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eign .Service information officer of the class 
of career minister for information, to be Am
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary 
of the United States of America to Hon
duras. 

Claude G. Ross, of California, a Foreign 
Service officer of the class of career Min
ister, to be Ambassador Extraordinary and 
Plenipotentiary of the United States of Amer
ica to the United Republic of Tanzania. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COUNCIL 

Henry S. Robinson, Jr., of the District of 
Columbia, to be a member of the District 
of Columbia Council for the remainder of 
the term expiring February 1, 1970. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Wednesday, October 8, 1969 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch, 

D.D., offered the following prayer: 
O give thanks unto the Lord; for He is 

good; for His mercy endureth forever.~ 
Psalm 106: 1. 

With grateful hearts, O God, we ac
knowledge that Thou art the creator of 
the world, the sustainer of life, and the 
rock upon which we can build security. 
We thank Thee for Thy constant care 
and Thy abounding goodness which are 
ours day by day. Truly Thy mercies are 
everlasting, Thy faithfulness endures 
through all generations, and Thy love 
abides forever. The ref ore we put our trust 
in Thee. 

Bless our country with Thy guiding 
spirit and by Thy grace enable her to 
walk in the way of Thy commandments. 
May we as a free people always be the 
champion of peace and justice in our 
world. Strengthen the ties of fellowship 
within our borders that we may live to
gether with understanding, respect, and 
good will and give to every man the op
portunity to live a full and a free life. 
May the love of Thy dear name bless 
every heart and every home. 

In the spirit of Christ we pray. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

The Journal of the proceedings of 
yesterday 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 a bill of 
the following title, in which the con
currence of the House is requested: 

S. 1718. An act to provide for the convey
ance to the city of Cheyenne, Wyo., of cer
tain real property of the United States here
tofore donated to the United States by such 
city. 

DR. PHILIP CRANE WINS 13TH DIS_: 
TRICT OF ILLINOIS PRIMARY 

(Mr. ASHBROOK asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, I take 
this time merely to off er my congratula
tions to Philip Crane, a very good friend, 
who was nominated as Republican can
didate for Congress in the 13th District 
of Illinois yesterday. Dr. Crane, I believe, 
will be joining us in the Congress next 
January. 

Dr. Crane certainly will add a great 
deal to our side of the aisle. He 1s a very 
intelligent man, and I might point out 
he is a person with conservative views. 

We often have people ask us what di-

rection the country is taking. I hear 
some say it is going in a moderate direc
tion, some say it is going in a liberal 
direction, and some say it is going in a 
conservatve direction. I am one of those 
who believes the country is more con
servative, and if our party will nominate 
conservative candidates, I happen to 
believe we can win in the elections. 

I certainly congratulate Philip Crane 
for winning the 13th District primary 
election and the Republican voters there 
for showing such good judgment. Dr. 
Crane ran on the issues and took a 
sound, conservative position which he 
successfully articulated to his constitu
ency. The result speaks for itself. 

PROPOSED ESTABLISHMENT OF A 
SEPARATE DEPARTMENT OF 
HEALTH 
(Mr. BROWN of Ohio asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
take this moment to advise my colleagues 
that I will today put in legislation call
ing for a separation of the Department 
of Health from the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare and the 
establishment of a separate Department 
of Health within the Federal Govern
ment. I call attention to remarks which 
will be in the body of the RECORD on 
this subject relating to this proposed 
legislation. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr. 

Speaker, I make the point of order that 
a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is 
not present. 

Mr. BOGGS. 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. 208] 
Albert Diggs Ottinger 
Berry Donohue Pepper 
Blatnik Foreman Pike 
Brock Frelinghuysen Podell 
Brooks Goldwater Powell 
Burton, Utah Harrington Rees 
Cahill Hawkins Reifel 
Carey Howard Rooney, N.Y. 
Chisholm Johnson, Calif. St. Onge 
Clark Kirwan Steed 
Clay McClory Tunney 
Cleveland McClure Whalley 
Davis, Ga.. Marsh Whitten 
Dawson Miller, Calif. Wilson, 
Denney Nelsen Charles H. 
Dent O'Nelll, Mass. Wright 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 382 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON 
H.R. 11039, PEACE CORPS ACT 
AMENDMENTS 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill (H.R. 11039) to 
amend further the Peace Corps Act (75 
Stat. 612), as amended, with Senate 
amendments thereto, disagree to the 
Senate amendments, and agree to the 
conference asked by the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn
sylvania? The Chair hears none, and 
appoints the fallowing conferees: Messrs. 
MORGAN, ZABLOCKI, HAYS, ADAIR, and 
MAILLIARD. 

PERMISSION FOR SELECT COMMIT
TEE ON ROBINSON-PATMAN ACT, 
COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS, 
TO SIT DURING GENERAL DEBATE 
TODAY 
Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Select Com
mittee on the Robinson-Patman Act of 
the Small Business Committee may sit 
during general debate today. 

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

There was no objection. 

HEARINGS SCHEDULED ON S. 952, TO 
PROVIDE FOR ADDITIONAL DIS
TRICT JUDGES 
(Mr. CELLER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to announce that Subcommittee 
No. 5 of the Committee on the Judiciary 
will begin several days of hearings on S. 
952 which provides for the appointment 
of additional district judges, another 
measure relating to the organization and 
administration of the Federal district 
courts, beginning on Wednesday, October 
29, at 10 a.m. in room 2141 of the 
Rayburn Building. 

THE COURSE ON WHICH THE NIXON 
ADMINISTRATION IS LEADING 
OUR NATION 
(Mr. OLSEN asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 min
ute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
call the attention of the Members of this 
body to the headlines in three editorials 
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of the Washington Post. I think the 
headlines themselves have a story to tell 
about the course on which the Nixon ad
ministration is leading our Nation. 

The headline in the Washington Post 
Thursday, December 12, 1968: "Nixon 
Announces His Cabinet." Elsewhere on 
page 1 was the headline, "Joblessness 
Hits 15-Year Low Point." 

The lead headline in the Washington 
Post yesterday, October 7, 1969: "Jobless 
Rate Increases to 2-Year High." 

And, if that is not bad enough, the 
headline on page 1 of the Washington 
Post today, October 8, reads, "Treasury 
Predicts More Joblessness." 

OUR COUNTRY NEEDS TO BE 
UNITED 

(Mr. WAGGONNER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. W AGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, for 
weeks now Member after Member of this 
body has come to the well from both sides 
of the aisle to speak about the financial 
plight of the Nation and the conditions 
surrounding the war in Vietnam, and 
what we ought to do to solve these 
problems. 

There are a number of the Members 
who have been here longer than I have, 
and perhaps who will stay here longer 
than I will, but what I am going to say 
now I say without any fear of contradic
tion from any one of the Members. It is 
this: 

If we are going to solve the problems 
having to do with the economy of this 
country, the problems of the war in Viet
nam, provide for a stable economy, and 
provide for the security of this country, 
we had better stop coming to the well of 
this House and talking about partisan
ship, and we had better start thinking 
about what this country needs, because 
if we ever needed to be united we need 
to be united now, and we are going in 
exactly the other direction. 

When the Nation is in the peril it is in 
here at home and abroad, there can be 
only one raitional course for rational men 
to take and that is the avenue that leads 
to nonpartisan solutions to nonpartisan 
problems. 

The war in Vietnam is not a Republi
can war; it is not a Democratic war. 

The inflation that is tearing this coun
try apart belongs on neither the Re
publican or Democratic doorstep. 

These are American problems. 
Too many, both in and out of Govern

ment, seem willing to sacrifice this Nation 
for partisan benefit and for the benefit of 
their particular social and philosophical 
leaning. This must be stopped and 
stopped at once. 

Whatever solution we finally and 
agonizingly come to in Vietnam must be 
one that will leave this Nation some 
dignity, some respect in the eyes of 
Americans, some semblance of national 
and international honor. If we cannot 
achieve that, God help us. 

I, for one, am sick of partisanship 
when the life of my country is on the 

line and I believe the majority of Ameri
cans feel the same. 

PUBLIC WORKS FOR WATER, POL
LUTION CONTROL, AND POWER 
DEVELOPMENT AND ATOMIC EN
ERGY COMMISSION APPROPRIA
TIONS, 1970 
Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, 

I move that the House resolve itself into 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the considera
tion of the bill (H.R. 14159) making ap
propriations for public works for water, 
pollution control, and power develop
ment, including the Corps of Engineers
Civil, the Panama Canal, the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Administration, 
the Bureau of Reclamation, power agen
cies of the Department of the Interior, 
the Tennessee Valley Authority, the 
Atomic Energy Commission, and related 
independent agencies and commissions 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, 
and for other purposes; and pending 
that motion, Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that general debate on the 
bill be limited to 2 hours, the time to be 
equally divided and controlled by the 
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. RHODES) 
and myself. 

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

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the 

motion offered by the gentleman from 
Tennessee (Mr. Evrns). 

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 consid
eration of the bill H.R. 14159, with Mr. 
AsPINALL 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 Tennessee (Mr. Evrns) will be rec
ognized for 1 hour and the gentleman 
from Arizona (Mr. RHODES) will be rec
ognized for 1 hour. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Tennessee <Mr. Evms). 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
require. 

Mr. Chairman, we bring you today the 
public works and Atomic Energy Com
mission appropriations bill for 1970. 

This is an important bill-a significant 
bill-an all-American bill. 

A bill that is vital to the growth and 
progress of our Nation-vital to the 
safety, health, and well-being of our 
citizens. 

At the outset let me say that we miss 
our distinguished and beloved chairman 
here today, the gentleman from Ohio, 
MIKE KIRWAN. 

TRIBUTE TO MIKE KmWAN 

I have visited MIKE at Bethesda Hos
pital a couple of times recently, and re
gret to report that his condition is not 
encouraging at this time as we would 
hope. Today he is feeling well. We all 

miss him. We miss his great force for 
building strength for America. 

MIKE is "Mr. Public Works" to all of 
us-a great champion of water research 
development and progress for America. 

I know that I speak for all when I say 
that we wish him a full recovery, and 
the best of good luck and success. 

COMMEND COLLEAGUES, STAFF, AND REPORT 

In the absence of Chairman KIRWAN, 
all members of the subcommittee have 
participated in writing this bill-all have 
made their contribution. 

I want to commend all members of the 
subcommittee-the gentleman from 
Massa.chusetts (Mr. BOLAND), the gentle
man from Mississippi (Mr. WHITTEN), 
the gentleman from Alabama (Mr. AN
DREWS) , and the able and genial ranking 
minority member of the subcommittee, 
the gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
RHODES), the gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Mr. DAVIS), and the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. RoBISON). 

I want to also commend the able staff 
of our Subcommittee on Public Works 
Appropriations, Gene Wilhelm, George 
Urian, and Don Richbourg. 

These staff specialists know the details 
of this bill. They have helped to fashion 
this bill. We relied heavily on their ex
pertise and experience, and we are grate
ful to them. 

Let me commend to you the report of 
the committee. It is a well-documented 
report-an ex cell en t summary of the 
committee's actions. 

I commend this report for your read
ing and information. 

OVERALL SUMMARY 

By way of overall summary, President 
Johnson recommended a budget of $4,-
454,452,000 for public works for 1970. 

The revised Nixon budget was $4,203,-
978,000. 

We are recommending in the bill $4,-
505,446,500-a cut of $177 ,538,500 from 
fiscal year 1969. 

This is a cut of 7 percent from the 
original budget and a cut of 12 percent 
below the 1969 budget. 

It represents an increase of $301,468,-
500 over the Nixon budget. 

The largest item in the bill is for the 
Atomic Energy Commission-$2,227,769,-
000. 

We have made cuts and reductions in 
the AEC budget of $131,816,000-$79,-
531,000 for operating expenses and $52,-
285,000 for plant and capital equipment. 

The largest single reduction in the 
AEC budget was a $32 million cut for the 
big Bev. accelerator. The committee has 
allowed $64 million for this work. 

Actually, this bill represents a cut of 
$84,531,500 from the Nixon budget-ex
cluding an increase of $386 million over 
the budget recommended for construc
tion of waste treatment works. 

I will discuss this item in greater de
tail, later in my remarks. 

EFFECTS OF RECENT ADMINISTRATION 

REDUCTION 

As you know the President on Sep
tember 4 announced a cutback in Fed
eral public works projects and con
struction contracts. We have all been 
concerned over this cutback order. 

The President's order directed a 75-
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percent reduction in funding new con
tracts. 

A careful and detailed study of the 
impact of this order shows that only 
about 10 percent of total construction 
money in the bill will be affected. 

The President's order applied to cut
backs in new construction contracts-
it does not apply to ongoing contracts. 

so--to repeat-only 10 percent of the 
construction contracts in Corps of Engi
neers and Bureau of Reclamation budg
ets will be affected by the President's 
order. 

All funds recommended in this bill are 
for completing and finishing projects 
previously funded by the Congress. 

That is with the exception of $8,962,-
000 for 25 small flood control projects 
which are urgently needed and consid
ered critical at this time. 

Eleven of these "starts" were included 
in the budget--we have added 14-mak
ing a total of 25 in all-and this mini
mal number of critically needed local 
flood protection projects will, we feel, 
have no appreciable effect on the prob
lem of inflation. 

we must move ahead-even on a re-
duced scale-to provide flood protection 
in these critical areas. 

So we have made cuts and reductions 
to the maximum extent possible in the 
bill. 

The AEC budget was cut and reduced 
by $131,816,000. We have made some 
other reductions. 

Total reductions in the bill are $160 
million. 

We have added-as I have indicated-
$8,962,000 for the small flood control 
projects mentioned and we have added 
$55 million to the bill for construction. 

The increases which we have made are 
absorbed and offset by the cuts and re
ductions made in the bill. 

These increases were considered nec
essary to meet critical funding deficien
cies in projects under construction. 

overall we have cut $160 million for 
the bill and we have added a total of 
$63,962,000 for programs of the Corps of 
Engineers and Bureau of Reclamation. 

I would point out that the budget esti
mate for 1970 is $200 million below the 
appropriation level for 1969, reflecting 
drastic reductions, in recent years, in 
water resource development programs. 

Extensive testimony before our com
mittee makes clearly evident that some 
adjustment is needed in these drastic 
reductions. 

This is necessary to a void increased 
construction costs, caused by slowdowns, 
stretch outs, and delay. 

Reflecting this great interest, need, and 
concern, more than 200 Members of Con
gress testified before our committee in 
support of 389 projects over the budget. 

The appeals and demands for moving 
forward on public works have been 
tremendous. 

The stretchouts and slowdowns have 
increased over the years and the result
ing costs in projects have mounted. 

So, Mr. Chairman, the committee, in 
its judgment, has made some adjust-
ments. 

We have restored about 50 percent of 
the Nixon cutback on ongoing projects. 

Considering the fact that half of the year 
will have elapsed before this bill has 
been finally passed and enacted into law, 
the restoration is justified. 

We have restored only 50 percent of 
the cutback-and only on small projects. 

Although public works in this appro
priations bill constitutes only about 11 
percent of the total Federal public 
works-public works projects in this bill 
received the largest cuts by percentage of 
reduction. 

Despite a low and inadequate funding 
level last year the budget recommenda
tions for 1970 showed 27 percent reduc
tions for Corps of Engineers and 25 per
cent for Bureau of Reclamation projects. 

About 90 percent of the funds recom
mended in the bill are required to con
tinue ongoing contracts. 

All but $29 million is required for proj
ects under construction. 

It is estimated that construction de
layed a year will cost from 6 to 8 to 12 
percent more than currently estimated. 

Delays will mean not only higher con
struction costs but also substantial losses 
in benefits. 

The loss from electric power and water 
use in the Bureau of Reclamation alone 
is estimated at $98 million. 

Higher construction costs, brought on 
by delays will total an estimated $182 
million-making a total of $280 million 
in losses in these two areas. 

In addition, losses in benefits from the 
projects will total an estimated $350 mil
lion-making a total in losses in the Bu
reau of Reclamation alone of $630 mil
lion. 

ASSESSMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 

In view of these sharp budget cut
backs, it is interesting to note the results 
of the latest and current assessment of 
our water resources. 

In this assessment--and I direct your 
attention to pages 6 and 7 of the report-
it is estimated that under the current 
level of funding of flood control projects, 
the flood damage potential for the Na
tion is expected to increase from $1.7 
billion in 1966 to $5 billion by the year 
2000. 

Requirements for municipal water sys
tems are expected to triple by the year 
2000-increasing from 24 to 74 billion 
gallons a day. 

Industrial water use will increase more 
than 400 percent. 

Steam-electric power requirements will 
increase water withdrawals from 63 to 
411 billion gallons a day by the year 2000. 

Shipping tonnage on inland waterways 
is expected to increase six times in the 
next 50 years. 

Pleasure crafts are expected to increase 
from 8 million to 30 million by the year 
2000. 

And the year 2000-I would remind 
you-is only 30 years hence. 

It is also interesting to note that con
tinued slowdowns and unfunding of 
authorized studies and projects has 
resulted in a backlog of 731 studies-
planning not started-and planning com
pleted, construction not started. 

These 731 studies and projects involve 
$9,727,045,000-almost a $10 billion pub
lic works backlog, and increasing every 
year. 

In recent years we have leveled of! 
at about 65 new construction starts 
annually. 

In 1968 there were 33 new starts-in 
1969 there were eight new starts and in 
1970-we are recommending only 11 new 
starts. 

With the Corps of Engineers complet
ing only 23 projects in 1970 at the current 
rate it will be many decades before we 
eliminate the current backlog. 

At this rate the Nation will enter the 
21st century choked with population in
adequately served by public works proj
ects and services. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I repeat the com
mittee has provided some ~odest in
creases for ongoing construction con
tracts for next year. We consider they 
are fully justified. 

GRANTS FOR WASTE TREATMENT WORKS 

Concerning the vital matter of appro
priations for antipollution control meas
ures and waste treatment grants the pic
ture is different. 

The committee recognizes the serious
ness and gravity of the water pollution 
problem. The committee is concerned 
ovt:r the budget crisis in recent years 
which has not permitted adequate fund
ing for waste treatment works--as au
thorized by the Clean Water Restora
tion Act of 1966. 

And so we are recommending in this 
bill $600 million for waste treatment 
grants to States. All the States will share 
and participate. 

This is almost three times the budget 
request of $214 million. 

. This is where the net increase in this 
bill develops-excluding the increase for 
waste treatment grants, there is a re
duction-an overall reduction except for 
the increases for matching grants to the 
States, and here we go over the budget 
$386 million. ' 

For waste treatment grants, the John
son budget was $214 million. The Nixon 
budget was $214 million. 

The committee recommendation is 
$600 million. 

In addition to the $600 million in new 
money provided in the bill, there is a 
carryover balance of $65 million, which 
will make a total of $665 million for 
grants next year-almost three times the 
amount budgeted-and so we recognize 
the problem. 

We all recognize the importance of re
storing our streams and rivers and lakes 
to their natural unpolluted state. 

We all recognize the pollution problem 
plaguing our States and cities. 

Our committee has considered this 
matter thoroughly and carefully-and 
we are attempting to do something about 
it. 

We have studied the tables of pending 
applications. 

We have studied the grants formula. 
We have studied the nature of the 

backlog. 
And we have debated various levels of 

funding. 
The subcommittee initially proposed a 

funding level of $450 million. 
However, the full committee, on my 

motion, increased this amount from $450 
to $600 million. 
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This amount plus $65 million in car

ryover funds will make $665 mlllion 
available for funding waste treatment 
grant applications next year. 

I repeat-this is more than a half bil
lion-more than three times the level of 
funding for last year. 

RECOMMEND READING REPORT AND TABLES 

I understand an amendment will be 
offered to increase the appropriation to 
$1 billion. We have heard much through 
this publicity campaign. The committee 
has been most generous. We have 
tripled the budget recommendation. 

The $600 million carried in this bill is 
all that can be efficiently utilized next 
year. The tables of pending applications 
show this clearly. 

I strongly recommend the reading of 
the report and an examination of the 
tables showing the status of applications 
by State. 

These charts show that as of Septem
ber 1 there were 1,893 pending applica
tions for Federal grants involving $841 
million in State agencies and regional 
offices. 

These tables also show an additional 
2,931 applications at the local level. 

These applications at the local level are 
in various stages of preparation. 

In some instances eligibility has not 
been verified. 

In other instances local elections on 
bond issues are required, and voting on 
local :financing has not been held. 

In some instances local governments 
are :mot prepared to fund their share at 
this time. 

Adding to the problem is the nature of 
the grant formula which is based on pop
ulation-rather than need. 

There are other causes for delays. 
There are difficulties in the bond market 
at this time. There is the matter of ca
pability of design engineers and con
struction engineers to absorb or handle 
the workload. 

The committee's studies show that a 
significant Portion of grants would be 
allocated to States that have indicated 
no need-because of the population for
mula of allocation. 

Under the formula a substantial 
amount of funds will be distributed to 
States indicating no need. 

Other States will receive more than 
they need. 

And certain States like New York with 
a backlog of $1.3 billion-more than half 
the total backlog-would only get $83 
million even if the entire billion dollar 
authorization was funded. 

Twenty-five States, under the recom
mended appropriation of $600 million, 
would receive more than enough to meet 
their needs. 

And 18 others will receive substantial 
increases in allocations-all that can be 
processed and handled efficiently. 

And seven additional States could fully 
fund all applications at State and re
gional offices. So, Mr. Chairman, all the 
States would greatly benefit under the 
committee recommendation. 

The committee believes that the $600 
million-plus the $65 million in carry
over funds-will be adequate and prac-

tical funding for this program at this 
time. 

This is the maximum amount that can 
be efficiently and effectively used-with
out waste---aand so I recommend support 
for the committee bill-the amounts 
funded in this bill. 

I urge you to vote against the amend
ment, which I understand will be offered, 
to further increase this item. 

Let us stand by the committee and sup
port this bill-a good bill. 

At this point I should like to read a 
letter from Walter J. Hickel, Secretary 
of the Interior: 

OCTOBER 7, 1969. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Because of the Pres

ident's critical effort to contain inflation, 
we must sustain in fact as well as in spirit, 
the statutory expenditure ceiling imposed 
by Congress and the President's expenditure 
ceiling, as well as protect the budget esti
mate submitted in April by the Administra
tion. Therefore, I must renew my support of 
the Waste Treatment Program at the $214 
mlllion level recommended by both Presi
dent Johnson and President Nixon. 

In any event, it is our best estimate that 
existing capacity of the State, local and 
private sectors could support no more than 
$1.5 billion worth of new municipal waste 
treatment plant construction during the re
mainder of Fiscal Year 1970, so that no more 
than $600 million in Federal grants effec
tively could be used. 

Sincerely yours, 
WALTER J. HICKEL, 

Secretary of the Interior. 

I would like also to insert a table 
outlining the committee allowance by 
State at this point: 

CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FOR WASTE TREATMENT WORKS-REPORTED NEED VERSUS AVAILABILITY, AS OF AUG_ 31, 1969 

States 

STATES FULLY COVERED AT $214,000,000 
LEVEL (17) 

Total pending 
applications 

reporting need 

Alabama ________________________________ $479, 700 
Arizona _________________________________ 1, 829, 080 
Colorado ________________________________ 1, 453, 652 
Delaware__ ______________________________ 710. 350 
Idaho_ __________________________________ 128, 470 
Kansas__________________________________ 3, 892, 883 
Kentucky________________________________ 3, 082, 386 
Mississippi ______________________________ 1, 764, 310 
Montana ________________________________ 305, 040 
Nebraska________________________________ 3, 521, 850 
New Mexico_____________________________ 1, 422, 423 
North Carolina__ _________________________ 5, 653, 460 
North Dakota ___ _________________________ 134, 222 
Oklahoma _______________________________ 1, 882, 702 
South Dakota ____________________________ 2, 485, 531 
Utah____________ ___________ _____________ 238, 540 
Wyoming________________________________ 275, 732 
Guam ______________________________ ____ ______ __ ________ _ 
Puerto Rico______________________________ 2, 622, 000 
Virgin Islands ___________________________________ ---------

Subtotal (17 States) ____ ____________ _ 31. 882, 331 

ADDITIONAL STATES FULLY COVERED 
AT $600,000,000 LEVEL (8) 

Funds 
available at 

$600,000,000 
level 

$11, 207, 710 
5, 280, 697 
6, 467, 431 
2, 047,900 
4,390,357 
8,876,288 

11, 055, 117 
10,409,896 
4,266,669 
6,849, 941 
5, 397, 670 

15, 757, 418 
4,281, 060 
8,483, 010 
4, 400, 180 
4, 912, 010 
2,977, 320 
3, 043, 900 

10, 291, 390 
2, 571, 450 

132, 967, 414 

Defil::it (-) or 
surplus(+) 

available 
funds compared 

to total 
reported need 

+$10, 728, 010 
+3, 451, 617 
+5, 013, 779 
+1. 337, 550 
+4,261,887 
+4,983,405 
+7,972, 731 
+8,645, 586 
+3,961,629 
+3,328,091 
+3,975,247 

+10, 103, 958 
+4, 146,838 
+6,600,308 
+1,914,649 
+4,673, 470 
+2. 701, 588 
+3,043, 900 
+7, 669, 390 
+2. 571. 450 

+101, 085, 083 

Arkansas_____ _____________ ___ __________ _ 4, 557, 153 6, 723, 977 +2, 166, 824 
Georgia_____ _______________ __ ___________ 8, 711, 772 13, 339, 981 +4, 628, 209 
low~. 6, 326, 224 9, 428, 788 +3, 102, 564 
Lou1s1ana _______________________ ------- -- 7, 604, 570 12, 610, 927 +5, 006, 357 
Pennsylvania _______ ------------_________ 28, 903, 080 38, 158, 761 +9, 255, 681 
South Carolina_ __________________________ 6,414,580 8,472,472 +2,057,892 
Texas__ __________________ __________ __ ___ 20, 327, 857 31, 593, 670 +11, 265, 813 
West Virginia_______ _____________________ 5, 141, 200 8, 945, 993 +3, 804, 793 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~--

Sub tot a I (8 States) _______ ------_____ 87, 986, 436 129, 274, 569 +41, 288, 133 
================ 

Total States fully covered (25)_ _ _ _ _ _ _ 119, 868, 767 262, 241, 983 + 142, 373, 216 

States 

ADDITIONAL STATES FULLY COVERED 
ONLY FOR APPLICATIONS AT RE
GIONAL AND STATE LEVELS UNDER 
$600,000,000 LEVEL (7) 

Total pending 
applications 

reporting need 

Funds 
available at 

$600,000,000 
level 

Deficit ( - ) or 
surplus ( +) 

