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by the two Houses and found to be duly
enrolled, and to receive messages.

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

RECESS UNTIL MONDAY

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President,
under the previous order of the Senate,
I move that the Senate stand in recess
until Monday next.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5
o'clock p. m.) the Senate took a recess,
the recess being, under the order entered
yvesterday, April 25, 1956, until Monday,
April 30, 1956, at 12 o’clock meridian,

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate April 26, 1956:

UNITED STATES CoAST GUARD

The following-named persons for appoint-
ment in the United States Coast Guard:

The nominations of William L. Maloney
and 749 other persons for appointment in
the United States Coast Guard, which were
recelved by the Senate on April 16, 1956, were
confirmed today, and full list thereof may
be found in the Senate proceedings of the
CoNGRESSIONAL Recorp for April 16, 1956,
under the caption “Nominations,' beginning
with the name of Willlam L. Maloney, which
is shown on page 6347, and ending with the
name of Joseph Henry Wubbold III, which
occurs on page 6349,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

THURSDAY, APRIL 26, 1950

The House met at 11 o'clock a. m.

Rev. J. Sanford Lonsinger, Third Pres-
byterian Church, Newark, N. J., offered
the following prayer:

Almighty God, we make our earnest
prayer that Thou wilt keep the United
States in Thy holy protection; that Thou
wilt incline the hearts of our citizens
to cultivate a spirit of subordination and
obedience to government. Dispose us all
to do justly, to love mercy, and to walk
humbly with God.

May this Nation be great not only in
things material, but in things spiritual.
Not fiouting her strength as a giant, but
bending in helpfulness over a sick and
wounded world like a good Samaritan.
Not in pride, arrogance, and disdain of
other races and peoples, but in sympa-
thy, love, and understanding. Not in
treading again the old bloody path of
war, but blazing the way to a just and
lasting peace.

Bless with wisdom and courage the
President and those associated with him
in authority. Direct and prosper the
consultations of the Congress here as-
sembled, to the advancement of Thy
glory and to the safety, honor, and wel-
fare of the people. Amen.

The Journal of yesterday was read and
approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr, Ast,
one of its clerks, announced that the
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Senate had passed without amendment
a bill of the House of the following title:

H. R. 10754. An act to authorize the Hon-
orable SaM RAYBURN, SBpeaker of the House of
Representatives, to accept and wear the
award of the Order of Sikatuna, Lakan Class,
tendered by the Government of the Repub-
lic of the Philippines.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed, with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title:

H.R.6227. An act to provide for the con-
trol and regulation of bank holding com-
panies, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed a concurrent resolu-
tion of the following title, in which the
concurrence of the House is requested:

8. Con. Res. T6. Concurrent resolution
amending Senate Concurrent Resolution 67,
favoring the suspension of deportation in the
cases of certain aliens.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendments of the
House to bills and a concurrent resolu-
tion of the Senate of the following titles:

S.31, An act for the relief of Shih Ming
Wang;

8.83. An act for the relief of Ottilie Hitzl-
berger Lachelt;

S.1212. An act for the rellef of Dr. Lin-
coln Roy Manson-Hing;

B.1255. An act for the relief of Brigitta
Poberetskl;

5.1905. An act for the relief of Winston
Bros. Co, and the Utah Construction Co. and
the J. A, Terteling & Sons, Inc.; and

8. Con. Res. 67. Concurrent resolution fa-

-voring the suspension of deportation in the

cases of certain aliens,

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to
the bill (H. R. 3996) entitled “An act to
further amend the Military Personnel
Claims Act of 1945,” disagreed to by the
House; agrees to the conference asked
by the House on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints
Mr. Danien, Mr. McCrerLran, and Mr.
WEeLKER to be the conferees on the part
of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H., R. 5862) entitled “An act to
confer jurisdiction upon the United
States district courts to adjudicate cer-
tain claims of Federal employees for the
recovery of fees, salaries, or compensa-
tion,” disagreed to by the House; agrees
to the conference asked by the House
on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses thereon, and appoints Mr, NEELY,
Mr. Danier, and Mr. WATKINS to be the
conferees on the part of the Senate.

SALUTE TO OEKLAHOMA
JOURNALISM

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcorp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

There was no objection.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, a
signal honor came to Oklahoma last
week with the election of Jenkin Lloyd
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Jones, editor of the Tulsa Tribune, as
26th president of the American Society
of Newspaper Editors.

The Tulsa editor succeeds EKenneth
MacDonald, editor of the Des Moines
Register and Tribune, and thereby be-
comes the second Oklahoma newspaper=
man to hold the post of national leader-
ship among America’s editors.

Oklahoma's Jenkin Lloyd Jones thus
joins a distinguished company of ASNE
presidents, among whom the publie will
readily recognize such journalistic giants
as William Allen White, of the Emporia
Gazette; Erwin Canham, of the Chris-
tian Science Monitor; and James S. Pope,
of the Louisville Courier-Journal,

It is a ringing tribute to the quality
and the leadership of Oklahoma jour-
nalism in general to be added to the small
group of five other States which have
been awarded the ASNE presidency more
than once. Only New York and Ohio
have won this distinguished place more
than twice. Only Illinois, Missouri, and
Kentucky share the double honor with
Oklahoma.

As a former newspaperman in Okla-
homa, I have long been proud of the
initiative, the vigilance, the abiding in-
terest in public matters, and the erusad-
ing spirit of many great Oklahoma news-
papers. The press services have shared
fully in these qualities and have joined
our newspapers in sending to Washing-
ton and other world capitals some of
America’s greatest correspondents.

Jenkin Lloyd Jones, of Tulsa, the son
of a pioneering newspaper editor who
founded the Tulsa Tribune, is a man who
exemplifies these refreshing qualities of
Oklahoma journalism.

Among the enterprising editors of our
State’s most vigorous newspapers, he has
become widely known for his initiative
in editorial policy, his vigilance in news
gathering, his continuing interest in pub-
lic questions, and his courageous leader-
ship of causes in which he becomes
concerned.

While I have sometimes disagreed with
his position on political questions, I have
never doubted his sincerity—mnor failed
to admire his courage in taking an open
and unequivocal stand on controversial
questions.

The Tribune editor has also demon-
strated on more than one occasion his
keen curiosity and determination to get
the facts at firsthand when necessary.
His recent trip around the world, on
whiech he based his compilation of arti-
cles, A Proud Thing, is a fine case in
point. This series is worthwhile read-
ing for all Americans who are interested
in world problems. It is also a splendid
demonstration of Jenkin Jones' writing
ability.

Along with other Oklahomans, Mr.
Speaker, I am proud of the recognition
which America’s editors have again ex-
tended to our State and to our news-
paper editors. We appreciated the honor
when it was extended to Walter M. Har-
rison, of the Daily Oklahoman, in 1928,
We appreciate it in 1956 as it is con-
ferred on Jenkin Lloyd Jones, of the
Tulsa Tribune.

Jenkin Jones will follow in the foot-
steps of some big men on the Nation's
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journalistic scene. We have no doubt
he will add distinction to a distinguished
position.

MINORITY VIEWS ON THE BILL
H. R. 8901

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Speaker, I re-
ceived unanimous consent to file a mi-
nority report on the bill H. R. 8901, the
Capital Transit bill, That time expires
tonight. I ask unanimous consent that
that time may be extended until tomor-
row night.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection,

FEDERAL HIGHWAY AND HIGHWAY
REVENUE ACTS OF 1956

Mr, COLMER. Mr, Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up the resolution (H. Res. 485) and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as
follows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the Union
for the consideration of the bill (H. R. 10660)
to amend £3d supplement the Federal-Aid
Road Act approved July 11, 1816, to authorize
appropriations for continuing the construc-
tlon of highways; to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide additional
revenue from the taxes on motor fuel, tires,
and trucks and buses; and for other purposes.
After general debate, which shall be confined
to the bill, and shall continue not to exceed
5 hours, 3 hours to be equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on Pub-
lic Works, and 2 hours to be equally divided
and controlled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on Ways
and Means, the bill shall be read for amend-
ment under the 6-minute rule. No amend-
ments shall te in order to title II of the
bill except amendments offered by direction
of the Committee on Ways and Means which
shall be in order notwithstanding any rule
of the House to the contrary, but shall not
be subject to amendment. At the conclusion
of the consideration of the bill, the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted, and the previous question shall
be considered as ordered on the bill and
amendments thereto to final passage without
intervening motion except one motion to
recommit.

Mr. COLMER. Mr, Speaker, I yield
30 minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. ALLEN].

Pending that i yield myself such time
as I may require.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution makes in
order the bill H. R. 10660, the so-called
Federal Highway Revenue Act of 1956.
The resolution provides for an open rule,
with 3 hours of general debate on titles
I and III of the bill, to be controlled by
the Committee on Public Works, and a
closed rule with 2 hours of general debate
on title II containing the revenue pro-
visions, to be controlled by the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

Mr. Speaker, with reference to the
closed portion of the rule, I merely want
to make this observation: I realize that
it is the tradition and custom of this
House to consider all revenue matters
under a closed rule. I have gone along
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and I am going along with that prece-
dent and that tradition. I am not in
love with either. I would much prefer
if we could consider this bill in all of
its phases under an open rule, where the
House would be able to work its will
I know the answer that is made to that
position, that it would involve a lot of
debate and a lot of amendments, and
some even go so far as to say it would
bring about chaos. I am just not willing
to concede that this House, composed of
responsible representatives of the people,
cannot consider legislation under an
open rule. Over in the other body it is
always done. As I say, I am making no
point of that; I am merely making the
ohservation.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is a momentous
one; it authorizes the expenditure of
gargantuan sums of money. A good fea-
ture of this bill is that it provides for a
pay-as-you-go program. While there
will be additional and substantial taxes,
yet in the end if the matter works out
as the proponents hope and provide for
it to work out we will not add to the
already staggering national debt.

I personally would prefer to see these
so-called expressways, thruways, on a
toll basis. I raised this question last
year and I raise it again this year; but
again there is overwhelming opposition
to such a program. With such a program
most of your money is going into these
express highways: under my proposal
the people who use the highways would
pay for them. But again this bill has
been brought out here after many
months of consideration, and I suspect
if we are going to have a highway pro-
gram we are going to have to go along
with it.

There are other features of the bill I
might discuss, Mr. Speaker, but they will
be considered at the appropriate time.

Mr, BASS of Tennessee, Mr, Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COLMER. I yield.

Mr. BASS of Tennessee. Under this
rule is it possible to pass a highway bill
and omit that section that includes the
tax feature?

Mr. COLMER. Let me answer my
friend this way: I certainly hope that if
the rule is broad enough to cover what
the gentleman has in mind it will not be
done.

Mr. BASS of Tennessee. That is my
attitude, and that is the reason I asked
the gentleman if it would be possible to
do that under this rule.

Mr. COLMER. Let me say to my
friend from Tennessee that that ques-
tion was raised and discussed in the
Committee on Rules. There was a divi-
sion of opinion. I prefer not to give a
categorical answer to the gentleman for
that reason. But I do not think the rule
would permit the section to be stricken.

Mr. BASS of Tennessee. I thank the
gentleman from Mississippi.

Mr. COLMER. But I should certainly
hope that no such action would even be
attempted, because we cannot afford to
burden future generations with these
additional billions of dollars. It would
add to the national debt and to the infla-
tion and to the eventual collapse of the
economy of this country, if that reckless

April 26

spending and irresponsible financial
theory is followed.

Title I of the bill contains the au-
thorization for the Federal-aid highway
program for primary, secondary, and
urban road systems. In addition to the
700 million authorized in the 1954 act
for 1957, $25 million more is authorized,
and additional increases of $25 million
each year in the total amounts to be au-
thorized for the fiscal years 1958 and
1959 are provided.

Thirty million dollars is authorized for
an emergency fund for highway repairs
in disaster areas. The authorization for
the Interstate System of Highways
totals $24,825,000,000 over a 13-year pe-
riod—1957 through 1969. The match-
ing ratio is 90 percent Federal funds and
10 percent State funds.

The bill contains a new provision per=
taining to maximum axle weight limi-
tations as an investment against damage
caused by heavy loads on the highways.

Another provision of the bill declares
that it is the intent of Congress to pro-
vide for the reimbursement by the Fed-
eral Government to States that have
completed sections of the Interstate Sys-
tem and directs the Secretary of Com-
merce to make a study to determine the
method and amount of such reimburse-
ments.

A further provision provides that the
Secretary of Labor shall determine the
prevailing wages to be paid on all con-
tracts involving the Interstate System
under the provisions of the Davis-Bacon
Act. The Federal Government is also
authorized to reimburse the States for

" the cost of relocation of utility facilities

according to the Federal pro rata share
applicable to the project.

Title II incorporates the recommenda-
tions of the Ways and Means Committee
as contained in the Boggs bill, H. R. 9075.
It provides for a 1-cent tax increase on
gasoline, diesel and special motor fuel,
raising the taxes to 3 cents; an increase
of 3 cents a pound in the tax on tires, as
well as a tax of 3 cents a pound on camel-
back for retreading tires; a 2 percentage
point increase in the 8 percent manufac-
turers’ tax on trucks, buses, trucks and
trailers, and so forth, and a new annual
tax of $1.50 per 1,000 pounds of taxable
gross weight for trucks and buses weigh-
ing over 26,000 pounds, if registered for
use on the highways. A highway trust
fund is established and provision made
for the appropriation to the trust fund
of amounts equal to the eollections from
certain taxes for a 16-year period from
June 30, 1956 to July 1, 1972. The re-
ceipts set aside for highway purposes
during this period will amount to ap-
proximately $38%5 billion.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I am not in
agreement with the committee on the
utility and labor provisions of the bill.
But I understand that committee
amendments will be offered to improve
these provisions. It is to be hoped that
such action will be had.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr, Speaker,
I believe the gentleman from Mississippi
has fully explained the rule. I know of
no one who is opposed to the rule but I
just want to make an observation and
compliment the committee having juris-
diction of this bill on section 113 with




1956

regard to the relocation of utility facili-
ties. It provides that Federal funds may
be used to assist the States on such costs
at the ratio the Federal funds are ex-
pended on existing projects, which is 90
percent. I know of few who oppose that
part of the bill. All of us have small
telephone lines in our districts.

Mr. Speaker, may I say that I have
received considerable mail from the
stockholders of those small independent
lines. I have also received letters which
stated that in the event this section is
stricken they will find themselves in a
bad financial situation. So I am hoping
that the House will retain especially that
part which will take care of these inde-
pendent lines where they have put their
poles along single highways which are
proposed to be widened and the poles
moved. Some of this work has just re-
cently been completed.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. BARDENI].

Mr. BARDEN. Mr. Speaker, of course
I am not opposed to the rule. I am for
adoption of the rule and certainly ex-
pect to vote for this highway bill.

There is one little matter in the bill,
though, that I think should be given
very serious consideration by the House
and I bring this to your attention be-
cause during the past few years I have
had considerable experience with the
subject matter which I will discuss. I
notice on page 24 of the highway bill,
section 112 entitled “Prevailing Rate of
Wage” is as follows:

The Secretary of Commerce shall take such
action as may be necessary to insure that
all laborers and mechanics employed by con-
tractors or subcontractors on the initial con-
struction work performed on highway proj-
ects on the Interstate System authorized
under section 108 of this title shall be paid
wages at rates not less than those prevail-
ing on the same type of work on similar
construction in the immediate locality as
determined—

Here is the part the House should be
more than cautious about—
by the Secretary of Labor in accordance with
the act of August 30, 1955, known as the
Davis-Bacon Act (40 U. 8. C., sec. 276-a).

Mr. Speaker, the first part of the para-
graph is perfectly proper and all right.
Since the Department of Commerce is
the principal Government Department
involved in this matter, it should be
charged with the responsibility of the
payment of prevailing wages in the com-
munity where the construction is being
done.

There is another partner, however, in
this highway work and that is the vari-
ous States of the Union, the 48 States of
the Union. A portion of the money au-
thorized—50 percent of it—is furnished
by the States, 50 percent by the Federal
Government. The major portion of the
money, however, is on a 90 percent
United States and 10 percent State
matching basis. This further invasion
of the control of States should be viewed
with caution. When you control the
State’s money you are coming pretty
close to control of the States themselves.
In my opinion, it is asking right much
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of the governor of any State to so abdi-
cate his position and authority that he
will say: “Here is the money, I will not
?ave ’a.nything to do with its expendi-
ure.”

To me the inclusion of the Davis-Ba-
con Act in here is highly improper and
will lead to not only waste but confusion,
because I say to you without any reluc-
tance whatever, and the record will dis-
close this, that the Davis-Bacon Act has
probably been the worst administered
piece of law on the statute books. There
is no reason for the trouble and confu-
sion—for in the first place it is a very
simple operation to get an honest pre-
vailing wage figure, and in the second
place no one could get labor without pay-
ing the prevailing wage of the com-
munity.

You are bringing in a third Depart-
ment, the Labor Department. They
will determine what the wages shall be
in the expenditure of the funds.

Now, there is no protection for the
contractors, and you may rest assured
that when they place a bid on a road all
of the contractors have learned and
learned through bitter experience that
they better leave a margin in there, be-
cause the Department can change those
wages and make orders that will make
the project cost millions of dollars more.
Now, I would like to suggest to this
House, in all seriousness, that an amend-
ment be included so that the Depart-
ment of Commerce, which is a Federal
Department, in conjunction with the
State hichway department, fix and es-
tablish the prevailing wage in a com-
munity. The prevailing wage in a com-
munity is not difficult to establish. It
is about the simplest thing if done prop-
erly, but it can be a very difficult thing
if it is done improperly.

Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BARDEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. MASON. The crux of this whole
prevailing wage thing is this: Some
thirty-odd States have prevailing wage
laws adopted by their legislatures. They
are carrying out those laws. But, if this
amendment is not adopted, then the
Secretary of Labor, sitting in Washing-
ton, will tell each State what the pre-
vailing wage should be in that State, and
that, it seems to me, is another violation
of States’ rights.

Mr. DEMPSEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BARDEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from New Mexico.

Mr, DEMPSEY. The gentleman said
that the matching is on a 50-50 basis, 50
State and 50 Federal. Where the Davis-
Bacon Act applies it is on a 90-10 basis,
90 State and 10 Federal. It does not
apply to the other categories.

Mr. BARDEN. I will say to the gen=-
tleman that I just read the language,
and it was my impression that this sec-
tion 112 applied to the construction of
highways.

Mr. DEMPSEY. Just on the inter-
state system, which is 90-10.

Mr, BARDEN. Can I reply upon that?

Mr. DEMPSEY, Yes.

Mr. FALLON. Mr, Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. BARDEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Maryland.

Mr, FALLON. It is only on the inter-
ﬂ:ate system; only on initial construc-

on.

Mr. BARDEN. Then, it is only 10
percent bad. Frankly, I do not think it
is a good poliey to continue to expand
the coverage of the Davis-Bacon Act.

Now, I just want to talk a little practi-
cal sense here about your Davis-Bacon
situation, If this Congress is going to
establish a policy of carrying the fixing
of wages by the Secretary of Labor to
every single Federal program, whether
it it be for housing, veterans housing,
farm loans or anything else, then let us
enter the field through the front door
and let the Davis-Bacon Act be re-
worked and write the law if the Congress
50 desires.

Frankly, in my opinion, that is the
wrong approach to it. It is definitely
wrong. In my opinion, it is not the in-
tent of Congress to carry that provision
all the way through. If it is going to
apply to matters invelving as much as
$26 billion and the money from the
States, then it should be reworked and
some teeth put in it so that somebody
will have some kind of control over and
protection from the folks who are fixing
these wages. I know this from practical
experience and from my association with
folks. The average laboring man does
not want the Government to fix his
wages. Government fixing of wages is
distasteful to every labor man and labor
leader that I know of. I think the only
reason they are interested in this par-
ticular situation is for the moment. I
think they feel that they control the man
who fixes the wage. That is very poor
policy, in my opinion, and not the type
that we want to make a permanent part
of this Government. So I should like
to see this operated by the Department
of Commerce which is the interested
Department, in conjunction with and
in cooperation with the States.

Mr. WIER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, BARDEN. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr, WIER. I think the genfleman
made the statement that those whom he
has met and talked to are opposed to
Government fixing of wages.

Mr. BARDEN. Surely.

Mr. WIER. That is probably true,
but all that is done here under the
Bacon-Davis Act is to fix a floor, the
same kind of floor that we have under
the wage and hour law.

Mr. BARDEN. Let me say to the
gentleman that he has never heard of
a wage being fixed by the Bacon-Davis
Act as was not the ceiling.

Mr, WIER. Oh, yes.

Mr. BARDEN. Then the gentleman
has heard something that I have not
heard.

The SPEAKER. The time of the
gentleman from North Carolina has
expired.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. BRowN]1.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
T rise to discuss for a few moments an=
other controversial section of this bill.
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I refer to the section of the measure
which deals with the reimbursement of
utilities for relocation costs incurred in
connection with construction of high-
ways. I know that this section is quite
controversial. There - are divergent
views upon it.

However, I am especially concemed
with the fate of some of the smaller
utilities and some of the smaller com-
munities under the highway-construc-
tion bill if some provision is not con-
tained in the measure to reimburse them
for expenses incurred in relocation ac-
tivities as may be required by the high-
way-construction authorities, whether
they be State or Federal.

I appreciate the fact that in the bill
which was before the Congress last year,
it was mandatory that the various States
compensate or reimburse public utilities
for expenditures required in connection
with relocation. However, this particu-
Jar bill has an entirely different provi-
sion. It provides that the States may,
according to their custom and their past
practice, reimburse where, in their own
discretion, they believe such reimburse-
ment is fair and necessary.

The argument is made against this
section, or was made before the Commit-
tee on Rules, that this would be a great
benefit to a large utility. Let me answer
that simply by saying that I do not be-
lieve, whether large or small, we should
be unfair to any property owner in the
country in connection with highway
construction.

However, I want to point out that
unless the State legislatures, the gover-
nors, the highway directors, or the high-
way commissions of the various States
coming under this provision are corrupt,
they will of course provide that com-
pensation will be allotted only on a fair
and substantial basis according to actual
expenditures required, and will not ap-
prove of any kind of reimbursement
where it would result in gain for the
utility affected, but only for the replace-
ment of the actual cost incurred.

In Ohio for instance we have some 75
percent of our State, geographically
speaking, served by small independent
telephone companies. There is hardly a
one of them but what, if they were com-
pelled to meet the expense of relocating
lines because of the widening or con-
struction of a highway, would not be
forced into bankruptcy. They are in
such financial situations that they
simply cannot afford to meet such ex-
penses. They cannot do it. There is no
way they can recover the money that
they would be called upon to spend.

Then there are all kinds of small com-
munities—and I want you to think about
it, for the matter applies not only to
Ohio but to your own State as well—
where highways go through small com-
munities. They may be interstate high-
ways, connecting one coast with the
other. They may be State highways.
But those highways and streets will be
widened and those local communities,
unless we have a section of law like this,
some of the type that is included
in this , would be required to meet
the cost of moving their water mains,
their sewage systems, their gas mains,
and the lighting equipment for their

Jdocal utilities into the streets.
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streets; and most of those communities

.are already bonded to the limit. They

have spent their money putting these
Now
along comes the Federal Government

.with legislation that says, “We are going

to come in and widen your streets and we
are going to force you to tear up your
utilities and move them without com-
pensation.”

I think this Committee on Public
Works has been very fair in this matter.
They have provided in the bill that
where the States find that the local
communities or the local telephone com-
panies, whatever you want to call them,
a little utility or a big utility, for that
matter, is required by the order of the
State itself in the construction of a high-
way to move a utility, it should be com-
pensated for the cost thereof, I think
it is just fairness and justice that this
provision be included in the bill, :

Mr. MORANO. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the
gentleman from Connecticut.

Mr. MORANO. I agree with the gen=-
tleman. I think it is a very fair pro-
vision in the bill and it should not be
stricken. I should like to associate my-
self with the gentleman on that.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I thank the
gentleman very much. Unless we .have
no faith at all in our State and local
officials, I feel that this section of the
bill should remain about as it is. If there
is any amendment needed, I will ac-
cept it.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Does
the bill require the States to reimburse
the local communities?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. The bill does
not require the States to reimburse any-
body. It permits the States to reimburse
if that has been the practice within the
States in the past and the States so pro-
vide. It places the responsibility for
saying that the reimbursement is on a
fair and equitable basis directly on the
State officials who are in charge of the
construction of the hishways.

Mr., HOFFMAN of Michigan. Under
the bill as written, who pays the cost of
the relocation of municipal lines, light
and power?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. It would de-
pend entirely on whether the State law
provides for reimbursement in such con-
struection.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Even
if they shove an interstate highway
through the municipality?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. That is right,
because the interstate highway comes
under the construction authority of the
State itself.

. Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio,
gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. JENKINS. I was int.erest.ed in
what the gentleman said with reference
to these small utility companies. It is
the truth that they just cannof opera.ta
under those circumstances.

Mr.

I yield to the
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Mr. BROWN of Ohio. It would bank-

'rupt. half of them.

Mr. JENEKINS. If we do not ade-

-quately take care of these public utilities

at this time, we will work an injustice
that will be difficult to remedy. Let us

do what is right to all those interested

groups.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I thank the
gentleman from Ohio. :

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield.

Mr. DONDERO. I think it is fair to
say that the bill substantially does what
we are doing now throughout the United
States.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Itcontinuesthe
practice we have in the various States
now, or at least in many of them—1I think
in 24 States.

Mr. DONDERQ. Might I ask the gen=

tleman a further question? Who paid
for the construction of these utilities in
the first place?
. Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Of course, the
local taxpayers or the local investors in
these little telephone companies paid for
them, if they are private utilities, or the
citizens and the taxpayers of the com-
munity if they happen to be owned by a
village or a city.

Mr. DONDERO. Inmy State of Mich-
igan as in the State of Ohio, we have
many independent telephone companies.
I understand there are some 130 of them
in my State that could not stand the
expense of removing their utilities, if
they were required to do so without re-
imbursement.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. The same situ-
ation by the way applies to the Rural
Electrification = Administration lines
where the bonds have been issued and
the lines have been constructed. There
are no funds available to meet the cost
of relocating these lines and, perhaps;
many of these cooperatives will be placed
in a very difficult position if we do not
keep this particular section in the bill,

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield.

Mr. REES of Kansas. From what the
gentleman has just said is there a possi-
bility then of a utility running through
two. States, where in one State they may
be reimbursed and in the other one not
be reimbursed? 4

Mr, BROWN of Ohjo I think that
could happen. That happens now under
the present law. Of course, it should not
happen and I hope every State by some
act or proper legislation under the pro-
visions of this bill will see that fair re-
imbursement is made.

- Mr. GROSS. Mr, Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

- Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield.

. Mr. GROSS. I will say to the gentle-
man that I have not had a single com-
munication from the Rural Electrifica-
tion people in the State of Iowa where
they ask for any such treatment.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio.: They are prob-
ably in such financial situation that they
cannot even afford the postage. I have
heard from many and I think most other
ﬁembers of Congress have heard from

em.
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Mr, SCHERER. The fact is this sec-
tion in the bill merely writes into law
what the existing practices have been
between the Bureau of Public Roads and
the States for many years.

Mr, BROWN of Ohio. That is right.
It leaves the question of reimbursement
entirely up to the State. !

Mr. LONG. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield.

Mr. LONG. I just wonder what the
position of the railroad is under this bill
as to reimbursement?

Mr. BROWN of Chio. Icannot answer
that question for a certainty.

Mr. SCHERER. Will the gentleman
vield so that I may answer that question?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the
gentleman who is a member of the Com-
mittee on Public Works to answer the
gentleman.

Mr. SCHERER. Today, the railroads
are reimbursed under the law whenever
there is cost arising as a result of grade
separation.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. That is under
the present law.

Mr. LONG. The point I wanted to
make is that if we are going to reimkurse
the railroads, we ought to reimburse the
telephone companies.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio.
correct.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Iyield.

Mr. VANIK. If this provision remains
in the bill, how much less than $51% bil-
lion will remain available for highway
construction and improvements?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Based on past
experience, the cost would be less than
1 percent, as I understand it.

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Iyield.

Mr. HENDERSON. What would be
the effeet of this provision upon the mu-
nicipally owned utilities of the villages
such as sewage and water utilities.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Under the pro-
visions of this law, if the State law so
provides or the State highway regula-
tions so provide, they would be reim-
bursed for the cost of removing the water
mains.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Rhode
Island [Mr. FocArRTY].

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, I pre-
sume we are going to have the same fight
this week on the provisions of the Bacon-
Davis Act in this bill as we had a year ago
when we passed a similar bill in the
House. As you remember, a year ago the
membership of the committee at that
time by a 2 to 1 vote voted to retain in
the bill, as we passed it in the House, the
provisions of the Bacon-Davis Act. I
hope when we reach that part of the bill,
when the amendment is offered to strike
it from the bill, we will have the same
record majority as we did a year ago in
the retention of this provision providing
for the payment of prevailing wages on
the work on the interstate highway sys-
tem. As was stated a while ago, this

1 believe that is

only applies to that part where the Fed- .

eral Government is contributing 90 per-
cent of the cost of the highway. If the
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‘much better off.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Federal Government is contributing 90
percent of the cost of the highway in that
State, it seems to me we ought to at least
guarantee to the workers on that con-
struction job a living wage. That is all i
is. The payment of the prevailing wages
in local communities is by no means the
highest payments made. They are in
most areas minimum wages paid for
work in that particular area. A mini-
mum wage is just about a livable wage.
Contractors who find fault with this pro-
vision are contractors who do not want
to pay a living wage in this country at
the present time. So the contractors
who are finding fault with the provisions
of the Davis-Bacon Act are the con-
tractors which history will show have
been wanting to pay less than minimum
wages in this country. If they did a job
for 75 cents an hour they would be try-
ing their best to get as many men as they
could to work for 40 cents an hour, or if
they could get them to work for 10
cents an hour they would do that. That
is the kind of contractors, not only in
highway construction but in the con-
struction of Federal buildings and the
repair and maintenance of Federal
buildings that we have at this time, and
that are causing all the trouble in the
industry. I have had some experience
with painting contractors in my own
State. When they come from other
States they say they are paying the pre-
vailing wages. It is almost impossible to
determine whether they are or not, but
after they leave and some painter has a
fall from a scaffold and has his back
broken, we find after the contract is fin-
ished that this contractor had no work-

men's compensation and this man is on

relief for the rest of his life with a broken
back. It is about time, I think, we had
more supervision than we have at the
present time. One of the faults I find
with the law is that it has not been en-

forced. ‘In my opinion, the Department
‘of Labor ought to have more help, and if
-this law were enforced, I think everyone

who is working for a living would be
At least we would be
guaranteeing some of these men a living

‘wage and not a starvation wage.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FOGARTY. I yield.

Mr. BOLAND. I wish to associate

.myself with the gentleman’'s remarks.

Mr, BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-

“marks at this point in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-

-sachusetts?

There was no objection.
Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I want

to associate myself with the remarks
made by the distinguished gentleman -
-from Rhode Island [Mr. Focarry]. I
.compliment him for the fight he waged

in the last session of the Congress in

"retaining in the bill, then under con-
_sideration, the provisions of the Davis-

Bacon Act. I commend him for carry-

_ing that effort on the floor today to ac- .
-complish what was done in the last ses-
- 8lon. .

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on Public
Works by a majority vote has seen fit
to write the provisions of the Davis-

-0of you have.
-experience with the fraudulent manner
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Bacon Act into the proposal now before
us. This decision came after lengthy
hearings and much testimony. It ap-
pears to me that the committee was on
solid ground when it stated that it saw
no reason why the act should not apply
to the highway construction program
when it now applies to all direct Federal
eonstruction as well as to contracts for
school, hospital, housing, and airport
projects constructed with Federal-aid
funds. The highway program is to be
financed by 90 percent Federal funds
and I believe that, under this circum-
stance, the Congress ought to declare
that the prevailing rate of wages in the
immediate locality ought to be paid
those employed under contracts let as a
result of the Federal Highway Act.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. SMITH].

. Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I want to discuss briefly the question of
the application of the Davis-Bacon Act.
The time is very limited. I may get a
little more time later. But I want to
call one or two things to your attention
now, and I will do it as briefly as pos=
sible. » ]

In the first place, if you adopt the
Davis-Bacon provision, what you are
doing is to impose another step on the
‘march to do away with the powers and
the sovereignty of the States, because
under this bill you not only impose the
provisions of the Davis-Bacon Act on the
Federal money which you are disposing
of, but you are requiring the States, out
.of their 10 percent, to fix the same wage
that is required under the Davis-Bacon
Act.. There is a direct and positive in-

‘vasion of the sovereignty of the States

in telling them how they shall spend
their own money and what rate of wage
they shall pay. :

I shall not go into it further because
I do not have the time. But I call at-
tention to the abuse of the application
of the Davis-Bacon Act, which is the
greatest difficulty in the way of its use
in this work.

I have had experience here and many
Let me tell you of one

in which the Bacon-Davis Act is applied

‘by the Department of Labor throughout

the country. :

A hospital was built in Winchester,
Va. Winchester is some 60 or 75 miles
from Washington, and in that instance
there was a rafe of wage in Winchester,
a well-known and settled rate of wage;
vet the Department of Labor fixed the
wage prevailing in the District of Co-
lumbia 75 miles away.

That is not an honest administration
of the act.

In my own district, Warrenton, 50

_miles from Washington, there was a dis-

tinet rate of wage, well established and

-in operation. They fixed there the rate

in the District of Columbia, which in-

. creased the cost of that projeet tremen-

dously.
In the city of Charlottesville, which

-is 60 or 75 miles from the city of Rich-

‘mond, Charlottesville being a city of

25,000 or 30,000 people, where they had
_an actual prevailing rate of wage, well
-known to everybody there, workers and
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contractors alike, agreeable to everybody,
satisfactory to everybody, yet the De-
partment of Labor here in Washington
undertook to fix the rate of wage there
that existed in the city of Richmond.

That is not an honest administration
of the act. Everybody knows it is not
an honest administration of the act.
Many of you have had similar expe-
riences to those I have had.

Now, why impose in this bill where
you are supposed to be building roads,
why impose on this an added cost, a con-
siderably added cost?

Are we setting out here to build roads?
Or are we setting out here to do some-
thing for the utilities on the one hand
and the labor unions on the other? If
we are going to pass a bill let us build
roads and let us forget these minority
pressure groups that are coming in here
trying to make us spend more money and
build fewer miles of roads. That is what
it comes down to in the last analysis.

Mr. WITHROW. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. If I have
any more time, but I have a number of
other things I want to say.

Mr. WITHROW. I think this Bacon-
Davis provision is different than the
other Bacon-Davis provisions; I doubt
very much if they could do the things
that you are stating here under the pro-
vision in this bill.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. My friend, if
they can do what they have been doing,
they can do anything. We have been
saying all along that the Supreme Court
could not do this or that, but it looks
to me like they are doing everything.

Now, this same crowd down in the
Labor Department will work the same
way. I know of one instance involving
the Army. I went tothe Army and called
it an outrage. The Army agreed with
me that it was just as much of an out-
rage as I had said. I asked them why
they did not do something about it. He
said he had gone to the Secretary of
Labor and told him that what he was
doing was not related to prevailing wages
in the vicinity and the Secretary of Labor
said to him: “This is our business as-
signed to us by the Congress. You peo-
ple just keep your nose out of it.”

Now, how ean you ever trust such ad-
ministrators? Are you going to yield
merely to the insistence of these pressure
minority groups such as the utilities and
the labor unions?

Now, if you expect to build roads with
this money do not expect to hand out
favors, do not expect to put additional
expense on the construction of these
roads so that you will get the distribution
of more favors and the construction of
fewer roads.

- Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
-I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. HoFFrMAN].
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, the gentleman from Virginia
~[Mr. Smite] was talking about wage
rates in Winchester., Within the last 2
or 3 days a representative of some of the
workers who expect to be employed under
this bill came to see me at my office. I
asked him what the prevailing rate of
wage was in his line. He said $3.60 an
hour. Assuming that the wage in Win-

"SMITH],
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chester was $2 an hour, as I understand
the gentleman, the Secretary here can,
and probably would, because that De-
partment is created to look after the
workers, fix the wage at $3.60.

Now, one more guestion. Do the tax-
payers in the vicinity of Winchester con-
tribute toward the construction of these
highways?

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. If the gentle-
man will yield to answer, of course, that
is exactly what is going to happen, just
as the gentleman has described it, be-
cause that is what has been happening
ever since the Davis-Bacon Act was
passed. Because of the interruption a
while ago, I did not get the opportunity
to say that it not only has the effect
which I have mentioned but these roads
are going to be built in the rural areas.
They are a source of work for your coun-
try folks. Some of you represent city
folks, but a whole lot of you represent
country folks, and those country folks
expect to get the right to work in that
neighborhood. They are not going to
get it if you fix the prevailing rates in the
metropolitan area and the metropolitan
contractor gets the work to the exclusion
of the rural contractors and rural labor.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Do those
people who live in Winchester help pay
for the construction of these highways?

Mr, SMITH of Virginia. Yes; they pay
10 percent of it.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Allright.
What is their wage, who fixes it, how
much is it? Do they get the $3.60 fixed
by the Secretary of Labor?

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. The prevail-
ing wage in California is going to be fixed
by somebody sitting down here in the
District of Columbia.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. My point
is this: The taxpayers in Winchester
contribute toward the construction of
the highway and help pay the wage fixed
by the Secretary of Labor. Now, do they
get the same wage that the fellows from
the outside who are working on the high-
way get?

Mr. SMITH of Virginia, They may or
may not, I do not know.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Of
course, they will not, unless they are
members of the union. They will be dis-
criminated against because they may not
be members of the union, or because
their dues or special assessments have
not been paid to date. The result is that
though they will be taxed to build the
highway, they would be denied the right
to work on the job, that is, unless the
provisions of the Virginia statute, that is,
the right-to-work law, are correctly in-
terpreted and adequately enforced.

Mr, ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Wiseonsin [Mr. WITHROW].

Mr., WITHROW. Mr. Speaker, I did
not get the opportunity to complete my
question which I was endeavoring to ask
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr,
I would like to call his atten-
tion to the fact that this Davis-Bacon
Act differs from the other Davis-Bacon
Act in that it contains this language:
“in the immediate locality.” Now by any
stretch of the imagination can you pre-
sume that the Secretary of Labor will
say that the wages in the Washington,
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D. C,, area shall be the prevailing wages
in Richmond, Va., or likewise, that he
will say the prevailing wage in Washing-
ton is the prevailing wage in the imme-
diate locality of Winchester? I think
that is bordering on the ridiculous and
I am sure it will not happen. I do not
think you will have that sort of abuse.
It is manifestly unfair to make such a
statement or to take that position in
this particular case. I do not think those
abuses will prevail under the Davis-
Bacon Act as it is written into this bill,

Mr. FOGARTY, Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WITHROW. I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Rhode Island.

Mr, FOGARTY. The gentleman is 100
percent right. Another point I had
hoped the gentleman would make is that
the Secretary of Labor will not arbi-
trarily state what these prevailing wages
are to be. The only way he can do that
is on advice from these local communi-
ties State by State. He accepts their
recommendations. So it is the State rec-
ommendation. that he is putting into
effect. That is the only way he sets
these wages.

Mr. WITHROW. I thank the gentle-
man and am in complete agreement
with him.

Mr, Speaker, I want to take this op-
portunity to commend the chairman of
our committee [Mr. Farron], the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Maryland,
and the other members of our committee
for the remarkable manner in which
hearings on the highway measure have
been conducted. Although, I am not en-
tirely in agreement with the bill as rec-
ommended by the committee, I am sup-
porting H. R. 10660 and will vote for it.

February 22, 1955, President Eisen-
hower delivered his message asking for
an expanded Federal highway system.
In 1944 the Congress recognizing the
necessity for an expanded highway sys-
tem, authorized the selection of a special
network not to exceed 40,000 miles in
length which would be so located as to
connect by routes as direct as practic-
able, the principal metropolitan areas,
cities, and industrial centers, to serve the
national defense, and to connect at suit-
able border points with routes of con-
tinental importance in the Dominion of
Canada and the Republic of Mexico.

The result was the creation of the
national system of interstate highways
embracing about 1.2 percent of total
road mileage, joining 42 State capital
cities and 90 percent of all cities over
50,000 population. The interstate sys-
tem carries more than a seventh of all
traflic, one-fifth of the rural traffic,
serves 65 percent of the urban and 45
percent of the rural population, and is
the key network from the standpoint of
Federal interest in productivity and na-
tional defense. Approximately 37,600
miles have been designated to date, the
remaining 2,400 miles are reserved for
future additions.

The capacity of the interstate high-
ways to evacuate urban populations in
an emergency is of the utmost impor-
tance. No urban areas in the country
today have highway facilities equal to
this task. The rapid completion of this
40,000 mile interstate system, including
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the necessary urban connection, is,
therefore, vital as a civil-defense meas-
ure,
We now have more than 58 million
motor vehicles registered, which is one
for every 700 feet of every lane in both
directions on all streets and highways
in the Nation. Vehicle registrations are
expected to continue their upward surge,
reaching 81 million by 1965, an increase
of 40 percent. These estimates, I be-
lieve are conservative, and represent the
basis upon which the Nation's highway
improvement program should be plan-
ned. To implement the expanded road
program, our committee has recom-
mended the passage of H. R. 10660.

The measure contains two sections.
Section 1 has to do with the actual pro-
gram, while section 2 deals almost en-
tirely with the finances of the program.
Section 1 was considered by the Pub-
lic Works Committee, while section 2
was considered by the Ways and Means
Committee. Section 2 containing the
tax features is being considered under
a closed rule, which will permit only
committee amendments. Section 1 is
being considered under an open rule,
which will permit amendments.

I am including a table—table 1—which
outlines (A) the regular Federal aids for
the next 13 years, which will be made
the same as they are today; namely, the
State contribution of 50 percent as
matched by the Federal Government’s
50 percent. Table (B) has to do with
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the interstate system, which likewise is
a table extending over a period of 13
years. However, the yardstick now used
for Federal aid on the interstate system
is now 40 percent contribution on the
part of the State and 60 percent on the
part of the Federal Government. This
has been changed in H. R. 10660 so that
the contribution is 10 percent on the
part of the State and 90 percent on the
part of the Federal Government.
TasLE 1.—H. R. 10660, authorizations and
proposed authorizations
(A) Regular Federal aild (13 years, 1957 to
and including 19692) :
1957 (in addition to the
$700 million already au-
thorized for 1967 in the

MWE ety sl £25, 000, 000
1968 S 750, 000, 000
1959 716, 000, 000
1960 800, 000, 000
s o e e iy 825, 000, 000
1962 850, 000, 000
1963 875, 000, 000
1964 900, 000, 000
1965 925, 000, 000
1966 9850, 000, 000
1967 975, 000, 000
1968 1, 000, 000, 000
gkl A PSR SR L S 1, 025, 000, 000

2y 1 PO s T L e 10, 675, 000, 000

H. R. 10660 only authorizes funds for 1957,
1058, and 1959, but expresses an intent of
Congress with respect to future authoriza-
tions to increase progressively at $25 million

per year.
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(B) Interstate system (13 years, 1957 to and
including 1969) :
1957 (in addition to the
$175 million already au-
thorized for 1957 in the

U Attt aa §1, 025, 000, 000
1958 1, 700, 000, DOO
1959 2, 000, 000, 000
1960 2, 200, 000, 000

« 1961 2, 200, 000, 000
1862 2, 200, 000, 000
1963 2, 200, 000, 000
1964 2, 300, 000, 000
1965 2, 300, 000, 00O
1966 2, 200, 000, 000
1967.. 2, 000, 000, 000
1968 1, 500, 000, 000
1969 1, 000, 000, 000

RObRL oL b e 24, 825, 000, 000
Federal domain roads at $81
million each year (13

years, 1957 to and includ-
ing 1969): $81,000,000 for
13 years

H. R. 10660 only authorizes funds for 1958
and 1959, but expresses an Intent of Congress
to continue these authorizations for future
w at not less than the amounts author-

Section 2 of H. R. 10660, which is being
considered under the closed rule, has to
do with the financing of the expanded
highway road program. The following
table—table 2—points out the taxes in-
volved and the tax increases. The taxes
are collected on a 16-year program, It
is truly a pay-as-you-go program.

TasLE 2.—Estimated lax receipts allocaled to highway trust fund, fiscal years 195772

[In millions of doliars]
Present law taxes New or increased taxes Total receipts
Trucks, buses,
truck trailers, ete. | Trucks,
Dissel i Diescl Tread ete., over
nnar rea
Fiscal year |Gasoline, Tnel Tires, tibes, Total, |Gasoline, fuel, Tires, rubber, |3 nt!2 Total
“ ’ percent | pounds, £
2?:1‘}3 2cents | 50015 | gents present 1p¢§rnt Loant | 3cents | Foonig ofmanu: | of mana. $150 por Bew O | Annyey | Ctmuia-
per or urers' rers
gallon gu%?;n pound pup:rnd taxes | gallon | ooyon | pound pé)uud rice rice | pounds | to%es
from from | annpal
Gto8 8to 10 tax
percent) | percent)

S liy 808 407 10 05 8 47 45 612 1,480 1,480
n 184 18 1,223 472 13 o8 9 75 50 46 763 1,956 3, 466
28 161 18 1,268 489 13 100 11 81 54 47 705 2,063 5, 520
20 197 a9 1,209 505 13 108 @ 78 52 48 808 2,107 7, 636
30 204 9 1,342 522 14 108 11 84 56 40 844 2,186 9,822
31 210 9 1,383 538 15 111 8 B4 56 50 862 2,245 12, 067
a2 0n7 9 1,427 555 15 111 12 87 58 52 800 2,817 14, 384
a3 223 9 1,468 571 15 116 11 90 60 53 916 2,384 16, 768
3 220 9 1, 508 i 16 124 14 BT 58 56 3 2, 452 19, 220
35 235 9 1,548 604 17 127 11 96 64 56 975 2,523 21,743
36 242 9 1, 504 622 17 120 12 06 4 57 097 2,501 24, 334
a7 248 ] 1, 635 638 17 132 14 96 G4 &0 1,020 2, 6565 26, 989
37 255 @ 1, 676 654 18 135 11 9" 66 0 1, 043 2,719 20, T08
38 261 9 1,715 069 18 136 14 90 66 62| 1,083 278 a2 488
B9 2060 9 1,750 083 18 140 11 09 06 63 1,080 2, 530 85, 316
47 a3 ] 1,979 v 2 145 14 105 76 64 1, 203 3,182 88, 408
535 | 3,435 153 | 23,684 9,205 251 1,900 180 1,358 957 866 | 14,814 38498 | ....... il

I would much prefer to finance the pro-
gram by a bond issue for a portion of the
cost for the following reason. Seventy
percent of the building of a road is the
cost involved in acquiring and construct-
ing the right-of-way. This is perma-
nent—this is lasting. Thirty percent, or
the balance, is the cost of surfacing the
right-of-way. This is the only portion of
road construction that can, by any
stretch of the imagination, be considered
as temporary. I was very much in
agreement with President Eisenhower

that a major part of the highway costs
should be paid through a bond issue.

I would like to call your attention to
table 2. The 2-cent Federal gas tax now
raises more than $19 billion over this 16-
year period. The additional 1-cent gas-
oline tax called for in H. R. 10660 would
add more than $9 billion more over the
16-year period, Gasoline taxes, namely,
the 2-cent present gasoline tax and the
additional 1-cent gasoline tax to be im-
posed, produces more than $28 billion of
the $38 billion called for in this measure.

Gasoline is a commodity which is already
being taxed at a staggeringly high rate
when compared with all other automobile
products and supplies. Why should the
tax on gasoline constantly go up and up—
to 40 and 45 percent of the retail price,
while all other automotive excises—
which are not duplicated at State level—
must be held so sacredly to a conservative
level of 10 percent or less. Although, I
shall vote for this measure, I feel very
deeply that by levying this additional 1-
cent tax per gallon on gasoline, we are
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further invading a field of taxation that
rightfully belongs to the several States.

Mr, COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gen-
fleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Hown-
LAND]. :

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. Speaker, the re-
quirements of the Davis-Bacon Act
specifying that all contractors on Fed-
eral construction must pay their em-
ployees the prevailing wage existing in
the community in which a Federal proj-
ect is located is an accepted requirement
of all legitimate contractors.

There has been some opposition by
those unprincipled contractors who
would like to underbid on Government
work by paying their employees far be-
low livable wages. Naturally, their bid
would be much lower than that of a
conscientious contractor who desires to
give his employees the high standard
of living to which they are entitled in
a country of great wealth such as the
United States.

In this day of large surpluses on the
farm, the purchasing power of the
worker plays even a more important part
in helping the farmer than the question
of parity. If the workers of America
receive a sufficient wage they will pur-
chase the products of the farmers in
guantities required to feed their families.
Much of the surplus of the farmer would
then disappear.

Too much stress has been put upon
this section of the road bill, implying
that labor unions are trying to impose
upon the American taxpayers a sched-
ule of wages far beyond the amount that
should be paid. This is far from the
truth.

In the States where State contraects
are denied bidders who do not meet the
State-established going wage of the com-
munity in which their factory, mill, or
project is located, this program has met
with great success.

In the great Commonwealth of Penn-
sylvania where I had the honor of being
a member of the general assembly for
over 21 years, this practice has existed
under both Democratic and Republican
administrations. It has been warmly
received by the general contractor and
by the bidders of material used by the
Commonwealth.

As an example, in the western part of
Pennsylvanila, the head of the highway
department meets with the American
General Contractors Association and
representatives of labor—both organized
and unorganized. Then agreement is
reached on what should be the minimum
wage considered for all classes of labor
required under the contract. They also
meet in the eastern part of Pennsylvania
with the Atnerican General Contractors
Association and labor and follow the
same procedure.

In other parts of the State the high-
way department meets with the Penn-
sylvania Constructors Association and
representatives of labor. Many mem-
bers of this association have no union
contract, but they agree on the standard
of wages that should be paid in their
community,

In counties not represented by any of
the above organizations, the highway
department makes a sampling of wages
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paid by local employers and then estab-
lishes the rate to be paid to workers in
these communities.

I am surprised that some Members
of the House oppose this section of the
highway bill. It is not merely a pro-
tection for labor but a protection to the
respectable contractors against the fly-
by-night contractor who has no ethics
and merely enters the picture to use an
underworld expression “to make a quick
buck.” This type of individual is not
concerned with human welfare. He
knows nothing about the economic prob-
lems of America. Neither is he con=-
cerned with the purchasing power in re-
lation to productivity of the worker.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that the Mem-

“bers of this House who oppose this sec-

tion of the bill will be committing a
great disservice, not only to the workers
but also to the legitimate responsible
contractors who take pride in their work
and who, over the years, have striven
to establish a reputation of the highest
workmanship and service.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

Mr. FALLON. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 10660) to amend and
supplement the Federal-Aid Road Act
approved July 11, 1916, to authorize ap-
propriations for continuing the con-
struetion of highways; to amend the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 to provide
additional revenue from the taxes on
motor fuel, tires, and trucks and buses;
and for other purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H. R. 10660, with
Mr. WALTER in the chair,

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

Mr. FALLON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may require.

Mr., DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I
make the point of order that a quorum
is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
count. [After counting.] One hun-
dred and thirty-five Members are pres-
ent, a quorum.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. FALLoN].

Mr. FALLON. Mr. Chairman, the
Public Works Committee has approved
a bill—H. R. 10660—to authorize a vast
highway program which our country
needs so urgently.

A separate bill—H. R. 9075—was in-

troduced in the House this year by Mr.
Boaas, of Louisiana, and then referred to
the Ways and Means Committee which,
after extensive public hearings con-
ducted by that Committee in the usual
manner, was approved unanimously by
the Ways and Means Committee and or-

‘dered reported to the House on March

19. That bill—H. R. 9075—as reported to
the House has been consolidated, with-
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out change, into the Public Works Com-
mittee highway authorization bill, and
the combined measure—H. R. 10660—is
now before us for consideration. Title I
of H. R. 10660 provides authorizations for
the highway program and will be han-
dled by the Public Works Committee.
Title II of H. R. 10660 is the tax revenue
section and will be explained and han-
dled here today by the Ways and Means
Committee under Chairman CooPER, of
Tennessee, The committees will jointly
handle this combined bill and divide up
the time allotted for debate on the bill,
Questions concerning title II of the bill—
the revenue section—should be held by
the Members for explanation by the
gentlemen from Tennessee [Mr. CooPER],
and I will confine myself to the authori-
zation portion of the bill—title I.

Title I provides for authorizations to
construct the Interstate System over a
13-year period to bring this 40,000-mile
system of controlled-access roads up to
a standard of construction which our
engineers consider will be adequate to
meet the traffic needs of the year 1975.
This system, limited to 40,000 miles, was
authorized by the Congress in the Fed-
eral Aid Act of 1944, It was developed
and practically all of the mileage se-
lected by the States, the Bureau of Pub-
lic Roads, and the Department of De-
fense in 1947. It connects all of our im-
portant producing centers, 90 percent of
all our cities over 50,000 population, and
directly serves more than half our total
population. A key feature of the sys-
tem’s concept is that it will be built for
complete adequacy over a reasonable fu-
ture period with provisions whereby
these facilities can thereafter be further
expanded as growth continues to occur,
with a minimum of cost and a maximum
of salvage of the facilities already in
place.

We must build this system of highways
if we are to continue our economic
growth and expansion. In recent years,
our committee has heard almost contin-
uous testimony from all the responsible
groups in our society about the urgent,
almost emergency, need for initiation of
a program of highway modernization to
prevent our highways from becoming
jammed and choked with traffic to such
an extent that our economy will become
stagnated. The growth of highway use
has skyrocketed and continues to in-
crease at a much faster rate than our
current measures are keeping highway
improvements abreast of highway use.
Only 10 years ago we had 34 million reg-
istered motor vehicles on our highways,
but today we have 62 million and can ex-
pect to have 85 million in another 10
years—even before this program which
we are proposing is finished. This
growth in vehicle numbers has been oc-
curring with almost no growth in the
miles of highways on which to drive
them, and this is the basic reason for the
congestion about which you know and
hear as much as I. Just to illustrate for
you what has happened, it has been cal-
culated by our committee staff that since
the end of World War II we have built
more automobiles and put them onto our
highways than could be parked bumper
to bumper on all the new highway miles
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which we have added to our sysiems in
the same period of time.

