen legislative
enactments.

In 1890, the importance of our great
hydroelectric resources began to become
apparent to the Congress and it enacted
provisions in two measures to protect the
public interest in them.

One bill forbade the construction of
any dam or other structure in the navi-
gable streams of the Nation without first
getting the approval of the Chief of En-
gineers and the Sceretary of War., The
Rivers and Harbors Act which was
passed that year—64 years ago—indi-
cated congressional determination to
limit the time of occupancy of any power
site. A special bill, which authorized the
Secretary of War to grant leases for
power sites on the Green and Barren
Rivers, specifically provided that the
leases were not to run for more than 20
years.

That was the beginning of our Nation’s
awakening to the value of public energy
resources; the first notice that it weuld
be the policy of Congress to control those
public energy resources in the general
public interest.

Positive legislation to protect the pub-
lic power sites was enacted on February
15, 1901. The act of 1901 gave authority
to the Secretary of the Interior to license
use of the public lands for “electrical
plants, poles, and lines for the generation
and distribution of electrical power”
leaving the lease conditions to the Cabi-
net officer with the provision, however,
that any such licenses or rights would be
subject to revocation in the discretion of
the Cabinet officer.

A report of the Committee of the House
on Public Lands—House Report No. 16,
64th Congress, 1st session, 1916—later
commented:

Prior to the act of February 15, 1901, there
was no legislation on the subject at all;
waterpower sites were patented unmolested,
either as parts of homesteads or by purchase,
and were given no Federal attention what-
ever. Under this procedure, a large number
of power sites on the public domain were
frittered away and have passed into private
ownership beyond regulation, beyond control.

As we look back on this procedure it seems
like eriminal neglect. Many of the valuable
waterpower sites of the country passed as
fast as eager private concerns and persons
could grab them under the several laws then
in existence. These are now forever, in part,
to be enjoyed by the few who at will may
practice extortion and monopoly upon the
consuming puhllc subject only to inadequﬂ.tre
Btate regulation when the business is intra-
state and with little or no regulation when
the concern is doing an interstate business.

The next legislative action in the de-
velopment of Federal power policy came
in the Reclamation Act of 1906, an act
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which was sponsored by Republican
President Theodore Roosevelt and for
which he has been acclaimed, until re-
cently, by most Republicans as a great
and far-seeing President.

The Reclamation Act of 1906 recog-
nized that water stored for irrigation
could also be used to produce power, and
it therefore authorized the Secretary of
the Interior to lease any surplus power
or power privilege. The bill provided
that the Secretary should give prefer-
ence to municipal purposes, thus evi-
dencing an intention that the power ben-
efits should be widespread, rather than
monopolized by a private corporation.
The act provided a 10-year limit on such
leases.

Such a time limitation would undoubt-
edly be considered extremely drastic at
the present time. Federal Power Com-
mission licenses are for 50 years. The
new administration’s concept of a part-
nership—so far as I can determine—con-
templated long licenses, if not perpetual
rights, to power facilities at a dam site.
It is my understanding that it is planned
to let the power companies build and
own the electric generating facilities in
counection with a multiple-purpose dam.
There has been no suggestion of a ter-
mination or recapture provision in such
arrangements, although no such ar-
rangements have yet been made so we
can inspect them.

It is therefore significant to observe
that other Republicans, as early as 1906,
opposed the granting of perpetual rights.
Acts were passed in the 1906 period
granting perpetual rights to private com-
panies for hydroelectric developments
on the Tennessee, Rainey, James, White,
and Coosa Rivers. But those acts were
vetoed by two illustrious Republican
Presidents, Presidents Theodore Roose-
velt and William Howard Taft.

The President's Water Policy Com-
mission, at page 221 of its report, issued
in 1950, reviewed these vetoes and com-
mented:

Three veto messages by President Theo-
dore Roosevelt and two by President Taft,
dealing with bills to permit private con-
struction of power dams on the Tennessee,
Rainey, James, White, and Coosa Rivers,
played an important part in the develop-
ment of Federal water power policy. In gen-
eral they noted, among other observations,
that natural resources should not be granted
and held in an undeveloped condition; that
a definite time limit should be fixed in grants,
permitting the public to retain control; that
charges for the privilege should be imposed;
and that, in approving plans, maximum de-
velopment of navigation and power should be
assured.

By 1910 the problem of use of the
public hydroelectric sites was so pressing
that Congress adopted the General Dam
Act, designed to protect the people’s
rights in the public resources. Grants
to develop power on rivers subject to
Federal jurisdiction were limited to 50
years, but with the right reserved for the
Government to revoke such grants at
any time for public use upon payment
of a reasonable value for the works, ex-
clusive of any value for the Federal
grants.

Next came the Federal Power Act of
1920—the basic legislation in our mod-
ern day power policy.
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This bill has sometimes been described
as a compromise between the private and
the public power interests. The report
of the Senate Committee on Commerce,
submitting the act, said that there should
be Government development, or private
development, and that in order to en-
courage some sort of action this bill
proceeds on the theory of private devel-
opment with ultimate public ownership
possible.

The bill then provided that the Gov-
ernment had first preference to any
water-power sites, and that then the
State and municipalities should be ac-
corded a preference over any private ap-
plicant if their proposed projects could
be made to equal the other.

There were other important aspects
of that bill. It required that water-
power development be undertaken as a
part of comprehensive, multiple-purpose
plans for development and use of water-
ways and watersheds. It contained a
series of provisions to assure the public
low rates, even under private develop-
ment. It limited license periods to 50
years. It provided public recapture at
the end of license periods.

The provision for recapture was an
extremely significant provision and re-
flected the skepticism of the legislators
of that early day over the adequacy of
regulation alone to assure the American
people abundant power at reasonable
rates. The Congress, by inclusion of the
recapture provision, in effect protected
the right of the people through Federal,
State, municipal or other nonprofit agen-
cies, to take back the resources and pro-
vide themselves with electric power. It
was a reservation against the possibility
that regulated private utilities would not
meet the public’s requirements.

The intent of the Federal Power Act
of 1920 was to stimulate development of
power to supply—to give private utilities
access to hydroelectric sites under regu-
larized terms which would protect their
investments but safeguard the public—to
encourage them to develop a more abun-
dant supply of power for America.

The effort to stimulate development
did not work—and we should mark that
fact in this period when private utilities
are asking to be given the atom. By
1925, the Federal Power Commission had
issued only 5 licenses for construction of
dams. So Congress again took a hand
and directed the Federal Power Com-
mission and the Chief of Engineers to
report to it on the cost of surveys to
formulate plans for the improvement of
the navigable waters of the United
States. The Commission and the Chief
of Engineers did report in a document
known to all of us—House Document
308, 69th Congress, 1st session.

After this report was submitted, Con-
gress, in the Rivers and Harbors Act of
1927, authorized surveys in accordance
with House Document 308. Since then,
we have had about 200 of the 308 reports
made to this Congress, all made at con-
siderable expense and all in accordance
with a policy of undertaking Federal de-
velopment of our watersheds for their
multiple values and purposes.

Congress has authorized many multi-
ple-purpose projects, invariably includ-
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ing a clause giving preference in the sale
of electric power from a public devel-
opment to public and cooperative agen-
cies.

The Hoover Dam Act of 1928 provided
that contracts for the use of energy
should be let in conformity with the pol-
icy expressed in the Federal act as to
conflicting applications—which meant
that State, city, county, irrigation dis-
trict, drainage district or other division
or agency of the State should have pref-
erence.

Inasmuch as the Hoover Dam Act has
been cited recently as a model law, I
think it is very important to note that
it contained the preference clause. That
fact is being overlooked by those who are
using it as an example of how power
resources should be farmed out to local
interests today. The act providing for
the construction of Hoover Dam def-
initely included the preference prin-
ciple.

In the sale of power from Tennessee
Valley Authority projects, the Congress
prescribed a preference to States, coun-
ties, municipalities, and cooperative or-
ganizations of citizens or farmers not
doing business for profit but organized
primarily for the purpose of supplying
power to their members. That act
passed May 18, 1933.

The Rural Electrification Act of May
20, 1936, provided that in making loans
that agency should give preference to
“States, Territories and subdivisions and
agencies thereof, municipalities, peoples
utility districts, and cooperatives, non-
profit, or limited dividend associations.”

In 1937, the Bonneville Project Act
provided a priority in sale of energy to
public bodies and cooperatives. A sim-
ilar provision was in the Fort Peck law
passed May 18, 1938.

A preference was prescribed in the
sale of power in the Water Conservation
and Utilization Act of 1940.

In 1944, in the Flood Control Act of
that year, Congress prescribed generally
that, in the marketing of power gen-
erated at reservoir projects under con-
trol of the Secretary of the Army, pref-
erence shall be given to public bodies
and cooperatives.

That act was passed December 22,
1944.

The policy of protecting public power
resources for public and cooperative
agencies—for the great mass of the peo-
ple—has not only pervaded the laws of
the last half century, but in that period
the Congress has seen to it that the right
of the people, who compose the Govern-
ment, to the benefits of the power which
the Government develops has been given
real meaning; that the power is trans-
ported from the public projects to within
reach of the public and cooperative, non-
profit distributors.

In the case of Hoover Dam, the large
and wealthy city of Los Angeles, requir-
ing both power and water, was able to
go out nearly 300 miles and exercise its
priorities there, transporting both its
own power and its own water to the city.
It became obvious that there are few
cities, possibly none, which could finance
such great transmission projects alone;
and that the rural electric cooperatives
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could not, since they must devote their
earnings to retirement of their Govern-
ment loans. So the Congress for years
has consistently followed the policy of
authorizing, appropriating for, and hav-
ing built public transmission lines which
will get public power to the public and
cooperative priority customers.

In the great Northwest area, Bonne-
ville Power Administration has done it,
and brought about a tremendous eco-
nomic expansion in that area.

In the Tennessee Valley, the TVA has,
at Congress’ direction, built a great grid
system reaching priority customers.

In the Southwest, in the Missouri
Basin, in the Central Valley of Califor-
nia—wherever public power is avail-
able—it has been the policy to give mean-
ing to the priority provision by getting
the power within reach of the customer.

The Congress has provided the rural
electrics with so-called G & T loan
funds—generating and transmission
loans—to permit them to build not only
generating plants, but also necessary
transmission lines. A transmission coop=
erative in South Dakota is entirely en-
gaged in transmitting Bureau of Recla-
mation power to local REA’s.

In some instances, arrangements have
been made for private companies to '
“wheel” power over their lines for the
Government to the public preference
customers. I do not object to such ar-
rangements where they are freely made
by both parties—where the Government
agency or the REA can go to a company
and say: “We will contract with you to
wheel power at a reasonable rate; but
we will build our own fransmission line if
you are not reasonable.”

But I certainly favor making it at all
times possible for the public agency or
REA to have the alternatives of building
its own lines if the private companies are
unreasonable.

I do not favor yielding to what I
understand is now the private company
demand that all power be sold to them
at the bus bar—for them to resell to pri-
ority customers at their own rates.

Neither do I favor returning to the
19th century—ignoring all the develop-
ments of the last 50 years—and enacting
atomic energy legislation which will give
the private power companies exclusive,
unregulated and unconditional right to
use the public nuclear materials as fuel
for generating plants without recapture
provisions, without assent to regulation,
without priority to public and coopera-
tive power distributors—without any of
the safeguards of the public interest to
assure developments in abundance at the
lowest possible costs which our predeces-
sors in the national legislature—the Con-
gress—have found necessary.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Montana yield?

Mr. MURRAY. I yield.

Mr. HILL. Is it not true that in spite
of the opposition from power companies,
when we passed the Flood Control Act
of 1944 we wrote into it the preference
clause applying to all Government-built
projects, whether they were constructed
for flocd-control purposes, for navigation
purposes, or for whatever purpose they
were constructed, and this preference

T L [ e D S




1954

for the purchase of the power was given,
as the Senator has said, to municipali-
ties, nonprofit public bodies, and REA
cooperatives? If there was ever any
question about the public-power policy
it was made general and as broad as the
encasing air, so to speak, so far as Gov-
ernment-constructed power projects are
concerned. Is not that correct?

Mr. MURRAY. That is absolutely
correct. It has become the established
policy of our Nation. Everyone in the
West who knows what has been accom-
plished there under that policy certainly
approves it.

Mr. HILL. Of course, the policy had
its genesis in the great ficht for con-
servation which was made some 45 or
more years ago, led by Theodore Roose-
velt and Gifford Pinchot, when they
were waging the battle to preserve our
forests, our lands, and our water and
mineral resources as the heritage of the
‘people of the United States, the gift of
God Almighty to the people of the United
States. This preference provision about
which the Senator has been speaking is
the child of that great struggle to save
for the people the benefits of these great
God-given natural resources.

Mr. MURRAY. I thank the Senator
for his contribution.

Mr. HILL. They should be used to
benefit the people rather than for exploi-
tation for profit by the power interests.

Mr. MURRAY. That is absolutely
correct. I think it has become gen-
erally recognized in the United States,
even in sections of the country far re-
moved from where the policy -has had
such a beneficial effect.

Mr, HILL. There is a very excellent
editorial on the subject published in this
morning’s Washington Post and Times
Herald. I wonder if the Senator would
permit me to ask unanimous consent to
have it printed in the REcorbp.

Mr. MURRAY. 1Ishall be glad to have
it printed in the RECORD.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that an editorial entitled
“Power on the Spot,” published in to-
day's Washington Post and Times
Herald, be printed in the Recorp follow-
ing the very able address of the dis-
tinguished Senator from Montana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, in the
present state of world affairs, when for
the foreseeable future we must remain
strong, we must have a constantly ex-
panding economy. We must have a con-
stantly expanding supply of energy at
low cost, if we are to be sure that we
can meet any crisis, as well as to assure
improvement of the standard of living
of all of our people.

The President’s Materials Policy Com-
mission, in what is known commonly as
the Paley report because the Commis-
sion was chaired by a businessman, Wil-
liam Paley, were cautioned in 1952 that
we must have at least 260 percent expan-
sion in electrical output to meet the fore-
seeable energy requirements of 1975.
And we must keep down the cost of that
development so the electrochemical and
other electroprocess industries, includ-
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ing light metals essential to our avia-
tion projects, will remain economically
feasible, The Materials Policy Report
told us:

To assist the economy to expand normally
and to assure the national security, the
United States by 19756 must have a supply
of fuels and electricity, roughly, twice as large
as it used in 1950. The requirements of other
free nations can be expected to increase on
about the same scale.

Four questions briefly point up the energy
problem which policy must attempt to solve:

Does the United States have the natural
resources, the petroleum and gas, the coal
and waterpower—to provide enough energy
for the future?

Will the real costs of energy be forced up-
ward, and will any resultant rise retard eco-
nomic growth?

In the event of all-out war at any time in
the next 25 years, will the United States and
its allies have enough fuels and other forms
of energy to support full economic mobiliza-
tion and fighting strength?

What opportunities are there for strength-
ening the long-term energy position of the
United States and other free nations and
what will it take to develop these opportu-
nities?

The Commission did not at that time
speculate on the possibility of atomic
energy becoming available in the 1950-75
period, as is apparently developing. But
the principles it enunciated about energy
sources and supply, apply across the
board. It said in effect that the Federal
Government must assume responsibility
for seeing that energy sources sufficient
to meet our growing requirements are
developed, that private participation and
cooperation is needed, but that the Gov-
ernment must keep a hand on the
throttle.

Two imperatives, the Commission re-
ported, are keeping the real costs of
power low, and being prepared to meet
the demands of a possible war. It sum-
marized:

If these opportunities to strengthen the
United States energy position are vigorously
pursued, it should be possible with the re-
gources at its command, supplemented by
importa of petruleum and perhs.ps some nat-
ural gas, to keep supply in step with expand-
ing demand from now to 1975, and to keep
the average costs of energy from rising sig-
nificantly if at all above today’s level. Many
large tasks, obstacles, and problems in the
path of this accomplishment present a major
challenge to Lndustry and Government alike.
The task of policy is made greater by the
risks of war and by the energy problems of
other free nations whose future is linked
closely with the prosperity and security of
the United States.

In its more detailed examination of
the electricity problem, the Commission
said:

The central problem of electric energy is
how to increase the Nation's supply 21, times
during the next 25 years without running
into considerably higher costs per unit.

The supply of electricity has had to double
every 10 years since 1920 and will continue
to expand at a very rapid rate in order to
support a doubling, by 1975, of the Nation’'s
total output of goods and services. The Com-
mission’s studies estimate that the demand
for electricity will increase by 260 percent
before 1975—from 389 billion kilowatt-hours
in 1850 to something like 1,400,000,000,000 in
1976.
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Shortages of electricity and rising real cost
could impede economic growth: They could
throttle national effort in event of war.

In its conclusion, the Commission said:

The national interest in greater production
at lower costs will be promoted by mutual
recognition, between the Federal power agen=
cles and private systems, of the needs of each
for expansion to meet market requirements,
for close integration between public and pri-
vate facilities within the established Federal
power policy, and for strengthening joint
public and private utility planning for future
expansion. -

The Federal Government will have to con=
tinue work on economic hydro sites especially
where multipurpose development of a river
basin represents the best approach.

The Commission recommends: That the
Nation’s hydroelectric potential be developed
as fully and as rapidly as is economically
feasible.

Mr. HILIL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MURRAY. I yield.

Mr. HILL. The Senator from Mon-
tana is absolutely correct in what he says
about the way in which the demand for
electricity has grown. The Senator will
well recall that when the TVA and some
of the other great projects, like Bonne-
ville, were under consideration, a great
hue and cry arose from representatives
of the power companies that the Govern-
ment would be wasting money.

Mr. MURRAY. Yes; I have a vivid
recollection of that situation.

Mr. HILL. It was said that the Gov-
ernment would be making a tremendous
investment to generate power, when
there would be no demand for the power.
But the result has been what? For the
past 20 years, ever since the Govern-
ment began to build the great projects,
there has been constantly a tight power
supply. There simply is not sufficient
electrical energy to meet the demands of
America. Is not that correct?

Mr. MURRAY. That is correct. I re-
call that when the Bonneville project
was being planned, the experts in the
field of electric power said, “Where will
all this power be sold? To the jackrab-
bits in the plains of the West, we sup-
DOSE.”

Of course, when the dam was com-
pleted they were surprised at the rapid-
ity with which the demand continued to
grow, which has made it necessary to
build other dams on the Columbia River.

Mr. HILL. They did not foresee at
all that the Nation was then just enter-
ing the electrochemical age. As the
Senator from Montana knows, there is
nothing so vital to the growth and devel-
opment of the electrochemical industry
as is power.

With respect to all these wonderful
things, whether they be in terms of new
products made through the electrical
process, or new machinery, or new mate-
rials—new things of all kinds—power
has been absolutely essential for the
marvelous development which we have
witnessed. Is not that correct?

Mr. MURRAY. The Senator is cor=-
rect.

Mr. HILL. In that connection, I read
not long ago some testimony, given by
Dr. Waterman, Director of the National
Science Foundation, who, I am certain,
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the Senator from Montana knows well.
In his statement Dr. Waterman said that
by next year the United States would be
graduating 17,000 engineers, whereas
Russia would be graduating 50,000 engi-
neers. This shows how conscious Russia
is, not only of the fact that the world is
in the electrical age, but also of the tre-
mendous possibilities of this age. She is
conscious of it not only from the stand-
point of the welfare, economic growth,
and progress of the people of her nation,
but also from the standpoint of the de-
fense of her nation. =

Once the United States falls behind
in its onward march in the field of elec-
trochemistry, we shall then have lost the
titanic struggle in which we are engaged
with the brutal, ruthless forces of Com-
munist aggression. Is not that correct?

Mr. MURRAY. The Senator is abso-
lutely correct. I recall the terrific battle
we had in our effort to bring about the
construction of the Hungry Horse Dam
in Montana, which, since its completion,
has been found to be of extremely great
value.

Mr. HILL., But for the indefatigable,
tireless, and valiant efforts of the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Mon-
tana, that dam would not exist today.

Mr. MURRAY. If the Senator from
Alabama will include the valiant efforts
which he himself made to help in that
struggle, I will agree with the Senator.

In view of the Nation’s great power
needs—needs that involve our national
survival—I am disturbed by two develop-
ments.

One is the theory that no Federal de-
velopments should go ahead until some
local interest agrees to take over the
power phase, and the other is the dump-
ing of atomic-electric generation over to
private interests.

The hearings of the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy make it clear, and it
has been made clear in other ways
through other media, that Chairman
Strauss and his collaborators at the
Atomic Energy Commission do not want
to become a power agency, they do not
want to develop atomic generators.
They want to dump the whole problem.

One wonders at the concept of public
service of such atomic energy commis-
sioners.

It would be nice if Members of the
United States Senate could pick and
choose among the policies they want to
pass upon; if we could reject onerous
committee responsibilities. It would be
nice if we could say that we do not want
to fiddle with appropriations, or with
foreign policy, or with some other type
of legislation. But when a legislative
job has to be done, Congress has to do it.

When there are agricultural prob-
lems, the Secretary of Agriculture has
to face up to them, and usually the Con-
gress also.

The production of atomic energy needs
an abundance of low-cost electric power.
The Atomic Energy Commission has a
fuel—a basic resource—which ecan sup-
ply such power. And neither the Com-
mission nor the Federal Government
totally can escape the responsibility for
bringing that resource to a state of tech-
nical development, and of practical de-
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velopment, by simply shrugging it away
to someone else.

In the case of atomic power, the Com-
mission is proposing that we turn atomic
materials over, uncontrolled, to the pri-
vate utilities which, in the past, have
repeatedly failed to meet America’s en-
ergy needs.

They did not develop an abundance of
hydroelectric power when it was made
available to them under the Federal
Power Act of 1920. As a matter of fact,
the private power companies have re-
peatedly used applications to the Federal
Power Commission—pre-empting hydro-
electric sites—as a means of delaying
development of power supply. The East
Tennessee Development Co. rushed in
and made application for a string of
dams along the length of the Tennessee
River when sentiment for public de-
velopment of that river started to grow.
But they did not press those applica-
tions; they did not follow up; and de-
velopment by private utilities was just
as remote when TVA was created as it
was on the day the private utilities filed
their applications to blockade develop-
ment rather than to achieve it.

In the case of Hells Canyon Dam, the
same tactic is in use,

The first application conflicting with
the high Hells Canyon project was for a
little, low dam that would throw away
most of the potential at the site. One
application after another has proved so
ridiculous that there has been a series of
modifications of applications, 1 for 5
dams, and now 1 for 3 dams, which
have revealed the real game.

As I have previously indicated, it was
the failure of the private utilities to take
advantage of the Federal Power Act of
1920 which led to congressional determi-
nation to go ahead with river develop-
ment, to get an estimate of the cost of
such development, to obtain the 308 re-
port of the Power Commission and Chief
of Engineers, and to proceed with the
developments which are the backbone of
our present public power resources.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MURRAY. I yield.

Mr. HILL. The Senator well recalls
the investigation which was ecarried on
by one of his great predecessors, the late
Senator Thomas J. Walsh, of Montana.
That investigation showed to the coun-
try in a clear, yet reprehensible light, the
abuses and excesses of the private power

' companies.

Mr. MURRAY. That is absolutely
correct. I remember that the late Sen-
ator Walsh took a very active part in the
TVA.

Mr. HILL. Not only in the TVA, but
in bringing to light the abuses or excesses
on the part of private power companies.
He demonstrated that the private power
companies had sought to place, and in
some cases had been successful in plac-
ing their propaganda, even in textbooks
in the American school system.

Mr. MURRAY. I thank the Senator
from Alabama. The people of Mon-
tana—and, indeed, of the Nation—owe
a debt of gratitude to the late Senator
‘Walsh, of Montana, for his work on these
problems.
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Today it is the policy of the new ad-
ministration to ignore the lessons of the
past, to forget the power scarcities, to
forget the failure of the private-utility
industry to service rural America, to for-
get its consistent record of maintaining
a scarcity of electricity but a super-
abundance of propaganda, and turn the
entire initiative for the development of
electric energy back to advocates of
searcity.

In the case of hydroelectric power, it
is to be done by a ban on all future single-
purpose electric projects by the Federal
Government, and by a ban on starting
any multiple-purpose projects until a
local interest has hbeen found which
will take on the construction of the
power phase.

These are the first items in the Federal
power policy enunciated by Herbert
Hoover at Case Institute on April 11,
1953, preceding his appointment by the
President as head of the Hoover Com-
mission.

In his address at Case, outlining steps
to get the Federal Government “out of
the business of generating and distribut-
ing power as soon as possible,”” Mr,
Hoover's first and second points were
these:

1. The Congress should cease to make
appropriations for any steam plants or hydro-
electric plants solely for power.

2. The Congress should follow the prece-
dent of the Colorado project and make no
more appropriations for new multiple-pur-
pose projects unless the electric power is first
leased on terms, the standards of which I
shall describe in a moment.

Mr. Hoover later explained that a
Commission—the very Commission that
he heads today—should be established to
work out the precise standards.

This policy of completely surrender-
ing, even in these critical times, the ini-
tiative on energy supply to private in-
terests with a scarcity record was car-
ried into the report of the House In-
terior Appropriations subcommittee last
year. In the report on the Interior ap-
propriation bill, the committee said:

With respect to construction activities, es-
sential and completely justified projects in
the construction stage should be carried to
completion to avoid waste of Federal funds,
but wherever possible, private enterprise
shall be taken into partnership to build, own,
and operate that part of each project that
can be handled by private ownership under
conditions that protect the interests of all
the people. In all future projects or new
starts which include transmission lines, pri-
vate enterprise shall be urged to take the
initiative in constructing, owning, and op-
erating such works before money is made
available for Federal construction.

This committee recognizes that this policy
cannot be fully put into operation in the
fiscal year 1954, but all interested parties
are urged to keep this policy in mind and to
plan accordingly.

In the case of atomic power, we have
been submitted a bill which includes
none of the safeguards found essential,
through years of experience with the pri-
vate utilities, in the Federal Water Power
Act of 1920. Licensing is provided only
if the applicant agrees to handle nuclear
materials to protect the public health
and safety, and agrees to certain defense
conditions. There are no recapture pro-
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visions, no requirement of use as against
inadequate use or nonuse, no submis-
sion to Federal regulation, or a half
dozen other essential things.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Pur-
TELL in the chair). Does the Senator
from Montana yield fo the Senator from
Alabama?

Mr. MURRAY. I yield.

Mr. HILL. The requirements to
which the Senator has been referring
are all written into the Federal Water
Power Act with reference to private de-
velopment on navigable streams, are
they not?

Mr. MURRAY. They are written in-
to that act in unequivocal language and
their legality has been upheld in many
court decisions.

Mr. HILL. But none of those safe-
guards have been written into the pend-
ing bill, have they?

Mr. MURRAY. None of them appear
in the provisions of the present atomic-
energy bill.

Chairman Strauss and his fellow Com-
missioners do not want to be bothered
with electric-power development. They
want to be the most independent agen-
cy ever created—able to toss off all re-
sponsibility of guarding against monop-
oly, or to assure the Nation abundant
energy to meet any emergency, or to
pursue other than military development
of the atom—at their pleasure.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MURRAY. I yield to the Sena-
tor from Alabama.

Mr. HILL. The Senator will no doubt
recall that the bill as originally drafted
gave to the Chairman of the Commis-
sion powers, authority, and jurisdiction
not given to the other members of the
Commission. Is that not correct?

Mr. MURRAY. That is true. That
fact has been mentioned several times
during the course of the debate.

Someone has said that the adminis-
tration wants to substitute the golf stick
for the yardstick. That puts it only
partially appropriately, It is an apt ex-
pression as far as it goes. But unfor-
tunately, more than just destroying
Government power-rate yardsticks is
involved.

The adequacy of power for economie
growth, for national defense, and for na-
tional security is involved directly in the
. development of electric energy supply,
and consequently even our national ex-
istence as a free and democratic Nation.

It is difficult to believe that the men
who are today saying that the initiation
of power projects must depend on so-
called local interests entirely if the proj-
ects are wholly for power, or upon their
willingness to go along with the power
phase in the case of any multiple-pur-
pose project, are familiar with the his-
tory of the power industry.

They have not taken a look at the
probability that the private power in-
dustry will not provide an abundance—
even the necessities—in power genera-
tion. They have not earefully studied
the record.
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Electroprocess aluminum production
in quantity was not made possible by
private electric power. The Aluminum
Company of America had to go down to
Tennessee and develop its own power
supply to make it economically feasible.
The aluminum industry is confronted
with the necessity of finding power sup-
ply of its own again in these critical days
as a result of the administration power
policy—sometimes called the “Eisen-
hoover” power policy.

Rural America was not electrified by
the private power industry. It was pro-
vided electricity by a Federal program
after the power industry failed to meet
rural need.

I have heard easterners talk about
Tennessee hill-billies as a sort of back-
ward people. The fact is the homes in
the State of Tennessee today make seven
times as much use of electricity as do
home in New York city. The archaic
people of today are not the Tennessee
hill-billies but the New York City cave-
men, who have never escaped the shack-
ling scarecity of private power rates and
escaped into the modern era of abundant
electricity.

Since the Federal Power Act of 1920,
and the development of an aggressive
Federal power policy, America’s use of
electricity has grown 820 percent, and
is still skyrocketing.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MURRAY.
from Alabama.

Mr. HILIL,. Is it not true—and we are
glad it is true—that the private power
companies have made large profits?

Mr. MURRAY. Certainly.

Mr. HILL. In an area where a Gov-
ernment project has been located, we
have found the rates of the private power
companies to be lower than they are in
areas where there is no Government
project. Yet such private power com-
panies, even with lower rates in effect,
have prospered more, and have made
greater profits, on the whole, than pow-
er companies which did not have the
competition, so to speak, of Government
projects within the area they were serv-
ing. Is that not correct?

Mr. MURRAY. That is correct.

Mr. HILL. Does not this demonstrate
what Henry Ford proved by his inaug-
uration of mass production methods,
that when there is mass consumption,
there are lower rates, but so much more
power is sold that in the end the profits
are much greater? Is that not true?

Mr. MURRAY. That is absolutely
true. Rural America was not furnished
electrical power by private companies.
That is now a well-recognized fact.
Rural America was furnished electric
power as a result of a long, hard strug-
gle in Congress to provide Americans
who lived in rural areas with a rural
electrification program. That made it
possible to electrify farms. Today in
Montana 95 percent of the farms are
electrified. That program had had a
profound effect in increasing production
and the prosperity of the farmers.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp at
the close of my remarks a table which

I yield to the Senator
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shows United States electrical output by
years since 1920, with unofficial estimates
from the Federal Power Commission of
requirements in 1955 and 1960.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 2.)

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, back
in 1920 our electrical output was 55.6
billion kilowatt-hours. In 1952, the last
year for which I have been supplied fig-
ures, electrical output reached 463 bil-
lion kilowatt-hours. The 1950 estimate
is for a growth to 600 billion kilowatt-
hours, and in 1960 a growth to 790 hil-
lion kilowatt-hours.

This growth in power use never would
have occurred had not our predecessors—
Republicans and Democrats alike—seen
the necessity of the Federal Government
breaking the private utility bottleneck.
The great growth in industry in the
United States, the great growth in our
productive capacity, could not have oc-
curred if the initiative in power mat-
ters had been shirked by the Federal
Government and left entirely in the
hands of men more concerned with
brainwashing the American people with
private power slogans than in providing
them with electric energy at low cost.

Part of the reluctance of private
power companies to stay ahead with
power development is generally regarded
as good business—the practice of keep-
ing supply somewhat behind demand.
They want customers on the line before
they build generating capacity. And
they have always been skeptical about
America’s expansion and growth.

It was recounted on the floor of the
Senate last year, by the junior Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Morsgl, that when
the Tennessee Valley Authority was pro-
posed, the private companies said that
it would be a century before the power
of the Tennessee River could all be
used—that it was folly to be talking
about speedy development of the river.
One of our great research foundations
made a study which backed up this con-
tention. A tremendous point was made
of it.

Now—20 years later—we know that
not only was all of the power of the
river needed, but that it would prove
insufficient to meet the needs in that
area when economic expansion got
underway. The point of attack today—
the effort to stifle growth—is against
steam plants to supplement TVA power.
Now the minions of scarcity want to pre-
vent the TVA from developing needed
power over and above all that can be
generated from the river.

The Senator from Oregon also re-
called, when he spoke, that out in the
Bonneville area the propaganda was that
there will be only jackrabbits for cus-
tomers for the power from the great
Bonneville and Grand Coulee Dams.

But the dams were built. Other dams
have been built. And the problem today,
as in the Tennessee Valley area, is get=
ting enough power to meet future re-
quirements. The jackrabbits are still
without electricity.

The private utilities have, year in and
year out, denied the need for rural-elec-
trification funds.
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In 1935 Mr. Grover C. Neff, spokesman
for the private utilities on rural-power
matters, wrote to REA Administrator
Morris Llewellyn Cooke that—

There are very few farms requiring elec-
tricity for major farm operations that are
not now served.

The census that year showed that 10.9
percent of the farms were electrified.

Mr. Neff continued to see no need for
further REA work down through the
thirties and the forties, as REA grad-
ually pushed out to 50, 60, 70, 80, and 85
percent of the farms. I have a series of
Mr. Neff's statements that become very
interesting today, in view of the effort
to turn all initiative back to the private
companies. All of them are by Grover C.
Neff, president of the Wisconsin Power &
Light Co., and president, 1946-4T7, of the
Edison Electric Institute.

July 24, 1935: “There are very few farms
requiring electricity for major farm opera-
tions that are not now served.” (Letter to
Morris L. Cooke, REA Administrator, written
by committee of utility executives, including
Mr. Nefl.)

August 11, 1945: “There seems to be no
necessity for additional allotments (to REA)
at this time.” (Memorandum presented to
committee on electric service for farmers.)

October 17, 1945: “The job of extending
lines to farms and nonfarms will be prac-
tically over in 1948." (Before a subcommit-
tee of the House Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.)

December 20, 1945: “The end of the big
task of taking electric service to the great
bulk of farms is now in sight."” (Article,
Public Utilities Fortnightly.)

June 5, 1946: “The big job of extending
electric lines to the farms of this country
will be about completed on December 31,
1948. REA has plenty of money to carry on
the above outlined construction program for
the years 1946, 1947, and 1948, even if the
Senate does not grant them the $250 million
included in the 1947 appropriation bill.”
{(Inaugural address.)

April 24, 1947: “It is our opinjon that REA
does not need any additional loan authoriza-
tions by Congress to complete its job.”
(Before subcommittee of the House Commit-
tee on Appropriations.)

The percentage of the United States
farms with central station electric serv-
ice grew steadily as Mr. Neff talked on.
The record shows the following growth:

1935 10.9
1940 30. 4
1945 44,7
1946 -== 52.9
1947 57.4

The job is not yet completed. There
are more farms to be reached with lines;
distribution lines must be made heavier
to meet growing farm demand; and gen-
erating and transmission facilities must
be built to provide power to meet that
demand.

The extent of growth in the use of the
new “electrical hired hand” on farms is
indicated by a sample survey conducted
by the Rural Electrification Administra~
tion.

In 1538 the average use per farm was
32 kilowatt-hours per month. In 1951
the average use per farm was 129 kilo-
watt-hours per month. In the 13-year
period use had increased four times over.
In the period 1945 to 1951 it doubled.

Studies by State colleges indicate that
average farm use is headed toward 300
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to 400 kilowatt-hours per month, on the
basis of present available appliances,
and that it may go even higher as other
applications of the “electrical hired
hand” become available.

Totally, Mr. President, the demand for
electrical energy by REA borrowers has
climbed from 153 million kilowatt-hours,
in 1939, to 11.2 billion kilowatt-hours, in
1952, It is expected to be 19 billion
kilowatt-hours in 1955.

I ask consent to have printed in the
Recorp at the conclusion of my remarks
a table of power requirements of REA
borrowers by year, 1936 to 1963, the lat-
ter years being estimates by the National
Rural Electric Cooperative Association.
Other years are hased on REA annual
reports.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 3.)

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I have
gone back into the record of the attitude
of the private utilities toward speeding
up power developments, to illustrate the
record of the past, which convinced our
predecessors in 1920, 1925, and subse-
quent years, that the Federal Govern-
ment could not look to the private
groups for needed, speedy development.

The effort today to restore the initia-
tive entirely to private interests—with
possibly a few local public agencies car-
ried along—is being undertaken with-
out any evidence or even a contention
that there has been a reform in attitude.

The reason for encouragement of the
bills to permit development of 1 or 2
hydroelectric projects in the Northwest
by public utility districts is quite ap-
parent to all of us. It is a strategy to
open the door to such developments for
private interests. It is very doubtful if
the public districts can get the amounts
of money necessary to go ahead. The
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Mogsel
pointed out that one of the public agen-
cies has assurances of financing from a
company which fell down on financing
an Iowa project, after it had made sim-
ilar commitment.

The strategy is to get the door open.
Let us get the policy established. The
public agencies can be controlled by
pressure on the purse strings in New
York and the few other centers where
the large sums necessary for big hy-
droelectric developments are available.

The little public agencies will never
get beyond the anteroom; but the main
door will be open for the private utili-
ties to move in and take over.

The unregulated licensing of the use
of public nuclear materials to private
concerns for commercial energy use is
not just a result of Chairman Strauss’
antipathy to getting involved in power
production. I have no doubt that he
wants to avoid having the AEC become
a power-producing agency. I accept
his word for that. But I suspect that it
puts Chairman Strauss in the position
of unfairly avoiding the rendering of a
public service; or appearing to want to
avoid a responsibiilty for other than the
real, basic policy reasons.

The proposed new Atomic Energy Act
not only permits licensing of the limited
few who have the know-how to handle
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atoms to produce electricity; it gives
them an opportunity to patent processes
by which the publicly owned nuclear
material can be used as fuel in genera-
tors.

Because of secrecy, none of us can
speak with authority about what proc-
esses are held by the Atomic Enecrgy
Commission. But we are told that prac-
tical use of nuclear material for com-
mercial power is a few years off. We are
told not to worry about regulations
now—that can be done after the proc-
esses are developed.

Obviously, there are steps, procedures,
and techniques still to be developed.
There are points remaining which will
be patentable. By the time regulation of
the use of Uncle Sam'’s nuclear materials
are brought before the Congress, the
slate may not be a clean one, but one
crisscrossed with private claims sup-
ported by patents.

This parallels what is being done in
the other area of power development—
the hydroelectric field.

There is a growing unanimity about
integrated regional development.

I am aware that there is opposition
to valley authorities. I have become
aware of it after 9 years of advocacy of
a Missouri Valley Authority, not futilely,
by any means, but not successfully. I
continue to advocate this type of admin-
istration of regional programs. In my
mind, nothing which will be more ef-
fective, or assure the results of such an
agency, has yet been offered as an alter-
native,

But our real disagreement in the case
of the MVA, as in the case of the old
Hoover Commission proposal of a Public
Works Division at the Department of
Interior, has not been over integrated
regional development. It has been over
method.

If we step back and take a historical
view, it is clearly evident how the theory
of starting at the heads of streams to
control water, to stop erosion by soil
conservation practices, by small dams
and reforestation, has been accepted:
how we have all come to look upon these
problems—flood control, irrigation, do-
mestic water supply, electrical produc-
tion, economic stimulation, and a dozen
other problems—as common problems in
regional development programs,

The governmental agencies which once
battled the overall regional approach
have to a considerable degree ceased
their blind insistence on single-purpose
developments; the original “shotgun’
wedding” of the Army engineers and the
Bureau of Reclamation in the Missouri
Basin, which occurred under the threat
of an MVA, has been repeated in other
basins more or less voluntarily. The
security of wedded bliss and of dwelling
together with common, more compre-
hensive aims, appears to have appealed
to the participants.

Even the Chicago Tribune has ceased
to cartoon advocates of regional devel-
opment as impractical young scholars
with cap, gown, diploma, and huge horn-
rimmed spectacles,

The integrated regional development
concept is now widely accepted, like so-
cial security and the basic idea of some
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sort of farm price supports. Historians
will report this period—or I hope that
they will report it—as a period of debate
over methods, rather than over the
concept.

And they will record, if I am correct,
that one of the most serious threats to
the regional development concept was
the current proposal to pass out the great
key dam sites, the hydroelectric projects,
on an unintegrated, piecemeal basis,
robbing many regional developments of
the immediately lucrative asset which
makes possible economic justification of
the whole development.

I hope this will be recorded as the last
futile effort to throw a road block in
the way of regional developments,
whether thoughtless or deliberate.

I have a great deal of sympathy for
those public power agencies caught be-
tween growing demand and their desire
for full regional development, who have
been driven to make applications for
dam sites and be a party to the dismem-
berment of regional development oppor-
tunities, or even, in one case, to the turn-
ing over of key sites on a stream to pri-
vate development.

This is a policy matter which seriously
involves the future of the Nation and
the gquestion of whether we shall have
abundant power for an expanding econ-
omy or whether we shall have scar-
city and hard times. I shall cast my vote
on the individual bills against piecemeal
development, as I shall vote against the
biggest giveaway of them all: the
atomic-energy giveaway.

I am confident that after the Novem-
ber elections this year, we are not going
to be confronted with such choices; that
we can then again move ahead with pow-
er development and with making up for
the 2 years we are now losing while the
predatory power interests—momentari-
ly befriended by a shortsighted adminis-
tration—try to liquidate the power pro-
gram and power policy which dates back
to William Howard Taft, Theodore
Roosevelt, and even earlier.

Mr, President, the power of the atom
has been harnessed through the expendi-
ture of between $10 billion and $12 bil-
lion of American taxpayers' money., It
is as much a part of the public domain
as waterpower sites. It is an asset be-
longing to the people.

The Atomic Energy Commission has
authorized today five nuclear reactors to
produce heat to run electric generators.
They are experimental plants, designed
to develop the art of producing electricity
in plants fueled with Federal nuclear
material. It is hoped that out of these
experimental plants will come the an-
swer, and that with experience gained
from them we can eventually produce
electricity at costs which will be com-
petitive with hydropower and fuels.

On the very eve of revealing the prac-
tical use of nuclear materials to generate
electricity, on the very eve of a great
peacetime benefit flowing from the tax-
payers’ tremendous investment, it is pro-
posed to pass a measure which will let
companies with know-how move into the
energy field, take out patents, and reap
a potentially enormous profit from the
taxpayers' investment.
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I am not opposed to the private elec-
tric companies being licensed to build
nuclear-fueled electric plants. I hope
that areas without hydroelectric power
or a nearby coal supply, and which now
have high rates, will be able to get abun-
dant power at low rates from atomic
materials through their private com-
panies. Let those companies have it,
under regulations that will assure rea-
sonable rates.

But I am not in favor of the Gov-
ernment permitting the companies to
patent some final step in the process of
generating electric power with nuclear
energy, and thereby gain control of the
whole process. I am not in favor of
them having a tollgate between the peo-
ple’s raw material and the end product,
whether it be a patent or an exclusive
license.

We should provide that the Govern-
ment continue the development of proc-
esses for using nuclear materials to make
electricity, and further provide that,
when such processes are feasible, an ap-
propriate Government agency will build
generators and supply Government cus-
tomers—the rural electric cooperatives,
municipalities, the industries located on
public lines, and others—with the power
they need.

The Federal Government should pro-
duce power from this great new energy
resource just as it produces power from
the Columbia River, the Tennessee, the
Missouri, and other great streams.

I shall support amendments to pro-
vide for regulation of the private use of
nuclear materials for producing elec-
tricity in the same way we regulate the
use of waterpower sites. I will support
an amendment to provide for the pro-
duction of electricity from nuclear ma-
terials by the Government when such
production is feasible. Doubtless there
will be many amendments offered, and I
will support those which safeguard this
resource for the people who own it—all
the people of the United States.

I very strongly feel, however, that this
measure should be recommitted for at
least another full year of study.

The McMahon Act—the original
Atomic Energy Act of 1946—provided at
section 7-B that when commercial use
of the atom appeared feasible, then the
Atomic Energy Commission should sub-
mit to the President and Congress a re-
port on what the social, political, and
economic consequences of the develop-
ment would be. That would give the
President and the Congress some under-
standing of the problem of regulating the
new development, and seeing that there
were proper safeguards and controls.

No such report has ever been made,
Most of the Members of Congress are in
the dark about what effect atomic power
is going to have on our economy and our
social conditions 5 years from now; 10
years from now; or 20 or 25 years ahead.
The Members of this body are supposed
to have better than average information
about such things—at least enough in-
formafion on which to base our judg-
ments.

If we lack adequate information, then
what of the people of the Nation gen-
erally? How can they petition their
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Government in relation to atomic legis-
lation if they are uninformed?

There needs to be at least another
year of broad general education about
this subject before we begin to legislate.
And then any bill ought to have the most
careful study.

The debate on the atomic energy bill
now occurring is valuable. If is bringing
out conflicting viewpoints. It will help
to guide the joint committee as it re-
considers the measure. It will aid the
Atomic Energy Commission in preparing
a report on social, economic, and po-
litical effects of commercial develop-
ment. It is time well spent. But when
we are through, this whole measure
should be set aside for further study
and refinement. We want to be sure
that there are no mistakes. We want to
be sure that there is not ‘“‘criminal neg-
lect” of the people’s interests. We want
to be sure that unrestricted licensing
does not place beyond recapture property
which belongs to all the people. We
want to be sure that this program is not
used to exploit and plunder electricity
users, but will econtribute to a growing
economy, a stronger and healthier Na-
tion, and a more abundant life.

ExHiBIT 1

[From Washington Post and Times Herald of
July 17, 1954]

POWER ON THE SPOT

Senator CooPer’s significant differences
with the administration position on electric
power in the Tennessee Valley ought to give
some pause to promoters of the private con-
tract. Mr. CoorEr has made what is prob-
ably the clearest and simplest explanation of
the issues. He has pegged his opposition to
the administration plan on the most funda-
mental discrepancy: An abuse of the au-
thority of the Atomic Energy Commission.
Actually, under the administration plan the
AEC would be used to contract for private
power, not directly for its own needs, but for
Tennessee Valley Authority customers in the
Memphis area. Furthermore, there has been
no competitive bidding on the contract
which the President has directed the AEC
to enter into with the private Dixon-Yates

up.

Both Senators CooPer and PASTORE noted
that this contract would have the effect of
rewriting by Executive action the basic func-
tions of TVA as determined by Congress.
Mr. CooPEr’s proposal for an alternative
means of financing TVA's needs for addi-
tional powerplants through the sale of bonds
seems to us to have much merit. But any
change in the scope of TVA operations ought
to be made openly by Congress. There is
special reason to hold up any precipitate ac-
tion, as Senator CooPEr suggested, in order
to give the new TVA Administrator, when he
is oppointed, a chance to survey the situa-
tion.

An amendment by Senator ANDErRsON
would block the Dixon-Yates contract un-
less it were rewritten to eliminate reimburse-
ment for Federal income taxes and to pro-
vide that power be furnished directly to the
Atomic Energy Commission. The adminis-
tration will be very foolish, indeed, if it per-
mits this amendment to come to a vote. For
either the administration will lose, or it will
hand the Democrats a potent campaign is-
sue, not only in the Tennessee Valley, but
elsewhere in the country where public power
is in question. From the standpoint of the
administration's prestige it would be far bet-
ter for the President to compromise by ac-
cepting Senator CooPER’s suggestion that the
whole matter be shelved pending study by
the new head of TVA.
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ExHIBIT 2
Total United States electrical outpui by
years, 1920-60

[Billions of kilowatt-hours]

1920.... 55.8
1921 53.1
S R 61.2
1008, . 71.4
1924 - 75.9
1925. L e 84.7
1926 894.2
1927 101. 4
1928_. 108.1
1929 R 116.7
1830 114.6
1931. 109. 4
1932_ — = 99.4
1933 i o 102.7
1934 110.4
1535 118.9
b S S L S 136.0
1937 146.5
1938. i 142.0
1989 .- 161.3
1940 179.9
11009 e SR 208.3
RS e et s 233.1
TR e i e e e 267.5
1944 i 279.5
: - o N S S = 271.3
R e e e 269. 6
1947 307.4
1948 .. Sl 336.8
1949 ar 345.1
1950 et - 388.7
1951 P 433.3
FEESE e a0 e i e i e e 1462.9
{20 OO S S,

1954 .. - e et
1955 L 2600.0
ARBO-SoT s s e

1957 ——

411 R e

a1l LS S e P e SR e
1960 2790.0

11952: Federal Power Commission estimate
based on 11-month reports.