available 
funds compared 

to total 
reported need 

Alaska_ - - -- -- -- -- ---- ____ ---- -- __ ___ _ __ _ $2, 048, 570 $1, 387, 100 $-661, 470 

~~~~~f!~c_u_t:== == == == = = = = == == == == == == = = == = 
2t ~Ul8 1

~: ~: li~ -1::m: m 
Massachusetts __________ -- -- -- -- ---- _ _ __ _ 20, 405, 845 18, 101, 700 -2, 304, 145 
Minnesota __ -- -- -- ------ ---- __ __ __ __ ____ _ 29, 382, 600 11, 361, 865 -18, 020, 735 
Rhode Island ____________________________ 9,363,200 4,950,718 -4,412,482 
Vermont__ ____ -------- __ ----------------- 2, 377, 870 2, 178, 015 -199, 855 
District of Columbia____ __________________ 36, 795, 000 2, 937, 600 -33, 857, 400 

Subtotal (7 States) _____ - - -- _ _ __ __ __ _ 133, 005, 375 53. 625, 541 -79, 379, 834 

REMAINDER OF STATES (18) ============== 
California ________ _______________________ _ 
Florida _________________________________ _ 
Illinois _________________________________ _ 
Indiana ______ __________________________ _ 
Maine _________________________ ___ ______ _ 

~fc~l;;~:== = = = = = = = = ==: = == = = == ==:::: :: =:: Missouri_ _______________________________ _ 
Nevada _______ _________________________ _ 
New Hampshire _____ -- ----- - ____________ _ 
New Jersey _____ ___ ___________ ___ _______ _ 
New York _______ _______ ______ ----------_ 
Ohio ____ _________ ----------------------
Oregon __________ _ 

~lr~i!ias~~==== == == == === = = = == == == === = == == = 

:rs~~i~ri_n_-== ==== = = = = == = === == == == == = = == = 

68, 877, 448 
37, 728, 978 

128, 862, 798 
34, 682, 131 
19, 737, 725 
46, 800,960 

183, 113, 623 
17, 907, 424 
4,959,058 

11, 222, 400 
48, 201,480 

1, 290, 631, 200 
44, 867, 124 
16, 017,220 
23, 818, 036 
14, 544,880 
17,086,410 
94, 324, 180 

Subtotal (18 States)_________________ 2, 103, 383, 075 

49, 567, 670 
16, 008,652 
31,307, 014 
15, 046,027 
4,693,429 

12, 092,683 
27,167,385 
13, 933, 700 
2,075, 241 
3,371,277 

19,059,900 
52,292,666 
31,303,365 
6,335,987 

13, 233, 796 
14, 018, 670 
9, 386,300 

12, 779, 700 

333, 673, 462 

-19, 309, 778 
-21, 720, 326 
-97, 555, 784 
-19,636, 104 
-15, 044, 296 
-34, 708, 277 

-155, 946, 238 
-3,973, 724 
-2,883,817 
-7,851, 123 

-29, 141, 580 
-1, 238, 338, 534 

-13, 563, 759 
-9,681,233 

-10, 584, 240 
-526,210 

-7, 700, 110 
-81, 544, 480 

-1, 769, 709, 613 

Grand total_ _______ _____ ___________ 2, 356, 257, 217 649, 540, 986 -1, 706. 716, 231 
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There are many other items in the 
bill. 

In general-to summarize-we have 
made some cuts-mainly in AEC-and 
we have provided increases for 25 small 
flood protection projects. 

We have also provided for substantial 
increases for waste treatment grants
the key factor in the overall increase. 

In addition, we have restored about 50 
percent of the cutback recommended by 
the President. 

We have made increases only where 
Corps of Engineers of the Bureau of Rec
lamation have a "current capability"
and only on small projects. 

There have been no increases in big 
projects-projects of $10 million and 
over. 

These modest increases provided will 
not have an appreciable effect on 1970 
expenditures-or on the inflation prob
lem. 

This is a good bill-an all-America 
bill-a much-needed bill, a bill which 
provides an investment in the future 
growth and strength of our country, and 
at the same general level of the past few 
years. 

I urge approval of this appropriation 
bill. 

I yield to my distinguished chairman, 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. MAHON). 

TRIBUTE TO HON. MICHAEL J. KIRWAN 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman. 

Mr. Chairman, the distinguished gen
tleman from Ohio, MIKE KIRWAN, while 
necessarily-though temporarily-absent 
from this Chamber, is nonetheless well 
represented here today. Not only is his 
name on the front page of the pending 
bill and on the front page of the accom
panying committee report, but his im
print is on the pages that recommend 
the appropriations and that explain 
them. The bill, importantly, reflects the 
work of his hands. 

So, Mr. Chairman, if the distinguished 
gentleman from Ohio were here, he 
would present the bill on behalf of the 
committee. In his temporary absence, we 
present it on his behalf. 

And it is no exaggeration to say that 
MIKE KIRWAN is abundantly represented 
here in the kindness and the warmth 
of t~e hearts of his colleagues. 

As others have recalled, MIKE has al
ways regarded this bill, and the Interior 
bill which he also chaired for so many 
years, as a bill for America. 

President Kennedy once said: 
Any man can change the world, and every 

man should try. 

MIKE KIRWAN has not only labored 
long and mightily and diligently for what 
he thought was paramount to the best 
interests of his and our beloved America, 
he has labored persuasively and success
fully. His vision, his work continues to 
accrue to the benefit of the people of 
America, and will continue to accrue, 
even to coming generations. 

MIKE KIRWAN is one of America's great 
champions. His love of America is in
spirational and unsurpassed. It bums 
with the fierceness of a streak of light
ning. He is, unquestionably, America's 
legislative champion of conservation. 

Across this vast and beautiful land stand 
countless and unnumbered monuments 
to him in the form of conservation and 
humanitarian projects for which he 
urged appropriations. 

I am certain I bespeak, not only on 
behalf of all members of the Committee 
on Appropriations but of the House gen
erally, the warmth of good wishes that 
all of us harbor in our hearts for this 
great American. We look forward to his 
early presence. 

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

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I am pleased 
to yield to my friend from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I rise to ask the gentleman if in his 
knowledge there is renewed activity at 
this time for a sea-level canal? I note 
that the committee is recommending the 
appropriation of $917,000 for the Atlan
tic-Pacific Interoceanic Canal Study 
Commission. Is there, in the gentleman's 
opinion, any danger that the Congress at 
this time, the fiscal situation being what 
it is, will be called upon to finance a sea
level canal? When is this study ever to 
end? I wonder how much has already 
been spent on a study of this particular 
issue. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Certainly I 
am inclined to agree with the gentleman 
from Iowa. I do not think this is the time 
for going into a large construction pro
gram of this nature. It is not likely and 
it is certainly not recommended in this 
bill. This appropriation is only to con
tinue, and largely complete, the study 
authorized by Congress. The Commis
sion must make its report by December 1, 
1970. 

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

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I am pleased 
to yield to my colleague, the gentleman 
from Arizona. 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, further, 
I would like to say to my colleague from 
Iowa that no such canal has ever been 
authorized by the Congress for construc
tion. Authorizing legislation would have 
to be passed by the Congress before pro
ceeding with it. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, this thing 
has been studied backward and forward 
through the years. I am wondering how 
much more we are entitled to spend on 
a commission for a study of this par
ticular project. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. The commit
tee only granted modest funding for the 
Commission in order for it to continue 
its studies. The request was cut back 
$420,000 in the April 15 budget revision. 

Mr. GROSS. Is this a reduction from 
last year? 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Yes, sir, by 
$3,983,000. 

Mr. GROSS. It is? 
Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Yes, sir. 
Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I yield to the 

gentleman from Illinois. 
Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I want to 

take this time to commend my friend, 

the very distinguished gentleman from 
Tennessee and his colleagues for bring
ing out what I consider to be a very good 
bill. Of course, the committee did not 
and could not allow all of the requests 
of the Members for unbudgeted items. 
But I think, on balance, it is a very good 
bill and I certainly want to thank the 
gentleman and the committee for the 
southern Illinois projects totaling $23.9 
million. I know the committee is moving 
ahead in developing the natural re
sources of this Nation and we appreciate 
it. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I thank my 
friend from Illinois. 

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

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I yield to my 
colleague. 

Mr. FULTON of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, I want to take this occasion to com
mend the gentleman in the well, the 
dean of the Tennessee delegation and the 
most able chairman of the subcommit
tee, for the diligent work which he has 
put forth, and to commend the other 
members of the subcommittee as well as 
the staff for once again bringing to the 
floor of this House a good bill that will 
continue this Nation on the road of prog
ress. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I thank my 
friend. 

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

Mr. Chairman, this is the first time 
since I have been in Congress that this 
bill has been brought to the floor without 
the presence of the great chairman of our 
subcommittee, the Honorable MICHAEL J. 
KIRWAN, of Ohio. 

As all of his colleagues know, the gen
tleman from Ohio has been greviously 
ill for some time and is now at this very 
moment in the hospital. I am sure that 
all of my colleagues join with me in say
ing to MIKE KIRWAN that we miss him 
particularly today although we miss him 
every day. We appreciate all of the great 
work which he has done through the 
years in this effort to make the United 
States of America a better place in which 
to live and to preserve its environment 
for posterity. 

I am sure also my colleagues will want 
to join me in wishing MIKE a speedy re
covery and assure him that when he does 
come back here he will indeed be very 
welcome. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
pay tribute to the members of the sub
committee, both the majority and the 
minority for the manner in which they 
have rallied around and got this job of 
marking up this bill completed without 
the presence of the chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Tennessee who preceded me has done a 
yeoman job. The gentleman from Ten
nessee is the chairman of one of the most 
important subcommittees of the Commit
tee on Appropriations on a permanent 
basis but he has extended his activities 
to be acting chairman of the Subcommit
tee on Public Works also. 

In conducting the hearings, the gentle
man from Massachusetts (Mr. BOLAND), 
the gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. 
WHITTEN), and the gentleman from Ala-
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bama (Mr. ANDREWS), have been all very 
diligent, and they certainly in my opin
ion produced a good record, and a rec
ord which supports the bill which we 
have brought out. 

I would also like to indicate my per
sonal appreciation to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. DAVIS) and the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. ROBI
SON) for their great support and their 
diligence as members of the minority on 
this subcommittee. 

It is a good subcommittee, Mr. Chair
man, with a top staff, headed by the very 
capable Gene Wilhelm. I think that the 
quality of the work that has been pro
duced here is evidence of the fact that 
it is an effective subcommittee with a 
fine staff. 

This is, as the gentleman from Ohio, 
MIKE KIRWAN, says, the all-American 
bill. It allocates whatever resources we 
are able to allocate to develop the natu
ral riches of the United States of Amer
ica, to preserve it for posterity, to provide 
a better environment in which our peo
ple might live and work. It also provides 
funds to use the power of the atom not 
only for the defense of the country and 
the free world, but also for the better
ment of mankind in his peaceful 
pursuits. 

So it is a broad bill, Mr. Chairman. 
It covers not only the requirements of 
the Bureau of Reclamation and the 
Corps of Engineers so far as the irriga
tion and flood control facilities are con
cerned, but it also covers water pollution 
and, very particularly, it covers Federal 
grants for the construction of sewage 
disposal plants. 

I do not think that there is enough 
money in this bill. If I had my way about 
it, the bill would be at a much higher 
level than it now is. However, I certainly 
recognize the exigencies of the budgetary 
situation which were felt, not only by 
the Johnson administration, but which 
are also felt by the Nixon administration. 

I also recognize the fact that this Con
gress has imposed a spending ceiling 
both on the previous incumbent of the 
Presidency and the present incumbent. 
I recognize that this was a wise act that 
the Congress did, but also an act which 
causes the President to have to cut down 
on many programs which he himself 
would like to fund, but which he finds 
he cannot do. But these are the facts of 
fiscal life, and therefore the bill is 
brought in at a level which is inadequate 
for the needs of the country and for the 
needs of the future. 

I only hope, as I am sure most of my 
colleagues do, that as the budgetary situ
ation rights itself, that in the future we 
may be able to devote much more of the 
riches of our country to the greater en
joyment of all individuals and the devel
opment of our natural resources so that 
the people who come after us can live 
better than we do. 

One of the features in this bill is cer
tainly near and dear to my heart be
cause it is the first money to be ap
propriated for preconstruction planning 
for the central Arizona project. This is 
a project which was conceived many 
years ago. It was moribund through the 
1950's because of the fact that there 

was a lawsuit in progress in the Supreme 
Court between the States of the lower 
basin of the Colorado River to determine 
their relative rights. Since the suit was 
completed, it has taken some time to plan 
a project to do all of the things which 
are necessary to get a project started, and 
to get it authorized. In the last Congress 
the authorization bill became law, so 
that this year we have been able to 
proceed with preconstruction planning. 

This project is a rescue project which 
brings water from the Colorado River 
into the fertile valleys of central Arizona 
where it will preserve an existing agricul
tural economy for some years, but in the 
end I am sure the water will have to 
be used for municipal and industrial 
uses of the people who are, in great num
bers, coming into those valley and mak
ing their homes. 

I would remark in passing also that 
the water which goes into the city of 
Tucson, or which will go into the city of 
Tucson as a result of this project, will 
serve to take a title away from Tucson 
which it certainly does not desire to keep. 
Tucson is the largest city in the world 
which is completely dependent upon 
underground water supplies for its muni
cipal and industrial water. 

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

Mr. RHODES. I yield to my good col
league, the gentleman from Arizona, who 
represents Tucson. 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
commend the gentleman from Arizona 
(Mr. RHODES) for the excellent statement 
he is making concerning the central Ari
zona project. The gentleman is certainly 
one of the most able and valuable Mem
bers of this bo.dy. I have been most proud 
to work with him on the essential and 
urgent water needs of our State. Without 
his leadership in prior years, and on the 
Appropriations Committee this year, this 
vital project might well have been fur
ther delayed, or even abandoned. The 
entire State is indebted to him and I 
wanted to add these words of commenda
tion. 

He has accurately stated the desperate 
need for supplemental water in Arizona. 
The language he has authored and has 
had approved in the bill and the report 
will do much to get this project underway. 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, the gen
tleman from Arizona (Mr. UDALL) was a 
member of the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs at the time the cen
tral Arizona project was authorized. 
Without his great work on that commit
tee, this bill could not have succeeded. 
He is a very valuable member of the 
Arizona delegation, appreciated by me, 
and also appreciated by his fine constit
uents of the Second District of Arizona, 
who keep sending him to Congress by 
large majorities. 

I could not speak of the central Arizona 
project without referring to the Chair
man of the Committee of the Whole, the 
gentleman from Colorado <Mr. ASPIN
ALL), who is also chairman of the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 
His great efforts on behalf of all of the 
West in general and certainly his great 
efforts which led to the passage of the 
central Arizona project in particular 
have endeared him to the hearts of all 

his colleagues, especially those who rep
resent the State of Arizona. 

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RHODES. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. FULTON_ of Pennsylvaillia. Mr. 

Chairman, I would like to say that we 
in Pennsylvania too support this project 
because we, like many Members from the 
West, have problems of too much water 
and problems of flood control as we had 
in the Eastern States. 

So we in the Eastern States likewise 
should remember when you gentlemen 
need something for your citizens, to be 
sure we will be with you. 

Mr. RHODES. I thank my col
league, the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Colorado (Mr. ASPINALL) addressed a let
ter to the chairman of the Committee on 
Appropriations, the gentleman from Tex
as (Mr. MAHON). Chairman MAHON has 
given the letter to me and asked that 
I answer it in the RECORD at this particu
lar time. In order to do this, I think I 
must read a part of it, but before I do 
I will make a few remarks in explana
tion. 

In the report on this bill, there is a 
provision which allows the Secretary of 
the Interior and the Bureau of the Budg
et to enter into contract with private 
power companies for the construction 
of a powerplant at Page, Ariz. The plant 
is to be financed in part by prepayment 
by the Federal Government for power 
which will be used to lift the water in 
the central Arizona project so it can flow 
by gravity into the area to be served. 

This is a rather unique situation but 
it was brought about by a rather ~ique 
set of circumstances. 

Always before electric power for rec
lamation projects was produced as part 
of the project, and used not only for 
sale, but also for whatever purpose the 
project itself required. 

As the gentleman from Colorado will 
remember, the central Arizona project 
initially had two power dams which 
would be located in the Colorado River. 
Because of the great objection on the 
part of many people to the construction 
of those dams, they were deleted. 

So it became necessary to find some 
means for the production of power for 
the project purposes. Rather than have 
the Federal Government build a power
plant itself, the committee of which the 
gentleman from Colorado is chairman 
authorized the Secretary of the Interior 
to enter into arrangements whereby 
power could be provided through the 
joint efforts of a consortium of private 
companies in the area and the Federal 
Government. 

In order for the private companies to 
enter into this consortium, it was nec
essary that they and their bondholders 
be assured that the Federal portion 
would be paid and it would be paid as 
it became due. Therefore, it was neces
sary that under the contract there would 
be a provision which would obligate the 
Federal Government to pay its portion, 
whether or not the funds were appro
priated. The gentleman from Colorado 
quite properly addressed himself to this 
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particular portion of our report. In so 
doing he said these words: 

Since Section 303 of the Colorado River 
Basin Project Act has been used as the 
basis for giving the Central Arizona Project 
first call on reclamation program funds, I 
want to call your attention to another pro
vision of the Act. Section 501 (b) reads as 
follows: 

"(b) The Secretary is directed to proceed 
as nearly as practicable with the construc
tion of the Animas-La Plata, Dolores, Dallas 
Creek, West Divide, and San Miguel par
ticipating Federal reclamation projects con
currently with the construction of the Cen
tral Arizona Project, to the end that such 
projects shall be completed not later than 
the date of the first delivery of water from 
said Central Arizona Project: 

The chairman of the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs continued

My question, Mr. Chalrman-

Speaking of the chairman of the Ap
propriations Committee-
was whether these Upper Colorado River 
Basin projects will be given the same treat
ment from the Appropriations Committee as 
is being given to the Central Arizona Project. 

I say to my good friend from Colorado 
that as one member of the Appropria
tions Committee, I do intend that the 
letter and spirit of the act which au
thorized the central Arizona project will 
be lived up to. I intend that there will 
be funds made available for the Colorado 
projects, or such of them as are found 
to be completely feasible. It will be the 
aim of the Appropriations Committee, 
az it is the aim of the Interior and Insu
lar Affairs Committee, that these proj
ect:. will be completed not later than the 
date of the first delivery of water from 
the central Arizona project. 

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

Mr. RHODES. I yield to the gentle
man from South Dakota. 

Mr. REIFEL. I thank the distinguished 
gentleman from Arizona. I desire to 
take this opportunity to express my ap
preciation first to the CoII?,mittee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, which was 
kind enough to authorize or to report 
out a bill which enables South Dakota 
to have the Oahe Irrigation Unit. In my 
concluding term in the Congress this is 
going to be one of the highlights of my 
experience here, and to the Congress, to 
the chairman of the Interior and Insular 
Affairs Committee, the gentleman from 
Colorado (Mr. ASPINALL), and to the 
ranking member, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. SAYLOR), we in South 
Dakota are deeply grateful. If my col
league, Congressman BERRY were here, 
he would concur in what I have had to 
say. 

I also wish to express my apprecia
tion, and in that Congressman BERRY 
would join me enthusiastically, for the 
Public Works Appropriations Subcom
mittee including $500,000 for planning 
and design of the Oahe irrigation unit. 
I think it is important for the House to 
recognize that the committee has wisely 
called to our attention in South Dakota 
that we must do something about lift
ing our ban on the migratory waterfowl, 
and there is every indication that this 
is going to take place at the coming leg-

islature in South Dakota this next Janu
ary. We will be deeply appreciative of all 
that this committee has done and will 
continue to do in the future as we find 
it necessary to come before you for ad
ditional funds. 

Mr. RHODES. I thank the gentleman 
from South Dakota. The gentleman is 
a great Member of the Congress of the 
United States, and his State is very much 
in need of the resources which will be 
provided by the Oahe project. I con
gratulate him and his colleague, Con
gressman BERRY, for their successful ef
forts in obtaining this project for their 
people. 

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

Mr. RHODES. I yield to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SAYLOR. I thank my colleague 
from Arizona for yielding. I would like 
to take this opportunity to congratulate 
our colleague from South Dakota on the 
statement which he has just made. I 
would like to also compliment the com
mittee for having grantee. the first money 
for planning for the Oahe project. I am 
deeply appreciative of the language 
which you have included in the report, 
calling to the attention of the people of 
South Dakota the need to treat the citi
zens of other States with equality in 
every respect. As the people of South 
Dakota look forward to the development 
of this great project they can be assured 
that the people of their 49 sister States 
wish them well and know that both they 
and. their sister States will be better 
because of the Oahe irrigation project. 

It is because of the assurance that 
members of the House Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs have re
ceived from our two colleagues from 
South Dakota we have not placed any 
limitations in other legislation before us 
at the present time. Feeling the Mem
bers of the Legislature from South 
Dakota are honorable gentlemen and 
having been assured by our colleagues, 
Mr. REIFEL and Mr. BERRY, that the Leg
islature of South Dakota intends to re
peal the law discriminating against 
residents of the other States we fully 
expect the Legislature of South Dakota 
to measure up to its responsibilities. 

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

Mr. RHODES. I yield to the gentle
man from South Dakota. 

Mr. REIFEL. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my distinguished colleague, the gentle
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. SAYLOR) 
for his comments. I assure the gentle
man we are going to insist and we will 
have to insist on changing this situa
tion if we are going to come back to 
Congress for additional funds for wild
life protection. 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, in the 
few minutes I have remaining, I would 
like to address myself very briefly to the 
item in the bill which has to do with con
struction of facilities for waste treatment 
plants. This is a very necessary part of 
the program. I, for one, would support a 
program of much greater magnitude than 
the one we have been able to appropriate. 
However, I am constrained not to do so 
by various situations which have oc
curred. 

First, of course, is the fact that we are 
in a budgetary crunch. We are in a pe
riod of inflation, we are in a period where 
the housewife of America is going to the 
store and many times finding the pay
check which her husband brought 
home-which is the biggest paycheck he 
has ever had in dollars--does not go far 
enough to feed her family properly and 
provide for their needs. 

Also, the $600 million which is in this 
bill provides a program which is almost 
three times the program of last year. 

Also, if more funds were added, about 
one-half would go to States which by the 
terms of the formula which is in the law, 
already are provided enough money. 
Since these States have as much money 
as they can properly spend or finance 
their own projects, so that most of it 
would be going into creating more carry
over, Mr. Chairman. 

From the $214 million appropriation 
of last year, there was a $64 million 
carryover. Why? Not because the money 
is not needed, but because the formula 
under which it is distributed has no pro
vision for need as a test. The division 
formula is by population almost com
pletely and it results in some States 
becoming entitled to money which the 
State cannot spend, and other States, 
which are badly in need and which will 
provide matching funds and have the 
projects ready, do not get enough money. 

The gentleman from Florida, the rank
ing minority member on the House Com
mittee on Public Works, has introduced 
a bill which I hope can be brought to the 
floor as soon as possible and enacted. 
That bill provides a new approach and 
provides a means for going ahead with 
this program as rapidly as we can, so that 
we can clean up this country and leave it 
better than we found it when we came 
onto this earth. 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, the 
Committee on Appropriations has 
brought out a responsible and support
able measure in·H.R. 14159. The commit
tee is to be commended for doing what 
it has done by way of more adequately 
providing for the implementation of 
needed water and land resources devel
opment projects throughout the Nation 
and particularly in the West. I am es
pecially pleased that construction funds 
for the Bureau of Reclamation have 
been increased $16.5 million over the 
amounts sent up by the administration. 
The committee, in restoring about 50 
percent of the cuts inflicted in the fiscal 
year 1970 revised budget, has made a 
constructive step in the right direction 
and should be, as a minimum, sustained 
by the House. The construction funds are 
far from adequate but I recognize the 
difficulties faced by the Appropriations 
Committee in increasing items in the 
administration's budget. However, we 
should understand that with an un
funded backlog of needed reclamation 
hardware of $5 billion and identifi
able feasible projects not yet author
ized of about twice that much, the in
creased amount of about $172 million 
fall far short of what the country really 
needs to underwrite this great program's 
base of economic productivity. In fact, 
the full needs of western water develop-
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ment should be supported at a level at 
least twice that in H.R. 14159. 

Far more significant than the rela
tively small increase in dollars is the ex
pression of congressional dissatisfaction 
with Executive usurpation of the public 
purse strings, at least insofar as the great 
Committee on Appropriations is con
cerned. I share and support this expres
sion of dissatisfaction and I join with 
my colleagues on the Appropriations 
Committee in their efforts to assert the 
prerogatives of the Congress set forth 
in article I of the Constitution relative 
to the powers of the Congress to deter
mine appropriations from the Treasury. 
I sincerely hope that this bill will be 
the first of a continuing series of demon
strations of congressional intent to re
gain total and lasting control of those 
powers of government that have recently 
been so substantially eroded away. 

Mr. Chairman, there are those who 
will apologize for the budgetmakers 
and weep copiously for the difficulty 
that the Bureau of the Budget has in 
setting national P!'iorities. I submit 
that such tears are wasted, for it is not 
the proper role of the Budget Bureau 
to set national priorities. It is the con
stitutional province of the people's repre
sentatives to make these judgments, and 
we are the only body that is properly 
constituted for that purpose. So let us, by 
our affirmative votes on H.R. 14159, as 
reported, affirm our intentions to ac
cept our responsibilities in this field 
and let this be truly the first step on the 
long road back to the position of dignity 
and coequality that is rightfully ours. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not intend to make 
a detailed commentary on the pluses and 
minuses of the pending bill. As I have 
said, the committee has done a fine job 
in view of the realities of the political and 
economic environment in which it is 
working. I would like to comment, how
ever, that I notice a continuing tendency 
toward the sanctity of planning allow
ances, despite the lack of proper funds 
for program implementation. For exam
ple, the Bureau of Reclamation contin
ues to request, apparently with the full 
sanction of the Bureau of the Budget in
creases in the level of planning f tinds 
that it had down through the years. This 
despite the fact that this level of plan
ning has resulted in an enormous backlog 
of authorized projects. While this is not 
a major item dollarwise, it seems to me 
to be imprudent if not outright foolish to 
perpetuate this situation, and I would 
hope that our Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs might work jointly with 
the Committee on Appropriations in suc
ceeding years to restore a more reason
able balance between the rate of plan
ning and execution. For one, I am com
mitted to try to bring this about. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 15 minutes to the distin
guished gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. BOLAND). 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, the dis
tinguished gentleman from Tennessee 
(Mr. EVINS) and the distinguished gen
tleman from Arizona (Mr. RHODES) in 
their usual competent fashion have ably 
reported and explained the bill that we 
are now considering. Both the gentleman 

from Tennessee (Mr. EvINs) and the 
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. RHODES) 
have served with distinction on this sub
committee for many years, and their 
knowledge of the details of the bill is 
a credit to · their labor and industry. 

I take this time also, Mr. Chairman, as 
the chairman of the committee, the 
gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. Evrns), 
and the gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
RHODES) have already done, to commend 
the staff of this subcommittee. The Ap
propriations Committee is blessed with 
having a competent staff in all its sub
committees. 

This subcommittee yields to no other 
subcommittee of the Appropriations 
Committee for the staff we have in the 
person of the chief of our staff, Gene 
Wilhelm, and his assistants George Urian 
and Don Richbourg. 

The bill, and the accompanying report, 
bear the imprimatur of the chairman 
of this subcommittee, our beloved col
league from Ohio, the Honorable MICHAEL 
J. KIRWAN. MIKE came to the Congress 
in 1937. He was appointed to the Ap
propriations Committee in 1943--served 
as a member of and chairman of the 

· Interior Appropriations Subcommittee 
from 1949 to 1965, when he relinquished 
that chairmanship, to assume the chair 
of the Public Works Subcommittee on 
Appropriations in 1965 to the present 
day. 

Mr. Chairman, hospitalization keeps 
him from this floor today. He has un
dergone a serious physical setback-a 
setback that would have broken most 
men long before now. I visited with him 
last Sunday and am happy to report 
that he is regaining his strength and 
is slowly on the mend. I know that all 
of us in this House, who know and ad
mire him so much, join in a prayerful 
hope that MIKE'S health will continue 
to improve, and he will be back among 
us before too long. 

As most of you are a ware, MIKE KIR
WAN has announced his retirement from 
the labors of this House when the 91st 
Congress ends. I know that one of his 
greatest regrets is that he is not with us 
today to shepherd this bill. I know, too, 
Mr. Chairman that all us share that 
regret. 

No one believed more deeply, in what 
the Public Works and Interior appro
priations bills sought to accomplish, than 
MIKE KIRw AN. In his own, truly unique 
picturesque language, he painted th~ 
meaning of this bill-its significance to 
the land he loved so much-with a skill 
that no one could match. 

Harken to him Mr. Chairman, as he 
discussed this bill a couple of years back: 

If there is any man or woman on the floor of 
Congress today who thinks Khrushchev was 
foolish when he said, "We Will Bury Amer
ica", let us reflect that we may be contribut
ing to this ourselves, by our failure to ade
quately prepare our country, not for defense 
or war, but to defend it against floods and 
other natural disasters, and the incredible 
waste by not protecting and developing our 
fantastic resources. 

MIKE KIRWAN knew and understood 
this land as few have. From the coal 
mines of Pennsylvania, where he was 
born and raised, he traveled the length 
and breadth of this land in every con-

ceivable fashion. As an eye witness to its 
greatness and its potential, he carried 
his convictions to this House. 

And he did something about it. He 
vowed that this Nation would not be 
despoiled. He championed the programs 
that added to the strength of this land, 
by a constant attention to preserve and 
develop its resources. 

Land, wood and water-

He often proclaimed-
Land, wood and water, these are the basic 

resources that give America its prosperity and 
its potential for greatness. Destroy these and 
you destroy America. 

So, Mr. Chairman, he spent practically 
all of his time and his effort in this body, 
in pursuit of programs and projects, that 
protected, and developed our resources 
and the people of this country. Flood con
trol, recreation, navigation, power supply, 
water supply, conservation, forest lands, 
national parks--all of these and many 
activities--have been the beneficiaries of 
his spirit and his dedication. This land is 
the richer and the better because he 
came this way. All over this country there 
are monuments to his determination and 
his foresight. 

I know that when he leaves this Con
gress, he will carry with him the grati
tude of Members, past and present, who 
understand what his service has meant 
to this country. 

I would like to take this opportunity 
to pay tribute to two men who have 
made great contributions in the field of 
water resource development; Lt. Gen. 
William F. Cassidy, who until last August 
1 was Chief of Engineers, and Floyd 
Dominy, who after this session of Con
gress will retire as Commissioner of the 
Bureau of Reclamation. 

Since his graduation from the U.S. 
Military Academy at West Point in 1931, 
General Cassidy has had a most distin
guished military career. He has been a 
leader in the water resources develop
ment field and much of the progress 
which has been made in this field over 
the years is the result of his dedicated 
efforts during his service with the Corps 
of Engineers. I was glad to learn that 
since his retirement as Chief of Engi
neers in August of this year he has been 
called back by the President to serve as 
Chairman of the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors. His experience and 
training will be of great value in carrying 
out the important functions of the Board. 

Floyd Dominy is, of course, best known 
by those of you from the reclamation 
States of the West, but I believe all of us 
are aware of the great contribution he 
has made to the development of the en
tire Nation. Floyd Dominy was appointed 
Commissioner of Reclamation in May of 
1959 and has more than 35 years of 
Government service. 

Both of these gentlemen have ap
peared before our Public Works Sub
committee on many occasions and have 
always demonstrated their wide knowl
edge and ability in the areas under their 
jurisdiction. I am sure the other mem
bers of the committee and Congress join 
with me in paying recognition to these 
fine Americans. 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 
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Mr. BOLAND. I yield to the gentleman 
from Arizona. 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to associa,te myself with the remarks of 
the gentleman from Massachusetts with 
reference to General Cassidy and Floyd 
Dominy. 

Mr. Chairman, General Cas,sidy and 
Floyd Dominy have certainly performed 
great services to this country in the de
velopment of our natural resources which 
are absolutely incalculable in their value. 
They have not only been dedicated pub
lic servants, but they have also been the 
type of public servants who have leveled 
with the committee. They have come be
fore us and given us the picture as it is, 
and we could always trust what they 
said. 

We shall certainly miss them a.s they 
go on to other careers. 

Mr. BOLAND. I appreciate the kind 
remarks of the gentleman from Arizona. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, with respect to 
the bill itself, I agree with what has been 
said by the gentleman from Tennessee 
(Mr. Evrns) and by the gentleman from 
Arizona <Mr. RHODES). This bill has my 
supPort. It has my support for water 
pollution control and sewage treatment 
plants. As has been stated, the sum of 
$214 million was recommended by the 
Bureau of the Budget, but this was upped 
to $450 million by our subcommittee and 
to $600 million by the full committee, 
with some carryover of $65 million, for 
a grand total of $665 million available in 
fiscal year 1970. 

My support of this amount is based on 
the fact that the Water Pollution Con
trol Administration insists that this is 
all that can be used in fiscal year 1970 
for this program. Everyone is for clean 
water. It is like being for the American 
flag and for motherhood. Everyone in 
this Chamber has voted for the Clean 
Water Act and all of us are in favor of it. 

As has been stated here, the problem 
cannot be solved by the amount of 
money appropriated under this bill. The 
problem lies with the formula, and when 
we get to that portion of the bill where 
amendments will be offered to increase 
the amount, we can discuss that problem. 

Mr. Chairman, let me now turn to an 
item that is not in the pending bill. That 
is the Dickey-Lincoln project. I dissented 
when the subcommittee eliminated the 
amount of $807,000 to continue the plan
ning on the Dickey-Lincoln School proj
ect. It was deleted without prejudice by 
the subcommittee. It was deleted over 
my objection. I dissented from the action 
of the subcommittee and made an effort 
to restore the funds for the project in 
the full committee but lost by a fairly 
narrow margin. 

Mr. Chairman, my support of the 
Dickey-Lincoln School project has not 
waivered since the day that the staff of 
this Subcommittee on Public Works re
ported that this project was feasible and 
that it ought to be built. This project 
was included in the Johnson budget and 
it was kept in the Nixon budget revision. 
The amount which was recommended 
was $807,000 and would be used to con
tinue planning. It is a project which in 
my judgment is essential for adequate 
power sources in New England. During 

the past years New England has experi
enced some severe power shortages. 

Mr. Chairman, let me dwell for a mo
ment on the following justification: 
Dickey-Lincoln School Reser-

voirs, Maine: 
Total estimated cost ------- $229, 000, 000 
Appropriated to date_______ 2, 154, 000 
Budget estimate, 1969 (to re-

sunie planning)---------- 807,000 
Benefit to cost ratio-2 to L -----------
Balance to complete plan-

ning after fiscal year 1970- 539, 000 

The committee stated that it "con
tinues to believe the project is fully jus
tified and required to provide urgently 
needed hydropower in the area." 

Testimony presented to the committee 
this year-pages 393 to 407 of part 1-
clearly indicates that the project con
tinues to be economically feasible with 
a benefit to cost ratio of 2 to 1, and will 
provide efficient hydroelectric power at 
reasonable rates for peaking purposes in 
the New England area as well as firm 
power to the preference customers in 
Maine. 

The project compares very favorable 
with similar projects being constructed 
in other regions throughout the country. 

Gov. Kenneth M. CUrtis of Maine re
cently stated, in referring to three recent 
occasions when New England came seri
ously close to suffering serious power 
shortages: 

If New England is going to have to suffer 
through power shortages then the impor
tance of building the Dickey-Lincoln proj
ect becomes more evident. 

The Governor stated further: 
The present situation is a graphic illustra

tion that the planned generating capacity 
for New England's power needs by the domi
nating private utilities has been underesti
mated and inadequate. 

Expensive publicity campaigns have 
told us time and time again that the big 
Eleven Power loop would take care of 
all of New England's pcwer needs. We 
were told that there was no need to build 
the Dickey-Lincoln Dam-that Dickey
Lincoln's power was not necessary. 

The testimony again this year by the 
Corps of Engineers confirms the follow
ing concerning the project in answer to 
the critics: 

1. A complete reanalysis and adjustment 
of the unit prices for the project has been 
made providing a current cost estimate of 
$229,000,000. The net increase of $10.6 niil
lion since last year includes price increases 
and pay costs, with offsetting savings, in 
part, in reduced costs for reservoir clearing, 
and savings on the siting of embanklllents. 

2. All of the different combinations of 
plants that might be constructed to meet 
the regional needs in the area, including 
Federally funded thermal plants, gas tur
bines, diesel engines, pump storage, nuclear 
power, and the studies continue to indicate 
that there are no niore economical alterna
tives than the Dickey-Lincoln School project. 

3. The opponents of the project continue 
to make erroneous comparisons of the proj
ect in relation to the power plan ts being 
built by the private utilities. These com
parisons pertain to the capital investment 
alone and disregard operating costs. It is not 
the initial investment that one should con
sider, but the power cost at the market. 

The economic comparability test, 
which has been updated to this year's 

cost estimates <as shown on page 400 of 
Part 1 of the hearings) continues to 
show that the power cost at the market 
under the Dickey-Lincoln School project 
is 10.3 mills per kilowatt hour compared 
with 20.5 mills per kilowatt hour for a 
pumped storage unit and 25.7 mills for 
a nuclear-steam plant. 

If a hydroelectric project for the gen
eration of peaking power is as uneco
nomic as the New England utilities 
claim, why is it that the private utilities 
in the Northwest strongly support Fed
eral construction of such projects in or
der that the low-cost peaking power can 
be integrated into their systems in co
operation with the Bonneville Power 
Administration. 

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

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

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding, and I 
want to commend the gentleman for his 
tremendous efforts not only this year, 
but in years past, in behalf of the 
Dickey-Lincoln School hydroelectric 
project which, when it is finally con
structed-and I am sure it will be, as 
many other projects that have come be
fore Congress, have taken many years of 
ups and downs before they finally were 
fully funded-will be of tremendous 
benefit not only to the people of Maine, 
but the people throughout all New 
England. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to associate 
myself with the remarks made by the 
gentleman in the well. 

It was with a great deal of interest 
and no little amount of satisfaction that 
I read a two-page advertisement in this 
Monday's New York Times concen1ing 
the "power crisis" faced by the United 
States. 

The timely ad was placed by Electrical 
World, "the leading publication" for the 
private electric utility interest, because, 
in the words of the magazine's publisher: 

We have watched the power crisis grow to 
a point where we can no longer stand by. 

We all know, Mr. Chairman, that the 
private electric utilities have long been 
in the vanguard of opposition to public 
power projects. Its vehement attacks on 
enabling legislation for such past enter
prises as the Grand Coulee and Hoover 
Dams and the Tennessee Valley Author
ity are easily recalled, and its recent re
lentless opposition to the same kind of 
Federal project in New England is widely 
known. 

But now, at last, the private utility 
interests seem to be admitting that they 
have stood by for too long in the face 
of the Nation's growing power needs. 
This is most encouraging. 

It is encouraging that the private elec
tric utilities seem finally to have begun 
to admit that "this country of ours is in 
the midst of a power crisis." It is encour
aging that they are, at long last, facing 
up to "the chilling prospect of frequent 
blackouts." Encouraging, that they have 
finally admitted that "the margin of 
safety has shrunk 32 percent" since the 
blackout of November 9, 1965. Encour
aging, that they "want to see the problem 
solved-before the lights go out." 
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Yes, Mr. Chairman, the private power 

utilities' ostensible support for the public 
interest in the matter of electric pawer
however long overdue-is indeed encour
aging. My only regret is that-insofar as 
the interests of the New England citi
zenry are concerned-their support may 
have come too late to undue all of the 
damage caused by their earlier opposi
tion. 

For the past few weeks, Mr. Chairman, 
I have circulated among the Members of 
this body soliciting support for inclusion 
of an $807 ,000 appropriation for the 
Dickey-Lincoln power project in the bill 
now before us. My efforts were generally 
successful. 

Despite them, however, and despite 
both the recent change of heart on the 
part of the private utilities and the fact 
that our own Appropriations Committee 
recognized that the project is "fully justi
fied and required," lingering doubts about 
Dickey's real worth still seem to inhabit 
the minds of several of our colleagues. 

Perhaps a review of the elements of 
Dickey's promise will help assuage some 
of these doubts. 

Both before and after the Dickey
Lincoln hydroelectric power project was 
authorized for construction by the 89th 
Congress, intense studies of its need and 
feasibility were conducted by the execu
tive and legislative branches of this Gov
ernment. There is, in fact, good reason 
to believe that no other multipurpose 
hydroelectric project authorized by this 
Congress has ever received as much close 
scrutiny. 

The project has been approved by all 
of the Federal agencies concerned with 
power development-the Interior De
partment, the Army Corps of Engineers, 
the Federal Power Commission, the 
Atomic Energy Commission, and the Bu
reau of the Budget. It has additionally 
been justified by the findings of an in
depth study performed by the staff of our 
own House Appropriations Committee. 
And it meets all of the criteria for eco
nomic feasibility and multipurpose re
source development required by the Con
gress and enunciated in the Senate 
document entitled "Policies, Standards, 
and Procedures in the Formulation 
Evaluation, and Review of Plans for Us~ 
and Development of Water and Related 
Land Resources." 

Dickey-Lincoln is the first Federal 
multipurpose water resource project au
thorized by Congress for construction in 
New England. Its projected generation 
of 1.2 billion kilowatt-hours of power an
nually from facilities having an installed 
capacity of 830 megawatts would provide 
low-cost, nonpolluting power for all of 
New England. And it would provide this 
power at a lower cost than any other 
means of generation, including the con
ventional methods, as well as nuclear 
thermal plants or pumped storage hydro
plants. Once constructed, it would save 
electric power consumers of the North
east an estimated $9 million a year. 

Studies made by our Appropriations 
Committee clearly illustrate, Mr. Chair
man, that 650,000 kilowatts of peaking 
power from Dickey could be sold in Bos
ton, Mass., for about $17.50 per kilowatt
year. A privately built pumped storage 

plant, on the other hand, would sell 
power for about $23.50 per kilowatt-year. 
Some 100,000 kilowatts of firm power 
from Dickey-Lincoln, moreover, could be 
sold in the State of Maine for a little 
more than $28, while private conven
tional plants and private nuclear facili
ties would sell the same amount for about 
$37 and $33.50, respectively. 

The project will cost American tax
payers an estimated $229 million-a price 
viewed as "reasonable" and "sound" by 
spokesmen for both the Corps of Engi
neers and the Federal Power Commis
sion. Especially reasonable when viewed 
in light of the fact that its benefit-to
cost ratio in the last year has risen from 
1.9 to 1 to 2 to 1. This means, of course, 
that Dickey promises to return to the 
taxpayers $2 for every dollar spent for 
its planning and construction. Some close 
observers have even predicted that the 
entire cost, including the interest, will 
be paid for in close to 50 years. Surely, 
the life of this valuable asset will exceed 
50 years. And as it does, and as it addi
tionally continues to provide revenue 
even after its cost is completely recov
ered, it cannot but help to provide pawer 
at an even lower price. 

Even the period of project construc
tion will have a major economic impact 
on the area of New England, Mr. Chair
man. More than 11,000 man-years of la
bor and wages totaling in excess of $12% 
million will be generated. Nearly 2,000 
employees will be put to work for 6 years. 
Close to 600,000 tons of concrete will be 
required; 25,000 tons of reinforced steel. 
The project's powerplant alone will re
quire $60 million in electrical equipment. 

After its construction, its impact will 
be incalculable-its positive effects on 
the people, the businesses, and the in
dustry of the New England area will be 
staggering. For the first time, Mr. Chair
man, the Northeast will realize the bene
fits that Federal water and power re
source development can bring. For the 
first time, New England will have the 
same "yardstick" of competition by com
parison which has meant so much to the 
many other sections of the country 
which are served by public power from 
Federal dams. 

There is no question in my mind or in 
the minds of the great :aajority of the 
people of New England but that the Dic
key-Lincoln School hydroelectric proj
ect merits approval by this Congress and 
that the $807,000 recommended by Presi
dent Nixon for fiscal 1970 preconstruc
tion planning should be OK'd by this 
House. 

It is my firm belief, Mr. Chairman, that 
our conviction will be borne out, and 
that before the measure now before us is 
finally enacted, funds to proceed with 
the planning of this worthwhile proj
ect will be made available by this Con
gress. 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for his comments. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend the 
gentleman from Maine (Mr. HATHAWAY) 
for his activities on this project. No one 
has worked harder or with a greater de
gree of dedication than the gentleman 
from Maine. 

This project is a multiple-purpose 
project, and it really is about the only 

multiple-purpose project that could ever 
be built in New England. We have them 
all over the United States. Those of us in 
New England have supported the proj
ects in the South, the Midwest, the 
Southwest, the Far West, and the North
west. This is the only time and perhaps 
the last time that New England has a 
chance of getting a sizable multiple-pur
pose Federal project. Let us build thi~ 
multiple-purpose project in Maine which 
is so essential to the power needs of that 
area. 

Maine has the dubious distinction of 
enjoying the highest power rates in the 
Nation. This is the one way in which 
those power rates can be lowered. 

So, Mr. Chairman, again I take this 
time to commend the gentleman from 
Maine for his efforts in behalf of this 
project. 

Mr. SISK. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. BOLAND. I yield to the gentleman 
from California (Mr. SISK). 

Mr. SISK. Mr. Chairman, I wish to 
express my appreciation to the gentle
man from Massachusetts for yielding. I 
take this time simply to express my deep 
appreciation to the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts <Mr. BOLAND), the gentleman 
from Tennessee (Mr. Evrns), and the 
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. RHODES) 
for the great job that the committee has 
done. 

I also particularly wish to join the 
gentleman from Massachusetts in his 
commendation to a variety of people who 
have contributed so much to the well
being of America, particularly General 
Cassidy and Commissioner Floyd Dom
iny. 

Further, Mr. Chairman, if the gentle
man will yield further momentarily, I 
would like to pay special tribute to our 
very wonderful friend, the chairman of 
the committee, the gentleman from 
Ohio, MIKE KIRWAN. This money will 
continue to make monuments to MIKE'S 
firm belief in America, and what it takes 
to make America great. Certainly we all 
do miss MIKE today, and I want at this 
time to express my personal appreciation 
on behalf of the State of California for 
the great contributions that MIKE KIR
WAN has made not only to our State, but 
to all America, and to join with the gen
tleman from Massachusetts in the many 
kind things that he has said about this 
great American. 

Mr. BOLAND. I thank the gentleman 
from California for his remarks. 

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

Mr. BOLAND. I yield to the gentle
man from Oklahoma. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of H.R. 
14159 and congratulate the Committee 
on Appropriations on the fine job it has 
done. 

H.R. 14159 is a good bill, and will make 
it possible to keep our essential and 
urgent water resource development pro
grams moving. While many in this body 
would understandably like to see more 
money for a number of worthwhile proj
ects-and I particularly regret the ab
sence of construction funds for several 
very fine projects in Oklahoma-the bill, 
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on balance, is a good one. It represents 
the solid judgment of an excellent sub
committee which has worked long and 
hard on a very difficult assignment. 

I appreciate the eloquent words of the 
subcommittee's members who have paid 
tribute to their chairman, our beloved 
colleague, MIKE KIRWAN. 

No man in America has done more to 
build our country in this century, than 
MIKE KIRWAN. 

His contribution will enrich the Na
tion for decades to come, and will make 
possible a better life for the children of 
all of us. 

If MIKE KIRWAN were here today, 
handling this bill on the floor, I am sure 
he would tell us: "This is an all-Ameri
can bill, for all of America. It is a bill you 
can vote for with pride and with full con
fidence that your vote will strengthen 
America." 

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

Mr. BOLAND. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. MIKVA. Mr. Chairman, I would 

like to pose a question to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. BOLAND) re
garding the committee's intention in cer
tain language which it used in the report 
on the bill. This language relates to the 
Oakley Dam and Reservoir project, and 
is contained on page 52 of the committee 
repart. I direct the question to the gentle
man from Massachusetts because he was 
the member of the subcommittee who 
presided when testimony on this subject 
was heard by the subcommittee. 

My question relates to the language on 
page 52 of the report which reads as 
follows: 

The Committee has allowed $100,000, which 
... should be adequate to continue land ac
quisition on the project pending settlement 
of the Allerton Park controversy. 

I was interested and most gratified to 
note in reading through the hearings on 
the Oakley project that a memorandum 
of agreement and a waterways alterna
tive have been concluded by the State of 
Illinois, the city of Decatur, the Univer
sity of Illinois-which owns Allerton 
Park-and has been warmly endorsed by 
my good friend and colleague, the gentle
man from Illinois (Mr. SPRINGER) in 
whose district the Oakley project is lo
cated. This agreement concluded on May 
29, 1969, is printed at pages 546-558 of 
part 5 of the hearings. It seems to be a 
fine compromise in which everyone's in
terests are protected. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts indicated during the 
hearing that he was most happy to see 
that the agreement had been concluded. 

Now what I wonder is whether, in light 
of the specific nature of the May 29 
agreement and the waterways alternative 
and the fact that the Corps of Engineers 
has not yet accepted that agreement, 
what I wonder is whether the committee 
did not intend that whatever expendi
tures are made on the Oakley project, 
should be consistent with this May 29 
agreement and waterways alternative. 
In other words, does the committee not 
contemplate that the corps will accept 
the May 29 agreement and the alterna
tive subject to the corps finding that it is 
feasible. 

Mr. BOLAND. I agree with the gentle-

man's interpretation. That is the com
mittee's interpretation. 

Let me say that the money we are ap
propriating for the Oakley Dam is to 
continue land acquisition, but it is land 
acquisition in those areas in which I 
think there is no controversy. 

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

Mr. BOLAND. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. SPRINGER) who has 
been very close to this project and in 
whose district the project is located. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I be
lieve the statements made by both gen
tlemen are in the nature of approximate 
truth-as true as I think we can put it. 

The money was.limited to the purchase 
of land which was not in the area of 
Allerton Park-that was the limitation 
which was put on it. 

At the present time there is a signed 
agreement between the State of Illinois, 
the city of Decatur, and the University of 
Illinois, and they are the only parties 
involved in this project before the Corps 
of Engineers go on with the Oakley Dam 
and Reservoir project and now being 
studied by the Corps of Engineers. It is 
subject to that feasibility study as to 
whether o:r not they would go ahead with 
the project as is, and if not feasible the 
corps would have to make a restudy of 
the project. I think in general what has 
been said is true. 

Mr. l\llKVA. I thank the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. BOLAND) and 
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
SPRINGER) for allowing me to take the 
time to clarify this matter. 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
8 minutes to the gentleman from Wis
consin (Mr. DAVIS). 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, I am happy to support this bill 
as it has been reported from the Com
mittee on Appropriations. 

I do want to take this occasion to fully 
SUPPOrt the fine tributes which have been 
paid to our colleague, the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. KIRWAN), General Cassady, 
and Commissioner Dominy, by the gen
tleman from Massachusetts who just 
preceded me. 

It is never a happy experience to find 
oneself supporting an appropriation bill 
which is substantially over the budget, 
and of course this bill is some $300 mil
lion over the budget, but it does appear 
that the issue here today is not the mat
ter of our exceeding the budget, as much 
as it appears to be that we did not ex
ceed the budget enough. 

We are confronted for the second 
time in this session with what appears 
to be described as a full funding cam
paign. If this is to be the common prac
tice-if authorizations, that is funding 
ceilings, are to be treated as funding 
floors, then the budget process and the 
appropriation process will become 
nothing but hollow mockeries and the 
Committee on Ways and Means might 
as well close up its shop, too, because it 
simply will find the responsibility of 
attempting to raise revenue to pay out 
money as fast as it is possible to be spent 
an impossible job of performance. 

Mr. Chairman, we have marched up 
the hill twice in the past 2 years in a 
general way on behalf of fiscal restraint. 

Last year it fell to members of the Com
mittee on Ways and Means to take the 
leadership. 

They, I suspect, were rather tired of 
the onerous burden of attempting to 
close deficit gaps, a job which had not 
been accomplished over a period of many 
years. They simply felt that they could 
not accept the burden of raising revenue 
as fast as it was being paid out. And so 
that was the origin of last year's Ex
penditure and Control Act of 1968, when 
a definite and firm ceiling on the ex
penditures of the Government for the 
fiscal year was established. 

Then that pattern, in a modified form, 
was repeated this year in the first sup
plemental appropriation bill that reached 
the floor. The Appropriations Committee 
did originate an overall spending ceiling 
for the fiscal year. But it provided for a 
flexible limit. It is a limit that goes up 
and down as a result of the actions or the 
inactions of the Congress in dealing with 
requests for various new sources of rev
enue or in dealing with appropriation 
requests as they affect expenditures as 
they came before the Congress. If this 
were not true, if this year's expenditure 
ceiling were not a modified one, a flexible 
one that does go up and down as we take 
action with respect to appropriations, 
then, I suppose, we would not need to be 
quite so much concerned about the ef
forts to substantially increase appro
priation bills. If it read as last year's law, 
we could in effect say, "Well, go ahead, 
if you want to look foolish, because you 
have already legislated that the money 
cannot be spent." But because our action 
here in increasing the budget substan
tially would raise not only appropriations 
but it would likewise affect the expendi
ture ceilings which have previously been 
proposed, we must be concerned with the 
effect of our actions. 

First of all, I think we must be con
cerned that our self-respect, for re
peated increases in appropriations re
flected. in increases in expenditures will 
cast a cloud over our self-righteousness 
when we did approve the spending limi
tation earlier this year. 

But, Mr. Chairman, to claim credit for 
imposing a spending limitation on the 
one hand and to become a champion of 
full funding on the other, such conduct 
cannot escape the criticism of the people 
that it is our responsibility to represent. 

For those who are interested in the 
record, the record is clear that the $600 
million provided for the waste treat
ment program plus the $64- to $65-mil
lion carryover ls all that the administra
tive machinery-the administrative ma
chinery of the Federal Government and 
the administrative machinery of our 
State and local governments, under ex
isting law-that is all that they can 
absorb, and the Secretary of the Interior 
is on record to that effect. To increase 
that amount would be an invitation to 
waste-not to waste treatment-but to 
waste. 

There have been these two major in
creases in the bill, one of them $386 mil
lion increase for the waste treatment 
works program, and I suppose that that 
can be justified as an action of the com
mittee in attempting to deal with an 
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emergency situation to the maximum 
capacity of our three levels of govern
ment to deal with. The other is a $55 
million increase in reclamation and civil 
functions projects, and that increase, too, 
I believe is justified in avoiding the extra 
expense and the danger of delay that 
would otherwise accompany reduced 
funding on a certain number of projects 
within those programs. 

So, Mr. Chairman, even though tJhis 
bill is above the budget, I support the 
bill as is. I hope my colleagues, after 
examining the record and attempting to 
be responsible in providing only those 
funds that can be used and absorbed, will 
support the bill as is. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as he may con
sume to the gentleman from Mississippi 
(Mr. WHITTEN). 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I join 
with my colleagues in the many tributes 
that have been paid to our subcommittee 
chairman, the Honorable MIKE KIRWAN, 
and to the other members of the sub
committee who have worked so hard and 
so long, alternating in handling the work 
of our beloved friend, the gentleman from 
Ohio, whose health has been such as to 
cause him to miss many of the committee 
hearings. My colleague from Massachu
setts beat me to quoting from his all 
American announcement of his beliefs. 

Also, I join in saying I believe the staff 
of the committee has as hard a job as 
any staff of any committee, and I take 
this time to compliment them. 

I also pay tribute to the gentleman 
from Tennessee, who is handling this bill 
and who has done a fine job through the 
years on this program, and al.so to his 
counterpart on the Republican side, the 
gentleman from Arizona. 

I also take this time to express the 
hope that some time we will give some 
attention to the fact that this bill is mis
named and it is inappropriate to ref er 
to it as the public works bill. As we all 
know, through the years, this bill gets 
picked up and held out as what the Con
gress does for itself. May I say nothing 
could be further from the truth. This bill 
should be designated as the maintenance 
and development bill, representing the 
aJttention that our great country is being 
given, the attention that we are giving 
to protecting the country itself, the base 
on which everything else depends-that 
is the natural resources, our rivers and 
streams and watersheds and, yes, our 
harbors and rivers. 

A few years ago someone said that some 
small country or other was the only coun
try that ~d a balanced budget. It was 
said the country did not owe a dollar and 
did not have one. On our committee I 
feel we need to give attention to a bal
anced budget, but we really need to give 
attention to balancing the spending we 
do on those things and taking care of 
those things on which everything else 
depends. It is up to us who serve on this 
committee to promote and up to the 
membership here to look after our coun
try. Of course, we look after the needs of 
the different districts, the needs of every 
section of the United States. As shown 
by our report this committee heard more 
than 1,600 witnesses, from every section 

of every Sta.rte. We listened to the testi
mony of 208 of our colleagues. We were 
not trying to divide the cake and we 
were not trying to give everybody some
thing, but we were trying not to overlook 
any section of the United States in our 
effort to protect our country, not only for 
today, but for our children tomorrow. 

I could go on and on, but I repeat 
again: The more serious our problems 
are, and the greater our debts and the 
greater our obligations around the world, 
the more imperative it is that we look 
after the base on which the cure for all 
of them depend-our land and our nat
ural resources, our rivers and our har
bors. 

I shall not try to repeat or add to the 
words that have been said about our 
great friend and great chairman, the 
gentleman from Ohio, Mr. MICHAEL KIR
WAN, but I say again that all Americans, 
including those who will follow us for 
many generations, will be indebted to 
MIKE KIRWAN for whom we all pitch in 
today. I hope we may do him proud and 
that you will back us in our efforts. 

This bill is needed today and more im
portant, for tomon-ow. Where are we go
ing to put 150 million people, the ex
pected increase in our population during 
the next 30 years. 

I have heard the debate here. I sup
port the committee action. We all agree 
we have a tremendous problem with re
spect to pollution. 

Due to other assignments I have had, 
I have been in the older cities of this 
Nation, which I shall not identify here 
because they have enough problems with
out having this condition advertised. As 
one goes into many of the older cities he 
sees how much is old and worn out, how 
the sewerage systems are deteriorated, 
and sewage disposal systems outmoded 
or obsolete, leaving their waterfronts 
likened to open sewers, you know they 
need help. 

We go to the Potomac and other places 
around the country and we can see that 
we need to give real attention to reclaim
ing what we have done in years past to 
create pollution of air and water. 

Then, when one goes to other areas, 
such as mine, one sees the area is made 
up of small cities and small towns where, 
as of today, they do not have the serious 
pollution problems of our major cities, 
but, with this growth of population, now 
is the time to be intelligent enougfi to 
keep those areas from ever getting like 
they have gotten in many other areas of 
this country. 

Even considering all that, there is only 
a limited amount of work we can get 
done in a limited amount of time. I say 
that we do not differ with our friends 
who talk about the pollution we face to
day and that which we must protect our
selves from developing tomorrow. But we 
should be practical about it. We should 
not inflame the country by going over
board at a time the dollar is getting 
cheaper and cheaper. 

The committee has recommended an 
appropriation of $600 million, which is 
more than half the authorization. I want 
to say to my friends, many of whom are 
not here at the moment, I agree with 
my colleague from Massachusetts. If this 

House ever adopts the view that an au
thorization is a commitment by the Con
gress to carry it out fully in the shortest 
poosible time we are going to have the 
bitterest fights every time there is an 
authorization bill, because if that is 
where the decision is going to be made 
on immediate spending there will be pre
cious few authorizations that go through 
the Congress without the greatest 
amount of difficulty, since it will be nec
essary to match the authorization against 
income, and it will be necessary to match 
it all along the way with other problems. 

It is wise, I believe, to have an author
ization much higher than the funding 
which may be required at the moment. 
It actually allows us to have advanced 
planning. It allows us to have plans on 
the shelf, for the time when we can get 
out of this Vietnamese war. Authoriza
tions on the shelf are fine for the opera
tions of this country in season and out 
of season. 

But we need them far beyond what we 
really are going to do now. 

The other side of this is, if we were 
to appropriate the full amount that is 
authorized we would never get it spent, 
because they are not able to spend it in 
the months ahead during this fiscal year. 
They cannot do it at all. 

Certainly it is in line with public opin
ion which has been whipped up on this 
subject. I agree that we need to meet this 
problem, but not to the point of being 
impractical and not employing common
sense to do the most about it we can in 
the shortest period of time. 

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

Mr. WIIlTTEN. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. COHELAN. I thank the gentleman 
from Mississippi for yielding. 

I should like to take this opportunity 
to congratulate the gentleman for the 
very clear statement he is making on the 
subject of pollution. As a fellow mem
ber of the Appropriations Committee I 
should like to advise the committee that 
it was the gentleman from Mississippi 
(Mr. WHITTEN) who joined with others 
of us on the Appropriations Committee 
to persuade our committee to support 
$600 million instead of the subcom
mittee figure. As Members know, the 
original budget request was $214 million 
for the water pollution portion of the 
bill. 

I want the Members to know that I 
support the appropriation of $600 mil
lion which was adopted after much de
bate in full committee. For myself, it 
would be very nice to be able to come in 
and say, "We put a billion dollars in the 
committee," but I am now convinced it 
would be unrealistic. 

I must say, having listened to the 
arguments in committee and under
standing the problem of the formula, it 
seems to me that this is the most prac
tical immediate solution to the problem. 
I am delighted that the committee re
sponded by coming through with the 
$600 million, and more particularly I 
want to congratulate the gentleman in 
the well for supporting the amendment 
to increase the subcommittee recom
mendation to $600 million. 
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Mr. WHITTEN. I thank my colleague 
from California, and I appreciate his 
own sound judgment and his effective 
action in this area. 

It is always hard to hold ourselves in 
line with practicality, especially when 
the subject is as popular as the one with 
which we are dealing today, pollution of 
our streams. But the committee has gone 
as far as we can and properly spend the 
money and that is in my opinion as far as 
we should go. 

Mr. Chairman, we dealt with the prob
lems of all sections. Personally, I appreci
ate the support I had from my colleagues 
on the committee. Particularly am I 
pleased that we got funds for beginning 
work on the Yellow Creek Port on the 
Mississippi side of the Tennessee River; 
the amount of $450,000 represents the 
Tennessee Valley Authority's capability 
for the remainder of this fiscal year. The 
important thing is getting started, since 
the Budget Bureau has not recommended 
any funds at this time. 

With regard to the port facilities at 
Yellow Creek in Tishomingo County, this 
should mean tremendous development 
for all northeast Mississippi and the ex
pansion of heavy industry into that area. 

In its report, our committee pointed 
out this is in Appalachia and will be 
helpful in meeting the economic prob
lems of the area. 

Other items which are of special ben
efit and interest to north Mississippi are 
the Upper Auxiliary Channel, which will 
prove of real benefit to six of the western 
counties of the second district, and the 
Ascalmore-Tippo and Opossum Bayou 
projects, which are directed to be started 
and which will benefit three other 
counties. 

Included also are funds for develop
ment of facilities at Arkabutla, Enid, 
Grenada, and Sardis Reservoirs. 

With regard to work on the Upper 
Auxiliary Channel, we pointed out that 
the work on the upper part of the proj
ect for the delta is essential, since this 
will keep it somewhat on a comparative 
level with the work being done in the 
lower delta. 

The bill contains $500,000 which this 
subcommittee provided for continuation 
of engineering and design on the Tennes
see-Tombigbee Waterway, and $50,000 
for continuation of the survey on the 
Hatchie River in Alcorn and Tippah 
Counties, Miss., together with $1 mil
lion for flood control on the Bear Creek 
Watershed, Ala., and Miss.; $650,000 for 
flood control work on the Tennessee
Tombigbee Watershed, a substantial in
crease above the budget. 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania (Mr. SAYLOR). 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I have 
heard some astounding statements made 
in the well of the House today, ones 
which I think might bode well for the 
future of the country. I say this because 
with due deference to the members of 
the Appropriations Committee and the 
other standing committees of the House, 
it is about time that all of the committees 
realized that the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union is the 
No. 1 committee in Congress, and that 

is the committee that we are in right 
now. 

I was delighted to hear a statement by 
one of our colleagues that some of the 
authorizing bills might be looked at more 
carefully. This is a good sign because 
this is the way the Congress should act 
and not expect to rely upon one of the 
standing committees to bail them out. 

Now, let us look at the situation that 
we are in with reference to this bill and 
especially with reference to one phase 
of it. That is the amount that we have 
provided for the elimination of pollution. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, in 1966 the Con
gress considered the Clean Waters Res
toration Act which first passed in the 
Senate without a dissenting vote and 
then was sent over to the House, reported 
out of the Public Works Committee and 
passed this body without a dissenting 
vote. Every Member of Congress who 
was here in 1966 voted for that bill. That 
bill said, among other things, that the 
Congress was gravely concerned about 
pollution in this country and that we 
realized that the job was bigger than 
just the Federal Government and that 
we call upon the States and the local 
communities to participate. Further, we 
said if the States would adopt the stand
ards to improve the water quality in 
their own States and in their own com
munities the Federal Government would 
give them a certain proportion of the 
money necessary to clear up the domestic 
pollution. Well, we the Congress have 
never kept our word, but the States have 
gone ahead relying upon their Congress
men to keep their commitment. 

Now, somebody has made a great to do 
that last year we did not spend that 
amount of money that was appropriated. 
I can tell you why we did not spend that 
amount of money. Because there is not 
a Representative here in the House who 
has not had a community in his State 
or in his own district that has not come 
down here with an engineer to the de
partments and asked if there was any 
money and been told that it is absolutely 
useless, that we the Congress did not 
provide enough money-to enable the 
States and local communities to go ahead 
with assurance. 

We made a commitment to the people 
of this country, and it is up to the 
Congress to be as good as its word. 

I ,do not know whether or not you folks 
kept in touch with what happened in 
the other body yesterday, but in that 
body they adopted an amendment, and 
that amendment said, among other 
things, that all States and all of the com
munities who have gone ahead and have 
not received any money from the Federal 
Government would be entitled to put in 
a claim for reimbursement. And if that 
passes in this body-and I will vote for 
it when it comes over here-we will al
ready owe the States and the local com
munities over $600 million-just to pay 
for what has already been installed with
out any concern for those projects that 
are to be built this year. 

Some people talk about the integrity 
of the budget. Let me tell you about the 
integrity of the budget. Consistency is 
apparently not the rule here in the 
House, because on July 31 of this year 

the Members of the House by a vote of 
293 to 126 said they did not care what 
the budget was with regard to education; 
they voted $1 billion more. 

Let me also say to you--
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen

tleman from Pennsylvania has expired. 
Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

1 additional minute to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for the additional time. 

Let me say to the members of the 
Committee of the Whole that unless we 
clean up the waters of this country, do 
not worry about education, because there 
will not be any children to educate. It is 
just that serious. The leading ecologists 
of our country tell us that by the year 
2000 mankind may not survive on this 
earth because of water pollution and 
what we have done to cause it. 

So the biggest thing that we owe to our 
own people, and to the world, is to see 
to it that sufficient money is provided 
to clean up the waters of this country 
so that mankind can survive. 

Mr. Chairman, when the amendment 
is offered to increase and to keep the 
word of Congress, and make the appro
priation of clean water $1 billion, I 
hope that the amendment will be adopted 
overwhelmingly. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from California (Mr. McFALL). 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Chairman, I wish to 
express my admi.ration for the subcom
mittee, and the work that they have done 
on this bill, in building America in the 
same tradition of the chairman of the 
committee, the gentleman from Ohio, 
MIKE KIRWAN, who is unable to be with 
us today. I wish to express my admira
tion, respect and affection for Mnm 
KIRWAN, and I hope that the gentleman 
from Ohio will be back with us before 
long. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

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

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. 
Chairman, in considering the appropria
tions which are before us today, we take 
the future of our Nation's water re
sources in our hands. As the diS>tin
guished Appropriations Committee of 
the House of Representatives has so ably 
pointed out in its report, there is a truly 
compelling need for the expansion of the 
water resource development in this Na
tion. 

Requirements for municipal and in
dustrial water will increase by some 300 
percent during the next half century as 
this Nation, already feeling the pressures 
of a growing population, faces a pro
jected population of some 468 million 
people by the year 2020. 

In the course of water development, a 
half century is not very long. It takes 
time to harness rampaging rivers and 
to put the flood waters which are dev
astating our lands and washing out to 
sea to beneficial work irrigating our 
crops, serving our homes and industries. 
It takes time to clean up polluted streams 
and lakes and to make them habitable 
for fish, wildlife and for people. 
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These facts have been recognized over 

the years by the House of Representa
tives Appropriations Committee and 
especially its Subcommittee on Public 
Works under the outstanding leadership 
of its dedicated, knowledgeable and far
sighted chairman, MIKE KIRWAN. 

The success we have had in the past in 
meeting the water needs of a growing 
and expanding Nation can be attributed 
directly to the efforts of this committee 
and its chairman. 

As the Representative of much of the 
California region from which its water 
supplies spring, I want to say that the 
Congress has been good to the Golden 
State in providing a timely program of 
multiple-purpose water development over 
the years. 

The needs continue, however, and I be
lieve that the recommendations brought 
to the floor of the House of Representa
tives today for funding of Bureau of Rec
lamation and Army Corps of Engineers 
projects represent a sound investment in 
the future. And, I empila.size the word 
"investment." 

These are projects in which the Fed
eral Government is investing its re
sources in the future. These are all sound 
projects, which will yield good returns to 
the Federal Government. As far as spe
cific construction projects are concerned, 
the Congress has reviewed them and 
found them all to have solidly favorable 
benefit-cost ratios. 

As we invest in Bureau of Reclamation 
construction, we must remember that 
these are multiple-purpose projects 
which not only halt floodwaters, but will 
yield cash benefits to the Treasury 
through the sale of water and hydro
electric energy. The same can be said for 
most of the Army Corps of Engineers' 
multiple-purpose projects. 

The sooner we complete them, the 
sooner we realize the benefits, and the 
sooner the cash register at the U.S. 
Treasury starts to ring. 

One other point I would like to men
tion. Earlier this year, California experi
enced a major storm disaster. Floods 
hit many of our areas. The damages 
mounted to hundreds of millions of dol
lars. 

Several millions of Federal dollars, I 
am most grateful to say, have been spent 
to rebuild stricken areas. Some of this ex
pense could have been avoided through 
flood control development. Nowhere is 
the old saying "an ounce of prevention 
is worth a pound of cure" more appli
cable than in the development of flood 
control works. 

MIKE KIRWAN knows this. Members of 
his fine subcommittee know this. The 
other members of the full Appropria
tions Committee under the distinguished 
chairmanship of our colleague, GEORGE 
MAHON, know this, and I want to com
mend them for the recommendations 
they bring to the floor today and urge 
my colleagues to lend their full support 
to the appropriations bill which we have 
before us today. 

Mr. Chairman, in closing I want to 
say that we miss our old friend, MIKE 
Krnw AN, here today. On behalf of the 
people of California I want to say we 
hope he is back with us soon. California 
has come a long way in meeting the wa-

ter needs of its people under the enlight
ened leadership of MIKE KIRWAN. We 
want to say thanks for all that he has 
done in the past and say we will work 
with him in the years ahead to continue 
to meet the water needs of this wonder
ful Nation of ours. 

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

Mr. McFALL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. CULVER. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to commend the members of the Appro
priations Committee, and particularly 
the Public Works Subcommittee, for 
their efforts to meet the most essential 
needs in this area at a time of under
standable budgetary pressure. 

I am especially grateful for the con
sideration which the subcommittee, un
der the able leadership that day of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
BOLAND), gave to the testimony which 
we presented with local officials and civic 
representatives of the cities of Clinton 
and Dubuque, Iowa, on behalf of 
flood protection projects for those two 
communities. 

This is not the easiest time for a com
mittee to come before the House and ask 
for funds over and above the President's 
budget, and I recognize the reluctance 
of some Members of this body to accept 
those recommendations. 

However, I cite the two flood control 
projects in my own congressional dis
trict as examples of the false economy 
which would result if either flood wall is 
delayed because of inadequate funding at 
this time. 

Each year, the people of Clinton and 
Dubuque face the threat of extensive 
flooding when the Mississippi River 
thaws, with million-dollar flood fights 
and recovery efforts, and incalculable 
costs in terms of human misery and fear, 
illness, injury, and death. 

Every flood season, the possibility of a 
repetition of the 1965 disaster causes 
months of apprehension and costly prep
aration, whether or not a flood actually 
ever occurs. 

Losses in 1965 mounted to $8 million 
in Dubuque, a city of 65,000 people, and 
to $5.2 million in Clinton, with a popula
tion of 35,000. 

The Corps of Engineers estimates that 
past floods have cost Dubuque more than 
$15 million since records have been kept, 
and in Clinton, the annual expenditures 
over the past 10 years have averaged $1,-
250,000. 

Those recurrent costs are shared by 
Federal, State, and local governments as 
well as by private citizens and business 
concerns. 

Last spring, the early weather predic
tions anticipated a Mississippi River flood 
approaching the record levels of 1965, 
and to avoid another disaster, massive 
preparations were made with unprece
dented financial and technical assistance 
from the Federal Government. 

It is a tribute to this heroic Operation 
Foresight, and the countless hours spent 
by the Corps of Engineers, city officials, 
and local volunteers, that temporary 
dikes were constructed in time to hold 
back the floodwaters and to minimize 
actual damages. 

The Federal Government spent more 

than half a million dollars in Clinton 
and Dubuque each, in preparatory work 
by the corps and disaster relief assistance 
from the Office of Emergency Prepared
ness. Local, public, and private costs 
equaled or exceeded those Federal ex
penditures. 

Although every effort will be made to 
preserve as much of this temporary work 
as possible in anticipation of future 
floods, there is no way to assure against 
similar annual expenditures until per
manent protection is provided. 

In the case of Dubuque, construction 
of that permanent floodwall is already 
underway, and the corps initially re
quested $3 million for fiscal 1970 to con
tinue work on the project. The President 
reduced that request to $2.1 million, 
which would delay completion of the 
flood wall from the present timetable of 
November 1972 until after the 1973 flood 
season. 

Appropriations of an additional $450,-
000-restoration of half of the Presi
dent's cut-will enable the corps to com
plete all essential work before spring of 
1973, and thus save the city from expo
sure to another flood threat, the cost of 
which would in all probability exceed any 
savings which we would realize by refus
ing to appropriate those funds this year. 

In Clinton's case, this is the first time 
that we are seeking funds, for a project 
which Congress approved in the rivers 
and harbors bill last year. 

The Corps of Engineers has advised us 
that an initial appropriation of $30,000 
will enable them to meet their full plan
ning capability for the current fiscal 
year. 

We are therefore seeking that amount, 
which is only one-half of 1 percent of the 
cost to the Federal Government for tem
porary assistance to the city this year, so 
that we can proceed as expeditiously as 
possible toward actual construction and 
completion of the permanent floodwall 
for that city. 

The Congress has already committed 
itself to both of these projects-by re
peated support of Dubuque's budget re
quest since 1966 when we approved the 
first construction funds, and by author
izing the Clinton project last year. 

It would be not only false economy, but 
a rejection of that commitment, to refuse 
either appropriations request today, and 
I urge the members of this body to vote 
for both the $2,550,000 for Dubuque and 
the $30,000 for Clint.on. 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Chairman, I espe
cially wish to thank the subcommittee 
for their consideration of the essential 
needs of my State of California. We had 
tremendous amount of flood damage in 
California from a storm in January and 
February. There was some $150 million 
in damages caused by that storm, but 
there were $1.6 billion in damages that 
were saved by the projects which were 
Federal projects, and which had already 
been completed, the Federal contribu
tion cost for which is about $985 million. 

There are 10 projects in this budget 
which are continuing which, if they had 
been completed before that storm would 
have saved some $16,500,000. 

This committee in providing for these 
ongoing projects is continuing in the 
same tradition of building America as 
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our good friend, the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. KIRWAN), and I commend 
them all. • 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 15 minutes to the gentle
man from New York (Mr. RoBISON). 

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

Mr. ROBISON. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. SCHADEBERG. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the bill. I have fre
quently taken the opportunity of ad
dressing my remarks in the House of 
Representatives to the need for con
trolled Federal spending. Yet, the ques
tion of the allocation of public tax 
moneys is not to be viewed as 1ts own 
entity whereby funds are to be appropri
ated according to a percentage formula. 