But congestion of itself, while annoy-
ing and irritating to all of us, is the
least part of the price we are paying for
the substandard highway system on
which our economic life is so dependent.
The tragedy of 38,300 highway deaths
last year and 1,350,000 injuries with
100,000 disabled for life cannot truly be
measured with a dollar sign, but if we
should put a cold, impersonal price tag
on last year's highway accident costs we
would have to produce $4,700,000,000 to
cover it, according to the National Safety
Council. But the most alarming thing
about this picture is that last year’'s high
toll is still increasing—traffic deaths are
running 16 percent ahead of last year
and have been increasing for each of the
last 12 months. At this rate we shall
reach the tragic alltime record of 42,000
highway deaths in 1956. The monetary
cost alone is more than two times the an-
nual expenditure which this bill pro=-
poses for the purpose of saving many of
these lives and reducing the wastage of
our resources from this eause. The an-
nual savings from this source alone will
more than equal the annual expenditure.
Even without capitalizing, this is a 100-
percent annual dividend, which is un-
questionably a good investment any-
where.

It is estimated by competent authori-
ties that when a vehicle is operated on
the type of highway systems proposed in
this bill as contrasted to our present in-
adequate systems, the operator of a pas-
senger car will save a cent a mile and a

trucker 4 cents a mile. The expenditures -
proposed in the bill will cost the average -

motorist less than the amounts which
he will save in reduced operating cost.
The program which our committee is
recommending to you will give our Na-
tion the highways we need for economic
growth, national military defense, and
the public safety and welfare.

While I have emphasized this inter-
state system, because of its closer rela-
tionship to the national responsibility as
distinguished from the individual State
interests, the hill continues authoriza-
tions for the long-established regular
Federal-aid programs on the primary
and secondary Federal-aid systems and
their extensions into urban areas, at an-
nual rates which are slightly higher
than in the last such bill enacted in 1954.
In such a joint Federal-State program
the Federal Government will carry the
major responsibility for the road system
of predominant national concern and the
States will continue to carry the major
load of responsibility for the road sys-
tems which are primarily of local con=-
cern. Thus the proven and satisfactory
Federal-State partnership in the high-
way fleld is continued and no major
change is contemplated in this well-
established relationship.

I will now go through the bill with a
comment on each section to explain its
prineipal features.

This is a clean bill superseding H. R.
8836. Title I of H. R. 10660, as reported
favorably by the House Committee on
Public Works, contains the authoriza-
tions for the Federal-aid hichway pro-
gram. Title IT contains the substantive
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provisions of H., R. 9075 as reported
unamimously by the Committee on Ways
and Means to provide the tax revenues
necessary to finance the highway pro-
gram. Title III contains separability
provisions.

A brief section-by-section summary of
title I is as follows:

Section 101, short title for title I: Title
I of the bill may be cited as the “Federal
Highway Act of 1956.”

Section 102, Federal-aid highways:
This section authorizes for the Federal-
aid primary and secondary systems and
extensions thereof within urban areas,
the following: $25 million additional for
1957, $750 million for 1958, $775 million
for 1959. These funds would be expend-

ed in line with existing procedures. The.

existing authority to make 10-percent
transfers of apportionments is increased
to 20 percent. The section expresses the
congressional intent to increase the
above annual authorizations by at least
$25 million annually over a 10-year pe-
riod ending in 1969.

Sections 103, 104, 105, and 106, Fed-
eral domain roads: These sections grant
the following authorizations for Federal
domain roads for each of the fiscal years
1958 and 1959:

Forest highways from $22.5 million to
$25 million.

Forest development roads from $24
million to $27 million.

Park roads from $12.5 million to $16
million.

Parkways from $11 million to $16 mil-
lion.

Indian roads $10 million.

Public lands highways $1 million.

Contract authority is granted for these
authorizations. It is declared to be the
intent of Congress to continue these au-

thorizations at not less than the annual -

rates above indicated. :

Section 107, emergency fund: This
section increases the present $10 million
emergency relief authorization to $30
million. This is standby authority for
disasters.

Section 108, National System of Inter-
state and Defense Highways: This sec-
tion changes the name of the National
System of Interstate Highways to the
National System of Interstate and De-
fense Highways referred to in the bill as
the Interstate System. It authorizes
annual authorizations for the Interstate
System totaling $24,825,000,000 for the
13-year period ending June 30, 1969.
These funds would be apportioned for
the first 2 years on the basis of House
Document 120, which is a report of high-
way needs in the individual States as
called for by section 13 of the Federal
Aid Highway Act of 1954. Beginning in
1956, the States and the Bureau of Pub-~
lic Roads would commence another
study based on standards adopted coop-
eratively by the States and the Bureau of
Public Roads, and this new report when
approved by the House and Senate Pub-
lic Works Committees in the 1958 ses-
sion would be used as the basis of appor-
tioning the funds authorized for the
fiscal years 1959, 1960, 1961, and 1962.
Similarly, another report approved by
the Senate and House Public Works
Committees would form the basis of ap-
portionments for the fiscal years 1963,
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1964, 1965, and 1966. Similar reports
approved annually in 1967, 1968, and
1969 would govern the apportionment of
funds authorized for those years. Thus
there would be constant review, approval,
and control of the apportionment for-
mula by the Congress, so that each State
would receive its proportional share of
the total funds in such amounts as to
insure the same relative rate of prog-
ress in every State to permit completion
in all States at the same time by the
year 1972. These funds will be expended
on a 90-10 Federal-State matching basis.
This section prescribes maximum axle
weight limitations to protect the Inter-
state System, but without affecting ve-
hicles that could be lawfully operated on
July 1, 1956. If directs the Secretary of
Commerce to expedite tests being con-
ducted for the purpose of determining
maximum desirable dimensions and
weights, and to make a report to Con-
gress by March 1, 1959.

Section 109, declaration of policy with
respect to reimbursement for certain
highways: This section declares the in-
tent and policy of Congress to equitably
reimburse States for toll or free roads
already constructed on the Interstate
System to the required standards. The
Secretary of Commerce is directed to
make a study and report by January
1958 in order to provide Congress the
information it would need in determin-
ing the time, method, and amounts of
such reimbursement.

Section 110, acquisition of rights-of-

- way: This section authorizes the Secre-

tary of Commerce, when requested by a
State, to acquire rights-of-way for the
Interstate System. Such rights-of-way
would be later deeded back to the States.

Section 111, availability of funds to ac-
quire rights-of-way: This section makes
any of the Federal-aid funds available
for advance acquisition of rights-of-way
by the States.

Section 112, prevailing rate of wage:
This section applies the Davis-Bacon Act,
which requires minimum wage-rate de-
terminations by the Secretary of Labor,
to projects on the Interstate System.

Section 113, relocation of utility facili-
ties: This section permits Federal funds
to pay the regular Federal pro rata share
of the cost of utility relocation on any
of the Federal-aid systems whenever a
State pays for such costs.

Section 114, progress reports on Inter-
state System: The Secretary of Com-
merce is directed under this section to
make progress reports for each Congress
beginning with the calendar year 1958.

Section 115, agreements limiting use of
rights-of-way: This section includes
safeguarding provisions to insure reten-
tion of control of access on the Inter-
state System and that the users thereof
will receive the benefits of free competi-
tion in purchasing supplies and services.

Section 116, toll roads, bridges, and
tunnels: This section permits toll roads,
bridges, and tunnels to be incorporated
into the Interstate System for integra-
tion purposes, but makes no change in
existing law which requires highways
constructed with Federal aid to be free
from tolls. In doing this, funds are con-
served through making the fullest use
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of all existing highway facilities on the
Interstate System which meet the stand-
ards for this system. This avoids the
necessity for construction of duplicat-
ing roads which would deplete the funds
so badly needed for other sections of the
system and profects and preserves the
large investments which have been made
in toll facilities during the past few
years.

Section 117, definition of construc-
tion: This section broadens the existing
definition to include geodetic markers
and certain relocation costs incidental to
construction or acquisition of rights-of-
way.

Section 118, archeological salvage:
This section permits Federal-aid funds
to participate in archeological salvage.

Section 119, mapping: This section
provides that the Secretary of Commerce
shall authorize the use of commercial
photogrammetric methods to the fullest
extent practicable.

Section 120, information from States:
This section provides that any State or
Federal agency shall furnish information
relating to the Interstate System to the
Senate and House Public Works Com-
mittees at their request, and provides a
penalty of withholding Federal-aid funds
for noncompliance.

Section 121, relationship of this title
to other acts: All provisions of existing
Federal-aid road legislation not incon-
sistent with this title shall remain in
full force and effect, and inconsistent
provisions are repealed.

There are of course differences of opin-
ion about certain sections of the bill, and
many of you have different ideas about
how certain sections should be phrased
However, the bill is the result of our joint
efforts as a committee, and so naturally
will reflect in varying degrees the differ-
ent thinking of 34 different Members.
We think it is a good bill because it, in
our opinion, will build for our country
the system of roads we so urgently need.
Significantly, we have had no dissent on
the cenfral point of the bill—that is,
the authorization of a program to build
these highways—and neither have we
had any dissent from this point in our
committee mail, our individual mail, or
in the public press. The authorizations
contained in this bill on a self-financing
basis, are the really important points
upon which we must concentrate. This
is a program which will provide substan-
tial savings in human life and property
and benefits to the national security and
the mnational welfare. I urge most
earnestly the passage of this bill.

Mr. BONNER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, FALLON. I yield to the gentle-

. man from North Carolina.
. Mr. BONNER. With respect to the
Bacon-Davis Act I am, of course, not op-
posed to fair conditions, but I am op~
posed, as the gentleman from Virginia
has stated, to going off somewhere and
using wage raftes that would be disturbed
by the wage rates in another locality 60
or 75 miles away. What is the definition
of the word “immediate”?

Mr, FALLON. I did not offer that
amendment to the bill,

Mr, BONNER. I think it is a fair
question to ask.
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Mr. FALLON. My definition of “im-
mediate’” would be within a reasonable
mileage around the area in which the
project is being constructed.

Mr. BONNER. But what is a “rea-
sonable” mileage?

Mr. FALLON. My definition of “rea-
sonable” would be not more than 50
miles.

Mr, BONNER. Would be what?

Mr. FALLON. Not more than 50
miles.

Mr. BONNER. For instance, there
have been instances where a project in
city A was being constructed, between A
and C. There was a city B that had a
wage rate. They went all the way over
from A to set up the wage rate existing
in C and bypassed B. It disturbs the
local business, local construction, and
other things.

Mr. FALLON. I might say to the gen-
tleman that the author of the amend-
ment will speak on the bill and probably
emphasize the Bacon-Davis Act.

Mr. BONNER. I would be perfectly in
accord with an interpretation which
meant within the immediate vicinity, but
certainly not a foreign vicinity.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 10 minutes.

Mr, Chairman, the gentleman from
Maryland, the acting chairman of our
committee, has made a very detailed ex-
planation of this bill and all the sections
in it. There is very little I could add to
what he has already said by way of in-
formation and as to what the bill con-
tains.

I do, however, want to say a few things
very briefly in regard to the subject be-
fore the House today, namely, the sub-
ject of roads. This subject is as old as
civilization itself. Not long ago, in fact
last October, six members of the Com-
mittee on Public Works attended a world
conference on roads in the city of Rome,
Italy. While there we had the oppor-
tunity to ride over a road that has been
in use 2,267 years; is still in use; and is
stilla good road. Irefer tothe road that
was built by the Roman Emperor Clau-
dius Appius, who gave his name to the
road. It is known to the world as the
“Appian Way.” It was built with slave
labor. It was built in order to have a
highway or an easy passage from what
then practically amounted to the eapi-
tal of the world to other sections of Italy
and outlying areas. As I say, it is still
a good road.

Centuries later, and long before the
day of the automobile even was dreamed
about, a philosopher and statesman of
another country of Europe believed that
good roads occupied a place among the
important things essential in keeping
a nation alive in this world. I refer to
Lord Bacon of England who made a
statement that I have quoted from time
to time. I think it should be quoted
again. He said:

There be three things that make a nation
great and strong, namely, a fertile soil, busy
workshops and the easy conveyance of men
and goods from place to place.

The last one, of course, refers to good
roads. If good roads were important
more than 200 years ago to the people
who then lived in this world, how much
more important are they today in this
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motor age; this automobile age, in which
youandIlive? - So with greater force we
apply what Bacon had to say, namely
that the easy conveyance of men and
goods from place to place is one of the
three essentials to make a nation great
and strong.

The bill before us today has for its
purpose the building of better and safer
roads throughout our country in order
that we might remain a large, strong,
and a greater nation.

As the chairman has already pointed
out, with 62 million cars on the roads,
and adding about 3 million more every
year, we can well understand the con-
gestion that you and I are compelled to
encounter when we drive on the high-
ways of the United States. A test was
made in a metropolitan area as to how
much gasoline is wasted and how much
time on the part of our people who must
travel from place to place, either to their
place of employment or their place of
business. It was found that 25 percent
of the gas consumed was lost or wasted
waiting for traffic lights; waiting at stop
signs; and waiting for the traffic to
move because of the congestion on the
higchway. One of the objects of this
bill is to try to remedy or relieve that
very grave situation so that there may
be some saving to the man who drives
an automobile no matter where he lives
or what business he is engaged in.

As the chairman has already pointed
out, the system of highways that we pro-
pose to build under this bill, the 40,000
miles in the interstate system, will pay
for themselves within a reasonable length
of time and give our people safer, more
adequate highways.

We are told that about 70 percent of
the economy of the United States now
moves by motor vehicle. That is a tre-
mendous amount of the business of the
country. Itcan only move on good roads.
‘While there may be some portions of this
bill I do not like, nevertheless I am sup-
porting the measure and hope it will be
passed and become the law for the ben-
efit of the American people.

I can be a little selfish about this mat-
ter also, coming from the automobile
capital of the world. The five or six mil-
lion cars that the industry builds every
year must operate on the highways of
this country. If we do not have those
highways, of course, they cannot be oper-
ated. Out of 6 million cars built each
year, about 3 million are added to the
gross total of the cars upon our roads,
while 3 million old or destroyed cars leave
the highways each year. A net of 3 mil-
lion cars added to the total each year
means that in 10 years we will have 30
million more cars on the highways than
we have today or about 50 percent more.
‘Well, you are as good a judge as I am as to
what the conditions will be if the high-
ways of the country are not improved
over what they are today. It would be
almost impossible to drive.

Now, touching on the human equation
involved in this bill, we are killing more
than 4 people every hour. Before this
debate ends at 5 o'clock this afternoon
20 more of our people will be dead from
accidents on the highways of our coun-
try. We are now injuring more than 9
million of our people every year. Some
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of them will be permanently disabled.
Besides the loss of life and those who are
injured, consider the cost of the hospital
bills and the destruction of property.
The amount is almost unbelievable, fan-
tastiec, and incredible. We are destroying
more property in value than we are
spending upon the roads of the United
States today. Forty thousand miles is
only about 1 or 2 percent of the total
highways in the country. We have a
little over 700,000 miles, as I am in-
formed, of hard-surface or paved high-
ways. We have 3 million miles of high-
way in the country, paved and unpaved.
This system, as we all know, will connect
42 out of the 48 State capitals and will
touch about 90 percent of very city of the
United States of 50,000 population or
more. This indicates the tremendous
network invelved in this bill and what it
will do to provide safer and better high-
ways for our people throughout the entire
country. ‘No State is omitted.

Mr. Chairman, I have said about all
I care to say by way of a preliminary
statement. We will have some debate
upon the Davis-Bacon provision of the
bill. I think it is a great mistake to
include this section in the bill. There
is no intention or even a desire on the
part of anybody in this House, certainly
not myself, to prevent the laboring peo-
ple of our country from receiving a fair
wage. They are now being paid the pre-
vailing wage as fixed by the States. This
amendment, which I will offer at the
proper place, proposes to strike out Fed-
eral wage fixing and leave the question
of the determination of the prevailing
wage to the States, where it has been for
the last 40 years.

Mr. SCHERER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DONDERO. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. SCHERER. The gentleman said
that there are a number of provisions in
this bill to which he is opposed. Now,
the fact is that the main features of the
bill are agreed upon by most interests;
the features that will actually build the
roads. Can we not say that the dis-
agreement extends to what we might
call fringe provisions of this bill?

‘Mr. DONDERO. As I understand, a
compromise has been worked out, or will
be worked out, so that practically the
only section that we are in violent dis-
agreement about is the Davis-Bacon
provision.

Mr. SCHERER. In the main provision
of this bill there is no objection to,
namely, the distribution of funds on the
basis of need to build the highways where
the trafiic exists. :

Mr. DONDERO. None whatever, and
that is the only reason, may I say, in-
volving the question of national security
and safety, why the Federal Government
is now providing 90 percent and the
States only 10 percent of this 40,000-mile
system or the 40,000 miles provided in
the bill.

Mr. SCHERER. In other words, the
controversy that existed last year on the
floor of this House with reference to
some of the major provisions of the bill,
which provisions actually did prevent us
getting a bill, have now been resolved by
all interests concerned.
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Mr. DONDERO. I believe so. I just
want to add one thing before I sit down,
and that is this: The Committee on Pub-
lic Works spent, I think, 5% months of
this year and last year combined in try-
ing to bring to the floor of the House a
road bill which would be satisfactory to
our people and to every interest repre-
sented in our economy. We went over
it carefully. There is great need for this
legislation and I hope the bill will pass
unanimously.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan has expired.

Mr. FALLON., Mr, Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from Okla-
homa [Mr. STEED].

The CHAIRMAN. I think it might be
well for the Chair to state at this time
that the Chair believes it would be more
orderly to dispose of the Public Works
interest in this bill before turning to
that part of the bill to be handled by
the Committee on Ways and Means. If
that meets the approval of the com-
mittee, we shall recognize the gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. Farron] and the
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DoN-
DErO] until the 3 hours that they con-
trol have been consumed.

Mr. STEED. Mr. Chairman, my pur-
pose in taking the floor to discuss the
bill now before the committee is in the
hope that I may be able to add a few
remarks that will be helpful to the Mem-
bers who have not had the opportunity
to know the bill as those of us on the
committee have known it through giving
consideration to the bill and its various
provisions. |

To me, after having gone through the
lengthy hearings and discussions both in
the subcommittee and the full committes
it seems that the one important thing
to keep in mind is not to lose sight of
the over-all scope of this bill and what it
proposes to do. The intensity with
which some of the side issues or col-
lateral issues have been discussed serves
sometimes to take our attention from
the main purpose involved; and I hope
that the Members as we proceed with
consideration of the bill, will keep in
mind the major premise involved herein
and not permit themselves to be side-
tracked by some of these side issues.

I think most of us on the committee
found ourselves in the position of having
to make concessions on points here and
there to the end that we would get a bill
of this nature in shape to bring to the
House.

I know of no piece of legislation of
such magnitude as this since I have been
in the House. I know of no piece of
legislation that has received the close
and careful scrutiny that this bill has
received.. I think the members of the
committee will agree that our chairman
was a most patient and considerate
chairman and that the members devoted
many, many hard and tedious hours in
their efforts to bring a bill in here that
would do the job that needs to be done
and do it with the least amount of harm
or friction.

There are some things in the bill that
I think are very important and I should
like to call attention to them. We know
that we have not drafted a perfect bill.
We know that we are not wise enough to
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bring in a pattern, a blueprint, that can
do the job of building roads for 13 years,
and have in it all the answers. We
know that like the highway legislation
we enacted in years gone by, amendments
have to be made. I believe that since
the first Federal highway legislation was
enacted by Congress in 1914 up to the
present time, Congress has seen fit at one
time or another to make some 69 amend-
ments to that original law. I think the
House may rest assured that as we go
along with this program, some of the
fears and some of the problems we are
discussing here today and to which we
may not have the best answer today will
be answered by Congress as the situ-
ation will require in the years ahead.
We have kept that very much in mind
in writing this bill. We have in it pro-
visos to give the Congress the informa-
tion it will need so that we can take
advantage of all the experience that we
get as we proceed with the program;
and we will have access to all the facts
that will reveal how this program works.

There will be no time that I can see
when the Congress will not be able to
make whatever adjustments experience
dictates should be made. We have here,
for instance, a proviso that an annual
report in detail will be made to the Con-
gress showing what has happened, where
the money is going, and how it is being
spent. We have reevaluation studies to
be made that will be available to the
Congress. So we have tried the best we
can to set up a system here so that we
can have the advantage all the time,
every year Congress is in session, of
knowing how the program is working and
what needs to be done to make it work
better.

One other thing I think we ought to
reemphasize is this: Since the most
glamorous part of this bill is the section
which provides for this 40,000-mile sys-
tem of superhighways, it is easy to lose
sight of the fact that the bill does many
other things besides providing for the
construetion of superhigchways. Not only
are we setting up a superhighway system
but at the same time we are going ahead
with an increased and enlarged program
for all the other roads in this country in
which Federal legislation is involved and
with which it deals.

For instance, we are providing an in-
creasing amount each year for farm-to-
market roads, secondary roads, primary
roads, and all other roads. As the pro=-
gram develops and as we come to the
end of the time when the superhighway
system is completed, we will then have
built up the remainder of the road pro-
gram of this Nation to an all-time high.
So I think it is important for you to keep
in mind that we are building all roads in
this bill and that we are not making
secondary or primary roads sacrifice for
the sake of building these superhighways.

I find that many people are inclined
to believe that we have forgotten all
the other roads in the interest of super-
highways, but if you will read the bill
and study it you will find we are doing
more here for all roads than ever was
proposed be done before in any legis-
lation that has ever come before the
Congress.
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Mr, ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. STEED. I yield to the gentleman
from Oklahoma,

Mr. ALBERT. I want fo compliment
my colleague upon his fine statement
and also upon the job he has done dur-
ing the course of the hearings on this
bill. I know personally that he has
worked diligently many hours and
many days. Ithink he and his colleagues
on the committee are to be commended
on the extent to which they have worked
out the major difficulties and the manner
in which they have brought this piece
of legislation hefore the House.

Mr. STEED. I thank the gentleman,

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STEED. I yield to the gentleman
from Oklahoma,

Mr. EDMONDSON. I should like to
join my colleague from Oklahoma in ex-
pressing the appreciation which I am
sure all the Members have in their
hearts to the members of this committee
and particularly to my good friend, who
represents the Fourth Distriet in Okla-
homa, and who I know has put in long
hours, many tedious hours of study and
of work on this bill, I think you have
done an outstanding job of legislating.
I certainly want to salute the gentle-
man, too, for the courageous fight he has
conducted in the committee to give credit
to Oklahoma for her turnpike program
igtmfonnection with the Interstate Sys-

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. STEED. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. McGREGOR. I concur in what
has been said with regard to my distin-
guished colleague on the committee, the
gentleman from Oklahoma. I recognize
the fact that he has put in many, many
hours on various sections of the bill,
Especially he has been most helpful to
all of us in our endeavor to arrive at a
compromise and an equitable solution
relative to the toll road and freeway
proposals. We can give a lot of credit to
him for getting a compromise on this
section relative to reimbursement. We
were all in accord that reimbursement
possibly should be made, but he joined
with us in saying and feeling and recom-
mending that before we made a definite
commitment on reimbursement we
would cost either in dollars and cents or
in mileage.

I join with the gentleman in pay-
ing compliment to the distinguished
Member from Oklahoma.

Mr. STEED. I thank the gentleman.
I appreciate these kind words, but I think
it is only fair to point out that this bill
contains contributions from most of the
members of the committee. We have
also had the benefit of the advice and
help of, as I figured it out one day, about
160 organizations and firms who have
_ shown an interest in this bill in one way
or another and made contributions to
the committee in bringing it out. Fur-
thermore, there are many important
things in this bill which are direct con-
tributions by the members of the com-
mittee themselves. I think by-and-
large there is one thing that can be said
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and that is that this is truly a bill which
was put together by our chairman and
the members of his committee in the
finest sense that legislation can be pre-
pared and brought to the floor of the
House,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Oklahoma has expired.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. McGreGoRr].

Mr, McGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I
think we could take all afternoon in
eulogizing not only the various members
of our particular Committee of Public
Works but also that group which possi-
bly might be categorized as “special in-
terests” in submitting to the Committee
on Public Works and the subcommittee
on roads their position. Some of us felt
possibly at times that it was a little hot
and probably but if we were in their po-
sition, we would be a little hot too—yet,
every single one of them that submitted
information to us did so in a spirit of
helpfulness. I am sure I speak for all
the members of the committee when I
say we do appreciate it even if at times
we were possibly a little aggravated—
but to you all many thanks—you helped
a lot.

I would like to say a word relative to
a chap who had the patience of Job. It
was my privilege many times to be sitting
next to him, and it was the privilege of
another gentleman on the other side to
be sitting next to him. That other gen-
tleman and the Member from Ohio dif-
fered on many, many occasions and
Georce FarLron, who was the acting
chairman and between us, had a tre-
mendous job on his hands when he was
listening to the Member from Ohio, try-
ing to keep his Irish temper down; and
the other Member who was sitting on the
other side, trying to keep him quiet. So
I certainly want to join with the group
in eulogizing Chairman FALLON.

Mr. Chairman, I want to read an edi-
torial, if I may, to make eertain that it
gets in the proper place. This is an
editorial appearing on the editorial page
of the Pittsburgh Sun-Telegraph of
Friday, April 20, 1956. It is entitled
“Earned Praise.”

EARNED PRAISE

Representative Georee H. FaLLON, Demo-
crat, of Maryland, deserves a national round
of applause for the Federal highway bill just
reported out by the House Committee on
Public Works.

Farronw wrote the bill and introduced it
in January.

Since then he has guided it patiently
through his own Subcommittee on Roads
and through the full committee.

We use the word “patiently” in its fullest
sense.

A less patient and fair legislator would
have thrown up his hands weeks ago.

FaLLon's method was to give everyone
concerned a hearing, whether he were in or
out of Congress, on or off his committee.

The pace at which the highway bill went
through the leglslative processes frequently
was exasperating to those who regard the
reconstruction of the Nation's roads as a
national emergency.

Yet it is doubtful if the bill which finally
emerged would have been as good a bill as it
is if FarroN had tried to gavel it past his
colleagues.
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Now that it 1s before the House for a vote,
it must be regarded as & bill that has been
written and rewritten, studied and restudied,
explained and reexplained.

The Hearst newspapers think it's as good
& bill as could have been written, and we
applaud Representative FaLLon for it.

So I join the many applauding our
chairman, Hon. GeorGe FaLLoN, of
Maryland.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. McGREGOR. I yield to the dis-
tinguished ranking minority member of
our committee,

Mr. DONDERO. I want to join my
colleague from Ohio in everything he has
said with reference to our acting chair-
man [Mr. FaLron], and also to our able
friend from Oklahoma [Mr., STEER], in
the part they have played in bringing
about this legislation. It has not been
an easy matter. It was difficult. Both
of them poured oil on the troubled
waters during the consideration of the
bill, and it is a pleasure for me to add
that I confirm every compliment paid
to them.

Mr. McGREGOR. Ithank the gentle-
man for his contribution.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr, Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McGREGOR. I yield to the gen=-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I want to
join in paying tribute to our chairman
and the members of the subcommittee
who did such a fine job on this bill, as
well as all members of the committee
who took their time to bring out a bill
that has great merit. Particularly I
want to emphasize the fact that our
chairman has shown great patience, as
stated earlier by the gentleman, in the
handling of this bill and in allowing each
member time to fully explore all the
possibilities in the legislation.

Mr. McGREGOR. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. Chairman, I also want to pay re-
spect to the senior minority member of
the committee, the distinguished gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. DonbpERO] who
has shown a great deal of patience. He
has been a hard worker for an ade-
quate highway legislation for many
years. I am sure that we appreciate his
endeavors and we certainly will miss his
calming words and guidance,

I see two other Members present who
I think are deserving of a great deal of
credit. That is the chairman and the
ranking minority member of the Ways
and Means Committee, the gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. CooreEr], and the
distinguished gentleman from New York
[Mr. Reep]l. Those gentlemen, along
with the subcommittee chairman, the
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr, Boccs].
These gentlemen, in my opinion, have
done a very fine job with a very difficult
problem. It is not pleasant to put taxes
on anyone, but when they directed this
revenue-raising feature of this bill
through their committee by unanimous
vote, I think the country as a whole will
accept it, and I want to publicly thank
those gentlemen, as well as the members
of their committee—a job well done.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to
take a few minutes to talk about this
bill. This is a good hill. There are a
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lot of things in it that possibly I do not
like in their entirety. If I had my full
way and brought out a bill, there are
many members of this committee who
would disagree with me and what I rec-
ommended. But this bill as written is
a compromise, as we have suggested in
the legislation. Various sections are the
result of study and “give and take.”
The compromises that will be presented
to you for your consideration are the
privileges of this great Republic that we
live in, where those with differences of
opinion can get together and agree on
something we can present to the people
and will be of benefit to all.

We have heard so much about the
seraps and differences between the vari-
ous groups of transportation. I have
been contacted at least 20 times since
entering this chamber. They say, “Con=-
gressman, what is the final result of the
weight limits,” and so forth, because I
am getting so many wires from people
back home. I want to refer to a letter
from Mr. John V. Lawrence. The gentle-
man from Louisiana has a statement
which is in conformity with this, and I
think it will be placed in the RECORD.
This letter is signed by the president of
the American Trucking Association, and
he says:

We want you to know that the trucking
industry is perfectly willing to accept and,
in fact, supports section 108 (J) of the
highway bill reported out by the House Pub-
lic Works Committee, having to do with
truck weights,

We were opposed to this sectlon as origin-
ally written because it would have created
endless difficulties for truck operators, the
Btates, and the Bureau of Public Roads.
Therefore, we had advocated complete elim-~
ination of the section, and we were jolned
in this position by numerous interests, in-
cluding the Bureau of Public Roads, the
American Association of State Highway Offi-
clals, the American Municipal Association,
and the American Automobile Association.

However, the revized section as reported by
the Public Works Committee accomplishes
the objective—protection of the highways—
without getting involved in other factors
that would have caused the difficulties. The
new provision limits the axle weights and, as
the Bureau of Public Roads stated, “The
axle load of vehicles is the principal deter-
minant of the supporting capacity that must
be provided in the surfaces and foundations
of roads.”

Interests which are unfriendly to the
trucking industry and are, in fact, unfriendly
to the entire highway program may attempt
to have the section amended to affect such
factors as dimensions and gross weights
which, as any highway engineer will testify,
have nothing to do with protecting high-
way surfaces. Regulation of these other fac-
tors should be left in the hands of the
States, which know best how to deal with
the complications that arise.

Therefore, we urge you to support the
section as it was reported by the Public
Works Committee and resist changes de-
signed, not to protect the highways, but to
create difficulties.

Very truly yours,
JoHN V. LAWRENCE.

I was contacted by some folks who
were supposed to have been in opposi-
tion to that particular section and I
asked: “What is your position?” and I
am not carrying the ball for any one
group any more than I am carrying the
ball for all of you because I hope that we
can work out a compromise. That is
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what we want to do, get a good road hill.
I read this statement as given to me:

I have been advised by an authorized rep-
resentative of the railroad industry that in
their opinion the interest of the American
taxpayer would have been better served had
the original wording of section 7J been
retained.

The Public Works Committee, after due
consideration, decided to delete from the
section those limitations pertaining to total
weight and dimensions of vehicles. The
single and tandem axle limitation remains
the same, statements to the contrary not-
withstanding.

The railroad industry has no intentlon of
seeking modification or change in the word-
ing of section 108J as reported by the com-
mittee, when the measure comes before the
House.

That is the result of the various seg-
ments of the transportation world get-
ting together and exchanging views, so
a program might be put into effect. That
exchange of views you now have in this
particular bill—a compromise that as far
as they are concerned there will be no
attempt to amend or strike from the bill
that section, here on the floor of the
House today or tomorrow.

Mr, VANIK. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. McGREGOR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. VANIK. I wish to ask my dis-
tinguished colleague from Ohio a ques-
tion relating to lines 19 and 20 on page
29 of the bill, where provision is made
for the elimination of the hazards of
railroad grade crossings. Does this bill
disturb the present law under which
railroads are contributing to the cost of
the elimination of railroad crossings?
Does this provision disturb that section
of the law?

Mr. McGREGOR. I might say to the
gentleman that the amendment to which
he refers on page 29, section 117, con-
tains a new definition of construction
that was presented by a Member and it
does completely change the term “com-
struction.”

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McGREGOR. I yield.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. May I say
to the gentleman that this does not
change the basic act with respect to the
allocation of funds with reimbursement
of the railroads; it carries the traditional
90-10 formula. I think that is what
the gentleman is interested in.

Mr. McGREGOR. The gentleman
says it does not change the formula.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. No, it does
not; the section here read does not refer
to the apportionment formula whatso-
ever, so there is no change in respect
to that. Under the Ramseyer rule
changes must be set out in the report.
None is indicated; therefore, there is no
change, and I can assure the gentleman
from Ohio that he need not be appre-
hensive over that section.

Mr. McGREGOR. The Ramseyer rule
is still in effect. In this particular sec-
tion we are only amending section 1 of
the Highway Act which has to do with
the definition of construction. As of
now, in my opinion, it in no way inter-
feres with existing law as it affects the
allocation of cost formula, but I certainly
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will be glad to check for sure and advise
the gentleman,

Mr. VANIK. I thank the gentleman
from Ohio,

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to make a brief summary of
portions of H. R. 10660,

The highway bill is H. R. 10660. This
is a combination of H. R. 8836, the Fallon
bill, which is the highway authorization
bill reported by the Public Works Com-
mittee, and H. R. 9075, the revenue-
raising bill, the Boggs bill which was re-
ported by the Ways and Means Commit-
tee. The first title of H. R. 10660 relates
to the authorization as contained in the
Fallon bill as amended.

PRIMARY, SECONDARY, URBAN

Sections 101 through 107 of the bill are
approximately the same as the 1954
Highway Act which deals with the pri-
mary, secondary, and urban systems of
roads as now in effect, with the excep-
tion that the funds involved are in-
creased in the new legislation. The
amount authorized for the primary, sec-
ondary, and urban systems, in addition
to the $700 million already authorized
for 1957 by the 1954 act is increased by
$25 million.

It is established as the intent of Con-
gress that starting in 1957 and contin-
uing through 1969 the total amounts in-
tended for the primary, secondary, and
urban systems be progressively inereased
in the amount of $25 million per year.
Thus the total Federal funds involved for
these systems during this period is
$11,375,000,000.

CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW

It was the opinion of the committee
that the Congress should review every 2
years the authorization on the primary,
secondary, and urban systems.

Included in the sections up to 107 are
increases for forest highway roads, trails,
national parks, and so forth, and also
some clarifying amendments relative to
Indian land and other Federal-domain
roads. These sections also include a
$30 million authorization for an emer-
gency fund for highway repairs in dis-
aster areas, .

INTERSTATE SYSTEM

Section 108 to section 201 deals with
the interstate system as set forth in H. R.
8836, the Fallon measure as amended.
The authorizations of this section estab-
lishes a Federal expenditure, over the
13-year period 1957 up to and including
1969, for the interstate system of $24,-
825,000,000. The matching as it deals
with the interstate system is 90 percent
Federal funds and 10 percent State
funds. In reality the total expenditure
of the two programs as far as Federal
funds are concerned is approximately
$36,500,000,000.

MAXIMUM AXLE WEIGHT LIMITATIONS

In the bill will be found new subject
matter relating to Federal axle weight
limitations on vehicles using the high-
ways. From available information, and
taking into consideration the sponsor
of the amendment, it would be my opin-
ion that it was submitted upon the rec-
ommendation, and with the approval of,
the trucking industry. This section
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would deny Federal funds to the inter-
state system in any State which permits
single axle loads in excess of 18,000
pounds or tandem axle loads in excess of
32,000 pounds, or which exceeds present
State statutory regulations in effect July
1, 1956, whichever is the greater. The
enactment of this provision will not de-
prive any vehicle of any legal right it
presently enjoys. It is an effort on the
part of the Federal Government to in-
sure that the highway facilities to be
constructed with this large sum of Fed-
eral money shall serve out their economic
life and not be prematurely destroyed
by excessive loads and the question of
safety for the traveling public shall be
properly recognized. The bill takes into
consideration the research that is now
going on, the results of which will be
known to the Congress not later than
March 1, 1959, and instructs the Secre-
tary of Commerce to make recommenda-
tions to the Congress not later than
March 1, 1959, with respect to maximum
desirable dimensions and weights of ve-
hicles using the public highways.
REIMBURSEMENT FOR CERTAIN HIGHWAYS

The bill contains a section instructing
the Secretary of Commerce to do neces-
sary research regarding reimbursement
of funds by the Federal Government to
those States that have completed sec-
tions of the interstate system whether
toll or free, subsequent to August 2, 1947,
and meeting standards required on the
interstate system and to report to the
Congress his findings not later than
January 2, 1958. It was recognized by
the Committee that possibly there was
equity in the reimbursement feature
but sufficient factual data was not avail-
able to permit the establishment of a
fair formula either in dollars or miles
credited.

PREVAILING RATE OF WAGE

The bill contains a provision for bring-
ing under the provisions of the Davis-
Bacon Act contract work performed on
the interstate system. This provision
requires that the Secretary of Labor de-
termine the prevailing wages to be paid
on all contract involving interstate sec-
tions of the program.

RELOCATION OF UTILITY FACILITIES

The bill as written sets forth that
whenever a State shall pay for the relo-
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cation of utility facilities necessitated by
the construction of a project in the Fed-
eral-aid primary or secondary system, or
on a national system, Federal funds may
be used to reimburse the State for such
costs in the same proportion as Federal
funds are expended on the project. The
term utility includes publicly, privately,
cooperatively owned utilities, which, of
course, includes sewer systems, water
systems, gas, telephone, including REA,
light, and power. This leaves the de-
termining power entirely in the hands of
the States.
FREE COMPETITION

Other provisions relate to the filing of
periodic reports on the progress of the
interstate system; the use of right of
ways incident to the interstate system
and provisions which will insure that the
users of the interstate system will re-
ceive the benefits of free competition in
purchasing supplies and services at, or
adjacent to, hichways in such system.

CHECK BY CONGRESS

The bill provides that departments
and agencies of any State and the execu-
tive branch of the Government shall
furnish to the Committee on Public
Works of the Senate or the House, or a
subcommittee of each, such information
as may be requested relating to the con-
struction of the new interstate system.

TITLE II. REVENUE FEATURES

Incorporates the recommendations of
the House Ways and Means Committee
as contained in H. R, 9075 by Congress-
man Boggs. This revenue section, which
in all probability will come to the floor
of the House under a closed rule, con-
tains provision for a l-cent gas tax in-
crease; a l-cent diesel and special fuels
increase; a 3-cent increase on all rubber
used by highway vehicles; 2-percent ad
valorem tax increase on trucks, buses,
and trailers, which makes a total of 10
percent as now being paid by automo-
biles.

The bill places a new tax of 3 cents a
pound on camelback or retreading
material and a new permit fee of $1.50
per thousand pounds on vehicles in ex-
cess of 26,000 pounds.

The total yield anticipated from the
revenue measure over a 15-year period is
approximately $38 billion. It is to be
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noted that nonhighway users on all of
the above taxes are exempt.

This revenue section recognizes the
withdrawal from general revenues after
July 1, 1957 of one-half of the total yield
of the 10-percent ad valorem tax on
trucks, buses, and trailers and the total
yield of the rubber tax on tires and the
assignment of these revenues to the high-
way program. Prior to July 1, 1957, the
revenue measure recognizes the dedica-
tion of only the 2-percent increase in ad
valorem tax on trucks, buses and trailers
and the 3-percent increase in rubber
taxes.

This means, in a general statement,
that a large amount of money that is
now going to the general revenue fund
will be designated to the highway trust
fund after 1957.

PAY AS YOU GO

After study and attempting to analyze
whether or not the revenue-raising
feature will meet the authorization, it
is the considered judgment that in the
overall program we will be short about
$3.5 billion. However, it is the belief
that possibly this amount can be collected
by increased sales and use of the high-
ways so I think, in all fairness, it should
be said that the revenue bill as sub-
mitted by the Ways and Means Commit-
tee and incorporated in title IT of this
bill will meet the authorization and ex-
penditures as set forth in title I.

In summary, the proposed legislation
has the merit of providing for review by
the Congress and the correction of any
inequities that may develop as the pro-
gram progresses. The bill is not perfect
but I think the general public wants a
highway bill and, in my opinion, the con-
troversial features contained in this
legislation are the results of various seg-
ments of our society compromising to
obtain that which the people are asking,
namely, better roads.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to include
a chart showing the approximate ap-
portionment of the Federal highway
funds pursuant to the present bill, H. R.
10660, of the Federal Highway Act of
1954. This shows the old allotment of
Public Law 350, which it was my privilege
to author, and the allotment for 1957,
plus the $25 million included in this bill.
It also includes, Mr. Chairman, the $175
million for the interstate system in the
fiscal year 1957.

Approzimate apporlionment of Federal highway funds pursuant to H. R. 10660 and Federal-Aid Highway Act of 195}
PRELIMINARY—SUBJECT TO SUCH REVISION A§ MAY BE REQUIRED TO CONFORM TO SEC. 108 (F) OF H. R. 10660

[Millions of dollars]

scal yoar 1 vear 1958 year 1059
Fiscal 057 Fiscal Fiscal
Btate Primary, Primary, Primary,
secondary, | Interstate Total secondary, | Interstate Total secondary, | Interstate Tot
and urban | - (§1,200, V25, and urban 4 700. 450, and ur! , 000 77
d urh: ($1,200.0) ($1,925.0) d urb ($1,700.0) ($2,450.0) 1 urban | ($2,000.0) ($2,775.0)
($725.0) ($750.0) ($775.0)

Alabama. 4.7 10. 6 3.3 14.9 26. 7 41. 6 15.5 3L 4 46,0
Arizona. 2.0 11.2 20. 2 0.2 15.3 24.5 . 6 18.0 27.6
2N T SR SRR S R M 10,9 11.4 22.3 11.1 14.8 25.9 1L 5 17.4 28.9
California... 388 121 160.9 40,1 160.7 200, 8 41. 4 199, 6 ML0
Caolorado 1.3 9.2 20,5 12.0 11.4 2.4 12.3 13.4 25,7
C ticut 6.0 26,2 82.8 6.9 40.6 47.5 T 47.8 54.9
Delsware. ... 3.0 4.0 7.0 8.1 4.8 7.9 3.3 5. 6 8.9
‘Florida }2. (1] 24,7 86.7 12.3 86,2 48, 5 12.8 42. 6 5.4
Georgla. 6.9 4.0 5.8 17.2 51.2 68, 4 17.7 60,2 77.9
Idaho 7.3 6.4 13.7 7.5 ‘7.8 15.3 7.7 9.2 16.9
Tllinois 321 56.1 87.2 33.0 7.9 110.9 3.1 9L 6 125.7
Indiana 17.4 42.4 59.8 17.7 63, 4 8L1 18.3 T4.6 2.9
Town_. 16. 9 15.7 316 16.1 20. 2 36.3 16. 6 23.8 40. 4
Kansas 16.1 123 21.4 15.3 15.1 30. 4 15.9 17.8 a7
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Approzimate apportionment of Federal highway funds pursuant to H. R. 10660 and Federal-Aid Highway Act of 195/—Continued

PRELIMINARY-—SUBJECT TO SUCH REVISION AS MAY BE REQUIRED TO CONFORM TO SEC. 108 (F) OF H. R. 10660—continued

[Millions of dollars]
Fiscal year 1957 Fiscal year 1058 Fiscal year 1959
State Primary, Primary, Pr
secondary, | Interstate Total secondary, | Interstate Total secondary, | Interstate Total
and urban | ($1,200.0) | ($1,925.0) |and urban | ($1,700.0) | ($2,450.0) | and urban | ($2,000.0) | ($2,775.0)
($725.0) ($750.0) ($775.0)

Kentucky 13.0 24.9 37.9 13.3 36.0 40.3 13.8 42.4 56.2

ouisiana 1L56 24.56 36.0 1.9 36,0 47,9 12.2 42.4 54.6
Maine. .- = 5.6 7.9 13. 4 5.6 10. 7 16.3 5.8 12.6 18.4
et wa| | ms| | euz|  me| awi| 7o 8 1
Massachusetts. 3 8 5 3 5
Michigan 24.9 63.3 88.2 25.6 047 120.2 26.3 1.4 137.7

i 201 17. 6 25.2 42.8 17.8 35.4 53.2 18. 4 41.6 60.0
Mississippi = 1.7 18.7 25. 4 1.9 18.0 20.9 12.3 a2 33.5
Missourl 2 20. 4 1.1 515 20.7 43.7 64. 4 214 6l.4 72.8
Montana. 1.5 9.2 20.7 122 1.2 23. 4 12.6 13.2 25.8
Net L R AR N T S I D R R 1.9 7.1 19.0 12.5 7.8 20.3 13.0 9.2 22.2
Nevada. 7.1 8.1 12.3 7.5 5.4 12,9 7.1 6.4 14.1
New Hampshire. . i 3.2 4.1 7.3 3.3 4.9 8.2 3.4 5.8 9.2
New Jersey. . 13.5 63.7 7.2 14.0 9.3 113.3 14.4 116.8 131.2
New Mexico. _ = 9.5 125 22.0 9.9 17.2 27.1 10.3 20.2 30.5
New York.. 45, 6 711 116. 7 47.1 7.8 144.9 48. 7 115.0 163. 7
North Carolin .- 17:5 15.8 32.8 17.9 18.0 85.9 18.5 21.3 8.7
North Dakota. . oo ioaabass = 8.6 6.6 15.2 8.6 7.8 16.4 &0 9.2 18.2
Ohio.. = P FE A 28.7 67.3 06.0 29.6 99.5 120.1 30.6 117.0 147.6
Oklah I 14.1 19.7 33.8 14.3 27.56 41.8 14.8 2.4 47.2
Orogon.......... 11.0 16.3 27.3 11.3 23.3 34.6 1.7 27.4 30.1
Pennsylvania_ 341 42.7 76.8 5.7 55.6 01.3 36.8 5. 4 102.2
Rhode Island. - 3.9 6.5 10. 4 4.1 0.0 13.1 4.2 10. 6 14.8
South Caroli 7 9.3 10.4 10.7 9.5 13.4 22.0 0.7 15.8 25.5
Routh Dakota Y 9.2 6.3 15.5 9.2 7.0 16.2 9.5 8.2 17.7
T S Ak 15.3 20.4 357 15.6 .7 43.3 16.1 32.6 48.7
R N R R 4.2 48.3 92.5 45.4 63.7 100.1 46.9 75.0 121.9
Utah * il 7.0 12.1 10.1 7.3 17.3 24.6 7.6 20.4 28.0
Vermont 1 s 3.0 8.9 1.9 3.0 12.9 15.9 3.2 15.2 18.4
Virginia 13.8 28.6 42. 4 14.4 4.7 56.1 14.8 49.0 63.8
Washington 1.7 23.4 35,1 12.2 3.2 46. 4 12.6 40.2 52.8
West Virginia i 7.9 13.5 21.4 8.1 18.9 2.0 8.4 22.2 30.6
Wi i E: o 16. 6 18.1 M7 17.0 23.6 40.6 17.6 27.8 45.4
W yoming. T I ! 7.1 14.7 21.8 7.5 2.6 29.1 b 25.4 33.1
lil dltl 38 Sbeww| A Blese] g

istri olumbia. - 3 e ”
A g 51 5.1 5.2 5.2 5.3 53

Mr. Chairman, I know of no concen-
trated effort to defeat the general prin-
ciples of this legislation, As stated be-
fore, there are many controversial issues,
one of them being the matter of reim-
bursement for existing highways, toll or
free. I am including in my remarks a
telegram that I have just received from
the American Association of State High-
way Officials.

This association, I believe, is com-
prised of every highway department in
every State of these United States. They
carefully analyze legislation affecting
highways and their records show that
they give very serious and careful study
before any recommendations are made.
Our committee carefully analyzed the
particular section to which this telegram
refers, giving full recognition to the fact
that many of our States possibly were
entitled to reimbursement, but neither
the committee nor the highway depart-
ments of the various States, nor the Bu-
reau of Public Roads, had definite infor-
mation on how to establish a formula
of reimbursement. Without such for-
mula, they had no idea what the costs
might be in dollars or in mileage. There-
fore, your committee in this bill has a
section which is a compromise, and
which in turn will give us an equitable
formula under which we can operate.

I am most happy to include in these
remarks the telegram from Mr. Whitton,
president of the American Association of
State Highway Officials, who, I note,
states that his organization considers our

proposal in this bill an orderly approach
to the problem:
WasHINGTON, D. C.
Hon. J. Harry McGREGOR,
House Office Building:

Regarding the matter of reimbursement
for existing highways, toll or free, the pro-
posal in H. R. 10660 offers an orderly ap-
proach to the problem, especially in light of
the lack of current specific information as
how well existing highways will serve as part
of the Interstate System and what the im-
pact of financing might be. The highway
departments will cooperate and work every
way possible to expedite a complete study
and analysis of the matter so that the Con-
gress may have complete information upon
which to consider reimbursement.

REx M. WHITTON,
President, American Association of
State Highway Officials.

I would like to include at this point an
editorial entitled “Pass the Highway
Bill":

[From the Pittsburgh Sun-Telegraph of April
23, 1956]
Pass THE HiecEWAY BoLL

The American people are on the verge of
having their highway congestion problems
settled.

The House Committee on Public Works has
produced an excellent highway bill and the
House will soon pass judgment on it.

The Hearst newspapers urgently recoms=
mend the passage of this legislation.

Its fundamental provisions—the allotment
of Federal ald to the several road systems of
the 48 States and the tax schedule which will
finance that aid—have been intelligently pre-
pared and are almost unanimously approved
by everyone who understands the highway
problem and its solution,

Other provisions, the fringe provisions, are
more controversial because of the speclal in-

terests concerned, but in no case do they
warrant a vote against the bill,

In the opinion of the Hearst newspapers,
which have carefully followed and enthusias-
tically supported this legislation from its in-
ception, the passage of this bill is in the
national interest.

Any reasons that still exist to oppose it are
based on such petty, narrow, self-serving rea-
sons that those representatives who vote
against it become subject to appraisal as
petty, narrow, self-serving individuals,

‘We belleve they will be so appraised by the
public they are elected to serve.

Out of our knowledge of this subject may
we say this:

A vote against this bill is a vote for chaos
in the highway fleld.

A vote for it is a vote in the national in-
terest of the United States and its people.

Mr. Chairman, I am just in receipt of a
letter from one of the large farm organi-
zations, and although this endorsement
does not cover anyways near all of the
various endorsements that have been
given to this bill, yet I do feel it cer-
tainly covers a cross-section of our econ-
omy and under leave to extend my re-
marks I am enclosing that list:

THE NATIONAL GRANGE,
Washington, D. C., April 24, 1956.

Hon. J. HARRY McGREGOR,
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.
Dear CoNGRESSMAN McGrecor: Because
adequate highways will mean so much to the
people of this Nation, a number of nation-
ally known individuals reflecting the views
of many others, have joined in expressing the
urgent need for prompt action on pending
highway legislation. Grim confirmation of
the need is contained In the most recent
safety statistics which show an increase of
16 percent in deaths on the roads last month.
I have the privilege of transmitting this
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message to you and to all other Members
of Congress.

Differences of opinlon exist among sup-
porters of adequate highway legislation over
vital secondary issues, but, nevertheless, as a
group we are all ready to submit our cause
to the final stages of democratic processes
at this time.

- Respectfully yours,
HerscHEL D, NEwsoMm,
Master,

AN UnGENT HIGHWAY MESSAGE To MEMBERS
oF THE 84TH CONGRESS

Adequate highways are desperately needed
in the United States and they are needed
now.

They are needed for the defense and the
economic development of this Nation.

They are needed to permit the continued
advancement of the American way of life in
all its cultural, social and spiritual aspects.

They are needed in the interest of the
safety of the motor vehlcle user and the
pedestrian alike.

They are needed for peace or for war.

Good roads, or the lack of them, affect
every man, woman and child in this coun-
try, directly or indirectly. Your own life,
the lives of your children may depend upon
safe and adequate roads—in your every day
movements or in the event of atomic attack.

The President and congressional leaders
on both sides have placed their support
solidly behind action for an expanded, bal-
anced Federal highway program.

There is now pending before Congress a
proposal to meet these needs.

Under its terms, Federal funds will be au-
thorized for a 13-year bullding program
which will: '

Provide the Nation with a modern 40,000
mile interstate system bulilt to meet trafiic
needs of 20 years ahead.

Reduce congestion in our cities,

Btep up the continuing program of im-
provement of farm-to-market roads.

Accelerate development of the entire Fed-
eral ald system, totaling 700,000 miles of
roads, of both national and local importance
in the United States.

Release State and local funds for the more
rapid improvement of roads and streets of
lesser traffic use, but still vital to our
economy.

Reduce the cost of distribution.

Continue the partnership between Federal
and State authorities which has protected
States’ rights and given us roads rendered
obsolescent only by an ever upsurging
traffic.

Every day of delay in the passage of this
vitally required legislation:

Increases the chances of death, injury and
property losses on our highways, figures
which today reach the staggering total of
98,300 lives, 1,350,000 injuries, and economic
losses of 84.75 billlon annually.

Adds to the final cost of rights-of-way
which are going up in huge amounts as
property valuations rise.

Creates indecislon and delay on the part
of highway officlals everywhere who cannot
go ahead with plans for construction until
they knowvr what the Congress is going to
do.

Adds to the mounting deflciencies in the
sheer capacity of our roadways to handle a
constantly growing trafiic.

- Further delay is intolerable.

We urge you to join in carrying forward
this all-American program now.

W. E. Adams, master, Idaho, State
Grange, Eagle, Idaho.

Harold J. Arthur, master, Vermont State
Grange, Burlington, Vi.

Fred W. Asay, president, Capital Stores,
Ine., Topeka, Kans.

_ Murray A. Baldwin, director,
Highway Committee, Fargo, N. Dak.

Citizens
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Thomas A. Ballentine, president, Louis-
ville Taxicab & Transfer Co., Louisville, Ky.

Walter R, Bimson, chairman, Valley Na-
tional Bank, Phoenix, Ariz.