#1955-60 Federal Power Commission un-
official estimates based on power marketing
reports for class 1 utilities.

Source: Federal Power Commission,
cludes industrial and utility output.

ExHIisiT 3
Power requirements of REA borrowers
by years, 1936-63

In-

Percentage

Demand in 2 .

kilowatt- | IngTease
ios preceding

(billions) year

(e P T e =

- 406 165

L 735 81

1, 086 48

1. 680 65

1. 988 18

2,237 13

2.368 6

3. 082 30

4. 151 35

5. 536 33

7.138 29

8975 28

1952 11. 162 124

1953 14.5 30

1954 17.0 17

I e e E et 10.0 12
16646, 10.5
1057, 9.5
1858 6.5
1950 6.1
1660 3.8
1061 3.7
1962, 3.6
1963 30.0 23.4
1 Percentage increase of 1952 over 1943 was 564 percent.

Percentage increase of 1952 over 1948 was 260 nt.,
? Percentages from 1954 through 1963 are estimated on

ption of a 76-p increase in 9-year A

Source: 1030-51, REA annual reports, Energy Pur-

chased by REA Borrowers; 1952-66 REA estimates;
1963, NRECA estimates,

Data for chart VIL
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NEED FOR DEVELOPMENT OF UPPER
COLORADO RIVER BASIN

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, there
have been many hours of debate in this
Chamber recently on the TVA-AEC
power contract controversy.

While this matter has not yet been set-
tled, I believe that the strenuous argu-
ment has adequately demonstrated that
there has been extensive industrial and
economic development in the great Ten-
nessee Valley in the last 2 decades. I,
for one, certainly will countenance noth-
ing in the way of legislation which, in
my opinion, would circumscribe or limit
the growth and development of that
river valley region. I may disagree with
the methods used, but cerainly I favor
a far-reaching development of that area.

However, I think it germane for me to
spend a few minutes on the problems of
another great river valley region which,
unlike the Tennessee Valley, is today
largely undeveloped. Not a single power
or water storage dam has been built on
the main stem of the river in this area,
even though the basin extends over a
geographic area the size of New York,
New Jersey, and Pennsylvania combined.
This area is one of the most arid sections
of the country and desperately needs
water for its agriculture, industry, and
growing communities, and yet the river
is currently carrying into the sea more
than two-thirds of the water to which
the four States in this area are entitled.

I am referring, of course, to the upper
basin of the Colorado River, which lies
within the States of Colorado, New Mex-
ico, Utah, and Wyoming.

People who have watched the impres-
sive development of power and reclama-
tion facilities, under Federal-State-local
sponsorship, on the Columbia, the Mis-
souri, and other great rivers of the coun-
try undoubtedly appreciate the impor-
tance of these large, multiple-purpose
projects, both to the area served and to
the Nation as a whole. And I am sure
that few reasonable people would deny
to our semiarid area the opportunity to
develop its limited water resources, in
the manner which we are now proposing
through a long-range, self-liquidating
reclamation project outlined in the Colo-
rado River storage project bill, now be-
fore the Congress. I should like to
stress, too, that this plan for developing
the water makes possible the concurrent
development of strategic minerals and
a large number of other resources where
they are more extensive than in any
other river basin in America.

In spite of these obvious advantages
of the Colorado River storage project,
the facts are that a vicious, concentrated
campaign has been and is being carried
on to defeat, in its infancy, this highly
meritorious project which is so vital to
the people of these States and undoubt-
edly to the entire West and the Nation,

‘We do not have the power, we do not
have the fresh-water recreation areas,
we do not have a controlled river, and
we do not have adequate water for cur-
rent municipal, agricultural, and indus-
trial needs and future growth. We do
not have these assets of the Tennessee
Valley and other river basins, and yet
this “have not” river-basin area is the
object of a deliberate campaign of prop-
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aganda, pressure tactics, and legal ob-
structions to delay or stifle a project to
develop the water so desperately needed
for the growth and expansion of a stra-
tegically situated defense area, rich in
natural resources, in the heart land of
the West.

New broadsides were hurled against
this incipient project this week, indicat-
ing that the opponents are getting des-
perate now that they see possibilities
for congressional approval of the Colo-
rado River storage project this session.

The stepup in the campaign to defeat
this project is reflected in the artificially
inspired flow of letters into the offices of
Members of the Congress, most of it
bearing the easily recognizable stamp of
the propaganda line adopted by pressure
groups, well-paid propagandists and
writers opposing the project. That
same stereotyped line was injected into
a recent column of the widow of the late
United States President, who signed leg-
islation authorizing the long-range, de-
tailed Government investigations which
formed the technical basis for the pro-
posed Colorado River project.

In California, also, according to an
editorial in a Salt Lake newspaper, the
Colorado River Association, with head-
quarters in Los Angeles, mailed letters
to editors, suggesting editorials delib-
erately designed to stir up and scare the
residents of that great State through
misstatements of the objectives of the
pending legislation.

At this point, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REecorp as
part of my remarks a nationally syndi-
cated column written by Mrs. Eleanor
Roosevelt and published July 13 in the
Washington Daily News and other news-
papers.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

S1ERRA CLUB Is WORRIED ABOUT OUR NATIONAL
PARKS
(By Mrs. Roosevelt)

Hype PARK.—I have a letter from the presi-
dent of the Sierra Club in San Francisco,
Richard M. Leonard, about our national
parks.

quote from it here because our national
parks and our natural resources belong to
the people of this country as a whole, no
matter in what part of the country they
may be found.

The whole national park system and State
park system, our nationally owned and
State-owned forests, and all of our natural
resources, mean the future of our country.
If they are wasted or wrongly used, our
children and grandchildren may inherit bare
mountains and a land no longer able to
support them. Therefore, anything that
happens in any of these areas is of interest
to all of us.

Part of Mr. Leonard's letter reads:

“From time to time our National Park Sys-
tem has been threatened with schemes for
dams and other inappropriate developments
within the boundaries of areas dedicated for
the enjoyment of all Americans. Today the
Bureau of Reclanration has plans, big plans,
to drown Dinosaur National Monument with

two dams that would inundate its mighty
canyons for a hundred miles,

“This plan is the most serious and deter-
mined effort we have ever seen by a Gov-
ernment agency to appropriate unnecessarily
a unit of the National Park System to make
it a part of a huge irrigation, power and
flood control project.
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“We think that you will be interested to
know of this threat to Dinosaur, for these
treasured acres are yours and you will want
to help preserve them for another genera-
tion to explore and admire. Under an ava-
lanche of letters and prodding from conserva-
tionists, some Congressmen have looked into
the facts more closely and not liked what
they found—inadequate engineering data,
incorsect arithmetic on evaporation, huge
tax subsidies, and a needless sacrifice of
Dinosaur National Monument.

“Does your Congressman know that these
dams could be built at other locations out-
side the monument without sacrificing their
effectiveness? You should tell him that his
vote can save an outstanding unit of our
national park system from destruction.”

Those of you who care about preserving
our national park system will look into this,
I feel sure, and write your Congressmen.
I have written to mine because the Sierra
Club sent me two pamphlets. One put the
question—"A geat national park or two
wasteful dams?” I decided I would prefer
the national park. The other pamphlet is
headed, “Don't dam the national park sys-
tem,” and that is important, for it tells you
the wrong ideas which have been circulated
among the people of Utah, where this park
exists.

T urge you to get these pamphlets from the
Sierra Club, 1050 Mills Tower, San Fran-
cisco 4, Calif. On these facts you may
decide to write your Congressman as I have
done.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I am
surprised that a person of Mrs. Roose-
velt’s intelligence and integrity should
be taken in by propaganda arguments
which have been baked up and warmed
over, and discredited time after time in
the past 4 years. She did this in re-
printing the letter from a San Francisco
club man whose writing bears all the
earmarks of the propaganda machine
that has been grinding out anti-Colo-
rado River project material since the
project was proposed in 1950. -

It is not my intention to dignify this
propaganda effort by repeating the de-
nials that have been made, time after
time, to the ridiculous charges made in
the Leonard letters. That letter, I pre-
sume, was mailed from the propaganda
center to every newspaper columnist in
the country, few of whom, I am glad to
report, have been similarly taken in by
the obvious propaganda appeal, pre-
sumably containing more expensive
printed brochures, obviously beyond the
means of an outdoor club to produce
without generous outside financial as-
sistance.

Reporters and editors can check that
biased outpouring against the objective
record built up in 10 days of hearings
last January before the House Irrigation
Subcommittee on Irrigation and Rec-
lamation. Included in the 909-page
hearing report is a 28-page memoran-
dum prepared by the committee counsel
which clearly demonstrates that the pro-
posed storage dam construction at Echo
Park is, in no way, an invasion of, nor
does it constitute a precendent for in-
vasion of a national park or monument.
This record which I am briefing in an
accompanying statement, shows that this
conclusion was recognized by President
Roosevelt in his proclamation of July
14, 1938, enlarging the boundaries of the
80-acre Dinosaur Monument to include
203,885 acres of river canyons which,
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for years, have been recognized as po-
tential power and reclamation sites.

That Roosevelt proclamation specifi-
cally provided that the enlargement res-
ervation “shall not affect the operation
of the Federal Water Power Act of June
10, 1920,” which applied to long-standing
powersite withdrawals in the Echo Park
area. Furthermore, the proclamation
exempted from monument administra-
tion a reclamation withdrawal on the
Green River, within the monument
boundary.

In spite of this indisputable recogni-
tion of area plans to develop the water
and power resources of the river in the
expanded monument area—a position
supported by two Secretaries of the In-
terior—the opponents to a vital regional
water-development program have ex-
panded this feature into a great propa-
ganda “crusade” that has taken in many
Lonest conservationists.

At this time, I ask unanimous consent
to reproduce in the REcCorp as a part of
my remarks another newspaper article
that has come to my attention this week.
This is an editorial which appeared in
the Deseret News and Salt Lake Tele-
gram of July 13.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

WATER STEALERS—WHO, Us?

A copy of a release sent out to California
newspapers has just been sent to this news-
paper from a former Utahan living in Los
Angeles. Its contents strip away any pre-
tense that may be left about California's
motives on the upper Colorado storage
project.

The release, sent out by Don J. Kinsey,
general manager of the Colorado River Asso-
clation with headquarters in Los Angeles, is
a suggested editorial and carries the heading
“Protect Our Life's Source.” It starts out:

“There are bllls pending in Congress for
reclamation projects in Colorado, New Mex-
ico, Utah, and Wyoming, that threaten
southern California’s rightful share of Colo-
rado River water.”

Mr. Kinsey's propaganda broadcast makes
it clear, as have a few other recent state-
ments, that the reclamation projects he is
attacking are actually the upper Colorado
storage project. But just how the project
could threaten southern California’s rightful
ghare of Colorado River water is difficult to
see—unless southern California is scheming
to take more water than she is entitled to
under the Colorado River compact of 1922,

The 1922 compact divided the water be-
tween upper and lower basin States. The
upper basin States are required to let pass
to the lower basin 75 million acre-feet of
water each 10 years, and then may them-
selves use up to 7,500,000 acre-feet a year,
The upper Colorado storage project is not
itself a reclamation project, but a storage
project to provide a means of delivering the
required amount of water to the lower
basin—mainly southern California.

The project, far from being a threat to
southern California’s rightful share of water
under the 1922 compact, actually represents
a guaranty of delivery to southern California.

The conclusion that southern California
does plan to grab more than her legal share
of water seems rather obvious. And this is
interesting in light of some past protesta-
tions. For example:

“California is not reaching for any more
water than provided under the 1922 Colorado
River compact and will fight the attempt
of any other State to do so.” (Arvin B.
Shaw, assistant attorney general of Cali-
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fornia, before the Colorado River Water Users
Association at Las Vegas, Nev., January 1949.)

And—

“California recognizes and will conform to
the Colorado River compact and the Cali-
fornia Limitations Act * * * and seeks no
water which would interfere with full use
in the upper basin of water apportioned to
the upper basin.” (Joseph Jensen, chair-
man of the board of directors of the Metro-
politan Water District of Southern Cali-
fornia, in a talk before the Salt Lake Junior
Chamber of Commerce, March 23, 1951.)

And especially—

“California does not seek to scuttle the
Colorado River compact of 1922 nor to change
its terms.” (Don B. Einsey, general man-
ager of the Colorado River Association, in a
statement prepared for the Daily Sentinel of
Grand Junction, Colo.,, and published Jan-
uary 29, 1954.)

Mr. Kinsey would do well to reread his own
statement of only 6 months ago. And the
Nation at large should become acquainted
with his more recent one.

As for Utah—we still have the same stand
we have always taken:

We want no water to which we are not
legally entitled. But we do want the water
which is rightfully ours—and which we must
have for future life and growth.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, the
editorial adequately answers Mr. Kinsey
and his associates who have been pub-
licly exposed in their efforts to insert
propaganda of questionable veracity into
the newspapers of California. I only
hope that the editors of California news-
papers will look into the facts before
they, too, give editorial dignity to such
propaganda.

I also wish to call to the attention of
the Members of this body the fact that
the California defendants in the case of
Arizona against California, now before
the Supreme Court, have moved to join
as necessary and indispensable parties
the States of Colorado, New Mexico,
Utah, and Wyoming. This is a suit
brought against California interests by
Arizona, in 1952, and concerns the use
of Colorado River water in the lower
basin.

I wish to assure the residents of the
upper basin States and the Members of
this body that this Court action should
have no effect whatsoever upon the au-
thorization of the Colorado River storage
project.

This was pointed out by the Honor-
able Jean S. Breitenstein, distinguished
lawyer-judge of Colorado, in his testi-
mony before the recent Senate hearings
on this project. e stated:

All parties to that case assert and rely
upon the 1922 compact, the Boulder Canyon
Project Act, the Mexican Water Treaty, and
the other laws and instruments which con-
stitute the recognized and admitted law of
the river. Similarly the authorization of
the Colorado River storage project is predi-
cated upon the validity and integrity of the
law of the river.

While it is true that in the lower basin
there has been a prolonged controversy over
the application and construction of certain
specific terms and provision, these contro-
versies do not affect the upper States or the
availability of water for the Colorado River
storage project. Any insinuation that the
authorization of the Colorado River storage
project should be delayed until the Arizona
v. California case is decided is an attempt to
defeat upper-basin development. Litiga-
tion, both threatened and actual, has been




10778

long utilized to delay Colorado River develop-
ment, There is no legitimate reason for any
delay in this project because of the lower-
basin controversy.

I may say that the filing of the motion
with the Supreme Court on July 15 of
this year is an indication on the part of
the State of California, which is the
principal defendant in that case, that it
will do all it can to defeat the project to
put to beneficial consumptive use of the
waters of the upper Colorado River. If
it had been planned deliberately, it could
not have come at a more timely occasion
to help defeat the project authorization
by the present Congress. If the State of
California is not opposed to the project
and is not seeking to defeat it, it could
have waited at least until Congress ad-
journed before filing its motion with
the Supreme Court to include these par-
ticular upper-basin States. I can well
understand the theory on which the mo-
tion was filed, namely, for the purpose of
indicating to Congress that title to the
waters of the Colorado, which would be
the basis of this project, are in dispute,
and need to be litigated; and for that
reason the project, it will be argued,
should not be built now.

I am sorry that that is the objective.
I do not believe that that represents the
views of literally millions of people of
California, who want to be fair. Califor-
nia already has numerous reclamation
projects to develop the lower basin of
the Colorado River, which have been
supported by the people of Utah and by
the people of all the other upper Colora-
do River Basin States. The filing of the
motion comes rather as a blow to us, and
it is somewhat unfair to attempt to de-
feat us by bringing us into litigation.

I agree wholeheartedly with Judge
Breitenstein’s statement regarding the
case into which the recent motion at-
tempts to inject the four upper-basin
States. It is purely a controversy of long
standing as to the rights of the lower-
basin States to the use of Colorado River
water. The States of Colorado, New
Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming are not in-
volved in the matter in dispute, and it is
my belief that this litigation should in
no way impede the authorization or con-
struction of the Colorado River storage
project which, after all, was designed
with a view to guaranteeing delivery of
the water allocated by compact to the
lower basin.

Mr. President, I invite attention to
another matter connected with the
building of the Echo Park part unit of
the upper Colorado storage project.
The question of whether the President of
the United States actually increase the
area of the monument to take in Echo
Park is, of course, in dispute, that is,
whether or not he authorized it with-
out making it subject to power projects
and also the reclamation project in the
upper part of it. The record is clear that
the people of Utah were told at the time
when it was proposed to enlarge this
monument, which consisted of 80 acres,
that the enlargement would be subject
to the right of the people to build this
reclamation project and to develop
power sites in Echo Park Monument.

A brief has been prepared by a dis-
tinguished young lawyer who represents
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the House Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs, in which he covers all
the various materials, documents, and
what not connected with the question of
whether President Roosevelt, in issuing
his proclamation, actually made the en-
largement subject to all these other de-
velopments,

I ask unanimous consent, Mr., Presi-
dent, that a summary of the brief pre-
pared by Mr. Abbott, of the House com-~
mittee, be printed in the Recorp at this
point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the sum-
mary was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

SETTING THE RECORD STRAIGHT ON THE
DINOSAUR NATIONAL MONUMENT

Much has been said recently relative to
the development of the wupper Colorado
River Basin through the construction of the
Colorado River storage project and its par-
ticipating projects. Everyone recognizes the
need for water and power in the arid West.
The development of water and power in the
wild unruly Colorado River requires large
dams, one of which is proposed in what is
now the Dincsaur National Monument. The
heat of the discussion relative to the con-
tract of the Echo Park Dam in the Dino-
saur National Monument has put in the
public press much confusing, misleading and
often deliberate untruths relative to this
matter. An invasion of the National Mon-
ument system has been charged.

In order to bring some light out of the
darkness and confusion, I submit a brief of
8 memorandum, submitted by George W.
Abbott, Committee Counsel to the Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the
House of Representatives, and printed as a
part of the hearings on H. R. 4449, 83d Con-
gress 2d session, on pages 719-747.

Before submitting this brief, however, I
wish to point out that the father of the
national park and monument system, Steph-
en Mather, laid down three simple criteria to
guide the selection of national monuments,
as follows:

1. The area must be in the nature of a
shrine.

2. The area must be unigue, nothing like
it anywhere else.

3. The area must not contain material re-
sources likely to be needed later in the de-
velopment of the Nation's national economy
and its supply of food and fiber.

The expansion of the Dinosaur National
Monument from 80 to 204,000 acres violated
all 3 of these criteria. The expanded area
is not in the nature of a shrine; it is not
unique (there are many other areas like
it); and it contains tremendous water and
power resources, the development of which
are absolutely essential to the development
of the upper Colorado River Basin.

A summary of the statutory provisions,
executive actions, and correspondence relat-
ing to the establishment and expansion of
Dinosaur Monument follows:

1. June 8, 1906: Congress passed an act
giving the President authority to establish
national monuments.

2. October 4, 1915: A proclamation was
issued establishing the Dinosaur National
Monument:

“SEc, 2. That the President of the United
States is hereby authorized in his discretion,
to declare by public proclamation historic
landmarks, historic and prehistoric strue-
tures, and other objects of historic or scien-
tific interest that are situated upon lands
owned or controlled by the Government of

the United States to be national monuments,
and may reserve as a part thereof parcels
of land, the limits of which in all cases
shall be confined to the smallest area com-
patible with the proper care and manage-
ment of the objects to be protected.”
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NoteE—The original area of the Dinosaur
National Monument was 80 acres; it was ex-
panded to 204,000 acres in 1938.

3. August 25, 1916: Act was passed creat-
ing the National Parks Service to regulate
and promote the use of national monu-
ments, parks, and reservations.

4. June 10, 1920: The Federal Power Act
was passed, giving the FPC (sec. 4) author-
ity to lssue a license for the erection of a
dam within a national monument.

5. March 3, 1821: Federal Water Power
Act was amended as follows:

“That hereafter no permit, license, lease or
authorization for dams, conduits, reservoirs,
powerhouses, transmission lines or other
works for storage or carriage of water or
for the development, transmission, or utili-
zation of power within the limits, as now
constituted, of any national park or national
monument shall be granted or made without
the specific authority of Congress."

NoTte.—The phrase “as now constituted”
was an amendment to the bill to prevent a
possible tying up of the country’s water and
power resources by creating national parks
and monuments.

6. August 9, 1945: Letter from Natlonal
Park Service to Federal Power Commission
re power withdrawals in the Echo Park-Blue
Canyon areas,

The Utah Power & Light Co. on January 30,
1832, made application to FPC for a pre-
liminary permit to develop power in the
Echo Park-Blue Canyon areas.

It was pointed out by A. E. Demoray, Act-
ing Director, National Park Service, that such
dams would be in a proposed national mon-
ument in northwestern Colorado and if a
national monument were established it
would be subject to said power withdrawals,
quoting:

“Such an area would be established by
Presidential proclamation which would ex-
empt all existing rights, and a power with-
drawal is, of course, an existing right."

This same letter suggests that the FPC
release these power withdrawals so that a
monument could be established without
interference.

7. December 13, 1934: Letter from Federal
Power Commission to the Natlonal Park
Service.

Refers to letter of August 9, 1934, relating
to the proposed establishment of a national
monument along the Green and Yampa
Rivers in northwestern Colorado which would
cover lands withdrawn for the Echo Park
and Blue Mountain power developments.

Quote: “Assurance was given in the let-
ter that the Presidential proclamation estab-
lishing such a monument would exempt all
existing rights, including power withdrawals,
but a statement was added that if it were
possible to release the power withdrawals
the monument would be placed in much bet-
ter position from the standpoint of adminis-
tration.”

After giving careful consideration to the
request for a vacation of the power with-
drawals, the Federal Power Commission says
further:

“It is generally recognized that the Green
and Yampa Rivers present one of the most
attractive fields remaining open for compre-
hensive and economical power development
on a large scale, * * =

“The sites we are considering are impor-
tant links in any general plan of develop-
ment of those streams.” * * *

“The Commission believes that the public
interest in this major power resource is tco
great to permit its impairment by voluntary
relinquishment of two units in the center of
the scheme. The Commission will not ob-
Jject, however, to the creation of the monu-

ment if the proclamation contains a specific
provision that power development under the
provisions of the Federal Water Power Act
will be permitted.”

Reference is made in the letter to extensive
reports, plans and profiles relating to the
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potential water and power resources of the
river.

8. August 26, 1935: Federal Power Act
amended further. It appears that this
amendment did not change the conditions
set forth in the Federal Water Power Act
of June 10, 1920, as amended, which is re-
ferred to in the President’s proclamation of
1938 and which expressly reserves the right
to develop the water and power in the ex-
panded Dinosaur National Monument.

9. November 6, 1945: Letter from Secretary
of the Interior to the Federal Power Com-
mission.

Mr. Harold L. Ickes specifically asks the
FPC to release the power withdrawals that
exist in the Green and Yampa River areas
s0 that a monument could be created.

10. January 9, 1936: Reply of Federal Power
Commission to the Secretary of the Interior.

In this letter the Federal Power Commis-
sion reiterates its position set forth in its
letter to the National Park Service on De-
cember 13, 1934, as follows:

“Regardless of the disposition which may
be made of the Utah Power & Light Co.’s ap-
plication, and giving due consideration to
the project some time may elapse before this
power is needed, the Commission believes
that the public interest in this major power
resource is too great to permit its Impairment
by relinquishment of two units in the cen-
ter of the scheme. The Commission will not
object, however, to the creation of the monu-
ment if the proclamation contains a spe-
cific provision that power development under
the provisions of the Federal Water Power
Act will be permitted.”

11. Utah Colorado Park Service meetings:
Public meetings were held in Vernal, Utah,
June 11, 1936 and in Cralg, Colo., June 13,
1936.

The following is an afidavit signed March
27, 1950, made by David H. Madsen, Super-
intendent of the Dinosaur National Monu-
ment, representative of the National Park
Bervice at their meetings.

“Among other things discussed was the
question of grazing and the question of
power and of irrigation development which
migh be deemed essential to the proper de-
velopment of the area at some future date.
I was authorized to state, and did state as a
representative of the National Park Service,
that grazing on the area would not be dis-
continued and that in the event it became
necessary to construct a project or projects
for power or irrigation in order to develop
that part of the States of Colorado and
Utah, that the establishment of the Monu-
ment would not interfere with such de-
velopments.”

12. Enlargement of Dinosaur National
Monument by Presidential proclamation: On
July 14, 1938, Dinosaur National Monument,
by a proclamation of the President, was en-
larged to include an additional 203,885 acres.
{The original area was B0 acres.)

The proclamation provides that the reser-
vation of such lands “shall not affect the op-
eration of the Federal Power Act of June
10, 1920 (41 Stat. 1063), as amended"; fur-
ther, that administration of the monument
would be subject to the Brown's Park Res-
ervoir reclamation withdrawal of October
17, 1904, in connection with the Green River
project.

This proclamation, including the specific
reservations, is a pledge to the people of
Utah and Colorado that the expansion of
the monument would not interfere with the
development of their water and power re-
sources. The construction of the Echo Park
Dam in the Dinosaur National Monument,
therefore, cannot be an invasion of the Na-
tional Monument principle.

Subsequent to the proclamation enlarg-
ing the Dinosaur National Monument, in-
vestigations were continued by the Bureau
of Reclamation, directed toward the de-
velopment of the water and power resources
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of the Green and Yampa Rivers. These in-
vestigations were made with the full knowl-
edge and consent of the National Park
Service which had jurisdiction over the area
and with the full understanding of all con-
cerned that water and power development
would take place within the monument
under the reservations set forth in the Pres-
ident’s proclamation. Such knowledge and
consent is clearly set forth in the following
documents:

13. May 14, 1943: Ad interim report, survey
of recreational resources of the Colorado
River Basin.

14. December 1, 1943: Memorandum from
Park Service to Bureau of Reclamation.

15. June 27, 1944: Report of position of
the National Park Service on Dinosaur de-
velopment.

16. May 2, 1946: Letter of Park Service
Director to Dr. J. E. Broaddus, signed by
Newton B. Drury, Director. Quote: “Dino-
saur is one of the few areas In the system
established subject to a reclamation with-
drawal and this may have some bearing on
the proposed Echo Park project.”

17. June 1946: A survey of the recreational
resources of the Colorado River Basin, report
by the National Park BService.

18. December 20, 1949: Memorandum from
the Bureau of Reclamation to the Depart-
ment of the Interior signed by Michael
Strauss.

19. December 30, 1949: Memorandum of
National Park Director sent to the Secretary
of the Interior.

20. February 28, 1850: Memorandum from
National Park Service to the Secretary of
the Interior.

21. March 3, 1950: Memorandum from the
National Park Service Director to the Secre-
tary of the Interior.

22, June 27, 1950: Memorandum from the
Secretary of the Interior to the Bureau of
Reclamation and the National Park Service,
signed by Secretary Oscar L. Chapman.

Quote: “I am impressed with the fact that
the waters of the Colorado constitute a re-
source of paramount importance to the
region and that in view of the arid nature
of the area, my approved plan for the de-
velopment of the upper basin must make
every practicable provision for the conser-
vation and multiple use of these waters in
the interest of the people of the West and
the whole Nation.

“Welghing all the evidence in thoughtful
consideration, I am impelled in the interest
of the greatest public good to approve the
the completion of the upper Colorado River
basin report, including the dams in question
because: (1) I am convinced that the plan
is most economical of water in a desert river
basin and therefore in the highest public
interest; and (2) the order establishing the
extension of the monument in the canyons
in which the dams would be placed con-
templated use of the monment for a water
project, and my action, therefore, would
not provide a precedent dangerous to other
reserved areas.”

23. December 10, 1953, Report of the Sec-
retary of Interior on the Colorado River
Storage Project and Participating Projects,
signed by Secretary Douglas McKay.

The report again approved the project in-
cluding the construction of the Echo Park
Dam.

All of this evidence clearly demonstrates
that after more than 40 years of investiga-
tion, numerous reports, much correspond-
ence, and a Presidential proclamation, that
the intent to develop the water and power
resources of the Green and Yampa Rivers
originated long before the Dinosaur Na-
tional Monument was expanded and that
the corstruction of the Echo Park Dam in
the Monument will not create a precedent
for nor constitute an invasion of a National
Monument. On the contrary, the provision
for the proposed water storage dam at Echo
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Park represents the fulfillment of a pledge
of the President and the Federal Govern-
ment to the people of Utah and Colorado,
and will prove to be a recognized benefit
to the Nation as a whole.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, for
the information of the Members of Con-
gress, and particularly the Members of
the Senate, I ask unanimous consent that
the memorandum prepared at the re~
quest of the House committee be printed
in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the memo-
randum was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

1. AUTHORITY OF THE PRESIDENT TO ESTABLISH
NATIONAL MONUMENTS

The authority of the President to establish
national monuments by proclamation is con=
tained in the act of June 8, 1906, sometimes
referred to as the “Antiquities Act.” [Em-
phasis supplied.]

“Act of June 8, 1906, 59th Congress, 1st
session (34 Stat. 225)

“Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That any
person who shall appropriate, excavate, in-
Jure, or destroy any historic or prehistorie
ruin or monument, or any object of sn-
tiquity, situated on lands owned or con-
trolled by the Government of the United
States, without the permission of the Sec-
retary of the Department of the Government
having jurisdiction over the lands on which
sald antiquities are situated, shall upon con-
viction, be fined in a sum of not more than
five hundred dollars or be imprisoned for a
period of not more than ninety days, or shall
suffer both fine and imprisonment, in the
discretion of the court.

“Sec. 2. That the President of the United
States is hereby authorized, in his discretion,
to declare by public proclamation historie
landmarks, historic and prehistoric struc-
vures, and other objects of historic or scien-
tific interest that are situated upon the lands
owned or controlled by the Government of
the United States to be national monuments,
and may reserve as a part thereof parcels of
land, the limits of which in all cases shall
be confined to the smallest area compatible
with the proper care and management of
the objects to be protected: Provided, That
when such objects are situated upon a tract
covered by a bona fide unperfected claim or
held in private ownership, the tract, or so
much thereof as may be necessary for the
proper care and management of the object,
may be relinquished to the Government, and
the Secretary of the Interior is hereby au-
thorized to accept the relinguishment of
such tracts in behalf of the Government
of the United States.

“Sec. 3. That permits for the examination
of ruins, the excavation of archaeological
sites, and the gathering of objects of an-
tiquity upon the lands under their respec-
tive jurisdictions may be granted by the
Secretaries of the Interior, Agriculture, and
War to institutions which they may deem
properly qualified to conduct such exam-
ination, excavation, or gathering, subject to
such rules and regulations as they may pre-
scribe: Provided, That the examinations, ex-
cavations, and gatherings are undertaken for
the benefit of reputable museums, univer-
sities, colleges, or other recognized scientific
or educational institutions, with a view to
increasing the knowledge of such objects,
and that the gatherings shall be made for
permanent preservation in public museums.

“Sec. 4. That the Secretaries of the De-
partments aforesaid shall make and publish
from time to time uniform rules and regu-
lations for the purpose of carrying out the
provisions of this Act.”
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2. ESTABLISHMENT OF DINOSAUR NATIONAL
MONUMENT

Dinosaur National Monument was estab-
lished by Presidential proclamation, pur-
suant to the 1906 act, in 1915, and as orig-
inally established covered an area of 80
acres. [Emphasis supplied.]

“Proclamation of October 4, 1915 (39
Stat. 1752)

“By the President of the United States of
America

*“A proclamation

‘“Whereas, In sectlon twenty-six, township
four south, range twenty-three east of the
Balt Lake meridian, Utah, there is located an
eztraordinary deposit of Dinosaurian and
other gigantic reptilian remains of the
Juratrias period, which are of great scientific
interest and value, and it appears that the
public interest would be promoted by re-
serping these deposits as a National Monu-
ment, together with as much land as may be
needed for the protection thereof.

“Now, therefore, I, Woodrow Wilson, Pres-
ident of the United States of America, by
virtue of the power in me vested by Sectlon
two of the act of Congress entitled, “An
Act for the Preservation of American An-
tiquities”, approved June 8, 1908, do hereby
set aside as the Dinosaur National Monu-
ment, the unsurveyed northwest quarter of
the southeast quarter and the northeast
quarter of the southwest quarter of section
twenty-six, township four south, range
twenty-three east, Salt Lake meridian, Utah,
as shown upon the diagram hereto attached
and made a part of this proclamation.

“While it appears that the lands embraced
within this proposed reserve have hereto-
fore been withdrawn as coal and phosphate
lands, the creation of this monument will
prevent the use of the lands for the purposes
for which said withdrawals were made.
Warning is hereby expressly given to all un-
authorized persons not to appropriate, ex-
cavate, injure or destroy any of the fossil
remains contained within the deposits here-
by reserved and declared to be a National
Monument or to locate or settle upon any
of the lands reserved and made a part of
this monument by this proclamation.

“In WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set
my hand and caused the seal of the United
States to be affixed.

“Done at the city of Washington, this

“[searL] fourth day of October, in the

year of our Lord one thousand
nine hundred and fifteen and
the Independence of the United
States the one hundred and
fortieth.

“Woobrow WILSON.

“By the President:

“ROBERT LANSING,
“Secretary of State

3. ACT CREATING THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

*Act of August 25, 1916 (39 Stat. 535) 64th
Congress Ist session

“Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
American in Congress assembled, That there
is hereby created in the Department of the
Interior a service to be called the National
Park Service, * * * The service thus estab-
lished shall promote and regulate the use of
the Federal areas known as national parks,
monuments, and reservations hereinafter
specified by such means and measures as
conform to the fundamental purpose of the
said parks, monuments, and reservations,
which purpose is to conserve the scenery and
the natural and historic objects and the
wildlife therein and to provide for the en-
Joyment of the same in such manner and by
such means as will leave them unimpaired
for the enjoyment of future genera-
tions_ - s e

“Sec. 3. That the Secretary of the Inte-
rior shall make and publish such rules and
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regulations as he may deem necessary or
proper for the use and management of the
parks, monuments, and reservations under
the jurisdiction of the National Park
Bervice * * **

4. THE FEDERAL WATER POWER ACT OF 1920

The act of June 10, 1920 (41 Stat, 1063),
known as the Pederal Water Power Act, pro-
vided for creation of the Federal Power Com-
mission, to make possible orderly develop-
ment of water power. (Emphasis supplied.)

Section 3, contained these definitions:

* ‘Public lands’ means such lands and in-
terest in lands owned by the United States as
are subject to private appropriation and dis-
posal under public-land laws. It shall not
include ‘reservations’ as hereinafter defined.

“ ‘Reservations’ means national monu-
ments * * * and other lands and interests
in lands owned by the United States * * *»

Section 4 authorized the Federal Power
Commission

“s & * (d) To issue licenses * * * for the
purpose of constructing * * * dams * * *
and for the development, transmission and
utilization of power across, along, from or in
any of the navigable waters of the United
States, or upon any part of the public lands
and reservations of the United States (in-
cluding the Territories), or for the purpose
of utilizing the surplus water or water power
from any Government dam, except as herein
provided: Provided, That licenses shall be
issued within any reservation only ajfier a
finding by the commission that the license
will not interfere or be inconsistent with the
purpose for which such reservation was
created or acquired, and shall be subject to
and contain such conditions as the Secretary
of the Department under whose supervision
such reservation falls shall deem necessary
for the adequate protection and utilization
of such reservation. * * *

Therefore, under the 1920 act, it is appar-
ent that the FPC had authority to issue a
license for the erection of a dam within a
national monument,

5. 1921 AMENDMENTS TO THE 1820 FEDERAL
POWER ACT

(A) Provisions of the 1921 act

The act of March 3, 1921 (41 Stat. 1353)
amended the act of June 10, 1920, by provid-
ing (emphasis supplied) :

“That hereafter no permit, license, lease,
or authorization for dams, conduits, reser-
voirs, power houses, transmission lines, or
other works for storage or carriage of water,
or for the development, transmission, or utili-
zation of power, within the limifs [as now
constituted] of any national park or national
monument shall be granted or made without
specific authority of Congress, and so much
of the Act of Congress approved June 10,
1920 * * * as authorizes licensing such uses
of [existing] national parks and national
monuments by the Federal Power Commis-
slon is hereby repealed.”

It will be noted that the words “as now
constituted” and “existing” were amend-
ments to the original bill. Two excerpts
from the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 66th Con-
gress, 3d session, help background these
amendments.

(B) Action in the Senate

On January 25, 1921, in the Senate (60
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 2001 et seq.), the
following comments were recorded:

“Waterpower Projects Within National Parks

“The bill (S. 4554) to amend an act en-
titled ‘An act to create a Federal Power Com-
mission; to provide for the improvement of
navigation; the development of waterpower;
the use of the public lands in relation there-
to; and to repeal section 18 of the River and
Harbor Appropriation Act, approved August
8, 1917, and for other purposes,’ approved
June 10, 1920, was announced as next in
order,

“Mr. Emnc. Let that bill go over.

July 17

“Mr. Warsa of Montana. Mr. President, I
wish to inquire if objection was made to the
present consideration of Senate bill 45547

“Mr. KinGg. May I inquire of the Senator
from Washington [Mr. Jones] if this is the
measure to which he referred?

“Mr. JonEs of Washington. Yes.

“Mr. EmvG. Then I have no objection to the
consideration of the bill, Mr. President.

“The Vice PresmeNT. The Secretary will
read the bill.

“The Assistant Secretary read the bill, as
follows:

* ‘Be it enacted, etc., That hereafter no per-
mit, license, lease, or authorization for dams,
conduits, reservoirs, powerhouses, transmis-
sion lines, or other work for storage or car-
riage of water, or for the development, trans-
mission, or utilization of power, within the
limits of any national park or national monu-
ment shall be granted or made without spe-
cific authority of Congress, and so much of
the act of Congress approved June 10, 1920,
entitled “An act to create a Federal Power
Commission; to provide for the improvement
of navigation; the development of water pow=
er the use of the public lands in relation
thereto; and to repeal section 18 of the river
and harbor appropriation act, approved Aug-
ust 8, 1917, and for other purposes,” approved
June 10, 1920, as authorized licensing such
uses of national parks and national monu-
ments by the Federal Power Commission is
hereby repealed.’

“Mr. BoraH. That bill cannot be disposed
of this morning.

“The Vice PRESIDENT., Then the Senator
from Idaho may object to its consideration.
“Mr. BoraH. I object to its consideration.

“Mr. Warsa of Montana. Mr. President, I
desire to say a few words in connection with
the bill which has just been read. I was not
able distinetly to hear the reading of the bill,
but I understand that it was introduced by
the Senator from Washington [Mr. Jones]
for the purpose of eliminating national parks
from the jurisdiction of the waterpower com-
mission.

“Mr. Jones of Washington. That is correct.

“Mr. WaLsH of Montana. I think, perhaps,
it would be appropriate to say in this con-
nection that the Senator from Washington,
as well as myself, is under obligation to
bring this matter to the consideration of the
Senate with all speed, and unless there is
some special reason I hope the measure will
have consideration.

“When the waterpower bill was trans-
mitted to the Senate for consideration an
objection was made——

“Mr. BorAH. Mr. President, I do not desire
to object to the remarks of the Senator from
Montana, but I understand the bill is not
under consideration. There was objection to
the bill.

“Mr. Warsa of Montana. I so under-
stand, but I will take occasion at this time
to say what I desire to say, with the per-
mission of the Senate.

“An objection was made to the bill by the
Secretary of the Interior, Mr. Payne, upon
the ground that it granted the waterpower
commission created by that act the authority
to authorize the construction of dams for
power purposes within the national parks,
and it seemed not unlikely that the bill
would be vetoed by the President in conse-
quence of the objection to it thus pointed
out by the Secretary of the Interior. In that
connection the Senator from Washington
and myself, both being very deeply interested
in the speedy enactment of the measure,
called upon the Secretary of the Interior and
stated to him that if he would withdraw his
objection to the bill we would at the ensuing
seesion of Congress charge ourselves with the
duty of introducing a bill to relieve the
waterpower measure of the objection and
urge its passage upon the Senate. Accord-
ingly, I feel obligated to do what I can to re-
move any objection that might be made
against the bill, I feel that both of us stand
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pledged to do everything we can to expedite
the passage of the bill.

“In this connection I also desire to say,
Mr. President, that in all of the long discus-
sion of and consideration given to the water-
power bill I do not recall that anybody ever
called attention to the feature of that bill
to which reference is now made. It was em-
bodied in the bill as it was originally pre-
pared by the Secretary of War, the Secretary
of the Interior, and the Secretary of Agri-
culture. It was not the subject of discus-
sion upon the floor. Apparently it passed
without any attention whatever being given
to it. No one was particularly interested in
it, so far as I can understand; yet, notwith-
standing this condition of affairs, and the
pledge given by the Senator from Washing-
ton as well as myself, a very active, energetic
campaign is being waged, and the country
is being deluged with appeals from civic
associations of all kinds charging something
in the nature of intrigue or indirection in
getting this provision into the waterpower
bill and calling on all the friends of the na-
tional parks throughout the country to as-
sist in sweeping away all possible objection
to the legislation now proposed and speedily
accomplishing its enactment, reminding one
of some of the adventures of Don Quixote
and his celebrated mount. I do not believe
that there is any serious objection to the
enactment of this measure. I hope that we
shall have it speedily considered. I say this
in explanation of my own attitude with re-
spect to it.

“Mr. BoraH. Mr. President, I am not going
to stand in the way of the consideration of
the bill if it comes up on a proper occasion
when we can consider it for a reasonable
length of time, but I do object to it at the
present time. It is a matter of some im-
portance, and we could not possibly dispose
of it under the rules with the time which
we have this morning.

“Mr. FLETcHER. Mr. President, I will sim-
Pply say that this is the first time I ever heard
of any objection to the bill. It has been
reported unanimously by the Committee on
Commerce, I believe, and I never knew here-
tofore there were any objections to it.

“Mr. BoraH. There are some objections to
it, Mr. President, which have been pre-
sented to me. What my final attitude upon
the bill will be I do not know, but it is a
matter of a great deal of importance to some
people. I therefore do not desire that the
Benate shall undertake to dispose of it this
morning.

“Mr. Jones of Washington. Mr. President,
I have been seeking to get this bill up for
some time, I knew that the Senator from
Idaho was interested in it, and possibly
might have some objection to it. I have de-
layed asking for its consideration in order
that the Senator from Idaho might procure
some information concerning the bill which
he desired to obtain. As I have said befaore,
at the very first opportunity I expect to call
the bill up. As the Senator from Montana
[|Mr. Walsh] has stated, I feel under obliga-
tion to do whatever may be possible to se-
cure action upon the measure by the Senate,
and I expect to secure such action.

“The Vice PRESIDENT. The bill will be
passed over.

“e - - L] »n

The Senate passed the bill, with amend-
ments, on February 24, 1921 (60 CONGRES-
s1oNAL Recorp, 3789, et seq.), with the fol-
lowing debate:

“Amendment of Federal Power Commission
Act

“Mr. Jowes of Washington. Mr. President,
I want to make another attempt to make
good my promise to the Secretary of the In-
terior, The Benator from Missouri [Mr,
Spencer] a moment ago told me that this
was not the bill he had in mind. There-
fore, I ask unanimous consent for the pres-
ent consideration of Senate bill 4554, intend-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

ing to offer two amendments if that con=-
sent ie given. It is the bill that takes from
the jurisdiction of the Water Power Com-
mission the granting of permits in national
parks and leaves it with Congress.

“The VIce PReESIDENT. Is there any objec-
tion to the present consideration of the bill?

“There being no objection, the Senate, as
in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to
consider the bill (S. 4554) to amend an act
entiled ‘An act to create a Federal Power
Commission; to provide for the improvement
of navigation; the development of water-
power; the use of the public lands in rela-
tion thereto; and to repeal section 18 of the
river and harbor appropriation act, approved
August 8, 1917, and for other purposes,’ ap-
proved June 10, 1920, which was read, as
follows:

“‘Be it enacted, ete., That hereafter no
permit, license, lease, or authorization for
dams, condulits, reservoirs, powerhouses,
transmission lines, or other works for storage
or carriage of water, or for the development,
transmission, or utilization of power, within
the limits of any national park or national
monument shall be granted or made without
specific authority of Congress, and so much
of the act of Congress approved June 10, 1920,
entitled “An act to create a Federal Power
Commission; to provide for the improvement
of navigation; the development of water
power; the use of the public lands in relation
thereto; and to repeal section 18 of the river
and harbor appropriation act, approved Au-
gust 8, 1917, and for other purposes,” ap-
proved June 10, 1920, as authorizes licensing
such uses of national parks and national
monuments by the Federal Power Commis=-
sion is hereby repealed.’

“Mr, Jones of Washington. After the word
‘limits,’ on page 1, line 7, I move to amend
by inserting the words ‘as now constituted.’

“The amendment was agreed to.

“Mr. JonEs of Washington. Then, on page
2, line 6, after the words ‘uses of,’ I move to
insert the word ‘existing.

“The amendment was agreed to.

“Mr. BoraH., Mr, President, I did not feel
that I was in a position to object to the con-
sideration of this bill, as the Senator from
Washington has been for a long time trying
to get it before the Senate for consideration,
and he was under an obligation, by reason
of a promise which he made to the President
and the Secretary of the Interior, to bring it
up for consideration if possible. I did not
desire to interfere with his bringing it be-
fore the Senate, neither have I time at this
hour to discuss the bill; but I desire to record
my objection to it, and I want an opportun-
ity to vote against it. That is all I shall
ever get out of it anyhow, I presume, so we
might just as well consider it this afternoon,

“I have understood that the bill is very
generally favored by the Senate, but it seems
to me to be an unwise measure, even from
the standpoint of those who are advocating
it, taking into consideration the reasons for
it which they assign. But I cannot under-
take at this late hour, Mr. President, to dis-
cuss it. However, I ask for an opportunity
to vote upon it.

“Mr. Uxperwoobn. Mr. President, I only
want to say that I happen to know something
about the situation. The waterpower bill,
which many Members of Congress were inter-
ested in securing the passage of, was in very
grave danger of a Presidential veto in the
closing hours of the last Congress, and finally
the Secretary of the Interior expressed as his
main objection the fact that the power in
that bill extended over the national parks,
and he did not want any bill to develop
power in the national parks and destroy their
beauty. Finally, the Secretary agreed that
he would recommend to the President to
sign the bill and let it go through, if the
Senator from Washington (Mr. Jones), who
was acting chairman of the committee in
charge of the bill, would bring before the
Congress a bill to amend the waterpower act
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so as to leave out the national parks. I
think in good faith we ought to pass the bill.

“Mr. BoraH. Mr. President, I do not think
that good faith requires us to pass it. I
think that good faith does require that an
opportunify shall be given for the Senate
to vote upon it. Therefore I have not op=-
possed a veto.

“As I understand the bill, it all resolves
itself into a simple proposition whether the
parks would be better protected by the Con-
gress of the United States or by the Com-
mission which was created by the Power Act.

“I had some experience here in trylng to
protect the parks through the Congress of
the United States, when we had up the fa-
mous Hetch-Hetchy proposition, and I ob-
served that the Congress did all it could
do, in that instance, to destroy that park. I
think those who are advocating this bill will
find in a very short time that they are not
securing the protection which they think
they are securing. I am just as much in
favor of protecting the parks, I think, as
those who are advocating this bill, but I
wholly disagree with them as to how they can
be best protected. Therefore I am opposed to
the bill.

“The bill was reported to the Senate as
amended, and the amendments were con=
curred in.

