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thrown. The police are subjected to ver-
bal and physical abuse, and then a
twisted rumor moves about the neighbor-
hood. The final result is a full-scale dis-
play of vicious mob savagery which crip-
ples or destroys everything in its mad
path.

One could not rightly say that these
twisted rumors are the work of outside
instigators in all cases, but certainly the
seeds of violence are often fertilized and
nurtured by a minority of outside agita-
tors overtly and covertly active in fo-
menting hate and racial strife.

Because these agitators often move In
interstate commerce and by their actions
cause serious interruption of that com-
merce, the other body has been develop-
ing a piece of legislation which would
deal with these agitators who use the
instruments of interstate commerce to
create racial strife, exacerbate racial
passions, and foment racial hatred.

The senior Senator from Ohio [Mr.
Lauscre], the senior Senator from Dela-
ware [Mr. WiLriamsl, and I have joined
in sponsoring a bill in this body which
we believe will go far to alleviate this
situation and which will put these trou-
blemakers—and some of them are
white—out of business and in prison.

This bill—S. 1094—is neither long nor
complex, It poses & direct, succinet threat
to the instigators and perpetrators of this
continuing anarchy by making it a Fed-
eral offense to incite or participate in a
riot which impairs interstate or foreign
commerce. It also makes it a specific
Federal crime to interfere with a fireman
or law enforcement officer who is per-
forming official duties incident to or dur-
ing a riot.

The penalty imposed by S. 1094 is
neither weak nor inhumane. It provides
for a stiff maximum sentence of up to
five years and/or a $10,000 fine.

The bill, which should make anarchists
stop and think, is based upon the power
of Congress to regulate the flow of com-
merce. If we can use the ‘‘commerce
clause” to prevent a man from raising
wheat to feed his own livestock, then it
certainly seems appropriate to use it to
reach a man bent upon destroying the
peace of the Nation.

Mr. President, there can be no doubt
that this legislation is sorely needed. We
must not stand by any longer while little
children are wounded and brave police-
men and firemen are shot to death or
stomped to death by frenzied mobs.

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL FRIDAY AT
10 O'CLOCK A.M.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr, President,
if there be no further business to come
before the Senate, I move, in accordance
with the order previously entered, that
the Senate stand in adjournment until
10 o’clock a.m. on Friday.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6
o’clock and 28 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned until Friday, July 21, 1967, at
10 o'clock a.m.

CONFIRMATION

Executive nomination confirmed by
the Senate July 18, 1967:

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

David Statler Black, of Washington, to be
Under Secretary of the Interior.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuespay, JuLy 18, 1967

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

Rabbi Jerome Weistrop, Temple Sha-
lom, Milton, Mass., offered the following
prayer:

Av Harachamim—Merciful Father,

We ask Thy guidance, that we may
work for the goals which we know to be
good, despite pressures to act expedi-
ently.

Help us to resist the temptation to be
satisfied with short-term rewards, that
we may work toward permanent achieve-
ment.

As these Members of Congress grapple
with today's challenges—

Open their minds, that they may learn
from each other;

Open their hands, that they may co-
operatively work together;

Open their hearts, that they may
judge each other’s motives charitably.

May we always remember—

If I am not for myself, who will be for
me?

But if T am for myself alone, what
am I?

Amen,

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment econcurrent resolutions of
the House of the following titles:

H. Con. Res. 253. Concurrent resolution
providing for the printing as a House docu-
ment of certain maps and indicia relating
to Vietnam and the Aslan Continent;

H. Con. Res, 346. Concurrent resolution to
authorize the printing as a House document
the pamphlet entitled “Our Flag";

H. Con. Res. 348. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing certaln printing for the Committee
on Veterans' Affairs; and

H. Con. Res. 369. Concurrent resolution
authorizing certain printing for the Select
Committee on Small Business of the House
of Representatives.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills of the following
titles, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

S. 1581. An act to amend the Federal Vot-
ing Assistance Act of 1955 (69 Stat, 584);
and

5. 1056. An act to extend for 2 years the
authority for more flexible regulation of
maximum rates of interest or dividends,
higher reserve requirements, and open
market operations in agency issues.

The message also announced that the
Secretary was directed to return to the
House of Representatives the bill (S.
1577) entitled “An act to complement
the Vienna Convention on Diplomatic
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Relations,” together with all accompany-
ing papers.

PERMISSION TO FILE CONFERENCE
REPORT ON H.R. 10368, LEGISLA-
'BI‘IELVE BRANCH APPROPRIATION

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama., Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the managers on the part of the House
may have until midnight tonight to file
a conference report on the legislative
branch appropriation bill for 1968, H.R.
10368.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

PELLY URGES SUPPORT OF SST
FUNDS

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, later today
the House will consider H.R. 11456 mak-
ing appropriations for the Department
of Transportation.

This bill includes $142,375,000 for fiscal
year 1968 for the development of two
prototypes of the supersonic transport
aircraft—the so-called SST.

I understand that during the reading
of this bill for amendments, an attempt
may be made to eliminate this item. Mr.
Speaker, any such effort should be
defeated.

The need for the supersonic transport
aircraft is supported by the American
airlines which, in aggregate, are putting
up $52 million of their own money to
participate with the Federal Government
in this project. They are investing their
own money to make the SST project
succeed.

Meanwhile, 129 reservations for de-
livery of this new plane have been placed
by some 26 airlines. These airlines of the
world and our Nation believe in the SST,
and they have paid in excess of $23 mil-
lion in down payments to assure deliv-
ery. And, as things now stand, if the
United States does not build the SST,
these sales will go to the British-French
consortium, representing over $4 billion.

I urge all House Members to oppose
any ill-advised attempt to cut or curtail
this SST program.

Mr. Speaker, America must stay at the
top of the transport aircraft field.

HOW MUCH IS A BILLION DOLLARS?

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, a few
weeks ago we raised the debt ceiling $22.5
billion. Now, I would like to raise the roof
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a little. It is apparent that this Congress,
and perhaps a great segment of the
American people, have lost sight of the
value of a billion dollars. We talk about
a billion here and a few billions there,
and the whole thing is done as casually
as if we were handing out cigars.

In faect, this preoccupation with bil-
lions has become, in reality, a substitute
for a planned program of attack on our
Nation’s problems. The answer of the
Great Society has simply been to throw
billions at any problem and it will go
away, and the recent rioting is no
exception.

Just how much is a billion dollars? It
is a stack of $1 bills 212 times the height
of the Empire State Building. It repre-
sents a spending rate of a dollar a min-
ute, year round, for 1,902 years—with
$264,000 left over.

I do not say that our Government bil-
lions have been totally wasted. We have
made some progress in the fields of high-
way construction, reclamation, and in
various fields where Federal-local co-
operative programs have been allowed
to work. I do say that we should not
begin to take a billion dollars casually.
It represents the tax returns of hundreds
of thousands of Americans. The art of
“billionizing” Federal problems has been
proven ineffective.

The next time the Great Society tries
to raise the debt ceiling, I am in hopes
that the taxpayers of this country will
realize that it is in reality not raising
anything, but is digging a pit for the
future financial security of everyone. We
call it raising the ceiling, but we would
be more correct to say that we are going
further into the hole.

THE PENDING TAX PROPOSAL

Mr. HANNA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. HANNA. Mr. Speaker, it is my un-
derstanding that the administration is
moving forward on a tax proposal for
this year. In that regard I should like to
make certain observations.

It seems to me that no tax proposal
would be entirely correct or candid to
the American people if it did not include
something of the tax reform that got
lost some time ago.

I would also want to speak very strong-
ly as favoring a tax proposal at this time.
I believe, considering the requests we
have made for the great demands in the
Vietnamese war and for the investments
which the American people have to make
in America itself, we would be doing less
than our job if we did not support tak-
ing from our great economy that money
which is necessary for investment and
reducing that which we demand for our
own present-day use so that the Ameri-
can of the future will have scme of the
greatness, some of the opportunities that
we have enjoyed because of the invest-
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ments made in our land by those who
preceded us.

I believe this is the time for a tax pro-
gram, but it is also time for that long
overdue tax reform.

FOREIGN VESSELS OFF THE COAST
OF ALASKA

Mr. POLLOCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. POLLOCK. Mr. Speaker, I regret
to inform the House of another invasion
by a foreign vessel into American waters
off the coast of Alaska. It will be remem-
bered that earlier this year two Russian
trawlers were caught fishing in American
waters on separate occasions and the
captains were arrested and fined. The
vessel apprehended this time is Japanese.

The name of the ship is the Tenyo Maru
No. 3. It is a 330-foot stern trawler, and
when seized by the Coast Guard off Se-
gula Island in the Aleutian chain was
fishing for ocean perch. Contact was first
made by radar by the Coast Guard. This
contact revealed that the vessel was
within the 3-mile territorial limit. Visual
sighting confirmed that the Japanese
vessel was fishing in Alaskan waters. The
trawler was seized by the Coast Guard
and is now being taken to Adak for ar-
raignment. No resistance was offered, and
the Japanese ship is proceeding volun-
tarily.

This is the third intrusion this year by
a foreign vessel into Alaskan waters. It
emphasizes the need for constant vigi-
lence to protect our territorial water and
the new 12-mile fishery zone, and for
meting out decisive and swift but just
punishment when violations occur. It also
demonstrates again the ability and alert-
ness of our U.S. Coast Guard. I wish to
commend those Coast Guard personnel
involved in this seizure and the Coast
Guard as a whole for their fine work.

FIXING PER ANNUM RATE OF COM-
PENSATION FOR TWO POSITIONS
CREATED BY HOUSE RESOLUTION
543, 89TH CONGRESS

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
resolution (H. Res. 746) and ask unani-
mous consent for its immediate consid-
eration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 746

Resolved, That, effective as of July 1, 1966,
the per annum (gross) rate of compensation
(basic compensation plus additional com-
pensation authorized by law) of each of the
two positions created by H. Res. 543,
Eighty-ninth Congress, shall not exceed the
annual rate of basic pay for level V of the
Executive Schedule in section 5316 of title 5,
United States Code.

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

There was no objection.
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The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMITTEE
ON LIBRARIES AND MEMORIALS
OF THE COMMITTEE ON HOUSE
ADMINISTRATION TO SIT DUR-
ING GENERAL DEBATE, JULY 19

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Subcommittee
on Libraries and Memorials of the Com-
mittee on House Administration may be
permitted to sit during general debate
on July 19.

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

There was no objection.

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMITTEE
NO. 5 OF THE SELECT COMMITTEE
ON SMALL BUSINESS TO SIT DUR-
ING GENERAL DEBATE TODAY

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that Subcommittee
No. 5 of the Select Committee cn Small
Business may be permitted to sit during
general debate today.

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

There was no objection.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COM-
MERCE TO SIT DURING GENERAL
DEBATE TODAY

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce may
l:: permitted to sit during general debate

day.

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

There was no objection.

WORK PLANS TRANSMITTED BY
EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATION NO.
743—COMMUNICATION FROM THE
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication from the
Committee on Agriculture, which was
read and, together with the accompany-
ing papers, referred to the Committee on
Appropriations:

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE,
Washington, D.C., July 17, 1967.
Hon, Joan W. McCORMACK,
The Speaker,
The House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeArR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the provi-
slons of section 2 of the Watershed Frotec-
tion and Flood Prevention Act, as amended,
the Committee on Agriculture today consid-
ered and unanimously approved the follow-
ing work plans, transmitted to you by Ex-
ecutive Communication No. 743, 90th Con-
gress, and referred to this Committee.

Clatonia Creek, Nebraska,

Eutacutaches Creek, Mississippi.

Farmers Creek, Texas.

Little Sni-A-Bar, Missouri.
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North Pigeon, Iowa.
Papillion Creek, Nebraska.
Pecan Creek, Texas.
Tri-Creek, Wisconsin.
Tri-County Hopson Bayou, Mississippl.
Upper Clinch Valley, Virginia.
With best wishes, I am

Sincerely yours,

W. R. PoAGE,
Chairman.

PRIVATE CALENDAR

The SPEAKER. This is Private Calen-
dar day. The Clerk will call the first in-
dividual bill on the Private Calendar.

E. F. FORT, CORA LEE FORT COR-
BETT, AND W. R. FORT

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 2661)
for the relief of E. F. Fort, Cora Lee Fort
Corbett, and W. R. Fort.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be passed over
without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.

DEMETRIOS KONSTANTINOS
GEORGARAS

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 1596)
for the relief of Demetrios Konstantinos
Georgaras (also known as James K.
Georgaras) .

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be passed over
without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

PUGET SOUND PLYWOOD, INC., OF
TACOMA, WASH.

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 4949)
for the relief of Puget Sound Plywood,
Inc., of Tacoma, Wash.

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

Mr. TALCOTT and Mr. HALL ob-
jected and, under the rule, the bill was
recommitted to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

CARLOS ROGELIO FLORES-
VASQUEZ

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 2036)
for the relief of Carlos Rogelio Flores-
Vasquez.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

HR. 2036

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, for the
purposes of the Immigration and Nationality
Act, Carlos Rogelio Flores-Vasquegz shall be
held and considered to have been lawfully
admitted to the United States for permanent
residence as of the date of the enactment of
this Act, upon payment of the required visa
fee.

The bill was ordered fto be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.
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MRS. INGE HEMMERSBACH HILTON

The Clerk called the bill (HR. 6096)
for the relief of Mrs. Inge Hemmersbach
Hilton.

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
this bill be passed over without preju-
dice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ala-
bama?

There was no objection.

CAPT. REY D. BALDWIN

The Clerk called the bill (8. 95) for the
relief of Capt. Rey D. Baldwin.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

5. 95

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That Captain
Rey D. Baldwin, United States Air Force, is
hereby relieved of all liability for repayment
to the United States of the sum of $005.84,
representing the amount of overpayments
of basic pay received by the sald Captain Rey
D. Baldwin, for the period from March 19,
1960, through December 31, 1963, such over-
payments having been made as a result of
his having been erroneously credited for pay
purposes with military service previously per-
formed by him in an enlisted grade. In the
audit and settlement of the accounts of any
certifying or disbursing officer of the United
States, full credit shall be given for the
amount for which liability is relieved by this
Act.

8ec. 2. The SBecretary of the Treasury is au-
thorized and directed to pay, out of any
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro-
priated, to Captain Rey D. Baldwin, the sum
of any amounts received or withheld from
him on account of the overpayments re-
ferred to in the first section of this Act.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Page 2, line 8, insert: “No part of the
amount appropriated in this Act shall be
pald or delivered to or received by any agent
or attorney on account of services rendered
in connection with this claim, and the same
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con-
trary notwithstanding. Any person violating
the provisions of this Act shall be deemed
gullty of a misdemeanor and upon convic-
tion thereof shall be fined in any sum not
exceeding $1,000.”

The committee amendment was agreed

to.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and
passed, and a motion to reconsider was
laid on the table.

JESSE C. JOHNSON

The Clerk called the bill (S. 324) for
the relief of Jesse C. Johnson.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

S. 324

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That Jesse
C. Johnson, of Warner Robins, Georgia, is
hereby relieved of all liability for repayment
to the United States of the sum of $1,804.43,
representing overpayments of salary which
he received as an employee of the Depart-
ment of the Air Force at Robins Air Force
Base, Georgia, for the period from July 14,
1957, through May 15, 1965, such overpay-
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ment having been made as a result of ad-
ministrative error when he was erroneously
given a within-grade step increase, effective
July 14, 1957. In the audit and settlement of
the accounts of any certifying or disbursing
officer of the United States, full credit shall
be given for the amount for which liability
is relieved by this Act.

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Treasury is
authorized and directed to pay, out of any
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro-
priated, to the sald Jesse C. Johnson, the
sum of any amounts received or withheld
from him on account of the overpayments
referred to in the first section of this Act.
No part of the amount appropriated in this
Act shall be paid or delivered to or received
by any agent or attorney on account of serv-
ices rendered in connection with this claim,
and the same shall be unlawful, any con-
tract to the contrary notwithstanding. Any
person violating the provisions of this Act
shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and
upon conviction thereof shall be fined in any
sum not exceeding $1,000.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and passed,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

MRS. CHIN SHEE SHIU

The Clerk called the bill (S. 636) for
the relief of Mrs. Chin Shee Shiu.

Mr. HALL, Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that this bill be passed over
without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

CLARA B. HYSSONG

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 1655)
for the relief of Clara B. Hyssong.

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

FRANK I. MELLIN, JR.

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 1674)
for the relief of Frank I. Mellin, Jr.

Mr, HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that this bill be passed over
without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

MRS. LESSIE EDWARDS

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 1680)
for the relief of Mrs. Lessie Edwards.

Mr, GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that this bill be passed
over without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.

CHILDREN OF MRS. DORIS E.
WARREN

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 2454)
for the relief of the children of Mrs.
Doris E. Warren.
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Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama, Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
this bill be passed over without prejudice.

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

There was no objection?

COMDR. ALBERT G. BERRY, JR.

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 2757)
for the relief of Comdr. Albert G.
Berry, Jr.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that this bill be passed
over without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.

IKE IGNAC KLEIN

The Clerk called the bill (HR. 3474)
to require the Foreign Claims Settlement
Commission to determine the amount
and validity of the claim of Ike Ignac
Klein against the Government of
Hungary, and for other purposes.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

HR. 3474

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, not-
withstanding any provision of title III of the
International Claims Settlement Act of 1949
relating to limitations of time with respect
to filing claims or making awards, or any
prior decision of the Foreign Claims Settle-
ment Commission, such Commission shall
receive and determine the amount and valid-
ity of the claim of Ike Ignac Klein of New
York, New York, against the Government of
Hungary, if such claim is filed with the Com-
mission within six months after the date of
enactment of this Act. The Commission shall
receive and determine such claim in accord-
ance with all other provisions of title III of
the International Clalms Settlement Act of
1949 and the award, if any, made by the Com-
mission shall be paid by the Secretary of the
Treasury from the War Clalms Fund in an
amount which bears the same ratio to such
award as the aggregate of payments made
from the Hungarian Claims Fund bears to
the aggregate of awards made by the Com-
mission for payment from the Hungarian
Claims Fund. The Commission shall recertify
to the Becretary of the Treasury the amount
of any award made under this Act with re-
spect to claims allowable  under section
303(1) of title III of the International
Claims Settlement Act of 1949 and the award
80 recertified shall be deemed, for the pur-
poses of title II of the War Claims Act of
1948, to be an award recertified under sec-
tion 200(b) of such Act.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

MAURITZ A. STERNER

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 3865)
for the relief of Mauritz A. Sterner.

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection fo
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.
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T. MICHAEL SMITH

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 4015)
for the relief of T. Michael Smith.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that this bill be passed over
without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

MRS. HAZEL M. LAFRANCE

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 5025)
to confer jurisdiction on the U.8. Court
of Claims to hear, determine, and render
judgment on certain claims of Mrs. Hazel
M. LaFrance against the United States.

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
this bill be passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ala-
bama?

There was no objection.

SWIFF-TRAIN CO.

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 6004)
for the relief of Swiff-Train Co.
There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:
H.R. 6004

Be it enacled by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That Swiff-
Train Company of Corpus Christi, Texas, is
relleved of liability to the United States in
the amount of $4,832.87, representing the
excess duties in connection with the importa-
tion of the items covered by consumption
entry numbered 106-C, dated February 23,
1856, assessed on the basis of an erroneous
appraisement of such items. In the audit
and settlement of the accounts of any certi-
fying or disbursing officer of the United
Btates, credit shall be given for amounts for
which liability is relieved by this Act.

BEec. 2. The Secretary of the Treasury is
hereby authorized and directed to pay, out of
any money in the Treasury not otherwise
appropriated, to the said Swiff-Traln Com-
pany the sum of $1,396.27. The payment of
such sum shall be In full settlement of all
claims of the said Swiff-Train Company
against the United States for overassessment
of duties by the collector of customs of Gal-
veston, Texas, in connection with the im-
portation of the items covered by consump-
tion entry numbered 106-C, dated February
23, 1956. No part of the amount appropri-
ated In this Act in excess of 10 per centum
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or re-
celved by any agent or attorney on account
of services rendered in connection with this
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any
contract to the contrary notwithstanding.
Any person viclating the provisions of this
Act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined
in any sum not exceeding $1,000.

‘With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike all after the enacting clause and
insert:

“That notwithstanding any statute of
limitations, the defense of res judicata. or
the dismissal of a prior action, jurisdiction
is hereby conferred upon the United States
Customs Court to hear, determine, and
render judgment on the appeal of the Swiff-
Train Company of Corpus Christi, Texas, of
the appralsement of an importation of cer-
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tain steel bars the port of Houston,
Texas, under consumption entry No. 106-C,
dated P 23, 1956. The action author-
ized by this Act shall be filed within one year
of its effective date.”

The committee amendment was agreed

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

FRED W. KOLB, JR.

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 6189)
for the relief of Fred W. Kolb, Jr.

Mr. ASHMORE. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.

ALGONAC MANUFACTURING CO.
AND JOHN A. MAXWELL

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 6462)
granting jurisdiction to the Court of
Claims to render judgment on certain
claims of the Algonac Manufacturing
Co. and John A. Maxwell against the
United States.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 6462

Be it enacied by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, not-
withstanding any statute of limitations or
administrative determinations, jurisdiction
is hereby conferred upon the United States
Court of Claims to hear, determine, and
render judgment for any amount found to
be legally or equitably due upon the claims
of the Algonac Manufacturing Company and
John A. Maxwell for damages, if any, aris-
ing out of the criminal and civil prosecu-
tion of sald Algonac Manufacturing Compa-
ny and John A. Maxwell following termina-
tion by the United States on October 2 and
October 18, 19563, of contracts entered into
by the United States and Algonac Manufac-
turing Company. Such judgment shall in-
clude the amount, if any, found to be owing
to Algonac Manufacturing Company and
John A. Maxwell as damages on account of
misrepresentation of employees of the
United States, abuse of process, conversion
and misappropriation of property, and false
arrest incident to and arising out of such
prosecution. Such sult shall be Instituted
within six months after the date of enact-
ment of this Act: Provided, That the pro-
cedure for the determination of such claims,
and review thereof, and payment thereon,
shall be the same as in the case of claims
over which the Court of Claims has juris-
diction as now provided by law.

With the following committee amend-
ments:

Page 1, line 6, strike “legally or",

Page 1, line 7, strike “equitably”.

Page 2, line 8, strike "Such” and insert
“Notwithstanding the tort claims provisions
of title 28, such”.

The committee amendments were
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.
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DR. EMANUEL MARCUS

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 7599)
for the relief of Dr. Emanuel Marcus.

Mr. HALL, Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that this bill be passed
over without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.

CHARLES WAVERLY WATSON, JR.

The Clerk called the bill (HR. 8091)
for the relief of Charles Waverly Wat-
son, Jr.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that this bill be passed
over without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.

ATHANASIA ARGERE

The Clerk called the bill (S. 39) for
the relief of Athanasia Argere.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

S. 39

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, in the
administration of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act, as amended, Athanasla Argere
may be classified as a child within the mean-
ing of section 101(b) (1) (F) of that Act, and
a petition may be filed in her behalf by Mr.
and Mrs. Nicholas Grapsas, citizens of the
United States, pursuant to section 204 of the
Act.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and passed,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

ROSA ANNA GENOVESE

The Clerk called the bill (S. 256) for
the relief of Rosa Anna Genovese.
There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:
S. 256

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Represenatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, in the
administration of the Immigration and Na-
tlonality Act, as amended, Rosa Anna
Genovese may be classified as a child within
the meaning of section 101(b) (1) (F) of the
Act, and a petition may be filed in her be-
half by Mr. and Mrs. Seb Sbona, citizens of
the United States, pursuant to section 204 of
the Act.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and
passed, and a motion to reconsider was
laid on the table.

ROSA AGOSTINO

The Clerk called the bill (8. 280) for
the relief of Rosa Agostino.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

S.280

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, in the
administration of the Immigration and Na-
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tionality Act, as amended, Rosa Agostino
may be classified as a child within the mean-
ing of section 101(b) (1) (F) of the Act upon
approval of a petition filed in her behalf by
Katherine Ferrier, a citizen of the United
States pursuant to section 204 of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and
passed, and a motion to reconsider was
laid on the table.

SETSUEKO WILSON (NEE HIRANAKA)

The Clerk called the bill (8. 534) for
the relief of Setsuko Wilson (nee Hira-
naka.)

Mr. HALL, Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that this bill be passed
over without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.

HYE SUK PAENG AND MI KUNG
PAENG (PATRICIA ANN)

The Clerk called the bill (S. 822) for
the relief of Hye Suk Paeng and Mi Kung
Paeng (Patricia Ann).

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

5. 822

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, in the
administration of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act, Hye Suk Paeng and Mi Eung
Paeng (Patricla Ann), the widow and daugh-
ter of the late Charlie E. Tripp, a cltizen of
the United States, shall be held and consid-
ered to be aliens eligible for immediate rela-
tive status under the provisions of section
201(b), and the provisions of section 204
of the sald Act shall not be applicable in
these cases.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and passed,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

ELISABETA HORWATH

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 2485)
for the relief of Elisabeta Horwath.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 2485

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That, for the pur-
poses of the Immigration and Nationality Act,
Elisabeta Horwath shall be held and con-
sldered to have been lawfully admitted to the
United States for permanent residence as of
the date of the enactment of this Act, upon
payment of the required visa fee. Upon the
granting of permanent residence to such
alien as provided for in this Act, the Secre-
tary of State shall instruct the proper officer
to deduct one number from the total number
of immigrant visas and conditional entries
which are made avallable to natives of the
country of the alien's birth under paragraphs
(1) through (8) of section 203(a) of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert in lieu thereof the following:

“That the Attorney General is authorized
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and directed to cancel any outstanding orders
and warrants of deportation, warrants of ar-
rest, and bond, which may have issued in the
case of Elisabeta Horwath. From and after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
said Elisabeta Horwath shall not again be
subject to deportation by reason of the same
facts upon which such deportation proceed-
ings were commenced or any such warrants
and orders have issued.”

The committee amendment was agreed

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

RAMIRO VELASQUEZ HUERTA

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 3497)
for the relief of Ramiro Velasquez
Huerta.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that this bill be passed over
without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.

TERESINA FARA

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 4159)
for the relief of Teresina Fara.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 4169

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That, for the pur-
poses of the Immigration and Nationality Act,
Teresina Fara shall be held and considered to
have been lawfully admitted to the United
States for permanent residence as of the date
of the enactment of this Act, upon payment
of the required visa fee. Upon the granting of
permanent residence to such alien as pro-
vided in this Act, the Secretary of State shall
instruct the proper gquota-control officer to
deduct one number from the appropriate
quota for the first year that such quota is
available.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert in lieu thereof the following:

“That, the Attorney General is authorized
and directed to cancel any outstanding
orders and warrants of deportation, warrants
of arrest, and bond, which may have issued
in the case of Teresina Fara, From and after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
sald Teresina Fara shall not again be subject
to deportation by reasons of the same facts
upon which such deportation proceedings
were commenced or any such warrants and
orders have issued.

The committee
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

amendment was

ROBERTO MARTIN DEL CAMPO

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 5216)
for the relief of Roberto Martin Del
Campo.

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
this bill be passed over without prej-
udice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
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the request of the gentleman from Ala-
bama?
There was no objection.

JAN DROBOT

The Clerk called the hill (H.R. 8254)
for the relief of Jan Drobot.

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.

RICHARD K. JONES

The Clerk called the bill (S. 454) for
the relief of Richard K. Jones.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that this bill be passed
over without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.

ELI ELEONORA BIANCHI

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 3195)
for the relief of Eli Eleonora Bianchi.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that this bill be passed
over without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.

DESPINA AND CHRISTINA
HATZISAVVAS

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 3881)
for the relief of Despina and Christina
Hatzisavvas.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 3881

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, for the
purposes of section 203(a) (1) and 204 of
the Immigration and Natlonality Act,
Despina and Christina Hatzisavvas shall be
held and considered to be the matural born
alien daughters of Mr. and Mrs. George
James, citizens of the United States: Pro-
vided, That the natural parents of the
beneficiary shall not, by virtue of such par-
entage, be accorded any right, privilege, or
status under the Immigration and National-
ity Act.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert in lieu thereof the following:

“That, in the administration of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act, Christina
Hatzisavvas may be classified as a child
within the meaning of sectlon 101(b) (1) (F)
of the Act, upon approval of a petition filed
in her behalf by Mr. and Mrs. George James,
citizens of the United States, pursuant to
section 204 of the Act.”

The committee
agreed to.

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

The title was amended so as to read:
“A bill for the relief of Christina Hat-

amendment was
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zisavvas.” A motion to reconsider was
laid on the table.

MARIA KOLOMETROUTSIS

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 7427)
for the relief of Maria Kolometroutsis.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that this bill be passed over
without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

SONG SIN TAIK AND SONG HYUNG
HO

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 7516)
for the relief of Song Sin Taik and Song
Hyung Ho.

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
this bill be passed over without preju-
dice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ala-
bama?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. This concludes the
call of the Private Calendar.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I make the
point of order that a quorum is not pres-
ent.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move a
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 171]

Ayres Hébert Resnick
Baring Hungate Roudebush
Brown, Calif. King, Calif. Ruppe
Burton, Calif. Eluczynski Scheuer
Casey Long, La. Schweiker
Cowger Miller, Calif. Steed
Cramer Murphy, N.Y. Taft

Dent O'Eonski Taylor
Eckhardt Passman Teague, Calif.
Feighan Pike Teague, Tex,
Garmatz Pool Whitener
Gibbons Pryor Williams, Miss.
Hays Rarick Willis

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 393
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
a:eitzhdmg' s under the call were dispensed

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
RULES TO FILE CERTAIN PRIVI-
LEGED REPORTS

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Rules may have until midnight tonight
to file certain privileged reports.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTA-
TION APPROPRIATION BILL, 1968

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
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Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the hill (H.R. 11456) making appro-
priations for the Department of Trans-
portation for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1968, and for other purposes; and
pending that motion, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that general debate
be limited to 3 hours, the time to be
equally divided and controlled by the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. MINSHALL]
and myself.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Massachusetts.

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

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. 11456, with Mr.
UpaLL in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Under the unani-
mous consent agreement, the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. Boranp]l will
be recognized for 114 hours and the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr, MinsHALL] will
be recognized for 114 hours.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. BorLanpl.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 15 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, the bill now being con-
sidered by the Committee of the Whole
is the first annual appropriation bill for
the newest Department of the Federal
Government—the Department of Trans-
portation.

As chairman of the Subcommittee on
Appropriations for the DOT, I want to
express my appreciation to the members
of the committee for their spirit, co-
operation, and their industry during the
lengthy hearings on this bill—the gentle-
man from California [Mr. McFaLL], the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. YaTEs], the
ranking minority member, the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. MinsHALL], and the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
Jonasl.

May I add that all of us on the com-
mittee are grateful to the staff for the
splendid manner in which they joined in
advising and counseling the committee—
Ralph f';eston, Tex Gunnels, and Tom

e

It can be said that the new DOT has
started well—and particularly when the
magnitude of its problems is considered.
All of us were pleased with the ability,
the knowledge, and the frankness of the
people who oversee the various activities
of the Department.

The committee is pleased with the prog-
ress made thus far by the Department.
In some instances where reductions in
numbers of additional personnel are
recommended, the reductions should not
be interpreted as criticism of officials of
the Department for not hiring more per-
sonnel in the time available. The posi-
tions recommended represent what the
committee believes to be a reasonable
rate of hiring.
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All of us in the Congress want this
Department to be an effective branch of
the Government, for all of us realize the
tremendous and important scope of its
responsibilities. We want this Depart-
ment to succeed. The committee is anx-
jously seeking that the Department be-
gin well. If too hasty selections of per-
sonnel are made in efforts to staff
the Department, without the patient
searching and careful sereening required
to find the best man for the job in each
instance, the Department could quickly
become yoked with a burden of medioc-
rity which could only result in years of
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dificulty in achieving programed goals
and a general lack of effectiveness,

The committee is convinced that the
Department has been prudent and ju-
dicious thus far, in selecting its person-
nel. We urge that this policy be con-
tinued.

The funds in the bill are in six titles.
The funds provided in the bill that we
are recommending to the House total
$1,530,198,372. The budget request for
fiscal year 1968 is $1,718,618,772. The
figure we recommend is $188,420,400 be-
low the budget request, or a reduction of
about 11 percent as indicated in the fol-
lowing summary:

Summary of approprialions
; Bill compared with—
Appropria- Budget Percent
ons, estimate,  (Recommended reduction
fiscal ?ar fiscal year in bill Appropria- Budget below
96. 1968 - mlns ﬁlss:LTate, estimate
iscal year r
1967 1965
Title |, Office of the Secretary_.___.__.. $3, 000, D00 216, 400,000 $12,935,100] +$9,935, 100| —$3, 464, 900 2.1
Titie 1}, Coast Guard__........ 498,681,000 524,246,000 519,306, 500| 20, 625,500| —4,939, 500 9
Title |1f, Federal Aviation. Administration_| 988, 026, 500 942, 960, 000 866, 361, 000| —121, 665, 500| —76, 599, 000 8.1
Title IV, Federal Highway Administration_| 209, 610, 000 zﬂ? 662,772\ 113,001,772| —96,608,228| —94,661, 000 45.6
Title V, Federal Railroad Administration__| 22, 000, 000 ,(I&D,DDCI 14, 594, —T7, 406, —8, 456, 000 36.7
rtie\ﬁ other activities_ . . ...} .. , 300, , 000, , 000, —300, 7.0
Grand total, all titles___.._______[1,721,317, 500(1, 718, 618, 772 1.sao,193,3?2'491,115,:zsl—lss,uu,a.an 11.0

The Department requested for non-
military personnel a total of 59,560—or
an increase of 1,579 civilian personnel
over 1967.

We recommended 59,035 positions,
which is a reduction of 525, or 33 percent
of the requested increase.

Mr. Chairman, the committee report, I
think, details rather persuasively the in-
formation contained therein and will
give the Members of the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union a rather thorough understanding
of what the committee has done.

It is my intention to review briefly
some of the reductions and some of the
actions that the subcommittee took.
Other members of the subcommittee will
discuss other phases of the bill.

For the Office of the Secretary, the
request was $8,300,000. We reduced that
by $1,314,900.

This amount is sufficient to provide 433
of the 515 permanent positions requested
under this heading. Testimony on the
total amount of jobs requested by the
new Secretary of the Department of
Transportation, Alan Boyd, indicated
that there were, in our judgment, a num-
ber of positions that would not have to
be filled in fiscal year 1968; so we re-
duced his request by 82 positions. It is
my judgment, and I think it is the judg-
ment of the members of the subcommit-
tee, that the Secretary of Transportation
is doing a good job. We commend him
for the caution with which he and his
staff have added personnel to the vari-
ous activities within the Department,
and as I indicated in my remarks a mo-
ment ago, we urge that this policy be
continued.

In “Transportation research,” the Sec-
retary, of course, is responsible for the
implementation of sound transportation
policies, and this necessarily embraces
transportation research.

The Department’s request for 1968 was

$6,100,000. We considered an additional
$2,000,000 under this heading because
the committee restructured this appro-
priation to more closely reflect the or-
ganizational control of the funds re-
quested. Corresponding adjustments
were made in the requests of the Federal
Railroad Administration. The total
amount considered under “Transporta-
tion research” was $8,100,000. We re-
duced this by $2,150,000.

The Coast Guard requested for “Op-
erating expenses” $368,972,000. We re-
duced this amount by some $24,535,000
for Reserve training, They requested fo
have Reserve training included under
operating expenses. We said to them
that we would like to retain this ac-
count separately, so we reduced the $368
million by that amount for Reserve
training and set it up in a separate
budget account. We believe this will give
the Congress better visibility of the Re-
serve program, and it will certainly give
the committee better visibility over this
account.

We recommend in the bill $339,992,500
for “Operating expenses” for the Coast
Guard in the vast area in which it
operates. Funds are provided for search
and rescue, aids to navigation, merchant
marine safety, rharine law enforcement,
ice-breaking, oceanography, and pay and
allowances of both military and civilian
personnel. There is an increase of $13,-
588,500 over fiscal 1967, but the major
share of the increase is due to the effort
in Vietnam.

Also the Coast Guard has assumed
new duties with reference to the Bureau
of Commerce with respect to the docu-
mentation of vessels and port security,
and some of the functions have been
transferred from the Corps of Engineers
with respect to bridges and drawbridges
over navigable waters.

The Acquisition, Construction and Im-
provements request of the Coast Guard
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was for $107,014,000. We recommend
the entire amount for this item. This
item is broken down in the committee
report on page 9. The authorization by
the Merchant Marine and Fisheries Com-
mittee was for five high-endurance cut-
ters. These are the first line ships of the
Coast Guard. All of them are good, but
these are the best of the Coast Guard.
They set up a plan for buying new ships
to replace some of those that are over-
age, It was the judgment of the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries that five high-endurance cutters
should be constructed this year.

The Coast Guard also requested $12
million for an oceanographic vessel, and
we indicated in the report on the bill
that they ought to take the $12 million
and buy a second high-endurance cutter
and forget about the oceanographic ves-
sel for awhile. So we fund two high-en-
durance cutters, one more than the
budget proposed.

There is some concern on the part of
this committee, as there is on the part
of other committees of Congress, that
there are too many agencies of the Gov-
ernment performing oceanographic
studies. We have suggested to the chair-
man of the Appropriations Committee,
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. MasON],
that a staff study be made on oceano-
graphic problems.

We believe there ought to be a special
study made to find out precisely where
and what the Government is spending
money on oceanography. This money is
being spent in several places. We ap-
propriate for it in the independent offices
appropriation bill, we appropriate partly
for it in this bill, and there is an appro-
priation in the Department of Defense
for oceanography. We think it is about
time that the Federal Government get a
look at where this money is going. So if
next year there is a determination that
the Coast Guard ought to be the agency
that spearheads oceanographic studies,
then I am sure it will meet with favor-
able consideration by this committee.

So in this bill, in effect, what we do
is indicate to the Coast Guard that it
should go out and buy two high endur-
ance cutters instead of the one they
requested, and we ask them not to buy
the oceanographic vessel which would
cost $12 million. The high endurance
cutters cost about $14,500,000 each.

In Reserve training, they requested
$24,535,000. This is the item I indicated
a moment ago on which we asked that
it be set up in a separate budget ac-
count., This we do in the bill. We rec-
ommended $24,300,000, a reduction of
$235,000, which is a token reduction.

Title III covers the Federal Aviation
Administration. All of us are familiar
with it. This is not a new agency. They
are responsible for practically all prob-
lems with respect to air navigation of
the Nation. It is the judgment of this
committee—and I am sure of Members
of Congress who have had anything to
do with Federal Aviation Administra-
tion—that this is truly a great adminis-
tration, and that it has done a tremen-
dous job in the field of air navigation.

The “Operations” appropriation—and
this includes the operation of the air
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traffic control system—covers installa-
tion and materiel services, maintenance
of the traffic control system, administra-
tion of medical programs, flight stand-
ards activities, and so on. These are all
programs of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, and they are all funded
under the operations budget for the FAA.
They requested $598,400,000. We recom-
mend $593 million, a reduction of $5
million.

In traffic control they requested 648
new positions, and we funded the entire
648 new positions. I believe we can all
understand why we did it. This is the
area where aviation is growing at the
rate of approximately 17 percent a year,
and, because of that rapid growth, it is
absolutely necessary for them to have
additional personnel in these areas where
passengers’ safety is concerned. So we
funded the 648 new positions they re-
quested for the operation of the traffic
control system.

In the facilities and equipment ac-
count, they requested $35 million. We re-
duced it by $5 million. This covers the
purchase of facilities and equipment that
go into the various airports throughout
the Nation.

Research and development is a pro-
gram that must, of necessity, be carried
on. New ideas, new ways to insure safety
in the air, new ways to insure safety on
the ground at the airports are included
here. They requested $27,500,000. We
gave them $27 million, a reduction of
$500,000.

On the operation and maintenance of
the National Capital Airports there was
a request for $8,500,000 in the budget,
and the budget requested that we merge
these two operations. Heretofore, the
budget for Dulles Airport and the budget
for the Washington National Airport
were separate, but in our judgment we
believe that the Department made a good
case for merging the two budgets. It is
not a particularly large budget, $8,500,-
000. We will not lose congressional visi-
bility of the operations of the two air-
ports. They will have to come up and
justify before the committee the moneys
that are being spent at both airports,
so we will get a good look at their pro-
grams. So we did approve the request
for the merging of the two budgets for
the National Capital Airports.

We also approved the request for
$160,000 for construction of a building
for maintenance at Dulles to cover some
of the snow removal equipment that is
now uncovered and which, of course,
suffers from the inclement weather.

As to the grants-in-aid for airports,
under the FAA, the request was for $75
million for fiscal year 1969. This program
is funded 1 year in advance so that the
airports in the United States which re-
quest funds under this program can plan
and will know precisely the amount of
money available from the FAA.

This is a matching grant program, a
50-50 matching grant program.

We reduced it $10 million. The basis
for the reduction was twofold.

We appropriated in a supplemental
1967 bill, $66 million for this program for
1968. We believe they will have their
hands full in determining what airports
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around the Nation will be eligible for
the $66 million, so we say that the $65
million we forward fund for fiscal year
1969 is sufficient for this program.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts has expired.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself an additional 5 minutes.

Above and beyond that, Mr. Chair-
man, we believe that the legislative com-
mittee ought to take another look at
the grants-in-aid for airports program.
In the judgment of our committee, after
listening to the testimony, we are con-
vinced that some of this money is un-
wisely spent in some of the smaller air-
ports around the Nation.

The money is given out on the basis
of the population of a State and the
area of a State, so every State is eli-
gible. That is the formula.

In our judgment, too much money is
being spent on some of the smaller air-
ports. Attention is given, of course, to
the larger airports, but in our judgment
it does not meet the emergency prob-
lems which now confront the traveling
public in the great airports of the Na-
tion. We believe there should be another
look at this program, and we suggest to
the authorizing committee that it look
at this program, and perhaps come up
with a new formula.

There is no question about the fact
that the amount of money we appro-
priate every year for this program is
nowhere near sufficient to meet all of
the problems which are current with re-
spect to the airports all over the Nation.
We say they ought to take another look
at it. I hope that the authorizing com-
mittee will do so.

The civil supersonic aircraft develop-
ment gave some of the members of the
committee a problem. It has given some
of the public a problem. It has given the
communications media a problem.

Congress crossed this bridge some
years ago when we appropriated the first
funds for this program.

This is the civil supersonic aircraft,
which is longer than a football field. It is
6 feet longer than a football field, and
will travel at a speed of mach 2.7 or
about 1800 miles per hour. It will fly non-
stop for a range of 4,000 miles. It has a
variable swept back wing, and can fly
subsonically with the wings extended
and supersonically with the wings re-
tracted.

These planes will cost some $40 million
each. The Federal Government'’s share of
the program up to this point is $511 mil-
lion. That is what we have appropriated
up to the request for fiscal year 1968.

The request this year was for $198 mil-
lion. We recommend a reduction of $55
million, but the reduction will not hurt
the program at all. Actually almost all of
the reduction of $55 million will come in
what is known as the payback reserve
fund.

The managers of the civil supersonic
transport program have put into a pay-
back reserve fund moneys to pay the con-
tractors if the Government should sud-
denly decide to cancel the program.
There was some $35 million in the pro-
gram for that purpose up to this fiscal
year, and I believe they requested al-
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most $19 million in the program for this
year, or a total of about $54 million.

We said that the Government is an in-
suror anyhow, and if we end the program
there is a liability the Government will
have to pay, so there is no sense in put-
ting $54 million in escrow somewhere for
the purpose of paying liability claims
which might arise in the future, if the
Government does not go forward with
the program.

‘What we would do here with the $142
million that we recommend is to obli-
gate the U.S. Government fo pro-
totype stage of this aircraft. It would
obligate us to see this program through
the development of two prototype air-
craft and also to have 100 flight test
hours of the two prototypes. The total
amount which the Federal Government
will have invested through this phase,
the prototype phase, including the 100
hours of test flight, is $1.2 billion.

Some of the other members of the
committee and the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. MinsHarrLl will explain how the
Federal Government will get its money
back. We think it will.

Mr. Chairman, as I indicated, there
are some other problems that are con-
comitant with this program such as sonic
boom, the technical feasibility of the
project itself, the amount of money we
are to expend, whether or not after we
get into the production phase of the pro-
gram we ought to continue to help fi-
nance the program or withdraw from it
and permit the private financing thereof.

However, Mr. Chairman, this rep-
resents a bridge which we shall cross
when we come to it.

As I said a few moments ago, Mr.
Chairman, we must get the plane in the
air in order to answer these questions
and there is no other way in which the
prototype can get into the air with 100
hours of test flight unless we do what we
are precisely proposing to do here today.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts has expired.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 2 additional minutes.