W. Blackie, executive vice president,
Caterpillar Tractor Co., Peoria, Il1.

Warren B. Bledsoe, president, National
Rural Letter Carriers’ Association, Washing-
ton, D, C.

C. R. Brock, president, Milk Industry Foun=-
dation, Washington, D. C.

Charles H. Brower, executive vice president,
Batten, Barton, Durstine & Osborn, Inc,
New York, N. ¥,

Leo Burnett, chairman, Leo Burnett Co.,
Inc., Chicago, Il

Charles 8. Burr, C. R. Burr Co., Manchester,
Conn.

Harry B. Caldwell, master, North Carolina
State Grange, Greensboro, N. C.

Dean Chaffin, director, Montana National
Automobile Dealers Association, Bozeman,
Mont.

Frank L. G. Clement, Governor of Ten-
nessee, Nashville, Tenn.

Emil C. Chervenak, Service Fire Insurance
Company of New York, New York, N. Y.

Albert E. Cobo, mayor, city of Detroit,
Detrolt, Mich.

L. L. Colbert, president, Chrysler Corp.,
Detroit, Mich.

Harry J. Cooper, director, public relations,
Lions International, Chicago, Ill.

Walter B. Cooper, president, Colorado Good
Roads Association.

Gardner Cowles, president, Cowles Maga-
zines, Inc., New York, N. Y.

Charles T. Cownle, chairman, good roads
commission, Greater DesMoines Committee,
DesMoines, Iowa.

H. A. Crockard, chairman, Motor Vehicle
Advisory Committee to California State
Legislature, Berkeley, Calif.

C. H. Diefendorf, chalrman, executive com-
mission, Marine Trust Co. of Western New
York, Buffalo, N. Y,

Arthur O. Dietz, chairman of the board,
Commerclal Investment Trust, Inc., New
York, N. Y.

John W. Emeigh, secretary, National Rural
Letter Carriers’ Association, Roaring Spring,
Pa.

Charles C. Freed, president, Freed Motor
Co., Salt Lake City, Utah.

Lawrence FitzLee, president, Occldental
Life Insurance Co. & Peninsular Life Insur-
ance Co., Raleigh, N. C.

. Roy Fruehauf, president, Fruehauf Traller
Co., Detrolt, Mich.

Walter D, Fuller, chairman, Magazine Pub-
lishers Association, New York, N. Y.

H. L. Galles, Jr., Galles Motor Co., Albu-
querque, N. Mex.

Herbert Garrecht, president, Klinke-Reed
Dairies, Memphis, Tenn.

A. M. Ghormley, vice president, Carnation
Co., Los Angeles, Calif,

Abe Goldstein, Georgia State Tire Dealers
Association, Atlanta, Ga.

H. E. Hartfelder, president, Oak Farms
Dairles, Dallas, Tex.

L. Roy Hawes, commissioner, Massachusetts
Department of Agriculture, Boston, Mass.

W. R. Hearst, Jr., editor in chief, Hearst
Publications, New York, N. Y.

Ernest Henderson, president, Sheraton
Corporation of America, Boston, Mass,

Christian A. Herter, Governor of Massachii=
setis, Boston, Mass,

Conrad A. Hilton, president, Hilton Hotels
Corp., Chicago, Ill.

Paul G. Hoffman, chairman of board,
Studebaker-Packard Corp., Los Angeles, Calif.

Gilbert H. Hood, Jr., H. P. Hood & Sons,
Ine., Boston, Mass.

Frederick L. Hovde, president, Purdue Uni-
versity, Lafayette, Ind.

Mrs. J. Howard Hodge, safety chairman,
General Federation of Women'’s Clubs, Mid-
land, Tex. :

William P. Howe, president, Howe Nurs-

‘eries, Pennington, N. J,

April 26

Ray L. Hulick, vice president, National
Rural Letter Carriers’ Association, Albu~
querque, N. Mex.

Lewis Webster Jones, president, Rutgers
University, New Brunswick, N. J.

William G. Karnes, president, Beatrice
Foods Co., Chicago, Il1.

Ridgway Kennedy, Jr., president, Abbotts
Dairies, Inc., Philadelphia, Pa.

R. R. King, president, American Body &
Trailer Corp., Oklahoma City, Okla.

Ezra O. Knowlton, Utah Sand & Gravel
Assoclation, Salt Lake City, Utah,

Walter J. Kohler, Governor of Wisconsin,
Madison, Wis.

Arthur B. Langlie, Governor of Washington,
Olympia, Wash,

Charles R. Lawson, National Rural Letter
Carrlers' Assoclation, Bertrand, Nebr.

William G. Laffer, president, Clevite Corp.,
Cleveland, Ohilo.

S. F. Laskey, president, Associated Equip-
ment Distributors, Chicago, Ill.

Paul R. Lauritzen, director, Virginia Na-
tional Automobile Dealers Assoclation, Rich-
mond, Va.

Kenneth Lindsay, president, Construction
Industry Manufacturers Association, Ine.,
Chicago, Ill.

Henry Little, president, Campbell-Ewald
Co., Detroit, Mich.

J. Saxton Lloyd, past president, National
Automobile Dealers’ Assoclation, Daytona
Beach, Fla.

E. J, Lucas, vice president, Kingham Trailer
Co., Louisville, Ky. .

Charles F. McCahill, senior vice president,
Forest City Publishing Co., Cleveland, Ohio,

Mrs, SBamuel J. McCartney, president, Penn-
sylvania Federation of Womens Clubs, Nar-
berth, Pa.

H, J. McGinn, president, Eaton Manufac-
turing Co., Cleveland, Ohio.

R. D. McEay, president, R. D. McEay Motors
Co., Inc.,, Wichita, Eans.

Vernon Marshall, president, American As-
soclation of Nurserymen, Arlington, Nebr,

J. Paul Mather, president, University of
Massachusetts, Amherst, Mass.

F. C. Matthael, chairman of board, Ameri-
can Metal Products Co., Detroit, Mich.

Geo. J. Meuhort, Mid-Continent Distribu-
ting Corp., Des Moines, Iowa.

John Moren, National Rural Letter Car-
rlers Association, Howe, Okla.

Paul W. Morton, treasurer, National Rural
Letter Carriers’ Association, Freeport, Ohio.

Gilbert C. Morris, Fuller & Smith & Ross,
Ine., New York, N. Y.

Robert Moses, head, New York City and
State Park Agencies, New York, N. Y.

Timothy J. Murphy, commander in chief,
Veterans of Foreign Wars, Kansas City, Mo.

Ross R. Ormsby, president, Rubber Manu-
facturers Association, New York, N. Y.

Ralph F. Peo, president, Houdaille Indus-
tries, Inc., Buffalo, N, ¥.

Guy 8. Pepplatt, president, Federal-Mogul-
Bower Bearings, Inc., Detroit, Mich.

Carl A, Peterson, vice president, Country
Club Dairy Co., Kansas City, Mo.

Carlton 8. Pisch, president, American In-
stitute of Consulting Engineers, New York,
N

Datus E. Proper, vice president and general
manager, Pearl Brewing Co., San Antonio,
Tex.

Dr. Dorothea F. Radusch, D. D, 8, interna-
tional president, Zonta International, Minne-
apolis, Minn.

John A. Riggs, Jr.,, president J. A, Riggs
Tractor Co., Little Rock, Ark.

W. F. Rockwell, chairman, Rockwell Manu=-
facturing Co., Pittsburgh, Pa.

George Rommey, president,
Motors Corp., Detroit, Mich,

Chas. E. Sands, chairman, Wyoming Tire
Dealers & Retreaders, Cheyenne, Wyo.

A. Sevaner, director, Milk Industry Founs-
dation, Iowa City, Iowa.

Harold F. Schnurle, vice president, Central
Maine Power Co., Augusta, Maine.

American
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George B. Schotte, chairman, Montana Fact
Finding Committee for Highways, Streets,
and Bridges, Helena, Mont.

Donald J. Simons, National Rural Letter
Carriers’ Association, Green Bay, Wis.

Clyde H. Stocking, vice president, Amerl-
can Association of Nurserymen, San Jose,
Calif.

J. Earl Stowe, president, Earl Stowe Tire
Co., Phoenix, Ariz.

8. D. DenUyl, president, Bohn Aluminum
& Brass Corp., Detroit, Mich.

Louis J. Taber, chairman, Farmers and
Traders Life Insurance Co., Syracuse, N. Y,

Ralph Veenema, Veenema. & Wiegers, Inc.,
Paterson, N. J.

Joseph P. Tacconelli, owner, Joseph P.
Tacconelll Co., Ardmore, Pa.

John J. Verschoor, vice president, South
Dakota Retailers, and director of South Da-
kota National Automobile Dealers Assocla-
tion, Mitchell, 8. Dak.

P. M. Talbott, president, National Retail
Dry Goods Association, Washington, D. C.

Robert F. Wagner, mayor of New York City,
and president, American Municipal Assocla-
tion.

Ray ‘Teagarden, master,
Grange, LaCygne, Eans.

George B. Wallace, director, Oregon Na-
tional Automobile Dealers Association, Port-
land, Oreg.

M. B. Terrey, president, American Brake-
blok Division, American Brake Shoe Co.,
Detroit, Mich.

Martin W. Watson, owner, M. Watson Gen-
eral Construction, Topeka, Eans.

C. G. Titus, president, Titus Motor Co.,
Tacoma, Wash.

R. E. Weaver, president, National Sand &
Gravel Association, Washington, D. C.

Ben West, mayor of Nashville, and chalr-
man, committee on highways, American Mu-
nicipal Association, Nashville, Tenn.

Mrs. Beulah Williams, chairman, midwest
conference of women's divisions, chambers
of commerce, St. Louis, Mo.

Mrs. Ashmead White, national chairman,
Americanization Committee D. A. R., Bangor,
Maine.

William L. Wilson, vice present, Universal
CIT Credit Corp., New York, N. Y.

John Whickham, president, New York
CGood Roads Assoclation, Albany, N. Y.

I. W. Wilson, president, Aluminum Com-
pany of America, Pittsburgh, Pa.

Will M. Whittington, former chairman,
House Public Works Committee, Greenwood,
Miss.

K. B. Woods, chalrman, highway research
board, Purdue University, Lafayette, Ind.

Mr. Chairman, I repeat, this bill is
not perfect but I hope you all will lis-
ten attentively to the debate and recog-
nize that we are endeavoring to at least
make a start in the direction of an ade-
quate highway bill which will be equi-
table and fair and certainly will save
many fatalities, many accidents, many
repair bills and many hours of time.
I sincerely hope that this bill will pass
this Congress by a large majority vote.

Mr. FALLON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
8 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man from New Mexico [Mr. DEMPSEY].

Mr. DEMPSEY. Mr. Chairman, I am
exceedingly happy today to be on this
floor with a highway bill before us. We
in the Roads Subcommittee have been
working on it for about a year and a
half and I think we had about as much
trouble as any committee ever had han-
dling such controversial bills as this has
been.

Last year we had not only the opera-
tional part of the bill but we also had
the financial provisions to consider., As
I look back I think we discriminated

Kansas ©State

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

somewhat, although I did not think so at
the time, because I voted for the bill. As
a matter of fact, I believe we have to vote
for almost any bill because the need is so
great that we cannot let little squabbles,
we cannot let little differences, inter-
fere with the principal objective of get-
ting this bill out.

I agree with what other members of
this committee have said about our
chairman, the gentleman from Maryland
[Mr. Fatron]. He is a man who does
not especially like praise and most cer-
tainly does not seek it; he is a very
modest person or I would have a lot more
to say about his ability. We had our
ups and downs in the committee, but I
think it was because the members of the
committee freely and candidly expressed
themselves. That is what we are here
for, if we are to properly represent the
people of the Nation. I congratulate
all members of the committee because
I think on both sides they have done a
magnificent job. I do not have to tell
you that I may and do disagree a great
many times, but when the final call
comes, in whatever form the bill may be,
I am going to vote for it. When there
are more than 100 persons a day dying
on the highways, some of them through
almost criminal negligence, virtually
murder, it is about time the Congress of
the United States exercises the power it
has, and that we as the Representatives
in the Congress do something about the
cause of this shameful carnage. There
are being sent to the hospitals about a
million and a half maimed human be-
ings a year due to injuries received in
highway accidents. That is something
that should not occur. I am advised by
the specialists, who are supposed to know
and who do know, that a large percent-
age of these accidents will be eliminated
when we get 4-, 6-, or 8-lane roads. Cer-
tainly there will be many less accidents
when we get rid of these 9-foot lanes
and instead install lanes of not less than
12-foot width. When we come to that
time we are going to eliminate a great
many accidents.

Aside from the cost in human lives
there is an enormous money and prop-
erty loss suffered by the American peo-
ple every year as a result of our
deteriorated highways. A conservative
estimate contained in the report by our
committee places that annual loss at a
figure in excess of $4 billion. I have seen
other estimates nearly twice as great as
that, but we can be sure that the finan-
cial loss over the construction period
authorized by this legislation would he
more than double the amount we pro=-
pose to invest in these better and more
modern traffic arteries.

There is one highly essential feature
in this legislation which I feel has been
overlooked in some degree, due to the
tendency to consider the legislation
purely from the standpoint of dollars
and of miles of road to be built. That
has to do with the Nation’s defense and
the protection of the people of the coun-
try in event of all-out emergency such
as war. I trust the day will never come
when we will find it necessary to take
the precautionary measures which this
program is intended to implement, but
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I am sure that this Congress is taking a
great forward step when it has the fore-
sight to provide better and more ade-
guate means for evacuation of our pop-
ulation from congested centers. In
event for need of that evacuation I be-
lieve this legislation will be responsible
for saving literally millions of lives.

We encountered serious difficulties
and bottlenecks in transportation during
World War II. Our defense effort and
military potential were seriously handi-
capped. We were forced to resort to
many makeshift transport plans because
of our highway deficiencies. Failure to
pass this legislation would put upon the
Congress the responsibility for such
widespread disaster as might engulf this
Nation in event of another emergency
of that kind. I, for one, want no part
of such a failure to be ascribed to me.
I am sure that every Member of this
House feels the same way about it.

I feel that our committee has included
in this bill some provisions which can
be considered as necessary safeguards.
We have provided that additional sur-
veys shall be made at intervals and that
the Congress shall be provided with
proper information on which to base an
intelligent and thorough reappraisal of
this highway program. Of course, we
do not have the authority that would
foreclose to subsequent Congresses the
right to make changes in either the con-
struction program or the financing pro-
visions., What we have done in this
legislation is to make sure that during
its period of authorization the Congress

-shall be kept informed to the end that

proper adjustments or changes can be
made. Every effort has been made to
avoid what might be construed as any
intention on our part to usurp the pre-
rogatives of any future Congress.

We have, however, worked out what
I believe will result in completion of
the overall road-building program, which
will do the necessary job of providing
at least the minimum required highway
facilities for the entire Nation. If there
should be an oversight in any regard
it can be corrected.

The groundwork for this moderniza-
tion of our highway system was laid 40
years ago with the passage of the first
Federal-aid highway legislation. An-
other forward step was taken in 1944
when Congress authorized the interstate
system. Again in 1954 we made progress
by providing the largest authorization
for construction of interstate highways
up to that time. This is still another
giant stride—the greatest to date—in
our Nation's highway progress.

I want to congratulate the Ways and
Means Committee for the magnificent
job it has done. Last year was the first
time when in any committee on which
I had ever served I was permitted to say
something about taxes. Frankly, I do
not want to have any more to say about
that matter in committee again. I will
leave that to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. CooreEr] who has been han=-
dling this so well during all of these
years, and also to his associates on the
Ways and Means Committee. I would
make no suggestion about taxes, bacause
practically everything I said I find was
wrong. I think this bill should be passed
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unanimously because the entire United
States needs the bill. It is not 1 State—
it is not 47 States—that needs this legis-
lation, but all 48 States that need it.
The quicker we get it passed, the earlier
we get it to conference and get the con-
ference report agreed to, the better off
the people of this Nation will be.

We have been doing our highway
building at such a slow rate that we are
now about 20 years behind in the con-
struction of roads when compared to
other economic progress in this Nation.
We are getting more powerful cars, they
make greater speed, but they do not
have very much space on the highways
in which to perform. When this meas-
ure passes we can be very thankful that
we have gotten out such a good bill. As
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Mc-
Grecor] has told you, all the organiza-
tions that.were in opposition to it last
year now say there is no opposition on
their part, in fact they favor the bill.
That applies not only to the railroads but
1o the truckers, the American Automobile
Assoeiation, and the farmers’ organiza-
tions. I think the committee has done
a reasonably good job. As a matter of
fact, that is putting it rather mildly.

There are some features of this bill
with which I do not agree, and probably
I will vote for some amendments that
are to be offered, but I am for the main
portion of the bill and, whether the
amendments are agreed to or lost, I shall
vote for the bill. That is what I propose
to do. I voted for it last year and I
certainly am going to vote for it this
year because this is a much better bill.
Everyone is satisfied. The people I hear
from who will pay the taxes tell me: We
do not object to the taxes if you will put
the money in roads.

That is where we are going to put all
the money this time. So I think they
will all be very happy about the whole
matter. The thing to do is to get this
program started as quickly as possible.

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 6 minutes to the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. Mack].

Mr. MACK of Washington. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
McGrecor] mentioned an editorial
which lauded the able work on this com-
mittee of our distinguished chairman,
the gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
Farron]. That editorial, may I say, ap-
peared not only in the one paper that
the gentleman from Ohio mentioned, but
was published in all Hearst newspapers
from coast to coast, including those in my
own State.

Mr. Chairman, the expanded highway
bill now under consideration, if it be-
comes law, will launch on next July 1,
only 60 days from now, the most gigantic
and colossal public-works program ever
undertaken in all the history of mankind.
Even the enormous works programs of
the Franklin Roosevelt era were pygmies
compared fo the gargantuan multibil-
lion dollar public works undertakings
that will be inaugurated by passage of
this bill.

Passage of this bill will result in the
entire 40,000 miles of the Nation’s inter-
state highway system being built to per-
fection standards capable of adequately
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carrying the traffic of 1980. Most of this
interstate highway mileage will be de-
veloped into four-lane divided highways.
These four-lane divided highways will
connect 90 percent of all the Nation’s
cities that have 50,000 or more inhabi-
tants and will tie together 42 of the Na-
tion’s 48 State capitals.

When this interstate highway program
is completed 13 years from now, the
American motorist can travel from the
Canadian border in northern Maine to
the Mexican border south of San Diego,
Calif.,, a distance of 4500 miles, over
four-lane divided highways on which
traffic will not be interrupted by a single
stop light or endangered by a single
cross road. Everywhere there will be
overpasses and underpasses to handle
cross highway traffic and limited access
roads to assure safety on the heavily
traveled highways near cities. The mo-
torist, when these highways are com-
pleted, can travel from the Canadian
border in Minnesota, Montana, Wiscon-
sin or Michigan south to the Gulf of
Mexico or the Mexican border over four-
lane divided highways that have no cross
roads or traflic lights.

The first benefit to the traveling pub-
lic of this gigantic roads program will
be a reduction of traffic accidents. Last
year, 38,300 Americans, many of them
children, were killed in traffic accidents
and another 1,300,000 Americans were
injured, some of them being permanently
crippled. By 1965, because we will have
20 million more automobiles on our high-
ways then than now, the experts say that
the traffic death toll will increase to
50,000 a year and the injured to 2 million
a year unless highways are improved.

Traffic experts told our committee
that if the highways proposed in this
bill were in use today, that at least 1
out of every 10 highway deaths and in-
juries would be prevented. If Congress
builds the highways this bill proposes,
Congress will save by 1965, according to
highway safety engineers, not less than
5,000 lives a year and will save 200,000
persons a year from suffering injuries in
highway accidents.

Also, the highways proposed in this bill
will save motorists millions of dollars of
excessive wear and tear on tires and mo-
tor equipment, other millions of ex-
penditures for costly automobile repairs
necessitated by collisions and also save
millions now spent on hospital and medi-
cal bills.

Also, as better highways lessen the
number of accidents, automobile insur-
ance rates will come down and the mo-
torist will save on his insurance pre-
miums.

These savings will go a long ways to
offsetting for motorists any additional
taxes that will be imposed on them by
this bill.

This bill, however, will provide other
benefits than these I already have men-
tioned. Enactment of this bill will help
to insure a long era of high employment
for American workers and great pros-
perity for the Nation’s people.

Under this bill, the Federal Govern-
ment will spend $25 billion more on high-
way construction during the next 13
years than would be spent at the present
rate of Federal highway spending,
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Think of the impact on employment
and prosperity this additional spending
of $2 billion a year is certain to have,
For one thing, this spending will provide
full-time employment to an additional
200,000 highway workers throughout the
next 13-year period. In short, there are
200,000 new jobs in this bill for the con-
struction workers of America. When
working people are fully employed at
good wages the Nation as a whole is
Prosperous.

The placing of the $25 billion of in-
creased spending power in this bill in the
hands of the President in itself will help
create that assurance of full employment
and confidence in the future of America
that is essential to continue prosperity.

Enactment of this bill will not only
provide the Nation with more, wider,
better, and safer highways; enactment
of this bill, also, will assure continuance
of the present high level of employment
and general prosperity.

Mark Twain once said, “Everybody
talks about the weather but nobody does
anything about it.”” That statement,
aptly, can be applied to roads. Every-
body has talked for years about the need
for more, hetter, and safer highways but
nobody until now has done much about
it. Our roads, all experts are agreed,
have been wearing out faster than they
have been rebuilt. They still are.

Until President Eisenhower entered
the White House a little over 3 years ago,
discussions of road-building programs
were largely a procedure employed by
politicians to levy more taxes on highway
users without providing these highway
users much improvement in roads to
compensate them for these extra taxes
they were compelled to pay.

During the 10 years prior to the Eisen-
hower administration, our Federal Gov-
ernment collected, on the average, more
than two billion dollars a year in taxes
from highway users but never spent, in
any year, more than $550 million for
highway construction.

In short, every time our Federal Gov-
ernment collected $4 from motorists in
motor-vehicle taxes levied, and levied on
them exclusively, it spent only 1 of those
4 tax dollars on highway construction.
Of each $2 billion collected each year in
highway-user taxes, about one and one-
half billion were spent for other things
than building roads, including foreign
aid programs.

Now, at long last, President Eisen-
hower has laid down a new, long overdue
highway policy which says motorists will
receive more roads for their tax dollars.

The general provisions in this bill,
with some minor modifications, are those
proposed to Congress 15 months ago by
the Clay Commission report and by
President Eisenhower in his highway
message to the Congress. This is Presi-
dent Eisenhower’s program which we are
discussing today in debating this bill,

If this bill is passed by the Senate and
the House and becomes law, I believe the
highway construction program inaugu-
rated will be regarded in future years
as one of the greatest, if not the greatest,
achievements of Congress in half a cen-

Five years from now when the Eisen-
hower administration has completed its
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second term and become past history,
historians looking backward to the
Eisenhower era will refer to this highway
bill, I am sure, as one of the three great-
est achievements of the Eisenhower ad-
ministration. The other two great
Eisenhower administration achieve-
ments, of course, will be his having kept
our Nation out of war and at peace, and
his having provided the American people
with the greatest era of prosperity in
the history of our Nation.

There are provisions in this bill I do
not like. On the whole, however, it is
a good hill and should, with reasonable
amendments, be adopted.

President Eisenhower did not propcse
the tax provisions which are in this bill.
He proposed that the highway construc-
tion authorized by this legislation should
be completed in 10 years and financed
by a bond issue that would be paid off
in 30 years, by earmarking all present
and future revenues from the present
2-cent-a-gallon Federal gasoline tax for
use in bond retirement. Thus, under the
Eisenhower bond proposal, the highway
program would be carried out without
any increase in present Federal highway
user taxes.

Cabinet members indicated to our
committee that the President would
veto any highway bill that did not carry
with it a plan for financing the roads
program proposed. The financing could
be done acceptably, the Cabinet mem-
bers indicated, either by the President's
bond issue plan without additional taxes
or if not by a bond issue then by the
levying of new and additional taxes.

The President’s Cabinet members in-
dicated that the President believed the
bond issue to be the better of the two
financing ways suggested.

The choice between the bonding plan
and the levying of new and additional
taxes came to a vote in the House of
Representatives last year. The Demo-
crats, by almost unanimous vote of the
House Members of their party, rejected
the President’s bonding plan and in-
sisted that the program be financed by
new and additional taxes levied on high-
way users.

I, personally, believe that the Presi-
dent’s bonding plan is the better way to
finance this expanded highway program.
Most Republicans feel about this as I
do. But, we are confronted with a con-
dition not a theory. The Democrats have
said, in effect, that the House must vote
for new and additional taxes of about
$850 million a year on motor users or
there will be no highway bill at this
session of Congress. They, the Demo-

i erats, have the votes fo carry out this
threat.

If we want this highway program en-
acted now, and most of us do, we Re-
publicans must vote for these new and
additional Democratic taxes even if we
do not like them or otherwise there will
be no highway bill this year.

1, like many of my Republican friends,
do not like to vote for these new and
additional taxes. I do nof think these
additional taxes are necessary. How-
ever, if I and others do not vote for
these new and additional taxes, there
will be no highway bill this year and the
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40,000 deaths and about 1,500,000 bodily
injury cases which are occurring annu-
ally on our highways will continue un-
reduced.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MACK of Washington. Iam glad
to yield to the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I am very much in-
terested in this tax proposal. The gen-
tleman says that for the past 10 years
only $1 in $4 of taxes collected were
dedicated to road building; is that cor-
rect?

Mr. MACK of Washington. That is
correct.

Mr. GROSS. How does this bill
change that situation? How much more
money will go into roads, money that is
collected in taxes?

Mr., MACK of Washington. There
will be approximately $850 million a year
derived from the additional taxes in this
bill, This all will be spent on this ex-
panded highway program.

I should like to say this. We are up
against a condition and not a theory.
The members of the Cabinet indicated
that the President will veto a highway
bill unless it has tax provisions or a bond
issue to provide for financing this roads
program. Unless Congress passes a bill
that has either a bond issue financing
plan or a tax financing plan Congress
will not get a highway bhill that the
President will sign. On the other hand,
the majority party has indieated it will
not approve the bond plan of financing.
Therefore we are confronted here today
with the question, Shall we vote new and
additional taxes or shall we abandon this
proposed highway program?

Mr, GROSS. My question is this.
How much more than $1 in $4 will go
into this program?

Mr. MACK of Washington. All of the
gasoline and diesel fuel tax money, as
well as the increased taxes to be derived
from a 1-cent increase in the taxes on
gasoline and diesel fuel, will go into a
trust fund to pay for the new highways
as built.

Also receipts from the proposed 3-cent-
a-pound increase in the tax on tires and
the 3-cent-a-pound tax on camelback
will go into this highway trust fund.
Also, into the fund will go the revenues
from the weight tax on heavy trucks,
above 26,000 pounds, and the additional
2-percent excise tax on the wholesale
price of trucks.

All of the money derived from the pres-
ent 10-percent excise tax on new auto-
mobiles, from the present 8-percent ex-
cise tax on nmew trucks, and from the
present 5-cent-a-pound tax on rubber
will go, as heretofore, into the General
Treasury, not into the highway trust
fund. The motorists still under this bill
will be paying huge sums of tax money
that will not go into highway construc-
tion.

Mr, Chairman, I repeat that this high-
way bill provides for the greatest public-
works program in the history of man-
kind, and is so vast as to baffle the imagi-
nation of man. The interstate highway
funds which will be spent in the 11 West-
ern States during the next 12 years un=-
der this bill total $4,883,078,000. Here
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is what each of the 11 States will receive
during this 12-year period:

Arizona, $223, 435, 000
California 2, 4717, 635, 000
el foe 7 T ) L ST S 166, 327, 000
Idaho. 114, 195, 000
i Gy o TSt St 163, 845, 000
Mevadas o ol oo = 79, 440, 000
New Mexico o 250, 732, 000
Oregon - 340,103, 000
Utah s 253, 215, 000
Washington ..o ... ... 408, 983, 000
Hpr e e L TR, & 315, 278, 000

At the present time, Washington State
is receiving slightly less than $13 million
a year in Federal highway grant money.
Under the bill we are now considering,
Washington State will be allocated more
than $30 million a year during the next
2 years and about $40 million a year by
5 years from now in place of the present;
$13 million a year. ‘

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Washington has expired.

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I
yield the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
SprinceR] such time as he may require.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcorp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I
advocated a Federal highway program
when I first came to Congress in 1951,

I have been for such a program ever
since. It was apparent then as it is now
to anyone driving over the highways of
the country that there are serious in-
adequacies and deficiencies.

This has been piling up to such an
extent that in 1954 Congress increased
Federal aid for highway construction to
the largest total in history.

There are several provisions in this
bill which will expedite the highway
building program to help remove some
of the bottlenecks. In the first place the
interstate funds authorized for the fiscal
years 1957 and 1958 are to be given to the
State immediately upon enactment of
this act. The apportionment of the
same funds for fiscal 1959 through 1969
are to be made as far in advance of the
beginning of the fiscal year but not more
than 18 months prior thereto. This is a
far-seeing move which will help a great
deal.

In the second place the advance ac-
quisition of rights-of-way is essential
and in the public interest. This will also
allow the lands to be acquired at the most’
reasonable cost. Past experience indi-
cates that delay in acquisition always re-
sults in much higher acquisition costs.
A provision is included in this bill au-
thorizing the Secretary of Commerce to
make available any of the Federal aid
system funds, including the interstate
funds, for the reimbursement of the cost
of such acquisitions, providing that ac-
tual construction follows within 5 years.

Thirdly, a provision has also been in-
cluded whereby funds may be advanced
to the States to finance the acquisition of
rights-of-way as well as the cost of con-
struction as it proceeds.

I could hardly believe the report of
the National Safety Council’s estimate
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that 42,000 people will be killed this year
in trafiic accidents in the United States.
Also there will be approximately 115 mil-
lion who will be injured or crippled. The
economic costs last year were almost $5
billion which included wage loss, medi-
cal expense, property damage, and the
cost of insurance.

It is almost an assured fact that a
great reduction can be made percent-
agewise in the number of traffic acci-
dents in a year, once the Federal high=
way system is fully instituted.

We are rapidly entering a full atomic
age. All of us hope there will never be
& world war III, but if such an event does
occur it would be possible for an enemy
to knock out our major railroad centers.
Our only possibility of getting troops and
materiel from one part of the country to
the other would be by fast highway ex-
press such as is planned in this bill. The
building of this Federal highway pro-
gram will seriously relieve this one major
deficiency in our national defense,

Mr, Chairman, for all of these reasons
this bill is not only one which we can all
support, but it is definitely in the na-
tional interests.

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I
vield to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
Henbperson] such time as he may require.

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorb.

The SPFEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Chairman,
America is driving modern motor cars
on antiquated roads. No matter how
safe the manufacturer constructs a ve-
hicle, accidents caused by poor roads
and narrow bridges and blind alleys and
dangerous intersections will continue to
take an appalling toll of lives. People
at home have clamored for a better sys-
tem of roads and the local, State and
Federal Governments have been tardy in
responding to that clamor. The day of
reckoning has come. The point has
been reached where the effectiveness of
any developments in motor wvehicles,
their features of comfort, safety, power,
and beauty can contribute little to the
future of vehicular transportation until
an adequate system of roads is built.
The responsibility for building roads has
been recognized traditionally to assume
a local, a State, and a Federal character.

There are some features of the legis-
lation before this Congress today which
leave unanswered questions. Repre-
senting the southeastern part of Ohio as
Congressman for the 15th District, I am
most hopeful that this legislation, if en-
acted, will be beneficial to that district,
that it will provide for improved and
safer roads in the hilly country of rural
Ohio as well as in the flatlands of that
great State, that it will connect the
hamlets and villages which I represent;
as well as the metropolitan areas fur-
ther to the north and to the west of my
district.

It will be the responsibility and the
duty of the people of my district to pay
a proportionate share for the roads pro-
vided by this bill. As they drive their
cars, as they purchase gasoline and tires,
the additional taxes added to their pur-
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chases by the provisions eof this legisla-
tion will be used for the building of
roads in America. I want to see that
the people of southeastern Ohio benefit
to as great an extent as possible from
the expenditure of their tax dollars.
The thought has come to my mind many
times that a Federal highway program
exacts far more from the people of the
State of Ohio than does a State high-
way program. But I recognize also that
we are not a single State, that our com-
merce, which has caused our factories
and industries to prosper, is not con-
fined within our borders as a sovereign
State, but rather is conducted with the
other States of the Union. Ohio, be-
cause of its position along the natural
traffic routes between the east coast
and the west coast, has gained industry-
wise with the flow of traffic through the
State.

I have listened to my colleagues here
on the floor point out the areas of agree-
ment and the areas of disagreement in
this legislation, and the need which they
found for compromise and adjustment.
They have brought to the floor after
months of study a highway bill which,
in their opinion, will best meet the needs
of all America. I regret that in this
era of high taxes and expensive gov-
ernment, that in order to finance this
measure it is necessary to increase the
tax on gasoline and other vehicles, as
well as upon tires and retread material.

Quite recently I conducted a poll of
the people of my 15th District of Ohio.
One of the questions was this:

Do you favor increased Federal ald for new
highways financed by increased taxes (on
gasoline, tires, etc.) for highway users?

To that question I received 4,229 re-
sponses and of those responses, 2,377
voted in the affirmative, which is a per-
centage of 56.2 percent.

The bill before us is probably the only
type of legislation which can be success-
fully enacted in this Congress. Congress
has many diverse points of views. Some
are economic while others are political.
Both seem to have been at work here.

The financing of this broad program
has been the point of controversy which
defeated our efforts last year. The
committees which considered this bill
have now recommended that the burden
of cost should be applied in accordance
with the extent of the use of our road
system. Undeniably, this will result in
an increase in taxation on those items
which are directly required by highway
users.

The plan which had been advanced by
the administration had geared highway
costs to our national economy rather
than to a strict formula of use. The
financing would have come from a grow-
ing America which it is hoped will con-
tinue to receive governmental revenue in
excess of its expenditures as we seek to
economize in other fields. This would
have been accomplished because of in-
creased productivity which will provide
for more tax revenue. Thus, the plan
envisioned not higher and additional
taxes, but simply more tax revenues.

The majority party has seen fit to in-
sist that additional taxes be levied in
accordance with the amount of fuel used
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when the administration’s measure
would not have disturbed the established
tax pattern. If we are to have a highway
program this year, it seems, we must
abide by the Democrat determination to
have a new tax as well.

Mr. FALLON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
Jowes] 5 minutes.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, this bill carries forward the tradi-
tional and historic authorization for the
construction of the so-called ABC roads,
or farm-to-market roads, the urban
roads and the primary system. In ad-
dition, it carries the largest authoriza-
tion yet made for the Interstate System
of roads which were the result of the
1944 Road Act. That Road Act recog-
nized a new principle in road construc-
tion and a new philosophy. It recog-
nized that we must have a network of
highways that were adequate to be im-
plemented with the continental defense
program.

We authorized in a subsequent act a
designated network of 40,000 miles of
roads which would carry approximately
14 percent of all the traffic. Since that
authorization, we have seen the number
of vehicles increase by leaps and bounds
until at the present time we have b5
million vehicles. We are inecreasing
that number at the rate of 3 million per
year. So it has become an acute prob-
lem; acute not only for the orderly flow
of traffic, but acute also for the defense
need. Indeed, it becomes a matter of
necessity that the Federal Government
devote large sums of money to aid the
States in the construction of highways
that would conneet the principal large,
metropolitan centers of population, one
with the other.

Some of you, I am quite sure, are
apprehensive in view of the fact that
there is an authorization of 40,000 miles
of road. Under the act of 1954 we au-
thorized for the first time $175 million
to accelerate and to encourage the
States to make the matching on a 50-50
basis on their Interstate System. As a
result of the construction by the States
of the Interstate System either by toll
roads or freeways the total mileage has
been reduced under this bill to 34,500
miles, but we are hopeful, since the road
bill is a biennial matter, that we will
take into account the experience of the
Bureau of Public Roads with other roads
acts, together with what they have done
in the preceding 2 years, in trying to
rectify any mishaps that may come
either with the law or the administra-
tion of the law.

I think this bill is a vast improvement
over the bill that you had for considera-
tion last year and which you rejected,
not only with regard to the highway
provisions but also the financing section
of the bill. I see no major objections to
the bill. We have had our differences
in the committee but I think those dif-
ferences are at the threshold of being
resolved,

Let me call your attention to one sec-
tion of the bill that has been a source
of great controversy and misunder-
standing. That is section 113, relating
to the cost of relocating utilities. A
number of Members have talked to me
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about the small utilities, about the re-
imbursement by the Federal Govern-
ment.

I hope you will keep this in mind.
There are some 20 States in the Union
that have statutes that provide that if
a utility or utilities occupy the public
thoroughfare they do so without cost to
themselves and, in the event there is
need for enlargement of the highway
that will require the utilities to remove
their poles and other appurtenances re-
maining on the highway they will do it
at their own expense.

There are five additional States that
have statutes that are silent as to
whether or not the utilities will pay the
relocation cost, but in each of those
States the State supreme court has
held that under the common law the
utilities were bound to pay the reloca-
tion cost.

The remaining States of the Union up
to a total of 42 States provide that the
occupancy of the highway by a public
utility must be a matter of contract
between the State and the utility, and
in each instance the burden is on the
utility to pay any relocation cost made
necessary by enlargement of the high-
way. The remaining 6 States in the
Union have situations either by contract
or by agreement. That is the situation
we find ourselves in.

Let us not forget that under the exist-
ing law and the policy of the adminis-
tration, both this administration and
past administrations, the States may re-
imburse the utilities for relocation costs,
and if that is a proper charge to be par-
ticipated in by the States, the Federal
Government can put up its share of the
money. That is existing law and the
practice and policy of matching State
funds for relocation.

In the fiscal years 1949 through 1953,
the Federal Government has expended
to reimburse the States the sum total
of only $652,000. The problem raised in
section 113 we hope will be resolved by
an amendment which I expect to offer
tomorrow which will leave the question
remaining with the State. It will pro-
vide that the State statutes will not be
violated by the provisions of section 113,
nor would that section place in jeopardy
the contracts that the States presently
have with the utilities. I am quite sure
that every member of the committee
wants to preserve the integrity and sov-
ereignty of the States and leave it up to
them to resolve this question rather than
to defer it to us to write in every pos-
sible contingency that may be expected
from every quarter with reference to the
problems that may arise in the relocation
of utilities.

That leaves only one outstanding con-
troversial problem, as I understand i,
and that is the provision of the Bacon-
Dayvis Act,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Alabama has expired.

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 additional minutes to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. SCHERER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I yield.

Mr. SCHERER. If the amendment,
which you say you are going to intro-
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duce, is adopted, then, as I understand it,
you will favor the present section as
written.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Yes, because
I think that will clarify the situation and
permit the States to carry out the prac-
tices they think are necessary, wise, or
prudent rather than defer the problem
for us to settle here. Also, let me remind
you once again, the Federal Governmnet
does not construct any higchways. This
bill is an assistance or aid program to the
States. The States can either elect to
build roads under the provisions of this
law or they can reject them. I hope we
do not do violence to the authority of the
State to exercise its own discretion in
this matter—which history has proven
under existing law is a wise provision of
the law. There have been no complaints
raised against the administration of the
act nor of its application. So I think
that the experience of the Bureau of
Public Roads is sufficient evidence to
demonstrate to us that it is a field which
we should not invade.

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I yield.

Mr. McGREGOR. I concur in the
statement made by the gentleman from
Alabama, and I wish to make public the
statement that he has sincerely endeav-
ored to compromise whatever differences
and misunderstandings have arisen rela-
tive to this particular section. I am
sure he will agree with us that it was
certainly never the intent of anyone to
take away from the States that which
belongs to them, I am certain that the
amendment which the gentleman intends
to offer will provide for a continuation
of the program that is now the prac-
tice and certainly will preserve to the
States the rights which they now have.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. That is my
objective, and I assure the gentleman
the amendment which I am geing to of-
fer will further that purpose.

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. ScUDpDER].

Mr. SCUDDER. Mr. Chairman, I be-
lieve the bill we have before us today is
truly a bipartisan approach to the bhiggest
problem that has ever confronted our
country. I could well say, as others have,
that in this cemmittee which has con-
sidered the legislation for the past 2 years
we have had many very vexatious situa-
tions confront us. But we have a chair-
man who has a great deal of tolerance.
He bided his time until finally we come to
yvou with a bill which I believe can stand
the test of time and do the job which has
been needed so much in this country for
many years.

Our highway construction was practi-
cally brought to a standstill during World
War II, and has never been able to build
up again the proper momentum neces-
sary to keep up with the increased auto-
mobile traffic on our highways. It has
been said that we are not only building
highways but we are protecting the lives
of our people. Thousands of people are
being killed on our highways every year.
Untold billions of dollars of damage are
being wrought on property through vari-
ous types of losses, that run into a figure
at least as large as the cost of the proj-
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ects, over a period of years. I believe
that we should look again at our local
situations, as it will reflect itself in con-
struction in our various States, because
the cost of the interstate hichway system
as such only amounts to about one-half
of the money which will be expended over
the next 13 years in highway construc-
tion. All of the higchways now in the
interstate system, being built with State
and Federal matching funds, will be
shifted to the cost of this interstate pro-
gram, making available to the States all
of their own gas-tax money for highway
construction. In my State of California,
40 percent of all the taxes collected from
gasoline are now heing expended on in-
terstate highways. This money will be
released to be expended on primary, sec-
ondary, and urban highways.

I believe we have brought to you a bill
which you can support. Iknow there are
two controversial subjects in the bill
which more than likely will precipitate
amendments on the floor. However, 1
would recommend that we stay with our
guns and accept the bill as the committee
has recommended.

Mr. Chairman, we are today consider-
ing H. R. 10660, which is the result of
long study by the Public Works Commit=
tee of the House. Last year this com=-
mittee was given the responsibility of
passing an authorization bill and pro-
viding for the finanecing of the program.
The bill we have before us today is in
two parts. Title 1 adopted by the Pub-
lic Works Committee, carries the au-
thorizing program and title 2, which
was passed unanimously by the Ways
and Means Committee, provides for the
funds to carry out this program.,

HIGHWAYS INADEQUATE

There are two basic facts which are
recognized and agreed upon by all con-
cerned. First, the. whole economy of
the United States is directly dependent
upon motor-vehicle transportation.
Secondly, we are failing to keep our high-
way systems adequate to meet our needs
and the backlog of deficiencies required
to be overcome has been and is con-
stantly piling up at an alarming degree.
Unless drastic steps are taken immedi-
ately, we will fall further and further
behind and trafic jams will soon stag-
nate our growing economy.

Our committee believes that H. R.
10660 represents the best immediate
step which can be taken by Congress to
solve the highway problem on a pay-as-
you-go basis which should not result in
increasing the national debt. It is the
result of the combined ideas of the mem-
bers after considering carefully various
solutions which were proposed to the
committee. It is believed fo be a work-
able program and sound in all respects.

ETUDY DIRECTED IN 1854

In 1954 Congress was conscious that
the Nation’s highway problem was
reaching gigantic proportions. As a
result the Public Works Committee, on
which I am privileged to serve, author-
ized expenditure of an amount equal to
all funds collected from highway users.

The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1954
increased Federal aid to the largest sums -
in history and the Secretary of Com-
merce was directed, in section 13 of that
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act to prepare a study of all hichway
needs. The President likewise recog-
nized the problem as did the governors
of the States at the governors confer-
ence at Bolton Landing, N. Y., in July of
1954 when the President directed atten-
tion to the problem and, subsequently,
took a further step by appointment of an
Advisory Committee on a National High-
way Program headed by Gen. Lucius D,
Clay. This special committee submit-
ted its report in January 1955, entitled
“A Ten-Year National Highway Pro-
gram,” House Document No. 93, 84th
Congress.
LOSS TO LIFE AND PROFERTY

Highway construction was greatly
curtailed during World War II and sub-
sequently has not progressed in accord-
ance with motor vehicle registration. In
1946 there were 34 million vehicles regis-
tered in the United States. Today there
are 62 million and it is anticipated
within 10 years the registration will
reach 85 million. It is imperative that
legislation such as we here present be en-
acted. Highway accidents are claiming
100 lives daily and 3,000 people are being
injured every day on our highways.

. The National Safety Council reported
deaths in February 1956 at 2,630, an in-
crease of 16 percent over the same month
a year ago. Deaths continue to increase
and from a previous peak of 39,969 fa-
talities, it is expected that 42,000 people
will be killed during the present year.
Approximately another 115 million will
be crippled. The economic loss from
highway accidents is approaching $5
billion a year and is broken down as
follows:

$1, 250, 000, 000

100, 000, 000
Property damage___________ 1, 600, 000, 000
Overhead cost of insurance

(not elalms). .. ... ... 1, 400, 000, 000

Good, safe highways will eliminate a
great portion of this loss.

INCREASED ALLOCATIONS

The construction of primary, second-
ary, and urban highways will be greatly
accelerated. House bill 10660 provides
for an increase of $25 million in present
authorizations for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1957 and additional increases
of $25 million for fiscal 1958 and 1959
allocated at the prevailing matching
basis ratio of, namely, 45 percent for the
primary system, 30 percent for the sec-
ondary, and 25 percent for the exten-
sions of these systems within urban
areas. For instance, the amount of
money that will be allocated to Califor-
nia under this proposal for fiscal 1957
and 1958 will be $41,485,000. Moneys
provided for the interstate system will
amount to $271,955,000 for the same
fiscal years, making a grand total of
Federal funds that would go to Cali-
fornia for fiscal years 1957 and 1958 of
$313,440,000.

The previous law has provided there
may be transfers from 1 of the 3 cate-
gories, primary, secondary, and urban
highways, where such transfer is neces-
sary. The committee has seen fit to in=-
crease this to 20 percent, which will give
more flexibility to the highway commis-
sions of the various States to more effi-
ciently cope with the highway needs.
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FOREST ROADS AND HIGHWAYS

We gave particular attention to the
forest highways and roads and ftrails.
Federal highway forest funds are in-
creased from $221% million to $25 million
annually, and the forest-development
roads and trails have a corresponding
increase from $24 million to $27 million
a year. This will encourage develop-
ment on roads for facilities to further
tap our natural resources. Funds have
been increased for our parkways and
other public highways.

EMERGENCY DISASTER FUNDS

Of great interest to the areas that
were stricken by floods throughout the
United States, the emergency funds for
highway damage resulting from disaster
have been increased from $10 million a
year to $30 million. The funds will be
appropriated annually and allocated to
the States on a 50-50 basis for disaster
relief.

INTERSTATE HIGHWAY SYSTEM

This bill authorizes completion of the
40,000-mile National System of Inter-
state and Defense Highways. The inter-
state system is the backbone of our Na-
tion’s highways. It comprises routes of
greatest importance to the economy and
welfare of our country in that it con-
nects 42 State capitals and 90 percent of
all cities over 50,000 in population.
‘While it only represents 1.2 percent of
the total road mileage in the United
States, it will carry 20 percent of the
Nation’s traffic load.

This is a long-range planning pro-
gram. The construction will extend over
a period of 13 years and is expected to
cost $24,825,000,000. This is the largest
public works program that has ever been
developed and more than likely will be
the largest program of its type. It will
be started immediately upon the passage
of the legislation. It is expected that
in the fiscal years 1957 and 1958 there
will be expended on the interstate sys-
tem in California $271,955,000. The law
also provides that load limits will be
restricted so that the highways will be
protected from unnecessary overload-
ing.

There is a provision in the bill which
provides for the reimbursement to
States for highways and toll roads con-
structed subsequent to August 2, 1947. A
2-year study will be necessary, at which
time the recommendations will be made
to Congress.

DAVIS-BACON ACT

There are two provisions in the bill
that may cause controversy, but I be-
lieve that the commiittee has developed
recommendations which should be sup-
ported. One of these is section 108, con-
taining the provision of the Davis-Bacon
Act that wages shall not be less than
the prevailing wage of similar construc-
tion in the immediate locality, The
provisions of the Davis-Bacon Act now
apply to contracts for schools, hospitals,
housing and airport projects constructed
with Federal aid funds.

TUTILITY RELOCATION

The other provision in confiict was

the relocation of utilities as the result

of highway projects. These utilities,
both privately and publicly owned, serve
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the general public. TUnder the pro-
visions of this act, the State authorities
will be privileged to reimburse, in ac-
cordance with their own agreements, a
portion of the cost of removing and re-
locating the utilities such as water,
sewer, telephone and power lines.

In the State of California we have
for years assisted in the relocation of
utilities along our highways.

HIGHWAY TRUST FUND

Last year the highway bill was de-
feated, largely because of the matter of
finaneing. This year I believe we have
developed a bill which is reasonable and
well thought out and one which will meet
the challenge of our increasing popula-
tion.

The proposed tax increases on high-
way users are minor compared to the
overall benefits, which ,will be derived.

An important section of title II, the
revenue portion, specifies that all moneys
collected under this act shall be placed
in a highway trust fund and be expended
only on highway development.

GREATEST PEACETIME PROGRAM

This bill represents the cross section of
thinking of the most interested groups
in our country. It is the result of many
weeks and months of study and con-
sideration of testimony.

The committee has recognized that
there must be honest and efficient ad-
ministration of the program. I per-
sonaily feel that with such administra-
tion we can go forward with the great-
est peacetime highway program ever un-
dertaken.

Mr. FALLON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Ohio for a con-
sent request.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcorp.

The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, while I
am committed to support this legislation
in almost any form in which it may de-
velop before passage, I am in hearty
disagreement with many phases of the
bill which is before the House. It seems
to me that the bill represents just about
all of the interests of the various lobby
groups which are affected by this legise
lation,

MAXIMUM AXLE WEIGHT LIMITATIONS

Subsection (j) of section 108 in the
bill provides that no authorized funds :
shall be apportioned to any State within
the boundaries of which the interstate
system may lawfully be used by vehicles
with weight in excess of 18,000 pounds
carried on any one axle, or with a
tandem axle weight in excess of 32,000
pounds, or the maximum corresponding
axle weight permitted for vehicles using
the public highways of such State under
laws or regulations established by appro-
priate State authority in effect on July
1, 1956, whichever is the greater. This
section in effect supersedes the authority
of any State to provide for a lesser max-
imum axle weight limitation.

This legislation also fails to place any
limitation upon overall width or length
of trucking equipment on the interstate
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higshway system. While it is worded in
the nature of a limitation I am seriously
afraid that the purpose of this language
is to provide an authority. There is
nothing in this section which limits the
number of axles which may lawfully be
used by vehicles, the only requirement
being that the weight on one axle must
not exceed 18,000 pounds.

I appreciate the plight of the truck-
ing industry and its effort to bring about
a standardization of road wuse laws
throughout the Nation. In my jude-
ment, standardization, even if in the
form of limitation, would be useful to
the entire industry. It seems to me,
however, that this subject should be
covered by comprehensive legislation on
the trucking use of the highways of the
interstate system.

DEFINITION OF CONSTRUCTION

The definition of the term “construc-
tion” in section 1 of the Federal-Aid
Highway Act of 1944 by adding after the
language “cost of rights-of-way” the fol-
lowing language: “cost of relocation of
building tenants, cost of demolition of
structures or removal of usable buildings
to new sites, including the cost of such
sites” create new and costly elements of
damage heretofore limited in the term
“cost of rights-of-way.”

At the present time the cost of rights-
of-way include most of these elements in
accordance with the laws of the several
States. The insertion of the language
in question gives to persons seeking dam-
ages for condemnation elements of dam-
age which go far beyond established
concepts on the cost of rights-of-way,
providing the owner of such property
with the cost of demolition or the cost
of moving his building to another loca-
tion including a new site. This legisla-
tion goes so far as to give to the tenant
of a room in an appropriated building a
cause of action based upon the cost of his
finding a room elsewhere. The language
in question would impose severe and tre-
mendous added costs to the already high
cost of rights-of-way acquisition. It
seems to me that while the language may
be very useful in several urban commu-
nities including my own city, the overall
effect would be very harmful in that it
would supplement the Eminent Domain
law of the several States with new causes
for claim and new standards for evalu-
ating damage resulting from rights-of-
way acquisition.

LIMITED USE OF RIGHTS-OF-WAY

Section 115 very properly provides that
all agreements between the Secretary of
Commerce and the State highway de-
partment for the construction of proj-
ects on the interstate system shall con-
tain a clause providing that the State
will not add any points to, or exit from,
the project in addition to those approved
by the Secretary of Commerce in the
plans for such project. This language is
properly designed to protect the devel-
opment of a limited access system.

However, in the second sentence of
section 115 this language is almost com-
pletely abrogated by the following lan-
guage:

Buch agreements shall also contain pro-
visions to insure that the users of the Inter-
state System will receive the benefits of free
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competition in purchasing supplies and serv-
ices at or adjacent to highways in such sys=-
tem, and such agreements shall also contain
& clause providing that the State will not
permit automotive service stations or other
commercial establishments for serving motor
vehicle users to be constructed or located on
the rights-of-way of the Interstate System.

The second part of this sentence is
very satisfactory, eliminating automo-
tive service stations or other commercial
establishments from the rights-of-way.
The ostensible purpose of the first part
of this sentence is to preclude a State
from setting up a monopoly system of
service along the Interstate System of
Highways. While I have no disagree=
ment with the ostensible purpose of this
provision, it seems to me that the inser-
tion of this language providing that the
users of the system will receive the bene-
fits of free competition at or adjacent
to highways in such system, defeats the
purpose of the first sentence of that sec-
tion which seeks to establish limited ac-
cess highways.

It would seem to me that it would be
in the interest of sound legislation if the
Interstate Highway System provided for
under this act were planned as a limited
access highway in its entirety. With the
language of the second sentence of sec-
tion 115 in the bill, it is entirely possible
that fee holders of property adjacent to
the highway right-of-way will develop
billions of access points to the highway
and therefore defeat its purpose as a
free-moving artery.

In acquiring highway rights-of-way,
it should be provided by law that when
a portion of a parcel of property is pur-
chased, the purchase agreement should
include the purchase of reservations on
the remainder of the property, that por-
tion which will abut or remain adjacent
to the highways to restrict its use for
agricultural or mnoncommercial pur-
poses and with the specific reservation
that it shall not have access to the new
interstate highway. For further pro-
tection, the State should be compelled
to provide firm =zoning authority by
local political subdivisions during which
interstate hichways may pass providing
that the area shall be zoned against all
forms of business or local enterprise
which would acquire access to the high-
ways or derive business therefrom.
Otherwise, we will build new interstate
highways which will have the ultimate
fate of Highway No. 1 from Richmond to
Baltimore—a maze of neon and other
distracting highway nuisances.