“The bill was ordered to be engrossed for
a third reading, read the third time, and
passed.”

- * - - -
(C) Action in the House

House action on the Senate version of the
bill is set out in proceedings of March 1, 1921
(60 Congressional Record, 4204, et seq.) :

“Amending Federal Power Commission Act

“Mr. EscH. Mr. Speaker, I ask to take from
the Speaker’s table the bill S. 4554, a bill to
eliminate from the Water Power Act national
parks and monuments.

“The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

“‘S. 45564. An act to amend an act entitled
“An act to create a Federal Power Commis-
sion; to provide for the improvement of navi-
gation; the development of water power; the
use of the public lands in relation thereto;
and to repeal section 18 of the River and Har=-
bor Appropriation Act, approved August 8,
1917, and for other purposes,” approved June
10, 1920.

“‘Be it enacted, etc., That hereafter no
permit, license, lease, or authorization for
dams, conduits, reservoirs, powerhouses,
transmission lines, or other works for stor=
age or carriage of water, or for the develop=
ment, transmission, or utilization of power,
within the limits as now constituted of any
national park or national monument shall
be granted or made without specific author-
ity of Congress, and so much of the act of
Congress approved June 10, 1920, entitled
“An act to create a Federal Power Commis=
slon; to provide for the improvement of nav-
igation; the development of water power; the
use of the Public Harbor Appropriation Act,
approved August 8, 1917, and for other pur-
poses,” approved June 10, 1920, as authorizes
licensing such uses of existing national parks
and national monuments by the Federal
Power Commission is hereby repealed.’

“Mr. EscH. Mr. Speaker, the object of the
bill is to modify the Federal Water Power Act
so as to eliminate from its provisions na-
tional parks and monuments. When the act
was originally passed we supposed we had
sufficiently safeguarded national parks and
monuments so that there would not be con-
structed therein any water power or reclama-
tion projects. However, the President was
in doubt as to whether he would sign the bill
which was presented to him on the 4th day
of June, the day before we adjourned. He
referred the bill to the Secretaries of the In-
terior, War, and Agriculture. The Secretary
of the Interior had great doubt as to the
policy of giving to a commission control‘over
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national parks and monuments in the matter
of water-power development. Senator Jones,
chairman of the Committee on Commerce,
and Senator Walsh of Montana called upon
the Secretary and conferred with him re-
garding the signing of the bill. The Secre-
tary conferred with Senator Underwood and
the majority leader [Mr. Mondell], and an
understanding was reached whereby the bill
was to be introduced at this session eliminat-
ing the parks and monuments from the oper-
ation of the Federal Power Act, and this bill
carries out that understanding.

“Mr. BarxLEY. Will the gentleman yleld?

“Mr. EscH. Yes.

“Mr. BaRgLEY., What is the difference be-
tween the bill as it passed the Senate and
as it was reported from the Interstate Com-
merce Committee of the House?

“Mr. EscH. They are identical.

“Mr. BaRKLEY. Would you gentlemen con-
sider an amendment to the bill as it passed,
striking out the word ‘existing'?

“Mr, EscH. That is in the bill.

“Mr. BargLEY. The word ‘existing,” which
limits it to national parks and monuments
now in existence, is in the bill as it passed
the Senate?

“Mr. EscH. Yes; and as reported by the Se-
lect Committee on Water Power.

“Mr. BARKLEY. I would like to ask whether
the gentleman would be willing to consider
an amendment to the bill striking out the
word ‘existing’?

“Mr, EscH. I fear, Mr. Speaker, that with
such an amendment the bill would fail in
this Congress.

“The Speaxer. The question is on the
third reading of the bill.

“The bill was ordered to be read a third
time; was read the third time.

“Mr. BranTON., Will the gentleman yield
for a question? This does not create any
commission?

“Mr. EscH. Not at all.

“Mr. BranToN. It is only an amendment
perfecting the act, and it does not increase
any salaries, or anything of that kind?

“Mr. EscH. No.

“Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. Speaker, is it in order
to offer an amendment to the bill?

“The SpeaxeR. The Chair thinks it is.

*“Mr. EscH. Mr. Speaker, I did not yield the
floor for that purpose.

“Mr. Many of Illinois. Will the gentleman
yield?

“Mr. EscH. Yes.

*“Mr. Mann of Illinols. I hope that the gen-
tleman from Eentucky will not do that. I
am in full sympathy with what the gentle-
man wants.

“Mr. BARgLEY. If the gentleman from Wis-
consin will yield to me for a moment?

“Mr. EscH. I do.

“Mr. BaARxkLEY. When the bill was under
consideration the question arose whether a
limitation should be made applying to na-
tional parks now in existence or also to
future parks that might be created.

“As the bill passed the Senate and as it
was reported to the House, it limited its
effect to existing national parks only, so that
hereafter, if more national parks shall be
created, or those already in existence shall be
enlarged, we must fight out on every indi-
vidual bill creating a new national park or
enlarging one already in existence the ques-
tion whether the water power in the national
park shall be used. It was my thought that
we ought to make this provision apply to
all parks that exist now as well as those
that may be created in the future; but if
the House feels that such an amendment
would endanger the passage of this bill and
thinks it is better to get what we can under
this bill than to try to get more, I have no
disposition to offer an amendment. I do de-
sire, however, to register my objection to the
provision that limits it to existing national
parks instead of including all that may here-
after be created.
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“Mr. EscH. Mr. Speaker, the thought as
presented to the committee by Secretary
Meredith and Secretary Payne was that this
would safeguard existing parks and monu-
ments, and hereafter, if any project was pre-
sented to Congress for the creation of a new
park or monument or the extension of exist-
ing parks or monuments, it would be within
the power of Congress to determine whether
or not the water power act should apply
to them.

“The Sreaxer. The question is on the
passage of the bill.

“The question was taken, and the bill was
passed.

“On motion of Mr. E:ch, a motion to re-
consider the vote by which the bill was
passed was laid on the table.

“On motion of Mr. Esch, the bill, H. R.
14469, an identical House bill, was ordered
to lie on the table.

It is here pointed out that Dinosaur Na-
tional Monument as it “existed” or was then
“constituted”—in 1921—was comprised of a
total of 80 acres of land.

6. AUGUST 9, 1934 LETTER OF PARK SERVICE TO
FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION

In August 1934 the Acting Director of the
National Park Service addressed a letter to
the Federal Power Commission on the sub-
ject of power withdrawals in the Echo Park-
Blue Canyon areas. |[Emphasis supplied.]

WASHINGTON, D. C., August 9, 1934.
FepEraL POwWER COMMISSION,
Washington, D. C.

GENTLEMEN: We are studying the possi-
bility of setting aside certain lands in north-
western Colorado as a national monument.
The area considered ls within the watershed
shown on the map marked “Exhibit H (a),”
which accompanied an application of Jan-
uary 30, 1932, of the Utah Power & Light Co.
for a preliminary permit, and which is on
file in the Denver office of the Reclamation
Bureau. The proposed monument would be
affected by the Echo Park Dam site and the
Blue Canyon Dam site, as indicated on the
enclosed map of the proposed monument.

Such an area would be established by Pres-
idential proclamation which would erempt
all existing rights, and a power withdrawal
is, of course, an eristing right.

However, we feel that we should call this
to your attention. If it is possible to release
the power withdrawals that you now have in
the area, our monument will be placed in a
much better position from the standpoint of
administration.

If you have any data or reports on this
area, we would appreciate very much receiv=
ing copies.

Very truly yours,
A. E. DEMARAY,
Acting Director.

7. DECEMBER 13, 1934: REPLY OF FEDERAL POWER
COMMISSION TO LETTER OF PARK SERVICE

The response of the FPC to the Park Serv-
ice letter of August 9, 1934, was as follows
(emphasis supplied) :

Feperal, PowerR COMMISSION,
Washington, December 13, 1934,
EP-279-Utah,

Re Utah Power & Light Co.

Dear Dmecror CaeMMerRer: Reference is
made to Acting Director Demaray's letter of
August 9, 1934, in which the Commission was
advised that you were studying the possi-
bility of establishing a national monument
along the Green and Yampa Rivers, in north-
western Colorado, which would embrace
lands withdrawn for the proposed Echo Park
and Blue Mountain power developments in-
cluded in the application for preliminary
permit of the Utah Power & Light Co., des-
ignated as project No. 279.

Assurance was given in the letter that the
Presidential proclamation establishing such
a ent would exempt all existing rights,
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including power withdrawals, but a state-
ment was added that if it were possible to
release the power withdrawals the “monu-
ment would be placed in a much better posi-
tion from the standpoint of administration.”
This implied request for a vacation of the
power withdrawal has called for careful con-
sideration because of the magnitude of the
power resources involved and the fact that
the permit application is still in suspended
status pending conclusion of the comprehen=
sive investigation of irrigation and power
possibilities on the upper Colorado River and
its tributaries by the Bureau of Reclamation,
and a more definite determination of water
allocations between the States of the upper
basin. The power resources in this area are
also covered by Power Site Reserves Nos. 121
and 721 and Power Site Classifications Nos.
87 and 93 of the Interior Department.

In the application of the Utah Power &
Light Co. the primary power capacity of the
Echo Park site is estimated at 130,000 horse-
power. This is based on the development of
a head of 310 feet at the dam and a regu-
lated flow of 5,000 cubic feet per second ob-
tained by storage in the proposed Flaming
Gorge Reservoir on Green River and Juniper
Mountain Reservoir on Yampa River. At
Blue Mountain the primary capacity is esti-
mated at 19,000 horsepower based on the
development of 210 feet of head and a
regulated flow of 1,100 cubic feet per second.

Ralf R. Woolley in his report on Green
River and its Utilization (Water Supply Pa-
per No. 618, United States Geological Sur-
vey), proposes the development of 114,800
horsepower, primary capacity, at the Echo
Park site, based on an average head of
290 feet and a streamflow of 4,950 cubic feet
per second. At Johnson’s Draw, which is his
designation for the Blue Mountain site, Mr.
Woolley proposes a primary capacity of
43,200 horsepower based on a regulated flow
of 1,800 cubic feet per second and a head of
300 feet. Either of these estimates would
Justify installations of something like 300,000
horsepower at Echo Park and at least 50,000
horsepower at Blue Mountain.

It is generally recognized that the Green
and Yampa Rivers present one of the most
atiractive fields remaining open for compre=
hensive and economical power development
on a large scale. Power possibilities on Green
River between the proposed Flaming Gorge
Reservoir and Green River, Utah, and on the
Yampa River below the proposed Juniper
Mountain Reservoir are estimated at more
than 700,000 primary horsepower, which
would normally correspond to 1,500,000 to 2
million horsepower installed capacity. Ex-
cellent dam sites are avallable, and as the
great part of the lands remain in the public
domain, a very small outlay would be re-
quired for flowage rights. The sites we are
congidering are import links in any general
plan of development of these streams.

Regardless of the disposition which may
be made of the Utah Power & Light Co.’s ap-
plication, and giving due consideration to
the prospect that some time may elapse
before this power is needed, the Commission
belicves that the public interest in this
major power resource is too great to permit
its impairment by voluntary relinquishment
of two wunits in the center of the scheme.
The Commission will not object, however,
to the creation of the monument if the proc-
lamation contains a specific pro!ﬁaioﬂ that
power development der the provisi of
the Federal Water Power Act mll be per-
mitted.

I enclose a copy of the portion of the ap-
plication of the Utah Power & Light Co.
which describes the proposed development,
and blue prints of exhibits H (a), H (b), and
H (c¢) showing the location of the various
units of the plan, river profiles, and cross
sections of the damx sites. The Commission
has no special reports on the area under
conslderation, but if you are not already
familiar with them, it is suggested that you
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obtain the following publications of the
Geological Survey:

Water Supply Paper No. 618 (previously
referred to).

Plan and Profile of Yampa River, Colo.,
from Green River to Morgan Gulch (5 sheets
showing river profile and topography and 1
sheet of special dam site surveys).

Plan and Profile of Green River, Green
River, Utah, to Green River, Wyo. (16 sheets,
10 plans, and 6 profiles).

Yours very cordially,
FRANE R. McNINCH,
Chairman.

8. 1935 AMENDMENT OF THE FEDERAL WATER
POWER ACT

The T4th Congress, 1st session, in the act
of August 26, 1935 (49 Stat. 838), again
amended the Federal Water Power Act—in
two respects germane to the legislative his-
tory hereln set out. i

First: Section 3 of the act, which had in-
cluded “national parks and monuments” in
the definition of “reservations,” was amend-
ed so as to exclude national parks and na-
tional monuments; offered as a committee
amendment, and agreed to without discus-
sion (79 CoNGrESsIONAL REcCOrD 10569), the
amendment—and thus, the present language
of the act—reads:

“‘Reservations’ means mnational forests,
tribal lands embraced within Indian reserva-
tions, military reservations, and other lands
and interests in lands owned by the United
States, and withdrawn, reserved, or withheld
from private appropriation and disposal un-
der the public land laws; also lands and in-
terests in lands acquired and held for any
public purposes; but shall not include na-
tional monuments or national parks.,” [Em-
phasis supplied.]

It will be noted that the conference report,
submitted on August 24, 1935 (79 CoNGRES-
sloNaL ReEcorp 14621), on the disagreeing
vote of the two Houses on the overall 1935
act, contains this explanation:

“The Senate bill included national monu-
ments and national parks in the definition of
‘reservations’ * * * amending section 3 of
the Federal Water Power Act, but the House
amendment ezcluded national monuments
and national parks in conformity with the
act of 1921 * * *.” |Emphasis supplied.]

The Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, in Report No. 1318 (74th Cong.,
1st sess.), accompanying the bill S. 2796, at
Pp. 22 states:

“The definition of the former term (‘res-
ervations’) has been amended to exclude na-
tional parks and national monuments. Un-
der an amendment to the act passed in 1921,
the Commission has no authority to issue
licenses in national parks or national monu-
ments. The purpose of this change in the
definition of ‘reservations’ is to remove from
the act all suggestion of authority for the
granting of such licenses.” [Emphasis sup-
plied.]

Second: Section 212 of title II of the 1935
act (49 Stat. 803, B47)—still dealing with
the Federal Water Power Act—provides:

“SEc. 212. Sections 1 to 29, inclusive, of
the Federal Water Power Act, as amended,
shall constitute part I of that act, and sec-
tions 25 and 30 of such act, as amended, are
repealed: Provided, That nothing in that act,
as amended, shall be construed to repeal or
amend the provisions of the amendment io
the Federal Water Power Act approved March
3, 1921 (41 Stat. 1353), or the provisions of
any other act relating to national parks and
national monuments.” [Emphasis supplied.]

The record (79 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
10575) for July 1, 1835, discloses the coming
into being of the foregoing amendment:

iy - - - -

“Mr. Crossez of Ohlo. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to return to page 253,
line 10, for the purpose of offering an amend-
ment.

Cc——673
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“The Clerk read as follows:

“‘Amendment offered by Mr. Crosser of
Ohio: Page 263, line 10, after the word “re-
pealed” change the period to a colon and add
the following: “Provided, That nothing in
that act, as amended, shall be construed to
repeal or amend the provisions of the amend-
ment in the Federal Water Power Act ap-
proved March 3, 1921 (41 Stat. 1353), or the
provisions of any other act relating to na-
tional parks and national monuments".’

“Mr. WOLFENDEN. Mr. Chairman, I object.

“Mr. Crosser of Ohio. Will not the gentle-
man withhold his objections?

“Mr. WOLFENDEN. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
my objection to permit the gentleman to
make an explanation.

“Mr. Crosser of Ohio. The purpose of this
amendment is to clarify the language of the
bill; and this is the law now. The national
parks organization wants to make sure that
the bill does mot infringe upon their pre-
serve, so to speak. We are offering this at
their request. This is not anything at all
technical. The national parks organization
thinks it would be helpful to have a provision
in the bill distinguishing between the na-
tional parks and the Federal Power Com-
missions. [Emphasis supplied.]

“Mr. WOLFENDEN. Mr, Chairman, I with-
draw my objection.

“The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentleman from
Ohio.

“The amendment was agreed to.

L] - L] - ®

In view of these two amendments—which
appear on first examination to be somewhat
inconsistent—what construction should be
placed on the operation of the Federal Water
Power Act of 1920, as amended in 1921 and
1935, with respect to natlonal parks and
monuments?

The conclusion indicated is that the 1935
act did not amend or repeal the act of March
3, 1921, requiring specific authorization by
Congress before construction of any dam or
related works within any national park or
monument “constituted” or “existing” on
that date. Summarized, successive legisla-
tive and executive action provided:

(a) Authorization for President to estab-
lish natlonal monuments in the act of June
8, 1906 (34 Stat. 225).

(b) Establishment of Dinosaur National
Monument, comprising 80 acres, on October
4, 1915 (proclamation, 39 Stat. 1752).

(¢) Authorization for Federal Power Com-
mission to issue licenses for construction of
dams upon any part of the public lands and
reservations (defined to include “national
monuments”) in the Federal Water Power
Act of June 10, 1920 (41 Stat. 1063).

{(d) Modification of authority of Federal
Power Commission to require specific author-
ity of Congress before issuance of license
for construction of dams within any existing
national monument, or national monument

-as constituted on March 3, 1921 (41 Stat.

1353).

() Redefinition, in the act of August 26,
1935 (40 Stat. 803, 838) of “reservations” to
exclude national parks and monuments; but
with qualification in same act that such
redefinition did not amend or repeal (49
Stat. 803, 847) the provisions of the 1921
act—the latter act limiting authority of
FPC in monuments as “constituted” in 1921.

No attempt will be made here to sum-
marize or set out the conclusions reached
in memorandum briefs on related questions
by the Office of the Solicitor, Department of
the Interior, or briefs submitted for com-
mittee consideration during the hearings on
H. R. 4449, and companion bills.

The several pertinent portions of legisla-
tive history detailed above:

1921 act floor amendment Iinserting “ex-
isting” and “as now constituted";

Conference report on the 1935 amend-
ment referred to as “in conformity with the
act of 1921";
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Committee Report No. 1318 on the 1935
act reference to “an amendment in the act
passed in 1921™;

Floor statements of Mr. Crosser, L. e,
“* = * and this is the law now” and ** * #
This is not anything technical’; and

Section 212 of the 1935 act’s clear state-
ment that “nothing * * * shall be con-
strued to repeal or amend (the March 3, 1921
act)'; all
suggest a conclusion that the 1935 -redefini-
tion of “reservations” can be construed only
as a restatement of the 1920 Federal Water
Power Act, as amended in 1921; therefore,
that the 1935 act did nothing to either
enlarge or reduce the inside and outside
limits of authority of the Federal Power
Commission spelled out in the earlier legis-
lation.

If so interpreted, it follows that the en-
larged Dinosaur National Monument (that
portion not “existing’™ in 1921) has at no
time been within the restrictions of the
1921 act, as redefined in 1935. Such a con-
clusion becomes significant upon examina-
‘tion of that portion of the 1938 proclamation
(set out post, as Document 12) which de-
clares that the enlarged reservation therein
created “* * * shall not affect the operation
of the Federal Water Power Act of June 10,
1920 * * * as amended.”

9. NOVEMBER 6, 1935: LETTER FROM SECRETARY
OF THE INTERIOR TO THE FEDERAL POWER
COMMISSION

THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR,
Washington, November 6, 1935.
Hon. FRaANK R. McNINCH,
Chairman, Federal Power Commission,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear Mr. McNINcH: For some time the
National Park Service of this Department
has been studying the possibility of setting
aside, as a national monument, certain lands
in northwestern Colorado and northeastern
Utah along the Yampa and Green Rivers.
Enclosed is a map of the area.

The Utah Power & Light Co. filed an ap-
plication in January 1932 for a preliminary
permit for a power site reservation in the
Yampa and Green Rivers section. This ap-
plication was on file in the Denver office of
the Reclamation Bureau. Recently, how-
ever, the Utah Power & Light Co. voluntarily
withdrew their application. This suggests
that the power resources of the section may
not be as important as originally believed,

I shall appreciate receiving your opinion
as to the possibility of releasing the power
withdrawals that exist in the area. By such
action the proposed monument would be
placed in a much better position from the
standpoint of administration.

Sincerely yours,
Harorp L. IckEes,
Secretary of the Inierior.
Enclosure 686264.

10. JANTUARY 9, 1936 REFLY OF FEDERAL POWER
COMMISSION TO THE SECRETARY OF THE
INTERIOR

FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION,
Washington, January 9, 1936.
EP-279-Colorado, Utah
Utah Power & Light Co.
Hon. Harorp L. ICKES,
Secretary of the Interior,
Washington, D. C.

My DEAR MR. SECRETARY: Reference is made
‘to your letter of November 6, 1935, in which
you inguire as to the possibility of releasing
the power withdrawals existing in the area
along Yampa and Green Rivers, in Colorado
and Utah, in which the National Park Serv-
ice desires to establish a national monu-
ment.

The Utah Power & Light Co. did, as you
state, withdraw its application for prelim-
inary permit covering the power sites in this
area in March 1935, but this withdrawal was
not based on any reduced appraisal of the
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power resources. The action was taken be-
cause the Commission was unwilling to car-
ry the application any longer in suspended
status, and the growth of the company’s
power market did not justify the construc-
tion of any of the plants within the com-
paratively brief period which could have
been allowed under the Power Act after the
issuance of a permit. Nothing has occurred
to change the status of the Power Com-
mission withdrawal, or power site reserves
Nos. 121 and 721, and power site classifica-
tions Nos. 87 and 93, which are also in-
volved.

In reply to a similar request made by the
National Park Service, a letter was sent to
the Director on December 13, 1934, in which
the power value of Green and Yampa Rivers
was discussed in some detail and the posi-
tion of the Commission was summed up
as follows:

“Regardless of the disposition which may
be made of the Utah Power & Light Co.s
application, and giving due consideration to
the prospect that some time may elapse be-
fore this power is needed, the Commission
believes that the public interest in this-
major power resource is too great to permit
its impairment by voluntary relinquishment
of two units in the center of the scheme.
The Commission will not object, however, to
the creation of the monument if the procla-
mation contains a specific provision that
power development under the provisions of
the Federal Water Power Act will be per-
mitted.”

Since receipt of your letter this whole sub-
ject has been given further study but no
information has been developed to change
the views of the Commission as expressed
in the above quotation. For your further
understanding of the Commission’s position
I enclose copies of my letter of December
13, 1934.

Yours very cordially,
Frane R. McNINCH,
Chairman.

11, JUNE 11-13, 1936 UTAH-COLORADO PARK
SERVICE MEETINGS

On March 27, 1950, David H. Madsen, for-
mer manager of Dinosaur National Monu-
ment, signed a sworn affidavit setting out
certain statements with respect to meetings
held at Vernal, Utah, June 11, 1836, and
Craig, Colo., June 13, 1936,

“Affidavit
“STaTE oF UTAH,
“County of Utah, ss:

“David H. Madsen, being first duly sworn
on oath, deposes and says: That he is over
the age of 21 and a citizen of the United
States, and a resident of Utah County, Utah.
That at the time the area of the Dinosaur
National Monument was enlarged to include
the canyon unit I was employed by the Na-
tional Park Service under the title of super-
visor of wildlife resources for the national
parks. Among my other duties I was acting
superintendent of the Dinosaur National
Monument and in that capacity was ordered
by the National Park Service to arrange for
hearings at Vernal, Utah, and Craig, Colo.,
for the purpose of securing the approval of
the citizens of that area for the expansion
of the Dinosaur National Monument to in-
clude the canyon wunit. Meetings were
accordingly held at Vernal, Utah, June 11,
1936, and Craig, Colo., June 13, 1936. A large
representation of the citizens of the area
were present at these meetings.

“Among other things discussed was the
question of grazing and the gquestion of
power and of irrigation development which
might be deemed essential to the proper
development of the area at some future date.
I was authorized to state, and did state as a
representative of the National Park Service,
that grazing on the area would not be dis-
continued and that in the event it became
necessary to construct a project or projects
for power or irrigation in order to develop
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that part of the States of Colorado and Utah,
that the establishment of the Monument
would not interfere with such development.

“The first part of this agreement with ref-
erence to grazing has been carried out and
the residents of the area Involved are en-
titled to the same consideration with refer-
ence to the development of power or irriga-
tion at the Echo Park and Split Mountain
Dam sites, and any other development that
may not duly interfere for the purpose of
the establishment of the monument and
which is necessary for the development of
the area.

“DaviD H, MADSEN,

“Subscribed and sworn to before me this
27th day of March A. D. 1850.

“KarL H. BENNETT.

“Residing at American Fork, Utah.

“My commission expires: December 25,
1950."

This afidavit was made part of the record
of the 1850 hearings, as were supporting
affidavits of J. A. Cheney, Vernal; Joseph
Haslem, Jensen, Utah; Leo Calder, Vernal;
H. E. SBeeley, Vernal;, and B. H. Stringham,
Vernal.

Each deposed substantially as follows:

“That during the course of this meeting
the National Park Service representative as-
sured the residents of these areas that if
the Dinosaur National Monument were en-
larged, that the National Park Service would
not prevent or stand in the way of the future
reclamation projects or water development
projects on the Green River or the Yampa
River within the boundaries of the Dinosaur
National Monument, for irrigation or power
purposes.”

12. ENLARGEMENT OF DINOSAUR NATIONAL
MONUMENT BY PRESIDENTIAL PROCLAMATION

On July 14, 1938, Dinosaur National Monu-
ment, by proclamation of the President, was
enlarged to include additional lands aggre-
gating 203,885 acres. As indicated by the em-
phasis supplied, basis for the extension of
the monument’s exterior boundarles was to
include lands containing *“various objects of
historie and scientific interest”; the procla-
mation provides that the reservation of such
lands “* * * shall not affect the operation
of the Federal Water Power Act of June 10,
1920 (41 Stat. 1063), as amended * * *";
further, that administration of the monu-
ment would be subject to the Brown’s Park
Reservoir reclamation withdrawal of Octo-
ber 17, 1904,

“Proclamation—July 14, 1938 (53 Stat. 2454)

“Enlarging the Dinosaur National Monument,
Colorado and Utah

“By the President of the United States of
America
*“A proclamation

“Whereas certain public lands contiguous
to the Dinosaur National Monument, estab-
lished by proclamation of October 4, 1915,
have situated thereon various objects of his-
toric and scientific interest; and

“Whereas it appears that it would be in
the public interest to reserve such lands as
an addition to the said Dinosaur National
Monument:

“Now, thergfore, I, Franklin D. Roosevelt,
President of the United States of America,
under and by virtue of the authority vested
in me by section 2 of the act of June 8, 1906,
chapter 3060, 34 Stat. 225 (U. 8. C., title 16,
sec. 431), do proclaim that, subject to all
valid existing rights, the following-described
lands in Colorado and Utah are hereby re-
served from all forms of appropriation under
the public-land laws and added to and made
a part of the Dinosaur National Monument:
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aggregating 203,885 acres.

“Warning 1s hereby expressly given to any
unauthorized persons not to appropriate, in-
jure, destroy, or remove any feature of this
monument and not to locate or settle upon
any of the lands thereof.

July 17

*“The reservation made by this proclama-
tion supersedes as to any of the above-de-
scribed lands affected thereby, the tempo-
rary withdrawal for classification and for
other purposes made by Executive Order No.
5684 of August 12, 1931, and the Executive
order of April 17, 1926, and the Executive
order of September 8, 1933, creating Water
Reserves No. 107 and No. 152.

“The Director of the National Park Serv-
ice, under the direction of the Secretary of
the Interior, shall have the supervision, man-
agement, and control of this monument as
provided in the act of Congress entitled ‘An
act to establish a National Park Service, and
for other purposes,’ approved August 25, 1916,
39 Stat. 535 (U. 8. C., title 16, secs. 1 and 2),
and acts supplementary thereto or amenda-
tory thereof, except that this reservation shall
not affect the operation of the Federal Water
Power Act of June 10, 1920 (41 Stat. 1063),
as amended, and the administration of the
monument shall be subject to the Reclama-
tion Withdrawal of October 17, 1904, for the
Brown's Park Reservoir Site in connection
with the Green River project.

“In witness whereof, I have hereunto set
my hand and caused the seal of the United
States to be affixed.

“Done at the city of Washington this 14th
day of July, in the year of our Lord nineteen
hundred and thirty-eight, and of the inde-
pendence of the United States of America
the one hundred and sixty-third.

[sEAL] “FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT.
“By the President:

“CorpeELL HuLL,
“The Secretary of State.”

13. MAY 14, 1943 AD INTERIM REPORT, SURVEY
OF RECREATIONAL RESOURCES OF THE COLO=
RADO RIVER BASIN

The Bureau of Reclamation, in November
1940, under authority of the Boulder Canyon
Project Adjustment Act of July 19, 1940 (sec.
2 (d) provides authority for financing con-
servation investigations and studies in con-
nection with the work of the Bureau within
the Colorado River Basin), requested the
National Park Service to identify the scenic,
scientific, and recreational resources of the
Colorado Basin, as a part of a comprehen-
sive plan for the utilization of the water
resources of the region.

On January 27, 1941, the Secretary of the
Interior approved the inclusion of a bhasin-
wide recreational survey as a part of the
studies and investigations to be continued
and extended under his direction for the
formulation of a comprehensive plan of
utilization of the waters of the entire Colo-
rado River system. The Secretary also ap-
pointed Frederick Law Olmsted, distin-
guished landscape architect, with wide ex-
perience in regional and site planning, as
consultant for the survey.

By letter of transmittal of May 14, 1943,
Mr. Olmsted submitted the following:
“Survey of recreation resources of Colorado

River Basin

“Dinosaur National Monument Region.—
Report of Progress, May 13, 1943

“(By Frederick Law Olmsted)

“To the Dmrector: This ad interim report
is to record certain problems and certain
tentative conclusions in regard to the Dino-
saur National Monument area, as developed
to date by unfinished investigations by Mr.
George F. Ingalls and myself and others, in
relation to plans now in process of develop-
ment by the Bureau of Reclamation for
water-control projects in and near the monu-
ment."”

- L] - L] -

“Apart from its effect on road planning
for the area, reservoir construction as con-
templated by the Bureau would submerge
a number of sites, geologic formations, and
wildlife habitats, and would alter the char-
acter of the landscape by substitution of
still water for flowing streams, and by re-
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ducing the visible height of canyon walls,
The latter effect would be most disastrous
scenically at and near Pats Hole, where the

extraordinary feature of Steamboat Rock:

would be submerged up to more than half
its height, and in the inner canyon of the
Yampa for some miles upstream well beyond
Harding Hole.

“Nevertheless, the canyon unit would still
have scenic and recreational values of no-
table importance and of nationwide interest.
I venture to cite a very few examples.

“The canyon of Lodore, in general roughly
V-shaped in section, is so deep that raising
of the water in its bottom by 100 to 500 feet
or thereabouts would hardly diminish its
great impressiveness to a perceptible degree.
Its rapids and low waterfalls now visibly
continuing the process of erosion which cut
all these canyons in the uplifting mountain
mass as it rose athwart the rivers that once
meandered across an ancient peneplain,
would be changed to a fiordlike lake., Such
an artificlal change would not be justified
in a national monument administered to
preserve notable features of nature for en-
joyment of mankind as nearly as possible in
their natural condition; but it cannot be
denied that if the area is dellberately made
a multiple-use area, for power developments
plus any recreational values compatible
therewith, a great many more people can
and will derive pleasure and inspiration of
& high order from traversing the canyon of
Lodore in boats on a fiordlike lake than would
even be able to see it all in a more perfectly
natural state by shooting its dangerous rap-
ids in boats or by following the 25 miles or
more of narrow trail that might with diffi-
culty be contrived to traverse it without
much scarring of natural conditions. The
upstream portions of the meandering nar-
row inner canyon of the Yampa, incised into
the “bench” in many places to a depth of
about a thousand feet with almost vertical
walls, would appear much as at present seen
{from above, One of the most impressive and
geologically illuminating features of the en=
tire area would remain, at the eastern end
of the monument, wholly unaffected by the
damming, It is where the high, bare, sand-
stone escarpment of the upfolded strata has
s0 obviously been sawn through, on the axis
of an anticline, by the river; which there
quietly flows from a broad flood plain into
the dark deep canyon it has cut in the slowly
rising rock. The notable outlooks from many
places on the rim of the upper plateau south
of the rivers, especially on and near Harpers
Corner—some very beautiful, all interesting
geologically or otherwise—would in most
cases remain substantially unchanged in ap-
pearance (unless transmission lines, as yet
not definitely planned, should be so located
as to impair one or more of them seriously).

“To sum up my chief considered impres-
sions and opinions to date in regard to the
scenic and recreational values of the canyon
unit:

“1. It is without doubt sufficlently notable
and distinctive and good of its kind, from a
national standpoint, to justify in the ab-
sence of very strong special reasons to the
contrary, retaining it as a national monu-
ment, administering it as such, and in due
course of time expending a considerable
amount of Federal taxpayers' money to make
certain parts of it conveniently accessible
by road and to provide simple convenlences
for visitors and for its operation.

“2, It is not so unique and precious for
such purposes (in the sense that Zion Na-
tional Park is, for example), and the scenic,
recreational, and related values which it
would have if so administered would not be
so0 largely sacrificed by the introduction of
the waterpower developments contemplated
by the Bureau of Reclamation as to give very
strong grounds for opposing those economic
developments if and when it becomes clearly
evident that the installation of some or all
of those waterpower developments would

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

produce economic values of social impor-
tance largely and certainly in excess of the
economic cost of producing them. Under
those conditions it would be reasonable for
the Park Service to approve changing the
legal status of the unit from that of a na-
tional monument to that of a multiple-use
area devoted to the storage and regulations
of water and production of waterpower and
also (to the full extent compatible with the
reasonably efficient performance of that
function) to conserving and utilizing the
potentially great scenic, recreational, and
related values of the area.

“When the several road-locations studiles
now in progress in the field shall have been
carried far enough to determine with confi-
dence which of them are most practicable
and advantageous, the next step will be to
prepare a comprehensive general plan and
report for guiding the development and ad-
ministration of the area—including some de-
sirable readjustments of the present bound-
aries, which were fixed in the absence of ac=
curate topographic information now avail-
able from the special USGS survey. That
general plan must embody a program that
can be adapted to meeting either of the two
major contingencies: (a) Use of the canyon
unit for hydroelectric developments and also
for recreational and related values consistent
therewith; or (b) indefinite postponement of
final decision about building the power dams
without also indefinitely postponing pro=-
gressive development and use of the area in
a manner appropriate to a national monu-
ment, and in such a way as to reduce to a
minimum the risk of avoidable waste of nat-
ural resources or of investments in construc-
tion that may have to be made before final
decision is reached about the dams.”

DECEMBER 1, 1943 MEMORANDUM FROM FARK
SERVICE TO BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

After the Reclamation withdrawal of June
17, 1943, the Director of the National Park
Service addressed the following memoran=
dum to the Commissioner of Reclamation:

UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE,
Chicago, Ill., December 1, 1943.

Memorandum for the Commissioner, Bureau
of Reclamation

On pages 13070-13071 of the July 24 Issue
of the Federal Register there is published
the notice of the reclamation withdrawal of
June 17, approved July 13, for the Colorado
River storage project. This withdrawal
covers most of the area of the Dinosaur Na-
tional Monument in Utah and Colorado.

Since this notice in the Federal Register
constituted the first information that we
had received concerning the withdrawal, and
since there might be some guestion as to the
necessity for the withdrawal, as well as to
the legality thereof, the lands already hav-
ing been withdrawn from all forms of appro-
priation under the public-land laws, it oc-
curred to us that your office might not have
realized that the withdrawal covered national
monument lands.

You will recall that the proclamation of
July 14, 1938, enlarging the Dinosaur Na-
tional Monument, including the lands now
under discussion, contained a provision at
the request of the Federal Power Commis-
sion, “that this reservation shall not affect
the operation of the Federal Water Power
Act of June 10, 1920 (41 Stat. 1063), as
amended,” and a further provision inserted
in the proclamation at the request of your
Bureau, that “the administration of the
monument shall be subject to the reclama-
tion withdrawal of October 17, 1904, for the
Brown's Park Reservoir site in connection
with the Green River project.” While there
is no question as to the validity of the pro-
vision protecting the Brown's Park recla-
mation withdrawal, it has been our opinion
that the provision relating to the operation
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of the Federal Water Power Act was inef-
fectual, since Congress specifically excluded
national parks and monuments from the
purview of that act. The reclamation with-
drawal of June 17, of course, does not come
under either one of the above-quoted pro-
visions in the proclamation of July 14, 1938.

As you know, our two Bureaus are col-
laborating in the study of the Echo Park
project and other reservoir projects affecting
the Dinosaur National Monument, in an at=-
tempt to work out the best possible plan
of development and use of the area in the
event that any one or several of the pro-
posed water-storage projects should prove
feasible and should be authorized for con-
struction. It has been the understanding
between our two Bureaus, in which the Sec-
retary has concurred, that, in event of reser=
voir construction within the monument,
some suitable change in the designation of
the area would be sought. It is our under=-
standing, from discussions held with repre-
sentatives of your Denver office that you have
not made final determinations yet as to the
feasibility of the projects in Dinosaur Na-
tional Monument and that, in any event, it
may be many years before any of them are
approved for construction.

I have cited the foregoing facts to make
it clear that, insofar as I am aware, there is
no misunderstanding between us as to the
possible future of Dinosaur National Monu-
ment.

We are concerned, however, about the
promulgation of a reclamation withdrawal
within an existing national monument,
which has not been done heretofore, and the
possible detrimental effect of such action
upon the future interpretation of the laws
under which the national monuments are
established and administered. Because of
these considerations, it is suggested that we
might profitably discuss this matter further
when next I am in Washington. Perhaps
it would be possible to amend the June 17
withdrawal so as to exclude from it any
lands within Dinosaur National Monument.

NewToN B. DRURY,
Director,

15. JUNE 27, 1944 REPORT OF POSITION OF THE
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE ON DINOSAUR DE=-
DEVELOPMENT

On June 27, 1944, the position of the Na«
tlonal Park Service was stated in a report:
. - L] -

-

“4, If and when it is shown that it would
certainly be in the greater national interest
to develop the water resources of the canyon
unit than to retain the unit for national
monument purposes and it then becomes
evident that authorization for such develop-
ment will be given the status of the unit
should be changed to that of a multiple-
purpose area in which water control for the
generation of power would be the principal
use, and recreation the secondary but also
important use.”

L] - - L -

16, MAY 2, 1946 LETTER OF PARK SERVICE DI=
RECTOR TO DR. J. E. BROADDUS

Because of its apparent bearing on intra-
departmental understanding as to the effect
of previous power withdrawals, the following
letter is included herein (emphasis sup=-
plied) :

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE
INTERIOR, NATIONAL PARK SERVICE,
Chicago, Ill., May 2, 1946.
Dr. J. E. BROADDUS,
Salt Lake City, Utah.

Dear Dr. Broappus: I appreciate your
courtesy in writing me as you did about
your continued interest in preserving the
park and monument areas in Utah, and giv-
ing me an evaluation of the scenic qualities
of the canyon country within Dinosaur Na-
tional Monument. Through my long asso-
ciation with conservation organizations, in-
cluding this Service, I am well acquainted
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with your work and with the contribution
you have made toward bringing the out-
ptanding scenic areas of Utah to the public
attention which led to their protection and
preservation.

I am intensely interested in your state-
ment about the possible beneficial effect
of the proposed Echo Park Reservoir in Dino-
saur National Monument as a means of ac-
cess for visitors to see the Green and Yampa
Canyons.

The extensive river basin surveys now be-
ing conducted by the several agencies of
Government are of concern to us, as some
proposals may adversely affect areas of the
National Park System. Dinosaur is one of
the few areas in the System established sub-
ject to a reclamation withdrawal and this
may have some bearing on the proposed Echo
Park project. While we would regret to see
this nonconforming use in the national
monument, we are pleased to have your ex-
pression as to the possible beneficial effects.

As I have never had an opportunity to
visit Dinosaur, I have not formulated any
personal opinion of its scenic qualities. I
know that it is regarded highly by Regional
Director Merriam, of region 2, and others in
the Service. It is hoped that there will be
an opportunity for me to visit the area
sometime this summer and to get in touch
with you in Salt Lake City at the same time.

Sincerely yours,
NewTON B. DRURY,
Director.

17, JUNE 1946: A SURVEY OF THTZ RECREATIONAL
RESOURCES OF THE COLORADO RIVER BASIN
During June 1946, there was compiled the

report of the National Park Service on its

survey of the recreational resources of the

Colorado River Basin; this report was printed

in 1950.

At page 199, there is set out the following:

“Conclusions

“The policy of the National Park Service,
as the administrative agency now primarily
responsible for the national monument, has
been, and is, to make the protection of the
natural and archeological values of the area
the controlling factors in administering it.
The question of whether this policy is to be
changed to permit water uses will require
for its solution a review of all probable ad-
vantages and disadvantages arising from
such use.

“Dinosaur National Monument is eminent-
1y qualified, in the absence of very strong
special reasons to the contrary, to justify
its retention as a unit of the National Park
System. Certain parts of it should be made
reasonably accessible by road and accommo-
dations provided for visitors just as soon as
funds become available. Before authoriza-
tion is given to develop its water resources
and to recognize water use as the principal
consideration in the administration of the
canyon unit, it should be clearly shown (1)
that economic and social values deriving
from such development and use would largely
and certainly exceed the economic costs of
producing them; (2) that it would be more
economical to develop the water resources of
the monumsnt rather than other resources
available for the same purpose within prac-
ticable reach; and (3) that it would be of
greater benefit to the whole Nation to develop
the area for water storage and power than
to retain it in a natural state for its geologi-
cal, wilderness, and associated values for
public enjoyment. * * *”

MEMORANDUM FROM
THE

18. DECEMBER 20, 1949:
RECLAMATION TO THE SECRETARY OF
INTERIOR
It appears that on December 20, 1949, by

memorandum addressed to the Secretary of

the Interior, the Commissioner of Reclama-
tion first urged formal concurrence by the
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Secretary in the Bureau's plans providing for
construction of Echo Park. The memoran=
dum follows:
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
BUREAU oF RECLAMATION,
Washington, D. C., December 20, 1949.

Memorandum.

To: Secretary of the Interior,

From: Commissioner.

Subject: Development of the Echo Park and
Split Mountain Reservoirs in the upper
Colorado River Basin, and their relation-
ship to the Dinosaur National Monu-
ment.

Reference is made to memorandum of
November 4 to you for approval from Director
Newton B. Drury of the Natioral Park Service
on the subject, Clearance of Bureau of Rec-
lamation Colorado River Basin Project In-
vestigations. In concurring in Director
Drury’s memorandum, I informed you that
the Bureau of Reclamation was studying
alternative proposals to the Echo Park and
Split Mountain Reservoirs, which would be
located within the Dinosaur National Mon-
ument, and that we would present our find-
ings to you as soon as current studies were
completed, This memorandum summarizes
the situation in the upper Colorado River
Basin and the results of our studies of alter-
native reservoir sites.

Many years of effort in the development
of coordinated plans for the best possible
use of the waters of the upper Colorado
River have recently culminated in the ratifi-
cation and approval of the upper Colorado
River Basin compact and in a recommenda-
tion by representatives of the States of the
upper basin for immediate construction of
certain regulating reservoirs necessary to aid
in meeting requirements of the 1922 compact
and for water-use projects on the streams
of the upper basin.

By January 1, 1950, the regional director,
Bureau of Reclamation, region 4, will com-
plete a report entitled “Colorado River Stor-
age Project and Participating Projects” to
the point where it is ready for informal sub-
mittal to the States and interested Federal
agencies for preliminary comments. Follow-
ing this, it is hoped that the report soon can
be submitted to this office for formal ap-
proval and adoption as your proposed report,
and that formal release of the report can be
made to the States and Federal agencles for
review and comments in accordance with the
provisions of section 1 of the Flood Control
Act of 1944 and in accordance with the inter-
agency agreements for review and coordina-
tion of reports. Members of the Senate In-
terior and Insular Affairs Committee were
pressing the Bureau last spring for immedi-
ate submission of a report on this project.

In accordance with the 1922 compact, the
States of the upper division are required not
to deplete the flow at Lee Ferry below an
aggregate of 75 million acre-feet for any
period of 10 consecutive years. This neces-
sitates provision of holdover storage reser-
voirs in the upper basin with a total capac-
ity in excess of 48 million acre-feet. Many
reservoirs have been studied by the Bureau
of Reclamation in order to find the best plan
for development of the necessary storage.
Over a period of several years, it has become
increasingly evident that any plan that
would meet the upper basin’s obligation in
an efficient manner must include the Echo
Park Dam and Reservoir on the Green River.
In addition to providing efficient storage, at
a location which will control the Green and
Yampa Rivers with a minimum of loss or
evaporation, the Echo Park project is prob-
ably the best power site in the upper Colo-
rado River Basin and would provide a much-
needed block of hydroelectric power, the re-
turns from which are essential to the payout
plan for the upper Colorado storage project.
Any deferment of the Echo Park project
would be only temporary, as it is a key unit
in a plan requiring development of all pro-

July 17

posed sites in the ultimate stage of the Colo-
rado River Basin.

The Echo Park Reservoir and its afterbay,
the Split Mountain Reservoir, are both in
the area of the Dinosaur National Monu-
ment. Fortunately, those reservoirs will not
affect the original monument area contain-
ing the Dinosaur remains, and will afford
an opportunity for providing access to the
undeveloped canyon areas of the Green and
Yampa Rivers.

In view of the imminent release of the
Colorado River storage project report, it is
considered desirable that there be concur-
rence by the Secretary at this time in that
portion of the Bureau's plan which provide
for construction of the Echo Park Dam and
Reservoir and the Split Mountain Dam and
Reservoir on the Green and Yampa Rivers
in the area previously set aside under the
Secretary’s jurisdiction and that of the Na-
tional Park Service as the Dinosaur National
Monument.

The Dinosaur National Monument as orig-
inally established by Proclamation No. 1313
of October 4, 1915, was an area not affected
by the waters of the Green and Yampa
Rivers and set aside as a national monu-
ment to preserve certain gigantic reptilian
remains. A large additional area, known as
the canyon unit, which contains very inter-
esting geologic formations and magnificent
scenery, and which was far greater in extent
than the original monument, was declared
as a part of the monument by Proclamation
No. 2290 of July 14, 1938.

At the time of the creation of the canyon
unit of the Dinosaur National Monument in
July 1938, it was fully recognized within the
Department and by other Federal agencies
that the streams of the upper Colorado River
Basin afforded vital possibilities for the de-
velopment of power and consumptive water-
use projects. The Federal Power Commis-
slon as early as 1935 and 1936, relative to
the proposed creation of the canyon unit
of the Dinosaur National Monument, had
advised the Secretary of the Interior: “The
Commission will not object, however, to the
creation of the monument if the proclama-
tion contains a specific provision that power
development under the provision of the Fed-
eral Water Power Act will be permitted."”

The position of the Bureau of Reclamation
was also well known to the Secretary and
the National Park Service when the procla-
mation was issued in July 1938, and recog-
nition was given to the acknoweldged alter-
nate water use potentialities of the Green
and Yampa Rivers in this area by the in-
clusion of an exception in the proclamation
providing that “establishment of this monu-
ment shall not affect the operation of the
Federal Power Act of June 10, 1920, as
amended.”

The position of the agencies of the Depart-
ment in regard to the potential developments
of the Green and Yampa Rivers was further
expressed in the continued joint planning
efforts of the National Park Service and the
Bureau of Reclamation for the best possible
development of the water resources lying
within the Dinosaur National Monument.
In a report of June 27, 1944, the position of
the National Park Service was stated:

“4. If and when it is shown that it would
certainly be in the greater national interest
to develop the water resources of the canyon
unit than to retain the unit for national
monument purposes and it then becomes
evident that authorization for such develop-
ment will be given, the status of the unit
should be changed to that of a multiple-pur-
pose area in which water-control for the
generation of power would be the principal
use, and recreation the secondary but also
important use.”