Spending in one area is not to be bal
anced by a proportional spending in 
another area. Likewise, a reduction in 
one area is not to be balanced by a pro
portional reduction in another area. 
Spending by the Federal Government is 
really a matter of priorities. Where a 
pressing need exists and where Federal 
funds are necessary to meet the need, 
Federal funds and public tax moneys 
must be forthcoming at any cost Such 
an area of pressing need is construction 
grants for sewage treatment works as 
provided by the Clean Water Restoration 
Act of 1966. 

Congress' mandate is to legislate on 
behalf of the public welfare and to pro
vide the maximum number of citizens 
with the benefits that stem from living 
in our society. There is no question in my 
mind that the greatest problem facing 
this Nation, second only to finding an 
honorable solution to our involvement 
in Vietnam, is that posed by the pollu
tion of our environment. By passing the 
Clean Water Restoration Act, Congress 
recognized the need to attack head on 
the major source of water pollution
municipal wastes, and the need to give 
assistance to the municipalities for the 
construction of waste treatment facil
ities. Under this act, appropriational 
authority was provided in the following 
amounts: $150 million in fiscal year 
1967, $450 million in fiscal year 1968, 
$700 million in fiscal year 1969, $1 bil
lion in fiscal year 1970, and $1.25 billion 
in fiscal year 1971. However, the actual 
amounts that have been appropriated in 
the past have fallen far below these 
marks: $203 million in fiscal year 1968, 
and $214 million in fiscal year 1969. The 
request for fiscal year 1970 amounts to 
only $214 million, far below the authority 
of $1 billion. 

Were the need for water pollution 
abatement not so pressing, and were it 
possible to delay any solution until a 
later date, I could def er acting on any 
increase to the committee proposal un
til a later date. However, pollution of our 
lakes and rivers is a problem that will 
not take a vacation. More and more peo
ple are using an ever-increasing amount 
of SPace. Technology continues at a rap
id rate. If we are to enjoy the bounteous 
nature of our country, and not be forced 
to shelter ourselves from nature we are 
rapidly corrupting, we must act now. 

Besides the pressing nature of continu-

ing Pollution, there is another reason 
why the full $1 billion must be passed. 
In reliance upon the passage of the Clean 
Water Restoration Act of 1966, State and 
local governments have invested millions 
of dollars for sewer treatment facilities, 
and in many cases, bonded themselves to 
their constitutional limit to do so. The 
States have also made themselves legally 
liable for water quality standards which 
must pass Federal inspection. For Con
gress to fail in our obligation will be to 
breach the faith that the people of the 
United states have placed in Congress to 
meet the problems of pollution, and to 
destroy a workable Federal-State rela
tionship. 

In my district 'in southern Wisconsin, 
the people are one in their desire to pro
vide adequately not only for programs of 
avoiding future pollution, but for exist
ing pollution programs to take immedi
ate steps to clean up the waters. They 
know that money alone is not enough 
and so they have gone out on a limb as 
individuals, as citizens of their respec
tive communities, and of the great State 
of Wisconsin to provide tax moneys on 
every level, and human resources and in
terest, to get the job done. In providing 
for Federal funding, my constituents 
know it is their money that is being spent 
but are stymied in their efforts by a lack 
of available funds. Wisconsin is one of 
18 States which will not have full fund
ing even if the proposed $1 billion is ap
propriated. I cannot stand by idly while 
inadequate funding would make further 
severe cuts in what is needed. 

A billion dollars is a lot of money. I 
want to be fiscally responsible. I do not, 
however, buy the argument that it is 
fiscally irresponsible to seek $1 billion 
for full funding of a commitment every 
Member of this House made to their 
people when they voted to authorize $1 
billion for pollution abatement during 
fiscal year 1970. Being fiscally responsible 
does not mean that we spend no money. 
It means that we spend as a matter of 
priority. 

A man who allows his family to go in 
rags; who forces his children to eat out 
of garbage cans; and who allows his 
house to become a slum dwelling, and 
yet boasts $20,000 in a bank account, ls 
not fiscally responsible. So it is with 
this Nation. We must not allow the beau
ty of our land and waterways to deteri
orate nor allow our environment to de
preciate to a point which, if further 
neglected, will not sustain life. To do this 
would be fiscally irresponsible. 

If we can spend approximately $50 
billion for foreign giveaways, much of 
which has ended up in providing little 
for our people, either in pecuniary re
turns, friendship, or even self-satisfac
tion in a job well done; if we can contem
plate spending $662 million for the 
development of the SST; if we can spend 
hundreds of millions of dollars for a 
multiplicity of research programs, some 
necessary, some unnecessary, some which 
might well be delayed; and if we can 
spend $2 billion a month to wage war in 
Vietnam, we can afford a billion dollars 
to fight effectively the pollution of our 
environment. 

It is my understanding that the 

Nixon administration will bring before 
this House a new and exciting approach 
to the problems posed by pollution. If 
he indeed does-and he has my whole
hearted support in this-the billion dol
lar funding we seek will still be needed. 

Mr. Chairman, I represent a beauti
ful part of this country. The First Dis
trict of Wisconsin ls an area of beauti
ful waterways, lakes, and lands. My con
stituents appreciate our wonderful en
vironment and have taken an active in
terest in its preservation. Individuals 
take time out from their work to press 
for solutions to problems of pollution 
which threaten our great area. They 
partake actively in local government in 
order to abate sourcer. of pollution. Many 
have taken the opportunity to write me 
and to sign petitions in support of the 
full funding which is now under House 
consideration. It is with pleasure that 
I include a list of the names of a few 
of many individuals in my district who 
have signed the most recent petition in 
support of the $1 billion full funding I 
have received. These represent but a few 
of literally htmdreds of my constituents 
who have made known their concern to 
me without solicitation from me. 

LIST OF PETITIONERS 

BELOIT, WIS. 

Mr. and Mrs. Carl G. Balson. 
Mrs. Richard G. Moon. 
Mrs. Roy R. Gram. 
Mr. and Mrs. Lloyd W . Page. 
Mr. and Mrs. R. E. Schoenfield. 
Mrs. William Voss, Jr. 
Patricia A. Casucci. 
Mrs. Richard Griffith. 
Mr. and Mrs. Robert Brown. 
Y..rs. David Collins. 
Mrs. R. E. Synstegard. 
Mrs. Edmund Engebretson. 
Joyce Ann Davis. 
Mrs. Sydelle Popinsky. 
Dr. and Mrs. H. Daniel Green. 
Audry D. Pataquin. 
Karen Prickette. 
Mrs. Jane N. Deale. 
Mrs. Charles Sequin. 
Mrs. James Lamb. 

JANESVILLE, WIS. 

Mr. and Mrs. Robert Krug. 
Cecelia A. Howe. 
Mrs. J. R. James. 
Mrs. Kathryn K . Shebil. 
Mary H. Nason. 
Frances A. Bailey. 
Mrs. Ann A. Harsh. 
Mrs. Carolyn Brandeen. 
Jean Lovejoy. 
Mrs. Nancy Stabb. 
Beth Vold. 
Mrs. N. E. Simonsen. 
Jane Moeller. 
Mrs. Betty Joslin. 
Mrs. Sally Basting. 
Mrs. Bessie Poppas. 
Mrs. Lois Partridge. 
Mrs. A. W . Anderson. 
Mrs. Judy Berg. 
Nan Hartung. 
Mr. Frank E. Sutherland. 
Mrs. Art Siker. 
Mrs. R. W. Kitson. 
Walter Lindemann. 
otls P. Thorman. 
Nancy Holt. 
Grace W. Estes. 
Ann S. Eckert. 
Carol C. Tair. 
Janice M. Kinnaman. 
Mrs. Earl Fugate. 
Mrs. James McNally. 
Mrs. Henry Thom. 
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Elsie H1l ton. 
Patricia. Batha.m. 
Clair C. Henneman. 
Judith M. Beyerl. 
Emily Saunders. 
Ruth Miner. 
Linda Henson. 
Ar1ene Newhouse. 
Marjorie Young. 
Patricia. Townsend. 
Winnifred McDiarmid. 
Susan M. Kunkle. 
F.dna C. Sorber. 
Eileen A. Rosen. 
Emma Lou Sed.erholm. 
Mary Hivener. 

Mr. Chairman, I support the amend
ment for full funding. 

Mr. ROBISON. Mr. Chairman, neither 
this subcommittee nor probably any of its 
immediate predecessors has ever had to 
mark up a public works appropriation 
bill in the midst of quite the same con
flicting pressures as those we felt this 
year. 

Our annual product is always largely 
a. creature of compromise-and that is 
more than normally true of this year's 
version. 

No matter what the area of concern, 
the visible list of unmet demands by the 
individual, his community or State, or 
the Nation never seems to grow any 
shorter. 

And insofar as certain of those de
mands fall within our jurisdiction, as 
our hearings progressed this year we were 
made keenly aware of them-and of the 
truly urgent nature of many of them. 

Yet, at the same time, it was impossible 
for us as a subcommittee-or as individu
als-to ignore the continuing fact of in
flation running at a disastrous rate for 
the Nation, and its citizens; and that, 
traditionally, temporary restraint in so
called public works spending is one of 
several actions that can be taken by the 
Federal Government if it is serious about 
stabilizing its economy. 

Thus, we have had to weigh the pos
sibly inflationary impact of new or on
going public works programs against the 
rather alarmingly increasing backlog of 
essential projects providing protection 
against ravaging flood waters, additional 
sources of water supply for rapidly grow
ing urban centers, critically needed 
further capacity for certain deepwater 
seaports and navigational safety meas
ures, as w~ll as to provide an adequate 
planning and action base for meeting the 
future water resource needs of our Nation 
as the same are now being projected. 

That always difficult question of pri
orities-which is something to which I 
have always sought to direct our subcom
mittee's attention during my years of 
service on it--thus became all important 
to us. 

Accordingly we have wrestled this year 
over priorities between competing pro
grams and projects in a manner that, not 
always in the past, was required of us. 

That is good-and, as one result 
though his measure like most of its prede
cessors will probably be referred to by the 
news media and in editorial comment as 
our annual pork-barrel bill, H.R. 14159 
clearly does not merit that sort of op
probrium. 

But what of the day when our cur
rently severe fiscal problem abates, as it 
eventually must? 

Well, Mr. Chairman, I for one am ex
tremely hopeful that the improved meth
odology for determining this Nation's 
true water-resource needs, and for ob
taining that kind of coordination between 
Federal departments and agencies in 
this field that has for so long been miss
ing-but that this subcommittee has 
been fostering largely through the efforts 
of the Water Resources Council-will en
able us to continue to bring you public 
works bills from which all "pork" has 
been removed. 

This is essential-the Council's first 
assessment of "The Nation's Water Re
sources," as published in November of 
1968, projecting as it does our water and 
land resources, and their use and man
agement problems, to the year 2020, 
clearly indicates the need for continuing, 
close congressional oversight into how 
those resources are marshaled and those 
problems met. 

If the national goals we are preparing 
to set for ourselves are to be achieved, 
we have a tremendous task ahead of us
and there is no room for "pork," and no 
room for duplication of effort. 

At stake is no less than the future of 
the human race--for I see this as a 
worldwide problem, extending far be
yond our own Nation's borders and con
cerns, though it is within those limits 
that we now must deal. 

For, as Prof. Richard A. Falk, of the 
Center for Advanced Study in Behavioral 
Sciences, says: 

The planet and mankind are in grave 
danger of irreversible catastrophe .... Man 
may be skeptical about following the flight 
of the dodo into extinction, but evidence 
points increasingly to Just such a pursuit .... 
There are four interconnected threats to 
the planet--wars of mass destruction, over
population, pollution, and the depletion of 
resources. They have a cumulative effect. A 
problem in ene area renders it more difficult 
to solve the problem in any other area. . . . 
The basis of all four problems is the inade
quacy of the sovereign states to manage the 
affairs of mankind in the 20th Century. 

Mr. Chairman, thankfully for its mem
bers, our subcommittee's responsibilities 
fall directly into only one of Professor 
Falk's four areas of concern-that of Pol
lution of our national water supply
though, indirectly and in a longer
ranged context, we must also be con
cerned with the gradual depletion of our 
water resources, a fearful thought to 
man who, since the days of Malthus has 
chiefly been only worried about running 
out of fertile soil, fuels, minerals, and 
other such natural resources. 

At one time, this Nation was tempted 
to view its supplies of clean water as 
Virtually inexhaustible. 

That was not a wise thought then; and 
it is an impossible dream now. 

That first national asressment of our 
remaining water resources made certain 
facts unmistakably clear. We are short
ly to experience a tremendous increase 
in our population. In the 48 contiguous 
States, the projection is for a population 
of about 300 million by 1995 and for 
400 million by that year of 2020. 

Practically all of this increase will be 

in urban centers, which presently con
tain about 72 percent of our population 
in a land area of 2 to 3 percent. A13 we 
were told, this concentration of the pop
ulation will bring about many water and 
related land-use problems. The natural 
distribution of annual rainfall in this 
country does not conform to this con
centration of population so that, in 
many areas, it will be necessary to store, 
divert and redistribute the available wa
ters on a regional basis. 

Those waters will also have to be used 
over and over again-and we are re
quired to decide, now, how this is to be 
done. 

That the American people, at long 
last, understand this and are willing to 
support the efforts that have to be made, 
has been made self-evident in many 
ways. 

A recent Gallup poll indicated that 86 
percent of Americans are concerned
over 50 percent "deeply concerned"
about the condition of their natural en
vironment; and, to back that up, three 
out of every four persons interviewed 
said they would be willing to pay addi
tional taxes to improve their natural 
surroundings. 

It was as if the people were repeating 
to themselves these marvelous words 
from Pogo, the comic-strip character: 

We have met the enemy and he is us! 

Out of such a background it was al
most inevitable that a "Citizens Crusade 
for Clean Water" would emerge; and it 
was about as inevitable, if it is true, Mr. 
Chairman, that some 222 of my col
leagues have already committed them
selves to what they understand to be 
"full funding" of Interior's construction 
grant program for waste treatment 
plants. 

Though this is only one of several pro
grams we fund, all bearing on the same 
general problem-including some for the 
Atomic Energy Commission concerning 
which I shall comment later-naturally 
enough, this is the program that, this 
year, gave us the most trouble. 

In admitting that, I do not wish to 
leave the impression that the subcom
mittee--0r the full Committee on Appro
priations-in coming to the final recom
mendation it has for this essential pro
gram, was only reacting to the efforts 
of the Citizens Crusade. They were a fac
tor, of course. We would be less than 
candid, if we said they were not. 

And, yet, it would be my assessment of 
the thoughts of a solid majority on this 
subcommittee that this was one Federal 
program-and a very basic one-in the 
whole national effort to preserve and im
prove our environment where perform
ance was lagging far behind 'promise, 
and had been, for a number of years. 

Thus, we were unhappy-it needs to 
be said-with the budget request of only 
$214 million as made for the purposes of 
this program by the out-going Johnson 
administration in January. We could 
well understand why President Nixon, in 
View of his overall fiscal problems and 
budgetary goals, decided not to increase 
that request but, in the minds of several 
of us, it was still an unrealistic figure. 

What is a "realistic" figure for this 
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program-in view of the national prob
lem with inflation, and the capabilities 
of the local municipal entities who in 
most instances must more than match 
the Federal grant moneys? 

We firmly believe the $600 million we 
are suggesting you appropriate for this 
program, along with an unobligated bal
ance of $64.9 million-which will make 
nearly $665 million available in this fis
cal year-to be completely realistic, and 
we urge you, regardless of the tentative 
position you may have taken on this is
sue, to consider it as such. 

We know that this year's authoriza
tion for this program is for $1 billion
and that this figure may, in some ways, 
be regarded as a Federal commitment 
of sorts; but we urge you to remember 
that seldom, if ever, are program author
izations considered to be spending floors, 
only spending ceilings that, periodically, 
need to be reviewed by the proper legis
lative committees. If the reverse were 
true, we suggest there would no longer 
be any need for an Approp1iations Com
mittee, as such. 

We also ask many of you who have 
committed yourselves to the principle of 
full funding for this program-that we 
support, even as do you-exactly what it 
is you had in mind in making that com
mitment. 

Was it full funding for your State? 
If so, we ask you to check the inf or

mation that has been made available to 
you, now, in table form at the committee 
desks, which shows the States whose 
needs under this program are fully 
funded at the $600 million recommended 
level---covering those needs as measured 
in terms of applications for grant moneys 
now pending in State or regional offices, 
and in terms of reported needs at the 
local level as well, which in most cases 
may represent applications that will not 
actually be processed or even filed for 
some months or years yet to come. 

Is your State fully funded on either or 
both of those bases? 

If not, it is quite likely that, just as 
with my State of New York, there is no 
possible way, wider the present alloca
tion formula as written into law, that it 
can be. 

Why is that? 
Well, as the committee report attempts 

to explain, of the total reported pending 
applications involving grant estimates of 
some $2.4 billion, some $1.7 billion re
flects, for five States, estimates far in 
excess of the allotments to which they 
would be entitled even under the full $1 
billion authorization. 

That these are the five States with the 
greater reported need also indicates-at 
least in great part-that they are also the 
five Stat-es whose citizens have mounted 
the most vigorous attack on water pollu
tion within their borders. 

Herein lies one of the tragedies of the 
current allocation formula----something 
that certainly should be reviewed by the 
appropriate legislative committees of the 
Congress. 

For there is no way, for instance, by 
which a Representative of the State of 
New York, like myself, could get full 
funding under this program at the pres
ent time insofar as our reported needs 
are ooncerned. 

This is because $1.3 billion of that re
ported total backlog of $2.4 billion per
tains to New York which, even under 
the full $1 billion authorization, could 
this year receive but $89.2 million. 

So to those of you who, like myself, 
are from these few short-fall States un
der the present method of allocating 
funds for this program, and wish to sup
port full funding for it, I suggest you 
direct your efforts at the Committees on 
Public Works of this and the other body. 
It is there, and there only, that we will 
obtain relief. 

Now, quickly, I know it may be said 
that I am not quite accurate in that 
statement-and that, by going for the 
full $1 billion now, we may obtain full 
funding through a sort of back-door 
approach. 

This is, at least, partially true in that, 
after about a 2-year period, the excess 
moneys for the States whose needs you 
would over-fund at a $1 billion level
or even at a $600 million level, for that 
matter-and I suggest you again look at 
your tables, will then revert into a kitty 
of sorts from which the Department of 
Interior can attempt to take care of 
the needs in the underfunded States. 

This is, of course, always a possible 
"solution" for those of us from States 
like New York-but I hardly think it a 
responsible solution. 

Within that rough 2-year period, while 
we wait for that "kitty" to build up in 
this roundabout fashion, two sessions of 
Congress will be held, during either one 
of which this whole problem of proper 
allocation of funds could be gone into, 
and two more Public Works Appropria
tion bills will come along, in either one 
of which such future adjustments as 
might be needed for this program, re
lated to our then fiscal situation and the 
changing pattern of need, could be made. 

Now, shortly, when the anticipated 
amendment to increase this committee 
recommendation to the full $1 billion is 
offered, we will be in one of these push
ing and shoving matches we occasionally 
get into trying to prove we are more 
"for" clean water, in this instance, than 
the other fellow. 

Well, I understand that urge, Mr. 
Chairman-it pulls on me, too. 

But, if you vote for the $1 billion, you 
will be overfunding, under the allocation 
formula , eight more States than is the 
case at the committee figure, while still 
leaving 10 States less than fully funded 
insofar as applications pending at State 
or regional offices is concerned; or 18 
States when considering reported local 
needs, as well. 

There are two ways of measuring the 
total amount of such overfunding: It 
would amount to $337 million, or there
abouts, if you include in reported local 
needs, or $437 million if one just counts 
the dollar backlog of applications pend
ing at State or regional offices. 

It is true that, at the same time, New 
York fOT instance would become eligible 
in this fiscal year for $89.2 million if a 
full $1 billion were appropriated and 
obligated, as compared to only $52.3 mil
lion under the committee figure of $600 
million in new obligational authority. 

That is an increase for New York of 
$36.9 million in this fiscal year, and you 

may well ask why I am not reaching for 
it. 

There are several reasons. 
First, though if we got that much more 

Federal assistance we could surely use it, 
this seems to me to be a clumsy and ir
responsible way of trying to make the 
best out of a bad allocation formula that 
is clearly in need of a rewrite job. 

Second, I very much doubt that, even 
if we appropriate the full $1 billion, the 
administration would, in view of the 
serious fiscal problems it faces and its 
announced position relative to the need 
for temporary restraint in public works 
spending, allocate-or obligate-any
where near that amount. 

I am not even sure we could properly 
ask it to do so, while at the same time 
urging it-as some of us are-to agree 
also to release at least a major portion 
of the moneys over and above the budget 
requests we have already tentatively 
voted for various educational programs. 

Certainly, some degree of realism and 
responsibility is required of us in this 
connection-no matter how strongly we 
wish to register our support of clean 
water. 

Now, finally, if you have committed 
yourself to full funding, did you mean 
the full $1 billion authorization or the 
largest amount-under optimum cir
cumstances-that could probably be used 
for this program's purposes this fiscal 
year? 

As best I can find out, that figure 
would be very close to the $600 million 
we are recommending. 

In round figures, about $850 million 
worth in applications for construction 
grants is now pending in State and 
regional offices. This is the action back
log, from all States. It is safe to assume 
that about 30 percent of this backlog
or $250 million of it-will not come to 
fruition in this fiscal year for lack of 
matching funds, engineering-design de· 
flciencies, and like reasons. 

This leaves the $600 million the com
mittee recommends as the largest total 
that could probably be obligated-even if 
the administration were of a mind to do 
so. Of that amount, at a guess, perhaps as 
much as $400 million would be used to 
fund new projects, $100 million would be 
applied to reimbursement on those proj
ects that have gone forward in a few 
States-under another section of the 
basic law that is also in need of review
without the benefit so far of Federal 
funds, and the remaining $100 million 
would be reallocated under the formula 
to take care of the needs of previously 
underfunded States. 

This is why-if you have been able 
to follow all this-that even I, as a Rep
resentative from New York, the State 
with the greatest need under this pro
gram, support the committee figure, 
which is one I have worked hard to be 
able to bring you. 

Now, again, I recognize that this-for 
New York-is not full funding; but I, for 
one, am going to work for that principle 
thruugh asking the Committee on Public 
Worlr...s to give early consideration to a 
review and revision of the allocation for
mula under which this program is forced 
to operate, and asking it, too, to give con
sideration to such proposals as that 
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made by the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. CRAMER) and myself, under which 
construction grant moneys could be ad
vanced to the local municipalities on an 
installment basis, mther than in a lump 
sum, which is an alternative approach to 
full funding at least until our fiscal sit
uation eases. 

And, finally, I am going to work for 
that principle by urging the Congress to 
give early consideration to the tax-shar
ing--or revenue-sharing-proposals the 
administration and many of us have 
made. I say this because it should be ap
parent to anyone who really studies this 
program and its workings, that one of 
the greatest inhibitors of progress to
ward clean water thereunder has been 
the inability of our local governmental 
units to come up with their share of con
struction moneys for waste treatment 
works. 

Some years back, in a move I strongly 
favored, we did write incentives into this 
program's legislative structure which we 
hoped would bring the State govern
ments into the national attack on water
pollut.ion sources. This has not worked 
out as well as we had hoped, since only 
14 States-Connecticut, Indiana, Maine, 
Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, 
Missouri, New Hampshire, New York, 
Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, 
Vermont, and Wisconsin-now supple
ment local and Federal funds for waste 
treatment works. One has to assume that 
this is because the States, with the other 
demands being made upon them, are 
hard pressed to do so-and that, there
fore revenue sharing would be one way 
to encourage them to try. In any event, 
this is one area wherein such articulate 
proponents of clean water as the League 
of Women Voters could be helpful, and 
to which they should direct their atten
tion, for even if we are eventually suc
cessful in Congress in obtaining full 
funding in a real sense of the Federal 
commitment to clean water, the national 
challenge we face will never be overcome 
until local municipalities have the pres
ently disproportionate burden for prog
ress they bear somehow eased. 

Mr. Chairman, as so often happens 
around here, there is much more in this 
bill that we should talk about than the 
one major issue-funding of the waste 
treatment program-that has developed 
out of it. 

The Federal effort to protect and pre
serve our national supply of clean water 
has more than one facet to it. Indeed, it 
has many facets. I have already men
tioned the work of the Water Resources 
Council, one of whose other missions is 
to strengthen the Federal-State partner
ship in the water resource field. Then, 
there is the water quality management 
planning and study work conducted by 
the Federal Water Pollution Control Ad
ministration, within the Department of 
the Interior, and its vital research and 
training programs, for all of which we 
have allowed increases over the 1970 
budget estimates including, specifically, 
up to $2.2 million to begin developing 
new methods and techniques and pre
liminary plans for attacking pollution of 
the Great Lakes, one of our most impor
tant national resources. It is very late to 

begin such work, especially when one of 
those bodies of water, Lake Erie, is as 
near "death" as it is, but a beginning 
must be made, and this year. 

And, then of course, there is the work 
of the Army Corps of Engineers and the 
Bureau of Reclamation, all bearing in 
some fashion on the control, manage
ment, and protection of our available wa
ter resources. 

Considering the growing work backlog 
being experienced by both such agencies, 
it is unfortunate, of course, that we did 
not feel able to make more than minor 
adjustments in the budgetary requests. 
But, to revert a moment to Professor 
Falk's words as quoted at the beginning 
of my remarks, it is here evident that the 
four threats to mankind's future on this 
planet as he described them are intercon
nected-and that a problem in one area, 
having in mind the continuing cost 
burden of the war in Vietnam, does ren
der it more difficult to solve problems in 
all other such areas. 

As I have noted, our subcommittee is 
very conscious of the interrelationship 
between public works spending prngrams 
and inflation. There may be some argu
ment about how direct that relationship 
is, but there is little argument over the 
fact that many public works projects, 
while essential, can be-and perhaps 
should be-def erred during periods of 
budgetary stringency without anyone 
being harmed. Similarly, they can be 
stretched out during such periods with
out a great deal of public damage. Of 
course, this is not always the case and, 
as I have noted, the subcommittee has 
carefully sought to determine wherein 
lay the true priorities on a project-by
project basis in this connection. 

At the same time, there comes a point 
where such deferrals or such stretch
outs represent a "penny wise but pound 
foolish" approach. As we point out in 
our report, contracts delayed a year or 
more now can be expected to cost any
where from 6 to 12 percent more than 
the current estimates simply because of 
the built-in inflation now being experi
enced by the construction industry. Sim
ilarly, it generally costs more to slow 
down a project that has begun that it 
does to go ahead and finish it even when 
money is tight. 

Thus, the subcommittee has seen fit 
to restore some reductions as made dur
ing the Nixon revision of the Johnson 
budget, and in a few instances to fund 
a number of the smaller but urgently 
needed studies, planning and construc
tion starts that did not find their way 
into-or were cut out of-the revised 
budget. It is important to note that, in 
so doing, we were able to cover the over
all change we thus made in that portion 
of the budget before us by making off
setting cuts elsewhere-and, in fact, 
would still have been able to bring you 
a bill carrying a dollar total below the 
total budgetary request except for our 
action, as I have described it, on the 
waste treatment program where we sim
ply read the national priorities differ
ently than did the President. 

I support this action on our part. It is 
necessary to continue to meet this Na
tion's needs for flood and hurricane pro-

tection, for the promotion of navigation, 
for water quality and water supply and 
related purposes, as for reclamation pur
poses-albeit on a reduced level-and 
to continue planning work on the more 
urgently needed of such projects against 
the day when they can be begun. We may 
be involved--overinvolved in my mind
elsewhere in the world, but we can ignore 
our true national needs only at our own 
peril. It is never easy to find the proper 
balancing point in such a time as this
but we have done our best in trying to 
doso. 

Mr. Chairman, before leaving the Corps 
of Engineers' portion of our bill, I would 
like to take note-as I did frequently 
during our hearings--of the distressingly 
disproportionate share of the corps' con
struction and planning work being allo
cated in rece;nt years to my State of New 
York and, for that matter, to the North
east in general. 

In the January budget, New York's 
share in such work amounted to only $11 
million, or 1.3 percent of the national 
total. This figure-and percentage-was 
then reduced in the revised budget to 
$3.3 million and only 0.5 percent. 

In view of the fact that the people of 
New York constitute over 9 percent of 
the Nation's population-and have some 
very urgent needs of their own to which 
attention is long overdue--our share 
would seem to be an unrealistically small 
share of the national total. Certainly, 
some corrective action in future years 
would seem to be very much in order, 
especially when one considers such vital 
projects as the channel-widening work 
needed for safety purposes in Newark 
Bay and the deepening of the New York 
Harbor anchorages. Both projects would 
serve the Port of New York through 
which ocean borne foreign trade gener
ated, in 1968, more than $940 million in 
customs revenues, and thus nearly one
third of all customs revenues for the 
entire Nation. As against that $940 mil
lion figure, the $3.7 million as now rec
ommended for these two vitally needed 
projects still looks pretty small, though 
I am, of course, thankful for the fact that 
these two items did have the cuts made 
in them by the revised budget partially 
restored by action of the subcommittee. 
Still, at this rate, it will take far more 
years to complete these projects than it 
should, and it needs to be remembered 
that the eventual benefits therefrom 
benefit not just New York but the entire 
Nation. 

There are two other projects in--or af
fecting-New York that I would also like 
to mention in discussing the corps' 
activities. 

The first affects Niagara Falls-truly 
one of the world's "wonders" if not 
specifically mentioned as such, and surely 
of lasting importance to honeymooners
where the corps has built a temporary 
cofferdam that closes off the American 
side of the falls, leaving that portion of 
the channel dry so that exploratory work 
can be undertaken in an effort to deter
mine why our part of the falls has, 
literally, been falling down. We have al
lowed the full $600,000 budgetary request 
for the purposes of this surely unique 
study that is being conducted by and with 
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the cooperation of the Canadian Govern
ment. In time, we should know what cor
rective measures, if any, can be taken to 
preserve this national monument. 

The second relates to the nearly
finished, comprehensive restudy of the 
Susquehanna River Basin in the tri
state area of New York, Pennsylvania 
and Maryland. The $829,000 allowed by 
our subcommittee for this work will en
able the corps, as the lead agency, to 
complete this project that I had the 
honor to help start, years ago, as a mem
ber of the Public Works legislative com
mittee. This work will, in time, become a 
pilot for many other basin-type studies of 
the sort needed if we, as a people, are 
going to be able to plan and manage the 
protection and development of our great 
river systems. I am convinced this is the 
way in which we should proceed in our 
national effort to find a workable and ac
ceptable framework within which to en
sure against the mismanagement, and 
eventual exhaustion, of our water re
sources. Some tentative decisions--and a 
tentative plan-has emerged from this 
study of the Susquehanna's problems and 
potential, and these have been submitted 
to preliminary public scrutiny. Unfor
tunately, at some of the public hearings 
held by the corps in this connection the 
public got the idea that the corps was 
telling it what the corps planned to do 
in their river basin, rather than-as was 
the case-asking that same interested 
and concerned public to work with the 
corps, and the other interested Federal 
and State agencies, in an effort to decide 
what ought to be done. It is obvious, I 
think, that the corps still has a public
relations problem to resolve in this con
nection, and it ought to carefully recon
sider its whole approach to this problem 
of arousing-and gaining-public inter
est in, and support of, developmental 
plans for river basins. 

Turning now to some of the other pro
grams in this bill, there is not much to 
add to what others may have said about 
the program of the Tennessee Valley Au
thority. As a more or less independent 
corporate agency of the Federal Govern
ment, we have only oversight authority 
over what it does, or does not, do; how
ever, as I pointed out at the hearings, 
I feel the TV A people are going a bit too 
far when, as in their demonstrations in 
education and manpower development 
program, so-called, as for their Sequat
chie Valley project, as I believe it is 
called, they propose to provide the local 
school districts with at least indirect 
Federal moneys for construction of 
school buildings. I would not question 
the fact that such new buildings are 
badly needed, or that they cannot per
haps be provided out of an inadequate 
local school tax base. But I doubt very 
much we really need a "demonstration" 
of this sort to prove that grant moneys-
which is what TV A is contemplating
f or school construction purposes would 
be a helpful thing anyWhere in any of 
the 50 States, let alone in whatever eco
nomically depressed areas still remain 
within TVA's area of interest and con
cern. 

The taxpayers in school districts all 
across the State of New York quite prop
erly groan under the burden of school 

taxes they now have to pay. They need 
no one such as the TVA to "demon
strate" for them that Federal construc
tion moneys in grant form-whether 
directly or indirectly given-would be 
helpful to them. Of course, they would 
be, and probably what I am really com
plaining about is that some of the rest 
of us outside the TV A area wish we had 
a TV A to help us with such demonstra
tions. 

However, since this is an issue that 
Congress has previously marched up and 
down the hill on several times without 
coming to any final decision, I will en
deavor to satisfy myself with the thought 
that this item ls just one more boost for 
early congressional consideration of 
some form of revenue sharing with the 
States, and let it go at that. 

With respect, Mr. Chairman, to the 
$917 ,000 we have recommended, and this 
is the budget estimate, for the further 
purposes of the so-called Atlantic-Pacific 
Interoceanic Canal Study Commission, it 
should be noted that this body's work 
is--or was--nearly finished. Mr. RHODES, 
Mr. DAVIS, and I were all in Panama and 
Colombia last December to review, and 
better understand, the work and prob
lems faced by this Commission. We were 
impressed by the objectivity and thor
oughness with which it has approached 
its mission-a most difficult one, involv
ing engineering, economic, and political 
problems whose resolution it is difficult 
to foresee. Its study was supp0sed t;o be 
completed by December 1, of next 
year-with another $263,000 required to 
complete it in the next fiscal year. How
ever, recent newspaper reports of a ten
tative agreement between Panama and 
Colombia with reference to a proposed 
compromise route for a new, sea-level 
canal partly in Panama and partly in 
Colombia may now have thrown the 
timetable for the Commission out of 
kilter. 

In any event, it seems clear that this 
important work needs to go on during 
this fiscal year-after which we will just 
have to wait and see what develops. 

This brings me finally, Mr. Chairman, 
to a discussion of the major portion of 
our bill that relates to the activities of 
the Atomic Energy Commission. 

We have cut some of the AEC's pro
grams rather severely-but, while there 
will be some unhappiness about this, I 
think responsible so in view of our other 
problems. 

At the same time, as encouraged to do 
by the Joint Committee, we have added 
an unbudgeted $800,000-as provided for 
in this year's authorization bill-to en
able the AEC to begin design and fabri
cation work on a radioisotope engine for 
an implantable artificial heart. This is 
under the circulatory support systems 
program-in the isotopes development 
program-for which a total of $1.59 mil
lion will now be available. 

Mr. Chairman, as the record of our 
hearings this year and in prior years will 
show, this is a project that has had my 
strong backing and support. It is an ex
citing project-and one that I believe 
holds forth promise of a dramatic break
through on the true frontiers of medi
cine, today. 

The National Heart Institute has an 

artificial heart program, on which prog
ress has been made most slowly, largely 
because their attention has been directed, 
primarily, to preventive medicine re
search and to the development of what 
are called heart "assistor" devices. 

But what we are talking about here, 
and what I firmly believe can be done, 
is a situation where we would replace the 
biological heart, itself-which is basically 
a pump.-by inserting into the body a 
completely implantable, artificial heart 
whieh would be powered by nuclear en
ergy. AEC has not yet been permitted to 
initiate such work but, in view of the 
promise it holds forth, we believe they 
should be since heart disease remains the 
Nation's No. 1 killer, and the problems 
encountered in finding human donors of 
biological hearts may never be fully over
come. 

Mr. Chairman, I should like to conclude 
my remarks--though there really are 
many more items in this bill that deserve 
comment-by addressing myself to the 
serious situation we are getting into, in 
this Nation, with respect to the obvious 
need to use nuclear energy as a gen
erating source for the tremendous in
crease in demand for electrical power we 
have already experienced-a demand 
that cannot help but go on doubling 
about every 10 years. , 

The AEC is charged both with the re
sponsibility of regulating the use of nu
clear energy and for promoting its use. 

This is a situation that, by itself, 
seems to invite controversy, and the con
troversies that have developed across the 
Nation between those who are trying to 
help meet the mounting demand for elec
trical power through use, in part, of nu
clear energy, and those who see virtually 
any domestic use of nuclear energy as 
presenting a serious environmental 
threat, have been increasing both in 
numbers and in intensity. 

Unfortunately, the AEC-and often the 
Congress--finds itself in the middle on 
such disputes, and what we seem to be 
heading toward is a national stalemate 
shrouded, not to make a pun, in far more 
heat than light. 

This is a very urgent matter, demand
ing our early and full attention in an 
effort at finding some reasonable accom
modation-as the gentleman from Cali
fornia (Mr. HosMER), has recently said
"between the demands of the environ
ment and the social benefits of tech
nology." 

Without intending to be overly critical, 
I would have to say that I believe the 
AEC has been far too slow in recogniz
ing the true dimensions of this problem 
or, indeed, that it even had a problem. 

That problem is at least two-fold in 
nature-first, relating to the tremendous 
quantities of cooling water nuclear
powered steam-generating plants re
quire, and to the hot waters that some 
regard as ''thermal pollution" which they 
thus discharge, and secondly, to that al
ways troubling question of radioactive 
pollution for it is probably impossible for 
any such plant to operate with zero 
release of radioactive elements. 

There are, also, great problems to be 
solved with respect to the proper siting 
of nuclear-power generating plants. This 
phase of our problem needs badly to be 
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further explored, and the preliminary 
study into this as made about a year ago 
under the auspices of the Office of 
Science and Technology picked up and 
carried forward. 

There are available alternative meth
ods for the design and construction of 
such plants that will help reduce the 
problem-and the hazards---of thermal 
pollution but, again, we need to do a great 
deal more research into this particular 
problem for we know far too little about 
it yet. 

Finally, in view of the developing bat
tle between conservationists and the AEC 
over radioactivity-something that, in 
Minnesota, at least, has become the sub
ject of a court action to determine 
whether or not that State can prescrlbe 
more strict controls over radioactive dis
charges than does the AEC, as the li
censing agency-it appears to me thait 
the Joint Committee should, at an early 
date, do what it can to probe into the 
complex and highly technical issues 
here involved, and to help develop a 
broader base of public understanding 
than now exists about the true hazards 
of peaceful uses of nuclear power so that 
the "accommodation" of which the gen
tleman from California <Mr. HOSMER) 
spoke can, perhaps, eventually be arrived 
at. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish I had more time 
to deveote to this subject-that I at
tempted to ex:plore, in part, during our 
hearings this year, with especial refer
ence being made to pages 58 through 95 
of volume 4, thereof-for it is a very 
serious matter, as I have said, and one 
to which we must give attention. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as he may con
sume to the gentleman from Louisiana 
(Mr. BOGGS). 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Tennessee. 

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to di
rect a question to the distinguished 
chairman of the subcommittee. In my 
part of the country in the past few years 
we have had one disastrous hurricane 
after the other. This committee has been 
very helpful and has appropriated what 
the Bureau of the Budget has recom
mended for the past several years, but 
each year the funds are not spent in their 
totality, which means that these proj
ects are not moving ahead as fast as they 
could and as fast as Congress wants them 
to move ahead. 

Just a few months ago, Mr. Chairman, 
we had a new hurricane, Camille, which 
devastated the Mississippi gulf coast, and 
Plaquemines Parish, La. Some projects in 
those areas are behind schedule. What 
good does it do us to appropriate these 
funds if they cannot be spent? 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I might point 
out first that the committee, to expedite 
construction, has restored, where appli
cable, 50 percent of the Nixon cutback in 
the April 15 budget revisions. We have 
restored funds on 90 projects. Only 50 
percent was restored as about one-half 
of the fiscal year will have expired be
fore this bill can become law. But I share 
the gentleman's concern about the freez
ing of funds by the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. BOGGS. But, Mr. Chairman, 50 
CXV--1837-Part 21 

percent is still 50 percent of the 100 per
cent we have appropriated. These proj
ects are all of an emergency nature. It is 
a great waste to the Government not to 
be building the projects. 

It cost the National Government hun
dreds of millions of dollars in Louisiana 
and the southeastern United States 4 
years ago after Hurricane Betsy and no
body knows what this latest hurricane 
will cost-yet it was developed in New 
Orleans this week at public hearings that 
$2 million which we appropriated for 
fiscal 1969 for hurricane protection was 
not spent. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. In another 
bill pending in the Senate we have pro
vided about $50 million for disaster re
lief, I will say to my friend. 

Mr. BOGGS. But the point I am mak
ing to my distinguished chairman is it 
is costly to have disaster relief every time 
a disaster hits, when the Public Works 
Committee and this subcommittee have 
provided funds to prevent some of that 
damage, but those funds have not been 
spent. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I share the 
conce1n of the gentleman that these de
lays result in greatly increased costs as 
we emphasized in our report. We will 
continue to do everything we can to get 
the Bureau of the Budget to make the 
funds available. 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Tennessee. I hope 
the gentleman will impress upon the Bu
reau of the Budget that these are emer
gency projects and the more we delay 
them, the more they will cost the Gov
ernment. 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Washington (Mrs. MAY). 

Mrs. MAY. Mr. Chairman, for many 
years I have appeared before the Public 
Works Subcommittee of the Committee 
on Appropriations on behalf of the 
Fourth Congressional District of the 
State of Washington in order to outline 
the status of water resource develop
ment in our region and to identify those 
items which required the special atten
tion of the committee. I have done this 
to help assure that our Federal invest
ment is carried out in a manner which 
serves the orderly requirements of the 
region, which protects the public invest
ment, and which prevents future crises 
in the interrelated balances which are 
always involved in comprehensive re
gional development. 

We have, Mr. Chairman, a crisis in 
southeastern Washington State. The 
crisis is on the Columbia Basin project, 
started after World War II as a 1 mil
lion-acre undertaking to tum sagebrush 
into variety foodcrops. Today, nearly 25 
years later, the project is virtually 
bogged down at the halfway point. We 
need, and we have needed for a long 
time, to construct Bacon Siphon and 
tunnel No. 2. This is the key to our fu
ture development and without it the re
maining lands cannot receive water. 

The committee, in its wisdom, has in
cluded $650,000 for the Bacon Siphon 
and tunnel No. 2. This action, if sus
tained, will make it possible for the Bu
reau of Reclamation to award the con-

struction contract in January 1970. This 
construction is vitally needed, and the 
committee is to be congratulated for its 
concern about the Columbia Basin and 
its action. 

The committee has, in addition, pro
vided an additional $200,000 for the 
Wahluke Slope, block 251 of the Colum
bia Basin project. This is vital, too. Un
less these funds are provided and util
ized, there would be a break of at least 
9 months in the continuity of construc
tion on the Wahluke Slope. This pro
gram, as provided by the committee, can 
advance construction to begin this 
December. 

The crisis to which I referred, Mr. 
Chairman, also extends to the Snake 
River in my State. Full use of both the 
Snake and the Columbia River water re
sources has again been delayed by slip
pages in completion of Lower Granite 
lock and dam on the Snake River. This 
and other slippages may cause serious 
power deficits from the Columbia River 
system and delay water storage for flood 
controi as well as full and most eco
nomical use of the nayigation benefits 
afforded by the series of locks and dams 
on the Columbia and Snake Rivers. 

Lower Granite is the last lock and 
dam on the Snake River to extend navi
gation inland. Until this dam is in place 
and the lock and pool in use, the naviga
tion benefits of the other series of locks 
and dams-Bonneville, The Dalles, John 
Day, McNary, Ice Harbor, Lower Monu
mental, and Little Goose---cannot be re
alized. 

The committee, again in its wisdom, 
has taken a step to avoid further slip
pages in the timetable for completion of 
the Lower Granite project, by provid
ing $1,000,000 for construction. This 
amount, when added to previously com
mitted but unspent construction funds, 
should be sufficient to avoid further slip
pages and prevent a continuation of the 
heavy costs associated with delay. I am 
grateful to the committee for this ac
tion. 

Second. Mr. Chairman, I should like 
to support the item provided by the com
mittee for construction grants for waste 
treatment works. I share the commit
tee's concern that the budget crisis in 
recent years has not permitted more 
adequate funding of grants for building 
waste treatment works to help clean up 
the Nation's streams and waterways. 

We have much to do in this area. The 
committee's provision for $600 million 
will allow us to do a little more, and do 
it without throwing completely out of 
balance the interrelated activities of our 
water resources program as provided in 
this appropriations bill. And when we 
can bring inflation under control and 
the budgetary crisis is past, we can de
vote much greater efforts to water pol
lution abatement in our total water re
sources program. 

But lest some feel that until that day 
comes we are making no progress at all, 
I would like to help dispel such feelings 
right now. Water quality problems are 
probably felt most severely in my con
gressional district in the State of Wash
ington in the Yakima River. As an intra
state stream, the Yakima River is under 
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the jurisdiction of the Washington Wa
ter Pollution Control Commission
WPCC. Irrigation is the major factor af
fecting the water quality. As with many 
other "irrigation streams" hot weather 
and low flows increase the adverse ef
fects of irrigation return flows upon wa
ter quality. 

The State of Washington is setting 
water quality standards for its intra
state waters. Public hearings on the pro
posed standards for the Yakima River 
were held this July. These hearings were 
held to, first, identify desired water uses, 
now and in the future; second, establish 
numerical criteria to protect water qual
ity for those uses; and, third, to provide 
the basis for an implementation program 
to which the desired water quality. 

The job of the Federal Water Pollu
tion Contr,:,l Administration-FWPCA
is to support State pollution control pro
grams. The funds provided by FWPCA 
are for both :financial and technical as
sistance to the States upon request. In 
the Yakima Basin, the State and FWPCA 
have helped municipalities finance sew
age treatment plants. Snokist Growers 
in Yakima have an FWPCA research 
and development grant to demonstrate 
secondary treatment of fruit processing 
wastes. Other FWPCA grants are sup
porting research on controlling pollution 
caused by irrigation. FWPCA's Robert 
S. Kerr Laboratory in Ada, Okla., has 
national responsibility for staff research 
on the control of pollution from irriga
tion return flows. 

The Bureau of Reclamation's proposal, 
which is to be transmitted to the Con
gress at a later date, will include addi
tional storage in Bumping Lake Reser
voir near Yakima for fish propagation. 
The increased flows provided by this 
storage will satisfy water quality needs 
in the Yakima Basin to the extent pos
sible with available water supply and 
prior water use appropriations for irri
gation, flood control, and recreation. 

Mr. Chairman, the success of pollution 
control programs depends upon public 
knowledge and awareness and coordi
nated pollution control efforts at all lev
els, both in and out of government. 

I am pleased the legislation before us 
today is designed to move forward in bal
anced progress. 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from California <Mr. PETTIS). 

Mr. PETTIS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Arizona for yield
ing to me. 

I wish to express my full support for 
the public works appropriations report 
which we are considering today, par
ticularly those programs which provide 
for flood control. In fact, I would have 
pref erred to see additional funds appro
priated for these vitally needed projects. 
I believe we are entertaining a penny
wise, pound-foolish approach in this area 
because the relatively few dollars we 
might save on appropriations today will 
be multiplied many times over in funds 
we will have to expend later in flood and 
disaster relief. 

The report calls for a modest $4.5 mil
lion, approximately, for proposed and 
progressing projects in my own particu
lar district, California's 33d, but I know 

that these works will ultimately a void 
loss of life and save uncountable millions 
in public and private property damage. 

The two big storms of January and 
February of this year wrought the great
est havoc ever caused by the elements in 
San Bernardino County's history-dn 
terms of dollar loss. The damage esti
mate in both the public and private sec
tors totaled more than $80 million. No 
other disaster we have ever experienced 
comes close to that. The total damage 
caused by the devastating 1938 flood was 
$12 million, although if that were to be 
adjusted to the present-day value of the 
dollar, it might approach the impact of 
the 1969 losses. 

Fortunately, the early 1969 floods did 
not result in a record loss of life. Four
teen deaths were attributed directly to 
the 1938 flood in San Bernardino County, 
compared with nine deaths this year, de
spite the fact that water flows equaled 
that of 1938 in many streams, and even 
exceeded them in some. And the popula
tion of the county has increased :fivefold 
in that 30-year interval. 

The point I would like to make here is 
that we have had this year storms com
parable to those of 1938, yet fewer per
sons lost their lives although five times 
as many people were living in the path 
of the flood. We can attribute this in 
large measure to the flood control works 
completed and in operation in my dis
trict since 1938. Without those works, 
it is reasonable to estimate that 70 to 100 
persons would have died in the January 
and February storms. We can talk about 
the value of flood control works as in
vestments that are quickly repaid in dol
lar savings, after they handle efficiently 
the runoff from a couple of storms, and 
this is very true. But you cannot measure 
the true value without considering the 
life-saving aspects of flood control, nor 
the terrible disruption of the lives of 
those individuals whose homes are dam
aged or destroyed without flood control. 

The public damage is bad enough, but 
roads can be repaired, bridges rebuilt, 
public buildings cleaned up or rebuilt
all it takes is money, and I hope Con
gress will give us a hand. The real heart
ache is in the losses suffered by indi
viduals. We had 70 residential dwellings 
destroyed in San Bernardino County, and 
another 680 severely damaged. In almost 
every case, they were the homes of per
sons of modest means, and limited in
come. We have cases of persons who have 
worked all their lives, paying for their 
homes, finally reaching retirement when 
they had planned to settle down and 
try to make a small pension cover their 
living costs-something that might have 
been possible because their homes were 
paid for. Then they lost their homes-
wiped out completely, or damaged so se
verely that they require considerable 
funds to bring back to livable conditions. 
The best we can off er them, apparently, 
is a loan at 3 percent interest, to rebuild. 
But they have to pay it back. And under 
present regulations, we cannot even do 
that, if they can arrange for loans from 
commercial sources at 7, 8, 9 percent. 

Let us not wait for further massive 
damage totals to get us moving. Let us 
proceed in the most urgent fashion to 
build the facilities we need to prevent 

this damage, rather than wait until we 
have another flood and then scratch 
around for the money to bail ourselves 
out again. 

We will have potentially damaging 
storms again. The record shows that 
California-and I am talking about my 
district in "sunny" southern California
has suffered severe damage from rain
water runoff at least 10 times in this cen
tury: In 1910, 1914, 1916--when nearly 
all the county's newly constructed 
bridges were wiped out-1938, 1943, two 
in 1965, 1966, and two so far in 1969. In 
1938 and again in 1943, due to wash outs 
on Lytle Creek, the three major trans
continental rail lines running through 
San Bernardino Valley were cut and out 
of service for days. This posed a dire 
threat in 1943, when the rails were trans
porting war material for the buildup of 
supplies needed in the Pacific campaigns. 
This threat jolted the Federal Govern
ment into immediate action on flood 
works on Lytle Creek. It is worthwhile 
to note that, although the 1969 storm 
was comparable to those in 1938 and 
1943, those rail lines were not damaged. 
That is an investment that certainly 
has paid off. 

The San Bernardino County Flood 
Control District reports that projects 
totaling about $220 million in cost are 
needed to complete the flood control pro
tection we need in the county. The local 
share of this cost will amount to about 
20 to 30 percent. This means that for 
less than $200 million in Federal expend
iture we can prevent damages of more 
than $50 million the next time we have 
storms such as we have had this year. 
At least $50 million. The next time, with 
the growth we are experiencing, the price 
would go up. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL). 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
do something which I believe most of my 
colleague already have been informed 
about; that is, to announce that I will 
introduce an amendment to increase 
the funding of our water pollution IDbate
ment grant program to the full level au
thorized by law, $1 billion. 

Before I discuss this matter I should 
like to sincerely praise the distinguished 
subcommittee and the full Committee on 
Appropriations for having recognized the 
great and urgent national need which ex
ists in the field of water pollution abate
ment. I commend them for what they 
have done. I am proud that they have 
seen flt to recognize the great need. I 
say they have done good work in this 
area which is truly an appropriate and 
properly appreciated effort by all 
Americans. 

However, I say, without regret, that 
I shall be compelled to offer an amend
ment which would increase the level of 
funding of this great program beyond 
that which is appropriated by the distin
guished Committee on Appropriations. 
The national need is clear. Public opin
ion poll after public opinion poll has 
shown that the American people, while 
rejecting other kinds of governmental 
expenditures, and while objecting to 
taxes, support overwhelmingly the idea 
that we should clean up our pollution 
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and that we should restore our environ
ment to a decent, a wholesome and a 
livable environment, and that we should 
tax to the level necessary to accomplish 
that end. 

Further, I would point out in election 
after election which reflect the true at
titude of the people that bond issue after 
bond issue has been approved by over
whelming votes. 

Mr. Chairman, my friends on the Ap
propriations Committee have told us that 
an authorization is not a commitment 
and it may be in some cases that they are 
correct, but in this particular case they 
are not correct. And, there is a very clear 
reason before us that we can all see. 
When we pass legislation setting up a 
schedule of Federal assistance to the 
States for the construction of waste 
treatment works, we require certain 
things. By law the Congress has required 
the establishment of water quality 
standards, and by law the Congress has 
said that if the States would take certain 
steps, not only would the Federal Gov
ernment have a grant program, but that 
it would have a grant program which 
would afford certain levels of expendi
tures, including bonuses for certain 
kinds of behavior on the part of the 
States. Law requires that the States par
ticipating in the establishment of water 
quality standards so that the States 
could receive up to 55 percent of the cost 
of the abatement programs. In other 
words, that if the States participated 
and if they had water quality standards 
they would receive not only grants but 
a bonus, for compliance with require
ments of Federal law. 

Mr. Ohairman, I think it is very clear 
that every Member of this House of Rep
resentatives at that time voted for that 
particular bill and was completely and 
fully aware of the fact that we were mak
ing a commitment to the American 
people, to the States, and communities 
and the municipalities of this Nation 
that there would be certain levels of 
Federal support. As a result of this a.ction 
on the part of the Congress the States 
have come forward with bond issues 
which have been passed in State after 
State by overwhelming votes based upon 
the reliance of the promise which was 
made by this Congress. These votes have 
been taken in the reliance upon this pro
gram by the States and by the elected 
officials who brought about these ref er
endums that there would be a certain 
level of Federal participation of fund
ing. For instance, the State of Michigan 
voted a very large bond issue for this 
purpose as well as the State of New 
York and Ohio and any number of other 
States who have done the same thing in 
reliance upon our promises. 

However, we now find that even with 
the level of funding authorized by the 
appropriation before this body today we 
will be a total of in excess of $800 million 
behind what the States and the munici
palities had reason to expect. 

Mr. Chairman, anyone having the idea 
that we can just turn our backs on this 
issue and it is going away or that it can 
be resolved by appropriating the level 
that is now pending before us is under 
a complete misaipprehension. 

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

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, I yield the remaining time avail
able on this side to the distinguished 
gentleman from California (Mr. HOLI
FIELD). 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, first, 
I want to express my appreciation for 
the committee's consideration of the 
atomic energy authorization and its ac
tion on the aippropriation. 

I want to particularly express my ap
preciation to Mr. Wilhelm, the director 
of the subcommittee staff. Mr. Wilhelm 
was most considerate in granting time 
to the staff director of the Atomic Energy 
Joint Committee and aides to pre
sent information and data pertaining to 
the items in the Joint Committee's au
thoriza,tion bill. 

The so-called Nixon budget was, as I 
remember it, something like $70 million 
less than the Johnson budget, and the 
authorizations followed that line pretty 
closely, and the final result was I think 
identical with the Nixon request. 

Subsequent to that, President Nixon, 
on September 17 announced that the 
AEC should receive another $50 million 
cut. As I understand the action of the 
committee, there has been a cut of 
$79,531,000 cut by the House in obliga
tion authority, and that is the equivalent 
to about $32,250,000 in expenditures. 

Mr. Chairman, I would ask the chair
man of the committee if that is correct? 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. The gentle
man is correct. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Now, if that be so, 
I appreciate the commitee not cutting as 
much as the President asked to be cut 
on September 17, which was an addi
tional $50 million cut. If the President 
withholds the balance of the cut he asked 
for, which is another $17,750,000, and if 
he defers, as his order on construction 
deferrals calls for, another $93 million, 
this is going to make a substantial cut 
in the atomic energy program. 

I recognize that there is a difference 
in philosophy between the Nixon admin
istration and the gentleman who is 
standing in the well of the House, but 
I just want to voice a note of warning. 
The Washington Post of October 7 
showed a jobless rate increase of a 2-year 
high to 3.7 percent, or 4 percent, which
ever way you want to figure it. The starts 
on housing have come down from 130,000 
to 123,000 units. We are going to have a 
depression in this country. 

You talk about controlling inflation, 
we are on the road-not to inflation, and 
not necessarily to the control of infla
tion-but to a depression, and a depres
sion may hit this country a lot harder 
than inflation. 

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

Mr. PRICE of minois. Mr. Chairman, 
I would like to affirm the need for the full 
appropriation of $96 million for the on
going construction of the 20-0-Bev accel
erator at the Enrico Fermi National 
Accelerator Laboratory rut Weston, Dl., 
as authorized by the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Ellery for fiscal year 1970. 

It is most certainly recognized by all 
concerned that the major portion of 

those funds would be obligated for long 
leadtime items to provide the continuity 
and orderly progression necessary in a 
project of this size and importance. It 
should be noted that not even all of the 
$64 million voted by the Subcommittee 
on Public Works of the Committee on 
Appropriations will be spent this year
it will all be obligated, however. Prob
ably somewhere around $25 to $30 mil
lion will be disbursed. 

We frequently find ourselves making 
pious statements in favor of what we call 
economy when in reality we are worship
ing an idol with clay feet. The cut in 
appropriations for the construction of 
the 200-Bev accelerator is false economy, 
and this is why I consider it false 
economy. 

Dr. Robert Wilson, the project leader, 
has put together a talented, first-class 
group of scientists and engineers who 
are highly motivated to see this project 
through to completion-on time. As of 
now, they are on schedule. That means 
first beam by June 30, 1972 and comple
tion of construction by December 31, 
1973. However, a fiscal year 1970 con
struction appropriation of $64 million is 
expected to delay the project 1 year. It is 
estimated that this delay will cost some 
$30 million in increased salaries, services, 
and cost of materials. Right there we 
have lost all the economy we have tried 
to gain. But even worse than this upward 
creeping of total cost is the impact these 
delays will have on morale. Failure to 
provide required resources at this time 
will inhibit productivity and thwart the 
initiative and momentum of this group. 
Because of the reputation this will bring 
to the project, it will be difficult to hold 
first-rate people. 

If such actions continue, the project 
will be left in the hands of second-rate 
people, and second-rate people do sec
ond-rate jobs. This is a vicious cycle, 
which undoubtedly will cost us even more 
time, talent, and money. 

I urge that this House restore the full 
$96 million to the Enrico Fermi National 
Accelerator Laboratory so that the tal
ented, dedicated group so concerned with 
following a tight, economical and sen
sible schedule can finish this very impor
tant and world renowned project as 
planned. 

Mrs. MAY. Mr. Chairman, it would 
seem to me that the members of the Sub
committee on Public Works of the Com
mittee on Appropriations were not fully 
informed by Atomic Energy Commission 
witnesses on two items. These are the 
requirement for the full $8 million for 
the new high-level waste storage tank 
construction at Hanford and the need to 
keep both K-reactors in full operation, 
not just in sequential operation as the 
Appropriations Subcommittee recom
mends. I have reviewed the record of the 
May 19, 1969, hearing of the subcommit
tee and regret to find that some of the 
answers did not present sufficient inf or
mation to enable the members to make a 
sound decision. 

The Atomic Energy Commission is an 
extremely conservative agency. This phi
losophy stems primarily from the neces
sity of having to crawl before we learn to 
walk. Let us recall that when the first 
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high-level waste storage tanks were de
signed and constructed at Hanford. No
body, but nobody, c~>Ul~ even guess wha~ 
the future might brmg m terms of high 
level self-boiling wastes. Building these 
tan~ was one of the cautious steps that 
eventually led to bigger ones. It should 
be noted that almost all of these tanks 
were built in 1955 and prior years. T1:1ese 
tanks emulate human beings, too, smce 
they suffer from senescence. 

You may recall that four tanks were 
authorized in 1968, but that because of 
new construction methods, methods 
which guarantee no leaks, only two tanks 
could be built. 

I contend that, contrary to incomplete 
testimony presented to the subcommittee, 
all four of the high-level waste t~nks au
thorized by the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy for fiscal year ~970 _are 
required, regardless of the on-lm~ time 
of the K-reactors. They are reqwred _to 
provide a much needed back-up capabil
ity until such time as an agreed:-to waste 
solidification program is establlshed. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
address myself to that other item, the 
operation of the K-reactors themselves. 

current AEC planning for the produc
tion of special nuclear ~ateri~ls and 
other special materials begms with pro
viding for firm requirements as well as 
for contingent requirements associated 
with uncertainties. No basis has been de
fined on which to determine specifically 
how much constitutes an adequate pro
duction contingency. However, general 
guidance is and has been available from 
AEC statutory authority, from the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy, from J?e
partment of Defense and other agencies, 
as well as historical performance and 
records of supply-demand patter~. 

The Joint Committee on Atomi~ En
ergy recognized the need for establishing 
reserve stocks of special nuc!e.ar ma
terial as early as 1956. In addition, un
certainties in requirements a~d the long 
leadtime needed for production of plu
tonium, particularly if shutdown r~actors 
have to be restarted, were recogruzed by 
the Joint Committee in their report on 
authorizing appropriations for the AEC 
for fiscal years 1968 and 1969. The fo~
lowing statement for fiscal year 1969 is 
taken from page 13 of that report: 

Since lead times for production of special 
nuclear materials are generally greater than 
those for the production of nuclear weapons, 
the committee believes cutbacks in produc
tion of these materials should not be too 
closely gaged to current weapons production 
rates or the conservative estimates of re
quirements for peaceful application. Ample 
quantities of special nuclear materials 
should be maintained in stock to provide for 
contingencies-both for the weapons pro
gram and for peaceful uses. The Joint Com
mittee will be observing closely the Commis
sion's performance in meeting requirements 
for special nuclear materials. 

Mr. Chairman, in view of the substan
tial uncertainties existing in the projec
tion of future requirements for reactor 
products, I advocate the provision of an 
ample quantity of reactor products above 
currently firm requirements so that we 
do not have to resort to crash programs 
and incur heavy costs in the restart of 
existing standby reactors. 

The Joint Committee on Atomic En
ergy, in acting on the fiscal year 1970 
authorization bill, analyzed the supply
demand picture for reactor products and 
has concluded that continued operation 
of six reactors is necessary. Production 
commitments can be adjusted as changes 
occur to minimize costs yet still assure a 
respanse that is adequate to meet future 
changes that may occur through the 
planning period. . . 

Mr. Chairman, under these conditions 
it is quite clear that the Nation has a 
heavy respansibility to insure that an 
adequate supply of reactor products is 
available. Let us not be in accord with 
the old axiom-pennywise and pound
f oolish. It would be very shortsighted to 
plan the breeder programs and then find 
that there is an artificially created tight 
situation because not enough plutonium 
was available to get the program going. 
And the K-reactors are being used to test 
prototype fuel elements using uranium 
carbide and plutonium carbide for the 
fast breeder program. Sequential opera
tion of the reactors, as provided in the 
bill before us, will slow down the program 
as well as increase hazards if the fuel 
must be shifted between reactors. 

It would seem to me that $3 million to 
provide plutonium and to test new fuel 
concepts for the breeder programs is in
deed a bargain price. 

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
commend the chairman and members of 
the Appropriations Committee for their 
long months of dedicated work on this 
vital legislation. We all are aware of the 
stringencies placed on them by the cur
rent national effort to combat inflation 
through reduced spending, and we all 
realize that there were hundreds of 
worthwhile programs that simply could 
not be funded this year. 

The committee was faced with the al
most impossible task of sorting through 
a huge backlog of projects and choosing 
those of only the utmost national . im
portance for approval this year. 

Each of us in every State, has had the 
unhappy experience of seeing projects 
which were considered crucial at the lo
cal level being postponed or drastically 
reduced because of lack of money. Yet the 
result, as contained in this measure just 
passed, is recognized by all of us as a 
wise and prudent selection in the best 
overall national interest. 

I wish particularly to commend the 
outstanding efforts of the Subcommittee 
on Public Works, which bore the brunt 
of this task. While many projects in my 
district were reduced along with the 
many hundreds of other projects across 
the Nation. The members of this sub
committee were responsive to an emer
gency flood situation that existed in Al
buquerque and took time to study the 
matter most carefully. I join the strick
en and endangered people in Albuquer
que's flood section in thanking the. sub
committee for its thoughtful and timely 
adjustment in the appropriation for the 
south diversion channel project. While 
we are very disappointed that the ap
propriation was not returned to its origi
nal requested amount, I am assured that 
the restoration made by the committee 
will enable us to proceed with this cru
cial flood-control construction, and I am 

certain the committee will recommend 
full funding as soon as the present fiscal 
emergency passes. 

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Chairman, it is 
most fitting that we Members of Con
gress express our appreciation to one of 
the most distinguished and able col
leagues, MIKE KIRWAN. His effective work 
in this body on behalf of the welfare of 
the people of this great Nation is almost 
immeasurable. · 

I am certain that we all hope for his 
recovery and look forward to having his 
genial personality in our midst soon. 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, on April 
16, I rose to support an amendment 
offered by my distinguished Ohio col
league (Mr. VANIK) which would have 
earmarked $100 million in authorization 
to combat pallutlon of the Great Lakes. 
I pointed out that Lake Erie was in grave 
danger of being murdered by polluters 
and that the Cuyahoga River was con
sidered a fire hazard. 

The major developments since that 
date are three: The Cuyahoga River has 
again caught on fire; Lake Erie has been 
proclaimed dead on a national television 
show; and the · House Appropriations 
Committee has appropriated $600 million 
for Pollution control, $2.2 million of 
which is earmarked for the Great Lakes. 
Naturally, only the third item provides 
much consolation to those of us in the 
Cleveland area who do not wish to end 
up as laboratory specimens in a formal
dehyde of our own creation. For sub
stantially rai,s,ing the appropriation level, 
and for the earmarking, the first legis
lative recognition of the dire pollution 
problems of the Great Lakes, I applaud 
the distinguished chairman of the com
mittee (Mr. MAHON). 

But even the bill in its present status 
is not adequate. Grave difficulties must 
beget grave solutions or become insolu
ble difficulties. Certainly, such is the 
case with water pollution. Unless strin
gent measures are adopted forthwith, 
two-thirds of all the water in this coun
try will be Poisoned by the end of the 
next decade--and we will have made a 
substantial beginning on the ocean. The 
technology is available, the money is ob
tainable. All that is lacking is the neces
sary Political courage. 

Lewis Mumford, renowned expert on 
urbanology, stated in commenting on the 
relationship between environmental dis
solution and urban decay in former civi
lizations: 

The displacement of Nature in the city 
rested, in part, upon an musion--or indeed 
a series of illusions-as to the nature of man 
and his institutions: the illusions of self
sufflciency a.nd independence, a.nd the possi
bility of physical continuity without con
scious renewal. Under the protective mantle 
of the city, seemingly so permanent, these 
illusions encouraged habits of predation and 
parasitism tha.t eventually undermined the 
whole social and economic structure. 

Those are frightening words, Mr. 
Chairman, when one considers how 
Americans have responded--or rather 
not responded-to the pollution of their 
environment. We must heed Mr. Mum
ford's warning or his words could well 
become our epitaph. 

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair
man. last night, Douglas Kiker's presen-
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tation on pollution in the environment 
on NBC's "From Here to the 70's" was 
both timely and frightening. Timely be
cause it came on the eve of our debate 
here today on the funding for the Clean 
Water Restoration Act, frightening be
cause of what Mr. Kiker had to say about 
our chances for survival in a world which 
we are very rapidly contaminating. 
Quite frankly, we are running out of 
time. Our efforts to preserve and clean 
up our environment are running behind 
our country's reckless pollution of the 
air, pollution of the water, dumping of 
solid waste garbage on our land, and un
controlled urban growth. 

The experts quoted last night in the 
NBC report gave us 10 years to solve 
the problem-10 years and that's all. 
After that the bitter satire contained in 
the recent issue of the Harvard Crimson 
may very well be true. It foresaw a land 
of silent springs, oceans of dark and 
deadly waters, a poisoned atmosphere 
that strangles what life might have sur
vived on the exhausted earth. 

If we do not reverse present trends by 
the end of this century, two-thirds of our 
water supply will be polluted by hundreds 
of chemicals being dumped into the 
water. 

If we do not reverse the trend, the 
3 % billion tons of solid waste that we 
dump onto the land each year will soon 
be towering over us. 

If we do not reverse the trend, the 
140,000 tons of fumes that are pumped 
each year into the air over our urban 
areas will pull a black and smelly shroud 
over our Nation's cities. 

If we do not insist on quality as we plan 
our urban growth, our cities by the 1980's 
may very well be concentration camps 
created by advanced technology. 

It is estimated that by the end of the 
1970's, 85 percent of the papulation in 
the United States will be living in urban 
areas, but look what our urban growth 
is doing to the land in our country. 

The United States has approximately 
3,600,000 square miles of land, but we 
have already built 3,600,000 miles of· 
roads. 

There are 2,313,000,000 acres of land 
in the United States but each year 1 
million acres of land are irretrievably 
given over to urban purposes. Half of this 
amount each year is taken from crop 
land, and at least 50,000 acres of our 
agricultural land each year is covered 
over with asphalt and concrete. The 
Agriculture Department reports that they 
are not overly concerned at this time at 
the rapid rate of urbanization of agricul
tural land because of our Nation's dem
onstrated capacity to produce an abun
dance of food. 

But what is alarming is that as we 
add to the urbanization of the land and 
add to man's ability to contaminate his 
environment, we are also subtracting 
from nature's ability to clean up our 
countrysides. Every tree or field of green 
grass or crops contributes oxygen to the 
air and absorbs a number of other chemi
cals whose concentration would be dan
gerous. 

For instance, if airports handling jet 
planes could be surrounded by acres of 
trees, the pollutant effects of jet exhaust 

into the atmosphere could be minimized. 
But the prospects of this happening are 
not encouraging. The Federal Aviation 
Administration estimates that on a typi
cal day some 35 tons of pollutants are 
spewed over the National Capital area 
from planes landing and taking off from 
Washington's National Airport. To 8$\tis
factorily absorb this pollution at Nat~onal 
Airport, it would be necessary to 1,..lant 
125 acres of trees. It is even more discour
aging to learn as cited in a recent HEW 
report on air quality that the amount of 
solid waste thrown onto our Nation's 
burnpiles from residential, commercial, 
and industrial sources is increasing at a 
compound rate of 3 percent per year. 

The elimination of water pollution 
which is the purpose of this bill is of as 
great concern to the West, to my State 
of Oregon, as it is to the East. The hor
ror stories of eastern rivers that have 
become fire hazards, as did one of the 
rivers whlch runs into Lake Erie, and of 
rivers which have become cesspools and 
give life support only to scavenger eels, 
as has parts of the Hudson in New York 
State, are not things which we wish to 
come true in our area. But the West may 
soon have its own horror story to tell. 
Portland, Oreg., has about 450,000 peo
ple and the Portland metropolitan area 
has about one million, however, the total 
daily effect of the pollution on the Wil
lamette River and the Columbia River 
in the Portland area coming from muni
cipal, industrial, and commercial sources 
is equal to the pollution caused by a 
large populated city of almost 4% mil
lion. Local and State authorities are 
doing all they can with the money they 
have to put a stop to it. 

The Federal Government has indeed 
taken the lead in fighting water pollu
tion, its efforts date back to the Rivers 
and Harbors Act of 1899, in which the 
Congress prohlbited the dumping of 
garbage and trash into any navigable 
waters. Important legislation passed in 
1948 and 1956 established and strength
ened the Federal water pollution control 
efforts. Under these laws and subsequent 
legislation, the Federal Government has 
aided in the construction of 9,251 waste 
treatment projects costing $5.7 billion, 
of th1s the Federal share was $1.3 bilUon. 
These projects have improved the water 
in about 74,000 miles of stream and have 
served an estimated 74 million people. 
Under the Clean Water Restoration Act 
which was passed in 1966, there are 
4,525 State and local projects that are 
now being developed at a total cost of 
$5.1 billion. The Federal share for these 
projects would be $2.3 billion. The State 
and local governments have done an ad
mirable job Jn allocating their own tax 
revenues for the purpose of water pol
lution abatement. A recent poll by the 
Gallop organization showed that 73 per
cent of the people answering their ques
tionnaire were willing to pay additional 
taxes to improve their natural surround
ings, including water pollution control. 
The Congress can be assured of wide sup
port for efforts in this area. 

It would simply be false economy at 
this time to approve anything less than 
the $1 billion which has been previously 
authorlzed by this Congress for Federal 

support for water Pollution abatement 
programs. It is estimated that it already 
costs the United States of America $13 
billion a year in economic losses due to 
the effects of pollution. To help retrieve 
this loss the expenditure of $1 billion of 
Federal tax moneys seems to me to be a 
very sound investment indeed. 

Mr. POLLOCK. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in suppart of the Committee on Appro
priations' recommended allocation of 
$5,350,000 for the Snettisham power 
project in southeastern Alaska. 

The critical im.Portance of this project 
to the people and industry of the south
eastern region cannot be overemphasized. 
Located near Juneau, Snettisham will be 
capable of supplying much-needed elec
tric power to Alaska's capital city. In 
addition, Snettisham will substantially 
increase the level of industrial activity 
in the entire southeastern area of Alaska. 
Companies which have already located 
in the area will expand their operations, 
and new firms will be attracted. Several 
large companies have already expressed 
their interest in building new plants near 
Snettisham. However, these plans are 
necessarily contingent on a dependable 
and low-cost supply of electric power. 

Mr. Chairman, of the 34 public works 
projects included in the Corps of Engi
neers' civil works program for Alaska. 
only one-Snettisham-is presently un
der construction, and any reduction in 
funding for this project will jeopardize 
its future completion. In 1961, when 
Snettisham was first proposed, it was 
estimated that the entire project would 
cost $41.6 million. Today, the total cost 
is expected to be $52.6 million. In 1961, 
the estimated cost to the consumer of 
hydroelectric power produced at Snet
tisham was 7.1 mills per kilowatt-hour. 
The present predicted price is 12 mills. 
A reduced appropriation for Snettisham 
will further delay the project's comple
tion, and costs will skyrocket still further. 

I could understand the reluctance of 
some House Members to appropriate the 
full $5,350,000 if it were not for one cru
cial fact. The entire Federal investment 
of $52.6 million for Snettisham will be 
fully repaid to the Treasury from rev
enues to be derived from the sale of 
hydroelectric power produced by the 
project. 

Mr. Chairman, southeastern Alaska 
is confronted with a critical shortage of 
hydroelectric power. The people of this 
region are not asking the Federal Gov
ernment to pay the bill to eliminate this 
power deficit. All that they ask is that 
the Congress help to make the Snetti
sham power project self-supporting, 
Once this status is achieved, the Govern
ment will be able to recoup its invest
ment, and the people of southeastern 
Alaska will no longer be plagued by a 
severe shortage of dependable, low-cost 
electric power. My distinguished col
leagues, I urge you not to pare any funds 
for Snettisham from the moneys recom
mended by the Committee on Appro
priations in its carefully considered re
port. 

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of H.R. 14159, the public 
works appropriation bill especially as it 
appropriates funds for the construction 
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and planning of flood control and water 
pollution abatement facilities. 

Three flood control projects in the 
Fifth District of Connecticut, which I 
represent, are provided for in_ this bill. 
Of the $6,636,000 for Connecticut floo_d 
control projects in this bill, $4,955,000 is 
earmarked for Fifth District planning 
and construction. These flood control 
projects are sorely needed and I can per
sonally attest to the importance of the 
Derby, Trumbull Pond Reservoir, a~d 
Ansonia-Derby projects to the people m 
my district. 

These projects are part of a Connecti
cut complex of flood control dams, reser
voirs, dikes, levies, and pumping st~
tions for which I have worked and m 
which I have had the cooperation of the 
Public Works and Appropriations Com
mittees, and my colleagues in the House, 
during the past 10 years. We are on the 
threshold of the completion of this com
plex which was designed for the safety 
of our people and the protection of our 
industry and property. 

I have been an early advocate of the 
national endeavor to curb water pollu
tion. I was a sponsor of the Clean Water 
Restoration Act. I, therefore, support 
the amendment to authorize $1 billion 
for fiscal year 1970, for implementation 
of the Clean Water Restoration Act. 

For too long we have deferred full ded
ication of Federal endeavor to meet our 
responsibilities in this field. Many States 
have gone into debt in anticipation of 
receiving Federal funds under the Clean 
water Restoration Act and one of these 
is my own State of Connecticut which 
has prefinanced from State funds the 
pledged Federal contribution. We must 
honor our pledges. 

To date, Connecticut has prefinanced 
approximately $40 million in promised 
Federal funds and has received only $5.8 
million. It is for this reason that I sup
port the $1 billion authorization, for if 
Federal funds are not forthcoming 
promptly Connecticut will be embar
rassed not only by inability to carry out 
its immediate water pollution controJ 
commitments but also by a situation of 
deficit financing caused by our failure 
to act. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, in the construction of the 200-Bev 
accelerator at the Enrico Fermi Na
tional Accelerator Laboratory at Wes
ton, m., it is extremely important that 
the full $96 million for construction, as 
recommended by the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy, be appropriated to 
permit keeping the entire $250 million 
project on schedule. I would like to c~ll 
to your attention the fact that the dif
ference between the $96 million author
ized and the $64 million voted by the 
Subcommittee on Public Works of the 
Committee on Appropriations for con
struction does not represent a savings of 
$32 million for fiscal year 1970. Let us, 
if you please, consider these funds in 
their true perspective. 

There are many extremely long lead
time items associated with the 200-Bev 
accelerator. In order to keep to the 
planned 5-year construction schedule it 
becomes necessary to order, well in ad
vance of delivery, some very expensive 

pieces of equipment. If the AEC has the 
obligational authority in fiscal year 1970, 
it can order this equipment at today's 
prices, but payment will not be . made 
until the items are delivered. Without 
the full obligation authority, the AEC 
cannot order on a timely, orderly basis. 

If the obligatory authority is not there, 
it will cause a delay in ordering, it will 
cause a delay in the time the first beam 
is available, and most certainly will ca~e 
a significant increase in the total price 
of the facility. To replace these words 
with numbers, I woull. like to state spe
cifically that a reduction of $32 million 
in obligational authority for fiscal year 
1970 will most likely result in a year's 