There is a definite relationship be-
tween good highway construction and
zoning. A beautiful broad new highway
built at tremendous expense can end up
as a local business street with drive-in
markets, supermarkets, drive-in the-
aters and hot dog stands. If seems ri-
diculous for the State to buy land for
highway improvement at gravel-pit and
oil-land prices only to have the abutting
owner reap a harvest by selling or rent-
ing his land to businesses which desire
to locate along the highway. While I
do not believe that local zoning authori-
ties should lose control over the zoning
of lands adjacent to the roads of the
highway system, I feel that it would be
a very desirable exercise of legislative
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power to make the granting of funds
contingent upon restrictions being made
on the use of land abutting or adjoining
the land of the Interstate Highway Sys-
tem which will provide that such land
shall not be used in conflict with the
purpose of the free-moving highway.
This type of legislation would permit
State highway departments to bypass
urban communities with an assurance
that a new community will not grow up
along the new highway. It would serve
the highway program well to provide for
the purchase of covenants by the owners
of hishway abutting real estate to insure
that no business or commercial use will
be made of the abutting land as well as
any other use which may be adverse or
nonconforming to the free and unin-
terrupted use of the highway.

If local retail business and commer-
cial establishments will find their way
into the new and improved Interstate
Highway System, traffic lights and access
points which will be established will be
far more hazardous than intersecting
highways. This legislation should
strongly state that the purpose of the
Interstate Highway System is to prineci-
pally transport people. Let the high-
way traveler turn off of the interstate
system if he requires food, motor-vehicle
service, lodging or Stuckey's pecans.

-The finest example of a preserved lim-

ited-access highway that I know of is
the Queen’s Highway, which extends
from the Buffalo Peace Bridge to the
city of Toronto. The only business ac-
tivity permitted on this highway is the
sale of agricultural products at stands
established at regular points and sey-
eral motor-fuel areas.

Another great advantage in limiting
the use of land abutting or adjacent to
the use and access of the Interstate High-
way System is that it will keep the value
of such adjacent or abutting land at a
low valuation in the event additional
lanes of highway must be established
and additional rights-of-way land must
be acquired. There is a definite con-
nection between the nature of the zon-
ing along the highway right-of-way, the
extension of the limited-access principle
and the success of this entire program.

In most of the larger urban commu-=
nities, there are current drives to pro-
vide adequate low-cost housing, clear the
slums, and provide urban redevelopment
as well as off-street parking. Several
separate agencies are condemning and
acquiring land for their specialized pur-
poses. In the acquisition of the land
or right-of-way through cities, it would
seem to be in the interest of efficiency
that a sense of coordination be developed
between the several land acquisitions in~
volved—that there be some linking to=
gether of these efforts so that in a single
sweep, the land or right-of-way be si-
multaneously acquired for as many of
these purposes as practicable. This will
permit a planned redesign of the city
with a single relocation of utility facili-
ties and functions which have to be
moved. There is a definite relationship
between planning for highways and
planning for slum clearance, for off-
street parking, and urban redevelop-
ment. These relationships must be
recognized.
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RELOCATION OF TUTILITY FACILITIES

Perhaps the most objectionable lan-
guage in the bill as recommended out of
committee is the language which makes
Federal funds available for reimburse=
ment for the relocation of utility facili-
ties. This language is in the nature of
a gift of Federal funds to the private and
a few public utilities in America.

The public utilities generally use the
highway right-of-way without cost and
therefore receive a considerable subsidy
from the public. If it were not for the
public-utility use of highway rights-of-
way, they would be compelled to buy
rights-of-way along their surface trans-
mission lines. In addition, by construct-
ing their facilities along highway rights-
of-way, they are provided at public
expense with access roads which permit
them to service and maintain their
utility facilities. The utilities in many
‘instances will receive great benefit in the
relocation of their transmission facilities
along highway rights-of-way necessi-
tated by highway improvement. Why
should the highway user assume the
added cost of relocating their facilities?

Most public utilities operate on a cost-
plus basis and are permitted to charge
utility rates based upon the cost of
operation, and in many cases the repro-
duction new cost of their facilities which

may be many times the cost of their"

original investment. The highway user
group is not always the same as the
utility user group. The effect of these
provisions would be to charge the high-
way user of 47 other States for the relo-
cation of a utility in one State. Further-
more, there are highway users who may
derive no benefit- whatsoever from. the
relocation of public utilities along the
public highway system.

There is an even more important ob-
jection against this legislation. This
language would create pressure for new
and unseen obligations on the part of
all governments throughout the country
to assume all costs of utility relocations,
and the burden may ultimately become
biilions of dollars.

After a diligent search of the testi-
mony before the House committee on
this legislation this year, I failed to find
any testimony which supports the in-
clusion of the language to make Fed-
eral funds available to the States for
the relocation of utility facilities. In a
guestion which I addressed to my dis-
tinguished colleague from the State of
Ohio, Hon. CLARENCE Brown, this after-
noon on the cost in dollars of relocation
of utility facilities, his reply was “not
more than 1 percent.” It is my judg-
ment that the cost may be closer to 10
percent and that with the inclusion of
this language, the highway construc-
tion program may result in a $41 billion
program instead of a $51%% billion pro-
gram. It stands to reason that what-
ever funds are not dissipated for this
purpose will be available for more ex-
tensive highway construction and re-
construction, and the removal of this
language from the bill would provide
for more highways by at least 10 percent,
The utilities of America have done a
pretty good job of looking out for
themselves and this legislation is no ex-
ception.
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I hope that before this committee con-
cludes its work, this bill will be made
more palatable.

Mr. FALLON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. SmITH].

Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. Mr. Chair-
man, the bill we have before us today is,
as has been pointed out by previous
speakers, an authorization for contrac-
tual obligations that will have to be
honored by the Congress for the largest
public-works program in the history of
the United States, and presumably in
the history of the world. It isthe largest
authorization of expenditure ever ap-
proved by the Congress other than mili-
tary appropriations.

I think there is nothing at all improper
in the time that has been devoted by
this Congress to the very serious study of
this issue, especially in view of the enor-
mous expenditure involved.

The major effort in the 1st session of
the 84th Congress was to determine the
feasibility of the plan submitted by the
President of the United States, the so-
called bond plan for highway construc-
tion. That plan was rejected. An alter-
native plan was submitted to the House
at that time, but because it was thrust
upon us so quickly without sufficient op-
portunity to consider all of its ramifica-
tions is was also rejected by the House
last year.

I think the bill we have before us today
makes it elear that the House was wise in
rejecting the bill last year, because the
current bill contains many decided im-
provements over the 1954 bill that came
to a final vote in the House.

CONGRESSIONAL CONTROL

The most important improvement is
the greater control of the funds and the
allocations under the present bill. We
have a better understanding of the con-
trol the Congress will be able to exercise.

Our hearings this year made it clear
that the allocations as submitted in the
so-called Clay plan could not be relied
on as accurate; that there were some
major errors involved and that if we had
passed the plan submitted to us last year
we would have been tied down to those
errors and would have had a hard job
extricating ourselves from the trouble.

The pending hill provides that the
allocations to the States of approxi-
mately $25 billion for the interstate road
program will be restudied and resub-
mitted to the Congress on or about the
first of January 1958. They will not
go into effect until they have been sub-
mitted and affirmatively approved by the
Committee on Public Works.

There is no question in my mind that
there will be some major corrections in
some of these allocations as a result of
this resurvey.

The bill provides also that new esti-
mates must be submitted twice more at
4-year intervals, in 1962 and in 1986.

We will have a continuing check upon
the way the program works.

I could elaborate on the necessity for
these checks and the greater control that
Congress should take over the workings
of the program, but I think that what I
have already outlined gives a clear pie-
ture of the improvement this bill
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presents in comparison with the previous
program,
OTHER IMPROVEMENTS

There are other improvements not
quite as important: There is a better
allocation, for instance, for forest roads,
and trails, and highways that will help
the long-range program in that field.

I think we have in this bill resolved
the issue with regard to utility reim-
bursement that has been debated to
some extent. We are approaching a
solution to this program that I believe
will satisfy those who have participated
in the discussion of the issue, both for
or against reimbursement authorization.

Then, too, in the discussion we have
heard reference to the application of
the Bacon-Davis law. Certain Mem-
bers who have spoken on this point seem
to be of the opinion that the application
of the Davis-Bacon Act as provided in
the bill before us is a complete and
blanket authority along the lines as that
act now applies in connection with
other Federal construction today. The
debate on that amendment when it is
offered will, I believe, clarify the situa-
tion. It will make clear the restric-
tions that have been put in to take care
of the various situations. The debate
will show that the proposed substitute
for the Davis-Bacon Act which it has
been indicated will be offered by some of
my colleagues involves some very dan-
gerous precedents for our States that
are not at present engaged in wage fix-
ing operations and it would, I think, be
more violative of the principles of States
rights than the present Davis-Bacon
Act.

SHORTCOMINGS

This overall road program that we
have provided in this bill does have some
major defects. For instance, there is
too much emphasis on the immediate
application of an interstate system with
a tendency to hold back the development
of primary and secondary roads that
should, in my opinion, go hand-in-hand
with the interstate system. Unfortu-
nately, my views of that particular point
did not prevail. I will continue to try
to work for greater emphasis on primary
and secondary roads. For the time be-
ing we have to make a start under the
best agreement that can be worked out.

I hope that we will not accept the idea
that the authorization of this program
as contained in the bill before us solves
all of our highway problems. It is a
major step in that direction, but it is by
no means a permanent solution. Some
three-quarters of the traffic of the coun-
try today will be on roads that are not
a part of the interstate system. Perhaps
the percentage is more than that. Those
highway users will get some major bene-
fits from this bill, but I do not think they
get the proper attention from the Con-
gress in the way of an accelerated road
program that they should. Therefore,
2 years from now when we come to recon-
sider and renew the Federal aid program
for primary, urban, and secondary roads,
I hope that we can make some changes
in that program which will help accel-
erate the type of road program that is
needed to complement our interstate
system. The interstate system will at
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that time be just beginning, so far as
construction is concerned.

I want to express my appreciation for
the good work of all of the members of
the committee who have collaborated in
bringing in this bill. This bill contains
the imprint of the various members of
the committee. We had some rather
severe and hard fights among ourselves
over various issues, but I do believe we
have before you the best legislative result
that can under the circumstances bhe
achieved at this time.

Mr. REES of Eansas. Mr, Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr., SMITH of Mississippi. I yield to
the gentleman from Kansas.
Mr. REES of Kansas. Referring to

section 113, being one of the so-called
controversial sections, there appears to
be the possibility under this section that
in one State a utility will have to pay
for the removal of its own lines, or what-
ever property may be involved, and that
in other States the same uiltity might
not have to pay for such removal or
relocation.

Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. That is
true, but it is a condition that exists
today. We leave the decision up to the
States. What we are attempting to do
under the present language of the bill
and under an amendment that I under-
stand will be offered is to confirm that
right of the States to make their own
decisions. Of course, that means utili-
ties will be treated differently in various
States: however, that is something that
we decided in the interest of the States
the States should decide for themselves.

Mr. REES of Kansas. What would a
State gain by reason of the utility taking
care of its own expenses?

Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. Some
States believe that the utility should pay
for it, that it is an obligation on the part
of the utility. They believe that large
sums of money can be saved which may
be used for highway purposes. Other
States believe the opposite.

Mr. REES of Kansas. I am thinking
Federal funds would be used in either
situation.

Mr., SMITH of Mississippi. Federal
funds are available for that now.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?
Mr. SMITH of Mississippi.
the gentleman from Alabama.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Notwith=
standing the fact the State has a State
statute that the utilities might relocate
their facilities, may still reimburse the
utilities for relocation, particularly in
those communities or unincorporated
communities that do not have a corpo-
rate function, therefore they can relieve
those hardship or distress cases, so what
the gentleman from Kansas has in mind,
if he insists on that kind of a proposi-
tion, the States will be precluded from
doing the things that he wants to be
done.

Mr. REES of EKansas. What I am
thinking of, and as I understand, is that
a good share of the funds expended are
Federal funds in any event. I am won-
dering if the States would, as such, gain
anything if they require the utility to pay
its own expenses, since most funds allo=
cated to the States are Federal funds.

I yield to
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Mr. SMITH of Mississippl. It is not
assumed that Federal funds would be
used to pay the entire cost of relocation,
and a good part of this relocation matter
concerns problems off the interstate sys=-
tem, too, where it is a 50-50 proposition.
It was not the intent of the sponsors
of the amendment in the bill to ever pro-
vide that the Federal Government would
pay the entire cost of the relocation or
perhaps even 90 percent.

Mr. REES of Kansas. I thank the
gentleman from Mississippi.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. ScHERER].

Mr., SCHERER. Mr. Chairman, at
this time in the debate we are wont to
become repetitious, but I just want to
make this observation. I think the heart
of this bill is in the fact that for the
first time in the history of this coun-
try we are distributing funds on the
basis of need; that we are going to build
the roads where they are needed and
where the traffic is. We are not dis-
tributing funds to New York or Cali-
fornia or Florida as such, but we are
distributing them as I have said on the
basis of need.

Mr. Chairman, I do not think that
there should be but a handful of votes,
if that many, against this bill, because
I want to point out, that the contro-
versies existing over the major provisions
of this bill have been fully reconciled.
There are only, as I said before, two
fringe provisions in this bill that are
still in controversy.

Now, let us look at the major pro-
visions that have been reconciled. The
method of financing the program has
been agreed upon, and that was the rea-
son this hill was defeated the last time,
because there was violent disagreement
over the method of financing this road
program. I know of no persons either
in the committee or outside the commit-
tee who disagree seriously with the
financing provisions in this bill. Sec-
ondly, there is no disagreement over the
distribution and apportionment of the
fnuds among the several States or be-
tween the different Federal-aid systems.
The proposed method of reimbursing the
States which have built toll and freeways
has also been reconciled. For a while
we thought in committee that that ques-
tion would prevent a bill from even
reaching the floor, but now that highly
controversial provision has been resolved.
In the last few days the question of maxi-
mum weights and size of trucks has also
been reconciled. With the statement by
the gentleman from Alabama a few min-
utes ago, who led in the committee, along
with the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
GENTRY], the opposition to the reim-
bursement of utilities for relocation
costs, it appears as if that controversy
has now been resolved. This leaves only
one major controversy for this House to
decide, and that is the question over the
Davis-Bacon amendment.

As I see it, as I said in the beginning,
there should be practically no votes
against this highway bill. I think we
should poeint out at this time to the rest
of the Members of the House the fact
that the main controversial provisions
of this bill have now been reconciled.
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Mr., FALLON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may require to the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. KLUCZYNSKI].

Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorbp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. ELUCZYNSEKI, Mr. Chairman,
as a member of the House Committee on
Public Works and a member of the Sub-
committee on Roads, I am very happy
to have before this august body today,
H. R. 10660 known as the Federal High-
way Act of 1956.

Extensive hearings were held on this
important legislation, considered to be
the largest road-building program in the
history of the world.

The gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
FaLron], the sponsor of H. R. 10660, and
chairman of the Subcommittee on
Roads, should be congratulated for mak-
ing it possible to consider this important
measure and afford us an opportunity to
consider and debate the bill.

The chairman of the subcommittee
has been fair at all times with the hear-
ings. He gave everybody an opportunity
to be heard who expressed a desire so
to do.

It is generally believed that we must
build adequate roads. By the word
“adequate” is meant a highway system
constructed to handle modern traffic
safely. It means straight, wide, graded,
divided highways, with control of access
wherever this is needed.

If highways could be built by direct
appropriations that would be favored.
If they could be constructed through
the issuance of revenue bonds that would
be favored. If they could be established
by increased taxation that also would
be favored.

All of these plans were given consid-
eration and it was the general belief that
the only way a bill of this kind can be
enacted is through the medium of taxa-
tion. This seemed to be the least objec-
tionable of all the plans considered.

The Fallon bill levies tax increases and
will pay 90 percent of the cost. Because
the House Public Works Committee,
despite crushing pressure, has had the
courage to report it favorably after many
days of intense and sometimes heated
private discussions, I am in favor of the
enactment of the measure for adequate
Federal highways, no matter how it is
financed.

When the pressure was at its heaviest,
one of the committee members made this
remark: “We have heard from everyone
except the public.” No one can speak
adequately for the public except their
Representatives in Congress. The public
has no organized lobby or pressure groups
and I am confident that we will give the
publie proper representation in the con-
sideration of H. R. 10660 on the floor of
the House today and tomorrow.

The public realizes it will have to pay
the increased taxes no matter upon what
industries or articles they may be levied.
The public also knows that you spend
the money in building the roads and they
will pay for them and nonetheless will
bless you for the benefits conferred upon
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them in according them safe means of
highway transportation.

The American people are on the verge
of having their highway problem settled.

Its fundamental provisions—the al-
lotment of Federal aid to the several road
systems of the 48 States and the tax
schedule which will finance that aid—
have been intelligently prepared and are
almost unanimously approved by every-
one who understands the highway prob-
lem and its solution.

The passage of this bill is in the na-
tional interest.

The House Committee on Public Works
has produced an excellent highway bill
and you, the Members of the House, will
now pass judgment thereon.

Mr. Chairman, I sincerely hope this
measure is passed by an overwhelming
majority; and stop the slaughter on the
highways.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. CRaMER], & member of the
committee.

Mr., CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, this is
perhaps one of the most important and
constructive pieces of legislation to come
before this session of Congress. There is
no question that this is the greatest
public works program in the history of
the world; in excess of $51 billion to be
spent in the next 13 years; a construc-
tion program for the first time in the
history of America that will give us a
consolidated and well-rounded nation-
wide highway program; 40,000 miles of
interstate highways alone to be con-
structed, as one of the principal reasons,
to give us an adegquate national defense
highway system.

That is important not only from the
standpoint of transporting civilians and
their goods and national defense mate-
riel, but also from the standpoint of the
evacuation of the cities, if necessary, in
time of attack by the enemy. These are
matters with which we must be con-
cerned today and vitally concerned. In
addition to that, this highway system
will connect 90 percent of all the cities
in the entire United States with a popu-
lation in excess of 50,000. It will con-
nect 42 of the 48 State capitals. It will
help prevent in the future the killing on
our highways which in this particular
vear will come to some 42,000 people, it
is estimated.

These are some reasons why this pro-
gram is so tremendously important to
all of the people of the Nation.

It has been said that this is a measure
in which most of the controversial dif-
ferences have been compromised up to
date. I believe that is true. As the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. ScHERER] has
just pointed out, practically every con-
troversial provision has been worked out
on a compromise basis. And when I say
compromise, we have sat in the Commit-
tee on Public Works not for 1 year but
for a period of 2 years and discussed and
debated this matter. We have tried to
work out the differences. And today
there seems to be but one issue left
on which there is any question of debate,
and that is the question of the Davis-
Bacon provision.

Mr. Chairman, I say to you in all sin-
cerity that this is a good bill. This is a
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good bill because it is a bill that is born
out of lengthy hearings, fair compromise
and out of understanding, understand-
ing of the great purpose that it is in-
tended to serve. Itisa good bill, because
it has a great many new and beneficial
provisions. Today, your State road de-
partment is not authorized to do many
things that the State road department
and the Federal Government can do un-
der this bill, which means better high-
ways. Let me cite just one example of
that. Today, for instance, you cannot
purchase rights-of-way in advance of
construction. Today, when you pur-
chase rights-of-way you must do so only
with reference to a given project ap-
proved for the present fiscal year.

This bill provides in section 111 which
incorporated H. R. 8829, a bill which I
introduced, into H. R. 10660 now under
consideration that the State road de-
partments may purchase rights-of-way
for as much as 5 years in advance of
construction. My bill was unanimously
approved by the committee when incor-
porated as section 111 of this bill. What
does this mean in such States as Florida,
which is growing so rapidly? It means
that it is estimated that in this one pro-
vision alone there can be saved through-
out the country during the 13-year pe-
riod of construction, as much as $1%
billion it has been estimated, just by giv-
ing the States authority to purchase
rights-of-way in advance of construc-
tion. I am proud to have authored this
section and I call it to your attention as
one of the many new and beneficial pro-
visions of H. R. 10660,

So we have a good bill and I believe
practically all the Members of this House
are going to support it.

As a specific example of what this bill
will mean to the respective States and to
the individual districts, I call to your at-
tention that for fiscal 1957 and 1958 the
State of Florida will receive beginning
July 1 of this year a total for both years
of $70,796,000 in Federal allocation as
compared to approximately $28,500,000
in the past 2 years for highway systems
within the State with the following allo-
cations as to systems:

Interstate system._._ . ____._ $58, 420, 000
Primary syst 5, 640, 000
Secondary system.__. .. 3, 688, 000
Urban system.... === 8,428,000

Further, the bill means in Federal con-
tribution for all roads approximately $50
million a year as an average, over the 13-
year period of construction assuming
that the $25 million per year increase in
other than interstate system road au-
thorizations is carried out.

Over the 13-year period of construc-
tion, it means, so far as the interstate
system is concerned, the completion of
1,173 miles of four-lane highways in
Florida, including the links from Jack-
sonville to Miami—U. S. 1—a northern
entrance to the State southward to
Tampa-St. Petersburg—U. S. 301 or U. S.
41—a route from Daytona through Or-
lando and to Tampa—U. 8. 92—and the
cross State northern artery from Jack-
sonville through Lake City, Tallahassee,
Pensacola, and on to New Orleans—
U. 8. 90—and a total expenditure of
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over the 13-year period on the interstate
system alone approximately $528,772,000.
© With regard to the improvements of
other highways, the present allocation
will be increased to $12,334,000 and pro-
portionately thereafier to the extent of
some $60 million more during the 13-
year period for the construction of other
than interstate highway construction
than is presently being allocated.

This in effect means a total of approxi-
mately $700 million of Federal match-
ing funds for all road systems to be made
available to the State of Florida for
construction in the next 13 years and
an increase of over $500 million in excess
of the present Federal program for these
13 years.

This demonstrates the magnitude and
importance of this legislation to all the
States with Florida as a typical example.

With regard to the first district and
the Tampa Bay area, it will mean two
4-lane highways, one approaching from
Orlando and one approaching from the
north through Ocala., It will further
make it possible for a connecting link
between Tampa-St. Petersburg and
Miami to be planned as a part of the
interstate system. It further assures the
construction of a third bay bridge across
Tampa Bay from Tampa to St. Peters-
burg.

This highway legislation thus promises
not only to open up the State of Florida
to many more thousands of tourists per
year but also to provide a great impetus
for the State’s future growth by provid-
ing adequate highways for transporta-
tion of Florida's products to market and
the import of other States’ products to
Florida. It is certain to add considerable
impetus to the already expanding econ-
omy of the State and the expansion of
industry as well as agriculture in the
growth of our great State.

It also means that for the first time
under any road legislation, Florida re-
ceives in return an amount approxi-
mately equal to its contribution to the
Federal Government in road-user taxes.

Mr., DONDERO. Mr, Chairman, I
yield such time as he may desire to
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
Bartes].

Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, we have
spent billions of dollars to defend our
Nation against aggression in the fervent
prayer that war will thus be avoided and
the lives of our citizens spared. Each
year we spend millions of dollars and
the hest specialists in medical science
dedicate themselves in an effort to elim-
inate or diminish the number of deaths
caused by cancer, heart conditions, and
other diseases which afflict our people.
Yet, to a large degree our efforts have
been insufficient to preserve the lives of
those who ride our highways.

The demands of two wars in the last
15 years prevented the Nation from
keeping up with the mnew and greater
demands of our motorists. An expanded
bold program must be inaugurated in
the interests of our people.

Accidents on the highways in this
century have killed more Americans than
in all the wars since the Revolution.
Since 1900, 1,149,414 deaths have oc-
curred on our highways. Since 1775,
1,130,390 were killed in battle. Last year




1956

alone, over 38,000 died in automobile ac-
cidents. This year, it is estimated that
42,000 will so lose their lives. One and
one-half million persons were injured
last year.

Improvements in some roads have al-
ready cut the accident rate 66 percent
in those areas. Vigorous action is re-
quired to accomplish the tremendous
task before us.

While this is an expensive program,
even without the consideration of the
tragic human losses, present-day acci-
dents cause economic losses which are
much greater. Last year alone, those
losses in medical expenses, property
damage, lost wages, and_insurance over-
head, exclusive of claims, amounted to
$5 billion.

We can no longer afford to ignore this
problem. I strongly urge the enactment
of this legislation.

Mr., FALLON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Louisi-
ana [Mr. THOMPSON].

Mr. THOMPSON of Louisiana. Mr.
Chairman, I am not going to take up
much time indicating whether I am for
or against the many points in this high-
way legislation. We need highways in
America and we need them badly. I had
hoped last year we would bring out such
a bill as would take care of a great part
of the need we know exists.

I shall not belabor you or take your
time discussing the points on which I
agree and those on which I disagree with
some members of the committee. I do
feel that it should be made clear that the
members of the committee on Public
Works have worked long and hard, they
and the members of The Committee on
Ways and Means have earned the respect
of everyone in the work they have done
on this bill. The American people want
a highway bill. Some think that high-
way users are now paying enough to
build adequate highways.

In trying to ease off the competition
of ideas on this bill, as the gentleman
from Florida has just said, there are
many compromises that have been
reached in proper fashion and with
propriety by the members of the com-
mittee. One such compromise that has
helped to make this a better bill is the
one having to do with the protection of
highways insofar as weights and other
dimensions are concerned., This agree-
ment was made as a result of a committee
amendment offered by me in Committee.
I think each Member of the House of
Representatives has received a letter
from the American Trucking Association.
The one I received reads as follows:

ApmiL 19, 1956,
The Honorable T. ASHTON THOMPSON,
United States House of Representatives,
Washington, D, C.

My Dear Mr. THOMPsoN: We want you
to know that the trucking industry is per-
fectly willing to accept and, in fact, sup-
ports section T (j) of the highway bill
reported out by the House Public Works
Committee, having to do with truck weights.

We were opposed to this section as orig-
inally written because it would have created
endless difficulties for truck operators, the
States and the Bureau of Public Roads.
Therefore, we had advocated complete
elimination of the section, and we were
jolned in this position by numerous inter-
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ests, Including the Bureau of Public Roads,
the American Association of State Highway
Officials, the American Municipal Associa=
tion and the American Automobile Assocla=
tion.

However, the revised section as reported
by the Public Works Committee accomplishes
the objective—protection of the highways—
without getting involved in other factors
that would have caused the difficulties. The
new provision limits the axle welghts and,
as the Bureau of Public Roads stated, “The
axleload of vehicles is the principal deter-
minant of the supporting capacity that must
be provided in the surfaces and foundations
of roads.”

Interests which are unfriendly to the
trucking industry and are, in fact, un-
friendly to the entire highway program may
attempt to have the section amended to
affect such factors as dimensions and gross
welghts which, as any highway engineer
will testify, have nothing to do with pro-
tecting highway surfaces. Regulation of
these other factors should be left in the
hands of the States, which know best how
to deal with the complications that arise.

Therefore, we urge you to support the
gection as it was reported by the Public
Works Committee and resist changes de-
signed, not to protect the highways, but to
create difficulties.

Very truly yours,
JOHN V. LAWRENCE,

I called on the Bureau of Public Roads
to find out what their attitude was as to
the measure of protection we would re-
ceive by this section as the committee
reported it out. I received an answer
from Mr. Kaltenbach, the Acting Com-
missioner of the Bureau of Public Roads,
which reads as follows:

ApriL 23, 1956.
Hon. J. AsHTON THOMPSON,
House of Representatives,
‘ Washington, D. C.

DEear Me. THoMPSON: Reference 1s made to
your telephone call requesting information
with respect to the limitations of axle
weights proposed in section 108 (j) of H. R.
10660.

The axleload of vehicles Is the principal
determinant of the supporting capacity that
must be provided in the surfaces and foun-
dations of roads. All roads, of whatever de-
sign, are limited in their axleload support-
ing capacity. A particular road will support
some particular magnitude of axleload in
indefinite repetition. Axleloads in excess
of this particular magnitude sufficiently re-
peated cause a fatigue of the road struc-
ture and eventually result in failure of the
road.

To ald the States In designing highways
and developing regulations with respect to
sizes and weights of vehicles, the American
Assoclation of State Highway Officials, on
April 1, 1946, adopted the Policy Concerning
Maximum Dimensions, Weights, and Speeds
of Motor Vehicles To Be Operated Over the
Highways of the United States, and recom-
mended the policy for uniform incorpora=
tion in the laws of all States. The Bureau
of Publie Roads subscribed to that policy.

The limitations of section 108 (j), namely
18,000 pounds for 1 axle and 32,000 pounds
for a tandem axle, are taken from the above-
mentioned policy. The single axle and tan-
dem axle limitations are the Ilimitations
that are significant in the preservation of
the highway structure, and consequently of
the investment in it.

On the basis of present knowledge, and
subject to possible changes upon the com-~
pletion of the tests referred to in section
108 (k) of H. R. 10660, the Bureau of Public
Roads belleves that the limitations of single
axle and tandem axle weights in section 108
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(]) are adequate for the preservation of the
Federal investment in the Interstate System,
Very truly yours,
HENRY J. KALTENBACH,
Acting Commissioner of Public Roads.

Mr, DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. BaLbwin], a member of
the committee.

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, it has
been my privilege during the past 2 years
to serve as a member of the Committee
on Public Works on this highway bill
which is going down in history as the
largest public-works bill ever to have
come before this Congress. It has been
a privilege to sit in a committee which
has been able to compromise so many
differences as it has proceeded through
this bill.

The bill provides for the inauguration
of a new formula for allocation of funds
between the States, the needs formula,
and that formula recognizes the fact that
our major job is to complete this Inter-
state Highway System, and that the
amount of funds allocated to each State
should be the funds required to bring the
interstate highways in that State up to
the standard at which we are aiming,
a standard of four-lane, divided high-
ways with controlled access. This means
to every section of the country a tre-
mendous opportunity to have improved
roads.

In northern California, the section of
the country with which I am the most
familiar, this will mean that Highway No.
40 as it crosses the Sierra Nevada will
be expanded during the period of con=-
struction under this bill from a 2-lane
road to a 4-lane road. Those who may
be familiar with the northern part of the
State of California know that this expan-
sion from a 2-lane to a 4-lane highway
across the Sierra Nevada will be of un-
told benefit to that whole area. At the
present time, in the middle of the winter,
we have at most only two through high-
ways across the Sierra Nevadas. At the
time of severe weather conditions some-~
times this is reduced to one road, and
sometimes neither road is open. This
four-lane road across the Sierras will
greatly improve winter trafiic conditions
plus the fact that it will greatly improve
our defense standards in that area in
case we may ever have to use the road
for mass evacuation back into the in-
terior.

There is a section of this bill that has
not received much discussion as yet be-
cause there are other sections involving
much larger monetary expenditures, but
I would like to touch briefly on this sec-
tion of the bill, which provides for funds
for the national parks roads and trails
and for parkways. This section provides
an approximately 33%; percent increase
for national parks roads and trails and
for parkways over the authorization of
the bill 2 years ago. It was my privilege
on the Roads Subcommittee to submit
the amendment providing for this in-
crease and this amendment received
practically unanimous support in the
subcommittee and then in the full com-
mittee. This is going to mean a great
deal to those people, and there are mil-
lions of them, who go to the national
parks each summer for recreation and
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enjoyment of the out-of-doors. The
pressure on the parks will steadily be
greater. We certainly should take the
required steps to see that the roads in the
parks are adequate to accommodate the
needs of our people. I think our ex-
penditures per dollar are better spent on
improvements in park facilities, perhaps,
than for any other things for which we
authorize funds.

One last thing, and that is the Bacon-
Davis prevailing-wage provision. We
have had numerous tests of support both
here in the House and in our committee
on the provision. Last year, by a deci-
sive vote the House of Representatives
twice voted for the Bacon-Davis provi-
sion, It was approved this year first in
the roads subcommittee and then in the
Committee on Public Works. In the
roads committee, as I recall. the vote
was about 3 to 1 in favor of the Bacon-
Davis provision and in the full commit-
tee approximately 2 to 1. It seems to
me there has been a clear expression of
opinion as to the will of the House. I
think this provision should be adopted
exactly as it stands in the hill at the
present time. Some question has been
raised here today as to whether it will
require increased costs to complete the
roads with this provision in the bill, I
can say from the standpeint of the State
of California, which has about 2,000
miles of the 40,000 miles in the inter-
state system, that I checked both with
the department of highways and the
department of public- works in that
State and, according to the hest esti-
madtes, it will make no difference in cost
whatsoever in the construction of roads
in the State of California. So I hope the
House tomorrow, when we reach that
section, will sustain the Bacon-Davis
provision exactly as it now appears in
the bill.

Mr, FALLON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from Michigan [Mry.
DiNgeLL].

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, this is
a good bill. It is the result of many
weeks and hours of careful study by
our Public Works Committee in both
sessions of the present Congress.

I pay tribute to the membership of
that committee and to their conscien-
tious staff. All members, the distin-
guished chairman [Mr. Buckrey]l, and
the author of this bill, the gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. FavLronl, have
given the most careful consideration to
the whole bill. The members of the
committee had many differences of
opinion on portions of H. R. 10660,
Those differences we resolved in the best
traditions of this House. The compro-
mises which are found in the bill are a
sincere and intelligent effort to bring
onto the floor of the House the very best
bill possible.

The bill provides in section 108 (j)
for a freeze of weight of vehicles to
18,200 pounds per axle and 32,000 pounds
for tandem axles, or such other weight
as may be prescribed by the States on
July 1, 1956, whichever is greater. I am
informed by the trucking industry that
this- provision is entirely satisfactory to
them. At the same time it protects the
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highways until the completion of a study
now being made to determine the effect
of heavy truck traffic on road surfaces
and the need for a change in present
regulatory practices.

In section 112 the bill provides for pay-
ment of the prevailing wage in the imme-
diate locality, as determined by the Sec-
retary of Commerce. That provision
serves a most significant function by giv-
ing important protection to the working
men and women of this country. It pro-
tects them from exploitation by unscru-
pulous contractors and from low wages
in the greatest single public-works pro-
gram to date.

One vital function of this provision is
to guarantee that people in areas which
have high standards of living like the
people of my own district—in the city of
Detroit—will be protected from importa-
tion of cheap labor to reduce the living
standards and break the wage scale
which means so much to the worker and
his family.

Now I hope my colleagues will remem-
ber that for many years almost every
Federal contract has included this pro-
vision. |

I have heard several of my distin-
guished colleagues argue that section 112
of the bill, providing for the payment of
the prevailing wage, will be so adminis-
tered by the Secretary of Commerce that
wages paid by contractors working on
projects under this program will be
higher than those rates paid in the area
by other contractors governed by State
agencies, under similar provisions of
State law. I do not agree with this con-
tention, which experience proves is
almost universally without merit.

This argument is plainly a charge of
wrongdoing on the part of someone:
Ordinarily I do not take up the cudgels on
behalf of the present administration.
But we in Congress must place some de-
gree of reliance in the integrity of ad-
ministrative and executive officers in our
consideration of legislation of this sort.

But if there is such difference in wage
scales, and if it favors the workers, I am
for it. If true, that argument is the
best proof in the world for the prevail-
ing wage or so-called Bacon-Davis pro-
vision of this bill as set out in section 112.

To vote against this provision is to
vote against ereating an adequate wage
scale in some of the low-wage areas, or
to vote to make it possible to permit
low-priced labor to come in to break
the wage scale in high-wage areas.

Moreover, this provision as it is now
is a guarantee for fair and uniform ad-
ministration, together with recognition
that wage scales vary throughout the
country. It is only an effort to adhere
to the scale prevailing in individual
areas.

I have heard the utility relocation pro-
vision characterized as a giveaway to the
big utilities. I am no advocate of give-
aways to utilities, and I believe I have
opposed them on every occasion, but I do
recognize simple justice.

If the utilities are compelled to foot
this cost of relocating facilities which
must be moved under this program, they
will merely go to the various State regu-
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latory bodies and obtain a rate raise
which will be passed on in turn to their
ratepayers.

Section 113 affects not only the large
utilities, but also small utilities, munici-
palities, large and small, and their tax-
payers. Farm and REA co-ops, selling
both electric power and telephone serv-
ice, the TVA, and every sewer and water
main owned by a municipality are equally
affected.

This provision does not affect States
rights, nor does it in any way change
the organic law of any State. In effect,
it recodifies into law the existing Federal
practice of reimbursing States for such
expenditures as they make in conneetion
with compensating utilities for reloca-
tion of facilities on the same ratio as
the Federal Government participates in
other highway costs.

As we know, this bill is primarily a
bill for construction of new highways,
and not repair of old roads. For this
reason, the utility facilities which are
most affected are not those which are
presently using highway rights-of-way
without cost, but rather facilities now
located on other lands which must be
relocated for new roads. This is not an
expense which can be reasonably antici-
pated by the utilities.

This is not a burden which ratepayers
and municipal taxpayers should bear. I
repeat, I do not very often side with the
utilities, but the hardship this provision
will alleviate is substantial, and it affects
not the giants of the industry or their
stockholders, but the ratepayers and tax-
payers of the utilities and municipalities.

The bill is one which is gravely needed.
The cost which an inadequate road pro-
gram imposes upon us is far in excess
of what this bill will cost. The need
for highways is so clearly recognized by
all of us that no testimony was taken
on that subject in the committee during
hearings on this bill.

I urge the membership of this House
to support and pass H. R. 10660 un-
changed for the good of all the people
of this country.

Mr. FALLON. I yield such time as he
may desire to the gentleman from Alas-
ka [Mr. BARTLETT],

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorb.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Alaska?

There was no objection.

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Chairman,
every place—almost—will benefit by
having more and better higchways if the
11;111 now being considered is enacted into

W.

Every place—almost—will gain as a
result of the expanded highway program
contemplated by H. R. 10660,

The 48 States will benefit,

Hawaii and Puerto Rico will benefit.
Additional taxes will be assessed against
the residents of the States and of Hawaii
and Puerto Rico to pay for highway con-
struction.

Alaskans will pay more taxes too.

But their taxes will go to pay for roads
elsewhere,
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They will not benefit by H. R. 10660.
They are not included within its provi-
sions—except as they relate to taxation.

Mr. Chairman, the other day a Federal
jury in Alaska acquitted a man who had
been charged by the Government with
willfully failing to file income tax returns
and pay his taxes. His principle plea
in defense was that taxation without
representation runs counter to the fun-
damentals of our democracy and too long
continued is in direct violation with the
basic principles which first caused the
organization of the Republic.

Alaskans are becoming restive, Mr,
Chairman. They feel themselves to be,
and they are, the equals of Americans
anywhere. Yet their pleas for more
home rule, for statehood if you please,
have been ignored, or shoved aside for so
long that I detect among them a welling
up as it were over the political injustices
to which they have been subjected.

This very measure offers further proof,
sadly enough, that there is a lamentable
lack of concern over a situation which
should command the immediate atten-
tion of the Nation and of the administra-
tion and of the Congress.

I appreciate very deeply indeed the
efforts of those who sought to add to
H. R. 10660 an amendment which would
have given Alaskans roads together with
taxes instead of just taxes without roads,
as is the case now. I am sensible of the
fact that the departments concerned
with the administration of this program
and of the Territories did not seek in-
clusion of Alaska, and my efforts and
the efforts of those who joined with me
were thereby handicapped. The De-
partment of Commerce made no state-
ment whatsoever on this subject. The
Department of the Interior asked only
for general language which if adopted
would merely have been an expression
that it was the sense of the Congress
that road building in Alaska should be
stepped up. This, however, would have
been within the framework of the exist-
ing organizational pattern and would not
have meant that Alaska would be
brought within the Federal Aid Highway
System. Actually, there is no need for
an expression of that sort. All that is
needed is submission and approval of
larger budgetary reguests.

What Alaskans are seeking, Mr. Chair-
man, is identity with and a partnership
in the road program which applies to the
States, to the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico and to the Territory of Hawaii.
Without it, we can never hope to have
a highway system which will open Alaska
up for the development to which its re-
sources entitle it.

Let us assume, Mr. Chairman, that
when the first Federal aid highway bill
became law there had been excluded
from its provisions one-fifth of the area
of the entire United States. Let us fur-
ther assume that the road needs of that
part of the country had been served only
by hit and miss appropriations for a
period of 30 years or so, large enough
only to build about 250 miles of new
roads and to maintain the few existing
miles. What would have happened?
The answer is obvious. There would

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

have been no development. Not only
would people not have been attracted
there but the resident population would
have moved elsewhere. Transportation
is a vital key in the astounding progress
America has made. No element of the
transportation system, surely, is more
important than highways. That is just
the way it is in Alaska. It does contain
586,000 square miles or 365 million acres
or just about one-fifth the land area of
the 48 States combined. We had only
about 250 miles of new roads—and these
of the pioneer type—built between 1920
and 1940. A few hundred miles of new
roads were added in the following dec-
ade but now new construction has
virtually ceased.

If the Federal Government had de-
liberately decided to maintain Alaska
as a wilderness, it could not have chosen
a more effective means than to make
sure no roads were built.

‘What is the situation now? It is that
after having been under the American
flag for 89 years there are less than 4,000
miles of roads of all sorts and descrip-
tions. I submit that that is shocking
proof of the failure of the system we have
been using, and is proof likewise of the
terrible neglect which Alaska has suf-
fered. It has been treated not as it
should have been as an organized, incor-
porated Territory of the United States
and as such a constitutional member of
this Union of ours but, if you please, as
a distant, unwanted, uncared for colony.

How could it be expected that people
would flock to Alaska to settle when
after almost a century of United States
rule they are substantially without sur-
face transportation? Everywhere else
in the United States—in Puerto Rico and
in Hawaii—we have recognized and es-
pecially in this automobile age that de-
velopment is so closely geared to ade-
quacy of highway transportation that
in many ways the two are synonymous.
We have given no such recognition to
the Alaska situation.

Mr. Chairman, the highways we do
have have been improved, most of them,
incredibly since the end of World War
II. The Federal Government expended
very considerable sums of money to sur-
face the trunk highways. However,
this was not done as it would have been
elsewhere in the normal course of im-
proving the highway system but only
because military authorities insisted
upon more adequate appropriations so
there would be available for military
traffic roads between the prineipal com-
munities serving as defense centers
which were at least black topped.

There are three prineipal road agen-
cies in Alaska. The most important is
the Alaska Road Commission, an oper-
ating agency of the Department of the
Interior. It constructs and maintains
roads on the public domain through di-
rect congressional appropriations made
to the Department of the Interior. The
Bureau of Public Roads is responsible
for forest highways in the two national
forests of Alaska, comprising about 5
percent of the total land area. Then
there is the Territorial Highway De-
partment. As a matter of operating
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expediency, the Alaska Road Commis-
sion and the Bureau of Public Roads
provide construction and maintenance
services for the Territorial Highway De-
partment on a reimbursable basis.

Direct congressional appropriations to
the Alaska Road Commission totaled in
the years from 1913 through 1941 only
$18,197,389. In addition, during that
period the Alaska Road Commission
performed work for the National Park
Service in the amount of $1,517,583.07.
Additionally, the Alaska Road Commis=
sion expended something over $4 milliou
in appropriated funds derived by im-=-
position of license taxes on Alaska busi-
nesses collected by United States Clerks
of the Court and deposited in the United
States Treasury. In the last 10 years we
have made one gain at least. Now Alas-
kans are permitted through their own
legislature to collect these taxes locally
and to appropriate highway funds more
directly.

For many years there was a consti-
tutional limitation on forest highway
funds in Alaska. The Territory was de=
nied its rightful share of such appropria-
tions. That prohibition since has been
removed.

Highway widening, black-topping and
other improvements have naturally been
of great assistance to the development
of the civilian economy, including tour=-
ism, in the regions traversed by the high=-
ways. It is important to note, however,
that actually even with these improve-
ments there have been few additions to
the total road mileage. And only the
public domain has benefited. With the
exception of one special-purpose appro=
priation, southeastern Alaska, the geo=
graphical boundaries of which are al-
most synonymous with Tongass Na-
tional Forest, has continued on a star=
vation diet in respect to road money.

This random policy has had evil con-
sequences not only for the Territory of
Alaska but for the Nation. The valley
and peak appropriation history for pub-
lic domain roads, with the peak being
visible for only a few years and then
only to satisfy national defense needs,
leaves Alaska in 1956 with only 3,700
miles of public domain highway of
which 800 are paved. This is an area
one-fifth as big as the United States.
Alaska’s area covers 586,000 square miles.
Nevada, 110,540 square miles in extent,
has 25,545 miles of rural roads. Dela-
ware’s 2,057 square miles have 3,842 miles
of rural roads.

Had the Federal aid laws been ex-
tended to Alaska at the time of their
inception it follows that the Territory
now would have a comparable road sys-
tem, that there would not have been the
need for such heavy expenditures in the
postwar years, and that the development
of Alaska with a functioning highway
system would long since have brought
about a larger population.

In the national forests, over 35,000
square miles in area, there are only
about 300 miles of roads.

Aside from the larger sums which
would be available for road building were
Alaska under the national system, there
would be another great advantage.
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Road building could proceed under a
planned program. No such planning is
possible now because of the ups and
downs, chiefly downs, of the annual In-
terior Department appropriations. For
example, the budgetary requests for the
1957 fiscal year calls for only $500,000 for
new road construction, This is the sec-
ond year for which no appropriation re-
quest has been made for a highway al-
ready started to connect Cordova with
the Richardson Highway.

The time has come to place Alaska un-
der the Federal Aid Highway System.

We recognize the fact that despite our
just entitlements there may be some con=
cern over admission of Alaska to the sys-
tem immediately on a basis of full equal-
ity because of the very considerable sums
which Alaska would receive on account
of its public domain area. Likewise, we
recognize the fact that because fhe Fed-
eral Government has failed to give
Alaska autenomy in ever so many fields,
a fiscal problem would confront the ter-
ritorial legislature if it were required to
appropriate the considerably increased
funds which would be necessary for
carrying on maintenance and providing
matching construction funds.

Before the committee I had proposed
a formula which would have brought the
Territory of Alaska within the scope of
the Federal Aid Highway System in rec-
ognition of the factors above mentioned.

It is my earnest hope that the other
body will consider this proposition and
will adopt it. The benefits which will
come from planned, accelerated highway
construetion in Alaska will not be only
for the benefit of the Territory. They
will flow back to the States. . In any
ease, simple justice demands that Alaska
no longer be excluded from laws which
apply elsewhere. The era of neglect
should be ended. The era of constructive
action should begin.

Mr. Chairman, Alaskans are loyal, pa-
triotic Americans. They are also direct
descendants of the pioneers of our West
who moved against great odds in the
march to the Pacific. In the great North-
west. Territory they are carving out a
new American homeland. In their bat-
tle against the obstacles which always
confront those in the far places they
should not have to contend also against
obstacles raised by their fellow citizens.
They should be aided, not hindered.
They should be treated as equals, not
diseriminated against. For them, taxa-
tion without representation is not just
a_sentence in the history books. It is
very real. It is that which they are
obliged to live with daily. Is it any
wonder they have become -impatient?
Is it any wonder a jury listens to a plea
based upon taxation without representa-
tion?

Mr. Chairman, if Alaskans are given
the tools long since handed to their fel-
low Americans, if they are treated as
equals and not as distant outlanders,
they will make of this northern rampart,
so essential to our defense, a great
American community.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Towa [Mr. SCHWENGEL], & member of the
committee,
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Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr, Chairman, it
has been a great pleasure to have had
the opportunity to work with the distin-
guished gentlemen who make up the
Public Works Committee who have had
under discussion the road bill for the
past 2 years. I want to say for the bene-
fit of the membership and as a freshman
that it was a matter of great satisfaction
for me to have an opportunity to sit with
men who were of different political faiths
who could discuss openly, reasonably,
and honestly the great measures and
questions involved in this important leg-
islation.

I want to pay a special tribute to the
ranking minority member of the com-
mittee, the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. DonNpErol, who always has heen
very helpful to us, especially to me.

I would like also to pay a special trib-
ute to the chairman of the Roads Com-
mittee whose patience at times must
have been almost completely exhausted,
but who served us very well and gave
every member an opportunity to be
heard. I think it is because of that, and
his patience and demonstration of good
will, and his interest in the final objec-
tive of the bill that made it possible for
us to have such a good bill as we have
and made it possible to find an area of
compromise.

The subject of my remarks on this oc-
casion is roads. Secretary of the Treas-
ury Albert Gallatin in 1808, had this to
say of highway construction:

No other single operation within the power
of government can more effectively tend to
strengthen and perpetuate that union, which
secures external independence, domestic
peace, and internal liberty.

Today we can add that adequate high-
ways help insure, yes, they are necessary
too, ever-expanding economy. One of
the secrets of the great success of our
economy is an almost complete freedom
from impediments except for inade-
quacy, to the flow of people and goods.
Men and goods move across State lines
with- the facility of intrastate move-
ments. This freedom, combined with
what is probably the most complete and
most efficient transportation system in
the world, are most important factors in
maintaining our great prosperity.

One of the most pressing issues facing
the Nation and its government at all
levels today is that of a growing inade-
quacy of our highways. In fact, a recent
comprehensive survey of all of the Na-
tion's streets and highways indicates that
we have an enormous backlog of needed
improvements. Volumes could be said
on this.

The inevitable question which follows
is, How did we get that way? In the first
place we have lagged farther and farther
behind in the relative amount of high-
way work undertaken. During World
War II and afterward, shortages of man-
power and materials restricted the total
street and highway effort. And during
the postwar period an important factor
has been the impact of inflation on high-~
way construction. The net effect has
been that we get less and less construc-
tion, relatively, for the actual dollars
spent. What we are doing now nation-
ally, is spending 7 mills on highway con-
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struction for each mile traveled. This
is but half the rate we were spending
during the 1920's.

The need for improved highway facili-
ties has increased markedly year after
year, particularly during the years fol-
lowing the war. Each year sees a sig-
nificant advance in the total number of
vehicles in use. The Bureau of Public
Roads forecast for the end of this year
is 61 million vehicles, an increase of
nearly 3 million vehicles over 1954, or
4.6 percent. The Bureau estimated that
total registrations will reach 81 million
10 years hence. And it follows without
question that such increases in the num-
ber of vehicles will result in significant
surges in the vehicle-mileage totals.
Thus, we are literally wearing out many
of our roads physically, as well as out-
growing them numerically and from an
engineering standpoint.

President Eisenhower recognized the
seriousness of the general highway situa-
tion. At the 1954 governors' conference
held at Lake George, N. Y., the Vice
President delivered the President’s
highway proposal to the governors in
attendance. The President requested
the governors to study their respective
highway needs and to make recommen-
dations concerning those needs.

In September 1954, the President ap-
pointed the Advisory Committee on a
National Highway Program, headed by
Gen. Lucius D. Clay. The Committee
was to cooperate with the governors and
to propose a plan of action for submis-
sion to Congress.

The Advisory Committee's report was
made public early in 1955. The report
emphasized the urgency of the problem,
and admonished that the state of inade-
quacy will be cumulative until we take
major steps to meet it.

Much has been said of the necessity
for this bill. I want to point out just
two more things that I think are im-
portant. Although they probably have
been called to your attention I want to
mention them. One is this: We are
going to pay for this highway system
whether we build it or not. We will pay
for it in lack of business and the slowing
up of the economy of America if we do
not build it; and, more important than
that, it is not hard to imagine that we
could pay for it in the lives and property
saved by the increased safety facilities
of this higchway system.

One other point: Every group that
testified before our committee testified
to the need, the urgent need of this im-
portant system for America. There was
no disagreement en that guestion that
I recall. There was some disagreement
on how to attain the goal, but on the
question of need there was no disagree=
ment. .

So I say to you in the interest of the
growing, expanding economy of America
we should support this bill and see to it
that it becomes a part of the law of
America at a very early date so we can
get started on the program.

A great seer left these words to man-
kind many years ago, and I want to
share them with you:

No doetrine, faith, or knowledge 1s of value
to man except as it bears fruit in action.
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The American people demand action
of you on this bill today.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 15 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. ALGER]. .

Mr. ALGER. Mr. Chairman, my col
leagues have said in praise of the work
of the chairman and other members of
the committee and thank them for their
patience with me and also express my
satisfaction in the 2 years I have spent
on this committee. I, too, want a high-
way bill. Unfortunately I may have to
differ with several members of the com-
mittee, but I do it only as a matter of
principle. The statements and objec-
tions I make I will support by reference
to the printed hearings which, unfor-
tunately, were only made available to
the membership at 9 o’clock this morn-
ing, which is unfortunate.

First, I think the Public Works Com-
mittee has considered a Labor Commit-
tee matter.

Second, there is no precedent for this
bill we are considering today, that is, for
the Bacon-Davis provision particularly,
and I am directing my remarks to sec-
tion 112, There is no precedent for the
Davis-Bacon Act in relation to the build-
ing of highways.

Third, I want to tell you without bit-
terness but with disappointment that
misrepresentations were made to our
committee by representatives who ap-
peared before it from a labor organiza-
tion. Possibly they were misinformed.

Next I would like to say to you that
none of us disagree about the prevail-
ing wage matter. We all want the work-
ers to have the prevailing wage, myself
included. The amendment that will be
proposed by the ranking minority mem-
ber of the committee, the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. DonpErRO] will in-
clude a prevailing wage set at the State
level, not by a one-man bureaucracy
here in Washington, the Secretary of
Labor and the Department of Labor.

I want to mention another thing also.
Is there anyone here who seriously be-
lieves that our States, which will spend
90 percent of the Federal money, are
going to underpay their own people?
Beyond that, may I say that I do not
fear any labor retaliation. I do not
think anyone on the floor of this House
needs to be concerned about what labor
is going to say when we direct our at-
tention solely to the facts. Surely, no
one can take exception to a presentation
of the facts.

I shall direct myself specifically to
several matters. The hearings have in
them the information to which I shall
refer. I want to refer if I may, to page
302, and I shall mention various pages,
referring to them specifically. PFurther
I will be glad to give you the documenta-
tion on anything I say.