Engineering studies now completed by the
regional director, region 4, and thoroughly
reviewed by the Chief Engineer of the Bu-
reau of Reclamation, establish without a
doubt the superior advantages of the pro=
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posed Echo Park Dam and Reservoir with the
Split Mountain afterbay dam and powerplant
to any other potential developments in the
upper basin. As a keystone in the plan for
the upper basin, it will be required for the
fullest development of this area. In view of
the needs for many additional storage sites
in the upper Colorado River storage project,
and because of evaporation rates and re-
duction in storage capacities which will be
caused by sedimentation over the life of the
upper Colorado River storage project, there
are no acceptable alternative possibilities for
development which will adequately meet the
needs of the basin over the life of the project.
Deferring construction of the Echo Park
project at this time would result in economic
loss of great magnitude, and, in all prob-
ahility, would serve only to delay the even-
tual construction of these reservoirs. The
benefits to be obtained from the Echo Park
projects are compared with the best alter-
native possibilities in the attached report
by the regional director of the Bureau of
Reclamation, entitled “Brief Report on the
Importance of the Echo Park and Split
Mountain Units, Colorado River Storage
Project and Their Relation to the Existing
Dinosaur National Monument, Colorado and
Utah,” dated December 1849. This report
shows that the development of the best
alternative reservoirs, namely Lodore and
New Moab, would result in a loss of about
100,000 acre-feet of water annually more
than from the Echo Park and Split Mountain
Reservoirs, and would result in a loss of
800 million kilowatt-hours of electric energy
annually under initial conditions and 431
million kilowatt-hours under ultimate con-
ditions of stream depletion. This is equiv-
alent to an annual loss to the Nation of
about $8 million annually under present
conditions, decreasing to about $5 million
under ultimate conditions,

In the joint studies made by the National
Park Service and the Bureau of Reclamation,
it has been fully recognized that proper plan-
ning of the Echo Park development with
regard to the construction of access roads
and public facilities will make available to
the public of the United States the beauties
of the canyon unit of the Dinosaur National
Monument. Access to the entire Lodore
Canyon of the Green River by boat on the
surface of the reservoir will open to many
people the beauties of this region which can
otherwise only be approached by a few on
extremely difficult and hazardous tralls
through the existing canyon.

In view of the outstanding superiority of
the Echo Park Dam and Reservoir, its re-
quired place in any event in the ultimate
development of the upper Colorado River,
the benefits to be gained by the public from
the appropriate development of a recre-
ational area contiguous to the Echo Park
project, and the strong desire expressed by
the States and local interests for prompt
development of this project, inclusion of the
Echo Park project and the afterbay Split
Mountain Dam in the regional director’s re-
port on the Colorado River storage project
should be contemplated, sald report to pro-
vide for the construction of the Echo Park
and Split Mountain projects and joint plan-
ning of roads and other facilities in the
area now encompassed by the canyon unit
of the Dinosaur National Monument. Thus,
it will be possible to accommodate the fullest
and most sound water resource develop-
ments, preserve the historic area of the origi-
nal Dincsaur National Monument area, and
enhance the recreational possibilities of the
canyon area of the present monument. No
formal change in the designation of any part
of the Dinosaur National Monument would
be required until such time as the report
has been issued as a part of the Secretary’s
proposed report and until the States and
interested agencies have commented thereon,
the report submitted to Congress, and the
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Echo Park Dam and Reservolr authorized by
the Congress and approved by the President.
Before the regional director’'s report recom-
mending construction of Echo Park and Split
Mountain Reservoirs is released at fleld level,
I would like to bring this matter to your
attention and secure your permission at this
time for the Bureau of Reclamation to rec-
ommend the construction of the Echo Park
and Split Mountain Reservoirs within the
boundaries of the Dinosaur National Monu-
ment.

I recommend that you approve this memo-
randum which will permit the Bureau of
Reclamation to move forward with the Colo-
rado River storage project report and to rec-
ommend authorization of the Echo Park and
Split Mountain Reservoirs. .

MicHAEL W. STRAUS.

Approved:

»
Secretary of the Interior.

19. DECEMBER 30, 1949. MEMORANDUM OF NA=
TIONAL PARK SERVICE DIRECTOR T0 THE SEC-
RETARY OF THE INTERIOR

On December 30, 1949, the National Park
Service Director expressed his views of the
December 20, 1949, reclamation memoran-
dum:

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT
OF THE INTERIOR,
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE,
Washington, December 30, 1949.
Memorandum. :
To: Secretary of the Interior.
From: Director, National Park Service.
Subject: Effect of Reclamation’s Echo Park
and Split Mountain Reservoir proposals
on Dinosaur National Monument.

Commissioner Straus' attached memoran-
dum of December 20, which has been routed
to this Service for review, requests your per-
mission and approval for his Bureau to rec-
ommend construction of these two reservoirs
in Dinosaur National Monument and to sub-
mit by January 1, or shortly thereafter, to
the States concerned and otherwise the
regional director’s report Colorado River stor-
age project and participating projects in
accordance with established review and ap-
proval procedures,

For the following reasons, I recommend
that his memorandum be not approved:

The review and clearance procedures which
Reclamation now wants rushed through will
comply only with the letter of the law. The
spirit has already been violated through the
irregular, advance submission by the Bureau
to the upper Colorado River Basin States
concerned of its preliminary draft report of
the same title, dated March 1949. It is a
little difficult to reconcile the admonition
stamped in red on its cover Preliminary Draft
of Proposed Report, for Review Only, Not for
Public Release, with the series of public hear-
ings, engendered by the report proposals,
held in the West this autumn by the State
agencies with full participation of Bureau
officials. It is regrettable that the Depart-
ment should now be embarrassed by the re-
sulting local “demand" for the Echo Park and
Split Mountain propesals in advance of sec-
retarial determination of the Department’s
position.

During our so far unsuccessful efforts to
reach with Reclamation a compromise solu-
tion of our conflicting responsibilities to be
submitted for your possible approval, the
National Park Service has refrained from in-
forming the conservation organizations and
others having an interest in this specific
problem. I believe that you will want to
have their views before reaching a conclusion
on this controversial issue. However, I do
not propose to seek those views without first
having your approval todo so. Irecommend
that such approval be given.

The National Park Service has constantly
been at a disadvantage in connection with
dam-building projects in that almost always
the knowledge of these projects is given out

, bromise has not yet been kept.

10787

locally prior to any nationwide Information
being given to those who are interested in
conservation of all natural resources.

In November representatives of this Service
went to Salt Lake City in an effort to work
out possible alternate reservoir proposals that
might at least save the heart of Dinosaur
National Monument by eliminating Echo
Park Dam. Although Reclamation promised,
in order to speed our analysis of the situa-
tion, to provide directly to this Service com-
parative data on alternates to Echo Park, the
The first we
have heard of this is the mimeographed Brief
Report on the Importance of the Echo Park
and Split Mountain Units, Colorado River
Storage Project, and Their Relation to the
Existing Dinosaur National Monument, De-
cember 1949, attached to the original and the
National Park Service copies of Commissioner
Straus’ memorandum. This report appears
to be far from an exhaustive study of alter-
nate possibilities. Even so, certain deduc-
tions from Reclamation's conclusions based
on the report are possible.

Commissioner Straus concludes that an=
nual losses ranging from $8 million under
present conditions to about $5 million under
ultimate conditions would result from the
substitution of Lodore and New Moab Reser-
voirs for Echo Park-Split Mountain. Ineci-
dentally, while he admits that the alternate
proposal would provide ultimate storage ca-
pacity equal to Echo Park and Split Moun=-
tain, at smaller capital costs, he fails to point
out that the saving in constructlon cost
amounts to $33,700,000.

Moreover, as to the §5 million to $8 million
annual loss that Reclamation claims would
result from substituting Lodore-New Moab,
we are convinced that the “loss” would not be
a real one. First, it is evident that the esti-
mates for power generation are based on the
maximum potential of the reservoirs, whereas
unknowable future conditions of precipita-
tion and runoff (and, for that matter, the
demand for power itself which nearby river
basins appear to be able and anxious to
produce) may well be such that they will not
permit or justify practical operation at the
projected scale; second, it is our considered
judgment that the tangible economic benefits
to the surrounding States from an unim-
paired and fully developed Dinosaur National
Monument would amount to from $10 mil-
lion to $12 million a year; and this places
no dollar sign whatever on the many recog-
nized but intangible values of recreation and
wilderness conservation, let alone the sav=-
ing of Dinosaur National Monument itself
for future generations, Furthermore, the
economic values of the area as a national
monument will increase in future years,
whereas Reclamation’s anticipated wvalues
necessarily decline with the years.

With respect to our estimate of annual eco-
nomic value of Dinosaur National Monument,
attention is directed to an impartial survey
and analysis of the expenditures in Mon-
tana by out-of-State visitors to Glacier Na-
tional Park (to which Dinosaur, when de-
veloped, may logically be compared), made
by the bureau of business and economic re-
search, Montana State University, during the
current year. The Montana survey, final re-
sults of which are to be published in Febru-
ary 1950, disclosed an expenditure in Mon-
tana by out-of-State visitors to Glacier Na-
tional Park of approximately 810 million per
annum. Indications are that final tabula-
tions b:- the university will result in a higher
figure. In any event, it is our opinion that
the potential economic wvalue of Dinosaur
National Monument compares favorably as
an offset to the estimated “loss” that Coms-
missioner Straus speaks of.

Our experience does not permit us to
agree with Reclamation’s view that greater
economic benefits from recreation will ac-
crue if the Echo Park and Split Mountain
Dams are built. We believe that the oppo=
site would be true.
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Commissioner Straus appears to be misin-
formed as to the effect of the proviso in the
proclamation of July 14, 1938, that “estab-
lishment of this monument shall not affect
the operation of the Federal Power Act of
June 10, 1920, as amended,” which he cites,
The Federal Power Commission is by statute
expressly prohibited from granting licenses
for power works in national parks and mon-
uments (sec. 3 of the Federal Water Power
Act as amended by sec. 201 of the Federal
Power Act). Accordingly, it would appear
that the exception in the proclamation is
ineffective to accomplish Reclamation’'s pur-
poses, since the authority of the Commission
has been prescribed by Congress and cannot
be extended by provisions in an Executive
proclamation of this character. (See Solici-
tor's Opinion M. 30471 of December 5, 1830.)

Commissioner Straus quotes the following
statement of National Park Service's posi-
tion from a 1944 report we made:

“(d) If and when it is shown that it would
certainly be in the greater natlonal interest
to develop the water resources of the canyon
unit than to retain the unit for national
monument purposes and it then becomes
evident that authorization for such devel-
opment will be given, the status of the unit
should be changed to that of a multiple-
purpose area in which water control for the
generation of power would be the principal
use, and recreation the secondary but also
important use.”

This statement was made as & part of the
series of investigations and reports made by
this Service in connection with the recrea-
tional resources survey of the Colorado River
Basin. It was not intended to be and is not
a commitment that the monument should
be sacrificed to facilitate Reclamation’s dam
proposals. It is our contention that there
has been no showing “that it would certainly
be in the greater national Iinterest to develop
the water resources of the canyon unit than
to retain the unit for national monument
purposes.” Boiled down to its essentials,
that is the question that Commissioner
Straus and I now find it necessary to place
before you for decision.

In any case, I believe you will agree that
there are considerations involved which can-
not be resolved by January 1, 1950.

In summary, I recommend:

1. That Commissioner Straus’ memoran-
dum of December 20 be not approved.

2. That the Bureau of Reclamation be spe-
cifically directed, by your approval of this
memorandum or otherwise, not to release
the regional director’s report on January 1
or until you have indicated what your posi-
tion is to be.

3. That you authorize me to ascertain in
your behalf the views of the conservation
agencies.

NeEwToN B. DRURY,
Director.

20. FEBRUARY 28, 1950 MEMORANDUM FROM
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE TO THE SECRETARY OF
THE INTERIOR

From the correspondence files of the De-
partment of the Interior, it appears that a
meeting was held in the Secretary's office on
February 23, 1950; one of the results was this
memorandum:

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
NATIONAL PARKE SERVICE,
Washington, D. C., February 28, 1950.
Memorandum.
To: Secretary of the Interior.
From: Director, National Park Service.
Subject: Echo Park and Split Mountain
Dams.

In accordance with the request made of
me at the meeting in your office on February
23, I have had prepared a statement of facts
and events leading up to the opinion of the
Department’s Solicitor (M. 30471), dated
December 5, 1939,

The proclamation which increased the
Dinosaur National Monument to its present
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size was issued on July 14, 1938 (53 Stat.
2454). It provided that *this reservation
shall not affect the operation of the Federal
Water Power Act of July 10, 1920 (41 Stat.
1063), as amended,” and that “the adminis-
tration of the monument shall be subject
to the reclamation withdrawal of October
17, 1904, for the Brown's Park Reservoir site
in connection with the Green River project.”

When the Federal Water Power Act (now
called the Federal Power Act) was amended
in 1935 (16 U. 8. C., 1946 ed., sec. 796), na-

gtional monuments and national parks in

specific language were excluded from the
term ‘*reservations” as defined and used in
the act, thus removing these areas from the
authority of the Federal Power Commission
with respect to the issuance of power li-
censes. The legislative history of this par-
ticular amendment indicates that it was the
intention of Congress, by excluding national
monuments and national parks from the
terry “'reservations,” to remove all suzgestion
of authority for the granting of such licenses
in these areas and that the purpose of the
amendment was to implement the policy
established in a previous amendment (act of
March 3, 1921, 41 Stat. 1352), which pro-
hibited the granting of such licenses within
the limits as then constituted of any na-
tional park or national monument without
specific authority of Congress. (See So-
licitor’s opinion of Aug. 19, 1838 (53 I. D.
372).)

At the time the preclamation enlarging
Dinosaur National Monument was signed
(July 14, 1938), there had been no opinion of
the Solicitor construing the eflect of the 1935
amendment of the Federal Power Act upon
the administration of the national parks and
national monuments. A little more than a
month later, on August 14, 1938, the Solicitor
rendered the above-mentioned opinion, hold-
ing that the Federal Power Commission does
not have authority to grant licenses for
power works within national parks or na-
tional monuments, whether or not there are
navigable waters within such reservations,
and that, therefore, it is unnecessary to in-
clude in proposed legislation for establishing
or extending national parks or national
monuments a provision designed to limit the
jurisdiction of the Federal Power Commis-
sion.

This opinion did not, however, discuss the
question whether or not the authority of
the Commission could be preserved by an
appropriate provision in a proclamation re-
serving lands for national monument pur-
poses. This question was not railsed until
1939 when, on December 5 of that year, the
Solicitor rendered an opinion (M. 30471) on
the questions (1) whether a national monu-
ment (proposed Sawtooth National Monu-
ment) could be created subject to reclama-
tion withdrawals and power site classifica-
tions; and (2) if so, whether the Federal
Power Commission would thereafter be au-
thorized to grant licenses affecting the classi-
fied lands. In this opinion, it was held that
while, in the light of long and persistent
practice, there can be no reasonable doubt
as to the legal propriety of establishing a
national monument subject to prior reser-
vations for other purposes, it is clear that
the Federal Power Commission is, by the 1935
amendment to the Federal Power Act, ex-
pressly prohibited from granting licenses for
power works within national monuments,
On the question whether this authority
could be preserved in the monument procla-
mation, the opinion stated: “Any attempt
to preserve this authority in the Commission
by specific provision in the national monu-
ment proclamation would be ineffective since
the authority of the Commission has been
prescribed by Congress and cannot be ex-
tended by provisions in an Executive procla-
mation of this character.”

NewTtoN B. DREWRY,
Director.
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21. MARCH 3, 1950: MEMORANDUM FROM NA=
TIONAL PARK SERVICE DIRECTOR TO THE SEC=
RETARY OF THE INTERIOR
UNITED BTATES DEPARTMENT

OF THE INTERIOR,
NationaL PARK SERVICE,
Washington, D. C., March 3, 1350.

Memorandum.

To: Secretary of the Interior.

From: Director, National Park Service.

Subject: A brief on the Echo Park and Split

Mountain Dams versus Dinosaur Na-
tional Monument.

I have submitted, in a separate memo-
randum dated February 28, an answer to
your specific question regarding the right of
the Federal Power Commission to reserve
sites in Dinosaur National Monument.

In this present memorandum I should like
to summarize the main issues relating par-
ticularly to Echo Park Dam and Split Moun-
tain Dam in order to clarify what we be-
lieve to be the position that the Department
finds itself in. These issues are presented
in an effort to be of assistance to you in
reaching a final decision on our recommen-
dation that Echo Park Dam and Split Moun-
tain Dam be not built.

The problem breaks itself down into four
main items, and I shall treat each item sepa-
rately. They are as follows:

(1) Dinosaur National Monument and its
value to the Nation;

(2) Power reservations;

(3) Past agreements and studies made for
and with the Bureau of Reclamation;

f4) Secretary Warne’s committee recom-
mendations and the effect.

1. Dinosaur National Monument and its
value to the Nation: Collectively, the pres-
ent geologic, wilderness, and scenic qualities
of the canyons of the Green and Yampa
Rivers and their adjacent benches and
plateaus within Dinosaur National Monu-
ment are of national significance. Their
combination in natural state, together with
associated geological features constitute an
inspirational and recreational resource of
utmost value to the people of the Naticn.
The topography of Dinosaur National Monu-
ment portrays a living geological story which
challenges the imagination. The recent
geologic history records the work of the rivers
and tributary streams in abrading their
channels even deeper as tremendous internal
forces elevated the land. The monument
formations also present in an outstanding
manner the dynamic story of mountain up-
lift and subsidence, accompanied by fault-
ing and folding, erosion, deposition, and
stream piracy.

There have been two main charges against
the Service's stand that Dinosaur National
Monument should not be sacrificed for dams.
One is that the proposed Echo Park and Split
Mountain Dams will not touch the dinosaur
remains and, second, that noboedy is using
the area at the present time. Both of these
statements are correct. As to the dinosaur
remains, the misunderstandings arise from
the misnomer, Dinosaur National Monument,
It probably seemed logical, at the time the
original 90-acre monument was enlarged to
209,744 acres in order to include the Green
and Yampa Canyons, that the original name
be used. Few will now disagree that a more
appropriate name should have been chosesa
to reflect the main purpose of the enlarge-
ment, which is to protect the scenic grandeur
and the scientific values of the Green and
Yampa River Canyons, originally proposed
for establishment as a national park. This
area fully measures up to the standards for
a national monument.

Relative to the second charge, that the
area is not developed and people cannot en=-
Jjoy it; that is also true, but it is only a tem=-
porary condition. It is impossible to develop
fully an area for public use within a few
years after it has been established. Particu-
larly has this been true in view of inadequate
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appropriatlons for the past several years.
In any event, I believe that you subscribe to
our position that it is a sound policy to de-
velop gradually and protect our natural re-
gources for the use and enjoyment of genera-
tions to come.

2. Power reservations: While the facts per-
taining to the reservation of power in the
monument are covered by a separate memo-
randum, I do want to recall in this general
résumé some of the thinking that went on at
the time that the proclamation was in the
process of being drawn up. On August 9,
1934, Acting Director Demaray wrote the
Federal Power Commission informing them
of the Department’s interest in the estab-
lishment of a national monument in the
Green River and Yampa Canyon area, and
informed them that, while national monu-
ments are established subject to valid exist-
ing rights, it would be preferable from an
administrative standpoint if the existing
power withdrawals could be released. On
December 13, 1934, the Power Commission re-
plied that they would have no objection to
the extension of the monument provided
that there would be no interference with any
issuance of power permits within the monu-
ment boundaries. Following this corre-
spondence, in 1935 (16 U. 5. C. 1946 ed., sec.
796), the Federal Water Power Act, now
called the Federal Power Act, was amended
g0 as to preclude any power development in
any park or monument then established or
to be established in the future. On Novem-
ber 6, 1935, Secretary Ickes, who was much
concerned about the preservation of this
area, wrote the Federal Power Commission
referring to the National Park Service letter
of 1934, stating that he had heard that the
Utah Power & Light Co.'s preliminary per-
mit within the monument had been volun-
tarily withdrawn by taem, and asking
whether the Federal Power Commission
would be willing to go along with the proc-
lamation. On January 9, 1936, the Federal
Power Commission replied that the permit
had been relingquished, but advised that their
stand was similar to that taken in their
letter to the Service on December 13, 1934.
The files indicate quite clearly that there
was a general understanding by the affected
bureaus and the Federal Power Commission
of the Department’s desire and effort to free
the proposed monument from power with-
drawls and a realization that failing this,
the monument was being established sub-
ject to a desire by power interests for de-
velopments at Echo Park and Split Moun-
tain, and subject to the plans of the Bureau
of Reclamation eventually to construct a
dam at the Brown's Park site (the monu-
ment proclamation was made subject only to
this withdrawal) in the northernmost part
of the monument as enlarged. When it was
concluded that Dinosaur National Monu-
ment nevertheless should be enlarged, as it
was in 1938, there was the further realiza-
tion that future requirements might require
that the power issue be more squarely met.
That time has now come. However, the
record 15 clear as to whether, regardless of
their opinions in the matter, the Federal
Power Commission has any right to issue
power permits or grant applications for de-
velopments within the monument. The an-
swer is definitely “No.” The only way that
such action can be accomplished is by a
specific act of Congress. The Solicitor’s opin-
jon (M. 30471) of December 5, 1939, subse-
quent to monument enlargement, contains
this sentence: “Any attempt to preserve this
authority in the Commission by a specific
provision in the national monument procla-
mation would be ineffective, since the au-
thority of the Commission has been pre-
scribed by Congress and cannot be extended
by provision of an executive proclamation of
this character.”

Another occurrence, which has in no way
served to clarify matters, was Reclamation’s
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success, in 1943, in having the Department
issue without our knowledge or consent,
reclamation withdrawals covering the Echo
Park and Split Mountain areas in the monu-
ment. This action we have always consid-
ered as of questionable propriety if indeed
there is any authority for having taken the
action. We have never received from Recla-
mation any answer to our requests for an
explanation, but have made no issue of it
because of possible embarrassment to the
Department and with the realization that
before any dam could be built it would re-
guire approval of the Secretary.

3. Past agreements and studies made for
and with the Bureau of Reclamation: It is
true that the National Park Service has co-
operated with the Bureau of Reclamation
in making a recreational study of the Colo-
rado River. It is also true that during the
process of these studies we considered what
the possible efiect would be upon Dinosaur
National Monument if the Echo Park and
Split Mountain Reservoirs were built. Per-
sonally, I feel that no reservolr studies
should be undertaken in national park or
monument areas. I think your decision to
this effect in connection with the EKings
Canyon National Park was the proper one
to make; however, I realize that in the case
of the Dinosaur National Monument the
questions of future power and reclamation
developments were definitely in mind in
some quarters at the time of its establish-
ment, and a final solution to the problem
of the area's best public use was left open
for future consideration. The results of
subseguent studies have convinced us that
the Echo Park and Split Mountain Dams
should not be bullt unless there is an abso-
lute national necessity as distinguished
from purely local power benefits and recla-
mation subsidies to be derived from the
sale of that power. The overall national
interest in this matter appears to us to be
clear.

Unavoidably, in frank discussions of Ree-
lamation'’s proposals with their officials and
perhaps otherwise, some of our people may
have expressed thoughts, ideas, or personal
opinions as to extent, caliber, worth, and
kind of recreational developments that
might be appropriate in the area if the dams
are built. Some preliminary studies, but no
final ones, have ever been made in this re-
spect, nor do we believe that they should
be unless it is concluded that the monument
is to be abandoned.

The Park Service has always agreed with
the Bureau of Reclamation that the entire
matter should be carefully studied and an-
alyzed, and nothing that I have ever signed
or agreed to with the Bureau has had an
objective other than to get all of the facts
in the open so that a decision could be made
by the Department as to whether congres-
sional authorization should be sought to
build power dams, or any kind of a reservoir
or reservoirs, within the area that is now
Dinosaur National Monument. I do not feel
it fair for anyone to consider these agree-
ments and studies except as an effort to
cooperate. They should not be used against
us in reaching a final decision.

Our efforts have involved many studies
over the years, including a study of the
entire Colorado River Basin. Our agree-
ment and understanding with Reclamation
is that they would undertake a complete
study of the alternate reservoir possibilities,
and certainly our understanding was that
Echo Park Dam would be considered only
the last resort; and only after review of the
issue by the Secretary. While a token ef-
fort has been made by Reclamation in this
respect, all that we have had is one copy
of a mimeographed pamphlet (which we
had to detach from coples of correspondence
to you in order to see it at all) which lists
a few alternate possibilities for project com-
binations in lieu of Echo Park-Split Moun-
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tain. It appears to be slanted to show why
the alternates, notably New Moab-Lodore,
are less desirable. In any case, the conclu-
sion is inescapable that the search for ac-
ceptable alternates outside the monument
has not been pursued with the enthusiasm,
vigor, and thoroughness that have governed
Reclamation’s Echo Park-Split Mountain in-
vestigations within the monument.

Even if the Echo Park project is the best
in the United States, we are not convinced
that there are no alternates or combination
of alternates capable of supplying most if
not all of what is claimed for it. Certainly
the national monument and its values, eco-
nomiec and otherwise, should eount for some-
thing in totaling the score and concluding
what is really in the national interest.

Surely it is not convincing to cite tenta-
tive agreements with the affected States fa-
voring these dams within the monument.
We believe that no such agreements should
have been attempted hbefore the Secretary
had passed upon the desirability of building
Echo Park and Split Mountain Dams.

4. Secretary Warne's committee recom=-
mendation and its effect: The recommenda-
tion of Assistant Secretary Warne's commit-
tee does not, in my opinion, disapprove or
approve the Echo Park Dam. It merely au-
thorizes the construction of certain dams
already on the Bureau of Reclamation’s pro-
gram and approved by the State committees
and the five States in the upper Colorado
River Basin before any work is done on
Echo Park Dam. It also provides that fur-
ther studies be made as to possible alter-
nates to the Echo Park between now and the
beginning of the second phase of the upper
Colorado River program, which would be
January 1, 1855. In the discussions of the
committee in Secretary Warne's office, at no
time was it recalled by Service representa-
tives that the Bureau of Reclamation came
out and stated definitely that there was no
alternate whatsoever for the Echo Park proj-
ect in the upper Colorado Basin overall pro-

gram.
These are the facts in the case as we
know them. I know in addition that you

must take into consideration other matters
of national importance, such as the expedi-
ency of the situation. There is one thing
that this episode brings forward emphati-
cally. It is the need for improved technique
in the Department’s public relations with the
people in the immediate vicinity of this type
of undertaking and with the Nation as a
whole. The principle here involved extends
far beyond this specific case. I most sin-
cerely hope that some arrangement can be
made for future handling of projects such
as this one, or any reservoir project, whether
or not it affects national park lands, where-
by all interested parties, Federal, State, and
individual, including the many conserva-
tion societies, can be simultaneously advised
and brought in for a general discussion at
one time, especially before approval of any
one particular interested group is obtained.
I urge that the proper procedure to accom-
plish this be discussed with your Advisory
Committee on Conservation.

Even in view of the fact that the four
States have already gotten together accord-
ing to the compact and approved a definite
program, I still believe that this matter can
be aired in a general meeting with a repre-
sentative of each State and other groups
interested in the Nation's welfare, and a de-
cision reached along the line of the Warne
committee program. I most sincerely hope
that this can be done.

I agree most heartily with the statement
made by Assistant Secretary Warne, that in
whatever way you decide the issue it will re-
quire the full support of both bureaus in
order to carry out your decision and to ob-
tain the maximum benefit from the decision
reached. I am sure that you can depend on
both the Bureau of Reclamation and the
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Natlonal Park Service to support your decl-
gion wholeheartedly, whether in their opin-
ion they “win, lose, or draw.”
NewrTOoN B. DRURY,
Director.

22, JUNE 27, 1950: MEMORANDUM FROM THE
SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR TO THE BUREAU
OF RECLAMATION AND NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

On April 3, 1950, the Secretary of the Inte-
rior held a hearing on the proposed con-
struction of Echo Park and Split Mountain
Dams as a part of the overall development of
the upper Colorado River Basin.

The conclusions reached by the Secretary
in this memorandum were in turn incorpo-
rated by the Park Service in that agency's
comments on the proposed report of the Sec-
retary on the Colorado River storage project
and participating projects. The memoran-
dum follows:

THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR,
Washington, June 27, 1950.
Memorandum.
To: Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation.
Director, National Park Service.
From: The Secretary.
Subject: Construction of dams in the Dino-
saur National Monument,

The preparation of a comprehensive report
for the development of the upper Colorado
River Basin has posed the question of
whether Echo Park (immediately) and Split
Mountain (eventually) Dams should be built
in the canyon sections of Dinosaur National
Monument. I will not have the final say, but
I must determine whether, as Secretary of
the Interior, I shall approve and recommend
to the Congress a plan that includes these
dams.

The history of the issue is well known to
you and is well documented in the transcript
of proceedings of the hearings I held on
April 3, 1950. I shall not review it here.

I am impressed with the fact that the
waters of the Colorado River constitute a re-
source of paramount importance to the region
and that in view of the arid nature of the
area, my approved plan for the development
of the upper basin must make every practi-
cable provision for the conservation and mul-
tiple use of these waters in the interest of
the people of the West and of the whole
Nation.

I am not unmindful of the public interest
in the inviolability of our national parks,
and in the status, only a little less austere,
of the national monuments. By no prece-
dent of mine would I wish to endanger these
places.

Weighing all the evidence in thoughtful
consideration, I am impelled in the interest
of the greatest public good to approve the
completion of the upper Colorado River Basin
report, including the construction of the
dams in question, because:

(a) I am convinced that the plan is the
most economical of water in a desert river
basin and therefore is in the highest public
interest; and

(b) The order establishing the extension
of the monument in the canyons in which
the dams would be placed contemplated use
of the monument for a water project, and
my action, therefore, will not provide a prece-
dent dangerous to other reserved areas.

I note that the fossils are not in the areas
of the monument proposed to be flooded and
that the creation of the lakes will aid the
public in gaining access to scenic sections of
the Green and Yampa River Canyons. Much
superb wilderness within the monument will
not be affected, excepting through increased
accessibility.

The importance to the growth and develop-
ment of the West of a sound upper Colorado
River Basin program can scarcely be over-
emphasized. I hope that this decision on my
part will promote quick solution of all other
problems connected with this matter so that
we may proceed with such a program.
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I ask the National Park Service and the
Bureau of Reclamation to cooperate fully in
making plans that will insure the most ap-
propriate recreational use of the Dinosaur
National Monument, under the circum-
stances.

Oscar L. CHAPMAN,
Secretary of the Interior.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I under-
stand that the distinguished majority
leader desires to address the Senate. He
does not seem to be present at this time.
I think the proper thing to do is to sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. If he
enters the Chamber in the meantime, I
will request that the order for the quorum
call be rescinded.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Chair recognizes the Senator from
California [Mr. KNowLAND],

THE FARM PROBLEM

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President,
within a short time the Senate will face
a decision on one of the Nation’s most
pressing domestic problems. This prob-
lem was laid before us early in January
by the President of the United States.
At that time he warned immediate action
was necessary to assure the stability of
our agricultural economy and to avoid
the danger of a complete breakdown of
our farm program brought on by large
surplus stocks.

Now—more than 6 months later—the
problem of these surpluses is much more
serious than it was in January. It is so
serious that not only is the welfare of our
farmers at stake but also the welfare of
our entire Nation.

At the present time the Government
has about $61% billion committed to price
supports. Early this session the admin-
istration was forced to request an in-
crease in the borrowing authority of the
Commodity Credit Corporation amount-
ing to $134 bhillion. In the past couple
of weeks the administration has been
forced to request another billion and a
half making a staggering total of $10
billion.

Our responsibility is to meet this prob-
lem fairly and objectively. We must look
at the facts and from these facts form
an agricultural program that will be fair
to farmers, consumers, and taxpayers.
These proposals, developed by the hest
agricultural minds in the country, chart-
ed the course to a sound and permanent
agricultural poliey.

The basic feature of the proposals was
a shift from an emergency wartime pro-
gram of high and rigid price supports en-
couraging all-out production to a peace-
time program of flexible supports adjust-
ing production to our needs.

This, then, is the decision we must
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I would be less than frank if I did not
state that it is unfortunate that the de-
cision must be made at a time of declin-
ing agricultural income, of huge price-
depressing surpluses, and of reduced for-
eign markets. But further delay in
facing the facts will not solve the prob-
lem. These conditions are all part of
the penalty we pay for pursuing an
emergency program after the emergency
has ended. They are to a great extent
the direct result of that program. They
will get heavier rather than lighter the
longer the day of decision is postponed.
This is why we must act now.

There is a weakness on the part of some
individuals that the decision should now
be put off for another year. The very
nature of this proposal indicates a con-
viction by its supporters that a continua-
tion of the program is not sound policy.
They know the program will not work.
But they want just one more year of it.

Mr. President, the “one more” theory
applied to something inherently wrong
is very dangerous. Two, three, or four
evils do not solve a problem. They only
create more evil. In like manner, a
farm program that helped create a seri-
ous problem will not help solve it if it
is continued.

We face the task of enacting agricul-
tural policy. We should judge each pro-
vision of the legislation on the basis of
whether it is a sound and workable
policy. We should not make a decision
which favors one farmer over another
or which favors one part of the country
over another. But, most important of
all, under a guise of helping our farmers,
we must not do anything which our very
conscience dictates will do irreparable
damage to agriculture,

I do not intend to make a detailed
examination of farm policy, but let us
consider a few of the major points in-
volved and see whether they constitute
sound policy.

One of the most certain results of
high and rigid price supports is the crea-
tion of surpluses.

Our present farm program on basic
commodities was designed to assure
farmers a profit and spur production
under emergency conditions. We got
that production and are still getting it
after the need has ended.

We now have a year's supply of wheat
on hand, with a new crop coming up.
This fall we will have enough wheat to
last us 2 years. In the face of this, is it
sound policy to use taxpayers’ money to
encourage the production of more wheat
only to be stored rather than used?

We have enough cotton to meet our
domestic demands for about a year. Is
it sound policy to encourage the produc-
tion of cotton through incentive prices
under such a condition?

We have millions of pounds of dairy
produects in storage—products that have
been scld to the Government rather than
to consumers. Government purchases
are still large—but through the cour-
ageous action of Secretary of Agricul-
ture Benson, in reducing supports last
April, the dairy industry is already mov-
ing toward a healthier condition. Pro-
duction is beginning to taper off. Con-
sumption is picking up. Would it be
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sound policy now to deliberately increase
the support prices so that Government
purchases would inerease and consump-
tion of these products again slip back-
ward?

Mr. President, the inevitable result of
excessive surpluses is waste. Our soil is
needlessly depleted and we face the ever
present danger of spoilage.

Artificially high prices also lead to loss
of markets. Foreign countries no longer
offer us the seemingly unquenchable
markets of a few years ago. Competi-
tion has returned. If we are to share in
world markets we must do so at competi-
tive prices.

Domestically, many of our markets
are largely a matter of price. We have
seen the butter market cut in half—not
because our citizens do not like butter,
but because of price. We have lost some
of our cotton markets because of price.
We have seen our feed market for wheat
dwindle away because of price. To a
considerable extent these commodities
have heen priced right out of the world
market.

Every lost market, domestic or foreign,
simply aggravates the surplus problem.
Our job is to develop an agricultural pro-
gram which will expand markets, not
reduce them.

Another inevitable result of high and
rigid supports is production control.
The higher the support level, the
stronger must be the controls. The Na-
tion’s farmers want less, not more con-
trols, and they do not believe that an
ever-tightening system of production
control is sound policy.

Rigid Government controls are re-
sented by most Americans. The greatest
thing this country has to offer the world
is freedom, and we should do everything
we can to see that every American enjoys
a full measure of it.

The sad truth of controls is that they
take away from farmers, through re-
duced volume, about as much as they give
through higher prices. They also work
a hardship on many farmers—particu-
larly small farmers who have just enough
acres to make a living.

These three great disadvantages—sur-
pluses, loss of markets, and production
controls—go hand in hand with high and
rigid price supports. Every year we pur-
sue such a program, we get further away
from our goal of a free and balanced
agriculture.

This, then, is the decision which will
soon face the Senate of the United States.
The welfare of the Nation demands that
we direct our agricultural program
toward a prosperous future for our farm-
ers. We can do this with the flexible
support program. We can adjust pro-
duction by lowering supports in time of
surpluses and raising them in time of
shortage. We can build new markets
through more competitive prices. We
can move toward a relaxation of Gov=-
ernment controls once we begin to re-
store balanced production.

Mr. President, we will undoubtedly
hear attempts to justify continuation of
high rigid supports on the ground that
they are necessary to prevent a further
decline in farm income. Let me give
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assurance that there is no Member of the
Senate more interested in seeing farm
income raised than I am. California is
one of our leading agricultural States.
Neither is there any one more concerned
with the present decline than President
Eisenhower.

Farm income has declined in 5 of the
past 6 years. It is still declining. This
alone should be convinecing evidence
that high price supports will not and
cannot maintain agricultural income.
This decline has taken place during a
pariod when we have invested more
money in price supports than at any
other time in our history.

In this connection, I commend for the
reading of my colleagues a recently is-
sued pamphlet entitled “Farm Price
Supports—Rigid or Flexible?” It was
written by Dr. Karl Brandt, of Stanford
University. Dr. Brandt declares:

Rigid 90-percent price supports were not
what lifted farm income during the decade
from 1940 through 1940 to a level of high
prosperity. Only the exceptional, almost
unlimited, demand during the war and the
reconstruction period, and our farmers’ full
utilization of this opportunity boosted the
average annual net farnr income from $3.9
billion in 1930-39 to $11.5 billion in 1940-49,
with an all-time record of $16.8 billion in
1947. 'That price supports had nothing to do
with it is evident in the fact that in 1840-49
farm prices stood at an average of 111 per-
cent of parity, cr high above the floors.
Many of them for years pressed hard against
price ceilings.

The net income of farmers depends more
on the volume that can be sold at a prlce
and the costs involved in producing it than
it does on the support the Government
puts under prices.

In our discussion of farm income, we
forget at times that price alone does not
produce income. Income is price multi-
plied by volume. Our farmers can never
be prosperous on price alone. They
must have volume—large volume.
When we maintain artificially high
prices that shut off normal markets and
invite the development of substitutes, we
are damaging farm income just as surely
as through a decline in price.

Let us beware of sacrificing our farm-
ers on the altar of parity. That is a
gage of price, not of income. That
parity is insufficient as a sole objective
of our farm program is shown by the
fact that while in the past 40 years farm
prices have fallen 8 percent in relation
to nonfarm prices, per capita net farm
income has increased 11 percent relative
to per capita income of mnonfarmers.
Thus, since the 1910-14 period, farmers
have improved their net income posi-
tion relative to nonfarmers. They did
this by turning out greater volume and
by increasing their efficiency.

Mr. President, all the discussion which
has taken place during the past year and
a half cannot erase the fact that farm
income is dropping under rigid supports.
In addition, all the economics we know
tell us that income is bound to be higher
under a program that avoids a build-up
of surpluses, that builds both domestic
and foreign markets, that places a pre-
mium on sound management rather
than one that does exactly the opposite.
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There is another vitally important
factor. The administration’s program
is designed to hold price changes to a
minimum. With the setaside of large
amounts of our surpluses, price supports
under the new program will be consid-
erably higher than under provisions of
the present law that will become effective
unless we reach agreement on an ac-
ceptable program. There is also a lim=-
itation of 5 percent a year on changes
resulting from a shift from old to mod-
ernized parity.

Contrast this with what will happen if
we continue the present program until it
collapses under its own weight. It is
this catastrophe, Mr. President, that
Congress seeks to avoid; that the admin-
istration seeks to avoid.

‘We know there is a limit to the amount
of taxpayers’ money we can channel into
a farm program. We do not want our
entire farm program to go down the
drain, as our potato program did a few
years ago, because of excessive costs.

The losses on the investment we have
already put into the Commodity Credit
Corporation will be substantial. Just
how much, no one can say. Actual losses
last year, however, were more than a
quarter of a billion dollars, and the Com-
modity Credit Corporation’s reserve for
losses is now near the billion-dollar
mark.

Since cost figures will be a major con-
sideration in our determination of the
new program, I believe it should be
pointed out that from 1932 to 1953 our
price- and income-support programs on
basic commodities cost more than $4%
billion. This may seem large, but it
could actually be small compared with
losses that will be incurred if we con=-
tinue under our present program.

There are those who assert that our
price supports have cost only about $1
million a year. Mr. President, that is
just not the truth. We spend nearly
three-quarters of that amount each day
just to store our surpluses—to say
nothing of the cost of acquiring them.

I firmly believe, and this administra-
tion believes, that the Government must
help farmers over economic rough spots.
But I believe that funds so spent should
actually help our farmers—not drive
them and the country deeper into an
economic morass.

These basic reasons, then, demand a
change in our agricultural program
now—not a year from now or 2 years
from now.

This is not a partisan issue. Flexible
price supports were overwhelmingly sup-
ported by both parties when enacted in
1948 and 1949. I appeal to my Demo=
cratic and Republican colleagues not to
make the farm program a political issue
now, at the expense of a sound agricul-
tural economic policy. The flexible pro-
gram was developed on a bipartisan
basis. I hope it can be vofed on in the
same manner,

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REcorp at
this point, as a part of my remarks, a
table showing the total cost of the price=
and income-support program on basic
commodities from 1932 to 1953.
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There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

Total cost of price and income suppprt pro=-
gram, 1932-53 on basic commodities

Millions
(a) Price support (loans), 1933-53_.  $20.7
(b) International Wheat Agreement
(export subsidy), 1950-53.... 546.5
(¢) Surplus removal, 1933-53____- 552.0
(d) Acreage allotment payments
under the ACP, 1936-43____. 1,666.3
(e) Acreage allotment and market-
ing quota programs adminis-
tration, 1983-58 - cccccccccua 40.2
(f) Parity payments, 1938-43______ 967.1
(g) Retirement of cotton pool trust
certificates, 193940 __. 1.3
(h) Acreage contract payments, AAA
of 1933, 1933-86__ - ——-———- 505. 6
(i) Agricultural Marketing Act re-
valuing fund, and payments
to stabilization corporation
for losses incurred, 1932-34.. 288.3
Total 4, 588.0

REVISION OF THE ATOMIC ENERGY
ACT OF 1946

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 3690) to amend the Atomic
Energy Act of 1946, as amended, and for
other purposes.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
Secretary will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the call of the roll be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Coorer in the chair). Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered.

The

THE NEW GIVEAWAY: ATOMIC
ENERGY

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, this will
be the first of a series of speeches I con-
template giving on this subject matter,
because in my judgment this bill is of
such vital importance to the economic
welfare of the American people for a
century to come, that I propose to dis-
cuss the subject matter at this time,
under the amendment now pending, and
then, within my parliamentary rights, at
a later time in connection with a dis-
cussion of other features of the bill.

Mr. President, since the explosion of
the first atomic bomb at Hiroshima, on
August 6, 1945, mankind has been aware
of the existence of a great new energy
source which can reshape human society.
In the few years since that date, atomic
technology in the United States has
reached a stage where the use of atomic
energy for industrial purposes can rea-
sonably be foreseen. Of the various uses
of atomic energy which in time will be
made, one of the closest to practical
realization is the utilization of atomic
energy in the generation of electric
power.

Until now the sources of economical
power have been coal, oil, gas, and fall-
ing water. Power prices in our country
have been lowest where these natural re-
sources have abounded. The develop-
ment of atomic energy as a new source of
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power means that within a period of
about 10 years, high-cost power areas
may have made available to them at rea-
sonable prices power produced from fis=
sionable materials. Within 20 years,
power from atomic energy may be as
economical in any area as power now
produced from conventional fuels.
PEOPLE HAVE INVESTED BILLIONS IN
ATOMIC PROGRAM

The people of the United States,
through their Government, have to date
invested about $12 billion in the develop-
ment of atomic energy. Many millions
more will be spent by the Government
before a return from this investment in
the form of peacetime benefits will be
realized. Atomic energy, while not tech-
nically a natural resource, is a great
national resource which must be con-
sidered to be a part of the public domain
and public wealth.

Atomic-energy development in the
United States has proceeded under a
program which up to now has considered
the production, distribution, and use of
fissionable material to be too important
to the national security to be left in pri-
vate hands. This program has been
governed by the Atomic Energy Act of
1946, known as the McMahon Act.

BILL REWRITES M'MAHON ACT

On February 17, 1954, the President
submitted to the Congress a special mes-
sage on atomic energy. He asked the
Congress to approve “a number of
amendments to the Atomic Energy Act.”
Accompanying his message were drafts
of two separate bills prepared by the
Atomic Energy Commission. One of the
bills proposed to amend the McMahon
Act so as to allow for widened coopera-
tion with our allies in certain atomic-
energy matters and to improve proce-
dures for the control and dissemina-
tion of atomic-energy information. The
other bill proposed to amend the act so
as to encourage broader industrial par-
ticipation in the development of peace-
time uses of atomic energy in the United
States.

On June 30, there appeared in the
calendar of the Senate a bill—S. 3690—
prepared by the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy, purporting to make cer-
tain amendments to the Atomic Energy
Act of 1946. Actually, the bill is a com-~
plete rewrite of the McMahon Act, car-
rying over some provisions of the exist-
ing law intact, modifying others, and
adding a number of entirely new sec-
tions. The bill is exceedingly compli-
cated; and the inclusion of many new
definitions, together with cross-referenc-
ing and interrelation of sections, make
it virtually impossible for the Congress
to separate matters so as to take action
at this time on only the more urgent
sections.

Within a few days it was announced
that S. 3690 would be taken up for con-
sideration on the floor of the Senate. At
the time of the announcement, a com-
mittee report on the bill had not yet
been authorized, and committee hear-
ings had not been printed. Transcripts
of the hearings, 1157 pages in length,
were made available to Senators on July
9. The report of the joint committee be-
came available on the afternoon of July
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13, the same day that the bill was made
the business of the Senate.

BILL NOT SUBMITTED IN CONFORMITY WITH

M'MAHON ACT

The framers of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1946 knew that at some future
date, atomic energy would be made
available for industrial use. They wise-
ly anticipated that a future Congress
deliberating on such an important
change in the law would need a com-
prehensive report from the Atomic
Energy Commission on the advisability
and significance of the proposed change
to guide them in their deliberations.
Section 7 (b) of the McMahon Act
reads, in part, as follows:

Report to Congress: Whenever in 1its
opinion any industrial, commercial, or other
nonmilitary use of fissionable material or
atomic energy has been sufficiently developed
to be of practical value, the Commission shall
prepare a report to the President stating all
the facts with respect to such use, the Com-
mission’s estimate of the social, political,
economic, and international effects of such
use and the Commission’s recommendations
for necessary or desirable supplemental leg-
islation. The President shall then transmit
this report to the Congress, together with his
recommendations,

That is what the law provides; that is
what the law Congress passed in 1946
laid down as a requirement for Presi-
dential action. That is a provision of the
law, binding upon the Atomic Energy
Commission as well as upon the Presi-
dent of the United States.

Now let us see whether it was fol-
lowed.

The Atomic Energy Commission has
not yet prepared and presented the re-
port required by section 7 (b) of the
McMahon Act. Mr., President, I wish
to say that, in my judgment, this bill
should not have been allowed to reach
the floor of the Senate until the Atomic
Energy Commission and the President of
the United States had carried out their
obligations under the 1946 act. One
year ago the Commission informed the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy that
such a report at that time would be
premature. The President’s message of
February 17, submitting drafts of pro-
posed legislation prepared by the Com-
mission, and providing for industrial
participation in the atomic energy pro-
gram, made no mention of the required
section 7 (b) report. The testimony of
AEC Chairman Lewis Strauss before the
joint committee, during its June 1954
hearings, cannot be taken as substantial
compliance by the Commission with the
requirement of law.