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

Mr. BOLAND. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. MacGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the distinguished gentleman from
Massachusetts, the chairman of the sub-
committee on the Department of Trans-
portation, very much for yelding to me
at this point.

Mr. Chairman, I have asked the gen-
tleman to yield to me at this time for
the purpose of asking the gentleman this
question:

The gentleman from Massachusetts
has clearly indicated that we have in the
Congress committed $511 million of the
taxpayers’ money to the civil supersonic
transport development project.

But I understood the gentleman from
Massachusetts to say that the approval,
and the ultimate passage by the Con-
gress, of the recommended appropria-
tion for fiscal year 1968 of $142,375,000
would commit us through the prototype
development stage and as a result of
those commitments, a substantial
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amount of additional money would be
needed in fiscal years 1969 and 1970.

Mr. BOLAND. The gentleman from
Minnesota is exactly correct. I am sorry
I misled the gentleman in my original
statement. What I meant to say was that
this gets us into the prototype devel-
opment phase that we are entering.
However, in the further development of
the prototyvpe there will be a lot more
millions of dollars necessary before we
get to the end of this program. The total
amount we will have invested is esti-
mated to come to $1,200 million.

Mr. MAcGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman from Massachusetts will
yield further, that is over and beyond
the $142,375,000 contemplated now about
which the gentleman is speaking or ap-
proximately $500 million of the tax-
payers’ funds before we complete the
prototype development stage?

Mr. BOLAND. The $142,375,000 is a
part of the $1.2 billion.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BOLAND, I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Tennessee,

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank my distinguished colleague
for yielding. I wish to take this time to
commend the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. Boranp], the chairman of
this Subcommittee on Appropriations,
for his great work on this bill.

The gentleman is serving as the first
chairman on the Subcommittee on Ap-
propriations for.the newly created De-
partment of Transportation. He has pre-
sented an excellent report.

The gentleman from Massachusetts
has performed a magnificent service and
has brought to the floor of the House a
good bill and I commend him for it.

Mr. Chairman, all of us know that the
distinguished gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. BoLanp] serves as a mem-
ber of the Independent Offices Subcom-
mittee on Appropriations. I have had
the privilege during the past several
years of serving with him on the Inde-
pendent Offices Subcommittee on Appro-
priations where he works hard and
brings a sense of commitment. He is also
a member of the Subcommittee on Pub-
lic Works of the Committee on Appro-
priations. It has often been said that to
get a job done, give a busy man more
work. Mr. Boranp is active and busy in
many areas.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Massachusetts is to be commended for
his great work on this bill which he has
just presented to the Members of the
House.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tfleman from Massachusetts has again
expired.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 5 additional minutes.

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

Mr, BOLAND. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. McFALL, Mr. Chairman, at this
time I would like to offer my commenda-
tion to the chairman of the Subcommit-
tee on the Department of Transportation.
This is the gentleman’s first presenta-
tlon before the Committee of the Whole
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House on the State of the Union since
becoming chairman of the subcommittee
in the handling of an appropriation bill
before this body.

Mr. Chairman, this new Transporta-
tion Subcommittee, chaired by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts, has per-
formed in my opinion a good job and
that good job is primarily attributable
to the efforts of the distinguished gentle-
man from Massachusetts who now oceu-
pies the well.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Massachusetts has performed a wonder-
ful job in the committee. His presenta-
tion today is most explicit.

In addition, the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts always has the never-failing
courtesy and good humor that makes it
a pleasure for the other members of the
committee to work with him.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the commendation of the distin-
guished gentleman from California [Mr,
McFaLrl. Actually, I enjoy this work.
However, Mr. Chairman, I do not wish
to consume any more time, except to say
that I know numerous Members may be
disturbed as a result of the cuts which
have been made in the highway safety
program. However, let me say to them
that the Committee on Appropriations
has not recommended that the highway
safety program be killed or even crippled.

Far from it. The committee recom-
mends approximately $41,034,000 for fis-
cal year 1968 as compared with $20 mil-
lion provided for these programs in 1967.
Other members of the committee will
go deeper into these programs, and I
believe the Members will understand
why the cuts were made, and why they
were justified.

For instance, on the State and com-
munity highway safety programs they
asked for $100 million, and we gave them
$20 million for a very obvious reason.
There was an appropriation oZ $10 mil-
lion in fiscal year 1967, and they had
obligated up to May of this year only
$547,000. At this time I understand the
obligations run to about $2 million.

When we get into some of the other
programs that they recommend fund-
ing, I believe you will agree that this is
a program where we ought not to shovel
the money out.

We are all interested in highway traffic

-safety, but we are not going to accom-

plish this by the unnecessary expendi-
ture of money. Sometimes unnecessary
expenditure of money can kill people on
the highways. Because this possibly can
be so we have in our judgment treated
these programs fairly. If the cuts have
been too deep and there is genuine con-
cern over them, in those areas where we
have already established the program,
then of course that can be corrected.
But in the judgment of the committee
we do not believe there has been.

Mr. Chairman, let me say further that
a great many of the cuts come in with
respect to personnel. It is difficult to find
personnel. I know there were some re-
marks made by those who received a lot
of publicity in this field in the last few
days, saying that you can get personnel
anywhere, but this is not so. The testi-
mony of Lowell Bridwell, who, in our

July 18, 1967

judgment, is a good administrator of the
Federal Highway Administration, indi-
cates they are having a difficult time in
getting properly trained personnel and
good personnel to run the program. As a
matter of fact, they even have some
training programs to secure the type of
personnel that are needed in his Admin-
istration, so that they will not be a bur-
den but an asset to the Department.

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

Mr. BOLAND. I yield to the gentleman
from Connecticut.

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to ask the gentleman one
question:

It seems to me the gentleman from
Massachusetts has not taken sufficient
credit. He has pointed out that the re-
quests were $188 million below the budget
asked for fiscal year 1968, and the gentle-
man should point out what seems to me
to be a very significant thing, and that
is the request is $191 million below the
actual appropriation for fiscal year 1967,
which I believe must be almost unique in
the requests on the committee this year.
I believe the gentleman should take
credit for that.

Mr. BOLAND. I appreciate the gentle-
man’s remarks.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BOLAND. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I simply wanted to concur with
what the gentleman has said, because
this morning we have been holding a
hearing in our Roads Subcommittee
specifically with reference to the Fed-
eral aid to highways program, and I
concur in the views the gentleman has
presented that we should enhance our
programs and that we should be spend-
ing more money on the safety of the
American highways, and also on the
highway driving skills, and the testimony
this morning indicated that we do have
a problem, as you know, within the cate-
gories of driving beyond the speed limits,
and driving while intoxicated, and some
other things.

So I just wish to concur with the
gentleman from Massachusetts.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts has expired.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 2 additional minutes.

I do this because I did miss one im-
portant item in this budget, and that is
with reference to the highway beauti-
fication program. There was no program
money requested in this bill under the
highway beautification program, but
there was a request for $1,750,000 for ad-
ministrative expenses to oversee the
highway beautification program that is
now in operation, and we allowed $1,200,-
000. I believe the appropriation last year
for highway beautification was $80 mil-
lion. We have to provide the administra-
tive expenses to properly carry out the
program already funded. There is legis-
lation pending before the Congress to
change the funding of the highway
beautification program. Consequently,
the department did not request funds to
implement the program, the junkyard
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screening, the highway beautification
and enhancement of scenic roads, but we
did believe they ought to go ahead in
administering the program already
funded, so we provided $1,200,000 for
that purpose.

The bill provides $14,594,000 for the
Federal Railway Administration, $8,456,-
000 less than the amount requested. The
greatest part of the reduction is in the
high-speed ground transportation pro-
gram.

The committee recommends the ap-
propriation of $10,300,000, a reduction of
$8,300,000 below the budget estimate.

The budget requested $2,300,000 under
this heading to finance the national
transportation statistics program in the
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Re-
search and Technology. The committee
feels that the funds should be appro-
priated directly to the Office of the Sec-
retary in the first instance and has so
provided.

The appropriation recommended for
“high-speed ground transportation re-
search and development” provides funds
for administration of the two major ac-
tivities of the program; namely, research
and development, and demonstrations.

The budget requested $8,000,000 for
certain research and development proj-
ects, for which the committee has al-
lowed $3,850,000. Specifically, the com-
mittee denies the $200,000 requested un-
der this heading for “cost methodology”
and allows $500,000 of the $1,900,000 re-
quested for research and development
concerning air cushion vehicles. A num-
ber of other agencies, both Government
and private, have research and develop-
ment programs concerning air cushion
vehicles and that information should be
available to the Department. The re-
maining reductions should be applied by
the FRA to the lowest priority programs.

For demonstrations, $9,611,000 was re-
quested and the committee has allowed
$5,650,000. Specifically denied is the
$3,511,000 for the “auto-on-train” proj-
ect. We do not feel that the Federal Gov-
ernment should finance a project of this
nature during this period of high Federal
deficits. If the project is economically
feasible, there is no reason why private
industry cannot proceed with it. The re-
maining $450,000 reduction is to be ap-
plied to low priority items in other
demonstrations programs.

The budget requested $989,000 for ad-
ministration, and the committee has al-
lowed $800,000. The committee has
denied the seven additional positions
which were requested.

The bill includes language authorizing
the St. Lawrence Seaway Development
Corporation to make expenditures from
funds and borrowing authority of the
Corporation to carry out the programs
proposed in the budget for the Corpora-
tion. The language included in the bill
is the same language provided last year
and requested in the budget.

The limitation on administrative ex-
penses of the St. Lawrence Seaway were
reduced by $1,000 to $514,000 as a
part of the committee’s overall action on
representation funds.

The bill provides $4 million for the
newly established National Transporta-
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tion Safety Board. Most of the reduction
involves personnel and is spelled out in
detail in the report.

I hope that the House will approve
the bill as recommended by the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. Borano] has con-
sumed 29 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. MINsHALL].

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume,

Mr. Chairman and Members of the
Committee, at the outset I want to say it
has been a distinet pleasure to work with
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr,
Boranp] and with other members of this
subcommittee on this new Department
of Transportation appropriation bili.

We spent over three weeks in actual
hearings on this bill, but I want to say,
based on the time we have spent on, for
example, the Defense Department appro-
priation bill, this does not seem very
long so far as time is concerned.

But I also want to emphasize that al-
though we spent three weeks on this bill,
these were probably the most concen-
trated and condensed, long hours of ses-
sions that Capitol Hill has seen in a long,
long time.

All of the Members worked diligently
and hard. We have come up with what
we think is a good bill. We know that
amendments will be offered in some cases
to make further cuts beyond those that
we have made. We also know that
amendments will be offered to increase
appropriations that we have recom-
mended.

Since the department officially came
into being, only a little more than three
months ago, our special subcommittee
on the Department of Transportation
appropriations has had to work, at what
seemed to be like supersonic speed, to
get this budget request for the fiscal year
1968 to the floor of the House.

Initially the burden was on the De-
partment and its six agencies involved
getting their funding requests formu-
lated and their justifications prepared for
the committee. They had a new task
and a complicated one, which for the
most part was well done.

But many of their plans are right off
the drawing board and, like a new car,
the Department of Transportation is
being road-tested and won’t come up for
a real inspection until next year. The
Secretary, although he has received his
driver’s permit, still has to prove that
he can operate the new vehicle safely
and economically.

Our published hearings indicate that
the committee crammed more than a
thousand pages of testimony into 10 days
of sessions over a 3-week period. This,
of course, accounts for only a fraction
of the time we spent on spadework before
the hearings began and on continuous
homework and consultation with experts
during and after the hearings.

I wish to point out that while the com-
mittee assuredly has felt a time pinch
in handling the appropriation bill, my
remarks are not to be construed as re-
flecting either on the Department, which
has had its hands full since April 1 in
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organizing and absorbing the various
agencies, or on the committee. I hope,
and anticipate, that next year far more
time will be given to consider the re-
aquests of the fourth largest Department
in our Federal system with its budget
approaching $6 billion.

The committee carefully avoided a
crash program assault on the budget re-
quests, yet has come up with a total re-
duction of $191,119,128 less than was
appropriated for all of the agencies in-
volved in the last fiscal year. That is a
reduction of nearly 11 percent, despite
creation of the Office of the Secretary
with its attendant personnel and oper-
ational requirements.

In addition to cutting this year’s budg-
et more than $191 million below last
year's appropriation, we reduced it more
than $188 million below the amount re-
quested by the new Department for fiscal
1968.

It is important to emphasize that the
committee at all times has been mind-
ful that a principle and most important
funetion of the Department of Trans-
portation is public safety in the air, on
the highways, railways, and waterways.

No dollar sign can be hung on the life
of any citizen and the billions of dollars
in goods and property involved in our
Nation’s wvast transportation system
would far outweigh any false economy
cuts in the field of safety.

The budgetary reductions made in the
transportation bill are in the interest of
saving taxpayers’ dollars. The commit-
tee is satisfied that the Department’s
promotion of transportation safety will
in no way be impaired.

It is less than a year since the House
debated creation of the Department of
Transportation. :

A very real concern at that time was
that the Congress might be handing over
its power of determining how Federal
funds would be spent by the new Depart-
ment. The legislation as it originally
came to us last August would have
loosened our control of the purse strings.

As it finally evolved from the House-
Senate conference for our approval last
October, the structure of the Department
had been substantially changed from the
original proposal. I think the fact that
the committee achieved a $188 million
reduction in the fiscal 1968 request is
solid evidence that Congress has a firm
grip on those purse strings. And, the fact
that we were able to reduce the 1968 de-
partmental request by $191 million less
than was spent by the agencies when
they were scattered throughout the Gov-
ernment is a promise that, with careful
congressional oversight, the new Depart-
ment can prove to have been a move in
the direction of economy and efficiency
in handling our transportation problems.

It might be well at this point, before
getting into the facts and figures of this
year's budget, to briefly review the struc-
tlu:e of the Department of Transporta-

on.

The Office of the Secretary has been
limited in its authority by Congress, as
a means of protecting the vitual auton-
omy of the various transportation agen-
cies under its jurisdiction, and to pre-
serve congressional oversight of revision
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of existing transportation policies and
programs. The Secretary may develop
investment standards, but approval still
rests with Capitol Hill.

Briefly, the Secretary’s general duties
provide that he develop a national trans-
portation policy to be recommended to
the President and Congress for imple-
mentation; coordinate and administer
transportation programs; identify and
recommend solutions to Congress for
transportation problems; coordinate re-
search and development activities; co-
operate with the Secretary of Labor in
transportation labor-management situ-
ations; investigate safety compliance
records of applicants seeking operating
authority from the Interstate Commerce
Commission, conduct studies with the
Secretary of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment to determine which Department
should handle urban mass transporta-
tion functions, subject to congressional
approval, and, finally, to develop stand-
ards and criteria which, with congres-
sional approval, would be used as guide-
lines for investment of Federal funds in
transportation, such investments also
subject to our review and decision.

You will note that the Secretary is
required to come to the Congress with
his plans. It will be our decision as to
whether he goes ahead or not. It was
this aspect of the new Cabinet-level of-
fice which was of such great concern to
many of us when the bill originally came
to the House last year. I only wish that
the rightful control of Congress over
other departments in the executive
branch were as carefully protected. We
could achieve some real economy in the
overall budget.

Functions which have been transferred
to the new Transportation Department
include—

From the Department of Commerce,
the program and staff of the Office of
Under Secretary of Transportation, in-
cluding emergency transportation, high-
way beautification, and high-speed trans-
portation programs; the Bureau of Public
Roads, including the highway trust
fund, and the St. Lawrence Seaway De-
velopment Corporation.

From the Department of the Treasury,
the U.S. Coast Guard. Added to the Coast
Guard's responsibilities are all authority
over drawbridge operation, bridge tolls,
anchorages, sea pollution, and bridge
clearance, transferred from the Depart-
ment of the Army. The Great Lakes
Pilotage Administration, formerly in the
Commerce Department, also is now under
Coast Guard jurisdiction.

Transferred, in its entirety as an in-
dependent agency, the Federal Aviation
Agency, including its airport construction
and supersonic transport program.

The new Federal Railroad Administra-
tion is comprised of the Alaska Railroad,
from the Department of the Interior, and
the Bureau of Railroad Safety, formerly
a part of the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission. FRA's duties also include high-
speed ground transportation research
and development, railroad and pipeline
safety, transportation of explosives and
other dangerous material, and railroad
employee service.

The National Transportation Safety
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Board has been given across-the-board
authority over rail, motor carrier, pipe-
line and marine safety, as well as all of
the accident and safety functions of the
Civil Aeronautics Board.

The Transportation Safety Board is
under the umbrella of the Department of
Transportation, but is completely in-
dependent of the Office of the Secretary
and other departmental units.

In this autonomous role, the Board
will review the overall safety program,
investigate and determine cause in trans-
portation accidents, and hear appeals of
certification and license application ac-
tions. As we point out in our report, the
committee feels some apprehension that
the Board's broad jurisdiction could well
duplicate functions of other agencies in
the Department.

The committee has urged the Trans-
portation Safety Board to confine its ac-
tivities to accident investigation and ap-
peals during this formative period.

These are the components of the De-
partment of Transportation.

As one who was concerned that crea-
tion of such a Department might well
be an additional burden on the taxpayer
and a burgeoning of the bureaucracy, I
am encouraged to believe that with care-
ful congressional control the Department
can launch a new era in expansion of our
national transportation network and in
improving safety standards which will
save millions of lives and dollars.

Consolidation of our varied trans-
portation agencies under one roof makes
good sense in the interest of efficiency.
Efficiency usually goes hand in hand
with economy. It is up to us in Congress
to keep a tight grip on the financial reins
of the agency.

In this regard, let me report to you
what the committee has determined as
a result of its scrutiny of the Depart-
ment’s first budget request.

At the beginning of my remarks, I
pointed out that we reduced the total
DOT request for fiscal 1968 by more than
$188 million. I will detail those cuts in a
moment. What is also remarkable, in my
opinion, is that the committee’s final
figure for fiscal 1968 for the entire De-
partment is $191 million less than the
amount Congress funded last year when
the various agencies were fragmented
throughout the executive branch.

The total appropriation we recom-
mend for fiscal 1968 is $1,530,198,372.
Last year's total appropriation for the
transportation agencies came to $1,721,-
317,500.

Without being unduly optimistie, I
believe we can look to this reduction as
a hopeful sign of the wisdom of con-
solidating these agencies.

‘We have achieved this economy despite
an increase in personnel requirements.

The number of positions in transporta-
tion agencies during fiscal 1967 was
57,938. DOT asked for an increase of
2,522,

The committee readily granted their
request for 900 new Coast Guard mili-
tary, but reduced by almost one-third
the request for 1,622 new civilian em-
ployees. We cut that number by 525. Our
report makes it clear that we were not
carried away in any premature burst of
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enthusiasm. Congress should watch and
evaluate the Department’s employment
requirements during the coming year.
DOT is only in its fourth month of ex-
istence. By the time the 1969 fiscal re-
quest is made, both the Department and
the Congress will be in a better position
to evaluate actual employment needs.

On a section-by-section basis, let me
quickly telescope the committee’s action
on the 1968 requests as detailed on pages
32 through 36 of the report.

The Office of the Secretary includes
funds for transportation research. For
this function the committee recommends
$5,950,000, a reduction of $2,150,000, or
26 percent below the Department’s re-
quest for $8.1 million. The Secretary’s
request for $8.3 million for salaries and
expenses of his office during the next fis-
cal year was reduced by almost 16 per-
cent, to $6.9 million.

The Secretary asked for 515 perma-
nent positions in his office. The commit-
tee recommends only 433 positions, for a
salary savings of $1,324,000.

Military requirements in Vietnam have
placed a new burden on the Coast Guard
and the increase of $20.6 million over
last year's appropriation is traceable
largely to the war. The committee has
approved $519,306,500 for the Coast
Guard in fiscal 1968, a reduction of just
under $5 million in the budget request.

The committee has cut the Federal
Aviation Agency's overall budget request
by 8 percent. This is a reduction of $76.5
million for fiscal 1968. The $866,361,000
we recommend in the bill represents a
reduction of $121 million, or 12 percent,
under the amount appropriated for FAA
last year.

FAA asked for a total increase of 648
new positions in operation of its traffic
controls system. The committee, mind-
ful of the heavy responsibility it must
share for public safety with the Depart-
ment, has recommended that the agency
be permitted to fill those positions. Two
of the Nation’s busiest air route traffic
control centers, for example, at Chicago
and New York, last month set new rec-
ords for total number of flights handled.
The workload of the traffic control sys-
tem is fast outstripping FAA’s capability
without addition of the requested per-
sonnel. As our report points out, there
can be no compromise with the safety of
passengers and erews in our aircraft.

FAA activities, independent of the su-
personie transport program, were in-
creased by the committee $15.9 million
over the 1967 appropriation. Most of this
increase is for grants-in-aid to airports
in fiscal 1969, and in operation, mainte-
nance, and construction at the National
Capital airports. The amount recom-
mended by the committee for FAA activi-
ties in fiscal 1968 is $723,986,000, a re-
duction of almost $21 million from the
budget request.

As the report points out, on page 16,
nearly all of the $55.6 million the com-
mittee cut from the supersonic transport
budget is based on a difference as to the
source of funds for the program, not in
the amount of funds provided for the
program. We have recommended an ap-
propriation of $142,375,000 for fiscal 1968
for development of two prototype SST’s.
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The Federal Highway Administration
budget has been cut by the committee
by $94,661,000, some 45 percent less than
was requested for fiscal 1968 and $96.6
million less than the amount Congress
appropriated in fiscal 1967.

Much as the committee wishes to en-
courage and promote traffic and high-
way safety programs, both are still in a
state of development and flux in the De-
partment. After considerable study and
testimony, it was the determination of
the committee that highway officials are
premature in budgetary requests for
vastly expanded positions. They asked
for some 900 positions. The committee
has cut that request by 300 for a saving
of $4.8 million in salaries. At this point
in the development of the traffic and
highway safety programs we are con-
vinced that crash programs of hiring
personnel can be ill advised and unneces-
sary.

The highway beautification program
was cut by $550,000 under the amount
requested and an increase in personnel
was denied. As the report points out,
on page 23, we saw no reason to permit
an increase for an activity for which pro-
gram authorization has expired and for
which new authorization is uncertain.
With proper management, the $1.2 mil-
lion we are allowing for beautification
should be sufficient to administer the
program during the next fiscal year.

The Chamizal Memorial Highway,
which has been the subject of past con-
troversy in the House, is being funded
in the amount of $4 million, half the
amount requested.

Funds for the Federal Railroad Ad-
ministration were reduced $8.4 million
by the committee, or about 36 percent,
below the budget request of $23 million.
The $14.5 million recommended by the
committee is $7.4 million less than the
1967 appropriation.

In concluding this summary of budg-
etary action, I must point out that the
$300 million reduction in the National
Traffic Safety Board includes personnel
reduction which will save $251 million in
salaries. Here again the committee ap-
plauds and encourages the Department
in its enthusiasm, but feels that it is pre-
mature in its job requests. As I stated
earlier, the next year will establish how
much overlapping or duplication may be
involved in Safety Board activities.

The coming year will be the road test
for the entire Department. I am encour-
aged in the hope that the Department of
Transportation will conscientiously strive
toward its admirable goals. I am con-
vineed it can make great progress within
the budgetary scope the committee has
given it.

Certainly the economic and personal
concern of every American is bound up
in the success of the new Department
as it works, side by side with private
endeavor, to expand the Nation’s trans-
portation system, to keep it competi-
tively in stride with the rest of the world,
and to make it not only the greatest, but
the safest and most economical system.

The committee has striven to give the
taxpayers the most mileage for their
tax dollar in this bill, without a sacrifice
of safety. The Department of Trans-
portation is now in the driver’s seat and
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it is up to it to demonstrate its skill in
the year ahead.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MINSHALL. I shall be glad to
yield to the gentleman from California.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to commend the gentleman
in the well for his usual very articulate
statement. I think we are very fortunate
to have the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
MinsueALL] serving in this ranking mi-
nority position on this new Subcommit-
tee on Appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Transportation. Certainly, Mr.
Chairman, the fact that the gentleman
has an extensive aviation background
actually places the gentleman in a
unique position to evaluate all of the
various requests coming from this very
important department.

In order to substantiate what I started
to say earlier with respect to comments
made to the chairman of the subcommit-
tee, the distinguished gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. Boranpl, whom I
also wish to commend, referring to high-
way safety, I would like to take just a
minute, if I may, to point out to the gen-
tleman from Ohio certain excerpts from
the statement of the president of
AASHO, Mr. E. M. Johnson, which was
presented before our special committee
investigating the Federal-aid highway
program just today, July 18, 1967.

I support the chairman and ranking
minority member of this committee in
their recommendation for a cutting of
funds for their stated reasons because
the testimony presented to our Federal-
Aid Highway Investigation Committee
this morning tends to substantiate what
the gentlemen have previously said.

Reading from the statement there is
the following.

Highway safety Involves three areas—the
vehicle, the highway and the driver. In fact,
it is a three-legged structure and for such
a structure to be stable, each support must
be completely adequate.

‘We readily admit that some further prog-
ress in trafic safety can be made on even our
most modern highway facilities, but the most
fertile fleld for achieving traffic safety lies
with the improvement of the driver.

Highway Administrators and engineers are
firm in this position.

We see far too much hazardous and waste-
ful use of our highway space even though the
average driver generally does a good job.

Some of the things you can see that con-
tribute to accidents are driving when fa-
tigued, driving when Intoxicated, driving
beyond conditions, aggressive driving, tail-
gating at high speed, driving too slow, driving
with smooth tires, not planning a trip in
advance as to proper routes and exits, exiting
from the wrong lanes, and not knowing how
to drive on a freeway. One of the most haz-
ardous things on a two-lane facility is pass-
ing on hills,

These things are entirely too prevalent
and while we accept the responsibility in the
highway field of enhancing chances of sur-
vival in case a vehicle goes out of control, to
a ls.rge extent we are merely treatl.ng the
symptoms or the results and not correcting
& major cause of accidents.

Recently, at a National Conference, we
were advised by outstanding Motor Vehicle
Administrators and State Highway Patrol
officials, that no less than 10 percent of the
drivers on our highways were operating with
a revoked license or had no license at all.
This further underscores the need for im-
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proving the quality of the person permitted
to operate a vehicle.

And, it goes on.

Mr. Chairman, we found that similar
money requests were made in the so-
called water quality program wherein
people seem to have the idea that all we
have to do is to appropriate money and
you get results thereby.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to compliment
the gentleman in the well and the gentle-
men of the subcommittee for making the
recommendation to this House upon what
I believe to be a very realistic appro-
priation bill.

Mr. Chairman, one thing I would like
to ask further, if the gentleman will
comment upon the committee report
wherein it says:

The committee is well aware that the air-
ports in our major cities are growing more
and more congested and that this airport
congestion is a major factor in the safety
and continuance of air travel. Notwithstand-
ing, the committee does not feel that the
grants-in-aid program as authorized pro-
vides the best means for coping with this
problem.

I want to compliment the committee
for this statement.

Many of us are very much concerned
about the growing crisis in metropolitan
areas with respect to adequate aviation
and airport facilities and the chaos in
airport congestion in this country at this
particular time. What are the plans for
future financing of an adequate airport
system in the country, which is now sadly
behind the increasing and expanding
aviation demands. I would like to have
the advice and counsel of the gentleman
in the well, who is very qualified in the
field of aviation.

Mr. MINSHALL. I would reply to the
gentleman that we are zoing to get into
those things in detail a little later on.
However, I do want to thank the gentle-
man for his very fine remarks. I would
also like to say that although I am a
pilot, that does not qualify me as an ex-
pert. As you well know, there is a saying
in the flying fraternity that “any land-
ing you ecan walk away from is a good
landing,” and I only hope I can walk
away from the well of the House at the
conclusion of debate on this bill with all
we have asked for and with no changes
therein.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. If the gentle-
man will yield again just briefly, it is my
hope that the committee will spend con-
siderable time next year in evaluating
what I believe to be one of the major
transportation problems in this country,
the field of airport congestion.

A totally new approach to airport
problems, construction and financing
must be seriously considered. I realize
that this is a new appropriation subcom-
mittee and the first bill to be presented
to the House.

However, in the future, with more
time, a broader look must be given fo
the airports’ needs. Frankly aviation is
expanding so rapidly, a crisis is in the
making. We cannot sweep this problem
under the rug so I am pleased to learn
of the gentleman’s and the committee’s
concern and awareness.

I respectfully ask that you consult the
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general aviation experts of the Nation,
some revealing facts await you as I know
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. MIN-
suaLL] is already aware of.

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

Mr. MINSHALL. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. ROBISON. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

The gentleman in the well has ad-
dressed himself in passing, more or less,
on the SST program, and if the gentle-
man will permit, I would ask him to yield
for the purpose of answering two ques-
tions.

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will hold his questions with
reference to the SST program for a while,
we are going to go into that later. And,
as I understand it, an amendment is go-
ing to be offered, at which time we will
get into that subject in some detail.

So I believe it would be more appro-
priate for him to withhold his questions
concerning the SST program until a little
later time.

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

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from
Ohio has consumed 26 minutes.

Mr, BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the able and distinguished
member of the committee, the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. ¥YaTES].

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I want to
join the other members of the committee
in congratulating our distinguished
chairman, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. Borann]l, for the outstand-
ing job he has done as chairman of this
committee.

I remember the late beloved Sam Ray-~
burn, the great Speaker of this House,
once said that he could pay no higher
compliment to a Member of the House
than to say that he knew his bill. I say
this about the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts. As has already been demon-
strated so well today, he knows his sub-
jeet and he knows his bill.

As the chairman who conducted the
hearings on the Department of Trans-
portation, he was superb. He was knowl-
edgeable, he was courteous and helpful,
he was fair, and he was analytical. It was
a pleasure to serve with him, and it was
a pleasure to serve with my other col-
leagues on the committee.

Our chairman has explained this bill
quite thoroughly. I will only express a
few remarks on two subjects. The first
relates to what the gentleman from
California [Mr. Don H. CLAUSEN] was
talking about: that is, the question of
highway safety. The question is what
do we do in this country about skyrocket-
ing automobile insurance costs? There
are approximately 83 million automo-
biles registered in the United States at
this time. The automobile is no longer a
luxury. It has become a necessity, and
of course with the automobile you have
to have some kind of automobile insur-
ance. The number of high-risk casualty
companies is increasing. The number of
such companies being placed in receiver-
ship or becoming insolvent is also in-
creasing. Of course, the loser in this pic-
ture is John Q. Public himself.
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Between January 1, 1955, and the pres-
ent date, the average rates for a mini-
mum level of automobile liability insur-
ance covering bodily injuries rose by 112
percent in Michigan, by 95 percent in
South Carolina, by 83 percent in Vir-
ginia, by 54 percent in Massachusetts—
which now has the highest rates of the
Nation, let me say—followed closely by
New York, where rates went up by only
22 percent in the last few years, but that
was because its rates were then the
highest.

The Subcommittee on Antitrust of the
Committee on the Judiciary of the other
body held hearings in 1965 and found
at that time that there were 300,000
policyholders and accident victims,
many seriously injured, who were seek-
ing $600 million in claims from com-
panies who had net collectable assets of
$25 million, When the claims are finally
settled the American public will have
lost millions of dollars in unpaid claims.

In the 6 years preceding January 1967,
73 companies writing motor vehicle in-
surance became insolvent.

In Pennsylvania where 17 companies
became insolvent there are an estimated
4,000 claims and these claimants will re-
ceive an average of 1 cent on the dollar
for their claims.

In Illinois where 12 insurance com-
panies became insolvent, leaving an es-
timated 50,000 claims for which the
claimants will receive approximately 25
cents on the dollar.

In Missouri seven companies declared
insolvency and the estimated number of
claims is 20,000 and it is expected that
the claimants will receive about 10 cents
on the dollar.

Last year there were 50,000 deaths and
4 million injuries related to automobiles.
The problems are immense. Too often,
insurance companies which operate un-
der State law in the main are allowed
to carry on their business practices with-
out regulation and without qualified per-
sonnel.

These are the major reasons for the
financial collapse of the 73 companies
that became insolvent in the past 6 years.
Too much money has been lost. Too many
people have been hurt and too long have
insurance companies gone on on a basis
of few examinations and inadequate
regulation.

That is why, Mr, Chairman, I have
written to the Department of Transpor-
tation asking that an investgiation be
made by that Department of the auto
insurance industry looking to having a
critical examination of rates and policies,
of selection and categorization of appli-
cants, and of arbitrary cancellation of
policies by the companies.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 additional minutes to the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. YaTEs].

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, secondly 1
want to mention the subject upon which
some remarks have been made on the
floor. That is the SST—the supersonic
transport.

As the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
MacGreGor] stated about the cost of the
program—so far we have invested only
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$511 million in research leading up to
the development stage. It is anticipated
that another $700 million will have to be
expended before the prototype will be
able to take flight. After the prototype
stage is completed, it is anticipated that
another $3.3 billion will have to be ex-
pended in order to place this plane on a
commercial basis.

These, it must be pointed out, are the
anticipated costs, the estimates. Based
upon the experience we have had in mili-
tary programs so far, these estimates will
have to be increased by at least 50 or 100
percent.

But the financial difficulties are only
one part of the problem. There are so
many other complications that ought to
be checked. I only want to mention one
other factor.

In my home city of Chicago, a few
years ago we received our first jarring
experience with the sonic boom when
supersonic military planes participated
in defensive exercises over our city. The
boom which sounds like an exploding
artillery shell broke windows, cracked
walls, and jolted people.

The SST in flight generates this kind
of sonic boom. The developers of the
plane hope the American people will
learn to live with the sonic booms as they
learned to live with the screeches of the
jet aireraft. But until that boom is placed
under greater control, supersonic trans-
ports will fly only over water and over
uninhabited areas.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Illinois has expired.

Mr. MINSHALL, Mr, Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. YaTES].

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

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina.

Mr. JONAS. I intended to ask the gen-
tleman to yield when he was talking
about casualty insurance. The gentle-
man went on to the SST before I could
ask him to yield.

I thought that Dr. Haddon was too
severe in his comment in the hearings
about the cooperation given in the area
of highway safety by the casualty insur-
ance companies. As a matter of fact he
stated that the contribution of the in-
surance companies had been practically
nil. I was so surprised and puzzled at
this that I made a little investigation be-
cause I cannot think of any group of
people in the United States who should
be more interested in reducing highway
accidents than those who manage the
casualty insurance companies.

Mr. YATES. I agree with the gentle-
man.

Mr. JONAS. I found an article in the
May 5, 1967 issue of the National Under-
writer, the national weekly newspaper of
fire and casualty insurance companies,
indicating that this industry has ex-
pended about $1 billion since 1896 in pro-
moting highway safety, and that during
the last 20 years the expenditures in this
field have averaged around $40 million a
year. I was glad to get that information
because I could think of nothing
dumber than for the insurance indus-
try to fail to use whatever efforts were
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available and to take whatever action is
appropriate to try to reduce highway ac-
cidents. I was glad to find that they are
quite active in this field.

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman for
his contribution.

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. MACGREGOR].

The CHAIRMAN., The gentleman from
Minnesota is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. MacGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, we
are today asked to appropriate another
installment totaling more than $142
million from taxpayers’ money to pay
for the continuing costs of development
of two prototype civil supersonic trans-
port airplanes.

I ask only that before we vote these
funds we give a full hearing to the alter-
native of wusing private investment
sources as substitute financing for this
purely commercial project. A practical,
workable method of using private invest-
ment funds is presented in legislation
introduced in the 89th Congress and
again this year by our colleague, FRANK
Bow, and myself. These bills in this 90th
Congress are HR. 12 and H.R. 4495. They
are pending before the House Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Of course there are compelling reasons
why the United States should proceed
with the development and eventual pro-
duction of a supersonic transport
airplane.

This country has long been a leader in
the field of aviation, and no one wishes
to relinquish this position. Although the
commercial construction phase of the
American SST would 110t begin until sev-
eral years after the British-French Con-
corde, ours would be a larger and faster
aircraft. In spite of the later production
of the U.S. SST, 26 of the world’s airlines
have secured delivery positions for 113
of the aircraft, while 15 carriers have or-
dered a total of only 74 Concordes.

As witla all space-age research, the
SST project will cast more light on how
man can further harness the forces of
nature. Moreover, research and develop-
ment of the SST is yielding, and will
vield, related benefits, many of which
cannot be foreseen.

The SST will bring the nations of the
world even closer together—a further
step toward a worldwide community.
The travel time between Washington and
London, for instance, would be cut from
the present 7 hours to something less
than 3 hours. The Los Angeles to Hono-
lulu run, now about 5 hours, would be
cut to 2 hours.

Development of the SST will sustain
the favorable impact of U.S. aircraft
sales to foreign countries on our balance
of payments. If we build our own SST,
not only will our domestic airlines buy
the U.S. product instead of the foreign
craft, but we will earn foreign exchange
by sales of our own craft to foreign coun-
tries. The total positive impact of the
SST for the period 1974-90 is estimated
to be as high as $54 billion.

But hearings before the Appropria-
tions Committee of the House of Repre-
sentatives show that, in spite of the many
likely benefits to be gained from devel-
opment and production of the SST, the
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program is enormously expensive. Under
present plans, the Johnson administra-
tion would be committed to spend at least
$1.1 billion in taxpayers’ money through
the prototype development stage—phase
ITI. Only later, in phase IV, would the
first SST produection aircraft be built.
We are here asked to appropriate $142.4
million for fiscal year 1968.

With the Defense Department’s esca-
lating Vietnam budget of about $25 bil-
lion annually, with no decrease foresee-
able in the near future, and with an es-
timated deficit for this year of up to $30
billion, appropriations should not be
voted for a commercial venture without
careful public consideration of alterna-
tive financing plans.

Congressman Bow of Ohio, and I have
introduced companion bills which would
provide for private investment funds in-
stead of Government appropriations to
be used for development of the SST. The
bills would establish an SST authority
which would be authorized to float up to
$2.5 billion in bonds through normal in-
vestment channels, They would be pri-
vate bonds, with the prinecipal and inter-
est guaranteed by the Government.

The Transportation Subcommittee of
the House Committee on Appropriations,
in its current report on the SST, page 18,
expressed some doubt about the fea-
sibility of such a method of financing,
but this doubt might be easily dispelled.

First, there is no question that suffi-
cient funds could be obtained through
normal investment channels. The Fed-
eral Reserve System reports that total
gross proceeds from the sale of noncor-
porate bond issues during 1966 was
about $45 billion. Some indication of the
enormous potential of private investment
backlog is reflected by the fact that time
deposits alone are at an alltime high of
nearly $224 billion.

With the Government guarantee of
principal and interest, the companies in-
volved would be capable of backing up
the bonds with a sure payoff. Moreover,
any risk involved for the investor in buy-
ing the bonds would be obviated by the
guarantee, so that the bonds could be
floated annually at the normal market
rate for such bonds.

Besides the ability to float sufficient
bonds to cover the cost of developing the
SS8T, it would be cheaper both for the
Government and for the contractors to
use the private method of financing pro-
vided in our proposed legislation.

The contracts with Boeing and Gen-
eral Electric contemplate that the Gov-
ernment is to be repaid by the contrac-
tors at cost plus 6 percent if 500 aircraft
are sold. This would amount to $60 mil-
lion interest on $1 billion worth of ap-
propriations. Government-guaranteed
private bonds, on the other hand, could
be floated at about 5 percent, or $50 mil-
lion on a $1 billion serial bond issue.
Thus, the private financing method
would be cheaper for the contractors.

It would also be cheaper for the Gov-
ernment. If the project is successful and
the contractors are thereby able to pay
off their bondholders, the Government
would not have to spend one dime on it.
Forecasts of future markets for the SST,
relied upon today by the Department of
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Transportation, show that this is by far
the most probable outcome.

But even if the project failed and the
Government had to make good its guar-
antee on the bonds, it would still be
cheaper since the interest rate on the
private bonds is lower than that on Gov-
ernment short-term securities which
would be used to finance this proposed
deficit expenditure.

In this connection, the committee in
its report on the SST appropriation, page
18, stated that the Government could
borrow money at lower rates than could
private industry. Nothing could be fur-
ther from the truth.

There is a frozen statutory interest
limitation of 4% percent on Government
long-term bonds. There is simply no
market for these bonds at that rate. Con-
sequently, shorter term securities would
have to be used. Two- to five-year partic-
ipation certificates are currently being
offered with coupon rates of 5% to 5%
percent. The 10- to 15-year long-term
serial bonds contemplated under our
legislation, in contrast, would sell ac-
cording to current market indications at
about 5 percent.

Mr. Chairman, the supersonic trans-
port project can be funded either by our
already overburdened taxpayers, through
the appropriations bill now before us,
or by the general investing public
through the less costly method of private
financing. The legislation introduced by
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Bowl
and myself provides a sound and sensible
method whereby necessary funds for the
development, certification, and commer-
cial production of the SST may be
raised through normal and usual invest-
ment procedures.

These bills, therefore, offer a practical,
workable alternative to the use of ap-
propriated funds and should be explored
and evaluated before Congress commits
more of the taxpayers' money to financ-
ing the SST program.

There is more than $100 million in un-
spent Federal funds alone now available
for 1968 for the project, so that post-
ponement of the appropriation request
for even several months would not delay
the work. Moreover, the British-French
Concorde is already slated for production
about 3 years before an American SST,
so that even if there were a few months’
more delay, it would not alter our posi-
tion relative to our competitors to any
degree.

H.R. 12 and H.R. 4495 are now pending
in the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce. Proper legislative pro-
cedure and a decent concern for the tax-
paying public of America demands full
public hearings on these bills as soon as
possible. The alternative of non-Federal
financing provided by the Bow-Mac-
Gregor legislation must be explored be-
fore additional funds are appropriated.

Mr. Chairman, it is apparent that there
are enough funds on hand to carry this
program through calendar year 1967 and
perhaps a bit longer. I call upon my col-
leagues to strike the new funds now,
conduct a thorough hearing on the Bow-
MacGregor bills, and then proceed with
one or the other course of action. This
will not delay the program. It will cost
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nothing. It may well save the taxpayers
hundreds of millions.

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

Mr. MAcGREGOR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, I com-
mend the gentleman for his reasoned
and reasonable approach to the SST. I
will support the gentleman in his en-
deavors on the floor this afternoon. I
know there are amendments at the desk
with respect to the SST appropriation.

Considering the budgetary situation
which we face, and the situation we face
in terms of excess demand for skilled
seientists, technicians and engineers, I
believe it would be in the public interest
to postpone this marginal item. I ap-
preciate the gentleman’s bringing this
to our attention today.

Mr. MacGREGOR. I think the gentle-
man from Wisconsin.

May I say to my colleagues that I be-
lieve they would enjoy reading a further
exposition of the excellent position of the
gentleman from Wisconsin by reading
his excellent statement filed in the com-
mittee report beginning on page 1022
and extending tc page 1024.

I thank the gentleman for his assist-
ance.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. Apams].

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, as a mem-
ber of the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce, first I want to com-
mend the Appropriations Committee, and
particularly the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. Boranpl, for the very
fine job they have done in presenting
this matter.

Before beginning my prepared re-
marks, I might reply to the gentleman
from Minnesota and the other gentle-
man with regard to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

We had a full report from the FAA on
the financing, the sonic boom, and the
other portions of this program earlier
this year, before the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce .

I believe our position has been made
clear—I hope it has—to the gentleman
and to our colleagues, that the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce
has an interest in the proposal which has
been made. It was our feeling that the
prototype development program which
has been suggested was sound and at this
time we should continue this program
and start the prototypes.

It may well be that the type of pro-
gram the gentleman mentioned is the
ultimate method of financing it.

‘We have had some experience in that
regard. As an example, at the present
time the committee is discussing pro-
posals to set up a corporation to do some-
thing with public education television.
When we try to establish one of these
public corporations we do have delays
and a great deal of material to debate.

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

Mr. ADAMS. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. MacGREGOR. I well remember
the extensive debate we had when we
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set up the Communications Satellite
Corp. It was extensive in this body, and
very extensive in our sister body.

Although I deeply appreciate the gen-
tleman’s comments at this time, that is
exactly the same answer I got a year ago
when I sought to save not $142 million
but $280 million of the taxpayers’ money
on the SST. Apparently it is the answer
I will get every year until we own up to
our responsibilities and at least explore
the possibility of private financing so as
to take this load off the backs of the tax-
payers.

Mr. ADAMS. I say to the gentleman
that there is at the present time, as I
know the gentleman is aware, a great
deal of private financing which has been
offered by the airlines and which has
been accepted. The financing which is
occurring at the present time is being
done on a contract basis rather than on
a more involved Government-type
corporation basis.

This has been a reasoned judgment.
Perhaps the gentleman disagrees, but
the reasoned judgment which has been
made, at least, is to go forward with this
prototype development.

I would point out, as I know will be
pointed out by other members of the
committee today, that the British-
French Concorde is 35 years ahead of
this SST and the TU-144, the Russian
version, is expected to fly this fall.