At page 302 we are told that there are
“inhuman working conditions” existing
today similar to the twenties, and so
forth, for our construction workers on
highways; that there are ten caravans,
predatory contractors, and so forth.
This is directly contrary to the facts.
In our committee we were never given
a case that was substantiated.
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This absurd statement was only ex-
ceeded by one made in reference to my
beloved State of Texas, although that is
not the reason for my feeling against
some of the other things that were said.
As I recall the remark made about my
State, it was this—the very worst labor
laws that exist in this entire country,
which would actually drive us back to
slavery, exist in Texas today. That sit-
uation, it was stated, exists in Texas
today. As a matter of fact, we have a
marvelous State highway department,
and we have no slavery conditions.

As to specific examples, and I shall
be brief, one contractor was accused of
malpractice in New Hampshire. He was
never there. Page 383 of the hearings.

Another incident, a contractor was
accused by the workers of a condition
in Massachusetts. That was not so and
it was so disputed in the hearings.

Thirdly, and the most important ex-
ample, since it was the witnesses’ prime
example, was the Aliquippa case in
Pennsylvania. I direet my remarks to
the court records. You will find this
on pages 374 to 380. This was brought
up by labor itself to prove what inequi-
ties were being worked on construction
workers. What were the claims?
Workers were being imported from a
low-wage area, namely North Carolina.
The fact: Five key personnel were
brought in.

Secondly, the unions were discrimi-
nated against, the contractor would not
deal with the unions. The fact: The
contractor had a bona fide contract with
the United Construction Workers of the
United Mine Workers, District 50, which
is in the record.

No. 3: Workers were paid less than the
prevailing or union wages. The fact is
they were paid union wages and pre-
vailing wages or more, and never was
the matter of pay brought up during the
court dispute, but only when the labor
representatives first appeared before
our committee,

I can give more illustrations. We
found out that this Aliquippa example
had no substance at all, that it was a
jurisdictional dispute between two
unions, the AFI~CIO and the United
Mine Workers. This bill should not be
used as a vehicle for inter-union war-
fare. Let the unions work out their own
problems in other ways without vio-
lence and through collective bargaining,

Next, this is a dangerous precedent
since highway construction has never
been performed under the Davis-Bacon
provision when the 48 States are the
contracting party. This State contract
work never used or included the Davis-
Bacon provisions. There are other Fed-
eral contracts that did. There are other
Federal contracts entered into by the
executive department, by the Govern-
ment, the Army, the Navy, and post ef-
fices. There are others in grants-in-aid,
those covering airports, hospitals, de-
fense housing, multifamily rental hous-
ing. In none of these are the States
contracting parties in highway construc-
tion. And highway construction is
quite different than the other construec-
tion under the Davis-Bacon Act.
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The present operafion of our existing
law, which certainly is true in Texas and
I think it is true throughout the Nation,
is excellent., The prevailing wages that
now pertain in the various States as well
as collective-bargaining agreements you
will find on page 291. We have not found
any legitimate wage complaints, and I
want to call your attention to something
else that we are overlooking. Highways
cover a broad area of our country, not
just localities like various building proj-
ects concerning which the Davis-Bacon
Act has been applied in the past. They
cover the entire country as well as the
rural areas.

Next, how about the Labor Committee
being side-stepped? Last year in our
Committee on Public Works we en-
deavored to write a tax provision that
met with disastrous results. This year
we have a good tax bill, better than we
had last year. The proper committee,
Ways and Means, is now responsible,
This year in our hearings we rather
abruptly cut off the chairman of the
Labor Committee, the gentleman from
North Carolina, by telling him that the
Davis-Bacon Act was not before us, and
therefore he did not direct additional re-
marks on the Davis-Bacon Act at that
time, but I might say to you that one of
the finest statements made is on page
354 of the hearings, if you would like to
refer to it.

Now, there is further investigation
needed by the Committee on Labor. We
found evidence of violence and wanton
lawlessness where the State police stood
by because they felt they could not in-
terfere, it being a labor matter. This I
could not understand. I am nota mem-
ber of the Labor Committee, but I think
they should investigate it. There are
other things that ought to be examined
by the Committee on Labor as to the
violation of constitutional prineiples.
In the interest of time, I will simply say
this: Here we are about to put into effect
a law which will give great authority to
the Secretary of Labor, a law from which
our people have no recourse in court. I
do not think that is right. Surely it
is not our intention to deny our people
the right of court protection. There is
no appeal from the decision of the Sec-
retary of Labor, and for that reason, if
the Dondero amendment fails, keeping
wage matters within the States, it seems
to me we should amend the Davis-Bacon
Act, giving the right of judicial review.
Even the Walsh-Healey Act now has
been amended by Congress.

What is it that the unions want? I
can refer you to pages 370 and 381 of the
hearings. The Aliquippa case was purely
a jurisdictional dispute. Could it be that
the AFL wants to organize the entire
country, and it is a fight between the
AFL-CIO and United Mine Workers
whether or not they can squeeze some-
body out. I do not think that in the 48
States we want to put the Davis-Bacon
Act into this highway bill. This is not
an example of collective bargaining, as
the representative of labor said. He said
this is to protect the local wages that
have been won by collective bargaining.
At another place he said that the unions
are not needed locally. See pages 340
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and 336. Now, I do not believe that any
State that is going to spend 90 percent of
the Federal money is going to underpay
its workers in their respective States. I
submit they will not.

Now as to the higher cost. Some high=-
er costs will not go into the pay en-
velopes, as so many here seem to be
concerned about and whose concern I
share. It is estimated that there are
20,000 rulings a year right now that the
Secretary of Labor is putting out.
Further, this bill will require 10,000 more
contracts every year. Each contract will
have 230 job classifications, more or less,
and they will have to have persons to ad-
minister, inspect, and enforce it, and with
reference to that I would like to call
your attention to page 13 of the report.
On page 13 of the report the Secretary
of Labor is given the authority to en-
force the Davis-Bacon Act. Yet this
bill itself, section 112, gives this job to
the Secretary of Commerce. Here again
is a conflict which I do not think was
intended.

Economically our localities will be
greatly affected by Federal wage fixing.
I, in a small way, was in the developing
business, and have actually had roads
put in. I know a little something about
it. It occurs to me that when you have
the Interstate System under the provi-
sions of the Bacon-Davis Act, and you
have localities under other contracts,
you are going to have a man riding a
geraper or other equipment going from
one job to another under two pay sys-
tems. That is the way it is in practice.
The answer is that Davis-Bacon is a
lever to get the Federal wage rate fixed
throughout the entire country, in all of
our road programs. You cannot have
these two systems existing side by side
simultaneously. It seems to me that we
need an amendment. The gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. Doxpero] will offer
an amendment. I think we should get
kehind it and pass it, and it provides for
the prevailing wage.

Let me stress that. There are some
who infer we are not interested in the
workers. We are interested in the
workers. We want them to have the pre-
vailing wage and they will get it. There
is no question about workers being
underpaid, because these cases that they
brought to us in which they said they
were underpaid, have been found want-
ing for lack of evidence.

Mr. Chairman, I should like to call
your attention to the Davis-Bacon mi-
nority views in the report, for your fur-
ther understanding. If I am given more
time later, I should be glad to answer
questions, and also to document what I
have said.

It seems to me that we are extending
this far beyond the Interstate. We are
giving the Secretary of Labor far more
power than we intended to. I certainly
recommend to your earnest considera-
tion that we adopt the Dondero amend-
ment replacing section 112; and failing
that, let us revise the Davis-Bacon Act
so that we may have judicial review, so
that every one of our citizens will have
his day in court, something he does not
now have under the bureaucratic opera-
tion of the Davis-Bacon Act.
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Mr. FALLLON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from West
Virginia [Mr. Bameyl.

Mr, BAILEY. Mr, Chairman, I feel I
would be remiss in my duty if I did not
register a protest against some of the
provisions of this bill. I want to con-
gratulate the committee for the excel-
lent job that they have done, but the bill
is not perfect.

First of all, I want to protest the allo-
cation of mileage to the State of West
Virginia and to say to you that as is the
case in a lot of other matters in legis-
lation approved by Congress, West Vir-
ginia is just a mere stepchild. We get
a little less than 200 miles out of 40,000
miles. That cannot be justified either
on the basis of an equal distribution of
mileage;, nor can it be justified on a
money basis, nor can it be justified on
a population basis,

The only answer they can give me is
that it costs about twice as much to
build a mile of hichway across West Vir-
ginia as it does to build a mile of high-
way in some of the other States such
as Ohio, Indiana, or some others that
have a more favorable topography.

Mr. Chairman, let me call your atten-
tion to this fact. It provides no north-
south highways for the State of West
Virginia. It provides not a single mile
on Route 50, with over 170 miles across
the northern part of the State. It does
give 11 miles to a section on Route 11
for the benefit of Pennsylvanians and
Virginians who want to get north or
south on Route 11, around Winchester,
and it approves 12 miles on Route 40,
east-west, so that people may cross the
northern panhandle of the State from
Pennsylvania to Ohio.

There are 178 miles of this route from
White Sulphur Springs on the Virginia
border over the Midland Trail to
Huntington, W. Va., on into Ohio. They
propose to relocate 138 miles of that
road from White Sulphur Springs to
Charleston. The road follows the pres-
ent right-of-way only approximately
3 miles. In some of the places they are
15 miles off the present right-of-way.

If you figure this on a dollar basis,
West Virginia would get $135 million
out of the $25 hillion of Federal funds
that is put in the program. Do you
know that by the changing of that
route from the present Route 60 you will
destroy over $200 million of property
that is invested on Route 60 now in
gasoline stations, automobile agencies,
automobile service stations, motels, and
rt]alstatu'ant.s? They have no recourse at
all.

Do net tell me that when a man is
coming from the West toward Washing-
ton and he crosses the Gauley River
down in West Virginia 8 miles above
Gauley Bridge he is going to turn off
the highway and drive down to Gauley
Bridge in order to spend the night there
with a man who has a $80,000 tourist
installation. Everybody stops there now,
almost. But that man will not have
any business and his $80,000 investment
in it will be just wiped out.

The loss of property values in the
State of West Virginia alone will more
than offset the benefits that will come
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to West Virginia through the building

of this expressway. It is going to be
fenced in with access roads only about
every 20 miles. It is not going to mean
anything to the State of West Virginia.

Mr. Chairman, it is my present inten-
tion to vote against the legislation
despite the fact that I am an advocate
of better roads. I cannot justify my
position with the people back in West
Virginia under the circumstances,

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. SHEEHAN].

Mr. SHEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
should like to direct some questions to
the ranking minority member of the
committee in order to clarify section 109
of the bill, the section on the declaration
of policy with respect to reimbursement
for certain highways. This section is as
follows:

It is hereby declared to be the intent and
policy of the Congress to equitably reim-
burse those States for any portion of a
highway which is on the interstate system,
whether toll or free, the construction of
which has been completed subsequent to
August 2, 1047, or which is either in actual
use or under construction by contract, for
completion, awarded not later than June 30,
1957, and such highway meets the standards
required by this title for the interstate sys-
tem. The time, method, and amounts of
such reimbursement shall be determined by
the Congress following a study which the
Secretary of Commerce is hereby authorized
and directed to conduct, in cooperation with
the State highway departments, and other
agencies as may be required, to determine
which highways in the interstate system
measure up to the standards required by
this title, including all related factors of
cost, depreclation, participation of Federal
funds, and any other items relevant thereto.

/ A complete report of the results of such study

shall be submitted to the Congress within 10
days subsequent to January 2, 1958. It is
also declared to be the policy and intent
of the Congress to provide funds necessary
to make such reimbursements to the States
&3 may be determined.

The State of Illinois through legisla-
tion has set up the Illinois Toll Road
Commission, which is in the process of
constructing toll roads in the State of
Illinois. One of the toll roads will go
through my congressional district, go-
ing out on a 25-mile stretch to O'Hare
International Airport from the Chicago
Loop.

This section very vitally affects my
11th Congressional Distriet on the North
West side of Chicago, and the county
of Cook, because of the construction of
the northwest superhighway under the
jurisdiction of the Illinois Toll Road
Commission.

One of the outstanding accomplish-
ments under Gov. William S. Stratton’s
administration was the legislation to set
up the Illinois Toll Road Commission as
an independent agency to provide Illi-
nois with modern superhighways.

Many years ago the city of Chicago
and the county of Cook made plans for
a Northwest superhighway which was
to serve the residents of the northwest
side, and which was at all times contem-
plated to be a public toll-free highway.
When the Illincis Toll Road Commis-
sion was set up they agreed with the
county of Cook to purchase part of this
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original northwest highway to be in-
corporated into the toll road system.
Approximately 14 miles of the northwest
highway extends from the Loop to the
boundaries of the 41st ward, at Cicero
and Lawrence Avenues. In the original
agreement with the toll road commis-
sion the commission was to take over
the building of the road at that point,
extending it approximately 715 miles out
to O'Hare Airport and then continuing
as a part of the toll road highway sys=
tem up to the Wiseonsin boundary.

The residents of the 41st ward and the
residents of the country towns objected
to paying a toll as being discriminatory
against the residents of the 41st ward
and the adjoining suburbs.

Governor Stratton, Austin Wyman,
and the other members of the Toll Road
Commission, in order to provide the
public transportation out to O’'Hare Air-
port and in order to meet the objections
of the northwest side residents, effected
a compromise plan in which the Toll
Road Commission would construct that
part of the northwest superhighway
from Cicero Avenue out to O’Hare Field
and on the day of completion would sell
it to the county of Cook and the city of
Chicago, so that both of those local gov-
erning units could then make it a free-
way. There does not seem to be much
guestion in my mind that both of these
agencies will cooperate with Governor
Stratton and the Toll Road Commission’s
plans. .

To clarify the situation for the people
of Illinois, I should like to know if this
bill definitely provides for the incorpora-
tion of either a part or the whole of this
toll road into the Federal Highway Sys-
tem if it meets the requirements.

Mr. DONDERO. It would if the road
which is being built now is a part of the
designated Interstate Highway System.
That system was designated by Congress
in 1944, If it is a part of it, it would
be considered.

Mr. SHEEHAN. On page 19, in sec-
tion 109, provision is made as follows:

It is also declared to be the policy and
intent of the Congress to provide funds
necessary to make such reimbursements to
the States as may be determined.

Due to the fact that the Illinois Legis-
lature has set up a separate toll road
commission which is independent of the
State, would the money then be payable
to the toll road commission or its bond-
holders so that the commission would be
reimbursed?

Mr. DONDERO. I am quite sure such
a report will be made, but I want the
gentleman to understand that the pro-
vision in the bill on page 19 provides for
a study to be made between now and
January 2, 1958, with a report made to
Congress with a recommendation as to
what should be done and how it should
be done. I am satisfied that the prob-
lem the gentleman presents will be con-
sidered favorably.

Mr. SHEEHAN. In other words, if the
Secretary of Commerce recommends
that this toll road system be taken over,
the Congress ordinarily would O. K. it?

Mr. DONDERO. I would say so.

Mr, SHEEHAN. The toll road com-
mission is going to build a toll road from
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the beginning of the 41st ward out to
O’'Hare Airport, a distance of about 8
miles. If this connects with other Fed-
eral hichways under the plan, could the
Congress, under this bill, appropriate the
money to buy that seél:ion connecting
with other State and Federal highways?

Mr. DONDERO. Not under this bill,
unless that stretch of 8 miles was a part
of the Interstate System.

Mr. SHEEHAN. As I recall, it pro-
vides for connecting roads to the Inter-
state System, bridges, and so forth.

Mr. DONDERO. That would come
under the interstate highway system.

Mr. SHEEHAN. That would come
under the interstate highway system. It
looks to me as if in the subject bill there
unquestionably is provision for reim-
bursement to those States that have a
toll road system or who have highways
already constructed—providing such
meet the specifications and also the re-
quirements of the 1944 act—upon the
recommendation of the Secretary of
Commerce that such roads or portions
of them be incorporated into the Federal
Highway System.

Mr. DONDERO. The very provision
in the bill is to give time to study the
situation in the various States including
the gentleman’s State in order to make
a recommendation which would satisfy
the situation.

Mr. SHEEHAN. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. FALLON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from West Virginia
[Mr. BURNSIDE].

Mr. BURNSIDE. Mr. Chairman, I
rise to make known my support of the
bill we are now discussing H. R. 10660,
the highway bill of 1956. This legisla-
tion, I firmly believe, is as important as
any this House will be called upon to
consider this session. Our mnational
economy, our national military strength,
and the happiness and prosperity of
the citizens of this Nation for genera-
tions to come depends in large measure,
I believe, upon whether this House sees
fit to pass the bill now before us. No
one, I am sure, will take issue with the
proposition that we are totally and
completely dependent upon highway
transportation today. No one, I am
sure, will take issue with the proposition
that this dependence will increase with
each passing year. Likewise, we are
agreed, I believe, that our highway sys-
tem, by today’s standards, is inadequate.
It follows then, that in the future, it
will prove inadequate in a much larger
degree. Failure on our part to act to-
day will not only prove disastrous for
this Nation in our time, but the tragedy
will be multiplied many times over in
the years to come, and should the future
thrust this Nation into combat with its
enemies, our failure to act on this im-
portant measure could prove to be the
difference between victory and defeat.

Mr. Chairman, it has been said that
this problem is one which should be, and
could be, properly left to the States. It
has been said that roads are local and
State problems, in which the Federal
Government should take no part.

Mr. Chairman, the presence of the
very need which I have just mentioned,
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disproves that point without the slight-
est shadow of a doubt. It is proved that
good roads and highways are a local
problem. They are a problem of the
municipalities, and they are the problem
of the States. But they are in egual
measure a problem of the entire Nation.
If we pass the legislation which is before
us now, we will, I think, have done our
share toward meeting the problem faced
by the Nation as a whole. We will not
have solved conclusively and for all time
the problem of good roads; there will
still be a necessity for State action and
there will be a need for municipal and
local action. We are here dealing with
the national highway system, which is
interstate in character and upon which
our national welfare depends. Let us
not then deceive ourselves by avoiding
our responsibility in an attempt to
thrust it entirely upon the shoulders of
those who determine: State and local
policy.

Mr. Chairman, I emphasize the need
for this legislation and our responsibility
with respect to it for a particular reason.
That reason involves the difficulty of
drawing up an act of this nature. We all
know that this bill was not an easy one to
prepare. There are problems of every
kind connected with it and at times these
problems seemed nearly insurmountable.
The bill which the Public Works Com-~-
mittee, of which I am a member, has
presented to the Congress, is one, which
I believe, effectively solves or compro-
mises these various incidental problems.
Certainly I do not think that we can
reach unanimity with respect to each
and every one of them. I am sure that
many of us would have preferred a
stronger section here, a weaker section
there, a little more protection here, a
little less there.

But, Mr. Chairman, we cannot let our-
selves become so ensnared with these mi-
nor, though-important problems, as to
overlook the pressing, the urgent, and
the undiminishing need for good high-
ways. To the best of my knowledge, the
bill which has been reported is largely
satisfactory to all the groups and ele-
ments who are most concerned and most
directly interested.

In the interests of our Nation's wel-
fare, we must therefore each yield in
some respect for the common good. It
is with this spirit that I hope we can
discuss this bill. It is with this spirit
that I hope we can pass it. Perhaps there
is room for improvement. If so, I shall
be happy to see this bill amended, but
let us not amend rashly or selfishly.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to mention one
other point before I conclude: it is very
important, I think, that this bill is on a
pay-as-you-go basis. We are recogniz-
ing our responsibility in title 1, to build
a modern Federal hichway system. By
the same token, in title 2, we are facing
up to our responsibility to finance the
construction of this system. We do not,
and this legislation does not, increase the
national debt beyond its present level.
Sufficient revenue is provided by title 2,
to enable these roads to be constructed
over the period required without incur-
ring additional debt, and without en=
dangering our national solvency. This
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revenue is provided in a way which I hope
will be regarded as fair by those who
will be required to contribute it. Cer=-
tainly those who travel upon our high-
ways for commercial or private purposes
will reap a large harvest from this legis=-
lation, should it pass.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, in the hope
and in the belief that this legislation is
as fair to all concerned, as liberal as is
needed, and as financially prudent as is
possible to make, I strongly recommend
its passage.

Mr. FALLON. WMy, Chairman, T yield
to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
Grayl.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Il-
linois [Mr. Gray] does not seem to be on
the floor. I yield to my colleague.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr, Chairman, I
yield to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
SCHENCK]. .

Mr. SCHENCEK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks at this point.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no cbjection.

Mr. SCHENCEK. Mr. Chairman, it is
always difficult to objectively appraise
the relative value and need for legisla-
tion to be considered here in the House
of Representatives, because our reasons
and points of view are frequently in-
fluenced by our own knowledge of var=
ious needs.

There is scarcely a person in this Na-
tion, however, who is not directly con-
cerned with our highway uses and pro-
gram. Proper interstate transportation
of people and commodities is a matter of
deep concern to all our people. The in-
terstate highways of our Nation are of
special significance to our program of
national defense. The terrible loss of
life and injuries to people using our in-
adequate highways is a cost that cannot
be estimated or assessed in dollars and
cents. It is, therefore, quite impossible
to overemphasize the importance and
urgent need for a well-considered pro-
gram for highway construction.

The legislation we are now consider-
ing, Mr. Chairman, is the result of ex-
tensive and thorough consideration for
a period of months by two great com-
mittees of this House. The Committee
on Public Works has held extensive
hearings over a period of months dur-
ing which a large number of highly qual-
ified witnesses testified. This testimony
properly represents all points of view.
The committee then held weeks of ex-
ecutive sessions during which all this
testimony was thoroughly studied and
reviewed. The resulting construction
program and provisions which came in-
to being can, therefore, be viewed with
great confidence by all Members of
Congress.

Such a construction program, the
largest single program ever included in
one bill, will cost tremendous sums of
money and this money must be provided
by the most equitable means possible.
The great Committee on Ways and
‘Means considered each and every point
of view with great care. The basic phi-
losophy of pay as you ride was adopted
as being the most sound method to fi-
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nance this program. It was also deter=-
mined, Mr. Chairman, that each of the
users of the highways should pay their
proportionate and proper share of the
cost of this program.

As a Member of this House, Mr. Chair-
man, I want to express my sincere thanks
to all the members of these two great
committees all of whom have labored
so hard and so long so that we here
today may have this legislation before
us for consideration.

Mr. Chairman, the urgent need for a
proper highway program cannot be over-
emphasized. The tremendous increase
in highway traffic of all kinds compels
the construction of adequate highways.
Many present highways must be widened,
straightened, and otherwise improved
and made more safe. Many miles of
new highways must be built, Thus the
establishment of a properly considered,
planned, and constructed network of
adequate interstate highways is of spe-
cial concern to everyone in this Nation,
so that travel and business can be prop-
erly facilitated throughout the Nation.

It is my firm conviction, Mr. Chair-
man, that we will pay for these higchways
in many ways whether or not we build
these roads. Therefore, Mr. Chairman,
it is my sincere hope that this legisla-
tion will be approved promptly so that
necessary engineering and planning can
be started at the earliest possible date.

Mr. FALLON. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman to whom I had intended to
yield time has left the Chamber. I do
not know whether he will be back, but I
have no further requests for time at
this moment. I would like to use a min-
ute, Mr. Chairman, to express my thanks
to the minority side and the majority
side of our committee who have worked
so diligently and so hard for many, many
weeks on this bill. I compliment the
chairman of the Committee on Ways and
Means and his committee for bringing
such a comprehensive tax bill to us. I
also compliment the Bureau of Public
Roads who were with us on this legisla-
tion from the very beginning. They
were helpful and contributed much to
this bill, Also, I want to express my
thanks to the State highway officials
who were in contact with us almost
daily not only during the hearings but
also in many conferences. My thanks
go to the municipal officials and also
the American roadbuilders for the in-
formation which they furnished us
through their task force.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I
want to confirm the statement made by
the chairman of the committee in every-
thing that he has said on behalf of all
those who took part and furnished infor-
mation to our committee in preparing
this bill.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. Furron].

Mr. FULTON. Mr., Chairman, I
strongly favor President Eisenhower’s
highway program and hope the highway
bill promptly passes. May I congratu-
late the committee on the good job that
they have done in adjusting the various
differences of opinion as to method of
implementing and financing the pro-
gram. Particularly to be complimented
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are the gentleman from Michigan, my
good friend, GeorGeE DoNbDERO; the gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. FaLronl;
and the gentleman from Ohio, Mr. HARRY
McGreGoRr; and others who have gone
out to the country and explained the pro-
gram, that has made this legislation
possible.

The Federal hizhway program is the
dawn of a new era for all of America, and
we should all be willing to do our share
to obtain safe and efficient roads and
highways for our good country.

- Mr. DONDERO. Mr, Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Kansas [Mr. GeorGel, a member of the
committee.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr.Chairman, 6 years
ago I started service on the Public Works
Committee, after completing 12 years of
service in the Kansas Highway Depart-
ment in various executive capacities.
Frankly, at the first meeting of the Pub-
lic Works Committee to consider the
highway financing bill of 1950, I was
shocked to discover that the Bureau of
the Budget was recommending $400 mil-
lion Federal aid appropriation, when at
that time we were collecting $1.2 billion
from the automobile users of the United
States in gasoline and oil taxes. All of
these State hichway departments, all of
the cities, and all of our governors knew
that our highway systems were gradu-
ally slipping behind in highway construc-
tion. We were not anywhere near keep-
ing up with the automotive expansion,
traffic, travel, and speeds, nor were we
building adequately to support weights of
trucks. One thing that was stymieing
the people of the counfry was not the
fact that they were not paying enough
taxes for highway construction, but the
big end of our trouble was gasoline taxes
were being diverted on the national level
to pay general operating expenses,

This committee, in the last 6 years, has
made rapid strides toward correcting
that situation. Our committee increased
the appropriation in 1950 $100 million.
The next time we considered it we in-
creased it over $800 million. Now today
we are considering a bill which will give
us a construction program of $27 billion,
which will take care of traffic to and
through the major industrial centers of
the United States. It is true that one-
half of this money is going to be spent
in the eight larger States of the country,
but they also furnish half of the tax
money that we are going to provide to
build this system. This system is being
built where the traffic load is greatest,
and where the need on the basis of that
}Jc;ad says that the highway system should

Iam happy to have had an opportunity
in helping this committee bring this
program to the floor. We have had a
tremendous time resolving our differ-
ences. I found myself at times in con-
flict with my experience as an adminis-
trative highway official and my duties as
a Congressman, because I thought our
committee was trying to write some
things into this bill which, from an ad-
ministrative standpoint, would make it
tough on our highway departments and
the Bureau of Public Roads to admin-
ister. But we are making rapid strides
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toward solving this problem. I think we
are on the right road. I hope we can
push this bill through to a successful
conclusion and build a good adequate
highway system for the Nation. At
least we are on the road toward such a
program at the present time.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. GEORGE]
has expired.

Mr. FALLON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from West
Virginia [Mr. BURNSIDE],

Mr., BURNSIDE. Mr. Chairman, I
want to compliment the chairman of our
subcommittee, a man who has been most
patient. At times when tempers of peo-
ple were quite high, he was very, very
gracious, and we were able, through his
excellent direction, to resolve those dif-
ferences. It is very nice that the atmos-
phere of the committee when we passed
the bill was in very good accord. I want
to thank our chairman for the excellent
work he has done on this committee.

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 2 minutes.

While we are passing out compliments
I think the membership of our commit-
tee on both sides of the aisle will agree
with me when I pay my respects and
thanks to the members of the staff of the
Public Works Committee, and our own
office staff. They worked long hours.
They were very patient with us. I want
them to know that weas members of that
committee appreciate it. While I am do-
ing that I want to say many thanks to
the staff of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee for the patience that they have
shown, particularly to this Member from
Ohio. A number of times I called them
at most all hours of the day and night.

Mr. FALLON. I would like to reem-
phasize everything the gentleman from
Ohio has said. I do not know of any
group of people on Capitol Hill who have
worked harder than the staff of the Com~
mittee on Public Works and the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means, and I want to
express on behalf of our subcommittee
and the full committee, our deep appre-
ciation.

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr, Chairman, I
yield back the balance of my time,

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield to the gentleman from Texas [Mr,
ALGER].

Mr. ALGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. ALGER. Mr. Chairman, the over-
all evaluation of H. R. 10660 must in-

clude the following general observations -

and criticisms, as I see it. We need new
and improved highways; of this there is
no doubt. Yet the staggering scope of
this bill involving huge expenditures
means that any defect or poor provision
within the bill will be multiplied greatly.
It is not enough, therefore, to legislate a
highway bill; it must be the right kind
of bill. To evaluate this highway bill
and its provisions during 2 years of de-
liberations, I used two yardsticks to
determine if the bill should be approved,
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amended, or rejected. These two yard-
sticks are:

First. No violation of States rights,
Self-explanatory.

Second. Pay-as-you-build financing.
Not deficit financing or charge it to the
future.

How, therefore, does this bill measure
up?

As to the first yardstick:

(a) For the first time in highway
building history the right of the State
to construct the highways determining
wages and working conditions, as neces-
sary, is now transferred to the Secretary
of Labor of the Federal Labor Agency.
All such jurisdiction now reposing in 48
States, will be centrally lodged in one
man—without the right of appeal and
court protection which the constitutional
separation of powers has always guar-
anteed our citizens. The provision ac-
complishing this is know as the Davis-
Bacon Act and is included now as part
of the highway bill.

(h) The cost of utility relocation, al-
ways a State matter, will now be borne
by the Federal Government, the effect
of which will be to nullify and replace
existing State law and contracts with
utilities. States necessarily will take the
dollars offered by Uncle Sam.

(¢c) The definition of highway con-
struction has been changed, adding the
phrase “cost of relocation of building
tenants,” which means the Federal Gov-
ernment will now pay the cost, the pay-
ment of which will alter and delay pres-
ent State condemnation procedures and
jurisdiction. There is even some doubt
as to the meaning of this new language.

(d) Truck weights and sizes are frozen
at the present level, preventing State
legislatures from doing as they see fit
within their respective States.

The second yardstick, the pay-as-you-
build principle, has been abandoned in
two ways:

(a) The House Ways and Means Com-
mittee earmarked $5 billion of Federal
highway users’ taxes which now pay
other Government expenses and did not
increase taxes in the new revenue meas-
ure so that the final deficit of the entire
program, even with increased highway
use and revenue, is estimated to be $2
billion,

(b) After the financing features of the
bill were completed, the Public Works
Committee increased authorizations by
adding the above-mentioned new pro-
visions—see first yardstick, a, b, and c—
in the bill thereby increasing the cost
of the highway program an additional
amount, tentatively estimated at $5
billion.

Therefore the total deficit in the pro-
gram is conservatively estimated at $7
hillion even though increasing highway
traffic is expected to produce more
revenue. .

Considering the shortcomings clearly
shown by these two yardsticks, there is
serious doubt in my mind that this
highway bill should be passed in its
present form. As I see it, the bill could
be changed and made an outstanding
piece of legislation through the omis-
sion or amendment of the various above-
detrimental

mentioned provisions,
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Surely it is not too muech to expect that
our States’ jurisdiction should be main-
tained and that we pay for what we
want. That is the kind of highway hill
we should have,

I am opposed to the inclusion of the
Davis-Bacon provision in the highway
bill. There is no precedent in the 40-
year highway construction history of
this ecountry for the fixing of wages by
the Secretary of Labor in Washington,
since never has the Davis-Bacon provi-
sion applied to any highway construc-
tion of which the individual State was
a party. Rather, the wages and work-
ing conditions have been prescribed by
the fine State highway departments or
other appropriate State agencies of these
48 sovereign States in conformance with
the local economies, known better by
them than by a Federal agency. Such
procedure has resulted in the very defini-
tion of “prevailing wage.”

The proponents of the Davis-Bacon
provision claim that all they want is the
prevailing wage to be paid to workers on
highways throughout the Nation. We
submit that prevailing wages are being
paid on highway construction today, by
economic necessity, by collective-bar-
gaining agreements, or by State prevail-
ing wage laws or regulations. Today in
addition to the Fair Labor Standards
Act, which certainly applies to interstate
construction programs, there are pre-
vailing wage laws or regulations in 30
States. There are collective-bargaining
agreements with highway construction
unions in 25 States, some of which are
also covered by prevailing wage laws.
Altogether the States are doing a fine job
in protecting the labor standards of our
citizens on highway construction work.
There is no need for “Federal protec-
tion.” Members of Congress may well
be alarmed at this attempt to put Fed-
eral wage fixing on the highway program
as a violation of States’ rights and the
spirit underlying our Constitution.

The bureaucratic determination of

wages by the Secretary of Labor is far

from the declaration of principle under-
lying our Government which up to this
point has permitted the individual States
to construct their own highways. The
testimony presented to the committee
does not dispute the excellent highway
construction by the States, although
labor’s representatives began their state-
ment with blanket accusations against
contractors and existing practice.

‘Why was this labor legislation not con-
sidered by the proper commiftee, the
Committee on Education and Labor?
Was it because the proponents of this
Davis-Bacon rider lacked confidence in
the ability and knowledge of the mem-
bers of the Labor Committee? Did we
permit ourselves to be led into a field in
which the Public Works Committee
members have no special knowledge?
Not a single member of the Labor Com-
mittee is a member of our Public Works
Committee. Here are the rosters of both
committees:

Education and Labor: Graham A. Bar-
den; Augustine B. Kelley; Adam C, Pow=
ell, Jr.; Cleveland M. Bailey; Carl D.
Perkins; Roy W. Wier; Carl Elliott; Phil
M. Landrum; Lee Metcalf; James B.




7144

Bowler; Earl Chudoff; Edith Green;
James Roosevelt; Herbert Zelenko; Har-
ris B. McDowell, Jr.; Frank Thompson,
Jr.; Stewart L. Udall; Samuel K. Mc-
Connell, Jr.; Ralph W. Gwinn; Wint
Smith: Carroll D. Kearns; Harold H.
Velde; Clare E. Hoffman; Albert H.
Bosch; Joe Holt; John J. Rhodes; Stuy-
vesant Wainwright; Peter Frelinghuy-
sen, Jr.; Sam Coon; Orvin B. Fjare.

Public Works: Charles A. Buckley;
George H. Fallon; Clifford Davis; John
A. Blatnik; Robert E. Jones; John J.
Dempsey; Frank E. Smith; Thaddeus M.
Machrowicz; John C. Kluczynski; Tom
Steed; T. Ashton Thompson; Brady
Gentry; M. G. Burnside; Iris F. Blitch;
James C. Wright, Jr.; W. R. Hull, Jr.;
Eenneth J. Gray; Frank M. Clark; Paul
G. Rogers; George A. Dondero; J. Harry
MeGregor; James C. Auchineloss; Rus-
gell V. Mack; Hubert B. Scudder; Myron
V. George; Frank J. Becker; Gordon H.
Scherer; Gardner R, Withrow; William
C. Cramer; John F. Baldwin, Jr.; Fred
Schwengel; Bruce Alger; Alvin R. Bush;
Donald W. Nicholson.

The House Rules and Manual, deserib-
ing the functions of both committees un-
der subsection 687 on rules, establishes
wages and hours and labor standards as
within the jurisdiction of the Labor Com-
mittee.

Considering labor matters is not the
prescribed field for the Public Works
Committee, which, of course, only weak-
ens the argument of those who now hold
that these hearings should be the basis
on which to adopt the Davis-Bacon pro-
vision as a part of this highway bill. It
would be as appropriate for the Labor
Committee to pass public-works legisla-
tion as a rider to a labor bill as our action
in evaluating labor legislation. This is
not the first time, however, that this
Public Works Committee has invaded
the field of another committee, for as
we all know last year the Public Works
Committee usurped the functions of the
House Ways and Means Committee, with
wasteful and unproduective results. Fur-
ther, meetings of the Public Works Com-
mittee on this subject were hurried and
brief and by no means exhaustive.

What did come out of these hearings?
Was this a question of paying highway
construction workers the prevailing wage
rate? No. It was simply part of a juris-
dictional dispute between the powerful
‘AFL-CIO, on the one hand, and John L.
Lewis’ United Construction Workers on
the other. Further, the AFL-CIO in-
tended to organize the unorganized by
means of Federal wage fixing. This
would embrace all rural areas not now
touched by labor’s jurisdiction through-
out the 48 States. We challenge and call
to the attention of Members of Congress
the question now posed—Is the highway
bill to be used as a vehicle for promoting
union welfare and an AFL-CIO organi-
zational drive on the open shop and un-
organized areas of the country, par-
ticularly the South and West?

All Members will be interested to know
that the hearings actually contain court
records and examples cited by the pro-
ponents of this Federal wage-fixing rider
showing their questionable objectives.
This is mentioned because of the short-
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ness of time between the end of the
hearings and this debate with the hear-
ings only recently being printed.

Taking the representatives of AFL-
CIO at face value, what was our com-
imittee told? Stripped to essentials the
accusations of the four powerful inter-
national unions, which were widely cir-
culated in this Congress and repre-
sented before the committee, charged,
first, that highway construction con-
tractors exploited their workers by the
payment of starvation wages; second,
that contractors imported workers from
low-wage areas and dislocated the local
economy; and third, that they refused to
be organized by the unions. Or to quote
them:

With accelerated highway construction, in-
tensifiled competition and entry of new firms
into the field, we have witnessed the revival
of the same inhuman conditions of the
1920's, for already these predatory con-
tractors' tent caravans have dotted the land-
scapes of Federal-ald highway projects in
Maine, New Hampshire, Massachusetts,
Maryland, Pennsylvania, Indiana, Delaware,
New Mexico, Arizona, and other States, sole-
1y because of their ability to obtain Jobs by
undercutting prevalling wage rates and im-
porting distant cheap labor. Not only are
some localities distressed with serious unems-
ployment problems because of industry emi-
grating to low-wage areas, but this unem-
ployment has been intensified by these con-
struction crews immigrating from low-wage
areas.

Or, as was further testified concern-
ing Texas:

The very worst labor laws that exist in this
entire country, and which would actually
drive us back to slavery, exist in Texas now.

The absurdity of such statements must
be self-evident to every Member of this
Congress who is aware of the relatively
high wages and earnings of highway-
construetion workers today, whether
union or nonunion, as compared with
workers in other industries. In support
‘of this statement, we call your attention
to information in the record of these
hearings containing wage studies by the
Bureau of Labor Statistics and informa-
tion from the Department of Labor and
the Department of Commerce on wages
and earnings in highway construction.
The specific examples cited by labor in
the testimony completely repudiate the
allegations. But, before treating such
an example, the Members should also
know that in many instances the hear-
ings contain flat contradictions, plain

‘misstatements of fact, evasive answers,

and failure to provide additional infor-
mation as promised. But most serious
and disturbing of all, which the Members
of Congress should know, was the mis-
representation of information contained

in court records, to which the labor wit- -

nesses continually referred, knowing all
the time these documents contained in-
formation’ to the contrary.

However, it would be that labor's law=-
yer and spokesman at these hearings was
misinformed and did not intend to ma-
liciously misrepresent and distort the
facts when testifying before our commit-

-tee in citing their foremost example of
-employer exploitation; but the record

speaks for itself, and your attention
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is respectfully called to the printed
hearings.

. In particular, the foremost example
presented was Pennsylyania highway
project F-161 (7) at Aliquippa, Beaver
County, Pa., whose contractor was the
Nello Teer Co. The basic charges made
against the contractor were: First, using
workers imported into Pennsylvania from
low-wage areas; second, discriminating
against union labor; and, third, paying
wages which were less than local union
rates. The court record showed the
facts to be just opposite to the repre-
sentations made by the witness, and are
as follows: First, 300 workers were not
imported from North Carolina to this
job to be paid lower wages, as charged,
but rather only 5 persons were brought
to this job, and they were key personnel.
The rest of the workers were local resi-
dents. Second, the record showed no
discrimination against union labor, but
that the contractor had a contract with
the United Construction Workers of Dis-
frict 50, affiliate of United Mine Workers
of America, and not the AFL-CIO, which
evidently is the cause for the entire griev-
ance of the AFL-CIO. Third, the court
record showed wages were not less than
the prevailing wage, but equal to union
scale or higher, and complied with the
laws of the State of Pennsylvania.

The record further showed that the
AFL-CIO imported 300 pickets from
other areas, mainly Pittsburgh, who
picketed the job and who through vio=
lence and wanton lawlessness forced the
contractor’s employees of district 50 to
leave their equipment and the job.

The violence and lawlessness arising in
this jurisdictional warfare brings to
focus again that the consideration of this
entire wage-fixing provision should be
before the Labor Committee and should
be investigated at greater length. The
court record also shows that the con-
tractor, Nello Teer, was forced to get an
injunction stopping the violence and per-
mitting the resumption of work. When
the union refused to abide by the in-

‘junction, an NLRB ruling was requested

which then forced the AFL-CIO to a
consent decree. As another self-contra-
diction before our committee the AFIL-

CIO labor lawyer never protested nor
.charged that any employee received less

than the prevailing wage until coming
before our committee. It is readily ap-
parent that it is not the prevailing wage
they want as they so frequently proclaim,
but rather the complete organization of

‘highway construction work by the AFL—~

CIO, even to the point of throwing out
another union. ]
Based on this example at Aliquippa,

'.which labor selected as exemplary, we on

the committee and other Members of

‘Congress may well ask why the Davis~

Bacon provision should be included in the
highway bill. The Aliquippa case was

presented by labor itself as a good ex-

ample of why Federal wage fixing was

needed. The court record proves just
the contrary, FPurther, it leaves unan=

swered why the AFL-CIO has the temer-
ity to appear before a committee of

.Congress and mislead the committee.
Further, the witness leaves unanswered,
.but the record does not, why the AFL—
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CIO is dissatisfied. The reason, as
borne out in the testimony, is simply
interunion warfare. The record shows
that the AFL-CIO disapproves the con-
tractor’s making a contract with the con-
struction workers of the United Mine
Workers Union. Could it be that the
AFL-CIO further believes that the adop-
tion of the Davis-Bacon provision would
permit the AFL-CIO, a nationwide union,
to extend union control throughout the
rural districts of our several States in
competition with the United Mine Work-
ers construction workers? Surely the
highway bill now under consideration is
not to be the vehicle to provide such
competitive union expansion with disre-
gard for what is right and decent and has
so sucecessfully operated in the past.
Nor should legislative action be taken
based on such contradictory evidence.
Is, therefore, the Davis-Bacon provision
needed in the construction of hichways?
The answer is obviously “No."”

Looking to the details of the Davis-
Bacon provision itself, it is obvious that,
first, it could well destroy the authority
and present excellent operation of the
48 State highway departments. Cer-
tainly it would violate a time-honored
State right. Further, the multitudinous
job eclassifications, 250 and more, which
the AFL-CIO want in order to protect
their jurisdictional claims, would require
many additional Government adminis-
trators, requiring time, and resulting in
delay in the construction of highways.

It appears there would be, without
question, many jurisdictional disputes
over job classifications and work assign-
ments. Thousands of rulings by the
Secretary of Labor would result in many
protests which could require Labor De-
partment hearings, resulting in further
delay. Should a contractor classify a
worker contrary to the Labor Depart-
ment’s ruling, the result would be the
blacklisting of the contractor and the
possible cancellation of contract.

Most dangerous of all, there is no ap-
peal from the ruling of the Secretary of
Labor which violates the most basic of
American principles, the constitutional
separation and balance of powers. This
is bureaucracy in its most dangerous
form and is antithetical to all that Amer-
jecans hold dear concerning freedom and
the role of Government. Congress saw
fit to amend the Walsh-Healey Act—a
law similar to the Davis-Bacon Act—
providing for judicial review of actions
of the Secretary of Labor, but his deci-
sions under the Davis-Bacon Act go un-
restrained and unchecked, regardless of
how capricious or arbitrary they may be.
It cannot be said that the Labor Depart-
ment hearings are equivalent to judicial
review, for the Secretary of Labor in such
hearings is at the same time the prose-
cutor, the judge, and jury. This again
proves that the subject matter of Davis-
Bacon or Federal wage fixing should be
handled by the House Labor Committee
which might well investigate the lack of
jurisdictional review and the maladmin-
istration of this labor law by the Labor
Department.

How about the increased cost of high-
ways if the Davis-Bacon were added? It
is variously estimated at two or four bil-
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lion dollars, which means less highway
for the money expended. The unifortu-
nate part is that the administrative and
bureaucratic red tape, which Federal
-wage fixing entails, causes waste from
which no one benefits and for which the
taxpayer must bear the burden. Even as
many Members of Congress understand
that the Public Works Committee would
not increase authorizations, it is equally
true that the Public Works Commitiee
does not intend and should not cut the
mileage of highway construction, which
we feel will result from the increased
cost of the Davis-Bacon provision.

Also, the local economies of our Nation
would be knocked out of balance with
the imposition of incorrect wage rates
from Washington. No Federal admin-
istrator can be as accurate as the State
and local authorities determining the
prevailing wages. In this huge high-
way expenditure of money, 90 percent of
which comes from the Federal Govern=-
ment, can anyone seriously and honestly
contend that the States would under-
pay their own people by predetermining
less than the prevailing wage?

Finally, as to labor itself, where is col-
lective bargaining at this point? Is wage
setting by the Secretary of Labor the
good example of collective bargaining
which the union witness proclaimed, or
is it the reverse and destroys collective
bargaining? Do workers want this,
really? If wages are set by the Secretary
of Labor and not by bargaining—since
the wages would be set with or without
union activity at the job site—cannot
the Secrctary also bureaucratically dic-
tate wages to labor not of their liking?
Could it be that the proponents of Davis-
Bacon rider want to put the power of
wage fixing in highway work in the Sec-
retary of Labor ard have “this Federal
administrator fix their wages because
they can control the fixer,” as a most
prominent Member of Congress and fore-
most authority speculated in testifying
before our committee?

Members of Congress should bear in
mind that the proponents of the Davis-
Bacon rider have not only the present
wording of the Davis-Bacon Act in mind
but also some dangerous amendments to
this law which are contained in H. R.
4566 now pending before the House Labor
Committee. Among other things this bill
not only would require the payment of
prevailing wage rates as determined by
the Secretary of Labor but also all sorts
of fringe benefits, welfare payments,
pension payments, and working condi-
tions which may be found to be prevail=-
ing by the Secretary of Labor. His power
would be greatly increased under this
bill. Under such amendments to Davis-
Bacon a powerful union could have its
wage rates and working conditions com-
plied with as a condition of obtaining
Federal or Federal-aid contract regard-
less of whether that union represented
the workmen in the area. Further,
H. R. 4566 would require the payment
of time and one-half after 8 hours a
day and would extend the Davis-Bacon
Act, as amended, to the entire Federal-
State highway system and not just to
the interstate system as the union wit-
ness as-ured the committee.
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It is not a question alone of misad-
ministration or maladministration by
the Labor Department. This is simply
a field better left to the States.

If there is any doubt left as to what
the real purpose of the proponents of
the Davis-Bacon provision is, may I eall
to your attention a significant develop-

.ment in the Public Works Committee in

which the principle of prevailing wages
was rejected in a States rights proposal.
Specifically, this States rights amend-
ment would have required the payment
of prevailing wages on the Interstate
System as determined by the appropriate
State authority. Because this would
protect States rights and the individual
worker it was rejected in favor of Federal
wage fixing by a Washington official.
This States rights amendment reads:

All laborers and mechanics employed by
contractors and subcontractors on the initial
construction work performed on highway
projects on the interstate system authorized
under section 108 of this act shall be paid
wages at rates not less than those prevailing
on the same type of work in the immediate
locality. Such prevailing wages shall be pre=
determined by the State highway depart-
ment or other proper State agency, and shall
be set out in each project advertisement for
bids and each bid proposal form, and shall
also be made a part of contract covering each
project.

DAVIS-BACON NOT NEEDED

The sefting of wage rates on State
highway contracts is not in the realm
of Federal Government and experience
shows, documented by the testimony we
heard, that the Davis-Bacon provision
should not be a part of this highway bill.
Eitlxlerefore, it should be stricken from the

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. Porr].

Mr. POFF. Mr. Chairman, I take this
time only to direct a question to the rank-
ing minority member of the committee.
I believe the answer is'known to all, but
I want to elarify the record as to whether
or not a new highway cutting across a
right-of-way owned by a utility would
not require reimbursement of the utility.
As T understand it, whether section 113
is in or out of the bill the utility would
be reimbursed just like any other private
property owner. Is that correct?
beMr. DONDERO. I think they would

Mr. POFF. And in such case would
not reimbursement include the cost of
acquiring a new right-of-way and the
cost of relocating the facilities less sal-
vage, of course?

Mr. DONDERO. It all depends upon
the situation. I look upon it this way,
that this bill proposes to reimburse costs
where costs were incurred by the estab-
lishment of the interstate system and no
doubt the gentleman’s proposal would
come under that interpretation.

Mr. POFF. Yes; the utility owning the
property right in the right-of-way, would
be treated as a private individual owning
a house situated on the proposed right-
of-way of a new highway.

Mr. DONDERO. Approximately that
is correct. We have no further requests
for time, Mr. Chairman.
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The CHAIRMAN. TUnder the rule, the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. COOPER]
will be recognized for 1 hour, and the
gentleman from New York [Mr. REep]
for 1 hour to control time allocated to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 15 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Tennessee is recognized.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to discuss and explain the
provisions of title IT of H. R. 10660. As
you know, title IT of the bill had its
origin in H. R. 9075 which was intro-
duced by the gentleman from Louisiana
[Mr. Bocgs]. As amended by the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, H. R. 9075
was ordered reported unanimously on
March 19, 1956—House Report 1899,
In rewriting the bill in executive ses-
sion, the Committee on Ways and Means
gave full consideration to the testimony
of the Secretaries of the Treasury and
Commerce and of the interested public
witnesses who appeared during the
course of the five days of public hearings
held in connection with the bill.

H. R. 9075 was combined with H. R.
8836, as amended by the Committee on
Public Works, in H. R. 10660 which was
introduced by the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. Farion] on April 19,
1956.

Title IT is substantively identical to
the provisions of H. R. 9075 as it was
reported by the Committee on Ways
and Means. On April 20, 1956, I fur-
nished the Chairman of the Committee
on Public Works an explanation of title
II for inclusion in the report on H. R.
10660. This explanation is the same as
the report of the Committee on Ways
and Means on H. R. 9075, except for
certain changes to reflect the fact that
H. R. 9075 has been included in H. R.
10660, and that two bills affected by
title II of H. R. 10660 have become law
since the Committee on Ways and Means
reported H. R. 8075. These bills are
now Public Laws 458 and 466, which
relate to the Tax Rate Extension Act of
1956 and the farmers' gasoline tax re-
fund respectively.

Title II of H. R. 10660 is designed to
raise sufficient revenue from new and
existing highway-user taxes to approxi-
mately match estimated Federal high-
way expenditures under H. R. 8836, the
Federal highway bill of 1958, as it was
introduced by the Honorable GEORGE
Farron. Therefore, the proposed high-
way program is self-financing. In this
connection it is important to note that
the Committee on Public Works has
made no change in the provisions of
H. R. 8836 as it now appears as title I
of I. R. 10660 which requires changes
in the revenue estimates contained in
the original report of the Committee on
Ways and Means on H. R. 9075 and in
the explanation furnished by the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means and incor-
porated in the report accompanying
H. R. 10660—House Report No. 2022.

To this end, title II of H. R. 10660
embodies a financing program which
utilizes certain existing or basic highway
taxes, increases in such taxes, and cer=
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tain new taxes. As I will shortly explain,

provision is made in title II for a high-

way trust fund into which will be paid

amounts equivalent to the designated

existing highway-user taxes, the in-

creases in such taxes, and the new taxes.
EXISTING TAXES

The existing or basic highway-user
taxes which will be utilized for financing
the proposed Federal highway program
under the provisions of title II are:

First. Gasoline, diesel fuel, and special
motor fuels, which are taxed under ex-
isting law at 2 cents per gallon;

Second. Tires and inner tubes, which
are taxed under existing law at the rate
of 5 and 9 cents per pound, respectively.

NEW AND INCREASED TAXES

The new revenue sources are:

First. A 1-cent-a-gallon increase in
the gasoline, special motor fuel, and
diesel fuel taxes, raising these taxes to
3 cents; -

Second. Aninecrease of 3 cents a pound
in the tax on tires of the type used on
highway wvehicles, as well as a new tax
of 3 cents a pound on camelback for
retreading such tires;

Third. A 2 percentage point increase
in the manufacturers’ tax on trucks,
buses, and truck trailers; and

Fourth. A new annual tax of $1.50 per
1,000 pounds of taxable gross weight on
the use of trucks and buses weighing over
26,000 pounds which are registered—or
required to be registered—for use on
highways.

The rate changes made by the tax in-
creases detailed above, and the rates ap-
plicable to the new taxes as well are ef-
fective for the 16-year period July 1,
1956, through June 30, 1972.

The provisions of Public Law 458, H. R.
9166, the Tax Rate Extension Act of 1956,
which extends the rates on gasoline,
diesel fuel, and special motor fuels of 2
cents per gallon, together with the exist-
ing rate of 8 percent on trucks, buses,
and truck trailers, to April 1, 1957, are
taken into account.

I would like to say just a few words
in explanation of each of the increased
or new taxes:

1. DIESEL AND SPECIAL MOTOR FUELS

The tax on diesel fuel already applies
only in the case of diesel-powered high-
way vehicles: Title IT makes no change
in this. The tax on special motor fuels
at the present time applies in the case of
fuel used for the propulsion of motor
vehicles, motorboats, and airplanes,
however, the bill provides that the new
3-cent tax is to apply only to special
motor fuel used in the propulsion of mo-
tor vehicles. The tax on special motor
fuel used in the propulsion of motor-
boats or airplanes will remain at 2 cents.
The effect of these provisions is to re-
lieve nonhighway type vehicles and other
equipment from the additional 1-cent-a-
gallon tax in the case of both the diesel
fuel and special motor fuel taxes.

Under the bill, the tax rates applicable
to diesel and special motor fuels will re-
vert to 115 cents a gallon on July 1, 1972,
the same rate which under Public Law
458 will be effective on April 1, 1957.
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2. GASOLINE

Title IT increases the tax on gasoline
from 2 to 3 cents a gallon. However, this
3-cent-per-gallon rate will apply only
in the case of gasoline for use in high-
way type vehicles. As in the case of
diesel and special motor fuels, nonhigh-
way type vehicles and equipment will be
relieved from the additional 1-cent-a-
gallon tax.