delay and in an overall increase in cost 
for the facility of $30 million. 

The planning and design for this ac
celerator have progressed very satisfac
torily and are on schedule, but the mo
mentum and efficiency of this operation 
must be maintained. If the rate of fund
ing is uncertain or insufficient on a large 
construction project of this kind, it will 
be subject to increases in cost, man
agerial inefficiencies, morale problems, 
and delayed schedules, with the result 
that the usefulness of the completed 
facility may be impaired. It is urgent 
that the budgetary allocations for con
struction of this facility follow the sched
ule that has been established to meet 
the goal of its first beam operation by 
June 30, 1972. 

I strongly recommend that the full 
$96 million in new obligation authority 
be given the AEC to proceed with the 
Enrico Fermi National Accelerator 
Laboratory. 

Mrs. HANSEN of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, today we have before the 
House for its consideration, the 1970 
appropriation bill for public works for 
water, pollution control, and power ~e
velopment and Atomic Energy Commis
sion. 

On page 1 of House Report 91-54~. 
which accompanies H.R. 14159, there IS 
the phrase "Mr. KIRWAN, from the Com
mittee on Appropriations, submitted 
the following report." Although the re
port contains 107 pages to describe the 
funding provided in this bill, I am sure 
those of us who have had the great priv
ilege to know the gentleman from Ohio, 
could paraphrase any report he might 
make in this connection in three 
words-"invest in America." 

Although our beloved colleague is not 
able to be on the floor today to guide 
this bill through the legislative proce
dure as he has done for many years, he 
has put much time and effort in the bill 
which is before you today for your con
sideration. 

While it might be difficult to choose 
one individual as the "greatest Ameri
can " I am sure there are many in this 
Hotise today who would join me in pro
claiming MIKE KIRWAN as one of our 
greatest Americans. 

I am speaking of a man who started as 
a young boy in the coal mines of Penn
sylvania and by the dint of his own ef
forts worked himself up through the 
various levels until it was commonplace 
for him to sit with and counsel the 
leaders of our country. In the course of 
doing this, he gained a knowledge of and 

appreciation for this Nation which few 
have attained. 

I am speaking of a man who first came 
to this Congress in 1937 from the 19th 
District of Ohio and who has been a 
member of the House Committee on Ap
propriations during the past 26 years, 
during which time he has served succes
sively from 1949 as the chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Interior and Related 
Agencies and the Subcommittee on Pub
lic Works. In his role as the chairman 
of these subcommittees, MIKE KIRWAN 
has had one philosophy-protect the 
natural resources of this Nation and 
make America a better place in which to 
live. 

During our lifetime we are blessed 
with many pleasant experiences and 
privileges. For me, one of the greatest of 
these is the association I have had dur
ing the past several years with the 
"Irishman from Ohio." I deeply regret 
that he is not able to be with us today 
and I earnestly trust he will soon be back 
in this Chamber once again exhorting 
all of us to "invest in America." 

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Chairman, increas
ingly over the past 3 years, we have 
heard the cry of State and municipal 
governments for Federal funds to carry 
out their waste treatment projects begun 
in response to congressional promises of 
funds back in 1966. Not only are the 
States and local governments plagued by 
the lack of Federal funds, but they are 
also having to face a threat of legislation 
which may alter existing programs. The 
time has now come for the Federal-State 
partnership to put up the authorized 
funds. This is the challenge we face to
day. We must accept the fact that this 
funding effort is not an isolated drive, 
and that in funding in full the Clean 
Water Restoration Act, we are fulfilling 
a promise we made--by unanimous 
vote--to the States and municipalities 
over 3 years ago, and that this drive has 
been carried on, virtually alone, largely 
by the municipalities with increasing 
help from State governments ever since 
that promise. They just cannot be forced 
to carry on alone any longer. Therein 
lies the challenge. 

The irony of the challenge we face to
day is that it comes from ourselves. It 
seems, curiously, that we Americans 
have always been at odds with our en
vironment. When the environment was 
a thing to be overcome, to be conquered, 
it was like a third person to us, or an 
object. We never identified the land we 
devoured as part of ourselves, until now. 
And even now, perhaps, we do not realize 
the full implications of that identity. 
What we have converted to our own uses 
becomes irretrievably ours as our bodies 
are ours. And as we are dependent on 
our ,bodies for our continued existence, so 
we are dependent on the land and the 
air and the water which sustain those 
bodies. I quote from an editorial by 
Charles Ogburn, Jr., which appeared in 
the Washington Post: 

Thanks to our vaulting technology, the 
fate of the continent ... and of the life 
it supports, our own and that of the in-
finite variety of ... plants and animals, 
is now largely in our hands. To the extent 
that we can desolate the earth or glorify it, 
we have displaced the rule of nature, or, as 
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Jefferson had it nature's God: At least we 
have made ourselves the surrogates of the 
Supreme Power. 

Along with attaining ... breathtaking 
possibilities we have shouldered awful possi
bilities ... supplant a king, and the func
tions of a king inescapably devolve upon 
you. Supplant a God, and his equally are 
yours to discharge. 

In truth, we have supplanted nature 
herself, now we must take up her re
sponsibilities. 

We have ignored the symbiotic bal
ance between ourselves and our environ
ment. We have (see State legislative 
speech), devoured the magnificent for
ests, gouged greedily from the earth the 
abundant minerals, ravaged the agricul
tural lands. 

Today we continue to torture this good 
land by-

Pouring some 130 million tons of dan
gerous pollutants into the air each year. 
We find that every major metropolitan 
airshed in the country is polluted, to 
one degree or another; 

Continuing to savagely pollute all of 
our water systems, seriously threatening 
this Nation's supp'ly of fresh water. Many 
of the major rivers and one of the Great 
Lakes are for all practical purposes de
nuded of the free oxygen needed to sup
port marine life. In the Appalachian 
region, about 10,500 miles of streams 
in ~ight States are affected by mine 
dramage. About 5, 700 miles of streams 
ar~ continually polluted, mostly from 
acid. Eighty percent of the acid mine 
drainage in Appalachia comes from 
abandoned mines, whose former owners 
are not going to pay the bill; and 

We continue to pollute our environ
ment with harmful pesticides. We find 
the earth's biosphere-that thin, fragile 
envelope of air, water and land that sus
tains all life-we find it laden with 500 
million pounds of DDT, a persistent and 
nearly immortal pesticide. 

A recently released 2-year study by 
the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wild
life shockingly revealed that DDT was 
found in 584 samples of fish taken from 
45 rivers and lakes across the United 
States. 

Study results showed DDT ranging up 
to 45.27 parts per million in whole fish. 
A count more than twice as high as that 
found in the thousands of pounds of 
Lake Michigan coho salmon seized re
cently by the U.S. Food and Drug Ad
ministration as being unfit for human 
consumption, and nine times higher than· 
the FDA interim tolerance level for fish. 
. The study also found dieldrin, a pesti

cide even more toxic to humans than 
DDT, in fish from 15 of the rivers and 
lakes reaching levels higher than the 
0.3 part per million FDA guideline limit 
for this pesticide in fish. 

And what about the problem of the 
thermal and radiological pollution rising 
from the increase in nuclear powerplants 
across the country. Heat from atomic 
power generation plants and industrial 
cooling sources is raising the tempera-
ture of many streams and estuaries and a 
few l_akes up to several degrees, enough 
to drive out or kill aquatic organisms. 

Industrial and household wastes, soaps 
and detergents are hard on stream ani-

mals, creamery wastes, pickling liquors 
from steel mills, ore tailings from mines, 
and a hundred other types of wastes, in
cluding that from paper miHs, are 
changing aquatic environments. 

And we have the growing problem 
of solid wastes. From one end of this 
country to the other, the American peo
ple are piling up refuse at a staggering 
rate. Each day, each American gets rid 
of about five pounds of refuse-paper, 
garbage, ashes, metal, glass-you name 
it. This amounts to nearly a ton of trash 
per person per year-360 billion pounds 
of solid wastes annually for the coun
try. And what of the tons of scrap au
tomobiles that are discarded on the 
landscape. Odd that the automotive in
dustry spends millions to market its 
product, but refuses to spend a dime to 
help the N~tion rid itself of the ugly, 
womout vehicles. 

We could go on and on painting out 
the methods we are using to choke out 
our very existence, but there is really no 
need to do that, The point is that the 
U.S. Congress has recognized the seri
ousness of the pollution problem for a 
good many years, and despite much op
position and what at times seemed in
. surmountable opposition and executive 
apathy, has passed meaningful legisla
tion to fight the growing Pollution. 

The Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act, legislation which I had the privilege 
to author and introduce, was enacted in 
1956. This was the first permanent na
tional law for the prevention, control, 
and abatement of water pollution. 

The importance of the act was that it 
brought the U.S. Government into full 
partnership with the States and locali
ties in the clean water fight. 

Since 1956, the bill has been strength
ened in 1961, 1965 and 1966. With the 
expected enactment of the Water Qual
ity Improvement Act of 1969. This legis-
12..tion will become an even more effective 
instrument for the management of 
water quality in the Nation's lakes and 
rivers, estuaries, and coastal waters. 

The water Pollution control legislation 
is a monument to the dedication, knowl
edge and leadership of the U.S. Con
gress. Back in the early days it was a 
pretty lonely fight. There was no na
tional commitment to cleaning up the 
dirty water. The interest in Congress 
was only mediocre, and there was down
right stiff oppasition from many of this 
Nation's industrial giants. 

But the Congress finally realized its 
obligation in the field of the water Pol
lution control, and passed sweeping leg
islation as proof of its commitment. 

But now I think it is high time we 
take a good look at the Federal water 
pollution control program for what it 
really is-long on promises of financial 
aid and extremely short. of actual funds. 
What we have done is to leave the 
States, localities and private operators 
with a bag full of Federal regulations 
with relatively little financial aid to im
plement them. 

Sure, we can be commended for tak
ing the lead in the early days. We raised 
the water pollution control program 
from a minor agency within the Public 
Health Service to sub-Cabinet depart-

mental level under an Under Secretary 
of Interior with direct contact with a 
Cabinet member. 

However, twice, both under this ad
ministration and the last, we have pulled 
the rug from under the water pollution 
control program by inadequately fund
ing it. 

The Clean Water Restoration Act of 
1969 authorized $700 million for fiscal 
year 1969, but only $214 million was ac
tually appropriated. For 1970, the act au
thorized $1 billion, but the administra
tion's appropriation request was $214 mil
lion. The Appropriations Committee has 
raised that figure to $600 million, but, 
gentlemen, that is nowhere nearly 
enough, and we know it. 

Currently there are 1,445 applications 
on file in the State agencies requesting 
more than a half-billion dollars in Fed
eral construction grant funds. In addi
tion, there are 448 applications in the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Admin
istration's regional offices, requesting 
$~87 .9 million, and almost 3,000 applica
tions at the municipal level for a total 
amount of $1.5 billion. The combined 
total is about 4,800 applications, pending 
and in preparation, involving $2.3 billion 
1n Federal funds . 

In addition to the pending applications, 
there are 726 projects which have pro
ceeded with a lesser amount of Federal 
aid than authorized by law, represent
ing additional Federal fund needs of $792 
million. 

On the basis of the President's budget 
request of $214 million for construction 
grants, only one-fourth of the communi
ties in the Nation could be assisted. 

If we can spend billions on ABM, if we 
can afford a multi-billion dollar program 
to get man to the moon, if we can spend 
$25 billion annually in Vietnam, then the 
Federal Government can and must ap
propriate the full $1 billion for water 
pollution control as authorized by Con
gress without a single dissenting vote. 

We have ignored our identity with our 
environment long enough. We cannot 
continue to do so. We dare not. 

This $1 billion we ask today is itself 
still not enough, but it is a start, and it 
will continue the momentum built up over 
the past 2 years among the States in re
sponse to our promise. 

Let us accept the challenge we have 
made for ourselves. Let us appropriate 
the money we promised 2 years ago, and 
go on to save our waters for the future 
and for ourselves. 

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Chairman, the 
low level of Federal support provided for 
clean water over the past 3 years has 
forced many local governments to borrow 
substantial amounts of money to pay for 
completion of projects for which they 
thought Federal aid would be available. 

The greater level of local borrowing 
for water Pollution facilities is forcing 
localities to pay higher interest costs 
which would have been avoided if Fed
eral grants were available and has in
creased severe strains on the general 
municipal bond market. 

In addition, the increased borrowing 
has added to the inflationary pressures 
our economy faces nationally. Each dol
lar of local government borrowing is a 
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new dollar pumped into the economy. It 
is these borrowed dollars on which in
flation ts built. Federal aid dollars are for 
the most part dollars that go from tax
payers back to local government. Though 
they constitute the same facility, Federal 
aid dollars do not have the same infla
tionary push as locally borrowed dollars. 

We cannot continue to rely on local 
borrowing ability to maintain momen
tum of the water pollution program. In 
many States and localities borrowing 
capacity is exhausted. For nearly 2 
months now the index of municipal bond 
interest rates has been in excess of 6 
percent. But local general obligation 
bonds in 24 States and revenue bonds 1n 
20 states have statutory interest ceilings 
of 6 percent or less. Thus new bonds can
not be issued. 

Many localities have also issued as 
many bonds as they can within bonded 
indebtedness ceilings, and the tightness 
of available bonds :financing is prevent
ing other municipalities from marketing 
bonds even if they could within interest 
and bond indebtedness limits. 

If we are to keep the water pollution 
control effort going and avoid inflation
ary pressures and increasingly exorbitant 
interest rates which result from local 
borrowing, we must provide the full $1 
blllion authorized for the program. Ap
propriation of the full authorization is 
needed and needed now to carry this 
program for the next year. 

Mr. &SCH. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
take this' opportunity to reaffirm my 
strong support for the appropriation of 
the full $1 billion authorized for the Fed
eral fight against water pollution. 

There are few issues facing the Con
gress and the Nation, and indeed the 
world, today more important than the 
quality of our environment. Man has 
been so careless and thoughtless that our 
water and air have become befouled, our 
wildlife killed, and our supply of fresh 
water and air seriously limited. We have 
discussed this great problem for many 
years in this body and time after time we 
have made paper commitments to solve 
it. We have sanctimoniously approved 
legislation committing the Federal Gov
ernment to major expenditures to halt 
water pollution. 

But year after year we have not lived 
up to our commitments. Year after year 
we have appropriated funds at a level 
far below that which, through our au
thorization, we have admitted are 
necessary. 

As I indicated in my speech in support 
of full funding on August 13, I believe 
it is high time that we live up to our com
mitments and I intend to express that 
belief in my vote here today. 

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Chairman, a total 
clear water restoration appropriation, if 
passed, could provide us with one of the 
most effective means of restoring a 
healthful environment to the United 
States. Moreover, it would also stand as 
a vote of confidence to our States, that 
have been :fighting the scourge of pollu
tion by spending as much as they can to 
build essential sewage treatment plants 
and other Pollution control facilities. 

Our action in this area, in the past, has 
not been very meritorious, I am sad to 

say. Although we have acknowledged 
the imminent dangers of pollution which 
has been creeping throughout our lakes 
and streams, we have done little to act 
upon these warnings. Out of the $2.3 bil
lion authorized for clean water restora
tion in the past 4 years, Congress has ap
propriated only $567 million in the first 
3 of these years and the administration 
has asked for only $214 million for fiscal 
1970. This is a far cry from meeting the 
Federal responsibility to control water 
pollution. 

Mr. Chairman, I have joined with more 
than 220 of my colleagues, a significant 
number of citizens, and such groups as 
the League of Women Voters and the 
National League of Cities in taking this 
cause to heart. I have pledged to vote for 
the full $1 billion funding of this pro
gram because I am convinced that a 
massive attack on water pollution is the 
only way we can insure that our genera
tion and the generations to come will 
have clean water for their needs. 

This morning's Washington Post edi
torial on clean water restoration summed 
up my feelings when it said: 

It is a matter of such vital concern to the 
country Congress cannot afford to put itself 
in the position of withdrawing from an ob
ligation it has assumed and sought to im
pose on the states and cities. 

Should we fail to reach into the con
gressional purse to supplement this es
sential and well-planned attack, we will 
be permitting the pollution problem to 
spread. 

What good will it do to horde funds 
with the intention of :financing other do
mestic programs if we are setting the 
stage for the real possibility that one 
day we will awaken to a land without 
water resources for its population needs? 

Mr. Chairman, I trust that we will ac
cept our duty and vote for the billion 
dollars authorized. All of us deserve clean 
water to take with our aspirins as we 
tackle the congressional headaches that 
still lie ahead. 

Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
there is much in the appropriation bill 
before us that is essential and significant, 
but there is probably no single item as 
absolutely vital to the national well
being as the funding for the water pollu
tion control program. 

The Congress has wisely committed 
itself to a massive effort, not only to 
clean up the pollution that exists, but 
to prevent its increase in future years. 
I know we are confronted with difficult 
choices in priorities, but we have been 
confronted with the same kinds of dif
ficult choices throughout our history and 
presumably will continue to be in that 
situation. 

In this case, if we continue to talk but 
fall to act, we may find ourselves facing, 
not a choice, but a national disaster. 

I have worked side by side with the 
members of the Public Works Committee 
and other Members of this body for the 
enactment of legislation that will make 
it possible for us to do an effective job 
of water pollution control. I will continue 
to do so, not only for the benefit of the 
people of my own area, but for the good 
of the entire country. I therefore support, 
without reservation, the maximum ap-

propriation for water pollution control. 
And when the appropriation is granted, 
I will continue to work with my fellow 
Members to insure that the money is 
put to effective, well-planned use. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, I know I 
speak for the Members of the House 
when I say that we all miss the presence 
today of the distinguished chairman on 
Public Works, the Honorable MICHAEL J. 
KIRWAN, who has been hospitalized. 

Some of the Members may not know 
that MIKE was born in my congressional 
district and we have always been honored 
to call him one of our most outstanding 
native sons. What a career he has had. 
At a very early age, something like 8 or 
9 years of age, he went to work in the coal 
mines. That, of course, was before the 
enactment of child labor laws. He was 
so small in stature that he had to carry 
his lunch pail on his shoulders when it 
snowed and the walking was tiring and 
difficult to and from work. Anyone who 
has ever worked in or around the coal 
mines, especially in those days, knows 
what I am talking about. It was never 
easy. MIKE later became a streetcar con
ductor and subsequently held jobs that 
were physically hard. He was never 
afraid of work and it was this char
acteristic that brought him to the high 
positions which he has held in our Gov
ernment. 

I know all the Members join with me in 
wishing MIKE the very best. He has be6Il 
a valued Member of this body and we 
truly miss his wise counsel and great 
experience. He has always been most kind 
and thoughtful to me personally. I re
call, clearly, how he took the time from 
an extremely busy schedule to come to 
Wilkes-Barre and, along with the late 
Speaker Sam Rayburn and Senator Paul 
Douglas, joined with my constituents in 
tendering me a testimonial. That was an 
evening I shall long cherish and remem
ber. And MIKE KIRWAN helped to make 
it a most memorable evening. That is the 
kind of man he is. Never too busy to be 
a true friend. 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of H.R. 14159, the public works 
appropriations bill for water pollution 
control, power development, and Atomic 
Energy Commission. Also, I express my 
appreciation to the subcommittee and 
the full committee for the diligent work 
1n the preparation of this blll. I know 
that the members of the subcommittee 
gave special consideration for projects 
warranted on facts and merits. I was 
particularly pleased to see some of the 
smaller projects get some planning 
funds so they could move ahead with 
the work that eventually must be done, 
such as the Palmetto project in my dis
trict. The committee also carried for
ward funds for land acquisition for the 
San Gabriel Reservoirs, a much needed 
development in central Texas. 

Each of us, I am certain, would have 
wanted more money for his State and his 
district-but the Nation is in a belt
tightening period. Congress, with this 
bill prepared by the committee, has exer
cised its fiscal responsibility. There was 
no mad dash for spenddng and this is 
recognition of the inflationary times. 
Government spending in this instance 



October 8, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 29177 
has been kept at a minimum, yet needed 
projects have not suffered greatly 1n the 
process. 

Mr. FLOWERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the pending legislation and 
the significant increase for water pollu
tion control. I am greatly concerned 
over the crisis facing our Nation with 
respect to clean water-and indeed clean 
air and a clean environment. 

Twenty, 30, 40 years from now, Amer
icans will need more of everything, but 
especially, we will need to depend on our 
natural resources-water, air, minerals, 
and land. No doubt we are making some 
progress in protecting or restoring this 
whole range of resources-but not 
enough. The problems are growing faster 
than our current efforts to meet them. 

Conservative predictions estimate that 
by the year 2000, we will need 215 per
cent more land for homes, schools, 
and factories. We will need 125 percent 
more land for transportation. We will 
need 180 percent more land for reser
voirs. we will need 133 percent more 
land for wildlife refuges, and we will 
need 300 percent more land for recrea
tion and other outdoor pursuits. Munici
pal water use will more than double; 
manufacturing use of water may quad
ruple. 

And this is just to stay even with the 
quality of life which we now have. 

The problems associated with this 
pending crisis are staggering to the 
imagination. The differing demands for 
our resources become evermore com
petitive and, in addition, it is imperative 
that we worry about quality as well as 
quantity. 

I do not want my children and grand
children in the year 2000 to be confronted 
with water pollution, air pollution and, 
really, when you get right down to it, the 
pollution of our entire environment 
which exists at the present time. 

I want my children and grandchildren 
to be able to enjoy nature--to be able to 
go hunting and fishing, or water skiing, 
or merely for a walk in the woods with
out of the stench of sulfur fumes and 
automobile exhaust filling every breath 
they take--without the fear of what 
dangerous substance may be contained in 
the streams and rivers around them. 

After many years of inaction, most lev
els of government are finally beginning 
to meet the challenges laid before them. 
The Congress, State legislatures, and 
municipal governing bodies are enacting 
an ever-increasing number of water pol
lution and air pollution measures; yet, 
there are problems involved here which 
cannot be solved by Government alone-
which cannot be dealt with by passing a 
prohibitory law. 

As we all know, there is a present crisis 
with respect to electrical power supplies 
up and down the east coast. New York 
City operated on reduced power for over 
30 days this past summer. The power 
company which serves the Washington 
area made repeated public appeals for 
its customers to cut off the air condi
tioning during some of the hottest days 
in August. 

Yet, the most feasible method of in
creasing our power supply-nuclear gen-
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era tors-may possibly have serious side 
effects. A nuclear reactor uses vast quan
tities of water-you might even say a 
whole river-in making electricity. The 
water is circulated through the reactor 
as a coolant and then returned to its 
source. There is no danger from radio
activity, but the "used" water is several 
degrees higher in temperature and this 
temperature change may adversely affect 
the ecology of the entire area. 

This is a classic example of competing 
demands on our resources. On the one 
hand, the demonstrated need for elec
tricity is increasing between 10 and 20 
percent per year. On the other hand, 
an obvious solution results in a new, and 
possibly more disastrous, pollution. 

The answer here is better technology. 
In order to prepare ourselves for the con
servation crisis, the human resources of 
this Nation must be marshaled and co
ordinated so that a vast effort can be 
maintained and this bill under considera
tion today is certainly a step in the right 
direction. 

It is no longer enough to establish 
criteria for determining what is an ac
ceptable level of pollution in our water. 
Positive action must be initiated in order 
that the technological problems associ
ated with reducing the level of pollution 
can be solved. I hope that most of us will 
still be here in the year 2000 and I do not 
want to look around and say to one 
another, "Oh, if only we had acted 30 
years ago!" 

As we look toward that future--hope
fully, a time when we will all be wiser 
in the ways of dealing with our rich re
sources-let us remember the only sure 
way to bring it about is by fostering bet
ter understanding between Government 
and industry, conservationists, and those 
who think of themselves as just plain, 
but vitally interested citizens. 

It is our environment, it belongs to 
all of us together-and together we must 
manage it. 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
votin gagainst the public works appro
priations bill today as a protest. 

First, I protest the inadequacy of the 
funds allocated to water pollution abate
ment. While I appreciate the substan
tial increase made by the committee, it 
is so grossly inadequate to meet the cry
ing needs of the country to clean up its 
polluted water as to be unconscionable. 

The Nation has a true crisis on its 
hands. It is a further distortion of our 
national priorities to provide billions for 
ABM's, SST's and even ships neither the 
Pentagon nor the President ever re
quested, and yet to turn down these 
vitally needed funds. 

Second, I protest that part of the 
AEC appropriations allocated to weap
ons development and testing in con
nection with ABM and MIRV develop
ment and to nonmilitary testing of 
weapons that pose threats to the en
vironment as was the case with the 
recent tests on Amchitka Island in the 
Aleutian Islands. 

Third, I protest the continuation of 
very large public works apprQPriations 
for reclamation and dam building proj-
ects at a time of such heavy inflation. 

This simply ls not the time for such 
expenditures. 

Thus the bill in many ways represents 
to me an example of distorted priori
ties that I feel it ls imperative that we 
reverse, if we are to tackle meaning
fully our pressing domestic needs. 

Mr. WHITEHURST. Mr. Chairman, 
the appropriation bill we are today con
sidering contains many increases in un
budgeted items, for which I am very 
grateful, since many of them directly 
benefit the Second Congressional Dis
trict of Virginia. 

However, there is one item not includ
ed in this bill that I feel should be-
$35,000 to begin a study to find a replace
ment for the Craney Island disposal area. 

Craney Island was a unique experi
ment, which provided a convenient place 
for the disposition of spoil from harbor 
dredging projects in Hampton Roads, 
and thereby saved the U.S. Government 
hundreds of thousands of dollars. 

If Craney Island continues to be filled 
at the current rate, it will be beyond use 
within the next 5 to 8 years. Since it took 
14 years from proposal to completion for 
Craney Island to become a reality, the 
time to begin a study on its successor 
is at hand. 

Thus, it is not only for my constit
uents, but also for efficiency, economy, 
and reason that I hope some way can be 
found to include these funds in this 
year's appropriation. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

TITLE I-ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
OPERATING EXPENSES 

For necessary operating expenses of the 
Commission in carrying out the purposes of 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, 
including the employment of aliens; services 
authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109; hire, mainte
nance, and operation of aircraft; publication 
and dissemination of atomic information; 
purchase, repair and cleaning of uniforms; 
official entertainment expenses (not to ex
ceed $30,000); reimbursement of the Gen
eral Services Administration for security 
guard services; hire of passenger motor ve
hicles; $1,884,269,000 and any moneys (ex
cept sums received from disposal of property 
under the Atomic Energy Community Act 
of 1955, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2301)) re
ceived by the Commission, notwithstanding 
the provisions of section 3617 of the Revised 
Statutes (31 U.S.C. 484), to remain available 
until expended: Provided, That of such 
amount $100,000 may be expended for objects 
of a confidential nature and in any such 
case the certificate of the Com.mission as 
to the amount of the expenditure and that 
it is deemed inadvisable to specify the nature 
thereof shall be deemed a sufficient voucher 
for the sum therein expressed to have been 
expended: Provided further, That from this 
appropriation transfers of sums may be made 
to other agencies of the Government for the 
performance of the work for which this ap
propriation is made, and in such cases the 
sums so transferred may be merged with the 
appropriation to which transferred: Provided 
further, That no part of this appropriation 
shall be used in connection with the payment 
of a fixed fee to any contractor or firm of 
contractors engaged under a cost-plus-a
ftxed-fee contract or contracts at any instal
lation of the CoIIllllisslon, where that fee for 
community management ls at a rate 1n ex-
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cess of $90,000 per annum, or for the opera
tion of a transportation system where that 
fee ls at a rate in excess of $46,000 per 
annum. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, the 3 minutes I had 
before was not quite adequate to say 
what I wanted to say, and therefore I 
have asked for this time under the 5-
minute rule. 

As I said, our jobless rate is increasing 
very rapidly; it is at a 2-year high, and 
I pointed out that the housing starts 
have come down from 130,000 to 123,000. 

In California the construction business 
is just about ended because of the high 
interest rate. There has been no effort 
on the part of the Nixon administration 
to handle the high interest rate problem. 

There has been no appeal to the banks 
and no appeal to the wage earners who 
are striking for higher wages. 

There has been no attempt on the part 
of the President to influence this highly 
inflationary trend which is cutting the 
heart out of our economy. 

I want to direct my remarks at this 
time particularly to the members of the 
Committee on Appropriations and off er 
a little information. I hope the chairman 
of the Committee on Appropriations and 
the chairman of the subcommittee will 
give me their attention because I want to 
give you some information, because I am 
afraid you do not have the information. 

From 1960 to 1968 inclusive, U.S. cor
porate profits after taxes have gone up 
from $26.7 billion to $49.8 billion. That 
is an 86-percent increase in corporate 
profits. 

The individual Americans savings in 
banks and institutions from 1960 to 1968 
inclusive have gone up from $165 billion 
to $356 billion. That is a 115-percent in
crease. Our public debt-the public Fed
eral debt has gone down from 57 percent 
to 38 percent in relation to the gross na
tional product and the gross national 
product has gone up from $506 billion to 
$932 billion during that 8-year period. 

The figures I am giving you have one 
purpose, to illustrate that America is 
not in a position of fiscal crisis. We are 
not in a position where we cannot do the 
things we need to do in America, to en
rich the life of America and to correct 
the deficits in America. 

I am afraid that the philosophy of this 
House and the philosophy of the Com
mittee on Appropriations is a philosophy 
off ear of the fiscal situation in this coun
try. I would have them consider the fig
ures I have given to them as being evi
dence that we are not in a fiscal crisis 
where we have to cut the guts out of 
everything in America that is for 
America. 

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

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, I share the concern the gentleman 
has expressed. As the gentleman knows, 
we did not follow the Bureau of the 
Budget. We restored on many projects 50 
percent of the reductions made in the 
April 15 budget revision. 

More than that, we did follow, to the 
extent we could, the Joint Commit
tee on Atomic Energy, the committee 
which the distinguished gentleman serves 
as chairman. We allowed three items car
ried in the authorization bill which were 
not in the budget. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I will say to the gen
tleman, I am not directing my complaints 
to the subcommittee's action on the 
atomic energy bill. I want that to be very 
plain because I know exactly what the 
pressure was from the President to make 
this extra $50 million cut. 

The complaint I am directing is to the 
philosophy of denying the things we need 
to build America. I say we are rich 
enough in America to afford it. The fig
ures I have given you have come from 
the Bureau of the Budget and from the 
Congressional Library Reference Service 
and proves that we are a strong nation, 
a productive nation with a high degree 
of employment and we can go ahead and 
do those things that need to be done in 
America. We do not have to run under 
the bed because somebody yells "fiscal 
crisis." 

Mr. Chairman, I include with my re
marks a series of figures which I have 
compiled. They illustrate beyond chal
lenge the great economic strength of our 
country. 

Those who decry recent deficits may 
compare them with the annual and cu
mulative deficits of the 1941-49 figures. 

I trust they will note that the Federal 
public debt today is 38 percent when it 
is offset against the gross national prod
uct. This is the lowest figure percentage
wise in more than 25 years. It has de
creased in the 1961-69 period from 57.1 
percent to 38 percent. 

The Bureau of Labor Statistics con
firms that the seasonally adjusted figure 
for unemployment was increased from 3.5 
in August 1969 to 4.0 in September 1969. 
Comparison from previous years set forth 
below. 

CIVILIAN EMPLOYMENT 

Employed 1 
Unem

ployed I 

December 1968 .• __ 76, 765, 000 2, 603, 000 
Septemberl969 ••• ?8,127, 000 3,232, 000 

1 Adjusted. 
2 Unadjusted. 

Yearly 
aver
age 2 

3.6 
3.6 

Unem
ployed 
rate 1 

3. 3 
4. 0 

During the 3-month period of June to 
August 1969, the number of active duty 
personnel in the Armed Forces increased 
by 9,175, while the civilian employees of 
the Federal Government decreased by 
48,000. It does not appear this is a factor. 

It is noted that agriculture employees 
dropped from 3,842,000 in December 1968, 
to 3,634,000 at the end of August 1968. A 
decrease of 208,000. Over the same pe
riod, nonagricultural employees changed 
from 72,923,000 to 74,553,000. An increase 
of 1,630,000. 
U.S . h ousing starts-total private and public 

in units ( including farm) nonseasonally 
adjusted 

[In thousands] 
August 1967- ------------------------ 130. 2 
August 1968------------------------- 141. 0 
August 1969------------------------- 123. 6 

U.S. CORPORATE PROFITS 1960-68 

(In billions of dollars) 

Total corporate profits after taxes 

Total Profits Total 
before after Dividends reinvested 

Year taxes taxes paid in business 

1960 ••• • 
1964 •••• 
1968 •••• 

49. 7 
66.8 
91.1 

26. 7 
38. 4 
49. 8 

13. 4 
17. 8 
23.1 

PERCENTAGE INCREASE 

13. 2 
20.6 
26. 7 

Total profits (percent) 

Year: 
1960----64 ••• _ -- __ -- _. -- -- _ 
1964-68_ •• _ -- -- ___ -- ___ • 
1960----68 ••• _ -- •• -- -- -- -- • 

Before taxes 

34.4 
36. 4 
84. 3 

After taxes 

43. 8 
29.6 
86. 5 

INDIVIDUAL AMERICAN CUMULATED SAVINGS IN BANKS 
AND SAVINGS INSTITUTIONS, 1960----68 

(In billions of dollars) 

Year Banks Institutions 

1960. _ -- _____ -- __ ---
1964_ ••• --- -- __ ----. 
1968 •• -- _ -- ______ -- _ 

62 
94 

149 

PERCENTAGE INCREASES 

103 
158 
?07 

Total 

165 
252 
356 

1960-64 ••• _ -- __ -- __ -- • - - _ -- ____ -- --- --- -- --- 53 
1960----68 .•• _ -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- _. -- ---- --- _ ---- _ 115 
1964-68 ••• ___ -- --- --- • _ -- -- •• -- __ --- _ -- ---- _ 41 

I have appended some charts which 
portray on an annual and cumulative 
basis the figures I have presented: 
CHART (A).-CUMULATIVE DEFICITS FOR 1941-49 OF $203,-

200,000,000 AMOUNTED TO 11.4 PERCENT OF THE CUMULA
TIVE TOTAL GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCT FOR THOSE 
9 YEARS OF $1,780,300,000, 000 

Year 

1941. ________ _ 
1942 _________ _ 
1943 _________ _ 
1944 _________ _ 
1945 ___ ______ _ 
1946 _________ _ 
1947 _______ __ _ 
1948 _________ _ 
1949 _________ _ 

Calender 
yea rs-gross 

national Fiscal years-
product public debt 

(billions) year end 

109.4 
139. 2 
177. 5 
201.9 
216. 8 
201. 6 
219. 8 
257. 6 
256. 5 

55. 3 
77. 0 

140. 8 
202. 6 
259. 1 
269. 9 
258. 4 
252. 4 
252. 8 

Percent 
of gross 
national 
product 

50. 5 
55. 3 
79.3 

100. 4 
119. 5 
133. 9 
117. 5 
98.0 
98. 0 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

TotaL ••• 11, 780.3 ------ - ----------- -- ------- -

1 Cumulative. 

CHART (B).- CUMULATIVE DEFICITS FOR 1961-69 OF 
$62,500,000,000 AMOUNTED TO LESS THAN .9 PERCENT 
OF THE CUMULATIVE TOTAL GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCT 
OF $6,162,200,000,000 FOR THOSE 9 YEARS 

Year 

1961_ _ --------
1962 •• _ ---- ---1963 _________ _ 
1964 ___ -------
196'5. - - -------
1966. _ --------
1967 ----------
1968. _. -------
1969 (estimate)_ 

Gross 
national 
product 

(billions) 

506. 5 
542. 1 
573. 4 
612. 2 
6'53.'5 
718. 7 
763.1 
860. 7 
932. 0 

Public debt 
year end 

289. 2 
298. 6 
306. 5 
312. 5 
317 . 9 
320. 4 
326. 7 
348.1 
345. 3 

Percent of 
gross 

national 
product 

57. 1 
55. 1 
53. 4 
51.0 
48. 7 
44.6 
42. 8 
40. 4 
38. 0 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

TotaL _____ _ 
I 6, 162. 2 --------------------------- -

1 Cumulative. 



October 8, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 29179 
NNUAL DEFICITS FOR 2, 9-YEAR PERIODS IN OUR HISTORY 

(In billions of dollars) 

Fiscal year Amount 

1941______________________________________ 6. 2 
1942 ___ ------ -- -- -- -- -- ---- ------ -- -- ----- 21. 5 
1943. ------ -- -- -- -------- -- -------- -- ----. 57. 4 
1944. _. -- -- ------ -- -- -- -- -- -- -------- ----- 51. 4 
1945. __ -- -- •••• -- -- •••• -- -- ••••• _ -- • __ • -- • 53. 9 
1946. ------ -------- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- --- 20. 7 
1947 __ --- -- -------- ---- -- -- ------ -- -- ---- -

1 
~:: 

mt::=================================== 1. 8 -----
Net cumulative deficits________________ 203. 2 

1961. ___ • -- •• - • -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - - -- -- - - - - - - -
1962. _. __ -- •••• -- - • - . -- - - - - - - - - -- -- - - -- -- -
1963. __ -- •• ---- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -----
1964 ____ • -- ____ -- •••• -- •••••• -- -- -- -- - • - • -
1965 _____ •. -- -- • _ •• - ••••• - ••• -- •• -- -- -- - --
1966. __ ••. - - - -- - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- -
1967 ____ ••••• - ••• - - - - - • - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -
1968 •• _. _. _ ••• _. - •• - - •••• -••••• - - - - - - •• -- -
1969. __ -- -- -- -------- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -------

Net cumulative deficits. ____ __ •• -------

I Surplus. 

3.9 
6.4 
6.3 
8.2 
3.4 
2.3 
9. 9 

25. 2 
13.1 

62.5 

ANNUAL DEFENSE EXPENDITURES (ADMINISTRATIVE 
BUDGET) 

(In billions of dollars) 

Fiscal year 

1941 ____ ••••••••• - •• - - • - • - • - - - - - - - - - - - - • - -
1942_ -- -- -- ---- ---- -- -- -- - • -- -- -- ---- -----
1943. __ -- -- -------- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -----
1944. ______ • ______ ••••• -- •••••• -- ••••• - -- -
1945 _____ • _______ • __ • _. ____________ • __ • _ •• 
1946. ___ • - ••••••• -- - - -- -- -- - - -- -- -- -- -- -- -
1947 ___ -- •• - • -- •• -- • - -- •••• -- - - - • - - • - -- - - -
1948. - _ •• -- •••• -- -- -- • - -- -- - - -- - - - • - - - - -- -
1949. _ • _ ••••••••••••••••• - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Amount 

6.1 
24.0 
63.2 
76. 8 
81.3 
43.2 
14. 4 
11. 8 
12. 9 

Cumulative expenditures.... .......... 333. 7 
===== 

1961. _. ---- -------- -- - --- -- -- -- -- ---- -----
1962. _ -- --- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- ---- - - -
1963 ••• -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - - -
1964. _. _. ------ -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- - - -- ---- - --
1965. _ -- --- -- -- -- -- ----. ------- ---- -- -----
1966 ••• -- -- -- --------- - - --------------- ---
1967 ____ ••••••••• - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1968 __ - _ ••• -- •••• -- -- ••••••••• ••. -- -- •• -- -
1969 __ -- -- • ------ -- -------- --- --- ---- -- ---

Cumulative expenditures. ___ ••• ---- ••• 

47. 5 
51.1 
52.8 
54. 2 
50.2 
57. 7 
70.8 
80. 5 
81.1 

546.6 

The figures in these charts completely 
refute the claims of the people who con
tinually state that the United States is 
in a "fiscal crisis." 

I state that we are not in a "fiscal 
crisis" based on the economic facts as 
Portrayed in these chart figures which 
are taken from the U.S. budgets and 
from figures supplied by the Library of 
Congress. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I make the 
paint of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. 

One hundred and five Members are 
present, a quorum. 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I listened with great 
attention and great interest to the re
marks of my friend, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. HOLIFIELD) . He has some 
figures which certainly tend to indicate 
that this is a prosperous country. I do 
not think anybody would doubt that it is 
a prosperous country. We have had great 
growth in this country. We intend to 
continue great growth in the country. As 
I said in my prepared remarks, I think 
this particular bill is much too low. It is 

much too low for the needs of the coun
try. But I would point out to my good 
friend from California that while he has 
some very impressive figures, he did not 
use some figures which are also impres
sive and which have to be used in con
sidering the total overall fiscal consid
erations as they affect the country today. 
The figures which the gentleman has 
referred to for the last 10 years do indi
cate we can expect the next 10 years to 
be even more prosperous. But at the same 
time today, on the 8th day of October, 
this Government has found itself the vic
tim of many years of deficits in the pub
lic sector which have caused our people 
in the Treasury to have real difficulty 
in actually defending the dollar. 

Here is what has happened abroad, 
and the gentleman from California, I 
am sure, will recognize this. The German 
Government allowed the mark to drift 
for some time, and as soon as the mark 
was allowed to drift, the dollar went 
down in value as compared to the mark, 
which indicates that, insofar as the 
monetary markets of the world are con
cerned, the dollar is not as strong as the 
gentleman from California and I would 
like to have it. This has been caused by 
one situation and one situation only, and 
that has been the deficits which we had 
here in the Federal Government, year 
after year, in the Kennedy-Johnson 
years. In one year alone, we had a $25 
billion deficit. No wonder the dollar be
came suspect. 

What I am saying and what the gen
tleman from California said are both 
true, and they point out anachronism. 
This is a wealthy country. We can do 
most of these things. But the anachro
nism probably has more to do with the 
timing of the acts than with the acts 
themselves. 

But at this particular day and time, 
believe me, the bill which we have 
brought out here is every penny which 
this Government, I feel, with the Viet
nam war going on, every penny which 
we can afford to obligate for these pur
poses. I wish it were otherwise. The gen
tleman knows I do. But at the present 
time I think it is up to us to think of 
the housewives of America, the people 
whose income does not prove to be ade
quate to meet the needs of their families, 
and to give them a break by spending 
less money through the public sector 
and keeping the purchasing power of 
the dollar up. This is the only argument 
which the gentleman and I have, and I 
think it is an argument of timing rather 
than of aim, because I am sure the gen
tleman and I have the same aim so far 
as desiring a better country is con
cerned. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL 
For the prosecution of river and harbor, 

flood control, shore protection, and related 
projects authorized by law; and detailed 
studies, and plans and specifications, of proj
ects (including those for development with 
participation or under consideration for 
participation by States, local governments, 
or private groups) authorized or ma.de eli
gible for selection by law (but such studies 
shall not constitute a commitment of the 
Government to construction): $671,982,000, 

to remain available until expended: Provided, 
That no pa.rt of this appropriation shall be 
used for projects not authorized by law or 
which are authorized by law llmiting the 
amount to be appropriated therefor, except 
as may be within the limits of the amount 
now or hereafter authorized to be appropri
ated: Provided further, That in connection 
with the rehabilitation of the Snake Creek 
Embankment of the Garrison Dam and Res
ervoir Project, North Dakota, the Corps of En
gineers is authorized to participate with 
the State. of North Dakota to the extent of 
one-half the cost of widening the present 
embankment to provide a four-lane right
of-way for U.S. Highway 83 in lieu of the 
present two-lane highway: Provided further, 
That funds appropriated for the Robert S. 
Kerr Lock and Dam, Oklahoma, shall be 
available to provide a 9-foot deep auxiliary 
navigation channel and 1,000-foot-long turn
ing basin along Sans Bois Creek, with ap
propriate widths and an overall length of 
approximately ten miles: Provided further, 
That $600,000 of this appropriation shall 
be transferred to the Bureau of Sport Fish
eries and Wildlife for studies, investigations, 
and reports thereon as required by the Fish 
and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958 (72 
stat. 563-565) to provide that wildlife con
servation shall receive equal consideration 
and be coordinated with other features of 
water-resource development programs of the 
Department of the Army. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. STAFFORD 
Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. STAFFORD: On 

page 6, line 16, strike the figures "$671,982,-
000" and substitute therefor the figure 
"$671,482,000". 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment which I offer today is a 
very simple one. It simply reduces the 
total available for general construction, 
on page 6 of the bill, from $671,982,000 to 
$671,482,000, or a reduction in total of 
$500,000. 

If the committee will accept the 
amendment which I offer today, it will 
save the taxpayers of this country $500,-
000 this afternoon, and eventually, over 
the next 4 years, $27 mlllion, which 
still is a substantial sum of money. 

Here are the reasons for the amend
ment which I have offered to this bill: 

As can be noted on page 49 of the com
mittee report, the Army Corps of Engi
neers proposes in the line item for the 
Gaysville Reservoir an amount of $500,-
000. It is proposed to spend $500,000 in 
fiscal year 1970 for planning and design 
of a flood control dam in the Gaysville 
area in Vermont. 

For the taxpayers of Vermont, let me 
say Mr. Chairman, we would rather the 
taxpayers of the United States have this 
$500,000 than that it be spent by the 
Corps of Engineers to plan and design 
some more on a dam which they first 
began planning and designing on in 1936. 
Let us relieve them of this responsibility. 

As is known, Vermont is small and is 
a very mountainous State for the most 
part. Someone once said if it were flat
tened, it might be almost as big as Texas, 
but it is small, it is mountainous, the 
valleys are few, they are verdant and 
highly productive when used for farm
ing, and they are beautiful, and to us 
they are precious. 

If we go ahead with a $500,000 ex
penditure this year for planning and de-
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sign and construction beginning next 
year, or the year after, 110 homes will 
have to be razed, 30 farms will have to be 
taken out of production, six public build
ings wlll have to be razed, and one indus
try will have to be torn down and re
moved. In place of these lost homes, 
farms, and businesses, we will get a pile 
of dirt 195 feet high and 750 feet long at 
A. cost of $27 million. In addition to this, 
we will get a 1,000 acre pond in the sum
mer and a 300-acre pond in the winter 
surrounded by 700 acres of mud. 

The people in the towns affected, in 
Rochester, in Stockbridge, and in Pitts
field, have voted 8 to 1 not to have this 
dam built. 

I believe the present Governor of my 
State has already asked or will ask the 
Army Corps of Engineers not to build a 
dam in this location in Vermont. 

We are not insensible to the needs of 
our neighboring States below us on the 
Connecticut River watershed. There are 
already five major flood control dams in 
Vermont, and 18 other locations in the 
State are under consideration for pos
sible construction by the Army Corps of 
Engineers. But I repeat there are five 
dams now, almost as many as there are 
in Massachusetts, and more than there 
are in Connecticut. Indeed, there are 
more than there are in New Hampshire. 

So I say, Mr. Chairman, let us today 
save the taxpayers $500,000 in fiscal year 
1970, let us suggest the Army look at 
some of the alternative sites by denying 
this $500,000 this year, and thereby let 
us save the taxpayers $27 million over 
the next 4 years and also save one of 
Vermont's most beautiful valleys. 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reluctantly oppose 
the amendment offered by the distin
guished gentleman from Vermont. He is 
one of the nicest Members of the Con
gress and a very effective Member, too. 
He does represent a very beautiful State, 
perhaps one of the finest scenic States 
in all this great land of ours. The gentle
man does indicate if the $500,000 is elim
inated, we would save the $500,000 this 
year, and it is true we would in the end 
save $27 million for the total cost of the 
dam-but this would be done at the ex
pense perhaps of jeopardizing the lives 
and property of the people who live in 
New England. 

This dam, Mr. Chairman, is one of the 
most important dams in the comprehen
sive flood control for the entire Con
necticut River Basin. The $500,000 in 
this bill is, as the gentleman has said, 
to continue the planning on this project. 
There will be additional funds next year 
perhaps, to complete the planning, and 
then, on the completion of planning, the 
Corps of Engineers, I assume, would ask 
for construction funds. 

The Corps of Engineers has testified, 
Mr. Chairman, that from studies it has 
conducted in the Connecticut River 
Basin, in order to have an effective flood 
control program for that area, this dam 
is essential. I need not repeat the history 
of floods that have been visited on New 
England, devastating floods. This area 
has suffered a great deal of damage to 
lives and property over the 33 years that 
the U.S. Government has been engaged 

in the matter of building dams to pro
tect the people and their property. 

So, Mr. Chairman, because this is an 
appropriation which will continue the 
planning, there will be an oppartunity 
for the Corps of Engineers to get a look 
at the other sites. 

As the gentleman said, there may be 
18 other sites. There may be, but some of 
the other sites may be useless in the com
prehensive plan the Corps of Engineers 
envisions for adequate protection not 
only for Massachusetts and Connecticut, 
but also Vermont, in the overall flood 
control program for this basin. So, Mr. 
Chairman, reluctantly, I opPQSe the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Vermont. I can understand his 
problem. This is the problem of any 
Member who has a dam built in any area 
of the United States. The people who 
live in the area do not want the dam 
built there. 

My colleagues know as well as I do we 
cannot have an adequate and proper 
flood control program unless we have 
dams. The dams have to go somewhere. 
Some people have to move and some 
property has to be taken. We could not 
have a flood control program unless we 
had dams and reservoirs. 

In the judgment of the experts this is 
a dam which is one of the most important 
in the comprehensive plan for New Eng
land. Consequently, I oppose the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Vermont. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Vermont (Mr. STAFFORD). 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision ( demanded by Mr. STAFFORD) 
there were-ayes 26, noes 39. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SCOTT 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ScoTT: On page 

6, line 16, after "Government to construc
tion)" strike out "$671,982,000" and insert 
"$672,097,000". 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, my amend
ment adds $115,000 to the committee 
recommendation to restore funds for 
preconstruction planning for the Salem 
Church Dam and Reservoir on the Rap
pahannock River within my congres
sional district. 

While this is a Corps of Engineers proj
ect, the committee apparently yielded 
to a suggestion of the Department of the 
Interior that the matter be further stud
ied to determine whether the plan should 
be modified to minimize the adverse 
effects on natural values in the area. 

The Department of the Army, in a 
reply to Interior's suggestion, stated that 
it had no objection to a study of natural 
environment but saw no need to stop 
advanced engineering work on the proj
ect during the period Interior was con
ducting a study. 

As is true of most projects of this 
nature, the matter has been studied for 
many years. In fact, because of recorded 
floods dating back to 1889, the Corps of 
Engineers made a comprehensive study 
of the Rappahannock River in 1933 and 
concluded that the Salem Church Dam 

was economJcally sound. That was 36 
years ago. The Congress authorized this 
project in 1946, with a 220-f oot above sea 
level limitation but, in a further pre
construction study in 1952, the corps in
dicated that the cost-benefit ratio at his 
level was marginal. Thereafter, 1n 1955, 
the House struck the 220-foot elevation 
limitation to meet the objection of the 
Department of the Army and authorized 
a higher dam, but the Senate requested 
further study. This most recent study 
lasted for 12 years and resulted in a 
voluminous report being furnished the 
Congress in 1967 by the Corps of Engi
neers. Thereafter the authorization for a 
240-foot dam was included in last year's 
public works authorization bill. 

Frankly, I am concerned that this 
measure will be studied to death. Even 
with two authorizations of the Congress, 
one at a 220-foot level in 1946 and one 
at a 240-foot level in 1968, the people 
who do not want any dam may ultimately 
prevail through a process of attrition. 

Mr. Chairman, this project is to meet 
the long-range water needs of the fastest 
growing area of Virginia. Prince William 
County, which lies directly below Fairfax 
County, and other counties in the urban 
corridor between Washington and Rich
mond need water. rt will also reduce the 
hazards of flooding from the Rappahan
nock River, particularly in the general 
area of Fredericksburg. The lake cre
ated by the dam will help meet the rec
reational needs of people along the east
ern seacoast. 

Mr. Chairman, the initial preconstruc
tion planning funds for this fiscal year 
are only $150,000 as recommended by the 
President in his budget. I submit that it 
should be restored by the House and ask 
the cooperation of the members of the 
committee on both sides of the aisle in 
obtaining this restoration. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in opposition to the amend
ment. 

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

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Yes, I yield 
to the gentleman from Arizona. 

:Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I merely 
want to take this time to say to my 
friend, the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
ScoTT), that the Salem Church Reservoir 
in my opiµion is a good project and one 
which should be built. I am sure the 
gentleman realizes that the subcommit
tee has supported the project and hopes 
to continue to do so. 

The problem involved, of course, is 
that the Secretary of the Interior has 
advised the committee that he intends 
to initiate a study to reevaluate the rec
reational aspects of the Salem Church 
project, and since this has been done, 
the subcommittee felt that it was con
strained to act as it did. However, I 
assure the gentleman from Virginia that 
this does not mean that the subcommit
tee has lost interest in the project or 
has given up the idea of building it at 
some time in the immediate future. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, I share in the views as expressed 
by the gentleman from Arizona with ref
erence to the Salem Church project. It is 
controversial. More than 40 percent of 
the project's benefits are for recreational 
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purposes. There are many conservation 
groups opposed to it. We heard con
siderable testimony before the commit
tee in opposition to it. We allowed $35,000 
to restudy the project because the Secre
tary of Interior insisted upon restudying 
the conservation and recreational poten
tials of the area. So, I think the com
mittee has done the proper thing and I 
urge the defeat of the amendment. 

Mr. SCOT!'. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I yield to the 
gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. SCOTT. The $35,000 that the 
committee is retaining in the b1ll; is 
that for the Department of the Army or 
the Department of the Interior? 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. For the De
partment of the Army to restudy and 
cooperate with Interior on the matter. In 
light of this, the committee has recom
mended that funds be limited to the 
restudy and not be utilized to initiate 
planning. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. ScoTT). 

The amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MYERS 

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MYERS: On 

page 7, Une 16, strike out the periOd. and 
insert a colon and the following: "Provided 
further, Th.at the sum of $35,000 appropri
ated herein for the Big Walnut Reservoir 
shall be available for pre-construction plan
ning." 

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment will not add a single dollar 
to this appropriation bill, somewhat like 
the previous amendment. This amend
ment has to do with the Big Walnut 
Reservoir situated in my congressional 
district in Indiana, which is a multiple
purpose reservoir with a cost-benefit 
ratio of 2.3 to 1. 

Big Walnut is in the President's budget 
recommended for $50,000 for precon
struction planning. This reservoir would 
be restudied a.gain according to the 
present bill, and according to the com
mittee print. I would like to ad
vise the Committee at this particular 
time that this reservoir has been studied, 
studied, and restudied since 1938, and 
every study has come up with the same 
conclusion recommending the Big Wal
nut Reservoir be constructed as a multi
ple-purpose reservoir. It would have a 
cost to the Federal Government of $21,-
871,000, non-Federal of $14,729,000, or a 
total of $36,600,000. This has an esti
mated flood control benefit in the lower 
reaches of approximately $1.5 million 
annually. 

This area happens also to contain a 
particular area which has now been 
designated as Possibly for a national 
landmark. It is said to be unique, and I 
quite agree from personal experience, as 
well as the studies, and I have gone quite 
extensively into thi.s; I have visited the 
particular area. It is unique to the rest 
of the United States, but not unique to 
Indiana. It has been designated as a 
possible national landmark, but none of 
the owners at the present time, even after 

a year and a half, has requested registra
tion as a national landmark. 

The area to be designated as a possible 
national landmark is in the upper 
reaches of the reservoir, and the partic
ular areas that are of national signifi
cance and uniqueness are the areas that 
contain Canadian yew, which is not at 
all a foreign or unique vegetation to 
Indiana. 

There are a number of areas around 
that part of the country that have large 
inhabitations of Canadian yew. There 
is also hemlock and there are some other 
flowers. 

But I want to advise the House that 
in my experience in visiting out there 
and through contacting the Corps of 
Engineers, as for the area that has the 
Canadian yew there would be one small 
inhabitation of Canadian yew taken by 
the normal Pool. None of the hemlock 
and only one small area of Canadian 
yew would be taken. The flood pool 
would touch part of another area of 
Canadian yew, but this would only hap
pen, the Corps of Engineers advises me, 
once in every 20 years. 

Now, I am a naturalist also, and I love 
nature, if this were going to destroy an 
area that was unusually unique to that 
area I certainly would not be in the well 
today asking that . these funds be trans
ferred from a restudy into actual pre
construction planning. 

A similar area in the last year has been 
designated as a national landmark, Pine 
Hills, just 25 miles from this site, and 
exactly like the area in interest here. 
Big Wilmat Reservoir is not going to 
destroy a unique area, but it may com
plement it. Some of the witnesses who 
testified in the subcommittee admitted 
that they did not know the effects of 
water on some of the vegetation. 

Let me also tell you that there is an
other lake within 20 miles of this site 
where there are hemlock, in controversy 
here, growing out of the water, which 
have been growing out of the water for 
20 years, and they are thriving. 

So I say today that I agree that this 
is a beautiful part of the country, but 
this project is needed for flood control, 
and it is going to save the people living 
in the lower reaches a million and a half 
dollars each year. It has been suggested, 
possibly, a Federal fish hatchery, might 
be added. It is going to give quality con
trol of water downstream to a city of 
8, 700 i,eople. It also will be a possible 
supply· of water to the city of Indianapo
lis in the next 25 years, as the need for 
water and normal growth continue to 
expand. 

Again I say it is not going to cost the 
taxpayers any more, in fact, it is going 
to save this country money, because the 
$35,000 would not be spent for a restudy 
which we do riot need. I appreciate the 
committee keeping it alive by the re
study, but I say today that we do not 
need any more study. 

Of the more than 2,500 pieces of cor
respondence that I have received, 98 per
cent favor the construction of this res
ervoir and only 2 percent do not favor it. 

I think that is pretty favorable. I feel 
the subcommittee did not have the in
formation pertaining to these extra facts 
so I am only asking the Committee this 

afternoon that this $35,000 be trans
ferred to preconstruction planning. I 
think it is a legitimate request. 

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

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in opposition to the amend
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, it is with reluctance 
that I oppose any water resource proj
ect. The issue here is similar to that on 
the Salem Church project. The problem 
has not yet been solved, so it is not ap
propriate to institute planning at this 
time. 

The real controversy is between the 
conservationists and the proponents of 
the project. Members of Congress are 
also divided on the matter. 

We heard extensive testimony before 
our committee against it. They do not 
want further study, they want to solve 
the problem. 

Here is what the Chief of Engineers 
testified. He said: 

The objections still remained in spite of 
the modifications that were done in the plan
ning. 

He also testified and said: 
The District Engineer had tried to over

come those problems by planning the de
velopment of the project to include some 
rather special features. For instance, a nature 
center and arboretum were planned, so that 
students could use the area to study this 
unusual ecology. 

Then he was asked what the 1970 
funds were required for, and he said, "To 
solve the problem." 

So the Chief of Engineers and the di
vision engineer recognize the need to 
first find a solution to protection of 
this area. The people of the area are di
vided about the matter. 

We have left some money here to try 
to solve the problem so the project will 
be eligible for engineering and design 
funds. I trust the members of the com
mittee will stand with your committee. 

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

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Chairman, my friend, 
the gentleman from Tennessee, spoke of 
the Chief of Engineers who had earlier 
also recommended this. It was recom
mended in the Wabash River Basin com
prehensive report. 

In the final report the construction was 
recommended. Every governmental 
agency recommended this with the ex
ception of a few conservationist groups. 
I very honestly do not understand the 
opinion that the conservation area will 
be destroyed. As I explained earlier, the 
yews and hemlocks in these areas are not 
to be covered by this. 

True, it is going to change the ecology, 
but would not the national landmark that 
these conservation groups are also in
terested in; would not that also change 
the ecology of the area? Lightning could 
strike out there and change it all. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. If the gentle
man will yield, we are providing funds in 
a hope this controversy can be worked 
out. 

The division engineer testified that the 
1970 funds would be utilized solely for 
the following: 
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To establish coordination with the appro
priate State and Federal agencies to consider 
the details of forming a task group to seek a 
mutually satisfactory resolution of the di
verse views held on this project. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, I would call the attention of my col
leagues to a speech in the RECORD by one 
of our colleagues who said: 

An ill-conceived and poorly justified pro
posal of the Army Corps of Engineers threat
ens to destroy the Big Walnut Valley. The 
valley has been declared as a national natural 
landmark, one of only 130 sites in the entire 
United States to be declared of that quality 
and one of only two sites in Indiana now 
eligible for this nationally significant desig
nation. 

He then went on to list several reasons 
why he could not agree with the Corps 
of Engineers concerning the justifica
tion for the project. He then stated: 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to add that my 
opposition to the Corps' plan is shared by 
every major conservation group in the State 
of Indiana. 

He also stated that he "would urge 
that instead of using the budget request 
to initiate advance engineering and de
sign that the Army Corps of Engineers 
be instructed to study and select one of 
the many alternate sites for the proposed 
reservoir." 

He said this is valid. So I would say 
to my friends that there is controversy 
and there is opposition. I believe the 
money should be retained in the bill, as 
inserted by the committee, to solve the 
matter. 

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

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. MYERS. If I may make just one 
comment. I have letters from De Pauw 
University where--the geology depart
ment and other departments there 
recommend the construction of this 
reservoir. They are the people closest to 
it. They know better than anyone the 
situation-better than any association 
outside that area. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I would say, 
as I said earlier, that I am reluctant to 
oppose this project. We have a policy in 
committee where there is diversity in the 
area, every effort should be made to find 
a satisfactory solution before we proceed 
with the project. That is what we are 
proposing here. 

The CHAffiMAN. For what purpose 
does the gentleman from Indiana rise? 

Mr. ZION. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word and rise in favor 
of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, my district is just 
downstream from the gentleman from 
Indiana, and I have received a lot of 
correspondence on this project. 

There are a lot more arguments, 
mostly sound, in opposition to going 
ahead with this-and sound in the sense 
of noise, 

My area would be adversely affected 
were we not to proceed. 

It is the No. 1 project in which the 
Wabash Valley Association has an in
terest. They have been promoting this 
for many years. There is little question 
but that the dollars saved because of this 
project should prompt us to begin con
struction soon. 

I would urge my friends to assist us 
here and adopt this amendment. 

The CHAmMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Indiana (Mr. MYERS) . 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman being in doubt, the committee 
divided, and there were--ayes 22, noes 
36. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND 

TRIBUTARIES 

For expenses necessary for prosecuting 
work of flood control, and rescue work, re
pair, restoration, or maintenance of flood 
control projects threatened or destroyed by 
flood, as authorized by law (33 U.S.C. 702a, 
702g-1), $74,600,000, to remain available un
til expended, including funds for completion 
of the construction of road crossings of the 
Panola-Quitman Floodway at Crowder and 
Paducah Wells, Mississippi. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to istrike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to take this 
opportunity to convey my personal grati
tude and the gratitude of my cons-tituents 
in the Fourth District of Kentucky to 
you, my colleagues of the House, and to 
those on the subcommittees and com
mittees of the House who all were instru
mental in bringing a process which 
should rectify many long-standing ills in 
northern Kentucky. 

You have ·today made possible several 
projects of utmost necessity and im
portance to the people of the Fourth 
District. But of these, I would especially 
like to single out the salutary nature of 
the proposed Falmouth Dam. 

Two years ago we had no flood control 
projects of any consequence in the upper 
bluegrass-the fastest growing area of 
Kentucky. The Falmouth Dam, of the 
flood control projects which this body 
has today approved, should do the most 
good. 

It has been 32 years since the Fal
mouth Dam project was first approved. 
It was reactivated in 1964, as a result 
of flood damages along the Licking and 
Ohio Rivers. But during this long peri
od of waiting, the area suffered many 
severe floods and untold damage as the 
result of them. Floods of a serious na
ture have occurred in this area in 1937, 
1939, 1948, 1950, 1961, and 1964. Had this 
same Falmouth project been completed 
prior to the 1964 flood, it would have 
reduced the flood stage by 2Y2 feet and 
lowered the damages at least $3 million 
in Cincinnati alone. It is readily appar
ent what a beneficial step this assembly 
has taken today for the people and the 
general Economic health of the northern 
Kentucky-and Cincinnati-area. 

What I have mentioned so far certain
ly is good reason to have approved the 
project. But let me cite you several more 
reasons why what we have done is so 
justified: 

Three-fourths of the city of Falmouth 
was under water in 1964. When construc
ted, the Falmouth Dam will provide full 
protection and/or reduction of flood dam
age along the 60-odd miles of the Ohio 
River after its confluence with the Lick
ing. 

Another feature recommending it is the 
1.4 to 1 benefit-cost ratio. This ratio finds 

Falmouth an economically justifiable 
flood control project-but as I have said, 
the money for the project is not the 
sole consideration. 

Situated as it is, it will provide the 
benefits of water conservation, water 
quality control, and recreation facilities 
for the entire metropolitan area of 
Cincinnati, and for northern Kentucky. 

The Kentucky Department of Natural 
Resources not only has listed this as a 
"must" in their water resources program, 
but the Kentucky Water Resources Au
thority has gone on record by announc
ing its intention to purchase storage from 
this for industrial purposes. 

The Licking River is one of the major 
unpolluted streams in this part of the 
country. The quality of its water is far 
superior to that of the Ohio River as was 
substantiated by the Secretary of the 
Interior. 

The cities of Cincinnati, Covington, 
and Newport presently draw water from 
the Ohio River. On the basis of water 
quality, these cities find the development 
of the Licking River as a future water 
supply essential. Furthermore, this 
project will give Cincinnati and northern 
Kentucky the assurance of a future 
water supply needed for long-range 
planning of industry and industrial parks 
essential to sustain increases in employ
ment and productivity. Thus, the de
velopment of an adequate reservoir of 
clean water through the Falmouth Dam 
is integral to the development of the en
tire area. 

Further delay in this project would 
have meant more property destruction 
and, in addition, this vast reservoir of 
clean water would have been wasted. 

The House today has prevented enor
mous losses and assured continued de
velopment of the area. 

For these reasons, humanitarian and 
pecuniary, I wish to express the sincere 
and grateful appreciation of myself and 
my constituents for this most beneficial 
and urgently needed project. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL 

For expenses necessary for the preservation, 
operation, maintenance, and care of existing 
river and harbor, flood control, and related 
works, inc\uding such sums as may be neces
sary for the maintenance of harbor channels 
provided by a State, municipality or other 
public agency, outside of harbor lines, and 
serving essential needs of general commerce 
and navigation; activities of the California 
Debris Commission; administration of laws 
pertaining to preservation of navigable wa
ters; surveys and charting of northern and 
northwestern lakes and connecting waters; 
clearing and straightening channels; and re
moval of obstructions to navigation; $245,-
700,000, to remain available until expended. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to ask 
a question about the California. Debris 
Commission. 

I must confess that this is the first 
time I have ever heard of a debris com
mission whether in the State of Cali
fornia or elsewhere. 

Will someone explain what a debris 
commission does? Apparently, this com
mission is funded to a certain extent out 
of money appropriated in this particular 
item. 
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Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair

man, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. This is a 

part of the operation and maintenance 
appropriation of the Corps of Engineers 
and concerns cooperation with the local 
agencies that participate in maintenance 
on completed projects. 

Mr. GROSS. What kind of debris does 
this commission administer or collect. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. It involves 
the control of silt primarily I believe in 
the Sacramento River. 

Mr. GROSS. Does it take a commission 
to do that? 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. It partici
pates in study and control work. 

Mr. GROSS. To study debris? How do 
you study debris? 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I believe the 
study would be directed to the question 
of how to better control and alleviate 
the problem. 

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. BOLAND. I believe California has 
a special control problem in this regard. 
That is the reason. 

Mr. GROSS. If that is the reason, it 
occurs to me that there might well be 
such a commission in New York or Mas
sachusetts. I know there is none in Iowa. 
Perhaps the State should have one. 

Mr. BOLAND. I believe siltation is 
more of a problem in California than in 
Iowa, Massachusetts, or New York be
cause of certain mining operations. I 
would think that maybe one of the gen
tlemen from California could answer the 
question. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I am glad to yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. We do 
have debris dams in California. They 
were the result of hydraulic mining. 
Whether this commission is set up to 
study that phase of it or not, we still have 
two of those dams in place at this time, 
one on the Yuba River and one on the 
American River. 

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman will un
derstand that never before in my short 
life had I heard of a debris commission. 
It fascinated me. I thought I had heard 
of every kind of commission known to 
mankind. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Due to 
hydraulic mining in California these 
debris dams were built to halt the silt 
that was being washed off the moun
tains. 

Mr. GROSS. More power to the Cali
fornia Debris Commission. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

CEMETERIAL EXPENSES 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary cemeterial expenses as au
thorized by law, including maintenance, op
eration, and improvement of national ceme
teries, and purcha.se of headstones and 
markers for unmarked graves; purchase of 
seven passenger motor vehicles for replace
ment only; maintenance of that portion of 
Congressional Cemetery to which the United 

States has title, Confederate burial places 
under the jurisdiction of the Department of 
the Army, and graves used by the Army in 
commercial cemeteries, to remain available 
until expended, $15,125,000, together with 
$991,000 to be derived by transfer from the 
appropriation "Cemeterial Expenses" con
tained in the Public Works and Atomic En
ergy Commission Appropriation Act, 1968: 
Provided, That this appropriation shall not 
be used to repair more than a single approach 
road to any national cemetery: Provided fur
ther, That this appropriation shall not be 
obligated for construction of a superintend
ent's lodge or family quarters at a cost per 
unit in excess of $17,000, but such limitation 
may be increased by such additional amounts 
as may be required to provide office space, 
public comfort rooms, or space for the stor
age of Government property within the 
same structure: Provided further, That re
imbursement shall be made to the applicable 
military appropriation for the pay and allow
ances of any military personnel performing 
services primarily for the purposes of this 
appropriation. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SCHERLE 
Mr. SCHERLE. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ScHERLE: On 

page 10, line 21, strike 1lhe period and insert 
in lieu thereof: ": Provided further, That 
none of the funds appropriated in this sec
tion shall be available for use in connection 
with the proposed permanent gravesite or 
memorial for Robert F. Kennedy at Arling
ton National Cemetery." 

Mr. SCHERLE. Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment states simply that no Fed
eral funds will be used to construct and 
maintain a memorial to the late Sen
ator Robert F. Kennedy in Arlington 
National Cemetery. 

Plans for the proposed memorial con
sist of a reflecting pool SUITounded by a 
granite wall. This bill would appropriate 
$181,000 hard-earned tax dollars for visi
tor access, approach walk, exit stair
ways, related landscaping, and reloca
tions. 

My sole objection to this project is that 
the expenditure of public funds for this 
purpose is contrary to the existing policy 
for erecting memorials in national ceme
teries. No one buried in Arlington Ceme
tery is presently entitled to anything 
more than that accorded any American 
serviceman who died in World War I, II, 
Korea, Vietnam, or any other war. The 
Government provides the family of every 
veteran with a headstone costing between 
$22 to $34. If they wish something more 
elaborate, they are free to :finance it 
themselves. This established principle has 
been strictly adhered to by all families 
of deceased veterans. 

The American people are aroused over 
this proposal for a Federal subsidy. Since 
my objection appeared in the distin
guished Allen-Goldsmith Washington 
Report, I received over 100 letters from 
all over the country-from New Hamp
shire to California, from Minnesota to 
Florida, and from Massachusetts to Tex
as, urging that the Congress not estab
lish a precedent-where would this stop? 

However, time does not permit me to 
read all these letters. I would like to share 
with you a few excerpts. 

A lady from Dewitt, N.Y., writes: 
Perhaps this letter is but a. small voice 

against the loud roar of the very important 

and influential people but as this great and 
wonderful country affords me the opportu
nity of having my say. I wish to state my 
opinion about a matter in which you have 
taken a stand for which you have my deep 
appreciation. 

I, too, raise the question of the necessity 
for the very hard-working taxpayers to con
tribute to a proposed memorial for the late 
Senator Kennedy. Not only is it unfair when 
there is untold wealth in this family, but 
he was a Senator, not a President, and there 
is no sound reason fur the citizens to foot 
part of the bill for a reflecting pool and 
granite wall near the grave. 

Perhaps to people of great wealth, this 
figure . . . to be raised seems a drop in the 
bucket, believe me it certainly is far from 
that. If the federal government realized how 
many tax dollars could be saved by a bit 
of economy, the hard-working tax-paying 
citizens would be more inclined to cooperate 
in more ways than we are presently doing. 
I am a housewife who budgets and I don't 
care if you operate on a small household 
budget or a large government budget, all 
levels of our government could stand to 
pinch pennies. 

From Tyler, Tex.: 
I am a young man with a wife and child 

and I am just about to go under from being 
taxed. I don't mind paying my share for 
living in this great country but when the 
elected leaders, who are supposed to be 
looking out for my interest, start spending 
money in this manner, I am just a,bout ready 
to rebel. 

From Sanborn, Iowa: 
I feel they should have the saane type 

grave any veteran has if they are buried in 
a National Cemetery. 

From Mount Pleasant, Mich.: 
I approve of your stand against the gov

ernment giving a contribution to the Robert 
Kennedy Memorial fund (Arlington Nation
al Cemetery.) While I admired Mr. Ken
nedy, this is not the business of our govern
ment. 

From Woodbine, Iowa: 
Using ... federal funds fur any senator 

or representative is ridiculous! 

From St. Petersburg, Fla.: 
In this era of inflation, when so many of 

us are struggling to meet high taxes and 
living costs, it is indeed inappropriate to 
spend tax money in this manner. 

From St. Paul, Minn.: 
I also feel it is a waste of taxpayers' mon

ey, especially at a time when other priorities 
are so pressing. 

From Ypsilanti, Mich.: 
There is no precedent for federal{ly) fund

ing memorials to U.S. Senators. 

From Council Bluffs, Iowa: 
Although I am only 20 years old and not 

old enough to vote, I support your position 
against the use of federal funds for a Rob
ert Kennedy Memorial in Arlington National 
Cemetery. 

From Tyler, Tex.: 
I have sympathy for the Kennedy family 

but I do not think I owe them a memorial 
any more than I expect one from them. 

From Ft. Lauderdale, Fla.: 
Robert Kennedy has a fine memorial in 

the Washington, D.C. Stadium. 

From Detroit, Mich.: 
If the Kennedys want a memorial let them 

build it with the Kennedy m1llions. • 
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From Lubbock, Tex.: 
The Kennedy family is financially able to 

place any memorial they desire there, but we 
do hope taxpayers money will not be used. 

From Clovis, N. Mex.: 
I congratulate you for opposing the gov

ernment's helping to pay for the Kennedy 
Memorial. 

Warwick, R.I.: 
I am in complete agreement with your 

stand against the proposed allotment of 
$250,000 in federal funds for a memorial for 
Robert Kennedy. 

The Montana chapter of the Veterans 
of World War I opposes this proposal and 
the National Convention of World War I 
Veterans which recently concluded their 
meeting in Milwaukee, Wis., went on 
record as opposed to Federal support for 
the Kennedy Memorial. 

The Veterans of World War I point out 
that General of the Army John J. Persh
ing "rests in that small plot with the 
usual headstone." Furthermore, they can 
see no justice in the "allotment of the 
larger plots, depriving 50, 100, or 150 vet
erans of the U.S. military service from 
burial there." 

The issue is clear: whether this Con
gress is going to allow Federal dollars to 
be spent for a memorial which could re
sult in denying many other veterans 
their hard-won resting place in Arlington 
National Cemetery. 

It must be remembered that a million
dollar memortal to the late Senator 
Robert Taft of Ohio, who three times was 
a serious contender for the Republican 
nomination for President, was built en
tirely from private funds. 

My amendment should be adopted so 
that the Congress will make it clear that 
all American veterans will be treated 
equally and honored equally by their 
country. 

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

Mr. SCHERLE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Arizona. 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, the 
money which is in this bill which per
tains to the Kennedy gravesite is for ac
cess walks and stairs. I wonder if the 
gentleman from Iowa is aware of that? 
The original plan did provide for the 
Federal Government to pay for a certain 
portion of the plaza which was to be built 
over the gravesite, so the public ceuld 
stand and view the gravesite. This is no 
longer in the plan. 

Mr. SCHER.LE. I do. However, I also 
realize that this bill still calls for $181,000 
of taxpayers' money. I know of no other 
veteran buried in Arlington Cemetery, 
even the three astronauts, who were 
granted this preferential treatment at 
taxpayers' expense. 

Second, I question the precedent that 
might be set at this time. It is very im
portant that we be very cautious and not 
establish a policy that is irreversible. 

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

Mr. SCHERLE. I yield to the gentle
man from Missouri. 

Mr. HALL. Is it not still true that de
pending upon which predeceases the 
other, space is so limited in the Arlington 
National Cemetery that man must be 

burted above wife in the same grave plot, 
or the reverse? 

Mr. SCHERLE. That is true. The gen
tleman from Missourt serves on the 
Committee on Armed Services, and I un
derstand that in recent years has looked 
into this problem, building of Fort Myer, 
and additional land acquisition for the 
memorial cemetery. I welcome his suc
cinct question. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, w111 the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SCHERLE. I yield to my colleague 
from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. I commend the gentle
man for his amendment. There is no 
reason whatever for the expenditure of 
$181,000 of the taxpayers' money for this 
purpose. There is no justification what
ever for the singling out of this grave
site for any such expenditure. The Ap
propriations Committee ought to have 
rejected this request out of hand. 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

I do not know of any particular monu
ment which has been surrounded with 
more misinformation than the Robert F. 
Kennedy gravesite in Arlington National 
Cemetery. 

Mr. Chairman, the item for the site 
was submitted by President Nixon 
through the Bureau of the Budget to the 
Congress, for $258,000 for access walks 
and exit stairways to the Robert F. Ken
nedy gravesite. The access walks and 
exit walks tie in with the present grave
site of the late beloved President John F. 
Kennedy. 

The amount of money appropriated in 
this bill is not for the Kennedy family. 
It is for the convenience of the public-
purely, simply, solely, and only for the 
convenience of the public. 

Last year 5 million visitors went to 
Arlington National Cemetery and visited 
the gravesite of President Kennedy and 
the gravesite of Robert F. Kennedy. 

This is an unusual circumstance. I 
know every Member in this body, in
cluding the Member from Iowa, would 
hope that the incidents that gave rise to 
these sites would never occur in the his
tory of this land again. And they probably 
never will, because of the circumstances-
the incredible circumstances that sur
rounded the lives of President John F. 
Kennedy and Senator Robert F. Ken
nedy. 

What is provided in this proposal is 
for the access walks and exits from the 
gravesite. We are not providing for the 
memorial at all. The monument is being 
paid for by the Kennedy family, $496,000. 

The site is located in an area that 
would not be used for any other purpose. 
It does not lend itself to a great number 
of gravesites because of the slope of the 
land and the particular makeup of the 
land and the soil. Use of this site does not 
affect the number of veterans that can 
be buried in Arlington. 

This does not provide for a reflecting 
pool. It does not proVide for the monu
ment itself. It provides only for easy ac
cess for the handicapped, for the millions 
of Visitors who go there-better than 5 
million this year, and probably more next 
year. 

This is a fact we have to face. Because 

of it the Congress ought to provide in
gress and exit to and from the site. 

I noted the gentleman from Iowa 
talked about the site which was provided 
for General Pershing and indicated that 
the World War I veterans were con