If a section 7 (b) report is premature,
as the Commission indicated last year
and still appears to believe, judged by its
election not to present the required re-
port, then Congress at this time should
not be undertaking consideration of
S. 3690.

The failure of the Commission to sub-
mit its report raises the serious question
of whether its apparent support of the
administration atomic energy bill is the
result of its independent judgment or
compliance with another Presidential
directive.

The lack of a report on the social,
economic, political, and international
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effects of a change in the present law
to allow private use of atomic energy and
materials is not a matter to be taken
lightly, either by the Congress or by
the people of the United States. The
Congress is entitled, before legislating,
to have available to it the expert anal-
ysis and advice of the Commisgion it
created and charged with administra-
tion of the atomic energy program. In
failing to furnish this required infor-
mation or to explain its failure to do
so, the Atomic Energy Commission in
my judgment has been willfully and seri-
ously negligent in its duty, not only to
the Congress, but also to the American
people, or it is being bypassed.

This section of the law is being by-
passed by the Atomic Energy Commis-
slon; and in my judgment the Commis-
sion is deserving of severe censure from
the Congress. That is what we ought
to be acting up, rather than a bill which
apparently has the support of the Atomic
Energy Commission without the Atomic
Energy Commission ever carrying out its
clear duties and obligations under the
act of 1946.

In the closing days of this session—
with only a few hours in which to study
a 104-page bill and 1,157 pages of hear-
ings and testimony and to listen to de-
bate on the bill on the floor of the Sen-
ate, and without the benefit of expert
advice—the Members of the Senate are
being rushed into a vote on S. 3690 which
might well change the course of history,
and which is certain to have profound
effects on the future economy of our
Nation and the economic well-being of
our people,

I should like to make it very clear that
I have no objection to the participation
of private industry in the atomic energy
program. A number of industrial firms
are already sharing in research and de-
velopment projects with the Atomic En-
ergy Commission, and I am sure we all
look forward to the day when private in-
dustry will be able to maintain its own
plants in the atomic energy field. My
concern is with the apparent rush to
enact this proposed legislation long be-
fore it appears to be required.

At the present time the Commission is
conducting a program involving five dif-
ferent types of atomic reactors. The
Commission has stated that the proba-
bility of producing electricity from nu-
clear fuel at a cost competitive with elec-
tricity from coal, oil, or gas is good. It
has also stated that this does not mean
that such low-cost nuclear power will be
obtained from the very first plants which
might be built, but that it may well come
from succeeding plants which, as a result
of the experience with the first, it should
be possible to construct and operate more
economically.

Testifying before the joint committee
on June 2, 1954, Thomas E. Murray, a
member of the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion, made the following statement:

‘We are only now in the development stage.
We have not yet reached the phase of com-
petitive, commercial application. This is
some years ahead. As I mentioned earlier,
the §-year reactor program submitted to the
committee is aimed at making competitive

nuclear power a reality. If the goal is ac-
complished, our feeling is that only a small
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number of full-scale privately owned and
operated power reactors are likely to be on
the line before 1965—in other words over 10
years from now.

Mr. President, I am confident that pri-
vate capital will not be risked until the
results of Government experiments with
different types of reactor plants are
known, and that it will be at least 5 years
before an application is made by a pri-
vate concern for a license to operate an
atomic powerplant. No new legislative
authority is required for private partici-
pation in experiment work at Govern-
ment test plants. This being the case,
what is the need for wholesale amend-
ment of the McMahon Act at this time?

BILL PRIMARILY AFFECTS ELECTRIC POWER

PRODUCTION

S. 3690 involves questions of Federal
power policy more than atomic energy
policy. When the safeguards for secu-
rity, safety, and health have been taken
care of, provisions for development of
electric power come entirely within the
field of power policy—not atomic policy.
Make no mistake about it, S. 3690 is defi-
nitely and primarily a power bill, but it
is a bill designed to turn over the power
features of the atomic energy program
to private industry rather than to guard
the public interest in its $12 billion in-
vestment in atomic energy production.

Since President Theodore Roosevelt,
Federal power policy has been recognized
as an antimonopoly policy. It may be
recalled that in his James River veto
message President Theodore Roosevelt
said it was his duty ‘“to use every en-
deavor to prevent this growing power
monopoly, the most threatening which
has ever appeared, from being fastened
upon the American people.” Gifford
Pinchot and George W. Norris have
echoed these words. Our first objective
in legislating on the matter of atomic
energy power should be to implement
this policy.

Here once again the Senate of the
United States has an opportunity to
learn from the lessons taught by liberals
who preceded us in the Senate in decades
gone by—Iliberals such as Norris and the
La Follettes, Johnson, McNary, and Dill,
liberals who have written a record for
the protection of the public interest in
a sound Federal power policy necessary
to check the development of a private
utility monopoly.

I ask the simple question, Are we to
make use of the lessons taught by those
great liberals who have gone before us,
who in their day, too, were attacked and
abused as dangerous, creeping Social-
ists, who were charged with an attempt
to set up some kind of State economy,
when all they were trying to do was to
write into the law checks which would
protect the public interest of the people
of the United States against a private
utility monopolistic combine,

They were successful; but here and
now, under President Eisenhower, we
are confronted once again with a re-
actionary administration which seeks to
sell the economic freedom of the Ameri-
can people into a monopolistic economic
bondage. Here is one liberal in the Sen-
ate who is going to call attention again
to the great lessons taught by liberals
before the little fichting band of liberals
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now in the Senate ever trod the carpets
of this historic floor.

It is just as though we were to turn
back the curtain and take a look at the
scene when men such as La Follette,
Norris, and Dill were fighting on the floor
of the Senate and warning the Ameri-
can people as to what would happen if
Congress did not adopt the kind of Fed-
eral power policy which great liberal
Presidents of the United States, such as
Theodore Roosevelt, urged be adopted.
Theodore Roosevelt, in his great veto
message on the James River bill, laid
down basic principles for the protection
of the public interest in a public power
program which are as applicable today
as they were on that day, before the ink
on that veto message was dry.

Federal Power Commissioner Dale E.
Doty in testimony before the joint com-
mittee on June 29, 1953, stated that leg-
jslation for grants or licenses by the
AEC of the privilege of developing atomic
energy should provide standards guiding
the AEC'’s issuance of such granis or
licenses to protect and promote the pub-
lic interest in the development and util-
ization of the electric energy to be pro-
duced from atomic energy, as well as to
protect those public interests in national
defense and security which are particu-
larly associated with the development of
atomic weapons. The grant of the priv-
ilege should depend not solely on the
negative consideration that national de-
fense will not be harmed, but on the
affirmative ground of benefit to the pub-
lic interest in electric power and other
products of the operation of nuclear re=-
actors as well.

ATOMIC POWER DEVELOPMENT PARALLELS WATER=
POWER LEGISLATION 50 YEARS AGO

A statement prepared by the Federal
Power Commission for the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy last year stated
in part:

Current proposals to develop peacetime
uses of atomic energy may involve some of
the same problems faced in 1908 when Fed-
eral waterpower legislation was first pro-
posed and resolved in 1920 when the Federal
Water Power Act was enacted (now pt. I of
the Federal Power Act). For by 1908 the
Nation had in waterpower, as it now has in
atomic energy, a great energy resource, large-
ly undeveloped, but believed to be poten-
tially very valuable. * * * Similarly, today,
the energy resource which the United States
has, as a result of its expenditures of billions
of dollars in atomic weapons research, can-
not be developed without congressional ap-
proval because of Federal proprietary inter-
ests. * * * Thus it becomes pertinent to
test any legislative proposals with respect
to non-Federal development of atomic ener-
gy to see whether the public interest in
atomic energy is protected and benefited as
adequately as the Congress of an earlier
generation sought to do for the Nation's in-
terest in waterpower.

FAILURE TO FROVIDE FOR FEDERAL ROLE IN ATOMIC
POWER GENERATION

In the 104 pages of S. 3690 the matter
of power production from atomic energy
is mentioned only once, and then under
the heading of “byproduct energy.” The
historic safeguards applied for 35 years
during Republican and Democratic ad-
ministrations alike, to protect the public
interest in power resources, are com-
pletely bypassed and neglected in this
administration’s atomic energy bill.
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In my judgment, that was not an over-
sight, either; it was by design. This ad-
ministration does not say anything ex-
cept what I have mentioned, namely, a
very brief provision, because a part of
the program of this administration is
obviously to turn the power potential of
this country over to a private utility mo-
nopoly, and do it under the misnomer
of trying to develop private power and
private enterprise.

I say again what I have said before,
that the trouble with this administration
is that it does not know the difference
between private monopoly and private
enterprise.

The Federal Power Act assumes that
in some instances the public interest will
best be served by Federal development of
a power source. Section 7 (b) of the
act provides that—

Whenever, in the judgment of the Com-
mission, the development of any water re-
source for public purposes should be un-
dertaken by the United States itself, the
Commission shall not approve any applica-
tion for any project affecting such develop-
ment.

But instead the Commission is direct-
ed to submit its findings to the Congress
with appropriate recommendations for
the development of the natural resource.

Public development of power resources
and marketing of power at reasonable
prices is the best way to discourage mo-
nopoly prices in the power field. Public
competition keeps prices in line by
furnishing a “yardstick” for the de-
termination of what is a reasonable price.
A yardstick of this kind will be sorely
needed in the early days of atomic energy
power development and marketing. I
wish to stress this point perhaps above
all others in my speech this afternoon.
I believe that once again a historic issue
has reappeared on the floor of the Sen-
ate. It is the issue represented by the
question: Is the Senate of the United
States going to protect the heritage of all
the people of this country in the power
potential of America by writing into this
bill a public power yardstick guaranty;
or are we going to walk out on these
great statesmen of the past? When this
issue on a previous occasion was before
the Senate, in connection with the de-
velopment of electric power generated
by falling water, they had the foresight
to write such a guaranty into the power
laws of the United States. Yet we have a
bill before us into which those guaran-
ties are not written.

That is why a group of us in the Sen-
ate have submitted and will offer amend-
ments designed to keep faith with the
great leaders of the Senate in the years
gone by, when they wrote such guaran-
ties into the power acts enacted by Con-
gress,

YARDSTICK OR GOLF STICK

There is no public power yardstick in
the pending bill. In fact, sometimes I
wonder what kind of stick is in this
bill. I read with some interest an ar-
ticle in Look magazine entitled “Ike’s
Cronies,” and I noticed some discus-
sion of a very distinguished American, of
whom I am very fond as a golfer, Bobby
Jones. I am not blind to the fact, how-
ever, that he is also a director of one
of the great power companies, the
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Southern Co., and I also know that it is
a major member of the Dixon-Yates
combine, with which the President has
directed the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion to enter into a contract in regard
to not atomic energy, but electric power.

It raises a question in my mind if
what we are doing is substituting the
golf stick for the public power yardstick.
The golf stick does not supply the pub-
lic with any protection.

In submitting the bill to us without
section 7 (b) of the act of 1946 being
complied with, the President of the
United States opens himself up to ex-
actly just such surmises. He opens
himself up to the question: What in-
fluences are being brought to bear, and
by whom, upon the President of the
United States, that he would urge such
a contract and that he would urge such
a bill, without the provisions of section 7
(b) of the 1946 act being complied with,
either by the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion or by the President himself?

PEOFLE AND PRESS BECOMING AROUSED

Mr. President, in my judgment, as a
result of the debate which has taken
place on the floor of the Senate on this
issue, an increasing number of people
all over the country, as my mail and my
telephone calls give evidence, are begin-
ning to become greatly concerned and
alarmed as to what the President of the
United States is up to, and are becom-
ing very much concerned as to what the
proponents of the bill are trying “to get
by with.” The Deople are beginning to
recognize, Mr. President, as they did
years ago when they found, with regard
to the development of power by falling
water, that they must look to their rep-
resentatives in the Congress of the
United States to protect their interests
from a piece of legislation that is ob-
viously bad. It is rather heartening and
reassuring to see the response which
this debate has elicited from the news-
papers of America. It is rather en-
couraging that more and more editors
and increasing numbers of columnists
are raising some signal flags of warning
to the American people that this bill is
not one of those run-of-the-mill bills
in the Senate of the United States. It
is a bill which will have a terrific his-
torical impact upon the economic wel-
fare of the American people for gen-
erations to come.

That is why I think it should be thor-
oughly debated. That is why the Sena-
tor from Oregon is going to cooperate
with other Members of the Senate who
are bound and determined to see to it
that a thorough and full record is made
on the many features of this bill be-
fore the debate comes to a conclusion.

TRIBUTE TO THOMAS L, STOKES

One of the newspaper columnists to
whom I wish to pay a very deserved
tribute and sincere compliment at this
time is Thomas L. Stokes, who, in the
July 16 issue of the Washington Star,
wrote a column under the heading “De-
velopment of Atomic Energy—Fear Ex-
pressed That Private Interests Will Get
an Upper Hand in Utilizing Nuclear Re-
sources."”

In my opinion, Tom Stokes is one of
the great journalists of America. He is
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one of the journalists who, in my opin-
ion, personifies what I consider to be the
primary ethical obligation of free jour-
nalists, namely, to write the truth on the
basis of the facts as he finds them or
honestly believes them to be. He recog-
nizes that favorite old motto, biblical in
origin, of such progressives as the sen-
ior La Follette, who, for many years, on
the masthead of his Progressive maga-
zine in the State of Wisconsin carried
the motto “Ye shall know the truth and
the truth shall make ye free.”

Tom Stokes, Mr. President, has writ-
ten time and time again, on issue after
issue, and, while on a goodly number
of issues I have found myself in dis-
agreement, on the merits, nevertheless,
his writings on those issues have made
me recheck and think through points
of view and conclusions previously
formed. Tom Stokes, in my judgment,
always pushes his pen in keeping with
the great journalistic ethic which I have
Jjust mentioned. As a result, I think he
is one of the great educators of America,
and that he has done much to enlighten
the American people and give them a
better understanding of the facts in-
volved in controversial political issues.
In this particular column, Mr. President,
he has written in keeping with that high
standard of journalistic ethics., He says:

DEVELOPMENT OF ATOoMIC ENERGY—FEAR Ex-
PRESSED THAT PRIVATE INTERESTS WILL GET
AN UrPEr HaND 1IN UTmLizING NUCLEAR RE-
SOURCES

(By Thomas L. Stokes)

It may sound somewhat melodramatic to
say that Congress is on the eve of one of
the great legislative decisions of its long
history.

But that hardly seems an exaggeration as
to what it does about the bill to revise the
Atomic Energy Act that is now before the
Senate,

Unless the bill as it was presented to the
Senate from the Joint Committee on Atomie
Energy is amended to protect the public
against the monopoly that some experts be-
lieve is inherent in its patent and other
provisions, then future generations may be
in for a lot of headaches,

There is a background of experience to
warn us. That is the way we permitted our
earlier source of energy—electricity devel-
oped from water power and steam power—
to be exploited by private combines that
got bigger and bigger and more and more
powerful, took higher and higher tolls from
the consuming public, and finally invaded
and polluted our politics until the Govern-
ment, moving under the impulse of publie
wrath, finally stepped in to straighten it all
out. That wasn’t so long ago, in fact is
still clear in the memory of many of us.

Out of that we developed regulatory laws
that offer a pattern to guide us in develop-
ment of atomic power.

We start fresh now with atomic energy,
with all that experience behind us. We will
indeed be negligent—as well as fools—if
again we let powerful and selfish private
interests get a monopoly grip not only on
atomic power, but also in utilization in other
fields that radiate from the atom—medical
science, agriculture, processing of food, and
850 Oon.

We, the taxpayers, already have invested
#11 billion in atomic development, mostly
for military purposes. We have, therefore,
quite a stake. It belongs to us. The terms
by which we permit private interests to de-
velop atomic power for peacetime uses be-
come consequently the overriding considera-
tion before Congress and with us.
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There will likely be more noise and clamor
about other issues in the Atomic Act revision
bill.

One of these issues concerns how much
we shall tell our allies about military use
of atomic power. Another has to do with
the recent order by President Eisenhower to
the Atomic Energy Commission to purchase
power from a plant to be built by a private
syndicate, instead of having TVA, which has
been the supplier of power for AEC, build
a steam plant and add to its own capacity.
Supporters of TVA in Congress see this ar-
rangement as not only bad business for the
Government and costly to it and the con-
sumer but also as an entering wedge to
hamstring TVA's usefulness as a yardstick.
They are seeking to stop execution of the
contract by amending the atomic energy bill.

These two matters are extremely impor-
tant in themselves, and of considerable pub-
lic import and interest. But the public
should be cautioned not to let these con-
troversies hide what is done about cutting
in private interests on development of atomic
power.

This last involves two changes in present
law. One affects patent rights which here-
tofore have been controlled tightly by the
AEC. Under the bill before the Senate, pat-
ent rights are to be opened to private inter-
ests and under terms which are criticized as
not properly protective against monopoly.
Because of criticism, some alterations were
made. One of these extends for b years the
AEC’s power to require the holders of private
patents to make them available to others
if such patents are important in production
or utilization of nuclear fuels or atomic
energy. But some familiar with the opera-
tion of patent law in such a field still believe
that the public is not adequately protected.

Aside from patents, the bill also author-
izes the AEC to issue licenses to private in-
terests for construction, ownership, and op-
eration of facilities to produce and utilize
nuclear fuel and atomic energy. Ownership
of nuclear fuel still would be retained in
the Government.

It is here that production of power is in-
volved. Yet the bill does not provide for
preferences to public bodies or cooperatives
in distribution of power, either from private
plants that are licensed or from public
atomic powerplants that might be con-
structed by the Government. Such pref-
erences long have been in our laws dealing
with hydroelectric power. It is true that
the utilities are now engaged in a campaign
to break these preferences down and, in
fact, are on the point of success in various
areas—at Niagara Falls, at Clarke's Hill along
the Savannah River in Georgia and South
Carolina, and in some projects being planned
for the Pacific Northwest, among others.

If the utilities could prevent preferences
for public bodies and co-ops in the atomic
energy law, it would be quite a victory at
the very outset. They may get away with
it, of course. They have their highly paid
lobbyists right here, at the ear of your Rep~
resentatives, and you, the public, are always
a long ways off.

I have read the entire Stokes article
into the Recorp, because I think it is
such an excellent one, and contains such
sound warnings as to the dangers of the
bill, that there should be in the RECOrD
reference to a voice other than the voices
of Senators. Here we have the voice of
a great mind in the journalistic profes-
sion, which, in my judgment, in a brief
column, has really gone to the heart of
some of the major dangers of the bill.

I wish to commend Tom Stokes for the
brilliance and the insight he discloses
in his analysis of the bill. I urge my
colleagues in the Senate to heed his
warning, because something tells me
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that as the American people come to
understand that warning, they are going
to heed it, and if Members of the Sen-
ate do not follow a course of action in
amending the bill consonant with the
warnings which Tom Stokes has set forth
in his column they will ask a good many
questions, one of them being, “Why
didn’t you heed it?”
THE BILL MAKES NO PROVISION FOR HISTORIC
POWER SAFEGUARDS

Experts from the Atomic Energy Com-
mission have testified before the Joint
Committee that atomic reactors which
10 years from now can be expected to
produce power at 7 mills per kilowatt-
hour or less are likely to be plants of
100,000 kilowatts of electrical generating
capacity or larger, costing many millions
of dollars. Only the Federal Govern-
ment or large corporations or investment
trusts will be able to finance projects of
this magnitude. For at least 20 years
the people of the United States will have
to depend upon giant private power com-
binations or the Federal Government for
their supplies of power produced from
atomic energy.

Section 44 of S. 3690, the administra=-
tion’s proposed new Atomic Energy Act,
is the “power section” of the bill. It
provides:

Byproduct energy: If energy which may be
utilized is produced in the production of
special nuclear material at production or
experimental utilization facilities owned by
the United States, such energy may be used
by the Commission, or transferred to other
Government agencies, or sold to publicly or
privately owned utilities or users at reason-
able and nondiscriminatory prices. If the
energy produced is electric energy, the price
shall be subject to regulation by the appro-
priate agency, State or Federal, having juris-
dictlon.

Section 44 is one of the sections which
was carried over intact from the 1946
MecMahon Act. It was written when the
atomic energy program was centered pri-
marily upon the development and pro-
duction of atomic weapons. As stated
in the minority report of the Joint Com-
mittee on S. 3690, this section was writ-
ten when atomic power was still a re-
mote possibility and the section pertain-
ing to its production was embryonic.
Now that we stand on the threshold of
the atomic power era and consider leg-
islation designed to usher it in, singular,
indeed, is the fact that the new legisla-
tion does not enlarge upon the embryo,
so far as AEC production of atomic
power is concerned.

Despite the fact that the Atomic En-
ergy Commission has assumed the role
of power broker with regard to the
Dixon-Yates long-term contract which it
is entering into in compliance with a
Presidential directive, if not stopped, the
AEC has steadily maintained that it
wants to stay out of the atomic power
business. Chairman Strauss describes
the AEC’s planned power reactor pro-
gram for the next few years as a mini-
mum program by choice. This role
seems to have Presidential approval.
President Eisenhower said in his message
of February 17:

The creation of opportunities for broad-
ened iIndustrial participation may permit
the Government to reduce its own reactor
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research and development after private in-
dustrial activity is well-established.

A draft of the proposed legislation ac-
companying the President’s message
contains this interesting language:

Nothing in this act shall be construed to
authorize the Commission to engage in the
sale or distribution of electrical energy for
commercial use except such energy as may
be produced by the Commission incident to
the operation of research and development
facilities or facilities for the production of
fissionable material.

The majority report of the joint com-
mittee on S. 3690 apparently construes
this restriction to apply to section 44,
It states in this regard:

This section will permit the Commission
to dispose of that utilizable energy it pro-
duces in the course of its own operations,
but does not permit the Commission to enter
into the power-producing business without
further congressional authorization to con-
struct or operate such commercial facilities,

ADVERSE EFFECT UPON PUBLIC BODIES AND

RURAL ELECTRIC CO-OPS

Rural electric power systems and other
small producers and distributors of
power today generate only a small per-
centage of the power they use. About
half of their power is obtained from
commercial power companies, and about
30 percent from the Federal Govern-
ment. The great number of these sys-
tems represents a tremendous financial
investment by American small business-
men and farmers.

In the not too distant future, power
produced from nuclear sources will be
lower in cost than power from conven=-
tional sources, if the atomic powerplant
is large enough. If the smaller systems
are unable to obtain the cheaper power
from the Federal Government the utility
giants will be in a position to victimize
them or to put them out of business by
refusing to furnish them with cheap
power and underselling them on the cus-
tomer market. The history of monopoly
big business in America shows that the
giants of industry have not hestitated
to resort to such practices when the op-
portunity has been afforded them.

Not only have they not hesitated, but
that has been their policy; not only
have they not hesitated, but that is the
chief device they use for squeezing the
small operator out of business. Yet we
have the administration coming forward
with a bill having in it not a word which
will protect the interests of the rural
electric cooperatives of the United States,
once the private utilities begin to pro-
duce power generated from atomic en-
ergy. To the contrary, we have in the
report filed with the bill, and in the pro-
nouncements of the President of the
United States contained therein, clear
proof and evidence that the President
does not intend that the cooperatives and
the small-business men shall be protected
by public-preference clause from this
kind of squeeze play, which has charac-
terized the development of monopoly in
the United States throughout our history.

That is why, with some emphasis, I
raise this warning today. That is why
I want to be certain that the Recorp is

clear because, Mr. President, the record
must be made on this point, so that no
Member of the United States Senate can
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ever go back to his constituents and say,
“I did not understand that. That was
not called to our attention. It was a
very long bill and the report was exten-
sive. It came up in the dying days of
the 83d Congress. I never knew that
that matter was involved in the bill. I
am sorry, but, you know, I am so busy
in Washington, I have so many things to
do, and the strain, stress, and work of the
job is so terrific that sometimes these
details just slip by me.”

Mr. President, this is one detail I do
not intend to let slip by the knowledge
of any Member of the United States Sen-
ate, if my warning them can call their
attention to it. I am putting it into the
Recorp now, and next week, on various
occasions, I shall repeat it, so that the
warning flag will be up.

There is no provision in the bill to
protect the cooperatives and the small-
business men and the electric-power con-
sumers from being transgressed upon by
the private monopolies which will come
to dominate the atomic-energy field if
the bill in its present form becomes law.

Those who can read know of the warn-
ing, and those who can understand the
English language can see for themselves
that there is no protection in this bill
for the little people of Ameriea. Sena-
tors will have a chance next week to vote
on some amendments that will correct
this glaring deficiency in the bill, because
Senator GiLLETTE and other Senators of
whom I am proud to be one, has intro-
duced an amendment which will incor-
porate in the bill a public preference
clause. This, in conjunction with sec-
tion 44 and a new section 45 proposed by
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. JOHN=
son], would provide a public power yard-
stick. The Johnson amendment would
make it possible for the Atomic Energy
Conimission and Federal power agencies
to proceed to generate power in Govern-
ment plants for Government use and to
be marketed to co-ops, PUD’s, industry,
and private utilities. That does not
mean the Government will not also buy
power from private utilities.

Many who are discussing this subject
are dealing in nonsense and hogwash.
Advocates of the bill talk about protect-
ing the public, but at the same time deny
the jurisdiction, authority, and power of
the Atomic Energy Commission, or some
other agency of the Government, to pro-
ceed to build atomic energy plants ca-
pable of producing power on a commer-
cial basis and making such power avail-
able as a public power yardstick.

Mr. President, I was somewhat amused
earlier this afternoon when I heard a
speech on the Republican side of the
aisle comparing TVA to some sort of a
communistic enterprise in the United
States, I thought it was a very funny
speech. But it is a speech the American
people are going to hear about between
now and November 1954, because, in my
judgment, it lays down one of the car-
dinal principles of the economie philoso-
phy of the Eisenhower administration in
respect to TVA. Ishall await with inter-
est the repudiation of that principle from
the White House any time between now
ard election day in November 1954.

Mr. President, when Republican Sen-
ators rise on the floor of the United
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States Senate and make that kind of
speech and preach that kind of political
dozma, I intend to be one who will hold
them politically responsible for that
kind of attitude. There it is now, as an
historical faet, for all to read in the
CONGRESSIONAL REcorp—a speech which
leaves no room for doubt that there are
those who think that TVA apparently
has some kind of a communistic pat-
tern connected with it; whereas the Sen-
ator from Oregon asserts here today that
TVA is one of the mighty pillars—yes,
it is one of the keystones—in the great
temple of American private enterprise,
because it is one of the fine cooperative
ventures between Government and priv-
ate industry that makes possible a strong
private enterprise system in the Ten-
nessee Valley.

The suggestion, Mr. President, that the
people of the United States had been
subjected to some kind of a communistic
pattern by one of the greatest Presi-
dents anc one of the greatest liberals,
in my judgment, who ever lived in the
history of the United States, Franklin
Roosevelt, demonstrates itself for the
nonsense that it is.

The Republican Party is going to find,
before it gets through with the TVA issue,
Mr. President, that once the American
people come to have their memcries re-
freshed as to the sound economic and
political prineiples upon which the TVA
was founded, they will not be ready to
destroy TVA.

I was highly amused when it was sug-
gested, in the Republican speech made
this afternoon to which I have referred,
that the American people in other areas
of the country are weary of paying tax
dollars for the benefit of people of the
Tennessee Valley. The fact is that in
the Tennessee Valley we are dealing with
great self-liquidating projects which
have created, and are creating, tax dol-
lars which are going into the Treasury
amounting to many times the cost of
such projects.

The tax dollars, coming from new in-
dustries, that flow into the Treasury
because of the impetus produced by the
TVA and the powerful shot in the arm
it has given to private enterprise in the
Tennessee Valley, are so many times
greater than the small amount private
utilities in that area would ever pay into
the United States Treasury, if they were
allowed to keep their stranglehold over
the economic life of the Tennessee Val-
ley, that all it takes is a pencil and a pad
of paper and a knowledge of second-
grade arithmetic to convince anyone
that the Tennessee Valley Authority is
one of the soundest economic projects in
which the American people ever invested
their money.

I wish to summarize that point, Mr.
President, because it is vital to those of
us who live in the Pacific Northwest. We
hear the same phony argument in the
Northwest about our multipurpose
dams. We are accustomed to the argu-
ment that those of us who are advocat-
ing great multipurpose dams are creep-
ing Socialists. Well, at least that is a
kinder description than used to be some-
times applied to Norris. That is a kinder
description than used to be applied to
the elder La Follette, Dill, Couzens,
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Borah, Ladd, Johnson, and the other
liberals who preceded us in the Senate,
and who fought for the development of
a sound power policy. But even if
harsher words were used, I do not in-
tend to let the critics get away from the
economic fact that the self-liguidating—
which means self-paying—multipur-
pose dams which have been built in the
Pacific Northwest have resulted in the
development in that area of private en-
terprise that would be almost non-
existent if the Government had not,
through those dams, made cheap power
available in the Pacific Northwest.

Our economic future depends upon
cheap power. One reason the Senator
from Oregon fights so vigorously on the
floor of the Senate against the develop-
ment of the so-called partnership scheme
of the President of the United States is
that he knows it for what it is. It is
but a clever smokescreen in an attempt
to hide the effort to undermine the mul-
tiple-purpose-dam program of the Pa-
cific Northwest and to turn these great
public resources over to a private-utility-
monopoly combination. So I raise my
voice against it when I see it showing
its ugly head in connection with this
atomic-energy program, because it is
identical to, and represents again, at but
another peint, the undermining and un-
dercutting attack by the President of the
United States upon the people’s heritage
in the mnatural-resource potential of
America.

Mr. President, we have to fight on this
point. We have to fight on it here in
the Senate, and we must fight on it on
the hustings. We must take it to the
political platforms of the country. We
must fight on it wherever this issue is
raised for consideration by free men and
women, because I believe that it is no
mere phrase or figure of speech or mat-
ter of language, but it is a statement,
a verbal symbolism, that presents a pro-
found truth, when I say, as I said yes-
terday afternoon on the floor of the Sen-
ate, and as I have said again today, and
as I now repeat, that the great danger
of this bill, in its present form, is that
if enacted in the form in which it is
now written, the Congress, including the
Senate, will sell the American people for
generations to come into a monopolistic
economic bondage until such time—if the
bill is enacted—that it is erased from the
statute books.

So my plea is not to enact the bill in
the first instance. My plea is that this
is the time to prevent the kind of eco-
nomic slavery this particular bill rep-
resents; this is the time to strike a blow
for economic freedom for the private-
enterprise system in the United States,
because there is no connection between
private monopoly and private enterprise.
Private monopoly is equivalent to eco-
nomic fascism and communism. Mr,
President, it makes no difference whether
the welfare of the people is subject to
dictation by economic fascism or by eco-
nomic communism. The fact is that if a
segment of the economy is turned over
to a monopolistic combine, that combine,
not the people or their Government, rules
the economie life of the people.

I know that in the haste and the stress
of the many issues that today are bom-
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barding the thinking of the American
people, it is necessary to be on guard
against intellectual fatigue on the part
of the public. I think some symptoms of
such fatigue are to be found today in
the Nation. The people are so perplexed
and confused, that they are saying
“What are we to believe? We hear one
thing, and then we hear another. We
are simply exhausted over the conflict-
ing points of view.”

As a result of such intellectual fatigue,
Mr. President, many persons are yield-
ing to the self-satisfying and self-com-
forting psychological reaction of wish-
ful thinking. They want to believe what
they want to believe. They simply do
not want to believe that an administra-
tion would permit the development of
the kind of danger about which I am
warning today, and so they have a tend-
ency to take comfort in the old rationali-
zation, “Why, it just cannot be so; that
just cannot happen.”

But, Mr. President, again I point out
that it is happening. Again I warn the
American people to remember that the
tremendous power of the big business
forces in the United States, that is rep-
resented by this administration, are
taking over the people’s rights in the
field of natural resources, on issue after
issue. We have been fighting, and we
have fought, at this session of Con-
gress. We have lost some battles; but
when we have been turned back we have
remained grouped in orderly fashion,
awaiting another day when we will go
forward.

I am pleading that we do not turn this
contest into another defeat for the
principles of power policy developed over
50 years. I am pleading that a ma-
jority of the Members of the Senate
recognize, before it is too late, that with
this bill we find a line on which to make
the fight for the preservation of the
public’s interest and. the public’s rights
in the development of atomic energy for
the benefit of future generations of
Americans, not for the selfish benefit of
the profiteering dollars of the tribute
takers, the private utility would-be mo-
nopolists.

WE NEED A POSITIVE PROGRAM OF FEDERAL

POWER DEVELOPMENT

If the people of the United States are
to realize the maximum power benefits
from their $12 billion investment in the
atomic energy program—if they are not
to become the victims of monopoly power
practices in the atomic power field—a
positive program of atomic power pro-
duction by the Federal Government is
essential.

TRADITIONAL SAFEGUARDS FOR UTILITY CONTROL
OMITTED

Section 7 (a) of the Federal Power Act
provides that in issuing preliminary per-
mits or licenses for the development of
any waterpower resource, “the Commis-
sion shall give preference to applications
therefor by States and municipalities”
provided the plans of such public
agencies are equally well adapted to
meeting the requirements of the act for
full use of water resources, ‘Munici-
pality” is defined to mean “any city,
county, irrigation district, drainage dis-
trict, or other political subdivision or
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agency of a State competent under the
laws thereof to carry on the business of
developing, transmitting, utilizing, or
distributing power.”

Public preference clauses in power
laws give the people who own the natural
resources the first chance at developing
those resources. A local body is limited
as to power sites, while a private utility
company may have many opportunities
to invest its capital in other locations.
In the event that a public body some day
is able to finance its own atomic power
plant, it should have a preference over
an outsider who desires to sell power in
its area when it comes to getting a license
for a power plant from the Atomic
Energy Commission. The administra-
tion's atomic energy bill contains no such
public prefereice clause in the licensing
section.

On May 10, 1954, Walker L. Cisler,
president of the Detroit Edison Co., rep-
resenting a group of privately owned
electric power, industrial, and engineer-
ing firms associated in the Dow
Chemical-Detroit Edison & Associates
atomic power development project, testi-
fied before the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy. Mr. Cisler submitted a
written statement which read in part:

The power companies engaged in this proj-
ect are seeking the opportunity to utilize this
new source of heat energy from atomic re-
actinn, in common with all others at any
time engaged in electric power production,
without favoritism or preference for any
public or private body. * * *We do not be-
lieve that private industry should have any
preference as against the Federal Govern-
ment or units of local government. Simi-
larly, the Federal Government should not
create a preference giving to itself or local
units of government a preference against
private industry.

What could be clearer? That spokes-
man for the private monopolies said, in
the course of his testimony, they are
seeking this asset without having any
public preference provision written into
the law.

PRIVATE UTILITIES HAVE INSIDE TRACK

Private power companies are already
engaged in the atomic energy develop-
ment program. As was shown in the
joint committee hearings, public bodies
other than the Federal Government have
been unable to participate in the power
development program. Present partici-
pation by the private companies assures
that they will be the first to apply for
and obtain licenses for atomic power
production. Lack of knowledge in the
field and financial limitations make it
extremely unlikely that for many years
the States or municipal groups will be
able to enter the area of atomic power
production.

Representatives of the giant utilities
who demanded that the new Atomic
Energy Act be written without public
preference clauses obviously had two
things in mind, one, they wanted a bill
which contained none of the usual safe-
guards of the public interest contained in
the Federal Power Act, and two, they
were looking ahead to the time, 2 or 3
decades from now, when some of the
lazger public bodies might consider
building their own atomic powerplants.
The representatives of the people in the
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Senate should be equally farsighted and
act now to protect the public interest.

Every law governing federally gener-
ated power in the last 50 years has con-
tained a provision according preference
to munieipal, cooperative or other public
bodies in the purchase of power from
Government projects. It would avail
these bodies little if the Federal Govern-
ment were allowed to produce and mar-
ket power but they were unable to buy
it. Section 44 of the administration
atomic energy bill, covering the market-
ing by the Atomic Energy Commission
of byproduct electric energy, contains
no such preference provision. The sec-
tion should be amended in line with the
established Federal power policy and
program ; and we intend to offer such an
amendment next week.

A BLANK CHECE FOR THE PRIVATE UTILITIES

Safeguards to protect the public inter-
est have been formulated by Congress
over the years and incorporated in the
licensing provisions of the Federal Power
Act. Aside from section 271, providing
that nothing in the act shall affect the
authority or regulations of Federal,
State, and local regulatory agencies, S.
3690 contains no recognition of the pub-
lic interest in securing electric energy
from this new source at the lowest pos-
sible rates consistent with sound business
practices and the right of the atomic
power licensee to obtain a reasonable
profit on his investment.

The bill does not contain a provision
requiring agreement by the applicant
for a license, where the end is generation
of electric power for sale, to claim no
more than its net investment in such
facilities for ratemaking purposes.

There is no provision for the right of
the United States, after reasonable no-
tices, to take over, maintain, and operate
a facility at the end of the license period
on payment to the licensee of its net
investment.

There are no provisions in the bill
setting up specific hearing and notice
procedures in connection with license
applications to assure full protection of
the rights of interested parties.

The bill lacks provisions for Federal
accounting control of licensees where
such licensees are not also engaged in
the transmission of electricity or sale of
electricity in interstate commerce for
resale.

These and other safeguards of the
public interest in power production and
marketing are conditions attached to
all licenses for hydroelectric power de-
velopments under the Federal Power Act.

Why not have them in this bill? The
reason, I think, is obvious, because
through this bill the private utilities are
making a concerted drive to obtain mo-
nopolistic control over the production of
electric power from atomic energy, and
they are receiving the complete, whole-
hearted cooperation of the Eisenhower
administration. If they did not have it,
the administration would have written
into the bill some of the safeguards I
have just enumerated. They are safe-
guards that are found in or govern every
single hydroelectric power bill enacted
by Congress in pursuance of what has
been our Federal power program.
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As indicated by the Federal Power
Commission statement previously quoted,
they should be applied to licensing for
atomic-power production in order to as-
sure that the public interest in this great
new resource is protected. The admin-
istration’s-atomic-energy bill would al-
low the Atomic Energy Commission to
turn over to favored utility companies a
resource in which the people have al-
ready invested $12 billion, and which has
a value many times that amount, under
licenses unconditioned except for the re-
quirements of national security and pub-
lic health and safety.

The attitude of the President and his
party with respect to the benefits ex-
pected by the people from the atomic-
power program apparently coincides
with that of the National Association of
Manufacturers, which quoted in its book-
let, Free the Atom, the following state-
ment made by Mr. Alfred Iddles, presi-
dent of the Babcock & Wilcox Co., one
of the companies now participating in
the atomic program, at a hearing of the
joint committee last year:

The argument has been made that the
United States taxpayers, who have paid the
bill to the extent of some $10 billion to
date in the development of atomic energy,
will not receive any return on their invest-
ment if the law is modified to permit private
industry to utilize the accumulated knowl-
edge, and that only a relatively few indus-
trial companies will benefit. We believe
that the taxpayers’ expenditures have been
primarily a military investment and, as such,
we have already received the benefit in terms
of national security at a critical period when
equal security was unobtainable by other
than atomic weapons.,

Is not that inferesting? I do not
know how dumb he thinks we can be.
But let us analyze that statement for
a moment. What Mr. Iddles is trying
to say, and trying to get by with, is that
because in the first instance we spent
the money in order to develop an atomic
energy program for the production of
atomic weapons, the American people
have received all the benefit that should
accrue from the expenditure of $12 bill-
lion of their own money, and therefore
any other benefits which may accrue
from this expenditure ought to go to
private monopoly.

I have heard a great deal of non
sequitur reasoning in my life. I have
listened to a great many fallacies auda-
ciously advanced. As a lawyer I have
observed much special pleading. But I
do not know that I have ever seen a
clearer example of an affront to the in-
telligence of the American voter than
that statement by the representative of
monopoly. Of course we developed the
atomic energy program as a defense
measure for the production of atomic
weapons which would help us win the
war against the enemies who confronted
us in World War II. But it does not
follow that when the war is over we
should then give any investment we
made in the development of a great proj-
ect that can produce tremendous guan-
tities of power for the benefit of all the
people through a private enterprise sys-
tem, to a group of private monopolists.
It does not follow because such projects
helped win the war, that out of a feeling
of charity engendered by the good for-
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tune we had in winning the war, we
ought to give all the economic benefits
flowing from such projects to private
monopoly.

I do not know whether Mr. Iddles
knows it or not, but if he does not I
will let him on a big secret. The Amer-
ican people would laugh at him if he
should try seriously to get them to ac-
cept his argument that now, out of a
sense of deep gratitude because the
atomic energy program produced atomic
bombs which helped to win the war, they
should turn over to private monopoly
the peacetime benefits of the program.

If there remains any doubt of the in-
tention of big business to take over the
people’s atomic power resource and ex-
ploit it without regard for the publiec
interest, it should be dispelled by that
statement of the spokesman of the Na-
tional Association of Manufacturers.

PATENT PROVISIONS INVITE MONOPOLY

The huge expense involved in atomic
power plants will limit the amount of
competition which will exist in the
atomic-energy power field. If the ad-
ministration has its way, there will be
little or no competition for the giant
utility companies from the Federal Gov-
ernment. Conditions are ripe for the
giants to establish a monopoly in the
atomic power business.

One of the things that ean assure that
there will be a monopoly cperation in
the field of atomic power is the possibil-
ity that the few companies now engaged
in atomic research and development in
the Government program may, by virtue
of their experience and their position of
being “on the spot” where inventions
and discoveries occur, get patent equi-
ties and so preclude prospective com-
petitors from entering the field and
availing themselves of the atomic tech-
nology which has been paid for with the
tax money of the people of the United
States.

Mr. Iddles, the president of a company
which has been in on the ground floor of
the atomic-development program, who
testified at a May 10, 1954, hearing of the
joint committee was asked the following
question:

Do you feel that it would be reasonable if
some device could be worked out so that no
undue advantage in the patent field either
by past experience or equipment or anything
of that kind might accrue to certain so-
called favored companies for a period of
time?

Again Mr. Iddles revealed the attitude
of big business in the atomic-energy
program when he answered:

I will remark that whereas this is not a
generality applying to all manufacturers, it
happens that all of my competitors are al-
ready in the business, and if I can beat them
out in doing the next job in competition
better, and get a patent on it, I ought to be
able to do so. They have all supplied the
equipment.

That is generous of him, is it not?
The generosity of the big business “boys”
is remarkable. However, it is a gener-
osity that is directed only at selfish ag-
grandizement. They seek to be gen-
ercus only in connection with a Govern-
ment program that enhances their in-
terests. That is exactly what Mr. Iddles’
testimony means. What he is really say-
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ing is, “I am going to get it if I can. To
heck with the public interest.”

That is why in the Senate we have the
watchdog job resting on our shoulders.
That is why we sit here as the guardians
of the public interest. That is why we
must make certain that legislation does
not go through the Senate which would
promote the kind of selfish interest and
selfish economic philosophy demonstrat-
ed by Mr. Iddles in his testimony last
year before the joint committee.

The Atomic Energy Act of 1946 bans
patents for inventions or discoveries
which concerned the production of fis-
sionable materials or the utilization of
such material in atomiec weapons. Pat-
ents could be granted in the nonmilitary
field, but they were subject to a “public
interest” declaration under stated con-
ditions, in which case the Atomic Energy
Commission and its licensees automati-
cally were entitled to their use, with
reasonable compensation to the owner.

S. 3690 provides in section 152 that
whenever a patent has been declared af-
fected with the public interest, the Com-
mission automatically is licensed to use
the invention or discovery covered by
the patent, but another person desiring
to use the patented invention or discov-
ery must apply to the Commission for a
patent license, which the Commission has
the discretion to grant under certain con-
ditions.

Under the McMahon Act the declara-
tion of a patent to be “affected with the
public interest” was mandatory, provided
that (a) the invention or discovery cov-
ered by the patent utilizes or is essential
to the utilization of fissionable material
or atomic energy, and (b) the licensing
of such invention or discovery is neces-
sary to effectuate the policies and pur-
poses of the act.

Under the new administration bill an
applicant for a patent license must prove
to the =atisfaction of the Commission
that the use of the invention or discovery
is of primary importance to the use of
fissionable material or atomic energy,
and of primary importance to the effec-
tuation of the policies and purposes of
the act.

Section 105 (a) of S. 3690 applies the
stringently limited test of primary im-
portance in contrast with broader con-
ditions under which patents are now
deemed to be affected with the public
interest under tie McMahon Act.

The patent owner is entitled to a hear-
ing on the matter of whether or not the
discovery or invention is affected with
the public interest, and it is a possibility
that if he were overruled in his argument
that the patent should be withheld from
the public interest sphere, he could ap-
peal the Commission’s decision to the
courts and delay the issuance of licenses,
perhaps for years.

After the Commission has declared the
invention or discovery to be affected with
the public interest, the applicant could

then file his license application under
section 152 (b) of the bill. The Com-

mission, under the bill, would be em-
powered to grant the license if it finds
that the use of the invention or discovery
is of primary importance to the conduct
of the activity in which the applicant
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proposes to engage, which in the usual
case would be the production of power.

An additional condition to be met by
the applicant after satisfying all of the
primary importance tests is contained in
section 152 (e) of the bill. The appli-
cant would have to prove that he could
not otherwise obtain a patent license
from the owner of the patent on terms
which the Commission deemed to be
reasonable for the intended use of the
patent to be made by the applicant.

It can readily be seen that it would
be a difficult thing for a newcomer into
the field of atomic-energy power pro-
duction to obtain licenses for the use of
patented discoveries or inventions which
would be necessary to engage in the
manufacturing of atomic-energy power.
As stated in the minority report of the
joint committee on S. 3690:

The application that can survive this pro-
cedure will be an Iimpressive one indeed.
The patent attorneys may derive more satis-
faction from section 152 than the would-be
user of the invention.

S0-CALLED COMPULSORY LICENSING WOULD EE.
SHORT LIVED

The administration bill provides final-
ly with regard to the patenting of in-
ventions and discoveries that the provi-
sions for the so-called compulsory licens-
ing of patents shall expire on September
1, 1959. I have previously quoted testi-
mony to show that the reactor-develop-
ment program will take at least 5 years,
and that it will be more than 10 years
before more than a few companies will
enter the field of atomic power produec-
tion and marketing. Provisions for li-
censing the use of patented discoveries
and inventions which are limited to 5
years will, in my judgment, accomplish
little in the way of preventing the estab-
lishment of a patent monopoly by the
favored companies now participating in
the atomic-energy development pro-

gram.

Section 151 (e) of the bill would re-
quire persons who have made or here-
after make any discoveries or inventions
useful in the production or utilization
of special nuclear material or atomic
energy to file a report with the Com-
mission, containing a complete descrip-
tion of the discovery or invention unless
such description is contained in an appli-
cation for a patent filed with the Com-
missioner of Patents.

Although drastic penalties are pro-
vided for violations of certain provisions
in the bill, no penalty is provided for
failing to report inventions or discov-
eries under section 151 (e¢).

At the present time Government con-
tracts with private participants in the
atomic-energy develcpment program
contain so-called type A, B, and C patent
clauses, which require those who make
discoveries or inventions while engaged
in the program to turn them over to the
Government.

In his testimony before the joint com-
mittee on May 10, 1954, Mr. Albert Iddles
was asked about the possibility of com-
panies now participating in the program
using their favored position to advan-
tage in the matter of patents. I should
like to quote from pages 97 and 98 of the
joint committee hearings an exchange
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of questions and answers between Repre-
sentative CHET HoLIFIELD and Mr, Iddles:

Representative HoLFIeLp. You want to
place your company in the position that be-
cause of this long experience it can step in
and get patent equity advantages, and at the
same time preclude others not having had
that experience and not being fortunate
enough to obtain some of the future limited
contracts from obtaining the advantage of
this technology which has been paid for by
the people's money, is that not true? That
is your position?