The problem we have in selling air-
planes which are on the drawing board
is that in order for the private financing
to take place and the companies to sign
contracts they must have confidence
that the program is going to continue
across the board and that there is a date
when they can see the possibility of de-
livery. And, as long as we vacillate we
shall be unable to do it.

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

Mr. ADAMS. I would like to yield to
the gentleman from Minnesota but I
have a limited time during which to
make my presentation.

Mr. MAcGREGOR. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. ADAMS. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota for a question.

Mr. MaAcGREGOR. Since none of the
15 major free world airlines engaged in
transatlantic passenger traffic does not
have a single Russian aircraft, does the
gentleman from Washington suggest that
the free world is going to purchase the
TU-144?

Mr. ADAMS. Perhaps not the free
world airlines, but the great challenge
in this field in the present world is in the
future of developing such an aircraft
that we shall have to sell to the entire
world market which includes the non-
alined nations and the developing na-
tions. This will be an even larger market
in the 1970’s and 1980’s.

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

Mr. ADAMS. I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. DOWNING. Mr. Chairman, I
should like to invite the attention of all
Members today to a provision in H.R.
11456, which if enacted will blunt the in-
tent of the Congress to intensify this
Nation’s efforts in marine sciences when
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it enacted the Marine Resources and
Engineering Development Act of 1966. I
refer specifically to the provisions which
direct the Coast Guard to construct a
high-endurance cutter in lieu of the
oceanographic cutter requested in the
President’s budget.

In the report accompanying this bill,
the committee expressed the opinion
“that the Coast Guard should not be
required to provide funds for major
oceanographic equipment and activities
in view of the fact that the Coast Guard
itself is not a major user of oceano-
graphic data.” On the contrary, ocean-
ography is extremely significant in the
conduct of the Coast Guard's mission.
Since 1914, the Coast Guard has collected
oceanographic data necessary for its
functions, and with passage of Public
Law 87-396 has statutory responsibilities
for such activities. To be sure, the vol-
ume of oceanographic information sup-
plied by the Coast Guard is less than
that of the Navy, for example. The in-
formation, however, collected during its
normal ice patrols is a unique source of
subpolar and polar data and is highly
significant, not only to the U.S. Coast
Guard in meeting U.S. treaty responsi-
bilities for the International Iee Patrol
but to other Federal agencies such as the
Navy, the Environmental Science Serv-
ices Administration, and to the merchant
mariner, pilot, fisherman and scientist.
For many years, the Coast Guard special-
ized in subpolar oceanographic studies
and has accomplished more in these
areas on a continuing basis than all of
the other Federal agencies engaged in
marine research and engineering., In-
formation supplied by these studies has
been invaluable:

To the U.S. merchant marine and
mariners of other nations in the avoid-
ance of icebergs and other hazards to
navigation;

To the Navy in development and em-
ployment of an environmental predic-
tion program for antisubmarine and un-
dersea warfare;

To ESSA and formerly the U.S.
Weather Bureau in studying the ex-
change of energy between the sea and
atmosphere at high latitudes and its ef-
fect upon weather;

To industry in designing various naval
systems to function effectively in sub-
polar regions;

To scientists investigating oceano-
graphic frontal phenomena and the
formation of the deep water of the At-
lantic Ocean in connection with the gen-
eral circulation of the oceans.

Mr. Chairman, the Coast Guard needs
a new oceanographic ship to replace the
obsolete ship Evergreen at this time. The
Coast Guard attaches higher priority to
a new oceanographic ship than to a sec-
ond cutter which would cost $2.5 million
more than the oceanographic ship. This
same sense of priority is recommended
by the Department of Transportation,
the Bureau of the Budget, the National
Council on Marine Resources and Engi-
neering Development, and the Presi-
dent.

Mr. Chairman, I share the commit-
tee’s opinion that we not unknowingly
duplicate research in the oceans. I am
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also aware of the very great problems
that arise because so many agencies have
active statutory missions to work in the
sea. Yet I believe that our actions in
establishing a coordinating Council at
a Cabinet level, chaired by the Vice
President, is the most effective way pos-
sible to reduce the risk of overlap. This
Council has been highly active since its
inauguration last August. Its members
who head the departments or inde-
pendent agencies in Government deal-
ing with marine sciences recommended
to the President that the replacement for
the Ice Patrol ship Evergreen proposed
by the Coast Guard and already author-
ized, coincidentally be given a capability
to carry out modern subpolar oceano-
graphic research for all Government in-
terests. No other ships of other agencies
are so equipped.

I applaud such steps to implement our
objectives in the Marine Sciences Act,
and I believe the Congress would be
contradicting its earlier intent if it did
not support the President’s request for
this ship.

Mr. ADAMS. I thank the distinguished
gentleman from Virginia for his contri-
bution.

Mr. Chairman, many of my colleagues
have spoken of the technical aspects re-
lating to the SST program. They have
also related to you the reasons why we
should have this program. I would, at
this time, like to speak of another social
and economic reason for the U.S. House
of Representatives to appropriate $142,-
375,000 for the two prototype SST air-
craft.

We have recently witnessed the efforts
of our Government on behalf of the pov-
erty program, the model cities program,
and many other efforts to provide hope
and thereby motivation for the people in
our ghettos. Many of us have believed for
a long time that direct governmental
help in this effort is desirable, but it is
not the only method. We must more
deeply involve the private sector in this
effort. The stimulation of our economy in
the private sector will do more over a pe-
riod of time to wipe out poverty, give
men and women hope, and improve our
educational system than the direct gov-
ernmental programs. The Government
programs should lift and stimulate our
poverty-stricken people, so they can ex-
ist and obtain a stake in our society.

The SST appropriation is an appropri-
ation which will have an impact on every
State in the Union. The contracts and
subcontracts reach into thousands of
communities. The prototype program
alone will directly produce 28,000 more
jobs. If the program moves into the pro-
duction phase, it will create over 60,000
new jobs. A factor of 4 to 1 is usually ap-
plied to the indirect jobs produced,
which means the prototype phase alone
will provide new jobs for over 100,000
people, and during the production phase,
will reach over a quarter of a million
people.

In situations as complex as this Gov-
ernment must act as a spark for private
industry in the research and develop-
ment phases. This program is an excel-
lent example of our Government working
with private industry to meet our social
and economic goals. The investment of
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the U.S. Government in this program is
seed money which will be repaid and will
have the effect of enabling private in-
dustry to proceed on a program it could
not otherwise finance. This is not the
trickle-down theory of jobs, but a direct
application of creating new jobs in an
evolving industry which should continue
to expand during the next 25 years.

All of us have a stake in America and
its institutions. These institutions must
be made as important to the poor as to
the affluent. A stake in society imparts to
all of us an interest which makes our
freedoms important and restrains our
licenses. Our society is an interdepend-
ent society. Some may have a much
larger economic stake. However, our goal
is such that none of us should lose all
interest in our institutions and goals. I
would submit to you then, Mr. Chairman,
that this SST appropriation is as vital to
our economy and Nation as some of the
more direct programs that attempt to
alleviate the plight of the poor.

This program for the SST is predicated
on one solid fact; namely, that the Gov-
ernment will be repaid its investment
with interest if the program is success-
ful. The manufacturers recognize the
responsible portion of our Government
investment in this program and the con-
tracts have been prepared with this in
mind. The manufacturers are to bear 10
percent of the allowable costs, up to the
contract price, and 25 percent beyond. In
addition, they have to pay all the un-
allowable cost, principally those for com-~
mercial sales and interest on borrowed
money. The companies are required to
capitalize all the new facilities required.

Mr. Chairman, let us look for a moment
at the worst that might happen if we
were to make the assumption that the
program failed. What would the Govern-
ment have lost? We would of course have
lost the money appropriated. In the sum
total of a $144 billion budget, we could
conceivably think of this program as an
investment in talent, in jobs, and in
engineering a program that if not suc-
cessful immediately lays the groundwork
for success and technological improve-
ment of the aviation industry. At the
very least we would maintain America’s
core of trained industrial technicians
capable of developing new concepts and
in a position to impart new knowledge to
other segments of our society.

Mr. Chairman, you will note I have not
directed my remarks as to whether we
should be in competition with the British,
French, and Russians because others
have already covered this point. I be-
lieve we must meet this challenge. I
have not, Mr. Chairman, in these re-
marks referred to the balance-of-pay-
ments benefits because this also has been
discussed by others, but it seems obvious
that a potential $32 billion flow of funds
from abroad will be very beneficial to the
United States.

In conclusion, my colleagues, I want to
emphasize again that this program is a
part of the development of our economic
future. We will produce jobs for our
people. We will not abandon progress—
we will move forward.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. ADAMS. I yield to the genlteman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, T appre-
ciate the remarks of the distinguished
gentleman from Washington [Mr.
Apams], particularly with reference to
the matter of financing the SST. Let me
say that the President’s Advisory Com-
mittee on the SST, a committee com-
posed of Cabinet officers and most dis-
tinguished citizens, included Mr. Stanley
Osborne, a renowned investment banker,
recommended that we proceed at this
point to finance the SST in precisely the
manner it is proposed to be financed un-
der this bill.

Mr. ADAMS. I thank the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr, MeEDs].

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Chairman, I wish to
speak in support of the proposed $142,-
375,000 appropriation for development of
two prototype supersonic transport air-
craft.

I speak not partisanly for the Boeing
Aireraft Co. which is home based in my
State of Washington but rather whole-
heartedly in behalf of the United States
of America. For, I am convinced, that
the Nation will lose jobs, suffer by an
inereasing imbalance of payments, and
forfeit its leadership in aircraft technol-
ogy if the SST is not built.

Experts in and out of the Federal Gov-
ernment have indicated that the pre-
ponderance of evidence shows that the
SST can be successful.

It can be a major step forward in air
transportation.

It can earn a profit in sales and opera-
tion which will return to the Federal
Government the total investment, plus
interest.

It can mean substantial profits for
private investors.

It can result in more and new jobs for
American citizens.

It can cut the drain of American
money abroad.

It can keep American aviation prestige
and expertise a needle nose ahead of the
rest of the world.

U.S. airlines and U.S. aircraft manu-
facturers are unable to go it alone on this
gigantic task. But the faith airlines and
manufacturers have in the project is
clearly indicated by their willingness to
share the investment risk.

The airlines already have pledged $52
million in advance sales orders.

This desire to purchase and fly an
American SST is in spite of the obvious
fact that the British-French combine al-
ready is closer to putting its supersonic
Concorde into the air. And the Russians
also will have their TU-144 flying before
our SST.

Critics of the SST have said it should
be financed entirely by the private seg-
ment of our economy. They have sug-
gested that there is no certainty that the
SST even will fly if built. And they have
argued that the problem of sonic boom
will curtail the aircraft’s flicht speeds
over populated areas.

I must answer these by saying that
the proposed SST very definitely is within
the present technical state of aircraft
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knowledge. Military aircraft of similar
materials, design and speed have been
flying for some years.

And, after exhaustive study and re-
search, our experts believe that the SST
is economically feasible—it will pay its
way to Federal and private investors—
even if sonic boom difficulties do limit its
overland flight speed.

Mr. Chairman, I firmly believe this
Congress would be highly derelict in its
duties if the $142 million appropriation
is not approved.

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 10 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Bowl.

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, since this
bill has been so well discussed by the
very able chairman of the committee, the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
Boranp], and my distinguished friend,
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. MiN-
suaLL], I shall not have much to say and
I shall be brief.

The Department of Transportation is
our newest Federal department and this
is the first annual appropriation bill for
transportation, as such. This also is the
first year that we have had an Appro-
priations Transportation Subcommittee.

It is refreshing and most significant to
note that the subcommittee has reduced
appropriations requested in this bill from
$1.7 billion down to $1.5 billion, or some-
what more than $188 million. That $188
million reduction represents a cut of 11
percent, which is, by far, the largest per-
centage cut made by the committee this
year on appropriations for the Federal
Establishment.

The old adage that a “new broom
sweeps clean” certainly is evident with
respect to this bill. I commend the chair-
man and members of his subcommittee
for their efforts in this regard and ex-
press the hope that their success will be
emulated or even surpassed with respect
to the appropriation bills still to be acted
on in this session.

Including the bill before us, the House
has considered budget requests for fiscal
1968 totaling $114 billion. From those re-
quests the House has cut $3 billion and
has approved $111 billion, or 97.3 per-
cent of the aggregate amount requested
by the administration in the 10 bills
which we have acted on to date.

In anyone’s ball game a batting aver-
age of .973 is proof positive that the
team is playing heads-up ball and that
is precisely what the administration has
done this year in the appropriations
league. Conversely, a batting average of
027 indisputably puts the House team
in the second division. And, if it were
not for the appropriations record now
being established by the other body, the
House would surely be in the cellar.

As bad as it is for the House to have
posted such a record this year, what is
even worse is the fact that down in the
administration’s bullpen the Depart-
ments and agencies are warming up
with some exercises designed to deter-
mine what kind of a batting average the
administration can chalk up in reserv-
ing the appropriated funds that Con-
gress is providing this year.

The first public notice of this exercise
appeared in the local press last week on
July 12 when it was detailed that the ad-
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ministration’s team manager on June 28
had personally called for plans which
would slash domestic spending by a
whopping 15 percent across the board.

Of course, subsequent press stories
denied that any such plans had been
called for by the White House. Despite
that denial, it is true that Departments
and agencies are engaged in the exer-
cises of determining what program
changes would and could be made under
varying spending reservations.

Now, Mr. Chairman, not once in all of
the years I have been here advocating
economy in Government have I ever
thought of myself as a piker. But, when
you compare my 5-percent limitation on
Federal spending with the administra-
tion’s 15-percent proposal, it is obvious
that the effect of my amendment would
be picayune indeed.

As I indicated earlier, the bill before
us has been cut by 11 percent—the
largest percentage cut made this year by
the House on an appropriation bill for
the executive branch. However, I am
wondering now if it would not be the
better part of wisdom for the House to
cut another 4 percent rather than let the
administration do the job for us. Every
time the Bow expenditure limitation
amendment has been offered here in the
House, cries of anguish and outrage have
risen from some of those members on
the other side of the aisle—that to adopt
the limitation would be to shirk our
i‘esponsibility and abrogate our author-

ty.

Nothing could be further from the
truth because, except for spending de-
manded by statute, the President has
always had the authority to spend or not
to spend the funds which Congress ap-
propriates to the executive branch. And
my amendment would only put some
statutory muscle into any resolve to cut
spending which the President might
entertain from time to time.

Where, Mr. Chairman, did the cries
of anguish and outrage come from last
week when the 15 percent order was pub-
licized—certainly not from the Halls of
Congress. They did, however, spring from
the throats of downtown bureaucrats
who, with horror in their eyes, saw their
minor league teams being sold out—not
by Congress but by their own majors.

Some of you may wonder what these
executive branch exercises on spending
reservations portend. Let me make a sug-
gestion. Toward the end of this month
the administration is committed to fur-
nish the Joint Economic Committee with
a midsession review of the budget and
the Federal fiscal situation. We are faced
with a 1968 budget deficit of between $20
and $30 billion. Even though I have seen
no conclusive evidence, it has been re-
ported that the economy is trending up-
ward. Trial balloons have been launched
to test the mood of Congress and the
public toward the imposition of a so-
called war tax at a rate even heavier
than the 6-percent surtax proposed by
the President in his January budget. So,
from these facts I can only conclude that
we may very shortly expect major pro-
nouncements on anficipated cutbacks in
nonwar spending and a request for in-
creased taxes.

When it comes to pass that the spend-
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ing reservations are announced and the
tax increase is requested, it still will not
be too late for Congress to get back in
the ball game with some statutory limita-
tions on the spending of funds which we
have appropriated. We certainly had
better do so because we have had some
experience with executive branch
spending reservations and we all know
they do not always materialize as
planned. As recent as last November 29
the President announced his approval
of Cabinet recommendations for a
budgetary cutback of $5.3 billion in Fed-
eral programs which was expected to
save $3 billion in fiscal 1967 spending.
To date, we do not know the final out-
come of that exercise but we do know
that, very soon after the cutback was
announced, decisions were made to re-
lease for spending some of the funds
included in the reservation. Moreover,
earlier last year a freeze was imposed on
the hiring of additional Federal per-
sonnel. Probably no Executive order has
ever been more widely broached than
has the personnel freeze order. With lit-
erally thousands of Federal bureaucrats
lobbying the next in command on be-
half of their favorite spending programs,
how, I ask, can we ever effectively cut
nonessential spending except through the
device of a statutory limitation.

Certainly, the time is long since passed
for Congress to have begun playing
heads-up ball. If we do not want to be
outplayed, we had better start now to be
the major league team which was en-
visioned for us in our franchise—the
Constitution of the United States.

Mr. Chairman, I do not know at this
time what the motion to recommit will
be. I think it might be well, however, if
we met the Presidential edict with a cut
in the bill of about 15 percent. Because
of the excellent work that has been done
by this subcommittee, that would mean
an expenditure limitation of 4 percent
instead of the usual Bow amendment of
5 percent. In that way we might be help-
ing the President in his effort to reduce
spending by 15 percent in nondefense
areas.

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York [Mr.
AppABEO].

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to first compliment the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. Borannl, chairman
of the Department of Transportation
Subcommittee of the Appropriations
Committee, and his fellow members of
the subcommittee, and the staff, on an
outstanding report and bill. My only re-
gret is that, under the Federal Aviation
Administration and related agencies,
more was not set forth in the field of
noise abatement. But there is under this
bill additional moneys for the further de-
velopment of the supersonic transport,
the SST. In the hearings of the subcom-
mittee there are many pages of testimony
relative to the serious problem of sonic
booms, but only several lines as to the
question of subsonic jet noise and its
effect on those living near airports. It is
stated in the hearing on page 37 by Sec-
retary Boyd that the SST will operate
with less noise over inhabited areas. I
have subsequently received a detailed re-



July 18, 1967

port on SST noise to further try to prove
that the SST will operate at a quieter
level than the present large jets and I
quote from that report:

The SST contract includes deslgn objec-
tives that place limitations on alrcraft noise.
The objectives as stated in the contract are
as follows: a. A maximum of 116 PNdB* at a
distance of 1,500 feet on elther side of the
runway center line during takeoff. b. A maxi-
mum of 93 PNdB* at a point on the ground
under the alreraft flight path at a distance
of three miles from the beginning of takeoff
roll. . A maximum of 1090 PNdB* at a point
under the flight path one mile before land-
ing. (*PNdB means “perceived noise in deci-
bels” and is a measure of the physiological
reaction of a human listener.)

Note that the SST will greatly extend the
side line noise on the airport, but that be-
cause it climbs rapidly it does not “drag” its
noise over the community as does today's T07.
Similarly, the 100 PNdB noise limits for land-
ing will not extend as far into the community
for the S8T as it does for today's jets.

The great amount of nolse from the SST
during takeoff roll, as indicated by the width
of the 100 PNdB contour is due to the large
thrust of the SST engines. The SST will have
a total maximum thrust available of approxi-
mately 268,000 pounds as compared to 67,200
pounds of thrust on today's 707-320B. This
large amount of thrust on the SST is needed
because of supersonic operation.

Both Boeing and G.E. are vigorously work-
ing to reduce the engine noise of the SST.
Specific configurations that have demon-
strated 8 to 10 PNdB reduction in test con-
ditions are planned to be Incorporated in the
prototype aircraft. A continuing program of
research on more advanced ideas is under-
way, however, it 1s not certain that tech-
niques which afford large reductions can be
reduced to a practical design that can be in-
corporated into a commercial airplane. In
addition to the efforts of the manufacturers,
there iz a substantive effort underway at
NASA. The SST program will take full advan-
tage of any techniques or knowledge avail-
able.

The manufacturers are estimating that
$115 million will be applied directly to noise
reduction. In addition, other related proj-
ects will contribute to this effort.

Consideration of noise Is a significant fae-
tor in the design of various equipments. For
instance in the design of the engine exhaust
one must consider the efficiency of the nozzle
as well as the application of noise suppres-
slon and deceleration devices. Thus, it is not
possible to identify what per cent effort in-
volved in nozzle design is applicable to noise
reduction.

Mr. Chairman, Eennedy International
Airport is within my congressional dis-
trict. At the present time there is a plane
landing or taking off at the rate of one
every 30 seconds—yes, every 30 seconds.

Needless to say, the tens of thousands
of people in my district within the land-
ing patterns are in almost a constant
state of some form of noise shock—
missing the pleasures of television—
telephone conversation—ordinary daily
conversation, and, most important, edu-
cation and a quiet night’s sleep.

Mr. Chairman, the noise in decibels
as set forth in the aforementioned SST
report will not be less—yes, it may give
some relief to those further from the
landing touchdown or takeoff lift, but
those others presently affected will be
more affected. Scientific studies have
shown any noise decibel over 80 is re-
garded as annoying to the human ear.

Mr. Chairman, NASA has recently
awarded a $450,000 contract to the
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Pratt & Whitney Co. for an initial study
for a quiet turbofan engine and Congress
has appropriated $2 million for next
year's phase, and this is for a jet engine
of 25,000-pound thrust with a decibel
level at landing and takeoff of 112 which
it is hoped to be reduced to 85 decibels,
and, Mr. Chairman, the SST engine has
a thrust of 268,000 pounds.

Mr. Chairman, before the final moneys
are appropriated for the SST and/or
its final certification, for the safety of
all and the health and the personal
rights of those living near airports, I be-
lieve the following program must be
enacted. First, my bill, HR. 5240, giving
the Federal Aviation Agency the power
to authorize aircraft noise abatement
regulation, and for other purposes; sec-
ond, provide for additional airports away
from inhabited areas—for all. Kennedy
International Airport, as all major air-
ports, is operating at or over capacity;
third, a crash program for a solution to
a quieter engine. Mr. Chairman, all of
these things must be done before these
monsters of the sky can be certified.
People and their rights to peace and
safety in their homes must not be sacri-
ficed to progress.

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr, JoELSON].

Mr, JOELSON. Mr, Chairman, I take
this time to call the attention of my col-
leagues to pages 501 through 516 of the
subcommittee hearings with reference to
the Eisenhower lock on the St. Lawrence
Seaway.

It is developed in these hearings that
in 1955 when this lock was built, it was
constructed 75 percent of portland ce-
ment and 25 percent of natural cement.
On this decision, the Government saved
$67,000.

The only trouble is that the lock is
now deteriorating and the testimony is
that it will cost $13 million to repair it.
So we have the false economy of a
$67,000 saving resulting today in a $13
million expenditure.

On the Canadian side where entirely
portland cement was used, there has been
no difficulty and no repairs are needed.

This involves $13 million and there is
fault here somewhere. I do not think it is
the contractor, but it may be. I think
that this must be aired and investigated
because either the contractor is at fault
or somebody in the Government blun-
dered and saved $67,000 to ultimately
cost the people of this country $13 mil-
lion. If this is the kind of economy we
are going to have, it will be economy
that leads us to bankruptcy.

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

Mr. JOELSON. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr, YATES, The gentleman knows
that there is no appropriation in this bill
for that purpose.

Mr, JOELSON., I know that there is
no appropriation but I do know that the
money will have to come from some-
where to make the repairs; is that not
true?

Mr. YATES. As of this time there is
no authorization and it is expected, ac-
cording to some sources, that it may have
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to come out of the Corporation’s bonding
power rather than through an appropri-
ation,

Mr. JOELSON. Buf the money will
have to be raised; will it not?

Mr, YATES. Yes.

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
9 minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. STRATTON].

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, this
bill funds our Nation’s aviation accident
investigation operations for the coming
year, under the National Transportation
Safety Board of the new Department of
Transportation.

This board is doing an excellent job,
and I am frankly sorry to see that with
our pressing need to cut on nondefense
spending we have not been able to meet
their full budget request. I make no
criticism of them, or of the FAA or of the
Department of Transportation. I want
to make this very clear at this point.

I take this time, Mr. Chairman, to
bring to the attention of the House a
disturbing development which I believe
could seriously affect the responsibilities
which this Congress very properly exer-
cises in the field of aviation policy in
general and airline safety and accident
investigation in particular.

Here are the facts. Last June 23 a
Mohawk BAC-111 jet airecraft bound
from New York State to Washington
crashed over northern Pennsylvania
with the loss of 34 lives. This is a route
which my family and I have flown many
times, and in the same type aireraft.
Many of my constituents fly Mohawk
regularly, since it serves much of upstate
New York on a virtual monopoly basis.
Seven of the 34 persons killed in the
June 23 crash either lived or worked in
my congressional district.

The BAC-111 is a new aireraft which
has operated in this country less than 2
years. It is a British-built, twin, short-
haul, fanjet aireraft with engines in the
rear. Mohawk operates some 10 of these
planes, a major part of their overall fleet.
Only one previous operational crash of
a BAC-111 has occurred in this country,
over Nebraska last year. The final NTSB
report on that crash has not been made,
but the tail of that plane came off in
midflight, apparently as the result of
heavy turbulence.

Early reports of the June 23 Mohawk
crash indicated a very disturbing paral-
lel with the Nebraska crash: the tail sec-
tion of the Mohawk plane had also come
off in the air, and storms and showers
were reported in the general vicinity at
the time. A few hours after the crash
the president of Mohawk Airlines, Mr.
Robert Peach, publicly raised the pos-
sibility of sabotage, and wired the FBI
demanding an immediate investigation.
By Sunday morning, June 25, however,
press accounts from the crash scene
made it clear that the investigative team
had uncovered absolutely no evidence of
sabotage, and it has still uncovered none
today.

With the sabotage theory apparently
disposed of, I sent a wire to FAA Ad-
ministrator General McEKee on the
morning of June 25 pointing out the
parallels between the Mohawk and Bran-
iff erashes, and suggesting that some re-
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strictions, some slowing down, be placed
on BAC-111 operations in suspected
areas of turbulence until further tests
could be made to determine the struc-
tural soundness of the tail of the new
aircraft.

Within hours Mr. Peach made a very
intemperate and distorted personal at-
tack on me for having offered any such
suggestion, claiming I was not qualified
to judge “a highly technical matter such
as this.”

I dismissed his intemperate personal
attack as a result of strain, although I
could not help but recall that in other
days when it came to enlisting help to
get approval for new route applications,
Mr. Peach had never seemed to feel that
Members of Congress were unqualified to
make recommendations to Government
agencies on that technical matter.

One week later on July 3 I was sub-
jected to a second distorted, unwarranted
personal attack, this time by Aviation
Daily, the trade sheet of the aviation
industry. They charged that my com-
ments had “impeded the serious work
of investigating the crash” and bore out
their contention that “every disaster is
followed by the appearance of an instant
expert—usually a politician up for re-
election—to tell the world exactly how
that disaster could have been prevented.”

Aviation Daily’s basic charge boiled
down to the accusation that I had not
known on June 25 the information which
the Mohawk crash investigation had de-
veloped as of June 27, when their re-
porter questioned me. By that time the
investigators had established that turbu-
lence was not a feature in the Mohawk
crash. Instead fire in the plane’s tail sec-
tion was discovered, but its origin re-
mains a mystery even today. Moreover
Aviation Daily faulted me because I did
not know the conclusions and findings
of an NTSB report on the Nebraska crash
which, as already observed, has not even
been completed or published as yet.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I bring these two
intemperate and distorted personal at-
tacks, one by the president of an airline,
the other by the trade sheet of the avia-
tion industry, to the attention of this
House today as we consider funds for air
accident investigations, not because of
my own concern, but because I am con-
vinced they represent a disturbing pat-
tern which can have only one real pur-
pose, and that is to frighten Members of
Congress, all of whom bear a broad re-
sponsibility for aviation safety and air
accident investizations, from making
any comments or suggestions regarding
this particular Mohawk crash, or indeed
any airplane crash.

In fact, judging from the similarly dis-
torted and intemperate nature of the two
attacks, one wonders whether there may
not have been some actual collusion be-
tween Mr. Peach and the publisher of
Aviation Daily in these attacks.

I would certainly not pretend that we
in Congress are experts in the field of
aviation safety. But, as this legislation
today underlines, we most certainly do
have a genuine responsibility in this field
and a genuine obligation to ask questions
and to make suggestions.

So any attempt to intimidate Members
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of Congress from exercising their proper
constitutional responsibilities in this im-
portant area can only impair the success-
ful operation of free, popular govern-
ment.

Actually, Congress has very extensive
responsibilities in the field of aviation.
We provide substantial subsidies for
many airlines, including Mohawk. In fis-
cal 1967 Mohawk received a total of
$3,778,000 in Federal subsidies from the
American taxpayers, We provide funds
for aviation safety and traffic control
measures, and airport construction. We
provide much airline revenue in airmail
contracts and personnel and cargo ship-
ments to Vietnam. Elsewhere in this very
same bill we are even being asked to ap-
propriate more than $142 million for
building a supersonic transport aircraft.

Of course, one would hope that, when
Members of Congress make suggestions
and offer comments in this important
area, those proposals would be 100-per-
cent perfect. But this is an imperfect
world after all, and not even Members
of Congress, not even airline presidents,
can be 100-percent right 100 percent of
the time. If Members of Congress were
forbidden to speak out until they could
be sure in advance that their suggestions
would prove to be 100-percent accurate,
I fear representative government would
grind quickly to a halt.

In fact, if being 100-percent right 100
percent of the time is the test Aviation
Daily would impose on Members of Con-
gress in discussing matters of aviation
safety, then why have they so completely
ignored Mr. Peach’s own highly publi-
cized charges of sabotage in the Mohawk
crash? The investigation has not sup-
ported his suggestion. Did Mr, Peach
therefore hamper the investigation by
his public charges? Or were they per-
haps designed to focus public attention
away from something else?

Mr. Chairman, the truth is that air-
line safety is not the private preserve of
the airline industry or of its unofficial
mouthpieces, nor even of the so-called
experts, any more than guestions of mil-
itary policy or foreign policy or atomic
energy are the private preserve of spe-
cial coteries of experts or afficionados.

Like military policy and atomic energy
matters, airline safety is too important
to be left to the experts alone. It is the
responsibility of all the people in our
form of government and of their elected
representatives. And the sooner high-
riding company executives and self-
righteous industry mouthpieces learn
that simple truth the better for all con-
cerned.

I do not intend to be silenced or in-
timidated by these intemperate personal
attacks leveled against me, Mr. Chair-
man, and I am sure no other Member of
this House will be intimidated either.

Surely the day has not yet come when an
elected official dare not speak out on

matters of airline safety until his re-
marks have first been cleared with the
appropriate airline president or the pub-
lisher of the appropriate trade sheet.

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

Mr. STRATTON. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman from Iowa.
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Mr. KYL. I am worrying about the
other side of the coin of which the
gentleman speaks. Obviously there are
safety factors involved in regard to all
of the jets flying into National Airport.
I hope that no Member of Congress will
ask that this practice be continued, that
these planes be kept at National rather
than at Dulles or Friendship, merely as
a matter of convenience, when safety
is involved.

Mr. STRATTON. The gentleman raises
a point I have not covered.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired.

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr, Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. SCHADEBERG].

Mr. SCHADEBERG. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of this bill and commend
the committee for a very fine job, but
I take this opportunity to apprise my
colleagues in this body of some of the
ramifications of the appropriations for
the U.S. Coast Guard which are con-
tained in the bill under consideration at
this time, H.R. 11456. I spoke at some
length during the debate on the author-
ization of Coast Guard funds earlier this
year and I want now to reinforce what
I said at that time.

My particular concern is the scheduled
closing of the Coast Guard station at
Racine, Wis., the largest city in my dis-
trict and the second largest port in the
State.

It is not until we are faced with losing
something valuable that we realize how
much it is worth to us—and that cer-
tainly is true of the Racine Coast Guard
station. It has served us well—quietly
but faithfully. It is “always there,” re-
sponding to calls for assistance and cries
of alarm, ready to rescue sailors and
boaters in storms, high winds, and fog,
on the scene within minutes of a colli-
sion, a serious spill, or an overturned boat.
Countless Racine residents and visitors
can thank the Coast Guard for their
help; many, many more participate in
water sports such as boating, sailing, and
fishing with great peace of mind, know-
ing that the Coast Guard is within shout-
ing distance.

Yes, we have taken this sturdy, faith-
ful unit for granted. No, we have not
given them that “pat on the back’ that
all of us need once in a while for a job
well done. But now, faced with losing
them altogether, we are critically aware
of how much we need them. Space will
not permit the printing of the many
letters I have received from Racine
friends, attesting to their own knowledge
of the Coast Guard’s efficiency and de-
pendability. My correspondence has also
included petitions from individuals and
groups, resolutions of private and public
organizations, and expressions of sup-
port from city, county, and State legis-
lators—each and every one urging the
retention of the Coast Guard station at
Racine.

I have met with Coast Guard spokes-
men and I have corresponded with the
Commandant as well as with the Secre-
tary of Transportation to this end. The
explanation offered to me is that eco-
nomic considerations will not permit re-
tention of the small station at Racine
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when larger units with helicopters will
be located within half an hour to an
hour’'s distance away. As Secretary Boyd
wrote me, and I quote, “economic con-
siderations dictate that we must accept
a time delay in arrival on scene.” Must
we accept a time delay when lives are
at stake? Must economic considerations
take precedence over safety? The Racine
coastguardsmen can now get to a boat
in trouble within about 5 minutes. Will
a motorboat operator in distress be able
to hold on for half an hour, perhaps an
hour, until a Milwaukee or Chicago heli-
copter reaches him? Secretary Boyd says
that he will have to—or go under.

May this ReEcorp show that I will sup-
port these appropriations today. Next
yvear, however, if action has not been
taken to continue the Racine Coast
Guard Station in operation. I will vig-
orously oppose the 1969 appropriations.
And I will not fight alone. I will urge
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle
to join me in assuring protection at all
Times for all watercraft on Lake Mich-
gan.

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. RoBison].

Mr. ROBISON. Mr. Chairman, quite
some discussion has been had here
throughout this afternoon about the
supersonic transport development pro-
gram—the SST program—and, certain-
ly, as the report indicates, there are un-
certainties enough in that program, un-
certainties involving the construction of
the aireraft, uncertainties involving the
economic feasibility of the aireraft, un-
certainties as to the effect on the ground
of its sonic boom which will be created
by the SST in flight, all in all uncertain-
ties sufficient to cause reservations con-
cerning this program on the part of any
Member of this body.

Mr. Chairman, I have shared those
reservations, and, to a certain extent, I
still do. Yet it does seem to me that the
impression has been left nere this after-
noon, unintentionally I am sure, that
some of the risks involved in this pro-
gram, or most of the risks involved in
the program, or even all of the risks in-
volved in the program, are to be carried
by the taxpayers of the United States of
America.

Mr. Chairman, as I read the hearings
of the subcommittee—which, inciden-
tally, I feel did a remarkably good job
here—it is quite obvious to me that the
arrangement that has been worked out
between the manufacturers and the
Government involves a substantial risk
acceptance on the part of the manufac-
turers.

Also, Mr, Chairman, if some member
of the subcommittee will give me his
attention, there is also a considerable
assumption of risk on the part of the
airlines which potentially may be con-
sidered as purchasers of this aircraft.

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

Mr. ROBISON. I prefer to yield at this
time to a member of the subcommittee.

Mr. MINSHALL, Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. ROBISON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.
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Mr. MINSHALL., I am glad that the
gentleman from New York has brought
this point out.

I quote from a summary of the con-
tract clauses which have to do with the
recovery of Government expenditures.
These clauses give the Government the
right to impose a royalty on all SST sales
made by the manufacturer of all prod-
ucts that result from work funded by
SST Government appropriations. The
contracts define the method and the
timing of royalty payments to the Gov-
ernment. A summary of the contract
provisions is as follows:

Royalty provisions in the G.E. and Boeing
phase III contracts—

Are designed to recover all of the moneys
appropriated by the Congress to the FAA
for the SST program and to do so at the
sale of the 300th airplane.

Are designed to provide additional return
to the Government on sales beyond 300; and

Are based on economic studies that esti-
mate the market to be:

PFive hundred sales by 1990, for intercon-
tinental, over-water air routes only.

Twelve hundred sales by 1990, if world-
wide operation turns out to be permissible
with sonic booms.

That is exactly what the contract
provides.

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

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

Mr. YATES. I would like to supple-
ment what the gentleman from Ohio has
been saying in this development phase
of the SST to the effect that there would
be a contribution by the contractors of
$288 million.

Mr. ROBISON. That contribution is
being made right now.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, they are
making this contribution toward the $1.2
billion that is the estimated cost for
the development phase. In addition, $52
million has been put up by various air-
line companies themselves who have
placed orders for the SST.

Mr. ROBISON. Right.

Mr. MacGREGOR. Mr. Chairman,
would the gentleman yield not for argu-
ment, but merely for the presentation of
figures?

Mr. ROBISON. Yes, I shall be happy
to yield to the gentleman from Min-
nesota.

Mr. MacGREGOR. Through phase IIT
the committee report indicates that 88
percent of the initial financing and sup-
port will be supplied by the American
taxpayers and that between 4 and 6 per-
cent return will be had on the Govern-
ment money expended.

Mr. ROBISON. Through the initial
phases.

Mr. MacGREGOR. Through phase III.

Mr. ROBISON. Yes; and I am happy
to yield further to the gentleman from
Minnesota if the gentleman can answer
as to whether it is not true—though
there are a lot of “ifs” in this situation—
that the taxpayers’ money would be re-
turned to the Government and even,
perhaps, with some interest, under the
proposed contract if the SST is a suc-
cess?

Mr. MacGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, if
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the gentleman will yield further, it is
contemplated under the contraects pro-
viding for the sale of 300 commercial
SST's that the raw dollars that the tax-
payers would ladle out would be re-
turned at the rate of somewhere between
4 and 6 percent on the Government
mtlmey. to be realized at the 500th SST
sale,

Mr., ROBISON. The gentleman from
Minnesota, I might say, made a very
persuasive argument concerning the
alternative of private financing, some-
thing which I have quite honestly been
very interested in. On the other hand, I
believe his final point was that that was
the only way, or the best way, perhaps
the gentleman meant, by which the tax-
payers' investment in this could be
avoided. So it did seem to me it is neces-
sary to bring out that under the present
fiscal arrangement, if it works out, the
taxpayers’ investment would be repaid
in full.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. MINSHALL, Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman 2 additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
New York is recognized for 2 additional
minutes.

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairmar., will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROBISON. I yield to the gentle-
man from North Carolina.

Mr. JONAS, Mr. Chairman, there is
another aspect of this recoupment prob-
lem that worries me. I have reference
now to certain questions rising out of an
article by George Lardner, Jr., who,
writing in the Washington Post on June
11, 1967, charges that the contract with
Boeing is so written that no royalties
would have to be paid until Boeing sells
its 101st plane and that the specifica-
tions are so restrictive that Boeing
would avoid royalty payments if a faster,
or more advanced plane is produced—
growing out of the research and devel-
opment our taxpayers have paid for in
this program already.

I just wonder if someone would com-
ment on that charge. For example, Mr.
Lardner charges that Boeing's royalties
are tied to the definition of an SST air
frame whose speed is limited to 2,050
miles an hour, mach 3.1. He contends
that if a plane is developed to exceed
that speed, we are precluded uncer the
contract from any royalties on the im-
proved planes. This would present quite
a different picture than the one I had
understood existed. J

Mr. ROBISON. I would say to the gen-
tleman that I will have to yield to some-
one else who is more knowledgeable than
I to answer his gquestion.

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr, ROBISON. Yes, I yield.

Mr. JONAS. I do not expect the gen-
tleman to answer that question, but I
would hope someone in the course of the
debate, and by the time we come to the

-amendment stage, would have a satis-

factory answer to these charges that
have received widespread publicity and
should be answered.
Mr. ROBISON. I thank the gentleman.
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
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tleman from New York has again ex-
pired.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. Reuss].

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, we are
faced in fiscal 1968 with a budget deficit
that may be more than $20 billion. There
are times when large budget deficits may
be necessary, but this is not one of them.
To add large sums to the national debt
at high interest rates burdens taxpayers,
who are already faced with a $14 billion
interest charge on the national debt.
Even more important, the necessary
Treasury borrowing inevitably will cause
tighter money. And we only have to re-
member last summer’'s experience to re-
call the damaging effects this had on
homebuilding, on borrowing by State
and local governments, and on small
business.

So the immediate task is to reduce the
prospective budget deficit, and do so in
ways that do the least damage to the
total consumer and capital investment
demand needed to keep our economy
moving forward.

Plugging tax loopholes in a way that
will raise revenues the most and reduce
demand the least is one method. I hope
that we shall be getting to it shortly.

Another method is by cutting the
budget in ways that affect only marginal
items of the national interest, and do so
in ways that operate on demand where
it appears to be excessive.

The $142 million items for the super-
sonic transport is thus a prime ecandi-
date for postponement.

I am not asserting that a research and
development program for a SST is
doomed to failure. Perhaps the problems
of sonic boom, of titanium material, and
of variable sweep wing construction, can
be resolved.

What I am asserting is that the bene-
fits to be accomplished by the SST are
marginal indeed. VIP's can now travel
from Washington to London in a little
over 6 hours. The Concorde plane, to be
operational in 3 years, will reduce this
time to 3 hours, 25 minutes. The SST
would reduce it to 2 hours, 45 minutes.
Much of this time would be lost in travel
to and from farther-out airports, and in
taking meals on the ground rather than
in the air.

Look at the cuts we have already made
in our programs to help people. The
model cities appropriation request has
been reduced from $662 million to $237
million. The administration has re-
quested only $1.7 billion of the $3.4 bil-
lion authorized in the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act, and only $200
million of the $450 million for sewage
treatment plants authorized in the Clean
Rivers Restoration Act.

Under my set of values, the conven-
jence of a few VIP's in getting to their
destination a few minutes faster is
less a national priority than any of these.

Postponing the SST will reduce pres-
sure where it is at its most inflationary—
in the limited supply of scientists, engi-
neers, and technicians who are already
at work on the defense and space pro-

grams.
It is said that the United States needs
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the SST for prestige. Prestige, I say,
comes to that nation which best demon-
strates its dedication to the happiness of
its people—in their health, their educa-
tion, and their environment. Let us at-
tend to the great priorities of national
need, even if it means that VIP's will
take a little longer to cross the oceans.

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

Mr. REUSS, I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. MacGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I
commend the gentleman on his remarks.
If anyone could guarantee the sale of up
to 500 SST's, it might result in a fair
break for the taxpayers and could thus
be justified under the economic condi-
tions that the gentleman mentioned.

I think this Committee would like to
know how many 707's and DC-8's have
been sold.

The Civil Aeronautics Board advised
me just after lunch today that as of
today the total number of 707’s sold and
delivered was 246 and the total number
of DC-8's sold and delivered was 149. The
707’s and the DC-8’s are tremendously
popular throughout the world and yet
only 395 have been delivered in 8 years.
I ask, Is it realistic to expect that 500
SST's will be sold?

Mr. REUSS. I think the gentleman has
correctly pointed out a possibly inflated
expectation of sales.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr, Jonas].

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, I intended
to refer to the SST matter later on in my
comments, but since the last two speakers
have dealt with that subject, I think I
shall say what I intended to say at
this point.

There is a phase of this subject that has
not been discussed. Even those who
would propose the amendment argue that
we must go ahead with the SST and are
concerned only with the method of fi-
nancing.

Of course, we considered the question
of financing rather carefully in the com-
mittee, and it was agreed by General Mc-
Kee and other witnesses that public
financing might be appropriate or cer-
tainly worthy of consideration when the
development stage has passed.

It was pointed out in the discussion of
public financing that has been proposed
that the Government does not escape lia-
bility but would have to guarantee pay-
ment of the bonds. It is a contingent lia-
bility but nevertheless a liability. I do
not know any way that the Government
can sponsor the development of these
planes without either putting up a good
part of the money or without guarantee-
ing the repayment of any bonds that
might be sold to the public.

It was also pointed out that in a public
finance program there would be no op-
portunity to require airplane manufac-
turers or airlines to contribute to the
cost, and this ultimately would or could
cost the taxpayers more money than to
proceed under the present plan. At least
those were the arguments advanced in
the committee and were among the rea-
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sons that the committee was not disposed
to defer action or to undertake to try to
irnpose a publie financing program on the
Department. It is my hope that the Legis-
lative Committee will promptly conduct
hearings on the bills now pending to con-
vert this program from taxpayer financ-
ing to public financing.

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

Mr. JONAS. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. McFALL. A few moments ago the
gentleman posed a question relating to
a mach 3.1 vehicle and contract pro-
visions relating to such a vehicle. The
upper end of the speed range of mach
3.1 also assures that we would collect
royalties on future models that might
have speed improvements, but one must
bear in mind that small inereases in
speed produce large increases in tem-
perature. In fact, to increase from mach
2.7 to mach 3.1 would entail an increase
of 150° Fahrenheit and, perhaps more
importantly, it goes from 450° to 600°.
Such an increase would require a major
redesign of the airplane,

From that I would draw the conclu-
sion that the people who wrote the
contract feel that they have the same air-
plane in which we are investing the Gov-
ernment’s money and private money up
to a speed range of mach 3.1 and over
that speed range, because of design
changes, it would be a different airplane.