cerned because General Pershing does 
not have as large a site. The fact of the 
matter is thwt he does. He is welcome to 
it. I have no quarrel with this. 

All I am saying is that in these cir
cumstances this particular item was sub
mitted not by the past administration, 
let me say-and it should have done so-
but by this administration. This came as 
an amendment to the budget, and the 
committee acted favorably. It resulted in 
a reduction of $77 ,000, as the gentleman 
from Iowa indicated, doing away with 
that part of the walk which actually 
traversed the monument itself. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I would hope this 
would not become an issue and it ought 
not to become an issue. All we are doing 
here is providing access and egress for 
the people who use the cemetery. That 
is all. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope that this amend
ment will be resoundingly defeated. 

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

Mr. BOLAND. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. ROBISON. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to associate myself with the remarks 
of the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. BOLAND). 

This is an item that gave many of us 
considerable difficulty. The subcommit
tee looked into it carefully. We came to 
the conclusion that this was a necessary 
project and that it had to be done and 
that a limited amount of Federal money 
was necessary and appropriate for the 
limited purposes described in our report. 

MT. Chairma,i, I might add to the 
comments that have already been made 
by the gentleman from Massachusetts 
that the gravesite is within the reserva
tion set aside for the late President Ken
nedy. So, there is no elimination by vir
tue of this plan of gravesites for other 
veterans. 

Mr. BOLAND. I am delighted that the 
gentleman made reference to that fact. 
As was indicated, the Robert F. Ken
nedy gravesite is within the area re
served for former President John F. 
Kennedy. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in slU)port of the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the correspondence I 
receive indicates that the people of my 
district are not interested in spending 
Federal money for the walkways to the 
Kennedy gra vesi te. 

I would call to the attention of this 
House the fact that very severe limita
tions were placed by the Department of 
the Army, in February 1967, upon burials 
in Arlington National Cemetery. Even 
under the severe limitations which now 
exist, 70 percent of our veterans cannot 
be burted in this cemetery. 
- I think it would be unwise when this 
committee refuses to fund a project that 
is desired by the people, at least my con
gressional distrtct, and then to appro-
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priate funds that the people do not want. 
In my opinion, this is a private, not pub
lic, project and the funds should be 
raised from private sources and the 
Kennedy family. 

I hope this amendment should be 
adopted. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. ScHERLE) . 

Mr. SCHERLE. Mr. Chairman, I am 
surprised that the esteemed gentleman 
from Massachusetts would try to confuse 
and cloud the issue by expressing indig
nation and consider my amendment a 
personal affront to anyone. This is not 
the case. We are discussing the expendi
ture of $181,000 of the taxpayers' money. 
That is the issue, nothing else. There is 
no precedent in Congress where tax
payers' dollars have been spent for one 
particular individual buried in Arlington 
Cemetery. 

We all respect the late Senator. We 
are all humbled by the tragic assassina
tion that took his life. We have a great 
many veterans in this country who I 
think are equally entitled to the same 
consideration as is allowed the late Sen
ator Kennedy in this blll. Only they 
will not get it. This ls no personal at
tack upon anyone and the gentleman 
from Massachusetts knows it. 

I still insist and hope that the House 
will adopt my amendment and not "open 
the door" for future raids on the Treas
ury. The public has expressed strong 
resentment against such a policy. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, it has 
been said that the amendment ought to 
be defeated because President Nixon has 
approved this unnecessary expenditure. 

Mr. Chairman, I am going to vote for 
the amendment to save the President 
from his liberality in this case. 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strongest opposition to the Scherle 
amendment. 

To attack funds for the gravesite of 
our late Senator, Robert F. Kennedy, on 
the grounds of hate mail by those who 
passionately disagreed with him, seems 
to me to be in the poorest of taste. 

The gentleman says he holds the late 
Senator in esteem, but his amendment 
is hardly any way to demonstrate that 
esteem. 

The gentleman says it is a question of 
precedent. If we provide such funds for 
the late Senator Kennedy, we might be 
called upon to do so for every other 
Member of Congress. The argument is 
patently ludicrous. There is no parallel in 
our history nor is there likely to be one. 

Senator Robert F. Kennedy was not 
just a Senator who passed away in the 
course of his service. He was a candidate 
for President of the United States, as
sassinated in the midst of his campaign. 
And all of this was on top of the assassi
nation of his brother, the late President. 
He was the idol of mlllions of Ameri
cans. 

To cater to the base emotions of those 
who passionately disagreed with him by 
opposing the funds needed to permit the 
hundreds of thousands who come to pay 
him homage to have access to his grave
site would be demagoguery at its worst. 

I hope the amendment will be soundly 
defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Iowa (Mr. ScHERLE). 

The question was taken; and on a divi
sion (demanded by Mr. ScHERLE) there 
were--ayes 27, noes 7 4. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FOR WASTE TREATMENT 

WORKS 

For grants for construction of was.te treat
ment works pursuant to section 8 of the 
Water Pollution Control Act, as amended, 
to remain available until expended, $600,-
000,000. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MINSHALL 

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MINSHALL: On 

page 14, line 17, strike out "$600,000,000." and 
insert "$1,000,000,000.". 

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, it was 
after some great thought that I, a mem
ber of the esteemed Committee on Ap
propriations, offer this amendment. 

We are going to hear a lot of debate 
this afternoon over this amendment, but 
the issue is very clear and very simply 
it is clean water versus dirty water. That 
is what today's debate will be all about: 
clean water versus dirty water, and you 
have your choice. 

This Congress made a commitment 
back in 1966 when we established by 
unanimous vote the Clean Waters Resto
ration Act. I was one of its most en
thusiastic supparters. I still am. I said 
then, and honestly believed we were 
taking a significant step forv.1ard in the 
nationwide campaign against water Pol
lution. Apparently the oratory that re
sounded in this Chamber some 3 years 
ago in behalf of cleaning up our streams, 
rivers, and lakes, was simply that, a lot 
of talk. Congress has failed to live up to 
the obligations we assumed 3 years ago. 
The Nation is still waiting for the action 
we promised. The American people are 
being shortchanged on probably the only 
American major domestic issue in which 
all America is united; the need to do 
something, and to do something now, 
about water pallution. 

Here we are again today with an ap
propriation bill which will not properly 
fund our municipalities in the construc
tion of the treatment plants they need. 
And so the water that comes from Cleve
land taps w1l1 continue to be Lake Erie 
yellow, unappetizing, unpalatable, and so 
unwholesome that some health experts 
are linking it to a virus-caused illness, 
and, yes, even death. Yet Clevelanders 
are expected to drink it, cook with it, 
bathe in it. A simple drink of water will 
continue to be a health hazard in many 
areas, fish and wildlife will go on dy
ing, our beaches will remain off limits 
for recreational purposes because of 
contamination. 

Now, I hear a lot of talk about econ
omy, and over the years Congress has 
spent billions of dollars to put a man on 
the moon, to finance far-out and often 
silly research programs, to pay farmers 
for not growing crops, even to finance 
cultural centers which originally were 

suppased to be paid for by public sub
scription. Yet we balk at giving our State 
and local governments the funds we 
promised them, funds that they must 
have if they are to eliminate Pollution 
problems associated with solid waste dis
posal practices and inadequacies. 

Nearly 12 million people live in the 
Lake Erie Basin. They are under the 
constant threat from pollution to their 
economic vitality, their environment, 
and their very health. 

The "Report to the International Joint 
Commission on the Pollution of Lake 
Erie, Lake Ontario, and the Interna
tional Section of the St. Lawrence River" 

, arrived in my office this morning. It un
derscores the hazardous conditions of 
which I speak. 

I would like to read, in part, from that 
report as follows : 

There is a la.rge volume of evidence to in
dicate that many of the treatments afforded 
sewage are not adequate with respect to 
viruses; viable viruses have been isolated in 
effluents from sewage plants. Some sewage 
enters the lake untreated and most prob
ably would contain viruses. Such conditions 
of pollution prevail in many areas of Lake 
Erie. Approximately one-third of the United 
States shoreline is either continuously or 
intermittently fouled with bacterial con
tamination, in particular Michigan beaches 
near the mouth of the Detro! t River and 
those near Cleveland. 

The report further states that the 
viruses which have been most intensively 
studied in connection with water sup
plies are of the en teric group-poliomye
li tis, echo, coxsackie, and so forth-which 
are pathogenic to humans. The report 
recommends an allout effort to install a 
new sewer system and to update exist
ing ones no later than 1972. 

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

(Mr. MINSHALL asked and was given 
permission to proceed for 5 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. MINSHALL. I have fought long 
and hard for adequate antipollution 
funds during the years I have served in 
Congress. I have frequently spoken out 
on this floor calling for Congress to give 
more than lipservice to its pledge. I have 
even investigated the possibility of ob
taining disaster funds to clean up Lake 
Erie. 

I do not propose to go home to the 
people I represent in the 23d District and 
tell them they have been shortchanged 
again, that Congress once more has re
fused to honor its promise to help clean 
up the mess they must live with every 
day of their lives. 

The State of Ohio's reparted need for 
sewage treatment and water treatment 
facilities, as of August, was nearly $45 
mlllion. Undoubtedly, eligible communi
ties have applied for funds since then. 
But the $600 million appropriation pro
posed today would give Ohio only $31 
million to meet its needs. This is more 
than $13 million less than its require
ments 2 months ago. 

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

Mr. MINSHALL. I yield to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. The gentle
man is not supporting the $214 million 
in the budget for this proposition, I 
gather? 
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Mr. MINSHALL. I am supporting the 
amendment I have just offered. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Would the 
gentleman tell us how he voted in com
mittee? 

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I re
f use to yield further. 

Mr. Chairman, I have checked the 
RECORD on the vote taken in this House 
on October 17, 1966. It was 247-0 and I 
would point out to the gentleman from 
Tennessee (Mr. Evrns) that he was one 
recorded as voting in favor of the Clean 
Water Restoration Act which authorized 
$3.9 billion for fiscal years 1967-71-
247 to 0. 

Live up to your promise. Not one of you 
dissented when you voted for that leg
islation 3 years ago. I urge you to join 
me in appropriating the full billion au
thorized by the House Committee on Pub
lic Works. There is no economy in per
mitting these desperately needed pro
grams to go by the board. 

It is wrong, ethically wrong and eco
nomically wrong, to turn your back on 
the pledge we made to our fellow citizens 
in 1966. All of you who know me are 
aware that my record stands toward the 
top of the list among congressional econ
omizers. I work hard every day in com
mittee toward eliminating waste from 
Federal spending. But you are looking for 
economy in the wrong place if you gen
tlemen do not vote for the full $1 billion 
authorization. The price America will pay 
if you do not will be far greater than the 
so-called economy move would achieve. I 
urge you to support me in supporting this 
amendment. 

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

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

Mr. PIRNIE. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment to increase the funding for 
water pollution control programs de
serves, indeed requires, our support. 

Originally, it was my intention to en
dorse the committee's recommendation 
for $600 million but late-breaking de
velopments have prompted me to reas
sess the situation and join in the request 
for additional funding. 

I share our Nation's commitment to 
the elimination of pollution from one of 
our most vital natural resources. This 
commitment is widely supported by the 
people of my State and the district I 
am privileged to represent. 

Nearly 4 years ago, a $1 billion bond 
issue for water pollution control was 
approved by 80.9 percent of the voters 
of New York State and now this widely 
acclaimed pure waters program is uni
versally accepted as a model for the en
tire country. 

This program, in addition to provid
ing substantial amounts of State funds 
for water pollution control projects, also 
makes available more than $150 million 
for prefinancing an anticipated Federal 
share of the cost for these projects. New 
York took the lead in this effort and yet, 
rather than receiving financial encour
agement for its foresight, the State, in 
effect, is being penalized for being so 
progressive. Seven States and 25 com
munities in other States have followed 
New York's example, although on a 

more modest scale, and now along with 
us find themselves in the paradoxical 
position of being penalized for their pro
gressiveness. 

Yesterday, during Senate considera
tion of the Water Quality Improvement 
Act of 1969, the distinguished senior 
Senator from New York, Senator JAVITS, 
was successful in securing approval of 
an amendment having particular rele
vance to this discussion. As the Senator 
explained his amendment, it would "al
low the Secretary of Interior to make 
available for reimbursement payments to 
States and local governments, those un
obligated construction grant funds which 
the Secretary is now entitled to reallot 
to States merely having approved proj
ects." 

This amendment is of great signifi
cance. It would allow the Secretary of 
the Interior to reimburse States and cities 
which heretofore have advanced the Fed
eral portion of water pollution control 
projects. 

I wish to reemphasize that the only 
funds which would be available under 
this amendment would be those which 
had not been spent during the fiscal year .. 
If $1 billion were appropriated for water 
pollution control for fiscal year 1970 and 
only $800 million were actually spent by 
the Federal Water Pollution Control Ad
ministration, the remaining $200 mil
lion could, at the discretion of the Secre
tary of the Interior, be used to reimburse 
States and cities which have been mov
ing ahead on their own. 

There is another important feature of 
this amendment worthy of special men
tion. Such a provision in the law should 
serve as an incentive to more States and 
localities to advance the Federal share 
for these important water pollution con
trol projects. 

In the past, with the exception of New 
York State, the other jurisdictions which 
have launched prefinancing programs 
for water pollution control projects have 
done so on a limited basis. They have 
been reluctant to move too far ahead 
because of the uncertainty of reimburse
ment. Favorable action on the Javits 
amendment would lay to rest that fear 
and serve as a springboard for new ven
tures. 

It is recognized that pollution is in the 
process of des,troying the greatness of 
our Great Lakes. It is acknowledged that 
two-thirds of our Nation's waterways are 
polluted. It is admitted that the situa
tion is steadily deteriorating. And it is 
a hard and real fact of life that State 
and local governments across the coun
try are finding it nearly impossible to 
fund necessary water pollution control 
facilities-facilities that must be con
structed in compliance with the law. 

There should be no hesitancy about 
the direction in which we must proceed. 
We should approve $1 billion for water 
pollution control during fiscal year 1970 
and solidify with deeds rather than 
words our commitment to clear water in 
this great Nation. 

Mr. MINSHALL. I thank the gentle
man. 

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

Mr. MINSHALL. I yield to the gentle
man from ffiinois. 

Mr. RAILSBACK. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to support the pending amendment. 
Earlier this year, before a regional con
ference of the United Auto Workers, I 
told it like it is and said that the Federal 
Government is not living up to its end of 
the bargain. My vote today will be cast 
for living up to the bargain; for the first 
time to appropriate the entire funds 
authorized. 

The citizens of this great and pros
perous Nation have been expressing with 
increasing volume and frequency a con
cern over what they feel is a failure of 
the Federal Government to "keep the 
faith." There is before us on this day a 
shining example of such a failure. No 
one has risen to deny that a critical 
situation exists with an increasingly pol
luted environment, particularly water 
pollution. 

The Congress of the United States 
created the Federal Water Pollution Con
trol Administration. The Congress of the 
United States introduced the concept of 
water quality standards. The Congress of 
the United States asked that each State 
set water quality standards, with final 
approval thereof resting with the Fed
eral agency. Well, Illinois established 
water quality criteria and plans of im
plementation covering interstate and 
waters within its borders. In effect, these 
standards have created a State-Federal 
partnership to protect the quality of our 
waters. The Federal Government has im
posed very strict requirements on sew
age treatment on both State and local 
governments. Illinois was one of the first 
States to comply with the Federal re
quirements, but Illinois has found it ex
ceedingly difficult to obtain the funds 
necessary to meet those demands. For 
example, in 1967, Illinois received 133 
applications for Federal grants totaling 
$20 million. Of the $6 million authorized 
for this purpose to Illinois, $5.3 million 
was appropriated. In 1968, 181 applica
tions for Federal grants were received 
totaling $34 million. Of the $22.8 million 
authorized, Illinois received $10 million. 
In 1969, 218 applications totaling $50 
million were made, and Illinois received 
only $9.5 million, although $53 million 
was authorized. For fiscal 1970, the Illi
nois allotment under the budgeted pro
IX>sals would have been only approxi
mately $9.8 million as compared with the 
$53.3 million under the authorized $1 bil
lion total. The Committee on Appropria
tions has recommended a total of $31.2 
million, which is an improvement over 
the past treatment. However, continued 
breaches of faith by the Federal Govern
ment should be put to an end. The time 
is now. 

If we are ever to regain the faith of the 
States and those dedicated professionals 
working so hard at saving us from a slow 
death by pollution poison, we must live 
up to our promises. The Central States 
Water Pollution Control Association has 
called for an end to lipservice. They re
port that since the 1966 passage of the 
Clean Waters Restoration Act, appro
priations have lagged a monstrous $773 
million behind the authorizations. I have 
met with many mayors of local communi
ties in my district. They have been 
forced by the Federal-State partnership 
to improve water quality and sewage 
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treatment. They have asked the logical 
question, "With what funds are we to 
do all this?" Well, once again we are 
asked to go back home and mumble our 
platitudes about budgetary problems and 
the like. When I go home, I do not intend 
to mumble excuses, I will have fought the 
fight. I do not intend to disappoint the 
mayors and the Leagues of Women 
Voters and all the other citizens who 
have asked me to vote for full funding. 

Mr. MINSHALL. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. VANDER JAGT. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MINSHALL. I yield to the gentle
man from Michigan. 

Mr. VANDERJAGT. Mr. Chairman, 
at the November 1968 election the cit
izens of the State of Michigan by a 1,-
906,385 to 796,079 vote, 70.5 percent in 
favor, amended the Michigan constitu
tion to allow bonds totaling $335 million 
to be sold for water pollution control 
facilities. These bonds represent the 
State share of a total program costing 
$1.2 billion in Michigan. Local govern
ments would provide 25 percent of this 
cost. 

The Federal Government, in 1966, in 
the Clean Water Restoration Act, agreed 
to provide 50 percent of the costs of ap
proved sewage treatment works in a 
State if acceptable water quality stand
ards were adopted by that State. The 
Congress, in its great wisdom, provided 
the incentive to States and local govern
ments to proceed to establish programs 
for the elimination of water pollution. 
Not only did it offer Federal funds to 
match State and local dollars, but it ob
viously implied that the States had not 
been doing the job up to that time which 
was certainly the case. 

The States have met this challenge. 
Most have adopted accepted water qual
ity standards. Many have begun substan
tial sewage treatment programs based on 
these new standards. 

Michigan, for example, passed its bond 
issue in 1968 and only yesterday sold the 
first $30 million of bonds for this pur
pose. 

There can be no doubt in the mind of 
anyone that the need is great. In western 
Michigan we are doubly aware of the 
acute need for an all-out war on water 
pollution because we are witnesses to 
the accelerating degradation of Lake 
Michigan, one of the greatest natural 
resource assets with which any people 
could be blessed. The entire shoreline of 
the lake provides evidence of accelerat
ing eutrophication which I am told is 
aging the lake at a rate 350 times what 
could be expected without man's direct 
contribution to the process. One river 
alone contributes more than 15,000 
pounds per day of phosphate fertilizer 
to the lake, a key element in the growth 
of certain types of algae that mass and 
die and smell and breed flies on our 
beaches, clog our water supply intakes 
and are the precursors of total destruc
tion of the lake as a recreational asset. 

Many beaches on Lake Michigan are 
closed to swimming. The water is unsafe 
for human use because of high bacteria 
and virus levels. The sediments of many 
harbors now support only sludge worms 

and other pollution tolerant forms of 
life. The life forms which support de
sirable species of fish in the lake are be
ginning to disappear. 

What we are faced with is an ecolog
ical catastrophe. It is a catastrophe be
ing brought about by human irrespon
sibility and irresolution. 

There may have been an excuse many 
years ago for tolerating human activities 
causing these problems, but today there 
can be no excuse. We know what we are 
bringing on ourselves. We know what 
can be done to prevent this catastrophe. 
It is imperative that we take such cor
rective action. 

In Michigan alone there are 54 com
munities which applied for funds for 
water pollution control projects for fiscal 
1969 totaling $85 million. The Michigan 
Water Resources Commission has re
ceived 192 applications for projects for 
fiscal 1970 totaling $363 million. 

The Johnson administration made 
available $203 million in 1967 and $214 
million for this purpose in fiscal 1968. 
The Nixon administration has proposed 
a like amount for fiscal 1970. The Clean 
Water Restoration Act called for $400 
million in fiscal 1968, $700 million in 
fiscal 1969, and $1 billion in fiscal 1970. 
We are $683 million behind the carefully 
considered need and will fall further be
hind if we do not vote to appropriate $1 
billion today for this fiscal year. 

If we can by an overwhelming vote in
dicate our resolve in this effort, and 
thereby encourage the expenditure of 
these funds, Michigan would receive $42 
million. This is the Federal share called 
for by those projects in the 54 commu
nities for fiscal 1969. We would be 1 year 
behind in our programs. Can we possibly 
tolerate falling even further behind by 
appropriating less? 

The citizens of my district and of the 
State of Michigan have indicated their 
overwhelming sentiments. I implore the 
Congress and the administration to rec
ognize the disaster which faces our great 
natural resources if we do not today ac
cept our human responsibilities and pro
vide those funds which will get us back 
on the right side with the people on 
this great issue. 

Mr. MINSHALL. I thank the gentle
man. 

I should be glad to yield to the gentle
man from Ohio, if he wishes me to do so. 

Mr. BOW. I expect to ask for time on 
my own. 

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

Mr. MINSHALL. I yield to my col
league from Ohio (Mr. LATTA). 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Chairman, I intend to 
support the gentleman's amendment and 
speak in support of it. 

Mr. MIN&HALL. I thank the gentle
man. 

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

Mr. MINSHALL. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment of the gen
tleman from Ohio <Mr. MINSHALL) to 
increase the appropriation for construc
tion grants for waste treatment works 
under the Clean Water Act. 

I have come to this decision after very 
careful thought and study of the argu
ments on both sides of this critical is
sue. Indeed, Mr. Chairman, I have given 
careful thought to the entire subject of 
Federal grants to supplement local and 
State contributions to water pollution 
control facilities. On the subject of water 
pollution, there can be no question about 
the need for Federal leadership, Federal 
financial support, and substantial en
forcement authority-particularly with 
respect to interstate waters. 

In my 12th District of Illinois, there 
are a number of bodies of water which 
have these interstate characteristics-
including the Fox River, the Des Plaines 
River, and more particularly, Lake Mich
igan. 

Let me add that the waters in Lake 
Michigan are a vital resource which af
fect more than my congressional dis
trict, or even my State of Illinois. Resi
dents along the shores of Wisconsin, In
diana, and Michigan are as equally con
cerned as are the residents of Illinois 
about the continuing deterioration of 
Lake Michigan. 

Under the Clean Water Restoration 
Act, the State of Illinois has applications 
for Federal grants as of May 31, 1969, 
totaling $120 million. Only $9,800,000 of 
these grant applications could be served 
by holding to the budget figure of $214 
million-or 8 percent of the recognized 
need. Even with an appropriation of $60 
million, Illinois would be entitled to re
ceive only $21 million or 26 percent of its 
requirement. A full funding of the 
amount authorized by the Public Works 
Committee would make available $53,-
376,000, or 44 percent of the amount 
needed. 

Giving particular attention to the re
quests for funds in my 12th Congres
sional District, I find that there are 56 
applications pending, with a total need 
of about $30 million to complete these 
sewage treatment works. 

The local and State officials who are 
urging support for this amendment are 
not alone. The overwhelming sentiment 
in my congressional district is whole
heartedly in support of funds for this 
vital human need. There are actions 
pending against industries and against 
municipalities to reduce or eliminate 
water pollution. The North Shore Sani
tary District which covers the entire 
lakef ront of my district has voted funds 
totaling $75 million-the limit of its 
bonding authority-in order to provide 
sewage treatment works. Leaders in con
servation have joined with municipal 
and county officials in behalf of this 
amendment. 

The influential Chicago Tribune, 
which is not known for its advocacy of 
wild spending schemes, has taken a 
strong and convincing editorial stand 
in favor of an appropriation of $1 bil
lion for pollution-control purposes. 

It has been argued that $600 million 
is all that can be used for these purposes. 
If that is so, the Federal spending will 
not be a:IIected by the larger appropria
tion. On the other hand, if the need does 
exist--as I believe it does---and the addi
tional funds are used, then the public it
self will benefit from cleaner water, from 
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the advantages of healthier marine life, 
greater recreational opportunities, better 
quality water for domestic purposes, and 
the many other benefits which flow from 
cleaner water. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge adoption of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Ohio. Furthermore, I further urge 
the President and the Secretary of the 
Interior to support a policy of water pol
lution control consistent with this action 
which I believe the House will take 
today. 

Mr. MINSHALL. I thank the gentle-
man. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the first time 
in my many years in the Congress that 
I have opposed an amendment offered 
by one of my friends from Ohio, and 
he is a dear friend of mine. But I think 
it would be utterly irresponsible to sup
port the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Ohio. I recognize that he 
lives on Lake Erie. But I am not so sure 
that the amendment he offered is going 
to clean up pollution in the lake. 

The gentleman from Tennessee has 
asked the gentleman from Ohio <Mr. 
MINSHALL) how he voted in committee, 
and I would say the gentleman from 
Ohio <Mr. MINSHALL), who offered this 
amendment did vote against the item 
which we have, and he is consistent in 
that. But may I say to my colleague that 
last year, as I recall, there was $225 mil
lion in the Johnson budget, and we ap
propriated $214 million. Now this com
mittee comes in today with a request for 
$600 million. We have tripled the 1969 
appropriation. But when it was $214 mil
lion last year, I did not hear much com
plaint on the floor of the House. Now we 
have tripled it to $600 million. We have 
been t.old by the Secretary of the Interior 
that that is all they can spend. It seems 
to me, Mr. Chairman, if we are going to 
be responsible we ought to defeat this 
amendment. 

Six hundred mill1on dollars will do the 
job, and we will move forward from there 
on. But let us not fool ourselves by grand
standing this matter, implying that for 
$1 billion we will be able to clean up all 
the pollution. This is silly. 

I have gone to this committee with 
others and asked for projects in my dis
trict--and I am sure other Members 
have done the same thing. But the mere 
fact that we are going to increase this to 
$1 billion does not mean we are going 
to have $1 billion to spend. This com
mittee has given $600 million. I urge we 
support the committee on this, because I 
think they have done a magnificent job. 
I favor this committee report. Unfortu
nately, I will say, I think the gentle
man from Ohio has been misled. He has 
gone down the garden path some place. 

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

Mr. BOW. I yield to the gentleman 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, I will say t.o my friend, the gentle
man from Ohio (Mr. Bow>, that with 
the appropriation of $600 million, it is 
estimated there will be $100 million more 
than can be obligated this :fl.seal year. 
The Department advised us only about 

$500 million can be committed because 
of the many problems and delays in
volved in administering the program. 

Mr. BOW. That is correct. I am from 
Ohio, from northern Ohio, and I am 
close to the Great Lakes. I know of the 
pollution in Lake Erie, but I will say if 
my friend, the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. DINGELL) could get the people there 
to cut out the pollution that comes out 
of Detroit, our lake would not be so bad. 
But unfortunately we have this bad situ
ation, and there is bad pollution in Lake 
Erie and the other lakes, but we are mov
ing from $214 million to $600 million. 
Now that is supposed to be crippling? 

Mr. Chairman, I think the committee 
has done a good job on this. I hope we 
will support the committee on this. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact that 
the distinguished chairman of the sub
committee, the gentleman from Ohio 
<Mr. KIRWAN), was not able to be active 
in the concluding phase of the hearings 
this year, I kept in especially close touch 
with the details of this bill this year. 

Members of the House almost without 
number during the year have expressed 
their interest in certain projects that in
volve their districts. I have been in touch 
with the staff and the members of the 
subcommittee in regard to the needs of 
the individual Members. I spent most of 
a Saturday not long ago going through 
these various projects in which Members 
are interested. I told the Members who 
talked to me that I would seek, insofar as 
I could, to be reasonably helpful to the 
Members with the projects in which they 
are interested. 

However, we must remember that all 
legislation is a matter of compromise, 
and there were some things we could do 
logically and there were some things we 
could not do logically, but we did the best 
we could under all the circumstances. In 
dealing with the problems of individual 
Members which affect them directly in 
their districts and have political impli
cations, we did the best we could, and 
there was no partisan flavor to what was 
done. The pleas of those in the minority 
party and of those in the majority party 
were equally well considered. 

I think the subcommittee and the full 
Committee on Appropriations did a good 
job with this bill. Several Members have 
expressed their gratitude in regard to 
this matter. I hope their gratitude will 
be exhibited, if I may be plain about it, 
in trying to hold this bill together. 

We were troubled about the clean 
water matter. I do not know one Member 
who is against clean water. President 
Johnson had asked for $214 million, and 
President Nixon had asked for the same 
sum, $214 million. We thought we could 
not live with that. 

We thought this was too low, so we 
agreed in the subcommittee on $450 mil
lion, but when the full committee met-
and I think I divulge no confidences-
we tried to estimate the situation, the 
needs, the temper of the House, and what 
ought to be done, and after a great deal 
of discussion and controversy, we almost 
unanimously-I say almost unani
mously-agreed that, if we put $600 mil-

lion in the bill, that would satisfy most 
Members. The increase to $600 million 
was sponsored by the subcommittee. 

It seems to me now, as it seemed to 
me then, that the $600 million is area
sonable oompromise of a very difficult 
problem. 

I should like to see the country devote 
billions to this problem as rapidly as it 
can reasonably be done, because the pol
lution problem is very acute. Nobody can 
be more outspoken in favor of doing 
something about our environment than 
I can be, but this seems to be a reason
able action t.o take at this time. 

Some have previously committed them
selves to the $1 billion, thinking at the 
time it was a choice between $1 billion 
and $214 million. But that is not now the 
case. The pending bill provides $600 mil
lion, not $214 million. 

Under all the circumstances, I believe 
it would be more responsible for us to 
settle on this oompromise figure of $600 
million which has been thoroughly 
weighed in the light of the technicalities 
involved. Just appropriating $1 billion 
will not necessarily get the money spent 
in the way Members may desire, because 
of guidelines and the legislation itself. 

I would hope we could all agree on the 
$600 million figure. While it is not as 
much as I would like-I would like more 
than this-and others would like more, 
this is all that can reasonably be utilized 
at this time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Texas has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. MAHON 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. MAHON. So, Mr. Chairman, we go 
from $214 million last year t.o $600 mil
lior. this year plus a carryover of about 
$65 m!llion. I can def end this in my dis
trict, and I believe any Member can 
defend this action in his district. 

We talk about economy, yet we are 
exceeding the budget by nearly $400 mil
lion in this item of appropriation. I be
lieve we are justified under the circum
stances. But let us stick together on 
this and feel, as I believe the Members 
will, that we have done a reasonably 
good job of handling a very difficult issue. 

Thank you. 
Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike the requisite number of words. 
Mr. Chairman, this is one of the most 

important subjects and one of the most 
serious problems with which the House 
has had to wrestle. 

I should like to emphasize the fact that 
for focusing attention on this problem 
we should give fullest credit to the dis
tinguished gentleman from Michigan, my 
good friend JOHN DINGELL. He is one of 
the great conservationists, one of the 
leaders in the fight for the preservation 
of America. I believe he, more than any
body else, is responsible for the fact that 
we are at long last facing up to the 
problem of pollution control in a realis
tic way. 

Having said this, Mr. Chairman, I am 
also going to state that I believe the 
amendment should be defeated. I believe 
it is unrealistic from a number of stand
points. Certainly there is no assurance or 
even likelihood the money would be spent 



October 8, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 29189 
if voted. I do not believe it could be 
considered an exercise of responsibility 
for the House to appropriate nearly five 
times as much as the $214 million which 
was recommended by the President's 
budget. No plans have been developed for 
expenditures even remotely approaching 
a billion dollars in scope. 

Please remember the figure in the com
mittee bill is almost three times as much 
as the budget recommends. 

It very probably is more than can ac
tually be spent. It is not a question of 
what is needed. We know there is serious 
need for additional pollution control 
measures. But we should be practical, not 
political. The fiscal year is far along. It 
is going to require an almost superhu
man planning effort to make prepara
tions to properly expend $600 million if 
that amount finally is approved. 

If the House approves the committee 
figure of $600 million we will have taken 
one of the most significant and one of 
the most meaningful steps in history to 
combat pollution in a thoroughgoing way 
and to begin a realistic fight to insure 
clean water for America. 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment to increase the amount for 
construction grants for waste treatment 
facilities to the $1 billion as authorized. 
I wish to commend the gentleman from 
Ohio for offering it and also to compli
ment the gentleman from Michigan for 
all of his efforts in this area. I further 
wish to commend all those Americans 
who have recognized that we do have a 
pollution problem in these great United 
States and want to do something about it. 

Mr. Chairman, regardless of the good 
wisdom shown by the Appropriations 
Committee in upping this amount from 
$214 million appropriated last year under 
the Johnson administration and re
quested by the new administration to 
$600 million, I still think that there is 
an opportunity to show greater wisdom 
than this great committee has shown 
by upping it to $1 biliion which would 
be the amount authorized under the 
Clean Water Restoration Act. 

Secondly, when the campaign for 
cleaner water really took hold, it was 
incumbent upon the committee to take 
cognizance of that fact and they did. 
The subcommittee, as the chairman in
dicated, went to $450 million. And ap
parently the full committee realized that 
they did not show sufficient wisdom in 
this area and increased it to $600 million. 

'Iheref ore, I think this House should 
now show greater wisdom and fund this 
program for the full amount authorized. 

Let me say that I think this is one of 
the crying needs of this Nation today. 
The need for action is now! Not next 
year or the next year, but now. The pol
lution is here now. Now is the time for 
this Congress to act and not next year. 
If you think we do not have a problem 
now, all you have to do is to visit one of 
our Nation's lakes or streams. You will 
find 1t polluted and unfit for swimming 
or fishing to say nothing of the fact that 
our communities are taking drinking 
water from them. 

Mr. Chairman, when we are asked for 

$662 million so that a private aircraft 
company can build an airplane to fly at 
supersonic speeds across the ocean, 1s $1 
billion too much to ask for clean water? 
Why just a week ago the military au
thorization bill passed this House with 
an increase of more than $1 billion over 
the amount that the administration had 
requested. 

By comparison, Mr. Chairman, is $1 
billion too much to ask to clean up our 
lakes and streams of this great Nation 
so that our people will have clean water 
in which to swim and fish? Is this too 
much to spend to give this great Nation 
cleaner wat.er to drink? 

Mr. Chairman, I think it is a shame-
a shame on America-to do what has 
been done to these streams and to these 
lakes in this great country of ours. Should 
not our children and their children in
herit something better from our genera
tion? 

We are all for conservation and for 
doing something about this problem but 
now is the time to prove it. I think we 
can afford it. I am convinced we must 
afford it. Let us consider the matter of 
priorities for a moment. If we do not 
want to increase the budget, then cut it 
someplace else--cut it someplace else. 
This problem is upon us and it cannot 
wait. 

I say this House can measure up to its 
responsibility in this area today by 
adopting the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. MINSHALL). 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to say that this 
may appear to some of you to be some
what of a role reversal for me. I am 
sure the Committee knows that I have 
had occasion to come to the well of this 
House in both support of, and in op
position to, certain appropriation mat
ters. I have not been reluctant to ex
press my disagreements when in my 
judgment the occasion warranted. 

I have had the honor to serve on this 
committee for some time, and I can tell 
you when the full Committee on Appro
priations had the kind of debate it did 
on this particular issue, and when we 
actually increase the appropriation in the 
full committee, as many of us on the com
mittee urged, this is a meaningful and 
important event. And it is on this basis 
that I come into the well supporting my 
committee's action and opposing the 
amendment of the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COHELAN. I yield to the gentle
man from Maryland. 

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chair
man, I want to congratulate the gentle
man on his position here. I too was one 
of those who signed the proposal to raise 
the appropriation to $1 billion. I did it 
because the alternative seemed to me to 
be $214 million. Now, when the com
mittee decided to vote out $600 million, 
this seemed to me to be a sensible and 
realistic program, and I think we would 
be irresponsible to go any higher than 
that. -

Mr. COHELAN. I thank the gentle
man for his contribution. 

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

Mr. COHELAN. I yield to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. · 

I believe we should make it clear that 
it was not a matter of the full committee 
overruling or overriding the subcommit
tee handling the bill. It was the gentle
man from Tennessee (Mr. Ev1Ns), him
self, the chairman of the subcommittee, 
who made the motion, after extensive de
bate, that we fix the figure at $600 million 
rather than at the $450 million figure 
which had been tentatively agreed upon 
before. 

Mr. COHELAN. The chairman is quite 
correct. 

Mr. MAHON. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. COHELAN. And it was on the basis 

of the details which I will recite here 
that permits me and others on our com
mittee to come before you today and urge 
you to stay with the committ.ee on this 
particular measure. 

Our colleagues from Ohio (Mr. LATTA 
and Mr. MINSHALL) both have made this 
a black-or-white issue. I want to say this: 
Those of you who know me know that 
I yield to nobody, including the gentle
man from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL), in 
my devotion to his cause, and I have 
nothing but the utmost admiration for 
his long term goals. 

I suggest that we are going to accom
plish those goals. 

In my own area, you know we have 
problems and I would be the last person 
to stand in this well and say that we 
should not be in there batting for every
thing that you can get. I honestly believe 
the committee has done an adequate job 
for this fiscal year allowing for the for
mula under which funds are allocated. 

I argued with many of my colleagues 
in support of the amendment to increase 
the appropriation to $600 milUon and it 
was only after this discussion that I 
agreed to support the amendment on the 
floor. This figure, as has been pointed 
out, has been combined with a $65 mil
lion carryover. This represents an in
crease of $386 million over the budget 
estimates that we .have all heard about. 

Mr. Chairman, I therefore rise in op
position to the amendment. It is not easy 
to oppose this amendment because the 
cause of pure water is one that I whole
heartedly support. In my own district, 
the San Francisco Bay provided eloquent 
testimony to the effects of not planning 
for fresh water. The indiscriminate use 
of the San Francisco Bay as a repository 
for industrial waste, the dim uni ti on of 
fresh water outflow, and random and un
planned land fill projects have contrib
uted to the pollution of the bay. 

In the full Appropriations Committee, 
I argued along with several of my col
leagues in support of an amendment to 
increase the appropriation to $600 mil
lion. This figure is combined with a $65 
million carryover. This represents an in
crease of $386 million over the budget 
estimate of $214 mill1on and the same 
increase over last year's appropriation. 
Yet, now we have before us an amend
ment that seeks to increase the appro
priation still further. This proposed in
crease does not take into account the 
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fact that the current allocation formula 
would not be able to handle even the $600 
million passed by the committee. The 
current formula, which appears in the 
Water Pollution Control Act, allocates 
the first $100 million on a relative per 
capita income and population base. 

The balance of the annual appropria
tion must be allocated on a population 
basis only, regardless of the current need 
as evidenced by a backlog of pending 
projects. What this means, in effect, is 
that even if a total of $1 billion were ap
propriated many States could not get rid 
of their backlog of pending projects be
cause many of their projects would not 
qualify under the current formula. 

There is legislation pending that would 
enable the Secretary of the Interior to 
enter into agreements, within the limits 
of the annual appropriation, with State 
and local government units to pay a 
grant or installment over a period of 
years not to exceed 30 years. It is neces
sary that such an agreement pass in the 
enabling legislation before these needed 
funds are tied up in an appropriation 
item that cannot be adequately utilized. 

In addition, as I understand it, the cur
rent legislative formula requires that a 
large part of any increased appropriation 
would require that funds be used by 
States reporting no additional need. With 
the $600 million Appropriations Commit
tee figure, 25 States would receive $142.4 
in excess of their application for proj
ects. Under the $600 million figure, my 
own State of California will receive ap
proximately $49 million which is more 
than three times the original budget re
quest. Since, however, the allocation 
formula is based on population not dem
onstated need, six States--New York, 
California, lliinois, Maryland, Michigan, 
and Wisconsin-which represent 75 per
cent of the current backlog would only 
receive 29 percent of the Federal funds 
available at various funding levels. Hence 
there is a definite need to restructure the 
allocation formula. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, under 
the additional $386 million passed by the 
Appropriations Committee, there are 
more than adequate funds to meet the 
needs of the various States under the cur
rent formula. I would concede, however, 
that the figure is inadequate to mount a 
meaningful attack on the problems of 
water pollution if projects were ideally 
planned. I, therefore, urge my colleagues 
who wish to have an additional $1 billion 
for pure water, to change the allocation 
formula and when this is done then funds 
can be expended according to demons
trated needs. Under such circumstances I 
could support an even higher appro
priation. Until that time I am convinced 
that the $600 million figure is the highest 
that can be effectively used under the 
current allocation formula and I intend 
to support the committee bill. 

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

Mr. COHELAN. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chair
man, in listening to this debate, it be
comes abundantly clear that the Con
gress is responding very well today to the 

call for clean water and a positive pro
gram of improving the water quality. 

Whether the $600 million or the $1 bil
lion figure carries in the legislation be
ing considered is not as important as the 
fact that Congress is committing itself 
to accelerating the pollution abatement 
and sewage treatment program very sub
stantially. 

During the past few years our au
thorizing Committee on Public Works has 
offered our recommendations, legisla
tively, to attack the pollution problem 
head on. 

Following extensive hearings and sub
sequently, we have found that additional 
legislative action will be required in 
order to change and develop a more 
equitable formula so as to permit States 
like our own California to accelerate its 
effort as requested by our Governor 
Reagan. 

I will be urging the Nixon administra
tion and Secretary Hickel to work with 
our Public Works Committee to develop 
a bold and realistic program for the fu
ture with major emphasis on equitable 
formula, broader funding, and tax incen
tives for industry, coupled with strict en
forcement. 

We can and must clean up the waters 
of America. I believe we are taking a 
major step forward today toward that 
goal. 

Mr. ROBISON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, just like the speaker 
who preceded me, I yield to no one in 
my support of clean water. 

I do not know why anyone even has 
to say that here. But evidently the meas
ure of one's support for clean water has 
become whether or not you are for "full 
funding" of this program. 

I want full funding or this program, 
for my State and for my Nation, but, 
Mr. Chairman, my vote for this amend
ment would not produce full funding 
either for New York or 17 other States 
whose needs under this program far ex
ceed the amounts that they would be
come entitled to even under the full $1 
billion authorization. 

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

Mr. ROBISON. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, the gentleman now standing in the 
well addressing us is a very distinguished 
and able member of the committee as 
well as a member of the subcommittee. 
The gentleman comes from the State of 
New York which is the one State that 
would not be fully funded even if the 
full $1 billion were appropriated under 
the formula as written by the Congress 
which is based upon popu1'ation rather 
than need. The gentleman is emphasiz
ing the need for revising the formula 
and the legislative committee should ad
dress itself to this problem. 

Mr. ROBISON. The gentleman is ex
actly correct. But it would not be New 
York, alone, that would not be fully 
funded under the $1 billion, if that is 
what we want to appropriate, but 17 
other States, as well, based upon their 
reported needs. 

New York's total reported need, to
ward the meeting of which applications 
totaling $202.2 million are now pending 
at Albany or at the FWPCA's regional of
fice, is in excess of $1.2 billion. 

Toward the meeting of that need, un
der this amendment, New York would 
receive but $89.2 million. 

Mr. Chairman, that is hardly "full 
funding" under anybody's estimate. 

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

Mr. ROBISON. I yield to the gentle
man from Arizona. 

Mr. RHODES. I have done a little 
quick arithmetic and have come to the 
conclusion that it would take an appro
priation of $15 billion, under the present 
formula, to catch New York up to its 
backlog. Does the gentleman agree with 
that? 

Mr. ROBISON. I would agree
though I have not checked your :figures. 

Now, admittedly, that $89.2 million is 
$36.9 million more than New York could 
hope to receive under the committee fig
ure of $600 million. We could certainly 
use that additional amount, if the ad
ministration were in a position t;o release 
it, which I doubt. But, Mr. Chairman, the 
real barrier to full funding-the real vil
lain-here is not so much the level of 
Federal appropriations but the allocation 
formula under which the program is 
forced to operate. 

I believe the committee's recommen
dation of $600 million for the program's 
purposes is a realistic compromise in 
view of that fact. It is probably the max
imum amount the administration can 
hope to use in what remains of this fis
cal year, and is a figure that ought to be 
supported. 

I also believe that the only way for 
"short-fall" States like New York ever 
to obtain full funding is to band together 
to encourage the Committees on Public 
Works in this and the other body to re
view and revise the present allocation 
formula, which is clearly not working; 
and to give attention, too, to the Cramer 
proposal that passed the House last year 
in practically the same form, under 
which construction grants would be made 
to local municipalities in annual install
ments over a 30-year period, which 
would certainly permit us to do a great 
deal more than we have in these years 
of budgetary restraint. 

Finally, one of the greatest inhibitors 
of progress under this program ha.s been 
the failure of local government to come 
up with its share of construction moneys 
for these kinds of projects, which, in 
turn, reflects the failure of all but 14 
of the States to contribute anything to
wards the cost of this one facet of the 
national effort to abate sources of water 
pollution. And one approach which we 
could use towards our common goal of 
clean water would be to support and pro
mote the revenue-sharing proposals the 
administration has made, and that might 
give the States a further incentive than 
they now have to make this a full Fed
eral-State and local partnership attack 
on sources of pollution. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the defeat of the 
amendment. 
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Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

in support of the amendment. 
Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BLATNIK. I yield to the gentle

man from New York. 
Mr. FARBSTEIN. I thank the gentle

man for yielding. 
Mr. Chairman, I vigorously support 

the amendment offered by my colleague 
from Ohio to increase the appropriation 
for waste treatment grants under the 
Clean Water Act to allow the full author
ized amount of $1 billion to be allocated 
for fiscal 1970. 

There is no river in this country more 
in need of the assistance of the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Administration 
than the majestic Hudson River which 
flows by my district. Once described by 
Baedecker as "more beautiful than the 
Rhine," this priceless natural heritage 
now contains long stretches which can 
support no marine life except eels which 
have been known to attack humans. The 
sludge which has settled on its bottom 
in other areas makes any farm of bio
logical life next to impossible except 
disease-causing bacteria. 

We are, all of us, responsible for the 
pollution and despoliation of the Hudson 
and for hundreds of other Hudson rivers 
throughout this country. We allow raw 
sewage by the ton to be dumped into its 
waters. We countenance industrial waste 
being poured into it and pollution from 
the vessels which ply its waterways. 

We in New York City are already reap
ing the whirlwind of our neglect in the 
almost yearly droughts which afflict us 
because we cannot clean up the water in 
sufficient quantities in times of crisis. 

The technology which serves 15 mil
lion metropolitan New Yorkers is respon
sible for the state of the river. This same 
technology must serve to reverse the 
condition of the river. Sewage treatment 
plants on the island of Manhattan are 
needed to stop the discharge of raw sew
age into the river and the harbor below, 
and in order to process industrial wastes. 
We must also upgrade the operation of 
existing plants to obtain increased puri
fication of the wastes which they treat. 

Even were we to stop tomorrow morn
ing the pouring of all wastes and sewage 
into the river, it would take several life
times to bring it back to anything ap
proximating its original state. Appar
ently, we're not willing to do that. At best 
we propose facilities to clean up the junk 
which we still intend to dump. Such fa
cilities cost money, though-and that is 
what this amendment is about. 

Pollution is no longer the problem 
solely of the community which it sur
rounds. It is an interlocking problem 
which stretches from town to town, from 
city to city, from State to State. Local 
initiative is, of course, necessary for 
combating this problem. But it is be
coming so serious-rather, it is already 
so serious-that the aid of the Federal 
Government is required. 

This Congress origin,ally proposed an 
authorization of $1 billion to assist in 
the clean-up of all America's waterways. 
If you will pardon the expression, even 
this amount is a mere "drop in the 
bucket." At best, it can barely begin the 
process in only a few rivers. It could not 

even clean up all of New York State's 
rivers-but it is a step in the right direc
tion, and none too soon. 

To cut back from the authorized mon
eys in our appropriation is, to me, merely 
committing delayed suicide, because it 
spells an earlier death for even more of 
our rivers and, eventually, for us all as 
we continue to destroy this vital segment 
of our environment. 

I cannot urge my colleagues too 
strongly to join in support of Congress
man MINSHALL's amendment for restor
ing the $1 billion for clean water. 

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Chairman, I shall 
try to make my remarks brief. I have 
permission to revise and extend my re
marks. 

There is no need for me to recapitu
late the history of this legislative pro
gram which this body, to its everlasting 
credit, initiated in 1955 and 1956. 

Mr. Chairman, one of the most critical 
domestic problems facing this country 
today with its marvelous natural re
sources is the problem of adequate sup
plies of water that are capable of use for 
all our domestic needs. It is a gigantic 
problem, even though we have been on it 
since 1956, because we have neglected 
and even refused to meet head on the 
problem of preventing the pollution of 
our waterways. Now we must further ac
celerate our efforts and shift into high 
gear. We no longer can afford the luxury 
of allowing our waters to flow untreated 
into our rivers, lakes, and coastal wa
ters. We must begin now with determi
nation and daring to take great strides 
not in words, but in deeds. We no longer 
can afford dirty rivers, dead lakes, and 
filthy cesspools moving past our cities. 

If we in the Congress really meant 
what we declared to be national policy 
in 1966, then we must proceed today
now-to live up to our commitmerut 
and appropriate the entire authorized 
amount of $1 billion for fiscal year 1970. 

When we first passed the Water Pol
lution Act of 1956, sponsored by our 
Oommittee on Public Works, we went 
along on a very limited baisis for 10 years, 
in a modest way and in a responsible 
manner, exploring and feeling out the 
possibilities and the needs. This chart 
will show, starting in 1958, what the sit
uation has been. The red bar shows the 
applications and the gray bar shows the 
appropriations. We went along well and 
worked beautifully together, but we 
found we were falling further and fur
ther behind. 

In 1965 the Congress and the Nation 
took a great step forward when we en
acted the Water Quality Act of 1965, 
which authorized the establishment of 
water quality standards on all the coun
try's interstate rivers, lakes, and coastal 
waters. This passed without one dissent
ing vote. This act represented the first 
effort in the history of our Nation to at
tack the problem of water pollution on 
an entire river basis. It recognized the 
State's primary role in this field by re
quiring the States to establish adequate 
water quality criteria applicable to inter
state waters. 

In 1966, again without a dissenting vote 
and in what has been referred to by 
many as "one of the 89th Congress' most 
sweeping accomplishments," we enacted 

the Clean Water Restoration Act where
in we recognized that in order to make 
progress in the battle against water pol
lution the partnership arrangement be
tween the Federal, State, and local gov
ernments was needed. We recognized 
that only with all levels of governmental 
participation could this program be a 
success. In order to effectuate this part
nership, the Congress greatly acceler
ated the schedule of annual appropria
tions and authorized as the Federal share 
of the agreement $3.4 billion for con
struction grants for sewage treatment 
plants for fiscal years 1968 through 1971. 
The amounts authorized for each year 
were $450 million for 1968, $700 million 
for 1969, $1 billion for 1970, and $1.25 
billion for 1971. 

So much for history-now what does 
the record show for accomplishments? It 
shows that since we decided to really 
move forward, we on the Federal side 
have reneged on our commitments to our 
partners. 

Look at this blackboard chart. In 1965, 
in 1966, and in 1967, we were appropri
ating as much, or a little less, or about 
what we authorized. Suddenly, 2 years 
ago, when we authorized the $450 million 
for 1968 we appropriated only $203 mil
lion or 45 percent of the authorized 
amount. Last year we authorized $700 
million, but we appropriated $214 mil
lion or 30 percent of what we had au
thorized. Now, with the authorization of 
$1 billion-the administration's request 
is $214 million-we are offering only 20 
percent of the actual need. 

The Appropriations Committee, to 
their credit, raised this wholly insuffi
cient amount of $214 million to $600 mil
lion-a vast improvement-I commend 
the committee and in particular Chair
man MAHON and the gentleman from 
Tennessee, Congressman EVINS. We are 
still not keeping faith with our partners. 
Even if the $600 million were approved, 
we still would have appropriated less 
than half of what we promised for fiscal 
years 1968 through 1970. 

In short, even if we approve the $600 
million appropriation, we are going to be 
$1,126 million behind what we have 
promised. We did not just authorize. We 
made a commitment to the people. On 
the basis of that commitment, the States 
and municipalities moved ahead and 
voted bond issues. So today we have a 
backlog of $2.3 billion worth of projects 
ready to go-certainly of that, $1 billion 
are ready to go offhand. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Minnesota has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. BLATNIK 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. BLATNIK. So here is what our 
needs are today. After 14 years of ex
perience, after the problem has been ex
amined and talked about all over the 
country, here is what Congress in this 
body, without one dissenting vote, au
thorized 3 years ago in the 1966 act. 
That is what we are asking for today. 
This is what we started out with a few 
months ago and what the administration 
wanted to get by with. 

Mr. Chairman, this is not a partisan 
matter. Our own administration did the 
same thing last year, giving us about 40 
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percent of what we needed. That is all 
backlog. This is not even facing into 
the future what we will have to do to 
insure clean waiter 50 years from today. 

So much for the history. 
Mr. Chairman, we have made a solemn 

commitment. We made a promise. We are 
obligated to live up to our word. The 
States cranked up their machinery and 
the municipalities went ahead on the 
basis of our promise and they accelerated 
their programs. 

Look at the way the application re
quests came in. The long bar is the appli
cation requests coming in. That is $2.3 
billion. Where is our appropriation? Way 
down here, dragging. 

I say we have absolutely no excuse 
whatsoever for defaulting on the solemn 
pledge, on the commitment we made to 
our own taxpayers and our immediate 
posterity and to our children. 

I realize that it is difficult in these 
times of tight budgets, inflationary pres
sures, and critical international problems 
to vote for additional appropriations, 
particularly in view of the statements 
that have been made and, I suppose, will 
be made that the administrative capa
bility at the State and Federal level to 
process applications is limited, that the 
local ability and readiness to fund their 
share of the costs is suspect, and that the 
capacity of design engineers and equip
ment industries to handle the expanded 
workload is insufficient to handle a $1 
billion appropriation. 

In my judgment, based on a review of 
all the pertinent available information, if 
we appropriate $1 billion as the Federal 
share, the money can be utilized. Ob
viously there will be administrative prob
lems. Why should not there be? We have 
never permitted the program to gear up 
to what we promised. Through lack of 
sufficient appropriations we have ham
pered the Federal Water Pollution Con
trol Administration's ability to mature 
and grow to where it should be. I say let 
us finally get the ball rolling. There is 
no better time to start than now. 

Mr. Chairman, the people of this coun
try are tired of promises. They recognize 
that in the battle against water pollu
tion there has been a credibility gap of 
the first order. I urge my colleagues in 
this great body to join with me in voting 
for appropriating the entire authorized 
$1 billion so that we can get moving for
ward with our battle against water 
pollution. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Minnesota has expired. 

( On request of Mr. Evrns of Tennes
see, and by unanimous consent, Mr. BLAT
NIK was allowed to proceed for 1 addi
tional minute.) 

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

Mr. BLATNIK. I yield to the gentle-
man from Tennessee. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. The formula 
which the distinguished gentleman and 
his committee wrote is such that 17 States 
are fully funded under the amount, eight 
additional States are fully funded with 
a surplus of $142,373,000. The gentleman 
has not discussed the fact that after these 
funds are allocated they lay over for 18 
months, and if not utilized can be reallo
cated to other States with need. 

The gentleman and the committee 
wrote the formula under which many 
States receive more funds than they need, 
and after 18 months these funds can be 
reallocated to other States as they need 
them and request them. 

Our table shows $142,372,000 in excess 
funds for 25 States. 

Mr. BLATNIK. I merely want to re
spond to the gentleman by saying I truly 
appreciate the problems which the sub
committee and the full committee have. 
I want it shown on the record and made 
public that no one is more aware of the 
tremendous effort our Appropriations 
Committee made, with help on bath sides 
of the aisle, to raise the amount from 
$214 million to $600 million. 

Without any reflection on those efforts, 
I do admit that the formula has to be 
corrected. I say it can be corrected in the 
near future. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Minnesota has again ex
pired. 

<On request of Mr. PucrNSKI, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. BLATNIK was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional min
utes.) 

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

Mr. BLATNIK. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. As I understand the 
chart which is before the House right 
now, even if we accept and approve the 
Dingell amendment, which I hope we will, 
we are still going to be $726 million short 
of the commitment that we made to the 
local communities of this country to 
make some meaningful progress toward 
cleaning up water supplies and sewers, is 
that correct? 

Mr. BLATNIK. The gentleman is 
correct. 

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

Mr. BLATNIK. I am pleased to yield 
to the gentleman from Arizona. 

Mr. RHODES. Would my friend from 
Minnesota agree with me that coupled 
with the commitment, so far as the mon
ey is concerned, is also the formula un
der which the money would be distrib
uted. Some of the States which have 
gone way over their entitlements, since 
they must have been able to do arithme
tic, must have known what their entitle
ments would be to a penny. Even if every 
dime authorized had been appropriated, 
they still would not have received enough 
Federal funds to take care of their back
logs. 

Mr. BLATNIK. I agree. The distin
guished chairman of the subcommittee 
explained earlier that there is a defi
ciency and an inadequacy and too much 
rigidity in the formula. It should be 
studied for possible revisions. We are 
prepared to accept improving amend
ments to it. 

Mr. RHODES. Could that be done this 
session? 

Mr. BLATNIK. Yes. If not, we hope 
we can do it early next year. 

I say, as seriously as I can, I cannot 
think of any valid excuse for not living 
up to our commitment, and for short
changing our people on their needs for 
water by three-fourths of a bllllon dol-

lars. We are that far behind, not at all 
caught up with the commitment. 

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

Mr. BLATNIK. I yield to the gentle
man from Connecticut. 

Mr. GIAIMO. Am I correct in under
standing that approximately $1 billion 
worth of the applications pending are to 
be found in one State, New York State? 

Mr. BLATNIK. Yes. 
Mr. GIAIMO. As I understand it, $1.3 

billion. 
Mr. BLATNIK. I believe that is about 

correct. 
Mr. GIAIMO. Under the formula which 

presently exists, New York would not be 
eligible for -all of this money even if we 
were to appropriate $1 billion now? 

Mr. BLATNIK. That is true. 
Mr. GIAIMO. So that in effect when 

you p.oint to the fact--
Tha CHAmMAN. The time of the gen

tleman from Minnesota has again ex
pired. 

(By unanimous consent (at the re
quest of Mr. GIAIMO) ' Mr. BLATNIK was 
allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. GIAIMO. You speak of the gap be
tween the several billions in authoriza
tion and the lag in appropriations. Even 
if we were to give the entire $1 billion in 
appropriations, even if we were to go over 
that amount, under the existing formula 
would we be able to meet these needs 
in a State like New York which has $1 
billion in applications pending. It is be
cause of the formula that we cannot 
meet these needs. 

Mr. BLATNIK. I understand the ques
tion and I understand the gentleman's 
argument, but out of all due respect, I 
wish to reiterate once more the fact and 
that is I do not care what route you use, 
as long as we keep on shortchanging 
and shortcircuiting our commitment 
and as long as we keep on welching on 
our commitment, we will have a back
log that continues to grow bigger and 
bigger and bigger. In other words, we 
will never have the capability to under
take what we have authorized. We have 
got to start sometime. We should have 
started last year as we promised and we 
should certainly start this afternoon. 

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

Mr. BLATNIK. I yield to the Chairman 
of the Committee on Public Works, the 
gentleman from Maryland <Mr. FALLON). 

Mr. FALLON. Mr. Chairman, a brief 
summary of water pollution legislation 
to date may be helpful in understanding 
the issue we have before us today. 

Prior to 1955, water pollution control 
was limited. Until the enactment of the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 
1948, the only role the Federal Govern
ment had in water pollution control was 
contained in three acts: the River and 
Harbor Act of 1899, the Public Health 
Service Act of 1912, and the Oil Pollution 
Act of 1924. 

The Water Pollution Control Act of 
1948 was experimental and limited to a 
trial period of 5 years but was subse
quently extended to June 30, 1956. On 
July 9, 1956, there was enacted into law 
the first comprehensive Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act. Among its provi-
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sions were: first, grants to assist States 
and interstate agencies for water pollu
tion control activities; second, Federal 
grants of $50 million a year-up to an 
aggregate of $500 million-for the con
struction of municipal sewage treatment 
works; and third, a permanent procedure 
governing Federal abatement action 
against interstate pollution. 

On July 20, 1961, the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Amendments were en
acted into law. The amendments, among 
other things, first, strengthened abate
ment enforcement of interstate and navi
gable waters, and second, increased Fed
eral assistance to municipalities for con
struction of waste treatment works by 
increasing the grant authorization to $80 
million in 1962, $90 million in 1963, and 
$100 million for each of the fiscal years 
1964-67. 

The Water Quality Act of 1965, in addi
tion to creating the Federal Water Pol
lution Control Administration, increased 
the grants to $150 million for the fiscal 
years 1966 and 1967. It doubled the dollar 
limitation on grants for construction of 
waste treatment works from $600,000 to 
$1,200,000 for individual project, and 
from $2.4 to $4.8 million for a joint 
project in which two or more communi
ties participate. The removal of the dol
lar limitation up to a full 30 percent of 
the project cost was authorized if the 
State matched the full Federal contribu
tion. It further provided that an increase 
in the basic grant of an additional 10 per
cent of the amount of the grant if the 
project conformed to a comprehensive 
plan for a metropolitan area. 

In 1966 the Congress recognized that 
while it had commenced an aggressive 
role for the Federal Government in plan
ning and enforcement by these prior acts, 
insufficient financial assistance had been 
offered to the States and the local gov
ernments to actively fight water pollu
tion. This had been evidenced by the 
fact that while sewage treatment plants 
were being constructed as originally con
templated, they were insufficient to keep 
up with the problem. Thus, it became 
clear to the Congress that more tools 
were needed to fight this battle, and 
mainly the tools needed consisted of more 
Federal funds. 

Therefore, in 1966, the Congress at the 
recommendation of the Committee on 
Public Works enacted the Clean Water 
Restoration Act. This legislation, which is 
based on the concept of a Federal-State
local government partnership, authorized 
$3.4 billion for construction grants for 
sewage trealtment plants for the fiscal 
years 1968-1971. The amounts for each 
year are $450 m1llion for 1968, $700 mil
lion for 1969, $1 billion for 1970, and $1.25 
billion for 1971. We did away with the 
dollar limitation on grants and in all 
cases the basic amount authorized for a 
Federal share for a single project or a 
combined one is 30 percent of the total 
cost. However, where the Staite agrees to 
match 30 percent of the total cost of a 
project, the Federal share is increased to 
40 percent. In addition, if water quality 
standards have been established, the Fed
eral share is increased to 50 percent. 
Hopefully, this was a major break
through in the fight against water 
pollution. 

We all believed, and so advised our 
constituents, that the authorization for 
Federal assistance for construction of 
sewage treatment facilities would result 
in aiding our towns and cities in meet
ing the water quality standards which 
we had required to be established under 
the Water Quality Act of 1965. 

However, we were mistaken. We 
learned again that authorizing a pro
gram does not insure that the program 
will be funded. Instead of $450 million 
in 1968, appropriations were limited to 
$203 million. In 1969, instead of $700 
million, appropriations were $214 mil
lion. And now in 1970, despite the fact 
that the Congress authorized $1 billion 
as recently as 1966, the administration 
in its budget request asked for $214 mil
lion. The Appropriations Committee has 
recommended that the appropriation be 
raised to $600 million. 

In my judgment, anything less than 
$1 billion constitutes a def a ult on our 
obligations. We have promised assist
ance; instead, the obligation for carrying 
out the water pollution control program 
has been shifted back to the cities and 
towns. 

Mr. Chairman, I earnestly urge that 
this great body appropriate funds for 
sewage treatment facility construction 
in the amount of $1 billion. 

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

Mr. BLATNIK. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois (Mr. KLuczYNSKI) . 

Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
since the beginning of recorded time, 
man has built his civilizations, his cities, 
and his homes along great rivers, 
streams, lakes, and oceans. Since the be
ginning of recorded time, man has dis
covered that one of the paramount needs 
for his continued existence on this earth 
of ours is water. Water to provide the 
means of transportation, of developing 
his industries, of providing his food, and 
most important of all, water for his very 
health and existence. We are told that 
the water table of this earth has re
mained constant during all this period. 
There is only so much water for our 
needs. It is an asset infinitely more pre
cious than the diamonds, rubies, and 
emeralds that many treasure. Like the 
air we breathe and the food we need as 
fuel for our bodies, it is a necessity with
out which we as individuals cannot con
tinue. Yet with this background and this 
knowledge, man has recklessly and 
thoughtlessly squandered this priceless 
heritage. 

Today we are faced with the fact that 
the once abundant supply of water-the 
water that would never end-is not an 
unending stream. It has become con
taminated and polluted. Ironically, the 
development of our great civilization and 
our great technology has also brought 
about this contamination. As we have 
advanced in our civilization, we have at 
the same time been systematically de
stroying water. 

A few short years ago Congress recog
nized this problem. A few short years ago 
Congress enacted legislation known as 
the Clean Water Restoration Act to pro
tect and preserve our waters and their 
uses for all of us. We have enacted mean
ingful legislation to protect our streams 

and to enforce standards set up for this 
purpose. We have authorized a monetary 
program to get underway, in a meaning
ful fashion, a program for cleaning up 
and preserving our Nation's waters. With 
all of this the Congress as of the very 
moment I speak has made no real effort 
to fund this program properly. We are 
told that the need for funding runs into 
the billions of dollars, and we have ap
propriated only a tiny portion of this 
sum .. This is an intolerable situation, one 
which cannot be allowed to continue. 

Today this body has the opportunity of 
funding for the first time a meaningful 
sum of money to get our treatment plant 
program underway. For the first time, 
we have the, opportunity to honor fully 
the commitment we made to the Ameri
can people for a clean water program. 
For the first time, we have the oppor
tunity to enter into a full-scale partner
ship with the States and communities to 
whom we gave this commitment when we 
passed the legislation covering this pro
gram. One billion dollars is a large sum 
of money, and yet by approving it this 
year, we will only be scratching the sur
face. However, in approving the $1 billion 
appropriation, we will finally go on rec
ord that we do fully recognize the need 
for this program and recognize the fact 
that we are determined to see that it is 
properly carried out. 

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

Mr. BLATNIK. I yield to the gentle
man from Missouri (Mr. HUNGATE). 

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Chairman, I urge 
adoption of this amendment, an item 
first proposed by my colleague, the gen
tleman from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL). 

I would like to read an outline of the 
problems facing St. Joseph, Mo., in its 
efforts to control water pollution. And, 
these problems are often repeated in 
many cities along the Missouri and 
Mississippi Rivers in my district in 
Missouri. 

[From Nation's Cities, September, 1969} 
ST. JOSEPH, Mo., FACES ITS FINANCIAL BIND 

As an example of one city's efforts to meet 
its water pollution control responsibil1ties, 
here are excerpts from the testimony of 
Mayor Douglas A. Merrifield of St. Joseph, 
Mo. (pop. 80,000), before the Public Works 
Subcommittee of the Senate Appropriations 
Committee June 9. He was speaking on be
half of the National League of Cities and U.S. 
Conference of Mayors in support of full 
funding for fiscal 1970 of the $1 bilUon 
authorized for waste treatment project 
assistance. 

In the past few years, St. Joseph has 
placed in operation or put under construc
tion nearly $7 milllon worth of water and 
sewer improvements. I a.m proud of this 
record, and believe it exemplary of the efforts 
of municipalities around the nation. The 
city is currently pushing ahead on another 
$2,512,000 of construction. For this program 
we have been advised that a grant of 
$1,290,000 ls approved as a reimbursable 
grant if waste treatment funds are appro
priated. In good faith, the city is underwrit
ing this new construction and advising our 
citizens that the federal government, in due 
time, will reimburse us for a portion of the 
improvement costs. St. Joseph has planned 
another ambitious project, costing a:bout $3 
m1111on, to complete its primary treatment 
program. However, it will be very difficult 
for us to finance this project unless in· 
creaeed federal aid to provide the 50 per cent 
matching share is assured . . . 
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Municipal bond interest rates are now at 
an all time high. In 1961 St. Joseph issued 
local sewer bonds at a 2.98 per cent interest 
rate. Today municipal water and sewer bonds 
are marketed at rates of 5 to 6 per cent and 
more. This means that debt service charges 
for long term financing projects such as 
waste treatment facilities will often exceed 
principal payments over the life of the bond. 
Despite record high interest rates, municipal 
bonds are becoming more difficult to sell. 
Large commercial banks, the traditional pur
chasers of municipal bonds, cut their net 
holdings of municipal bonds by nearly $1 
billion in the first quarter of 1969 although a 
record number of municipal bond issues were 
presented for sale .... 

For clean water programs of the future, 
even greater levels of fi.na.ncing will be 
needed. But demands for more local action 
are simply not realistic unless federal sup
port is increased. In St. Joseph we are told 
that programs of secondary sewage treat
ment must be operational by 1972. I do not 
believe we can construct the $4 million 
facility required before 1974, and even that 
wm be impossible unless federal aid is a'Vail
able for the full 50 per cent share. 

In the distant future, the Interior De
partment is calling for separation of storm 
and sanitary sewers. Such a program could 
cost St. Joseph another $13 to $15 milllon 
and is estimated to cost between $15 billion 
and $30 billlon nationally. My citizens will 
never vote for bonds for this unless there 
is assurance of massive federal and state 
grants to back the local effort. 

I urge full funding of $1 billion of 
this Clean Water Restoration Act in this 
bill. 

Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLATNIK. I yield to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania, Mr. BYRNE. 

Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman-

Water, water everywhere and not a drop 
to drink. Water, water everywhere and all 
the boards did shrink. 

All of us recall these famous lines 
from Samuel Taylor Coleridge's "Rhyme 
of the Ancient Mariner." They were writ
ten many years ago, but I think they are 
just as applicable in 1969. In many parts 
of our Nation there is indeed water, wa
ter everywhere but not a drop for drink
ing, for bathing, or for recreational pur
poses. The water is polluted. It is con
tamined. It smells. It is a menace to 
health. This was once pure, pristine wa
ter. What has happened to it? 

All of us in this body know what has 
happened to it. It has been polluted in 
many ways by many people, by all of us. 
As we advanced in civilization and built 
this great country we at the same time 
found untold methods of using water 
and destroying it, making it unfit for 
human consumption or any consump
tion whatever. 

This is the problem before us today. 
It is a real one. It is one we have recog
nized through the legislative process but 
it is not one we have recognized thTough 
the appropriation process. The American 
public is aware of this and you and I in 
this body today are aware of this fact. It 
is one thing to authorize a program, but 
it is another thing to supply the money 
to move it forward. We have failed to do 
this in this water pollution program. We 
can no longer put ourselves in that posi
tion. 

The reports of experts in this field, 

the reports of those who fully understand 
the problem, indicate that there is need 
for billions of dollars to clean up our 
Nation's waters properly. They tell us 
with each passing year we fail to act to 
provide money to the States and local 
communities as we promised we would in 
the Federal-State program to build the 
treatment plants they need for these pur
poses, that with each day that goes by, 
the price will be higher and the problem 
more difficult. The answer is obvious. It 
is true we face a period of inflation. It is 
true we face a problem of budget control. 
We also face a question of basic priorities 
and certainly one of the basic priori
ties is water. Clean water we need for 
our very existence. 

The record is clear. The history of the 
program is well known. There is no need 
to delay. We cannot delay. I urge this 
House to support an amendment to in
crease the appropriation for sewage 
treatment plants for the fiscal year to $1 
billion. 

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, what the gentleman 
from Minnesota said is correct. In the 
past, the Appropriations Committee has 
not been as generous in this regard as I 
would have liked it to be. I certainly 
want to see every available dollar spent 
in order to get underway the job of 
cleaning up pollution. 

We have made a great start this year. 
The fact is that our committee did in
crease the budget figure from $214 to 
$600 million. We brought the appropria
tion nearer to the authorization figure in 
this area. 

In addition to the $600 million, there 
are $65 million in carryover funds. This 
means that we have $665 million avail
able of the $1 billion authorization. This 
is before we go over to the other body 
and before we go to conference. In my 
opinion, this figure will be a minimum 
of $600 million, plus $65 million in car
ryover funds. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Minnesota (Mr. BLATNIK) has expressed 
his thoughts about getting started in this 
area. But the fact is that changes must 
be made in the formula so we can get all 
available moneys to the States which are 
ready to begin. Witness the case of New 
York and 17 other States that are being 
shortchanged because of the formula. 
New York has on hand requests for $1.2 
billion of this total of over $2 billion. 
Yet, even if we were to vote the $1 billion 
appropriation today, the State of New 
York could not obtain this money because 
of the formula. 

Further, I have been a supporter of 
the proposal offered by the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL) to go to 
the $1 billion figure. However, it makes 
no sense to do it today for several rea
sons. I very much doubt that under the 
existing formula we could dispose of the 
whole $1 billion immediately. I very much 
doubt that the Bureau of the Budget, 
which only asked for $214 million, is 
going to expend $1 billion even if we 
appropriate it, let alone $600 million. The 
fact of the matter is that this committee 
has acted responsibly. It is in the ball 
park. It is saying, in effect, that we are 
serious about clean water; we will make 

a great start, even though your author
ization is $1 billion. But in view of what 
is going on in the States as a result of 
the formula and in view of the applica
tions pending, how can we come into this 
House responsibly and ask for more than 
$600 million, plus $65 million in carry
over funds? 

Mr. Chairman, in my opinion this com
mittee has done a great job and is en
titled to our support for a job well done. 

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

Mr. GIAIMO. I yield to the gentleman 
from lliinois. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. I wonder if what the 
gentleman says is correct, and the com
mittee is trying to act responsibly, how 
would the gentleman explain that in 
1968 the committee reduced the author
ization by $247 million, in 1969 by $486 
million, and now in 1970 by $400 million, 
all told more than $1 billion in 36 months 
after the authorifilllg committee studied 
and made their recommendations? 

Mr. GIAIMO. The committee may be 
guilty of past sins, but the fact is that 
today in the 1970 fiscal year budget the 
committee is putting its shoulders to the 
wheel. It is shouldering its responsibili
ties and is making a valiant effort to 
catch up in this area. I suggest that if 
we change the formula so that we can 
get more equitable treatment for large 
States, States like New York, we can do 
an even better job. 

Mi:. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to commend 
members of the committee who are in
sisting that the Federal Government 
carry through its original program 
which provides $1 billion to continue 
the fight to clean up the polluted waters 
in the lakes and streams of America. 
This much-needed program has been 
too long delayed. Medical reports state 
that it is impossible to estimate how 
many millions of our citizens are sub
mitted to unnecessary illnesses and 
health hazards in 1 year's time by reason 
of drinking contaminated water which 
has been unnecessarily polluted by in
dustries, sewage systems, and other 
sources which dump refuge in America's 
fresh water supply. Towns and cities 
along rivers throughout our Nation and 
adjacent to the lakes must take imme
diate steps to preserve the health of mil
lions of American families. 

Daily I receive many letters from my 
district and elsewhere protesting the ad
ministration's recommendations that the 
promised appropriiation of $1 billion to
ward cleaning up water pollution should 
be cut to $214 million. This proposed 
weakening of the battle to preserve the 
health of millions of Americans against 
the drinking of contaminated and occa
sionally poisonous water in the urban 
areas of the Nation is beyond belief. The 
message which I am receiving from citi
zens, not only from my own district, but 
other parts of Indiana and the Midwest, 
is that they feel that this cut will be a 
major setback to cities and States and 
all citizens in their :fight against water 
pollution. 

A great number of Members of the 
House, including myself, have been work
ing for legislation to restore the $1 bil-
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lion in the 1970 budget which was set up 
to support the Clean Water Restoration 
Act. 

The Congress must take the initiative 
to provide the necessary matching funds 
to aid the States and cities to purify the 
Nation's water supply in our rivers and 
lakes. Our Government must give full 
support to compel the mammoth indus
tries and cities and towns to install · the 
proper machinery to terminate water 
pollution in our congested urban areas. 

It is no excuse for the Government or 
the Congress to protest lack of sufficient 
funds to combat this water and air pol
lution scourge on the present and future 