The 3-cent-a-gallon tax on gasoline
will revert to 1'% cents a gallon on July 1,
1972.

3. TIRES, INNER TUBES, AND TREAD RUEBBER

The bill divides tires into two cate-
gories:

First. Those of the type used on high-
way vehicles, which would be taxed at
the rate of 8 cents a pound; and

Second. Tires used on nonhighway
vehicles, such as tractor tires, which will
continue to be taxed at 5 cents a pound.

No change is made in the 9 cents a
pound rate on inner tubes.

The new tax on tread rubber is levied
at the rate of 3 cents a pound. However,
an exemption is provided for tread rub-
ber which is sold for use otherwise than
in the retreading of tires of the type
used on higchway-type vehicles.

In general, a hichway vehicle is a ve-
hiele whieh, if new, would be subject to
the manufacturers’ excise on trucks,
buses, passenger cars, and so forth, or
which is a motorcyele. This, of course,
means that tires, such as bicycle tires,
will not be subject to the increased tax
of 3 cents per pound proposed under the
bill. This will also be the case with re-
spect to tread rubber since that tax will
apply only in the case of tread rubber
sold for use in the retreading of tires of
the type used on highway vehicles.

On July 1, 1972, the tax on highway
vehicle tires will revert to 5 cents a
pound, and the new tax on tread rubber
will become inapplicable.

4. TRUCKS, EUSES, TRUCK TRATLERS, ETC.

At the present time the ad valorem
tax on trucks, buses, and truck trailers
is 8 percent of the manufacturers’ sales
price. The bill raises this rate to 10 per-
cent for the period June 30, 1956, to July
1, 1972, when a 5-percent rate becomes
effective.

5. SPECIAL TAX ON HEAVY HIGHWAY VEHICLES

The new tax on the use of heavy trucks
and buses will be applicable to vehicles
which are registered or required to be
registered for use on the public highways
and which weigh more than 26,000
pounds, The rate for this tax is $1.50
per year for each 1,000 pounds of taxable
gross weight, or fraction thereof. Thus,
a truck having a taxable gross weight of
slightly more than 26,000 pounds would
pay the minimum tax of $40.50.

An exemption is provided from this
transit buses if the bus in question is of
use tax in the case of mass or local
the transit type, and at least 60 percent
of the passenger fare revenue of the bus
system involved is attributable to fares
which are exempt from the excise tax on
transportation of persons on the grouncs
that such fares do not exceed 35 cents
or are commutation fares,
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6. FLOOR-STOCK TAXES

Floor-stock taxes are provided with re-
spect to the additional taxes and the new
tax on tread rubber. They apply to in-
ventories of dealers on hand on July 1,
1956, of—first, trucks, truck trailers,
buses, and so forth, 2 percent; second,
tires of the type used on highway ve-
hicles, 3 cents a pound; third, tread rub-
ber, 3 cents a pound; and fourth, gaso-
line, 1 cent a gallon but not applicable
to retail inventories.

The floor-stock tax imposed on tread
rubber will not apply to tread rubber
used otherwise than in the retreading of
tires of the type used on highway
vehicles.

Floor-stock refunds are provided in
the bill with respect to inventories, on
hand on July 1, 1972, of the same items
on which the floor-stock taxes are im-
posed.

To the extent administratively feasi-
ble, the new taxes and the increased taxes
are limited to hichway users. Generally,
this is accomplished in the bill by basing
the new and additional taxes upon fuels,
tires, and so forth, sold for use in con-
nection with highway-type vehicles. If
this were not the case, extremely diffi-
cult apportionment problems would re-
sult. For example, it would be impossible
to determine how much of a tire's life
had been used on the public highways
until the tire was entirely worn out.
Complicating this difficulty is the fact
that tires are often retreaded until the
carcass is incapable of further use,

REFUNDS OR CREDITS

Special refunds or credits have been
provided in the bill to cover cases where
gasoline, diesel fuel, or special motor fuel,
which is sold at the rate of 3 cents a gal-
lon on the assumption that it would be
used in hishway vehicles or motor ve-
hicles is used or resold for use for other
purposes which, therefore, should be
taxed at 2 cents a gallon. Similarly, a
refund or credit is provided to cover the
case of tread rubber which is taxed at 3
cents a pound, and subseguently used or
resold for use otherwise than in retread-
ing tires of the type used on highway ve-
hicles.

The bill also provides a refund or credit
for the additional 1-cent-a-gallon tax on
gasoline, diesel, and special motor fuels
used by local trancit systems, but only if
at least 60 percent of the total passenger
fare revenue—excluding tax—of the sys-
tem is derived from fares which are
exempt from the transportation tax
under section 4262 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954. Under section
4262, commutation and season tickets
and single fares of 35 cents or less are
exempt from tax. The refund or credit
thus allowed to local transit systems will
be at the same ratio as the passenger fare
revenues exempt from tax bears to the
total passenger fare revenues of the
transit system. As mentioned above,
transit buses are also exempt from the
tax on heavy trucks and buses.

TRUST FUND

The bill creates a fund to be known as
the highway trust fund. In most re-
spects, the highway trust fund thus es-
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tablished is to be handled in a manner
similar to that provided for the trust fund
for the old-age and survivors insurance
program, Generally, the highway trust
fund will consist of the receipts of all of
the basic, additional, and new taxes im-
posed by title IT of H. R. 10660 for the
period beginning July 1, 1956, and ending
June 30, 1972. These include, first, the
2-cent basic and the 1-cent per gallon
increase in the tax on gasoline, diesel,
and special motor fuels; second, the 5-
cent basic and 3-cent per pound increase
in the tax on tires; third, the 2 percent-
age point increase in the manufacturers’
excise tax on trucks, buses, and truck
trailers; fourth, the new tax on tread
rubber; fifth, the use tax on heavy trucks
and buses; and sixth, the floor stock taxes
imposed by the bill.

The bill further provides that funds
may be appropriated from the general
fund of the Treasury to the trust fund,
as repayable advances, when required to
meet the expenditures incurred under
the higchway program propcsed in title
I of H. R. 10660. Provision is also made
for the repayment of such advances out
of the trust fund to the general fund at
such time as the Secretary of the Treas-
ury determines that moneys are available
in the trust fund for such purpose. Ex-
cess funds in the trust fund are to be in-
vested in Government obligations at in-
terest and advances are to be repaid with
interest.

Since the administration has taken the
revenues derived from the basic taxes on
motor fuels, tires, tubes, and frucks,
buses, and truck trailers into acecount in
its budget estimates for the fiscal year
1957, it was necessary to make certain
adjustments with respect to these basic
taxes to avoid an adverse effect on the
budget for that year. To this end title IT
of H. R. 10660 provides that only those
amounts which are reeceived from such
taxes after June 30, 1956, and attribut-
able to liabilities incurred after that
date are to be paid into the trust fund.
In addition, it is provided that the basic
tax of 5 cents per pound on tires and the
9 cents per pound basic tax on tubes will
not be paid into the trust fund until after
June 30, 1957,

~Another adjustment is made necessary
by the fact that the bill fixes the manu-
facturers’ excise tax on trucks, buses, and
truck trailers at 10 percent of the manu-
facturers’ sales price until June 30, 1972,
The present rate of this tax is 8 percent
and, while it was scheduled to revert to
5 percent on April 1 of this year, Public
Law 458, the Tax Rate Extension Act
of 1956, extends the 8-percent rate until
April 1, 1957. Therefore, for the fiscal
year 1958 and subsequent years the trust
fund receipts will also include 3 percent-
age points of the ad valorem tax on
trucks, huses, and truck trailers, or a
total of 50 percent of the receipts derived
from that tax.

Because of the adjustments referred
to above, the provisions of title IT will
have no adverse effect upon the budget
for the fiscal year 1957.

Under the bill, amounts in the trust
fund are to be available, to the extent
provided by appropriation acts, for ex-
penditures after June 30, 1956, and be-
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fore July 1, 1972, to meet obligations of
the United States incurred under title I
to the extent the expenditures are at-
tributable to Federal-aid highways. The
total of such expenditures is estimated
at $37,308 million. Tax receipts under
title IT are estimated at $38,498 million
for the 16-year period covered by the bill,
Thus, tax allocations into the trust fund
are expected to exceed highways expend-
itures by-$1,190 million. However, since
it is estimated that interest to ke paid
on repayable advances made from the
general fund of the Treasury to the trust
fund will amount to $674 million, a net
balance of $591 million will remain for
additional highway expenditures in 1970
and subsequent years.

I should point out that revenues have
been forecast on a conservative basis,
while expenditures have been estimated
on a liberal basis so that in all probability
an even larger balance may result and
be available for additional highway ex-
penditures.

Title IT contains a declaration of policy
to the effect that it is the intention of
Congress to bring about a balance of
total receipts and total expenditures of
the trust fund for the entire period in-
volved, and states that if it hereafter
appears that this balance will not be ob-
tained, then Congress is to enact legis-
lation in order to bring about such bal-
ance.

STUDIES

While the Committee on Ways and
Means believes that the existing taxes,
the new taxes, and the additional taxes
reflected in title II of H. R. 10660 is the
most equitable distribution of the tax
burden among classes of highway users
which can be obtained on the basis of
present information, and while the bill
imposes a special tax on heavy vehicles,
the inadequacy of present data makes it
difficult to determine with certainty
whether or not more of a differential be=
tween classes of highway users is desir-
able, Therefore, the Committee on
‘Ways and Means has called for the prep-
aration of studies which will make such
determinations possible in the future,
To this end, title IT requires the Secre-
tary of Commerce, in cooperation with
other Federal agencies, and with the
State hichway departments to make a
study of the effects of highway use by
various classes of users; and based on
such effects the proportionate share of
design, construction, and maintenance
costs attributable to each of the various
classes of highway users, together with
the direct and indirect benefits derived
by each class of users.

The Committee on Ways and Means
has agreed to establish a subcommittee to
receive this study, to examine its con-
clusions and make such recommenda-
tions for the redistribution of the tax
burden as appears advisable in the light
of this study.

I urge the House to pass H. R. 10660.
The roads which will be built by the rev-
enues which will be produced under title
II are long overdue. The American
people will derive large benefits in per-
sonal safety, convenience and an in-
creased flow of goods and commerce un--
der the provisions of this bill.
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Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COOPER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. On page 72 of the report
I find this language:

Under H. R. 9075 all of the present tire
and tube taxes and 37', percent of the pres-
ent manufacturers’ excise taxes on trucks
and buses will be diverted from the general
revenue to the highway fund after July 1,
1957,

What becomes of the rest of the tax?

Mr. COOPER. Up until the time that
the trust fund comes into operation it
continues as at present, but after that
date, generally speaking, all of the new
increased taxes go into the trust fund.
The tire and tube taxes together with
half of the tax on trucks, buses, and
trailers, will go into the trust fund, ef-
fective July 1, 1957.

Mr. GROSS. But only 37% percent.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COOPER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Arkansas.

Mr. MILLS. The answer, I think, to
the gentleman’s question is that the re-
maining 50 percent of the overall excise
tax on trucks, buses, and trailers, goes
into the general fund, as all of it does
now.

Mr. COOPER. Just as at present.

Mr. GROSS. That is what I feared.
You are continuing the cld policy of not
earmarking all the funds which come
from the various taxes upon the opera-
tors of motor vehicles. We are not dedi-
cating all of that to road-building pur-
poses, are we?

Mr. MILLS. The gentleman from
Towa will be interested in knowing that
the tax on trucks and heavy vehicles of
that sort which is now 8 percent reverts
to 5 percent on April 1, 1957, under ex-
isting law. We are making that tax
10 percent for a period of 16 years, We
are leaving in the general fund that part
of the tax that under permanent law
goes to the general fund at the present
time, but the extra 50 percent we are
earmarking and putting in this trust.
We are earmarking and putting in the
trust the 3 cents on gasoline. We are
doing that for motor fuels. We are do-
ing that after July 1, 1957 for the tax on
tires and tubes. So that we are ear-
marking actually more for this fund
than the Secretary of the Treasury sug-
gests that we should earmark for it.

Mr. GROSS. Is the gentleman going
to speak on this proposal?

Mr. MILLS. I did notintend to.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 15 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, our distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Ways
and Means [Mr. Coorer]l has made a
very exhaustive presentation of the tech-
nicalities of the bill. At this point I
want to say to the House that he de-
serves great credit for the fine way in
which he conducted the hearings on the
revenue features of this bill. I also want
to commend the members of both the
minority and majority for their patience
and hard work on this bill.

Mr. MILLS. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. REED of New York. I yield to the
gentleman from Arkansas.

Mr. MILLS. I would like the House
to know that the able and tireless as-
sistance of the gentleman from New
York was most valuable in framing the
revenue features of this bill. He offered
several amendments in the committee
during executive session that helped
considerably to improve the revenue fea-
tures of this program. The House
should know that and I want to take
this opportunity of so advising the
House.

Mr. REED of New York. I thank the
gentleman very much.

Mr. COOPER. Mr.Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. REED of New York. I yield.

Mr. COOPER. I certainly concur in
the remarks that have just been made.
I know my good friend, the distinguished
gentleman from New York, the ranking
minority member and former chairman
of our committee, joins with me in feel-
ing a great degree of pride in the fact
that this bill was reported unanimously
by our committee. This was due in no
small part to his constructive work.

Mr. REED of New York. I am happy
that it was so reported. I thank the
gentleman very much.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly support
President Eisenhower's recommenda-
tions for an interstate highway system.
I believe that legislation to give effect
to his recommendation has already been
too long delayed. For this reason, I sup-
port H. R. 10660 because it appears
to form the only practical basis for legis-
lation at this time.

The Nation badly needs the bold ap-
proach to the highway program which
President Eisenhower’s recommenda-

tions represent. We all know that our

highway system is badly out of date.
Its present inadequacy is stifling the
natural growth of our economy. Our
present road system is taking a tragic
toll of human lives. It is high time that
this Congress take vigorous action to
correct this situation.

Those of us from New York State know
from personal experience the tremen-
dous advantages of a modern highway
system. The New York State Thru-
way will cover 427 miles when com-
pleted. Already, it has been estimated
that the throughway has resulted in
the construction of more than $150 mil-
lion worth of new enterprices, with an
annual payroll of more than $100 mil-
lion. These new enterprises have been
estimated to employ about 30,000 peo-
ple, and they range from a $4 million
television assembly plant at Batavia,
N. Y., to a $30 million shopping center at
Yonkers, N. ¥. This impetus to the
economy of our State is truly extraor-
dinary when it is realized that the
throughway has not yet been completed.

Moreover, the thruway has resulted
in greater speed and efficiency of trans-
portation, combined with more economi-
cal operation. Not only has this been
accomplished, but the accident rate has
dropped in a truly extraordinary fashion.
The accidental death rate on the
Thruway for 1955 was 2.8 per 100 mil-
lion vehicle-miles, compared to a rate
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of 5.3 for New York State as a whole, and
6.5 for the United States. In other
words, Mr, Chairman, this great new
road has on the average cut in half the
terrible accident toll which is occurring
on our Nation's highways. Therefore,
in terms of the preservation of human
values, the proposed highway program of
President Eisenhower deserves the sup-
port of all.

As has already been explained to the
membership of this House, this bill con-
tains a tax program designed to pay for
the proposed highway system. I do not
like to impose any new taxes upon the
American people who are already over-
burdened in this regard. However, I
support the tax program contained in
this bill, although reluctantly, because
I have become convinced that it forms
the only basis upon which this essential
highway program can be enacted. I do
find some consolation in the fact that
the increased tax costs to the average
American will be more than made up by
savings derived by him from the in-
creased efliciency and safety of our roads.

The Committee on Ways and Means
endeavored to distribute this new tax
burden in as fair a manner as possible.
When the bill was introduced, the new
taxes fell equally on all highway users,
The same tax increases applied to small
tires and large truck tires equally. The
same tax increase applied to gasoline and
diesel fuel. In other words, exactly the
same tax increase applied to the heavy-
truck operator as applied to the average
motorist. In my opinion, this was un-
fair. I do not think there can be any
argument over the fact that big trucks
wear out the roads faster than does the
average passenger car. For this reason,
I offered an amendment to require the
heavy interstate type of truck to pay a
somewhat larger portion of the cost of
this program. This amendment which
the committee adopted and which is con-
tained in H. R. 10660, simply imposes
a tax of $1.50 for each thousand pounds
of weight of trucks whose gross weight
is 26,000 pounds or more. This new tax
will bring in between $800 million and
$200 million over the life of the program.

I would like to summarize briefly the
other tax provisions in the bill. First,
the present 2 cents per gallon tax on
gasoline, diesel fuel, and special motor
fuels, is increased to 3 cents. Secondly.
the present 5 cents per pound tax on
tires is increased to 8 cents. Third, a
new tax of 3 cents per pound is imposed
on tread rubber. It will be seen that this
new 3 cents tax is egual to the 3 cents
increase in tax on new tires. The com-
mittee was of the opinion that this ac-
tion would serve to maintain the present
competitive relationship between new
tires and retread tires. Fourth, the
present 8-percent manufacturer’s excise
tax on trucks, busses, trailers, and so
forth, is increased to 10 percent. Fi-
nally, the bill imposes the new use tax
on heavy trucks which I have already
described.

I believe that it is important to em-
phasize that the bill provides for the
establishment of a highway trust fund.
The receipts from the taxes levied to
finance this program will be required to
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be placed in this trust fund. The exist-
ence of this fund will insure that these
receipts will not be diverted to other
purposes. Moreover, it will make it
easier for the Congress as well as the
public to know exactly how much the
program is costing and to determine to
what extent the costs are being met on a
pay-as-we-build basis.

One aspect of this bill has given me
as well as other members of our commit-
tee considerable concern. The majority
has described this bill as a pay-as-we-go
program. To some extent, it is. How-
ever, in certain important respects, it is
not. For example, all of the present tire
and tube taxes and a substantial por-
tion of the present excise tax on trucks
and busses will be diverted from the
general revenue to the highway fund
after July 1, 1957. These taxes together
amount to about $5 billion over the re-
maining life of the trust fund ending in
1972. The diversion of these taxes,
which have always been regarded as
ordinary excise taxes available for gen-
eral purposes, will require new taxes of
an equivalent amount to make up the
deficiency in the general fund or will
prevent general tax relief of this same
amount. Therefore, the Congress must
recoghize that the diversion of these
taxes to the highway fund represents a
departure from the pay-as-we-build
theory of raising new money to pay for
the new expenditures required by the
highway program.

I am heartily in favor of this bill and
T hope it will pass the House by unani-
mous vote.

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. REED of New York., I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I
was able to atténd most of the meetings
held in connection with the tax provi-
sions of this very important piece of leg-
islation. Every moment I was there the
distinguished former chairman of the
Ways and Means Committee, now ihe
ranking minority Member, was present,
and he contributed greatly to the pro-
ceedings in connection with this vital
proposal of national interest. I com-
mend him to the country for the con-
tinued sacrifices he is making on behalf
of good government for all of the people
of our country.

Mr. REED of New York. I t_hank the
gentleman.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
15 minutes to the genfleman from Lou-
isiana [Mr, BoGaGs].

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Chairman, I do not
plan to take all of this 15 minutes, as it
is quite obvious that most of the Mem-
bers of this body understand this legis-
lation and seem to be in favor of it. By
way of a review, however, I should like
to point out some of the steps which have
finally brought us to this happy state.

Last year you will recall the other body
passed a bill which did not incorporate
any revenue measures. Legislation was
then introduced in this body and was
referred to the Committee on Public
Works.' Thereupon the Chairman of the
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Ways and Means Committee appointed
a subcommittee which met with the Pub-
lic Works Committee in an effort to draft
the revenue provisions of the then Fallon
bill.

Serving as chairman of that subcom-
mittee it soon became rather obvious to
me what the main problems were. No. 1
was whether or not we should consider or
accept the bond proposal.

No. 2 was: If we accepted a pay-as-
you-go proposal, what type of proposal
should it be? And that involved a dis-
cussion of rate differentials and of other
matters. Both in committee and subse-
quently on the floo> of this body the bond
proposal was rejected. I think this body
was wise in so rejecting that proposal,
because had we adopted it we would have
spent about $11 billion or £12 billion in
interest over a 30-year period and in
addition we would not have gotten as
many roads as we will get under this pro-
posal. At the same time we also reject-
ed the financing proposals incorporated
in the Fallon bill last year.

This year, starting over again, the au-
thorization proposals went to the Public
Works Committee and the taxing pro-
posals went to the Ways and Means
Committee. We conducted very exten-
sive hearings on the taxing proposals.
I have been very pleased to note all of
the compliments which have been paid
here this afternoon. I think it is in order
to compliment the members of the staff
of the Treasury Department, of the re-
spective committees, of the Joint Com-
mittee on Internal Revenue Taxation,
and the Department of Commerce, and
the Bureau of Roads. Those gentlemen
had a very difficult task indeed: The
problem of estimating revenues over a
15- or 16-year period to say the least is a
unique one. The problem of estimating
contractual costs and construction costs
over a similar period of time was equally
difficult. The problem of estimating cost
differentials between different types of
users of the highway was another prob-
lem that was certainly very difficult.
And all of these other items, the ex-
emptions particularly which we have
written into this bill were matters that
required the most astute technical
knowledge, and in that endeavor we also
had, as usual, the very able assistance of
the Legislative Counsel’s office.

So I believe this legislation is in its
rather happy state today as compared to
last year because: No. 1, there has been
a general recognition on the part of
Members of this body that one of the
things that this Nation needs in its eco-
nomic development and in its vast ex-
pansion is a highway program.

No. 2: The sound way to get that pro-
gram is to pay for it over the period
during which we are building it.

So, having reached that fundamental
agreement our problera was not too dif-
ficult thereafter. I must say also that
generally the industries that are being
taxed, as well as the motorists, have
come in through their spokesmen and
have given their assent and their ap-
proval to this legislation. The rubber
manufacturers, the automobile manu-
facturers, the truckers and the others
have all recognized the vital importance
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of this legislation to our country and to
our pepole. I repeat, that we find our-
selves more or less in agreement this
afternoon because there has been gen-
eral agreement in the country and a
general recognition of the necessity for
facing this problem.

Just by way of emphasis, I should like
to point out several things that we have
done in this legislation which I think
mark very significant steps in the right
direction.

No. 1: The creation of the so-called
highway trust fund. For a great many
years now highway users have com-
plained, and I think with some justifi-
cation since the conclusion of World
War II and the Korean conflict, that
vast revenues were being collected from
them but were not being used for pur-
poses of building highways. This bill
recognizes that complaint and it estab-
lishes the highway trust fund which
dedicates most of these funds to high-
Waiy construction and for that purpose
only.

The fund is set up by and large on the
same theory and under the same type
of basic administration as the social
security trust fund. It is fiscally sound
and is solvent over the 1C-year period.

The other points of great significance
have been the fact that we have ordered
a fair and comprehensive study of high-
way costs as compared to use. I would
like to pay particular tribute to the gen-
tleman from Arkansas [Mr, MiLus] who
suggested that study. In my opinion,
it will be invaluable to the Congress in
years to come because we provide in the
bill before us that succeeding Congresses
will take a look at this program from
time to time.

I might point out also, that through-
out, in the matter of financing we have
been highly conservative. It is very
difficult, of course, to estimate revenues
over a 15- or 16-year period, but
throughout those estimates we have
used averages which the respective in-
dustries tell us are highly conservative.
It is not improbable, it is even probable,
that our estimates are very low and the
yield from these revenues will exceed
our expectations. I might remind the
Members of this body that we have been
off on estimates in many things.

The Treasury Department estimates of
revenue receipts this year, for fiscal 1956,
prove to be off by $4.5 billion, and it
now appears that the estimates for next
year will also be off. So, if our economy
continues to expand—and I have every
reason to believe that it will—financially
we will be in very good shape to pay for
these roads and we will not be mort-
gaging our future to pay for them.

In addition to that, we were informed
by the Committee on Public Works, by
their experts, that their estimates were
considered liberal. By that I mean that
in projecting the costs over a period of
10 or 12 or 13 years they anticipated
certain increases in those costs which in
their judgment were liberal. So, we fig-
ured the costs high and the revenues low
in order to produce a sound piece of
legislation. X

Now, one final point, and I should
like to read these figures to all of you.
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The average motorist today is paying
only 10 cents out of each dollar spent
during the course of the year, because
he owns an automobile, for highways.
He is paying the other 90 cents for other
costs. Yet, the average motorist is to-
day paying for the roads which he ought
to have and does not in the form of in-
creased insurance costs which amount
to far more to the individual motorist
than all of the Federal and State high-
way users’ taxes paid by him combined.
I think few people realize that our safety
rate on the American highways has
dropped so low. I believe there were
something like 40,000 Americans killed
on the highways last year and billions
and billions of dollars of property dam-
age and other casualty losses. But the
rates have sunk so low that the average
motorist today is paying much more for
insurance than he is paying in user taxes
for his vehicle. Property damage, loss
of life, personal injuries, doctor and hos-
pital bills, loss of wages, increased costs
which the creeping pace of commerce
imposes, represent a fantastic burden
upon the commerce of our country to-
day. Now, it is estimated that these new
revenue measures will cost the average
motorist $8.83 a year. In exchange
therefor he will gain about $20 or a net
of about $12 in savings in insurance,
maintenance, less damage, less loss of
time and wages, and other reduced costs.
So, believe it or not, by building this
highway system the average motorist can
pay for it and save money at the same
time by reducing his other costs which
have become tremendous because of our
present antiquated highway system.

Mr. Chairman, I am very pleased, in-
deed, that as the result of the joint effort
of these two great committees and the
work of the staffs of these committees,
and the Treasury Department, and the
Commerce Department, and of both par-
ties working jointly we can soon, I hope,
present to the American people a high-
way program which will spell progress
for many years to come.

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BOGGS. I yield to the gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. HARDY. Iam grateful to the gen-
tleman for his comment about the self-
financing features of this program, and
I was particularly glad to hear the ob-
servation that the revenue estimates
were figured on the conservative side.

I would like to have an explanation of
something I do not quite understand in
the tabulation on page 53 of the report.
Do I understand from the last column
that it is anticipated that beginning in
the fiscal year 1962 there will be a deficit
in the financing of a little over half a
billion dollars, which will increase and
continue until 1972?

- Mr. BOGGS. Yes; the gentleman is
correct.
Mr., HARDY. So that the effeet will

be to temporarily increase the national
debt, in order to finance the highway
program?

Mr. BOGGS. That deserves a consid-
erable amount of explanation. Let me
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put it this way to the gentleman: Using
the estimates to which I have just re-
ferred as being highly conservative, the
program is fiscally sound over the 16-
yvear period. Of course, there will be
years in this program, unless it is
changed somewhere down the line, when
construction is at its peak, when we may
have temporary deficits. But under the
trust fund, in the surplus years—if the
gentleman will refer again to that same
chart at page 53, he will note that 1957,
1958, 1959, 1960, and 1961 are all surplus
years. In 1 year it amounts to over $1
billion. That money is invested in Gov-
ernment bonds at interest. In the deficit
years it is borrowed from the general
fund of the Treasury at interest. The
net, however, is a surplus over the 16-
year period, under our present estimates,
of over $% billion.

Mr. COOPER. There will be an excess
of receipts over expenditures of $1.19
billion not taking into account interest.

Mr, HARDY. I thank the gentleman
for that explanation. But on the as-
sumption that these estimates are con-
servative and that the revenues will
probably be in excess of what has been
estimated, it presents a very pretty pic-
ture. Suppose, however, we should run
the other way. I wonder if there should
not be some tie-in betwecn the amounts
authorized and the receipts into the trust
fund in the event the trust-fund income
should fall down.

Mr. BOGGS. I might say to the gen-
tleman that the authorizations are still
on an annual basis—the authorizations
in title I of the bill. For instance, there
would be an intent for an annual increase
of $25 million through 1969. But that
requires additional implementation.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BOGGS. I yield to the gentleman
from Arkansas.

Mr., MILLS. I want the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. Boges] to call to the
attention of the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. Harpy] the provision of the bill,
which is there for the very purpose of the
Congress being abreast of these develop-
ments. In the event that we have mis-
calculated for, say, fiscal year 1965 and
thereafter, we shall look at the entire
program again. We commit ourselves in
this bill by a policy statement to provide
such revenues as may be needed, addi-
tional revenues in the future, if neces-
sary, to keep the program self-financing.

The gentleman, I think, may be as-
sured that the statement of the gentle-
man from Louisiana [Mr. Boges] is cor-
rect, that over the 16-year period these
revenues going into the trust fund will
at least equal if not exceed the amount
of the expenditures. There will be peri-
ods, in all probability, certain fiscal years,
when expenditures will exceed the re-
ceipts in those fiscal years. That is the
way the highway program, by its nature,
will work. Apparently that is what dis-
turbs the gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. HARDY, Mr. Chairman,Iam sure
that these distinguished colleagues of
mine are exercising their best judgment
in projecting these figures into the fu-
ture. But that is a rather difficult thing
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to do. I certainly hope that the projec-
tions are on the conservative side. But
I am wondering what would happen if
they are not.

Mr. BOGGS. The gentleman from Ar-
kansas [Mr. Mrmrs]l has answered the
gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. HARDY. He has answered the
gentleman from Virginia except for this:
The policy of taking a look at the situa-
tion would require an affirmative action
on the part of the Congress to undo the
authorizations which this bill provides.

Mr. MILLS. No; not to undo the au-
thorization. It might require affirmative
action of Congress to provide some addi-
tional revenue in the future if these esti-
mates do not develop to ke correct. How-
ever, I remind the gentleman that our
expenditures estimates include those
where there is only an expression of in-
tent and would require implementing
legislation.

Mr, HARDY. Then the gentleman is
taking the position that the authoriza-
tion would be inflexible and we would
have to find the revenue some other way.

Mr. MILLS. Well, in one way or an-
other, if we go through with the ex-
pressed intent and we do not have the
money, again I say that there is an ex-
pression of intent that the program is to
be self-financing. We believe that it is
as contained in the bill.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Chairman, the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Commitiee
on Ways and Means, the Honorable JERE
CoopER, has given an excellent technical
discussion of title IT of the bill, H. R.
10660. I would like to point out some of
the advantages which will acerue to the
various classes of highway users under
title II of the bill.

As you will recall, Mr. Chairman, I
was appointed chairman of the subcom-
mittee of the Committee on Ways and
Means designated to attend the sessions
of the Committee on Public Works held
last summer in connection with the
original Fallon bill, for the purpose of
offering such advice and cooperation as
members of the Committee on Ways and
Means and the staff of the commities
could supply in connection with the
financing plan then under consideration.
As a result of my connection with this
subcommittee, I became very familiar
with the highway needs of the American
people and the interests of the various
classes of highway users who benefit
from our highways. Let me say that I
discovered that virtually every highway
user group—irom the American Auto-
mobile Association to the various truck-
ing organizations—has for years recom-
mended that the Federal excise taxes
levied upon highway users be dedicated
and set aside for the purpose of financ-
ing the improvement and extension of
the Federal highway system. This rec-
ommendation is premised upon the in-
tense feeling of highway groups .hat
it is only fair to utilize the Federal excise
taxes on gasoline, diesel fuel, special mo-
tor fuel, lubricating oil, passenger auto-
mobiles, trucks, buses and trailers, auto-
mobile parts and accessories, and tires
and tubes, for the purpose of construct-
ing roads.
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Section 209 of title IT of H. R. 10660,
which establishes the highway trust
fund, will carry this recommendation
into effect. By its terms, the 38 billion,
498 million dollars in highway users’
revenues, which will be raised over the
16-year period, from June 30, 1956, to
July 1, 1972, will be dedicated to the
building of highways. The specific taxes
dedicated under the highway trust fund
provision include the existing taxes on
gasoline, diesel and special motor fuels,
and tires and tubes, the increases in such
taxes imposed by the bill, and the new
taxes on tread rubber and the use of
heavy trucks and buses, and the addi-
tional taxes on the sale of trucks, buses,
and trailers. Thus, for the first time, the
American motorist will pay these taxes
with the assurance that he will be the
direct beneficiary of every penny which
he pays and he will pay with the knowl-
edge that every cent derived from these
taxes will be devoted exclusively to his
personal convenience and safety.

In this conneection, I think the Mem-
bers of the House will find table 4 of
the House Report No. 2022 accompany-
ing H. R. 10660 of interest. As shown
in this table, the burden of taxation im-
posed upon the highway users groups
from existing Federal highway users
taxes will amount to $40,948,000,000
alone over the next 16 years. When the
new and increased taxes imposed under
the provisions of the bill are added to the
existing tax burden, the figure rises to
the tremendous sum of $55,756,000,000.
The difference betwen this figure and the
$38,498,000,000 figure, which will be
dedicated to.the highway trust fund, re-
sults from the faet that the existing
highway users taxes on lubricating oil,
the sale of passenger automobiles and
automobile parts and accessories and
the pre-Korean tax on trucks, buses, and
trailers are not dedicated to the high-
way trust fund. The revenue from these
taxes will continue to be paid into the
general fund of the Treasury for other
purposes.

In addition to the dedication of the
present 2 cent per gallon tax on gaso-
line and other motor fuels, which was
recommended by the President, the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means believes it
only proper to use the existing taxes on
tires and inner tubes in the financing
of the expanded highway program en-
visioned by the bill. These taxes are
just as clearly highway users taxes as
the motor fuels which Congress has tra-
ditionally recognized as such. The
dedication of the existing taxes on tires
and inner tubes amounts to no more
than a recognition of the fact that sub-
stantial benefits from the highway pro-
gram will accrue to the economy as a
whole. In addition, I need not recall to
my distinguished colleagues that this
highway program has been advocated
because it is essential to the country’s
national defense.

The dedication of the tax on tires and
tubes to the highway trust fund is made
necessary for another reason. Up to
now, the Federal Government has as-
sisted in the financing of the highway
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program by matching State funds on
a 50-50 basis. Since the interstate pro-
gram will be financed under the bill by
matching State funds on a 90-10 basis,
the dedication of more of the existing
highway users taxes becomes imperative.

Because the revenues raised by this
bill are to be dedicated to the highway
program, the additional motor fuel
taxes; the taxes on tires; tread rubber;
the manufacturers tax on the sale of
trucks, buses, and trailers; and the tax
on the use of heavy trucks and buses
have been limited to apply to highway
users insofar as it is administratively
practical to do so. In addition, special
relief is provided in the case of increased
motor fuel taxes and the tax on the use
of heavy trucks and buses for mass
transportation systems. This relief is
provided because many such systems are
already operating near or below the
break-even point, and it was feared that
the imposition of additional taxes upon
these systems would adversely affect the
continued provision of such transporta-
tion which is essential to the large urban
and suburban population of the country.

Important as the point which I have
been discussing is, Mr. Chairman, the
most important attribute of the financ-
ing plan envisioned in title II of this
bill is the fact that the American motor-
ist will purchase exactly $38,498,000,000
worth of roads for the same amount of
taxes. This is to be contrasted with the
President’s bond financing program
which would have provided only $31,225,-
000,000 worth of roads at the cost of
$42,773,000,000. The interest charges
which would have resulted from the
President’s proposal alone amounted to
$11,548,000,000, and the program pro-
posed by the President would have tied
up the revenues derived from the vari-
ous motor fuel taxes for a 30-year pe-
riod.

Another feature of the financing pro-
gram of this bill, of which I am pleased,
is that by reason of the self-financing
nature of the proposal it pays for today’s
roads today. This leaves future genera-
tions of Americans free to provide for
their own road needs unlike the Presi-
dent’s proposal which would have
saddled the next generation with the
roads which the citizens of today will
use and perhaps wear out.

I am also happy to be able to point
out to the Members of this distinguished
body that the financing proposal under
discussion here today parallels the rec-
ommendation of the President's Com-
mission on Intergovernmental Relations,
The Commission recommended that the
expanded highway program be financed
on a pay-as-you-go basis and that Con-
gress provide additional revenues for
this purpose. This recommendation was
buttressed by the Commission in point-
ing out that increased taxes are prefer-
able to deficit financing as a means of
supporting larger Hhighway outlays by
the National Government, because defi-
cit financing can only result in high in-
terest charges and operates to shift the
burden of existing road needs to future
generations who will have continuing
highway and other governmental re-
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sponsibilities of their own to worry
about.

I believe the distribution of the tax
burden which will be established under
title IT of H. R. 10660 to be the fairest
obtainable on the basis of present in-
formation. It takes into account the
benefits enjoyed by each class of highway
user and establishes a differential at an
annual ratio of from 25 to 30 to 1 in
favor of the motorist as compared to the
operators of large trucks. This differen-
tial recognizes the fact that the use of
our highways by trucks increases the
total cost of the program in the form
of higher construction and maintenance
costs and that the trucker receives sub-
stantial commercial benefits from our
highways not enjoyed by the average
motorist.

Interestingly enough, the average mo-
torist is today paying only 10 cents out
of each dollar spent during the course
of the year because he owns an auto-
mobile for higchways. Yet, the average
motorist is today paying for the roads
which he ought to have and does not in
the form of increased insurance costs
which average far more to the individual
motorist than all of the Federal and
State highway users taxes paid by him
combined. Property damage, loss of life,
personal injuries, and the resulting doc-
tor and hospital bills, loss of wages, and
the increased cost which the creeping
pace of commerce imposes are also hid-
den cost items representing motorist
payments for the roads which he does
not have.

The increase of 1 cent per gallon in
the tax on gasoline which will be im-
posed under title II of H. R. 10660 will
represent only a l-percent increase in
the cost of owning an automobile for the
average motorist who drives 10,000 miles
a year. The total cost per year from all
of the new increased and existing taxes
utilized in the financing program of this
bill to the average motorist will amount
to only $8.83 per year, 65 to 70 cents per
month, or 2 cents a day. On the other
hand, the savings which will acerue to
the average motorist from the use of the
interstate system alone will average $20
per year. These savings come in the
form of savings in insurance costs, de-
preciation, gasoline cost, and does not
take into account the shorter time
needed nor the real pleasure to be de-
rived from an open, unobstructed, and
safe hishway on every trip taken.

Mr. Chairman, I believe the financing
program envisioned in title II of this bill
is not only fair and equitable, but is
the best obtainable, I, therefore, urge
its adoption by the House of Representa-
tives.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. JENKINS].

Mr. JENKINS. Mr, Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and to include certain tables.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. Chairman, I have been here all
afternoon and heard all the speeches.
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It is very evident that this heretofore
very complicated legislation is going to
pass. It is very evident that those who
have been responsible for its preparation
believe that it is adequate, at least as
near adequate as they can now make it.
I am sure they feel in a whole-souled way
that we have come now to a solution of
this very important matter. I am glad
that I had a very active part in its prep-
aration.

We in Ohio probably have felt the
necessity for the legislation coming on
longer than almost any other State, and
I will tell you why. If you have ever
noticed the geography of Ohio, located
right south of the Great Lakes, you will
note that anybody wanting to come by
automobile from New York or Pennsyl-
vania or New England going west has to
go through our great State of Ohio.
Anybody coming back from Milwaukee
or Chicago, going east, would come
through our State of Ohio.

For many years, 30 years at least, that
I can remember, we in Ohio tried to
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prepare our roads to carry that traffie,
We had many miles of brick-paved roads.
Along in the spring of the year, after the
winter frost would be coming out of the
ground, along would come a big truck
from the east or west and away to one
side our bricks would fly and we would
have to fix the roads, with nobody to help
pay for it. We had to do that ourselves.

Now we have come to the place where
the local governments should have to
pay for their road repairs.

This program has ripened into a use-
ful program, a national program. Every
State will pay its part and those who use
the roads will pay their part. I am not
going to go into detail about that, Mr.
Chairman.

I should like to stress one thing, how-
ever. I do not believe that in the debate
today we have clarified absolutely this
matter of what we are going to do for
these public utilities. The purpose, I am
sure, is to take care of them. But their
problem is a rather personal and serious
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one. As we come along with the road
program, going east, west, north, and
south, we are going to run into them.
We are going to run into the telephone
poles and electric light poles, and so
forth. They do have a just complaint.
‘We ought to listen to them and give them
assistance and protection.

I think we can safely say from the
debates today that the Congress has a
right spirit toward the public utilities.
We think the language is proper; at
least, I hope so. If it is not, I for one
will be ready to come forward with lan-
guage that will relieve the situation if
the need develops.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to insert a few
tables that I think are very pertinent to
the matter under discussion.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that the fol-
lowing tables with regard to the high-
way-tax program will be of interest to
the Members of the House.

Title II of H. R. 10660 provides new or
increased taxes from several different
revenue sources. These are as follows:

Rates under—
Article Unif of tax Frsnhisy g
L H. R. 10660 i
T an r
Before Apr. 1, 1957 Apr. 1, 1957
Gasoline. Gallon. --| 2 cents 1M cents. oo S 1 or 114 cents.
Diesel foel o 25 s Gallon . 2 eents - 1geents. .. .... Scents___________ 1or 1ﬁ cents
Epecla] motor fuel . _ Gallon . 2 cents - 13emnits. ... Beents_ .- __ o .. 1 or 1'% cents.
R S SRR N R TS Pound . 5 conts bcents___ 8 cents 3 cents.
Tread rubber (camelback) ... Fopnaeo oo e B il Daaaidari 3 cents 3 cents.
Trucks, buses, truck-trailers, cte Marilufaeturers' 8 percent. 5 percent.......... 10 percent.........| 2 or 5 percent,
price.
Use tnxdnn vehicles and maximum load, where total weight is over 25,000°| 1,000 pounds. ... 0. 0 $1.50 §1.50.
pounds,
Estimated tax receipls allocated to highway trust fund, fiscal years 1957-721
[In millions of dollars]
Present law taxes New or increased taxes Total receipts
Trucks, buses,
truck trailers, ete. | Trucks,
Diesel I Diesel Tread etgé‘:&{_ler
Fiscal year |Gasoline o300 | Tires, | PO | Total, |Gasoline,| “p O | Tires, Total,
2cents 210“333 5 cents ;m present | 1cent lr::in‘t 8 cents ?ct;get';' i m:f":ﬂt 20 e t 5 &nds, newor | | | Cumula-
Ber per i3 per jaw 'ﬁ" 3 r ber. | per |facturers’ !avturerlel!' thnusa% In ) tive
gallon ? gallon pound pound taxes RHGaN nﬂeon + | pound pound ¢ rice rice pounds faxey
from from annual
GtoB Sto 10 tax
percent) 7| percent)
8846 822 =2 = 868 407 10 95 8 47 45 612 1,480 1, 480
994 27 184 18 1,223 472 13 a8 9 75 50 46 763 1, 986 3,466
1,031 5 191 18 1, 268 489 13 100 11 Bl e | 47 795 2,063 &, 529
1,064 -l 197 ] 1,200 805 13 103 L) 78 62 48 808 2,107 7, 636
1,089 30 204 ] 1,342 522 14 108 11 84 56 49 844 2,186 9, 822
1,133 31 210 9 1,383 538 15 111 8 84 56 50 862 2,245 12, 067
1, 169 32 217 9 1,427 555 15 111 12 BY 58 62 890 2 317 14, 384
1, 208 33 223 9 1,468 571 15 116 11 90 60 53 916 2,384 16, 768
1, 287 34 229 9 1, 509 gt 16 124 14 B7 B8 65 943 2,452 19, 220
1,269 35 235 9 1,548 604 17 127 11 06 64 56 975 2,523 21,743
1,307 a6 242 9 1, 5 622 17 129 12 96 64 57 997 2, 561 24, 384
1,341 a7 248 9 1, 635 638 17 132 14 96 04 59 1,020 2, 655 26, 989
1,375 37 255 9 1, 676 654 18 136 11 o9 66 60 1,043 2,719 29, 708
1, 407 38 261 9 1,715 669 18 135 14 99 66 62 1,063 2,778 32, 486
1, 436 39 266 9 1,750 (83 18 140 11 99 (1] 63 1, 080 2,830 35, 316
¥ 1,650 147 273 9 1,979 w77 " 10 145 °14 105 76 0Ee | 101,203 3,182 38, 408
19, 561 535 3,435 153 23, 684 9,295 251 1, 900 180 1, 356 957 866 14, 814 88,408 | e

1 Essentially based on an assumed average rate of growth of abeut 3 pereent com-

entire period. The rate of growth is not uniform, however, over the
reentand in the later
3 After deduction of refunds of tax on farm gasoline, estimate
3 After deduction of all use in other than hl.ghway-tyPe

pounded for t
period. In theearlier years itisabove 3

percent, and use by transit systems estimated at $4 mifl

4 After deduction for transit use estimated at $1 million sunually.

& After deduetion of tires for non-highway-ty,

& After deduction of rubber for tires for non-highway-type vehicles, estimated at

6 percent,

Mar. 31, 1957,
below 3 pereent,
at s

percent. ¥ Including
vehicles, estimated at 10

1 This is shown asan increased tax because the present rate does not extend beyond

3 Exeludes receipts from taxes accrued prior to July 1, 1956,
ruu:i ts after June 30, 1972, of taxes accrued on or before that date,
¥ Including receipts after June 30, 1972, of taxes acerued on or before that date, Jess

on annually, floor stocks refunds paid in 1973,
vehicles, estimated at 12 percent, &1;72.“‘—“0%":%0!“ e gm'ﬁdotwﬁ%enfmi iiktne:on Wags s Means by
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Estimated expenditures, receipis, and balances of the highway trust fund for the fiscal years 1957 to 1972, inclusive

[In millions of dollars]
Highway expenditures!
Excess (+) or
Total expend- | Funds in ex- defieit (—) Intorest Net annual | Trustfund
From exist- 2 credit
Fiscal year ing authori- | Anticipated {:&fﬁn‘mg“: st O&rwulﬁe’ Total funds Total tax tax reani ts or chag'gej eredits (+) or m;‘dal]??i? or
zations and | from expres- | CXSURE W | mwents, avain | aeailanle for | Fecelpts over high- | () to trust | eharges (=) | qopi <73 gt
those made slon ofintent| geaitieyta | G0 ?ﬁ.@wn} highway ex- wa;;rte&?':nd- fund 3 to trust fund | ;370 Coar
under H. R. | in H, R, 8836 ing axiprcs- expenditures penditures
sion of intent) | in 1970-7217

O | SRR A 1,025 1,025 1,480 4455 +5 4480

1, 480 1, 480 1, 480 1, 686 506G “+16 4522
i MR 1, 903 1,993 2,063 +70 23 493 41,075

am TR i AN A | |
e 1 —503 224
2, 360 665 3,025 3,025 2,245 —780 —1 -7 ism
2, 260 700 3, 060 3, 050 2,317 —733 -2 —T754 —1,314
2,225 850 3,075 3,075 2,384 —691 —37 ~728 —2, (42
2,200 800 3, 100 3, 100 2,452 —048 —53 —=701 —2, 743
2,200 925 3,125 8,125 2,523 —602 —08 ~670 —3,413
2, 300 950 3, 250 3, 250 2, 501 —659 -84 —743 —4, 166
2,100 976 3,075 3,075 2, 655 —420 —88 —518 —4, 674
1, 700 1, GO0 2, 700 2,700 2,719 +1 —105 —86 —4, 760
1,000 600 1, 600 2,025 2,778 +75 -9 —4 106
800 330 1,130 1,296 2,830 +1, 534 —75 1, 450 —2, 647

325 180 505 505 3,182 +2,677 —30 2, 047
28,333 8,075 a7, 308 501 a7, 809 38, 408 -+599 - 509 0 0

1 Including planning and administration expenditures, # Computed at 214 percent, current applicable interest rate,

1 By “requirements” it is meant expenditures asuthorized under existine law,

::?mditums provided for (Including an expression of intent) under H. R, §836, and Note.—Derived from dumd]'smwd to the Committee on Ways and Means by
ima!
fund.

ted interest payments to be made with respect to advances from the general the Treasury Department and Bureau of Pablic Roads,

Estimated tax receipts, fiscal years 1957-72

New or Increased taxes under this bill

Fiscal year Total, all
Trucks, Trucks Laxes
Gasoline Diesel Tires Tread |y 500 and | over 26,000 | TOal new
el Kibhee traliers | pounds taxes
Rates of tax
Manufac- | Per thou-
Cents per | Cenis per | Cents per | Cents per |turers’ price, sand
gallon gallon pound pound percent pounds
1057 1 1 3 3 2 $1. 50
1956872 1 1 3 3 5 p ¥ 11 (LM 1

In millions of dollars

407 10 95 8 47 45 612 2,789
1058 e 472 13 s 9 125 46 763 2, 895
1050, 489 12 100 1 185 47 795 3,022
1960 505 13 103 9 130 48 808 3,075
1061 522 14 108 11 140 49 844 3,183
10632, 538 15 111 8 140 50 862 3,247
1983 556 15 111 12 145 52 890 3,340
1964 571 15 118 11 150 53 916 3,430
1965 859 16 124 14 145 55 943 3,515
1966 604 17 127 11 100 56 975 3,600
1967 622 17 129 12 160 67 907 3, 606
1968 628 17 132 14 160 50 1,020 3,779
1969, 654 18 1356 11 165 60 1,043 3, 856
1970 660 13 135 14 165 62 1,063 3,041
1071 653 18 140 11 165 63 1,080 4,001
1072 7 22 145 | 14 175 64 1,197 4,360
Total 9,205 251 1,900 180 2,307 866 14, 808 55,756
Approzimate apporiionment of Federal highway funds pursuant fo H. R. 10660 and Federal Aid Highway Act of 1954
PRELIMINARY—SUBJECT TO SUCH REVISION A8 MAY BE REQUIRED TO CONFORM TO SEC. 108 (F) OF H. R. 10660
[Millions of dollars]
Fiscal year 1957 Fiscal year 1958 Fiscal year 1050
State Primary, Primary, i
e B e B R e
an ($1,200, ur X an
(5725.0) A ($750.0) { (775.0) y
Alabama, 14.7 19.6 3.3 14.9 26.7 41.6 15. 5 3L4 46.9
Arizona 9.0 1.2 20.2 9.2 153 245 9.6 18.0 .6
! 10.9 1L4 2.3 1.1 14.8 25.9 1L 5 17.4 28.9
California. 38.8 12.1 150.9 40.1 169, 7 200.8 41.4 199, 6 241.0
Colorado 11.3 9.2 20.5 12.0 114 234 12.3 13.4 25.7
C ti 6.6 26.2 a8 6.9 40.6 47.6 71 47.8 5.9
Delawnre 3.0 4.0 7.0 3.1 4.8 7.9 3.3 5.6 8.8
Florida 12.0 24.7 86,7 12.3 36.2 48.5 12.8 42.8 55.4.
Georgin 16.9 349 5L8 17.2 5L2 08. 4 .7 60.2 770
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Approzimale apportionment of Federal highway funds pursuant to H, R, 10660 and Federal Aid Highway Act of 1954—Continued

PRELIMINARY—SUBJECT TO SUCH REVISION AS MAY BE REQUIRED TO CONFORM TO SEC. 108 (F) OF H. R. 10660—CONTINUED

[Millions of dollars]
Fiscal year 1057 Fiscal year 1958 Fiscal year 1050
State Primary, Primary, Primary,
secondary, | Interstate Total secondary, | Interstate Total secondary, | Interstate Total
and urban | ($1,200.0) | ($1,925.0) | and urban | ($1,700.0) | ($2,450.0) |and urban | ($2,000.0) | ($2,775.0)
($725.0) ($750.0) ($775.0)

FARBOL: e 7.3 6.4 13.7 7.5 7.8 15.3 7.7 9.2 16.9
S e e R R A B R S 32.1 55.1 87.2 33.0 7.9 110.9 34.1 916 125.7
S atand. . i 2 17.4 42.4 59.8 17.7 63. 4 8L1 15.3 4.6 92.9
R 15.9 15.7 316 16.1 20.2 36,3 16,6 2.8 40.4
15,1 12.3 27.4 15.3 15.1 80, 4 15.9 17.8 83.7

Kentucky B * 13.0 4.9 37.9 13.3 86,0 49, 3 14. 8 42. 4 56,2
igi 1L5 2.5 36.0 119 36.0 47.9 12.2 42, 4 54,6

¥ ekba o 5.5 7.9 13.4 5.6 10.7 16. 3 5.8 12,6 18, 4
Maryland . 7.8 21.3 2.1 8,0 31.8 0.8 8.3 37.4 45.7
assachusetts. . 13.2 40. 6 53.8 13.7 61.2 74.9 14.1 72.0 86, 1
NIEABIEAN st e e 24.9 63.3 88,2 25.5 94.7 120.2 26.3 111.4 137.7
i i ZEs 17.6 25,2 42.8 17.8 5.4 53.2 18.4 416 60.0
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Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. Gray].

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, this is,
indeed, a day I have looked forward to
with great anticipation. A day when
the Congress would finally be able to pass
judgment upon the work done by the
Committee on Public Works and the
Committee on Ways and Means and
their extensive hearings and delibera-
tions on a much needed Federal highway
construction program. I have heard
various Members go into detail on this
bill here today. In the time allotted to
me, of course, I will not have the time to
discuss this very important piece of leg-
islation in detail. Instead, I will try to
summarize it. I want to use this bou-
quet here in front of me as an illustra-
tion of my thoughts on this important
piece of legislation. I first want to give
a bouquet to the distinguished chairman
of the Subcommittee on Roads, the gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. FALLON], to
the distinguished minority member of
the committee from Michigan [Mr. DoN=-
pERO] who, incidentally, is leaving the
House at the end of this session, and I
would like to give a bouquet of roses to
him and wish him much success and
happiness throughout the rest of his life
as he retires from the House. I would
also like to give roses to the distinguished
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. CoOPER]
the chairman of the Committee on Ways
and Means for his diligent efforts on be-
half of this bill, and the distinguished

gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. Bocasl,
chairman of the subcommittee handling
title IT of the bill and to all the members
of the House Committee on Public Works
and the Committee on Ways and Means.
I want to say this very sincerely., I
think all of these Members are entitled
to a bouquet because for many, many
months they have sat intently and have
worked hard and listened to testimony
and tried to work out a good bhill to give
the American people better roads.

I want to further use this bouquet
here in front of you to illustrate what
has transpired concerning a highway bill
here in the House of Representatives.
Last year our Committee on Public
Works worked very hard and reported
out a bill we believed acceptable to the
people because we knew and the Con-
gress knew that America needed better
roads that would cut down highway fa-
talities, help alleviate crowded condi-
tions, and provide jobs for the people in
constructing those roads.