Mr. JONAS. And therefore because of
that royalties would not be paid on the
higher speed plane?

Mr. McFALL. I gather that is true
from the information that we have in
the committee.

Mr. JONAS. I think that is true. I won-
der why a different contract was made
with General Electrie, which is, of course,
developing the engine.

Mr. McFALL. It goes on and says that
this will be a completely different air-
plane, requiring a major development
effort that is currently beyond the state
of the art of transport aircraft. I am not
sure that I can answer the gentleman’s
question, but I would assume that the
contract with General Electric, which is
for engines and not for airframe, as is
the Boeing contract, the engines would
have some utilization in any future air-
plane; any airplane or any engine de-
veloped by General Electric could be dif-
ferent than the one for the airframe,
which would be limited by the speed and
by the heat of that airplane.

Mr. JONAS. I thank the gentleman
from California.

There is one other point that I wanted
to make which has not been brought out
in the discussion, and that is that the
SST will have a limited cruising range
of only about 4,000 miles. It will have a
seating capacity of about 300.

Mr, YATES. It is 350.

Mr. JONAS. Well, 350. The jumbo jet
would have a seating capacity of 400 to
1,000 and a cruising range of 6,000 miles.
You will not be able to fly the SST from
Chicago to London or from San Fran-
cisco to Tokyo without landing to refuel.

So I think this pretty nearly answers
the sonic boom argument. They are not
planning to fly this plane from the west
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coast across the United States to London,
Paris or Brussels, nor from New York,
Chicago, or St. Louis to Tokyo because
it will not fly that far without refueling.
It will not even fly from our east coast
cities to Rome without an intervening
stop, nor will it fly from the west coast
to Tokyo without refueling.

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

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

Mr. MINSHALL. For the record, as
presently contemplated, the plane would
hold 280 passengers.

Mr. JONAS. That is what I thought:
280 and something.

Mr. MINSHALL. That is a “ball park”
figure.

Mr. JONAS. Around 300.

Mr. MINSHALL. But it could fly from
New York to Paris nonstop, and from
New York to Leopoldville, with one stop
at Dakar.

It can fly New York to Rio de Janeiro
with one stop. It can fly to Saigon, which
now takes over 17 hours, with two stops,
one at Anchorage and one at Tokyo, in 7
hours and 40 minutes.

Mr. JONAS. That is true. But it cannot
even fly to Tokyo without stopping in
Hawaii to refuel. It will not do what
many people think it will do; that is, fly
around the world in a few hours.

Mr. MINSHALL. It cuts the present
time to practically one-third.

Mr. JONAS. That is true. The only
thing you can say for this plane is that it
is speedy. It is very limited in its seating
capacity, and in the number of passen-
gers it can carry. It is limited in its range.
We have other planes with far greater
carrying capacity. The passenger ca-
pacity for the jumbo jet for example, is
greater, and it has far greater range than
the SST. I do not really know whether
this plane is such a good bargain at $4.5
billion.

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

Mr. JONAS. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota,

Mr. MacGREGOR. Mr. Chairman,
many of the economic studies about the
proposed sales of the SST's were made
before we had any idea how well the
jumbo jet would sell. The Civil Aeronau-
tics advises me today that 60 orders have
been placed with Boeing for the 707 jum-
bo jet. Surely there will be a great many
additional sales that will cut into the
SS8T sales projections.

Mr. JONAS. The airlines seem to think
the SST is a good bargain because they
keep putting up $1 million apiece to stand
in line for the planes.

I am not an expert in this field. As a
layman and one who is a nonexpert, I
just wonder whether it is worth $4.5
billion to develop a plane that will not
carry more than 300 people and cannot
cruise more than 4,000 miles without
landing, when we have other planes that
have far greater capacity than that.

There was one other subject I wanted
to discuss, though, and that is the dupli-
cation that exists between this depart-
ment and the Department of Housing
and Urban Development in the field of
mass transportation. The committee reec-
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ognized that, and I invite the attention
of those who are interested to a very
interesting comment by the committee on
page 5, which I would like to quote:

The Committee has made several reduc-
tions in programs in transportation research
related specifically to urban problems be-
cause of the Department of Housing and
Urban Development's activities in this area.
Not all such funds were deleted since the
Committee does not wish to prevent the
Department of Transportation from having
the opportunity of competing for jurisdlc-
tion over urban transportation activities.

Now, I am not quite satisfied that it is
worth $10 million just to give this De-
partment the opportunity of competing
with HUD to see which Department is
going to have jurisdiction in the field of
mass transportation.

We have recently passed through this
body a bill, the independent offices ap-
propriation bill, which appropriated $175
million to HUD for mass transportation.
I have in my hand some information
from HUD indicating a fabulous amount
of grants for demonstration projects, for
the purchase of equipment, for research
and development in high-speed transpor-
tation activities. Then we come along in
this bill, because they have not resolved
the question downtown of whether mass
transportation will in the future be
under the jurisdiction of the Department
of Housing and Urban Development or
the Department of Transportation, and
we are compounding the injury by giving
them both large sums of money to do
the same things in the field of trans-
portation.

We reduced this item by $8,300,000.
But there is still $10.3 million in this
bill for research in mass transportation
activities. There is an additional $5.9
million in the Office of the Secretary for
transportation research.

As I have said, HUD was recently
given $175 million for mass transporta-
tion activities, most of which is for
grants, of course, but $10 million is for
research.

I wish we could have found some way
to resolve this tug of war which is going
on now between HUD and DOT fo find
out, before we make more appropriations,
which Department is going to have juris-
diction in this field.

The committee made another com-
ment in which I concur, I invite atten-
tion to it because it expresses my feeling
exactly.

I quote from page 7 of the report:

Duplication in research and development
is wasteful not only of money but of the
valuable time of qualified researchers. Since
by the very nature of research and develop-
ment it is lmeSSlblB to predlct. accurately
the benefits to be achieved, this is an ex-
tremely difficult management area. It is also
an area of high costs.

Many of the requests for funds for research
which have been made of the Committee thus
far have been supported by scanty justifica-
tions. Too often, it appears that the contract
research programs especially will be formu-
lated only after appropriations are enacted.

I believe we have a good bill. I be-
lieve it could have been cut more. I per-
sonally favor deeper cuts, but those who
have served on appropriations subcom-
mittees know that one person cannot al-
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ways have his way. We have to resolve
these issues on the basis of compromise.

However, it is worth noting again that
the cuts made by the committee amount
to approximately 11 percent. The aggre-
gate cuts amount to $188 million—a sub-
stantial one. While I took some reserva-
tions and still reserve the right to vote
for some additional cuts on amendments
that will be offered in the Committee of
the Whole this afternoon, on the whole
I believe the bill is a sound one and
worthy of support.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr, CLARK].

Mr. CLARK. Mr. Chairman, to begin
with I want to congratulate the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr, BorLann]
for an outstanding job on this new sub-
commitiee, on which he serves as chair-
man. He is a most dedicated and a most
hard working man in the Congress.

Mr. Chairman, when the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries reported
H.R. 5424, the Coast Guard authoriza-
tion bill for fiscal 1968, to the House on
March 21, 1967, it not only included the
one high-endurance cutter, and one
oceanographic cutter, but also four addi-
tional high-endurance cutters.

For several years, our committee has
been deeply concerned about the deterio-
rating condition of the Coast Guard’s
high-endurance cutter fleet, which is so
essential in connection with ocean sta-
tion work, law enforcement, search and
rescue, and patrol work when operating
with the Navy in times of emergency.

I am sure the Appropriations Commit-
tee recognized these needs for accelerated
replacement of the high-endurance cut-
ter fleet, just as we did.

However, I am not sure that they un-
derstand the vital role that the Coast
Guard plays in oceanography.

The Coast Guard historically has been
the leading agency in the collection of
necessary oceanographic data in the
arctic and subarctic regions. Under in-
ternational treaty since 1914, the Coast
Guard has been carrying a large portion
of the burden of the International Ice
Patrol in the North Atlantic, which was
c;eabed following the Tifanic disaster in
1912,

Presently, they are functioning with
a 23-year-old converted 180-foot buoy
tender. It is something of a makeshift,
not having been designed for oceano-
graphic work in the first place, and is
far from adequate to use efficiently to-
day’s sophisticated oceanographic
technology,

The oceanographic cutter contained
in the budget request was to replace the
obsolete vessel, the Evergreen, presently
in use. If the replacement vessel were to
be contracted for today, it would still
take 3 years before she could be com-
pleted and in operation—by which time,
of course, the existing vessel will be that
much older and increasingly less
efficient.

It should be borne in mind that our
oceanographic program involves the co-
ordination of the activities of a num-
ber of agencies, Oceanography is not a
simple single discipline that can be con-
veniently departmentalized. According-
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1y, after a number of years of intensive
study—beginning in the Congress in
1959—the Marine Resources and Engi-
neering Development Act of 1966 was en-
acted into law in June of last year, to
improve and centralize the coordination
of our varied oceanographic activities
and to assign priorities to the areas in
need of immediate action.

The law created the National Council
on Marine Resources and Engineering
Development, under the chairmanship
of the Vice President, with membership
representing all of the executive de-
partments having significant involve-
ment in the marine sciences.

I call your attention to the fact that in
carrying out its intended function, the
Marine Science Council approved the in-
clusion of the oceanographic cutter for
the Coast Guard in the budget request
for fiscal 1968. In fact, it is the only
oceanographic vessel of any significance
included in any budget request for this
fiscal year.

I emphasize this point because from
the testimony before the Appropriations
Subcommittee, it does not appear that
the members of that subcommittee fully
appreciate that our committee, and in-
deed the Congress, have taken note of
the present situation in regard to ocean-
ography and the need for high-level co-
ordination of activities in that field.

In further recognition of these prob-
lems, the 1966 Marine Resources Act also
establishes a 15-member Commission on
Marine Science, Engineering, and Re-
sources, whose job it is to study all of the
requirements for a long-range national
oceanographic program, and at the con-
clusion of a fixed period of time, approxi-
mately 18 months, it is to make recom-
mendations to the President, and to the
Congress, for the organizational system
best suited in carrying forward this field
which is so vital to our economy and se-
curity in the future.

I appreciate the fine work that the
new Appropriations Subcommittee on
the Department of Transportation has
done but felt that these observations
would be helpful to their understanding
of the multiple responsibilities of the
Coast Guard.

Mr. KEITH. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcorb.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. KEITH. Mr. Chairman, I, too,
would like to congratulate the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. Boranpl for
his splendid handling of the difficult job
of subcommittee chairman—he has done
a fine job of navigating in treacherous
waters.

And I, too, Mr. Chairman, am con-
cerned about the proposal contained in
this bill to construct two high-endurance
Sceretary-class cutters at $14.56 million
each instead of one cutter and one $12
million oceanographic vessel.

The oceanographic research vessel was
to have replaced the obsolete Evergreen,
a 30-year-old ice patrol vessel now used
for both ice patrol work and scientific
data collecting.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

If the proposed appropriations go
through—to build the cutter instead of
the research vessel—it will mean the
Evergreen will not be decommissioned
as she should be. Work in rigorous arctic
climates calls for a sturdy and safe ship
with up-to-date equipment.

The Merchant Marine Committee, on
which I serve, reviewed the Coast Guard
recommendations and concurred that
the new oceanographic vessel was much
more necessary than the additional cut-
ter.

In the past, our oceanography pro-
gram has been so fractured that it need-
ed coordination. Because of this scatter-
ing of responsibility, Congress approved
the creation of a Marine Resources and
Engineering Development Couneil under
the chairmanship of Vice President
HumpraREY. This council is now in being
and is currently reviewing our Nation’s
objectives in the field of oceanography.

I have reason to believe it would agree
that the Coast Guard’s new oceano-
graphic vessel could play a vital role in
our overall oceanography program. I
hope the Appropriations Committee can
make the necessary study to which they
refer in their report on the coordination
of oceanographic activities. If they check
with the Marine Resources Council, I
believe the committee will conclude that
construction of an oceanographic vessel
is more urgent than construction of an
additional cutter.

I hope that an amendment will be
accepted restoring the oceanographic
vessel.

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
count. [After counting.] Forty-seven
Members are present, not a quorum. The
Clerk will call the roll.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 172]

Ashley Garmatz Passman
Brown, Calif. Hays Pryor
Burton, Callf. Hébert Rarick
Casey Herlong Resnick
Cowger H te Roudebush
Dent King, Calif. Scheuer
Dickinson Kluczynski Sikes
Diggs Miller, Calif. Sisk
Everett Moss Taylor
Ford, Murphy, N.Y. Whitener

WilllamD. O'Konski Willlams, Miss.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. UparyL, 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. 11456, and finding itself without
a quorum, he had directed the roll to
be called, when 399 Members responded
to their names, a quorum, and he sub-
mitted herewith the names of the ab-
sentees to be spread upon the Journal.

The Committee resumed its sitting.

The CHAIRMAN, When the Commit-
tee rose the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. Boranpl had 26 minutes re-
maining and the gentleman from Ohio
irl_l\l.;r. MinsHALL] had 17 minutes remain-

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Massachusetts.
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Mr. BOLAND, Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. LENNON].

Mr. LENNON. Mr. Chairman and
members of the committee, considering
the problems of establishing a new De-
partment of Transportation in the ex-
ecutive branch, I think we can well un-
derstand the difficulties that might have
confronted this distinguished subcom-
mittee, led by the distinguished gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr. Boranp],
when it was faced with the assessment
of the President’s budget request in this
field for the first time.

Mr. Chairman, I appear in the well
of the House today as a member of the
Coast Guard Subcommittee for 11 years
and as the chairman of the Oceanogra-
phy Subcommittee of the House Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisher-
ies for the last 5 years.

Generally speaking, Mr. Chairman, I
find myself in agreement with this piece
of legislation—this appropriation bill;
the first appropriation bill for the new
Department of Transportation—and
with the language, generally speaking,
of the committee report.

I do find, however, what I consider to
be some lack of understanding on the
part of this subcommitiee with respect
to two matters:

First, in the field of marine sciences
and oceanography.

Second, in relation to the needs and
the roles and missions of the Coast
Guard.

Mr, Chairman, there are very few of
us within the sound of my voice who
know a great deal about the Coast Guard
and its roles and missions.

Suffice it to say that the Coast Guard
has a number of missions in everyone
of the 50 States, but one, and in all of the
free oceans and sea lanes of the world,
and in many that are not so free.

Now, to come specifically to my point,
if I may, and if the Members have a
copy of the committee report in front
of them, I would appreciate it if they
would turn to page 9 thereof, with re-
spect to the vessel program concerning
the Coast Guard.

I want to agree with this statement:

Many agencies in the government are en-

gaged to some extent in oceanographic and
marine research activities.

Actually, these are proliferated in
some 14 different agencies, departments,
and bureaus of the Federal Government.
This we will admit, But I wonder about
the wisdom of the subsequent statement
when the committee states this:

The committee feels that this important
program could be more effectively managed
and proposes to study the coordination of
oceanographic activities throughout the
government.

The Subcommittee on Oceanography
studied this matter for some 5 years. We
had a series of hearings that lasted 4
weeks. We heard from the private sec-
tors of our economy, and from the ma-
rine scientists, technologists, and
oceanographers, and all of the various
Government agencies, departments, and
bureaus. We heard testimony from some
42 Members of the Congress who had
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introduced similar bills. There were
three Members who introduced what
we would generally refer to as “wet
NASA legislation,” and they came pre-
pared to testify and testified very articu-
lately, and with a degree of eloquence
and conviction, but when they finished
their testimony and they listened to the
testimony of some 37 other Members of
the Congress, as well as testimony from
the private sectors of our economy and
from the different Government depart-
ments, bureaus, and agencies, they recog-
nized the need for legislation that would
create a commission including all of the
sectors of the Government and private
economy to make a determination of
what type of governmental structure we
should have.

The Vice President of the TUnited
States is the chairman of this national
council. They have done an excellent
job, but this Commission headed by Dr.
Stratton is doing a fabulous job, They
are mandating, if you please, to make
a recommendation to the President, and
to the Congress of the United States,
as to what type of governmental struc-
ture we should have to coordinate this
entire subject of oceanography and the
marine sciences.

The C: . The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman 5 additional minutes.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from
North Carolina is recognized for 5 addi-
tional minutes.

Mr. LENNON. I thank the Chairman.

We asked the members of this subcom-
mittee to defer its considerations, be-
cause this subject is being studied now
not only by the executive branch of the
Government, but by our subcommittee
and by a Presidential Commission of the
most eminent marine scientists, technol-
ogists, and oceanographers in the world.
Their report will be forthcoming, and I
hope it will be a report that will be ac-
ceptable to the President of the United
States and to both branches of the Con-
gress.

One other point: This distinguished
subcommittee calls to our attention that
in 1962 the Treasury Department, under
which the Coast Guard was then operat-
ing, ordered a high-endurance cutter re-
placement program that would provide
35 new cutters by 1974. Now, listen to me
and hear me, because I want to make
this very clear:

The cutter replacement plan is in its
fifth year at present, and to this year
only eight new cutters have been budg-
eted. In other words, they are saying to
us that with 35 new cutters programed,
and we are in the fifth year of this pro-
gram, that only eight new cutters have
been budgeted. The legislative authoriz-
ing committee in its judgment and wis-
dom, based on a more intricate knowl-
edge of the needs of the Coast Guard
than I daresay this distinguished Com-
mittee on Appropriations has, made this
determination, and you must keep in
mind too, my friends, that the decision
was made to send five cutters of this
class to Vietnam after the budget request
came up to the Speaker and to the Presi-
dent of the Senate.

The Coast Guard Subcommittee after
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hearing extensive tesimony, by a unani-
mous vote decided that there was an
urgent and immediate need to replace
these five—considering that we had only
appropriated for eight—and in a 5-
year period even though the program
calls for 35 within the matter of an-
other 314 years. The full committee in
its judgment approved the action of the
subcommittee and approved the five. But
you did not see fit to follow our recom-
mendation.

Now, gentlemen, we are talking about
the SST's and private enterprise. But
here is an agency of the Federal Govern-
ment that needs what the authorizing
committee legislation is calling for. We
cannot understand why, in your judg-
ment, you saw fit to take the action you
did.

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

Mr. LENNON. I am delighted to yield
to the gentleman.

Mr. BOLAND. The answer is very
simple. At the time the hearings were
held, at the time that the committee sat
down and marked the bill up, the au-
thorization bill was not signed into law
and we gave the Coast Guard precisely
the number of high endurance cutters
that they requested plus an additional
one, if they would do away with the
oceanographic vessel.

Mr. LENNON. Do you mean you gave
them precisely what the Bureau of the
Budget requested?

Mr. BOLAND. The Budget requested
one high endurance cutter.

Mr. LENNON. But that is not what
they require.

Mr. BOLAND. That is what they re-
quested for the fiscal year 1968.

Mr. LENNON. That is not what they
requested for the Coast Guard.

Mr. BOLAND. It is what the Coast
Guard requested before our Committee
on Appropriations.

Mr. LENNON. Of course, I must point
out that going through the layers of
bureaucracy, they were cut down—that
is true. The Coast Guard recognized the
need. Of course, when I say that, I say
that advisedly and I do not mean that
this was done on the part of this distin-
guished subcommittee. I am talking
about the Department of Transportation
and that is where they were cut back. I
am not criticizing but I am just raising
the question—you gentlemen say in your
report that there is an urgent need to
move forward and, yet, you cut us back
after we authorized it. Could you not de-
pend on the knowledge of the members
of the authorization committee—we are
in a better position to equate these things
and make a judgment on this.

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

Mr. LENNON. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. BOLAND. Ohviously, the answer
is “No'll

Mr. LENNON. Apparently not.

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

Mr. LENNON. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. McFALL. I am sure that gentle-
man and his subcommittee studied this
Coast Guard program for a long time
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and know what they are talking about.
Undoubtedly, the Coast Guard does need
the cutters that the gentleman speaks
of. The Commitiee on Appropriations,
however, was in the situation described
by the chairman of the committee and
described by the gentleman in the well,
and it had the budget request before it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman 1 additional minute so
that the gentleman from California [Mr.
McFarL] may give his answer for the
record.

Mr. McFALL. We were in a situation
where we had a request for one—and we
funded that one. We also added one. So
that, we gave them twice what we were
requested to in that we asked that the
money for the oceanographic vessel be
used for a high endurance cutter. So in
a sense, we gave twice what was asked
us over and above what the Bureau of
the Budget would permit that agency
to request. We would be very happy, I
think, to fund more high endurance cut-
ters if we were requested to do so by the
Department.

Mr. LENNON. You did not consider
the authorization bill to be a request by
another legislative committee of the
Congress?

Mr. McFALL, What we did was to con-
sider the request of the Bureau of the
Budget and the President.

Mr. LENNON. You did not consider
the authorization legislation which this
Hr;u:;e passed without one dissenting
votie?

Mr. McFALL. We considered the au-
thorization, but the budget request is
made by the executive and this is the
practice followed by every subcommittee
on appropriations.

Mr. LENNON. I appreciate it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
Lexwon] has again expired.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute in order to reply to the
gentleman.

We always consider authorization re-
quests of the legislative committees, but
the Committee on Appropriations has the
responsibility of funding the various pro-
grams of the Federal Government, If the
Committee on Appropriations recom-
mended full funding for all of the au-
thorizations of all of the legislative com-
mittees, I would just hate to think what
the budget would be.

Mr. LENNON. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. PELLY].

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, if I might
I would like to address myself to the pro-
vision in H.R. 11456 which would appro-
priate $142,375,000 for two prototype
supersonic transport aircraft which I
fully support.

Mr, Chairman, the eyes of the world
are on the House today, waiting watch-
fully to see whether Congress is going to
invest in U.S. prestige and supremacy in
its aircraft technology, or decide, in-
stead, that airlines must pay billions of
dollars to the British-French consortium
for their Concorde. The Boeing company
has on order 129 sales for the American
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SST, and those sales will surely go to the
British and French if we fail to provide
the authorization for the SST program
today.

Not only are the British and French
watching what we do today, but the Rus-
sians have a direct interest. Their SST
is expected to be shown within the year,
and although the United States is lag-
ging in development at the present time,
the confidence that the American air-
craft industry has built through the years
does not place it at a disadvantage, pro-
viding the research schedule can be
maintained. More than a half-billion
dollars has been invested in phases 1 and
2, but now phase 3 needs to be started to
maintain the program. The world confi-
dence in America’s ability to build air-
planes is evidenced in the fact that there
are far more orders on record for the
American SST than for the Concorde,
which will be in the air years sooner.
But, there are other considerations than
this confidence, and the value of the SST
certainly goes far beyond the obvious
saving of time of airline passengers. The
jobs created by the production and oper-
ation of the aircraft will be important to
thousands of Americans. The health of a
major American industry will be saved,
and the United States, already severely
taxed in its balance of payments, will
enjoy a return of billions of dollars, in-
stead of an additional outflow of gold.
Mr. Chairman, there simply is no alter-
native to the Government’s involvement
in the SST project. The cost of develop-
ing an advanced SST is too great for
private industry since it will take 12 to
15 years before there will be any return
on the money. Mr. Chairman, the United
States must either be a part of this new
era of air transportation, or forgo its
leadership position.

GOVERNMENT INVESTMENT VERSUS PRIVATE
CAPITAL

There is talk that an amendment will
be introduced that would prohibit Gov-
ernment participation in this SST pro-
gram, but this simply would kill the
project. There is no other way that has
been shown to me by which this project
can be accomplished, than with Govern-
ment participation. Like my colleagues,
I have received letters proposing private
financing of the SST despite protesta-
tions to the contrary. No private finan-
cial proposal has the support of the
Government, nor the backing of indus-
try. And, there are good reasons. There
will be a long, dry period of 12 to 15 years
between the time of the development in-
vestment and the time profits can be ex-
pected. And, this period of financial
sterility dictates that interest on the in-
vested money be obtained at the lowest
possible rates. This is why private capi-
tal, at equity rates of return, would be
simply too expensive for the prototype
phase of the SSA project.

I do not have to remind the Members
of this House, Mr, Chairman, that the
Boeing Co. used its own money to develop
the 707 jet. This private investment
was $17 million, a large amount of
money for a private industry to risk, but
very small compared to the amount
needed for the development of the SST.
Yet, Boeing’s research set the pace for
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the world in developing U.S. airplane su-
premacy and prestige. Boeing continued
their private, pioneer effort with their
own investment in the 727, 737, and the
research on the jumbo-jet, the 747.
However, the SST is an entirely new re-
search area, and developmental costs are
huge. The financing potential of the
manufacturers is inadequate to tackle
such a large-scale, high-risk, long-term
venture. The Boeing Co.’s current re-
ported net worth is $500 million, and
the engine division of General Electric’s
worth is far less than that. We are not
talking here today about production of
airplanes for private industry, Mr.
Chairman; we have the issue before us
of financing prototypes, in which finan-
cial help of $52 million has even come
from the airlines to lessen the Govern-
ment participation. Mr. Chairman, I op-
pose any amendment requiring private
investment of the prototypes, because
its effect would not be to aid the project,
only to ground it, and perhaps perma-
nently.

GOVERNMENT RETUREN ON ITS MONEY

Mr. Chairman, the question of sonie
boom restrictions has been discussed by
many people, and the uncertainty that
a supersonic transport can be flown over
land areas at supersonic speeds certainly
exists. But, in this connection, Secretary
Alan Boyd has said it may have to fly
at subsonic speeds over land if the boom
problem is objectionable. This makes it
imperative for us to consider, then, the
minimum return on the Government’s
money, and the economic feasibility if
the SST only is permitted to fly over
water. Mr. Chairman, even without
House authorization for the advance-
ment of the SST program, airlines have
placed 129 orders for delivery positions
with the Boeing Co. The break-even
point for the Government's partici-
pation is 300 airplanes in 15 years.
The FAA has estimated the sales at 500,
even with the restriction of supersonic
speeds over water routes only. It hardly
seems possible, regardless of whether this
aircraft flies over water or over water
and land at supersonie speeds, that 300
planes would not be sold and the Gov-
ernment would not be reimbursed in full.
But, Mr. Chairman, let me speak for a
moment on the effect if the United States
is denied the opportunity to proceed with
the development of the SST. Those sales
now on order most assuredly will go to
the British-French Concorde, at a price-
tag of $40 million each. That is well over
$4 billion. Mr. Chairman, I cannot
emphasize strongly enough my support
for this program in light of these con-
servative estimates of traffic volume,
sales and return of Government invest-
ment, plus the fact that almost one-half
of the goal of 300 aircraft has already
been reached.

MILITARY APPLICATION

Mr. Chairman, the possibility of a
military application to the SST is not
justification alone for its construction,
but it is a factor that should be con-
sidered. In the 1940's the Defense De-
partment said there was no military
application for the jets that they use to
such a vital degree today. And, today
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we stand on the threshold of a new era
in aviation with the same type of “horse
and buggy” thinking that existed 20
years ago. It is inconceivable to me that
if there were SST's sitting in the Nation's
airports, or at military installations,
that, in time of emergency, their vast
speed and passenger capabilities would
not be used to great advantage. Mr.
Chairman, I suggest that the military
application of the SST is great, and one
that should be remembered in rendering
a decision on this authorization.

BALANCE OF PAYMENTS

Mr. Chairman, a French aviation ex-
pert has been quoted as saying:
We have, with the Concorde, an unprece-

dented opportunity to challenge the U.S.
manufacturers in their own market.

And, Mr. Chairman, Sir George Ed-
wards, the British airplane designer, has
said:

The only thing that can affect us now is
how quickly your country decides to begin
building your first SST.

The Concorde consortium is viewing
with watchful eyes what we do here to-
day, for they have plans for over $4 bil-
lion sales by 1975 for the Concorde. And,
I ask where those sales are going to come
from? They are going to come from U.S.
airlines, and the degree of this outflow of
American money is going to be deter-
mined by our decision today. If there is
to be no American SST, our airlines will
buy the Concorde in large numbers as a
matter of economic survival for the
highly competitive transatlantic routes.
It is this balance of payments which
highly concerns me. The question is sim-
ply, do we allow American money to flow
overseas for the purchase of these air-
craft, or do we create the jobs here in
the United States and have foreign in-
come for our product? And, these are no
small amounts. Taking into account
both sales of our aircraft abroad and the
fact that, with an SST of our own, the
U.S. airlines would not be required to
make these foreign purchases, the favor-
able balance-of-payments effect is esti-
mated to be as high as $54 billion. Mr.
Chairman, I consider this a vital con-
sideration in supporting this authoriza-
tion of the American SST.

OVER LAND VERSUS OVER SEA ISSUE

Mr. Chairman, even if supersonic flizht
is restricted to international, overwater
routes, the potential market for the SST
is more than adequate to return the en-
tire investment, plus profit, to the air-
lines and manufacturers, and the invest-
ment, plus interest, to the Government.
The air travel market is expected to
grow at least tenfold in the next 25 years,
and 40 percent of that growth will be in
the lucrative overwater market, in which
the SST will operate initially. A success-
ful supersonic transport production
program, therefore, could be exception-
ally large. Government and industry
estimates indicate that at least 500
planes will be needed by 1990 to serve
intercontinental overwater routes only.
I emphasize, Mr. Chairman, this esti-
mate is for overwater flichts alone.
Should research from the day-to-day use
of the Concorde, and study on the de-
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veloping SST solve the sonic boom prob-
lem, and eliminate restrictions over land
areas, then those sales are expected to
reach 1,000 to 1,200 by 1990.

However, Mr. Chairman, let us just re-
striect my remarks to overwater flights.
A 500-plane overwater market will be
adequate to provide a basis for develop-
ing a competitive airplane that will allow
the airlines to make a profit, return the
Government’s investment, and permit a
profit for the manufacturers. Perhaps
the most reliable indicators of the SST’s
potential revenue and profit capabilities,
however, are the airlines themselves. The
major airlines in the United States have
placed at risk, $1 million for each SST
they have on order.

Mr. Chairman, I believe the strongest
security the Government has for its in-
vestment is the private airline commit-
ment of $52 million of their own money
to ease the burden of Government invest-
ment during the prototype development
program.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the learned gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. Vanix].

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, although
I support the development of the super-
sonic transport, and the struggle for
commercial air leadership which it seeks
to preserve for the United States. I op-
pose the method of funding and paying
for this project out of the general funds
of the Treasury.

Over one-half billion has already been
spent for design and development studies.
Today we contemplate spending an addi-
tional $142 million as a partial commit-
ment on an obligation which may cost
the taxpayers of the United States be-
tween $4 and $5 billion or more.

The only question I raise at this time
relates to the propriety of placing the
finaneial burden of this development on
all of the taxpayers, although only a
special group of taxpayers will benefit.

According to figures submitted to my
office over 85 percent of our citizens have
never been on any kind of an airplane.
Of the remaining 15 percent of our popu-
lation, less than 6 percent of our people
regularly fly. Therefore, these billions of
dollars are being spent to provide addi-
tional airspeed to a very select and small
group of people of America.

Somehow or another the small and
select group of citizens who stand to
benefit by this development should more
substantially contribute to its cost. It is
unfair and a form of regressive taxation
to finance this aircraft development out
of general tax revenues which we can ill
afford at this time.

Last February, I proposed the estab-
lishment of a commercial aviation de-
velopment trust fund. The development
resources would be created by the im-
position of an additional 5 percent air-
line travel tax imposed on travel within,
to, and from the United States. This tax
would be in addition to the present 5-per-
cent air travel tax which creates a modest
contribution to the Federal Government
expenditure for airport construction and
the monitoring of air transport.

This 5-percent tax would raise in ex-
cess of $150 million annually for this
purpose and all other purposes related
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to improved commercial air transport.
It would establish a user tax for com-
mercial air development and provide a
system of payment more equitably re-
lated to benefit. The user tax would un-
doubtedly have to be supplemented by
general tax revenues—but at least a por-
tion of the burden would be assumed by
the 6 percent of our people who regu-
larly fly and desire the maximum bene-
fit of faster travel.

The highway trust fund and the fuel
tax which supports it have provided
America with the finest hichway system
in the world. The user tax principle has
made this development possible.

The supersonic transport is not the
first commercial aircraft development.
Nor will it be the last. Aircraft develop-
ment must continue year after year—a
user development tax will become in-
evitable. It may as well begin now and
put the tax burden more squarely on
those who receive prime benefit.

We have time now to develop more
suitable methods to finance the super-
sonic transport development. We should
act now to provide the most suitable
arrangement—before we become irre-
trievably bound and committed to cast-
ing this burden entirely upon the gen-
eral taxpayer.

Mr. BOLAND, Mr. Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. Giaimol.

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, I take
this time to commend the chairman of
the subcommittee, the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. Borannpl, the ranking
minority member, the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. MinseALL]l, and all other
members of the subcommittee for the
fine job which they have done in bring-
ing this bill before us today.

I have had the privilege of serving,
and I continue to serve, with the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Bo-
1anp], the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
MinsHaLLl, and the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. Jowasl, on the In-
dependent Offices Appropriations Sub-
committee, and I know the effort and the
ability which they put into this impor-
tant piece of legislation. I believe it is a
good bill,

I know that the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. Borawp], has gone over
the bill very thoroughly and is com-
pletely familiar with it, and what he rec-
ommends to us today should be accepted
by all the Members of this body.

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

Mr. GIAIMO. I yield to the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Appropriations.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I want to
join with my good friend in these lauda-
tory remarks about the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. Borann], the gentle-
man from Ohio [Mr. MinsgaLL]l, the
ranking minority member of the subcom-
mittee, and the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. Jonasl. I would want to
also compliment the other members of
this subcommittee, the gentleman from
California [Mr. McFaLL], and the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr, Yartes]l. Their
work merits our support. They have, I
believe, made a great contribution
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through their diligence and their efforts
In forging this important legislation and
in bringing it before the House today.

They have made significant reductions
in the requests in the interest of pro-
moting efficient and economical opera-
tions and in helping get the new Depart-
ment of Transportation off on a sound
footing.

This new Department is headed by a
very able man, Hon. Alan Boyd. Under
his leadership, and the continued good
worlk of the committee, I believe we have
every reason to look forward to effective
contributions to the national welfare by
this new Department.

Mr. GIAIMO. I thank the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Appropriations and I certainly agree
with my chairman.

Mr. Chairman, insofar as the problem
of the SST is concerned, I am familiar
with this problem. I have worked upon
it for several years in our Independent
Offices Subcommittee of the Committee
on Appropriations. I feel that I can also
speak on this subject very objectively in
the sense that the competition for the
engine to be placed in this plane, as all
of us know, had been between the Gen-
eral Electric Corp., and the Pratt & Whit-
ney Corp., which is located in the con-
gressional district which it is my honor
to represent but which company lost the
competition and the award went to the
General Electric Co.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, my own
State has not too much to benefit from
the continuation of this very expensive
program. Nevertheless, this program
must continue.

Mr. Chairman, if we will look at the
flag carriers of every major nation in the
world, we will see them flying American-
made planes and engines.

If we, as a nation, are to continue in
the competition which exists in the world
today, if we are to stay abreast of this
situation and of the state of the art in
aviation, then we cannot afford to fall
behind in aireraft production and in new
types of aircraft.

Mr. Chairman, within a very few years
we will be in the supersonic field, whether
we like it or not. I am sure that most
aireraft manufacturers would prefer this
to be delayed for some period of years.
But it is here. The state of the art is here.
The know-how exists today, and these
planes are going to have to be made by
the United States, or we are going to fall
behind economically and in every other
respect. When we are talking about this
program, we are not just talking about
staying ahead of the state of the art in
aviation. We are also talking about thou-
sands and thousands of jobs throughout
this country, all of which contribute to
the health of our economy.

Mr. Chairman, I urge that we support
this able subcommittee in its recommen-
dation in this particular field, and in all
fields over which it has jurisdiction.

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr, Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. Gross].

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Chairman, will the
distinguished gentleman from Iowa
vield?
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Mr. GROSS. Yes, I am glad to yield
to the gentleman from Kansas.

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Chairman, I asso-
ciate myself with the remarks of the
gentleman from Washington [Mr.
PrerLLy] and commend him for the logic
of his statement.

The $142 million in this bill for fur-
ther development of the supersonic
transport is a sound investment in the
prestige of this country and its suprem-
acy in its aircraft technology.

I am in complete agreement with the
report of the committee submitted by the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
Boranp] which stated and I repeat:

The committee believes that development
of the SST is of sufficient importance to the
country that the funds recommended should
be appropriated. The value of the SST goes
far beyond the saving of time of airline pas-
sengers. The jobs created by the production
and operation will be important to thou-
sands of Americans. The health of a major
industry will be preserved. Foreign exchange
will be earned, and the more than one-half
billion dollar investment already made will
be protected. The time is near for the next
step in air transportation, supersonic flight,
to become a reality. The United States must
either be a part of this new era or forgo its
leadership position in air transportation,

Of course, there are some uncertainties
to the SST program. There have been in
every great advance forward in this
country’s leadership in the aero-space
industry.

The SST program should go forward
with the least possible delay. The air-
plane represents significant advance-
ments in technology. Both the British-
French Concorde and Russian TU-144,
and their follow-on advanced versions,
are serious threats to this country's
manned aircraft leadership and capa-
hility.

The large potential market is bound
to have a substantial economie impact
on the country producing supersonic
transports.

This program, during the prototype
and production phases, will provide desir-
able long-term employment for the most
important aircraft industry. During the
prototype program it is estimated that
the airframe and engine manufacturers,
and their suppliers, will employ over
28,000 people. The production program
could employ thousands and thousands
more.

I commend the subcommittee for its
excellent report. Its contribution to the
improvement of our transportation sys-
tem contributes to the strength of the
economy and the greatness of our Nation.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, as the
House considers this Department of
Transportation appropriation bill for fis-
cal year 1968, I consider it timely and
important to indicate definite concern as
to the need for a hard-nosed manage-
ment review in this newly created De-
partment.

Last week the Honorable Alan Boyd,
Secretary of the Department of Trans-
portation, appeared before the Man-
power Subcommittee of the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service, relative
to the needs of that Department for ad-
ditional top level jobs; namely, GS-16,
GS-17, and GS-18 positions. Secretary
Boyd, in his statement before our sub-
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committee, made the following comment
and I wish to quote:

I think it is important to recognize at this
point that the Department of Transportation
was not created to accomplish the diminu-
tion or consolidation or abolishment of those
organizations brought into the Department.

This statement, to a degree, is dis-
tressing. I recognize that as a new De-
partment there might well be, and I am
quite confident there is, an overlaying of
top-level jobs over the various organiza-
tions that were brought into the new De-
pariment.

The Secretary also indicated he recog-
nized that there are duplicate functions
within his Department but that he had
been unable to accomplish economy
through the consolidation and elimina-
tion of overlapping functions except in a
small printing plant.

A review of the Department of Trans-
portation’s table of organization, which
was submitted to the Manpower Sub-
committee, reveals six different bureaus
working on safety. These are: Bureau of
Railway Safety, National Safety Bureau,
National Traffic Safety Bureau, Bureau
of Motor Carrier Safety, Bureau of Avia-
tion Safety, and Bureau of Surface
Transportation Safety. Yes, I am very
much interested in the emphasis on safe-
ty in anything that relates to transpor-
tation; but, I question the need for six
different safety bureaus in one depart-
ment. It appears to me that here is a
challenge to Secretary Boyd and his top
aides to streamline this functional area.

I would also like to recommend to of-
ficials in the Department of Transporta-
tion that during 1968 they consider the
possible overlapping and duplication in
other management areas, such as: em-
ployee fraining, employee payrolling,
public relations, comptrollership, man-
agement analysis, and the maintenance
of Department-owned aircraft.

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that
Secretary Boyd has a splendid oppor-
tunity to come before us next year with
sizable savings to the taxpayers of this
country in the number of employees on
the payroll as well as operating funds.
With other Members, I will be looking
forward to a critical review of the De-
partment’s appropriation for fiscal year
1969.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the remainder of the time to the gentle-
man from South Carolina [Mr. RIVERs].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
South Carolina is recognized for 8 min-
utes.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr, Chairman, first of
all I want to compliment this great com-
mittee, under the leadership of the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Bo-
Lann], and the complementary leader-
ship of the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
MinseALL], on the magnificent job they
have done in this and other areas. No
one knows the dry, cold facts the Com-
mittee on Appropriations has to take
into consideration, and the work they
have to face in some of these undra-
matic efforts on behalf of this country,
and for this I also want to compliment
them.

Mr. Chairman, I want to say, to begin
with, that I favor the SST—I favor the
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SST. I further want to say any discus-
sion of the future of the supersonic
transport must include the potential
military value of this aircraft.

I am familiar with those who say there
is no requirement or there are no re-
quirements from a military standpoint
for the SST. That is not factual. I sup-
pose the same arguments could have
been made when the Boeing Cvu. spent
$17 million on the first 707 prototype,
and the Air Force subsequently came
along and spent $88 million to develop
the KC-135 that is the granddaddy of
all of them, because the Boeing Co. had
at least demonstrated the feasibility of
a large jet transport, and out of this
came the refueling concept which is so
vital to the logistical capacity of our
military aircraft.

I mention this, Mr. Chairmen, because
it has been truly said that what is past
is prolog, and I sincerely believe that
those who cannot see a military value
in the SST are in some areas suffering
from some kind of myopia.

Certainly there is a military potential
in this aircraft, and I predict that before
the SST flies in a commercial operation
military requirements will have been de-
veloped, and military orders will have
been placed for this aircraft. I do not
care who makes a statement to the con-
trary notwithstanding.

I will have you understand Secretary
McNamara said he could build the TFX
in fewer than 5 years. He could not do
it. Nobody, but nobody, can build an
airplane in fewer than 5 years—the state
of the art just refuses to be pushed.

Within 5 years you will see this—mark
this on your book—this is as inevitable,
Mr. Chairman, as was the military use
of steam when old Robert Fulton cruised
up the Hudson River.

We know that large sums of money
are involved in the development of the
SST. But I would remind you that there
were also large sums of money involved
in the first atomic submarine which the
Congress built. The people downtown
could not see it but thank God your Con-
gress was the first to realize the need
for and the potential of nuclear pro-
pulsion.

In a similar manner, Mr. Chairman,
air superiority whether it is commercial
or military is vital to the future of this
Nation.

This aircraft is needed from an eco-
nomic viewpoint. It is needed from a
military viewpoint. It is even needed,
Mr. Chairman, from a prestige stand-
point.

This country will have over 200 mil-
lion people in it in the batting of an eye.
We will have a trillion dollar gross na-
tional product. Can we afford it? You
bet your bottom dollar we can afford it.

I hope this House will follow the lead
of this distinguished committee.

Mr. Chairman, we bought over 808 of
the 707 type aircraft for our military
and of those 808, we have used 732 KC-
135 tanker aircraft.

We have 14 RC-135's.

‘We have 45 C-135's.

We have 17 EC-135s. That is the
plane that is so vital in case everything
else is bombed out and you need a com-
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mand ship to fly around with all the
vitals in it to keep this country going.

We have three 137’s.

Now, we have many more other types
of aircraft of the same design, like the
DC-8's which use the great engines the
Pratt & Whitney and General Electric
make. We have only two engine manu-
facturers who make the pure jet air-
craft engine.

With the exception of these two, we
have Allison of General Motors who
make the turboprop, and we are trying
to get them into the pure jet business
too.

This country leads the world now in
aireraft. Why do we want to default?
We have aircraft flying around this
country now at over 2,500 miles an hour.

Think of the windfall that we are
getting from this plane—from the ti-
tanium know-how. No nation knows how
to use titanium like this country does.
No nation—but no nation.

Think of the windfall that we get from
these alloys which you use in these
rockets.

Think of these exotic fuels that we
will get.

Oh, yes, Mr. Chairman, we need this
SST. We need the prestige. Why take
away from America our leadership that
We NOwW possess?

Mr. Chairman, this committee should
be congratulated for their leadership
and for their vision. I say to you, we
need it from a military standpoint.

We have been trying to sell the Sec-
retary of Defense on the AMSA—the ad-
vance manned strategic aircraft—be-
cause we want a contract definition. We
wan* to know what the configuration is
going to be.

How do we know what Russia has?
The other day they brought out a TFX
type of aireraft with the radial wings.

Why default? When you have it in the
palm of your hand—why default?

Mr. Chairman, this is a military need.
I do not care what the people downtown
who preach pushbuttom warfare say. We
need manned systems and this is the
beginning.

You cannot get this in 5 years. You do
not know nor do I know what may tran-
spire in 5 years.

Mr., Chairman, this is a paltry sum to
pay for prestige and for leadership and
to keep ahead militarily.

Mr, Chairman, I respectfully ask this
Committee to think long before we delete
this item which is so needed in our race
for survival.

1 yield to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. PICKLE. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I wish to associate myself with the
gentleman’s remarks.