health of millions of American families. 
The tax reform legislation if enacted this 
year will provide additional billions to 
amply supply funds to combat water and 
air pollution. 

The tax reform bill, it appears now, is 
receiving the old legislative trick of post
ponement and stalling with the hope 
that public interest for tax reform will 
subside. The bill passed by the House is 
now apparently dormant in the other 
body, judging from the Associated Press 
dispatches in the papers recently. The 

· postponing of this tax reform bill until 
next session of Congress will mean that 
the Federal Treasury will not only suf
fer a loss of many billions of Federal tax 
dollars from large tax loopholers, but it 
will afford a better opportunity for the 
continuation of the unnecessary 10 per
cent surtax for another year, running it 
into 1971. 

Further, any Member of Congress who 
OPPoSes this $1 billion fund to curb water 
pollution and protect the health of mil
lions cannot in good conscience give as 
his reasons that this necessary appro
priation for pure water is beyond the 
possibility of the Federal Government to 
spend. During the recent tax reform leg
islation debate I and other Members sub
mitted uncontested :figures wherein if 
just the fabulous, and in some cases 
fraudulent, tax loopholes of big oil were 
repealed upwards of $4-$5 billion would 
come into the Federal Treasury. 

As an example from 1962 through 1966 
the Atlantic-Richfield Oil Co. had profits 
of $411,621,000. But after deducting its 
27% percent oil depletion allowance, "in
tangible drilling costs" and other items 
it came up with a whole string of goose 
eggs. Its total income tax obligation for 
those 5 years was zero. 

In 1962 the Marathon Oil Co. had a 
net profit of $36 million. After deducting 
its depletion allowance and other items, 
Marathon not only paid no income tax 
but received a tax credit of $2.2 million. 

Let us consider the tax "bonanza" en
joyed by the 27% percent exemptions un
der the oil depletion allowance. In thls 
case you determine your income from a 
producing well and deduct 27 % percent 
of that amount before beginning to cal
culate your income tax. You do the same 
next year, and the year after that and 
every year as long as that well produces. 
You do not stop when you have retrieved 
your investment; in fact, the average 
well is "depleted" 12 times over. If your 
drilling cost was $50,000, your total in
come tax deductions on its production 
might be $600,000. This bill reduces the 
depletion loophole 7 ¥2 percent and most 

Members feel that it should be repealed 
entirely. 

I am not going to take the time to 
narrate the additional billions that could 
be brought in by closing loopholes on 
foundations, real estate, capital gains, 
and inheritance exemptions, and so 
forth, which would further ridicule the 
contention that our Federal Government 
cannot afford to spend $1 billion next 
year toward eliminating water pollution. 

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

Mr. MADDEN. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Would the gentleman 
agree, if you look at the chart, that one 
could argue effectively they are not ap
propriating anything for 1970 because 
actually the $600 million they are recom
mending in this bill does not even meet 
the $247 and the $486 million they short
changed us in 1968 and 1969? 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I de
cline to yield further. 

Mr. Chadrman, what a ridiculous sit
uation comes out here this afternoon 
when the gentleman from Ohio offers 
this amendment to increase this money 
by $400 million to provide eventually 
clean drinking water for 15, 20, or 25 
million families, and then to hear Mem
bers of this House oppose this amend
ment. 

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, life, in every conceiv
able form, is dependent for its very exist
ence, on water. Nowhere in this country 
do we see this precious commodity so 
threatened as in Lake Erie. Unless dras
tic action is taken to control the threat 
of water pollution, the present condition 
of this virtually dead lake could be a 
foreboding of what lies ahead for many 
more of our Nation's waterways. 

In 1965, the U.S. Public Health Serv
ice estimated that the cleanup of Lake 
Erie at that time, without provision for 
future control, would be a $75-billion 
program. They projected that failure to 
take this remedial action would lead to 
the complete death of the lake--the point 
at which it would be unable to support 
any form of life. 

Although one might conclude that 
such dire predictions would not be ig
nored, industrial and municipal pollut
ants continue to be dumped into Lake 
Erie daily. Nearly 1% million pounds of 
pollution discharge into Lake Erie from 
just one source--the Detroit River. In 
addition, the bacteria count in the Cuya
hoga River which flows into Lake Erie is 
four times the level expected in an ordi
nary stream of raw sewage. 

It has been estimated that it will cost 
$100,000 per year simply to remove the 
floating debris from the few square miles 
of the Potomac River in the District of 
Columbia area. Lake Erie, on the other 
hand, covers a surface area of 9,910 
square mtles. The pollution, however, 
has penetrated far below the surface. 
Vast areas of bottomland are devoid of 
oxygen, and the deoxygenated areas are 
expanding. The longer we procrastinate 
in the halting of this continuously 
spreading blight, the more difficult-and 
more expensive--it will become to con
trol this threat to the more than 11 mil-

lion Americans who depend on Lake 
Erie. 

Prior to the passage of the Clean Water 
Restoration Act of 1966, the assessment 
of blame for the polluted condition was 
on the persons in the specific areas who 
tolerated the industrial and municipal 
sewage and waste pollutants that were 
dumped into the waters. Finally, we have 
recognized that it is not solely a local 
area problem, but one of national con
cern and responsibility. 

Despite the recognition by Congress of 
the problem and commitments to take 
the lead in the fight against water pol
lution, the Federal Government has 
spent just over $200 million per year dur
ing the past 2 years for pollution control. 
The city of Cleveland alone, with a popu
lation of approximately 835,000, has 
voted a $100 million bond issue for better 
waste-treatment facilities, relying on 
Federal participation. 

If we are to achieve those goals con
tained in our commitment, we must ap
propriate the full $1 billion authorized in 
1966. Settling for anything less would be 
compromising the present and future 
welfare of our great Nation. A token ap
propriation at this time will not lead to 
a solution. 

I urge the approval of the amendment 
offered by our distinguished colleague 
(Mr. MINSHALL) of the amount of $1 bil
lion, which is necessary to meet the 
catastrophic conditions that exist and 
will multiply unless we take a firm stand 
to eradicate water Pollution, which is a 
national problem and a responsibility of 
great magnitude. 

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

Mr. FEIGHAN. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Chairman, I wish to 
speak out on behalf of appropriating the 
full $1 billion for waste treatment plant 
construction grants in the public works 
appropriations bill-H.R. 14159-under 
consideration today. 

We have heard a lot about "compro
mising" and I fully understand that tliis 
procedure is both prudent and necessary 
at times. However, the $1 billion itself 
was a compromise. To further compro
mise a compromise, in my opinion, is to 
make a gesture that can border on dere
liction of duty. 

For the benefit of newcomers to this 
body, or for those who have forgotten, I 
should like to outline what happened 
when this authorization was enacted 
back in 1966. 

First, however, let us examine the 
situation in perspective. 

Earlier this year, the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Administration issued 
a report on the cost of water pollution 
abatement and control. The report shows 
that, if costs continue to rise, the total 
bill is expected to amount to $26 to $29 
billion in the next 5 years. Broken down, 
this is $8 billion for municipal works, 
$6.2 billion for sanitary sewer construc
tion, $2.6 to $4.6 billion for industrial 
waste treatment plus another $1.8 billion 
for cooling equipment, and $5.3 billion 
to $5.7 billion for municipal and indus
trial operating and maintenance costs. 

You will recall that this authorization 
was contained in the Clean Waters 
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Restoration Act of 1965-an enactment 
somewhat overoptimistically named. 
Prior to passage of this landmark legis
lation, the Secretary of the Interior asked 
for $3.45 billion over a 6-year period. 
The Senate, however, allowed $6 billion 
over 5 years while the House granted 
initially only $2.3 billion for the same 
period. The final authorization of $3.4 
billion over 4 years thus was a compro
mise. 

However, even though many States 
went ahead with their commitments on 
the assurance that Federal help would 
be forthcoming, the Congress ha.s not 
come through. In fiscal 1968, we allowed 
only $203 million of the $450 million au
thorized. In 1969, the figure was $214 
million on an authorization of $700 mil
lion. Thus, we are already far behind in 
meeting our commitments. Anything less 
than the full $1 billion authorized will 
compound the problem. 

The reluctance to appropriate the Fed
eral share sometimes is difficult to under
stand when poll after poll, conducted by 
Members of the House among their con
stituents as well as by national survey
ing organizations, reveal a deep concern 
on the part of the public. 

A survey conducted earlier this year 
by the Gallup Organization, Inc., for the 
National Wildlife Federation showed that 
three-fourths of the people are concerned 
about contamination of the environment 
and 73 percent are willing to pay addi
tional taxes to improve their natural sur
roundings. 

Since 1964, the voters of nine States 
have voted in statewide elections on wa
ter pollution control bond issues. Of these 
nine, seven were approved and the other 
two attracted majority voter support. Of 
17,625,254 citizens who voted on the nine 
proposals, 11,725,444-66 percent--said 
''yes." 

To conclude, Mr. Chairman, I am but 
one among many who feel that our na
tional priorities need to be reviewed. And, 
when we do, water pollution control must 
rank high in the list. It is difficult to keep 
our eyes on the stars when standing up to 
our ankles in crud. 

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

Mr. FEIGHAN. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. TIERNAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the amendment. 

The U.S. Congress put itself firmly on 
the record in 1966 in support of main
taining an environment of quality for 
all of our citizens. 

The Clean Water Restoration Act au
thorized additional matching Federal 
grants to municipalities in construction 
of sewage plants. It also called for a 
steady increase over a 5-year period in 
funds to States, ranging from $150 mil
lion in fiscal 1967 to $450 million in 1968, 
$711 million in 1969, $1 billion in 1970, 
and $1.25 billion in 1971. 

The Appropriations Committee has 
now recommended-in H.R. 14159-a to
tal of $600 million for 1970, but this is 
far short of the $1 billion that was orig
inally authorized and is direly needed. 
The backlog of demands by States for 
these matching funds has grown to more 
than $6 billion since 1966. The $1 billion 
appropriations is stm a paltry sum when 

compared to the magnitude of the prob
lem. The trouble with the problem of 
water pollution is that by the time we 
fully study the problem, discuss its ram
ifications and fund it adequately, we will 
have passed the point of catastrophe. 
Oceans, rivers, and lakes are just like any 
other sink; they have a finite capacity 
for waste, after which they clog up. 

According to a report on last night's 
NBC special, "From Here to the Seven
ties," by the end of this century, two
thirds of the entire fresh water supply 
of this country will be polluted. The 
oceans will be next. Experts tell us that 
we have 10 years to solve this problem. 
I repeat, 10 years. We are living with the 
distinct possibility that we may drown 
in our own sewage. We must realize that 
environmental control in the 1970's will 
of necessity cost hundreds of billions of 
dollars, if we hope to begin the reversal 
of the tragic path we are on. We must 
begin to fund this program adequately 
and realistically. The preliminary pro
grams which have already been estab
lished are inadequate when measured 
against the problem we have ahead of us. 
To put it candidly, the ratio of talk to 
action is far to high. 

We are forcing cities to meet Federal 
water quality standards even though 
they do not have the Federal appropria
tion to help meet the programs. We are 
trying to recreate an environment that 
is safe, healthful, attractive, economi
cally and biologically productive. In 
looking at the past, we know that lack 
of adequate funding has often resulted 
in deferment of programs and some
times the permanent loss of opportuni
ties. I personally do not think that we 
can afford not to appropriate the full 
$1 billion, we cannot delay any action 
that will stop the dumping of inade
quately treated sewage into our waters. 

We, as Members of Congress, have a 
strong say as to the priorities of America 
now and in the future. The choice must 
be made-are we to take the road to 
deterioration and destruction of our en
vironment, or will we choose to develop 
an environment that not only sustains 
but enriches human life. Our success or 
failure depends on the goals we set our 
sights on, our willingness to establish 
adequate machinery to meet these goals, 
and appropriation of funds to preserve 
our environment. 

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FEIGHAN. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, there are few issues which 
rate a higher priority in West Virginia 
and the Nation than clean water and pure 
air. We are losing ground in our fight 
against water and air pollution. I cannot 
for the life of me figure out how Con
gress one week can vote $1 billion above 
the President's budget for ships the De
partment of Defense has not asked for, 
and then tum around and fall to vote 
the necessary money to protect our en
vironment. Unless we clean up the air 
we breathe and the water we drink, this 
Nation will not have much left to defend 
with our huge military expenditures. 

I believe that the State of West Vir
ginia has f alien down on the job in our 

efforts to get cleaner water. If this 
amendment should fail, I feel that part 
of the responsibility falls on the State of 
West Virginia. In today's RECORD, com
mencing on page 28834, the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL) who has 
done such herculean work in leading the 
fight for clean water, has included com
munications from officials of nearly every 
State setting forth the needs of the 
States in graphic terms. I regret very 
much that no information has been sup
plied by the State of West Virginia, and 
a few minutes ago I asked the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL) the reason 
for the omission. He commented thait al
though he had asked for and received 
information from every other State, the 
State of West Virginia had failed to re
spond to the inquiry. 

As far as I can ascertain, West Vir
ginia will need $55 million in Federal as
sistance during the fiscal years 1969 
through 1973 to help build waste treat
ment works. If the pending amendment 
fails, West Virginia will receive only $6,-
646,700; if the amendment succeeds, 
West Virginia will receive $10,840,700. I 
certainly hope that this amendment 
passes, because the total authorization 
of $1 billion is sorely needed throughout 
the Nation in order to fight water pol
lution. 

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

Mr. FEIGHAN. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Chairman, I would like 
to give you the position of one who has 
always lived in the city and like so many 
who have grown up in our city's streets 
has been appalled by the despoliation of 
our natural resources. 

Only a quarter of a century ago Loren 
Eiseley wrote : 

If there is magic on this planet, it is con
tained in water. 

The magic of water is not limited to 
the esthetics of water, but it is in the fact 
that water is the essential link that both 
supports and provides the environmental 
medium for life in our ecology. We in 
this country are witnessing the death of 
water's splendor, as our lakes have be
come devoid of life and as our garbage
strewn rivers spew their filth into the 
sea. 

Our expanding population and tech
nology has required more agriculture and 
industry. Each requires more water and 
has produced more wastes. The increased 
demand on water will continue with the 
spiraling complexity of our society. New 
chemical compounds in agriculture and 
industry are daily released into our en
vironment in quantities which are 
poisoning it for those now alive and per
haps beyond repair for our future gen
erations. We must undertake to improve 
our environment in order for it to con
tinue to support mankind and protect it 
from the savage attacks man has made 
upon it. We have soiled our own well. 

Our country and our world have seen 
the trends of urbanization to the point 
that more than 70 percent of this Na
tion's population now inhabits a mere 
1 percent of our space. The future will 
see this density rise, making our ecologi
cal problems more accute. Waterborne 
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wastes in metropolitan areas do more 
than destroy the physical beauty that re
lieves the oppressiveness of the city, pre
vent water-related recreation, and deny 
water its miracle of life. 

Manhattan is one of the country's most 
densely populated areas, and every day 
New York City produces 1,400 million 
gallons of raw sewage. Currently, only 
1,000 million gallons are treated per day 
in the existing sewage treatment plants 
for that area which leaves 400 million 
gallons of raw sewage to be dumped di
rectly into New York rivers. 

The Hudson River, which once was a 
scenic resource, is now an open sewer be
tween Albany and Manhattan. Daily, 
rivers such as the Hudson and East re
ceive untreated sewage, the effluent of 
riverside factories. And the problem 
mounts as the volume of the wastes 
increase. 

We must recognize the inadequacy of 
this year's $600 million appropriation. In 
1965 the Water Quality Act authorized a 
concerted nationwide attack on water 
pollution. And in 1966 the Clean Water 
Restoration Act authorized Federal 
matching grants to local governments for 
treatment plant construction between 
1967 and 1971. 

These are the important Federal pro
grams now contending with water pollu
tion. However, we are not meeting these 
projects fiscally, as last week Congress 
only appropriated three-fifths of the 
funds required to continue projects of 
the Clean Water Restoration Act for fis
cal year 1970. Between the additional 
$400 million needed for 1970 programs 
and gaps between requests and appro
priations for the last 5 years, the pro
gram is now short $1,126,000,000 of the 
$2 Y2 billion originally designed for 6 
years' work. 

The fiscal dilemma is especially diffi
cult for New York City. Currently, there 
are 13 sewage treatment plants in New 
York City, one of which will be aban
doned. Two more plants are to be built. 
The present estimated construction costs 
for the 14 total plants in New York City 
amounts to $934 million which may be 
increased during the actual construction 
depending upon engineering feasibility 
of the existing plans. New York State 
pays 30 percent of the construction costs 
and can pay an additional 30 percent of 
prefinanced construction costs while 
Federal grants from the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Administration under 
the Clean Water Act of 1966 can amount 
to 55 percent of the total cost. These fig
ures represent the maximum cost sharing 
percentages of the FWPCA grant for
mula. Instead of paying the 55 percent, 
the Federal Government is in fact now 
paying only 1 percent. 

Federal funding is made on a per capita 
basis according to State rather than on 
the criterion of need which does not ra
tionally deal with this problem. Hence, 
in addition to the need to fully fund the 
water restoration program we must work 
to reorient the program by redesigning 
the grant formula so it will realistically 
respond to the needs of our Nation. 

Mr. Chairman, let this 91st Congress 
be remembered as one which held dear 
the goal of clean water and provided the 
moneys to achieve that mission. 

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

Mr. FEIGHAN. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Chairman, the Na
tion, the President, and the Congress are 
all against inflation; and Government 
spending has been labeled a major fac
tor to be controlled. Yet within any 
given budget limit, there must be choices 
made and priorities set. That is what 
this bill before us today does-it sets a 
high priority for action to restore the 
quality of our lakes, streams, and estu
aries. 

Thus, I do not believe that arguments 
against the full $1 billion appropriation 
on the basis of fiscal conservatism are 
sound. The total Federal budget may 
well be limited, possibly by an expendi
tures control act as occurred 1n 1968-
but the willpower and the purse power 
of the taxpayers are behind water pol
lution control and the Congress has a 
clear responsibility to legislate. 

Furthermore, we are only asking that 
we live up to our own authorization 
passed in the Clean Water Restoration 
Act of 1966. In that act, on the basis of 
years of study, testimony, and surveys 
of State and local community needs, a 
financing and construction program was 
agreed upon. The bill passed both 
Houses with hardly a single dissenting 
vote. The echoes of speeches supporting 
clean water are still ringing in this 
Chamber. Representatives and Senators 
have been congratulating themselves 
ever since on their leadership role in 
bringing Government powers to bear on 
pollution. 

I do not demean our authorizing leg1s
la tion. Rather I applaud it and regard 
it as right today as it was right in 1966. 
The Congress did know what was needed 
and nothing in the intervening years has 
come to light to lessen the conviction 
with which we acted. 

But there is more than a little hypoc
risy in our appropriations for grants 
for sewage treatment plant construction 
since the glorious days of the authoriza
tion act. In 1968 we appropriated $203 
million instead of $450 million author
ized; 1969, $214 million out of $750 mil
lion and this fiscal year the authorized 
amount is $1 billion. So the question is 
one of sincerity of purpose as well as 
setting a scale of priorities for the finan
cial resources of the world's richest 
Nation. 

Let us match our authorization rhet
oric with appropriation dollars so as to 
realize abatement results. 

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

Mr. FEIGHAN. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. MIKVA. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment of the gen
tleman from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL) 
to provide $1 billion for Federal aid to 
local water Pollution control programs. 
I commend his extensive and energetic 
efforts in the cause of cleaner water for 
all Americans. I believe that in light 
of the high water quality standards 
which Congress has set for States and 
local communities throughout the Na
tion, we must take the next step of pro
viding sufficient Federa' financial assist-

ance to help them achieve those stand
ards. 

The Public Works Subcommittee in
creased the amount for construction 
grants for local waste treatment fa
cilities from the totally inadequate 
amount--$214 million-requested by the 
administration. The subcommittee is to 
be commended for its action in raising 
this amount to $450 million. The full 
Appropriations Committee increased the 
amount still further, to $600 million. 
This, too, deserves the thanks of all of 
us interested in cleaner water for our 
citizens. 

But, Mr. Chairman, these increases 
by the subcommittee and full committee 
are still not enough. The proper amount 
must be measured not by what the ad
ministration requested-for that amount 
is inadequate by anyone's standards. The 
two measures ought to be: first, what this 
Congress authorized when it enacted 
legislation authorizing Federal aid for 
construction of local waste treatment 
facilities; and second, the backlog of 
requests which the Water Pollution Con
trol Administration already has received 
from local governments which want Fed
eral funds to aid such construction. By 
both of these standards, we are obligated 
to pass the Dingell amendment. We have 
made promises to the local communities 
and to our constituents; now it is time 
for us to ante up. Nothing less than the 
$1 billion figure will fulfill our commit
ment to our citizens and meet the press
ing need already demonstrated by re
quests for Federal assistance now await
ing action. 

Mr. Chairman, anybody can talk about 
clean water. None of us can walk on 
the water but we must stand on it. Now 
is the time for those who really care about 
the quality of water Americans must 
swim in, live with, and drink, to really 
do something about it. The figures which 
the gentleman from Michigan has put in 
the RECORD show how much each of our 
States will benefit from the additional 
funding in his amendment. If we really 
feel that turning the tide of environ
mental spoliation is a job worth doing, 
if we really want to keep our promises 
to America about cleaner and safer water, 
then we must pass this amendment. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FEIGHAN. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. 
Chairman, Tuesday night the National 
Broadcasting Co. televised a 2%-hour 
program entitled "From Here to the 
Seventies." 

Its purpose was to highlight the turbu
lent events of the sixties and to use these 
as a basis to project what problems we 
will face and how they might be resolved 
in the seventies. 

This was a fine program. 
It highlighted the key issues before the 

country today. One of these the program 
nit hard was pollution. Pollution in all 
forms, including pollution of our Nation's 
waters. The point was made that experts 
in the field indicate we have less than 
1 O years to find ways and means of 
cleaning up our polluted waters. If we 
fail to -so act, we will have destroyed this 
very land we love. We will be left with 
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nothing but our empty technology, our 
towering buildings, and a land that has 
lost its great natural assets. 

You and I are aware of this. The Amer
ican public is aware of this. I believe the 
people are ahead of us. They want action, 
and action now. 

Today we have the opportunity to pro
vide some of that action. Today we have 
the chance to finally place some meat on 
the skeleton of the water pollution pro
gram, to start to breathe life into it and 
to move it forward so that our waters 
can be restored. 

Some will say you have the budget. 
Others will say you have inflation. Others 
will say, what about your priorities. To 
all this, I say priorities, indeed. Budget, 
indeed. Inflation, indeed. There is no 
more important priority than the pro
tection of our country and our well-being. 
This is a must. The funding for the pro
gram you are asked to adopt today will 
be a signal that we do indeed consider 
the preservation of the country top pri
ority. 

We can wait no longer. I urge adoption 
of the amendment. 

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

Mr. FEIGHAN. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. Chairman, in 
1950, my father, serving as chairman of 
the National Security Resources Board 
commissioned a study of resources which 
indicated that in a quarter of a century 
the resource which would suffer the most 
serious depletion was clean, fresh water. 
Like many such reports, it was received 
with the indifference of a nation engaged 
in more pressing commitments. Twenty
five years seemed a long time. Fifteen 
passed before the Clean Water Act was 
passed. Never fully funding it, we are 
actually asking ourselves today whether 
we can afford to turn back the tide of 
pollution at its crest. It is no longer a 
question of putting a finger in the dike. 
There is no dike. We have a dead lake to 
show for it, and many a dying one. 

The Federal Water Pollution Control 
Administration reports that 4,525 State 
and local projects are being developed 
which will call for $2.3 billion in Federal 
aid in constructing water facilities hav
ing a total cost of $5.1 billion. Others 
doubtless will be proposed later but these 
early plans demonstrate the . urgency of 
the need. 

Under the pollution abatement con
struction grants-the primary program 
funded under the Clean Water Restora
tion Ac~Missouri last year received 
$4.9 million for primary and secondary 
treatment plant construction. This level 
of funds was, as is the present adminis
tration request for Missouri, at least 
three times below the level of funds need
ed for pollution abatement construction 
in our State. Jack Smith, executive sec
retary of the Missouri Water Pollution 
Control Administration, has estimated 
that the need stands at more than $14 
million. There are 42 cities in Missouri, 
including our own St. Louis metropolitan 
area, which require and are eligible for 
funds for primary and secondary treat
ment plant construction. Even the com
mittee provision for Missouri, in the 

amount of $10,368,900, is less than suffi
cient for the pressing need throughout 
the State. 

The Second District of Missouri has 
seven project applications for water pol
lution control funds. The total estimated 
cost of the projects is $18,519,722. One
third of this or $6,000,136 is being re
quested from the Federal Water Pollu
tion Control Administration. The Metro
politan St. Louis area has applied for 
seven different grants under this pro
gram. Other applicants include the St. 
Louis Metropolitan St. Louis Sewer Dis
trict and the city of Ballwin. 

Mr. Chairman, some years ago I de
scribed St. Louis as-

The fairest of the daughters 
Born on a. journey wild 

Of the Father of the Waters; 
The Mississippi's child. 

That vagabond has brought her 
Many gifts since then 

But her dowry of water 
Makes her beautiful to men. 

The Nation's dowry of water is threat
ened. Its beauty is tarnished. And we do 
not have 25 years to think about it. I 
support the amendment. 

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

Mr. FEIGHAN. I yield to my colleague 
from Ohio. 

Mr. MINSHALL. I wish to commend 
my colleague from Cleveland and tell 
him how much I appreciate his support 
of the amendment I have previously of
fered. I know that he has long been in 
the forefront of the effort to obtain clean 
water in Lake Erie, and to obtain addi
tional money for bringing about an end 
to the pollution problem of Lake Erie. 
I hope the amendment will pass. 

Mr. FEIGHAN. I thank my able col
league for his kind and generous re
marks. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment. 

I would like to thank the gentleman 
from Ohio for offering the amendment 
which was to be offered by and on be
half of seven of us today, by Mr. FEIGHAN. 
Mr. WRIGHT, Mr. SAYLOR, Mr. MCCLOSKEY, 
Mr. BLATNIK, Mr. REUSS, and the present 
Speaker in the well. 

I would like to begin by stating that 
I believe it is important that this amend
ment be adopted. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to begin 
by reading the remarks of Secretary 
Hickel, which I believe tend to set out 
in some clarity the reasons why the 
House should adopt this amendment. I 
quote from an article published in the 
Chicago Tribune dated September 20, 
1969, as follows: 

MUST HAVE MONEY 

"The technology for cleanup is here," Hickel 
told the Executives Club of Chica.go. "But 
without money, we cannot do the job. And 
during the administration's current fight 
against inflation the prospects for sizable 
increases in appropriations for the financing 
of new municipal waste treatment plants 
a.re not only slim, but will not solve the 
problem. So we must innovate. 

Hickel said it is futile to depend on the 
conventional congressional appropriations 

· method to solve a problem that has been 
building for the last 30 years. Congress never 
appropriates funds for water pollution con-

trol grants in the amount that it authorizes, 
he said. 

Congress had authorized a billion dollars 
for water pollution control grants in 1970, 
but it has indicated 214 million dollars will 
be appropriated. 

"This may sound like big money," said 
Hickel, "but we now find that one-billion 
dollars will be merely a token sum compared 
to what we really need. We have come to the 
realization that we must spend a much 
larger amount of money and that we would 
spend it regardless of what that amount 
is." 

Mr. Chairman, my remarks on this 
amendment appear in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD which appeared on the desks of 
Members of Congress today at page 
28834 and following. 

They set out the responses received by 
me from Governors and from organiza
tions and from individuals, and they set 
out a number of circumstances, including 
editorial comments in matters of this 
kind, which I believe make clear the 
needs before us. 

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

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, certainly the gentleman from Mich
igan has been in the forefront in the 
fight for water pollution control funds. 
But I would like to inform the gentle
man from Michigan that Secretary Hick
-el and I yesterday had a conversation, 
which is more current than the gentle
man's testimony, in which the Secretary 
said that we should hold the line at 
$214 million on account of inflation, but 
he said that in no event should we go 
beyond $600 million. He said if we do, he 
would have excess funds which he could 
not obligate and could not commit, and 
he would have to tool up and get more 
people, and he could not obligate this 
amount of money at this time. 

Mr. DINGELL. Let me comment, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The gentleman from Tennessee and his 
committee have done a good job, and I 
wish to praise the gentleman and the 
committee, because raising this figure 
to $600 million in the committee and 
csubcommittee was a great achievement 
-and deserves the compliments of all of 
'US. 

But let me also say, the money we are 
appropriating today is then available 
until expended. Second, it is spent rather 
slowly. According to the Department of 
the Interior, only 5 percent will be spent 
in the first year, 20 percent in the sec
ond year, 40 percent in the third year, 
30 percent in the fifth year, and 5 per
cent during the last year. 

In 18 months the funds we appropriate 
today-and I am satisfied the House is 
going to do this thing-will be eligible 
for reallocation and can be reallocated 
on any basis, on the basis of need or 
on a basis of reimbursement. 

If we fail to vote this fund today, it 
means that cleanup will be set back as 
much as 2 years or as much as 5 years, 
depending on when we bring this fight 
to the floor again. 

The Senate has already adopted an 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
New York (Mr. JAVITS), which would au
thorize the utilization of a portion of 
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this fund for reimbursement to meet the 
needs of the States which have spent so 
much money, such as New York State. 

If the Members will look at my re
marks in the RECORD of yesterday, they 
will see I have referred to the levels of 
allocation for reimbursement and other 
things of that kind. 

Another thing to remember is this. The 
committee that handles water pollution, 
the Committee on Public Works, has al
ready indicated it is possible and they 
will shortly begin their endeavors to 
arrive at a better formula, so I think the 
question of formula and matters of that 
kind are not necessary to be discussed 
now. 

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

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I am 
sure I speak for many Members of the 
House in commending our colleague, the 
gentleman from Michigan, who is in the 
well, for the Herculean effort he has put 
forward in offering this amendment. He 
has gotten 220 Members to join him in 
offering this amendment. I congratulate 
the gentleman from Michigan on his 
tremendous achievement. I am sure 
many people in the country will benefit 
from the gentleman's efforts. 

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

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman from Michigan mentioned the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York, Senator JAVITS, which 
was adopted in committee in the other 
body. 

The dean of the House had a short col
loquy, which the gentleman from Con
necticut alluded to, and I would simply 
reiterate what the gentleman from 
Michigan said about the need to rework 
the formula and to meet the needs of the 
States, such as New York, and the prob
lem mentioned by the gentleman from 
Connecticut and alluded to by the dean 
of the House. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman. 

Mr. Chairman, I mentioned that Sec
retary Hickel ref erred to the failure of 
this House to appropriate funds. Not only 
did that appear in the Chicago Tribune, 
but it also appeared in the Committee on 
Public Works, where Secretary Klein said 
that it should be noted the level of ex
penditures outlined in the State pro
gram plans is strongly influenced, by the 
authorizations approved in providing and 
maintaining adequate programs for the 
communities. 

The quote follows: 
It should be noted that the level of invest

ment outlined in State Program Plans is 
strongly conditioned by the anticipated level 
of Federal assistance. Therefore, unless this 
rate of investment is increased, the Nation 
will fall behind in its goal of providing and 
maintaining adequate waste treatment for 
in. sewered communities. 

Mr. Chairman, at this point in the 
RECORD, I offer a further collection of 
letters and telegrams, in support of full 
funding of the grant program to support 
construction of water pollution abate-

ment facilities under Public Law 660 as 
amended: 

OCTOBER 1, 1969. 
Hon. JOHN D. DINGELL, Hon. JOHN BLATNIK, 

Hon. JOHN SAYLOR, Hon. HENRY REUSS, 
Hon. MICHAEL FEIGHAN, Hon. JIM 
WRIGHT, Hon. PAUL MCCLOSKEY' 

House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR CONGRESSMEN: Congratulations on 

your efforts and those of your many col
leagues to secure full funding, to wit $1 bil
lion, for the Clean Water Restoration Act. 
Conservation, labor, and many other citizen, 
civic and professional organizations, repre
senting millions of concerned people, firmly 
believe water pollution prevention and abate
ment should be given very high national 
priority. Only full funding for the Clean 
Water Restoration Act will restore public 
confidence and meet expectations for prog
ress in cleaning up the Nation's waters. You 
have our full and wholehearted support. 

SIGNERS 
American Association of University Wom-

en. 
American Society for Landscape Architects. 
Pollution Control Administrators. 
Association of Interpretive Naturalists. 
Consumer Federation of America. 
League of Women Voters of the United 

States. 
The National Wildlife Federation. 
United Steelworkers Of America. 
National Audubon Society. 
Citizens Committee on Natural Resources. 
The Wilderness Society. 
The Conservation Foundation. 
American Fisheries Society. 
Sport Fishing Institute. 
The Long Island Environmental Council. 
The Adirondack Mountain Club. 
The Sierra Club. 
The United Auto Workers. 
National League of Cities. 
National Conference of Mayors. 
National Consumers League. 
The Wildlife Society. 
Oyster Institute of North America. 
Trout Unlimited. 
Wildlife Management Institute. 
Northern Virginia Conservation Council. 
Citizens Council for Clean Potomac. 
Fairfax County Federation of Citizens 

Association. 
National Recreation and Parks Association. 
National Fisheries Institute. 
Conservation Committee, the Garden Club 

of America. 
American Institute of Planners. 
American Institute of Architects. 
Izaak Walton League of America. 

LANSING, MICH., October 8, 1969. 
Representative JOHN DINGELL, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Today, Michigan sold the first $30 million 
of $335 million clean water bonds mandated 
by Michigan citizens last November. Again, 
I and all Michigan citizens urge your sup
port for full funding for the Clean Water 
Restoration Act for fiscal year 1970 so that 
adequate State and Federal funds are made 
available to Michigan communities to achieve 
our water pollution control goals. I sincerely 
hope you can lend your support to this timely 
and vital measure. 

WILLIAM G. MILLIKEN' 
Governor. 

WASHINGTON, D.C., October 7, 1969. 
Congressman JOHN D. DINGELL, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Society of American Foresters greatly ap
preciate the efforts you and your colleagues 
are making to secure funding for restoring 
the quality of the Nation's water. We trust 
your efforts will be successful. 

H. R. GLASCOCK, Jr., 
Executive Secretary. 

NORTHAMPTON, MASS, 
October 7, 1969. 

Representative JOHN D. DINGELL, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C.: 

We would like to know which Mass. Con
gressmen are not supporting your fight for 
a billion dollars for water pollution control. 
We may start a petition to urge them to vote 
the full amount. 

Miss JEAN MOCZULEWSKI. 

GRAND RAPIDS, MICH., 
October 7, 1969. 

Representative JOHN D. DINGELL, 
Washington, D.C.: 

I urge your suppor,t of full funding of 
"clean water bill." 

PETER M. WEGE. 

GRAND RAPIDS, MICH., 
October 7, 1969. 

Representative JOHN D. DINGELL, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Strongly support your efforts to obtain one 
biilion dollars appropriation for clean water. 

WEST MrcmGAN ENVIRONMENTAL AC
TION COUNCIL. 

GRAND RAPIDS, MICH., 
October 8, 1969. 

Representative JOHN D. DINGELL, 
Rayburn House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Michigan division of the Izaak Walton 
League favors the appropriation of one bil
lion dollars for the clean water restoration 
program. 

JACK C. LONDON, 
President. 

Mr. Chairman, I also insert editorials 
of a group of newspapers in support of 
our effort for full funding: 

KEEPING PROMISES 
[From the Washington Star, Oct.1969) 

Several months ago, we were critical of 
Congress for retreating from its commitment 
to the states and localities to provide $1 
billion in matching grants for water pollu
tion control. What bothered us at the time 
was not so much the enforced slowdown in 
this important program but rather the im
morality involved in mousetrapping local 
governments into commitments they can 111 
afford, and then not coming across. 

In this context, it ls especially gratifying 
to note that over 220 congressmen have gone 
on record as favoring the full $1 billion ap
propriation for waste treatment plants. At 
present, the House money bill contains $600 
million for this program-itself a consider
able improvement over the $214 million orig
inally earmarked. Interested lawmakers will 
offer an amendment on the House floor this 
week to up that to $1 billion. If they all 
vote the way they have talked, this amend
ment s'hould sail through easily. 

The next move would then be up to the 
Senate. To date there has not been a com
parable show of support in the other cham
ber for a full-funding of the water pollu
tion program. But this is perhaps because the 
quite remarkable groundswell of concerned 
public opinion on this subject has so far 
been focused on the House. 

It should be understood, of' course, that 
this is definitely a time when budgetary re
straint is indicated. Accordingly, a number 
of important government programs are in 
imminent danger of severe cutbacks. Even 
so, there are two good reasons for not stint
ing on water pollution control, quite apart 
from its merit as a program. First, local gov
ernments have already been induced to com
mit their own limited resources for this pur
pose. And second, there appears to be broad 
public support for the program. In this 
case at least, there is reason to give the pub
lic what it wants. 
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[From the Washington Star, Oct. 7, 1969] 
DOLLARS AGAINST POLLUTION 

Sm: During the past several months more 
than 220 members of Congress, dozens of 
state governors and mayors, 40 national or
ganizations and a good segment of the Ameri
can public have worked diligently to rescue 
the Clean Water Restoration Act from fiscal 
oblivion. 

This effort has cut across party lines and 
political thought. It has united organizations 
and men often opposed to each other. It has 
resulted in one of the most unusual coali
tions ever to come out of Washington, the 
Citizens Crusade for Clean Water, consisting 
of conservation, labor, consumer, professional 
and industrial organizations. It has chal
lenged the Bureau of the Budget's Keynesian 
assumption that any federal program can be 
meat-axed for inflation without public cen
sure-even one that is vital to the restora
tion of the nation's waters. It has articulated 
public demands for a healthier and saner en
vironment and public willingness to see a 
greater share of its tax dollar used to that 
end. It has, in the words of the New York 
Times rejected the "hypocritical Congres
sional practice of passing grandiose programs 
only to undermine them later by quietly 
slashing appropriations that are vital to their 
fulfillment." And it has created the climate 
for major debate on the floor of the House 
when the public works appropriations bill 
comes to a vote this week. 

This week the public works appropriations 
bill comes to a vote in the House. An amend
ment to increase the Committee's $600 mil
lion recommendation to the full $1 billion 
Congress authorized in 1966 wlll be offered. At 
least 220 Members of Congress, to their great 
credit, have indicated their determination 
to win the day for cleaner waters for the na
tion. The $1 billlon to be sought will help 
take care of a $2.5 b11lion backlog created by 
consistent underfunding. It will only begin to 
touch $8 billion worth of water pollutants. 

TED PANKOWSKI, 
Conservation Associate, The Izaak Wal

ton League of America. 

UNITED STEELWORKERS OF AMERICA, 
Washington, D.C., October 7, 1969. 

Hon. JOHN D. DINGELL, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN DINGELL: A bipartisan 
coalition-Citizens Crusade for Clean Wa
ter-has been working to develop support for 
the full funding of the war against water 
pollution. The coalition also represents 
many labor, conservation, municipal and 
state groups. 

The original budget request of $214 mil
lion has been increased to $600 million by 
the Appropriations Committee. But this 
amount falls far short of the $1 billion au
thorization and has a serious impact on the 
states' progress toward construction of nec
essary water pollution abatement work.s. 

Just recently, the House Armed Services 
Committee increased the mllitary authori
zation by $1 billion over Nixon's request. It 
is inconceivable that, at a time when there 
is a serious questioning of our ability to re
order national priorities, Congress is unwill
ing to cominit itself at least to its own au
thorization goal. 

We urge that you vote to amend the Ap
propriation Committees' recommendation so 
that the full $1 billion will be made avail
able to local communities to construct waste 
treatment plants. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN J. SHEEHAN, 

Legislative Director. 

THE LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF OHIO, 

Columbus, Ohio, October 7, 1969. 
Hon. JOHN D. DINGELL, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.0. 

DEAR MR. DINGELL: Mrs. Clusen of the 
League o! Women Voters tells me you are 

interested in putting news clippings re need 
for funds for sewage treatment in Congres
sional Record right up to day House considers 
appropriations bill-These may be too late 
but if you can use any of 12 enclosed please 
do-I do hope you can return them to me-I 
would like very much to have them back for 
our record-thank you-

Sincerely yours, 
Mrs. HOWARD T. MOORE, 
Water Reservoir Chairman. 

[From the Cleveland (Ohio) Plain Dealer, 
Sept.SO, 1969] 

CLEAN WATER MONEY 
There is good news from Washington in the 

fight against water pollution. 
A majority of congressmen-219 so f'ar

have pledged to fight for an appropriation of 
$1 billion in fiscal 1970 to help cities and 
states build wastewater treatment plants. 

The pledges were lined up by Rep. John 
D. Dingell, D-Mlch., Rep Michael J. Feigh.an, 
D-21, of Cleveland and five colleagues in the 
House who formed an ad hoc committee to 
attain a higher priority for the long-ne
glected battle for pollution control. 

Like other domestic programs, the cleanup 
effort initiated by the Clean Water Act of 
1966 was pushed into the background because 
of spending on the Vietnam war. From the 
beginning, appropriations fell short of the 
authorizations. Both the Johnson and Nixon 
administrations, for example budgeted only 
$214 million for sewage plant grants in fiscal 
1970, although Congress bad authorized $1 
billion. 

Now Congress is saying that regardless of 
the war and in spite of a general desire 
to reduce federal spending, water pollution 
must be attacked. The battle can be put off 
no longer. 

We like that sentiment. We have argued for 
it a good many months. We believe Congress 
should appropriate the full $1 billion. It will 
be the best $1 billion ever spent, helping 
hundreds of communities across the coun
try to build treatment plants that simply 
must be built to protect a precarious resource 
from ruin. 

[From the Findlay (Ohio) Republican 
Courier, Aug. 28, 1969] 

LWV SAYS ONLY NINE OHIO CONGRESSMEN 
FAVOR MORE MONEY FOR SEWAGE TREATMENT 

CoLUMBus.--Only nine of Ohio's 24 con
gressmen are supporting a move to raise the 
federal appropriation to construct sewage 
treatment facilities, the Ohio League of Wom
en Voters said Wednesday. 

Although $1 billion was authori2led for that 
purpose in fiscal 1970, the league said it is 
likely only the $214 million suggested in 
President Nixon's budget will be forthcom
ing. 

The league, part of a 85-meinber national 
organization called the Citizens Crusade for 
Clean Water, is trying to get the appropria
tion hiked. 

Mrs. Carolyn Moore, representing the 
league, said 218 votes are needed in the U.S. 
House of Representatives to bring a.bout the 
increase. Only 160 are cominitted, she said. 

Only nine Ohio congressmen have said they 
will work for the boost, Mrs. Moore told a 
news conference. She urged Ohioans ·to write 
letters to the others. 

Ned Williams, executive director of the 
Ohio Water Development Authority, said the 
$214 Illillion now earmarked would mean 
that Ohio would receive $9.4 xnillion, the 
same as last year. 

Over the next 5 years, he said the same 
amount each year would still leave a deficit 
of $302 million in cleaning up a backlog of 
work that should be done now. 

"As of March 1969, there were 224 commu
nities on orders from the Ohio Water Pollu
tion Controls Boa.rd to construct additional 
sewage treatment facilities," he said. 

The cost of the construction, he said, 

would be $459 million at 1969 prices. This, 
he said, includes only construction and not 
the cost of collection systems and other im
provements. 

Mrs. Moore noted that Ohioans favor water 
pollution control "but these 15 congressmen 
are stm hesitant." A $100 million bond issue 
for water pollution was approved by Ohioans 
last November. 

In addition, the legislature passed the bill 
allocating the money and set it up so the 
$100 mlllion could be used as seed money for 
loans to help municipalities build facilities. 

If more federal money is made ava.Uiable, 
he said, it will mean the seed money can go 
to finance facilities other than treatment 
pla.nt..s. 

"The city of Cleveland alone estimates the 
cost of cleaning up all pollution at $1.5 bil
lion," W11liams said. "The total in the state 
could exceed $10 billion." 

The U.S. House is expected to take up the 
issue Sept. 10, Mrs. Moore said. 

The nine Ohio Congressmen supporting 
the boost were listed ~ William Harsha, 
Thomas Ashley, J. Willlam Stanton, Charles 
A. Mosher, Wayne Hays, Michael A. Feighan, 
Charles A. Vanik, William E. Minshall and 
Donald E. Lukens. 

[From the Portsmouth (Ohio) Tim.es, 
Aug. 28, 1969] 

HARSHA FOR BILL To FIGHT POLLUTION 
COLUMBUS, OHIO--While Ohioans favor 

water pollution control efforts, 15 Ohio con
gressmen still are hesitant to seek more 
money for sewage treatment facilities, the 
League of Women Voters says. 

Carolyn Moore, representing the league, 
told newsmen Wednesday that voter approval 
last November of a $100 million bond issue 
for water pollution was an indication that 
Ohioans want to clean up their lakes and 
waterways. 

But, she said, only nine of Ohio's 24 con
gressmen have come out in support of a move 
to raise the federal appropriation to con
struct sewage treatment facilities. 

The nine include Portsmouth's William 
H. Harsha Jr., 6th District Republican. 

Although $1 bi111on was authorized for 
that purpose in fiscal 1970, Mrs. Moore said, 
it is likely only the $214 million suggested in 
President Nixon's budget wlll be forthcoming. 

She said 218 votes are needed in the House 
to raise the appropriation, and only 160 are 
committed so far. 

Mrs. Moore urged Ohioans to write to their 
congressmen in support of the increase. She 
said the House is expected to take up the 
issue Sept. 10. 

The league is a member of the Citizens 
Crusade for Clean Water, a coalition of 35 
groups seeking to get the appropriation 
hiked. 

Ned Williams, executive director of the Ohio 
Water Development Authority, also spoke at 
the news conference in favor of increasing 
the federal funds. 

He said the $214 million now earmarked 
would mean Ohio would receive $9.4 million, 
the same as last year. The same amount each 
year over the next five years would leave 
a deficit of $302 million in cleaning up a 
backlog of work that should be done now, 
he said. 

"As of March 1969, there were 224 com
munities on orders from the Ohio Water 
Pollution Control board to construct addi-
tional sewage treatment facllities," he said. 

The cost of this construction, Willlams 
said, would be $459 million at 1969 prices. 

[From the Steubenville (Ohio) Herald Star, 
Aug. 28, 1969] 

HAYS SUPPORTS APPROPRIATl'.ON HIKE: 15 OHIO 
CONGRESSMEN Do NOT FAVOR INCREASES 
COLUMBUS, OHIO.-Whlle Ohioans favor 

water pollution control efforts, 15 Ohio con
gressmen still are hesitant to seek more 
money for sewage treatment fac111ties, the 
League of Women Voters says. 
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Carolyn Moore, representing the league, 

told newsmen Wednesday that voter approval 
last November of a $100 million bond issue 
for water pollution was an indication that 
Ohioans want to clean up their lakes and 
waterways. 

But, she said, only nine of Ohio's 22 con
gressmen have come out in support of a move 
to raise the federal appropriation to con
struct sewage treatment facilities. 

Although $1 billion was authorized for that 
purpose in fiscal 1970, Mrs. Moore said, it is 
likely only the $214 million suggested in 
President Nixon's budget will be forthcoming. 

218 VOTES NEEDED 
She said 218 votes are needed in the House 

to raise the appropriation, and only 160 are 
committed so far. 

Mrs. Moore urged Ohioans to write to their 
congressmen in support of the increase. She 
said the House is expected to take up the 
issue Sept. 10. 

The league is a member of the Citizens 
Crusade for Clean Water, a coalition of 35 
groups seeking to get the appropriation 
hiked. 

Ned Williams, executive director of the 
Ohio Water Development Authority, also 
spoke at the news conference in favor of 
increasing the federal funds. 

HAYS BACKS INCREASE 
The cost of this construction, Williams 

said, would be $459 million at 1969 prices. 
He added that the cost of eliminating all 

water pollution in Ohio could exceed $10 
billion. 

The nine Ohio congressmen listed as sup
porting the appropriation increase were Wil
liam Harsha, Thomas Ashley, J. William 
Stanton, Charles A. Mosher, Wayne Hays, 
Michael A. Feighan, Charles A. Vanik, Wil
liam E. Minshall and Donald E. Lukens. 

[ From the Marietta (Ohio) Daily Times, 
Aug. 28, 1969) 

URGE VOTERS To SEEK INCREASE IN 
FEDERAL AID 

CoLui.vr..Bus.-Ohio residents have been 
asked to write their congressmen urging an 
increase in federal aid for sewage treatment 
facilities to help fight water pollution. 

The League of Women Voters of Ohio told 
a news conference Wednesday thait voters 
should contact their representatives in 
Washington quickly, before a vote ls taken 
next month on the appropriation for con
struction grants for treatment facilities. 

Mrs. Oarolyn Moore, the league's water 
pollution specialist, said that although $1 
billion ls authorized for treaitment plant 
construotion next year, it ls likely that a 
House Appropriations subcommittee will rec
ommend only $214 million when Congress 
returns in September. 

Mrs. Moore said 160 congressmen have 
pledged to support an increase in the appro
priation. 

"But there a.re many congressmen as yet 
uncommitted, and it is these men that we 
would like to reach," she said. "We want to 
encourage each citizen in Ohio to write a 
letter to his congressman urging that he join 
those who support increased appropriations." 

Only nine of Ohio's 24 oongre55men sup
port higher grants, Mrs. MOOll'e said. 

Ned E. Willia.ms, executive director of the 
Ohio Water Development Authority, told the 
news conference that Ohio would receive 
only $9.4 million under the current proposal 
as recommended by the Nixon administra
tion. 

Williams said this would mean Ohio would 
be able to construct only $31 million worth 
of sewage treatment facilities per year, and 
the state already has ordered corustructlon 
of $459 million worth of community projects. 

However, Williams said that if Congress ls 
persuaded to raise the appropriation to $1 
billion -a.s suggested by the League of Women 
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Voters, Ohio will receive $43.9 Inilllon a year, 
other sources will provide $102 million, and 
the state will be able to more than wipe out 
its construction deficit in five years. 

[From the Toledo (Ohio) Blade, 
Sept. 8, 1969] 

LATTA SUPPORTS FuLL WATER FuND: WANTS 
0RIGl'.NAL $1 En.LION GRANTED 

(By Frank Kane) 
WASHINGTON.---Support for the drive to 

win appropriation of the $1 billion originally 
authorized for contructlon grants to curb 
water pollution has been voiced by Rep. Del
bert Latta (R., Bowling Green). 

Mr. Latta, whose fifth congressional dis
trict includes part of Toledo, said that Con
gress recognized the paramount importance 
of cleaning up the nation's lakes and rivers 
when it passed the Clean Water Restoration 
Act of 1966. 

FORMULA ADOPTED 
At that time, a formula was adopted which 

called for spending $700 million in federal 
funds in fiscal 1969, but Congress appro
priated only $214 million. The act authorized 
$1 billion for fiscal 1970, but the Adminis
tration has requested only $214 million 
again. 

"I understand the Administration's budg
etary difficulties, but I believe that one of 
our priorities should be clean water for all 
Americans," Mr. Latta said. 

CALLS FUNDS ESSENTIAL 
He termed it essential that congress pro

vide the $1 billion because "We cannot af
ford any unnecessary delay which would in
crease the ultimate cost of abating pollu
tion" or would endanger the health and wel
fare of Ohioans. 

Rep. Thomas L. Ashley also is supporting 
the campaign to provide the full $1 billion. 

[From the Sandusky (Ohio) Register, 
Aug. 28, 1969) 

LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS URGE AID FOR 
SEWAGE FACILITIES 

CoLUMBus.--Ohio residents have been 
asked to write their congressmen urging an 
increase in federal aid for sewage treatment 
facilities to help fight water pollution. 

The League of Women Voters of Ohio told 
a news conference Wednesday that voters 
should contact their representatives in Wash
ing,ton quickly, before a vote is taken next 
month on the appropriation for construction 
grants for treatment fa.cilLties. 

Mrs. Carolyn Moore, the league's water 
pollution specialist, said that although $1 
billion is authorized for treatment plant con
struction next year, it is likely that a House 
Appropriations subcommittee will recom
mend only $214 million when Congress re
turns in September. 

Mrs. Moore said 160 congressmen have 
pledged to support an increase in the appro
priation. 

"But there are many congressmen as yet 
uncommitted, and it's these men that we 
would like to reach," she said. "We want to 
encourage each citizen in Ohio to write a 
letter to his congressman urging that he join 
those who support increased appropriations. 

Only nine of Ohio's 24 congressmen sup
port higher grants, Mrs. Moore said. 

Ned E. Williams, executive director of the 
Ohio Water Development Authority, told the 
news conference that Ohio would receive only 
$9.4 milllon under the current proposal as 
recommended by the Nixon administration. 

Williams said this would mean Ohio would 
be able to construct only $31 million worth 
of sewage treatment facilities per year, and 
the state already has ordered construction of 
$459 million worth of community projects. 

However, Williams said that if Congress is 
persuaded to raise the appropriation to $1 
billion as suggested by the League of Women 
Voters, Ohio will receive $43.9 million a year, 

other sources will provide $102 Inilllon, and 
the state will be able to more than cancel out 
its construction deficit in five years. 

[From the Akron (Ohio) Beacon Journal, 
Sept. 5, 1969) 

LWV ENLISTS CLEAN WATER CRUSADERS 
To the EDITOR: 

The time has come for everyone who wants 
the elimination of water pollutien to do 
something about it. 

Everyone who is concerned about the de
terioration of our environment should write 
to President Nixon, Senators Young and 
Saxbe, and Congressman Ayres. Tell them 
that you want more of the tax money you 
are already sending to Washington spent to 
clean up our lakes and streams. 

The immediate issue is an appropriation 
for construction of sewage treatment facili
ties in cities with inadequate systems which 
dump raw sewage into lakes and streams
a major cause of water pollution. 

Federal money for this purpose ls to be 
matched by state and local money. Ohio is 
prepared to do its share because of the bond 
issue the voters have already approved. 

For the last several years the need for 
federal money in pollution control has been 
far greater than the appropriations. This 
year the need is for $1 billion; the adminis
tration has asked for only $214 million. A 
flood of letters is needed telling the Presi
dent and Congress to spend the full billion 
before pollution overwhelms us. 

Twenty-five nationwide organizations, in
cluding the League of Women Voters, are 
joining in a Citizens Crusade for Clean wa
ter. They are asking you to write now and tell 
Washington that the citizens want more of 
their federal tax money spent for Clean 
Water Restoration. 

Several Ohio Congressmen have already 
joined a bi-partisan group in the House in 
a drive for full funding of the Clean Water 
Act. If Congressman Ayres has not yet joined 
this group, it is possible that he is waiting 
for expressions of interest and concern from 
his constituents. 

Please Join the Citizens Crusade for Clean 
Water. The future of your environment is at 
stake. 

Mrs. JAMES R. SMALL, 
President, League of 
Women Voters of Akron. 

[From the Newark (Ohio) Advocate and 
American Tribune, Sept. 2, 1969) 

WOMEN VOTERS URGE OHIO WATER CLEANUP 
COLUMBUS, OHIO.-While Ohioans favor 

water pollution control efforts, 15 Ohio con
gressmen still are hes'itant to seek more 
money for sewage treatment facilities, the 
League of Women Voters says. 

Carolyn Moore, representing the league, 
told newsmen Wednesday that voter ap
proval last November of a $100 million bond 
iss:i.e for water pollution was an indication 
that Ohioans want to clean up their lakes 
and waterways. 

But, she said, only nine of Ohio's 24 con
gressmen have come out in support of a 
move to raise the federal appropriation to 
construct sewage treatment facilities. 

Although $1 billion was authorized for 
that purpose in fiscal 1970, Mrs. Moore said, 
it is likely only the $214 mill on suggested 
in President Nixon's budget will be forth
coming. 

She said 218 votes are needed in the House 
to raise the appropriation, and only 160 are 
committed so far. 

Mrs. Moore urged Ohioans to write to their 
congressmen in support of the increase. She 
said the House ls expected to take up the 
issue Sept. 10. 

The league is a member of the Citizens 
Crusade for Clean Water, a coalition of 35 
groups seeking to get the appropriation 
hiked. 
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Ned Williams, executive director of the 
Ohio Water Development Authority, also 
spoke at the news conference in favor of in
creasing the federal funds. 

He said the $214 million now earmarked 
would mean Ohio would receive $9.4 mil
lion, the same as last year. ':'he same amount 
each year over the next five years would leave 
a deficit of $302 million in cleaning up a 
backlog of work that should be done now, 
he said. 

"As of March 1969, there were 224 com
munities on orders from the Ohio Water Pol
lution Control Board to construct additional 
sewage treatment facilities," he said. 

The cost of this construction, Williams 
said, would be $459 million at 1969 prices. 

He added that the cost of eliminating all 
water pollution in Ohio could exceed $10 
billion. 

The nine Ohio congressmen listed as sup
porting the appropriation increase were Wil
liam Harsha, Thomas Ashley, J . William 
Stanton, Charles A. Mosher, Wayne Hays1. 
Michael A. Feighan, Charles A. Vanik, Wil
liam E. Minshall and Donald E. Lukens. 

l From the Upper Sandusky (Ohio) Daily 
Chief Union, Aug. 28 , 1969) 

POLLUTION BILL SHORT OF VOTES 
COLUMBUS, OHIO.-While Ohioans favor 

water pollution control efforts, 15 Ohio con
gressmen still are hesitant to seek more 
money for sewage treatment facilities, the 
League of Women Voters says. 

Carolyn Moore, representing the league, 
told newsmen Wednesday that voter approval 
last November of a $100 million bond issue 
for water pollution was an indication that 
Ohioans want to clean up their lakes and 
waterways. 

But, she said, only nine of Ohio's 24 con
gressmen have come out in support of a move 
to raise the federal appropriation to con
struct sewage treatment facilities. 

Although $1 billion was authorized for 
that purpose in fiscal 1970, Mrs. Moore said, 
it is likely only the $214 million suggested 
in President Nixon's budget will be forth
coming. 

She said 218 votes are needed in the House 
to raise the appropriation, and only 160 are 
committed so far. 

Mrs. Moore urged Ohioans to write to their 
congressmen in support of the increase. She 
said the House is expected to take up the 
issue Sept. 10. 

The league is a member of the Citizens 
Crusade for Clean Water, a coalition of 35 
groups seeking to get the appropriation 
hiked. 

Ned Williams, executive director of the 
Ohio Water Development Authori.ty, also 
spoke at the news conference in favor of in
creasing the federal funds. 

He said the $214 million now earmarked 
would mean Ohio would receive $9.4 million, 
the same as last year. The same amount each 
year over the next five yea.rs would leave a 
deficit of $302 million in cleaning up a back
log of work that should be done now, he said. 

[From the Ashtabula (Ohio) Star-Beacon, 
Sept. 23 , 1969] 

COUNCIL ASKS U.S. FUND FOR PURE WATER 
A resolution calling for Congress to appro

pr.i.ate the full amount of $1 billion for im
plementation of setting water quality stand
ards was passed Monday night by Ashtabula. 
council. 

City Manager David P. DeLuca requested 
the resolution be p.assed. He noted that the 
federal authorities has asked for $214,000,000 
for fiscal 1970 to set water quality standards. 

The resolution calls the $214 million "woe
fully inadequate" to provide for the carry
ing out of the Clean Water Restoration Act 
of 1966. 

City Manager DeLuca announced that ne 
had received preliminary reports on the 

water pollution study being done by En
vironmental Pollution Control Inc. 

"There are definite violations of the water 
pollution laws of Ohio," he said. 

He told council that additional reports on 
both air and water pollution would be forth
coming. When the reports are complete he 
will discuss them with council. 

The city manager also noted that he 
planned meetings with the industries in
volved in the pollution problem to go over 
the reports. 

These meetings will not be open to the 
news med.la, he said, so that both sides 
could speak freely. 

"There will be no holds barred," he said. 
"They've asked. for facts and proof and we 
will furnish facts. " 

[ From the Bowling Green (Ohio) Daily 
Sentinnel-Tribune, Sept. 24, 1969) 

WATER POLLUTION CLEANUP FuNDS ARE 
REQUESTED 

TO THE EDITOR: 
We are seeking the help of fellow citizens 

with a problem that is . vital to Bowling 
Green, the State of Ohio and our nation
water pollution. 

Congress has promised to help communi
ties improve their sewage treatment plants 
by authorizing $1 billion dollars for grants
in-aid for construction of such facilities. 
However, the amount asked by the Nixon ad
ministration for 1970 {the same amount as 
that appropriated under the Johnson ad.
ministration) is $214 million. Ohio's share 
will be only $9.4 million. 

The Ohio Pollution Control Board has or
dered. 224 Ohio communities to improve their 
sewage treatment. Ohio voters passed State 
Issue No. 1 last November-an indication of 
our willingness to spend more tax dollars for 
clean water. But, the $9.4 million in fed.era! 
grants, even when added to state and local 
monies, will not be enough to provide the 
estimated. $450 million for the required con
struction in Ohio. Funds are lacking also for 
separation of storm and sanitary sewer sys
tems, collection facilities and community 
growth. 

One-hundred and seventy representatives 
from both parties have already shown their 
concern by pledging their support for ap
propriation of the full $1 billion. Thirty-five 
citizen organizations, including AFL-CIO, 
American Association of University Women, 
National Wildlife Federation and the U.S. 
Conference of Mayors have banded together 
in a "Citizens' Crusade for Clean Water" and 
are actively working for the entire $1 billion 
appropriation. 

Our representative, Mr. Latta, has shown 
continued. interest in improved water quality 
but has not committed himself on this issue. 

If you share our conviction that more of 
the national budget should be used to com
bat water pollution, please write Mr. Latta re
questing his support for increased. appro
priations for sewage treatment construction. 
A concerned constituency can influence his 
decision. 

Mrs. WILLIAM R. RocK, 
Water Resources Chairman. 

Mrs. HAROLD T. HAMRE, 
President, League of Women Voters of 

Bowling Green, Ohio. 

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

(On request of Mr. OTTINGER, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. DINGELL was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional min
utes.) 

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

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to congratulate the gentleman from 
Michigan on a gallant fight, and I be-

lieve an effective fight, and I associate 
myself with the remarks of the gentle
man from Michigan. 

Mr. Chairman, the question which 
confronts us is one of priorities. We 
must ask ourselves how important clean 
water is, how dangerous and how des
perate present conditions are, how much 
it will cost to make some substantial 
progress in cleaning up our polluted 
streams, and how much that is worth 
to us. Those are the questions. Once we 
answer those to our satisfaction, we will 
know how much we are willing to spend 
this year for clean water. 

Simply as a matter of perspective, the 
administration's request for $214 million 
would have amounted to approximately 
$1.07 per citizen for the year's efforts. 
The committee bill would represent ap
proximately $3 per citizen for the year, 
and the amendment would be about $5 
per citizen. How much is clean water 
worth? 

We are wasting at least 20 billion gal
lons of water each day by pollution. This 
is water which could be used and reused 
if treated properly. It is ravaged water, 
a menace to health. 

This wasted water today represents 
better than one-fourth of the country's 
pure water needs. 

Every major stream in the country is 
contaminated to an alarming degree, and 
the condition is getting worse. 

How dangerous is a contaminated 
stream? A cup full of water taken from 
the Connecticut River near Hartford was 
found to contain 26 different infectious 
bacteria. The Hudson River which runs 
sluggishly through New York City could 
have saved the Northeast from the 1965 
drought, but it is too foul to drink. 

Lake Erie is described as "dying." Be
cause it is fed by 20 grossly polluted 
streams, it has a dead core at its center 
measuring more than 2,600 square miles 
in which marine life cannot live. 

An epidemic in Riverside, Calif., which 
afflicted 18,000 and claimed at least a few 
lives, was traced to the city's water taps. 

At the level requested by the adminis
tration, $214 million for the year, we 
would be losing ground in the struggle 
against pollution. At the level of $600 mil
lion recommended by the Appropria tion.s 
Committee, we might be just about 
breaking even. We might be assisting 
enough communities to clean up old 
sources of pollution at just about the 
same level that new sources will arise. 
The infection might cease to grow, but 
the degree of infection might be just 
about the same. 

With $1 billion, we can make progress. 
We can begin to make appreciative head
way on a national basis. To do so will cost 
about $5 per citizen per year. In our scale 
of priorities, I think that much is easily 
worthwhile for pure water. And I believe 
the American public feels the same way. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my friend, the gentleman from Texas. 

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

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, I con
gratulate the gentleman from Michigan 
for the remarkable job he has done on 
this amendment. 
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Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair

man, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. DINGELL. I yield to my friend 

from Michigan. 
Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. I should like 

to associate myself with the remarks 
made by the gentleman in the well. 

Mr. DINGELL. I thank my friend. 
Mr. RY AN. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentleman 

from New York. 
Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman. I should 

like to join the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. DINGELL) and to thank him for his 
very effective leadership in this fight. 

Mr. Chairman, it has been a privilege 
to work with him in this effort to obtain 
an appropriation of $1 billion for fiscal 
year 1970 for the sewage treatment plant 
programs as authorized by the Commit
tee on Public Works in the Clean Water 
Restoration Act. 

All of the Members of this body are 
fully aware of the program. All of the 
Members of this body are aware of its 
importance. All of us are aware of the 
fact that the American public today sees 
the need for the cleanup of our waters 
as a paramount issue. One need only 
turn to the news media, the radio or 
television, to discover the intense inter
est of the American people in clean 
water. 

Between fiscal year 1965 and fiscal year 
1967, a total of $400 million was au
thorized for the sewage treatment plant 
program, and a sum of $407 million was 
made available. There was no gap in 
those years between authorization and 
appropriation, but when one looks at 
recent history, the gap is tremendous. 
For fiscal year 1968, $450 million was 
authorized and $203 million appro
priated, or a difference of $247 million 
not appropriated. In fiscal year 1969, 
when $700 million was authorized for the 
program, only $214 million was appro
priated, a gap of $486 million. Today the 
Appropriations Committee has increased 
the budget recommendation of $214 mil
lion to $600 million. That is a major step 
forward, but it is still $400 million short 
of the authorized figure of $1 billion. It 
is time to fund this program on the same 
level as the authorization. Funds au
thorized for this program remain avail
able for the Secretary of the Interior 
until expended. If this money is not al
located for new construction during the 
next 18-month period, it can at the end 
of that period of time be reallocated to 
those States where a crying need exists. It 
can be used to reimburse those States 
who have been forward looking enough 
to face up to this problem. To those who 
say this money, if appropriated, cannot 
be used, I say the facts are to the con
trary. Every cent can be put to proper 
use. 

Of course, it is necessary to change the 
allocation formula. It should be on the 
basis of need. 

To assist. States such as New York, I 
have introduced H.R. 12956, which 
amends the current reallotment policy so 
that only those States which are cur
rently receiving 50-percent grants will be 
eligible for the reallotment of unused 
funds. These States would divide the re
allotment funds in the ratio that their 

current year's allotment bears to the 
total of all the allotments for 50-percent 
States. 

The Senate yesterday passed the 
Tydings amendment as amended by the 
Javits amendment to the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act, which will assist 
those States such as New York and 
Maryland, which have advanced the Fed
eral share of construction costs and have 
not been reimbursed. 

If the full authorization of $1 billion is 
appropriated, it will be on hand when the 
formula is changed. There is no reason 
to continue the gap between authoriza
tion and appropriation. 

It took many years for the people of 
this Nation to face up to the mounting 
problem of water pollution. As its pro
portions became fully recognized, Con
gress responded with the series of Fed
eral Water Pollution Control Acts. This 
has been landmark legislation which has 
leveled a frontal attack on the problem. 
From the citizen's nascent concern with 
the dangers of bacterial contamination 
of our waters and the consequent threat 
to the public health, water pollution has 
come to be recognized as a multifaceted, 
long-range evil. Congress' legislation has 
paralleled this growing concern With the 
authorization of continually higher 
funding to aid the cities in controlling 
pollution. A major victory was achieved 
in the Clean Waters Restoration Act of 
1966 with the authorization of Federal 
matching grants totaling $2,150 million 
through fiscal 1970. 

People who had become alarmed at 
the degradation of our precious water 
resource were filled with optimism by 
this 1966 act. The Federal Government 
was seen taking the required lead in the 
attack on the problem. The Nations 
Cities magazine referred to the act as 
"one of the 89th Congress' most sweep
ing accomplishments." 1 Not only con
servationists were pleased by the bill; 
those responsible for managing our cit
ies and overseeing their desperate finan
cial headaches were overjoyed. These 
same overburdened cities were experienc
ing mounting pressure from their State 
governments to construct the treatment 
facilities necessary to meet the water 
quality criteria promulgated by the Wa
ter Quality Act of 1965. 

These people and these municipalities 
have seen their rising expectations 
cruelly shattered. Of the $2.3 billion au
thorized, only $567 million has been ap
propriated through fiscal year 1969. In
cluding the $214 million requested for 
fiscal year 1970, the total will be only 
$781 million unless we act today to reduce 
the funding gap as much as possible. Less 
than a third of the money available has 
been tapped; and even the full amount 
would be but a start at coping with the 
problem. 

It has been extremely heartening to 
me to witness the growing list of Repre
sentatives alined behind the proposition 
that the administration must secure full 
funding of the $1 billion authorized for 
1970. The expansion of this drive is 
demonstrative of the groundswell of pub-

1 "Are the Cities Trapped in the Water 
Pollution Control Funding Gap?" Nations 
Cities, Sept. 1969, p. 9. 

lie opinion voicing disgust over the de
graded condition of our waters. 

In its August-September issue, Na
tional Wildlife ran an article entitled 
"Our National E Q-the First National 
Wildlife Federation Index of Environ
mental Quality." I wish to quote in its 
entirety the brief assessment of our Na
tion's water quality. 

Water flows through all the problems fac
ing man and his environment. Water, essen
tial to life, is quickly becoming a conveyor 
of death. 

The 1969 Water Quality Index: BAD! The 
Trend : We're still losing! 

Virtually every stream, river, lake and 
estuary in the country is polluted to some 
degree. The Great Lakes are becoming dirtier 
every year. Lake Erie is the worst, followed 
by Lakes Ontario, Michigan, Huron and Su
perior. The once great commercial and sport 
fishing industry in Lake Erie is dead, and re
cent DDT threats to Lake Michigan foretell 
the same fate for it. 

Water pollution takes many forms: Muni
cipal wastes and industrial effluent; pesti
cides and fertilizer runoff from agricultural 
operations; heat released through cooling 
operations; radiation from atomic generating 
plants; and chemical disposal from military 
uses. 

Pollutants in our waters can be measured 
but we have too few monitoring devices. And 
the effect each has on the health of humans 
and other forms of life is still largely un
known. 

Although the water quality picture is 
gloomy, we have made some progress. Best 
legislative efforts are the Federal Water Pol
lution Control legislation which requires 
every state to establish its own water quality 
standards--or have the Federal government 
do it. 

Early this year, the last states adopted ac
ceptable water quality standards, though 
some still have "exceptions." Horrible exam
ple: More than 2,000 communities still dis
charge raw sewage into our waterways. 

Another weakness of these standards in 
some states is they have been set to allow 
high pollution levels so the situation can de
teriorate and still fall within that state's 
water quality standards. 

For this reason, the Department of In
terior is trying now to get all states to adopt 
"nondegradation" policies which would place 
the quality standard at the present level of 
pollution, allowing no further deterioration. 
Thirty states have not done this. 

Biggest problem is money. The Federal 
government holds out the carrot in form of 
grants and matching funds. Applications 
have been made for $2.25 billion in water 
pollution abatement projects by state and 
local governments. But the big hang-up is 
that Congress has authorized $1 billion in 
appropriations for 1970, but only $214 mil
lion has been requested. In the last six years 
(including 1970) Congress has authorized 
$2.5 billion for treatment plants but may 
only appropriate $1 billion. 

In spite of the public's willingness to pay 
more taxes to control water pollution (Gal
lup Survey, National Wildlife, April-May 
1969), we are afraid the $26 billion [a 1968 
Water Resources Council Report figures 20 
billion) needed in the next five years will not 
be raised by Federal, state and local govern
ments, and industry. 

This at a time when the quality of our 
water is bad, and getting worse. 

The same article goes on to give :fig
ures concerning the funding of munici-
pal sewage treatment facilities. For 1969~ 
$214 million was appropriated in re
sponse to requests for over $2,224 million. 
The administration budget request for 
fiscal year 1970 of $214 million, the same 
appallingly small request as for 1969, ap-
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pears paltry indeed when stacked against 
the more than $8.6 billion it is estimated 
will be needed for sewage treatment fa
cilities in the years 1969 to 1973. 

The American people are concerned 
with water pollution, and they are willing 
to spend more money to cope with it. A 
recent Gallup poll, which asked people 
how deeply they were concerned about 
water pollution-among other ills-and 
sought support for that concern in an ex
pressed willingness to pay, found that 
half of those interviewed were "deeply 
concerned," a third were "somewhat con
cerned," and only 12 percent were "not 
very concerned.'' ! 

Beyond this very informative expres
sion of national concern, we can witness 
the huge bonding issues people have 
voted through, the most striking of which 
was New York State's $1 billion issue. 
Since 1964, the citizens of nine States 
have voted in statewide elections on 
water Pollution control bond issues. Of 
these nine, seven were approved and the 
other two attracted majority voter sup
port. Of 17,625,254 citizens who voted on 
the nine proposals, 11, 725,444-66 per
cent-voted "Yes." 

Clearly, people want clean water for 
themselves and their children-water to 
swim in, to boat on, and to fish from, 
water just to have around, water that is 
as clear as they remember it from their 
own childhood, from their rural back
grounds, or from their last vacations into 
one of this Nation's last refuges from 
this ubiquitous disgrace. As I said before, 
their priorities are clear. What then is 
the difficulty? Irving Fox, a prominent 
water resources expert, has commented 
that the United States has the money, 
the technology, and the will to clean up 
her waters, and that all that is missing is 
a way of deciding who will pay aind how 
much. This bottleneck was seemingly 
overcome by the 1966 Clean Waters Res
toration Act, and yet we still are sliding 
toward an unprecedented ecological and 
economic catastrophe. 

The "Conservation Bill of Rights" 
reads: 

The right of the people to clean air, pure 
water, freedom from excessive and unneces
sary noise, and the natural, scenic, historic, 
and esthetic qualities of their environment, 
shall not be abridged. 

The people want a higher quality en
vironment, with air that does not bring 
tears to their eyes and fHth to their lungs, 
with water that is more nearly the color
less, oderless, liquid it is supposed to be, 
not oily sludge that will not support even 
the lowest forms of aquati~ life, a land 
not barren of trees, crawling with cars 
and their highways, and laced with util
ity lines. They do not want a war which 
drains $30 billion each year, and they 
harbor grave doubts as to the wisdom of 
rushing to land on Mars, of intensify
ing the arms race, or of the SST. 

The key to our Nation's future lies in 
the cities, and our continued world lead-
ership will be determined by how well we 
handle the difficult problems which have 
developed and are festering there. 

The roots of our cities' problems are in 

2 George H. Gallup, Jr., "The U.S. Public 
Looks at !ti. Environment," IUCN Bulletin, 
July/Sept., 1969. 

our country's exploding and urbanizing 
population. The Water Resources Coun
cil report of 1968 anticipated a "popu
lation of about 468 million in the co
terminous United States in 2020. In 1965 
the Nation's population was 195 million 
and in late 1967 is past the 200 million 
mark. This projection of 468 million by 
2020 approximates the population growth 
rate of the period 1950-65." 

Not only are there more people, but 
these people are more concentrated. 
From rural beginnings, we have come to 
the point in less than two centuries that 
nearly three-quarters of our people live 
in metropolitan areas. The Water Re
sources Council report notes: 

There has been considerable migration of 
population from rural to urban areas. About 
72% of our population is now concentrated in 
urban areas. If current trends continue, al
most all of the projected population increase 
would occur in expanding urbanized areas. 
The transition will be accompanied by many 
water and related land use problems. 

That is about as dour a statement as 
possible to describe one of the major pop
ulation migrations in human history, and 
the monumental problems it has caused. 

Increasing population size and urban
ization still do not tell the whole story. 
Our growing population was using, 1t was 
reported in 1954, 50 percent of the raw 
material resources consumed in the 
world each year. The same article 8 went 
on to estimate that by 1980 we might be 
using up to 80 percent of those resources. 
We are the most productive and the most 
wasteful people on earth. As one conse
quence, our waters are the most polluted. 

Ignoring for the purposes of this mes
sage the effects of industrial, agricul
tural, and utility pollution-which are 
fully as staggering as municipal-let us 
examine what happens when raw or in
adequately treated sewage is flushed 
into our waters. 

First there is the distinct possibility of 
pathogenic or disease-bearing bacterial 
pollution, particularly for those waters 
which receive completely untreated 
wastes. It is incredible to discover that, 
in our most advanced Nation, the sewage 
of 11 million people still is not treated 
in any way whatsoever.' 

The remainder of our population's 
wastes receive either primary, second
ary, or, in rare instances, tertiary treat
ment. Primary treatment simply removes 
solid matter from the waste water. It fol
lows this removal with chlorination 
which effectively kills the disease-causing 
bacteria. But this is so only when the 
waste is treated, and all too often it is 
not treated at all because of our ancient 
combined sewerage systems. During 
heavy rainfall, the additional water 
brought to the plant often makes it 
impossible to treat any of it, and the 
sewage, along with the rainwater, is re-
leased to our rivers and lakes. When this 
happens beaches must be closed to pre
vent outbreaks of disease. The cost of 
separating storm from sanitary sewers 
in our older cities is high, and has led to 
other ways of dealing with this massive 

a Walter E. Howard, "The Population Crisis 
is Here Now," Bioscience, 19 :9, Sept. 1969, 
page 782. 

~ "The Cost of Clean Water and Its Eco
nomic Impact," FWPCA, 1969. 

flow of water. The most common method 
is storage of some sort, whether in the 
mains themselves as in Detroit, or in the 
forthcoming deep tunnel storage in Chi
cago. The problem is that Detroit's 
method is adequate for only a small rain, 
and Chicago's is, like so many other 
things, very expensive. 

But even on an average day a city with 
only primary treatment pollutes the 
water heavily. Though the bacteria are 
well controlled, only about half of the 
oxygen demand is removed from the sew
age effluent. Thus, when the partially 
treated sewage is released to the receiv
ing water, it is attacked by naturally oc
curring bacteria which reduce it to its 
elemental, inorganic form; in doing this, 
they use up oxygen dissolved in the 
water, oxygen vital to the life of the 
aquatic ecosystem as a whole. With pro
longed oxygen depression, fish of high 
quality, which generally require more 
oxygen in the water, are replaced by 
trash fish. 

Once the sewage is broken down what 
happens? It acts as fertilizer and pro
duces blooms of algae which clog our 
waters, ruin our beaches when they wash 
up in malodorous heaps, and work to fur
ther destroy the aquatic environment. 

Secondary treatment, through con
trolled bacterial action, manages to re
move most of the oxygen-demanding 
material in the wastewater. But it does 
not substantially eliminate the nutrients, 
the fertilizers phosphorous and nitrogen, 
from entering the receiving waters. In 
moving water this enrichment often is 
not too serious, but in standing water it 
is sure, if slow, death. 

The most striking examples of death 
by enrichment are Lakes Erie and Michi
gan. If it is not already dead, Lake Erie 
is moving inexorably in that direction, 
and Lake Michigan is following the 
other's demise with alarming speed. Any 
lake grows old, and will eventually die 
due to natural processes. But man's ac
tivity around Lake Erie has accelerated 
the natural aging. By dumping many 
billions of gallons of partially treated 
sewage into the lake each day, especial
ly from Detroit and Cleveland, we have 
so enriched it that it is filling with algae. 
Algae, like any green plant, gives off 
oxygen during the day through photo
synthesis, but it also takes oxygen in 
through respiration, during the night. 
The result of large algae blooms is that 
the level of dissolved oxygen in the water 
is very low at night. Since the point of 
lowest oxygen will determine what spe
cies of fish can survive, the very low 
night oxygen level in Lake Erie means 
that valuable fish such as lake trout, 
whitefish, and blue pike can no longer 
survive there. Thus man's waste prod
ucts, with considerable help from other 
pollutants and the lamprey eel, to be 
sure, have obliterated a thriving fishing 
industry in Lake Erie. As for recreation, 
only three of the many beaches on Erie's 
southern shore are considered complete
ly safe for water contact sports. 

The same things are happening to Lake 
Michigan. Increasingly more beaches 
around the southern basin must be closed 
due to pollution. Algae blooms are in
creasing at an alarming rate. We have 
seen what can happen to a lake in the 
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case of Lake Erie, and yet we continue 
to pour wastes into Lake Michigan as 
though convinced-as we must have been 
in Lake Erie-that our little bit of pollu
tion cannot possibly hurt such an im