I made numerous speeches back in my
congressional district and at each meet-
ing, without exception, interest was ex-
pressed in behalf of the proposed high-
way bill. Everything looked rosy. But
what happened? When the bill was re-
ferred to the floor of the House for de-
bate we heard from the powerful inter-
ests of the trucking lobby and that re-
moved one rose from our bouquet. Then
we heard from the utility companies who
had a complaint and their pressures re-
moved another rose from our beautiful

bouquet. Then, we heard from the peo-
ple who were opposed to the Davis-
Bacon prevailing wage provision who
took another rose from our bouquet.
Then, we heard from the administration
who wanted to pay $11 billion in inter-
est on o bond proposal for financing the
highway program and that took another
rose from our bouguet. Then, we heard
from the airlines who wanted to be ex-
empt from any tax and that took an-
other rose from our beautiful bouquet.
Then, we heard from those people who
wanted better highways but who were
not willing to pay for them with in-
creased gasoline tax and that removed
another rose from our bouquet. So, my
friends, when we were all finished what
did the bouquet look like? Nothing but
stems that were completely barren.
Now, what has happened to our bouquet
since the highway bill was defeated last
year?

The high rate of traffic fatalities on
the small, crowded highways has con-
tinued. Instead of helping prevent the
slaughter on the highways, it has in-
creased. I hold here a clipping I re-
ceived in this morning’s mail from the
Marion Daily Republican, a newspaper
in my congressional distriet which car-
ries a headline as follows: “Twenty-
three killed in automobile crashes over
weekend.”

My friends, this staggering figure was
just for the State of Illinois over one
weekend. I dread to think what the
total was in the 48 States. At the very
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moment I was speaking on the floor of
Congress last year urging the passage
of the Federal highway construction
bill, my aunt and uncle were preparing
to go on a church class picnic and as
they proceeded down one of our small,
crowded two-lane highways, a carload
of drunks pulled from behind a truck
in the. opposite lane and hit the car
head on, killing both my aunt and uncle
and the third party in the car.

I will not be foolish enough to try
to tell you that 40,000 miles of super-
highways throughout the United States
will stop all fatalities. Of course, it will
not, but I want to say without reserva-
tion that the building of a four-lane ex-
pressway with a divider between the two
directions of traffic will definitely cut
down on the spilling of human blood.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Illinois has expired.

Mr. GRAY. Would the gentleman be
so kind as to yield me 5 more minutes?

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 additional minutes to the genfleman.

Mr. GRAY. In addition to helping
save lives, these new roads will help re-
lieve some of the congestion.

And last but not least by any means,
it will provide jobs for many of our
unemployed people in the construction
of these highways. We have 51,000 peo-
ple receiving Government surplus food
in 15 southern Illinois counties and these
proposed highways will do much in cut-
ting down public assistance and giving
good American people an opportunity to
provide a livelihood for themselves and
their families.

Friends, the American people want
and are entitled to good roads and we
should give them the bouquet of roses
to which they are entitled and need by
voting unanimously for the passage of
this hichway bill and after you do this
you can see the bouquet that was once
only barren stems will be transformed
into a beautiful and growing bouguet
of roses.

Thank you very much.

The C . The time of the
gentleman from Illinois has expired.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. CurTtIis].

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, I take this time to address myself
to certain of the fiscal aspects of this
bill. First, I want to commend the pre-
vious speakers from the Ways and Means
Committee in their explanation of the
financing of this hill, and join with them
in their statements.

There were supplemental views filed to
the Ways and Means Committee's re-
port in which it was stated that as of
the date that we passed the revenue fea-
tures, the Public Works Committee had
not yet completed the authorization bill.
There were serious doubts in the minds
of many of us whether or not the Public
Works Committee would keep the bill it-
self within the revenue that was being
raised under the revenue aspects of the
bill. At this time I want to say I am very
happy to state that the Public Works
Committee has done as we really antic-
ipated they would do, kept within the
geﬂ\;gnue raised in the other feature of the
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The reason I wanted to take this time
is because there has been talk about two
aspects of the authorization bill which
might raise the cost of this highway pro-
gram beyond the thirty-seven plus bil-
lions of dollars anticipated revenues.
Those two particular provisions are:
One, the utility relocation provision, and
the Bacon-Davis provision.

I have seen many statements made
recently of the cost to be paid out of
Federal funds as a result of section 113.

The supplemental views filed to the
report of the Committee of Public Works
accompanying this bill H. R. 10660 made
the statement that it would cost one and
one-half billion. Newspaper articles es-
timated the cost might be from 2 to 4 bil-
lion dollars. I think this is a gross exag-
geration. Actually we have studies that
reveal the limit of these costs as a result
of utility relocation, to be at the most
one-half billion dollars.

In 1954 a study of utility relocation
costs was made by the Secretary of Com-
merce at the direction of the House.
The report of the Secretary—it appears
in House Document 127 of the 84th Con-
gress, shows that the total utility re-
location cost before any reimbursement
was 2.6 percent of the total road con-
struction cost. Two-fifths of this
amount or 1 percent of total road con-
struction costs is paid under existing
State law or practices, leaving 1.6 per-
cent to be paid by the utilities.

To the extent that the States already
pay relocation costs—and there are a few
States that do—these costs are a reflec-
tion of the estimates of the cost of the
roads to be built in the future and there-
fore were incorporated in the budget
figures submitted to the Public Works
Committee.

"H. R. 10660 authorizes the appropria-
tion of something like $37.6 billion over
a period of 13 years, or an average of
$2.89 billion annually. 1.6 percent of
this amount would be an average of
about $46 million annually. You can
multiply that out by 13 years. That is
why I say the total amount that ecould
possibly be required for utility reloca-
tion would be at the very highest $600
million and not $15 billion.

This estimated cost is the cost of re-
locating the facilities that utilities are
presently required to pay by various
State laws and practices, It is the
maximum amount that could possibly be
expended out of Federal funds. In
order for any of this amount to be paid
out, of course, the States would have to
change their existing laws or practices;
and it is obviously impossible for 100
percent of the utility to be paid under
State laws and practices in the foresee-
able future. So in considering the
question of the relocation of the utili-
ties I do not believe the fiscal aspects of
it have much bearing, although there
are other important policy features that
enter into the picture. I am only di-
recting attention to the fiscal aspect of
it.

The same argument prevails in regard
to the Bacon-Davis provisions as they
have been watered down in the present
bill to reflect the prevailing local wage.
The budgets that have been prepared by
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the States upon which the Public Works
Committee based its fizures do take into
consideration prevailing local wages,
and for that reason, too, I am satisfied
that the cost aspects of the Davis-Bacon
amendment as amended by the Public
Works Committee will not have any
great bearing on the revenue features of
this bill. I am not attempting to dis-
cuss the policy questions involved in
Davis-Bacon, only the limited fiscal
aspects of it.

So to reiterate, I am satisfied that the
qualms of the minority set forth in our
supplemental views have no basis. The
Public Works Committee has done a
good job; they have given us a bill that
is well within the revenues provided by
the Ways and Means Committee. The
bill is well balanced in my judgment,
and should be enacted into law.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. Kean].

Mr, KEEAN. Mr. Chairman, this is the
first highway bill since I have been a
Member of Congress that I can support
wholel_'leartedlr because it is the first one
in which urban States like New Jersey
has shared fairly. Usually we in New
Jersey pay twice as much in taxes as we
ever get back in Federal grants.

Mr. Chairman, I want to say a wor
about the trust fund. As you inow.oalc}
the tax revenues provided by this bill
will go into this trust fund which is
roughly set up to operate in the same
way as does the trust fund under the
old-age and survivors insurance act.

There are several advantages in han-
dling the money from the taxes provided
for in the bill in this way:

First. It will assure that the new
taxes be used for roads alone.

Second. Congress will know whether
the taxes levied for this purpose are
sufficient. We can in future years in-
crease these taxes if necessary, or re-
duce them if the revenue is greater than
estimated. d g

Third. All of these taxes are easy ones
to collect. Historically we find that easy-
to-collect taxes have been left on the
books long after the purpose for which -
they were levied had ended. We want
to get rid of these taxes after the roads
are built and this trust fund procedure
should make it much easier to eliminate
them then.

Fourth, If the proceeds of these taxes
went into the general revenue fund there
would be a false budget picture. We do
not want to balance the budget with
these taxes. In the early days of the
program it is probable that more money
will be collected than will be needed, but
in the long run every nickel will be neces-
sary. If these taxes went into the gen-
eral revenue, it would result in a false
picture of the budget. These taxes
might serve to balance the budget in
the next couple of years, and then un-
balance it when the money to actually
build the roads was called for. We do
not want to do this.

In general, putting all of the proceeds
of these taxes in such a trust fund to be
used for the road program only should
malke us at all times know exactly where
we stand,
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Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from JIowa [Mr.
GRross]l.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I take
this time to ask a few questions. I want
to commend the statement of the gentle-
man from New Jersey [Mr. Kean]l who
just preceded me.

I know we need an expanded highway
program, but I am interested in what
this is going to cost the taxpayers and
where the money is going to go that is
taken from the taxpayers. I am glad
that the Committee on Ways and Means
and the Committee on Public Works
agreed upon & highway trust fund; but
1 should like to know just how much of
the taxes collected from the operators
“of motor vehicles, all of the use taxes
and so forth will actually go into the
highway trust fund? I wonder if some
one on the Committee on Ways and
Means can tell me,

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. Iam glad to yield to the
able gentleman from Arkansas.

Mr. MILLS., If my friend from Iowa
will turn to page 56 of the committee re-
port he will find table 4 which sets forth
the estimated tax receipts from selected
excise taxes for the fiscal years from
1957 through 1972. He will see the
amount that is estimated to be derived
in each of the fiscal years with a total
for each of the existing Federal excise
taxes imposed on highway users. For
example, gasoline would bring in over
that period of time $19,561 million.

Mr. GROSS. To what column is the
gentleman referring?

Mr. MILLS. That is in the first
column of table 4, page 56. Diesel fuel
would bring to the fund $535 million,
Jubricating oil $759 million, the manu-
facturers’ tax on passenger cars would
bring in during that period of time to
the general fund, not to the highway
fund, $11,284 million.

Mr. GROSS. Let me ask the gentle-
man at this point, Does that include
revenues from the old taxes plus the new
and additional taxes?

Mr. MILLS. There is no additional
tax provided in this bill on passenger
automobiles.

Mr. GROSS. No. But on gasoline
there is and on lubricating oil there is.

Mr. MILLS. Yes; that is right.

Mr. GROSS. Does that include both?

Mr. MILLS. No, it includes only gas-
oline.

Mr. GROSS. What I want to get at
is this: Do all the taxes presently being
levied, all of the revenues derived from
the taxes presently being levied under
the old and new formulas, go into this
trust fund?

Mr. MILLS. Just 2 moment. Let me
set you straight. The first part of table
4, page 56, refers to the amount to be
derived from all Federal excise taxes
connected with highway use on the basis
of existing law for the fiscal years 1957
through 1972. Now, at the bottom of
the table, page 57, the amounts that are
provided under the new and additional
taxes provided in the bill presently be-
fore the Committee of the Whole are
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shown. You will notice that the exist-
ing tax of 2 cents per gallon on gasoline
brings in $19,561 million. The addi-
tional 1 cent brings in $9,295 million,
but the trust fund will receive the bene-
fit of both the present 2-cents-per-gallon
tax and the additional 1-cent-per-gallon
tax on gasoline. You can add those to-
gether in the case of gasoline, diesel
fuel, your truck taxes, and your tire and
tube taxes,

Mr. GROSS. And all of those funds
are earmarked for the trust fund; is that
correct?

Mr. MILLS. Lubricating oil is not
earmarked for the trust fund. That
goes into the general fund.

Mr. GROSS. Let me ask the gentle-
man why. Why is it not earmarked?

Mr. MILLS. I pointed out to the gen-
tleman that the automobile tax was not,
either. It was not thought by the com-
mittee that it was necessary to earmark
all of the excise taxes that are presently
levied on all highway use items for this
particular fund. If we did that, we
would have had far more money than
could possibly have been utilized in the
trust fund, and we would have been far
short, on the basis of the estimates given
us by the Secretary of the Treasury, in
the general fund, so that we would have
been taking from the general fund that
which will be needed in the general fund
and putting in the trust fund for high-
way purposes that which was not needed
for highway purposes.

Mr. KEAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GRO3S. I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey.

Mr, KEAN. With reference to lubri-
cating oil, the reason we did not put it
in the bill for the trust fund was that so
much lubricating oil is not used for high-
way Purposes.

Mr. MILLS. The gentleman is right.

Mr. KEAN. It was impossible to al-
locate the amount used for highway
purposes against the amount used for
other purposes, and that is the reason
why we did not put lubricating oil in the
trust fund.

Mr. MILLS. The gentleman from
New Jersey called attention to a very
important point. Fifty percent of the
lubricating tax is supposed to come from
sources other than highway use.

Mr. GROSS. But I seem to get the
impression here that somehow or other
the Committee on Ways and Means is
seeking to protect the Treasury against
a deficieney that might accrue if reve-
nues derived from the operators of motor
vehicles were used for the building of
highways. Is that correct?

Mr. MILLS. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield on that one point?

Mr. GROSS. Yes.

Mr. MILLS. The committee is, it is
true, endeavoring to protect the general
fund against the entire road program
being charged to existing revenues pres-
ently going into the general fund. Now,
we were told by those who spoke for the
President that if the Congress was not
willing to take the bond proposal sug-
gested by the President, the President
would go along with us on a pay-as-you-
go, but he did not want the cost of this
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road structure charged to existing reve-
nues. Then the guestion came up in the
committee what new revenues will we
raise, depending upon how much of ex-
isting revenues the Treasury and others
speaking for the administration thought
should be transferred from the general
fund into the special fund. The Secre-
tary of the Treasury did not want us, for
example. to take the tax on trucks in
excess of 2 percent. We did more than
that. The Secretary did not want us
to take the tax on tires and tubes, but
we did do that. That is, any part of the
old tax. He did not want us to take
anything except the tax on gasoline
presently levied and on other types of
motor fuel such as diesel fuel. He was
perfectly willing to give us that in the
general fund. So actually this whole
thing results more or less in a compro-
mise on what we take from the general
fund and put into this special fund.

Mr. GROSS. I will say to the gentle-
man that it is a little difficult for me to
understand why, if as predicted there is
to be a $2 billion surplus in the Treasury
this year, and no one is talking about
paying anything on the public debt with
that surplus—why we should continue to
load the motorist with taxes to support
the general fund of the Treasury. I do
not understand it.

Mr. MILLS. The amount that the
gentleman is talking about, if it is $200
million or $2 hillion——

Mr. GROSS. $2 billion,
million.

Mr. MILLS. It is my sincere hope
will be applied to the reduction of the
public debt.

Mr. GROSS. I hope so, too. But I
hear no talk to that efTect.

Mr. MILLS. I am satisfied on the
basis of what the Secretary of the
Treasury said to our committee both in
public session and in executive session
that he joins the gentleman and me in
that hope. That is his hope; that what-
ever the surplus for this fiscal year may
be it be utilized in reducing the public
debt.

Mr. GROSS. I am concerned with
the way we are loading down the oper-
ators of motor vehicles with taxes. I
know that we need roads, but certainly
we.are loading the motorist down with
taxes, and for a long time to come,.

Mr, MILLS. There is no doubt but
that' the motorists of the country will
be paying over this period of time more
money in dollars than will be going into
this trust fund and many more dollars
than will be needed to carry out this
new program.

But I should like to point out to the
gentleman that our committee and Con-
gress never heretofore have connected
revenues and expenditures for road pur-
poses as we are doing in this bill. It
would be of interest to the gentleman I
think to know that the original gasoline
excise tax, and the original manufac-
turer's excise tax, and the original manu-
facturer’'s excise tax on automobiles and
trucks and on tires and tubes were not
levied in a road program initially. They
were levied because the general fund of
the treasury needed that revenue and it
was obtainable from those sources.

not $200
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Maybe that was wrong, but that is why
it was done. Now we are directly re-
lating to road purposes certain of the
highway user excise taxes and to the
extent that we need those user excise
taxes that now exist we are taking them
from the general fund of the treasury
in the future and putting them into this
road fund so that we can say that we
are paying this load as we build these
roads.

Mr. GROSS. 1 thank the gentleman
from Arkansas.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Towa [Mr.
CUNNINGHAM],

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
as one who has spent 10 years on the
Committee on Roads, later the Commit-
tee on Public Works, I have a little idea
how difficult it is to get a road bill that
will satisfy everyone. I recall during my
service on that committee that often-
times the very organizations and com-
panies in the United States that could
not exist, could not sell their products
were it not for the highways, would ob-
jeet to a highway bill. And I am not
referring to the trucking industry in that
statement, either. I am referring to
other segments of our economy.

I know it is practically impossible to
bring forth a bill that will satisfy every-
one, particularly every organization or
group interested in our hizhways. But
at this time I should like to pay tribute
to the Committee on Public Works and
its members and to the Committee on
Ways and Means and its members for
bringing out what, in my opinion, is the
best, most workable, most satisfactory
highway bill that has ever been pre-
sented to this Congress in the history of
our country. I know that there are pro-
visions in this bill that will not satisfy
everyone. In fact, I doubt if anyone
would be completely satisfied with all of
it and I doubt that any company or any
segment of our industry primarily inter-
ested in the highway program is wholly
satisfied with this bill. But I say this
to you, if we start tampering with this
bill or changing it in any appreciable
or material way, you will find more dis-
satisfaction with it than there is now.
The miracle to me is that these two com-
mittees have been able at last to bring
forth a hill as workable and as satisfac-
tory as this one is, and at the same time
return to the highway user the greatest
percentage of the money collected from
him that has ever been returned in the
history of our country.

As I understand, this bill will return
to the benefit of those who use the high-
way, including the drivers of passenger
cars as well as trucks and other vehicles,
more for the building and rebuilding of
our highways than has ever been re-
turned from the Federal Treasury in the
past.

So, in conclusion, I hope that this bill
passes substantially in the form in which
it was reported to this House. I again
commend and thank the members of
these two great committees.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr, Chair-
man, I yield myself the remainder of my
time,
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Mr. Chairman, I am deeply interested
in this, and I want to emphasize some-
thing that was in my speech this after=
noon. Each Member here represents
many communities in his congressional
district. These highwdys are going to go
through those communities. Almost
every one of these communities has a
chamber of commerce trying to promote
industrial expansion, trying to bring
business and industry into their sections.

I just want to repeat an example which
has happened on the thruway in the
State of New York., I want you to think
this over, because the thruway is not
completed. It is well on its way but it
is not completed. It has brought in con-
struction in the various municipalities
of more than $150 million worth of new
enterprises, a payroll of $100 million in
these towns, and the employment of 30,-
000 people. When these highways are
built, every community is going to have
more taxable property. You are going
to have more revenue as a result of it.
You are going to have an expansion of
enterprise that is going to be a credit and
a great monument to the work of these
two committees here today.

Mr. Chairman, I have no more requests
for time.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr, COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may be allowed to extend their remarks
in the Recorp before the vote on the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

There was no objection.

Mr. KARSTEN. Mr. Chairman, in
addressing this distinguished committee
today, I would like, first of all, to pay
tribute to the esteemed chairman of the
Committees on Ways and Means and on
Public Works for the able explanations
they have made of the portions of H. R.
10660 for which their respective com-
mittees were responsible. The legisla-
tion before the committee today is, in my
judgment, an outstanding example of
two great committees of the House of
Representatives working in cooperation
toward a common objective, namely, the
establishment of a pay-as-you-go Fed-
eral highway program.

H. R. 10660 provides a sound, long-
range program for the pay-as-you-go
development of our Federal highways.
It will provide a blueprint for the estab-
lishment of a basic highway system that
will be adeqguate for our present needs
and will serve as a nucleus for the
Nation’s future development.

H. R. 10660 will provide a major con-
tribution to our national security, it will
enhance the economic well being of all
our citizens and will improve the social
welfare of our Nation.

In my remarks today, I would like to
confine myself to a discussion generally
of title II of the bill, relating to the
financing features and specifically I
would like to disclose why this legislation
is not the President’s highway program,

Parenthetically, I would like to add
that despite the fact that this highway
program is not the President’s program,
it is my prediction that there will be no
rash, ill-considered veto of the legisla-
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tion. At least my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle have not spoken of any
threatened veto if this measure is not
amended so as to be in conformity with
the President’s highway proposal.

H. R. 10660 is Congress’ program for
providing the American people with an
adequate national highway system on a
pay-as-you-go basis at a minimum cost
to the American taxpayer. It is a pro-
gram developed by the appropriate com-
mittees in the House of Representatives
during this 84th Congress to give the
people a highway system in keeping with
the American standard of living and our
Nation’s economic needs. This highway
program of the 84th Congress is in
marked contrast to the highway pro-
gram suggested by the President. H. R.
10660 will provide greater highway
mileage at less expense than would be
provided under the administration’s pro-
posal.

The Highway Revenue Act of 1956, as
provided for in H. R. 10660, over the
period from 1957 through 1972, would
raise $14.8 billion in new or increased
taxes to be dedicated to highway develop-
ment. In my service in the House of
Representatives I have never known a
tax-increase measure to receive more
general support on the basis of its equity
and fairness than has been given to this
legislation. For this $14.8 billion in new
or increased taxes, plus the dedication to
highway purposes of ecertain existing
taxes, the Nation will receive approxi-
mately $40 billion in badly neefed new
highways.

Let us turn now fo an examination of
the method by which the administration
proposed to finance $25 billion in new
highways. In the President’s message to
the Congress of February 22, 1955, calling
for legislation to authorize a national
highway program it was proposed that
motor fuel and lubricating oil taxes
levied by the Federal Government be ear-
marked for the next 30 years in order to
finance a 10-year highway development
program. The dedication of these tax
receipts for 30 years was for a 10-year
development program that the President
is quoted as having described as only be-
ing a “good start” in the development of
the Nation’s highways. If it is only a
good start, we might well ask ourselves
from what source we would obtain the
necessary revenues to continue our high-
way program after the 10-year period in
view of the fact that our motor fuel taxes
would be committed for an additional
20 years.

Mr. Chairman, pay-as-we-go finanec-
ing, as provided in H. R. 10660, as op-
posed to the 30-year mortgaging of our
tax receipts from motor fuels, is not the
only difference between the financing
provisions of this bill and the program
proposed by the administration. In-
cluded in the cost of the administration’s
program was $11.5 billion in interest
charges on the indebtedness that would
have been sustained under the proposal.
This $11.5 billion was in excess of 50 per-
cent of the principal that would have
been used to build highways. These in-
terest charges would not have added 1
mile of road to our highway system.
These interest charges would not have
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prevented one death or other tragedy on
our highways. These interest charges
would have contributed little, if any=-
thing, to our economic development.

In appearing before the Committee on
Ways and Means during the commit-
tee’s deliberations on the Highway Reve=
nue Act of 1956, the Secretary of the
Treasury criticized the legislation then
under consideration as being $7.9 billion
short of the amount needed to make
the highway system self-financing. He
made this assertion despite previous
testimony before the Public Works Com-
mittee and before the Ways and Means
Committee that it was impossible to pro-
ject revenue estimates 15 years in ad-
vance. He acknowledged the fact that
in less than a 12-month period the
Treasury Department had been over $4
billion off in estimating budget figures
for the immediately preceeding fiscal
year. The effect of the Secretary’s
charge that the Highway Revenue Act
of 1956 provided insufficient revenues to
make the highway program self-financ-
ing may be analyzed as follows: Under
present law, for the 16-year period from
1957 through 1972 revenues from motor-
related sources would equal approxi-
mately $40 billion. The Secretary pro-
posed raising an additional $19 billion.
The Secretary’s position was that we
should raise $60 billion from motor-
related sources in order to finance a
highway-construction program of ap-
proximately $40 billion.

Because of the urging by the Secre-
tary of the Treasury for higher taxes to
finance the highway-development pro-
gram, inguiry was made of the Secre-
taries of the Treasury and Commerce as
to the ways in which this additional rev-
enue might be obtained. Neither had
any suggestions to offer. Indeed, the
Secretary of Commerce informed the
committee that he had no data on which
to base any recommendations that would
apportion the tax burden among high-
way users in accordance with the cost
they impose on our highway system.
This statement came from the man who
is responsible for the Federal highway
program.

It is significant to note that by pro-
viding for pay-as-we-go financing it
will be possible for Congress to periodi-
cally review the adequacy of tax col-
lections to assure that they will be suf-
ficient to defray the cost of the highway
system. Under the administration’s pro-
posal, we would have been committed to
a 30-year dedication of funds with little
opportunity to make adjustments re-
quired by subsequent developments in
the program. This is another aspect of
the highway program as developed by
the Congress that represents a substan~
tial improvement over the recommenda-
tions of the administration.

To make sure that the highway pro=-
gram is soundly financed, H. R. 10660
creates a trust fund in which tax col-
Iections will be deposited and from which
highway expenditures will be paid so
that the Congress and the people may
know at all times where we stand. It
will be the policy of the Congress to re-
examine periodically the adequacy of the
highway financing legislation.
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Mr, Chairman, we have heard a great
deal of discussion in recent years from
Republican sources about the dangers
of inflation. Republican spokesmen
claim to have stopped inflation but every
time anyone suggests tax reduction, the
specter of inflation is raised by the ad-
ministration spokesmen as an argu-
ment against reducing the tax burden of
our American citizens. These same Re-
publican spokesmen have been strangely
silent about the inflationary effects that
would have stemmed from the adminis-
tration's bond-financing proposal for the
development of our highway system.
The Republican administration was in
effect advocating the expenditure of $20
billion in 10 years to be financed by the
issuance of bonds to be paid off in 30
years. Mr, Chairman, if that is not defi-
cit financing of the worst sort, then I
do not know what deficit financing is.

Mr, Chairman, H. R. 10660 will pro-
vide our American citizens with the
highway system they need. It will do so
on the basis of a soundly financed pro-
gram that will help provide economic
prosperity and growth to our Nation
without creating inflationary pressures,
without resorting to deficit financing,
and without dedicating our tax collec-
tions for the next 32 years. This impor-
tant legislation, Congress’ highway pro-
gram, should receive the support of every
Member of this distinguished body.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, the
financing plan incorporated in title II of
H. R. 10660 is self-financing over the
16-year period from June 30, 1956, to
July 1972. The total revenues which
will be paid into the highway trust fund
for the 16-year period amount to approx-
imately $38.5 billion, of which ahout
$14.8 billion represents new or increased
highway-user taxes. The remaining
$23.7 billion is derived from existing
highway-user taxes., Expenditures from
the fund for the same period are esti-
mated at $37.3 billion, leaving a balance
of $1,190,000,000. However, because of
interest payments on repayable advances
from the general fund of the Treasury, a
net balance of $599 million will remain
for additional highway expenditures in
1970, and later years. In all probability
this balance will be much larger &ince
receipts-are estimated on a conservative
rate of growth, while higchway expendi-
tures are estimated on a liberal basis.

Like all tremendous undertakings, the
highway-building program envisioned in
title I of H. R. 10660 will not spring into
full effect on July 1, 1956. The plan-
ning stage which will initially ensue the
problem of letting contracts and making
land acquisitions will cause expenditures
from the highway trust fund to lag be-
hind revenue collections representing the
receipts of the trust fund during the first
years of the program. During this pe-
riod, except for the first few months, the
trust fund will show a surplus after
which, as the program gets underway
and construction accelerates, expendi-
tures will exceed receipts. This swing
from an excess of receipts over expendi-
tures to an excess of expenditures over
receipts will result in the need for tempo-
rary advances from the general fund of

' the Treasury to the trust fund to be re-
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paid in the last stage of the cycle when
receipts again exceed expenditures as
construction costs begin to fall off and
until they ultimately disappear. The
trust fund will thus experience three
stages: surplus to deficit to surplus.
Provision has been made in title IT for
the Treasury to borrow from the trust
fund during the initial surplus stage. It
is expected that interest on these loans
will produce interest receipts for the
fund amounting to $75 million. To pro-
vide for the second stage, provision is
made for the trust fund to secure repay-
able advances from the general fund of
the Treasury which are expected to re-
sult in interest charges against the fund
amounting to $674 million, or $599 mil-
lion in excess of the interest earned on
the initial fund surplus. It is the belief
of the Committee on Ways and Means
that the expenditures and the receipts
will balance over the 16-year period cov-
ered by title IT of the bill and, in addi-
tion, a substantial surplus will result.
In any event, section 209 of the hill,
which establishes the highway trust
fund, contains a declaration of policy to
the effect that if it appears that the total
receipts of the fund will be less than the
total expenditures from the fund that
Congress shall enact legislation to bring
about a balance.

In considering title IT of this bill, I
would like you to compare the financing
plan incorporated herein with the
President’s proposal for financing the
roads program. As you will recall, the
President’s financing program was pre-
mised upon the issuance of $20,235,000,-
000 in bonds, with maturity dates run-
ning over a period of 30 years. To pay
off these bonds and provide the addi-
tional $11,020,000,000 needed for his con-
struction program, the President’s pro-
posal would have tied up the revenues
produced by the Federal motor fuel taxes
for 30 years and saddled not only this
generation but the next one as well with
interest charges totaling $11,548,000,000.
In other words, the President was asking
the American people to pay a total of
$42,773,000,000 in taxes for only $31,225,-
000,000 worth of roads.

In addition to the existing 2 cents per
gallon tax on gasoline and other motor
fuels which is allocated to the highway
trust fund, title II also dedicates the ex-
isting tax of 5 cents per pound on tires
and the existing tax of 9 cents a pound
on inner tubes to the trust fund. As you
know, the President recommended that
the existing taxes on gasoline and motor
fuels be set aside to pay for his roads
program.

The fact that the Committee on Ways
and Means believes it proper to dedicate
existing taxes on tires and tubes to aid
in the financing of the roads program
envisioned in title I of this bill has been
the occasion for some comment. These
taxes at existing rates will produce
$3,588,000,000 under the 16-year period
covered by the financing program, or
approximately $223 million per year.
The fact that 371% percent of the exist-
ing tax on the sale by manufacturers of
trucks, buses, and truck trailers is dedi-
cated to the trust fund has also been the

occasion for comment, :
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I would like to direct the attention
of the House to the fact that title IT of
this bill is so drawn as to have absolutely
no effect upon the budget for the fiscal
year 1957. This is true because only
the new or additional taxes imposed un-
der title II of the bill will be paid into the
trust fund beginning July 1, 1956. The
additional existing taxes on motor fuels
dedicated to the trust fund under the bill
will be paid into the trust fund only to
the extent that they represent liabilities
accruing after July 1, 1956. Only for
the fiscal year 1958 and subsequent years
will the trust fund receive any revenues
derived from the existing tax on tires
and tubes. Nor will the trust fund re-
ceive any revenues from the ad valorem
tax on trucks, buses, and truck trailers
which can be denominated as revenue
from existing taxes on this source of
revenue. The explanation for this lies
in the fact that the present ad valorem
tax on trucks, buses, and truck trailers
at 8 percent expires on April 1, 1957, and
reverts to 5 percent. The President has
not asked that it be extended beyond that
date. Since title II provides a 10-per-
cent tax in the case of such trucks, buses,
and truck trailers sold on or after July
1, 1956, it in reality raises the tax 5 per-
centage points above what it would
otherwise be under existing law. There-
fore, it can be seen that only $223 mil-
lion per year of existing taxes are dedi-
cated to the highway trust fund for the
16-year period in question. This dedi-
cation is justified because of the ex-
panded nature of the proposed highway
program which will involve matching
State funds on a 90-10 basis for about
two-thirds of the proposed program's
entire cost, instead of the traditional
matching on a 50-50 basis heretofore
followed.

The certainty resulting from the trust
fund concept permits the administration
to plan future budgets in reliance upon
fixed highway expenditures and with the
knowledge that revenue will be provided
without resort to deficit financing.

Because all the new, increased, and
existing taxes involved are dedicated to
the financing of the highways proposed
in title I of the bill, limitations are pro-
vided which, for the most part, have the
effect of restricting the application of
the new or increased taxes to vehicles
used on or suitable for use on highways.
In general, a highway vehicle is a vehicle
which, if new, would be subject to the
manufacturers’ excise tax on the sale of
trucks, buses, passenger cars, and so
forth, or which is a motorecycle. Accord-
ingly, much of the heavy equipment used
in mining, logging, and other off-highway
operations, is not considered to be high-
way-type vehicles.

Because the base of each of the new or
increased taxes imposed under title II
of the bill is different, it is necessary to
discuss each of them.

1. DIESEL FUEL

The existing 2 cents a gallon tax on
diesel fuels already applies only in the
case of liquids sold for use or which are
used as a fuel in a diesel-powered high-
way vehicle. Accordingly, the entire 3-
cents-a-gallon tax will apply to a ligquid
- sold for use or used in a diesel-powered
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highway vehicle whether or not such
vehicle is in fact used on the highway.
Tractors, earth-moving equipment, and
bulldozers are not considered diesel-
powered highway vehicles, and diesel
fuel used in such equipment will not bear
the increased tax.

2. SPECIAL MOTOR FUELS

In the case of special motor fuels, such
as benzene, benzol, and liquefied petrole-
um gas the 2 cents a gallon tax under
present law is imposed with respect to
such fuel sold for use in the propulsion
of a motorboat, airplane or motor vehicle.
The increased tax of 1 cent a gallon im-
posed by title IT will apply only to such
fuels used for the propulsion of a motor
vehicle. According to the long-estab-
lished interpretation of the Internal Rev-
enue Service, a motor vehicle does not
include a vehicle ordinarily used to pull
or push, but not to carry, a load. Ac-
cordingly, vehicles, such as farm tractors,
construction equipment, and bulldozers
are not motor vehicles for purposes of
the special motor fuels tax. However, if
a vehicle is designed to carry a load, it
is now considered to be a motor vehicle,
and fuels used in its propulsion, under
this interpretation will be subject to the
increased tax on special motor fuels, re-
gardless of the fact that the vehicle is not
used on highways.

Both of the foregoing taxes are retail-
ers’ taxes imposed at the time of the sale
to the user.

3. GASOLINE

The existing tax on gasoline is a man-
ufacturers tax imposed at the time of the
sale by the manufacturers at the rate of
2 cents per gallon. A refund is provided
under the provisions of Public Law 466,
approved April 2, 1956, for gasoline used
on a farm for farming purposes. The
farm refund is not affected by title II
of this bill. The increased tax of 1 cent
per gallon imposed under the provi-
sions of title II will apply when such
fuel is sold for use in highway-type ve-
hicles. As stated above, generally a high-
way-type vehicle is a vehicle subject to
the manufacturers excise tax on trucks,
buses, and automobiles. This means
that the increased tax will apply to fuels
sold for use in a highway truck, regard-
less of the fact that the truck is not used
on highways. Much of the heavy equip-
ment used in mining, logging, and other
nonhighway operations will not bear
either the increased manufacturers sales
tax or the 1-cent increase in the tax on
gasoline. Nor will gasoline used in sta-
tionary engines, tractors, bulldozers, or
equipment such as road graders, bear the
increased tax.

4. TIRES

The increased tax of 3 cents a pound
imposed under title IT on tires of the
type used on highway vehicles applies
to tires of that type, even though they
are used on nonhighway equipment.
Tires other than tires of the type used
on highway vehicles, such as bicycle and
tractor tires, will not be subject to the
increased tax. The foregoing applies
to the new tax on tread rubber when
such tread rubber is sold for use or used
in the recapping or retreading of tires of
the highway type.
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5. USE OF HEAVY TRUCKES AND EUSES

The tax on the use of heavy trucks and
buses will apply only to the use of ve-
hicles which are registered, or required
to be registered, for use on highways.
For this reason, nonhighway equipment
and highway equipment which is not
registered, or required to be registered,
:tr:r use on the highway will not bear this

X,

As I have pointed out, the inereased
and new taxes imposed by the title have
been restricted to the extent admin-
istratively feasible to highway vehicles—
motor vehicles for the special motor fuels
tax—because the revenues under this bill
are devoted to the highway program.
Some nonhighway use will be subject to
the new and increased taxes because of
the difficult administrative problems
which would result from an attempt to
base the taxes on the actual use to which
either the vehicles, motor fuels, or tires
are put. For example, it would be im-
possible to finally determine the use to
which a tire is put until the tire is ac-
tually worn out, since, although initially
placed on a nonhighway vehicle, it could
be readily transferred to a highway ve-
hicle. Complicating this problem is the
fact that modern tires are often recapped
until the carcass is unusable and the
tire's useful life is thus extended, last-
ing, perhaps, 3 or 4 years. These, and
other administrative difficulties, were
considered by the Committee on Ways
and Means in reaching its decision to
base the new and increased taxes where
possible on the type of vehicle, the type
of tire, and the type of vehicle in which
the motor fuels subject to tax would be
used. The testimony of all interested
parties, such as representatives of the
mining, forestry, gasoline, tire, and auto=-
mobile industries, were taken into ac-
count in reaching the committee’s de-
cision.

The manner in which relief provisions
for nonhighway users are to be allowed,
such as the benefit of the 2 cent rate on
motor fuels, as well as the manner in
which the exemption for transit systems
is to be administered, are left to the
regulatory authority of the Secretary of
the Treasury and the Internal Revenue
Service. This is in accordance with the
traditional practice followed in revenue
statutes. The Treasury and the Internal
Revenue Service are in a better position
to work out solutions satisfactory to all
parties concerned under the latitude
afforded by the regulatory power than
they would be under a specific legislative
proposal which, because of changing cir-
cumstances, might prove too restrictive.
For example, it is possible, if thought
feasible, for the Secretary of the Treas-
ury’s regulations to provide for direct
purchases of gasoline at the 2 cent rate
by nonhighway users.

Mr. Chairman, it is my belief that the
taxes reflected in title II of H. R. 10660
represent the most equitable distribution
of the tax burden among classes of high~
way users it is possible to obtain on the
basis of presently available data. How-
ever, in order to be assured of this for the
future there was written into the bill the
requirement, now found in section 209 of
title II, that the Secretary of Commerce
make a study in cooperation with the
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Interstate Commerce Commission and
the State Highway Departments for the
purpose of determining what, if any,
changes should be made in the distribu-
tion of the tax burden in order to assure
as equitable a distribution of the tax
burden among the various classes of per-
sons using the Federal-aid highways or
otherwise deriving benefits from such
highways as possible.

There was also incorporated in the hill
a provision calling upon Congress to
enact additional legislation if at any time
during the course of the 16-year period
covered by the bill it appears that the
receipts of the trust fund and the ex-
penditures from the fund will not bal-
ance.

It is my belief that these and other
features of title II make this highway
financing proposal the best that can be
achieved by Congress at this time, I
urge its adoption by the House.

The CHAIRMAN. If there are no
further requests for time, the Clerk will
read the bill for amendment.

No amendments to title IT are in order
except those offered by the Committee on
Ways and Means.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, etc.—

TITLE I—FEDERAL HIGHWAY ACT OF 1956
Sec. 101. Short title for title I.

This title may be cited as the “Federal

Highway Act of 1956."”

Mr. FALLON. Mr. Chairman, I move
the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

According the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr, WaALTER, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H. R. 10660) to amend and supplement
the Federal-Aid Road Act approved July
11, 1916 to authorize appropriations for
continuing the construction of hichways;
to amend the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 to provide additional revenue from
the taxes on motor fuel, tires, and trucks
and buses; and for other purposes, had
come to no resolution thereon.

HOUR OF MEETING TOMORROW

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the House
adjourns today it adjourn to meet at 10
o'clock tomorrow.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

There was no objection.

RENEGOTIATION ACT AMEND-
MENTS TO ASSIST SMALL AND
INDEPENDENT BUSINESS
Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-

mous consent to address the House for 1

minute and to revise and extend my re-

marks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Colo-
rado?

There was no objection.

Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, today I am
introducing a bill to amend the Re-
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negotiation Act of 1951, as amended, for
the purpose of assisting small and inde-
pendent business, In this action I am
joined by my Republican colleagues on
the Select Committee on Small Business
who are introducing identical bills.
These Members, as you know, are the
gentleman from New York [Mr. RIEHL-
mAN], the gentleman from Connecticut
[Mr. SeeErLy-Brown], the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. McCuLrLocH], and the
gentleman from Illinoios [Mr.
SHEEHAN]. The purpose and the effect
of the amendments is, first, to encour-
age subcontracting in Government pro-
curement and to provide incentives for
small and independent business, sec-
ondly, to encourage prime contractors
and subcontractors to subcontract the
maximum proportion of their contracts
and subcontracts and to provide the
proper profit motives for small and in-
dependent business concerns, and
thirdly, to expand the Government pro-
curement base by providing much
needed incentives and encouragement to
small and independent business.

When these amendments become law,
the Congress will have reaffirmed its
long standing policy of assuring to small
and independent business concerns a
maximum proportion of the contracts
for goods and services awarded by the
various departments and agencies of the
Federal Government,

In the midst of efforts to increase the
small business share of military pro-
curement, it has become evident that
numerous phases of the Renegotiation
Act operate to harm small business.

Since its enactment, the Renegotia-
tion Act of 1951 has created inequities
in the small business position and has
served to deny to small business a fair
opportunity to contribute its well rec-
ognized cost-savings skills in subcon-
tracting operations.

It is the purpose of our amendments
to reduce these unfair burdens upon
small business and to stimulate small
business participation in Government
contracting, thus helping to reduce the
net total cost of military procurement.

ENCOURAGEMENT OF SUBCONTRACTING

Many Members of Congress have been
disturbed to find that the Renegotiation
Act criteria for judging a contractor’'s
performance, specifically, the require-
ment to consider the “extent of subcon-
tracting,” appears to have been inter-
preted so as to penalize a military con-
tractor who, to any great extent, utilizes
the skills of small-business subcontrac-
tors in an effort to reduce costs. It is
evident that a clear expression of con-
gressional intent to encourage efficient
subcontracting would not only operate
in the interest of small business, but
would serve as incentive to reduce net
costs in our national defense program.

The amendment offered to section 103
(e) of the Renegotiation Act of 1951, as'
amended, is designed to accomplish the
purpose of encouraging subcontracting
with small business by providing rewards
to contractors in the form of propor-
tionately higher profit allowances where
it is evident that their small business
subcontracting efforts are aimed at re-
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ductions in the net cost of total produc-
tion.
AWARDS TO LOW EIDDERS

Another serious consideration in the
drafting of our proposals was the extent
to which certain operating phases of the
act tend to penalize the contractor who
demonstrates the most efficiency. Thus,
in the area of military procurement
which is most highly competitive—that
is, the type of procurement in which
small business participates most ac-
tively—the successful low bidder for a
contract continues to find himself ex-
posed to the burdens of extra record-
keeping and a Damocles sword of poten=
tial renegotiation liability.

We are all aware that active competi-
tion in our free-enterprise system is the
most certain guaranty for economy in
Government procurement operations.
Therefore, our proposal is designed to
encourage increased competition and
bring the benefits of resulting lower
prices to the Government by offering
protection to the successful low bidder.
By an addition to section 106 (a) of the
act, we propose to make mandatory the
exclusion of any contract or subcontract
which has been awarded to the low bid-
der among three or more responsive
bidders.

PRICE REDETERMINATION AND REVISION

As you know, many current contracts
contain provisions for price redetermi-
nation or revision. Such types of con-
tracts are generally used in the procure-
ment of items for which there is insuffi-
cient production experience prior to the
purchase of a particular item. Initial
pricing in such contracts is based upon
best estimates, but the contractor and
military procurement agency agree to be
guided by actual experience in making
one or several subsequent price revisions
to establish levels at which no more than
reasonable profits shall accrue to the
contractor. Obviously, the review and
repricing procedure parallels the type of
study made by the Renegotiation Board.
The purpose of both procedures is iden-
tical. The requirement that a con-
tractor who has been subjected to price
redetermination repeat the process un-
der renegotiation is to expose him to
a form of double jeopardy and to im-
pose upon him a further burden of ex=-
cessive recordkeeping and financial in-
security.

Without question, this requirement is
most burdensome on smaller businesses
and discourages such firms from engag-
ing in more active competition for Gov-
ernment contracts which they are weil
qualified to perform. Therefore, this
amendment is designed to relieve such
burdens and make mandatory the fur-
ther exclusion of those contracts or sub-
contracts which, by their terms, are sub-

ject to price redetermination or price
revision.

MINIMUM AMOUNTS SUBJECT TO RENEGOTIATION

It has become increasingly apparent
that whatever degree of protection the
Renegotiation Act currently affords is
concentrated in the area of the most
highly complex production, for exam-
ple, the multimillion-dollar procure=-
ments of such items as supersonic mis=-
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siles—the areas of procurement where
secrecy and complexity tend to limit
direct competition. In spite of this,
thousands of smaller firms engaged in
the very highly competitive fields of com-
ponents production, toolmaking, instru-
ment manufacture, and the like, continue
to bear the additional administrative
costs and uncertainties which renegotia-
tion procedures necessarily impose.

It is our considered opinion that such
burdens on these smaller firms are un-
wise and unwarranted. We propose,
therefore, that the minimum dollar value
of nonexcluded contracts to which re-
negotiation is applicable be raised from
the current level of $500,000 to a new
level of $1 million. We do not believe
that the profits of any firm at this level
of business would be sufficient to warrant
the costs involved in renegotiation from
either the Government’s viewpoint or
from that of the concern which under-
goes the renegotiation. Our present tax
levels are assurance that no inordinate
profits will be retained. In fact, it is
very doubtful whether present taxes al-
low the smaller concerns to retain suffi-
cient funds for growth and expansion.

We sincerely hope in the consideration
of an extension of the Renegotiation Act,
if it is decided to extend that act, that
the Ways and Means Committee will
afford small business concerns an oppor-
tunity to be heard. We especially re-
quest sympathetic consideration on the
points which we have raised. In making
our proposals we are aware that Public
Law 216 of the 84th Congress, 1st ses-
sion, authorizes and directs the Joint
Committee on Internal Revenue Taxa-
tion to make a complete study of the Re-
negotiation Act in order to determine
“whether there is any necessity of ex-
tending the Renegotiation Act of 1951
beyond December 31, 1956” and also “if
any further extension is found necessary,
the extent to which renegotiation of
Government contracts should apply
after such date.”

It is because of the alternatives pro-
vided in the Renegotiation Act exten-
sion, as approved August 3, 1955, that we
have offered for consideration proposals
which we believe to be both necessary
and desirable in any further extension
of the Renegotiation Act.

The complete text of the bill follows:
A bill to amend the Renegotiation Act of

1951 to assist small business, and for other

purposes

Be it enacted, etc.—

DECLARATION OF PURPOSE AND POLICY

Secrron 1. It is hereby declared to be the
policy of the Congress, and the purpose of
this act—

(1) to encourage subcontracting in Gov-
ernment procurement to provide incentives
for small and independent business concerns,

(2) to encourage prime contractors and
subcontractors to subcontract the maximum
proportion of their contracts and subcon-
tracts to provide the proper profit motives
for small and independent business con-
cerns as the cornerstone of our free enter-
prise system, and

(3) to expand the Government procure-
ment base by providing incentives and en-
couragement to small and independent busi-
ness concerns,
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The Congress hereby reaffirms its long-
standing policy of assuring to small and
independent business concerns a maximum
proportion of the contracts for goods and
services awarded by the various depart-
ments and agencies of the Federal Govern=
ment.

ENCOURAGEMENT OF SUBCONTRACTING

Sec. 2. Section 103 (e) of the Renegotia«
tion Act of 1951, as amended (setting forth
factors to be taken into account in deter-
mining whether profits are excessive), is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following: “In determining excessive profits,
favorable recognition must be given to sub-
contracting to small and independent busi-
nees concerns; and a contractor or sub-
contractor who achieves economies through
the program of the Department of Defense
and the Small Business Administration to
increase the share of small and independent
business concerns in military procurement
shall, subject to other considerations set
forth in this subsection, be provided incen-
tive rewards through proportionately higher
profit allowances. For purposes of the pre-
ceding sentence, the term ‘small and inde-
pendent business concerns’ as of any time
has the meaning then agreed to by the
Department of Defense and the Small Busi-
ness Administration.”

MINIMUM AMOUNTS SUBJECT TO RENEGOTIATION

SEec. 3. (a) Paragraph (1) of section 105
(f) of the Renegotiation Act of 1851, as
amended (relating to minimum amounts
subject to renegotiation), is amended by
striking out “or §500,000 in the case of a
fiscal year ending on or after June 30, 1953
each place it appears therein and inserting
in lieu thereof “$500,000 in the case of a
fiscal year ending on or after June 30, 1953,
and before July 1, 19566, or $1,000,000 in the
case of a fiscal year ending after June 30,
1956.”

(b) The second sentence of paragraph (3)
of such section 105 (f) is amended by in-
serting “the $1,000,000 amount,” after “the
$500,000 amount,”.

EXEMPTION OF CERTAIN CONTRACTS AND SUB-
CONTRACTS SUBJECT TO PRICE REDETERMINA-
TION OR AWARDED TO LOW BIDDERS
Sec. 4. Section 106 (a) of the Renegotia-

tion Act of 1951, as amended (relating to
mandatory exemptions from the act), is
amended by striking out the period at the
end of paragraph (9) and inserting in lieu
thereof a semicolon and the word “or™ and
by adding at the end thereof the following
new paragraphs:

“(10) any fixed price or incentive-type
contract or subcontract which, by its terms,
is subject to price redetermination or price
revision; or .

*“(11) any contract or subcontract which
has been the subject of competitive bidding
and has been awarded to the low bidder
among three or more responsive and com=-
petitive bidders.”

EFFECTIVE DATE

Sec. 5. The amendments made by sections

2 and 4 of this act shall apply only in re-

spect of contracts with the Departments
and subcontracts made after June 30, 1956.

BANK HOLDING COMPANY ACT OF
1956

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s desk the hill (H. R. 6227) to
provide for the control and regulation
of bank holding companies, and for
other purposes, with Senate amend-
ments thereto, and concur in the Sen=-
ate amendments,

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
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The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ments as follows:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert: “That this act may be cited as the
‘Bank Holding Company Act of 1856."

“DEFINITIONS

“SEc. 2 (a) ‘Bank holding company’ means
any company (1) which directly or indi-
rectly owns, controls, or holds with power
to vote, 26 percent or more of the voting
shares of each of two or more banks or of
a company which is or becomes a bank hold-
ing company by virtue of this act, or (2)
which controls in any manner the election
of a majority of the directors of each of
two or more banks, or (3) for the benefit of
whose shareholders or members 25 percent
or more of the voting shares of each of two
or more banks or a bank holding company
is held by trustees; and for the purposes of
this act, any successor to any such company
shall be deemed to be a bank holding com-
pany from the date as of which such prede-
cessor company became a bank holding com-
pany. Notwithstanding the foregoing (A)
no bank shall be a bank holding company
by virtue of its ownership or control of shares
in a fiduciary capacity, except where such
shares are held for the benefit of the share-
holders of such bank, (B) no company shall
be a bank holding company which is regis-
terad under the Investment Company Act
of 1940, and was so registered prior to May
15, 19556 (or which is affiliated with any such
company in such manner as to constitute
an affiliated company within the meaning of
such act), unless such company (or such
affillated company), as the case may be, di-
rectly owns 25 percent or more of the voting
shares of each of two or more banks, (C)
no company shall be a bank holding com=-
pany by virtue of its ownership or control
of shares acquired by it in connection with
its underwrlting of securities and which are
held only for such period of time as will per-
mit the sale thereof upon a reasonable basis,
{D) no company formed for the sole pur-
pose of participating In a proxy solicitation
shall be a bank holding company by virtue
of its control of voting rights of shares ac=-
quired in the course of such solicitation,
and (E) no company shall be a bank hold-
ing company if at least 80 percent of its total
assets are composed of holdings in the fleld
of agriculture.

“(b) ‘Company’ means any corporation,
business trust, association, or similar or-
ganization, but shall not include (1) any
corporation the majority of the shares of
which are owned by the United States or by
any State, or (2) any corporation or com-
munity chest, fund, or foundation, organized
and operated exclusively for religious, char-
itable, or educational purposes, no part of
the net earnings of which inures to the bene«
fit of any private share holders or individuals,
and no substantial part of the activities of
which is carrying on propaganda, or other-
wise attempting to infiuence legislation, or
(3) any partnership.

“(c) ‘Bank’' means any national banking
association or any State bank, savings bank,
or trust company, but shall not include any
organization operating under section 25 (a)
of the Federal Reserve Act, or any organiza-
tion which does not do business within the
United States ‘State member bank’ means
any State bank which is a member of the
Federal Reserve System. ‘District bank’
means any State bank organized or operat-
ing under the Code of Law for the District
of Columbia.

“(d) ‘Subsidiary’, with respect to a speci-
fled bank holding company, means (1) any
company 25 per centum or more of whose
voting shares (excluding shares owned by
the United States or by any company wholly
owned by the United States) is owned or
controlled by such bank holding company;
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or (2) any company the election of a ma-
jority of whose directors is controlled in any
manner by such bank holding company; or
(3) any company 25 percent or more of whose
voting shares are held by trustees for the
benefit of the shareholders or members of
such bank holding company.

“(e) The term ‘successor’ shall include
any company which acquires directly or in-
directly from a bank holding company shares
of any bank, when and if the relationship
between such company and the bank hold-
ing company is such that the transaction
effects no substantial change in the control
of the bank or beneficial ownership of such
shares of such bank. The Board may, by
regulation, further define the term “suc-
cessor’ to the extent necessary to prevent
evasion of the purposes of this act.

“(f) ‘Board’ means the Board of Gover-
nors of the Federal Reserve System.

“(g) ‘Agriculture’, as used in section 2
(a), includes farming in all its branches in-
cluding fruitgrowing, dairying, the raising
of livestock, bees, fur-bearing animals, or
poultry, forestry or lumbering operations,
and the production of naval stores, and oper-
ations directly related thereto.