Mr. Chairman, I commend the Presi-
dent’s recent action to proceed immedi-
ately with prototype construction of the
supersonie transport.

Both the Anglo-French Concorde and
the Russian TU-144 pose serious threats
to our manned aircraft leadership and
capability. This challenge is not based
solely on the emotional aspects of Ameri-
ca’s prestige, although it is certainly a
factor in the cold war era. But the fact
is, there are significant economic reasons
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why we must meet our competition head-
on with the SST program.

One of these ir that as delivery of the
Concorde beging, the market for the SST
decreases. We are told that some Con-
cordes will go on the market in 1971.
This does not allow for much delay in the
construction and testing of the SST.

Boeing estimates that a 2-year delay
in the SST program could reduce sales
from 1,100 by 1990 to about 660. This
would be a serious loss of revenue. And
we should keep in mind that the recovery
of the Federal investment in this project
is directly related to the number of air-
planes sold.

Also, sales of the Concorde could af-
fect the U.S. balance of payments ad-
versely by some $22 billion through 1990.
The SST would serve not only as a check
on this adverse effect, but would add ap-
proximately $32 billion to this country’s
favor.

Present projections indicate the first
SST will fly in lat= 1970 and that pro-
duction airplanes will be flying a little
more than 3 years later. This means cer-
tification and initial deliveries will be
3 to 4 years after the initial delivery of
the Concorde.

We cannot allow this leadtime to in-
crease.

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. Scorr].

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I wish to
refer to only a small portion of the bill.
On page 15 of the report which has to
do with construction at the National
Capital airports, I note that the budget
for construction at Washington’s two
airports, National and Dulles Interna-
tional, is combined, and $160,000 is ap-
propriated for constructing a storage
building for snow-removal equipment at
Dulles.

I would call to the attention of the
Committee the fact that the Federal
Government has already spent $110 mil-
lion for the construction of Dulles Inter-
national Airport, and that compares with
the $66 million of grants-in-aid that is
proposed in this bill in the next para-
graph for the entire country. This is one
of the world’'s most modern airports and
presently one of the most underused.

I would like to commend the Civil
Aeronautics Board for the present in-
vestigation of congestion and safety at
National Airport. National is operating
at 215 times the capacity for which it was
constructed. If we compare the two air-
ports, National, operating as it is at 215
times capacity, and Dulles Airport, which
has the most modern facilities and has
plenty of room for expansion, common
sense dictates that we make further use
of Dulles International Airport.

I would like to urge my colleagues to
assist in the promotion of Dulles Inter-
national Airport, or Washington’s In-
ternational Airport, to protect the in-
vestment that the Government has out
there of $110 million.

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

Mr. SCOTT, I yield to the gentleman
from Maryland.

Mr. GUDE. I would like to commend
my colleague for his interest in the pro-
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motion of Dulles Airport. We must work
toward the maximum utilization of all
the transportation facilities we have in
the metropolitan area if we are going to
have a system that even approaches ade-
quate service for this growing area. I
am looking forward to cooperating and
working with my colleague and my other
colleague, the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. Brovmirrl, and the gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. MacHEN], on all of
our metropolitan area transportation
problems.

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Chairman, I am in
strong support of this bill, and favor the
item for the supersonic transport air-
craft. I commend my able, esteemed col-
league, Mr. BorLanp, for his fine work on
the bill.

It is encouraging to note that we are
now moving to make up for lost time.
As Members of the House know, the Brit-
ish and French started to move in this
matter several years ago by joining in a
consortium to build the supersonic Con-
corde.

The Russians have also gotten into
this act, and there is a strong likelihood
that the Russian supersonic plane, while
not considered by experts to be as am-
bitious as the Concorde, may be in the
air transportation business ahead of it.

Our own efforts to promote the SST
are developing well and the Boeing com-
pany has currently on order, we are in-
formed, 113 sales for the American SST.

However, if we should fail to support
and back up the SST program for the
United States, these sales would cer-
tainly go to the British and the French.

The American aircraft industry has
led the field in civil aviation, just as it
has in military aviation. We have placed
some very high-powered, sophisticated
jets in service here in the United States
and all over the world, and they are do-
ing a great job.

However, the SST is another great
stride in aviation. This plane will in time
outdistance, and probably outmode, the
existing jets of all nations.

‘We are fortunate that we have such a
fine American aircraft industry, upon
which we can depend to build a satis-
factory SST. This is a very costly job and
already more than one-half billion dol-
lars have been invested in the various
phases, but now an additional phase
must be started to maintain the program.

American aircraft has the confidence
of the world and this new SST also
should be helpful in closing the dollar
gap that is vexing and befuddling the
monetary experts and giving much con-
cern to thoughtful Americans.

Mr. Chairman, this is a long-range
plan and a very important one, and it
deserves our total commitment, our en-
couragement and our effective, enthu-
siastic support.

Perhaps this epochal aircraft will in
some sense enable us to make up for
some of the rich benefits we lost when we
did not go ahead earlier with appro-
priate, new, military aircraft as our
Armed Services Committee urged, which
would have given us a rich bounty of
valuable research and development in-
formation similar to that we utilized in
building other fast jets that have greatly
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raised the prestige of this country in the
aviation world throughout the years.

Let us not miss this opportunity to ad-
vance the American air arm.

Let us stand and work for a bigger and
better airpower across the board. Thus
we may best serve the needs of the jet
age.

Mrs. DWYER. Mr. Chairman, the
pending appropriations bill and the com-
mittee report which accompanies it pro-
vide convincing evidence of the need for
greater progress in coordinating the re-
lated functions of the Department of
Transportation and the Department of
Housing and Urban Development in the
field of urban transportation and in ex-
pediting administration recommenda-
tions for the most efficient and rational
organization of such functions.

The administration’s draft legislation
last year to establish the new Depart-
ment of Transportation ignored this
problem entirely, and it was in response
to this failure that I offered the amend-
ment, subsequently enacted into law, to
require the two Departments to under-
take studies of urban transportation and
report to the President and the Congress
within 1 year on the logical and efficient
organization and location of urban mass
transportation functions in the execu-
tive branch.

As the committee report notes, how-
ever, and as its hearings amply support,
duplication and overlapping already exist
in the programs of the two Depart-
ments—to such an extent, in fact, that
the committee has recommended several
reductions in programs of urban trans-
portation research because of the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment’s activities in this area. Duplication
and the waste that it entails is al-
ways regettable, but it is doubly so in
this case in view of the great need for,
and the relative shortage of, the high
quality research on which improved
urban mass transportation systems must
be based. When funds are limited, there
is less excuse than ever to spend them on
duplicating efforts.

The committee’s reductions will, I
hope, serve to alert the two departments
and the administration to the immediate
need to clarify and coordinate the Fed-
eral Government’s urban mass trans-
portation functions both to assure maxi-
mum results from their efforts now and
to reach agreement on a form of orga-
nization which will give to the urban
mass transportation program the strong
direction and adequate resources neces-
sary to enable it to help rescue urban
areas from increasing traffic congestion.

Mr. PUCINSKI, Mr. Chairman, it is
in my judgment, the height of irony,
that our Government is planning to
spend a huge sum of money for develop-
ing the supersonic transport when we
have practically no available informa-
tion on what these supersonic aircraft
are going to do because of sonic booms to
people and animals in the United
States, as well as other countries.

We are being shoved into this project
without any guidelines requiring the de-
velopment of a design which would re-
duce sonic booms to an acceptable and
livable tolerance.
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I want the Recorp to show that I am
unalterably opposed to any expenditures
for the development of this supersonic
transport until such time as the engi-
neers can convince us that they have
perfected a design and a powerplant
which can keep sonic booms below 1.5
pounds overpressure per square foot at
ground level

Responsible studies of the effect of
soniec booms clearly indicate that any-
thing over 1.5 pounds of pressure per
square foot has an adverse effect, not
only upon buildings, but also upon hu-
man beings and animals.

I have introduced legislation which
would prohibit supersonic aircraft which
generate in excess of 1.5 pounds over-
pressure per square foot from operating
over the continental United States.

I say that it is sheer deception to say
to the American people that these super-
sonic transports will not travel at super-
sonie speeds over continents. If we limit
these airplanes to the use of supersonic
speed only over oceans, their effective-
ness as a time-saving ship will be so ad-
versely affected that they will become a
financial disaster. Nobody is going to kid
me. You know, and I know, that after
the U.S. Government invests billions of
dollars in the development of this super-
sonie transport, the industry is going to
say that they have to fly at supersonic
speeds over the United States in order to
make the aircraft profitable and thus
justify this huge expenditure by the Fed-
eral Government.

I hope the House will reject any fund-
ing of this aircraft until the industry
proves to us that it can design an airfoil
with characteristiecs which will produce
sonic booms within the tolerable limita-
tions. I do not believe a cent should be
spent on developing this aircraft until
this assurance is given the American
people.

Mr. Chairman, history will prove me
right. We will rue the day that this Gov-
ernment participated in the development
of an aircraft which will produce sonic
booms of such a magnitude that the lives
of millions of Americans will be adversely
affected, and more important, seriously
endangered.

I know of no way to predict with any
certainty that an aircraft lowering its
speed in certain areas will be able to
control the sonic booms with such pre-
cision that it will avoid huge damage to
property below.

We have seen in the Oklahoma and
California experiments the devastation
that sonic booms can cause to property.
Mr. Chairman, if this airplane is designed
without the safeguards which I have pro-
posed, I want the Recorp to clearly show
that at least one Member of this Cham-
ber warned against the havoc which can
sweep its large cities with its glass-en-
closed skyserapers when the sonic booms
get out of hand in the near future.

I want no part of the responsibility of
seeing a shower of glass catapult down
upon large crowds of people in our centfral
areas when an unpredictable sonic boom
hits the area and causes its devastation.
This is no exaggeration. These are real-
ities that we know exist under the present
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state of the art in the development of
supersonic aircraft.

I am mindful that the President has
instructed the interested agencies to
include in their consideration the prob-
lem of sonic booms, but the warning is
so nebulous that I guarantee you when
the first SST rolls off the American pro-
duction line, it will have a potential of
sonic booms which will change the lives
and welfare of millions of Americans,
not to mention its adverse effect on wild-
life and animals in this country.

This is an historic date in this Con-
gress and I assure you that historians
will point back to this debate and when
havoc is wrecked upon our communities
from uncontrolled sonic booms, history
will show that at least one Member
raised his voice in protest. I am not
against progress, but there is nothing
that says man must blindly engage in
his own mass destruction under the guise
of progress.

Mr. Chairman, I probably will not be
alive to boast that “I told you so,” but
future generations of America will, in-
deed, condemn the day the Congress ap-
proved the development of a supersonic
transport without the necessary safe-
guards against sonic booms. I hope these
development funds will be blocked by the
Congress.

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, we are
asked to consider today H.R. 11456, ap-
propriating funds for the Department of
Transportation. The bill appropriates
$10.3 million for research and develop-
ment in high-speed ground transporta-
tion and $142,375,000 for the develop-
ment and construction of two prototype
supersonic aircraft, the Boeing model
B-2707, known otherwise as the SST.
This proposed mach 2.7 commereial air-
plane, will carry nearly 300 passengers,
cruise about 1,800 miles per hour at an
altitude of 65,000 feet with a range of
4,000 statute miles. If developed, it would
fly about three times as fast as present
commercial jet transports.

On May 1, 1967, President Johnson
authorized the Secretary of Transpor-
tation to sign contracts with Boeing
Aircraft Co. and General Electric Co.
The former is to build two prototype air
frames; the latter will construct the
60,000-pound-thrust engines, three times
the thrust of present commercial jet
engines—Washington Post, June 11,
1967. Although these contracts, made
retroactive to January 1, 1967, formally
initiated the third phase of the five-
phase research development and produc-
tion schedule, a SST has been under con-
sideration at least since December 1959
beginning with the formation of a study
group within the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration to examine the technical,
economie, and operational feasibility of
a supersonic transport for commercial
purposes.

In August 1961 the Congress appro-
priated $11 million to the FAA for SST
research. After initial requests for pro-
posals for research, contracts were is-
sued during November 1961 and 37 con-
tractors were subsequently awarded one
or more contracts. The Congress, during
October 1962, appropriated $20 million
to continue the research, and in June
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1963 President Kennedy announced de-
termination to proceed with the SST pro-
gram.,

The Office of Supersonic Transport
Development, now directed by Maj. Gen.
Jewell C. Maxwell, was established within
the FAA in July 1963, and in November
of that year, the Congress appropriated
another $60 million for the FAA fiscal
yvear 1964 budget to continue SST de-
sign research.

Evidence indicates that the SST pro-
gram has been under speedup pressure
in order to compete with the production
schedule of the British-French Concorde,
a mach 2.2 supersonic commercial craft
with about 125-passenger capacity. But
in July 1965, President Johnson extended,
for another 18 months, the original 2-
year design period. At the request of the
President, Congress appropriated another
$140 million for fiscal year 1966. Over the
strong objection of Senator PROXMIRE—
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 112, part
14, page 18684, and the following Con-
gress appropriated an additional $280
million, $200 million of which was for the
initiation of work on the prototypes.

Mr. Chairman, approval of the pro-
posed authorization, which is $55.6 mil-
lion below the administration’s request,
will in effect commit public resources to
carrying out the complete prototype pro-
gram, the total cost of which will, in-
cluding the previous research expendi-
tures, amount to an estimated $1.45 bil-
lion—hearings on Department of Trans-
portation Appropriations for 1968, before
a subcommittee of the Committee on Ap-
propriations of the House of Representa-
tives, 90th Congress, first session, page
289—hereinafter cited as “hearings”. Of
this amount, the U.S. Government will
pay about $1.2 billion, including the $511
million heretofore appropriated.

This $1.45 billion, of which private in-
dustry is to contribute only about 10 per-
cent, does not include the future invest-
ment required to certify and produce the
SST. If the prototype is successful, after
the 100 hours of proposed flight testing,
a conservative estimate is that subse-
quent costs for certification by the FAA,
tooling up and accumulating inventories
will require some $3.3 billion additional
funds—Fortune, February 1967, page 14.

Admittedly, the Government is not
committed after the end of the prototype
phase, which includes 100 hours of flight
testing. Moreover, the estimated $40 mil-
lion price tag per plane will include a
$4.5 million royalty for the Government
which is supposed to reimburse the tax-
payers’ investment. The royalty collected
for planes sold after the first 300 is sup-
posed to constitute interest. If 500 planes
are sold by 1990, the Government would
receive 4 percent interest; Boeing and
General Electric, would, on the same
number of planes, garner a 12.1- and
11.2-percent return respectively—hear-
ings, page 310—even though the Govern-
ment contributed at least 90 percent of
the risk capital up through phase 3.

Despite claims to the contrary, it is
not clear that private enterprise will be
willing or able to carry the financial
burden between the termination of the
prototype phase and full-scale produc-
tion. It has been alleged that “the two
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prime contractors seem confident that
the Government will continue to foot
most of the bill"—New York Times, edi-
torial, May 2, 1967—for the necessary
additional $3 million or more. General
Maxwell admitted that:

It remains to be seen whether that (private
enterprise can shoulder the burden following
phase three) ... is feasible” (hearings p.
289).

He stated that current projections,
based on studies conducted by the FAA,
showed a gap of $1 billion between what
would be needed and what Boeing and
General Electric could invest—including
advancements on orders by airlines.

The Economic Feasibility Report, of
April 1967 on the SST, issued by the
FFA states that:

Current projections . . . are that the en-
gine manufacturer will have the capacity to
generate the necessary financing required.
(emphasis added).

But a reasonable approach suggests that
any program decisions consider the possi-
bility that the Government may be required
to act as guarantor of or to provide any ad-
ditional funds needed by the airframe manu-
facturer (emphasis added) (p. 1x-3).

General Maxwell felt that:

It is not appropriate to make a decision at
this time as to how certification and produc-
tion phases are to be financed. (Hearings
p. 291.)

Without questioning the validity of the
above estimates, it is not to be overlooked
that the costs of the F-111, originally
estimated to be $3 million, have risen to
nearly $10 million—hearings, page 304.

Mr. Chairman, the SST is touted as
providing air transportation three times
faster than existing subsonic planes,
2% hours from New York to Paris in=-
stead of 7 hours; assurance of our
continuing superiority over the British-
French consortium building the Con-
corde, and the Russians who are
building the TU-144; 50,000 direct jobs—
hearings, page 294—and a favorable ef-
fect on our balance of payments. More-
over, as Senator Macnuson stated:

It is a question, of course, of whether we
want to have what we call American supe-
riority in the air. That is what most of (sic)
it is about, and whether we can compete
with the British and the French. ConNGRES-
SIONAL RECORD, vol, 112, pt. 14, p. 18692.

I am sure that supersonic aircraft are
inevitable. But there are, I think, serious
questions which must be answered before
we plunge into a program which may cost
the taxpayer $4 to $5 billion, if not more;
a program, the economic feasibility of
which is questionable; a program in-
volving many unanswered technical
questions; a program which, in light of
our pressing needs to improve intra- and
intercity surface transportation—not to
mention the huge social needs requiring
immediate attention—could well be rele-
gated to a lower priority.

I emphasize that the issue before us
today is not whether to continue much
needed research as to the effect of cosmic
rays, atmospheric conditions, and tem-
peratures encountered at 70,000 feet.
The issue is not whether to continue and
intensify studies of the effects of soniec
booms. The question is whether, in view
of numerous unanswered technical ques-
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tions and other priorities we should com-
mit, at the very minimum, $1.2 billion
of resources to the building of the pro-
totypes.

One of the most important, but as yet
unanswered, questions concerns the de-
gree of intensity of the sonic boom pro-
duced by such a craft. In projecting 500
sales by 1990, the FAA assumes that the
SST will be limited to transoceanic
flichts because of the uncertainty as to
the boom it may produce and the reac-
tion and effects both physical and psy-
chological on humans, animals, fish, and
fowl. Yet of the original $198 million re-
quested by the Administration only $6.9
million will be used for sonic boom and
economic analysis—hearings, page 323.

General Maxwell stated:

Due to the lack of criteria, we cannot be
sure whether this design will be permitted to
fly supersonically over populated areas.
(Hearings, page 292.)

He admitted that:

An airplane can have many sonic boom
characteristics. One alrplane can create a
very severe boom and it can also create one
that may be completely acceptable. (Hear-
ings, page 315).

General McKee stated:

I do not think that you will know (whether
the plane can be operated over land) until
you build this airplane and fly it. (Hearings,
page 318.)

Secretary Alan S. Boyd conceded that
populations may not be willing to ac-
cept this sonic boom:

‘We do believe and have evidence to support
our contention that over water supersonic
condition operations are practical and ac-
ceptable. (Hearings, page 940.)

But what are the effects of sonic booms
upon ships and their passengers as well
as marine life? And what may be the
potential disruption of patterns of
:choola of fish vital to the fishing indus-
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Few meaningful tests related to booms
and their effect have been conducted.
Those conducted over Oklahoma City,
during daylight only, resulted in some
15,000 complaints and nearly 5,000 for-
mal damage complaints, despite the fact
that the aircraft industry and the FAA
are the area’s largest employer—New
York Times, February 9, 1967.

There are indications from more re-
cent tests, conducted at Edwards Air
Force Base, that the effect of the boom
of an SST cruising at 65,000 will be
equivalent to living 1,000 feet from the
end of a runway at Kennedy Interna-
tional Airport. The results of these tests
are not, however, to be released by the
Pentagon until August—Washington
Post, June 11, 1967, page 2.

Not withstanding the fact that during
maneuvers the resulting boom will be
more intense, various estimates indicate
that the SST will produce a boom carpet
on the ground between 40 to 100 miles
wide, the intensity of which depends
upon size, shape of the plane, atmos-
pheric conditions and the like. In a single
transcontinental flight, White House
science adviser, Donald F. Hornig esti-
mates that everyone in a 100,000-square-
mile area, embracing perhaps 10 million
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people would be subject to the boom—
Washington Post, June 11, 1967.

In other terms, 15 round-trip flights
between New York and Los Angeles per
day will result in 100,000 million boom
exposures per year—The Observer, June
5, 1966.

Absent information as to the extent
of potential damage caused by booms,
it is impossible to estimate costs for
compensation. Since 1956, however, some
34,000 claims for damage resulting from
booms have been filed against the
U.S. Air Force for an amount of over
$19 million of which over 12,000 have
been approved at a cost of some $1.2 mil-
lion—hearings, page 313. The U.S. De-
partment of the Interior has reported
varying degrees of damage to prehistoric
cliff dwellings at Mesa Verde National
Park due to booms—Nation, May 29,
19617.

In short, as observed by Dr. Raymond
L. Bisplinghoff, a former NASA official,
and a leading aeronautical engineer,
“sonic boom presents a new dimension
with which we have had no experience
in commercial aviation. Although we
have a clear understanding of the ve-
hicle variables that govern the sonic boom
and are thus able to predict the sonic
boom created by a given vehicle, we are
only beginning to understand in detail
the effects of atmospheric variations and
ground topography on the intensity of
the pressure wave that sweeps over the
ground”—CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Vol-
ume 112, part 14, page 18688.

The effects of sonic booms, and the
restrictions thereon, in relation to the
potential sales of the SST is a subject of
much controversy. The FAA bases its
estimate of 500 sales by 1990 on the as-
sumption that the SST will be restricted
to transoceanic flights—hearings, pages
293-294.

According to Senator ProxmIre, Swit-
zerland, Sweden, and West Germany
have declared they would prohibit super-
sonic flichts over their territory if sonic
booms were disturbing—CoONGRESSIONAL
REecorp, May 31, 1967. And in a letter
to the House Commerce Committee, Na-
jeeb E. Halaby, then FAA Administrator,
in 1964 stated:

The loss of market potential due to such
restrictions would probably be so severe as
to make commercial production of the SST
economiecally unfeasible. (New York Times,
Feb. 9, 1067) (hearings. p. 1023).

The FAA admits, in its “U.S. Super-
sonic Transport Economic Feasibility
Report of April 1967,” page I-8:

" If the SST cannot operate over populated
areas because of boom restrictions, the no.
of revenue passenger miles (RPM) that can
be generated will be reduced considerably.

The Institute for Defense Analysis—
page vii—gets more specific in its study
done for FAA when it says:

Some routes that are mainly over land are
considered infeasible because the amount
of supersonic flight possible s so small that
little time can be saved over normal sub-
sonic alrcraft service, and the supersonic
alrcraft costs are much higher.

In a table illustrating the amount of
“penalty”—necessary circuitous rerout-
ing and extra expense—that is ineurred
under various flight conditions due to
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sonic boom restrictions, IDA Indicates
that 79 percent of all domestic flight, in-
cluding territorial flight, will involve a
prohibitive penalty; 32 percent of inter-
national flight will have a prohibitive
penalty. The free world total will have
59 percent of the RPM's at a prohibitive
penalty, which means that nearly 60 per-
cent of all proposed supersonic flight
may be economically infeasible if sonie
boom restrictions are imposed.

The technical journal, Scientist, and
Citizen, in its April 1966 issue, cities an-
other aspect of this problem of limited
use of the SST in the following manner:

Because of the very high operating costs,
the SST market is obviously limited to the
first class traveller who, at present, accounts
for B9% of the transatlantic traffic or 230,000
yearly passenger trips on all transatlantic
airlines combined. A single U.S. S8T could
offer 180,000 yearly passenger trips. If the
British and French were to operate one Con-
corde and TWA and Pan American one U.S.
BST each, they could produce 540,000 seats
per year, or two and a half times the present
first class traffic volume.

The §30 million price per SST alircraft is
based on production of a large number of
these craft. Who will use them or who will
bear the tremendous financial losses If they
remain underused as appears most likely ac-
cording to the preceding data?

FAA insists that 500 SST's will be sold
even in the face of sonic boom restric-
tions and 1,200 if sonic boom restrictions
are not imposed. Who indeed will use
that many planes? Will these planes be
purchased if only a few passengers will
elect their use? This raises another is-
sue which troubles many experts who
predict that fares on subsonic travel will
be artificially inflated in order to make
supersonic travel an economic competi-
tor—even when the need for circuitous
routing will in itself greatly add to the
time in flight and will reduce the stated
advantage of speed further through the
necessity of extra 1145 hour stopovers for
additional fueling. FAA insists that the
current estimate of $40 million per SST
allows them to reach the mathematical
conclusion that enough planes will be
sold to recoup the Government’'s expend-
iture even in the face of FAA’s own
comment—page II-2—in their report:

The large number of variables and areas
of uncertainty at this time should be noted.
Despite military experience with high-speed,
high-performance aircraft, the development
and production costs and thus the price of
a commercial SST are major uncertainties.

The independent study by the Institute
for Defense Analysis for the FAA indi-
cates that, given certain assumptions as
to fare structure, th2 total demand for
the SST by 1990, absent boom restric-
tions, will be 661 planes. If boom restric-
tions are imposed, the demand will be
only 279 planes, assuming a selling price
of $40 million. If the price rises to $50
million, the demand is reduced to 422
and 155 planes respectively—IDA, “De-
mand Analysis for Air Travel by Super-
sonic Transport,” volume I, page 56.

Not only is there a paucity of infor-
mation about sonic booms and their
effects on the environment and the con-
sequent effect upon potential use of the
SST, but there is much to be learned
about flying supersonic speeds at the
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proposed altitudes. Parenthetically, the
SST can fly at subsonic speeds, but it
becomes extremely inefficient resulting
in rising costs.

Secretary Boyd testified that U.S. air-
craft have flown at supersonic speeds
since 1947, and that the U.S. had hun-
dreds of thousands of hours of super-
sonic flight time—hearings, page 939.
One must, however, ask what types of
planes under what conditions, and the
length of the time of sustained supersonic
flight.

In reference to knowledge about flight
gﬁzg.ﬂﬂo feet, General Maxwell admitted

It is a hostile environment which so far
has been penetrated by only a limited num-
ber of Air Force and NASA alrcraft. (Hear-
ings, p. 346.)

If pressure inside the plane fails at
that altitude, one’s blood would boil—
hearings, page 347.

According to Dr. Bisplinghoff, the lon-
gevity of engines and airframes which is
a function of heat, change in tempera-
ture, metal fatigue, et cetera, is as yet
unknown. At mach 2.7 the lead edge heat
reaches 500° F. Unlike military craft, a
commercial plane must, if it is to be
profitable, provide relatively trouble-free
service over a sustained period—Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 112, part 14,
page 18687.

Air Force Col. Joseph Cotton, chief
test pilot of the XB-70, found that clear
air turbulence exists even at 70,000 feet.
That is, during XB-70 tests, rough air
was encountered where “weather” was
supposedly nonexistent. Moreover, ac-
cording to Cotton, there is no way to
predict or locate such turbulence, and
that flying through rough air at speeds
faster than sound is like “driving a
Greyhound bus at 200 miles an hour
down a bumpy country road’—Wash-
ington Evening Star, February 7, 1967.

In regard to the amount of flight time
at supersonic speeds, General Maxwell
testified that the U-2 which has been
fiying for about 10 years had not flown
at supersonic speeds—hearings 346, The
YPF-12 and SR-71 are designed for and
operated at supersonic speeds; but the
XB-70 has, according to General Max-
well, been flown only 1 hour at mach 3—
hearings, pages 300-301. The former two
planes are, however, not comparable to
the proposed SST because they are small
fighter and reconnaisance planes meas-
uring about 100 feet long, and presum-
ably much lighter. The SST will be over
300 feet long, weighing some 300 tons
compared, to the 185-foot long XB-T0
weighing 270 tons—Washington Evening
Star, February 7, 1967, page A3.

There is, it appears, much to be
learned. It is questionable whether we
should proceed with the prototypes be-
fore acquiring more knowledge. That
phase three is put on the shelf for a
time does not preclude research. The mil-
itary as well as other governmental
agencies are conducting tests and ex-
periments which may permit building a
more effective, economical commerecial
craft. It was, after all, not until the EC-
135 tanker had been tested by millions
of miles of actual use by the Air Force
that the T07 commercial jet was de-
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veloped—Harpers, July 1966, page 83.
General Maxwell testified that this had
“contributed a lot toward the develop-
ment of the commercial 707. Yes, sir’"—
hearings, page 232.

If we are interested in economical air
transportation, then why the rush to
build the SST. Not only will the Con-
corde be in service about 3 years before
the SST; but Boeing is building the so-
called jumbo jet, the 747, which can ac-
commodate up to 500 passengers, com-
pared to the SST's capacity of 300 and
the Concorde’s capacity of 136.

No one, including the FAA, denies that
the 747, a subsonic jet, will be less ex-
pensive per passenger seat mile than the
SST. Dr. Bisplinghoff said that the SST
will yield about a 20-percent lower re-
turn on investment than the 747—Avia-
tion Daily, May 10, 1967, page 67. It is
estimated that the 747 will cost about $20
million, as will the Concorde, compared
to an estimated $40 million cost for the
SST—the Economist, January 14, 1967,
page 141,

One estimate of operating costs per
offered seat mile for transatlantic flight
based on about 12 hours daily aireraft
use puts the SST at 2.6 cents; Concorde
at 3.3 cents; compared to current U.S.
jets at 1.4 cents and the proposed C-5A,
developed by the Lockheed for the Air
Force, the commercial model of which
will run one-half cent—Scientist and the
Citizen, 8, No. 6, April 1966, page 10.

Allen H. Skaggs, chief, economic staff
of the Office of Supersonic Transport
Development, testified that with the ad-
vent of the “air bus” 747-type transports
by 1980 subsonic fares would be reduced
by 24 percent; but SST fares would re-
main between 20 to 24 percent higher—
hearings, page 332. And Gen. William F.
McKee, Administrator of the FAA, stated
that the FAA study on the cost per seat
mile was 2.11 cents for the SST; 2.03
cents for the 747; and 2.25 cents for the
707. These were total operating costs per
seat mile; SST costs were based on a
4,000 mile operating range. As the range
is reduced, the costs rise—hearings, page
349.

The operating costs for the SST are
the result of the high speed, large en-
gines needed to overcome the resulting
friction, extra safety and electronic fea-
tures needed to travel at such high speeds
and altitudes.

Another study, assuming the 747 carry-
ing only 370 passengers, and the SST
with 300, estimates the total operating
costs per day for the 747 at $48,500: for
the SST, $68,000. Not only is the net rev-
enue per day greater by $4,500 for the
747, the post-tax return on investment
for the 747 is 33 percent compared to 15.5
percent for the SST. This study, assum-
ing that the SST would cost $36,000,000,
indicated that, if the SST price rises
much above $36 million, the planes earn-
ing power would decline rapidly—For-
tune, February 1957, page 114. The seat-
mile operating costs of the SST, about
2.5 cents, will be 10 percent higher than
those of the 747 and the latter will go
into service at least 3 years before
the SST. But it remains unknown what
proportion of passengers will choose
speed over economy—Fortune, February
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1967, page 227. General McKee asserted
that the SST will be in demand by most
of the current business travelers—that
is, those who can charge off the higher
price of SST fares to business costs—
and some of the current vacationers—
hearings, page 229.

It is obvious that passenger demand
is a function of fare structures which
in turn are subject to a multitude of
pressures besides operating costs:

The Civil Aeronautics Board which fixes
domestic fares will be under Administration
pressure to keep SST fares as low as possible
to help make the plane successful and thus
Justify the government investment. (Fortune
February, 1967, 1967, p. 116).

In effect it may be almost impossible
to determine whether the fares charged,
and, therefore the utilization of a plane
which determines profif, reflects real
costs.

The FAA argues that between 1975 and
1990 our balance of payments would in-
crease in our favor by $17 billion based
on an estimated sale of only 500 planes:
$32 billion if 1,200 planes were sold. The
estimate, however, included only the air-
craft and spare parts sold—"U.S. Super-
sonic Transport Economie Feasibility Re-
port April 1967,” page vii-2, The IDA
study, including funds spent by Ameri-
can travelers as well as planes and parts
sold, estimates that the balance-of-pay-
ments contribution of an SST appears
smaller than the FAA estimate and un-
der certain conditions, the SST may
create a negative balance of payments
vis-a-vis the United States—IDA, report,
volume I, page xX.

I would point out that the administra-
tion of the SST construction program
by the same agency which is to certify
its airworthiness and safety for com-
mercial use raises a question of conflict
of interest. In fact, Secretary Boyd
:iestlﬁed during hearings for his nomina-

on:

As I responded to the Chairman, I felt
that the supersonic transport activities now
lodged in the FAA would have to be moved
out of the FAA because of the certification
problems, which are also carried out by the
FAA., (Nomination of Alan 5. Boyd to be
Secretary of Transportation, Hearings before
the Committee on Commerce, United States
Senate, 90th Cong. 1st Sess., p. 21.)

In summary, Mr. Chairman, there are
many unanswered questions concerning
the SST. The argument that it might
create a favorable balance of trade or
that it will create 50,000 new jobs, or
that it will cut flight time in half are
not in themselves enough to warrant the
Congress to commit the resources needed
to build prototypes until we have more
information.

As far as air superiority is concerned,
we have and will coutinue to maintain
our relative position. Daily the Air Force
among other governmental and private
agencies are researching and gathering
needed information; information which
I suggest will be relevant to any super-
sonic transport. History has repeatedly
shown that the first model of a produet
is not necessarily the best, Time and ex-
perience indicate needed improvements.
Will we not gain rather than lose if
the Concorde is the first in the air—
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gain by learning from the mistakes that
undoubtedly will be made in its con-
struction.

I suggest also, that we look to priori-
ties—priorities which have less to do
with pseudo-national prestige, priorities
which concern not only an effective
transportation system but other aspects
of our society.

Whether a plane, the operating costs
of which are higher than other planes
is of a higher priority than a more effi-
cient intra- and inter-city transportation
is open to question. The same can be said
in determining the allocation of re-
sources between transportation and
other social needs. How many of the
underlying causes of the recent Newark
riots will be mitigated by this proposed
investment?

The urgent needs of our society are
not being met by this Congress. That is
where our primary emphasis should be
placed.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. Chairman, I am happy
to say a few words in support of the
S8T aircraft as being in the best inter-
ests of all of the people of the United
States. A number of times here on the
floor, I have heard it said by opponents
of the SST program that not more than
5 percent of our people will in any way
benefit from such a program. This is akin
to saying that only those who use air-
planes in the United States have been
benefited by the U.S. aircraft industry.
This is completely belied by the tre-
mendous number of employees of the in-
dustry, its key position in our national
industrial picture, the enormous favor-
able balance of trade which it has cre-
ated, not to mention the prestige and
leadership that it has given our Nation
throughout the world.

As with the general growth of the avia-
tion industry, the SST will benefit all
Americans; and, on that basis, it is
justified as a priority expenditure on a
reasonable basis even at this time of fi-
nancial crisis. To turn away from the
program which has been so carefully de-
veloped and moved ahead with private
participation would indeed be a tragedy
and a setback for our country. Fre-
quently. I have heard our Foreign Serv-
ice officers and private representatives
overseas testify to the fact that there is
no single influence and presence more
important to American interests than the
presence of U.S. planes, service facili-
ties, and personnel in the farflung cor-
ners of the globe. This program merits
our support.

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, I
want to express my support for the De-
partment of Transportation appropria-
tion bill before us today. I would also like
to offer my sincere commendations to the
Transportation Subcommittee chaired by
the distinguished Representative from
Massachusetts, the Honorable Epwarp P.
BOLAND.

Being from the east coast, I know only
too well the pathological state in which
our railroads currently find themselves.
As megalopic replaces metropolis, our
urban mass transit systems are fast be-
coming inadequate and obsolete. Also, the
inereased volume of air traffic is fast
rendering our airports incapable of
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carrying their heavy load. All these prob-
lems are very complex and of great
moment. The cohesive coordination of
our transportation facilities and the well-
focused attempts to relieve the difficul-
ties we face is a highly important job.
The Department of Transportation has
done well in working towards this, during
its first year of operation.

Safety and efficiency in the operation
of our mass transport network are cri-
teria that transcend dollar outlays. This
coupled with the reasonable nature of
the request and the coherent and respon-
sible manner of presentation, lead me to
lend my support to this bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman's
time has expired. All time has expired.
The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH

For necessary expenses for conducting
transportation research actlvities, including
the collection of mnational transportation
statistics, $5,950,000, to remain available un-
#11 expended.

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Missouri is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Chairman, I rise for
the purpose of asking the distinguished
gentleman from Massachusetts about
what the FAA proposes to do with Wash-
ington National Airport, and I hope the
distinguished gentleman from Maryland
and the distinguished gentleman from
Virginia are still on the floor of the
House, because what I have to say before
I put the question will be of interest to
them.

Mr. Chairman, I have no objections to
the local Congressmen and Senators
issuing statements about moving airlines
and business out of National Airport to
Dulles Airport as long as the national
interest is served, but in this matter I do
not see where the national interest is in-
volved and certainly their objectives are
not amenable to the interests of most of
the Members of this body.

I hope that the gentlemen do not seek
to inconvenience the thousands of people
each month who fly into Washington
airport from such intermediate points as
St. Louis, Chicago, and many other cities
of comparable distances. At the present
time we can fly into Washingion Na-
tional from St. Louis in an hour and 15
minutes. If we were compelled to fly into
Dulles all the time saved by improved
jet travel would be lost as the time of
motor travel from Dulles to Washington
is almost as long as the flight. Most of
us—would prefer to retrogress to prop
planes flying into National rather than
fly jets into Dulles.

Personally I have not yet concluded
whether the Dulles Airport is 25 years
ahead of the times or 25 years behind
the times. Because of its great distance
from Washington, its future can only lie
in its use as an international airport.
Dulles may be suited for coast-to-coast
flights but it is definitely not desirable
for intermediate flights. I know the Fed-
eral Government has attempted to com-
pel the airlines to use the field but the
truth of the matter is that Dulles, other
than its use for international flights,
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would only be used as a practice airport
for beginning pilots if it were not for the
element of compulsion.

As far as voluntary use for national
purposes, Dulles constitutes nothing but
a $110 million boondoggle. If the Gov-
ernment must insist on making use of its
$110 million investment so prematurely
spent, we should explore the possibility
of routing more international traffic out
of Dulles. Apparently it would be com-
patible to use by the SST.

Mr. Chairman, the question I wish to
ask is this: I attended a meeting some
time ago with the Director of the Fed-
eral Aviation Agency, and, at that time,
he proposed to move general aviation
from Washington National Airport to
the Anacostia-Bolling facilities, and
then the Chairman of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee introduced an amend-
ment to the military authorization bill,
which tied up the Bolling-Anacostia fa-
cilities for the use of the military until
December 31, 1970, except that it could
be used in the interim as a general avia-
tion facility.

Mr. Rivers, chairman of the House
Armed Services Committee, complied
with his request. The amendment was
adopted by the committee and the Con-
gress subsequently enacted the provision
into law. Many months have since
elapsed but nothing has been done by
FAA. What happened? This would be a
great step forward in solving the con-
gestion problems of Washington Na-
tional.

I believe it is high time that somebody
in the Congress and somebody in the
Executive face up to the problem we
have at National Airport and provide us
with more responsible action and less
procrastination.

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

Mr. ICHORD. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, as the
gentleman knows, the problem has been
one that has been perplexing the FAA
for some time. Evidence adduced at our
hearings indicate there are no plans of
the FAA to utilize Anacostia for general
aviation.

Mr. ICHORD. Then has the FAA
changed its mind, because I do know
the Director of FAA came to the chair-
man of the Armed Services Committee
and requested that this authority be
granted, and to this day I have not heard
a thing about steps being taken to ac-
complish this desirable objective. Who
stopped the Director and why? This is
the answer I would like to have.

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

Mr. ICHORD. I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina.

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, I under-
stand that the Department of Defense
is getting ready to build a “Little Penta-
gon” at Bolling. I do not believe this
place will ever be usable again for
aviation.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I take this time in or-
der to yield to the gentleman as much
time as I do not use.
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I will say in response to the question
about the Anacostia faeilities, I was sit-
ting in my office one day and I heard
from General McKee, head of the FAA,
He said he wanted to see me. I was in
my own office, minding my own busi-
ness—get this into mind to start with—
and he said, “Look, will you help me avoid
a terrible accident over at National Air-
port?”

I said, “Well, I think safety is every-
body’s business. If you have that prob-
lem, how can I help you?”

He said, “I want to use Anacostia.” I
said, “What do you want to use it for?”
He said, “I want to put some of this
general aviation over there.”

This is the first I heard about it. It did
not come out of my head. I do not care
what the Washington papers say. I said
to him, “Go to see Mr, Blandford, my
chief counsel, and if we can work out an
arrangement to let Mr. McNamara make
some kind of agreement with you for use
of Anacostia, we will go along with that.”

We wrote an amendment to the mili-
tary public works bill, interposing no ob-
jection to Mr. McNamara or the DOD
entering into an agreement with the
FAA for the use of Anacostia for general
aviation. Subsequently every Washing-
ton paper lit on me like a moeckingbird
on a June bug, and nobody raised a voice
in defense of the Committee on Armed
Services.

This was not hatched in the Commit-
tee on Armed Services. We wanted to
help. Since somebody around Washing-
ton wants this ground, to give it away
for some highfaluting housing develop-
ment, nobody came to our defense. This
land is not going to be used for any de-
velopment so long as I am in Congress
and the Members will listen to me.

The FAA has not made any effort to
use this base,

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

Mr. RIVERS. I yield to the gentleman
from Missouri.

Mr. ICHORD. Is it not true, in answer
to the question in the statement of the
gentleman from North Carolina, that
there is no authorized military complex
which would interfere with the operation
of Anacostia as a general aviation air-
port?

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

Mr. RIVERS. I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina.

Mr. JONAS. Answering that question,
we have just heard justifications in the
Military Construction Subcommittee
about the little Pentagon they plan to
build over there, with a complete com-
plex of all supporting activities. My in-
formation is that it would completely de-
stroy the opportunity to use that area
for general aviation.

Mr. RIVERS. It would not. They are as
afraid of that Anacostia piece of prop-
erty as of a rattlesnake. They are already
committed to give it away.

They can use Anacostia for general
aviation, and it would disturb no one.

Mr, JONAS. I would say, in conclu-
sion, they have a blueprint, and they
have drawings to cover the entire
property.
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Mr. RIVERS. They will not.

Mr. JONAS. If your committee gives
them the authorization and ours the
money, they will.

Mr. RIVERS. I have seen the master
plan.

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

Mr. RIVERS. I yield to the gentleman
from Missouri.

Mr. ICHORD. I state to the gentleman
from North Carolina, that may very well
be in the future. Of course, it will be up
to the Congress to authorize the building
of such a complex.

In the meantime, if the gentleman will
permit me to finish, we can relieve the
congestion at National Airport by mov-
ing general aviation out of National Air-
port. Then in the meantime we can build
a general aviation facility, and if it is
built and constructed, then we could
move the general aviation out of Ana-
costia, in the event that this military
complex the gentleman talks about is
authorized and constructed at Anacostia.

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

Mr. RIVERS. 1 yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina.

Mr. JONAS. I wonder if perhaps the
distinguished gentleman from South
Carolina could relieve us of a real prob-
lem in the Military Construction Sub-
committee, if this were not authorized.

Mr. RIVERS. We are going to author-
ize it. It is not going to interfere. Fur-
thermore, it will be for only 2 years.
They can use this during the interim
period of time.

We need this land for the things I am
talking about. We certainly ought to use
it in the interim for general aviation, and
then for what it should be, for military
requirements.

We could put the DIA over there.

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

Mr. RIVERS. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. WOLFF. I believe the talk now on
the question of Anacostia or National is
somewhat specious, in view of the fact
that complicating the problem is the
question of noise abatement procedures
for takeoff and landing and the safety
factors involved. I talked with the Airline
Pilots Association today. They say they
are forced to operate under minimum
standards that in some instances are un-
safe and jeopardize the lives of both pas-
sengers and residents of the Washington
area. In takeoff procedures they have to
operate under 60 percent of power in the
event of the loss of one engine on a two
engine jet. There is a serious question of
whether sufficient reserve power is avail-
able to avoid a crash.

The CHATIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from South Carolina has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. RIVERS
was allowed to proceed for 4 additional
minutes.)

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

Mr. RIVERS. I yield to the gentleman.
%{t} is a question of saturation of the air,

0.

Mr. WOLFF. That is correct.

Mr. RIVERS. No airplane is any better
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than the time it takes to land. Whenever
there is a private aircraft utilizing the
space over National Airport, it could be
at Anacostia, because they are both com-
patible. This is what the FAA told me.
But, since this appeared, General McKee
has not opened his mouth, and you know
why. He was told to keep guiet. We have
got this land and they know that we do
not object to their using this thing until
1970, until the necessary things can tran-
spire about which the distinguished gen-
tleman from Missouri has been talking
and who has a great deal of knowledge
on this subject.

Mr. Chairman, this man, the gentle-
man from Missouri [Mr. IcHORD], has
spent hours and hours and days and
weeks and months on this subject, and
he is of the opinion that we should use it.