Mr. InoLes. It happens that the Atomic En-
ergy Commission has been extremely suc-
cessful in preventing our monopoly, and our
competitors have been equally well-provided
with opportunities.

Representative HoLIrteLp. That is true, but
that is because the McMahon Act had pro-
visions in it and because the contracts had
clauses in them. I notice as part of your
testimony that you advocate that the Atomic
Energy Commission—on page 2 of your testl-
mony:

It is expected that this change will lead
to a corresponding modification in the pat-
ent clauses used in research and develop-
ment contracts issued by the Commission
and its prime contractors. So what you are
in effect asking is that if no patent pro-
visions are put in the bill, that the Commis-
sion also refrain from using type A, B, and
C patent clauses, which it now puts in its
different contracts, and which has given to
the Government that protection which you
mentioned. Is that not true?

Mr. IopLEs. I hope that the new law dces
eliminate those clauses because I know of
several instances in which companies have
had bright ideas that they have not divulged
to anybody because they would not give them
out.

Representative Horrrrern. That is a very
interesting statement on your part. We
have been contracting with these com-
panies and we have been paying them the
tarpayers’ money, and they have come
across as a result of those contracts certain
bright discoveries, and they have refrained
from bringing them out in the open be-
cause they wanted to hold it for their own
special interests.

Mr. IoprLEs. No, sir.

Representative Horrrierp. Is this acting
in good faith with the Government?

Mr. IopLES. Yes, sir. Those ideas did not
emanate from anything that was learned
from the Atomic Energy Commission or any
Government information. They are bright
ideas concerning how to put something to-
gether for a particular circumstance.

Representative HouirieLp. We were talking
about contracts for the research and de-
velopment in the atomic energy projects,
sir, when you made your statement.

Mr. IppLES. Anything that comes up under
a research and development program from
information that is obtained from Govern-
ment sources is presumably sent back to the
Government, which is O. K.

Later on in the testimony there was
the following exchange of questions and
answers.:

Representative HorLmrierp. So during this
period of time when we are developing these
reactors which you say will possibly be from
5 to 10 years, there will be no protection to
the Government against favored participants
patenting these processes or mechanical in-
ventions, even though the 5-year compulsory
licensing provision is put into the act.

Mr. InoLes. Would you have it otherwise?

Representative HowrrFierp. So if we have
to have protection for the Government, we
would have to have it at least 10 years ac-
cording to your statement.

Mr. IppLEs. Would you have it otherwise?
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Representative HoLiFieLp. I am asking you
the question, sir. I am seeking information
on this subject.

Mr. IpprEs. The more incentive that is
provided, the faster you will have inventions
and development work carried on. I do not
honestly think that the Government or the
people of the United States are going to suf-
fer from letting industry have those patent
rights.

Representative HowniFmern. But you would
preclude all industry from having those
rights.

Mr. IoprLEs. No.

Representative HoLirieLp. You would want
those rights to accrue to the favored few
who participate on Government contracts.

Mr. InpLEs. No; I did not say that.

Representative HoriFierp. That is the nat-
ural result of your statement, sir.

Mr. InpLEs. No; because there are all kinds
of competitors in all parts of this field that
are being engaged in this work. Some of
them might come along 10 years from now
and try to get into the field and be handi-
capped. So it is now with the design of the
steam turbine. A man that now wants to
build a 100,000-kilowatt turbine is terribly
handicapped because of the patents owned
by General Electric, Allis-Chalmers, and the
others.

Representative Hovirrerp. They got those
patents as a result of the expenditure of
their own money, and not the expenditure
of the tax money of the people. The tax
money did not build that technology.

Mr. Ippres. The taxpayers’ money is not
determining these new inventions, either.

On May 19, 1954, Mr. Iddles addressed
a letter to the joint committee asking
that his answers to Representative Hor1-
FIELD be withdrawn from his testimony.
Apparently Mr. Iddles realized some time
after his May 10 appearance before the
committee that he had, to us a collo-
quialism, “let the cat out of the bag,”
insofar as the attitudes of the industrial
giants who are in on the ground floor of
the atomic energy program were con-
cerned.

In my judgment the statements of Mr.
Iddles before the joint committee demon-
strate the truth of the charge that big
business first-comers in the atomic en-
ergy program see the opportunity to con-
trol and monopolize the production and
marketing of atomic power through own-
ership of basic patents.

Mr. Iddles testimony also goes to show
that the 5-year so-called compulsory
licensing provisions of S. 3690 would have
little or no effect in warding off a patent
monopoly.

TRIBUTE TO REPRESENTATIVE HOLIFIELD

Mr. President, having mentioned the
name of that great Representative from
California, Caer HovriFieLp, who is a
member of the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy, I wish to say this about
him for the Recorp at this time. I think
the statesmanship he has demonstrated
as a member of the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy should commend him to
the people of his district and to the peo-
ple of the United States. I believe every
man and woman in the United States
owes a great debt of gratitude to CaeT
Horrrierp, of California, for the diligence
he has exercised in calling the attention
of the American people, through the
hearings which have been conducted on
this bill, to the shortcomings and dan-
gers of the bill. That represents, I think,
statesmanship of the highest order; and
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I wish particularly to congratulate him
on the magnificent job he has done in
the preparation of the minority views of
the Joint Committee on this bill.

In my judgment, American history
wiil refleet great credit on the work of
CHET HoLrFierp in connection with the
atomic-energy program. I think the
voice of warning he has raised through-
out the hearings and in the minority
views, and is presently raising on the
floor of the House of Representatives as
this matter is under discussion, is a voice
which should be heeded by the entire
Congress before the bill is passed. It
is a voice which should be heeded by
way of writing into the bill the major
amendments proposed by CHET HoLI-
FIELD, of California.

As the representative of the Independ-
ent Party in the Senate, Mr. President,
I wish to take advantage of this oppor-
tunity to pay my high respects to CHET
HouirieLp and to express my very deep
regard for his statesmanship.

HOW MUCH FINANCIAL RISK IN ATOMIC POWER
PRODUCTION?

Spokesmen for industry are loud in
their claims that private industry is now
investing large sums of money in the
atomic-energy program and that such
investment involves considerable finan-
cial risk. Listening to these claims, one
might be talked into believing that cor-
porations participating in the develop-
ment program and even those entering
the atomic power business, stand a
chance to lose great amounts of money.
There is evidence that the costs of in-
dustry’s present participation in the pro-
gram are paid for by the American peo-
ple and that investment in the power
business will be underwritten—if 8. 3690
is enacted into law—by the Federal Gov-
ernment in the form of a substantial
subsidy.

In fact, Mr. President, one of my ob-
jections to the bill is that it is, as I view
it, a complete giveaway to the private
utilities of the total cost of a power pro-
gram which they would own and con-
trol and monopolize. If we study this
bill I think we shall find in it one sleeper
clause after another which would have
the effect of giving away to private mo-
nopoly the people’s heritage in the
atomic energy program.

We see some evidence of this in the
testimony, on May 10, 1954, of Mr.
Walker Cisler, president of the Detroit
Edison Co., who stated that money now
being spent in the atomic energy re-
search and development program by his
company is absorbed in the operating
costs of the company, and that it is a
factor in the establishment of the com-
pany’s rate structure by the Michigan
Utility Commission. In other words, the
people of the State of Michigan are pay-
ing for Detroit Edison’s participation in
the program by paying higher prices
for power hearings, part I, page 85.

The testimony of Mr. Cisler makes it
very clear that the policy of his com-
pany has been to figure into the costs
of the operation of the company, the
rate base, the expenditures which have
heen put into the operation of atomic
energy development, and the rate payers,
the consumers of the company in Mich=
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jgan, have paid the bill. Of course, that
is a typical device of the private util-
ities. That is why the consumers of
electric power across the country are
paying, in their electric bills, the high
cost of the national advertising program
of the power combines of the United
States, which are propagandizing the
American people with fallacious stuff to
the effect that the public power yard-
stick is some form of creeping social-
ism. This advertising, by way of polit-
ical propaganda, is being paid for by
the rate payers of the private utilities
throughout the country.

I have been heard to say before that
what Congress needs to do is to pass a
law which will deny to the private utili-
ties any right to incorporate in their ac-
counting systems the cost of that kind
of political advertising.

There is no reason in the world why
the electricity users of Michigan, Illinois,
Ohio, California, Oregon, or any other
State in the Union, should have to pay,
in their electric power bills, the cost of
the political advertising propaganda of
the private utilities.

Here we get in the record of the case
further testimony, which contains the
admission, in this instance, of Mr. Cisler,
that what the private power companies
are doing, so far as their atomic energy
development costs are concerned, is in-
cluding it in their determination of the
rates to be paid by their electric users,
They are the ones who pay the bill,

We can be quite certain, Mr. Presi-
dent, that when the deal is consummated
the people will pay for this giveaway to
the private monopolies.

EARLIER AEC-WHITE HOUSE PROPOSED BILLS
REQUESTED FOR THE RECORD

Mr. President, I have asked the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Iowa
[Mr. HickeNnLOOPER] to be on the floor
while I present my next argument. In
keeping with the courtesy he always
extends to the junior Senator from Ore-
gon, the Senator from Iowa is present,
and I desire to present the argument now,
because it is really based upon a desire
on the part of the Senator from Oregon
for information, if the assumption I make
is correct.

Mr. President, on the basis of what I
have been led to believe, the bill should
not be voted upon for several days, so
that Members of the Senate may have an
opportunity to study and compare it with
the bills which President Eisenhower is
reported to have recommended to the
committee.

I do not know what he asked. I have
been advised that early in 1954, before
the hearings, that the Atomic Energy
Commission sent over to the joint com-
mittee, with Budget Bureau approval,
two separate bills.

One was an amendment to the bill pro-
viding for the exchange of information
on uses of atomic materials with certain
foreign countries.

The second dealt with encouraging the
peacetime use of atomic power.

I have examined the committee hear=
ings carefully, but I find no trace of the
proposals which were cleared by the
‘White House, Apparently they were not
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even dignified by publication and public
consideration.

Instead, a Cole-Hickenlooper draft was
the subject of hearings; then there was a
clean draft of the Cole-Hickenlooper bill,
and finally the bill now being considered
was developed by the committee. And
even after it was introduced by the co-
chairmen, the committee developed fur-
ther amendments.

I would like to inguire of the Senator
from Iowa if copies of the two-package
proposals of the AEC, cleared by the
White House, are available so I can in-
troduce them into the Recorp, thus mak-
ing them available to all Members at
least by the first thing on Monday morn-
ing.

Certainly the Congress should clearly
understand any differences between what
the President wanted and the present bill.

I am disturbed that the two bills were
not made publie, so that the witnesses
who appeared before the joint commit-
tee could comment on them, and could
give Congress the benefit of the public
view.

It may be suggested that members of
the Atomic Energy Commission testified
in favor of the Cole-Hickenlooper bill.
Their testimony did not have Budget
Bureau clearance. I have not had the
time to determine—as I should like to
determine before I vote on this measure—
what changes they proposed in the draft,
and whether the changes were made.

This is particularly important because
some of my colleagues on the Democratic
side of the aisle may want to use the
President’s bills in drafting amendments
to the bill, so as to make it conform to
his views, and then help put down the
Republican opposition to the things he
wants.

It would be amazing if President Eisen-
hower asked for the international pro-
visions contained in the Cole-Hicken=-
looper bill now before the Senate. If
that is what he wanted, then he has
backed away from the bold approach to
the matter which he made before the
United Nations.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the two administration drafts
may be printed in the Recorp, if my
assumption is correct, and if the members
of the Joint Committee, or the committee
staff, can supply me with them if, in
fact, they ever existed.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
I shall have the two drafts in perhaps 5
minutes. I am happy to place them in
the Recorp verbatim.

There has been no concealment or at-
tempt to conceal. The drafts were sent
to the committee as tentative recommen-
dations for approaches to these two
phases of the problem by the Atomic
Energy Commission,

One draft, in the nature of a separate
bill, had to do with the international
exchange of information. The other
draft had to do with the development of
power and the opening of the present law
to experimentation, research, and devel-
opment by industry, private and public.

Some substantial revisions of the
Atomic Energy Act have been indicated
for some time. The Joint Committee con-
sidered that it was the part of wisdom to
approach a comprehensive review and
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correction of the Atomic Energy Act, and
approached its work from that stand-
poinf.

The general provisions and the gen-
eral policy and theory contained in the
two drafts sent to the Joint Committee by
the Atomic Energy Commission have ef-
fectively been placed into the bill which
we are considering now. As I have said,
I shall, for the benefit of the Senator, as
quickly as the one I sent there can get
back from the office of the Joint Commit-
tee on Atomic Energy, make available a
copy of each draft, which can be placed
in the Recorp at this point, following the
Senator’s remarks, or at any other point
desired.

I may inform the Senator from Oregon
that I now have a copy of each of the
recommended acts as they came from
the Atomic Energy Commission. So far
as one of the mimeographed copies of
the proposed acts is concerned, it is a
clean copy. That is the one contemplat-
ing the opportunity for peacetime re-
search of power by private industry.
The other draft, which has to do with
the general subject matter of exchange
of information internationally, is the
shorter of the two proposed acts. It has
been used by the committee staff, and
there are some marks through it, but I
shall ask the staff to work with the clerk
so that the bill may be printed in the
REecorDp as it was originally drawn, and
without making any deletions of any
kind, because that is the actual bill.
Therefore, I make available those two
copies to the Senator from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Senator
very much for his cooperation. I ask
unanimous consent that the two drafts
be printed in the Recorp at this point in
my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GoLpwWATER in the chair). Without ob-
jection, the two documents will be
printed in the Recorp at this point.

The documents are as follows:

An act to encourage the development of
peacetime uses of atomic energy

Bz it enacted, elc.—

PREAMBLE

Research and experimentation have pro-
gressed to the stage that the large-scale utili-
zation of atomic energy for peacetime pur-
poses appears possible within the foreseeable
future. The development of a new source
of economic electric power and of other in-
dustrial applications will contribute signifi-
cantly to the material well-being of man-
kind. Widespread participation and invest-
ment will speed the Nation's progress toward
this objective. However, the continuing sig-
nificance of atomic weapons for military pur-
poses and the unique safety problems asso-
ciated with the utilization of fissionable
material require public regulation of such
participation.

In enacting the Atomic Energy Act of 1946
the Congress foresaw the necessity of future
revision of the act. Such revision is now
necessary to encourage the development of
the peacetime uses of atomic energy. How-
ever, until peacetime applications of atomic
energy have been further developed, and un-
til experience has been gained in the licens-
ing and regulation of peacetime uses of
atomic energy, the act will necessarily re-
main subject to further revision from time
to time.
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Sec. 2. Section 4 of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1946, as amended, is amended to read
as follows:

“PRODUCTION AND UTILIZATION OF FISSIONAEBLE
MATERIALS

“Sec. 4. (a) Definitions: As used in this
act, the term “process,” when used in rela-
tion to fissionable material, means to proe-
ess, fabricate, or refine fissionable material
or to separate fissionable material by means
other than isotopic separation from other
substances in which such material may be
contained; and the term “produce,” when
used in relation to fissionable material,
means to process fissionable material, to sep-
ar te fissionable material by isotopic separa-
tion from other substances in which such
material may be contained, and to produce
new fissionable material.

*“(b) Prohibition: It shall be unlawful for
any person: (1) to produce fissionable ma-
terial, except as provided in subsections (e¢)
or (f), or (2) to utilize fissionable material,
except as provided in subsections (c) or
(f), or in sections 5 (a) (4) (A) or (B) or
6 (a), except under and in accordance with
a license issued by the Commission pursu-
ant to section 7.

“(¢) Operation of the Commission's pro-
duction facilities: The Commission is au-
thorized and directed to produce or to pro-
vide for the production of fissionable mate-
rial in its own facilities. To the extent
deemed necessary, the Commission is au-
thorized to make, or to continue in effect,
contracts with persons obligating them to
produce fissionable material in facilities
owned by the Commission. The Commis=
sion is also authorized to enter into re=-
search and development contracts authoriz-
ing the contractor to produce or utilize fis-
sionable material in facilities owned by the
Commission to the extent that the produc-
tion or utilization of such fissionable ma-
terial may be incident to the conduct of
research and development activities under
such contracts. Any contract entered into
under this section shall contain provisions
(1) prohibiting the contractor with the
Commission from subcontracting any part
of the work he is obligated to perform under
the contract, except as authorized by the
Commission, and (2) obligating the con-
tractor to make such reports to the Com-
mission as it may deem appropriate with
respect to his activities under the contract,
to submit to frequent inspection by em-
ployees of the Commission of all such activi-
ties, and to comply with all safety and se-
curity regulations which may be prescribed
by the Commission. Any contract made un-
der the provisions of this paragraph may
be made without regard to the provisions
of section 3709 of the Revised Statutes
(0. 8. C., title 41, sec. 5) upon certification
by the Commission that such action is nec-
essary in the interest of the common de-
fense and security, or upon a showing that
advertising is not reasonably practicable and
partial and advance payments may be made
under such contracts. The President shall
determine at least once each year the quan-
tities of fissionable material to be produced
under this subsection.

“(d) Irradiation of materials: The Com-
mission and persons lawfully producing or
utilizing fissionable material are authorized,
subject to the provisions of section T with
respect to activities licensed thereunder, to
expose materials of any kind to the radia-
tion incident to the processes of producing
or utilizing fissionable material.

*“(e) Manufacture of facilities: Unless au-
thorized by a license issued by the Commis-
sion, no person may manufacture, produce,
ezport, transfer, or acquire any facilities for
the production or utilization of fissionable
material. Licenses shall be issued on a non-
exclusive basis for such periods of time, not
to exceed the period which in the opinion
of the Commissi is ry to accoms=-
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plish the purposes of the license, as the
Commission may specify and in accordance
with such procedures and upon such condi-
tions as the Commission may by regulation
establish to effectuate the policies and pur-
poses of this act. Such licenses shall speci-
fy the activities in which the licensee is au-
thorized to engage and shall be nontrans-
ferable. The Commission shall, prior to the
issuance of any license, notify the Attorney
General and the Federal Trade Commission
of the proposed license and the proposed
terms and conditions thereof, except such
classes or types of licenses as the Commis-
sion with the approval of the Attorney Gen-
eral may in advance determine would not
signircantly affect the consistency of the li-
censee's activities with the antitrust laws.
Thereupon the Attorney General after con-
sultation with the Federal Trade Commis-
sion shall, within 90 days after receiving
such mnotification, advise the Commission

.whether, insofar as he can determine, the

proposesd license would tend to create or
maintain a situation inconsistent with the
antitrust laws. Upon the request of the At-
torney General the Commission shall fur-
nish or cause to be furnished such informa-
tion as it may possess which the Attorney
General determines to be appropriate or
necessary to enable him to give the advice
called for by this section. The Commission
shall advise the Attorney General whenever
in its opinion any activities licensed pursu-
ant to this subsection involve or threaten
to involve a violation of the antitrust laws.
Nothing in this act shall impair, amend, or
modify the antitrust laws or limit and pre-
vent their application to persons licensed
pursuant to this section. Licenses issued
under this section shall contain a condition
requiring the licensee to reimburse the Gov-
ernment for the cost of personnel security
clearances required pursuant to section 10
(B) (5) (B) (i). The Commission may re-
voke any license issued pursuant to this
subsection from any licensee who willfully
violates any condition of such license or any
applicable provision of this act or of any ap-
plicable regulation or order issued pursuant
tc this act, or from any licensee who fails,
upon notice from the Commission of any
such violation, to take within a reasonable
time such action as the Commission may re-
quire to correct or prevent the recurrence
of such viclation. Any such revocation shall
be determined on the record after opportu-
nity for a hearing in accordance with the
requirements of the Administrative Pro-
cedure Act, subject to such regulations as
the Commission may find necessary to safe-
guard restricted data: Provided, That the
Commission shall have the authority to sus-
pend any such license prior to a hearing
whenever it deems such action to be neces-
sary in the interest of the common defense
and security.

“(f) Exemption for research and medical
therapy and processing contracts: Nothing
in this section shall be deemed to prohibit
or to require a license for (1) the manufac-
ture, production, acquisition, or transfer
within the United States of facilities which
are useful for medical therapy or in the
conduct of research and development activi-
ties specified in section 8 and which do not,
in the opinion of the Commission, have a
potential production rate adequate to en-
able the operation of such facllities to pro-
duce within a reasonable period of time a
sufficient quantity of fissionable material to
produce an atomic bomb or any other atomic
weapon; (2) the production or utilization
of fissionable material incident to the use
of such facilities for medical therapy or to
the conduct of research and development
activities in any such facilities; or (3) the
processing of fissionable material under con-
tract with and for the account of the Com=-
mission.

“{g) Exemption for agenciles of Depart-
ment of Defense: Nothing in this section
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shall be deemed to prohibit, or to require a
license for, (1) the manufacture, produc-
tion, acquisition or operation by any agency
or contractor of the Department of Defense
of facilities utilizing fissionable material for
research and development activities or for
the application of atomic energy to military
uses, or (2) the production of fissionable
material incident to such utilization.

“{h) Security regulations: The Commis-
sion is authorized to issue or prescribe such
regulations or orders as it may deem neces-
sary to control the dissemination of re-
stricted data by any person licensed pur-
suant to section 4 (e) or exempted pursuant
to section 4 (f) in such a manner as to
assure the common defense and security and
to prevent access to such data by unauthor-
ized persons.

“(i) Byproduct power: To the extent that
energy which may be utilized is produced
by the Commission incident to the operation
of research and development facilitles or fa-
cilitles for the production of fissionable ma-
terial, such energy may be used by the Com-
mission, transferred to other Government
agencies, or sold under contract to public
or private utilities or persons. Buch con-
tracts shall be for such periods of time as
the Commission may deem necessary and
shall provide for payment of not less than
the fair market value of the energy sold. The
Commission shall obtain the advice of the
Federal Power Commission concerning the
proposed terms of sale prior to entering into
any contract for the sale of energy under this
subcection. Nothing in this act shall be
construed to authorize the Commission to
engage in the sale or distribution of electric
energy for commerecial use except such energy
a5 may be produced by the Commission in-
cident to the operation of research and de-
velopment facilities or facilities for the pro-
duction of fissionable material.”

Sec. 8. Section 5 (a) (2) of the Atomie
Energy Act of 1946, as amended, is amended
to read as follows:

“(2) Ownership of fissionable material:
All right, title, and interest within or under
the jurisdiction of the United States, in or
to any fissionable material, now or hereafter
produced, except fissionable material ac-
quired by any person pursuant to paragraph
(4) below or which is lawfully produced by
any person in accordance with sections 4 (f)
or 7, shall be the property of the Commis-
sion, and shall be deemed to be vested in
the Commission by virtue of this act. Any
person owning any interest in any fissionable
material at the time of the enactment of this
act, or owning any interest in any material
at the time when such material is hereafter
determined to be a fissionable material, shall
be paid just compensation for any material
ownership of which is vested in the Com-
mission by virtue of this act.”

Sec. 4. Section 5 (a) (4) of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1946, as amended, is amended
to read as follows:

“(4) Distribution of fissionable material:
The Commission may sell, lease, loan, or
otherwise make available fisslonable material
owned by it, and mhy authorize the sale or
transfer of fissionable material by persons
owning such material, to applicants request-
ing such material (A) for the conduct of
research or development activities either in-
dependently or under contract or other ar-
rangement with the Commission, (B) for use
in medical therapy, or (C) for use pursuant
to a license issued under the authority of
section 7. The Commission is directed to
distribute sufficient fissionable material to
permit the conduct of widespread inde-
pendent research and development activity,
13 the maximum extent practicable. In de-
termining the quantities of fissionable ma-
terial to be distributed, the Commission
shall make provision for national military
requirements as determined by the Presi-
dent and such provisions for its own needs
and the conservation of fissionable material
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as it may determine to be necessary in the
natlonal interest. The Commission shall not
distribute or authorize the transfer of any
fissionable material to any applicant who is
not equipped to observe such security stand-
ards to guard against loss or diversion of
such material and such safety standards to
protect health and to minimize danger from
explosion or other hazard to life or property
as may be established by the Commission.”

Sec. 5. Section 5 (a) of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1946, as amended, is amended by ad-
ding the following subsections 5 (a) (6) and
5 (a) (7):

“(6) Recall and confiscation of fission-
able material: The Commission may recall
or confiscate any fissionable material, in-
cluding material acquired pursuant to sec-
tion 5 (a) (4) or produced in connection
with an activity licensed pursuant to sec-
tion 7 or exempted pursuant to section 4
(f), from any person who is not authorized
to possess such material or who wilfully
uses such material in viclation of any ap-
plicable provision of this act or of any ap-
plicable regulation or order issued pursuant
to this act or in a manner other than au-
thorized under or pursuant to this act, or
who falls, upon notice from the Commission
of such vioclation, to take within a reason-
able time such action as the Commission
may require to correct or prevent the recur-
rence of such violation. Any such recall
or confiscation shall be determined on the
record after opportunity for a hearing in
accordance with the requirements of the Ad-
ministrative Procedure Act, subject to such
regulations as the Commission may find nec-
essary to safeguard restricted data; pro-
vided, that the Commission shall have the
authority to take immediate possession of
such material prior to a hearing and pending
final determination whenever it deems such
action to be necessary to the public health
or safety or In the interest of the common
defense and security.

*“(T) Safeguarding of fissionable material:
The Commission is authorized to issue or
prescribe such regulations or orders as it
may deem necessary to guard against the
loss or diversion of any fissionable material
acquired by any person pursuant to sec-
tion & (a) (4), or produced by any person
in connection with any activity licensed pur-
suant to subsection 7 or exempted pursuant
to section 4 (f), and to prevent any use or
disposition thereof which the Commission
may determine to be inimical to the com-
mon defense and security.”

Sec. 6. Section 7 of the Atomic Energy Act
of 1946, as amended, is amended to read as
follows:

“LICENSES

“Sec. T. (a) Authority: In order to en-
courage the development and to insure the
exploitation of atomic energy for peacetime
purposes, the Commission may issue licenses
authorizing persons to utilize, process or
produce fissionable material within or un-
der the jurisdictlon of the United States
for the production of energy, scientific re-
search and development, medical therapy,
the production of byproduct materials or
other similarly constructive purposes in ac-
cordance with the provisions of this section.

“{b) Issuance of licenses: The Commission
is authorized to issue and renew licenses, on
a nonexclusive basis, to applicants (1)
whose proposed activities will advance or
strengthen the utilization of atomic energy
for peacetime purposes and will serve a
clearly constructive purpose proportionate
to the quantities of source or fissionable ma-
terial to be utilized or consumed and (2) who
are equipped to observe such security stand-
ards to guard against the loss or diversion of
such material and such safety standards to
protect health and to minimize danger from
explosion or other hazard to life or property
as the Commission may establish. The Com-
mission shall issue such licenses for such
periods of time, not to exceed the period
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which in the opinion of the Commission is
necessary to accomplish the purposes of the
license, as it may specify and in accordance
with such procedures and subject to such
conditions as it may by regulation establish
to effectuate the policies and purposes of this
act. Such licenses shall specify the activi-
ties in which the licensee is authorized to
engage and shall be nontransferable. Priot
to the issuance of any license or the denial
of any application therefor, the Commission
shall publish in the Federal Register, to the
extent consistent with the safeguarding of
restricted data, notice of the principal terms
and conditions of the proposed license or of
the reasons for which the Commission pro-
poses to deny the application, including a
description of any arrangement or contract
proposed to be made with the applicant pur-
suant to section 7 (d) or (e). The Com-
mission shall afford a reasonable opportu-
nity for any person who would be materially
affected by the issuance or denial of a li-
cense or by any such proposed arrangement
or contract to submit to the Commission any
relevant facts or arguments in support of or
in opposition to the proposed license or the
proposed denial of the application. Licenses
issued unde: this section shall contain a con-
dition requiring the licensee to reimburse
the Government for the cost of personnel se-
curity clearances required pursuant to sec-
tion 10 (b) (5) (B) (1). The Commission
shall, prior to the issuance of any license,
notify the Attorney General and the Federal
Trade Commission of the proposed license
and the proposed terms and conditions there-
of, except such classes or types of licenses
as the Commission with the approval of the
Attorney General may in advance determine
would not significantly affect the consistency
of the licensee’s activities with the anti-
trust laws, Thereupon the Attorney Gen-
eral after consultation with the Federal
Trade Commission shall, within 90 days after
receiving such notification, advise the Com-
mission whether, insofar as he can de-
tarmine, the proposed license would tend to
create or maintain a situation inconsistent
with the antitrust laws. Upon the request
of the Attorney General the Commission
shall furnish or cause to be furnished such
information as it may possess which the At-
torney General determines to be appropriate
or necessary to enable him to give the advice
called for by this section. The Commission
shall advise the Attorney General whenever
in its opinion any activities licensed pur-
suant to this section involve or threaten to
involve a violation of the antitrust laws.
Nothing in this act shall impair, amend, or
modify the antitrust laws or limit and pre-
vent their application to persons licensed
pursuant to this section. No license may be
given to any person if, in the opinion of the
Commission, the issuance of a license to such
person would be inimical to the common de-
fense and security.

*“(c) Regulation of licensed activities: The
Commission is authorized and directed to
issue or prescribe such regulations or orders
as it may deem necessary:

“(1) to control the dissemination of re-
stricted data by any person licensed pur-
suant to this section in such a manner as
to assure the common defense and security
and to prevent access to such data by
unauthorized persons;

“(2) to prohibit or control the production,
possession, use, transfer or export of any by-
product material produced or capable of
being produced incident to any activity
licensed pursuant to this section, to the
extent the Commission deems the control
of such material to be necessary in the
interest of the common defense and secu-
rity; and

“(8) to establish such standards and in-
structions governing activities licensed pur-
suant to this section, including standards
and instructions governing the deslgn, loca-
tion and operation of facilities used by the
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licensee in the conduct of such activities,
as the Commission may deem necessary to
protect health and to minimize danger from
explosion or other hazard to life or property.

*“(d) Arrangements with licensees: The
Commission is authorized to enter into con-
tracts and arrangements with persons li-
censed under this section for such periods
of time as the Commission may deem neces-
sary or desirable:

*“{1) after making provision for national
military requirements, for the Commission’s
own use and for the conservation of such
materials, as provided in section 5 (a) (4),
to sell, lease, or otherwise make available
to such licensees such quantities of source,
fissionable or other special materials as may
be necessary for the conduct of activities
licensed pursuant to this section; and

“(2) to provide for the processing in
facilities owned by the Commission of
source, fissionable, byproduct or other special
materials owned by or made available to such
licensees which is utilized or produced in
the conduct of activities licensed pursuant
to this section,

The Commission shall establish prices to be
paid by licensees for material or services
furnished by the Commission pursuant to
this subsection. The Commission shall, in-
sofar as practicable, establish prices on a non-
discriminatory basis, which in the opinion
of the Commission will provide reasonable
compensation to the Government for such
materials and services and which will not
discourage the development of sources of
supply independent of the Commission. In
the event that requests by licensees to the
Commission for materials or services exceed
the materials or services available, prefer-
ence shall be given by the Commission to
those licensees whose activities are most
likely, in the opinion of the Commission,
to contribute to the development of peace-
time uses of atomic energy and to the eco-
nomic and military strength of the Nation.
Any contract or arrangement made pursuant
to this subsection may be made without re-
gard to the provisions of section 3709 of the
Revised Statutes (U. 8. C. title 41, sec. 5).
Nothing in this subsection shall be deemed to
limit the Commission’s authority to loan fis-
slonable material with or without charge to
licensees or other persons for the conduct of
research and development activities.

“(e) Purchase by the Commission of Fis-
sionable or byproduct materials:

“(1) The Commission is authorized to pur-
chase or otherwise acquire such quantities
of fissionable or byproduct materials owned
or produced by any person licensed under this
section as the President may determine to
be required in the interests of the common
defense and security. Prices paild by the
Commission shall not exceed either (a) the
estimated cost to the Government of produc-
ing similar material in facilities owned by
the Commission, or (b) such amount as will,
in the judgment of the Commission, provide
reasonable compensation to the licensee tak-
ing Into account the estimated costs to be
incurred and the estimated revenues to be
derived by the licensee in the conduct of his
licensed activities. Any contract or agree-
ment made pursuant to this subsection may
be made without regard to the provisions of
section 3709 of the Revised Statutes (U. 8. C.,
title 41, sec. 5). The Commission may re-
quisition any fissionable material or any in-
terest in such material upon a determination
by the President that such action is necessary
in the interest of the common defense and
security. Just compensation shall be made
for any such material requisitioned under
this subsection.

“{2) Any license issued pursuant to this
section shall contain a provision requiring
the licensee, upon the request of the Com-
mission, to produce, for delivery to the Com-
mission, such fissionable or byproduct ma-
terial in such quantities and of such types
as the licensee's facilities may be capable of
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producing and as the Commission, with the
approval of the President, may determine to
be required in the interests of the common
defense and security. The licensee shall be
entitled to just compensation for any ma-
terial produced and delivered to the Commis=~
sion pursuant to this subsection.

“(3) In the event of failure by the licensee
to comply with the provisions of his license
in accordance with paragraph (2), the Com-
mission may take immediate ion of
and operate the licensee’s facilities for the
production of such fissionable or byproduct
materials as the Commission may require.
Just compensation shall be paid as rental
for the use of such facilities.

“(f) Revocation of licenses: The Commis-
slon may revoke any license issued pursuant
to this section from any licensee who wil-
fully violates any condition of such license
or any applicable provision of this act or of
any applicable regulation or order issued
pursuant to this act, or from any licensee
who fails, upon notice from the Commission
of any such violation, to take within a rea-
sonable time such action as the Commission
may require to correct or prevent the re-
currence of such violation. Any such revo-
cation shall be determined on the record
after opportunity for a hearing in accord-
ance with the requirements of the Admin-
istrative Procedure Act, subject to such reg-
ulations as the Commission may find neces-
sary to safeguard restricted data, provided,
that the Commission shall have the author-
ity to suspend any such license prior to
a hearing whenever it deems such action to
be necessary to the public health or safety
or in the interest of the common defense
and security.

“(g) Regulation of utilities: Nothing in
this act shall be construed to affect the au-
thority or regulations of any Federal, State,
or local agency with respect to the genera-
tion, sale, or transmission of electric power.

“(h) Reporting of technical informa-
tion:

“(1) Any person licensed pursuant to sec-
tions 4 (e) or 7 of this act shall make avall-
able to the Commission such technical in-
formation and data concerning his activities
pursuant to such license as the Commission
shall request. The Commission is authorized
to utilize such information or data in the
performance of its activities under this act.

“(2) The Commission is further author-
ized and directed to make such information
and data available to other licensees or po-
tential licensee whenever it determines (A)
that the use of such information or data
is essential in the production or utilization
of fissionable material and (B) that the
disclosure of such information or data to
such other licensees or potential licensees,
in each instance, is necessary to carry out
the purposes and policies of this act. The
provisions of this paragraph shall not apply,
however, to any information or data devel-
oped after [insert date approximately 5
years after expected date of enactment of
this amendment].

*“(3) Nothing in this subsection shall be
construed to limit the right of any licensee
to an award or to the payment of just com-
pensation pursuant to section 11 in respect
to the use of any invention or discovery based
upon or incorporating any such information
or data.

“(1) Report to Congress: Whenever in its
opinion the utilization of fissionable mate-
rial for any industrial, commereial, or other
nonmilitary purpose has been sufficiently de-
veloped to be of practical value, the Com-
mission shall prepare a report to the Presi-
dent stating all the facts with respect to such
use, the Commission’s estimate of the social,
political, economic, and international effects
of such use and the Commission's recom-
mendations for necessary or desirable sup-
plemental legislation. The President shall
then transmit this report to the Congress
together with his recommendation.”
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Sec. 7. Section 8 of the Atomic Energy Act
of 1946, as amended, is amended by adding
the following subsection:

“{d) Requisition by President: The Presi-
dent may requisition any fissionable mate-
rial or facilities for the production of fission=-
able material authorized or licensed to be
owned by any person pursuant to this act
when such action is necessary to effectuate
the provisions of any such international
arrangement. Just compensation shall be
made for any material or facilities so requi-
sitioned.”

Sec. 8. Sections 11 (a) (1), 11 (a) (2),
and 11 (e) (2) (C) of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1946, as amended, are amended by de-
leting therefrom the words “in the produc-
tion of fissionable material or.”

SEec. 9. Section 11 (¢) of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1946, as amended, is amended to read
as follows:

“(c) Nonmilitary utilization:

“(1) It shall be the duty of the Commis-
sion to declare any patent to be affected with
the public interest if (A) the invention or
discovery covered by the patent utilizes or is
essential in the production or utilization of
fissionable material or atomic energy; and
(B) the licensing of such invention or dis
covery under this subsection is necessary to
effectuate the policies and purposes of this
act.

“(2) Whenever any patent has been de-
clared, pursuant to paragraph (1), to be
affected with the public interest—

“(A) the Commission is hereby licensed to
use the invention or discovery covered by
such patent in performing any of its powers
under this act; and

“(B) Any person may apply to the Com-
mission for a license to use the invention or
discovery covered by such patent, and the
Commission shall grant such license to the
extent that it finds that the use of the in-
vention or discovery is necessary to the con-
duct of an activity authorized under this
act.

“The owner of the patent shall be entitled
to a reasonable royalty fee for any use of an
invention or discovery licensed by this sub-
section. Such royalty fee may be agreed
upon by such owner and the licensee, or in
the absence of such agreement shall be de-
termined by the Commission. The provi-
sions of this subsection shall not apply to
any invention or discovery made or conceived
after [insert date approximately 5 years
from expected date of enactment of this
amendment].”

Sec. 10. Bection 13 (a) of the Atomic En-
ergy Act of 1946, as amended, is amended to
read as follows:

“Sec. 13. (a) The United States shall make
Jjust compensation for any property or in-
terests therein taken or requisitioned pur-
suant to sections 56 and 11, or for any mate-
rial requisitioned by or required to be pro-
duced and delivered to the Commission or
for facilities of which the Commission may
take possession pursuant to section 7 (e).
The Commission shall determine such com-
pensation, If the compensation so deter-
mined is unsatisfactory to the person en-
titled thereto, such person shall be paid 50
percent of the amount so determined, and
shall be entitled to sue the United States in
the Court of Claims or in any district court
of the United States in the manner provided
by sections 24 (20) and 145 of the Judicial
Code to recover such further sum as added
to sald 50 percent will make up such amount
as will be just compensation.”

Sec. 11, Section 16(b) of the Atomic En-
ergy Act of 1946, as amended, is amended
to read as follows:

“{b) Whoever wilfully violates, attempts
to violate, or conspires to violate, any pro-
vision of this act other than those specified
in subsection (a) and other than section
10 (b), or of any regulation or order pre-
scribed or issued under sections 4 (h), 5 (a)
(7), 5 (b) (4), 7 (c), 10 (c), or 12 (a) (2)
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shall, upon conviction thereof, be punished
by a fine of not more than $5,000 or by im-
prisonment for not more than 2 years, or
both, except that whoever commits such an
offense with intent to injure the United
States or with intent to secure an advan-
tage to any foreign nation shall, upon con-
viction thereof, be punished by a fine of not
more than $20,000 or by imprisonment for
not more than 20 years, or both.”

Sec. 12. Section 18 of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1946, as amended, is amended by de-
leting paragraph (g) and substituting there-
for the following paragraphs (g) and (h):

“(g) The term ‘facilities for the production
of fissionable material’ shall be construed to
mean any equipment or device capable of
such production and any important compo-
nent part especially designed for such equip-
ment or devices, as determined by the Com-
mission, but includes equipment or devices
capable of processing fissionable material
only to the extent that such equipment or
devices are in the opinion of the Commission
peculiarly adapted for such purposes.

“{h) The term ‘facilities for the utilization
of fissionable material' shall be construed to
mean any equipment or device capable of
utilizing fissionable material and any im-
portant component part especially designed
for such equipment or devices, as determined
by the Commission, but includes equipment
or devices capable of utilizing energy re-
leased in the course of nuclear chain reaction
of such material only to the extent that such
equipment or devices are, in the opinion of
the Commission, peculiarly adapted for such
use.”

An act to amend the Atomic Energy Act of
1946, as amended

Be it enacted, etc., That section 5 (a) (3)
(C) of the Atomic Energy Act of 1946, as
amended, is amended to read as follows:

*“(3) Prohibition: It shall be unlawful for
any person to * * *

- - - L] -

*(C) directly or indirectly engage in the
production of any fissionable material out-
side of the United States, except that the
President may authorize the Commission, in
accordance with such conditions as he may
prescribe for the protection of the common
defense and security of the United States to
grant exceptions to this clause (C).”

Sec. 2. Sectlon 5 (d) (1) of the Atomie
Energy Act of 1946, as amended, is amended
to read as follows:

“(d) General provisions: The Commission
shall not—

*“{1) distribute any fissionable material to

“(A) any person for a use which is not
under or within the jurisdiction of the
United States;

*(B) any foreign government, except that
notwithstanding any limitation of any pro-
vision of this section the President may
authorize the Commission, in accordance
with such conditions as he may prescribe
for the protection of the common defense
and security of the United States, to enter
into direct arrangements with the govern-
ments of other nations involving the dis-
tribution of fissionable material to such
governments for research or industrial use:
Provided, That no fissionable material shall
be distributed to any foreign government
except upon receipt of assurances from the
recipient government that such material
will be used only for research or industrial
purposes and will not be used for weapons
or other military purposes; or

“(C) any person within the United States
if, in the opinion of the Commission, the
distribution of such fissionable material to
such person would be inimical to the com-
mon defense and security.”

Skec. 3. Section 10 (a) of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1946, as amended, is amended to read
as follows: .
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*“(a) Policy: It shall be the policy of the
Commission to control the dissemination of
restricted data in such a manner as to as-
sure the common defense and security. Con-
sistent with such policy, the Commission
shall be guided by the following principles:

“(1) That until Congress declares by joint
resolution that effective and enforceable in-
ternational safeguards against the use of
atomic energy for destructive purposes have
been established, there shall be no exchange
of restricted data with other nations, ex-
cept that the President may authorize the
Commission, in accordance with such condi-
tions as he may prescribe for the protec-
tion of the common defense and security of
the United States, to enter into arrange-
ments involving the communication to other
nations of:

*“(A) restricted data necessary to assist
other nations in the development of indus-
trial applications of atomic energy for peace=
ful purposes;

*“(B) restricted data necessary to assist
nations which are participating with the
United States in the defense of the free
world, including regional defense organiza-
tions such as the North Atlantic Treaty Or-
ganization, in the development of defense
plans, the training of personnel in the em-
ployment of and defense against atomic
weapons, and the evaluation of the capabili-
ties of potential enemies in the employment
of atomic weapons; and

“(C) restricted data on refining, purifica-
tion, and subsequent treatment of source
materials; reactor development; production
of fissionable materials; health and safety;
and research and development relating to
the foregoing.

“(2) That the dissemination of sclentifie
and techniecal information relating to atomic
energy should be permitted and encouraged
80 as to provide that free interchange of
ideas and criticisms which is essential to
scientific progress.”

Sec. 4. Section 10 (b) (1) of the Atomie
Energy Act of 1946, as amended, is amended
to read as follows:

“(1) The term ‘restricted data’ as used in
this section means all data concerning the
theory, design, and manufacture of atomic
weapons, the production of fissionable mate=
rial, or the use of fissionable material in the
production of power, but shall not include
any data which the Commission from time
to time determines may be published with-
out adversely affecting the common defense
and security: Provided, That in the case of
data which the Commission and the Depart-
ment of Defense jointly determine to relate
primarily to the military utilization of
atomic weapons the determination that the
data may be published without adversely af-
fecting the common defense and security
shall be made by the Commission and the
Department of Defense jointly: Provided
Jurther, That the Commission shall remove
from the restricted data category such data
as the Commission and the Department of
Defense jointly determine to relate primarily
to the military utilization of atomic weapons
and which the Commission and the Depart-
ment of Defense jointly determine can be
adequately safeguarded, as classified defense
information, under other applicable statutes.
Action by the Commission pursuant to the
preceding proviso shall not be regarded as
excluding the applicability of any other laws,
including sections 793 and 794 of title 18 of
the United States Code.”

Sec. b. Sectlon 10 (b) (5) (B) of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1946, as amended, is
amended by adding the following subsection:

“(viil) The Commission shall determine
the scope and extent of personnel security
investigations to be made for the Commis-
sion by the Federal Bureau of Investigation
or the Civil Service Commission on the basis
of the nature and significance of the access
to restricted data which will be permitted:
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Provided, That nothing in this act shall be
construed as limiting the authority of the
Commission to authorize any contractor,
prospective contractor, licensee or prospec-
tive licensee of the Commission to permit
any employee of an agency of the Departiment
of Defense or of its contractors or any mem-
ber of the Armed Forces to have access to
restricted data required in the performance
of his duties where the head of the appro-
priate agency of the Department of Defense
or his designee has determined, in accordance
with the established personnel security pro-
cedures and standards of such agency, that
permitting the member or employee to have
access to such restricted data will not en-
danger the common defense and security.”

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from Iowa
has demonstrated again the same spirit
of cooperation which he has extended
to the Senator from Oregon in the 9
years I have been a Member of the Sen-
ate. I should like to say that, so far as
I am concerned, I know the spirit has
been mutual, because I have sought to
cooperate on the same basis with the
Senator from Iowa.

I do not know anything about the two
drafts. I simply wanted to have them
in the Recorp, if they existed, so that
they could speak for themselves, and we
could draw our own inferences and con-
clusions in regard to them. I thank the
Senator from Iowa very much for his
cooperation.

BUILT-IN SUBSIDY FOR BIG BUSINESS

Discovering the subsidy offered private
industry in S. 3690 involves only a basic
understanding of the atomic energy
utilization process and a study of the
provisions of the bill with regard to the
use of special nuclear material by pri-
vate commercial operators.

Generation of electric power from nu-
clear material follows the basic process
used in manufacturing atomic weapons,
and both operations utilize the same
nuclear fuel. In the manufacture of
weapons, piles of nuclear material are
burned in an atomic reactor to get plu-
tonium ash. Great heat is generated in
the reaction process, Electric power is
to be generated by using that heat in
steam plants, In the military use of
atomic energy, the end product is plu-
tonium ash, and by the byproduct is
electric energy created by utilization of
heat. Commercial use of atomic energy
looks to power as the end product and
plutonium ash as the byproduct. Both
operations create the precious plutonium
ash which is so valuable for use in our
national defense program.

Section 2 (h) of the atomic energy
bill makes the finding that “it is essen-
tial to the common defense and security
of the United States that title to all spe-
cial nuclear material be in the United
States while such material is in the
United States.”

The bill proposes that the Federal
Government shall relinquish its exclusive
ownership rights in facilities for pro-
duction or use of special nuclear mate-
rial, but retain ownership of the ma-
terial itself.

It necessarily follows that the Federal
Government, which owns any nuclear
material produced in privately owned
plants, cannot refuse to take and pay for
what is produced. I now gquote from the
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minority report of the joint committee

on 8. 3690:

As a consequence, the incidents of private
and public ownership are intermingled in
such a way that not only may vexatious
problems of administration and accounting
control arise, but the private companies li-
censed for a maximum period of 40 years
to own and operate production facilities
(atomic reactors) legally can depend on the
Government to compensate them adequately
for whatever they produce during the life-
time of the license. This constitutes a built-
in subsidy for licensed atomic enterprise
until about the year A. D. 2000.

NO LOSS OF MATERIAL IN POWER PROCESS

Admiral Lewis Strauss, AEC Chair-
man, has stated that fissionable mate-
rial is not perishable. An AEC report to
the joint committee on June 2, 1954,
describes an atomic reactor now being
operated by the Commission which “will
also breed new fissionable material, that
is, produce as much as it consumes or
more.”

The administration atomic energy bill
provides that the Government shall pur-
chase at a fair price any special nu-
clear material that is produced, and that
it shall make a reasonable charge for
any special material which it distributes
to licensees—Sections 52 and 53.