mense body of water. But there is one 
very major difference between the two 
lakes: Erie flushes every 2 % years or so; 
Michigan's flushing action is impercepti
ble, particularly in the heavily popula~ed, 
shallow southern basin, so that pollution, 
once introduced, remains. 

With the exception of a few towns in 
California tertiary treatment, which re
moves the' nutrients, is only a dream in 
the conservationist's eye. Eventually we 
must move to this stage of treatment, but 
it is first essential that we get some treat
ment for all our cities, and at least sec
ondary treatment for the major ones. 
More than that, we must get effective 
secondary treatment that will continue 
to function under conditions of heavy 
rainfall. 

As I said before, the future of our 
country lies with our cities. These cities 
need clear water for water supply, for 
recreation, for industrial use, transpor
tation and its amenity value. Polluted 
water is one of the reasons behind the 
:finding of Gallup's recent poll that only 
13 percent of our urban dwellers would 
continue to live there if they had a 
choice. These cities, already on the fi
nancial ragged edge in their attempts to 
deal with deteriorating housing, inade
quate and worsening education and 
transportation systems and a host of 
other troubles, are being forced to absorb 
an increasing fiscal beating due to the 
administration's reneging on water pol
lution control funding. If they are to 
comply with the standards set up after 
the Water Quality Act of 1965, they must 
do so without the promised Federal aid 
and at the expense of other urgently 
needed programs. 

The year 1973 _was set as the deadline 
for compliance with the standards es
tablished by the Water Quality Act of 
1965. The bold and insightful legislation 
by Congress in 1965 and 1966 has helped 
to crystallize a growing public awareness 
of the extreme gravity of our water pol
lution problem. Yet, with the present 
funding gap, our chances of meeting the 
1973 deadline are rapidly nearing zero, 
and public confidence is and will con
tinue to be deeply shaken. Can we really 
afford not to meet the funding needs, 
now when a growing number of our citi
zens are questioning whether our Gov
ernment can respond effectively to crisis, 
and wondering whether our democracy is 
truly viable? Public momentum and trust 
are being jeopardized by the failure of 
the Federal Government to carry through 
its promises. 

In lieu of Federal financial aid, many 
cities have gone ahead, dangerously 
stretching their bonding capacities. Oth
ers have faced even sterner measures, as 
the Nations Cities article reports: 

Already communities in Pennsylvania, Mis
souri, Florida, California, and New Jersey 
have faced state-imposed restrictions on fu
ture residential and commercial construction 
because of water pollution problems.• 

5 Nations Cities. (page 10) September, 1969. 

It is proposed by the Secretary of the 
Interior that long-term-up to 30 years-
financing plans be worked out to repay 
the cities for the Federal shares they are 
due. However, this plan is clearly not ap
pealing to the cities since they will have 
to put up the whole cost to begin with 
and in addition, will have to pay the 
interest. 

A recent, 10-State survey of consulting 
engineers indicated that they are ready 
to handle the design work for treatment 
plants if, and when, the money is ava;il
able.0 The funding gap, though, is crip
pling progress. 

A total of 4,648 applications for construc
tion grants are now languishing in FWPCA 
regional offices or in state water pollution 
bureaus. 7 

This situation is deplor9,ble; we must 
rectify it. 

In signing the Clean Waters Resiiora
tion Act. of 1965, former President John
son voiced the dark mood of our people 
on this subject: 

The clear, fresh waters that were our na
tional heritage have become dumping 
grounds for garbage and filth. They poison 
our fish, they breed disease, they despoil our 
landscapes.s 

Our Nation's waters, once symbolic of 
our strength, have become a disgrace. 
With the other degraded aspects of our 
environment--smog-filled air, cluttered 
and noisy cities, strangling traffic jams, 
and an increasingly defaced country
side-they speak to us in awful harmon
ies of the consequences of our historic 
unwillingness to realize that our heritage 
of natural wealth and beauty, the well
springs of our greatness, are not limitless 
and can be irrevocably defiled. We must 
realize that our world is finite and deli
cate. Acceptance of two concepts is neces
sary: The first is that of the spaceship 
earth and the second is that of the stew
ardship of the land. The first tells us 
that we must care for our world and hus
band well its resources, for once we have 
rendered it uninhabitable, there is noth
ing left, just the void. This is an appeal 
to the rational, intellectual side of our 
natures. The second speaks of moral re
sponsibility, a responsibility that comes 
with our birth to love and care for that 
which nourishes us, and which instructs 
us to think of the earth as something 
not to be conquered and exploited, but 
as something to care for, to guard, and 
to pass on undiminished in quality. 

The introduction of a report delivered 
to the Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare in 1967 phrases these ideas 
well: 

At the two-thirds point of the 20th Cen
tury, man has discovered that he cannot act 
toward his surrounding with the abandon 
of a caveman. For countless thousands of 
years, man has treated this planet as a 
dumping ground, boundless in its ability to 
absorb insults. 

For generations we assumed Nature had the 
ability to absorb an increasing number and 
variety of environmental insults. And for 
a while it did. Now Nature has rebelled. The 
Iashback today threatens metropolis, town, 
and village, and to a growing degree open 

e Ibid. page 12. 
7 Ibid. page 9. 
s "A New Era for America's Waters," 

FWPCA, 1967. 

countryside as well. Sadly deficient in pre
cise knowledge of the growing and changing 
array of hazards in our environment, we 
know enough to realize that we must mend 
our ways. 

We cannot keep adding more wastes to 
the air. 

We ca::inot turn more rivers and streams 
into open sewers, and lakes into cesspools. 

We cannot befoul the land with the dis
cards of abundance. 

In short, we cannot engage in biological 
and chemical warfare against ourselves. Our 
health and well-being-and those of future 
generations-are at stake. 

Man lives in delicate equilibrium with the 
biosphere--on the precious Earth-cr~st, 
using and re-using the waters, drawing 
breath from the shallow sea of air. While 
these can cleanse themselves, they can do 
so only to a finite point. That point is being 
reached and passed in many places in the 
United States. It is not only necessary that 
we take preventive action, it is also urgent 
that we take steps to restore the quality of 
our environment.9 

Though it takes as its subject the 
whole environment, this report is clearly 
applicable to our Nation's water re
sources. As it said: 

We know enough to realize that we must 
mend our ways. 

I believe that a movement to mend our 
ways has started, and a failure to pro
vide the promised funding for this move
ment would constitute an unconscionable 
breach of promise. 

Mr. DINGELL. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentle

man from Texas. 
Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I 

congratulate the gentleman from Mich
igan for his excellent work in this mat
ter and I wish to associate myself with 
his remarks. 

Mr. Chairman, it shocks me that Tex
as speaks with so divided a voice on a 
question in which there is such a clear 
need for water pollution control. Gov
ernor Smith has made his position clear. 
In a telegram to me he said if the bil
lion dollar authorization of the Clean 
Water Restoration Act were restored in 
the Appropriations Act, this "would be 
significant to controlling water pollution 
and to the economy of Texas." He is un
doubtedly right. 

Some time ago I invited Hugh Yantis, 
executive director of the Texas Water 
Quality Board, to accompany me and 
others in an oyster boat on Galveston 
Bay. Looking over the side he remarked 
that the pea green water of the bay 
indicated the degree of pollution. We 
ended up at the San Jacinto Monument, 
traveling through the India ink waters 
of the bayou. 

I have also heard him say that we 
have not made a quantitative improve
ment of the quality of Buffalo Bayou 
though he feels that progress has been 
made in educating and in controlling 
some of the plants that contribute to 
industrial pollution. 

Thus, I was surprised to find in the 

9 A Strategy for a Livable Environment, a 
report to the Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare by the Task Force on Environ
mental Health and Related Problems, June 
1967. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD distributed the 
same day-October 7-that I received 
the telegram from Governor Smith a 
copy of a letter from Mr. Yantis to JOHN 
DINGELL in which the following curious 
language appeared: 

Speaking specifically to the questions in 
the third paragraph of your letter, the Texas 
water pollution control and a.batement pro
gram has not been held back by the present 
level of funding and it has been unneces
sary to make special arrangements resulting 
from any lack of Federal funds . 

He then goes on to say: 
The municipalities of Texas have histori

cally provided their share of construction 
funds without calling upon the resources of 
the state and, accordingly, this state does not 
presently have a funded state construction 
grants program, although one is authorized 
in the legislation organizing the Texas Water 
Quality Board. 

I cannot see how one can be so com
placent under conditions where munici
palities, largely due to lack of funds and 
resources, are the biggest contributors to 
water pollution. The city of Houston is, 
understandably, the biggest polluter of 
Buffalo Bayou, and certainly it needs 
help. 

That Texas cities such as Houston 
realize the need for these additional Fed
eral funds for the construction of mu
nicipal sewage treatment plants is made 
clear by the letter in the RECORD of 
October 7 from the Association of Metro
politan Sewerage Agencies. This associa
tion, which includes Houston and Dallas, 
states: 

The full one billion dollar appropriation 
can be utilized this fiscal year. 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly support this 
amendment, and I think it is necessary 
to point out this disparity between the 
position of the State officer specifically 
involved with pollution and the Governor 
of Texas and its municipalities. I feel 
that there may be misunderstanding 
within the Texas delegation, and a few 
votes which may be pulled away from 
this amendment by the disparate posi
tion of Mr. Yantis may well cause defeat 
of the amendment. 

Mr. DINGELL. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentle

man from Hawaii. 
Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Chairman, I, 

too, wish to join my colleagues in com
mending the gentleman in the well, the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. DINGEtL) 
and I rise in support of his amendment. 

I commend the distinguished gentle
man for the great leadership he has dis
played in focusing the attention of this 
Congress on a matter of extreme gravity 
and urgency. I urge enthusiastic support 
of the Dingell amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. MINSHALL), 
to increase to $1 billion the 1970 fiscal 
year appropriation for waste treatment 
grants under the Federal Water Pollu
tion Control Act. 

Mr. Chairman, for as long as I can 
remember, the Board of Water Supply in 
Honolulu, Hawaii, has been identified 
with the slogan: "Pure water-man's 
greatest need." Pure water is indeed 
man's greatest need, and it is a sad com-

mentary that wh:::i.t man needs greatest 
he has neglected most. We have been so 
engrossed in making ours the most indus
trialized nation in the world, that we 
have given too little thought for too long 
to this basic essential of life--pure water. 
And now t ime is running against us. Our 
Nation's lakes and rivers are polluted to 
the extent that even the fish die and 
add to the pollution. 

The 89th Congress, of which I am 
proud to say I was a Member, did recog
nize the enormity of the task of cleaning 
up the Nation's polluted rivers and lakes, 
and did make an initial grant of $150 
million for fiscal year 1967 under the 
Clean Water Restoration Act of 1966. 
That act authorized annual increases 
until the sum of $1.25 billion would be 
provided in fiscal year 1971 for matching 
grants to the States for sewage treatment 
facility construction. For fiscal year 1970 
the sum of $1 billion was authorized. 
The present amendment, if adopted, 
would fund the Clean Water Restoration 
Act fully for the first time since its en-
actment in 1966. · 

By adopting this amendment, we will 
be keeping a commitment made to the 
States and municipalities that we would 
assist them in their struggle to clean up 
our Nation's water. The challenge that 
the Congress issued in 1966 to the States 
and the cities across the Nation is now · 
being answered. This is evidenced by the 
tremendous number of grant applications 
which have been filed and which are 
being prepared for submission. We are 
told that as of August 31, 1969, a total 
of 1,893 applications involving $841 mil
lion in grants were pending, and that 
another 2,931 applications, involving ap
proximately $1.5 billion in grants, were 
being prepared. My own State of Hawaii 
too has responded enthusiastically in this 
nationwide drive for clean water. We in 
Congress have a responsibility to keep 
up this enthusiasm. 

The Congress can ill afford to compro
mise the sound judgment it exercised in 
the 1966 act. Appropriating a lesser sum 
than $1 billion for the 1970 fiscal year 
would constitute a negation of that sound 
judgment. 

Our cities are being compelled to meet 
Federal water quality standards. With
out the funds that they have been prom
ised, they cannot be expected to comply. 
It would then be painfully clear to the 
American people, as it was stated in to
day's editorial of the Washington Post, 
that "Congress has reneged on its clean
water pledge to the country." 

Mr. Chairman, let us not renege on 
that pledge. Let us adopt the Dingell 
amendment. 

Mr. DINGELL. I thank the gentleman 
from Hawaii. 

Mr. CULVER. Mr. Chairman will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. CULVER. Mr. Chairman, I com
mend the gentleman for his leadership 
in this area and for providing necessary 
funds in this critical area of national 
need. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to associate 
myself with the remarks of the gentle
man from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL) and 

to commend him for his leadership in 
this area of vital national concern. 

I realize the budgetary restrictions 
under which the Appropriations Com
mittee has been forced to operate in con
sidering this legislation and appreciate 
the very difficult decisions they have 
been required to make. Certainly, they 
have recognized the inadequacy of the 
budget recommendations for water pol
lution control by more than doubling 
funds for construction grants. 

However, with more than 4,500 proj
ects awaiting some $2.3 billion in Fed
eral funds, additional appropriations are 
essential, and I support the gentleman 
from Michigan and the Citizens Clean 
Water Crusade for full funding of the 
Clean Water Restoration Act. 

In my own congressional district there 
are already 13 outstanding projects, 
either in the active planning stage or 
pending at State or regional offices. The 
Federal share of those projects is nearly 
$1.5 million. 

What is more, studies are presently 
underway which will in all probability 
result in orders for secondary treatment 
plants in most of the major cities along 
the Mississippi and Missouri Rivers, in 
compliance with State and Federal water 
pollution control regulations. One com
munity in my district-Clinton, Iowa
has just received w·ord that secondary 
treatment will be required, at an esti
mated cost of at least $1 million, and 
they will be unable to meet that require
ment without Federal assistance. 

Technical experts tell us that we have 
less than 10 years left if we are to con
trol pollution on our Nation's waterways. 
We cannot afford to delay the massive 
effort which that challenge demands, 
and to which we committed ourselves in 
enacting the Water Quality Act of 1965 
and the Clean Water Restoration Act of 
1966. 

I urge the House to approve the full 
$1 billion authorized for this essential 
program for the current fiscal year. 

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

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentle
man from Ohio. 

Mr. l\flNSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I 
would be most remiss if I did not com
mend my good friend and colleague, 
JOHN DINGELL, of Michigan, for the out
standing work he has done on this mat
ter of pollution. 

I have known JOHN DINGELL ever since 
I came to Congress 15 years ago. He is 
one of the country's outstanding conser
vationists, a fisherman, hunter, and out
doors man. Above all, he is a patriot and 
an American first. 

Mr. DINGELL. I thank the gentle
man. 

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

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to my good 
friend from Ohio. 

Mr. HARSHA. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. I congratulate the gentle-
man. 

Mr. Chairman, I commend the gen
tleman from Michigan and the gentle
man from Ohio, authors of the amend
ment for their leadership in bringing this 
matter before the House. I was one of 
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those 222 Members who signed the let
ter requesting the administration to sup
port a $1 billion appropriation for pollu
tion control grants. Living in Ohio I am 
fully cognizant of the pollution prob
lems in the waters of our Nation. Lake 
Erie is the No. 1 pollution problem in 
the country and unless we begin now to 
stop polluting that great body of water 
and the other waters of this Nation oui
very existence on this earth is in j eop
ardy. 

Ohio has applications for Federal as
sistance exceeding $44 million in grants 
for municipal treatment plants. Under 
the $600 million appropriated by the 
committee, Ohio will still be shy in ex
cess of $13 million. 

Under the amendment of the gentle
man from Ohio (Mr. MINSHALL) ' Ohio 
will receive enough to fully fund those 
pending applications. How are we to 
clean up our waters if only part of the 
applications are funded? Money spent on 
funding part of the applications is poor
ly spent when other cities are permitted 
to pour pollutants into the streams be
cause their applications were not funded. 

Let us go about resolving this problem 
once and for all, let us establish a na
tional priority to clean up our waters. Let 
us demonstrate once and for all that the 
Congress is willing to assume its share 
of the responsibility by providing the 
money needed to meet this regrettable 
situation. 

Time is of the essence-each day we 
delay in preserving our most precious 
natural resource is time we can ill afford. 

I urge the adoption of this amendment. 
Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the requisite number of words. 
Mr. Chairman, I hope I can have the 

attention of Members. I believe some im
pressions have been left here that it 
would be unfortunate to leave, since we 
all in this body are working for the same 
purpose, for the same country. I should 
like to keep that situation. 

What has not been made clear here is 
that these large figures the Members see 
on the blackboard offered by the gentle
man from Minnesota (Mr. BLATNIK) as 
to total requests, are an accumulation of 
the requests for funds. They are the sum 
totals of the requests which in many 
cases mean estimates of needs that have 
come into the Water Pollution Control 
Administration. I am sure they do evi
dence need and requested grants, but in 
many cases there is no showing that they 
are backed up by action by the appli
cants. In other words they do not repre
sent firm request for money that can be 
released now. 

It is my belief that the pollution needs 
of this country probably run as high as 
$20 million over the next 5 years, but this 
problem, like any other, has to be met 
in a proper and organized way-both to 
get the job done, to do it right with a 
minimum of essential expense. 

It looks from the board as though the 
Committee on Appropriations has delib
erately cut back the authorization com-
.mittee in its authorization each and 
every year. That is the impression one 
gets from reading the figures on the 
blackboard. The facts are that each and 
every year we ask the Federal Water Pol-

lution Control Administrator, "How 
much money can you use?" We have gone 
along with what he said he could use 
as reflected in the budget requests, 
which has been much less than the sum 
total asked for by the prospective re
cipients of the grants. This is the basis 
for the difference in these figures. It 
relates to the applicant's readiness to do 
its part to meet the requirements of the 
law. Again that is the reason for the dif
ference from the requests that have been 
gathered together and sent in and the 
amounts the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Commission has told us they 
could use. 

If one were in Ohio, listening to all my 
good friends and you were Governor of 
Ohio, if you did not send in a big figure 
you probably would not be there long 
after that, because the need is really 
tremendous. The question is how soon 
can we meet it and when can Ohio be 
ready for us ·to help. 

This is an accumulation of the items, 
or the sum total of all these requests. Be
fore the Federal grant is really released 
there must be a showing that 25 percent 
of the work has been completed. That 
is another slowdown as to how fast we 
need appropriations. That is the reason 
why we have $65 million now unused and 
uncommitted. 

Let me repeat again: the $600 million 
recommended by the committee is in 
excess of what they told us they could 
properly use. 

Now, the Secretary of Interior who 
heads the Department says if you give 
him more money they cannot and will 
not use it. 

We have got to go along with what 
the man says who handles the grants and 
who says how much can be used. I know 
that the Public Works Committee wants 
the ceiling high enough so if the appli
cations come in and are approved he 
would have the money there to use and 
that, therefore, we should provide the 
money for that purpose. 

If you appropriate this money under a 
formula whereby the first $100 million 
goes out on the basis of population and 
per capita income and the rest on popu
lation alone, you will have a lot of States 
with a lot of money to their credit which 
they cannot use and when you try to 
bring in a change in the law so as to 
change the formula, you can imagine 
where we would be in trying to recapture 
these funds for common distribution. 

Mr. Chairman, I repeat that these 
large figures represent something which 
they say they could use now but if you 
wrote them and asked them what they 
could use next year they would probably 
tell you they could use twice that much. 

Mr. Chairman, the figure which has 
come from the Committee on Appropria
tions is based upon what the man who 
makes the grants said he could grant 
with the great number of applications 
which have been received and approved. 
We must take his word. 

Mr. Chairman, the law does not re
quire the party making the request to 
make any showing that he has issued any 
bonds or that he has any money with 
which to pay his share. 

I am saying to the members of the 

Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union that the pollution job 
with which we are confronted is tre
mendous. However, we will be able to get 
it solved in a better fashion if we proceed 
judiciously, effectively, and apparently 
the Secretary of Interior is going to see 
that we do that whether we try to do 
otherwise or not. 

There is an indication on the part of 
our good friends on the legislative com
mittee that he went as far as he could. 
But, mind you, we in this country operate 
on a fiscal year basis and anyone who 
says that we have committed another 
Congress beyond this session has not 
been reading his history. There is no one 
who has been in this Congress who can 
say that we can commit additional funds 
prior to the beginning of the fiscal year 
because we, of course, work on a fiscal 
year basis. 

I repeat, Mr. Chairman, that the com
mittee has appropriated the money in 
line with what the man who handles it 
said he could use and not based upon 
the estL'llates of the number of applica
tions to be sent in. 

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

Mr. WIDTTEN. I yield to the gentle
man from Arizona. 

Mr. RHODES. Would the gentleman 
agree with me also that even with ref
erance to these smaller appropriations, 
appropriations smaller than the author
izations, we have had carryovers and the 
main reason we have had carryovers is 
because of the manner in which the for
mula was operating in some of the States. 
In other words, they just could not use it. 
Further, the appropriation bill is not the 
way to cure these defects. That has 
got to be done through legislative 
committees. 

Mr. WHITTEN. That is right. The Ap
propriations Committee or the Congress 
in this action today, if it goes over the 
figure and under the formula puts a 
whole lot of money to the credit of some 
State that cannot use the money, it is 
going to have to wrestle with that prob
lem in the future. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, I ask unanimous consent that all 
debate on this amendment and all 
amendments thereto conclude at 5: 30. 

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

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I object. 
Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, I object. 
Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-

man, I ask unanimous consent that all 
debate on this amendment and all 
amendments thereto close at 5 :45. 

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

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Chairman, reserving 
the right to object, how many Members 
are on their feet? One minute is not 
enough. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. EVINS OF TENNESSEE 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, I move that all debate on this 
amendment and all amendments thereto 
close in 30 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
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the motion of the gentleman from Ten
nessee. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. On the limitation of 

debate on this amendment, each Member 
who was standing on his feet art the time 
will be recognized for 1 % minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. REuss). 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, we have 
for each of us a question of national 
priorities, whether the fight on water 
pollution is worth $1 billion out of a 
total expenditure of something like $190 
billion. 

Fortune magazine, hardly a radical 
journal, says we ought to put in $3 bil
lion. Certainly $1 billion is not exorbi
tant. 

I think this is a beautiful amendment, 
and I commend the authors, and in just 
a moment when the teller lines a..re 
formed let the Members favoring the 
amendment flow through that teller line 
like a mighty river of clean, pure water. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. SAYLOR). 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I just 
want to say to you, when you go back 
home and you try to tell your constitu
ents who are trying to get a sewage dis
posal plant that the Committee on Ap
propriations said that they were worried 
about a formula as to the application of 
funds for sewage treatment plants, that 
you will not be back in Congress. Those 
are just the political facts of life. 

Your constituents are not going to be 
impressed by the fact that you say that 
certain States might be overfunded, and 
certain States may be underfunded; the 
constituents back home are worried 
about clean water, and they are waiting 
for Congress to keep its word. 

Those of you who were here in 1966-
and every one of you voted for it because 
on a record vote there was not a single 
dissenter-said that you would this year 
appropriate $1 billion for sewage treat
ment plants. This is your opportunity. 
If you do not, and you do not come 
back in the 92d Congress, remember this 
day, especially those of you who will in
sist that in about a week or so you will 
be perfectly willing to give $3 or $4 bil
lion in foreign aid. I know your folks 
back home will love that when you refuse 
to give them $400 million more to keep 
them alive, with pure water you are will
ing to vote billions for foreign aid, where 
we have no friends. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Mr. OBEY). 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I think 
that the passage of this amendment can 
be the most important action taken 
by this Congress to preserve our envi
ronment at this session. 

Mr. Chairman, I should like to con
gratulate the Appropriations Commit
tee for its constructive action in raising 
substantially the amount of funding for 
the Clean Water Restoration Act for fis
cal year 19'70. 

It became clear quite early that the 
$214 million requested by the adminis
tration for funding the act for 1970 was 
grossly inadequate. It was then gratify
ing to note that the Appropriations 

Committee responded to the Citizens 
Crusade for Clean Water by raising the 
appropriation to $600 million in the bill 
reported to this body. 

But, Mr. Chairman, $600 million is 
still not nearly enough. And that is why 
this amendment should be passed. 

When the Federal Government au
thorized $1 billion for aid to local units 
of government for construction of sew
age treatment facilities, it was an indi
cation of national commitment to one 
of our most pressing national problems. 
Acting upon this authorization, thou
sands of local communities applied to 
the Federal Water Pollution Control Ad
ministration for assistance in dealing 
with munkipal pollution. More than 
4500 of those applications are now pend
ing in FWPCA regional offices or in State 
water pollution bureaus. 

Something must be done about those 
pending applications which will call for 
$2.3 billion in Federal aid in construct
ing water treatment facilities, having a 
total cost of $5.1 billion. 

In Wisconsin's Seventh Congressional 
District alone, 87 pro.iects a.re undergo
ing development. These 87 projects will 
cost atl estimateG $12,809,5b3. An esti-
1-::ated $4,688,543 in Federal funds has 
been requested. 'l'hese requests total 
more than will be allowed for the entire 
State of Wisconsin during the coming 
year, unle§s Congress acts to raise the 
amount the administration has asked 
for. 

The inadequate funding of pollution 
abatement programs becomes ironic 
when we contemplate the ease with 
which Congress can supply funds that 
exceed the budget requests of the admin
istration. On June 10, for example, the 
House approved a budget which gave the 
National Aeronautics and Space Admin
istration $256 million more than it had 
originally requested. It provided for 10 
manned space flights to the moon over 
the next 3 years rather than the six 
originally planned. I voted against the 
NASA budget. The $256 million in excess 
funds which we so generously voted for 
NASA could have more than doubled 
the administration's requested funds for 
aid to local units of governments for wa
ter treatment facilities. 

We know that without water there is 
no life. And, the water we must have to 
sustain life on this planet is in serious 
danger. The extent of pollution of that 
water is critical. 

During the past few months I have 
cited example after example of lakes and 
streams in this country that are dying or 
are already dead. Those examples are 
far too numerous to chronicle today. 

In our efforts to halt this disastrous 
trend of pollution, we have fallen fur
ther behind each year since the Clean 
Water Restoration Act was approved in 
1966. We have continued to lose ground 
in this battle because our promises have 
far outdistanced our performance. In 
fact, the appropriations from fiscal year 
1967 through 1969 total only $567 mil
lion-less than half of the $1.3 billion 
authorized. 

It is essential that we provide at least 
the full $1 billion to fund the Clean Wa
ter Restoration Act promised for fiscal 
year 1970. I urge the Congress to respond 

to the millions of Americans who have 
joined in the citizens crusade for clean 
water by voting for this amendment. The 
Moon and Mars can wait. Our water 
cannot. 

Mr. Chairman, the Washington Post 
this morning called today's vote on the 
funding for the Clean Water Restoration 
Act--and I quote-"a major test of 
whether this country is sincere in trying 
to clean up its polluted rivers and lakes." 
Indeed it is. 

The Congress made clear its commit
ment to the cause of clean water in the 
words of that far-reaching authorization 
measure passed just 3 years ago. But 
we have yet to make good on the promises 
of the Clean Water Restoration Act of 
1966. We have an opportunity to do sa 
today by voting for this amendment to 
raise the appropriation to the full $1 
billion authorized by the act. I am pleased 
to rise in support of this amendment. 
I urge that my colleagues join now in 
reiterating our commitment to clean 
water by voting for it and I congratulate 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
DINGELL) for his leadership on this 
question. 

Mr. Chairman, some of our colleagues 
may not have seen the lead editorial in 
this morning's Washington Post. It is an 
excellent statement on the issue before 
us today, and I include it at this point 
in the RECORD: 

ONE BILLION FOR CLEAN WATER 

A major test of whether this country is 
sincere in trying to clean up its polluted 
rivers and lakes will come in the House of 
Representatives today. In principle, the Con
gress, the administra,ticn and the country are 
thoroughly committed to the cause of clean 
water. It is one of the most popular crusades 
of the day. But lip service and even author
izing legislation do not remove filth from 
our streams. Sewage-treatment plants must 
be actually constructed, and Congress has to 
date provided only meager funds for this 
purpose. 

New hopes were raised in 1966 when Con
gress approved a sharp rise in federal assist
ance to states and cities for the construction 
of clean-water facilities. The program was to 
expand from $150 million in fiscal 1967 to $1 
billion in fiscal 1970. But out of the $2.3 
billion authorized for the la.st four years, 
including this one, Congress has appro
priated only $567 million for the three p;ist 
years, and the current budget request is 
for only $214 million for fiscal 1970. In other 
words, the real cle~nup program, as distin
gUished from the reassuring words and good 
intentions, has not yet gotten off the ground. 

Fortunately, the great gap between prom
ise and performance has not gone unnoticed 
on Capitol Hill or among the millions who 
a.re now demanding restoration of a health
ful environment. A large number of orga
nizations representing conservation groups, 
organized labor, professional societies, civic 
associations and city and county officials 
have united their efforts in a Citizens Cru
sade for Clean Water, and more than 220 
members of the House have pledged them-
selves to vote a billion dollars for clean water 
when the big test' comes. 

One vital element in the situaiion is the 
plight in which many cities find themselves. 
Under the prodding of Congress, state leg
islatures have been raising standards of sew
age treatment which the cities will have to 
meet. But 1f they are denied the federal aid 
that was contemplated when the higher 
standards were set they will have to choose 
between failure to comply and the diversion 
of funds from education, housing, law en-
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forcement and so forth to meet the new 
demands for clean water. It is reported that 
more than 4,600 applications for aid to cities 
in the construction of sewage-treatment fa
cilities are awaiting action, largely for want 
of funds. 

The plain fact is that Congress ha-S re
neged on its clean-water pledge to the coun
try. The technical know-how for restoration 
of the Nation's streams and lakes to a toler
able condition is readily at hand. Much o! 
the needed legislation is already on the 
books, although Secretary Hickel is seeking 
authority to help pay for treatment facili
ties on an installment basis through con
tracts with cities and states, which would 
greatly ease the demand for current appro
priations. The missing element is immedi
ate funds to change the clean-water drive 
from a remote hope to a current reality. 

We agree with the National League of 
Cities, the League of Women Voters and the 
many other groups and individual leaders 
who are calling for the immediate appro
priation of a billion dollars for the 1970 
cleanup effort. On the eve of the test vote 
there are indications that the administra
tion will accept substantial expansion of the 
clean-water budget item it carried over from 
the Johnson budget. But compromise at this 
point is not enough. The judgment of Con
gress as expressed in the Clean Water Restor
ation Act that $1 billion would be needed 
this year for grants in this area was sound. 
It should be adhered to today. In a matter 
of such vital concern to the country, Con
gress simply eannot afford to put itself into 
the position of withdrawing from an obli
gation it has assumed and sought to impose 
on the states and cities. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
OTTINGER). 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to congratulate my very good 
friend, the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. DINGELL) for his leadership in 
promoting this amendment. I wish to 
speak in support of appropriating the 
full $1 billion authorized for waste treat
ment plant construction grants in the 
public works appropriations bill-H.R. 
14159-under consideration today. The 
Federal Government must meet its com
mitments to the States and municipal
ities as promised in the Clean Water Res
toration Act of 1966. We have appropri
ated only $417 million of the authorized 
$1.15 billion in the last few fiscal years. 

In the face of these underappropria
tions for matching grants for waste 
treatment plants, Carl L. Klein, Assist
ant Secretary of the Interior for Water 
Quality and Research has ordered a get
tough policy against the many munici
palities concerned, whom he calls the 
Nation's No. 1 polluters. His statements 
appear in an article in Monday's New 
York Times which I will ask to have in
cluded in the RECORD when we return to 
the House. Mr. Klein, in ordering the 
crackdown, stated that the administra
tion planned amendments to the Clean 
Water Restoration Act to eliminate "foot 
dragging" by the municipal agencies. I 
agree with the crackdown, but I believe 
we cannot expect to obtain stricter con
trol and then not live up to the com
mitments made to States and municipal-
ities under the 1966 act. 

New York passed a record $1 billion 
pure waters bond issue, the largest in 
the Nation, in response to and reliance 
on the Federal legislation. 
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Unfortunately, to date the State has 
only committed $18 million of this bond 
issue and has spent on water pollution 
control only $59 million. The Governor 
has used as an excuse for his failure to 
clean up New York's waters the failure 
of the Federal Government to provide 
the funds it promised. 

We must remove this excuse if we are 
to see New York's serious pollution prob
lems remedied. 

I strongly urge adoption of the 
amendment. 

The article referred to follows: 
LocALITIES TOLD To CLEAN WATER-U.S. OF

FICIAL BIDS THEM ACT REGARDLESS OF FED-
ERA.L AID 

(By Gladwin Hill) 
DALLAS, October 6.-The nation's top water 

pollution official admonished states and 
cities today that they would have to clean 
up their sewage whether or not they got 
promised Federal subsidies. 

Outlining a new and stricter policy on 
water quality, Carl L. Klein, Assistant Secre
tary of the Interior for Water Quality and 
Research, also said that the Administration 
planned amendments to the Clean Water 
Restoration Act of 1966 to eliminate "built-in 
delays" in administrative procedures that 
permit "foot-dragging" by polluters. 

Addressing members of the Water Pollu
tion Control Federation, Mr. Klein said: 
"We can't have procrastination by anyone 
saying he's not getting enough money from 
the Federal Government." 

At the same time, Mr. Klein said he now 
rated industry as only the third ranking con
tributor to the nation's water pollution, be
hind municipalities and agriculture. 

FIVE THOUSAND TO BE THERE 
Mr. Klein was the principal speaker at the 

opening session of the federation's 42nd an
nual conference at Dallas Memorial Audi
torium. About 5,000 members, including 
water officials and engineers, are expected to 
participate in what has been described as 
the biggest water pollution meeting in his
tory. It will continue through Thursday. 

Federal subsidies represent a point of con
tention with states and cities. The Govern
ment has been pressuring the states and 
cities to clean up their water. But so far this 
year, the Administration has sanctioned the 
outlay of only $214-million out of a $!-bil
lion 1969-70 program of assistance gr'.Wts 
for building sewerage works. 

When several participants chided Mr. 
Klein about unfilled Federal aid promises, 
the Interior Department official suggested 
that this had just been an excuse for inac
tion. 

New Jersey officials came to my office the 
other day and said: "Where's the money?" 
Mr. Klein said. "But they admitted that even 
if the Federal Government had given them 
everything: 'we wouldn't have the match
ing money anyway.' 

PIECEMEAL TECHNOLOGY 
"We need new laws-tough laws, to save 

us from ourselves and our thus far piece
meal technology," Mr. Klein said. "We shall 
be asking Congr&SS for these laws." 

Asked at a news conference what laws 
would be sought, Mr. Klein would specify 
only the desire to eliminate "built-in delays 
in enforcement procedures." 

The Federal Water Pollution Control Ad
ministration has about 40 outstanding pollu
tion abatement actions against various 
states. Some of the actions have been pro
tracted, under existing laws, for a decade. 

Mr. Klein enumerated a dozen new clean
up actions initiated under a recent policy to 
"move in on polluters" and give them six 
months to come up with remedial programs. 

Among other "get tough" actions, he said, 

was the determination of the Secretary of 
the Interior, Walter J. Hickel, to stop the 
city of Richmond from pouring 30 million 
gallons of raw sewage daily into the James 
River while it enlarged its existing sewage 
treatment plant. 

CITY GIVEN WARNING 

The city has been notified, he said, that 
all Federal water quality funds will be cut 
off' if it does not spend the extra money 
necessary to keep the plant operating during 
alterations. 

While industries were the target of several 
of the new actions, Mr. Klein said he thought 
industry had generally been doing an effec
tive enough cleanup job. 

Mr. Klein, a former Illinois legislator, who 
specialized in water pollution, was joined 
at the conference by Martin Lang, director 
of New York City's Bureau of Water Pollu
tion Control. Mr. Lang said he was pleased 
with Mr. Klein's emphasis on equality in en
forcement because "it will help explain to the 
people in New York City why we're doing 
what we're doing." 

"The citizens of New York City put their 
money where their convictions are," Mr. Lang 
said, only to have the effort counteracted 
by "the flow from another state." Apparently 
he was referring to New Jersey. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. OTTINGER 
yielded the remainder of his time to Mr. 
ASHLEY.) 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
ASHLEY). 

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my colleague from New York for yield
ing me his time. 

Mr. Chairman, on September 3, just a 
very few weeks ago, the city of Toledo, 
Ohio, was singled out by the Depart
ment of the Interior and identified as a 
municipality contributing to the pollu
tion of Lake Erie. 

This was pursuant to a new policy on 
the part of the Department of the In
terior to insist upon strict compliance 
with the water quality standards that 
have been adopted pursuant to legisla
tion passed by this Congress. 

Tomorrow in the city of Cleveland 
there is going to be a hearing to deter
mine the extent to which Toledo is a 
guilty party. We in Toledo applaud a 
policy of strict antipollution enforce
ment. But I find it strange and difficult 
to understand how the gentleman from 
Tennessee can get on his feet and read a 
letter from the Secretary of the Interior 
saying-No, he does not want a billion 
dollars or $600 million-and that all he 
wants is $214 million which averages up, 
no matter how you cut it, to $4 million 
or $5 million per State per year for the 
fight against pollution. 

What are we saying? That the Federal 
Government will stake out for itself the 
role of law enforcement but will transfer 
to the States the full responsibility for 
:financing the pollution abatement facili
ties? What kind of new federalism is this, 
pray tell? 

It was established some years ago by 
the Congress that responsibility for 
cleaning up our rivers and waterways 
was a joint responsibility shared by the 
Federal Government, the States, and the 
cities and towns and other political sub
divisions. Since that time, however, the 
Federal Government has not met its 
commitment. It has promised but it has 
not performed. The result, of course, has 
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been to shift the burden of financing 
treatment facilities to the States and 
local communities and they simply have 
not been able to manage the job with 
their own limited resources. 

The situation was summed up well by 
Richard A. Vanderhoof, director of 
FWCA's Ohio Basin region when he said: 

We're making progress in water pollution 
control if everyone would stand still. But we 
must run faster. A combination of industrial 
growth and municipal growth puts us in a 
position of status quo, particularly with the 
level of funds we have available. 

Mr. Chairman, the status quo is not 
good enough. What "status quo" means 
is that every day our water resources 
become more contaminated and just that 
much more difficult and expensive to 
clean up. 

Clearly there is no question as to need 
for full Federal funding for waste treat
ment works and I believe I am accurate in 
saying that the Department of Interior 
has acknowledged the backlog of project 
applications could well absorb the billion
dollar level of Federal contributions pro
posed in the amendment before us. 

The real question arises, as we all 
know, with respect to the budget im
pact of fully funding the authorization 
bill approved by the Congress. In light 
of the Interior Department's recent pol
icy of strict enforcement of water 
quality standards, it must be assumed 
the administration wants compliance at 
the State and local level-and let there 
be no doubt about it, compliance means 
construction and construction means the 
expenditure of public funds. 

The issue, then, is where these funds 
are to come from. 

To the extent that the construction of 
pollution abatement facilities contrib
utes to inflation, these pressures are not 
eased or obviated by shifting Federal re
sponsibility to the States and local com
munities. If we are going to have clean 
water, it is going to cost dollars and, 
from the standpoint of inflation, it does 
not make any real difference where these 
dollars come from. 

But from the standpoint of getting the 
job done, it does make a difference. The 
States were led to believe by the Con
gress that the financial burden would 
be shared and they have acted on this 
premise. Last fall the voters in Ohio ap
proved a bond issue earmarking $120 
million for pollution abatement and a 
number of municipalities, including 
Toledo, approved separate issues for the 
same purpose. In addition, the State leg
islature established the Chio Water De
velopment Authority which is empow
ered to sell bonds for an additional $350 
million for antipollution facilities. For 
its part, the Federal Government budg
eting $9 l/2 million for Ohio for the 
current fiscal year, roughly 20 percent 
of what it promised and what the State 
of Ohio was led to believe it could count 
upon. 

Mr. Chairman, we have sophisticated 
ways of measuring increases in our cost 
of living but no one yet has put a dollar 
amount on the cost of polluted water 
because there simply is no way of doing 
so. But it is a fact that Lake Erle, one 
of the great inland bodies of water in the 
entire world, is a dying lake because of 

the wanton and undisciplined behavior 
of many millions of Americans. If disas
ter is to be averted, if our water resources 
are to be preserved for the generations 
to come, then action can no longer be 
postponed until it better suits the con
venience of our economy. We must act 
now and the amendment before us gives 
us this opportunity. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
Moss). 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
quote the words of a gentleman who has 
impeccable qualifications as a most con
servative individual, the Governor of 
my State, Ronald Reagan. 

He says that the lack of funds for 
the construction grant program under 
the Clean Water Restoration Act, re
f erred to in your letter of June 6, has 
indeed held back the Water Pollution 
Control Act abatement in California. 

He goes on to cite statistics that are 
very pertinent to this discussion here. 

He says the authorization in the act 
of $700 million for the fiscal year 1969 
and $1 billion for the fiscal year 1970 
lead communities to believe ample funds 
will be available. 

That is the fact , and that is the issue 
here. I compliment the Committee on 
Appropriations for increasing the funds 
to the $600 million level-but that is 
60 percent of our commitment. Let us 
meet all of that commitment. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
VANIK). 

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, I am sup
porting the amendment being offered 
today to provide for full funding of the 
Department of the Interior's waste 
treatment plant construction program. 
The Congress has authorized $1 billion 
for this vital program in fiscal year 1970. 
The administration requested only one
fifth of that: $214 million. I am pleased 
that the Appropriations Committee has 
increased the amount for pollution con
trol construction to $600 million. 

But as a representative from the Lake 
Erie Basin, as one who represents a con
gressional district which lies along the 
shores of what must be the most polluted 
body of water in the world, I know that 
$600 million is inadequate. Indeed, $1 
billion is totally inadequate to meet the 
pollution problems of this Nation. It is 
estimated that to stoo pollution flows into 
Lake Erie alone would require more than 
a billion dollars. The money which we 
appropriate today is allocated by the 
State governments, and, from past his
tory, it is clear that very little of this 
money will go for the solution of mas
sive, billion dollar pollution problems 
such as face Lake Erie and the other 
Great Lakes. 

At the present rate of pollution con
trol appropriations, our natural re
sources and clean water supplies will 
soon be totally destroyed and our health 

rapid depreciation for pollution control 
facilities. The reform bill amended the 
tax code to permit rapid 5-year amorti
zation of expenditures for certain fa
cilities for the control or abatement of 
air and water pollution. This provision 
was included in the tax reform bill by 
the Ways and Means Committee to as
sist industry in financing costly pollu
tion control devices. The measure would 
be particularly important to industries 
in central city areas and along water
fronts where construction and land 
costs are particularly high. In addition 
it would help many small businesses i~ 
meeting the demands placed upon them 
by the Water Pollution Control Acts of 
recent years. The measure will cost $400 
million per year, but the committee felt 
that the problem of pollution is so se
rious tha t the provision was justified. 

On September 4, the Secretary of the 
Treasury appeared before the Senate Fi
nance Committee and questioned the 
necessity for this provision and recom
mended that it be amended, cutting the 
incentives for pollution control to $180 
million. I find this recommendation by 
the administration incredible in light of 
all their talk about incentives and in 
light of the administration's request to 
the Senate Finance Committee that the 
corporate tax rate be cut 2 percent: The 
cut in the corporate tax rate will cost 
the Treasury $1.6 billion by 1972. This 
money will be returned to America's cor
porations as a simple profit. It will not 
be earmarked for any social goal. It will 
not be required to be used in the battle 
against pollution. 

The position of the administration on 
this issue is indefensible. At this time of 
pollution disast~r in Lake Erie and other 
areas of the country, we must mobilize 
all of our available resources against fur -
ther pollution. It is my hope that the 
other body will approve the House pro
vision in its entirety and reject the ad
ministration's attempts to weaken the 
provision. 

Next year I expect to urge the au
thorization of at least $100 million for 
the handling of national pollution dis
aster areas such as Lake Erie and other 
parts of the Great Lakes, San Francisco 
Bay, New York Harbor, various parts of 
the Gulf of Mexico, and portions of the 
coast of southern California. 

The problem of water pollution is so 
critical that it requires multiple ap
proaches. One approach is to stimulate 
industrial treatment by legal enforce
ment and tax incentives. Federal fund
ing should be designed to stimulate the 
development and construction of public 
waste treatment facilities but Federal 
funding must also be provided to meet 
national pollution disasters which are 
of a dimension beyond the control of 
local governments. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
ASHBROOK). 

increasingly threatened. PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

I would like to point out at this time Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, I 
that another pollution control program, ~ould like to propound a parliamentary 
passed by this Chamber, is in serious inquiry. 
danger because of oppcsition by the ad- The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
ministration. Included in the Tax Re- will state it. 
form Act, which passed the House Au- ~ Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, 
gust 7, was a provision providing for . would it be in order before the vote on 
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the pending amendment to offer an 
amendment to increase it to $2 billion? 

The CHAIRMAN. It would be in order. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. I thank the Chair

man. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. GoODLING) • 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to say for the record that I am 
vigorously opposed to this amendment 
providing unbudgeted money for water 
pollution control. 

I am not against water pollution con
trol per se, for I yield to nobody in my 
ciesire to have our waters remain pure 
and uncontaminated. I was, in fact, one 
of the cosponsors of a bill establishing a 
Council on Environmental Quality legis
lation just recently approved by this 
body. 

But we must come to grips with the fis
cal facts of life, governing ourselves ac
cording to certain spending priori ties. 
The fact of the matter is that it will be 
of little avail if, in endeavoring to pro
mote pure water, we pollute our budget
ary process beyond the point of no re
turn. It is not enough to say pure water 
over and above everything else, because 
there are also other practical and im
portant considerations. 

It is interesting to observe that the 
budget approved by the administration 
for this water pollution control program 
is $214 million. I am willing to go above 
this figure and, in fact, support the $600 
million figure recommended by the House 
Committee on Appropriations. This com
mittee has studied this matter long and 
diligently, recommending the $600 mil
lion figure as one practically designed to 
cope with the problem. I do not think we 
should turn our backs on the collective 
wisdom of this committee. 

Undoubtedly in the discussion of this 
issue, a great cry will go out that this 
$1 billion amount must be spent because 
Government must fill the vacuum left 
by private industry in dealing with water 
pollution control. In my congressional 
district, I know of at least one big in
dustry that is spending vast sums of 
money toward the end of controlling the 
pollution of both air and water. 
Other industries are equally concerned 
and active in this area. If anything, I 
fear that the expenditure of this vast 
sum of money would have the effect of 
discouraging rather than encouraging 
these private industries to carry on with 
their yeoman work with water pollution 
control. 

Mr. Chairman, in my mind the $600 
million figure recommended by the House 
Committee on Appropriations is both 
realistic and practical. In effect, it prom
ises to deal with the problem of water 
pollution by making a substantial amount 
of money available for dealing with it. 
On the other hand, it recognizes that 
even highly worthy programs have to 
submit to some disciplines in spending, 
for otherwise they stand to be cured at 
the expense of creating a disability in 
another part of our Government 
structure. 

I am a conservationist, and ~ am for 
the preservation of our natural re
sources, one of the most important of 

which is an abundant supply of pure wa
ter. I am also a realist and, as I said pre
viously, I know we must accept what 
can be done without threatening the 
stability of our economic system, particu
larly while we are saddled with the bur
densome expenses imposed on us by the 
war in Vietnam. The $600 million is, in 
my mind, an ideal compromise. I give it 
my strong support, and I encourage my 
colleagues to do likewise. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. 
RANDALL). 

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Chairman, the ex
pression has been used about commit
ments and about welching out on com
mitments. Here is another facet of the 
argument, I think we should consider 
in these closing moments. 

In 1965 and then again in 1966, the 
Clean Water Act was strengthened. Every 
Member of this body who was here in 
1966 is today bound to support adequate 
funding for water pollution control. The 
reason is the House in 1966 voted 247 to 
zero for authorizations for each year 
from 1967 to 1971. 

There was a lot of oratory 3 years ago 
but regardless of the talk when the roll 
was called not one single Member who 
was present and recorded, voted in the 
negative. Who would deny that such a 
vote was a commitment that we clean up 
our water by providing treatment plants 
for the waste created by aH of our mu
nicipalities and industries? 

It is my opinion, Mr. Chairman, that 
the Congress by several votes which in 
the first instance gave the authority to 
the executive branch to establish water 
standards and then followed these en
actments for authorizations for funds 
made a solemn commitment not only to 
our municipalities and industries but to 
all America that we meant business in 
the attack against the growing menace 
of water pollution control in these United 
States. 

If we fail to adequately fund this ap
propriation bill in title ill which pro
vides for funds for the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Administration, includ
ing not only pollution control operations 
but also research, then we renege on 
our expressed promise. We welsh on our 
commitment. 

We have a great opportunity today not 
only to redeem the covenant made with 
the American people in 1966 when we au
thorized these funds but we have pre
sented to us the chance to do something 
about our environment and to pass on 
a cleaner environment to the g,enerations 
who come after us. We all like to orate. 
We have campaigned in the past 2 years 
for water pollution control. The time 
is past for any more lipservice. Now is 
the time to fish or cut bait. Now is the 
time, not next year. 

The States, municipaliti€s, and pri
vate industries have been depending 
upon the Federal Government to do its 
share. The States and all of our munici
palities have cranked up their programs. 
Last week we said we could afford the 
defense procurement bill and that was 
certainly a high priority. The health of 
America is one of our highest domestic 
priorities. Who can say we can be sure 

of good health in this country if our 
families are subject to being stricken 
by drinking water polluted by waste of 
those who live upstream? People are 
aroused about contaminated water. It is 
time that we were concerned. 

We have set up water standards. Since 
that time we have gone around the 
country saying to municipalities and in
dustries, "You are going to have to meet 
these standards." What we have said to 
those people is not merely a commitment. 
They have been forced, sometimes under 
court order, to act. They have been 
trapped into a situation. It is our obliga
tion today to meet that commitment. 
This will also give reassurance to the 
little communities of the Nation and 
their officials who have been elected on 
the promise of no bond issues until the 
Federal Government puts up its funds. 
We must redeem that commitment and 
take them out of that trap. 

Yes, last week we voted for some pro
tection for America in the defense pro
curement bill. This is a chance to vote 
for our health. In the next few weeks 
there will be a much easier choice when 
we have to decide whether we send more 
money to Africa or Asia. 

We have authorized in fiscal year 1965 
through fiscal year 1970 funds to con
struct sewage treatment plants in the 
amount of $2 % billion. We have appro
priated only $1.4 billion, leaving a $1.1 
billion gap. If we continue this course 
we will get further and further behind. 
Our job is increasing. Our pollution prob
lems are increasing. The time to start on 
the task of attacking one of our most 
serious problems of water pollution con
trol is now. We should not wait. We can
not wait. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
McCARTHY). 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, we 
have talked about the failure to meet our 
commitment to municipal polluters. I 
think it should be pointed out that our 
failure to act has created an environment 
which encourages private and other pol
luters to continue to seek exceptions to 
the law. 

In recent months, in the Buffalo area, 
we have had several major polluters-
the Bethlehem Steel Corp., the Hanna 
Furnace Co., and even the State of New 
York-seek exceptions to existing reg
ulations to dump waste and other mate
rials in the desperately polluted Lake 
Erie. So I think what we are doing here 
is not only assisting municipalities but 
setting a tone and letting these people 
know that we are serious. 

I have had them say to me, "Why do 
you complain when we seek this excep
tion, when you, yourself, in the Congress 
are not providing full funding?" What is 
our answer to that? We really do not 
have an answer, but I think we can pro
vide it today. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment offered by my colleague from 
Michigan. It is imperative that we be
latedly recognize our responsibility and 
fulfill our commitment to the States and 
cities and to the people of this country 
by appropriating the necessary funds to 
combat effectively the pollution of our 
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vital water resources. I need not repeat 
the shocking figures representing the 
ever-widening gap between the amounts 
authorized by this Congress and the 
amounts subsequently appropriated for 
water pollution control. Each year the 
gap has grown and each year the waters 
of this country become more and more 
polluted. 

When we passed the Water Quality 
Act of 1965 and the Clean Water Restor
ation Act of 1966, we meant to begin an 
active cleanup campaign. We recognized 
a serious problem and took action by 
authorizing a strong Federal program to 
combat the contamination of our lakes, 
rivers, and streams. But this strong pro
gram loses its significance and becomes 
a meaningless series of words on paper 
if we do not appropriate the funds to 
carry it out. 

There has been a good deal of talk 
about the promise made by this Congress. 
It is true: we did make a promise and 
many of our States and cities have acted 
on the understanding that we would keep 
that promise. Millions of local dollars 
have been spent, in the expectation tha.t 
Federal matching grant funds would be 
available. Now we threaten to keep only 
six-tenths of our promise. Six hundred 
million dollars is, of course, almost three 
times as much as the administration 
proposed, but it is still much less than is 
needed. In fact, $1 billion is less than 
is needed to do a really good job of clean
ing up our waters. It has been estimated 
that it will take at least $6 billion in the 
next 4 years to provide adequate sewage 
treatment facilities. The $1 billion pro
posed in this amendment is only a be
ginning. 

There are those who say that it would 
be irresponsible to appropriate funds 
that could not be spent. They argue that 
the States and cities could not gear up 
to spend $1 billion this year. I strongly 
disagree. The States and cities are pre
pared to spend the funds. The only prob
lem is that the funds have not been 
available, and it seemed until relatively 
recently that the funds would not be 
available this year either. Now we have 
a chance to make the funds availaole, 
and I believe that we must jump on that 
chance. By not appropriating the full 
amount authorized by the Clean Water 
Restoration Act, we would be compound
ing the errors of the past few years. 

Already the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Administration has $2 .3 billion 
in pending grant applications. While 
some of these pending applicat·ons rep
resent requests for more funds than cer
tain States would be entitled to even 
with the $1 billion appropriation, many 
other applications are being prepared by 
other States and cities which would not 
only be entitled to the funds but which 
also desperately need them. 

Perhaps the most compelling argument 
is that Federal law-the Water Quality 
Act of 1965-absolutely requires the 
States and cities to meet Federal water 
quality standards by a certain date. But 
these standards cannot be met without 
the promised Federal grant funds. The 
States and cities simply cannot do it 
alone. Already many cities are up against 
their bond limits. Our cities are in 
trouble. Polluted water is only one of the 

many serious problems which they face. 
We can, of course, be of assistance in 
other areas as well, but as a start we 
must honor our promise to help clean up 
the water. 

Let us not forget that we are not just 
cleaning up the water to provide pleasant 
recreation areas for swimming and beat
ing. We are cleaning up the water that 
we and our children drink every day, the 
water with which we cook, the water in 
which we bathe and wash our clothes 
and dishes. No wonder that naticnwide 
polls show that an overwhelming major
ity of people in this county are in favor 
of spending more money en water pollu
ticn control. No wonder that local bond 
issues are easily passed. The issue is one 
of life or death-good health or disease. 
In these days of inflation and high G0v
ernment spending on all levels, there are 
very, very few programs for wh;ch the 
people of this country are willing to 
spend more money. But water pollution 
control is one of those programs. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge that we respond 
to the public demand, that we exercise 
our responsibility in this area, that we 
honor our promise to the States and 
cit~es of this ccuntry. I urge that we ap
prove the amendment to provide full 
funding of the Clean Water Restoration 
Act. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes 
the gentlem2_,,n from Illinois (Mr. 
PUCINSKI). 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment. I believe 
it may very well be the most important 
singlP. vote in this session of Congress. If 
we do not do something meaning! ul to 
help communities build adequate sewage 
treatment facilities, the damage to this 
country will be beyond any comprehen
sive assessment. Lake Michigan, the 
greatest natural resource in the world, 
will be dead in 10 years. 

I say, Mr. Chairman, in my judgment 
it is absolute folly to suggest that there 
is a community or State in this Nation 
that cannot use this money. In my own 
State, the chief engineer is not accepting 
any more applications because his funds 
already are committed for the next 4 
years. I think we are already tragically 
behind time. All we are doing here r..ow 
is trying to restore more than $700 mil
lion that the Appropriations Committee 
has trimmed out in 2 previous years. This 
$400 million will still leave us $750 mil
lion short of the absolute minimum needs 
to those communities to which we are 
committed to give Federal aid. 

So I agree with those who have said 
that this may very well be the most im
portant vote in this session. I urge adop
tion of the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
HORTON). 

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment that 
would increase the appropriation for 
waste treatment construction grants to 
the amount originally authorized by 
Congress--$! billion in fiscal year 1970. 

I recognize that the administrat'on 
recommended that we freeze the level of 
spending for water pollution control fa
cilities at the 1969 level-$214 million
and I want to strongly commend a 

courageous Committee on Appropria
tions and the members of the Public 
Works Appropriations Subcommittee 
for reporting to the House a bill con
taining nearly three times the budget 
estimate. The committee recommenda
tion that we allocate $600 million for 
waste treatment construction grants is a 
major step in the right direction, but 
considering the very high priority that 
all Americans place on the task of re
storing our water resources, this step 
does not stretch· far enough. It still 
means a 40-percent cut in the original 
authorization. 

There is no way to overstate or to 
overemphasize the seriousness of this 
Nation's water resources crisis. We have 
come to the incredible point where 
Americans take for granted filthy lakes, 
stinking rivers, and closed bathing 
beaches. In most of our densely popu
lated areas we are long past the point of 
prevention in the fight for clean water
we have reached the stage where if we 
do not place a crisis priority on anti
pollution programs and expenditures, we 
will lose many bodies of water to irre
trievable death by pollution. 

Before the passage of the Clean Water 
Restoration Act of 1966, I accompanied 
a Subcommittee of the Government Op
erations Committee to the eastern Great 
Lakes area, where we held hearings and 
toured by land, air, and water, the Lake 
Ontaria-Lake Erie area, in the vicinities 
of Rochester and Buffalo. What we saw 
then was horrible. At that time the bio
logical death of Lake Erie was imminent, 
and beaches in both metropolitan areas 
were closed to swimmers. At that time, 
Lake Erie was acknowledged as the most 
polluted major body of water in the 
country. Today, just 3 years later, there 
are many other lakes and rivers com
peting for this sad title. A report re
leased today by the International Joint 
Commission on Great Lakes Pollution 
cites the worsening nature of this prob
lem. 

Both before and since this inspection 
tour, I have placed pollution control 
measures at the top of my Federal 
budget priorities, along with education 
and housing. I have both introduced 
and supported numerous bills that would 
add teeth and dollars to the Federal cam
paign to save our water resources. 

Mr. Chairman, I feel that we can and 
must afford to live up to our commit
ment to the public to provide the full 
measure of funds authorized for anti
pollution facilities. 

Some have argued that even at the 
$600,000,000 level, many States, under 
the population-based allocation formula, 
will be allotted more funds t.ha.n they 
need for pollution facilities in the next 
fiscal year. While this argument has some 
validity on its surface, it fails to recog-
nize two important factors. 

First, several States, and notably my 
home State of New York, have applica
tions for projects under this program 
that vastly exce€d funds available under 
the committee bill. Of a potential back
log cf Federal Water Pollution Control 
Administration applications for funds 
totaling $2.4 bHlion, over $1.3 billion are 
from New York State. Thus, funds for 
New York under the committee bill 
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would provide only 3 percent of the 
State's needs, whereas they provide a 
much higher percentage to other States. 
This is because population density and 
the presence of water resources, not 
solely population, determine the level of 
need for pollution facilities improve
ments. 

Congress, in its wisdom, has allowed 
the Secretary of the Interior to redis
tribute funds that are not fully obligated 
to States receiving them under the popu
lation-based formula. Under present 
law, approved projects in States such as 
New York would certainly receive addi
tional funds under this redistribution. 
The FWPCA has estimated that there 
would be nearly $100 million in non
obligated funds at the $600 million fund
ing level, and that this amount-avail
able to States which need additional 
funds-would grow to between $200 and 
$250 million if we were to appropriate 
the full billion dollars. Without looking 
at the facts, this looks like a great deal 
of money to have to redistribute. In fact, 
even these amounts would not fully fund 
the backlog of projects in those States 
which-facing the most serious pollution 
problem~have expended the most effort 
to correct them. 

New York, which as of May 30, 1969, 
had a backlog of grant requests of $1.306 
billion, would receive only $51.5 million 
under the committee bill. On the initial 
allocation of funds, it would receive $88.4 
million under a full $1 billion appropria
tion, but this does not consider the sub
stantial amount that would be redistrib
uted to States which have large backlogs. 
I am proud to represent the State which 
has marshaled the greatest effort, out of 
all States in the Nation, to lick the prob
lems of pollution. At a time when taxes 
are high and budgets are tight, it is dif
ficult to win public support for major 
undertakings by State government. But 
the people of New York overwhelmingly 
approved a $1 billion bond issue for the 
pure waters program. 

The State and local governments in 
New York have embarked on dramatic 
projects and programs to clean up our 
lakes and rivers and keep them clean. 
No one pretends that this is an inex
pensive venture. In fact, New York has 
largely gone ahead without waiting for 
the Congress to make good its promises 
of full funding. The State has, through 
its pure waters program, advanced most 
of the Federal share of local antipallu
tion projects, so that this problem can 
be tackled before it is too late. 

The second compelling reason for sup
porting full funding of the authorization 
for this program lies in the fact that the 
Senate yesterday adopted an amend
ment to S. 7, the Water Quality Improve
ment Act of 1969, which would allow the 
Secretary of the Interior to make good 
the Federal Government's moral com
mitment to reimburse State and local 
governments to the extent they have ad
vanced all or part of the Federal share 
of these projects. 

This amendment offered by Senator 
JAVITS, if adopted in conference, will 
mean that nonobligated funds under this 
program can be used for such reimburse
ments. Because of the vigor of their pro
grams, and the priority they have put on 

ending water pollution in New York 
State, my State has put up a full 44 
percent of the State and local funds that 
have been advanced to cover the Federal 
share of many of these projects and make 
up for inadequate Federal appropria
tions. 

As of August 31 of this year, New York 
has prefinanced $308,612,970 toward the 
Federal share of waste treatment projects 
within its borders. Obviously, this cannot 
be reimbursed in a single year. But the 
fact that this State, and other States 
faced with catastrophic water pollution 
problems have substantial application 
backlogs indicates the necessity of full 
funding of this program. By making good 
our moral commitment to reimburse 
those States which could not wait for 
adequate Federal funding, we will free 
additional State and local funds so they 
can be applied to antipollution projects 
that are still pending. 

We must once and for all decide that 
the Federal Government will not reduce 
or quibble its commitment or its pri
ority to control pollution. We must start 
by full funding of the 1970 fiscal year 
authorization and continue to fully fund 
this program until the job is done. Pol
lution will not wait for us, it has in fact 
passed us by. We must act now to make 
up for lost time, and to allow Americans 
to enjoy once again the health, recrea
tion, and the beauty which pure waters 
will bring. 

One billion dollars is not too much tc, 
pay in 1 year to begin the restoration of 
now-filthy lakes and streams. There are 
other programs in the Federal budget 
which deserve far less priority than this 
one. I cannot agree with those who say 
we can do this job and cut the authoriza
tion by 40 percent at the same time. A 
full commitment to this task requires full 
funding over a long term of years. I am 
willing to do my share to honor this 
commitment, and hope my colleagues 
will do their share by supporting this 
amendment. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from California (Mr. 
MCCLOSKEY) . 

Mr. MCCLOSKEY. Mr. Chairman, fis
cal year 1970 requests for Federal grants 
have already exceeded $59 million and 
there are additional California applica
tions presently pending which will ex
haust the full $83 million-plus to which 
California would be entitled under the 
full $1 billion funding. 

The single most persuasive argument 
against this amendment has been that 
there have not been sufficient applica
tions to use the funds actually funded in 
the past. 

I suggest, however, that one of the rea
sons for this lack of applications in many 
areas has been caused by the uncer
tainty that sufficient funds would be 
available even if the municipality or 
county government went through the 
procedures of making formal application. 

By voting the full $1 billion today, es
tablishing the priority for clean water 
that the problem deserves, Congress will 
be making a clear and unmistakable dec
laration of its priorities. Such declara
tion cannot help but stimulate the con
fidence of local governments that funds 
will be available when applied for, and 

I suggest that this in itself will promote 
the goal we have adopted in the 1966 
act-a major attack by local govern
ment on the pollution of streams which 
have long been the greatest treasures of 
the American Government, and which 
will be again if we in Congress will only 
be consistent in our leadership and com
mitment. 

I hope we will overwhelmingly adopt 
this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
RUPPE). 

Mr. RUPPE. Mr. Chairman, the people 
of the State of Michigan have been 
among tho.se who have most enthusiasti
cally supported the clean water program. 
I am proud to say that last year our 
people passed a bond issue in the amount 
of $355 million for that particular pur
pose. The success of the bond issue de
pends on the support the Federal Gov
ernment can give to it by full funding of 
this particular measure. 

The success of the bond issue depends 
on the support of the Federal Govern
ment, however, which can be given today 
by full ::unding of this particular meas
ure. I endorse the amendment. 

The people in my own particular dis
trict support our actions here today. Even 
those people living along Lake Superior
which, incidentally, is the only large body 
of fresh water left in the United States 
today-wholeheartedly endorse the pro
gram. In my own Poll several weeks ago 
they indicated by a 3-to-1 majority that 
they support this legislation and want 
full funding of the clean water legisla
tion. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. Mc
CLORY). 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, the No. 
1 domestic issue in my district today is 
water pollution. I know from the volume 
of mall I have received that most of my 
constituents will be looking to this Con
gress to see what constructive efforts we 
are going to make. 

I came reluctantly to the philosophy 
of Federal grants for water pollution 
control, but I am convinced now we must 
not only give Federal leadership, we 
must give Federal financial support. 

In my area of Illinois, the residents 
of the North Shore Sanitary District 
voted $75 million, their constitutional 
limit, for pollution control. It seems to 
me -that that is the kind of local support 
we are getting from the people. If we 
provide $1 billion, we meet the commit
ment in Illinois of only 44 percent of the 
requirement. It seems to me that is the 
least we can do today. 

I congratulate the leaders of the effort 
to obtain full funding. No matter the out
come today, all of us who supported 
funding at the level of $1 billion, and 
especially the sponsors of the amend
ment, should be aware that the move 
to increase the appropriation already 
has had a salutary effect. Quite obvi
ously, the support of more than 200 of 
my colleagues for the $1 billion figure 
has encouraged the committee to vir
tually triple the $214 million provided in 
the budget. If nothing more is accom
plished, the sponsors of the amendment 
deserve to take credit for the huge in-
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crease in appropriation which has re
sulted from the move for full funding. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog .. 
nizes the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
PRICE). 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman 
I rise in support of the amendment to 
restore funds vital to the success of the 
national water pollution control pro
gram. Many construction projects 
throughout the United States will be 
delayed or stopped unless we appropriate 
the full $1 billion we authorized this year 
for the clean water program. I want to 
commend the subcommittee for recog
nizing the seriousness of the problem. It 
did a good job in increasing the admin
istration's request of $214 million to $600 
million, yet I believe the Committee of 
the Whole should give its apprnval to the 
full authorization of $1 billion. 

We have heard from time to time the 
term "credibility gap." I think the phrase 
might apply to the present situation. Or 
perhaps we should talk of the "pollution 
gap." In any event we are faced with the 
proposition of foresaking our commit
ment to improving the quality of our 
Nation's environment unless we vote for 
this amendment. 

Unfortunately the administration rec
ommended only $214 million for fiscal 
year 1970. We may well be castigated by 
the -administration for voting the nearly 
$800 million addition as we were in add
ing almost $1 billion to the education 
budget. I am not worried about this, how
ever, because I know the American peo
ple are extremely concerned, and right
ly so, about their environment and their 
schools. These are part of the Nation's 
agenda, unfinished business, if you will. 

If we review the rather sad record of 
the alarming gap between authorizations 
and appropriations for clean water we 
note that for the Nation as a whole only 
30 percent of the funds authorized for 
water pollution control construction 
have actually been allocated. In Illinois 
the figure is even lower. Only 25 percent 
of the funds actually needed have been 
allocated. This is shameful and we must 
remedy the situation now. 

In terms of dollars, the Congress in 
the 1968-70 period has authorized over 
$2.1 billion under the Clean Waters 
Restoration Act; yet only a paltry $631 
million has been allocated. In Illinois, 
the figures are comparable. Its authori
zation share is $113 million, but the State 
has received only $29.2 million. In this 
fiscal year alone, the State of Illinois' 
authorization is $53.4 million and were 
we to abide by the Nixon administration 
budget recommendation Illinois would 
receive only $9.8 million. 

We have heard a great deal of dis
cussion about the Federal Government's 
responsibility to our local governments. 
I fully agree with these sentiments. Our 
local governments must become more 
viable, but how can they when they are 
forced to meet certain Federal standards 
without commensurate Federal assist
ance. During the 1967-69 period, for ex
ample, over $4.1 billion was spent on 
waste treatment facilities but only $567 
million of that amount was in Federal 
assistance. At the same time, local and 
State governments were under pressure 

to meet new Federal and State water 
quality standards set by the 1965 Water 
Quality Act. It is obvious that our local 
and State governments somehow aggre
gated enough money to move ahead. 

But this type of partial action is far 
from comforting. Time is running out 
and the demands increase. In my own 
district seven communities have appli
cations pending with the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Administration. The 
estimated cost of the projects is over $4 
million of which approximately $1.3 mil
lion is in Federal assistance. They in
clude Nameoki, Mitchell, Bethalto, Col
linsville, Wood River Township, and 
Rosewood Heights in Madison County 
and Mascoutah in St. Clair County. An
other eight communities in the Madison
St. Clair Counties area are probable ap
plicants at some point. They include East 
Alton, Hartford, Granite City, Roxana, 
and Wood River in Madison County and 
Dupo, Sauget, and East St. Louis in St. 
Clair County. It is fair to say that if we 
were to accept the administration's rec
ommendation of $9.8 million for Illinois 
for fiscal year 1970 the prospects for 
funding these projects is discouraging. 

It is time, Mr. Chairman, for the Con
gress and the White House to meet their 
obligations and honor their commit
ments to improving the quality of the 
Nation's environment. Water and air pol
lution have reached crisis proportions. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
THOMPSON). 

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr. 
Chairman, it is very evident this is not 
a partisan issue, the issue is clean water. 
I do not know when I ever have seen 
such a bipartisan effort in order to 
achieve full funding. Last year certainly, 
with the $700 million authorization and 
only $214 million appropriation, there 
was not full funding under a Democratic 
administration. This year, with the bi
partisan effort, perhaps there will be full 
funding. With our urban areas growing 
and the need for sewage disposal becom
ing more pressing, we are going to have 
to increase our appropriations. 

Mr. Chairman, I certainly support this 
amendment for full funding of $1 billion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
GUDE). 

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment to provide full 
funding for the Clean Water Restoration 
Act of 1966. Those who have spoken here 
today have dramatized the fact that we, 
as a Nation, are at last facing up to our 
responsibility in the area of water pollu
tion. The bind we find ourselves in today 
was started several years ago when the 
previous administration failed to honor 
its commitments as a partner with the 
States and localities in working to assure 
a supply of clean water and good water 
for recreation. We in Maryland, with 
others, took that commitment at face 
value and willingly put up our share of 
the funds. Along with other States shar
ing the Potomac Basin, Marylanders are 
concerned that the river is becoming an 
open sewer-an intolerable condition for 
any of our great rivers, and especially the 
river running through the Nation's Cap-

ital. The Patuxent, the Patapsco, and 
other Maryland rivers will also benefit 
from this amendment. 

In addition, I am pleased that this leg
islation includes appropriations for the 
Bloomington Dam. Until we clean up our 
river, we must act to provide adequate 
augmentation from the upper basin. Sur
veying and planning for Bloomington are 
already in progress, and this measure will 
push it further toward completion. It is 
one part of an insurance policy against 
water shortage in the Washington metro
politan area. 

I am also very gratified to see that ad
ditional funds have been appropriated for 
a study leading to the construction of 
the Chesapeake Bay Basin hydraulic 
model. This bill also includes further 
funding for the enlargement of the 
Chesapeake and Delaware Canal, a proj
ect which, when completed, will be a 
great boost to the port of Baltimore and 
to the economy of the mid-Atlantic re
gion. However, bay experts advise us 
that the enlarged canal could jeopardize 
another of our economic resources, the 
bay. The intrusion of saline water into 
the bay upon enlargement of the canal 
could have a profound effect on its ecol
ogy. The population of oysters, rockfish, 
and other staples of our seafood industry 
could be drastically reduced. We need, 
therefore, to study the physical, ecologi
cal, and biological changes which could 
result from the canal's diversion of water 
from the bay, and scientists tell us that 
the bay hydraulic model is an essential 
tool for such a study. I would caution that 
it would be unwise to complete the en
largement of the Chesapeake and Dela
ware Canal until we have had a complete 
investigation in the context I have out
lined. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
KARTH). 

Mr. KARTH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment. 

Three years ago Congress made a 
promise to the American people in the 
enactment of the Clean Water Restora
tion Act of 1966 that we were no longer 
going to tolerate the continuing and ac
celerating deterioration of our Nation's 
waterways. On the contrary, Congress 
boldly decided in that act that it would 
authorize increasing sums of money dur
ing the next 5 years to mount an attack 
which would turn the corner in the fight 
against water pollution and permit us to 
begin the huge task of reclaiming and 
preserving what remains of our clean 
water supplies. 

The Clean Water Restoration Act was 
an ambitious commitment to the Amer
ican people. It promised Federal match
ing expenditures for construction of 
sewage treatment facilities amounting to 
$150 million in fiscal 1967; $450 million 
the following year; $700 million in fiscal 
1969; $1 billion in the current fiscal year, 
1970, and $1 % billion in the next fiscal 
year. That would have been a total of $3 
billion, $650 million over the 5-year 
period. 

Now let us see how we have done. In 
the first fiscal year-1967, we appropri
ated $173 million; in the next, $203 mil
lion; in the third, $214 million, and for 
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the current fiscal year the budget request 
was $214 million. Overall, then, for the 
first 4 fiscal years of the 5-year authori
zation period, the cumulative deficit-the 
gap between the promises and perform
ances-would amount to about $1.5 bil
lion if the Congress should go along with 
the administration's budget request for 
the current fiscal year. Let us assume for 
the sake of discussion that Congress 
should go along with the figure recom
mended by the Appropriations Commit
tee in the bill before us today. Then the 
cumulative 4-year deficit would amount 
to about $1.1 billion. No matter how you 
slice it, Mr. Chairman, we have not been 
living up to the promises proclaimed with 
great fanfare when we passed the Clean 
Water Restoration Act. Even with the 
full $1 billion appropriations authorized 
for this fiscal year by that act, we would 
have quite a distance to go if we wanted 
to make good on our promises of 4 short 
years ago. 

Mr. Chairman, our country cannot af
ford not to spend what is needed-and to 
spend it now-in order to curb the run
away pollution of our remaining clean 
water. This is quite literally a matter of 
life and death. We must assume our re
sponsibility and appropriate the funds 
needed to assist in building the sewage 
treatment plants which represent our 
first line of defense in this battle. 

We made a promise 4 years ago. I urge 
my colleagues to reject those who would 
renege on that promise. I urge support 
for the Dingell amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, following is a fact sheet 
resulting from a national survey con
ducted by the Gallup Organization, Inc., 
on the water pollution subject: 

WATER POLLUTION FACT SHEET 

T h e People Want Clean Water: A national 
survey conducted in early 1969 by the Gal
lup Organization, Inc., shows: 

51 % of the people are "deeply concerned" 
about the effects of wat er pollution, air pol
lution, and soil erosion on the environment. 

35 % of the people are "somewhat con
cerned." 

12 % of the people are "not very con
cered." 

73 % of t he people are willing to pay addi
tional taxes to improve the natural sur
roundings, including water pollution con
trol. 

9 % of the people are not willing to pay 
additional taxes. 

18 % of the people "don't know." 
36 % of the people consider air pollution 