Now, in the meantime, certainly the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
Jownas] knows that we have a master plan
now; and that with reference to that
additional land over there, that we are
going to authorize its use, because it is
needed.

Mr. Chairman, there will not be any
question about that. The only question
which will remain will be in the minds
of the people downtown. They are con-
fused in mind, body, and estate. That is
the only question involved.

What we need to do is to get moving
and to relieve this congestion and at
the same time use this land which we
own in fee simple.

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

Mr. RIVERS. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I am
glad that the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Armed Services, the
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
Rivers]l, brought up the discussion
about the use of Anacostia and/or Boll-
ing Field, because I would like to refer
the gentleman to page 132 of our hear-
ings in which I asked General McKee
about using Anacostia and/or Bolling.
With reference to the Bolling part Gen-
eral McKee said:

The Bolling part of it is out completely.

Mr. MinsHALL. I said Bolling and/or Ana-
costia.

General McEEE. Anacostia still has a strip
of 5,000 feet, and obviously that could be
used on an interim basis for light airplanes.

Mr. RIVERS. That is precisely what I
said.

Mr, MINSHALL. Then my next ques-
tion was:

Why have not some steps been taken to
use it for light aircraft?

General McKeE. Can I go off the record?

Mr., MmvsHALL. Yes.

Then, Mr. Chairman, we went off the
record and that is the part to which has
been alluded wherein General McKee got
his instructions from Pennsylvania
Avenue,

Mr. RIVERS. Of course, he did. I know
it. He has been as quiet as a tomb since
that time. He was told to keep quiet, and
he understands that.

Mr. MINSHALL. I would like to point
out that one-third of the aircraft, as the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. IcHORD]
stated, coming into Washington National
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is general aviation—light aireraft that
could be used at Anacostia today and re-
lieve much of the congestion which exists
today.

I asked the Deputy Administrator of
the FAA if there was any safety hazard
involved and he responded to the effect,
“Absolutely not.”

Mr, ICHORD. That is exactly what
General McKee said in the conference
which I had with him about the general
use of Anacostia.

So, the statement of the gentleman
from New York is absolutely baseless.

MTr. Chairman, I looked into this mat-
ter several years ago when the gentle-
man from Mississippi [Mr. WiLrLiams]
brought it to my attention, and it can be
used without any safety hazard.

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

Mr. RIVERS. I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina.

Mr. JONAS. I think I should say that
this may account for some apparent dif-
ferences of opinion which exist among
us. I do not believe there really is, be-
cause I would like to see some plane
diversion from National to the area we
are discussing but——

Mr. RIVERS. That is right.

Mr. JONAS. I believe the Department
of Defense has plans to utilize all of
Bolling.

Mr. RIVERS. That is absolutely right.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I was not on the floor
of the House when the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. Icaorp] took the floor a
few moments ago. However, I understand
the gentleman stated he hoped that the
gentleman from Maryland and myself
were here, but I did hear a portion of his
remarks with respect to the congestion
at the National Airport.

Certainly, Mr. Chairman, I agree with
everything that I heard the gentleman
say. The National Airport is not located
in my congressional district, but it is
located nearby, and a number of my
constituents have written to me about
the planes using the National Airport,
with reference to the noise of these
planes in residential neighborhoods.
They are concerned about the conges-
tion and the potential danger which is
involved in the use of this facility in the
present manner.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I do not wish to
get into a controversy with reference to
the use of the field located across the
river as an alternative.

But I do say, Mr. Chairman, that ac-
cording to a recent editorial in the
Washington Post, commercial airlines
have increased, and will increase 50 per-
cent from 1966 to 1971. And three times
from 1961 to 1971. These are estimates.

However, there is going to be a need
for an additional place to land, and for
facilities for air transportation. National
Airport eannot provide this, I believe we
would agree that the National Airport
is overtaxed at this time. The place I say
these additional planes should go is the
Dulles International Airport.

I heard the distinguished gentleman
from South Carolina say something to
the effect that you might as well be on
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the ground and utilizing your time as
to be stacked up over an airfield, and
you do stack up over the National Air-
port. I am not aware, however, of any
such congestion at the Dulles Interna-
tional Airport.

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

Mr. SCOTT. I yield to the gentleman
from Missouri.

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Chairman, I can
sympathize with the gentleman in his
statement of the need to use an airport
in which this Government has invested
$110 million prior to the time that both
the gentleman and I came to the Con-
gress.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, let me say
to the gentleman I do not believe I need
any sympathy on that. I believe we have
a facility at Dulles International Airport
that can speak for itself. It is a very fine
facility.

Mr. ICHORD. I hope the gentleman,
however, will not work to compel me to
fly into Dulles, where it will take me as
much time to get from Dulles Interna-
tional Airport to the Capitol as it took
to fly me from St. Louis to Washington,
D.C.

It is just like the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. Smita] was stating in the cloak-
room a while ago to the effect that he
has to allow more time to get to Dulles,
an hour and 20 minutes, than it takes
to fly him to Chicago. So certainly the
gentleman should take into considera-
tion the interests of the other Members
of the House.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I am in-
terested in every Member of the Con-
gress, but surely the gentleman jests
when he talks about an hour and 20
minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I believe the debate
here is very appropriate to the Depart-
ment of Transportation, because this
Department was formed to coordinate
and utilize the various systems of trans-
portation which we have in this country,
not to build a new bureaucracy, but to
more efficiently use what we have as well
as to develop new forms. The utilization
of existing facilities is exactly what we
are talking about when we refer to Dulles
International Airport.

All of the American people helped to
pay for the Dulles International Airport,
and I believe that the Department of
Transportation has the obligation to see
that it is utilized to the fullest extent
possible. Some of the things that have
been looked into as possibilities of better
utilizing Dulles are a system of rapid
transit, and a system utilizing helicop-
ters. We need to build its usage to the
full extent possible and thereby reduce
the competition between airports and re-
duce the plane noise which comes from
planes using National.

I believe the gentleman from Missouri
was much concerned about his safety in
coming into the National Airport. That
is why we are concerned about relieving
the congestion as well as doing away with
the airplane noise.
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Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite num-
ber of words.

Mr. Chairman, there is one point of
this Department of Transportation ap-
propriation bill which causes me partic-
ular concern. That is the proposed elimi-
nation of an oceanographic vessel for the
Coast Guard.

The Coast Guard, with its continuing
history of work in the field of oceanogra-
phy dating back more than 100 years,
proposed and received approval of the
Bureau of the Budget for the construc-
tion of this oceanographic ship.

Faced with the decision of asking for
two cutters or one cutter and the ocean-
ographic ship, the Coast Guard itself
determined to keep the oceanographic
vessel in its budget. For this ship will not
be used for research to the exclusion of
Coast Guard and military programs. To
the contrary, the scientific information
gathered will aid the Coast Guard, the
Navy and our Government in every phase
from education o national defense.

I would also like to make the point that
when the President’s Council on Marine
Science set up a list of priorities, the con-
struction of oceanographic vessels was
among the top 10.

And I would make the point that this
vessel can serve all purposes of the regu-
lar Coast Guard cutter save that it will
not be ASW equipped. It is, in fact,
scheduled to replace the Coast Guard
cutter Evergreen and is less expensive by
$2.5 million than a cutter.

Mr. Chairman, it will take 3 years to
build this ship. If we postpone the start
of its construction, it will mean that we
have failed to realize the importance of
greater knowledge of oceanography to
the United States at the very time when
action is most necessary.

We have spent billions on our space
program. We have spent a half billion
dollars on phases one and two of the pro-
gram to help airlines go supersonic. And
in the bill this year there is a request for
another $142 million for this program.

Yet we see cuts in the ocean-related
budgets where the Nation could and will
reap benefits. Programs which will lead
us to gathering food from the sea. Pro-
grams which will insure the safety of all
ships at sea. Programs which already
have brought in millions of dollars to
our economy through the mining of min-
erals from the sea. And, of course, the
Navy is using the information we have
gathered for the extension of under-
water defense systems for the protection
of the Nation.

We now see that the two oceano-
graphic vessels which we do have, the
Oceanographer and the Discoverer, will
have their operations curtailed next year
because of budget difficulties. Instead of
operating 8 months as planned, each will
be limited to 6 months.

Construction of an oceanographic ves-
sel for the use of the Coast Guard will
doubly serve the Nation. It will carry on
the duties required of it as a Coast Guard
vessel and at the same time gather infor-
mation valuable to the service and to
the men of science.

Aside from my own opinion in the
matter—that we indeed need to expand
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our knowledge of the seas through ocean-
ographic survey vessels—I respect the
decision made by the Coast Guard in this
matter. I do not think that the Coast
Guard would sacrifice a cutter if it did
not feel that the services rendered by
the oceanographic vessel would not be
of a major nature.

Mr. Chairman, we cannot continue to
neglect the needs of oceanographic
work as we have done for so many years.
We cannot deny it, for if we do, we are
denying ourselves the many benefits
which we as a nation will receive.

Russian certainly is not neglecting
oceanography. In February she had con-
tracted for at least nine information-
gathering research weather ships in the
2,500-ton category. If we do not act, the
gap between us and the Russians will
widen even greater.

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

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE III—FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINIS-
TRATION
OPERATIONS

For necessary expenses of the Federal Avia-
tion Administration, not otherwise provided
for, including administrative expenses for
research and development and for establish-
ment of air navigation facilities, and carry-
ing out the provisions of the Federal Air-
port Act; and purchase and repair of skis
and snowshoes; $593,326,000: Provided, That
there may be credited to this appropriation,
funds received from States, counties, munici-
palities, other public authorities, and private
sources, for expenses incurred in the main-
tenance and operation of air navigation
facilities.

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, out in the corridor a
little while ago I overheard some report-
ers referring to this week as the week of
the three R’s. I asked, “Do you mean
reading, writing and arithmetic?" They
repied, “No, we mean railroads, riots,
and rat extermination.”

Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to add an-
other “R" to this series and to inquire of
the chairman of the subcommittee, the
gentleman from Massachusetts about
what is called VOR—meaning very high
frequency omni range.

During deliberations and in the work-
up of appropriations for the Federal Avi-
ation Agency under title III of this bill
do you recall any reduction of VOR
funds? The reason I ask is that it seems
three VOR's are being eliminated in west
central Missouri.

If I may have the attention of the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. Icaorp], who
was in the well of the House a minute
ago, I will state it is my understanding
he has experienced the same problem in
suffering some eliminations of VOR's in
his congressional district.

The Federal Aviation Agency tells me
there will be some reductions or elimina-
tion of these VOR's all over the country.
The particular VOR’s I have reference
to have been in operation for many years.
They are located at Blackwater, Mo.,
and near Marshall, Mo. We had a dis-
cussion on the floor a moment ago con-
cerning some of the problems of general
aviation. Let us not forget these VOR's
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are most important to general aviation.
One question which arises is whether or
not there has been any change of em-
phasis by the FAA—to favor only the
large airlines or scheduled airlines to
the neglect of and forgetting about gen-
eral aviation.

Do you know of any contemplated re-
ductions in the number of VOR's?

Mr. BOLAND. To my knowledge there
is no reduction of funds for the VOR's
in this particular program.

I would like the genfleman from Ohio
[Mr. MinsHALL], if I may have his atten-
tion, to answer the question which is
whether or not he is aware of any re-
ductions for the VOR system in this
budget? I am not aware of any.

Mr. MINSHALL. I was not aware of any
reduction of the VOR in this budget. I
was not aware that they were reducing
any of them until the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. IcEorD] came to me before
the session started and showed me the
three stations that had been taken out
of his area in Missouri.

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, there are four in
Missouri of which I am aware that are
being discontinued. I would state to the
distinguished gentleman from Ohio that
there was another VOR being discon-
tinued which I did not bring to his atten-
tion.

Mr. RANDALL, I would hope that, so
far as the two floor managers of this bill
are concerned, some sort of record or
legislative history could be made to the
effect that no reductions in the number
of VOR's were contemplated by this com-
mittee, although FAA proposes elimina-
tion of several. I am not sure how many
we are losing in Missouri. I know of three.
My colleague from Missouri just said he
knows of four, I am wondering how many
we will have left?

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, I will promise the
gentleman that we will make inquiry of
the FAA and determine if there has been
a reduction in the VOR system and
determine where they are and detail
them for the record.

Mr., RANDALL. We would hope that
we could have a recitation of the reasons,
if any are going to be removed, and what
savings, if any, are to be alleged. In our
opinion the removal of these is not really
a saving or economy but only false
economy.

Just this afternoon I was reading some
correspondence from a doctor in our dis-
trict who is required to fly. He was in
a severe storm recently and pointed out
he would have had to rely on a military
installation if the VOR, about to be elim-
inated, had not been in operation. I hope
that the gentleman from Massachusetts
will make the inquiry he has offered to
make and emphasize to the FAA the im-
portance of the navigational assistance
rendered by these VOR'’s to general avia-
tion on the little planes. It is well and
good to take care of the big scheduled
jeteraft flying above the clouds, but let
us not concentrate all of our attention on
these planes to the complete neglect and
entire oversight of the little planes. These
planes do not have radar and could be-
come helpless under some weather
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conditions without navigational aids in-
cluding the VOR. The FAA has a re-
sponsibility to general aviation as well
as to other users of the airlanes.

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

Mr. RANDALL. I am glad to yield to
my colleague from Missouri.

Mr. ICHORD. I commend the gentle-
man for peointing out to the committee
this problem, and I would like to bring
to the attention of the gentleman the
discontinuation of another VOR facility
with which the gentleman is not ac-
quainted—scheduled to go into effect
July 20—and that is Richwoods, near
the St. Louis area. The discontinuation,
I believe, is extremely detrimental to the
interest of general aviation. Rightly or
wrongly, I suspect that the FAA is oper-
ating these facilities solely for the bene-
fit of commercial airlines and does not
take into consideration the growing and
expanding interests of general aviation in
this country. The interests of general
aviation, I fear, are not being adequately
represented by FAA. This, I realize, is a
serious charge and it is one to which I
believe the Congress should lend its se-
rious attention.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Missouri has expired.

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Georgia is recognized.

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. I would
like to associate myself with the remarks
of the gentleman relating to the visual
omni range, the VOR, and state that I
feel that we are going to have to give
more interest and show more concern to
general aviation in this country. For the
past several years it has become very
apparent that small businessmen are
moving more and more by their own pri-
vate aircraft. The growth of this country
has been brought about primarily be-
cause of our transportation system. Gen-
eral aviation is a vital and an integral
part of our transportation system. I
think particularly we in our Nation’s
Capital must not be so concerned about
air traffic congestion as it relates to air-
lines that we overlook the demands and
needs of general aviation.

Certainly the air transportation sys-
tem is going to grow. It will grow so far
as our airline transportation is concerned
and so far as our general aviation trans-
portation system is concerned. We must
make provision for both.

Now, with regard to the National Air-
port and whether it should become ex-
clusively an airline terminal, I would
simply like to state that if we do have
the projected growth in the airline indus-
try that is anticipated, we will not be
able to accommodate, at the National
Airport the airline flights that will be
coming into this area. We are going to
have to use other fields such as Dulles.

I, for one, would rather fly out of one
airport and have a reasonable degree of
certainty of coming back into that same
airport. I think I have missed probably
four weekends in going back to my dis-
trict since coming here. Normally I de-
part from National Airport and I come
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back to Dulles because of the schedule
that I must maintain. I would rather
leave from Dulles and come back into
Dulles even though National is closer. If
it is going to be necessary that we use
Dulles for airline operations, which is
the case, we should make National a gen-
eral aviation airport, and I say this
should be done, because this would be the
very best use of our facilities that we
have available.

Mr., MAILLIARD, Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, although I can readily
appreciate the problems facing our
Committee on Appropriations in view of
the concurrent cost of prosecuting a war
in Vietnam and at the same time main-
taining domestic programs. I am some-
what concerned about its action with
respect to appropriations for acquisition,
construction and improvements for the
U.S. Coast Guard which now operates
within the Department of Transporta-
tion. If this is to be truly a “guns and
butter” budget, then I have grave reser-
vations over the appearance that the
Coast Guard, although qualified in both
categories, is being shortchanged. In a
word, the administration is actually re-
questing too little, if we expect this serv-
ice to continue to effectively discharge
the multitude of both war and peace
duties imposed upon it.

Mr. Chairman, I fear that the budg-
etary limitations under which the U.S.
Coast Guard has long operated stems in
large measure from a similar lack of
awareness concerning this “oceangoing
police force” on the part of the general
public. Because of this lack of appreci-
ation concerning the multitude of func-
tions performed by the Coast Guard,
both in peacetime and during periods of
national emergency, I was exceedingly
pleased to review a two-part feature
series entitled “The U.S. Coast Guard”
appearing in the July 7 and 14 issues of
Life magazine. If there be any doubt
whatsoever among my colleagues con-
cerning the need to provide reasonable
and adequate Federal funds for the U.S.
Coast Guard, then I commend to their
attention this Life feature, and the fol-
lowing letter of July 14, which I sent to
the editor of the magazine extending my
compliments on the most excellent cov=
erage by Life. This letter points out the
grave concern entertained by myself and
the majority of my colleagues on our
Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries with respect to the necessity
for adequately funding vessel replace-
ments for the U.S. Coast Guard.

The letter follows:

Mr. Epwarp K, THOMPSON,
Editor, Life,
New York, N.Y.

DeEar Mgr. THOMPSON: As the ranking
minority member of the House Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries which
has legislailve jurisdiction over the United
Btates Coast Guard, I would like to extend
to you and Mr. George Silk of your Photo-
graphic Staff my compliments on your two-
part feature series “The U.S. Coast Guard”
appearing in the issues of July 7th and 1l4th.

As dramatically demonstrated by your fea-
ture, and especlally the accompanying photo-
graphs, the Coast Guard is a unigue service.

JuLy 14, 1967.
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It is at once our ocean-going police force,
life-saving agency, and at times an integral
part of our armed services during national
emergency. Yet, despite a diversity of func-
tions which stagger the imagination rang-
ing from law enforcement to icebreaking to
oceanography to military readiness and sun-
dry others, the Coast Guard has discharged
each of these duties with a small comple-
ment of dedicated personnel. As pointed out
in your Editors' Note of July 7th, *The Coast
Guard is not much bigger than the New York
City police force, ... " but its area of opera-
sion covers the globe including, I might add,
Viet Nam.

Since July 1965, thirty-one vessels and
more than 1,300 men of the U.S. Coast Guard
have been assigned to Viet Nam for opera-
tion under the Commander of the Naval
Forces stationed there. This number of per-
sonnel represents almost 5% of the total
complement of officers and enlisted men in
the Coast Guard. Yet, the service has con-
tinued to perform all its other regular
peacetime functions. This contribution by
the Coast Guard to our country's commit-
ments in Viet Nam represents one of the few
omissions to be found in your most excellent
coverage.

As for Mr. Silk's experience on the Coast
Guard cutter, Barateria, this particular ves-
sel points up one of the major problems cur-
rently facing the service—the replacement of
its aging fleet of vessels. The cutter Barateria
built in 1943 is now twenty-four years of age,
which is the average service life of the Coast
Guard’'s entire present fleet of thirty-five
cutters. Moreover, except for the icebreaker
Glacier, a photograph of which appeared in
your July 14th issue, all of the Coast Guard’'s
icebreakers, including the five transferred to
it from the Navy last year, are of World War
II vintage making them in excess of twenty
years of age today. By the time the first of
these icebreakers is replaced under current
programs, it will be thirty years old.

This simply underscores the very real
problem of providing adequate federal funds
for necessary equipment and eapital improve-
ments so as to insure the ability of the Coast
Guard to continue its long and distinguished
record of service to the nation, This has been
and continues to be a matter of deep concern
to me and to other members of our Commit-
tee, since the Administration’s budget re-
quests for the Coast Guard, notwithstanding
substantial increases in authorization for
appropriations by our Committee, have not
been commensurate with the needs of the
service so as to overcome this cumulative
deterloration in the caliber of equipment
which the Coast Guard has been called upon
to use.

Perhaps through your two-part feature,
there will be created a greater public appre-
ciation of the services performed by the
United States Coast Guard, so that they will
not be taken for granted or pass unnoticed
and unheralded. If so, then you have suc-
ceeded in performing a real public service
for which I extend to you my congratula-
tions.

Thank you.

Sincerely,
WitriaM S, MAILLIARD,
Member of Congress.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:
GRANTS-IN-AID FOR AIRPORTS
For grants-in-aid for airports pursuant to
the provisions of the Federal Airport Act, as
amended, for the fiscal year 1969, $65,000,000,
to remain available until expended.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HECHLER OF WEST
VIRGINTIA

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Amendment offered by Mr. HECHLER of
West Virginia: On page 8, line 9, strike
“$65,000,000" and insert in lieu thereof
“$75,000,000".

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, mine is a very simple amend-
ment, which would merely restore the
budgeted amount for grants-in-aid for
airports to $75 million, which is the au-
thorized amount.

I commend the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts and his committee for having
built up an excellent record on this and
other issues. On pages 62 and 63 of the
subcommittee hearings there is an excel-
lent statement and graph, which indi-
cates that the requests for Federal air-
port aid are about five times the amount
of the appropriations, and they are
going up.

All Members having airports in their
districts will be interested in this amend-
ment., The rapid introduction of high
performance aircraft makes it necessary
for communities throughout the Nation
to upgrade their airports. The amounts
of requests are rising, the numbers of
airline passengers are rising, and avia-
tion is growing at twice the rate of
growth of the economy.

‘We know these funds are going to be
needed.

Mr. Chairman, I hope the usual per-
suasiveness of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts will be reduced to a minimum
when he is constrained to oppose my
amendment, and I yield now to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I must
say that the usual persuasiveness does
not extend to $10 million. Nevertheless,
I can appreciate the position of the
gentleman from West Virginia. He al-
ways makes a very persuasive and I think
compelling case, except in this instance.
I believe the report of the committee it-
self, on page 15, details rather well why
the committee reduced the aid by $10
million, from the budgeted $75 million.

There were two reasons for this ac-
tion. The first reason was he had funded
a supplemental appropriation for $66
million a couple months ago. We thought
the FAA had enough work on its hands
to take care of the workload that ap-
propriation would entail.

The second reason was this, and I
know the gentleman noted the refer-
ence in the hearings to the fact that this
program ought to be looked at by the re-
sponsible legislative committee, The
program is not meeting the problems nor
the emergencies which will develop. If
the gentleman comes in 2 years from
now with an amendment to increase it
by $10 million, I might very well favor
it; but at this particular time, because
of the situation, because of the priorities,
because of the budget itself, and because
of the committee’s own substantial rea-
sons, I am forced to reluctantly oppose
the amendment.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I agree with the gentleman
from Massachusetts that the FAA and
the communities have their hands full.
Quoting from page 63 of the hearings,
Mr. Thomas and General McKee indi-
cate even the budgeted amount of $75
million would not begin to meet the
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needs. Mr. Thomas stated further that
there were now “about $331 million in
requests for 1968” for these $75 million,
to which the gentleman from Massachu-
setts very aptly replied, “Which shows
that the Federal Government appar-
ently is not doing what it ought to in
this area.”

I agree this program ought to be looked
at by the authorizing committee, and
vastly expanded. In the interim, there
are all these high-performance aircraft
coming into being in communities re-
quiring longer runways. Communities
throughout every one of the 50 States of
the Union are forced to upgrade airports
to meet the needs of the fantastic expan-
sion of aviation,

I say this amount ought to be restored
to the budgeted amount of $75 million.
We know at least this much will be
needed.

The gentleman also brought up the fact
that a lot of these grants in aid go into
the smaller airports. I believe the smaller
airports are the backbone of our Nation.

In addition, in recent months the FAA
has moved strongly toward supporting
regional airports. In a landmark decision
of the 15th of May, the FAA, after many
months of study, decided to support a re-
gional airport to serve Charleston and
Huntington, W. Va., rather than support
the two smaller airports now located at
each city.

Mr. BOLAND. I believe that is precisely
what we mean to do by this reduction,
which is to force the FAA to be more
conscientious and more selective and to
go to regional airports. We cannot pro-
vide an airport for every village and
hamlet in the United States.

In the hearings, on page 63, there is a
graph which indicates that by 1972, at
the rate we are going, we would need
$581 million to meet the needs on this
kind of construction throughout the
United States.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from West Virginia.

The amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

CIvIL SUPERSONIC AIRCRAFT DEVELOPMENT

For an additional amount for expenses, not
otherwise provided for, necessary for the de-
velopment of a civil supersonic aireraft, in-
cluding the construction of two prototype
aircraft of the same design, and advances of
funds without regard to the provislons of
sectlon 3648 of the Revised Statutes, as
amended (31 U.S.C. 520), $142,375,000, to
remain available until expended.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. M'GREGOR

Mr. MacGREGOR. Mr, Chairman, I
offer an amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MACGREGOR: On
page 8, strike out lines 10 through 17.

Mr. MAcGREGOR, Mr. Chairman, the
amendment as read by the Clerk speaks
for itself. It seeks to defer until a later
date the expenditure of almost $143 mil-
lion in the funds paid in taxes by the
American people for the prototype de-
velopment of two supersonic transport
aircraft.

Mr. Chairman, I use the word “defer”
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because I am not an opponent of the
SS8T program. There are those who are.

There are those who refer to the sell-
ing job for the SST as a ‘“supersonic
snowjob.” Others who have paid some
attention to the sonic boom problem feel
that the SST is a “sonic boondoggle.”

I am persuaded, Mr. Chairman, that
this proposed aircraft is aerodynamically
sound, Others are not.

I am not convinced, however, of the
economic feasibility of this aircraft.

During the course of the debate the
distinguished gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. Jonas] told us, from the
standpoint of his superior knowledge on
the subcommittee, of the limited cruise
and range capability of the SST.

The record of more than 120 pages is
replete with factual information that
should give us great pause with respect
to the sonic boom problem. Although it
was only lightly referred to in the hear-
ings, a very distinguished authority on
the subject, a Swede named Bo Lund-
berg, believes that the operation of a
supersonic transport over water at super-
sonic speeds will cause great physical
hardship if not real disability to ships at
sea within the path of the wide and con-
tinuing sonic boom.

My point is that there are a great
number of factors here which are not
known with sufficient certainty so that
we should continue to expend the tax-
payers’ money without at least a hearing
for an alternative method of financing.

And an alternative method that would
substitute some of the millions and mil-
lions and millions of dollars to be saved
by the American people through a pri-
vate investors scheme of financing, in
lieu of the money of the taxpayers of this
country.

Mr, Chairman, I think it is hardly an
acceptable practice for us, when we are
faced with a deficit this year that might
come up to $30 billion or more, to con-
tinue simply to say that we have started
down this road of public financing and
we must continue with it at the present.

Mr. Chairman, there are pending in
the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce proposals which, if
adopted, could save several hundreds of
millions of dollars of the money of the
taxpayers.

Mr. Chairman, I do not want to kill
the SST. I have studied this question for
the past year and a half and there were
arguments both pro and con.

Mr. Chairman, I think it is a situation
which needs to be clarified. Do the mem-
bers of the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union want to
go back to their constituents and say
that you have spent $143 million of the
taxpayers’ money upon this project?

Mr. Chairman, I will not support the
development of a commereial product
that is estimated to be used by less than
5 percent of the people of this country.

Mr. Chairman, is this responsible leg-
islation in view of the belt tightening
to which we subject every bill which is
brought before this body? We have made
cuts in highway safety. I have a pleading
telegram that came to me from the direc-
tor of highway safety in the State of
Minnesota, begging that we restore the
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money that we cut for the highway
safety program.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
West Virginia [Mr. HecHLER] lost on his
amendment to restore these funds.

We have made substantial cuts in a
number of programs already. I hope we
make cuts in others. But not one dime
has been cut by the committee from the
SST program.

I know that the budget request was for
a total of $198 million and that the com-
mittee has come in with a recommended
appropriation of $143 million. But that is
essentially an accounting procedure.
That operation does not result in any
money being cut from the SST program.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. Boranpl, the dis-
tinguished chairman of the subcommit-
tee, made that quite clear in his opening
statement.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Minnesota has expired.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr, Mac-
Grecor] may proceed for 2 additional
minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

There was no objection.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MacGREGOR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Tennessee.

Mr, EVINS of Tennessee. It is true that
bills have been introduced for the private
financing of this project. Although there
have been no hearings held before the
legislative committee, there have been
hearings held before the Subcommittee
on Independent Offices of the Committee
on Appropriations on this subject. We
heard the proposal of financing this proj-
ect through the bonding theory. How-
ever, we concluded that we have not
reached the stage to which this should
go beyond the experimental and research
studies in developing the prototype. But,
after it has been developed, then we can
determine whether or not there should
be private or commercial financing.

However, Mr. Chairman, I will say to
the gentleman from Minnesota that
there have been hearings held upon this
proposal.

Mr. MAcGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, in
response to the gentleman from Tennes-
see, I hope the gentleman will bear in
mind the testimony which appears on
page 141 of the hearings of the subcom-
mittee wherein the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. Boranp] asked if the
prototype does not work, that ends the
program. Secretary Boyd replied, “That
is right.”

So, Mr. Chairman, after we finish fi-
nancing from taxpayers’ funds, to the
tune of $1,144 million of the prototype
development phase, and if it turns out
that the first flight in late 1970 or the
continuing flights in 1971 of the second
plane, are not economically feasible, we
will have poured down the drain $1,144
million of the taxpayers’ money, with-
out any consideration by the appropriate
committee of the House, the Committee
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on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,
of a proposal for private financing.

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

Mr. MacGREGOR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I can
understand the gentleman’'s concern.
But I can say that the Congress has con-
sidered this as a feasible endeavor. Of
course, we have. Feasibility studies have
been presented to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce. They
have been presented to that committee,
‘We do not appropriate for this program
in the blind or in the dark.

I believe the hearings are rather sub-
stantial. There are some questions here,
the gentleman has found some, and there
are questions which bother individuals
like the gentleman in the well, and both-
er a great number of other people
throughout the United States, and the
press.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. MacGREGOR] may
proceed for 2 additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I be-
lieve the record clearly shows that this
subcommittee gave perhaps as extensive
hearings to this proposition as any com-
mittee could give.

Mr. MAcGREGOR. I say to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts that I agree
with him, and I complimented the com-
mittee, and I was much impressed by the
knowledge of five members of the sub-
committee, each of whom interrogated
General McKee, General Maxwell, and
Secretary Boyd, and I know that a great
deal of careful study has been given by
the committee in its report.

But I also know that the President
questions the economic feasibility of this,
and that there are risks to be faced in
connection with it, but let us not be
putting the taxpayers’ money in this
too-risky proposition. ;

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MacGREGOR. I yield to the dis-
tinguished minority leader.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yielding.

I merely wanted to indicate my sym-
pathy for and approval of the program
the gentleman is advocating, and also
the legislation which has been sponsored
by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Bow].
I hope and trust that the legislative com-
mittee will hold full and prompt hear-
ings on this legislation. I also feel just
as strongly that the deletion of the ap-
propriation authority for the SST at this
point in this bill would be a mistake.

Mr. MacGREGOR. I am a little sorry
I yielded to the gentleman.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I am sympa~
thetic with his aim and objective for
legislation of private financing, but on
this particular occasion I respectfully
disagree with him. The appropriation for
the SST is needed.
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Mr. MacGREGOR. I believe what the
gentleman means is that he feels for me,
but he cannot quite reach me.

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

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

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to point out to my distin-
guished friend from Minnesota that I
have respect for his feeling on the
SST program, but I also want to point
out that the subcommittee has spent hour
upon hour on testimony hearing the ex-
perts. We on the committee do not pose
as experts. All we do is report back as
jurors.

The CHATIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Minnesota has expired.

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. MACGREGOR] may
proceed for 2 additional minutes.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I be-
lieve the feelings of the subcommittee
can best be summarized as reported on
page 19 of the committee’s report. It
goes to the core of the SST controversy,
as follows:

In , the Committee belleves that
development of the SST 1s of sufficlent im-
portance to the country that the funds rec-
ommended should be appropriated. The value
of the SST goes far beyond the saving of
time of airline passengers. The jobs created
by the production and operation of the air-
craft will be important to thousands of
Americans. The health of a major industry
will be preserved. Forelgn exchange will be
earned, and the more than one-half billion
dollar investment already made will be pro-
tected. The time is near for the next step in
air transportation, supersonic flight, to be-
come & reality. The United States must either
be a part of this new era or forego its leader-
ghip position in air transportation.

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to
point out that of all the world’s aireraft
now, American-made craft comprises 92
percent of these aircraft. We must pre-
serve our position of world leadership in
the airways of the world. We can only
do this by approving the SST program or
we will be left at the post and never get
off the runway in the supersonic jet age
of the future.

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

Mr. MAcGREGOR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina.

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to say to the gentleman from Minne-
sota that we will not get the Federal
Government out of the risk if we go to
private financing. The Federal Govern-
ment not only would continue on the risk
by guaranteeing the bonds, but I am
afraid we would lose the contributions
that are now being made by the airlines
in putting down millions to stand in line
for these planes when they are ready, and
also the investment by Boeing and Gen-
eral Electric.

Mr. MAcGREGOR. I must respectfully
disagree with the gentleman when he
talks about the contribution that Boeing
makes. I am not suggesting that they be
swallowed whole. I am suggesting there
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be complete hearings on the question,
and there can be amendments so as to
preserve the 12-percent contribution
which is presently being made in the pro-
totype plane by Boeing and General Elec-
trie, or the 5 percent currently being paid
by the airlines who have agreed to put $1
million up each to maintain their deliv-
ery position.

I am certainly interested in preserving
the private financing. I want to save the
taxpayers $144 million.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment and to
briefly state my reasons.

Mr. Chairman, I oppose the amend-
ment because I think the production of
the SST is essential to America in many
ways. Not only for our prestige, but also
in reference to our standing in the world.
For practical, sound, economic purposes
we should keep pace in aviation with the
rest of the world.

As the gentleman from Washington
explained a while ago, many orders have
already been received from U.S. carriers
and from many foreign carriers for this
plane. If we hesitate in this venture in
any way, a lot of those orders will be can-
celed. A lot of people say: So what?
Well, that means that some other na-
tion or nations will take over the lead-
ership in aviation.

The nations that have placed these or-
ders with us do have faith in America’s
ability to build these planes.

I might say to the gentleman from
Minnesota that we did hold hearings
before our committee this spring on
March 8 and we had the people who
are directly engaged in and responsible
for the program explain all of their ac-
tivities. It was explained that Boeing and
General Electric were putting in $234
million of their own money. They have
great faith in this or they certainly
would not be trying to produce planes
and throwing $234 million away.

There have been adequate hearings on
this. There have been hearings on the
Senate side. There have been hearings
before the Committee on Appropriations
and hearings before our committee. I
think the hearings have been adequate
to carry this on.

The gentleman mentioned that he has
a bill before our committee waiting for a
hearing. I might say to the gentleman
that we have had several emergencies
here in the last 2 or 3 months so we just
could not catch up with some of these
other bills. But we hope to give as many
as possible hearings and this could be
one of them.

We are talking now just about the
prototype and getting it constructed
so that we know what it can do. That
costs $1,450,000,000.

It was testified to before our com-
mittee that no private enterprise in this
country could possibly do it. The net
worth of the Boeing Co. is only $370 mil-
lion and the net worth of General Elec-
tric is less than that. They could not any-
where near touch this—mno private en-
terprise group eould.

The gentleman from North Carolina
said that under the proposal for private
financing, the Government would still
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have to guarantee every penny of it. So
the taxpayers would still be underwrit-
ing the risk of an unsuccessful program.

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

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

Mr. MacGREGOR. Does the gentleman
think they are going to fail?

Mr, STAGGERS. No.

Mr. MacGREGOR. Under the scheme
I have proposed for financing under Mr.
Bow'’s original leadership, the only way
the Government would have to pay back
every dime is if the SST fails. If the
gentleman thinks it is going to fail, then
naturally the gentleman would be op-
posed to the amendment.

Mr. STAGGERS. I believe that this
was explained—that the Government can
finance it with less interest. All this
money will be paid back to the Govern-
ment at 6 percent interest if the program
is even reasonably successful.

Mr. MacGREGOR. The gentleman
mentioned that there were hearings in
:}E)aich of this year—I was not aware of

at.

Mr. STAGGERS. I will come to that in
a minute.

I want to say that at least two other
commercial supersonics will be pro-
duced—and earlier than ours. They are
the Concorde, by England and France,
and the TU-144, by the Soviet Union.

There was even talk that Russia might
fly one to the Paris air show. They did
not, but it is not far off.

If we want to fall behind in this air
race, all we have to do is to say, “Let us
delay this a little bit longer.” Nations
like Japan and Germany and the rest
that have already placed orders for this
plane will cancel their orders. They will
then choose a supersonic built elsewhere.
And our U.S.-flag carriers will have no
choice but to purchase foreign-built
supersonics in order to maintain com-
petition with foreign carriers.

Mr. MaAcGREGOR. Would the gentle-
man give me the names of the witnesses
who appeared in public sessions before
his committee hearings, in March of this
year, on the proposal to finance privately
the SST?

Mr. STAGGERS. The hearing was not
on private financing. The first witness
was Gen. W, F. McKee, Administrator of
the Federal Aviation Agency.

He was accompanied by David D.
Thomas, Deputy Administrator.

Then there was Maj. Gen. Jewell C.
Maxwell, of the U.S. Air Force, who is
Director of the Supersonic Transport De-
velopment.

Mr. MacGREGOR. Yes; they are the
same people who testified before the Ap-
propriations Subcommittee.

Mr. STAGGERS. If the gentleman
would just permit me to finish.

There was Arvin O. Basnight, Asso-
ciate Administrator for Programs.

Oscar Bakke, Director of the Eastern
Region for the Aviation Agency.

These are people who know about the
thing. We did not get rumors. They have
the experience and they have the knowl-
edge and they have the data which they
gave to us. We wanted men who were
directly connected with this.
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Mr. MaAcGREGOR. You had four FAA
men to testify.

Mr. STAGGERS. I might say to the
gentleman, we had the one man who was
selected to head the program by the
President of the United States.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. BOLAND, Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman'’s
time be extended for 2 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN, Without objection,
it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

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

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts.

Mr. BOLAND. I just want to call to
the attention of the committee the fact
that the chairman of the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce has
indicated that they did have hearings
and the only witnesses who testified were
those from the FAA, The gentleman from
Minnesota was about to respond that
they were the same gentlemen who testi-
fied before the Subcommittee on the De-
partment of Transportation appropria-
tion bill. That is so. But also before the
Subcommittee on the Department of
Transportation were witnesses who have
been pushing private financing for this
program, not only this year, but for the
past 4 or 5 years, and I think that those
gentlemen who appeared before that
committee would have to agree that they
have never been given more extensive
hearings, more time, or shown more
courtesy than was extended to them this
vear on their matter, particularly with
reference to their opinions on H.R. 12,
and why, in their opinion, this program
ought to be financed in the development
stage through private funds.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Tennessee,

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I was won-
dering whether the gentleman was aware
of the fact that Eugene Black, of the
World Bank, who is known as a fiscal
conservative man, has said that it is ab-
solutely necessary that this country go
ahead and build the SST.

Mr. STAGGERS. I thank the gentle-
man for pointing that out.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. STAGGERS
was given an additional 2 minutes.)

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

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the distin-
guished majority leader.
~ Mr. ALBERT. The gentleman bhas
made a fine statement. The gentleman
and his committee are fully advised of
the importance of this matter.

Does not the gentleman think that if
the Government were to pull out or to
hold back or to put itself only in the posi-
tion of a guarantor that we would be en-
dangering the program so far as the
United States is concerned? And does the
gentleman not also believe that in that
instance France and England, and per-
haps Russia would move into the lead in
this important area? I am sure the gen-
tleman would answer these questions in
the affirmative.
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Mr. STAGGERS. That is true, in my
opinion.

Mr. ALBERT. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment.

The supersonic transport marks the
beginning of what I believe to be a new
era of transportation discovery. We see
it coming on every hand—the nuclear
ship at sea, the high speed trains that will
offer new levels of passenger comfort, the
turbine and possibly the electric car, con-
tainerized freight handling, and super-
sonic air travel. All of these technological
advances stand on the threshold of ac-
cepted commercial use. Some of them will
take longer than others to adapt to our
environmental conditions—but all of
them are coming.

The SST will be one of the largest and
fastest commercial transports flying by
the mid-1970's. It will be capable of car-
rying more than 280 passengers at speeds
up to 1,800 miles per hour. South America
and Asia will be as close as Europe is
today.

Yet criticism persists—not so much
about the airplane itself, although some
of the technology going into it is truly
revolutionary—but about why we are
building it and why the Government is
involved. I would like to take some of
these questions and provide the answer.

First of all, the SST is before us today
because it is an idea, an invention, a
technology that is the logical next step
in aviation advancement. This step could
not have been thwarted by any individual
or any government—delayed perhaps—
but never fully prevented. Around the
turn of the century a U.S. Senator seri-
ously proposed that the Patent Office be
closed because everything that could be
invented had been. We all know the folly
of that statement well enough to also
know that supersonic travel was bound
to come—and it has. If we ever need any
reminder of this, we can always take an-
other look at the recent news films of the
Moscow air show, or at the growing list
of reservations for the Concorde, now
being developed by the British and the
French.

Yet the first question we so often hear
is: Why build the SST now?

The most obvious reason—the one
every businessman weorth his salt in-
stantly realizes—is that if we do not
meet our competition now we may never
be able to catch it. A more subtle reason
is that America cannot afford to lose her
position of leadership in world aviation
any more than she can afford to waste
existing aviation technology.

Britain and France are putting up $1.4
billion to develop the Concorde. Thir-
teen airlines have already reserved

74 delivery positions. If the SST is not

produced, this number will grow con-
siderably. Currently 129 delivery posi-
tions have been ordered for the SST.
This represents sales of $5 billion; in
the event of a major delay or stoppage
of SST production, these most certainly
would be lost to the Concorde.

Another question frequently asked is:
What business is this of the Govern-
ment’s and how do you expect to ever get
your money back?

History has taught us—as in the case
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of the railroads—that there are some
achievements which are in the national
interest, but which simply are too expen=-
sive for any one corporation, company,
or business to undertake on its own. The
SS8T is such an achievement. This coun=
try has the best transportation system
in the world—and it got that way
through the efforts of private enterprise
operating in an open competitive mar-
ket. The Government has no intention
of removing the SST from that process.
There is no subsidy involved; if the SST
becomes so successful that other manu-
facturers want to enter the market they
can; the SST will receive stiff compe-
tition from the Concorde and perhaps
the Russian TU-144; and the Govern-
ment will get back every bit of its in-
vestment plus interest.

The Federal Aviation Administration
estimates a market for at least 500 planes
by 1990. The Boeing estimate is slightly
higher at 650. These estimates are based
on the assumption that flights will be
limited to overwater routes. The delivery
of only 300 SST’s will insure recoupment
of the Government’s investment and the
sale of 500 will return the investment
plus interest.

We also hear the charge: The SST
wi&hbe only a “plaything for the jet
set.’

This could not be further from the
truth. The objectives of the SST pro-
gram are to develop an economically
sound transport that can compete with
the best of the subsonics at present or
lower fare levels. For the 1990 time pe-
riod, it is estimated that even if a fare
difference of 20 percent or less is
charged, more than 60 percent of the
passengers would choose supersonic
travel. This passenger preference can be
historically traced to the first subsonic
jets which, although operating with a
surcharge, soon drove piston planes out
of the first-class market.

The Congress now has the opportunity
to help introduce supersonic travel—the
next step in the evolution of aviation
development.

President Johnson set the goals of the
SST program as “The development of
a supersonic transport which is safe for
the passenger; superior to any other
commercial aireraft; and economically
profitable to build and operate.”

The President said that only by sus-
taining the highest levels of business-
Government cooperation can we achieve
those goals. It is now up to us to provide
our share of that cooperation. We should
move ahead immediately to do so.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, in
conclusion I would like to say to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Minnesota
that I can see that he has a worthy idea.
I believe that private investment is al-
ways a worthy idea, but not necessarily
always possible, I can understand his
effort to do what he is trying to do, he
and the distinguished gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. Bow]l. But I say that in my
opinion the approach we have made and
the method that has been selected is the
wise one for this country now and in the
future.

Mr. MacGREGOR. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Chairman,
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Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

-Mr. MacGREGOR. I am awfully glad
that America was not stampeded by the
British manufacturer of the Concorde.
I hope that this body will not be stam-
peded by the effort to build the F-114.
I was amused at the number of com-
ments in the Recorp to the statement by
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. MiIn-
suALL], when he talked about the giant
Russian transport that stampeded
everyone at the Paris Air Show 2 years
ago. Apparently they had to wrap it in
baling wire to get it there. The people in
the Air Force, who are knowledgeable,
thought they would never get it back to
Russia. The gentleman from Ohio has
said that it has not been seen since.

We should consider very carefully
whether the Concorde and the F-114
might not have a similar future. Let us
not be stampeded on this issue.