In determining a fair price to be
paid by the Government, the Commis-
sion is directed, in section 56 of the bill,
to “take into consideration the value of
the special material for its intended use
by the United States.” The section also
provides that the Commission “may give
such weight to the actual cost of produc-
ing that material as the Commission
finds to be equitable.”

Section 53 of the bill lists the factors
to be taken into consideration by the
Commission in determining a reason-
able charge to be collected by the Gov-
ernment for nuclear material. With re-
spect to commercial licensees, the Com-
mission is directed to make uniform,
nondiscriminatory charges for the use
of the material.

FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION CRITICIZES BILL

A Federal Power Commission analysis
of the proposed legislation at the request
of the joint committee pointed out the
lack of legislative standards in the bill
and the bill’'s subsidy implications.
Commenting upon the fair price pro-
vision, the analysis stated:

There is not and probably never will be a
free market to provide a standard of what a
fair price would be * * * there is little,
if anything, in the legally established con-
cepts of utility regulation that can be
deemed to provide meaning for the term
“fair price.” (Hearings, pt. II, p. 1131.)

As a lawyer, I would say that a fair
price, in my judgment, would be much
less, if there were no restrictions con-
tained in the bill to prevent the Govern-
ment as such from developing a Govern=-
ment atomic-energy power plant pro-
gram; in other words, if there were not
given to the private utilities a monopoly
which, in my judgment, the bill gives to
them. Then, of course, the uranium
product, or fissionable produect, which
would go to the private utilities under
some lease arrangement, would not
bring, in my judgment, nearly as much
in value as it would if there were pro-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

vided a public competitive yardstick un-
der a program in which the Government
would also develop electric power from
this process.

When we consider what the Govern=
ment would pay in return for the pluto-
nium ash, we realize we are dealing with
a piece of property which is bound to be
of tremendous value because of its im-
portance to the defense program. And
again, if there is given to the private
utilities the monopoly of the manufac-
turing of that process, we would have a
hard time, in my judgment, even if the
decision were left to the court, on the
basis of judicial standards of determin-
ing value. It is worse in this case be-
cause it is being left to the Atomic En-
ergy Commission. We cannot disregard
the fact that we would pay an extremely
high price for the plutonium ash in com-
parison with the lease price which would
be charged the utilities for the leasing
of the uranium, in the first instance, out
of which, in the long run, would be de-
veloped the plutonium ash.

I think that is a sleeper in the bill,
a catch we must watch out for, and we
must attack from two angles: first, from
the angle of seeing to it that the bill is
amended in such a way that the Govern-
ment will be able to do its own power
generating, particularly for Government
use and the use of public bodies; and,
second, in my judgment we must write
into the bill what the Federal Power
Commission says arc some very much
needed standards of valuation, rather
than the very general terms in the bill
which are not even identical when they
come to deal with fixing the value of the
uranium, as compared with fixing the
value of the plutonium ash.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Oregon yield?

Mr. MORSE. 1 yield.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Lest a mis-
conception arise, I wish to call the at-
teation of the Senator from Oregon to
the fact that the bill does not give a
monopoly to private industry. Any pub-
lic or quasi-public body, utility district,
municipality, REA, the TVA, and of such
organizations, will have just as much
right to participate in this program and
to apply for, and receive, licenses as will
any private utility. The bill so provides.

Mr. MORSE. Let me say that my
good friend, the Senator from Iowa, was
not here earlier this afternoon when I
d’scussed this phase of the bill. I shall
stand on the record I have made. I
think the language of the bill to which
the Senator from Iowa refers is very
empty, because of certain physical facts
which will confront us for the next 10
years. No REA's or cooperatives or mu-
nicipalities will, in the present stage of
the development of atomic power, build
a reactor.

What we must take pains to remember,
Mr, President, is that in the building of
the reactors, only so many of them can
be built in the country, and the number
is relatively small, because if they are
built large enough, and if they are not
large enough to begin with, they will not
be economically feasible, either for the
benefit of the Government or for a pri-
vate utility, and if only a certain number
of them are built across the country,
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there will automatically be a monopoly.
Furthermore, the electric cooperatives
and municipalities do not now have the
funds that will be needed to build reac-
tors; and if licenses are given to a private
utility combine spotted throughout the
country by building reactors in certain
critical areas, we might just as well for-
get about the cooperatives or the mu-
nicipalities ever building a reactor 15 or
20 years from now.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Oregon yield?

Mr. MORSE. 1 yield.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I do not fol-
low the Senator’s line of reasoning, be-
cause certainly the public or semi-publie
groups and cooperatives are as capable
of going into this field in the same way
private capital is willing to go into it and
invest in it. The opportunity is pro-
vided in the bill,

Mr. MORSE. There are scores of rea-
sons why they will not do it now, at the
present stage of development of atomic
energy. Let us not forget that a select
group of private utilities have been work-
ing on the development of atomic energy
from the beginning. They have been
engaged in the development and acquir-
ing the know-how, and they are aware
what the hidden potentialities of atomic
energy are; and in view of the hidden
subsidies provided by this bill, they will
be in a fine position to grab off, right now,
the desirable locations for the construe-
tion of reactors, and in that way they
will obtain the subsidies. They will have
the advantages of a virtual monopoly of
patents.

Furthermore, the bill does not contain
provision for having any Federal Gov=
ernment units develop power on a com=-
mercial basis. In the bill Government
units are limited to the development of
power as a byproduct; and when we come
to the byproduct-power section, we see
some very interesting restrictions on
what they shall be able to do with the by-
product power.

A part of the objection I am present-
ing this afternoon to the bill is that the
bill, as drafted, does not give effective
preference to public bodies. That is why
I believe it so essential to write into the
bill a provision giving the Atomic En-
ergy Commission and Federal power
agencies the authority and the right to
build some plants, so as to generate some
power for the people, and so as to sell
some power under preference provisions
in line with general power policy. That
should be done in order to have cheap
power generated for the benefit of the
people.

It is important to have included in the
bill a provision setting forth clearly a
public-power yardstick which will have
some meaning to it, by way of a public-
power program, through the construec-
tion of atomic-energy reactors owned by
the people, as represented by their Fed-
eral Government.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator from Oregon
yield?

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. No doubt the
Senator from Oregon is aware of what
I am about to say, but I should like to
call it to his attention again, at this
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point, namely, that so far as public and
semipublic bodies and cooperative bodies
are concerned, in respect to the power
field, the TVA has an extensive study
and experimental program in connec-
tion with this matter; and the REA's
are studying the matter, and have a pro-
gram in regard to the possibilities of
atomic-power development, through
their connection with Fairbanks-Morse.
So the cooperative groups and the REA’s
are interested in it and are exploring it,
just as the privately owned utilities are;
and the TVA has its segment investigat-
ing and looking into and canvassing the
possibilities of atomic-power develop-
ment.

So I believe it is not exclusively—even
at the present time—in the hands of
the private utilities, insofar as exami-
nation and exploration of this field are
concerned.

Again I assure the Senate that I have
no fear that the bill will exclude the
other bodies and groups in the field of
alr;omic energy, from proper exploitation
of it.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I offer a
very simple test to settle the disagree-
ment between the Senator from Iowa
and myself. The very simple language
we shall vote upon, possibly next week,
contained in the Johnson and Gillette
amendments to the bill, will, if incor-
porated in the bill, remove any doubt
as to whether the power will be devel-
oped, in part, for the benefit of all the
people, through guaranteeing a public-
power yardstick. Let us write into the
bill provisions which will authorize the
Atomic Energy Commission and Federal
power agencies to develop some Gov-
ernment-owned plants for the genera-
tion of power, as such, to be made avail-
able to the people, as such. That will
constitute a check on monopoly, and will
make it possible for the Atomic Energy
Commission and other Federal agencies,
through that kind of a Government
plant, really to breathe life and meaning
into any public preference.

If we really wish to check private
monopoly and if we really wish to have
a public-power yardstick of control
against them, then, first, the Senate
should adopt our amendments, provid-
ing that the Atomic Energy Commission
and Federal power agencies shall have
authority and jurisdiction to build some
of these plants, too, and market their
power under the preference clause.

Mr. President, at this time I wish to
say a few words about the Federal
Power Commission's criticisms of the
bill. A Federal Power Commission an-
alysis of the proposed legislation at the
request of the Joint Committee pointed
out the lack of legislative standards in
the bill and the bill's subsidy implica-
tions. Commenting upon the “fair
price” provision, the analysis stated:

There is not and probably never will be
A free market to provide a standard of
what a “fair price” would be * * * there is
little, if anything, in the legally established
concepts of utility regulation that can be
deemed to provide meaning for the term
“fair price.” (Hearings, pt. II, p. 1131.)

The FPC also asked this question:

If persons are to be permitted to use the
energy resource resulting from the Govern-
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ment's expenditure of billions of dollars on
atomic research and production, are they
to pay anything for that privilege?

Although licensees for development of
hydroelectric resources under the Fed-
eral Power Act are required to pay an
annual license fee, S. 3690 makes no pro-
vision requiring that private persons
making use of the atomic energy re-
source pay for such use.

The FPC concluded:

For all the bill now provides, the AEC
may pay more for the ashes than it charges
for the fuel. If the Government is thus to
subsidize the electric utilities and other per-
sons developing atomic energy by paying
operating costs in addition to giving them
the license privilege without charge, it would
seem that Congress should fix that policy—
not attempt to pass the responsibility to the
AEC, the Review Board, the courts, or any-
one else,

I completely agree with that point of
view of the Federal Power Commission.
If there are those who say, “It is not a
sound position for the Federal Power
Commission to take. It is misinterpret-
ing the act and misjudging its implica-
tion,” I say it raises at least a doubt.
It raises at least a charge of ambiguity
in the bill, and it calls for clarification.

TOO MUCH DISCRETION IN AEC

In my judgment the Atomic Energy
Commission is allowed an amazing
amount of discretion in the administra-
tion bill with regard to receipts and dis-
bursements of the taxpayers’ money.
The provisions of the bill leave wide open
the possibility that the Government may
buy back nuclear material for a higher
price than it charges when it distributes
it, especially in view of the provision
which allows the private producer’s op-
erating costs to be considered in mak-
ing up the fair price to be paid. The
Commission may very well set a low
price to the licensees for unprocessed
material and pay a high price for plu-
tonium ash. This would be a windfall
for the utility companies operating the
plants who would already be making
huge profits from the sale of power.
Even if the fair price and the reasonable
charge were the same, the private oper-
ator would be making his profits on the
nuclear material if he had a breeder
reactor which produced more material
than it burned.

The built-in subsidy feature in S. 3690
would give to the private operator who
had already been given the right to ex-
ploit a $12-billion investment of the peo-
ple without even the payment of a
license fee, the assurance that his opera-
tion would be without expense and that
he could probably make a profit from the
operation even if he never sold a kilo-
watt of power. It is no wonder that the
giants of industry are eager to get in on
the atomic energy program.

The social implications of adoption of
this kind of legislative proposal were
discussed by Edward R. Murrow in his
broadcast of June 7, 1954. I quote from
the text of the Murrow broadcast:

But more interesting—and surely more sig-
nificant—is another issue raised by the Com=-
mission in its report to Congress. This has

to do with the development of atomic energy
for peaceful purposes. The Commission rec-

ommends that private industry take this
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over from the Government. This is what the
report says: “Obtaining full participation of
the Nation's electrical energy producers and
equipment manufacturers in the develop-
ment and production of nuclear power is, in
our judgment, the best way of securing the
maximum return on the public investment
in this phase of our atomic energy program.”

Previously in the report the Commission
had sald, in effect, that we are a soclety of
private enterprise and should remain so.
Nuclear power, it said “should be produced
and distributed by the private and public
power systems and not by the Commission.”
And that, it argued, would let nuclear power
“confirm and strengthen, rather than change,
our way of life.” But what the Commission
proposes may itself be a change in our way of
life. It is not easy to find a name for the
kind of society it would produce. Obviously
it would not be socialism, for though the
people put up the money for atomic develop-
ment and now own the process and the plant,
the profits under socialism, (if there are
profits) would go directly or indirectly to the
people. But just because something isn't
socialism it isn't automatically free or pri-
vate enterprise. In free enterprise the capi-
tal is put up by private persons—at a risk—
and that is what entitles them to the profits
they make. Obviously it wouldn't be free
or private enterprise to collect the equivalent
of $756 from every person in the United
States for nuclear development, which is
what the Government has done. This is
public money and the discovery and the
industry now belong to the public. Of
course, if private industry “buys its way in,"”
and the public is reimbursed for its capital
outlay, that could end up as private enter-
prise. But the AEC doesn't suggest this
should happen. And nothing is being said
about it so far in Congress. It just isn't ex-
plained how the public property is to become
private property. I should mention that giv-
ing public property to private persons, or
selling it at nominal cost, is not necessarily
reprehensible. It was worthily done by Abra=-
ham Lincoln in the Homestead Act, for ex-
ample. But it is not the same to give away
a whole range of new knowledge and a vast
equipment that have cost the public an
outlay of $12 billion. This is not said to
object to atomic energy for peaceful purposes
becoming a function of private enterprise.
Most Americans will agree that this is a valid
objective. But one is entitled to know just
how this public property is to become private
property. And we may need a new name for
the kind of soclety we might become.

Murrow went on to say, in this ex-
cellent broadcast:

As I sald, it isn't socialism, but it also
isn't pure private enterprise. If one as-
sumes that neither the administration nor
Congress wants to arrange simply a gigantic
handout of the public property, what do they
have in mind? It is not a mixed economy,
even though the proposal is that the Gov-
ernment stop making nuclear energy for
peaceful purposes and go on making it for
defense. For it is not characteristic of a
mixed economy to turn over publicly financed
and operated functions to private persons.
Another name for the proposal may be sub-
sidy. Letting private industry benefit from
the nearly four billions it cost simply to de-
velop nuclear energy and use part of the
public’s plant and equipment, would be one
of the most sensational subsidies of all time.
Must we learn to call our form of society in
the atomic era “subsidized free enterprise?”
One should hope not. It sounds like double-
talk. To quote agaln from the AEC report,
the aim is “securing the maximum return on
the public investment.” But the maximum
return to whom? Is it to the public which
put up the capital? Or is it to private cor-
porations? These questions are worth think-
ing about.




1954

Earlier this afternoon in this speech I
expressed my high regard for Tom Stokes
and the great job he is doing in help-
ing to awaken the American public to
the serious dangers in this bill. I now
wish to pay my compliments to Ed Mur-
row. We have heard about that broad-
cagt from a great many sources. The
broadcast had about as terrific an im-
pact on the American people, I think, as
Murrow’s telecast on Senator McCARTHY.
The American people have great con-
fidence in the keen intellect of Ed Mur-
row, and I wish to commend him for the
job of public education he did in this
broadcast. When he closed it with the
sentence, ‘“These questions are worth
thinking about,” in my judgment, he
described the issue which is now before
us in the Senate. The questions he raised
are questions about which the Senate
had better do some thinking before we
come to vote on the pending bill.

I think Murrow is quite right. We
cannot call this private enterprise. We
cannot call this free enterprise. I would
suggest, instead of Murrow’s phrase
“subsidized free enterprise,” that what
it is is “subsidized private monopoly.”
This bill is a subsidy bill for private mo-
nopoly. This bill is a bill which will re-
sult in the American people giving free
to the private utilities a monopolistic
stranglehold over the development of an
atomic energy program for the purpose
of generating power and selling it back
to the American pecple at the rates that
private monopolies usually charge, which
are invariably higher than the rates
charged when they have to compete
against the public power yardstick.
The bill contains no public pewer yard-
stick provisions for the development of
electric power through an atomic energy
program.

THE EISENHOWER PROGRAM OF GIVING AWAY THE
PEOPLE'S NATURAL RESOURCES

In 1953 the Eisenhower administration
gave away to the oil companies of the
Nation the valuable resources of the peo-
ple of the United States in the offshore
oil lands, resources worth hundreds of
billions of dollars. That giveaway was
heralded with great publicity and de-
livered with pious pronouncements.

In 1954 the same Eisenhower adminis-
tration proposes to give away to the util-
ity giants of the Nation a new resource
in which the people of the United States
have invested $12 billion and which has
a pctential value greater than that of all
the oil, gas, coal, and water resources of
the country combined.

This giveaway is being attempted in
the form of a number of amendments
to the McMahon Act, by a bill which is
being rushed through the Congress in
the closing days of the session without
adequate consideration, unless a few of
us insist on standing on the floor of the
Senate for the next few days and forc-
ing a full public discussion of what we
consider to be the very serious defects of
this bill,

NO NEED FOR CHANGE IN THE PRESENT LAW

There is no need for legislation at this
time to enable private industry to par-
ticipate in the development of the
atomic-energy program. Industry is
already involved and taking a full part
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in the atomic-energy research and de-
velopment program. Legislation to
allow the possession and use by private
cperators of nuclear material and atomie
energy produetion facilities will not be
needed until the program has reached
the phase of practical application of
processes developed under the present
program.

In fact, I may say that private indus-
try has not lost a dollar, but has pros-
pered in the atomic energy development.

I attended a little luncheon yesterday
with a group of Senators, where there
was some discussion of this bill. In the
course of the discussion one of the Sen-
ators said that during the war private
industry got behind the Government and
helped to develop the atomic energy
program.

That struck me as a rather amusing
statement, because what happened was
that the Government got behind private
industry and Government and industry,
working together cooperatively, as they
should, in the interest of national secu-
rity, developed the atomic energy pro-
gram. However, industry did not lose
anything by it.

To listen to some, one would think
that industry’s economic neck was not in
the wringer during World War II, as well
as the economic neck of all the rest of us.
One would think that the very survival of
industry, as well as the very survival of
all the people, was not at stake in World
War II, to hear some of those argue about
what industry did during World War II.
Industry did no more than its patriotic
duty, no more than the boys who fought
in uniform, and no more than the civil-
ians on the home front did on the indus-
trial line of America, no more than the
farmers making possible the develop-
ment of the materials and food which
were needed in order to back up the boys
in uniform.

Therefore, Mr. President, I am never
very much impressed by the argument
that we owe industry some giveaway in
regard to the atomic energy program
because during World War II industry
cooperated with the Government in de-
veloping the atomic energy program. It
was industry’s patriotic duty to do so,
and it did not lose a dollar by doing it.

In fact, the Government backed up in-
dustry in the development of that pro-
gram to the profit, in dollars and cents,
of industry and it was still a profit long
after industry got through paying any
excess profit taxes.

Therefore, I do not bleed for industry
because of any argument what industry
did during the war now places upon us
some obligation to give away the peo-
ple’s heritage in the atomic energy pro-
gram. I do not weep for industry with

crocodile tears or any other kind of tears.

In my judgment, under the amendments
some of us are urging industry would
still prosper. Under the amendments
offered by the Senator from Colorado
[Mr. Jounson], the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. GrreTTE], the Senator from Ten-
nessee, by the Senator from New Mex-
ico [Mr. ANDERsSON], by the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. Hmrl, by the Senator
from Oregon, and by other Senators, in-
dustry would prosper under the Atomic
energy program; but the people would
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be protected in the several respects I
have argued for this afternoon.
PROPOSED JOHNSON AND GILLETTE AMENDMENTS

First, we would be provided the right
of the Federal Government, through its
appropriate agencies, to develop its own
power plants, if it should decide that in
the public interest such a program
should be followed in some sections of
the country, just as we have done in the
development of electric power through
falling water in the TVA project.

Second, there would be established a
public power yardstick by the marketing
of that and byproduct power under the
public body preference clause.

They are amendments which will be in
keeping with the spirit and intent of a
strong private enterprise system, in con-
trast with the dangers of a private
mcenopoly system. It is the latter sys-
tem, I respectfully submit, which this
bill develops, not the private enterprise
system, and the lease and purchase pro-
visions should be revised to remove the
Sl;l‘lltljsmy element now imbedded in the

ill.

I should now like to quote from the
report of the Atomic Energy Commission,
made by the Member Murray to the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy on
June 2, 1954: He said:

‘We are only now in the development stage.
We have not yet reached the phase of com-
petitive, commercial application. This is
some years ahead. As I mentioned earlier,
the 5-year reactor program submitted to the
committee is aimed at making competitive
nuclear power a reality. If the goal is ac-
complished, our feeling is that only a small
number of full-scale privatel owned and
operated power reactors are likely to be on
the line before 1965—in other words over
10 years from now.

I respectfully say to my friend, the
Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER]
that is the answer of a member of the
Atomic Energy Commission. That is
why, Mr. President, the cooperatives and
the municipalities are not going to rush
in at this time and ask for licenses to de-
velop reactors which will cost hundreds
of millions of dollars. The figures vary
as one reads the record on the bill, as I
have, but it appears that there will not
be any commercially feasible reactor
that will cost less than $200 million.

In my judgment, Mr. President, it is
stretching the imagination pretty far
and violating the rules of credulity to
argue on the floor of the Senate, as my
good friend from Iowa has done, that
there is nothing to stop some little coop-
erative or a municipality from getting in
on the ground floor. From 2 financial
standpoint, it happens to be impossible
for them to do so. Where is there a little
rural electriec cooperative with $200 mil-
lion to spare to build one of these reac-
tors? Where is the municipality that
can do it? The catch is what I cited a
few minutes ago. The language is emp-
ty; it does not mean anything, because
the private utility combines see the
chance for an economic “killing.” They
can get a license now to spot check this
country with a few reactors needed to
supply all the power that could possibly
be sold by way of atomic-energy gener-
ation. If they have the license now,
they have the monopoly now.
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I shall not be fooled by these sleeper
clauses in the bill. I shall not be fooled
by meaningless language in the bill. If
the proponents of the bill really mean
it when they say the bill will provide for
better development and better genera-
tion, all they have to do is to support the
amendment of the Senator from Colo-
rado [Mr. JornsoNn] which would give to
the Federal Government the jurisdiction,
the authority, and the right to build
some of these reactors and to market the
power under the public preference
clause to co-ops, PUD’s, municipalities,
industry and private utilities.

I have quoted the utility witnesses.
That is not what Iddles wants. That is
not what Cisler wants. That is not what
those who are now on the ground floor
of development want. They have a bill
here which would put the Government
out of it. We shall try to put language
in the bill that will put the Government
into it, because the Government must be
put into the development of electric
power from atomic energy if we are go-
ing to protect the public interest from
the kind of monopolistic control that
will flow from this bill if we do not put
the proper language into it.

It is just that simple, Mr. President,
but we must say it over and over again.
We have got to pound away on it. We
have got to get the American people, by
the old process of repetition of the truth,
to recognize it. By repeating the truth we
may finally get them to discard the point
of view which has been developed by
repetition of a lot of falsehoods. By
repetition of the truth we may be able to
get the American people to see through
the false propaganda of private utilities
which has been flooding the country for
sometime past, and by a repetition of
the truth that this bill has not a single
effective safeguard of the public interest
in it from the standpoint of a public
power yardstick, we may in the days
ahead—and I think we will—cause the
American people sufficiently to under-
stand the situation so that they will de-
mand that the Senate adopt the simple
amendment to which I have been re-
ferring, namely, an amendment which
will clearly give to the Federal Govern-
ment the authority, jurisdiction, and
right to build some of these reactors for
the benefit of the people.

President Eisenhower himself stated to
the Congress in his message on February
17, 1954, “the act in the main is still
adequate to the Nation’s needs.” When
he urged some revisions in the Atomic
Energy Act at that time he indicated that
they were needed only to allow coopera-
tion with our military allies in the
atomic-energy field. I am satisfied from
what I have been told by members of
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy
that this can be accomplished without
changes in the present law, at least
without the changes proposed by the
I1;:;l:aijorit:,' of the committee in the present

WE MUST BE SURE OF WHAT WE ARE DOING

America and the world are entering
into a mew era. Utilization of nuclear
energy for industrial and power pur-
poses can greatly improve the living con-
ditions of millions of people whose
chances for a better life have been re-
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stricted by their inability to get power
at reasonable prices. Before we con-
sider the adoption of legislation which
proposes to provide what is done with
this great new power resource we should
be very sure that we know what we are
doing.

Fifty years of development of another
great power resource—the falling water
of our Nation’s rivers and streams—have
established guides for the development
of atomic-energy power. In my judg-
ment, the Congress of the United States
would be acting in a completely irre-
sponsible manner if, in legislating on
atomic power, it did not make use of
knowledge gained in the hydroelectric
power program. This experience has
been incorporated into law during Re-
publican and Democratic administra-
tions; yet the proposed legislation in
S. 3690 makes no reference to the estab-
lished power policy of our country and
sets up no positive standards in its place.

We must not enact a proposal which
would allow America’s greatest potential
source of power to be turned over to the
private utility monopoly without safe-
guards to protect the interest of the
American public in its $12 billion invest-
ment in atomic energy.

We must not pass a bill, Mr. President,
such as this bill in its present form,
which would help to sell the American
people into a monopolistic economic
bondage for decades to come.

OWNERSHIP BY TEXAS OF SUB-
MERGED LANDS EXTENDING
THREE LEAGUES INTO THE GULF
OF MEXICO

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, on yes-
terday the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Dovucras] inserted in the Recorp edito-
rials from newspapers concerning the
boundary of Texas in the Gulf of Mexico,
and the Senator from Minnesota [Mr,
HumpHREY ] referred to a visit which the
junior Senator from Texas had at the
White House with reference to the same
subject.

I ask unanimous consent that a state-
ment which I released yesterday con-
cerning the meeting and the general
subject of the three-league boundary of
Texas with reference to submerged lands
be printed at this point in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcoRD, as follows:

STATEMENT OF SENATOR PrIcE DaNTEL, JULY
15, 1954, oN TeExas THREE-LEAGUE BouUND-
ARY IN THE GULF OF MEXICO
In a visit with President Elsenhower at

the White House today, he assured me that
there was no change whatever in his posi-
tion that Texas owns the submerged lands
extending 3 leagues, rather than 3 miles,
into the Gulf of Mexico.

There is no question but that the Sub-
merged Lands Act passed by the Congress
and signed by the President in 1953 restored
to Texas all submerged lands within its his-
toric 8-league (10.5-mile) boundary in the
Gulf of Mexico. However, I had heard a re-
port from the recent State bar meeting in
San Antonio that Attorney General Shep-
perd was under the impression that the
Eisenhower administration might not recog-
nize the 3-league boundary, and that Attor-
ney General Brownell might try to push us
back to 3 miles. That is why I brought up
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the question with President Elsenhower
today.

I planned to do this Immediately after
hearing of the report last week, and my in-
quiry certainly has no reference to subse-
quent involvement of the question in the
Governor's race. I am sure the people of
Texas know that my long interest in the
tidelands fight and my conference with the
President today have no connection with any
presemt political campaign.

I reviewed with the President his letter
written to S8enator AnpErson, of New Mexico,
last year, which was placed in the CONGRES-
sIONAL REcorD on April 25, 1853, in which he
referred to this Houston, Tex., speech of
October 14, 1952, as follows:

“The next day, October 14, I made specific
reference to the State of Texas:

“*Just a 107 years ago the United States
Eenate decided that the public lands of
Texas were not worth $10 million, * * *
So the United States saild Texas, “Keep your
debts—and keep your lands. We don't want
either.” And so the State of Texas paid off
the $10-million debt of the Republic. It
kept its 400 million acres of lands, includ-
ing the submerged area extending 3 ma-
rine leagues seaward into the Gulf of
Mexico.

“My position is the same today. It was
further amplified by the administration
representatives in the hearings before the
Senate and your committees considering the
legislation,

“DwicHT D. EISENHOWER."”

President Eisenhower authorizes me to
say there is “no change in his position what-
ever.” He seemed surprised that the ques-
tion has been raised again, and I feel sure
that our full 3-league (10-mile) boundary
will not be challenged by this administra-
tion.

Even if challenged by some future ad-
ministration, it would have no chance of
success, because the Submerged Lands Act
covers all lands out to the boundaries which
existed at the time any State entered the
Union. That phrase was written into the
law especially for Texas, and the entire leg-
islative history shows this to be true, In
fact, both in the House and in the Senate,
amendments were offered to limit all States
to 3 miles, but these amendments were
overwhelmingly defeated after the Texas
boundary situation was explained.

Attorney General Brownell recognized the
Texas 3-league boundary in his testimony
before the Senate Interior and Insular Af-
Tairs Committee in 1953. He said:

“In order that there may be no misun-
derstanding, generally speaking what we
have in mind is the 3-mile line, except for
the coasts of Texas and the west coast of
Florida, where 3 leagues would generally
prevail.”

Becretary of Interior McKay testified to
the same effect with regard to Texas in his
appearance before the Senate Interior and
Insular Affairs Committee as follows:

“Senator DaNIEL. May he complete that
statement. I thought maybe he would say
something about his understanding of the
Texas 3-league boundary.

“Secretary McKay. That is what I wanted
to say. I am with Texas on that, 3 leagues
to sea.”

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that a newspaper
article concerning the same subject be
inserted in the REecorp at this point in
my remarks.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

No DispuTE oN TExAs BoUNDARY

WasHINGTON . —Senator DaNieL said today
he has no knowledge of any differences be-
tween President Eisenhower and Attorney




1954

General Brownell over interpretation of the
extent of Texas' title to offshore lands in the
Gulf of Mexico.

He told a reporter he sent word to Brown-
ell yesterday that he would like to discuss
the question with him, but in replying
through an intermediary Brownell said it
looked to him as though the President had
sufiiciently covered the matter during
Dawrer's visit to the White House Thursday.

After that visit DanreL told reporters Eis-
enhower had authorized him to say that he
had not changed the position he has always
held—that Texas is entitled to offshore lands
and their oll resources reaching 3 leagues,
rather than 3 miles, into the gulf.

Confirming this yesterday, White House
Press Secretary James C. Hagerty said Eisen-
hower always believed and still believes that
the historical boundaries of Texas extend
3 leagues—about 1014, miles—off its coast.

After DaniEr’s statement Thursday John
Ben Shepperd, the Texas attorney general,
eald that J. Lee Rankin, the United States
Assistant Attorney General, has challenged
Texas' claim to the lands beyond the 3-mile
limit. Neither Rankin nor Brownell would
comment yesterday.

Asked today about this reported conflict
between the White House and Justice De-
partment, DanierL sald he knew of no dis-
agreement between the two. He said he
hadn't talked to Brownell about the matter
because it seemed to him the President's
position as outlined to him personally left
no doubt that “this whole matter has been
completely decided in favor of Texas."

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, I simply
wish to add that so far as any dispute
having arisen concerning the boundaries

' at this late date, at least a hundred times
during the argument on the submerged
lands bill last year it was stated by both
proponents and opponents of the meas-
ure that the gulfward boundary of Texas
is 3 leagues instead of 3 miles.

I should like to invite attention to the
fact that the report on the bill by the
Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Com-
mittee, in stating the boundaries and the
acreage covered by the bill clearly shows
in appendix F, on page 76 of the report,
that the Texas boundary is figured as
3 leagues rather than as 3 miles, and
the acreage is specifically stated so that
there can be no doubt as to what bound-
aries were involved insofar as the State
of Texas is concerned.

I do not believe there is any real con-
flict in the administration over this mat-
ter, and I wish to point out that so far as
Congress is concerned, the issue was
settled, because an attempt was made on
the flocr of the House and of the Senate
to add an amendment which would
specifically limit all States to 3 miles.

As the Presiding Officer will remem-
ber, that attempt was made twice in the
Senate. The amendment was over-
whelmingly defeated after the senior
Senator from Texas [Mr. JouNson] and
I had explained the Texas 3-league
boundary. The proposal likewise was
defeated in the House. The Senator
from Florida [Mr. HorLLanp] showed that
Florida had the same situation on its
gulfward boundary.

After the defeat of the amendments
which attempted to limit us to 3 miles
instead of 3 leagues, the Senate will
remember that an amendment was
added which specifically provided that
the effect of the act, in the Atlantic
Ocean and the Pacific Ocean would be
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limited to 3 miles, and in the Gulf of
Mexico to 3 leagues, rather than 3 miles.

Mr. President, on April 29, 1953—
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 99, part
3, pages 4171 to 4176—during considera-
tion of the Submerged Lands Act, I gave
the history of Texas 3-league boundary
and cited the many times it had been
1ecognized by the Congress. The Senate
defeated the pending amendment which
would have limited Texas to 3 miles in-
stead of 3 leagues, just as the House had
Gone previously.

AWARDS FOR DISTINGUISHED
SERVICE TO CONSERVATION

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, on
Thursday, July 15, 1954, at a dinner held
in the Statler Hotel, and sponsored by a
group of organizations interested in the
conservation of natural resources, a na-
tional award was presented to Repre-
sentative LEe MEercaLr, of Montana, for
distinguished service to conservation.
The same action was taken with refer-
ence to Representative Leony H. GavIN, of
Pennsylvania.

The organizations which sponsored
the dinner and which presented the
awards are the Izaak Walton League of
America, the National Parks Associa-
tion, the National Wildlife Federation,
the Wilderness Society, and the Wild-
life Management Institute.

The chairman of the meeting was
Bernard DeVoto, who delivered an ad-
dress reviewing the work of those inter-
ested in conservation.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REecorp at
this point the statements made by these
organizations in connection with the
presentation of the awards to Repre-
sentative MEeTcALF and Representative
GAVIN.

There being no objection, the state-
ments were ordered to be printed in the
REcoRrD, as follows:

NINETEEN HUNDRED AND FIFTY-FOUR NATIONAL
AWARD TO LEE METCALF FOR DISTINGUISHED
SERVICE TO CONSERVATION
Lee MEeTcALF's alert and continuing work

in the Nation's Capital has won him wide-

spread respect and admiration. By virtue of
his profound interest and comprehensive
understanding of conservation and its ob-
jectives and problems, the recipient has,
during his first term of office as a Member of
the House of Representatives of the United
States, emerged as a defender of the prin-
ciples of better management and wise use of
natural resources for the benefit of all the
people. Among his many achievements in
attaining an enviable record in the 83d Con-
gress, he was a foremost leader in successful
actions that turned aside attempts by those
who chose to overlook the fundamental priv-
ileges of all Americans in the national forest
lands in order to obtain special concessions
for minority groups; he sponsored legislation
that would make possible improved manage-

ment of public domain lands; and he di-

rected the attention of Congress to the diver-

sion of duck stamp funds while appealing
for adequate appropriations with which to
fulfill the duties and responsibilities of the

United States Fish and Wildlife Service. It

is in gratitude for this outstanding public

service and in appreciation of his accom-
plishments that this national award and
bronze plagque are presented to Representa-
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tive LEe METCALF, of Montana, by the under-
signed national conservation organizations.
IzAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA.
NATIONAL PARKS ASSOCIATION.
NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION.
WILDERNESS SOCIETY.
WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE.

NINETEEN HUNDRED AND FIFTY-FOUR NATIONAL
AWARD To LEoN H. GaviN For DiIsTIN-
GUISHED SERVICE TO CONSERVATION

Since the 78th Congress, LEon H. GAVIN'S
continuing interest has been the promoting
of better management of the vast treasures
of natural resources held in public trust by
the Federal Government and in assuring
equal privileges for all who would benefit
from these resources. During his long and
active career in the House of Representatives
of the United States, he has become known
as a fearless champion of the national forest
system. His trade-marks are his firmd con-
victions that, consistent with sound manage-
ment policies, the privileges of all users of
the national forests be recognized, and his
unyielding stand in opposition to those who
would obtain special privileges at the ex-
pense of others. He has been a forceful ad-
vocate of the appropriation by Congress of
adequate funds with which to carry out the
study and management of fish and game re-
sources on these public lands. In recogni-
tion of his outstanding service and untiring
efforts to secure the best management and
wise use of the country’s natural resources in
the public interest, the undersigned national
conservation organizations are privileged to
present this national award and a bronze
plaque to Representative Leow H. GavIn, of
Pennsylvania.

IzAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA.
NATIONAL PARKS ASSOCIATION.
NaTiONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION,
WILDERNESS SOCIETY.

WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE.

RECESS TO 10 A. M. ON MONDAY

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President,
pursuant to the order previously entered,
I move that the Senate now stand in
recess until Monday next at 10 o’clock
a. m.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6
o’clock and 47 minutes p. m.) the Senate
took a recess, the recess being under the
order previously entered, until Monday,
July 19, 1954, at 10 o'clock a. m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate July 17 (legislative day of July
2), 1954:

IN THE ARMY

The foilowing-named officers for tempo-
rary appointment in the Army of the United
States to the grades indicated under the
provisions of subsection 515 (¢) of the Ofi-
cer Personnel Act of 1847:

To be major general

Brig. Gen. Charles Ernest Loucks, 06949,
United States Army.

To be brigadier generals

Col. Mack Macon Green, O16539, Medical
Corps, United States Army.

Col. Arthur Letcher Irons, 016526, Dental
Corps, United States Army.

Col. James Glore, 028758, United States
Army.

Col. John Robert Burns, 016509, United
States Army.

Col. Robert Vernon Lee, 028882, United
States Army.

Col. Marshall Stubbs, 017706,
States Army.

United
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In THE REGULAR ARMY

The following-named officers for promo-
tion in the Regular Army of the United
States, under the provisions of sections 502
and 509 of the Officer Personnel Act of 1947,
All officers are subject to physical examina-
tion required by law:

To be captains

Abbott, Donald I., O60517.
Abelson, Albert N., O57434.
Aboe, Eenneth R., O69577.
Abt, Alan B. O60323.

Achee, Sidney W., 0O60583.
Acker, Ivan B., O60474.

Acuff, Earl C., O60178.
Adams, Alfred M., O65721.
Adams, Billy J., 059933.
Adams, Dexter W., 062247,
Adams, Howard E., O57244.
Adams, Marvin L., 060612,
Adams, Thomas E., Jr., 050940,
Adcock, Robert L., O60565,
Adkins, Aaron C., 080512,
Adkins, Alvin E., 065940.
Adoue, Eugene L., O58805.
Affleck, David W., O58808.
Ahearn, John R., 059918,
Ahearn, Neal J., O65591.

Akin, Karl E., O59800.
Albertson, James J., 062197,
Aldridge, Thomas C., O58807.
Alexander, David B., 059956,
Alfonso, Albert F., O57240.
Allard, Henry G., O58808.
Allbee, Howard G., 068069.
Allbright, Marion C., O63678.
Allen, Herbert B., O60349.
Allen, Philip J., Jr,, O60585.
Allen, Warren P., O62825.
Allen, Willlam E., O60661.
Allis, John D., O606186.

Allison, Charles C., O65729.
Allison, William A., O60176.
Allred, Willilam M., O58809.
Allyn, John O., 065941,
Ambrose, Don C., 062179,
Amity, Richard F., O60407.
Anderson, Allen R., 0O62116.
Anderson, Kenneth 8., Jr., 062252,
Anderson, Melvin C., O60805.
Anderson, Reuben L., Jr., 057129,
Anderson, Richard C., O58810.
Anderson, Richard L., O60567.
Anderton, Edward C., 061094.
Andreasen, Eugene K., 057431,
Andres, Charles, 3d, O58811.
Andrews, James L., 058812,
Andrews, William J., O58162.
Anthony, Thomas J., O58813.
Antrim, Ralph C,, Jr., O85170.
Applegate, Willlam H., 065007,
Applin, Paul L., Jr., O57968.
Apt, Robert, O58814.

Arendt, Morton, Jr., 065942,
Armstrong, George E., 065598,
Armstrong, John R., 065159.
Armstrong, Nemesio A., O59898.
Arnett, Vern R., O80369.
Arnold, Emmett R., 080398,
Arnold, Richard D., O58815.
Arnold, Richard J., O58816.
Aron, Joel D., O57076.

Ashley, Lewis J., O62231.
Astarita, Edward F., 060821,
Atchison, Frank E. O58817.
Athanason, Frank A., O58818.
Atkinson, Donald E., O65071.
Avery, Albert M., Jr., O59894.
Avery, Willlam H., Jr., O58819.
Awalt, Thomas Y., Jr., 057496,
Axelson, Rudolph A., 059838,
Bache, Claude V., O61100.
Backhaus, Gus, 3d, O60714.
Baeuchle, Alfred A. 059901,
Balley, Jack 8., O62209.
Balley, Paul O., O60515.
Bailey, Richard A., 060622,
Bailey, Walter D., 065945.
Baird, Andrew W., O57499.
Baker, Dallas O., 058820,

Baker, James O., 060316,
Baker, Joe, Jr., 063359.

Baker, John E., 065151,
Baker, John W., 063380.
Baldwin, Cecil C., 060226.
Baldy Paul A., O59773.
Balitis, John J., 060414,

Ball, Doric W. J., 062258.
Ballard, Donald S., O58821.
Ballinger, Eldon L., 061202.
Ballou, William R., O60701.
Bandeen, William R., 0O57193.
Bang, John D., 063056.
Bangert, Robert L., 060217,
Baran, Stanley, Jr., O60519.
Barber, Jochn W., O65009.
Barbero, Eugene C., 061994,
Barbero, Richard J., O60717.
Barker, Edmund J., O60330.
Barnes, Alfred, O63099.
Barnes, Harry C., 058822.
Barnett, James W., Jr., O57087.
Barnett, Robert B., 058823.
Barnitz, Gerald W., 050669.
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Poe, James E., 060700.
Policastro, John J., O62226.
Polichnowskl, Henry J., O67741.
Polifka, Donald K., 060522.
Ponder, Lewington S., 059823,
Ponder, William A., 060589,
Porta, James R., O60431.
Porter, Hobert H., O63311.
Post, Alton G., O60317.
Post, Charles M., 059002.
Powell, David D., O57662.
Powell, George B., 065043.
Power, Joseph L., O62818.
Powers, George McL., O59003.
Presson, David R., O60195.
Preston, Leonard L., 057430,
Preuit, James V., O63360.
Pritchard, Charles E. 063041,
Procter, Gilbert, Jr., O62155.
Proctor, Frank D., O61097.
Psaki, Nicholas G., Jr., 062121,
Pulliam, George W., Jr., O62208.
Pumphrey, Richard T. O60703.
Putnam, William T., 059004.
Quackenbush, Harold G., 065110.
Quinnelly, James L., O60177.
Radcliff, Edward C., 060533.
Rafferty, John H., Jr., O60804.
Rahmann, John C., O66078.
Ramos, Rene, O59005.
Randolph, Jacob A., Jr., 063081,
Raney, Thompson L., 063054.
Ransier, John G., 063376.
Rasmusson, Harlan A., 065492,
Rathlev, Arnold, 059944,
Raum, Mark, O59006.
Rawlins, Claude H., 060594,
Rawls, Lucian R., Jr., O65T713.
Rawn, William A., 060461,
Ray, William B., O60568.
Reade, Robert A., O60514.
Cc——680

Reagan, Paul F., O58008.
Reaugh, Vern W., 065029.

Redd, Walter W,, O57441.
Redman, Albert, Jr., O62157.
Reed, Clyde E., Jr., 059927,
Reed, George M., O69774.
Reed, James B., O57921.

Reed, John E., O57809.

Rees, Kenneth R., O59875.
Reese, Neil, 065101.

Reid, Robert A., O65718.

Reid, Tom, 063040.

Reid, Wallace G., O60361.
Reidy, James F., O860636.
Reilly, Francis W., O59009.
Renneisen, Daniel J., 062133.
Resnick, Saul M., O57190.
Reynolds, Clifford C., Jr., O63279.
Reynolds, Donald H., 063035.
Reynolds, John W., O60829.
Rhine, Malcolm K., O63306.
Rhoads, Homer E., 059010.
Rhodes, Richard G., 059876.
Rhodes, Samuel T., Jr., O56992.
Rhodes, Willlam H., O58154.
Rice, Foy, O65088.

Rice, Marvin E., O59011.
Richards, Barton F., 060471,
Richardson, George M., Jr., O60843.
Richardson, Walton K., Jr., 059013.
Richey, Thomas B., 059938.
Richmond, Melvin E., O60388.
Richters, Robert L., O65109.
Riddlemoser, Francis M., Jr., 059014.
Ride, Walter T., Jr., 063290.
Rider, Vance D., 0O60518.

Rider, Vernon R., 059488,
Ridlehoover, Edward M., 060222,
Riggs, Noble L., O59791.

Riggs, Willlam G., O69777.
Riley, Evan F., O60370.

Rinaldi, Eugene, 059015.

Ring, Alfred C., 0865153.

Ring, Eenneth G., 0590186,
Ringel, Eugene J., 058017,
Ringenbach, Frank P., Jr., O607086.
Riordan, John B., 087745,

Rios, Edwin T., O63038.

Roach, Andrew J., 056994,
Roach, Neal H., O60689.

Roark, Carl F., 061996,

Robbins, Oliver LeR., 062163,
Robbins, Robert 5., 062192,
Roberts, Harold B., 065008.
Roberts, John F., 059914,
Roberts, William G., 059018.
Robertson, Claron A., Jr., 057107,
Robertson, Jack L., O60716.
Robinson, Howard F., O63077.
Robinson, Neil, 059018.
Robinson, Norman L., Jr., O57210.
Robinson, Robert H., O69779.
Robinson, William B., 062813.
Roby, Houston 8., Jr., 062834.
Rodenbeck, Eric O., O60375.
Rodgers, Elton C., 065100.
Rogan, John F., 062203,
Rogers, Benton M., 059020.
Rogers, Ernest R., Jr., 060374,
Rogers, Fred T., 059021.

Root, Charles W., 059950.
Roper, George M., Jr., 060359,
Rose, Charles W., 0680400.
Rosengren, Warren J., 062158,
Rosner, Albert A., O65077.

Ross, Charles G., O60623.

Ross, John P., 060404.

Rosser, Francis C., 061130.
Rossman, Warren W., 063235.
Rosson, David R., 058174,
Rountree, Wadie J., O60608.
Rousseau, William J., Jr., 059022,
Row, Henry C., Jr., 060433,
Royce, Newton C., 060415.
Rudd, Edwin A., O57211.
Ruddy, Eenneth E., 057239,
Rumore, Sam, O69783.

Runft, Harold W., O63046.
Runkle, Robert L., O65724.
Ruppert, John P., 062273,
Rusanowsky, Alexander P., 062823,
Rusche, Ralph R., O59870.
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Ruschmeyer, Gerald F., 062229,
Rush, Donald P., 062232,
Russell, Donald K., 062817.
Russell, George C., Jr., 0O59877.
Russell, George H., 059499,
Russell, James W., 060424,
Russell, Jay V., 060634.
Russell, Robert C., 062125.
Ruthe, Hans G., 062164.

Ryan, James W., O63070.

Ryan, Wendell J., O66088.
Sabota, Eugene G., O63066.
Sachs, William H., O60464.
Bafar, Benjamin B., O60331.
Sampson, Samuel F., 058023.
Banders, James H., O59908.
Sanders, Paul, 059953,
Sandkaut, Louis G., 057922,
Sando, Raymond W., O66090.
Sandrock, George W., O59905.
Sanelli, Alfred A., 060212,
Sapp, Bernard B., O62143.
Sarazen, John J., Jr., O57582.
Sargeant, Arnold M., Jr., O57313.
Sargeant, Edward W., 062250,
Satterfield, Robert A., 060482,
Sauermann, Herbert L., 065493,
Saum, James B., O59878.
Schabacker, William, 059792,
Schach, Raphael J., O65056.
Schaner, Louis T., 062200.
Schappaugh, George H., 066092,
Schiller, Melvin D., O60668.
Schindling, Robert C., O57645.
Schleh, Wittmer I., O62271.
Schless, William F., O57278.
Schlotterback, Walter B., O57195.
Schreiber, Thomas S., 057918,
Schuler, Carl T., Jr., 059024,
Schuster, John P., O69666.
Schwartz, Ferdinand L., 059793,
Schilley, James P., Jr., O65161.
Scott, Adrian, O60786.

Scott, Beverly S., O60580.
Scott, Craig C., 063079.

Scott, Dwain L., O63078.

Scott, Ebbin P., Jr., O60467.
Scott, James I., 063319.