“ACQUISITION OF BANK SBHARES OR ASSETS

“Sec.3. (a) It shall be unlawful except
with the prior approval of the Board (1)
for any action to be taken which results in
a company becoming a bank holding com=-
pany under section 2 (a) of this act; (2)
for any bank holding company to acquire
direct or indirect ownership or control of
any voting shares of any bank if, after such
acqulsition, such company will directly or
indirectly own or control more than 5 per-
cent of the voting shares of such bank;
(3) for any bank holding company or sub-
gidiary thereof, other than a bank, to ac-
quire all or substantially all of the assets
of a bank; or (4) for any bank holding com-
pany to merge or consolidate with any other
bank holding company. Notwithstanding
the foregoing this prohibition shall not ap-
ply to (A) shares acquired by a bank, (i)
in good faith in a fiduciary capacity, except
where such shares are held for the benefit
of the shareholders of such bank; or (ii)
in the regular course of securing or collect-
ing a debt previously contracted in good
faith, but any shares acquired after the date
of enactment of this act in securing or cel-
lecting any such previously contracted debt
shall be disposed of within a period of 2
years from the date on which they were
acquired; or (B) additional shares acquired
by a bank holding company in a bank in
which such bank holding company owned
or controlled a majority of the voting shares
prior to such acquisition.

“(b) Upon receiving from a company any
application for approval under this section,
the Board shall give notice to the Comptroller
of the Currency, if the applicant company
or any bank the voting shares or assets of
which are sought to be acquired is a na-
tional banking association or a Distriet bank,
or to the appropriate supervisory authority
of the interested State, if the applicant com-
pany or any bank the voting shares or assets
of which are sought to be acquired in a State
bank, and shall allow 30 days within which
the views and recommendations of the
Comptroller of the Currency or the State
supervisory authority, as the case may be,
may be submitted. If the Comptroller of the
Currency or the State supervisory authority
so notified by the Board disapproves the
application in writing within said 30 days,
the Board shall forthwith give written notice
of that fact to the applicant, Within 3 days
after giving such notice to the applicant, the
Board shall notify in writing the applicant
and the disapproving authority of the date
for commencement of a hearing by it on
such application. Any such hearing shall be
commenced not less than 10 nor more than 30
days after the Board has given written notice
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to the applicant of the action of the disap-
proving authority. The length of any such
hearing shall be determined by the Board,
but it shall afford all interested parties a
reasonable opportunity to testify at such
hearing. At the conclusion thereof, the
Board shall by order grant or deny the ap-
plication on the basis of the record made
at such hearing.

“{c) In determining whether or not to
approve any acquisition or merger or con=-
solidation under this section, the Board shall
take into conslderation the following fac-
tors: (1) the financial history and condi-
tion of the company or companies and the
banks concerned; (2) their prospects; (3)
the character of their management; (4) the
convenience, needs, and welfare of the com-
munities and the area concerned; and (5)
whether or not the effect of such acquisition
or merger or consolidation would be to ex-
pand the slze or extent of the bank holding
company system involved beyond limits con-
sistent with adequate and sound banking,
the public interest, and the preservation of
competition in the fleld of banking.

“(d) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this section, no application shall be ap-
proved under this section which will permit
any bank holding company or any subsidiary
thereof to acquire, directly or indirectly,
any voting shares of, interest in, or all or
substantially all of the assets of any addi-
tional bank located outside of the State in
which such bank holding company maintains
its prinecipal office and place of business or
in which it conducts its principal operations
unless the acquisition of such shares or as-
sets of a State bank by an out-of-State bank
holding company is specifically authorized
by the statute laws of the State in which
such bank is located, by language to that
effect and not merely by implication,

“INTERESTS IN NONBANKING ORGANIZATIONS

“Sgc.4, (a) Except as otherwise provided
in this act, no bank holding company shall—

“(1) after the date of enactment of this
act acquire direct or indirect ownership or
control of any voting shares of any com-
pany which is not a bank, or

“(2) after 2 years from the date of enact-

ment of this act or from the date as of
which it becomes a bank holding company,
whichever is later, retain direct or indirect
ownership or control of any voting shares of
any company which ls not & bank or a bank
holding company or engage in any business
other than that of banking or of managing
or controlling banks or of furnishing serv-
ices to or performing services for any bank
of which it owns dr controls 26 percent or
more of the voting shares.
The Board is authorized, upon application by
a bank holding company, to extend the pe-
rlod referred to in paragraph (2) above from
time to time as to such bank holding com-
pany for not more than 1 year at a time if,
in its judgment, such an extension would
not be detrimental to the public interest,
but no such extensions shall extend beyond
a date 5 years after the date of enactment
of this act or 6 years after the date as of
which a company becomes a bank holding
company, whichever is later.

“(b) After two years from the date of
enactment of this act, no certificate evi-
dencing shares of any bank holding company
shall bear any statement purporting to rep-
resent shares of any other company except
a bank or a bank holding company, nor shall
the ownership, sale, or transfer of shares of
any bank holding company be conditioned in
any manner whatsoever upon the ownership,
sale, or transfer of shares of any other com-
pany except a bank or a bank holding
company.

“(e) The prohibitions in this section shall
not apply—

“(1) to shares owned or acquired by a
bank holding company in any company en=-
gaged solely in holding or operating prop-
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erties used wholly or substantially by any
bank with respect to which it is a bank
holding company in its operations or ac-
quired for such future use or engaged solely
in conducting a safe deposit business, or
solely in the business of furnishing services
to or performing services for such holding
company and banks with respect to which it
is a bank holding company, or in liquidating
assets acquired from such bank holding com-
pany and such banks;

“(2) to shares acquired by a bank holding
company which is a bank, or by any banking
subsidiary of a bank holding company, in
satisfaction of a debt previously contracted
in good faith, but such bank holding com-
pany or such subsidiaries shall dispose of
such shares within a period of 2 years from
the date on -which they were acquired or
from the date of enactment of this act,
whichever is later;

“(8) to shares acquired by a bank holding
company from any of its subsidiaries which
subsidiary has been requested to dispose of
such shares by any Federal or State authority
having statutory power to examine such
subsidiary, but such bank holding company
shall dispose of such shares within a period
of 2 years from the date on which they were
acquired or from the date of enactment of
this act, whichever is later;

“(4) to shares which are held or acquired
by a bank holding company which is a bank
or by any banking subsidiary of a bank
holding company, in good faith in a fiduciary
capacity, except where such shares are held
for the benefit of the shareholders of such
bank holding company or any of its sub-
sidiaries, or to shares which are of the kinds
and amounts eligible for investment by na-
tional banking associations under the provi-
sions of section 5136 of the Revised Statutes,
or to shares lawfully acquired and owned
prior to the date of enactment of this act
by a bank which is a bank holding com-
pany, or by any of its wholly owned sub-
sidiaries;

“(5) to shares of any company which are
held or acquired by a bank holding company
which do not include more than 5 percent
of the outstanding voting securities of such
company, and do not have a value greaier
than 5 percent of the value of the total assets
of the bank holding company, or to the
ownership by a bank holding company of
shares, securities, or obligations of an invest-
ment company which is not a bank holding
company and which is not engaged in any
business other than investing in securities,
which securities do not include more than
b percent of the outstanding voting securities
of any company and do not include any
single asset having a value greater than b6
percent of the value of the total assets of
the bank holding company;

“(6) to shares of any company all the ac-
tivities of which are of a finanecial, fiduciary,
or insurance nature and which the Board
after due notice and hearing, and on the
basis of the record made at such hearing, by
order has determined to be so closely related
to the business of banking or of managing
or controlling banks as to be a proper in-
cident thereto and as to make it unnecessary
for the prohibitions of this section to apply
in order to carry out the purposes of this
act;

“(T) to any bank holding company which
is a labor, agricultural, or horticultural or-
ganization and which is exempt from taxa-
tion under section 501 of the Internal Reve=
nue Code of 1954; or

*“(8) to shares held or acquired by a bank
holding company in any company which is
organized under the laws of a foreign coun=-
try and which is engaged principally in the
banking business outside the United States.

“ADMINISTRATION

“Sec, 5. (a) Within 180 days after the date
of enactment of this act, or within 180 days
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after becoming a bank holding company,
whichever is later, each bank holding com-
pany shall register with the Board on forms
prascribed by the Board, which shall include
such information with respect to the finan-
cial condition and operations, management,
and intercompany relationships of the bank-
ing holding company and its subsidiaries,
and related matters, as the Board may deem
necessary or appropriate to carry out the
purposes of this act. The Board may, in its
discretion, extend the time within which a
bank holding company shall register and
file the requisite information.

*“(b) The Board is authorized to 1ssue such
regulations and orders as may be necessary
to enable it to administer and carry out the
purposes of this act and prevent evasions
thereof.

“(c) The Board from time to time may
require reports under oath to keep it in-
formed as to whether the provisions of this
act and such regulations and orders issued
thereunder have been complied with; and
the Board may make examinations of each
bank holding company and each subsidiary
thereof, the cost of which shall be assessed
against, and paid by, such holding company.
The Board shall, as far as possible, use the
reports of examinations made by the Comp-
troller of the Currency, the Federal Deposit
Insurance Corporation, or the appropriate
State bank supervisory authority for the
purposes of this section.

*“(d) Before the expiration of 2 years fol-
lowing the date of enactment of thls act, and
each year thereafter In the Board’'s annual
report to the Congress, the Board shall re-
port to the Congress the results of the ad-
ministration of this act, stating what, if any,
substantial difficulties have been encountered
in carrying out the purposes of this act, and
any recommendations as to changes in the
law which in the opinion of the Board would
be desirable,

“BORROWING BY BANK HOLDING COMPANY OR
ITS SUBSIDIARIES

“Sec. 6. (a) From and after the date of
enactment of this act, it shall be unlawful
for a bank—

*“(1) to invest any of its funds in the cap-
ital stock, bonds, debentures, or other obli-
gations of a bank holding company of which
it is a subsidiary, or of any other subsidiary
of such bank holding company;

“{2) to accept the capital stock, bonds,
debentures, or other obligations of a bank
holding company of which it is a subsidiary
or any other subsidiary of such bank holding
company, as collateral security for advances
made to any person or company: Provided,
however, That any bank may accept such
capital stock, bonds, debentures, or other
obligations as securlty for debts previously
contracted, but such collateral shall not be
held for a period of over 2 years;

“(3) to purchase securities, other assets or
obligations under repurchase agreement from
a8 bank holding company of which it 1s a
subsidiary or any other subsidiary of such
bank holding company; and

“(4) to make any loan, discount or exten-
sion of credit to a bank holding company of
which it is a subsidiary or to any other sub-
sidiary of such bank holding company.

“Non-interest-bearing to the
credit of a bank shall not be deemed to be
‘a loan or advance to the bank or deposit,
nor chall the giving of immediate credit to
a bank upon uncollected items received in
the ordinary course of business be deemed to
be a loan or advance to the depositing bank.

*(b) ‘Phe provisions of this section shall
mnot apply (1) to the capital stock, bonds, de-
bentures, or other obligations of any com-
pany described in section 4 (¢) (1) of this
act, or (2) to any company whose subsidiary
status has arisen out of a bona fide debt to
the bank contracted prior to the date of the
creation of such status, or (3) to any com-
pany whose subsidiary status exists by reason
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of the ownership or control or voting shares
thereof by the bank as executor, administra-
tor, trustee, receiver, agent, or depositary, or
in any other fiduclary capacity, except where
such shares are held for the benefit of all or
a majority of the stockholders of such bank.
“RESERVATION OF RIGHTS TO STATES

*Sec. T. The enactment by the Congress of
the Bank Holding Company Act of 1856 shall
not be construed as preventing any State
from exercising such powers and jurisdiction
which it now has or may hereafter have with
respect to banks, bank holding companies,
and subsidiaries thereof.

“PENALTIES

“SEc. B. Any company which willfully vio-
lates any provision of this act, or any regula-
tion or order issued by the Board pursuant
thereto, shall upon conviction be fined not
more than $1,000 for each day during which
the viclation continues, Any individual who
willfully participates in a violation of any
provision of this act shall upon conviction
be fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned
not more than 1 year, or both. Every officer,
director, agent, and employee of a bank hold-
ing company shall be subject to the same
penalties for false entries in any book, report,
or statement of such bank holding company
as are applicable to officers, directors, agents,
and employees of member banks for false en-
tries in any books, reports, or statements of
member banks under section 1005 of title 18,
United States Code.

“JUDICIAL REVIEW

*“Sec. 9, Any party aggrieved by an order of
the Board under this act may obtain a re-
view of such order in the United States Court
of Appeals within any circuit wherein such
party has its principal place of business, or in
the Court of Appeals in the District of Co-
lumbia, by filing in the court, vithin 60 days
after the entry of the Board's order, a peti-
tion praying that the order of the Board be
set aside. A copy of such petition shall be
forthwith served upon the Board, and there-
upon the Board shall certify and file in the
court a transcript of the record made before
the Board. Upon the filing of the transcript
the court shall have jurisdiction to affirm, set
aside, or modify the order of the Board and
to require the Board to take such action with
regard to the matter under review as the
court deems proper. The findings of the
Board as to the facts, if supported by sub-
stantial evidence, shall be conclusive.

“AMENDMENTS TO INTERNAL REVENUE CODE
OF 1954

“Sgc, 10. (a) Subchapter O of chapter 1
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following mew part:
“‘Part VIII—Distributions pursuant to Bank

Holding Company Act of 1956

*'Sec. 1101. Distributions pursuant to Bank
Holding Company Act of 1956,

* ‘Sec. 1102. Special rules.

# ‘Sec. 1103. Definitions.

“ ‘Sec. 1101. Distributions pursuant to Bank
Holding Company Act of 19566,

*“¢(a) Distributions of certain non-bank-
ing property.— -

“*(1) Distributions of prohibited proper-
ty—If—

“*(A) a gqualified bank holding corpora-
tion distributes prohibited property (other
than stock received in an exchange to which
subsection (c¢) (2) applies)—

*f(1) to a shareholder (with respect to its
stock held by such shareholder), without the
surrender by such shareholder of stock in
such corporation; or

“*(i1) to a shareholder, in exchange for its
preferred stock; or

“f(111) to a security holder, in exchange
for its securities; and

“*(B) the Board has, before the distribu-
tion, certified that the distribution of such
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prohibited property is necessary or appro-
priate to effectuate section 4 of the Bank
Holding Company Act of 19586,

then no gain to the shareholder or security
holder from the receipt of such property
shall be recognized.

*“*(2) Distributions of stock and securities
received in an exchange to which subsection
(c) (2) applies.—If—

“*(A) a qualified bank holding corpora=
tion distributes—

**(i) common stock received in an ex-
change to which subsection (¢) (2) applies
to a shareholder (with respect to its stock
held by such shareholder), without the sur-
render by such shareholder of stock in such
corporation; or

“i(il) common stock received in an ex-
change to which subsection (c¢) (2) applies
to a shareholder, in exchange for its common
stock; or

“*(i11) preferred stock or common stock
received in an exchange to which subsection
{c) (2) applies to a shareholder, in exchange
for its preferred stock; or

“*(iv) securities or preferred or common
stock received in an exchange to which sub=-
section (c¢) (2) applies to a security holder
in exchange for its securities; and

“4(B) any preferred stock received has
substantially the same terms as the preferred
stock exchanged, and any securities received
have substantially the same terms as the
securitles exchanged, then, except as pro-
vided in subsection (), no gain to the share-
holder or security holder from the receipt of
such stock or such securities or such stock
and securities shall be recognized.

“*(3) Non pro rata distributions: Para-
graphs (1) and (2) shall apply to a distribu=-
tion whether or not the distribution is pro
rata with respect to all of the shareholders
of the distributing qualified bank holding
corporation,

“‘(4) Exception: This subsection shall not
apply to any distribution by a corporation
which has made any distribution pursuant
to subsection (b).

“(5) Distributions involving gift or com=
pensation,—

“‘In the case of a distribution to which
paragraph (1) or (2) applies, but which—

“‘(A) results in a gift, see section 2501,
and following, or

“¢(B) has the effect of the payment of
compensation, see section 61 (a) (1).

“‘(b) Corporation ceasing to be a bank
holding company.—

“4(1) Distributions of property which
cause a corporation to be a bank holding
company: If—

“!(A) a qualified bank holding corpora=

‘tion distributes property (other than stock

‘received in an exchange to which subsection
(c) (3) applies)—

“*(1) to a shareholder (with respect to its
stock held by such shareholder), without the

-surrender by such shareholder of stock in

such corporation; or

“*(i1) to a shareholder, in exchange for its
preferred stock; or

“*(1ii) to a security holder, in exchange
for its securities; and

“*(B) the Board has, before the distribu-
tion, certified that—

“*(1y such property is all or part of the
property by reason of which such corporation
controls (within the meaning of section 2
(a) of the Bank Holding Company Act of
'19568) a bank or bank holdlng company, or
such property 1s part of the property by rea-
son of which such corporation did control a
bank or a bank holding company before any
property of the same kind was distributed
under this subsection or exchanged under
subsection (¢) (3); and

“*(i1) the distribution is necessary or ap-
propriate to effectuate the policies of such
act, then no gain to the shareholder or secu-
rity holder from the receipt of such property
shall be recognized.
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=« «(3) Distributions of stock and securities
recelved in an exchange to which subsection
(c) (3) applies: If—

“*‘(A) a qualified bank holding corpora=
tion distributes—

“*‘(1) common stock received in an ex-
change to which subsection (c¢) (3) applies
to a shareholder (with respect to its stock
held by such shareholder), without the sur-
render by such shareholder of stock in such
corporation; or

“(i1) common stock received in an ex-
change to which subsection (¢) (38) applies
to a shareholder, in exchange for its common
stock; or

“*(iil) preferred stock or common stock
recelved in an exchange to which subsection
(¢) (3) applies to a shareholder, in exchange
for its preferred stock; or

“‘(iv) securities or preferred or common
stock received in an exchange to which sub-
section (c) (3) applies to a security holder,
in exchange for its securities; and

“*(B) any preferred stock received has
substantially the same terms as the preferred
stock exchanged, and any securities received
have substantially the same terms as the
securities exchanged,

then, except as provided in subsection (f),
no gain to the shareholder or security holder
from the receipt of such stock or such secu-
rities or such stock and securities shall be
reco :

“f(3) Non pro rata distributions: Para-
graphs (1) and (2) shall apply to a distribu-
tion whether or not the distribution is pro
rata with respect to all of the shareholders
of the distributing qualified bank holding
corporation.

*“‘(4) Exception: This subsection shall not
apply to any distribution by a corporation
which has made any distribution pursuant
to subsection (a).

“*(5) Distributions involving gift or com-
pensation.—

“*‘In the case of a distribution to which
paragraph (1) or (2) applies, but which—

“*(A) results in a gift, see section 2501,
and following, or

“*(B) has the effect of the payment of
compensation, see section 61 (a) (1).

**(c) Property acquired after May 15,
19556.—

“*(1) In general: Except as provided in
paragraphs (2) and (3), subsection (a) or
(b) shall not apply to—

“*'(A) any property acquired by the dis-
tributing corporation after May 15, 1955, un-
less (i) galn to such corporation with re-
spect to the receipt of such property was not
recognized by reason of subsection (a) or
(b), or (ii) such property was received by
it in exchange for all of its stock in an ex-
change to which paragraph (2) or (3) ap-
plies, or (iil) such property was acquired by
the distributing corporation in a transaction
in which gain was not recognized under sec-
tlon 305 (a) or section 332, or under section
354 with respect to a reorganization described
in section 368 (a) (1) (E) or (F), or

“*(B) any property which was acquired
by the distributing corporation in a dis-
tribution with respect to stock acquired by
such corporation after May 15, 1055, unless
such stock was acquired by such corporation
(1) In a distribution (with respect to stock
held by it on May 15, 1955, or with respect
to stock in respect of which all previous
applications of this clause are satisfied) with
respect to which gain to it was not recog-
nizged by reason of subsection (a) or (b), or
(i) in exchange for all of its stock in an
exchange to which paragraph (2) or (3) ap-
plies, or (iil) in a transaction in which gain
was not recognized under section 305 (a) or
section 332, or under section 354 with respect
to a reorganization described in section 368
(a) (1) (E) or (F), or

“*(C) any property acquired by the dis-
tributing corporation in a transaction in
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which gain was not recognized under section
832, unless such property was acquired from
a corporation which, if it had been a quali-
fled bank holding corporation, could have
distributed such property under subsection
(a) (1) or (b) (1).

“*(2) Exchanges Involving prohibited
property.—If—

“*(A) any qualified bank holding corpo-
ration exchanges (1) property, which, under

' subsection (a) (1), such corporation could

distribute directly to its shareholders or
security holders without the recognition of
gain to such shareholders or security holders,
and other property (except property de-
scribed in subsection (b) (1) (B) (i)), for
(ii) all of the stock of a second corporation
created and availed of solely for the pur-
pose of receiving such property;

“*‘(B) immediately after the exchange,
the qualified bank holding corporation dis-
tributes all of such stock in a manner pre-
scribed in subsection (a) (2) (A); and

“*(C) before such exchange, the Board has
certified (with respect to the property ex-
changed which consists of property which,
under subsection (a) (1), such corporation
could distribute directly to its shareholders
or security holders without the recognition
of gain) that the exchange and distribution
are necessary or appropriate to effectuate
section 4 of the Bank Holding Company Act
of 1956,

then paragraph (1) shall not apply with re-
spect to such distribution.

*“‘(3) Exchanges involving interests in
banks—If—

*“*(A) any qualified bank holding corpo-
ration exchanges (i) property which, under
subsection (b) (1), such corporation could
distribute directly to its shareholders or se-
curity holders without the recognition of gain
to such shareholders or security holders, and
other property (except prohibited property),
for (ii) all of the stock of a second corpora-
tion created and availed of solely for the pur-
pose of recelving such property;

“!{(B) immediately after the exchange, the
qualified bank holding corporation distrib-
utes all of such stock in a manner pre-
scribed in subsection (b) (2) (A); and

“*(C) before such exchange, the Board has
certified (with respect to the property ex-
changed which consists of property which,
under subsection (b) (1), such corporation
could distribute directly to its shareholders
or security holders without the recognition
of gain) that—

“‘(1) such property is all or part of the
property by reason of which such corporation
controls (within the meaning of section 2
(a) of the Bank Holding Company Act of
1956) & bank or bank holding company, or
such property is part of the property by rea-
son of which such corporation did control
a bank or a bank holding company before
any property of the same kind was distrib-
uted under subsection (b) (1) or exchanged
under this paragraph; and

“*(i1) the exchange and distribution are
necessary or appropriate to effectuate the
policies of such act,

then paragraph (1) shall not apply with
respect to such distribution. 2

“‘(d) Distributions to avold Federal in-
come tax—

“*(1) Prohibited property: Subsection (a)
shall not apply to a distribution if, in con-
nection with such distribution, the distribut-
ing corporation retains, or transfers after
May 15, 1955, to any corporation, property
(other than prohibited property) as part of
a plan one of the principal purpoces of which
is the distribution of the earnings and profits
of any corporation.

“‘(2) Banking property: Subsection (b)
shall not apply to a distribution if, in con-
nection with such distribution, the dis-
tributing corporation retains, or transfers
after May 15, 19565, to any corporation, prop-
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erty (other than property described in sub-
section (b) (1) (B) (1)) as part of a plan
one of the principal purposes of which is the
distribution of the earnings and profits of
any corporation.

“4(3) Certailn contributions to capital: In
the case of a distribution a portion of which
is attributable to a transfer which is a
contribution to the capital of a corporation,
made after May 15, 19565, and prior to the
date of the enactment of this part, if subsec-
tion (a) or (b) would apply to such dis-
tribution but for the fact that, under para-
graph (1) or (2) (as the case may be) of
this subsection, such contribution to eapital
is part of a plan one of the principal pur-
poses of which is to distribute the earnings
and profits of any corporation, then, not=-
withstanding paragraph (1) or (2), subsec-
tlon (a) or (b) (as the case may be) shall
apply to that portion of such distribution not
attributable to such contribution to capital,
and shall not apply to that portion of such
distribution attributable to such contribu-
tion to capital.

“‘(e) Final certification.—

“*(1) For subsection (a): Subsection (a)
shall not apply with respect to any distribu-
tion by a corporation unless the Board certi-
fies that, before the expiration of the period
permitted under section 4 (a) of the Bank
Holding Company Act of 1956 (including any
extensions thereof granted to such corpora-
tion under such section 4 (a)), the corpora=
tion has disposed of all the property the
disposition of which s necessary or ap-
propriate to effectuate section 4 of such act
(or would have been s0 necessary or ap-
propriate if the corporation had continued to
be a bank holding company).

“+(2) For subsection (b)—

**(A) Subsection (b) shall not apply with
respect to any distribution by any corpora=-
tion unless the Board certifies that, before
the expiration of the period specified in sub-
paragraph (B), the corporation has ceased to
be a bank holding company.

“*(B) The period referred to in subpara-
graph (A) is the period which expires 2 years
after the date of the enactment of this part
or 2 years after the date on which the corpo-
ration becomes a bank holding company,
whichever date is later. The Board is au-
thorized, on application by any corporation,
to extend such period from time to time with
respect to such corporation for not more
than 1 year at a time if, in its judgment,
such an extension would not be detrimental
to the public interest; except that such
period may not in any case be extended be-
yond the date 5 years after the date of
the enactment of this part or 5 years after
the date on which the corporation becomes a
bank holding company, whichever date is
later. :

“*(f) Certain exchanges of securities: In
the case of an exchange described in sub-
section (a) (2) (A) (iv) or subsection (b)
(2) (A) (lv), subsection (a) or subsec=-
tlon (b) (as the case may be) shall apply
only to the extent that the principal amount
of the securities received does not exceed the
principal amount of the securities exchanged.

*“'SEc. 1102, Special rules.

“‘(a) Basis of property acquired in dis-
tributions: If, by reason of section 1101, gain
is not recognized with respect to the receipt
of any property, then, under regulations pre-
scribed by the Secretary or his delegate—

“*(1) if the property is received by a
shareholder with respect to stock, without
the surrender by such shareholder of stock,
the basis of the property received and of the
stock with respect to which it is distributed
shall, in - the distributee’s hands, be de-
termined by allocating between such prop-
erty and such stock the adjusted basis of
such stock; or

“*(2) if the property i1s received by a
shareholder in exchange for stock or by a
security holder in exchange for securities,
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. the basis of the property received shall, in
the distributee’s hands, be the same as the
adjusted basis of the stock or securities ex-
changed, increased by—

“*(A) the amount of the property received
which was-treated as a dividend, and

“*(B) the amount of gain to the taxpayer
recognized on the property received (not in-
cluding any portion of such gain which was
treated as a dividend).

“*(b) Periods of limitation: The periods of
limitation provided in section 6501 (relating
to limitations on assessment and collection)
shall not expire, with respect to any defi-
ciency (including Interest and additions to
the tax) resulting solely from the receipt
of property by shareholders in a distribution
which is certified by the Board under sub-
section (a), (b), or (¢) of section 1101, until
5 years after the distributing corporation
notifies the Secretary or his delegate (in
such manner and with such accompanying
information as the Secretary or his delegate
may by regulations prescribe) that the
period (including extenslons thereof) pre-
scribed in section 4 (a) of the Bank Holding
Company Act of 1956, or section 1101 (e) (2)
(B), whichever is applicable, has expired;
and such assessment may be made notwith-
standing any provision of law or rule of law
which would otherwise prevent such assess-
ment.

“*(c) Allocation of earnings and profits:

**(1) Distribution of stock in a controlled
corporation; In the case of a distribution by
a qualified bank holding corporation under
section 1101 (a) (1) or (b) (1) of stock in a
controlled corporation, proper allocation
with respect to the earnings and profits of
the distributing corporation and the con-
trolled corporation shall be made under
regulations prescribed by the Secretary or
his delegate.

**({2) Exchanges described in section 1101
(¢) (2) or (3): In the case of any exchange
described in section 1101 (e¢) (2) or (3)
proper allocation with respect to the earn-
ings and profits of the corporation trans-
ferring the property and the corporation
receiving such proparty shall be made under
regulations prescribed by the Secretary or
his delegate.

“1(3) Definition of controlled corporation:
For purposes of paragraph (1), the term
*‘controlled corporation” means a corpora-
tion with respect to which at least 80 per-
cent of the total combined voting power of
all classes of stock entitled to vote and at
least 80 percent of the total number of
shares of all other classes of stock is owned
by the distributing qualified bank holding
corporation,

“*(d) Itemization of property: In any cer-
tification under this part, the Board shall
make such specification and itemization of
property as may be necessary to carry out the
provisions of this part.

‘#'Sgc. 1103. Definitions.

*“¢(a) Bank holding company: For pur-
poses of this part, the term “bank holding
company” has the meaning assigned to such
term by section 2 of the Bank Holding Com-
pany Act of 19586.

“*(b) Qualified bank holding corpora-
tion:

“*(1) In general: Except as provided in
paragraph (2), for purposes of this part the
term “qualified bank holding corporation”
means any corporation (as defined in
section 7701 (a) (3)) which is a bank holding
company and which holds prohibited prop-
erty acquired by it—

“‘(A) on or before May 15, 1955,

“!(B) in a distribution in which gain to
such corporation with respect to the receipt
of such property was not recognized by rea-
son of subsection (a) or (b) of section
1101, or

“*(0) In exchange for all of its stock in an
exchange described in sectlon 1101 (c) (2)

or (c) (3).
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*4(2) Limitations:

“*(A) A bank holding company shall not
be a qualified bank holding corporation, un-
less it would have been a bank holding com-
pany on May 15, 1956, if the Bank Holding
Company Act of 1956 had been in effect on
such date, or unless it is a bank holding
company determined solely by reference to—

“*(1) property acquired by it on or be-
fore May 15, 1955,

“*(ii) property acquired by it in a distri-
bution in which gain to such corporation
with respect to the receipt of such property
was not recognized by reason of subsection
(a) or (b) of section 1101, and

*'(iii) property acquired by it in exchange
for all of its stock in an exchange described
in section 1101 (c¢) (2) or (3).

“*(B) A bank holding company shall not
be a qualified bank holding corporation by
reason of property described in subparagraph
(B) of paragraph (1) or clause (il) of sub-
paragraph (A) of this paragraph, unless such
property was acquired in a distribution with
respect to stock, which stock was acquired
by such bank holding company—

“*(1) on or before May 15, 1955,

“*(il) in a distribution (with respect to
stock held by it on May 15, 1955, or with
respect to stock in respect of which all pre-
vious applications of this clause are satis-
fled) with respect to which gain to it was
not reco by reason of subsection (a)
or (b) of section 1101, or

“*(1i1) in exchange for all of its stock in -

an exchange described in section 1101 (¢)
(2) or (3).

“'(C) A corporation shall be treated as a
qualified bank holding corporation only if
the Board certifies that it satisfies the fore-
going requirements of this subsection.

**(c) Prohibited property: For purposes of
this part, the term “prohibited property"
means, in the case of any bank holding com-
pany, property (other than nonexempt
property) the disposition of which would be
necessary or appropriate to effectuate section
4 of the Bank Holding Company Act of 1958
if such company continued to be a bank
holding company beyond the period (includ-
ing any extensions thereof) specified in sub-
section (a) of such section or in section 1101
(e) (2) (B) of this part, as the case may be.
The term “prohibited property” does not in-
clude shares of any company held by a bank
holding company to the extent that the pro-
hibitions of section 4 of the Bank Holding
Company Act of 1956 do not apply to the
ownership by such bank holding company of
such property by reason of subsection (c)
(5) of such section.

“*'(d) Nonexempt property: For purposes
of this part, the term “nonexempt property"
means—

“*(1) obligations (including notes, drafts,
bills of exchange, and bankers' acceptances)
having a maturity at the time of issuance
of not exceeding 24 months, exclusive of days
of grace;

**(2) securities issued by or guaranteed
as to principal or interest by a government
or subdivision thereof or by any instrumen-
tality of a government or subdivision; or

**(3) money, and the right to receive
money not evidenced by a security or obli-
gation (other than a security or obligation
described in paragraph (1) or (2)).

“'(e) Board: For purposes of this part, the
term “Board” means the Board of Governors
of the Federal Reserve System.’

“{b) The table of parts for subchapter O
of chapter 1 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 is amended by adding at the end thereof
the following:

“‘Part VIII. Distributions pursuant to
Bank Holding Company Act of 1956.

“(e) The amendments made by this section
shall apply with respect to taxable years
ending after thie date of the enactment of
this act.
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" “SAVING PROVISION

“Sec. 11. Nothing herein contained shall be
interpreted or construed as approving any
act, action, or conduct which is or has been
or may be in violation of existing law, nor
shall anything herein contained constitute a
defense to any action, suit, or proceeding
pending or hereafter instituted on account
of any prohibited antitrust or monopolistic
act, action, or conduct,

“SEPARABILITY OF PROVISIONS

“8ec. 12. If any provision of this act, or the
application of such provision to any person
or circumstance, shall bs held invalid, the
remainder of the act, and the application of
such provision to persons or circumstances
other than those to which it is held invalid,
shall not be affected thereby.”

Amend the title so as to read: “An act to
define bank holding companlies, control their
Tuture expansion, and require their divest- °
ment of their nonbanking interests.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky?

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, do these Senate
amendments make any material changes
in the legislation as it was passed by
the House?

Mr. SPENCE. I think not. They
make some change, but no material
change. I cen say that the independent
bankers are very much interested in
the bill and are anxious to have the bill
passed.

Mr. MARTIN. Isthe gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. Worcorr]l in favor of
this?

Mr. SPENCE. I have spoken with the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. WoL-
corr] and he was in favor of this pro-
cedure.

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky?

There was no objection.

The Senate amendments were con-
curred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

HYDROGEN BOMB TESTS

Mr. REECE of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend my remarks. :

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection,

Mr. REECE of Tennessee. Mr,
Speaker, last Saturday, April 21, the
titular leader of the Democratic Party,
former Governor Adlai E, Stevenson
made a rather astounding proposal in a
speech before the American Society of
Newspaper Editors. He severely eriti-
cized the foreign policy of the United
States as administered by the Eisen-
hower Republican administration and
climaxed his talk with the suggestion
that the United States “give prompt and
earnest consideration to stopping further
tests of the hydrogen bomb.”

I do not know how much Governor
Stevenson knows about nuclear warfare
or the development of nuclear weapons.
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I do not know whether he has informa-
tion on the relative position of the
United States and Russia in this respect.

But millions of Americans must have
been disturbed and shocked to hear his
proposal—made so  blithely—and yet
possessing such dangerous and far-
reaching potentialities.

Now it is interesting to note what kind
of reaction Governor Stevenson’s speech
received in Communist Russia and I
have here in my hand a news dispatch
from the United Press this morning. It
was sent at 10:21 a. m. and it reads as
follows:

Moscow.—Today's issue of the Communist
organ Pravda contained extensive excerpts
from Adlai Stevenson's speech attacking
President Eisenhower's foreign policy.

Pravda did not comment on the speech,
contenting itself with quotations of Steven-
son’s demand that the United States halt its
hydrogen-bomb tests, his criticisms of the
President and Secretary of State John Foster
Dulles and his description of successful
Soviet penetration of underdeveloped na-
tions.

Yesterday’s Pravda published a critical re-
port of Mr. Eisenhower's ASNE speech in less
than half the space it devoted to Stevenson

‘today.

CERTAIN ACTIVITIES REGARDING
POWER, DEPARTMENT OF THE
INTERIOR

The SPEAKER. Under previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. CHUporFrl is recog-
nized for 15 minutes.

Mr. CHUDOFF. Mr. Speaker, I have
today introduced two bills designed to
carry out the two legislative recommen-
dations made by the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations on its 13th Inter-
mediate Report to the 84th Congress.
This report is titled “Certain Activities
Regarding Fower, Department of the
Interior—Changes in Powerline regu-
lations.”

The first bill is one to provide for the
publication of advance notice of rules

and regulations relating to lands and.

natural resources owned by the United
States.

An investigation of the Subcommittee
on Public Works and Resources of the
Committee on Government Operations,
described in the report, disclesed that
certain very important changes in the
Interior Department’s powerline regu-
lations, were obtained from the western
power companies for Under Secretary of
the Interior Clarence A. Davis, at his
request, by a lobbyist of the Pacific Gas
& Electric Co. These changes were
highly detrimental to rural electric co-
operatives and to public agencies which
have a statutory preference right to fed-
erally generated power. They were
then quietly engineered through the De-
partment by Mr. Davis so that even the
heads of the agencies in the Department
which deal with land and power did not
know what was going on. Preference
customers and their representatives were
kept completely in the dark until after
the regulations were put into effect.

AII this was possible because the pro-
visions of the Administrative Procedure
Act which provide for notice in the case

of rulemaking do not apply to lands and
natural resources owned by the Govern-
ment. These lands and resources, in-
volving mining, oil and gas production,
timber, grazing, recreation and hunting
and fishing, to name only a few uses,
are continually increasing in importance
to our citizens and our economy. They
must not be administered behind closed
doors or through quietly arranged deals.

The first bill I have introduced will
help to bring their administration into
the open, where it should be, and will
provide a definite step forward in the
democratic administration of our public
domain,

The second bill I have introduced is
entitled “To facilitate the transmission
of electric power by the United States.”

This bill is designed to restore in the
form of law a very important regula-
tion which Mr, Davis repealed at the re-
quest of the Pacific Gas and Electric Co.
The bill provides, as did the repealed
regulation, that anyone who gets per-
mission to build an electric power line,
other than a low-voltage distribution
line across lands of the United Stafes
must agree to let the Government utilize
for the transmission of Government
power any excess capacity in the line
not needed by its owner so long as the
owner does not need the capacity. It
also allows the Government to increase
the capacity of the lines to earry its
power. In each case, of course, the Gov-
ernment must pay its share of the orig-
inal and maintenance costs of the line.
The bill gives reciprocal use of Govern-
ment lines to the power companies on
the same terms. It contains provisions
to protect the power companies against
pirating of its private customers by the
Government.

I am sure that most, if not all, of us
are aware of the great difficulties the

Government has in securing reasonable

wheeling agreements with the power
companies who wish to monopolize and
control power generated at Federal dams.
Time after time Congress has had to ap-
propriate or threaten to appropriate
funds for duplicate lines before the com-
panies have agreed to wheel. The re-
pealed regulations provided an effective
tool in securing reasonable wheeling ar-
rangements. Under Secretary Davis, at
the power companies” request, destroyed
the tool. This bill will restore it and
protect it from destruction by admin-
istrators who are bent on destroying
the power policies established by Con-
gress.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent leave of ah-
sence was granted to Mr. Scorr (at
the request of Mr. SimpsoN of Pennsyl-
vania), for balance of week, on account
of illness,

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House following the legisla=
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to Mrs,
Rocers of Massachusetts, for § minutes
tomO‘I'rOW- z

April 26

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
REcorD, or to revise and extend rema.rks
was granted to:

Mr. SAYLOR.

Mr. ExcLE and to include extraneous
matter.

Mr. McGregor, the remarks he will
make in the Committee of the Whole
today and to include various charts and
extraneous matter.

Mr. Downbero, the remarks he will
make in the Committee of the Whole
today and to include charts and ex-
traneous matter.

Mr. BAILEY.

Mr. McCormack (at the request of
Mr. ALBeErT) and to include a letter.

Mr. EBerHARTER (at the request of Mr.
CHUDOFF) .

Mr. FIARE,

Mr. PRICE.

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION
REFERRED

A concurrent resolution of the Sen-
ate of the following title was taken from
the Speaker’s table and, under the rule,
referred as follows:

8. Con. Res. 76. Concurrent resolution
amending Senate Concurrent Resolution 67T,
favoring the suspension of deportation in
the cases of certain allens; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT
RESOLUTION SIGNED

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled a bill and a joint resolu=~
tion of the House of the following titles,
which were thereupon signed by the
Speaker:

H. R. 10764, An act to authorize the Hon-
orable Sam RAYBURN, Speaker of the House
of Representatives, to accept and wear the
award of the Order of Sikatuna, Lakan Class,
tendered by the Government of the Republic
of the Philippines; and

H. J. Res. 457. Joint resolution for the re-

lief of certain relatives of Unilted Btatas

citizens.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Epeaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 4 o'clock and 21 minutes p. m.),
under its previous order, the House ad-
Jjourned until tomorrow, Friday, April 27,
1856, at 10 o’clock a. m.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC,

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1786. A letter from the Secretary of State,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
entitled “A bill to authorize an appropria-
tion to provide for certain costs of United
States participation in the International
Bureau for the Publication of Customs
Tariffs”; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.
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1787. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of the Interior, transmitting a draft of pro-
posed legislation entitled “A bill relating to
the management of the Red Lake Indian For-
est and Sawmill”; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs.

1788. A letter from the Commissioner, Im=-
migration and Naturalization Service, United
States Department of Justice, transmitting
additional information relative to the cases
of Sang Cheng Dwu, A-6849387, and Mary
Hslang-Yuin Dwu nee Kwel, A-6620858, in-
volving the provisions of section 6 of the
Refugee Relief Act of 1953, as amended, and
requesting that they be withdrawn from
those before the Congress and returned to
the jurisdiction of this Service; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

1789. A letter from the Commissioner, Im=-
migration and Naturalization Service, United
States Department of Justice, transmitting
additional information relative to the case
of James Henry, A-4962265, involving suspen-
sion of deportation, and requesting that it
be withdrawn from those before the Con-
gress and returned to the jurisdiction of this
Service; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

1790. A letter from the Commissioner, Im-
migration and Naturalization Service, United
States Department of Justice, transmitting
additional information relative to the case
of Sing Sung Poa, A-9767561, involving the
provisions of section 6 of the Refugee Reliefl
Act of 1953, as amended, and requesting that
it be withdrawn from those before the Con-
gress and returned to the jurisdiction of
this Service; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

1701, A letter from the Secretary of De-
fense, transmitting a report received from
the Department of the Air Force covering a
violation of section 3679, Revised Statutes,
and Department of Defense Directive 7300.1
entitled “Administrative Control of Appro-
priatlons Within the Department of De-
fense,"” pursuant to section 3678 (i) (2),
Revised Statutes; to the Committee on Ap-
propriations.

1782. A letter from the Becretary of the
Navy, transmitting a draft of proposed legis-
lation entitled “A bill to amend the act of
August 5, 1953 (ch. 321 (67 Stat. 363)); to
the Committee on Armed Services.

1793. A letter from the Secretary of Com-
merce, transmitting a draft of proposed legis-
lation entitled “A bill to authorize the es-
tablishment of 35 positions for specially
gualified scientific and professional person-
nel in the Department of Commerce with
rates of compensation at rates not to exceed
the maximum rate payable under Public Law
313, 80th Congress, as amended and supple-
mented’; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

1794, A letter from the Secretary of Com=
merce, transmitting the annual report of the
Foreign-Trade Zones Board for the fiscal year
ended June 30, 1956, together with the re-
ports covering the operations during the
same perlod of Foreign-Trade Zones Nos. 1,
2, 3, 4, and 5, located, respectively, at New
York City, New Orleans, San Francisco, Los
Angeles, and Seattle, pursuant to section 16
of the Foreign-Trade Zones Act of June 18,
1934, as amended by Public Law No. 566, 81st
Congress, approved June 17, 1950; to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. BARDEN: Committee on Education
and Labor. H. R, 107685. A bill to amend the
Longshoremen's and Harbor Workers' Com-
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pensation Act, as amended, to provide in-
creased benefits in case of disabling injuries,
and for other purposes; without amendment
(Rept. No. 2067). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union.

Mr. ENGLE: Committee on Interlor and
Insular Affairs. House Joint Resolution 516.
Joint resolution for payment to Crow Indian
Tribe for consent to transfer of right-of-way
for Yellowtail Dam and Reservoir, Hardin
unit, Missouri River Basin project, Montana-
Wyoming; with amendment (Rept. No. 2068).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia: Committee on
Rules. House Joint Resolution 569. Joint
resolution to provide for a joint sesslon of
the Congress to honor the surviving veterans
of the War Between the States, and to pro-
vide for a medal to be struck and presented
to such veterans; with amendment (Rept.
No. 2069). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. DOWDY: Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service. H. R. 8842. A bill to au-
thorize the Postmaster General to hold and
detain mail for temporary periods In certain
cases; with amendment (Rept. No. 2073).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI-
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Un ier clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

‘Miss THOMPSON of Michigan: Committee
on the Judiciary., House Joint Resolution
609. Joint resolution for the relief of certain
aliens; without amendment (Rept. No. 2070).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. FEIGHAN: Committee on the Judici-
ary. House Joint Resolution 605. Joint res-
olution for the relief of certain aliens; with
amendment (Rept. No. 2071). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. HYDE: Committee on the Judiciary.
H. R. 877. A bill for the rellef of Mrs. Rose
Amoresano and her children; with amend-
ment (Rept. No. 2072). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House,

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred as follows:

By Mrs. FARRINGTON:

H. R.10829. A bill to amend and supple-
ment the Federal-Ald Road Act approved
July 11, 1916 (39 Stat. 356), as amended and
supplemented, to provide for the designa-
tion of a Hawall defense highway system;
to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. GEORGE:

H. R. 10830. A bill to provide for the con=
trol of destructive aphids; to the Commit-
tee on Agriculture.

By Mr. HAYWORTH:

H.R.10831. A bill to amend the Federal
Credit Union Act with reference to proce-
dure as to making loans by Federal credit
unions and to provide authorization for loan
officers of Federal credit unions; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

H.R.10832. A bill to amend the Federal
Credit Union Act so as specifically to au-
thorize the organization of Federal central
credit unions and to authorize Federal credit
unions to invest in the shares of, and become
members of, central credit unions organized
under such act or other laws; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency. Y
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By Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania:

H. R. 10833. A bill to recognize for income=
tax purposes prepaid income accounting and
reserves for estimated expenses; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 10834. A bill relating to the defini-
tion of a personal holding company in the
case of corporations filing consolidated in-
come-tax returns; to the Committee on Ways
and Means,

By Mr. TABER:

H.R.10835. A bill to transfer the opera-
tion of the Continental Air Command from
Mitchell Air Force Base to Sampson Air
Force Base; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

By Mr. BROYHILL:

H.R.10836. A bill to amend Public Law
874, Blst Congress (relating to assistance to
schools in federally affected areas) to pro-
vide an alternative method of computing lo-
cal contribution rates; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr. CHUDOFF':

H. R. 10837. A bill to provide for the pub-
lication of advance notice of rules and regu-
lations relating to lands and natural re-
gources owned by the United States; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.10838. A bill to facilitate the trans-
mission of electric power by the United
States; to the Committee on Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce,

By Mr. HYDE:

H. R.10839. A bill to amend the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act of
1949 to permit the donation of surplus prop-
erty to volunteer fire-fighting organizations;
to the Committee on Government Opera-
tions,

By Mr. MILLS:

H.R.10840. A bill to amend the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act of 1938 with respect
to rice acreage allotments; to the Committee
on Agriculture.

By Mr. PATTERSON;

H.R.10841. A bill to amend paragraph
1541 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended,
to provide that the rate of duty in eftect
with respect to harpsichords and clavichords
shall be the same as the rate in effect with
respect to pilanos; to the Committee on Ways
and Means,

By Mrs. ROGERS of Masesachusetts (by
request) :

H.R.10842. A bill to provide outpatient
treatment for non-service-connected disabil-
ity for certain veterans; to the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. SADLAK:

H.R. 10843. A bill to amend the Tariff Act
of 1830 to place certain handmade and.
moldmade paper on the free 1list; to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. WIER:

H.R.10844. A bill to amend the Railroad
Retirement Act of 1937 to provide increases
in benefits, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. WILSON of California:

H.R. 10845. A bill to establish a sound and
comprehensive national policy with respect
to the fisheries; to create and prescribe the
functions of the United States Fisheries
Commission; to strengthen the fisheries seg-
ment of the national economy; and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. ENGLE:

H.R.10846. A bill to establish as a policy
of Congress public use of public domain for-
est lands and woodlands, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. ASPINALL:

H. R. 10847. A bill to establish as a policy
of Congress public use of public domaln for-
est lands and woodlands, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.




7168

By Mr. METCALF':

H.R.10848. A bill to establish as a policy
of Congress public use of public domain
forest lands and woodlands, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. UDALL:

H.R.10849. A bill to establish as a policy
of Congress public use of public domain for-
est lands and woodlands, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs.

By Mr. BARTLETT:

H. R. 10850. A bill to establish as a policy
of Congress public use of public domain for-
est lands and woodlands, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. MILLER of Nebraska:

H.R.10851. A bill to establish as a policy
of Congress public use of public domain for-
est lands and woodlands, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs.

By Mr. SAYLOR:

H.R. 10852. A bill to establish as a policy
of Congress public use of public domain for-
est lands and woodlands, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affalrs.

By Mr. YOUNG:

H. R.10853. A bill to establish as a policy
of Congress public use of public domain for-
est lands and woodlands, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. DAWSBON of Utah:

H.R.10854. A bill to establish as a poliey
of Congress public use of public domain for-
est lands and woodlands, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. WESTLAND:

H. R.10855. A bill to establish as a policy
of Congress public use of public domain for-
est lands and woodlands, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

By Mr. RHODES of Arizona:

H.R.10856. A bill to establish as a policy
of Congress public use of public domain for-
est lands and woodlands, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interlor and
Insular Affalrs.

By Mr. FERNANDEZ:

H. R. 10857. A bill to establish as a policy
of Congress public use of public domain for-
est lands and woodlands, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. GAVIN:

H.R.10858. A bill to establish as a policy
of Congress public use of public-domain for-
est lands and woodlands, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. HILL:

H.R. 10859. A bill to amend the Renego-
tiation Act of 1951 to assist small business,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. RIEHLMAN:

H. R. 10860. A bill to amend the Renegotia-
tion Act of 1851 to assist small business, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. SEELY-BROWN:

H. R. 10861. A bill to amend the Renegotia-
tion Act of 1851 to assist small business, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. McOULLOCH:

H. R. 10862. A bill to amend the Renegotia~
tion Act of 1951 to assist small business, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. SHEEHAN:

H. R. 10863, A bill to amend the Renegotia-
tion Act of 1951 to assist small business, and
for other purposes; to the Committes on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas:

H. Res. 487. Resolution to provide funds

for the investigations and studies made by

April 26
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs pursuant
to House Resolution 63 and House Resolution

376; to the Committee on House Adminis-
tration.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ANFUSO:

H.R. 10864. A bill for the relief of Jozef
Golinowski; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. KELEIN:

H. R. 10865. A bill for the relief of Anto-
netta Fede Garretto; to the Committee on the
Judiciary,

By Mr. MILLS:

H.R. 10866. A bill for the relief of White
River Distributors, Inc., and certain other
creditors of the Westmoreland Manganese
Corp.,; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PATMAN:

H.R.10867. A bil for the rellef of Ardelia
Parsons, Billy Mac Parsons, Danny Leroy Par-
sons, Charles Ray Parsons, and Marilyn Ann
Parsons; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ROOSEVELT:

H.R. 10868. A bill for the relief of Atsuko
Suzukl Dickson; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mrs. ST. GEORGE:

H.R. 10869. A bill for the rellef of Tullio
Stabilito and Ida Stabllito; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. WALTER:

H. J. Res. 611. Joint resolution for the re-
lief of certain relatives of United States
citizens; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr, TEAGUE of California:

H. Res. 488. Resolution referring the biil H.
R. 10826 to the United States Court of
Claims; to the Committee on the Judiciary,

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Address Delivered by Hon. John Mar-
shall Butler, of Maryland, at Goucher
College

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

oF

HON. JOHN MARSHALL BUTLER

OF MARYLAND
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Thursday, April 26, 1956

Mr, BUTLER. Mr. President, this is
the season of mock political conventions
in many of our schools, colleges, and uni-
versities, and such enthusiasm on the
part of our young people is most refresh-
ing, and portends good for the future.

Last Saturday, April 21, 1956, it was
my great pleasure to participate in a
mock convention at Goucher College, in
Towson, Md. Goucher College is one of
our State's leading institutions of learn-
ing, and we of Maryland are proud of
its many graduates who have distin-
guished themselves in the arts and sci-
ences. The students of Goucher College
are indeed alert to the problems of today
and tomorrow.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to hrfve included in the CoNGREs-
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s10NAL REcORD & speech which I delivered
at this convention.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

Mr. Chalrman, honored guests, members
of the convention, ladies and gentlemen, 1956
will be recorded in history as another year of
reawakening and resurgence—a year of pur=
pose and actlion, This climate is not acci-
dental; it is the product of vision, leadership,
and determination. It typifies the present
strength, unity, and vitality of the American
people in support of President Eisenhower
and the Republican administration. It
offers the opportunity of even greater accom-
plishments,

Yes, my frlends, we can face the future
with optimism—with even greater determi-
nation—and with even greater dedication to
those principles of integrity and of economy
and efficlency in government on which our
Nation was founded.

The lessons of the past have been frultful,
Unity of purpose and action has developed
& coheslve spirit of Republicanism which has
been successfully demonstrated in the ad-
ministration of the Federal, State, and local
governmenta.

I have already stated that this favorable
climate did not occur by chance. On the
contrary, it has been precisely calculated. It
marks a crescendo of energy and wisdom,
whose dictating force has been the halting

and reversal of dangerous soclalistic tend-

encies at all levels of government. The

full volume of this crescendo is unlimited
and the promise of the future for our Nation
is bright. The national posture of the op-
position party has been confounded by a
babble of political counsels, resulting in
many cleavages. With our critics thus op-
erating in a vacuum of confusion and dis-
cord, the solidarity of purpose within the
Republican Party assumes greater signifi-
cance,

You might ask—and the people of America
might rightfully demand—"*What are the ac-
complishments of the natlonal administra=-
tion, under President Eisemhower’'s leader-
ship, which justify a continuation of Re=
publican management in government?” The
record of the past 4 years is truly filled with
undeniable successes of lasting impact, and
a few of these historic milestones are de-
serving of special emphasis,

The Eisenhower administration is to be
commended for its constructive achieve-
ments. It has dispatched the public busi-
ness with efficiency. It has restored the peo-
ple’s confidence in the integrity of their
Government. No longer are we compelled to
tolerate the miserable displays of arrogance,
scandalous behavior, waste, and inefficiency
which characterized 20 years of the New
Deal and the Fair Deal.

The sacrifice of American lives in Eorea
has been ended. Russian imperiallsm and
Communist aggression have been confronted
with our firm determination to safeguard
freedom and attain genuine peace. The de=
vious Communist conspiracy, as inspired and
carried out by the Eremlin, has been ex-
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