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment to cut back
on the immediate commitment of more
funds at this time for development of
the SST. I want to make it clear, in doing
so, that I fully expect an American SST
to be built, in the future, with the as-
gistance, to some degree, of Federal
funds. The guestion is not whether it
should be built but when. It is a question,
particularly with the present budget sit-
uation, of priorities. The SST does not
have a high priority, in my opinion, in
terms of the goals or the needs of the
vast majority of the American people.

I have not heard any persuasive argu-
ment for the immediate expenditure of
nearly $150 million in the 1968 fiscal
year. It is said that if we do not immedi-
ately go ahead with development, we will
lose time and sales to the British and
French Concorde, and that this will un-
dermine our opportunities for vast im-
provements in our balance-of-payments
picture.

As the ranking minority member of
the Banking and Currency Committee,
and a member of the Joint Economic
Committee, I have lived with this bal-
ance-of-payments problem for years. No
one is more concerned about finding a
solution to this nagging headache in our
national economy than I. If the argu-
ment in favor of the SST for balance-of-
payments purposes was valid, I would be
the first to support it. The fact is that
this argument simply does not stand up
to close scrutiny.

To begin with, even assuming the esti-
mates of sales for the SST over water
routes, the only presently feasible meth-
od for utilizing the supersonic speeds of
the plane, there is no guarantee that
this will produce a favorable balance-of-
payments effect. The FAA itself commis-
sioned a report, from the Institute for
Defense Analysis, which it with a great
deal of foresight and self-preservation,
suppressed for a period of time, indicat-
ing that the SST could very possibly add
to the already serious tourist expendi-
ture deficit for balance-of-payments
purposes.

Should the tourist gap increase as a
result of the SST, we would also be faced
with the possibilities of restrictions on
tourist travel that no one in this Congress
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would readily accept. Such restrictions
have already been talked about in ad-
ministration quarters on the basis of to-
day’s tourist outlays.

In addition, Enut Hammarskjold, di-
rector-general of the International Air
Transport Association, has stated that
the Boeing Co.'s design for the SST sim-
ply does not meet TATA’s economic cri-
teria. To put it bluntly, if Mr. Hammar-
skjold is correct, the plane would not
make money. How a loss to American air-
lines would encourage either sales or help
the balance-of-payments picture, I do
not know.

‘We need to take a careful look at the
argument that we are somehow in com-
petition for the sales with the Concorde.
The Concorde is a 140-seat, mach 2—
that is, twice the speed of sound—air-
craft with an aluminum skin. It is al-
ready projected for service several years
before the SST even if we vote all of the
money today. The sales it generates will
be one-shot, first generation supersonic
plane sales. British and French difficul-
ties in its development may make it diffi-
cult to meet delivery schedules, and will
jnerease cost estimates. In some in-
stances, it may not even be commercially
competitive with the Boeing 747, or the
jumbo jet, carrying 350 passengers or
more.

What is certain is that the Concorde
cannot be feasibly converted into a
mach 3, titanium-skinned aircraft com-
petitive with the SST without a com-
plete revision of design. We are talking
apples and oranges when we try to com-
pare the two for sales purposes. What
airline is going to order additional Con-
cordes, a mach 2, 140-place plane, when
it can get the second-generation SST
at 50 percent more maximum speed and
twice the passenger load by simply being
a little patient? The cost of either plane
is going to be so high thal we may need
Government subsidy for purchase price
as well as development, and in any event,
the financial outlay will require the most
cautious and competitively aware ap-
proach on the part of the airlines.

An additional argument is made that,
as Secretary of Transportation Alan
Boyd has put it, if the supersonic noise
problem over populated areas makes it
unfeasible to operate the SST at those
speeds over land, why then we will just
operate it at subsonic speed. Again, what
airline is going to buy an SST at enor-
mous cost that it cannot operate as an
SST when it has the new Boeing and
Douglas jumbo jets at less cost, higher
load capacity, and lower, more attrac-
tive fares to stimulate business?

At a time of budgetary concern, I for
one see no reason why a specially de-
signed mode of travel for a minute por-
tion of the traveling public should take
precedence over better schools, better
housing, more funds for sewer and water
facilities in rural areas under the Farm-
ers Home Administration or suburban
and small town America under HUD,
more job training, or better transporta-
tion for millions of American commuters.
The Congress would be clearly justified
in any cutback made in the program at
this time.

I include at this point an excellent
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editorial from the Bergen Record of
Hackensack, N.J., of May 2, 1967, sum-
marizing the reasons against voting fur-
ther development funds at this time:
WHEN MILLIONS GO UP IN SMOKE,
PorruTIiON!

President Johnson's commitment of $1.1
billion over the next 4 years to the super-
sonic passenger jet project would be hard to
defend even if the nation weren't waging a
$20 billion a year war in Vietnam. But with
the war taken into consideration, plus the
cutbacks In domestic programs it has en-
tailed, the superjet begins to look like a
cruelly expensive whimsy.

Its cost will be very high for the benefit
it will return, a 4-hour cut in trans-Atlantic
flight time. No way has yet been devised to
reduce the damage to structures, animals,
and human beings caused by the sound wave
on the leading edge of a plane moving 1,800
miles an hour. Accordingly, the new jets will
be confined pretty much to operations over
water, and this will appreciably cut their
marketability.

The chief argument for going ahead with
the project is that, unless the United States
fields a supersonic craft of its own, airlines
will buy the French-English Concorde in
quantity and the American balance of pay-
ments will be hurt. The argument is not
persuasive enough to justify the expendi-
ture of hundreds of millions of federal dol-
lars when war costs are Increasing steadily,
the Administration is still requesting a
6-percent increase in the income tax, and
Antipoverty programs are being phased out
or cut back all over the nation.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the MacGregor amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I shall not take any-
where near my 5 minutes, but I would
like to define the issue before us.

The issue is not whether the House
Committee on Appropriations has done
an industrious and thoughtful job in its
report. It certainly has.

Neither is the issue where the re-
search and development on the SST may
not overcome the problems of the sonic
boom and the titanium construction and
the variable sweep wing. It probably can.

Certainly it is not an issue whether
the prospect of an SST arouses in the
minds of many Members a spirit of ad-
venture and romance. It obviously does.

The question is whether, this year, the
taxpayers ought to be romanced for $142
million to continue the SST program.

As the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. WinaLL] has just so well said, we
have cut sharply our appropriations for
schools and for water pollution and for
health and for cities. Certainly there is
nothing so supersacrosanct about the
supersonic transport plane that it, too,
cannot face a little budget cut.

There are other alternatives. There is
the alternative of the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. MacGrecor] of private
investment with a Government backup.
There is the alternative of the gentle-
man from Ohio [Mr. VaNik]l of a user
tax. These should be explored. If they
are, the program can go forward, but
it should not this year be conducted at
the taxpayers' expense.

I hope the amendment will be favor-
ably received.

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, the term that is being
bandied about now is to defer action on



July 18, 1967

this bill and on this proposal. It seems
to me that, like law, action deferred is
often action denied.

We are in a position of leadership in
this country in the aircraft industry, a
position of leadership which we cannot
afford to lose. When one is in a position
of leadership it seems to me one has to
weigh as heavily the costs of inaction
as one would the costs of action.

We are talking about a potential mar-
ket by 1990 of 1,100 of these aircraft.
If we can only fly across the oceans, we
are talking about at least 650 of them.

The recovery to the U.S. Government
of its total investment will be achieved
after the production and delivery of 300
aircraft. We will have everything back
plus 6 percent interest at between 400 and
600. We will share as a Government for
15 years in the royalties on this airplane
under the present proposal.

It cannot seriously be contended here
that the carriers of the world, of the
free world and of the Communist world,
are not going to get into the supersonic
field. If there is a good supersonic trans-
port available they will get it. This world
is working on the basis of speed. The best
supersonic transport into the field the
soonest is going to be sold.

This is what we as a Nation face.

Importantly, the question is, what will
happen if we do not do this?

It seems to me that not only the other
airlines of the world but also our own
airlines are going to be purchasing and
using either the Concorde or some other
supersonic transport if we do not build
one, which means that we are going to be
losing in terms of what we could be doing.
‘We could be producing this. We have the
technology and a capability of producing
a good supersonic transport. We are
going to be losing a prospective market of
between 600 and 1,100 of these supersonic
transports which could be built in the
United States.

If they are not built in the United
States and if 1,100 of them are built and
if our carriers purchase them, as they
will, this is going to mean a deficit in the
balance of payments to us of $54 billion
by 1990, If they build only 600 and sell
only 600 it is going to mean a deficit in
the balance of payments to us of $30
billion.

This means jobs. It means taxes. It
means employment. It means a prosper-
ous country because of a prosperous
industry.

Su we must not stand here and say,
“We cannot do this.” We can do thisasa
nation and we have to do this if we are
going to retain our position of leadership
in this field. This position of leadership
is important to us as a nation, to our
prosperity. It is important to all of us,
to every citizen of this country and not
just the people of any separate segment.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly oppose the
adoption of this amendment,

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MEEDS. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Mr. Chairman,
one of the many beneficiaries of the ap-
propriation for two prototype supersonic
transport aircraft would be the Rohr
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Corp., of Chula Vista, Calif., in my own
congressional district.

The Rohr Corp., in May of 1967, won a
subcontract to construct the pods which
will contain the huge jet engines power-
ing our supersonic transport—SST.

When this program is fully activated
virtually every State in the Union will
be participating, either in the supply or
the production of the SST. For these
companies the SST will be a profitable
and job-creating venture.

At Rohr, at least 500 and as many as
2,000 new jobs would ultimately be cre-
ated. This fact alone would be very per-
suasive in soliciting my support for the
appropriations, But there are numerous
other reasons supporting the passage of
this bill.

First and foremost is the backing
which this project has received from the
industry itself.

U.S. airlines have agreed to contribute
$52 million of the risk capital for the de-
velopment effort and this money will be
applied to the fiscal year 1968 program.

But how big a risk are the airlines
taking?

The Boeing Co. has the contract for
developing the airframe structure of the
SST. This same company, in developing
their historic 707 jet, took a gamble with
more than 3 percent of their net worth.
This amounted to $17 million, a great
sum of money for any company to spend
on the development phase of a project.

And now, with their faith in the S8T,
the airlines are willing to put up $52 mil-
lion, a remarkable vote of confidence.
This confidence is based on the advance
orders for 113 SST’s that have already
been received, plus the fact that mini-
mum sales of 500 of the transports have
been projected.

These figures show the faith of our for-
eign markets in the quality of our pro-
duction. The orders, many of them from
foreign interests, are coming in despite
the competition from the British-French
consortium building the supersonic Con-~
corde.

The U.S. SST is bigger, faster, and
more economical than either the Con-
corde or the Russian SST, and the air-
lines of the world know it.

I strongly support this appropriation
and urge my colleagues to do likewise.

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. TENZER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to asso-
ciate myself with the remarks of the last
speaker insofar as the gentleman spoke
about the United States maintaining a
position of leadership in the field of
aeronautics.

I would like to associate myself with
so much of the gentleman’s statement
as deals with our balance-of-payments
problem.

However, Mr, Chairman, I am in sym-
pathy with the amendment which has
been offered by the gentleman from Min-
nesota, because of its effect upon the eiti-
zens of the United States.

Mr. Chairman, I live in the shadow of
the Kennedy Airport in New York. I have
been plagued as a resident, and my con-
stituents have been plagued, by the ef-
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feet of jet noise. We have been denied
the quiet and peaceful enjoyment of our
homes. We have suffered from the re-
sults thereof as they reduce the value
of our properties. It is no different in
and around Kennedy Airport than it
must be in and around the residential
areas of every airport in the United
States which is today receiving and dis-
charging jet planes.

Mr. Chairman, my concern about the
supersonic transport is whether there
has been sufficient investigation into the
effect of the sonic boom.

Mr, Chairman, I have heard that the
supersonic transport will fly over the
oceans and not over the land. Yester-
day I received a rather extensive bro-
chure with reference to the supersonic
transport, and it contains this language,
which I quote:

The SST will be used initially on long-haul
overwater routes where sonic boom will not
be a problem. The Anglo-French SST (the
Condorde) will pioneer acceptability of sonic
boom over populated areas.

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

Mr. TENZER. I shall yield to my col-
league in just one moment.

Mr. Chairman, my questions are raised
because I ask, “do we know enough about
the effect of sonic boom”? Are we saying
that we are only going to fly the super-
sonic transport over the oceans, because
we have some knowledge about its affect
upon land and upon life and property?

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

Mr. TENZER. I now yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. ADAMS, Mr. Chairman. I hope
that the gentleman from New York has
clear in his mind the distinctions be-
tween the jet noises that may occur
at an airport and supersonic boom, and
all of the reports that have surrounded
the consideration with reference to the
flight of this plane.

Mr. Chairman, I have read testimony
from General McKee and others, and I
have seen a mockup of the engines that
are designed to go into the operation of
this plane. They will cause, according
to the experts, less noise than those .
engines which are presently employed .
in our various transports because of the
type of their construction.

Supersonic boom is not—I would point
out to the gentleman—noise, airport
noise, as we know it. There is a change
in the atmosphere, which represents a
different problem and a severe one, but
a different one, in dealing with a metro-
politan area in taking off and landing.

Mr. TENZER. Let me ask the gentle-
man from Washington, does the super-
sonic transport have an afterburner?

Mr. ADAMS. No.

Mr. TENZER. I think the gentleman
is mistaken, I have been told that it does.

Mr. ADAMS. The supersonic trans-
port?

Mr. TENZER. Everyone of the planes
in operation today, traveling at mach
2 speeds and range are equipped with
an afterburner.

Mr. ADAMS. That is correct. However,
the engines on the SST represent a new
development with a greater thrust.
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Mr. TENZER. We have been told that
the engine on the SST will be quieter
on takeoff and landing.

Mr. ADAMS. That is correct.

Mr. TENZER. Let me say this to the
gentleman: If there is a heavy payload
and if additional thrust is required to
lift that heavy payload into the air, the
afterburner will be used, and when the
afterburner is used we will have more
noise than we had before.

Mr. ADAMS. I want to point out to the
gentleman that that is not correct.

Mr. TENZER. I will say to the gen-
fleman when the jet planes came to
Kennedy Airfield we were told they would
be quieter on takeoff and landing than
the prop plane and I want you to know
that living in the vicinity of Kennedy
Airport is unbearable, and it must be
the same in varying degrees around every
other airport in the United States.

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

Mr. TENZER. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to ask the gentleman whether he
knows if any research has been made on
this noise problem as far as the subsonic
noise is concerned, forgetting about the
supersonic boom?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

(On request of Mr. GiLBerT and by
unanimous consent, Mr. TENZER was al-
lowed to proceed for 2 additional min-
utes.)

Mr. TENZER. I would like to have the
gentleman from Washington answer the
question.

Mr. ADAMS. There is no such thing as
a subsonic boom. And if the gentleman
is referring to the noise from the jet en-
gines, the noise from the jet engines is
created by the action of the parts of the
engine. The sonic boom is created by a
compression of the air which occurs over
a mach speed at sea level which, as a
result, compresses the air, and it pro-
duces two sharp pops, bang-bang.

So I would say to the gentleman there
is research on airport noise being con-
ducted, and it involves the intake and the
amount that is carried, and all of that.
And a subsonic boom does not exist.

Mr. TENZER. Can the gentleman tell
us what those “two sharp pop-pops” did
to the window panes of homes in Okla-
homa City and Nevada, and what they
did to the plaster in the homes, and what
they did to the pictures hanging on the
walls, and what they did to the dishes on
the shelves?

Mr. ADAMS. I would indicate to the
gentleman that the problem he mentions
is one of the main reasons for the swept-
wing design, and that it will not, as has
been stated repeatedly by the admin-
istrator, be caused by flying over the
cities by the supersonic transport at the
present state of the art.

I would say also to the gentleman that
if this plane develops, and it is the
French Concorde or the Russian TU-
144 or some other plane of the future in
1985, it is going to land over your cities.
The alternative will be that it is made
someplace else.

Mr. TENZER. Then we should consider
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legislation to prevent those planes with
that kind of boom and with that noise
level from landing at our airports.

Mr. Chairman, that is why I have seri-
ous reservations about the civil super-
sonic aircraft development program.

The Committee on Appropriations in
House Report No. 484, recommends the
appropriation of $142,375,000 for fiscal
1968 for development of two prototype
supersonic transport aircraft. At the
same time however, the committee ad-
mits that—

There are uncertainties in the supersonic
transport development program. There al-
ways are uncertainties in development pro-
grams. There are uncertainties involving the
construction of the aircraft, uncertainties in-
volving the economic feasibility of the air-
craft, and uncertainties as to the effect on
the ground of the sonic boom which will be
created by the SST in supersonic flight.

Recently, I was invited to be a guest
lecturer at the George Washington Uni-
versity program of policy studies in
science and technology. On April 3, 1967,
I attended the seminar on sonic boom
and spoke on the social and legal prob-
lems of sonic boom.

During the course of my research for
this appearance and at the seminar it-
self, I raised a number of questions which
to this date remain unanswered. I have
consulted Federal officials in the various
agencies and departments working on the
SST program, professors, scientists, mili-
tary personnel, and many others but the
uncertainties remain.

One of the major questions left un-
answered is the scope of the sonic boom
problem and its impact on persons and
property on the ground.

We do know that the Air Force super-
sonic aireraft tests over Oklahoma City
from February 3, 1964, to July 30, 1964,
generated 1,253 sonic booms. These
booms caused more than 15,000 com-
plaints and more than 9,500 damage
claims of which 229 were paid by the
Air Force. The damage claims included
cracked plaster, broken windows, and
other damage totaling over $12,800.

More than 100 lawsuits are still pend-
ing and when viewed together with the
more than 200 lawsuits now pending for
property damage as a result of subsonic
aircraft noise, the litigation problem
poses a serious threat to Government
and industry.

If SST flights are to be limited to
transoceanic routes, the question arises
as to whether the SST program is
economically justifiable? The brochure
to which I referred says only “initially”
will the SST be limited to transoceanic
routes.

While reducing the sonic boom prob-
lems is a major task facing the design-
ers of the SST, there are other ques-
tions which need to be answered. One
such question involves the aggravation
of the aireraft noise problem at airports
such as EKennedy International Air-
port—already facing a serious air traf-
fic problem,

Because of my concern over the prob-
lem of aircraft noise at the subsonic
level, I wrote to the Federal Aviation
Agency earlier this year to ascertain
what noise standards would be applied
during the design stage of the SST.
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On January 5, 1967, I received a com-
munication from Maj. Gen. J. C. Max-~
well, Director of Supersonic Transport
Development, relating to noise reduction
in designing the supersonic transport.
In the memorandum which General
Maxwell enclosed the “Minimum Design
Objectives for the Supersonic Transport”
are set forth as follows:

Maximum airport community noise levels
(for maximum design gross welghts and
standard day conditions) :

(a) Approach, 109 PNdB at one mile from
runway threshold.

(b) At start of takeoff roll, 116 PNdB at

1,600 feet either side of the runway center-
line.

(c) Takeoff, 106 PNdB at three miles from
brake release.

Mr. Chairman, the design objectives
set forth above are in most cases either
slightly above or slightly below the noise
levels on present subsonic aireraft. Many
people in Government and industry do
not believe that the design objectives
can be achieved or share the opinion that
in operation, especially with the tempta-
tion to use the afterburner available on
the SST, the aircraft will be substantially
noisier on takeoff and landing than
present jet planes.

Mr. Chairman, I would rather see a
portion of the funds recommended for
this program used in a massive effort to
find the answer to jet noise through a
coordinated and concentrated research
program.

At the present time we do not have offi-
cial aireraft noise standards or maximum
noise levels. More than 20 Members of
the House have sponsored legislation to
authorize the Secretary of Transporta-
tion to establish such standards, but the
chances for congressional action on
these bills this year are bleak.

For that reason I have written to
Secretary of Transportation Alan 8.
Boyd, urging him fo use existing au-
thority to establish aircraft noise stand-
ards by administrative regulation.

Such action would afford some meas-
ure of protection to persons and prop-
erty on the ground and would be an im-
portant step in alleviating the serious
aircraft noise problem.

In 1966 the President recognized air-
craft noise as a national problem. In
1967 the Federal courts held that air-
craft noise was also a Federal respon-
sibility. The Congress and the executive
branch must take steps to meet their re-
sponsibilities in this area.

Mr, Chairman, I accept the statement
that the development of the supersonic
transport will be an important factor in
strengthening the aviation industry.
However, if we are to establish an agen-
da of priorities—it seems to me that this
program can be deferred at least for this
year while we develop the technology to
answer the questions raised during this
debate with special emphasis on jet noise
research.

I urge my colleagues to join with me
in expressing support for administrative
action by the Secretary of Transporta-
tion to help find a solution to the prob-
lems created by the menace of jet noise
before we add to the problem.

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to compliment the gentleman in the
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well, my distinguished colleague from
New York, and I wish to associate my-
self with his remarks.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words,
and I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, the national need, the
visual characteristics, the performance
capabilities, and the potential market
for the supersonic transport are surely
impressive. But I would like to comment
on another aspect of this program, less
tangible perhaps, but very significant to
this country and the American people.
That is the economic impact of the SST.

The building program, during both
the prototype and production phases,
will provide desirable long-term employ-
ment stability for the airplane industry.
During the prototype program, the air-
frame and engine manufacturers and
their first level of suppliers will employ
some 28,000 people at the peak period.
The production program, at its peak,
could employ as many as 60,000.

Additional jobs will be created for
thousands of workers required by the
other levels of subcontracting and re-
lated businesses. When these contracts
are all awarded, nearly every State in the
Union will have people and businesses
involved in the SST program.

‘When sales of the SST reach the 1,000
mark, as they are expected to, approxi-
mately $60 billion in revenues will have
been generated. I need not point out
what this could mean to tax revenues
alone.

The international aspects of this pro-
gram could be even more rewarding. In
addition to assisting the United States in
Its policy of continuing to expand inter-
national trade to the benefit of all coun-
tries, the SST will have a very beneficial
effect on our balance of payments.

If only the low estimate of 650 air-
craft sold by 1990 is achieved, a favor-
able impact on the balance of payments
is expected of at least $30 billion. Mr.
Chairman, few programs initiated by
either private industry or the Govern-
ment offer such wide-ranging economie
benefits. I firmly support the SST pro-
gram and oppose the pending amend-
ment.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment. Normally; I would be in-
clined to support the philosophy of the
amendment as presented by my very able
and distinguished colleagues Congress-
men MacGrecor and Bow. However, in
this case, I am convinced the committee
has explored all the possibilities and their
recommendation will guarantee conti-
nuity at a very crucial stage in the de-
velopment of this very important project.

Mr. Chairman, for many years, we
have conducted research, built proto-
types and advanced airplane construc-
tion programs for purely defense pur-
poses. I have long advocated the building
of aircraft for offense purposes—eco-
nomie, technological, and international
trade and travel offensive programs are
desperately needed.

I believe the SST program falls in this
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category. Transportation and communi-
cation advancement, in all forms, hold
the key to our future security. The move-
ment of people on a worldwide scale will
increase even more so than is now occur-
ring. We can and must be in a position
to meet these transportation require-
ments of the future.

Therefore, it is my intent to do every-
thing possible to advance this program,
as well as all facets of aviation and air-
ports in this country.

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment, for it would have the
effect of eliminating the SST. Most of the
arguments in favor of the SST have been
heard and I support the majority of
these arguments given in support of the
program. To delay this program which
would be the effect of this amendment
will be very costly to our best interest.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

1 rise in opposition to the amendment.
We have studied the financial require-
ments of the SST program in con-
siderable detail.

Our analysis indicates that this re-
duction would require a major redirec-
tion of the planned fiscal year 1968 pro-
gram and would result in a stretchout
of the entire program. Effective immedi-
ately, it would require a cutback of
the manufacturers’ manpower by re-
moval from the program of valuable
technical talent. Based on the best tech-
nical judgment of the FAA and the SST
contractors’ personnel, it is estimated
that any such reduction would delay the
program from 15 to 18 months and in-
crease the total cost of the program by
$100 to $125 million. This cost increase
would be caused by the annual rise in
the costs of labor and materials, plus
the inefficiencies of cutting back the pro-
gram, and, in later years, rehiring skilled
people. For example, the seven major
subcontracts that Boeing plans to exe-
cute near the end of this calendar year
probably could not be awarded. In addi-
tion to delaying the program and in-
creasing its cost, this would adversely
affect thousands of jobs throughout the
country and possibly result in the loss
of several of these key SST subcontrac-
tors to the program.

Another detrimental effect of any such
program delay would be the loss of some
of the anticipated early market for the
SST to the Concorde. Assuming that the
Concorde would be produced at tie rate
of four per month, we estimate that any
such delay would cost the U.S. nearly
$3 billion in initial SST sales.

I hope the amendment will be de-
feated.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr, Chairman, much
has been said regarding the development
of the civilian supersonic transport and
more will be said today. Unfortunately
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for the American taxpayer, who will
ultimately foot the bill, the discussions
of the SST have gene:rated considerably
more heat than light.

The House is being asked today to ap-
propriate $198 million and add it to the
$531 million already appropriated for a
project which not only is a potential
menace to health, safety, and property
but which may well end up costing the
Nation several billions of dollars without
any demonstrable economic benefit.

The SST would have no military value
whatsoever; the Secretary of Defense
has made that clear on a number of oc-
casions. From what has been said and
written, the SST will benefit those in-
ternational travelers who would prefer to
cross the Atlantic Ocean in 2% hours in-
stead of 6%; it will provide jobs for sci-
entists and engineers already in short
supply; and it will protect our aircraft
industry from international competition
from the joint Anglo-French effort,
which is already several years ahead
of us in the supersonic track meet.

National pride is a fine thing, but in
my view it simply would not justify a
multibillion commitment at a time of
severe inflationary pressure and pressing
domestic needs. I cannot and will not say
to the American taxpayer: the devel-
opment of an aircraft in which you will
probably never fly, which may break
every window in your house, and which
may well turn out to be an economic
catastrophe is more important than im-
proving your children’s education; than
providing more job opportunities, than
cleaning up the air you breathe and the
water you drink, than easing the pres-
sures of rising taxes and rising prices.
I will not say that and since the only ef-
fective way I can protest this supersonie
silliness is to vote against the Depart-
ment of Transportation appropriation,
I am doing just that.

The concept of a supersonic transport
as a long-range goal for the aireraft in-
dustry might just possibly be feasible,
and the Federal Government’s role in
assisting this sort of technological devel-
opment is nothing new. That is not the
issue, however. The basic question before
the House today is the necessity of es-
tablishing what amounts to an expensive
crash program which has little chance of
success. If we need any proof of how
much of a gamble the SST is, just wit-
ness the reluctance of the aireraft in-
dustry to foot more than 10 percent of
the bill for SST development.

‘We are not being asked to appropriate
$198 million for SST development today,
although that amount in itself is suffi-
cient to give us pause. We are being asked
to take an irrevocable plunge down a
bottomless pit of expenditure. We are be-
ing asked to accept—

First, that the soniec boom problem can
be solved either technologically or by
limiting the SST to ocean flights in spite
of the fact that the FAA has admitted
its failure to solve the subsonic noise
problem of conventional jets; and

Second, that despite the fact there are
no firm orders for SST's and the reluc-
tance of the airlines to take more than a
10 percent risk, the project will be a fi-
nancial success.
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- I do not see how Congress can give this
kind of speculative venture higher pri-
ority than eliminating the blight of ur-
ban slums, providing expanded educa-
tion and employment opportunities, and
waging an effective war on crime. I do
not see how Congress can consider an ad-
ministration request to raise taxes in the
absence of any serious attempt to elimi-
nate unnecessary spending, such as this
project represents.

The question of spending billions of
dollars on the SST is not and should not
be a matter of national pride. We can't
spend our way to international respect.
The real issue of the SST is fiscal respon-
sibility, and, as such, there can be only
one rational course of action. Federal
funds for SST development must be shut
off now.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. MACGREGOR].

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. MAcGREGOR)
there were—ayes 30, noes 89.

So the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

STATE AND CoMMUNITY HIGHWAY SAFETY

(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)

For the payment of obligations incurred
in carrying out the provisions of title 23,
United States Code, section 402, to remain
avallable wuntil expended, #$20,000,000, of
which not to exceed $1,000,000 may be ad-
yanced to the appropriation “Traffic and
highway safety” for administration of this
program.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GROSS

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Gross: On page
12, line 9, strike out *“$20,000,000" and in-
sert in lleu thereof *“$10,000,000".

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
Gross] in support of his amendment.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, with the
defeat of the last amendment, it seems
to me that we ought to start now and
try to save some money in this bill to
help fund the $144 million that is in the
bill for the start of subsidizing that
super-duper airplane, which will event-
ually cost the taxpayers more than a
billion dollars.

The amendment I have offered would
reduce the amount provided in the bill
for State and community highway safety
by $10 million.

Mr. Chairman, I am for safety and I
am sure everyone else is for safety. But
those of you who were here earlier this
afternoon will recall I pointed out that
there are six safety divisions—six safety
bureaus in this new Department of
Transportation.

I say to you, while two bureaus might
be necessary—one dealing with safety on
the streets and highways and the other
with aviation safety—I can see no logical
reason for six safety bureaus in the new
Department of Transportation.

In this case, and with respect to this
particular expenditure, they had $10
million for the last fiscal year. There is
recommended in this bill $20 million or
an inerease of $10 million over last
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year. I would point out to you that they
were able to spend only $547,000 out of
the $10 million that was allocated to
them last year, that is up to the time of
the hearings on this bill some three
months ago.

Mr. Chairman, I can see no reason in
the world why there should be this kind
of increase in this particular safety pro-
gram. The various States have made it
clear that they are not ready with their
programs.

More than that, I think the States
ought to take care of much of their own
safety program. What, for instance, can
the Federal Government do by way of
telling those in Iowa how to operate
buses safely? Why should we spend the
money of the taxpayers of this country
to tell highway patrolmen and others in
the State of JTowa and other States how
to remove debris from the highways?

Mr. Chairman, doubling the funds for
this purpose ought to at least await the
submission of programs by the States. I
submit that we ought to keep this pro-
gram lean, I will say to the Chairman of
the subcommittee, and I think he ought
to agree to this amendment. We ought
to keep this whole new Department lean
until we see where it is headed. Keep
it lean and hungry, and operating on a
minimum amount of money at this time
when the Nation is floundering in debt.
I urge the acceptance of my amendment.

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment. The
committee thought that they had cut
this program rather severely. The au-
thorization by the Public Works Com-
mittee and by this Congress provides for
a contract authorization for these types
of program of $100 million a year. The
programs which are involved include
motor vehicle inspection, driver educa-
tlon and training, driver licensing and
performance, traffic safety data systems,
accident investigation, pedestrian safety,
schoolbus safety, motorcycle safety,
debris removal, as the gentleman points
out, and community support.

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

Mr, McFALL. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. BOLAND. A lot of the programs
which the gentleman from California is
now reading are fine programs. They
ought to be funded in 1968. They ought to
be funded also in fiscal year 1969.

The remarks of the gentleman from
Jowa, I think, indicate clearly that some
of the programs ought to be looked at.
That is precisely what the subcommit-
tee tried to do. The reduction from $100
million requested to $20 million is a
rather substantial reduction. There are
some 45 States now that have indicated
that they want to qualify and come into
the program. It will be made available.
I think they can use the $20 million
wisely. They could have used $100 mil-
lion very unwisely on some of the pro-
grams to which the gentleman from
Iowa objected.

Mr. McFALL. As the chairman points
out, the committee wanted this program
to go ahead slowly. This highway safety
program is an important item in our na-
tional life, and we do not want to ham-
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string this new Department of Trans-
portation and the highway safety de-
partments of the States throughout the
country if they can possibly put together
highway safety programs which will re-
sult in the saving of the lives of the
people of our country.

The evidence before the committee
indicated that in this program this year
they were only able to obligate some $2
million. Most probably they will not be
able to obligate all of the $20 million al-
lowed in the pending bill. Yet at the same
time we felt that we had cut them deeply
enough so that they would have an op-
portunity to expand this important
safety program wisely.

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

Mr. McFALL. I am very happy to yield
to the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. What happened to the
approximately $9.5 million that was
unexpended from the appropriation of
last year?

Mr. McFALL. It remains unexpended.
In the contract authorization program
they did not spend the money, and so
it goes unspent.

Mr. GROSS. So raising the amount to
$20 million means that you have close
to $30 million available?

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

Mr. McFALL. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. BOLAND. Actually the money that
has been spent on the program as of
today is around $2 million. The figure of
$547,000 the gentleman from Iowa used
is a correct one as of May 1. Since that
time, as you know better than most peo-
ple, they have quickly obligated their
funds to the extent of about $2 million.
So there is $8 million which carries over
in contract authority.

If they go to the States on a dollar-for-
dollar matching basis, then we have to
get the necessary money for that.

Mr. GROSS. Why not give them $18
million? They have $10 million from last
year, and with the carryover, with the
$18 million plus $10 million, this cer-
tainly ought to be sufficient for them in
light of the fact that they only used $9.5
million of the $10 million made available
last year.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, section 401
in the bill restricts them to $20 million.

Mr. GROSS, What then becomes of
the $8 million?

% Mr. BOLAND. They just do not spend

Mr. McFALL. In section 401, it is pro-
vided that they cannot obligate more
than the amount of $20 million author-
ized this year.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Iowa [Mr. Gross].

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. Gross) there
were—ayes 39, noes T9.

So the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

MoToR CARRIER SAFETY

For necessary expenses to carry out motor

carrier safety functions of the Secretary as



July 18, 1967

authorized by the Department of Transporta«
tion Act (80 Stat. 939—40); $1,670,000.

ForesT HIGHWAYS (LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT
AUTHORIZATION ) -

For payment of obligations incurred In
carrying out the provisions of title 23, United
States Code, section 204, pursuant to con-
tract authorization granted by .- title 23,
United States Code, section 203, to remain
avallable until expended, $32,000,000, which
sum is composed of $6,050,000, the balance
of the amount authorized to be appropriated
for the fiscal year 1966, and $25,050,000, a
part of the amount authorized to be ap-
propriated for the fiscal year 1967: Provided,
That this appropriation shall be available
for the rental, purchase, construction, or al-
teration of buildings and sites necessary for
the storage and repair of equipment and sup-
plies used for road construction and main-
tenance but the total cost of any such item
under this authorization shall not exceed
$15,000.

PusLic LANDs HiGEWAYs (LIQUIDATION OF
CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)

For payment of obligations incurred in
e¢arrying out the provisions of title 23, United
States Code, section 209, pursuant to the
contract authorization granted by title 23,
United States Code, section 203, to remain
avallable until expended, $9,000,000, which
sum is composed of $900,000, the balance of
the amount authorized for the fiscal year
1966, $7,000,000, the amount authorized to
be appropriated for the fiscal year 1967, and
$1,100,000, a part of the amount authorized
to be appropriated for the flscal year 1968.

INTER-AMERICAN HIGHWAY

For necessary expenses for construction of
the Inter-American Highway, in accordance
with the provisions of section 212 of title
23 of the United States Code, $5,000,000, to
remain avallable until expended.

CHAMIZAL MEMORIAL HIGHWAY

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of the Act of November 8, 1966
(Public Law 80-795), $4,000,000, to remain
available until expended.

ALASKAN ASSISTANCE

For necessary expenses for construction
and maintenance of highways in the State of
Alaska, as authorized by the Federal-Aid
Highway Act of 1966 (80 Stat. 768) , $4,000,000,
to remain available until expended.

REPAIR AND RECONSTRUCTION OF HIGHWAYS

For repayment to the Highway trust fund,
$15,097,772, which sum 1is composed of
$1,080,111 for the increased expenditures
made for the repair and reconstruction of
highways in Alaska, as authorized by sec-
tion 3 of the 1964 Amendments to the Alaska
Omnibus Act (78 Stat. 505), and $14,008,661
for the repair and reconstruction of highways,
roads, and trails, as authorized by section 2
of the Pacific Northwest Disaster Relief Act
of 19656 (79 Stat. 131).

GENERAL PROVISION

Sec. 401. None of the funds provided in
this title shall be available for the planning
or execution of programs the obligations for
which are in excess of $20,000,000 in fiscal
year 1968 for “State and Community Highway
Safety".

TITLE V—FEDERAL RAILROAD
ADMINISTRATION
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Federal Rail-
road Administration, including uniforms or
allowances therefor, as authorized by law (5
U.S.C. 5901; 80 Stat. 299); hire of passenger
motor vehicles; and services as authorized by
51U.S.C, 3109; $680,000.

BUREAU OF RAILROAD SAFETY

For necessary expenses of the Bureau of
Rallroad Safety, not otherwise provided for,
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including uniforms or allowances therefor, as
authorized by law (6 U.S.C. 5901; 80 Stat.
209); hire of passenger motor vehicles; and
services as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109;
$3,414,000.

HicH-SPEED GROUND TRANSPORTATION
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

For necessary expenses for research, devel-
opment, and demonstrations in high-speed
ground transportation, $10,300,000, to remain
available until expended.

RAILROAD RESEARCH

For necessary expenses for conducting rail-
road research activities, $200,000, to remain
available until expended.

ALASEA RAILROAD
ALASKA RAILROAD REVOLVING FUND

The Alaska Railroad Revolving Fund shall
continue available until expended for the
work authorized by law, including operation
and maintenance of oceangoing or coastwise
vessels by ownership, charter, or arrangement
with other branches of the Government serv-
ice, for the purpose of providing additional
facilities for transportation of freight, pas-
sengers, or mail, when deemed necessary for
the benefit and development of industries or
travel in the area served; and payment of
compensation and expenses as authorized by
5 US.C. 8146, to be reimbursed as therein
provided: Provided, That no employee shall
be pald an annual salary out of said fund in
excess of the salaries prescribed by the Classi-
fication Act of 1949, as amended, for grade
GS-15, except the general manager of said
rallroad, one assistant general manager at
not to exceed the salaries prescribed by sald
Act for GS-17, and five officers at not to ex-
ceed the salaries prescribed by sald Act for
grade GS-16.

TITLE VI—OTHER ACTIVITIES
SAINT LAWRENCE SEAWAY DEVELOPMENT
CORPORATION

The Saint Lawrence Seaway Development
Corporation is hereby authorized to make
such expenditures, within the limits of funds
and borrowing authority available to such
Corporation, and in accord with law, and to
make such contracts and commitments with-
out regard to fiscal year limitations as pro-
vided by section 104 of the Government Cor-
poration Control Act, as amended, as may be
necessary in carrying out the programs set
forth in the budget for the current fiscal year
for such Corporation, except as hereinafter
provided.

LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES,
SAINT LAWRENCE SEAWAY DEVELOPMENT COR-
PORATION

Not to exceed $514,000 shall be available
for administrative expenses which shall be
computed on an accrual basis, including not
to exceed $3,000 for official entertainment ex-
penses to be expended upon the approval
or authority of the Secretary of Transporta-
tion, hire of passenger motor vehicles, uni-
forms or allowances therefor for operation
and maintenance personnel, as authorized
by law (5 U.S.C. 5901; 80 Stat. 299), and
85,000 for services as authorized by 5 U.S.C.
3109.

NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the National
Transportation Safety Board, including em-
ployment of temporary guards on a contract
or fee basls; hire, operation, maintenance,
and repalr of aircraft; hire of passenger motor
vehlcles; services as authorized by 5 U.S.C.
3109; and uniforms, or allowances therefor,
as authorized by law (6 U.S.C. 5901; 80 Stat.
299); $4,000,000.

TITLE VII—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sgec. 701. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall remain available for
obligation beyond the current fiscal year un-
less expressly so provided herein.
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This Act may be cited as the “Department
of Transportation Appropriation Act, 1968".

Mr, BOLAND (interrupting the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the remainder of the bill
be considered as read, printed in the
REecorp, and open to amerdment at any
point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetis?

There was no objection.

‘The. € . Are there any
ﬁ&i?ts of order to the remainder of the

If not, are there any amendments to
be offered?

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the
able and respected chairman of the sub-
committee a question. On page 14, line
20, with respect to section 401, to which
reference was made a few minutes ago
in response to the amendment by the
gentleman from Iowa, the section in
which the funds are limited to $20 mil-
lion for fiscal year 1968, I have a ques-
tion for the purpose of clarification and
for the record.

I ask the gentleman from California
[Mr. McFarL] if I am correct in under-
standing that this section makes no
change in the basic contract obligational
authority contained in the Highway
Safety Act of 1966?

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yleld, I wish to assure
the very able gentleman from Minnesota,
who is asking these questions on behalf
of the House Public Works Committee.
Certainly that committee has an essen-
tial interest in this program, since they
are the authorizing committee that has
presented this program fo the House of
Representatives. All this does is provide
a limitation on the contract authority
for the fiscal year 1968. There would be
no basic change in the law. There is no
limitation on future years in the bill. If
this program can be developed so that
$100 million a year could be wisely spent
in years following, then, of course, that
will be considered at that time. There is
no basic change in the law.

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate that, and that does clarify it.
We thought for a moment that perhaps
there was some legislative alteration of
the intent of the authorization and of
the Act of 1966.

Mr. Chairman, while personally I
would hope for a larger appropriation,
I do recognize the merit in the argument
of the chairman of the subcommittee
and of the gentleman from California
that more information is necessary be-
fore larger amounts can be authorized
or approved on contract authority.

As the chairman of the subcommittee
pointed out, last year in 1966, many
State legislatures were nof in session.
Many state safety agencies did not have
the proper authority or the appropria-
tions to participate in this new program,
and therefore they could not obligate
or commit themselves to the programs
proposed by this new Department of
Transportation.

As of this January 1967, however, as
the chairman pointed out, I believe as
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many as 45 State legislatures were in
session. Most of those States by now
either have taken the necessary legis-
lative action or are considering action
to participate in this 50-50 program with
the Department of Transportation.

So a year from now we will have much
more information on what the program
is accomplishing and how it is perform-
ing, and we will be in a better position
to evaluate the future course of the pro-

gram.

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

Mr. BLATNIK. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. McFALL. I hope the gentleman's
committee, the great Committee on Pub-
lic Works, will look into this program
and perhaps report to the House, con-
cerning its progress in the States.

Mr. BLATNIK. I am in accord with
that suggestion and shall so recommend
to our Public Works Committee. I thank
the gentleman very much.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BEY MR. GROSS

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Gross: On page
13, strike out lines 20 through 24 inclusive.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment would simply strike out $5
million for the Inter-American Highway,
the boondoggle which has cost our tax-
payers more than $170 million, and
which was supposed to have ended years
ago.

This is the type of appropriation fund-
ing that ought to be in the foreign aid
bill, if it belongs here at all.

This highway was estimated to cost
a total of $100 million when it was au-
thorized.

It has already cost $268 million, of
which the United States has put up some
$170 million.

I am glad to see the gentleman from
New York on the floor, because he is one
of the gentlemen who assured me and
other Members of the House several years
ago that that year was the last in which
we would be asked for an appropriation.
If I remember correctly, and I say it
was some years ago, he got his infor-
mation from Mr. Whitton of the Bureau
of Public Roads.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr. Chair-
?i:ln’ will the distinguished gentleman

da?

Mr. GROSS. I am delighted to yield
to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. I know
the gentleman will forgive me if I can-
not assure him of the accuracy of his
last statement.

I merely rose to inquire if this were
not the highway which was the brain-
child of President Franklin D. Roose-
velt and Somoza of Nicaragua? Is this
not the highway? We have discussed it
many times.

Mr. GROSS. I was not here at the
time of Franklin D. Roosevelt. I do not
know whether that was the Rama Road
or the Inter-American Highway. It was
one or the other, and it is for dead sure
and that our taxpayers have been
raided for a lot of money for both of
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Mr. ROONEY of New York. The gen-
tleman realizes that during the time of
the alleged stoppage of this highway we
had a period of 8 years of the Eisen-
hower administration. We did not stop
building this highway in those 8 years,
did we?

Mr. GROSS. No, but the gentleman
was telling us, about that time, that it
was the last time he would be in asking
for money for it.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. I cannot
verify the accuracy of that statement.

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from Ohio. He is another
gentleman who told us we had readied
the end of the road several years ago.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. As a mat-
ter of fact, I would trust the accuracy
of the gentleman from Ohio, when it
comes to this subject, more so than
anyone else.

Mr. BOW. The gentleman from Iowa is
absolutely correct. Back in the days
when the gentleman from New York was
a member of the subcommitiee it was
the Subcommittee on Commerce, under
the chairmanship of our late and dis-
tinguished friend, Prince Preston. And,
vet, we had the question of the Inter-
American Highway, which is not the one
to which President Roosevelt agreed.
That was the Rama Road.

Mr. Chairman, we had the testimony
presented before us—and we raised the
question: For how long is this going to
go on? We were assured that that was
the last appropriation. Depending upon
the testimony before that committee, I
advised this House that there would
never be another appropriation for the
Inter-American Highway.