Beott, Willard W., Jr., O5T098.
Sears, Robert E., O60311.
Bears, Wallace R., 060447,
Secan, Frank D., 060201.
Seddon, John A., O63057.
Seely, Chesley K., 0598025.
Beibert, August G., O59028.
Seibert, Donald A., 060224,
Sellers, Homer L., Jr., 065084,
Sellers, James H., O60834.
Semple, Charles C., 059929,
Severson, Orville D., O63090.
Seymour, Paul A., Jr., O60664.
Shaffer, Jarvis K., O50888.
Shapira, Norman I., O60239.
Sharpe, Edgar B., 062263.
Shearer, Francis J., Jr., 060227,
Sheffield, Merle G., O57173.
Shell, Claude O., Jr., 060798,
Sheppard, Jerome, O60468.
Sheppard, Robert D., Jr., O57800.
Sheppe, Frank W., O59803.
Shidler, Robert W., O63329.
Shields, Buren R., Jr., O60230.
Shields, Selvin E., 060382,
Shiely, Thomas P., O57437.
Shilling, Harold E., O60473.
Shipman, Kenneth, O60411.
Shirley, Courtney R., 058027.
Shockley, James W., 059028,
Shoemaker, Charles J., Jr., 062274,
Shoemaker, Leo W., O65028.
Shriver, Rowland B., Jr., 060495,
Shuffer, George M., Jr., 059029,
Shuster, William A., 2d, O57179.
Siegrist, Raymond E., 065120,
Sikes, Arthur E., O60531.
Simmons, Don F.,, O69793.
Simpson, Arthur R., O5%030.
Simpson, Paul W., O65706.
Sineclair, Edgar M., O59031.
Sittner, Homer H., 060492,
Sitton, Victor L., O60394.
Bkogsberg, Paul L., 062134.
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Sleeper, Earl 8., 063045.
Sliger, Ira T., Jr., O59032.
Slominski, Martin J., 058892,
Smith, Bartholomew P., O60790.
Smith, Charles A, 0O60566.
Smith, Charles D., Jr., O60827.
Smith, Dale M., O69795.
Smith, Donald E., 062001,
Smith, Eb W., Jr., 064994,
Smith, Harold T., O59795.
Smith, Harry E., 060233.
Smith, Harwell F., Jr., O57130.
Smith, Homer D., Jr., O59805.
S8mith, Jack E., 060347,
Smith, Joseph H. 8., 059033,
Smith, Kingsley J., 059034.
Smith, Lowell H., O60705.
Smith, Martin R., Jr., O59035.
Smith, Paul T., 069798,
Smith, Richard C., O60477.
Smith, Richard D., O65158.
Smith, Robert L., O85129.
Smith, Samuel C., O59036.
Smith, Samuel L., O59917.
Smith, Vance O., O63346.
Smith, Wilfrid K. G., O60548.
Smith, William A., Jr., O60546.
Smithey, Paul C., O59817.
Smithson, Robert W., O63086.
Smolenski, Felix S., 063037.
Smyth, Carl B., 065173,

Snell, Dillon, 062230.
Sneller, William A., Jr., O85728.
Snow, Frank G., O59879,
Snow, James A., O60385.
Snow, Marvin H., 063043.
Sollitto, Basil J., O58796.

Solt, Lowell K., 060200.
Southerland, John T., O80659.
Spahr, Delbert D., O60789.
Spector, Sam, O59037.
Spettel, Frank J., Jr., O59038.
Spigarelll, Americo W., 060822.
Spinelli, Joseph D., 063488,
Spitzmiller, Bob F., O60188.
Spruill, Victor F., 069799.
Stacy, James E., 063285.
Stalgers, James MacC., 069800,
Staley, J. Wayne, Jr., 060842,
Stamey, Roderick A., Jr., O59804.
Staples, James T., 0O60444.
Starkey, Posie L., Jr., O63373.
SBtarr, Comfort K., 063292,
Starr, Robert N., O60351.
Btarry, Donn A., 057249,
Btedham, Dan D., O66204.
Steele, Warren B., 063377.
Stein, Harold, 0O60540.
Steinke, John E., O57885.
Stelman, Chester R., 063352,
Stendeback, William, Jr., 063327,
Sternburg, Harry J., O57209.
Stevens, Carlton E., Jr., 065033.
Stevens, Richard R., 059039.
Stevenson, Charles B., O60639.
Steward, Cleveland R., Jr., 059040.
Stewart, Donald E., O69803.
Stewart, Loren F., 059462,
Stickney, Louis 8., Jr., 069804,
Stigall, Arthur D., O69805.
Stinson, Gerald C., O61997.
Stivers, Fred, Jr., O65089.
Stoltenberg, Jack G., 065123,
Stone, Frank J., Jr., 060442,
Stone, James L., O65096.
Stone, Joel E., O58165.

Stone, Virgil M., 059923.
Stone, William M., Jr., 060485,
Story, Robert P., O57654.
Strawn, Louis F., 058041,
Street, Robert W., 059042,
Stringer, James K., 062184,
Strohm, Robert H., 065152.
Stryker, Emil J., Jr., O50043.
Stump, Rcbert M., O58134.
Sudnick, Norman E., O57587.
Suglia, Anthony S., 065108.
Sullivan, James J., 059044.
Summers, Archie W., 080237.
Bunder, Charles H., O57337.
Bunskl. Chester F., O65087.
8wafford, Fred G., Jr., O63087.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

BSwangren, Gordon L., 059045,
Swann, Ralph J., O59046.
Swanson, Paul A., O59047.
Swearengen, George A., 057321,
Sweeney, Harvey E., 059048.
Swinehart, Lewis S., Jr., 059880,
Swomley, Neely M., O59881.
Swope, Leslie J., 062216.
Sylvester, Loren H.,, 062243,
Tackaberry, Thomas H., Jr., O60504.
Tailbbi, Raymond V., O63044.
Tate, John K., 060210.

Taylor, Charles E., 060231.
Taylor, Donald L., 060811,
Taylor, J. Robert, O57226.
Taylor, John F., 059049.
Taylor, Mack, Jr., O57427.
Taylor, Richard F., 069812,
Taylor, William E., O63308.
Taylor, Willlam M., O57453.
Teagle, Charles R., 0650563,
Teague, Phillip E., O70155.
Tedick, Eugene, O59481.

Teel, Joseph F., 065164.

Teese, James L., O63386.

Tevis, Jack M., O65717.
‘Thatcher, David C., O59051.
Thaxton, Halbert C., O59052.
Thayer, George E., Jr., 069813.
Thomas, Charles M., O63357.
Thomas, Lawrence M., O60318.
Thomas, Wesley E., O60368.
Thomas, William G., Jr., 057144,
Thomas, Wray R., O60535.
Thompson, John W., 059053.
Thompson, Lawrence D., 060644,
Thompson, Paul A., O65604.
Thornton, Aubrey O., 069816,
Thornton, Paul E., 062815.
Tibbetts, Frederick E., 3d, O57164.
Tieman, Wilbert A., O65078.
Tierney, Willlam P., O69817.
Timberman, William H., 062811,
Tippins, BeDell A., Jr., 065479.
Todd, John A., 060511.
Topham, Everett G., 065091,
Tousley, Pershing, O60204.
Townes, James E., Jr., 059906.
Townsend, Harry W., O60481.
Tracy, Ollie L., 063722.

Trainer, Clark W., O85008.
Travers, Francis A., Jr., O60709.
Travis, William H., 057292,
Trigeg, Harry E., 060470,
Troiano, Lawrence V., 059797,
Tuberty, James T., O66109.
Tucker, Douglas B., O62169.
Tucker, William H., Jr., 063322.
Tudder, Elwin B., O60541.
Tugman, Robert F., 066110.
Tumlinson, Jack M., O60572.
Tupper, Fred A., 065032.
Tussing, Austin F., O69820.
Tuthill, Jack K., 060833,
Tutwiler, Guy I., O60698.
Twitty, Willlam M., O59808.

Tye, Hiram 8., O60692.

Tyree, Thomas B., 057111,
Tyson, Charles M., O63047.
Uffmann, Milton F., 060383,
Ulatoski, Joseph R., 062224.
Urrutia-Colon, Carlos E., 066112,
Utley, Jack C., O57519.

Vail, Willilam H., 059954.
VanBuskirk, Willilam D., 062147,
Van Eaton, John H., O60497.
VanHorn, Robert O., O60173.

Van Laethem, Fernand R., 063350

Vaughan, Miles C., Jr., 062259,
Vaughan, Robert D. 069822,
Vaught, James B., O60570.
Vessey, John W., Jr., 065047,
Vincent, Clifton F., O57440.
Vogelgesang, Ernest J., O80507.
Vogt, Brady L., Jr., O60647.
Vogt, Robert L., OG60691.
Voseipka, John R., O63365.
Vranish, Robert L., O60386.
Waddell, Edward S., O63068.
Wadsworth, John B., Jr., 057297,
Waggener, John G., O57084.
Wagner, George I., O60185.
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Wagoner, Fred E., Jr., 0O57253.
Wagonhurst, Arland H., O65715.
Walden, John E,, 2d., O57684.
Waldrop, Andrew J., O57808.
‘Wales, Perry W., O60608.

Walk, James F., O57300.
Walker, Fred M., Jr., 063333.
Walker, Homer L., 062220.
Walker, William L., O65022.
Wallace, Jerry G., O59812.
Wallis, Vernon V., 063072.
Walsh, John J., Jr., O58055.
Walta, Herbert H., O63343.
Walter, Lyle E., O57178.
Walters, Allie L., O59056.
‘Walters, Vernon J., 063074.
‘Wampler, Norman H., O60398.
Ward, David E., 060403.
Ward, Richard H., 062130.
‘Ward, Robert M., O57158.

Ware, Thomas A., Jr., O57219.
‘Ware, Willlam B., 062114.
Warren, Hancel L. E., O65722.
‘Waters, Ace L., Jr., 065019.
Watson, Billy H., O59932.
Walson, Edwin A., 059469.
Watson, William R., Jr., 066118,
Wayman, Duane LeR., 060472,
Wayne, Norbert J., O65090.
‘Weaver, Charles L., O59935.
Weaver, Robert N., O69826. '
Weaver, Wilburn C., 063407.
Webb, Lloyd E., O80575.
‘Webb, Ralph J., 065014.

Webb, Robert W., O57804.
Webber, Eenneth E., Jr., 057220.
Webel, Herman, Jr., 059899,
Weber, Richard G., 057192.
Webster, Dobson L., O59816.
Weddle, Charles E., 065695,
‘Weeks, Milton D., 062128.
Weggeland, Henry N., Jr., 059882,
Weisinger, Sherman, O59057.
Weisser, Seymour T., 062148.
Welch, John M., O57799.
Wellde, Raymond L., O60423.
Wells, Donal C., O60828.
‘Wendling, Donald E., O65150.
Wentzel, Donald B., O59800.
Wengz, Albert L., O65148.
Wesley, Craig T., 060193.

West, Oliver I., O65597.
Westermann, Thomas R., 062275.
Wheeler, Ernest E., O60418.
‘Wheeler, Harold L., O60696.
White, Charles I., Jr., 059059.
White, Charles R., O66210.
White, Joseph F., 063048.
White, Nevin C., O63286.
White, Richard V., 058172,
White, Wolfred K., O59883.
Whitehead, Ennis C., Jr., O57093.
Whitesel, William M., O59806.
Whiteside, David D., 062149.
Whitfield, Robert A., O57317.
Whitledge, Charles H., O62198.
Whitley, Arthur L., O57099.
Whitney, Philip McI., Jr., 057318,
Whitson, Willlam W., O57097.
Whittemore, Kenneth 8., Jr., 062999,
Whittington, Charles W., O59884,
Wickham, Robert E., 066121.
Wienecke, Herman E., O680673.
Wigner, Charles C., O59061.
Wilcox, George L., O65731.
Wild, Charles B., Jr., O63065.
Wilhide, Glenn C., Jr., 057189,
‘Wilkinson, Harry W., O69831.
Wilkinson, Richard F., 059062,
‘Willard, LeRoy L., 063313.
Williams, Dudley A., O60445.
Williams, Harry E., 061091,
Williams, John D., O60446.
Williams, Robert W., 0O60839.
Williams, Theodore C., Jr., 057462,
Williams, Tinker, O590863.
Williams, Vernon C., O63062.
Willlams, Virgil H., O59064.
Williams, Walworth F., 057310.
‘Williamson, Leo C., O59065.
Wilson, Calvin O., O63094.
Wilson, Clifford C., O59066.
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Wilson, Edwin C., O60650.
Wilson, Jode R., O68177.
Wilson, Kermit J., O60172.
Wilson, Leo L., 062836.
Wilson, Raymond C., 063723.
Winget, Kingston M., 062206.
Winslow, Francis J., O69836.
Winston, Sanford H., 062154.
Wintersteen, Joseph O., Jr., O58151.
Witko, Andrew B., 057170.
Wittlinger, Frederick J., O58069.
Wolf, Richard D., Jr., 059070.
Wolfe, Hiram M., 3d, 061090.
Wolman, Gus A., Jr., O57583.
Woltmon, Jack W., O80686.
Wood, Edwin, O60525.

Wood, John F., Jr., 063372,
Wood, Roy L., O58071.

Wood, Samuel C., O60598.
Wood, William S., 059072.
Woods, Altus L., Jr., 059885,
Woods, Wallace H., O69837.
Woodside, Willlam W., 063315.
Woodward, Dean R., 0862237,
Woodward, Samuel M., 059801,
Woolard, Reginald W., 059073.
Worth, Willlam J., 062844,
Worthen, Robert D., 062207.
Wright, Charles D., O60662.
Wright, Lloyd G., 065103.
Wyatt, Willard S., 065166.
Wyckoff, Theodore, 063312.
Wymer, Harold W., O65587.
Wyrick, Willlam E., 065072,
Yagei, Albert S., Jr., 069839.
Yarbrough, John D., 062238.
Yerkes, Walter E., 057455,
Yost, DeVerne R., 060381.
Young, David R., 063001.
Young, James W., 060410.
Young, Raymond E., 060484,
Young, William V., O60604.
Youngblood, Lewis H., Jr., O59967.
Youngs, Evert C., 059074.
Zarnowski, Walter J., O65605.
Zeitz, Gordon F., 060352,
Zigmund, Frank J., O59075.
Zobrist, Paul 8., 059076.
Zohn, Jerome, 060229,
Zuppann, Charles W., 0O60534.

The following-named officers for promotion
in the Regular Army of the United States
under the provisions of sections 502 and 509
of the Officer Personnel Act of 1947. All offi-
cers are subject to physical examination
required by law:

To be lieutenant colonels, Women's Army
Corps

Bianchi, Elizabeth W., 142,

McGrath, Luta C., L226.

Sievers, Vera A., L20.

8t. Clair, Laura M., L22.

To be majors, Women’s Army Corps

Aiken, Andrea M. L328.

Cadell, Hedwig J., L136.

Coupe, Laura C., L266.

Ellis, Joan, L331.

Frank, Leta M., L329.

Gardner, Annie V., L125.

Irwin, Dorothy M., L262.

Lane, Mary C., L124.

Long, Margaret A., L127.

Rajskl, Laures B., L267.

Reece, Ruth S., L134.

Reilly, Veronica A., L135.

Rice, Frances W., L129.

Roberts, Eleanor M., L270.

Sanders, Sarah L., L269.

Beawell, Sarah C., L128,

Sicks, Mary E., L330.

Stout, Ariel E., L126.

Thompson, Ruth D., L121.

The following-named officers for promotion
in the Regular Army of the United States,
under the provisions of sections 502 and 508
of the Officer Personnel Act of 1947. Those
officers whose 1 are preceded by the
symbol () are subject to physical exami-
nation required by law. All others have been
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examined and found physically qualified for
promotion:

To be first lieutenants

¥ Adams, Willilam A., O65939.
Albert, Benjamin B., Jr., O70246.
Albrecht, Jack R., O67892.
Albright, William L., O70247.

¥ Allen, William MacD., O8754T7.

» Ambrose, Homer, Jr., O85647.

¥ Arnaud, John F., Jr., O65645.
Aubright, Harry P., 3d, OB5671.
Aycock, Herbert L., O70252.
Bachinski, Stephen W., 070253,
Backhurst, George F., O70254.
Bailey, Harry R., OT0257.
Bannister, Bob C., 070261.
Barger, Ferdinand O., Jr., O70262.
Bass, Sampson H., Jr., O70265.
Bennett, Risden T., Jr., 070272,
Bernard, George L., O70273.
Bettis, Henry H., Jr., OT0275.
Biglione, Normand J., OT0276.
Blake, James F., OT0278.

Boyd, Donald E., O70280.

% Brandenburg, Joe T., Jr., 065800.
Brogden, Wyndell E., O70286.
Brons, Russell L., 070287,

¥ Browder, John M., O67898.
Brown, John C., O70288.

% Brownlee, Robert W., O66138.
Callahan, Joseph J., O70295.

% Carey, Milton G., O68333.
Carpinteri, Paul 8., O70170.

» Carter, Robert O., O65794.

% Cash, William G., O65771.

X Cassels, Kenneth G., O65657.
Cassens, Rudolph D., O85659.
Cavaleri, Edwin F., Jr., O70172.
Champion, Alfred N., OT0300.
Clemens, Glen, O70175.
Coleman, William E., 070305,

% Cook, James M., Jr., 0656969,
Cowan, Kenneth D., O70311.

% Crosby, John W., Jr., O65812.
Crutchley, Donald O., O70177.
Cummings, Eldon L., O70318.

¥ Davidson, Jay A., 085669.
Davis, Alvah B., Jr., O67914.

% Davis, Donald D., O65776.

» Davis, Een A., O67563.

» DeVille, David A., O65790.
Dennis, Ralston K., O70324.
DesRoches, Bernard H., O65658.

¥ Dinkins, William H., O66653.
Donahoe, German D., O70327.
Dorchak, Steven, Jr., O65984.
Dufresne, Ernest J., Jr., 070181,
Fairey, John M., O70333.

X Fitzsimons, John F. O67570.

 Fleming, Jack R., O65661.

w Forsythe, David A., 0694886,

% Francisco, Allan J., O68346.

» Fuqua, Harold E., 065795.
Garrison, Frank L., OT0341.

X Gary, Robert P., 065650.
George, Raymond L., OT0342.

% Gillin, Jerome M., O65772.
Gingrich, Robert B., O65774.
Gooler, Darrel L., O70345.

% Graham, William L., O66002.
Graziolo, Albert J., O70346.
Grimm, Philip D., O70351.
Haild, Donald J., O69496.
Hamilton, Donald M., O70359.
Harrington, George C., 070362,

% Harris, Richard L., O65806.
Harris, Harold D., Jr., O67576.

¥ Hathaway, Worten M., O65652.

% Haun, Philip D., O85769.

% Hayes, Daniel P., 066011.

% Helms, Howard F., O65789.

X Hendrix, Jamie R., O65666.
Hockett, Donald F., OT0378.
Holden, Joseph B. J., O65663.
Holloman, Robert A., 3d, O70379.
Holwick, William B., O70381.
Hooper, Everett E., O65654.

% Hudson, James L., 066163.

% Hunzeker, Willlam K., O67584.

w Jacob, Earl P., Jr., O85775.

¥ Johns, John H., O65861.
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¥ Johnson, George R. H,, 069511.
Jordan, Marcus C., O70396.

wJordan, Pendleton A., 3d, O65664.

» Kern, John H., O65781.

% Kimball, Albert L., O65784.

x Kingery, Thomas E., O66032.
Kitchens, Ernest, Jr., O70203.

*Enight, Herbert E., O69518.
Enotts, Noel D., O70402.
Krafski, Richard S., O70404.

» Lamas, Albert A., O65793.

X Lembrich, Derald L., O65755.
Locke, Bert B., O70411.

» Locke, Donald K., O65816.

* Lodge, Warren J., O67595.
Luxemburger, John J., Jr., O70414.
Mantooth, William H., O70208.
Mapp, James H., O70420.

¥ Mason, James R., O69526.

X McGlone, John E., 067844,

* McKinley, John McEK., 0O66182.
% McLean, Thomas 8., Sr., OT0110.
McMurry, Donald R., OT0429.
McNulty, Edward 8., 0O70213.

» Mercer, Robert B., O65651.

» Messier, Raymond E., 068201.

¥ Miles, Mark A., O65777.

Miller, Ward W., OT0434.

» Monoriti, Elidio J., O66183.

» Morgan, James E., O65796.

% Morgan, Robert S., O65785.
Mulcahy, George J., O70440.
Murphy, James F., O70444.
Murray, Lynn Q., O70448.

% Neale, James W., O65792.
Newburg, Robert LeR., 070450,
Newton, Robert D., 070452,
Norell, Dennis L., OT0216.
Ochis, Ronald F., OT0459.

¥ Osborn, Donald J., O66063.
Patterson, Bruce E., 0T0467.
Pawson, Wilbur A., 070220,

¥ Pete, John, Jr., O65786.

¥ Phillips, Harold B., O65T778.
Pundt, Willie, OT0478.
Quigley, Edwards M., Jr., 070223.
Quinnett, Robert L., O70481.

% Rackley, Everett W., 066077.

% Rankin, Fain M., Jr., O65655.

% Rathbone, William A., O66193.
Reason, Raymond, Jr., O70485.
Reish, Richard D., O70488.
Rife, William T., Jr., OT0490.

% Riggs, Theodore 8., Jr., 066195.
Rowe, James W., OT0228.

% Russell, Donald N., O65791.
Schaub, Warren M., 069554.
Schroeder, Donald B., O70498.
Shaha, James H., 070232.
Shankle, Wade L., Jr., O70499.
Shelton, Henry R., O70234.

% Shelton, Mason R., O65788.
Shirley, Edward L., OT0501.

¥ Bhorr, Paul 8., O65779.

Socky, Frank J., O70508.
Sola, Gerald C., Jr., O69560.
Speer, Robert M., O65804.
Stevenson, Robert D., OT0515.
Stewart, Wilmer D., O70516.
Sutton, Harry L., Jr., O70522.

¥ 8warts, Sidney M., O67621.

X Tait, James, Jr., O65807.
Taylor, William W., Jr., 070524,
Thomas, Robert F., O70528.

% Tripp, Elmer B., O70052.

Tyler, William H., O65780.
Van Netta, Ernest A., OT0544.
Vaughn, Edward J., Jr., O70545.

¥ Viterna, Robert O., O69569.

¥ Warden, James R., O65803.
Waters, William W., 069825.

¥ Watt, Gus H., 069571,

¥ Wayman, Wilbur St. C., Jr., 066119,
Weaver, Gene A., OT0552.

X Weaver, Robert McT., O67633.

X West, Clayton E., O65783.
Wharton, Lonnie V., O65814.
Whitmore, James F., O70562.
Willard, Charles G., 070564.

¥ Willett, Paul J., O69832.
‘Willey, Donald E., O66124.
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Williams, Fred D., O7T0565.
Windish, John E., O7T0567.

% Wise, Dennie P., Jr., O66126.

¥ Wong, Edwin 8. N., 066211.
Woodrow, Ralph T., O70570.
Wooldridge, William D., O70571.
Wootten, Angus E., 070572.
Zabrosky, William C., OT0576.

To be first lieutenants, Medical Service Corps

Anistranski, Charles, O70251.
Becknell, George P., Jr., 070268,
Caskey, John T., Jr., O70298.
Hall, Ellis F., Jr., O70357.
Henderson, Arnold C., O70372.

X Kneessy, Alfred D., O65665.
MecFarland, Cowan J., 070427,
Moody, Robert W., O70435.
Moore, Lynn B., O704386.
Peterson, Merrill C., Jr., OT0471.
Prince, Roy C., O70476.
Rogers, John E., Jr., O70493.
Ryan, Aaron, O70495.
Shea, George M., O70500.
Tuggle, Joseph M., Jr., 070534,

¥ Warnes, Allan T., O66645.

To be first lieutenants, Women's Army Corps

% Clark, Mary J., L421.
Grimes, Mary J., L416.

% Heinze, Shirley R., L417.

X Hopfenspirger, Nancy M., 1418,
Hutchins, Eleanor P., L420.

% Jebb, Margaret M., 1422.

% Johnson, Miriam J., 1424,

¥ Keith, Doris A., 1412,
Lambeth, Maida E., 1425,

¥ Lerche, Mary E., 1426.

% Meacham, Martha R., 1428,

* Polk, Doris D., 1430.

* Rawlinson, Pollie L., 1431.

* Stearns, Dorcas A., L437.

X Surratt, Clauda M., 14389,

X Waters, Mary E., 1441,

X Wilde, Elizabeth J., L4423,

The following-named officers for promotion
in the Regular Army of the United States,
under the provisions of section 107 of the
Army-Navy Nurses Act of 1947, as amended
by section 3, Public Law 514, 81st Congress,
approved May 16, 1950. Those officers whose
names are preceded by the symbol () are
subject to physical examination required by
law. All others have been examined and
found physically qualified for promotion.

To be first lieutenants, Army Nurse Corps
X Dean, Martha, N2541.
Drnek, Eathleen L., N2615.
¥ Eckhoff, Genevieve E., N2548.
¥ Medina, Dolores, N2546.
X 8Smith, Elsie L., N2543.

To be first lieutenant, Women’s Medical
Specialist Corps
Cruickshank, Helen E., M10151.

The following-named persons for appoint-
ment in the Regular Army of the United
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States in the grades and corps specified, un-
der the provisions of section 506 of the Officer
Personnel Act of 1947 (Public Law 381, 80th
Cong.), title II of the act of August 5, 1947
(Public Law 365, 80th Cong.), Public Law
408, 82d Congress; Public Law 759, 80th Con-
gress; Public Law 36, B0th Congress as
amended by Public Law 37, 83d Congress; and
Public Law 625, B0th Congress:

To be major
Mixon, Basel M., Jr., MC, 04983567.

To be captains

Aiken, Robert E., MC, O996208.
Bancroft, John E., MC, 0390994,
Greenberg, Jerome H., MC, O982583.

To be first lieutenants
Fred, Ann C., MC, K2264636.
Garties, Richard G., JAGC, 0855121,
Hubbard, Jack A., JAGC, 01102305.
Jones, Mary A., ANC, NT92746.
Maher, John R., MSC, 0989629,
Ramirez, Rosa J., ANC, NT92840.
Tyson, Willlam P., Jr., JAGC, 0947341,
Vincilione, Ramona E., WAC, L10102186.
Workinger, George S., JAGC, 02268965.

To be second lieutenant
Hille, Robert A., MSC.

The following-namecd officers for appoint-
ment, by transfer, in the Judge Advocate
General’s Corps, Regular Army of the United
Btates in the grade specified:

To be captains

Arnold, Robert E., 028313.
Van Cleve, Joseph C,, Jr., 027431,

The following-named persons for appoint-
ment in the Medical Corps, Regular Army of
the United States, in the grade of first lieu-
tenant, under the provisions of section 506 of
the Officer Personnel Act of 1947 (Public Law
381, 80th Cong.), subject to completion of
internship:

Buchanan, Richard 8.

Hotchkiss, John E., Jr., 04020386.

Ludwig, James M., Jr., 04020684.

The following-named persons for appoint-
ment in the Regular Army of the United
States, in the grades specified, under the
provisions of section 506 of the Officer Per-
sonnel Act of 1947 (Public Law 381, 80th
Cong.) :

To be first lieutenant

DeSilva, Rudolph H., 01329102,

To be second lieutenants

DiSimone, Frank B., 01936838,

Merritt, Jack N., 04009054.

The following-named distinguished mili-
tary students for appointment in the Reg-
ular Army of the United States, in the grade
of second lieutenant, under the provisions
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of section 506 of the Officer Personnel Act
of 1947 (Public Law 381, 80th Cong.):
Alves, Herbert A, Jr. Keller, Donald F.
Ansted, Genoa W. Eennedy, Victor R.,
Aubry, Robert F. Jr., 04024391
Baierl, Donald F, Kramer, John K.
Benson, Joseph E., Euntz, Philip L.
01881087 Lacey, David W,
Bickston, Walter J. Lamb, David O.
Boaz, Charles A. Larcade, Herbert C,
Bossert, Paul W. Jr.
Boynton, Marshall E. Laverty, Wayne B.
Broman, Ralph W. Leisy, Henry J.
Brown, John W. Lord, William P., Jr.
Campbell, Donald R. Maloney, James P.,
Camphbell, George E. 01940307

Jr. Mauerhan, Earl E.
Canja, Safron 8, McCarthy, Walter R.,
04002605 Jr.

Cate, Hugh C., Jr.
Chambers, John A.,

McGee, Carl D., Jr.
McEenney, Hubert F.,

04018380 Jr.
Chandler, Edwin W. McEKeon, Joseph M,
Chenevert, Ronnie L.  Jr.

McKinley, David J.
McKinnon, Wayne T.,
Jr.
McQuarrie, Robert W,
Menetrey, Louis C.,
04019322
Metcalf, James L.
Miller, Henry T.
Mitchell, Robert D.
Dean, Bobby J. Moore, James M.
Dirmeyer, Robert P, Moran, William J.
Dunkelberger, William Moyer, Wilber R.

Coggins, James E.
Cooksey, Jesse L.
Cone, Eugene B,,
04020510
Cronin, Daniel W.
Croswhite, James L.
Daniel, John 8., Jr.
Daniel, Robert N.
Davis, Roger E.

F. Murphy, Philip J.
Easley, Edwin 8., Nagorski, Walter J.,
04014085 04004111
Eudy, Jay L. Niland, James J., Jr.,
Fetzer, Homer D. 04004112

Owen, Ernest J.
Owen, Johnny O.
Pate, Robert L
Petros, William J.,
04014090

Geasland, Floyd E.
Gerich, Robert A,
04014941
Gruene, Ernest K.
Guettler, Gerald C.
Gunter, Arlie L. Rasmussen, Ronald R.
Hall, David R. Redmond, Robert 8.
Harrington, Robert E. Reid, Frederick L., Jr.,
Harrison, Ted 04000355
Hawkins, Laurence R., Reynolds, Brian P,

Jr. Rose, Charles E,,
Hendon, William A. 04020773
Hertzberg, Hugo H, Ross, Ralph R.,

Jr., 04020172 04011887
Hicks, Conrad O. Roudabush, Donald R,

Hill, Elbert B.
Hines, Jere D.
Hohbson, Charles,

01940525
Hogue, Gale W.
Holmes, Alan K.
Holt, Xavia M., Jr. ‘Walter, John 8.
Honor, Edward Ward, Gayle G.
Hudson, Terrence W. Woeckerling, John H.
Jauch, Raymond M., Williams, Louls F., Jr.

Jr., 01915880 Wilmes, John J.
Jennings, Robert H. Wong, Johnson H.

Jr. Woodbeck, Jay W.

Semisch, Philip W.

Shelby, Jerry L.

Sonneborn, Charles L.,
I11

Sutherland, James C.

Towers, Luther
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Anti-Semitic Activity in the United States
EXTENSION OF REMARKS

oF
HON. ESTES KEFAUVER
OF TENNESSEE
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Saturday, July 17, 1954

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the RECORD, a statement I have prepared
containing certain extracts from a report

and appraisal entitled “Anti-Semitic
Activity in the United States.”

The report was prepared and issued
recently by the American Jewish Com-
mittee,

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorD, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR KEFAUVER

These unfortunately are troubled times In
which certain subversive and dissident in-
fluences unhappily are able to continue their
work of spreading discord and weakening the
fabric of our constitutionally prescribed form

of government. The American Jewish Com-
mittee’s report is most timely in this respect.
It provides the tools that are needed for the
constant vigilance that is required by our
people if they are to protect their liberties.

As the president of the American Jewish
Committee, Irving M. Engel, Esq., of New
York, states in the foreword to the report:

“Organized bigotry, like all other social
ills, is best counteracted when its nature and
symptoms are known to the public. To
gather and disseminate such knowledge, the
American Jewish Committee has engaged in
continuing research and analysis of anti-
Semitic activity and has rendered reports of
its findings from time to time.
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“Today, as the American people cope with
the worldwide threat of communism and
bend their energies to resolve many other
crucial problems, it is more than ever neces-
sary to guard against malicious movements
striving to foment racial and religious dis-
cord. Many of these movements have now
abandoned their former overt appeals to
bigotry in favor of more subtle tactics to
which the public must be alerted. It is this
circumstance that has occasioned the pres-
ent report.

“Founded nearly half a century ago, the
American Jewish Committee is dedicated to
the great common task of all loyal Ameri-
cans—the strengthening of unity among our
citizens of all races and creeds to the end
that this Nation and its free institutions may
remain secure.”

The report is keynoted by an extract from
the annual report of the House Committee
on Un-American Activities, dated February
6, 1954, where, on page 5, the following
statement appears:

“There are presently at work within the
United States various and sundry hate
groups, the leaders of which, while masking
their activities under the guise of patriotism
and devotion to the republican form of gov-
ernment, are in fact spreading dissemsion,
discord, bigotry, and intolerance. In many
instances, these organizations select ultra-
patriotic names and devices to conceal their
true and dangerous purposes. The subjects
of the hate attacks are individuals or groups
of religious and racial minorities among
American citizens. The committee is by no
means unaware of these activities, and in-
vestigation and documentation will proceed
to the end that the individuals concerned
may be disclosed for what they are. In the
opinion of the committee, there are no de-
grees to subversion. It is not sufficlent to be
simply anti-Communist if one is anti-Ameri-
can at the same time.”

It is true indeed that there are no degrees
to subversion. Power mad zealots have too
long been able to single out individuals or
groups of religious and racial minorities
among American citizens and subject them
to hate attacks or casually snide implica-
tions that they should not enjoy the full
exercise of the rights of citizenship which
the Constitution provides for them. I re-
gret to say that there have been such evi-
dences even in my own State, but it always
has and will be my privilege and my duty
to the people of my State and the Nation
to take a stand in opposition to them and
expose them to the light of day.

The American Jewish Committee is a plo-
neer organization in the fight against big-
otry and intolerance. It has chapters
throughout our country and its members
are leaders in their own communities. Its
report is a sober and factual statement.
The following extracts emphasize its prin-
cipal points:

“In this time of worldwide tensions, it
is more than ever important that we cor-
rectly appraise the force and scope of or-
ganized anti-Semitism—as distinguished
from individual expressions of social and
economic discrimination—in the United
States.

“Until about 20 years ago, our country
was comparatively free of this evil which
had plagued the Old World for centuries.
But with Hitler's rise in Germany, the anti-
Semitic movement was forged into an ex-
portable weapon which found its way into
the hands of democracy's foes throughout
the world.

“In the United States, this weapon has
been wielded with varying effect over the
years. Organized anti-Semitism has waxed
and waned, but never has it vanished com-
pletely from the American scene; never has
it ceased to be a threat, actual or potential,
to our national unity and our free insti-
tutions.

- - - - -
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“To achieve a proper perspective, it is
necessary to understand that many anti-
Semites have abandoned their former brash
and obvious tactics. The more skillful hate-
mongers and cunning publiciste have now
developed a sense of public relations. They
exploit current legitimate issues, toning
down, if not eliminating, open anti-Semi-
tism. They aim to win the support of re-
spectable elements, rather than the lunatic
fringe following which they so highly prised
in Christian Front days.

“Thus, in the Presidential elections of
1952, when several thousand citizens in the
States of California, Texas, Missouri, Arkan-
sas, North Dakota, and Washington voted for
Gen, Douglas MacArthur on the Christian
Nationalist Party ticket, these voters were
expressing their confidence in an American
hero. They were unaware that the general
had not accepted the nomination, and that
the party was actually a front for one of
the most vicious and implacable anti-Sem-
ites in the country.

“Similarly, when many people in Los An-
geles protested against the schools teaching
about UNESCO (United Nations Educational,
SBcientifie, and Cultural Organization), they
had at heart what they sincerely, albeit mis-
takenly, believed to be the best interest of
our country. They did not know that many
of the alarming rumors they had heard about
UNESCO came from the propaganda of a
man who makes his living stirring up
hatred, and who once headed an organiza-
tion which the Attorney General of the
United States listed as Fascist.

“Such are the maneuvers whereby anti-
Semites currently seek to influence public
opinion. Thus far, their success has not
been impressive; but the support and al-
liances they have gained by their deceptive
tactics nevertheless constitute a potential
danger.

“HOW THE CHANGE CAME ABOUT

“Overt anti-Semitism reached its high-wa-
ter mark in the United States in 1939, when
several hundred anti-Jewish  groups,
launched with Nazi money, tried to con-
vince Americans that Hitler was right.
Mainly composed of crackpots and presided
over by petty fuehrers, these organizations
held storm-troop meetings; they picketed;
they published reams of abusive literature.
but such blatant demagogery was offensive
to the overwhelming majority of Americans;
mostly the so-called lunatic fringe rallied to
their banners.

“On Pearl Harbor Day most of the rabble-
rousers scurried for cover, remaining there
for the duration of the war. By 1947, or-
ganized anti-Semitism had reached its lowest
ebb.

“The advent of the cold war brought many
of these agitators back into the open.
Some resumed their rabid fulminations
against the Jews. Others, having learned
from experience that racist appeals violated
a basic American ethie, now courted public
approval by exploiting the controversial is-
sues of the day. The glibness of their argu-
ments and the vigor of their attacks appeal
especlally to ultranationalist groups.

“Ultranationalist groups have been a fac-
tor in American life since the First World
War. They have opposed all progressive
moves to meet the needs of Government and
society in these complex, industrialized,
modern times, After almost a generation
of collective bargaining, social-security
measures, and Government welfare pro-
grams, ultranationalists still seek a return
to the 19th century. Their view of States’
rights would even preclude SEC regulation
of security markers.

“Although three wars have proven their
thesis fallacious, the ultranationalists are
still vehemently isolationists. They oppose
forelgn ald, bitterly resent United States
participation in the United Nations, and fa-
vor amending the Constitution to curtail
the treatymaking power of the Federal Gov=-
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ernment. Suspicious of foreigners, they

have consistently resisted immigration into

this country except by persons of certain

approved racial and national origins, and

have fought all efforts to Improve our immi-

gration laws.
- - - - -

“Though often led and financed by repu-
table individuals, and spending millions of
dollars to advertise their views via press,
platform, radio, and other media, ultrana-
tionalists made little headway with the av-
erage American until the cold war brought
about the present tense atmosphere of our
national life.

“While some of the ultranationalist groups
espouse retrogressive economic reforms, and
others have political aims, all favor extrem-
ist techniques in combating communism—
free-swinging, wild-accusation tactics which
indiscriminately charge liberals with being
communistic. Ultranationalists are now ap-
pealing to the American people on this basis,
equating everything they oppose with com-
munism, subversion, and a newly invented
phenomenon—creeping socialism.

“During the past decade, ultranationalist
organizations have increased measurably,
and they now offer tempting opportunities
for infiltration by anti-Semitic elements. In
setting out to cultivate these groups, the
professional bigot plays his hand adroitly,
exploiting the particular political issues
which are currently the focus of concern in
ultranationalist circles.

- - L] - -

*S0CI0-ECONOMIC MEASURES

“It is expected that ultranationalist
groups will soon launch their strongest at-
tack upon such long-accepted features of our
national way of life as unionism, social se=-
curity, Government welfare assistance, and
similar social reforms of the past genera-
tion. Tied in will be appeals to ‘save Ameri-
ica from creeping soclalism' and return to
‘constitutionalism,' ‘economic freedom,' and
‘freedom of choice.! Anti-Semites add the
‘Jewish angle' to these lines, alleging prom-
inent Americans of Jewish background to be
Machiavellian agents of a super-governmendt.

“THIRD PARTY ISSUE

*“The third party is not a new feature in
American politics. Theodore Roosevelt’s Bull
Moose Party, La Follette's Progressives, and
the more recent political venture of Henry
‘Wallace, bearing the same title, come readily
to mind. Adapting this idea to their own
objectives, ultranationalists contend that
the present Republican administration is lit-
tle more than a carbon copy of the Demo-
cratic administrations which preceded It.
Many anti-Semites have sedulously taken up
the third party cry; in so doing, their propa-
ganda generally charges that both major po-
litical parties are controlled by Jews.

“A notorious instance of this dovetailing
occurred during the 1952 Republican primary
fights when both the ultranationalists and
the anti-Semites opposed the nomination of
General Eisenhower. The former proclaimed
what they considered his failings, and the
latter blamed these shortcomings on Jewish
influence. In some localities, leaflets penned
by as many as 10 agitators in different parts
of the country were assembled into kits and
distributed on main thoroughfares. A typi-
cal piece showed a Streicher-like caricature
of the Jew pointing to Eisenhower and say-
ing, ‘Ike vill keep us boys in power." This
broadside was produced by Independent Re-
publicans for MacArthur, a front organiza-
tion established by Gerald L. K. Smith—
without MacArthur's approval.

- L - L] .

“PARTISANSHIP OF THE M’'CARRAN-WALTER
IMMIGRATION ACT
“The McCarran-Walter Act has been se-
verely criticized by Christian organizations—
Protestants and Catholic—as well as by Jew=
ish and many other reputable groups. Much
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ultranationalist and anti-Semitic propa-
ganda, aimed at stirring anti-alien senti-
ment, has attacked critics of the act, while
minimizing or ignoring the opposition of
Christian church groups. Played up instead
is a portrayal of the Jews as seeking the
law's repeal because they wish to get millions
of their coreligionists into this country.
Hints of Jewish power are frequently woven
into this argument.

“EXPLOITING LOCAL ISSUES

“The onslaught of ultranationalists against
modern education has gravely harassed the
school systems of many towns during the
past several years. In some instances, so-
called education groups, dominated or influ-
enced by anti-Semites, have smeared modern
educational methods as communistic and
atheistic. Such features as intercultural
education, especially, have come under vi-
cious attack; leading educators have been
vilified as Communists and their textbooks
investigated. UNESCO teaching materials
and the display of the U. N. flag have been
frequently used as starting points for these
attacks. The momentum produced by the
earlier organizational and propaganda ef-
forts of ultranationalists promises to keep
the issue of modern educational methods
alive for some time to come.

“In the grotesque effort to exploit the fears
and phobias of the public, the anti-Semites
have seized upon proposals in some sections
oI the country to fluoridate drinking water
as a community health measure. Dema-
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gogic Interpretations range from outright
scares of mass poisoning and mass suicide
to innuendoes that fluorine saps the indi-
vidual's willpower—an end, it is charged,
desired by the Government. Also suggested,
if not openly asserted, is that a supersecret
world government backs the project. Fan-
tastic? Yet huge quantities of such propa-
ganda were distributed in Cincinnati. They
may well have influenced the negative vote
which this proposition received in November
1958.
- - - L -
“coNcLUSION

“Organized anti-Semitic activity today
bears little resemblance to the noisy, unruly
assemblages of pre-Pearl Harbor days with
their spewing of unvarnished racial hatred
easily recognizable as Nazl inspired. Using
as a point of reference the year 1947, when
the anti-Semitic movement reached its low-
est ebb, several changing trends in dynamics
and tactics are discernible:

“First, more emphasis is lald on dissemi-
nating literature, rather than staging meet-
ings, picket lines, rallies, and other demon-
strations.

“Second, more subtle approaches are made
to public opinion by exploiting such issues
as communism, United Nations, and national
economic policies.

“Third, there is a pronounced tendency
among prominent ultranationalist organi-
zations and leaders to accept—or at least
tolerate—hatemongers and their propaganda

July 19

products. In many cases this amenability
is the result of unwariness; many would be
more discerning, were it not for their own
extremist viewpoints.

“And finally, professional fomenters of
discord are in positions where they can cause
much trouble, for they have learned how to
salt public debate with hate propaganda,
and have discovered the usefulness of gen-
eral mailing lists, instead of relying on the
private rosters of crackpot following in years
gone by.

“The threat of bigotry polluting the Amer-
ican atmosphere can best be averted by an
alert American public. Hatemongers and
their machinations must be ex . Vi=-
tally important is the responsibility of ultra-
nationalists and ultraconservatives to rec-
ognize, and rid themselves of, the racists
who seek to exploit and dominate them.
Equally vital is the obligation of respectable
leaders and supporters of these movements
to dissoclate themselves from groups which
cannot dislodge the anti-Semites, and to
persuade other men of goodwill to do like-
wise.

“There is much room in the market-place
of ideas for opposing viewpoints on a mul-
titude of issues—national and international,
polifical, social, and economic. That is the
glory of American democracy. But the
public must be shown how to recognize and
reject the ideological counterfeiters who
would pass on as legal tender their hollow
coins of bigotry.”

SENATE

Moxbpay, Jury 19, 1954
(Legislative day of Friday, July 2, 1954)

The Senate met at 10 o'clock a. m,,
on the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

Our Father God, who hath taught us
that in quietness and confidence shall
be our strength, standing at the thresh-
old of another week of test and toil, by
the might of Thy spirit lift us, we pray
Thee, to Thy presence that we may be
still and know that Thou art God.

We thank Thee for friendships that
enrich our lives, for duties that challenge
our powers, for rainbows of radiant hope
which are our skies. In paths beyond
our human ken to discover, lead us to
that concord which is the fruit of right-
eousness. Grant us reason and insight
to apply our hearts unto wisdom and to
bring every thought and effort into cap-
tivity to the high endeavor of peace on
earth to men of good will. We ask it
in the Redeemer’s name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. ScHOEPPEL, and
by unanimous consent, the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Satur-
day, July 17, 1954, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILL
Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were com-
municated to the Senate by Mr. Tribbe,
one of his secretaries, and he announced
that on July 16, 1954, the President had

approved and signed the act (S. 3539)
to further amend title IT of the Career
Compensation Act of 1949, as amended,
to provide for the computation of re-
enlistment bonuses for members of the
uniformed services.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—EN-
ROLLED BILLS SIGNED

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
clerks, announced that the Speaker had
affixed his signature to the following en-
rolled bills, and they were signed by
the President pro tempore:

S.2987. An act to provide for the trans-
fer of hay and pasture seeds from the Com-
modity Credit Corporation to the Federal
land-administering agencies;

H. R. 2617. An act for the rellef of Guil-
lermo Morales Chacon;

H.R.2846. An act authorizing the Presi-
dent to exercise certain powers conferred
upon him by the Hawaiian Organic Act in
respect of certain property ceded to the
United States by the Republic of Hawail,
notwithstanding the acts of August 5, 1939,
and June 16, 1940, or other acts of Con-

€ss;

H. R.4928. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to convey a certain par-
cel of land to the city of Clifton, N. J.;

H. R.6263. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to convey certain lands
in Alaska to the Rotary Club of EKetchi-
kan, Alaska;

H.R.6642. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Augusta Selmer-Andersen;

H.R.6882. An act to amend the act of
September 27, 1950, relating to construction
of the Vermejo reclamation project;

H. R. 6975. An act authorizing the Secre-
tary of the Interior to convey certain lands
to the Siskiyou Joint Union High School Dis-
trict, Siskiyou County, Calif.;

H.R.7012. An act for the relief of Nicole
Goldman;

H.R. 8549. An act granting the consent of
Congress to The Breaks Interstate Park Com-

pact;

H. R.8713. An act to amend section 1 (d)
of the Helilum Act (50 U. 8. C. sec. 161 (d)),
and to repeal section 3 (13) of the act en-
titled “An act to amend or repeal certain
Government property laws, and for other
purposes,” approved October 31, 1951 (65
Stat. 701);

H. R.9006. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Army to donate 28 paintings
to the Australian War Memorial; and

H.R.9242. An act to authorize certain
construction at military and naval installa-
tions and for the Alaska Communications
System, and for other purposes.

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF
ROUTINE BUSINESS

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that immedi-
ately following the quorum call there
may be the customary morning hour for
the transaction of routine business, un-
der the usual 2-minute limitation on
speeches.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

Barrett Ferguson Murray
Bennett Gillette Saltonstall
Bowring Gore Schoeppel
Bridges Hayden Smith, Maine
Burke Hickenlooper Smith, N.J.
Butler Hill Thye

Chavez Holland Williams
Crippa Johnson, Tex. Young
Dirksen Enowland

Ervin Lehman

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EasT-
LaND], the Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
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