Mr. Chairman, I apologize now to the
House, because we have had it prac-
tically every year since then.

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

Mr. GROSS. Yes, I yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, let me
say that we now have the assurance that
there will be no further request for au-
thorization or appropriation, beyond the
$7 million proposed for fiscal year 1968.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield further?

Mr. GROSS. Yes, I yield further to the
gentleman from New York.

Mr. ROONEY of New York, Of course,
all of us realize that we cannot be respon-
sible for climactic conditions down “that-
away.”

Mr, GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I am glad
to hear once again that this is the last
time around. I heard it for a good many
years, but I am glad to hear it again. I
hope that the members of the Commit-
tee will support my amendment. That
will make certain this is the last time
around.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Iowa [Mr. Grossl.

The question was taken; and on a
division (demanded by Mr. Gross)
there were—ayes 45, noes 91.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.
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Mr, Chairman, because of the frivolity
of some of the comments made with
respect to the Inter-American Highway,
and in order to keep the record com-
pletely straight, something should be
said concerning the truly great impor-
tance and very real value of that road.

The Pan American Highway is the old-
est dream of engineers and statesmen in
this hemisphere. It was first officially
recommended by Henry Clay in 1834. It
was formally adopted as a policy of the
American Republics in 1929. For more
than 30 long years, mile by tortuous mile,
through some of the most rugged terrain
in the Americas, men of good will and
stubborn faith have moved forward to ac-
complish its state of near completion
today.

When it is completed, the Pan Ameri-
can Highway will be the longest con-
tinuous stretch of road in the entire
world. For more than 14,000 miles—from
the ice-locked tundra of Alaska to Tierra
del Fuego at the southernmost tip of the
hemisphere—it will be possible for Amer-
icans—North, Central, and South Ameri-
cans—to drive on one ribbon of highway.

The Inter-American Highway is a
3,142-mile segment of the total Pan
American Highway. It extends from the
Texas border through Mexico and Cen-
tral America to a point about 34 miles
below the Panama Canal. Mr. Chairman,
I have driven this portion of the high-
way. I believe very firmly in its present
value and its future potential.

Today the entire Pan American High-
way as envisioned almost 40 years ago is
complete for trafiic except for one stretch
of some 400 miles in what is called the
Darien jungle. This is a long, narrow
isthmus which connects Central with
South America. Engineering studies are
underway to link up the 8,000 miles of
usable road to the north with the 6,000
miles of completed road to the south.

We of the United States have spent
some $162 million over the years as our
part of this project. That is more than
was originally anticipated that it would
cost, to be sure. But I know of nothing
which can be built today on the price
scale of the 1930's.

Mr. Chairman, I believe the vote the
House has just taken demonstrates that
we recognize and appreciate the value
of this, the most tangible and most con-
crete example of hemispheric solidarity
that these American Republics have been
able to accomplish jointly in all these
years. Having invested $162 million, and
having brought the total program so
near to completion, surely it would be
foolish for us to abandon the project now,
when the goal is so closely within reach.

The present bill contains only $5 mil-
lion to complete the paving of short frag-
ments of the road in Costa Rica and
Guatemala, Having set our hand to the
plow and having come so near to the
end of the furrow, surely we do not want
to look back now.

This is a great dream. This is a great
project. Latin America is our best cus-
tomer. This program has been an out-
standingly good investment for the
United States. Not only has this highway
opened markets for American investors
and American businessmen, but Latin
America today buys so much more from
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us than we buy from them that even
when you count the billions of dollars
that we have put into the Alliance for
Progress, our balance of payments posi-
tion with our Latin American Republics
is still a favorable balance from our point
of view. And you cannot say this about
many other regions of the world.

Not only has it improved commerce
between us and our Latin American
neighbors; this road has improved their
commerce between themselves. Partly
through its inspiration, Central Ameri-
can countries have developed their own
Common Market, It has helped to sta-
bilize their political institutions; it has
assisted in bringing about hemispheric
solidarity in a very real way. It has given
these countries the impetus to reach out
into isolated mountain villages to build
the lateral roads that connect with this
arterial highway. They have been pro-
viding the ribs to connect with this
spinal column and veins of commerce
and culture that flow into this main
artery.

It is not a luxury superhighway by
American standards. It could not be for
$162 million. But let me tell you what our
Latin American neighbors have put into
it.

Mexico has put that much into it on
her own. She did not take a penny of
help from us to complete and connect
the entire Pan American Highway
through Mexico. South American Re-
publics have put up some $500 million
to bring it 6,000 miles through their
countries from the southern tip of Ar-
gentina up to the Darien Gap in Colom-
bia. We paid none of that. The Central
American Republics, small though they
are, have contributed approximately $92
million. The ratio in all is about 5 to 1.
For every dollar we have put into it,
Latin Americans have put up $5.

If in the future we should decide to
assist in connecting up the Darien Penin-
sula, the missing link in the chain, then
that too wlill be an excellent investment.

In Latin America they have a saying
that goes: “Caminos traen riquezas, ¥y
caminos traen amigos,” and that trans-
lated means “Roads bring riches, and
roads brings friends.”

I think this is a very good, concrete—
and I do not mean a pun—example of
what we can do in this hemisphere and
on this continent to work more effectively
toward hemispheric solidarity and
friendship. I believe it is a good invest-
ment. I do not believe we need to apolo-
1gtl,ize for it. I believe we need to brag about

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GROSS

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Gross: On

page 14, line 4, strike out “4,000,000,” and
insert in lieu thereof “$2,000,000,”.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, my
amendment would eliminate the $4 mil-
lion for the infamous Chamizal Road in
and near El Paso, Tex. This four-lane
highway is due to cost the Nation’s tax-
payers about $14 million when com-
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pleted. The $4 million in this bill is just
the downpayment.

Eere is another boondoggle for Texas
and Mexico. In this case it was Presi-
dent Lyndon Johnson who went to El
Paso a couple of years ago and made a
commitment to the Mexican Govern-
ment involving some $14 million for the
building of a superhighway along the
border at El Paso, which very conven-
iently fits into the picture of fast traffic
to the fleshpots and race track over in
Juarez, Mexico.

My amendment would simply take
away the $4 million and cut this latest
Texas boondoggle out of the bill.

That is all there is to it, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

This highway was authorized by the
89th Congress—Public Law 89-795. The
Federal Government is authorized to pay
all rights-of-way and preliminary en-
gineering costs, and half of the construc-
tion costs, the remaining half to be paid
by the State of Texas or the city of El
Paso.

The construction of this hichway along
the U.S. bank of the Rio Grande is a
project to complement the settlement of
the Chamizal boundary dispute between
the United States and Mexico.

The Chamizal Treaty, which was rati-
fied on January 14, 1964, peacefully set-
tled a 100-year-old dispute between the
United States and Mexico. In dispute
was a 427-acre tract of land known as
the Chamizal, which was formed north
of the present channel of the Rio Grande
in El Paso, Tex., by the movement of the
river southward in 1853.

The Chamizal Treaty is an achieve-
ment in the proudest of American diplo-
matic traditions, the peaceful settlement
of a dispute. The treaty provides that ap-
proximately 630 acres of land in south-
ern, downtown El Paso be transferred
to Mexico, and 193 acres of land under
Mexican jurisdiction be transferred to
the United States, or a net loss to the city
of El Paso of 427 acres.

Following the Chamizal settlement, a
complementary program to develop the
American section of land was proposed
by the Federal Government, through its
executive and legislative branches, work-
ing in close cooperation with the county
and city of El Paso. The treaty provides
for the relocation of the Rio Grande
channel, relocation within the Chamizal
section of the irrigation canal, and com-
pensation of the occupants of the lands
involved in the transfer. These efforts
are well underway.

I would like the House in considering
this amendment to keep in mind the
following points: First, this road will
be on the international border, from
which the United States will directly
benefit. There are 60,000,000 persons per
year crossing at the El Paso points of
entry between Mexico and the United
States. This highway connects all points
of entry, thereby facilitating this heavy
flow of international traffic. This road
will provide greater efficiency for all U.S.
Government law enforcement agencies
along the international boundary.

Second, the Bureau of the Budget, the
State Department, the U.S., Boundary
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Commission, the Bureau of Public Roads
have all endorsed this road.

Upon completion, the highway would
not become a part of the Federal-aid
highway system. The Secretary of Trans-
portation is authorized to convey all
right, title, and interest of the United
States to the State of Texas or the city
of El Paso. Thus, maintenance of the
highway would be the responsibility of
the State or the city.

Third, troops and dignitaries from 43
countries training at Fort Bliss, and
tourists from Mexico judge the United
States by what they see in El Paso. El
Paso is a window to Latin America. To
many of their citizens El Paso is their
only view of the United States.

Mexico has initiated a handsome bor-
der beautification program on its side
of the international border in Ciudad
Juarez, and it is highly appropriate that
the United States equally participate in
this development program.

Fourth, the river is being relocated
now, and this road can now be built
simultaneously, more orderly, and more
economically. Mexico has a beautifica-
tion program underway; this would be
part of our effort to improve and beautify
our international border.

Fifth, the city of El Paso lost a net of
427 acres of its historie, and improved
downtown area, including 7 miles of
streets without compensation, and utility
equipment. This represents not only im-
portant land, and future growth area,
but $27,000,000 of valuation and $320,000
annual taxes. Much of this land con-
stituted our industrial area. In addition,
El Paso donated a $250,000 parcel of land
to the U.S. Government for its dis-
placed border patrol station. About
5,500 residents were displaced.

Sixth, the people of El Paso accepted
these losses, because it served the diplo-
matic purposes of the United States. At
the time, and throughout all appear-
ances in the Congress on the treaty, this
highway was mentioned favorably, and
the people of El Paso were pledged the
support of the responsible agencies to-
ward obtaining this highway, as one of
the few reimbursements for the losses of
the city and the people of El Paso. It is
an auxiliary project arising from the
Chamizal Treaty.

Seventh, for 100 years this Chamizal
dispute with Mexico stymied part of the
growth of El Paso, including this south-
ern road loop which the city has wanted
to construct since 1927. It was the
United States and Mexico that held this
land in limbo, not the city of El Paso.

The Bureau of Public Roads has de-
termined that expected traffic volumes
justify the construction of this highway.
The access which it would provide to
certain parts of the city will serve to de-
velop these parts both physically and
commercially.

The Texas Highway Commission has
given the Department of Transportation
a letter of intent to participate in 50 per-
cent of the cost of construction of this
highway and it will enter into a written
agreement before construction begins.

The Bureau of Public Roads is anxious
to begin acquiring the necessary prop-
erty as soon as possible because of ris-
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ing land costs. Any delay would result
in inecreased expenditures.

The Bureau of the Budget recom-
mended an appropriation of $8,000,000 to
fully carry out the provisions of Public
Law 89-795. The Appropriations Com-
mittee provided only half that amount
in this bill, $4,000,000.

In order to strengthen our national
and international bearing, and in fair-
ness to a city that otherwise has asked
little, but has lost valuable land in the
interests of U.S. foreign relations, I ask
your support.

Mr, BOLAND, Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word and rise in
opposlt.ion to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I only rise to say that
the request was for $8 million and we
reduced it to $4 million.

The $4 million will enable the Depart-
ment of Transportation to go along with
the planning and engineering and the
acquisition of rights-of-way.

I think if we reduce it to $2 million,
we would not be able to acquire the prop-
erty that is necessary to construct this
road. The value of the land required for
rights-of-way are increasing every year.
I think it really would cost us more mon-
ey if we reduce this by the $2 million that
the gentleman from Iowa suggests that
we do.

Mr. Chairman, I oppose this amend-
ment.

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

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

Mr. GROSS. Why not let them build
their own road to hook up with the Ti-
juana racetrack—I mean the Juarez
racetrack.

Mr. BOLAND. We do not want it to
hook up with Tijuana, which is a thou-
sand miles away, or Juarez.

Mr. GROSS. I am referring to the Jua-
rez racetrack.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
Gross].

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY ME. GROSS

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Gross:
page 14, delete lines 5 to 9 inclusive.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, this is
another new program in the bill at a cost
of $4 million, and there is not even a
budget estimate for it. It provides for
the maintenance of highways in Alaska.
It is one thing to construct roads; it is
another thing to go into States and
maintain those roads. It seems to me
about the least the State of Alaska can
do is to maintain its own roads. I ask
support for the amendment, for I can
think of no valid reason why the State
of Alaska should be given special treat-
ment that is accorded no other of the
49 States in the matter of maintenance.

Mr. POLLOCE. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from
Alaska is recognized for 5 minutes.

On
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Mr. POLLOCK. Mr. Chairman, section
T of the Federal Aid to Highway Act of
1966 authorized the appropriation of
special Federal funds in the amount of
$14 million for each of the fiscal years
1968 through 1972 for highway construe-
tion and maintenance in Alaska. These
funds were authorized to be appropria-
ted from the general fund in addition to
the regular Federal aid to highway pri-
mary, secondary, and urban highway
funds apportioned annually to Alaska.

Mr. Chairman, the special Alaska as-
sistance section of the Federal Aid to
Highway Act of 1966 was the recogni-
tion by Congress of the situation which
exists in Alaska and which is substan-
tially different from any of the rest of
the Nation. It is a unique situation
worthy of special treatment. It was also
enacted by Congress in recognition of
the neglect, the discrimination and the
inequitable treatment given to Alaska
in the past.

Since the inception of the Federal-aid
ABC highway program in 1916 Alaska
has never received an equal or appro-
priate share of the funds under this pro-
gram, and, ladies and gentlemen, Alaska
has never participated in or benefited
from the financing of the Interstate
Highway System which is enjoyed by
every other State and Puerto Rico.

Last year the President requested in
the budget approximately $140 million
under the Appalachia Regional Devel-
opment Act of 1965 for highway and
access road development. It is my un-
derstanding that some $100 million of
the funds appropriated by the 89th Con-
gress for this fiscal year remain un-
expended, and yet the President this
year requested an additional $100 mil-
lion which the Appropriations Commit-
tee reduced to $95 million. This is dif-
fieult to understand taken in light of
the treatment of Alaska when we real-
ize that the 586,400 square miles of the
State of Alaska constitutes approxi-
mately 16 percent or one-sixth of the
total land area of the United States.
Alaska has less than 7,000 miles of roads
of all classes. This mileage is only 0.2
percent of the Nation’s road system, but
it serves (or rather fails to serve) one-
sixth of the Nation’s entire area. It is
evident, therefore, that funds needed to
push roads into undeveloped Alaska,
which have not been available in the past
must be made available in the present if
the Nation is to have any chance to reap
the great potential benefits of its vast
T€Source reserves.

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

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

Mr. MINSHALL. I would like to com-
mend the gentleman from Alaska on the
fine statement he is making and the fine
statement that he made before our sub-
committee. He has pursued his cause
with perseverance. He gave us a very,
very good report before our subcommit-
tee, and, as the rep-rt shows, this is the
only place in our entire bill where we
went over the budget.

I simply hope that the House will vote
against the amendment.

Mr. POLLOCEK. I thank the gentle-
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man. If I might eontinue, Mr Chairman,
I wish to emphasize again that Alaska is
the only State in the Union not partici-
pating in the Interstate Highway pro-
gram, although a fuel tax is collected in
Alaska as it is everywhere else. The im-
pact of this appropriation on the Fed-
eral highway budget is virtually nil. If
we had the entire $14 million which we
requested, we would have only nine one-
hundred-thousandths of 1 percent of the
total Federal Budget, and even this has
been cut from $14 million down to $4
million.

Nevertheless, while it is very, very
small, as far as its impact on the nation-
al budget is concerned, it certainly has a
great and substantial impact in Alaska.

In a report of the Committee on Pub-
lic Works of the Senate on S. 3155, pages
30 and 31, there is a discussion of the
Alaska assistance section, I would like
to quote just a small portion. It states:

The committee reiterates its earlier com-
ment that the State of Alaska, due to its
slze, its small population, its climatic and
selsmic conditions and its distance from the
other continental States, possesses absolutely
unique problems. For these reasons the com-
mittee emphasizes that Section 6 of S. 3155
proposes unique efforts to solve these prob-
lems, and these recommendations are not to

be construed as a precedent for any other
State.

Gentlemen, we are treated differently
in that we are denied the same benefits
every other State receives in the Inter-
state Highway program. What I am ask-
ing, gentlemen, is, out of simple fairness,
to give us what we badly need. We need
the $14 million. It has been reduced to
$4 million. Now there is an amendment
to entirely delete the remaining $4 mil-
lion. While we pay the gas tax, we are the
only State denied Interstate funds. I urge
you not to support the amendment.

As a matter of fact, I ask in the in-
terest of common fairness that the
amendment which is before the House
be soundly defeated.

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

Mr. POLLOCK. I yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr, Chairman, the gen-
tleman states the case as the subcom-
mittee saw it. We agreed with him. I
hope the amendment is defeated.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Iowa [Mr. Gross].

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Chairman, I move fo
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to ex-
plain the motion to recommit which I
intend to offer to this bill.

Probably every Member is familiar
with the fact that the executive branch
of the Government is currently engaged
in a review and a reestimate of the cur-
rent budget situation and outlook.

In recent weeks, I have had an op-
portunity to visit with officials in the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare and the Department of Labor,
and I know something of the painful
process through which they are going to
revise, to reduce the budget expenditure
estimates for the current fiscal year
1968, It is of course a Government-wide
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review, affécting all agencies, because
the executive branch now realizes that
we are facing a possible budget deficit in
fiscal year 1968 of the incredible sum of
upward of $30,000,000,000.

I would point out that this review is
being made while nearly all of the
President's budget requests are still
pending consideration in Congress, The
fiscal situation is critical, and we should
avail ourselves of every opportunity
to make reductions. I think it is impera-
tive that this Congress manifest its con-
cern, and also its desire to have the ex-
penditure rates for fiscal year 1968 re-
duced.

According to my information, the bill
before us today involves budget expendi-
ture estimates for fiscal year 1968 of
roughly %1,550,000,000. My amendment,
which will be offered in the motion to re-
commit, will provide that this expendi-
ture level, for fiscal year 1968, be scaled
down by 5 percent—which, on a base
of $1,550,000,000, would be about
$77,000,000.

Unquestionably, in the current budget
review in the executive branch, reduc-
tions in fiscal 1968 expenditures of this
magnitude, and perhaps even greater,
not only can be made but may well be
made, especially in view of the possibil-
ity of a $30 billion deficit which this
country faces in its Federal budget for
fiscal year 1968.

It is a situation we must begin to face.
This is a way to begin. It is only 5 per-
cent, According to my information, this
may not be as great as the reductions
in spending estimates being considered
by the executive branch in education
and health and in some other areas of
public spending during the current fiscal
year 1968. But it is a step in the direc-
tion which it seems to me we ought to
take.

I would hope that a majority of the
House would join in support of cutting
back the expenditure estimates by 5 per-
cent in this new department for the cur-
rent fiscal year 1968.

Mr. O’'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I want to pay tribute
to the magnificent manner in which the
chairman of the Subcommittee on Ap-
propriations, Transportation, has pre-
sented this legislation.

It is obvious that the gentleman’s com-
plete knowledge of the items has im-
pressed the Members of this body.

Ep Boranp and I have been friends for
30 years. We came to Congress together
more than 15 years ago; we have shared
an apartment together. I can testify that
Ep Boranp has done his homework—
night after night he has burned the mid-
night oil—pouring over the day’s hear-
ings, preparing himself for the following
day’s witnessess.

The work of putting this new com-
mittee together—this outstanding re-
port—is a great contribution by this
learned and hard-working Congressman.

It is deeply appreciated and I extend
to him my sincere congratulations.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I listened with a great
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deal of interest to the distinguished and
able gentleman from Wisconsin. I would
hope that the motion to recommit would
not prevail. The bill that this subcom-
mittee has brought to this floor today
has the sharpest reduction of all the
appropriation bills that have come to
this floor this session. The overall re-
duction is 11 percent. This certainly
would seem to me to be sufficient. I think
it is a fair reduction. I would hope that
the committee would stand by that.

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Chairuan, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BOLAND. I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr., LAIRD, Mr, Chairman, the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Massachu-
setts is speaking about the appropriation
level, not the expendifure estimates of
fiscal 1968. In this bill, only about 70
percent of those appropriations would
probably normally be expended in the
first year; that is, in fiscal year 1968.
My remarks go to the expenditure rate,
not the appropriations for the fiscal year
1968. And that would also bring in the
matter of expenditures from carryover
balances.

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

Mr. BOLAND. I am delighted to yield
to the chairman of the Appropriations
Committee.

Mr. MAHON. Is it not true that the
proposed motion to recommit would
probably save no money? And it would
come on the heels of an 11-percent re-
duction, which is the largest percentage
reduction made in any appropriation bill
this year, in some critical and important
programs. Does not the gentleman agree
that it would be a mistake for the House
today to adopt the motion to recommit?

Mr. BOLAND. The gentleman makes
a persuasive argument, and I agree with
him.

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

Mr. BOLAND. I am delighted to yield
to the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. LAIRD. I should like to allude to
the remarks made by our distinguished
chairman, the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. MagON].

This is the same kind of a reduction
the President of the United States was
talking about only last week. It seems to
me that we should, as the executive
branch is doing, concern ourselves with
expenditure rates for the current year.
The 11 percent mentioned by the gentle-
man from Texas refers to appropriation
requests, not expenditures.

I believe it important that Congress
cooperate in the current executive
branch budget review and in effect say
that we have a majority of the Congress
willing to stand up for an expenditure
limitation while we are engaged in this
major war in Southeast Asia.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise and re-
port the bill back to the House with the
recommendation that the bill do pass.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. UpaLL, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
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having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 11456) making appropriations for
the Department of Transportation for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1968, and
for other purposes, had directed him to
report the bill back to the House with
the recommendation that the bill do

pass.
The SPEAKER. Without objection, the
previous question is ordered.
There was no objection.
The SPEAKER. The question is on the
g?ngrossment and third reading of the
The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Mr. LATRD. Mr. Speaker, I offer a mo-
tion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op-
posed to the bill?

Mr. LAIRD. I am, in its present form,
Mr. Speaker,

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the motion to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Lamo moves to recommit the bill to
the Committee on Appropriations with in-
structions to that committee to report it
back forthwith with the following amend-
ment: On page 18, immediately following
line 15, insert a new section as follows:

“SEc. T02, Money appropriated in this Act
shall be available for expenditure in the fis-
cal year ending June 30, 1968, only to the
extent that expenditure thereof shall not re-
sult in total aggregate net expenditures of
all agencies provided for herein beyond
95 per centum of the total aggregate net
expenditures estimated therefor In the
budget for 1968 (H. Doc. 15).”

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the
previous question is ordered on the mo-
tion to recommit.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion to recommit.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 213, nays 188, not voting 30,
as follows:

[Roll No. 173]
YEAS—213

Abbitt Button Eshleman
Abernethy Byrnes, Wis. Findley
Adair Cahill Fino
Anderson, Ill. Carter Fisher
Andrews, Ala, Cederberg Ford, Gerald R.
Arends Chamberlain Fountain
Ashbrook Clancy Frelinghuysen
Ashmore Clausen, Fulton, Pa.
Ayres Don H. Galifianakis
Bates Clawson, Del Gardner
Battin Cleveland Gathings
Belcher Collier Goodell
Bell Colmer Goodling
Bennett Conable Green, Oreg.
Berry Conte Grifiiths
Betts Corbett Gross
Bevill Cramer Grover
Biester Cunningham Gude
Blackburn Curtis Gurney
Bolton Davis, Wis Haley
Bow Dellenback
Bray Denney Halleck
Brock Derwinskl Halpern
Broomfield Devine Hammer-
Brotzman Dickinson schmidt
Brown, Mich. Dole Hansen, Idaho
Brown, Ohio Dorn Harrison
Broyhill, N.C. Dowdy Harsha
Broyhill, Va. Duncan Harvey
Buchanan Dwyer Heckler, Mass,
Burke, Fla. Edwards, Ala. Henderson
Burton, Utah  Erlenborn Horton
Bush Esch Hosmer
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Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord

Jarman
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas
Jones, N.C.
Kastenmeier
Eeith
King, N.Y.
Eleppe
Eornegay
Kupferman
EKuykendall
Eyl

Laird
Langen
Latta
Lennon
Lipscomb
Lioyd
Long, La.
Lukens
MecClory
McClure
McCulloch

McDade
McDonald,
Mich.
McEwen
McMillan
Macdonald,
Mass,

Mallliard

Martin
Mathias, Calif,
Mathlas, Md.
May

Mayne

Meskill

Adams
Addabbo
Albert
Anderson,
Tenn.
Andrews,
N. Dak,
Annunzio
Ashley
Aspinall
Baring
Bingham
Blanton
Blatnik
Bogegs
Boland
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco
Brinkley
Brooks
Brown, Calif,
Burke, Mass,
Burleson
Byrne, Pa.
Cabell
Carey
Celler
Clark
Cohelan
Corman
Culver
Daddario
Daniels
Davis, Ga.
Dawson
de la Garza
Delaney
Dent
Diggs
Dingell
Donohue
Dow
Downing
Dulski
Eckhardt
Edmondson
Edwards, Calif.
Edwards, La.
Eilberg
Evans, Colo.
Everett
Evins, Tenn.
Fallon
Farbsteln
Fascell
Feighan
Flood
Flynt
Foley

Ford,

William D.
Fraser
Friedel
Fulton, Tenn.

Michel
Miller, Ohio
Minshall
Mize
Montgomery
Moore

n
Mosher
Myers
Nelsen
Nichols
Ottinger
Pettis
Pirnie
Poff
Price, Tex.
Pucinski
Quie
Quillen
Railsback
Randall
Reid, I11,
Reid, N.¥.
Reinecke
Rhodes, Ariz,
Rilegle
Robison
Rogers, Fla,
Roth

Rumsfeld
Ruppe
Sandman
Satterfield
Saylor
Schadeberg
Scherle
Schneebell
Schweiker
Schwengel
Scott

NAYS—188

Gongzalez
Gray
Green, Pa.
Gubser
Hagan
Hamilton
Hanley

Hathaway
Hawkins
Hechler, W. Va.

Holifield
Howard
Hull

Irwin
Jacobs
Joelson
Johnson, Callf,
Jones, Ala.
Jones, Mo.
Earsten
Karth
Kazen

Eee

Eelly
Kirwan
Eyros
Landrum

Morgan
Morris, N. Mex.
Moss

Multer
Murphy, Il
Natcher

Nedzi

Nix

O’'Hara, Ill.
O'Hara, Mich.
Olsen

O'Neal, Ga.
O'Neill, Mass.
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Selden
Shriver
Skubitz
Smith, Calif.
Smith, Okla.
Snyder
Springer
Stafford
Stanton
Stelger, Arlz,
Stelger, Wis.
Stratton
Sullivan
Taft

Talcott
Teague, Calif.
Thompson, Ca.
Thomson, Wis.
Tuck

Uttt

Vander Jagt
Vigorito
Wampler
Watkins
Watson
Whalen
Whalley
Widnall
Williams, Pa.
Wilson, Bob
Winn

Wolff

‘Wyatt
Wydler
Wrylie
Wyman

Zion

Zwach

Patman
Patten
Pelly
Pepper
Perkins
Philbin
Pickle
Pike
Poage
Pollock
Pool
Price, I11.
Purcell

Rees
. Reifel

Resnick

Reuss

Rhodes, Pa.

Rivers

Roberts

Rodino

Rogers, Colo.
n

Ronan
Rooney, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roush
Roybal

Ryan

St Germain
St. Onge
Shipley

Sisk

Slack

Smith, JTowa
Staggers
Steed
Stephens
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Teague, Tex,
Tenzer
Thompson, N.J.
Tiernan
Tunney
Udall
Ullman

Van Deerlin
Vanik

Waggonner
Waldie
Walker
Watts
White
Whitten
Wiggins
Wilson,
Charles H.
Wright
Yates
Young
Zablockl

NOT VOTING—30

Barrett te Pryor

Burton, Calif. King, Calif. Rarick

Casey Kluczynskl Roudebush
Conyers MacGregor Scheuer
Cowger Madden Sikes
Garmatz Miller, Calif. Smith, N.Y.
Hays Morse, Mass. Taylor

Hébert Murphy, N.Y. Whitener
Herlong O'Eonski Williams, Miss.
Holland Passman Willis

So the motion to recommit was agreed
to

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:
On this vote:

Mr. Rarick for, with Mr. MacGregor against.
Mr. Roudebush for, with Mr. Hébert
against.

Until further notice:

Mr, Eluczynski with Mr. O'Eonskli.

Mr. Garmatz with Mr. Cowger.

Mr. Miller of California with Mr. Smith of
New York.

Mr. Sikes with Mr. Morse of Massachusetts.

Mr. Barrett with Mr. Conyers.

Mr. Willis with Mr. Madden.

Mr. King of California with Mr. Passman.

Mr, Hays with Mr. Scheuer.

Mr. Herlong with Mr. Holland.

Mr. Burton of California with Mr. Casey.

Mr. Hungate with Mr, Taylor.

Mr. Murphy of New York with Mr.
Whitener.

Mr. Pryor with Mr. Williams of Mississippl.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon changed her
vote from “nay” to “yea.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to the instructions of the House, in the
motion to recommit, I report back the
bill HR, 11456 with an amendment.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

On page 18, immediately following line 15,
insert a new section as follows:

“Sec. 702. Money appropriated in this Act
shall be available for expenditure in the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1968, only to the ex-
tent that expenditure thereof shall not re-
sult in total aggregate net expenditures of
all agencies provided for herein beyond 95
percent of the total aggregate net expendi-
tures estimated therefor in the budget for
1968 (H. Doc. 15)."

The SPEAEKER. The question is on
the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the engrossment and third reading of
the bill.

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

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the passage of the bill.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr, Speaker,
on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 393, nays 5, not voting 34,
as follows:

[Roll No. 174]

YEAS—393

Abbitt Andrews, Baring
Abernethy N. Dak. Bates
Adalr Annunzlo Battin
Adams Arends Belcher
Addabbo Ashbrook Bell
Albert Ashley Bennett
Anderson, Ashmore TTY

Tenn. Aspinall Betts
Andrews, Ala. Ayres Bevill

Brasco

Bray
Brinkley
Brock
Brooks
Broomfleld
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson
Burton, Utah
Bush

Button
Byrne, Pa.
Byrnes, Wis.
Cabell

Cahill

Carey

Carter
Cederberg
Celler
Chamberlain

Conyers
Corbett
Corman
Cramer
Culver
Cunningham
Curtis
Daddario
Daniels
Davis, Ga.
Davis, Wis.
Dawson

de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Denney
Dent
Derwinskl
Devine
Dickinson
Diggs
Dingell
Dole
Donochue
Dorn

Dow
Dowdy
Downing
Dulski
Duncan
Dwyer
Eckhardt
Edmondson

Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Everett

Foley
Ford, Gerald R.
Ford,

William D.
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Fountaln
Fraser

Frelinghuysen
Friedel

Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Gurney
Hagan
Haley

Hall
Halleck

Macdonald,
Mass

Machen
Mahon
Mallliard
Marsh
Martin

Mathlas, Calif.
Mathias, Md.
Matsunaga

rg:
Morris, N. Mex,
Morton
Mosher
Moss

Multer
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Stafford Widnall
Sta Udall Wiggins
Stanton Uliman Willlams, Pa.
Steed Utt ‘Wilson, Bob
Stelger, Wis. Van Deerlin Wilson,
Stephens Vander Jagt Charles H.
Stratton anik Winn
Stubblefleld Vigorito Wolft
Stuckey Waggonner Wright
Sullivan Waldie Wryatt
Taft Walker Wydler
Talcott ‘Wampler Wylie
Teague, Callf, Watkins Wyman
Tenzer Watson Yates
Thompson, Ga. Watts Young
Thompson, N.J, Whalen Zablockl
Thomson, Wis. Whalley Zion
Tiernan White Zwach
Tuck Whitten
NAYS—b6

Gross Long, La, Steiger, Arlz,
Eyl Lukens

NOT VOTING—34
Anderson, IlI. Kluczynskl Roudebush
Barrett Lipscomb Scheuer
Burton, Calif. MacGregor Scott
Casey Madden Sikes
Cowger Miller, Calif., Smith, N.Y.
Garmatz Morse, Mass. Taylor
Hays Murphy, N.¥. Teague, Tex.
Hébert O'Eo Whitener
Herlong Passman Williams, Miss.
Holland Pryor Wiilis
Hungate Rallshack
King, Calif. Rarick

Sc the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Morse of Massachusetts for, with Mr.
Rarick against.

Mr. Hébert for, with Mr. MacGregor against,

Until further notice:

Mr. Kluezynski with Mr. O'Konski.

Mr, Garmatz with Mr. Cowger.

Mr. Miller of California with Mr. Smith of
New York.

Mr. Sikes with Mr. Roudebush.

Mr. Barrett with Mr. Lipscomb.

Mr. Willis with Mr. Madden.

Mr. King of California with Mr, Passman,

Mr. Hays with Mr, Scott.

Mr. Herlong with Mr, Holland.

Mr. Burton of California with Mr. Casey.

Mr. Hungate with Mr, Taylor.

Mr. Murphy of New York with Mr.
Whitener.

Mr. Pryor with Mr. Willlams of Misslissippi.

Mr. Teague of Texas with Mr. Anderson.

Mr. Bcheuer with Mr. Rallsback.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent  that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks on the bill just
passed and to include pertinent addi-
tional material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ArLBerT). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

There was no objection.

SONG SIN TAIK AND SONG HYUNG
HO

Mr. ROUSH. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the bill (H.R. 7516) for
the relief of Song Sin Taik and Song
Hyung Ho, Private Calendar No. 171.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Indiana?

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, reserving the right to object, I
would like to ask for a little information
on this particular bill. Is this the private
bill involving two Korean children?

Mr. ROUSH. Yes, it is.

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Have the
objections that were raised originally
been taken care of ?

Mr. ROUSH. Yes, they have, and this
matter has been cleared with both sides

- of the aisle. The original objection was

raised because the objector did not
understand that there was an amend-
ment at the desk which would have clari-
fied the spelling of one of the names.

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, I withdraw my reservation of
objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Indiana?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill as follows:

H.R. 7516

Be il enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress asséembled, That, in the
administration of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act, Song 8in Taik and Song Hyung
Ho each may be classified as a child within
the meaning of section 101(b) (1) (F) of that
Act, upon approval of a petition filed in
behalf of each by Mr, and Mrs. J. Earl Leis-
mer, citizens of the United States, pursuant
to section 204 of that Act. Section 204(c)
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, re-
lating to the number of petitions which may
be approved, shall be inapplicable in this
case,

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BOUSH

Mr. ROUSH. Mr. Speaker, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. RousH: On page
1, line 4, strike out the name “Song Hyung
Ho" and substitute in lieu thereof the name
“Song Eyung Ho".

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Indiana.

The amendment was agreed to.

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

The title was amended so as to read:
“An act for the relief of Son Sin Taik and
Song Kyung Ho.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

ENOUGH PROBLEMS FOR ALL

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Mississippi?

There was no objection,

. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, on
Thursday, July 13, by unanimous consent
obtained by the majority leader [Mr. AL-
BErRT], the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Resnick], inserted remarks in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, page 18754, I am
assured by Mr. Arsert that he did not
see the statement.
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In his statement Mr. RESNICK says
that he knew, “as a fact,” that each time
the Secretary of Agriculture has tried to
help to meet the food problem in Missis-
sippi and other southern States “he has
been blocked by the chairman of the Ap-
propriations Subcommittee for Agricul-
ture, our distinguished colleague from
Mississippi.” Later he said: “The real
culprit is the Governor of Mississippi.”

Mr. Speaker, a greater falsehood was
never uttered. Instead of such statement
being true, I would say here and now
that last year our commiitee provided
funds for food stamps, which are under
the control of the Secretary, and have
cooperated fully with the Secretary, who
ineidentally has charge of only the agri-
cultural commodity programs, including
food stamps, where the law requires
some payment.

Further, as you have seen in the press,
the Secretary testified that every county
in Mississippi, at their own request, has
some type food aid program, paying out
of local funds all administrative costs;
and the Secretary has reduced the cost
of food stamps as low as the law permits,
a law written by Mr. REsNIcK's commit-
tee, not mine.

Mr. Speaker, when the Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr, CLarx], and the Sen-
ator from New York [Mr. KENNEDY],
made charges about conditions of fami-
lies in my State, I obtained the names
of those individuals whom they visited,
individuals carefully sought out in ad-
vance by a paid worker from New York,
and got the department of public wel-
fare to check them.

All except a few were recelving food
stamps and these had heard of the pro-
gram but had not applied for stamps. I
hold here in my hand a list of the names
of those visited. Practically all are on
public welfare; most receive aid for de-
pendent children. How many, if any, of
the parents visited had registered for
employment with the U.S. Employment
Service, I have not yet been able to as-
certain.

Subsequently, when this group of doc-
tors left New York, with its Harlem,
went fhrough or passed by Newark,
where the tragedy of the last few days
has taken place and where, according to
the press, those living in the area have
charged that conditions have been bad
indeed; they visited certain persons in
my State, carefully selected in advance.
Certainly it is apparent they went to
propagandize the Nation and not to help
for they issued their report to the press,
not to the Federal or State agencies,
which could help in proper cases. If they
merely wished to find individual cases
they would not have had to go farther
south than Washington nor to have left
their own State for that matter. Of
course, if we knew what grant was made
to them we could judge their objectivity
or lack of it.

On the 23d day of June 1967, I asked
the Senator from Pennsylvania, who has
his problems in Philadelphia, Pittsburgh,
and elsewhere, particularly during his
coming election year, to supply me with
names and addresses of those visited by
this team of investigators sent out from
New York City. I know our department
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of health, our welfare department and
the U.S. Department of Agriculture, and
I am sure all members of the delegation,
wish to see that such situations do not
exist, even though in all likelihood the
conditions largely come from parental
neglect, a situation which exists to some
extent in every city in the United States.
The Senator has not yet supplied me
with the requested information.

Mr. Speaker, I have been in the pov-
erty-stricken areas of many of the cities
of the Nation, I think it quite significant
that Representatives from such areas
point their fingers at our area instead of
reviewing their at-home situation. Ap-
parently they do not want to talk about
their own backyard, especially to the
press, for it might lead to a Newark, a
Hough or Watts situation, which we all
deplore and which we are thankful that
we do not face in my section.

On May 17, 1967, Mayor Lindsey of
New York invited me to attend the open-
ing of the new market for New York City
at Hunt's Point, which will help to re-
duce food costs. I was invited because
our committee had provided the funds
for planning this market, had visited the
area prior to and during its construction.

Mr. Speaker, I shall not here detail the
facts told to us by New Yorkers as to the
condition of those pitiful people who
were squatters at Hunt’s Point prior to
its being taken for the market. Suffice it
to say it was worse than anything
charged against my area. I do not know
how many of you have been around the
14th Street Market on Sunday morning,
on the Bowery, or have traveled the
streets which officials will tell you they
have to clean several times a day because
garbage is thrown from the windows
many stories above the ground from
tenements which rent control keeps from
being repaired. I have been there, for
our committee handles funds for school
lunch, for school milk—we have tried to
help.

“Man in the house,” “fancy women,”
“illegitimate children,” “on welfare,’ “no
visible means of support” are terms fa-
miliar to those who know the poverty
areas of Washington, Philadelphia, New
York, Pittsburgh, Newark, Cleveland,
and so forth. We deplore the fact that
bad conditions exist anywhere. I repeat,
investigation as to nutrition will be
found in practically all cases to be at
least partially due to parental neglect.
I do say that in my own State our Gov-
ernor, our officials, aided by Secretary
Freeman, are doing all we can; and nu-
merically, comparatively, or by any other
measure, these other sections have a
much worse problem and are doing much
less about it. It is no wonder that some
Representatives and some Senators wish
to run against something 2,000 miles
away, instead of facing up to their own
backyard.

Of course, Mr. Speaker, in some in-
stances our colleagues would be afraid
to go into these troubled and poverty-
stricken areas of their own cities in the
daytime, much less at night.

Mr. Speaker, I addressed myself to this
subject on May 11, 1967, pages 12340-
12341 of the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD. I
hope the membership will read my state-
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ment of that date, particularly the quote
from the late Clarence Cannon.

May I say to the gentleman from New
York that in order to abide by the rules
of the House I will not use language as
strong as I feel. I will merely say there
is not a word of truth in what the gentle-
man says he knows “as a fact.”

I say further, any official, any doctor,
or anyone else who charges that the peo-
ple or the officials of my State wish to or
are trying to eliminate any race or the
people of any race is not worthy of being
believed on oath.

In conclusion, all such cases, wherever
they are, should be reported to Federal
and State officials in order that every-
thing possible may be done to improve
deplorable conditions whether they be
few or many.

OKLAHOMA'S INDIANS SPEAK OUT
AGAINST VIETNAM DEMONSTRA-
TORS

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
include a resolution adopted by a group
of Indian leaders in Oklahoma.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, many
times during the years I have served in
this body, I have taken the floor to ex-
press my admiration for the American
Indians, who make up one of the finest
groups of citizens in my State and in the
Nation.

My respect for these Indian citizens
was heightened recently when I received
a copy of a resolution passed at a meet-
ing of the leaders of 11 Indian tribes of
eastern Oklahoma on June 1, 1967, in
Muskogee, Okla.

In this resolution, the members of
these tribes deplore and condemn the
actions of some other Indian tribes of
America who are taking part in demon-
strations against the U.S. position in
Vietnam. The resolution further states
that these 11 tribes “unanimously and
heartily favor the successful conclusion
of the war in Vietnam at the earliest
possible date.”

Mr. Speaker, the Indian tribes of Okla-
homa have given America’s fighting
forces some of their greatest warriors.
Oklahoma Indians have served with dis-
tinction and honor in our wars, including
the war in Vietnam. Oklahoma Indians
have received many military decorations,
including the Congressional Medal of
Honor. They consider it a privilege to
serve this Nation when it needs them,
and I have yet to receive my first request
for special treatment from an Indian
soldier, sailor, airman, or marine.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to have this
resolution, addressed to the President of
the United States, appear in the REcorp
as a source of inspiration for all Ameri-
cans. The resolution is a great expression
of patriotism by a group of fine
Americans.

RESOLUTION

Whereas, a meeting of eleven Indian Tribes

of Eastern Oklahoma was convened at Mus-
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kogee, Oklahoma, on June 1, 1967 to com-
gider affairs of mutual interest, and

Whereas, the eleven tribes were duly rep-
resented as follows:

Cherokee Tribe of Oklahoma—C. C. Vie-
tory, Vice-Chief, representing W, W. Keeler,
Principal Chief

Chickasaw Tribe of Oklahoma—Overton
James, Governor

Choctaw Tribe of Oklahoma—Harry J. W.
Belvin, Principal Chief

Creek Tribe of Oklahoma—W. E. McIntosh,
Prinecipal Chief

Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma—Ju-
lian Bluejacket, Chief

Miami Tribe of Oklahoma—Forest D. Olds,
Chief

Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians—Clay
Gibson, Chairman, Mississippi Choctaw
Tribal Council

Osage Tribe of Indians in Oklahoma—
Paul Pitts, Prineipal Chief

Quapaw Tribe of Oklahoma—Robert
Whitebird, Chairman, Quapaw Business Com-
mittee

Seminole Tribe of Oklahoma—John Brown,
Chairman, General Council of Seminole
Tribe :

Seneca-Cayuga Tribe of Oklahoma—Ver-
non Crow, Chief

Whereas, it has become known that there
are certain Indian tribes who are taking part
in demonstrations protesting United States
involvement in the Viet Nam war, and

Whereas, this tribal representative group
does not consider it fitting and proper for
American Indians to protest against actions
of the United States Government, and

Whereas, all of the tribes named above
have members who have fought in wars in
defense of our country, and who have at this
time, members who are fighting in the Viet
Nam war, who consider it unpatriotic and a
threat to the security of our Nation to dem-
onstrate in protest of any conflict in which
the United States is involved, and

Whereas, the actions of the Indlan tribes
who participate in such demonstrations are
not condoned by the tribes represented at
this meeting,

Now, therefore, be it resolved, That these
eleven tribes, whose members are patriotic
American citizens, condemn those Indian
tribes who are taking part in said demonstra-
tions, and

Be it further resolved, that the representa-
tives of the eleven tribes unanimously and
heartily favor the successful conclusion of
the war in Viet Nam at the earliest possible
date, and

Be it further resolved, that Overton James
is authorized to sign this resolution on behalf
of the tribes represented, and

Be it further resolved, that this resolution
be forwarded to Honorable Lyndon B. John-
son, President of the United States, and

Be it further resolved, that coples of this
resolution be submitted to the Oklahoma
Congressional delegation, the Secretary of the
Interior, and the Commissioner of Indian
Affairs, :

Adopted this 1st day of June, 1067 at
Muskogee, Oklahoma,.

OVERTON JAMES,
Governor, Chickasaw Tribe, Temporar