as the most pressing environmental prob
lem. 

32 % of the people consider water pollu
tion as the most pressing problem. 

Since 1964, the voters of 9 states have voted 
in statewide elections on water pollution 
control bond issues. Of these 9, 7 were ap
proved and the other two attracted majority 
voter support. Of 17,625,254 citizens who 
voted on the 9 proposals, 11,725,444 (66 % ) 
voted " yes." 

The Federal Grants to Local Govern
ments: Here is what Federal grants to local 
governments for the construction of waste 
treatment plants have accomplished: 

Ai3 of March 31, 1969, the Federal program 
aided in the construction of 9,251 waste. 
trea tment projects costing a bout $5.7 bil
lion, of which the Federal share was $1.3 
billion. These projects serve an estimated 
73 .8 million people and have improved the 
w a ter in about 74,000 miles of streams. 

T h e Federal "GMG" or " Growing Money 
Gap": 

WASTE TREATMENT PLANT CONSTRUCTION GRANTS (IN MILLIONS) 

1965 1966 

Authorization ___________ ________ _ $100 $150 
Appropriation ___ ____ _____________ 93 141 

The gap _____ ___________ ___ 

1 Budget request. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair rec
ognizes the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
COLLIER). 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I take 
this brief opportunity to commend the 
many in the House who perhaps some
what belatedly are now voting for full 
funding of this program. 

This is particularly gratifying, Mr. 
Chairman, when we consider the silence 
was penetrating when this bill was of
fered at $214 million last year. I think it 
is very significant that now we have 
those, who made no effort to fund beyond 
the $214 million last year, who are now 
for the $1 billion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
BOLAND). 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, after lis
tening to this debate, I feel like Gunga 
Din. I am also remindful of the quote 
from "The Ancient Mariner," "Water, 
water everywhere, and not a drop to 
drink." 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. BOLAND 
yielded his time to Mr. Evrns of Ten
nessee.) 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
RHODES). 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
Members to listen for a few moments to 
figures. If we put in $1 billion for this 
particular purpose, because of the for
mula there will be about $340 million 
overfunded. It will not be possible under 

· the formula for the States to use the 
money which is allocated. It will not be 
possible to spend the money. 

Please let us not do anything foolish. 
Let us put first things first. The first 
thing is to get this program off the 
ground-and we all want to do that
and that requires revising the formula 
in the legislation so that the money will 
go where the need is. 

If this is done, we will not have any 
problems with the Appropriations Com
mittee, because we are perfectly willing 
to fund the program and fund it to the 
highest capacity. 

We do not in tend to do anything silly, 
and we do not believe the Members of 
the House will, either: · 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from· Tennessee 
(Mr. EVINS ) to close debate. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, what we are considering here to
day is a $4.5 billion bill. Excluding AEC, 
$2.3 billion is for water resource pro
grams, all of which directly or indirectly 
contribute to water quality and pollu
tion control. 

So when Members vote for this bill 
they are voting for clean water, for 
water quality to the tune of $2.3 billion. 

This is repetitious, but last year the 
appropriation for waste treatment 

1967 1968 1969 1970 Total 

$150 $450 $700 $1, 000 $2, 550 
173 203 214 1214 1,038 

-23 247 486 786 1, 512 

grants was only $214 million. For the 
present year the budget estimate was 
$214 million. The committee has raised 
this to $600 million, which is nearly 
three times what we funded last year. 
We believe this is a very generous 
amount. 

I offered the amendment myself in 
the full committee to raise the amount 
from $450 to $600 million, so we have 
gone a long way in providing clean 
water. 

Under this formula, I would repeat, 
the backlog .of 25 States will be fully 
funded even for applications still pend
ing at the local level. Seven more States 
will receive funding of all applications 
pending at the State and regional office 
levels. The remaining, and 18 States will 
receive grants totaling $334 million. 

Following this, at the end of 18 months 
there may be a surplus .of as much as 
$142 million that can be reallocated. 

We believe the committee has provided 
very generously for this ::;>rogram. These 
applications are in various stages of 
preparation. Some of them have not 
even been verified. There is no assurance 
local funds are available. The bond mar
kets and the interest rates make it very 
difficult to proceed as fast as some of us 
would like to proceed on this matter. 

I read earlier, and I note again, the 
letter from the Secretary of the Interior, 
who says that because of inflation be
cause of the fiscal situation, he asks us to 
stand by the budget, but then says in any 
event not to go beyond $600 million. 
That is all he believes can be effectively 
used. 

Under the bill we will have $100 mil
lion more than the Department says it 
can obligate. I urge the defeat of the 
amendment and ask the Member15 to 
stand by this bill, for $4.5 billion. 

Mr. HELSTOSKI. Mr. Chairman, to
day this House can show its sincerity in 
trying to clean up the country's polluted 
rivers, streams, and lakes. 

The blll before us is a major test as to 
our real determination in this fight for 
clean water. 

The Congress, the administration, all 
segments of State and local governments 
are thoroughly committed to the cause 
of clean water. This is one of the most 
important and most popular crusades of 
the present time. But discussing it and 
forming committees to provide for the 
cleanup of our water supplies does not 
solve the problem and does not remove 
the filth from our water supply. In our 
fight for clean water, we must aid the 
municipalities to construct sewage treat
ment plants, but Congress has provided 
only a meager part of the funds neces
sary for these projects. 

Congress, in 1966, raised the hopes that 
clean water would be made available to 
our Nation. At that time we approved a 



29216 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE October 8, 1969 

significant rise in Federal assistance to 
States and cities for the construction of 
clean water facilities. This program was 
to expand from $150 million in fiscal 
1967 to $1 billion in fiscal 1970. Yet out 
of the $2.3 billion authorized in the last 
4 years, including this one, Congress has 
appropriated only $567 million for the 
3 past years, and the current request is 
for $214 million for fiscal 1970. In other 
words, while we were talking about a real 
water cleanup campaign, with good in
tentions and reassuring words, it has not 
gotten off the ground. 

It is fortunate, however, that the great 
gap between our promises and perform
ance has not been unnoticed by many 
Members of Congress or by the millions 
of American citizens who are now de
manding the restoration of a healthy en
vironment. A large number of organiza
tions representing conservation groups, 
professional societies, organized labor, 
civic associations, city and county offi
cials, and State governments have united 
their efforts in the crusade for clean 
water. Furthermore, Mr. Chairman, more 
than 200 of us in this House have pledged 
ourselves to vote a $1 billion appropria
tion for clean water when the big test 
comes. 

One vital element in this situation is 
the plight in which cities find themselves. 
Under the prodding of Congress, State 
legislatures have been raising standards 
of sewage treatment which the cities will 
have to meet. But if they are denied 
Federal funds which were contemplated 
when the higher standards were set these 
cities will have to choose between failure 
to comply and the diversion of funds now 
allocated for education, housing, law en
forcement and other programs to meet 
the new demands for clean water. It has 
been reported that more than 4,600 ap
plications for sewage-treatment facilities 
are awaiting action, largely for lack of 
funds. 

The plain fact is, Mr. Chairman, that 
Congress has reneged on its clean water 
pledge to the country. The technical 
knowhow for restoration of the Nation's 
streams and lakes to a tolerable condi
tion is at hand. Much of the needed leg
islation is already on the books, and the 
missing element to help pay for treat
ment facilities is the immediate funding 
of these projects. Such action would 
change the clean water drive from a re
mote hope to a current reality. 

I agree with the League of Women 
Voters, the National League of Cities, 
and the many other groups and individ
ual leaders who are calling for an im
mediate appropriation of a billion dollars 
for the 1970 cleanup effort. 

There are indications that the admin
istration will accept substantial expan
sion of the clean water budget item it 
carried over from the Johnson budget. 
But we cannot compromise this issue. 
The judgment of Congress as was ex
pressed in the Clean Water Restoration 
Act that $1 billion would be needed this 
year from the Government for grants in 
this area was sound. We have a chance, 
today, to adhere to this judgment. In a 
matter that is of such vital importance 
to the country, we simply cannot afford 
to put ourselves into a position of with-

drawing from an obligation we have as
sumed· and sought to impose on the 
States and cities. 

Mr. Chairman, last week we authorized 
over $21 billion for military purposes, 
many of them at overinflated values, 
many of them of dubious value and some 
of them unproven. Today we can, and 
should, provide this $1 billion to clean up 
our water sources for the benefit of 
American mankind. 

Let us not now go back on our past 
promises to adequately fund this water 
pollution program. Let us move forward 
and provide the money that is needed 
now-for tomorrow may be too little and 
too late. 

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in strong support of the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. MINSHALL) to provide the full $1 
billion funding for the fiscal year 1970 
construction grant program of the Clean 
Waters Restoration Act. 

It is clear that both the $214 million 
recommended for this program in Presi
dent Nixon's budget and the $600 mil
lion recommended by the Appropriations 
Committee would be inadequate. Just 
this week, the Assistant Secretary of the 
Interior for Water Quality and Research, 
Mr. Carl L. Klein, told members of the 
Water Pollution Control Federation that 
States and cities would have to clean up 
their sewage whether or not they get 
Federal subsidies promised under the 
Clean Waters Restoration Act. 

According to the president of the Na
tional League of Cities, Mayor C. Beverly 
Briley of Nashville: 

Local improvements must be made since 
the act provides for enforcement through the 
courts. Local units will be compelled to pro
ceed with major improvements and expendi
tures whether or not the federal government 
meets its obligations. The sad product wlll 
be that cities will be forced to clean up the 
waterways but will do so at the expense of 
improving housing, education, and other 
critical local needs which draw upon the 
same resource base. 

The full funding which would be pro
vided by the amendment now under con
sideration would make a significant dlf
f erence to New York State. At the pres
ent time, New York has pending appli
cation involving estimated Federal 
grants of $1.3 billion. If the full $1 
billion funding is approved, New York 
would be eligible for Federal construc
tion grants for waste treatment works 
totaling $88,400,700. This represents an 
increase of approximately 72 percent over 
the $51,470,200 which would be allocated 
to New York under the $600 million ap
propriation recommended by the com
mittee, and an increase of about 460 
percent over the $15,832,500 which 
would have been allotted to New York 
under the $214 million requested by the 
administration. 

It is clear, in view of the fact that New 
York State alone has application for 
Federal assistance totaling $1.3 billion 
now pending, that even the $1 billion ap
propriation we are considering will be 
inadequate to meet the enormous need 
for construction of waste treatment 
works. Municipalities, now considered 
the foremost contributors to the Na
tion's water Pollution, have shown their 

determination to do their share of the 
job of cleaning up the Nation's water
ways. However, as Mayor Briley pointed 
out, any reduction in Federal assistance 
for waste treatment works must result 
in the cities' shortchanging other critical 
areas in order to combat pollution. 

I, therefore, urge my colleagues to sup
port this amendment to provide full 
funding for the Clean Waters Restora
tion Act for fiscal 1970, and to renew 
their efforts for the coming fiscal years. 
This problem can no longer be ignored 
if we are to keep America's lakes and 
rivers from turning into open sewers. I 
urge that the Dingell amendment be 
adopted. 

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Chairman, daily the 
tide of Pollution rises higher, threaten
ing to inundate and destroy the fabric 
of our national life. Communities and 
industries alike are pouring filth into 
our finite supply of clean water, and if 
action is not taken immediately and 
forcefully, we shall be too late. Any dollar 
we do not spend now in the name of false 
economy will cost us several dollars to
morrow in the name of national survival. 
The hour is late. Our leeway is almost 
gone. Words will not suffice. Immediate 
legislative action is imperative, to be 
followed by forceful national imple
mentation by the Government. 

The previous administration sought to 
meet this impending national disaster 
by passage of the Clean Water Restora
tion Act of 1966. It provided for match
ing grants to States and local govern
ments for construction of sewerage and 
other sanitary facilities. This act author
ized $1.6 billion for the total Federal 
contribution, $1 billion of which was 
slated for fiscal year 1970. This year the 
Nixon administration aimed a crippling 
body blow at this vital effort by allotting 
$214 million to it. States and municipal
ities have believed the word of the Fed
eral Government, and their applications 
for assistance grants have poured in as 
water pollution's tide rises daily. State 
after State has adopted standards and 
drawn up plans which will come to 
naught without a Federal commitment 
of the most generous sort. 

If any American citizen desires a clas
sic illustration of how the administration 
has reversed national priorities, here it is. 
Our very life depends on clean water. 
Without an end to water pollution, 
America as a viable society will perish
utterly and disastrously. It is quite un
derstandable that the administration has 
gutted park acquisition funds, consumer 
protection, model cities, aid to education, 
libraries, hospitals, and civil rights en
forcement. These are programs which 
would help segments of society which 
simply do not figure in the President's 
political order of priorities. It is quite 
understandable that he would dismantle 
OEO, VISTA, Job Corps, and medical re
search, for these, too, are expendable in 
his scheme of things. 

But the assault on water pollution and 
waste disposal threatens all of our so
ciety. Pollution knows no bounc!aries and 
the situation is already close to being 
totally out of hand. This year, $1 billion 
was the figure to be committed, and there 
can be no compromise. Full funding is a 
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''must," and the Congress can and should 
act accordingly. 

It is an act of national suicide to take 
any other position. No State, municipal
ity, industry, or farm will act to prevent 
pollution without a major Federal fund 
commitment or example. Tough talk to 
polluters is all well and good, but it has 
failed in the past and will fail in the fu
ture unless we provide the monetary 
wherewithal to do the job. 

I simply cannot comprehend how any 
administration can close its eyes to raw 
sewage pouring into water slated for 
drinking purposes farther downstream. 
Or to the devastating spectacle of Lake 
Erie. Or to the Cuyahoga River, which 
has been declared a fire hazard. Or to 
DDT pouring into watersheds. Or to pa
per plants and steel mills heaving bil
lions of gallons of filth into irreplaceable 
bodies of water. Or massive fish kills 
and heaps of dead wildlife. Or bathing 
beaches closing down everywhere. Or 
ruined commercial fishing industries. Or 
oil spills and tankers flushing their bilges 
off our coasts: 

Cumulatively, this spells the end of our 
society. No one is immune. No one is safe. 
No one can afford to ignore the ominous 
picture appearing with greater clarity 
every day before us. 

I say there is no room for compromise 
on this issue. The full $1 billion appro
priation for clean water must be voted 
by this House. Any other action would be 
total betrayal of the struggle for a clean 
environment. · 

Mr. Chairman, many societies have 
risen and fallen throughout man's re
corded history. Some have perished be
cause of war. Others of pestilence or rup
ture of their frameworks because leaders 
have not heeded the inevitable warning 
signs. Unfair taxation, repression, and 
outdated institutions have caused others 
to disintegrate. Our society is daily tear
ing apart the delicately balanced struc
ture of our natural heritage. Nature al
ways strikes back at those who abuse her. 
If we do not act now to redress the al
ready perilous imbalance we have cre
ated, we shall perish too, in an over
whelming tide of filth, pollution, and dis
ease, all done by our own hand. We shall 
not go out with a bang, but like a last 
spark winking out in a garbage dump. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I support the amendment to 
increase funding for the Federal water 
Pollution Control Administration to $1 
billion. 

We have heard a.l:>out the problems of 
many areas of the Nation, including Lake 
Erie, where a $1 billion appropriation 
would only be a start to meeting the 
massive problems of that now dead lake. 
We need only drive down to the Poto
mac River to witness another massive 
problem. 

Even so, many Members still may fail 
to realize the full extent and cost of 
meeting water pollution problems. I 
would like to cite an exa.mple from my 
hometown and congressional district. 
San Jose, Calif., is not yet one of the 
most famous cities of this Nation. It is, 
perhaps, best known for two songs, one 
"Do You Know the Way to San Jose?" 
and t'le other a humorous song involv-

ing San Francisco and garbage, but that 
is another story 

Even so, San Jose is the fourth largest 
city in California and it has faced mas
sive water pollution problems. In fact, 
the city and the surrounding area has 
already spent more than $30 million to 
combat its problems and has committed 
more than $30 million to further im
provements in its sewage treatment sys
tem. The total expense of the San Jose
Santa Clara sewage treatment system 
will exceed $70 million. 

The administration's original request 
for water pollution construction grants 
was a mere $214 million, not enough 
money to take care of even three San 
Joses, not to mention Lake Erie. 

In addition San Jose, which fronts on 
south San Francisco Bay, has a responsi
bility to help with the total problem of 
bay pollution. The solution to that prob
lem will cost more than $1 billion addi
tional. Finally, the great city of San 
Francisco has no adequate sewage treat
ment program and its failure in sewage 
treatment is one of the major causes of 
soiling the bay. Cost of an adequate 
sewage treatment system for San Fran
cisco is estimated to cost another $1 
billion. 

Thus, in the relatively small area in 
which I live, the cost of meeting sewage 
treatment problems will exceed $2 billion. 
We are but a small part of the United 
States and our massive problems are only 
indicative of the total problem. 

One of the three great crises of our 
time is the struggle to retain and improve 
our environment and to do so before man 
poisons this planet and destroys all life 
on it. I believe this appropriation is at 
least as important, if not more important, 
than the military appropriations we re
cently approved. 

In today's world our battle for survival 
is against man's mistakes and his own 
poisons. Armaments will not help, this 
appropriation will help. 

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
vigorous support for the amendment of
fered by Mr. MINSHALL. As one whose 
district suffers sorely from the problem 
of polluted streams, rivers and lakes, I 
know firsthand how badly this amend
ment, and the full funding it contains, 
are needed. My district contains a body 
of water, Onondaga Lake, which has been 
described by the FWPCA as one of the 
worst examples of pollution in the entire 
Northeastern United States. And like 
other areas of the Nation, Syracuse and 
Onondaga County have inadequate waste 
treatment facilities, so that a bad situa
tion becomes worse every day. 

MT. Chairman, in 1966 the Congress 
made a commitment to the Nation that 
we would move ahead with proper fund
ing for pollution control and abatement. 
We have not kept faith with the Nation 
on that commitment. Today we can at
tempt to rectify the situation. Today we 
can make good our promise of 3 years 
ago to fund fully the Clean Water Res
toration Act. 

Every Member in this Chamber 
realizes the seveTity of the problem. 
Every Member knows that there is an 
almost unbelievable backlog of applica
tions from cities and States across the 
country, all seeking help on their treat-

ment facilities programs. The cities and 
counties cannot be expected to handle 
this problem alone. Neither can the 
States. It is up to us to act responsibly. 
It is up to us to provide the funds and the 
leadership in this fight. Surely if we 
could authorize last week hundreds of 
millions of dollars for military procure
ment programs, many of which were not 
even sought by the Pentagon, we can ap
propriate adequate funds for the battle 
against pollution control, funds which 
are desperately needed and desperate
ly sought by local and State govern
ments. 

The amendment offers a vehicle for 
waging all-out war on one of the most 
devastating developments on the domes
tic scene: the corruption, through mis
use, abuse and negligence, of our natural 
resources. We cannot wait any longer. I 
urge every Member to stand up and be 
counted in this battle. I urge a vote of 
overwhelming support for the amend
ment. 

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in support of the Min
shall amendment authorizing full fund
ing for construction for waste treatment 
facilities. We must give a top priority to 
our programs to clean up the Nation's 
environment. 

Pollution of our waterways, as well as 
of our air, is getting worse, and it is cost
ing us in terms of money, health, and 
recreation. Virtually every stream, river, 
lake, and harbor is becoming uglier and 
more dangerous. In 1968, over 15 million 
fish were killed by water pollution-an 
increase of 30 percent since 1965. To 
quote the comic strip character "Pogo," 
"We have met the enemy and they are 
us." 

Our population is rapidly increasing 
and, in order to accommodate our citi
zens, preservation of our planet and its 
resources must not be denied. Congress 
has the opportunity to realize the goal 
of "clean water" by appropriating the 
full amount authorized under the Clean 
Water Restoration Act. 

Last week this body authorized over 
$20 billion for military defense. How can 
we deny $1 billion to clean up and pro
tect our environment? 

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment to the public 
works appropriation bill which requires 
full funding for water pollution control. 

Pure water is one of man's most basic 
requirements. The Federal Government 
must assist communities by giving the 
financial assistance contemplated and 
promised by our legislation. 

Denial of realistic assistance to com
munities seeking to provide pure water 
denies the reality of access to pure water. 
That is why I urge that we join forces in 
support of the necessary appropriations 

That there is widespread public de
mand for Federal assistance with con
trol of water pollution is attested to by 
the enormous backlog of applications for 
construction grants---more than 4,600-
waiting for nonexistent funds in the 
offices of Federal Water Polution Control 
Administration and State water pollution 
bureaus. 

Caught between high standards set by 
States in compliance with the Water 
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Quality Act of 1965 and the demands of 
citizens on the one hand, and inadequate 
funds on the other, municipal govern
ments are hard put to build the water 
treatment plants and sewage systems 
they need today, not to mention what 
they will need in an immediate tomor
row. And by municipal I do not mean 
cities only. Communities under 10,000 
now account for almost half of the dollar 
value of new waste treatment plants. 
Meanwhile, the press of population and 
expanding industry is forcing most cities 
to upgrade, expand, and replace existing 
systems. 

The question is, Will the Federal Gov
ernment meet its commitment to the peo
ple of the Nation to help them keep their 
water supplies pure? 

Reliance on Federal assistance with 
the vital work of restoring and maintain
ing pure water supplies was encouraged 
by the 1966 act. The funds authorized 
were meaningful. There was hope on the 
horizon. The funds actually appropriated 
have been so far short of the authoriza
tions that citizens might well question 
the integrity of Congress in approving 
the original bill. 

More than 70 percent of the funds au
thorized for water pollution control for 
1968 to 1970 have not been appropriated. 
Put another way, we have done only 
about one-third of what we led the peo
ple to believe we would do to help them 
provide clean water for their communi
ties. 

The Conservation Foundation newslet
ter of August 7, 1969, reports that the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Ad
ministration estimates that $8,200,000,000 
in total capital outlays are needed for 
municipal treatment plants in the 5-year 
period of 1969-73 if quality water 
standards are to be met. A 1968 inventory 
showed that 1,582 communities, with a 
population of 11.3 million, had no wast.P. 
treatment. Another 2,117 communities. 
with a population of 43.7 million, had 
only primary treatment. 

Naturally, each of us is most familiar 
with the struggle against water pollution 
in his own State. At present, various lo
cal agencies in Hawaii have projects 
planned which will cost an estimated 
$10,386,000. Some $3,348,000 has been re
quested, and is urgently needed from the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Admin
istration to carry out the work. 

The city and county of Honolulu has 
requested $803,040 for use in a project 
estimated at a total cost of $2,676,801. 

Mauue County has requested $200,870 
for use in a project estimated at a to
tal cost of $608,700. 

The Nanakuli Interceptor project has 
requested $495,000 for use in a project 
estimated at a total cost of $1,500,000. 

The Makaha Section 3 Interceptor 
project has requested $115,000 for use in 
a project estimated at a total cost of 
$350,000. 

The Kailua Interceptor project has re
quested $297 ,000 for use in a project esti
mated at a total cost of $900,000. 

Kawaihae-Puako has requested $247 ,-
500 for use in a project estimated at a 
total cost of $750,000. 

Lihue-Nawiliwili has requested $280,-
500 for use in a project estimated at a 
total cost of $850,000. 

Honokowai has requested $494,000 for 
use in a project estimated at a total cost 
of $1,500,000. 

Kaunakakai has requested $247,500 for 
use in a project estimated at a total cost 
of $750,000. 

Lanai has requested $165,000 for use 
in a project estimated at a total cost 
of $500,000. 

These figures demonstrate the heavy 
burdens that local communities are as
suming in their efforts to-keep their wa
ter supplies pure. I am voting to assist 
them in their efforts when I vote to
day for the amendment which will ap
propriate the full authorization for 1970. 

Let us do what we said we would do 
and begin to mount a truly national 
campaign against water pollution. 

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Minshall amendment, 
which is the same as the proposal of my 
colleague, Mr. DINGELL of Michigan, to 
increase the appropriation for public 
works for water pollution control to $1 
billion, which is the amount Congress au
thorized in passing the Clean Water 
Restoration Act. 

I am deeply concerned about water pol
lution in my State of New York. In 1965 
a $1 billion bond issue for water pollu
tion control was approved by over 80 per
cent of the voters. New York State cur
rently has $1,299,528,965 in matching 
grant applications pending before the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Board. 
If the administration request of $214 
million is approved, New York will re
ceive only $15.8 million. If we appropriate 
the full $1 billion authorized, New York 
State's share will be $88.4 million. 

I am concerned about two major water 
pollution projects in my district: one 
planned for Hunts Point in the Bronx, 
and one for which the initial grant has 
been approved for an interceptor sewer, 
pumping station, and forced main, now 
underway on Rikers Island, south Bronx. 
These are important steps toward water 
pollution control in my State, and there 
are, of course, a number of similar ur
gently needed projects planned or al
ready approved and begun, which will 
have to be curtailed or abandoned if the 
full $1 billion is not approved. 

Mr. Chairman, I think all of us in this 
Chamber agree that the dangers posed 
by water pollution are so great that con
trol and abatement actions deserve top 
Federal priority. 

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, I sup
port this amendment, to provide the orig
inally authorized amount of $1 billion 
for the construction of waste treat
ment works, and I urge and hope 
that the House will overwhelmingly ap
prove it. 

It is undeniable that water pollution 
has become a major danger to the people 
of this country. Right now and day after 
day, vast quantities of all kinds of pol-
luted matter are being poured into our 
water supplies through human waste and 
industrial byproducts. 

Of course, this is a period and a time 
when budget restraint and expenditure 
reduction is entirely in order. To that es
sential objective we are all commonly 
pledged. The only hard and real question 
is, In what order is the restraint ,and re
duction to be exercised? 

Many of us, committed to the support 
of the increased funding proposed in this 
amendment are so committed because we 
believe that water pollution control is 
virtually a matter of life or death to mil
lions of Americans and, eventually, our 
entire population. We also believe there 
can be no higher order of priority and 
prudent spending tha:n the protection 
and preservation of human life. 

I would further remind my colleagues 
that, in previous legislative actions here, 
the Congress virtually promised the var
ious States and localities throughout the 
country that $1 billion would be provided 
in matching grants to them for their local 
water pollution control programs. De
pending upon this promise these various 
States and communities have initiated 
some 4,000 to 5,000 applications for Fed
eral assi&tance and the urgent projects 
involved in these applications cannot be 
started or carried on without Federal 
assistance. In every area throughout the 
country, including my own State of Mas
sachusetts, every local resources has been 
exhausted in preparing and planning 
these projeots, on the assumption that 
Federal aid would be available. To deny 
such aid now would be tantamount to the 
betrayal of a trust. 

Mr. Chairman, the control of water 
pollution is imperative in the national 
interest. The necessity to carry forward 
existing control projects and initiate new 
ones grows increasingly urgent every 
hour. Authoritative polls clearly show 
that the great majority of the American 
people well recognize the danger and 
heartily approve the full funding of $1 
billion for the construction of waste 
treatment facilities throughout the Na
tion as a giant step toward complete 
water pollution control and correction. 
Therefore, in accord with the expressed 
will of the great majority of the Ameri
can people, I again urge the adoption 
of this amendment. 

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Chairman, there 
is a sardonic little folk song that drama
tizes just how backward America is when 
it comes to controlling water pollution. 
The lyrics are an effrontery to the peo
ple of my State, New York, for they sug
gest just how little we are doing to re
establish the ecological balance result
ing from our wasted environment. 

"The breakfast garbage they throw 
out in Troy, they drink at lunch in Perth 
Amboy ... " is the way Tom Lehrer de
scribes the Hudson River. And unless New 
York receives its fair share of the full $1 
billion appropriation for antiwater pollu
tion projects authorized by the 1966 
Clean Water Restoration Act for fiscal 
1970, then I am afraid, our society will 
not be able to realize its goals for water 
purification. 

For anyone alarmed by the prospect 
that children must drink chemically 
purified water in most regions of the Na-
tion today, the very idea of minimizing 
our commitment to clean water is repug
nant. 

Indeed, any attempt to reduce the scope 
of our efforts to clean water is senseless, 
because we are already two or three dec
ades behind in terms of con trolling our 
environment. And I am haunted by the 
thought that whole generations will soon 
not know what "better" or "pure" means. 
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Unfamiliar with their environment and 
narcotized by the artificial world they 
have inherited, they may see little value 
in restoring the ecological balance be
tween man and nature's water reserves. 

Today, in New York it is unsafe to 
swim in lakes and rivers which have be
come aquatic deserts filled with dead 
plants and fish, to say nothing about the 
number of cases of respiratory diseases 
resulting from sulfur dioxide and oth
er chemicals which permeate the atmos
phere. 

In a nation where 70 percent of the 
people are crowded onto 1 percent of the 
land in our cities, polluted water and the 
disappearance of recreational water fa
cilities suggest that blightedness has 
overtaken our environment. We are foul
ing our rivers, lakes, and streams with 
so much organic waste and bacteria that 
in some areas the natural composition of 
water-including its ability to retain 
oxygen-is being threatened. 

What is being done? The Clean Water 
Restoration Act of 1966 allocated about 
$200 million annually to help munic
ipalities construct waste treatment 
plants, and the Water Quality Act of 
1965 authorizes States to define and en
force regional water quality standards. 
Incentives are offered business to con
struct industrial waste treatment facili
ties, but they are not sufficient, and not 
nearly enough funds are allotted to help 
urban areas establish modern sewage 
systems. 

However, the Clean Water Act au
thorized over 5 years in Federal match
ing grants to States for sewage treat
ment facility construction-from $150 
million in fiscal 1967 to $450 million in 
1968, $700 million in 1969, $1 billion in 
1970, and $1.25 billion in 1971. 

To date only $567 million has been 
appropriated. The administration's $214 
million request for fiscal 1970 would 
have increased this to $781 million, 
roughly one-third of the $2.3 billion au
thorized. 

What this means for New York was 
spelled out by Governor Rockefeller in a 
telegram to me yesterday: 

State projects are entitled to 50 to 55 per
cent federal construction grants, but now re
ceive on the average only four percent due 
to inadequate federal appropriations, result ls 
that the state has already committed $150 
million to prefinance the federal share in 
addition to state grants of 30 percent. 

With federal and state construction aid, 
municipalities, should pay 15 to 20 percent, 
but inadequate federal funding has meant 
they must put up 40 percent. Local Govern
ments in New York have already committed 
$160 million which is rightfully a federal ob
ligation. In total, New York and its munici
palities have advanced $310 million because 
the federal government has not met its 
obligations in the urgent attack on water 
pollution. 

The House Appropriations Committee rec
ognized the complete inadequacy of present 
funding in recommending an increase from 
the present $214 to $600 million, but even 
with full funding of the $1 billion authoriza
tion, New York's share of $88 million would 
be far short of the $752 million to which it 
is entitled for eligible projects in fiscal 
1969-70. 

Mr. Chairman, I cannot overemphasize 
the importance of full funding for the 
fiscal 1970 appropriation of the clean 

water law. The funds are desperately 
needed if we are to break the inertia that 
hampered State, local, and Federal agen
cies in the fight to reestablish the ecologi
cal balance between man and one of na
ture's basic elements, water. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. MINSHALL). 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, on that I demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the chair
man appointed as tellers Mr. MINSHALL 
and Mr. Evrns of Tennessee. 

The Committee divided; and the tellers 
reported that there were-ayes 146, noes 
148. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk proceeded to read the bill. 
Mr. EVINS of Tennessee (during the 

reading) . Mr. Chairman, I ask unani
mous consent that the remainder of 
the bill be considered as read and open 
to amendment at any point. 

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

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any points 

of order? 
Are there any amendments to be of

fered? 
Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike out the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I want to ask the chair

man of the subcommittee the gentleman 
from Tennessee (Mr. Evrns), a question 
for the purpose of making legislative 
history. 

On page 52 there is a statement on the 
Little Blue River Reservoir project, Mis
souri, the first part of which reads: 

The Committee has no objection to the 
proposed advance of funds by Jackson 
County to expedite land acquisition in the 
project area to alleviate hardship and pres
sure cases. 

My question is, May the county court 
of Jackson County, Mo., proceed to ad
vance its own funds as a part of its con
tribution to this project to expedite land 
acquisition in those cases where zoning 
changes may make the cost of land dou
ble or triple in cost? In other words, Mr. 
Chairman, does the passage of this ap
propriation bill today give our county 
court of Jackson County, Mo., the green 
light to proceed to acquire lands for res
ervoirs in those areas where delay would 
be costly? Could you answer these ques
tions? 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. The gentle
man is correct. When we act today, we 
have given consent of the House. It would 
be wise to wait until the other body has 
acted before actual purchase. We have 
no control over the other body. As far as 
the House is concerned, Jackson County 
can proceed to acquire these necessary 
lands as a part of their local contribution 
to this project. 

Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the 
committee for the attention given to 
the transmission line from Great Falls 
to Browning, Mont. 

I want to thank the committee for 
that appropriation. I would like to a-sk 
the committee if they think this agree-

ment that is mentioned on page 77 be
tween the Bureau of Reclamation and 
the private power company will take a 
long time to complete? 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I would say 
to my friend that I would hope the ne
gotiations can be speeded up as much 
as possible and expedited. I have long felt 
that this matter should be resolved. 

Mr. OLSEN. I thank the gentleman 
very much. 

Mr. BOLAND. I think we ought to give 
the gentleman from Montana the as
surance that if a satisfactory agreement 
is not reached, the Federal line will be 
constructed. 

Mr. OLSEN. I thank the gentleman 
very much. 

The point I wanted to make is that this 
is a very large Indian reservation with 
a large population of very progressive 
people. They have waited 100 years for 
this service. 

I thank the committee for their con
sideration to see to it that they get it. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. We are very 
sympathetic to the proposition. 

Mr. OLSEN. I thank the gentleman. 
Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike out the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise to ask a question 

of the chairman of the subcommitee 
about an item on the Atlantic-Pacific In
teroceanic Canal Study Commission. I 
notice on page 29 of the bill, you have 
appropriated $917,000 for the continua
tion of the Commission. Last year we au
thorized $6,500,000 additional funds for 
this Commission to operate until 1970. 

Can the gentleman tell me how much 
is left of that $6,500,000? 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I will say to 
my colleague, the gentlewoman from 
Missouri, that the money appropriated in 
the bill to wind up the work of the Com
mission is within the authorization ceil
ing and is needed to complete the an
alysis and prepare the final work. 

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Does the gentleman 
mean that the entire $6,500,000 will be 
used up from the amount that is appro
priated in this fiscal year? 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I understand 
that an additional $263,000 under the 
authorization is planned for fiscal year 
1971 to generalize the report scheduled 
for December 1, 1970. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DINGELL 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. DINGELL: On 

page 14, line 17, strike out "$600,000,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof "$750,000,000." 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, a point of order. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, we have already passed that item 
in the bill. 

The CHAffiMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Michigan wish to be heard on the 
point of order? 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, the gen
tleman from Tennessee just made a 
unanimous-consent request that the bill 
be considered as read, printed in the 
RECORD, and open for amendment at any 
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point. I would consider that under the 
unanimous-consent request, regardless 
of whether we have read beyond the 
point, the amendment would be very 
much in order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will ad
vise the gentleman from Michigan that 
the unanimous-consent request of the 
gentleman from Tennessee was that the 
remainder of the bill be considered as 
having been read and open to amend
ment at any point, and the Clerk had 
read two paragraphs beyond the para
graph to which the amendment would 
apply. So the Chair upholds the point 
of order. 

For what purpose does the gentleman 
from Michigan <Mr. O'HARA) rise? 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. O'HARA. Would it be possible to 
off er an amendment to the language on 
page 14, lines 15 through 17, in the House 
after the Committee rises? 

The CHAIRMAN. That request would 
have to be taken care of at the time a 
motion ordering the previous question is 
made. 

Mr. O'HARA. But if the previous ques
tion were not ordered, the amendment 
would then be in order? 

The CHAIRMAN. That question would 
be determined by the Speaker of the 
House. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, I move that the Committee do now 
rise and report 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. ASPINALL, Chairman of the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union, reported that that Com
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill (H.R. 14159) making appropria
tions for public works for water, pollu
tion control, and power development, in
cluding the Corps of Engineers--Civil, 
the Panama Canal, the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Administration, the 
Bureau of Reclamation. power agencies 
of the Department of the Interior, the 
Tennessee Valley Authority, the Atomic 
Energy Commission, and related inde
pendent agencies and commissions for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, and 
for other purposes, had directed him to 
report the bill back to the House with the 
recommendation that the bill do pass. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, 
I move the previous question on the bill 
to final passage. 

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

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. DINGELL. If the previous ques
tion is voted down. would it then be in 
order to offer an amendment to raise 

the sum for water pollution control 
grants to the States in the sum of $1 
billion? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state 
that, if the previous question is voted 
down, it would be in order to offer an 
amendment. The Chair is not going to 
pass on the amount at the present time. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, a further 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. DINGELL. Would I be recognized 
for that purpose? It would be my intent 
so to do. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is not going 
to give a preliminary opinion as to whom 
the Chair might recognize. 

The question is on the motion offered 
by the gentleman from Tennessee. 

The question was taken; and there 
were--yeas 215, nays 187, not voting 29, 
as follows: 

Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Albert 
Alexander 
Anderson, Ill. 
Andrews, Ala. 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Arends 
Ashbrook 
Aspinall 
Ayres 
Baring 
Belcher 
Bell, Calif. 
Bennett 
Bevill 
Blackburn 
Blanton 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bow 
Bray 
Brinkley 
Brock 
Brooks 
Brotzman 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhill, N.C. 
Broyhill, Va. 
Buchanan 
Burke, Fla. 
Burleson, Tex. 
Bush 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Cabell 
Caffery 
Camp 
Carter 
Casey 
Cederberg 
Chappell 
Clancy 
Clausen, 

DonH. 
Clawson, Del 
Cohelan 
comer 
Colmer 
Conable 
Conte 
Cowger 
Cramer 
Cunningham 
Daniel, Va. 
Davis, Ga. 
Davis, Wis. 
de la Garza. 
Dellenba.ck 
Dennis 
Devine 
Dickinson 
Dorn 
Dowdy 
Downing 
Duncan 
Edmondson 
Ed wards, La.. 
Erlenborn 
Eshleman 
Evans, Colo. 
Evins, Tenn. 
Fallon 

[Roll No. 209] 
YEAS-215 

Findley Passman 
Fisher Patman 
Flowers Patten 
Flynt Perkins 
Ford, Gerald R. Pettis 
Fountain Pickle 
Frelinghuysen Poage 
Frey Poff 
Fuqua Pollock 
Galifianakis Price, Tex. 
Gettys Pryor, Ark. 
Giaimo Purcell 
Goldwater Quie 
Goodling Rarick 
Griffin Reid, Ill. 
Gross Reifel 
Grover Rhodes 
Gubser Roberts 
Hagan Robison 
Haley Rogers, Colo. 
Hall Rogers, Fla. 
Hammer- Roth 

schmidt Roudebush 
Hanna Ruth 
Hansen, Idaho Sandman 
Hansen, Wash. Satterfield 
Hastings Scher le 
Hebert Schneebeli 
Henderson Schwengel 
Hosmer Scott 
Hull Sebelius 
Hunt Shipley 
!chord Sb river 
Jarman Sikes 
Johnson, Pa. Sisk 
Jonas Skubitz 
Jones, Ala. Slack 
Jones, N.C. Smith, Calif. 
Kazen Smith, Iowa 
King Smith, N.Y. 
Kleppe Snyder 
Kuykendall Springer 
Kyl Stafford 
Landgrebe Steed 
Landrum Steiger, Ariz. 
Langen Stubblefield 
Lennon Stuckey 
Lloyd Talcott 
Long, La. Teague, Calif. 
Long, Md. Teague, Tex. 
Lukens Thompson, Ga. 
McDade Thomson, Wis. 
McEwen Utt 
McFall Waggonner 
McKneally Wampler 
Mahon Watkins 
Mailliard Watson 
Mann Watts 
Marsh White 
Martin Whitehurst 
May Whitten 
Mayne Widnall 
Meskill Wiggins 
Michel Willia.ms 
Mills Wilson, Bob 
Mize Winn 
Mizell Wold 
Montgomery Wyatt 
Morton Wylie 
Myers Young 
Natcher Zion 
Nelsen Zwach 
O'Neal, Ga.. 

NAYS--187 
Adair Garma tz Moss 
Adams Gaydos Murphy, Ill . 
Addabbo Gibbons Murphy, N.Y. 
Anderson, Gilbert Nedzi 

Calif. Gonzalez Nix 
Anderson, Gray Obey 

Tenn. Green, Oreg. O'Hara 
Annunzio Green, Pa. Olsen 
Ashley Griffiths O'Neill, Mass. 
Barrett Gude Ottinger 
Beall, Md. Halpern Philbin 
Betts Hamilton Pike 
Biaggi Hanley Pirnie 
Biester Harrington Preyer, N.C. 
Bingham Harsha Price, Ill. 
Blatnik Harvey Pucinski 
Bolling Hathaway Quillen 
Brademas Hawkins Railsback 
Brasco Hays Randall 
Broomfield Hechler, W. Va. Reid, N.Y. 
Brown, Calif. Heckler, Mass. Reuss 
Brown, Mich. Helstoski Riegle 
Burke, Mass. Hicks Rodino 
Burlison, Mo. Hogan Rooney, N.Y. 
Burton, Calif. Horton Rooney, Pa. 
Button Hungate Rosent:':lal 
Byrne, Pa. Hutchinson Rostenkowski 
Celler Jacobs Roybal 
Chamberlain Johnson, Calif. Ruppe 
Chisholm Jones, Tenn. Ryan 
Clark Karth St Germain 
Clay Kastenmeier Saylor 
Cleveland Kee Schade berg 
Conyers Keith Scheuer 
Corbett Kluczynsk.1 Staggers 
Corman Koch Stanton 
Coughlin Kyros Steiger, Wis. 
Culver Latta Stokes 
Daddario Leggett Stratton 
Daniels, N.J. Lowenstein Sullivan 
Delaney Lujan Symington 
Dent · McCarthy Taft 
Derwinski Mcclory Taylor 
Diggs Mccloskey Thompson, N .J. 
Dingell McCulloch Tieman 
Donohue McDonald, Udall 
Dulski Mich. Ullman 
Dwyer Macdonald, Van Deerlin 
Eckhardt Mass. Vander Jagt 
Edwards, Cali!. MacGregor Vanik 
Ell berg Madden Vigorito 
Esch Matsunaga Waldie 
Farbstein Meeds Weicker 
Fascell Melcher Wl:alen 
Feighan Mikva Wilson, 
Fish Miller, Ohio Charles H. 
Flood Minish Wolff 
Foley Mink Wright 
Ford, Minshall Wydler 

William D. Mollohan Wyman 
Fraser Monagan Yates 
Friedel Moorhead Yatron 
Fulton, Pa. Morgan Zablocki 
Fulton, Tenn. Morse 
Gallagher Mosher 

NOT VOTING-29 

Berry 
Burton, Utah 
Cahill 
Carey 
Collins 
Dawson 
Denney 
Edwards, Ala. 
Foreman 
Holifield 

Howard 
Kirwan 
Lipscomb 
McClure 
McMillan 
Mathias 
Miller, Calif. 
Nichols 
O'Koneki 
Pelly 

Pepper 
Podell 
Powell 
Rees 
Rivers 
St. Onge 
Stepher 
Tunne:y 
Whalle3 

So the previous question was ordered. 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
On this vote: 
Mr. Holifield for, with Mr. St. Onge against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Carey with Mr. Berry. 
Mr. Miller of California with :Mr. Lipscomb. 
Mr. Howard with Mr. Edwards of Alabama. 
Mr. Pepper with Mr. Burton of utah. 
Mr. Rivers with Mr. Cahill. 
Mr. Podell with Mr. Pelly. 
Mr. Rees With Mr. Dawson. 
Mr. Tunney with Mr. McClure. 
Mr. Kirwan with Mr. Denney. 
Mr. Nichols with Mr. Collins. 
Mr. McMillan with Mr. Foreman. 
Mr. St.ephens with Mr. Mathias. 
Mr. Whalley wtth Mr. O'Konskl. 
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Mr. BURKE of Massachuset.t,5, Mr. 

STAGGERS, and Mr. BETTS changed 
their votes from "yea" to "nay." 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

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. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, I offer a mo
tion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op
posed to the bill? 

Mr. BOW. I am, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 

t he motion to recommit. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. Bow of Ohio moves to recommit t he 

bill H.R. 14159 to the Committee on Appro
priations. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, 
I move the previous question on the mo
tion to recommit. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the 

motion to recommit. 
Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Speaker, a par

liamentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 

state his parliamentary inquiry. 
Mr. MINSHALL. I understand that 

under the precedents of the House, the 
senior member of the Appropriations 
Committee does have precedence in 
making the motion to recommit. I would 
just state that if that had not been the 
case, I would have resubmitted my mo
t ion. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state, 
that is a statement and not a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The question is on the motion to re
commit. 

The motion to recommit was rejected. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

passage of the bill. 
Mr . GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 

on that I demand the yeas and nays. 
The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 397, nays 3, not voting 31, as 
follows: 

Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Adair 
Adams 
Addabbo 
Albert 
Alexander 
Anderson, 

Calif. 
Anderson, Ill. 
An derson, 

Tenn. 
Andrews, Ala. 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Annunzio 
Arends 
Ashbrook 
Ashley 
Aspinall 
Ayres 
Baring 
Barrett 
Beall, Md. 
Belcher 
Bell, Call!. 
Bennett 
Betts 
Bevill 
Biaggi 

[Roll No. 210) 

YEAS-397 
Biester 
Bingham 
Blackburn 
Blanton 
Blatnik 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Brasco 
Bray 
Brinkley 
Brock 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brotzman 
Brown, Calif. 
Brown, Mich. 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhill, N.C. 
Broyhill, Va. 
Bucc anan 
Burke, Fla . 
Burke, Mass. 
Burleson, Tex. 
Burlison, Mo. 
Burton, Calif. 
Bush 
Button 
Byrne, Pa. 
Byr nes, Wls. 

Cabell 
Caffery 
Camp 
Carter 
Casey 
Cederberg 
Cell er 
Chamberlain 
Chappell 
Chisholm 
Clancy 
Clark 
Clausen, 

DonH. 
. Clawson, Del 
Clay 
Cleveland 
Cohelan 
Collier 
Colmer 
Conable 
Conte 
Conyers 
Corbett 
Corman 
Coughlin 
Cowger 
Cramer 
Culver 
Cunningham 

Daddario Jacobs Railsback 
Daniel, Va. Jarman Randall 
Daniels, N.J. Johnson, Calif. Rarick 
Davis, Ga. Johnson, Pa. Reid, Ill. 
Davis, Wis. Jonas Reid, N.Y. 
de la Garza Jones, Ala. Reifel 
Delaney Jones, N.C. Reuss 
Dellenback Jones, Tenn. Rhodes 
Dennis Karth Riegle 
Dent Kastenmeier Rivers 
Derwlnskl Kazen R oberts 
Devine Kee Robison 
Dickinson Keith Rodino 
Diggs King Rogers, Colo. 
Dingell Kleppe Rogers, Fla. 
D onohue Kluczynskl Rooney, N.Y. 
Dorn Koch Rooney, Pa. 
Dowdy Kuykendall Rosenthal 
Downing Kyl Rostenkowski 
Dul ski Kyros Roth 
Duncan Landgrebe Roudebush 
Dwyer Landrum R oybal 
Eckbardt Langen Ruppe 
Edmondson Latta Ruth 
Edwards, Calif. Leggett Ryan 
Edwards, La. Lennon St Germain 
EU berg Lloyd Sandman 
Erlenbom Long, La. Satter.field 
Esch Long, Md. Schadeberg 
Eshleman Lowenstein Scher le 
Evans, Colo. Lujan Scheuer 
Evins, Tenn. McCarthy Schneebell 
Fallon McClory Schwengel 
Farbstein Mccloskey Scott 
Fascell McCulloch Sebelius 
Feighan McDade Shipley 
Findley McDonald, Shriver 
Fish Mich. Sikes 
Fisher McEwen Sisk 
Flood McFall Skubitz 
Flowers McKneally Slack 
Flynt Macdonald, Smith, Calif. 
Foley Mass. Smith, Iowa 
Ford, Gerald R. MacGregor Smith, N.Y. 
Ford, Madden Snyder 

William D. Mahon Springer 
F ountain Mailliard Stafford 
Fraser Mann Staggers 
Frelinghuysen Marsh Stanton 
Frey Martin Steed 
Friedel Mathias Steiger, Ariz. 
Fulton, Pa. Mat sunaga Steiger, Wis. 
Fulton, Tenn. May Stokes 
Fuqua Mayne Stratton 
Galiflanakis Meeds Stubble.field 
Gallagher Melcher Stuckey 
Garmat z Meskill Sullivan 
Gaydos Michel Symington 
Gettys Mik va Taft 
Giaimo Miller, Ohio Talcott 
Gibbons Mills Taylor 
Gilbert Minish Teague, Calif. 
G oldwater Mink Thompson, Ga. 
Gonzalez Minshall Thompson, N.J. 
Goodling Mize Thomson, Wis. 
Gray Mizell Tiernan 
Green, Oreg . Mollohan Udall 
Green, Pa. Monagan Ullman 
Griffin Montgomery Utt 
Griffiths Moorhead Van Deerlin 
Gross Mor gan Vander Jagt 
Grover Morse Vanik 
Gubser Morton Vigorito 
Gude Mosher Waggonner 
Hagan Moss Wa ldie 
Haley Murphy, Ill . Wampler 
Hall Murphy, N.Y. Watkins 
Halpern Myers Wa tson 
Hamilton Natcher Watts 
Hammer- Nedzi Weicker 

schmidt Nelsen Whalen 
Hanley Nix White 
F anna Obey Whitehurst 
Hansen, Idaho O 'Hara Whitten 
Hansen, Wash. Olsen Widnall 
Harrington O'Neal , Ga. Wiggins 
Harsha O'Neill, Mass. Williams 
Harvey Passman Wilson, Bob 
Hastings Patman Wilson, 
Hathaway Patten Charles H. 
Hawkins Perkins Winn 
Hays Pettis Wold 
Hebert P': ilbin Wolff 
Hechler. W. Va . Pickle Wright 
Heckler, Mass. Pike Wyatt 
E elstoskl Poage Wydler 
Henderson Pcff Wylie 
Hicks Pollock Wyman 
Hogan Preyer, N.C. Yates 
Horton Price, Ill . Yatron 
Hosmer Price, Tex. Young 
Hull Pryor , Ark. Zablocki 
Hungate Pucinski Zion 
Hunt Purcell Zwach 
Hutchinson Quie 
I chord Quillen 

NAYS-3 

Bow Ottinger Saylor 
NOT VOTING-31 

Berry Howard 
Bradernas Kirwan 
Burton, Utah Lipscomb 
Cahill Lukens 
Carey McClure 
Collins McMillan 
Dawson Miller, Calif. 
Denney Nichols 
Edwards, Ala. O 'Konski 
Foreman Pelly 
Holifield Pepper 

So the bill was passed. 
The Clerk announced 

pairs: 

Pirnie 
Podell 
Powell 
Rees 
St. Onge 
Stephens 
Teague, Tex. 
Tunney 
Whalley 

the fallowing 

Mr. Holifield with Mr. Pelly. 
Mr. St. Onge with Mr. Edwards of Alabama. 
Mr. Carey with Mr. Cahill. 
Mr. Teague of Texas with Mr. Berry. 
Mr. Miller of California wit h Mr. Lujan. 
Mr. Podell with l\fr. O 'Konski . 
Mr. Howard with Mr. Burton of Utah. 
Mr. Rees with Mr. Foreman. 
Mr. Nichols with Mr. Collins. 
Mr. Kirwan with Mr. Denney. 
Mr. Tunney with Mr. Lipscomb. 
Mr. Brademas with Mr. McClure. 
Mr. Pepper with Mr. Pirnie. 
Mr. McMillan with Mr. Stephens. 
Mr. Dawson with Mr. Powell. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speak
er, I ask unanimous consent that all 
Members may have 5 legislative days to 
extend their remarks on the bill just 
passed, and on the Minshall amendment, 
and that they may include tables in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. ED
MONDSON) . Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

There was no objection. 

SPECIAL ORDER VACATED 

Mr. MCCLOSKEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the special order 
I have for today be vacated. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

ROGERS CALLS FOR A CONGRES
SIONAL INVESTIGATION OF U.S. 
DEFENSES 

<Mr. ROGERS of Florida asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks. ) 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speak
er, I am becoming increasingly con
cerned, as additional details are made 
public, as to how a Cuban Mig fighter 
plane was able to fly over an American 
submarine base, through American air 
space to an American Air Force base 
and literally land his plane next to the 
plane of the President of the United 
States, practically undetected and most 
certainly unchallenged. 

Apparently the Secretary of Defense's 
order to cut back on funds for Air Force 
radar picket planes took effect just after 
the Pres!dent flew into Miami and be-
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fore the Cuban Mig flew in. Two of the 
three regularly scheduled picket planes 
were taken off their 9-hour shifts, leav
ing only one picket plane to survey the 
Caribbean and Gulf of Mexico on a 
single 9-hour shift each day. 

As fate would have it, the single plane 
which is responsible for detecting any 
low flying aircraft which might come in 
under our radar, was not in the air. And 
fortunately for us, as fate would have it, 
the Cuban Mig was not on a military 
mission. 

The point I would make here is that 
we have voted some $780 million for work 
on a supersophisticated anti-ballistic
missile system-ABM-to stop some su
persophisticated missiles which may or 
may not someday come at this Nation 
from thousands of miles a way. 

Yet a military plane from an unfriendly 
nation only 90 miles from our coast 
enters this country and our only response 
of record was a single, short radar sight
ing which w-as unidentified and unveri
fied. 

Mr. Speaker, does this mean that the 
only protection the southeastern part 
of this Nation gets via the $80 billion de
fense budget is an unidentified blip? 

Are there so many more pressing i terns 
in the Secretary of Defense's budget that 
we cannot afford to protect the people 
and the military installations in south 
Florida and the rest of the southeastern 
part of the Nation? 

It looks to me that we may have built 
some sort of maginot line around some 
portions of this Nation and left the 
southeastern part of the Nation open 
completely. This despite the fact that 
while we fret about China and her po
tential danger, Cuba, just 90 miles away, 
represents a real and serious danger. 

I think the Secretary of Defense 
should restudy his priorities and give 
serious consideration to this matter. 
Before we prepare for China of the 
1970's and 1980's, we had better think of 
today and the possibilities of another 
Mig, or a rocket, or missile from 90 miles 
away. 

The mo.st immediate and minimal 
response to this situation, I would feel, 
would be to put the proper number of 
picket planes in. the air over Florida. 
Eventually, I would think that a body
type radar system stationed in the 
straits between Cuba and Florida would 
also be considered. 

All this is not to mention the fact 
that I consider the entire incident a 
serious breach of security to the Presi
dent of the United States himself. 

Mr. Speaker, I am writing the chair
man of the House Armed Services Com
mittee urging him to immediately in
vestigate the incident. 

A FUNDING SON LOOKS AT THE 
FOUNDING FATHERS 

(Mr. ADAMS asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 min
ute, to revise and extend his remarks 
and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, in the 
September 26, 1969, issue of Life maga
zine, there appears a fine article by our 
colleague from Missouri (Mr. SYMING-

TON) . This article titled "A Funding Son 
Looks at the Founding Fathers" was 
written as a review of the Broadway 
musical "1776," which Mr. SYMINGTON 
says "is an intriguing glimpse of history 
as seen through an 18th century laugh
in." 

He goes on to say: 
Poetic, or at least prosaic, license is taken 

with the events and discourses of the period. 

At the opening curtain, the Founding 
Fathers reprimand their testy, inde
pendence-minded colleague John Adams 
with a lusty chorus of "Sit Down, John." 
Mr. SYMINGTON goes on to say: 

I have heard this kind of suggestion whis
pered under the breath of my colleagues dur
ing the pronouncements of their brethren, 
but I've never been treated to the sight of 
the whole assembly bursting into song. 

In looking at what Mr. SYMINGTON calls 
the ''generation gap" between his col
leagues and the granddaddy of all 
Congresses, he says he mourns the in
frequency of humor or robust extempo
rania in present-day sessions. 

With press and public in the gallery, we 
are daily answerable-for style as well as 
content--to a skeptical constituency. We 
mute our performance acGordingly. 

Mr. Speaker, I think this article writ
ten by Mr. SYMINGTON deserves recogni
tion. Although much of the article is 
written in a very humorous vein, a num
ber of the serious problems of this House 
are highlighted. Humor is a refreshing 
way to examine ourselves. 

I would like to introduce the article as 
an insert in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
and congratulate my colleague on a fine 
job, well done: 

[From Life magazine, Sept. 26, 1969] 
A FuNDING SON LOOKS AT THE FOUNDING 

FATHERS-"1776" 
(NOTE.-James W. Symington, folk-singing 

congressman from Missouri and son of Sen
ator and former Air Force Secretary Stuart 
Symington, recently got around to seeing the 
musical "1776" and drew some conclusions 
about the generation gap between his col
leagues and the granddaddy of all Con
gresses.) 

Will Rogers used to say that when he 
needed a laugh he just read what Congress 
had done that day. The Broadway musical 
1776 suggests that even July 4 of that year 
was just another congressional day-al
though what was "done" was the adoption of 
the Declaration of Independence. A freshman 
congressman like myself soon learns to 
"doubt a little of his infallibility," as Ben 
Franklin counseled. But what seems to have 
escaped my studies-and the notice of his
torians I had relied on-is that the acri
monious debate over independence was also 
marked by good-natured raillery and im
promptu barbershop. With its cast of carica
tures, 1776 is an intriguing glimpse of his
tory as seen through an 18th Century laugh
in. 

Poetic, or at least prosaic, license is taken 
with the events and discourses of the period. 
An amiable confusion of fact, fiction and 
farce characterizes this musical as it un
doubtedly characterized the Congress de
picted, and others since. At the opening cur
tain the founding fathers reprimand their 
testy, independence-minded colleague John 
Adams with a lusty chorus of "Sit Down 
John!" I have heard this kind of suggestion 
whispered under the breath of my colleagues 
during the pronouncements of their breth
ren, but I've never been treated to the sight 
of the whole assembly bursting into song. 

Senator Dirksen, the choirboy of the West
ern World, did pirouette around his desk to 
question the utility of introducing dance 
into Head Start programs. He lost his point. 
but won the gallery, and the infrequency of 
such moments is to be mourned. We need to 
get back to the time, as in 1776, when that 
irrespressible trio Jefferson, Franklin and 
Adams would link arms to relieve the ten
sions of nation-building by engaging in light
hearted minstrelsy. Their "Egg" song, be
ginning "Chirp, chirp, chirp," and celebrating 
the hatching of the American Eagle, would 
bring any House down. 

So would Ben Franklin's hardy colloquies 
with Pennsylvania loyalist delegate John 
Dickinson. "What's so terrible about being 
called an Englishman?" Dickinson asks at 
one point. "T'ne English don't seem to mind." 

"Nor would I," says Franklin, "were I 
given the full rights of an Englishman. But 
to call me one without those rights is like 
calling an ox a bull-he's thankful for the 
honor but he'd much rather have restored 
what's rightfully his." 

Update the cast, substitute "American" 
for "Englishman" and this exchange could 
be quite contemporary. But while matters 
touching on "patriotism" or judgment on . 
grave issues still evoke earthy exchanges in 
Congress ( read the record of the ABM dis
cussions), not since the Douglas-Kerr de
bates of the last decade has there been such 
robust extemporania. With press and public 
in the gallery, we are daily answerable-for 
style as well as content--to a skeptical con
stituency. We mute our performance accord
ingly. 

Moreover, we have a thousand proposals 
to review; they had but one, independence, 
and they had years of experience and months 
of debate to savor its implications. Their 
mandate was clear and simple-go thou and 
create a nation. No lobbyists' dinners and 
breakfasts, staff meetings or hometown 
drop-ins. No tours of the Capitol; they had 
the wisdom not to build one until nation
hood was established, a lesson in fiscal logic 
for us Funding Sons. 

The Continental Congress had no Presi
dent to deal with, only a king, remote in 
time, distance and understanding. A Presi
dent with dams to offer here, airport or park 
construction there, defense contracts, school, 
job and housing programs everywhere has 
resources to divide and confuse the resolve 
of Congress should a near majority seek to 
oppose him on a major question. Nor were 
there political parties as such in the Con
tinental Congress, only biases from which 
parties would spring, and the sectional in
terests of each of the 13 colonies. This was 
also an advantage to an assembly with one 
overriding issue before it, because party loy
alty could not be thrown up to any member 
to "keep him in line," only loyalty to con
science and country. Without Presidents, 
parties, interviews, telegrams, telephones, 
news conferences and other confusing ob
stacles to the rational use of time, they 
could actually study the issue they were 
called upon to decide. Legislation without 
contemplation was not their problem; it is 
ours. 

It is a very big problem, which we attempt 
to solve by assigning each legislative proposal 
to a committee, with the hope that it will 
there receive attention, respect and appro
priate action. It is said that the sum total 
of human knowledge doubles every 10 years. 
With good reason, then, members of Congress 
today do not consider themselves or each 
other to be experts in everything. The fact is 
that when a bill comes to the floor many vote 
on it without having given it extensive con
sideration. They look to colleagues they trust, 
and who ought to know, for guidance. Fre
quently they hope the vote will be taken in 
an anonymous manner such as the voice vote, 
a shouting contest, or the teller vote, where 
members simply file by and are counted in 
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favor of or in opposition to a proposal. A 
rollcall vote requires each member to answer 
"aye" or "nay," and is recorded. The vote on 
independence had to be nearly unanimous 
and certainly recorded. If it is true, as the 
play suggests, that the Pennsylvania delegate 
James Wilson voted "aye" only to be identi
fied with a majority, regardless of the con
sequences, we are given an insight into one 
weakness in man's nature which the parlia
mentary system could neither correct nor 
conceal-the desire to go with the crowd to 
avoid censure or, at worst, share it with good 
company. 

The modest tensions of the play range from 
the delegates' vacillation to petulance and 
apprehension on receipt of General Wash
ington's pessimistic messages from the field. 
At least one of the general 's reports, "Is any
body there? Does anybody care?", sounds 
more like a dispatch from our obedient serv
ant Winnie the Poo than the father of our 
country. The audience found such moments 
convincing. Could one be in Congress only 
eight months and already be -out of touch 
with the people? 

One raisin in this hasty pudding is the 
issue of whether to delete the denunciation 
of slavery from the first draft of the Declara
tion in order to secure Southern signatures. 
In light of current dialogue the audience 
recognized the question as more than some
thing to chew on-the all-American jaw
breaker, the oversized pebble in the mouth 
of every Demosthenes who has taken the 
national stage these men built. Quickly 
enough the complicity of our Northern sea
faring ancestors was brought to our atten
tion, our attention, because at this point in 
the play we and the Founding Fathers are 
one, reliving the original sin of our creation. 
Franklin argues that a less than immaculate 
conception is better than none at all; the 
"offensive" passage is deleted and the South
ern delegates sign. 

1776 looks back at this point with fife and 
drum, and we with sadness. Thomas Jeffer
son's deleted passage on slavery, which says 
of the king: "He has waged cruel war against 
human nature itself ... " should give us 
pause. For since that day, the king's pre
rogative has been our own. His sovereign 
power is ours, and his indifference. 

VIETNAM MORATORIUM 
COMMITTEE 

(Mr. !CHORD asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Speaker, prominent 
people around the country, including 
some of my congressional colleagues, 
have endorsed the efforts of the Viet
nam Moratorium Committee to protest 
the Vietnam war by organizing work 
stoppages on October 15, especially in 
the colleges and universities across the 
Nation. Perhaps these well-intentioned 
individuals would have withheld their 
approval had they been fully aware of 
the facts. 

The Vietnam moratorium is not an 
independent attempt to influence our 
Vietnam policy. It is a part of an am
bitious program of agitation, propa
ganda, and disruption known as the "Fall 
Offensive," a program formulated at a 
Communist-saturated conference held in 
Cleveland, Ohio, in July and hosted by 
the regional affiliates of the National 
Mobilization Committee To End the War 
in Vietnam, organizer of last year's vio-
lence in Chicago during the Democratic 
National Convention 

The Cleveland conference created the 
New Mobilization Committee To End the 
War in Vietnam to carry on the work of 
the now defunct National Mobilization 
Committee T0. End the War in Vietnam 
and act as the umbrella group to or
ganize the fall offensive. Leaders of the 
New Mobilization Committee include: 
Arnold Johnson, an official of the Com
munist Party, USA; long-time Socialist 
Workers Party leaders Fred Halstead, 
Harry Ring, and Gus Harowitz; Peter 
Vinther of the Young Socialist Alliance, 
the youth section of the Socialist Work
ers Party; David Dellinger, self-professed 
non-Soviet Communist; Irving Beinin, 
staff employee for the Communist news
weekly Guardian; Prof. Donald Kalish, 
reportedly, by his own admission, some
what to the left of the Communist Party; 
and Leroy Wolins, leader of Veterans for 
Peace in Vietnam and an identified mem
ber of the Communist Party. The evi
dence therefore points to Communist 
domination of the New Mobilization 
Committee's plans and operations. 

Two other groups playing key roles 
in the fall offensive are the Student Mo
bilization Committee and Students for 
a Democratic Society. SDS plans activity 
in Chicago around the theme "Bring the 
War Home." I reported to the House on 
September 18, 1969, the plans of the SDS 
to launch massive demonstrations in 
Chicago during the period of October 8 
to 11, 1969. 

The Student Mobilization Committee, 
which has specifically endorsed and 
whose functionaries are actively support
ing the Vietnam moratorium, was ini
tiated by Communist Party member Bet
tina Aptheker in 1966. During 1968, how
ever, the Student Mobilization Commit
tee passed into the hands of members of 
the Young Socialist Alliance, and it re
mains today under tight control of the 
Young Socialist Alliance. The Student 
Mobilization Committee is organizing its 
own student strike for November 14, just 
before the New Mobilization Committee's 
Washington and San Francisco-marches. 
YSA member and SMC leader Carol Lip
man serves with Vietnam Moratorium 
Committee organizer David Hawk on the 
New Mobilization Committee's steering 
committee. 

These few facts are only a minute 
sample of the overwhelming mass of evi
dence that the fall offensive, of which the 
Vietnam moratorium is an integral part, 
is not designed as a legitimate protest 
movement aimed at correction of defects 
in our foreign policy. It is rather a prop
aganda maneuver designed and orga
nized by Communists and other revolu
tionaries who desire a victory by the 
North Vietnamese, not to help, but to 
weaken and harm the United States. 

INCREASE OLD-AGE BENEFITS 
UNDER SOCIAL SECURITY 

(Mr. SKUBITZ asked ·and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Speaker, almost 
every day I receive heart-rendering let
ters from elderly people telling me that 
they cannot make it on their meager so-

cial security checks. All their lives they 
have worked hard to set aside something 
for their old age. Now that inflation has 
gobbled up their savings they are forced 
to depend on their social security check 
as a means of survival. 

For this reason I introduced a meas
ure early this session which increases so
cial security benefits under the old age, 
survivors, and disability insurance pro
gram. In addition, it provides for an 
automatic adjustment of benefits to in
creases in the cost of living. 

I am delighted that the President has 
asked for an increase in social security 
benefits. 

However, I do not favor the President's 
proposal of an across-the-board increase. 
Any increase given to those now on so
cial security is an outright gift to the 
recipient-not something earned. There
fore, it seems to me that the increase 
should be based on need and surely those 
in the lower category need more con
sideration than those in the top cate
gory. After all, the fell ow who gets a 
minimum $55 a month must pay as much 
for a loaf of bread or electricity or medi
cine as one who receiv€s the maximum. 

If enacted, my bill would raise the 
minimum social security benefits from 
$55 to $80 and would create an actual 
percentage increase ranging from 45.4 
percent for those recipients at the lowest 
level to 5.6 percent for those at the high
est benefit level. The people who would 
be assisted most by such a change are 
those at the lowest end of the scale and 
have the greatest need for increase in 
their social security payments. 

In addition to the present need for 
greater benefits, the rising cost of living 
will make further increases necessary in 
the future. As suggested by the Presi
dent's proposal, my bill provides for ben
efits to automatically increase as the 
cost-of-living index rises. This would be 
on a percentage basis applying equally to 
all benefits. 

Who pays the bill for any social se
curity increases? The President appar
ently wants to charge it to those who now 
pay social security. 

I cannot agree with this proposal. In 
my opinion, the costs should be borne 
out of the general fund. Can anyone here 
advance one single reasonable argument 
to show why one who pays social security 
should pick up the chit while the Presi
dent, the Supreme Court Justices, and 
Members of Congress, who respectively 
received $100,000, $39,500, and $12,500 
salary increases, should go scot-free? Any 
reason why any person not on social se
curity should go home free? 

My bill differs from the President's 
proposal in that it authorizes a contri
bution from general funds for the amount 
of the increased benefits. These would be 
benefits over and above what the recipi
ents previously contributed to social se
curity. The responsibility for taking up 
the slack belongs to all of society and 
should be financed by all segments of our 
economy-not just those persons paying 
into the social security fund. 

I might add that a recent poll of my 
district shows that 74 percent of the per
sons polled favor my proposal of taking 
funds out of the general funds so that all 
taxpayers pay their fair share. 



29224 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE October 8, 1969 

One of the most appealing aspects of 
my social security program is a provision 
to allow older persons to collect benefits 
while still earning an income. My bill 
would raise the present earning limit of 
$1,680 to a new limit of $1,800. The 
President's bill calls for this change. 

Under the present retirement test, 
persons who earn more than the exempt 
amount of $1,680 continue to have $1 in 
social security benefits withheld for every 
$1 they receive. 

To avoid this, my bill would eliminate 
this $1 reduction for each $1 earned and 
replace it with the same reduction for 
each $2 earned above $3,000. This change 
increases the incentiv~ to work for older 
persons who badly need this income to 
meet today's inflation. 

Often our elderly citizens must suffer 
because of meager incomes, and every 
rise in the cost of living increases their 
plight, for this burden hits hardest those 
who live on a fixed income. 

If enacted, my bill would immediately 
raise the benefit payments to the elderly 
and would not allow the cost of living to 
destroy these gains by reducing their 
purchasing power. Thus, the present and 
expected future problems of social secu
rity recipients can be substantially re
lieved. 

In conclusion, I agree with the admin
istration proposal that the social security 
benefits should be increased on a cost
of-living basis and that people should be 
allowed to earn more before losing bene
fits. 

In any event, something should be done 
as soon as possible. Three out of every 
ten older persons are living in poverty. 
Most of them were able to support them
selves in decency until they became older. 

Unless positive action is taken, these 
older persons are going to suffer even 
more. For this reason I feel it is urgent 
that we make the needed changes in the 
social security laws. 

GREECE 
(Mr. YATRON asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. YATRON. Mr. Speaker, during 
the recent period of congressional recess 
I, along with my wife Millie and daugh
ter Theana, was a guest of the Pan
Arcadian Society of America at its an
nual convention in Athens, Greece. 

I was extremely pleased to have been 
offered the opportunity to make this 2-
week journey for a couple of reasons. 
One, Greece is the country of my par
ents' birth. I was consequently nurtured 
in ways Greek since the days of my 
youth. This opportunity was the very 
first that I have had to see the country 
about which I had heard so much in the 
past. For the first time, I met relatives 
who had been but names before. I and 
my· family were the recipients of their 
hospitality and welcomed to our own 
family. 

The second reason which prompted my 
visit to Greece at this time was the de
sire to make my own appraisal of the 
current Greek Government. As a meni
ber of the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs, I have felt it incumbent upon me 

to ascertain the realities of Greece's cur
rent political situation. Certain news
paper stories and magazine articles have 
been published, Mr. Speaker, which place 
the government in Athens in an ex
tremely unfavorable light. Although I 
was apprehensive that these stories of 
torture and repression might prove true, 
I was quite anxious to arrive at my own 
conclusions on the matter. It is these 
conclusions about which I should now 
like to comment. 

Mr. Speaker, Greece is justifiably 
proud of being characterized as the 
cradle of democracy. I myself am cer
tainly pleased that this designation has 
been bestowed upon the land of my an
cestors. It is, therefore, at . once para
doxical and even, on the surface at least, 
unfortunate to verify the existence of a 
military government in Greece. 

Be that as it may, however, I must 
submit that the government which now 
rules Greece is a necessary expedient. 
When the conditions which have 
prompted its establishment have dis
appeared, however, I would be most anx
ious to observe the resumption of parlia
mentary processes in Greece. When this 
time arrives, I hope it will be acknowl
edged by the present government and 
that these leaders will relinquish their 
positions and allow themselves to be 
guided by the choices of free Greeks vot
ing in a fair election. 

Because the ruling ' junta has served 
to forestall a possible Communist take
over in Greece, however, its existence was 
at least born of justifiable aims. Cer
tainly a Greece run by Communists 
would be far less palatable than a Greece 
run by former colonels. This is obviously 
so especially when one views Greece in 
the context of its role as a member of 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. 
Greece has been an integral part of 
NATO since its formation 20 years ago. 
Greece continues to serve as an impor
tant link in the chain which constitutes 
our military defense network. 

It must also be said here that the 
junta has enacted certain vitally needed 
reforms that for one reason or another 
were not implemented by King Con
stantine and the Greek Parliament. 
Farmers have seen their debts erased by 
the Government, social security benefits 
have been increased, students no longer 
pay tuition at Greek universities, the 
educational system as a whole has been 
vastly improved, the Greek economy is 
a vigorous one, and civil peace pre
dominates. 

If I may, Mr. Speaker, I should like to 
emphasize this latter point. The absence 
of a law-and-order problem in Greece 
was one of my most satisfying observa
tions. Yet this is hardly consonant with 
the armed camp visions that one usually 
associates with a dictatorial government. 
Conversely, whereas crime is rampant in 
other large cities of the world, its exist
ence in Athens, the surrounding country
side, and throughout the Greek nation is 
unobtrusive. The feeling, instead, was 
one of safety in the streets. 

The question that must now be posed, 
of course, is whether external appear
ances of order mask nefarious conduct 
behind the scenes. And, more specifically, 
whether political prisoners are being 

brutalized into cooperative submission. 
In order to determine the credibility of 
reports indicating that repressive and 
coercive conduct is prevalent within the 
confines of Greek police stations, I made 
a special effort to get out and talk with 
the Greek citizenry. I sought the people's 
impressions of their Government and 
whether they felt it encow·aged or even 
tolerated the repressive activities attrib
uted to it. In following this course, Mr. 
Speaker, I probably spoke to 100 different 
people during my 2 weeks in Greece. 
None of these gave me any evidence to 
support the truth of the reports about 
torture. In fact, none could even ac
knowledge the accuracy of such reports. 
And none, Mr. Speaker, had ever been 
the victims of these alleged brutalities. 

While I recognize that 2 weeks in 
Greece is hardly a sufficient period upon 
which to b~e a definitive critique on 
the Greek Government's activities, Mr. 
Speaker, I am able to sta;te that my im
pressions were-and it is only my im
pressions on which I comment-that the 
reports of systematic torture perpetrated 
for political reasons in Greece are not 
well founded. If there was any substance 
to such reports it seems that I would 
have been able to gain at least some in
dication of this from the scores of per
sons with whom I conversed. 

In my discourses with Prime Minister 
George Papadopoulos, I was assured that 
his government was neither conducting 
nor sanctioning the conduct of closed
door malevolence for political reasons. 
In fact, Mr. Papadopoulos recognized 
that free elections must be held in 
Greece. Although he was unwilling to 
establish a date for such elections, he did 
indicate a desire to hold them at the 
earlist possible opportunity. His position 
was, however, that Greece must first gain 
the strength with which to adequately 
govern itself and the tenacity to resist 
.negative influences. 

I must say, Mr. Speaker, that I am 
extremely hopeful these conditions will 
materialize at an early date. I yearn for 
the return of democracy to Greece. And 
though the path of its return may wind, 
I am hopeful democracy's strength at the 
encl of this interim period of autocracy 
#111 be sufficient to justify a temporary 
digression from the previous way. 

THE MORATORIUM 

(Mr. VANIK asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 min
ute, to revise and extend his remarks 
and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, the mora
torium is a worthy effort by the young 
people of America to express their grave 
concern over an issue which deeply in
volves all Americans, but which involves 
our young people more critically than 
any other group. This peaceful expres
sion is in the best tradition of our de
mocracy and should be encouraged. I 
expect to address myself to this issue 
on the floor of the House of Representa
tives next Wednesday. 

JUVENILE DELINQUENCY 
(Mr. NELSEN asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
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minute, to revise and extend his remarks 
and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, on Friday, 
October 3, 1969, I introduced for myself 
and Mr. GERALD R. FORD, Mr. SPRINGER, 
Mr. O'KONSKI, Mr. HARSHA, Mr. BROY
HILL of Virginia, Mr. WINN, Mr. STEIGER 
of Arizona, Mrs. MAY, Mr. HOGAN, Mr. 
CRAMER, Mr. POFF, and Mr. MCCLORY, 
H.R. 14188, a bill to amend chapter 23 of 
title 16 of the District of Columbia Code 
to revise proceedings regarding juvenile 
delinquency and related matters, and for 
other purposes. My distinguished co\
leagues from the Democratic side of the 
aisle, Mr. McMILLAN, Mr. DOWDY, Mr. 
FuQUA, Mr. HAGAN, Mr. HUNGATE, Mr. 
BLANTON, and Mr. KYROS, introduced a 
similar bill, H.R. 14224 on October 7, 
1969. 

I include in the RECORD the text of a 
statement setting forth my reasons for 
in-troducing H.R. 14188: 

For some time now there has been general 
concern on the part of the Administration, 
many of the Members of Congress, represent
atives of the Distr:ict Government, repre
sentatives of various community organiza
tions, and citizens of the community itself 
with the rapidly increasing serious and vio
lent crimes being committed by juveniles in 
the Nation's Capital. For instance, I note 
that recent statistics show that in the last 
six years, robbery by 16- and 17-year-olds 
has increased 258 percent. At the same time, 
Mr. Speaker, I have been concerned with 
the recognized deficiencies in existing legis
lation for protecting the due process rights 
of arrested juveniles. 

The Department of Justice, in consulta
tion with expert representatives of the De
partment of Health, Education and Welfare 
and the District Government, has under
taken an extensive revision of the Code of 
Juvenile Procedure for the District of Colum
bia. The Administration's proposed Code of 
Juvenile Procedure for the District of Col
umbia, which is contained in this bill, is held 
to be a balanced and comprehensive approach 
to the problem of juvenile crime in the Dis
trict of Columbia. It supplements the pro
visions of H.R. 12854, which I introduced on 
July 15, 1969 and which was subsequently 
referred to the District of Columbia Com
mittee. H.R. 12854 provides for a comprehen
sive reorganization of the current court sys
tem and the judicial environment in which 
family problems would be handled in the 
District of Columbia. The restructured court 
of general jurisdiction, the Superior Court, 

' would have a Family Division in which would 
be vested all of the jurisdiction of the now 
existing Juvenile Court of the District of 
Columbia and the Domestic Relations Branch 
of the Court of General Sessions of the Dis
trict of Columbia. It is intended that all 
family-related problems, such as delinquency, 
parent-child problems, etc. would come with
in the jurisdiction of the Family Division of 
the Superior Court. 

In its proposed legirlation, the Adminis
tration has provided that those 16- and 17-
year-olds who commit specified crimes of 
violence most dangerous to the peace of the 
community, such as murder, rape and rob
bery, will be ineligible for treatment as juve
niles. Instead they will be prosecuted as 
adults with the whole panoply of correc
tional services available, including supervi
sion and treatment pur,suant to the Federal 
Youth Corrections Act. Retention within the 
juvenile system of these matured, sophisti
cated and experienced 16- and 17-year-olds 
who commit such violent crimes would ap
pear in many instances to only undermine 
the rehabilitative potentia.I of other juve
niles. Together with its proposed waiver pro
vUons in H.R. 12854 and H.R. 13689, the 
Administration has chosen to limit the bene-

fits of juvenile treatment to those youngsters 
with the requisite rehab1litative potential 
and to exclude those who lack such poten
tial and might adversely affect the rehabili
tation of others. 

The Administration's proposed code of 
juvenile procedure also incorporates and 
thereby codifies the requirements of due 
process outlined by the Supreme Court in 
its recent decisions. Clear notice of the 
charge made, provision for counsel at all crit
ical stages, and hearings to determine prob
able cause for detained juveniles a.re among 
the numerous procedural protections ac
corded juveniles in the proposed code. In 
addition, the Administration has carefully 
and wisely established different procedures 
for handling delinquent children, neglected 
children, and children in need of supervi
sion. Mental examinations of juveniles are 
specifically provided for in the bill, and 
other procedures relating to the juvenile 
mentally ill are provided for in the pro
posed code. 

By providing a fair and well-delineated 
balance between the rights of juveniles and 
the protection of the public, Mr. Speaker, it 
is submitted that the Administration has 
recommended a Code of Juvenile Procedure 
for the District of Columbia which merits 
prompt consideration as a measure to stem 
the increasing tide of serious and violent 
crime being committed by juveniles in the 
Nation's Capital. 

THE PRICE OF GREATNESS IS 
RESPONSIBILITY 

(Mr. HAGAN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute, to revise and extend his remarks 
and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. HAGAN. Mr. Speaker, some things 
lose their effectiveness with time while 
other things, like the spoken word, can 
be vividly remembered and reflected 
upon for an endless number of years. I 
draw this particular parallel because I 
wanted to call to the attention of my 
colleagues some remarks made back on 
May 30 of this year by Mr. L. Eldon 
James, the 1968 commander of the Amer
ican Legion. Mr. V. H. Monette, Smith
field, Va., sent me the copy of Mr. James' 
speech. While a little time has passed 
since this speech was made, I still feel as 
does Mr. Monette and I believe you will 
agree that his comments are still timely 
and will remain timely as long as each 
of us takes pride in and welcomes the 
price we must pay for a "free and indi
vidual republic"-responsibility. 

The speech follows: 
THE PRICE OF GREATNESS Is RESPONSmILITY 

(By L. Eldon James) 
Those words spoken by a great leader

Sir Winston Churchill-should ring loud and 
clear across this land this morning-this 
beautiful Friday morning-for this is Memo
rial Day 1969. 

Winston Churchill not only spoke words 
of greatness-he wrought deeds of responsi
bility. 

So it behooves every American this morn
ing-May 30th 1969-to think seriously 
about the Price of Greatness. 

There is no more fitting time tha.n now 
to ask these questions: 

1. Do you consider this nation one of 
greatness? 

This answer is slmple--of course you do. 
The second question should be equally 

easy to answer-but strangely there ls much 
confusion about it toctay-that second ques
tion is-

2. Who made this nation great--and who 
will keep it great? 

The meaning of Memorial Day gives us a 
key to the answer to this question. 

"Let no ravages of time testify to com
ing generations, that we have forgotten 
as a people the cost of a free and individual 
republic." 

So spoke General John Alexander Logan 
over 100 years ago. A young lawyer from Il
linois, "Black Ja-ek" Logan fought his way 
up in the Union Army-a. volunteer he was
and after the War Between the States was 
credited with originating Memorial Day
yes others had a. part--even the Confederate 
women in Mississippi who decorated graves 
of Union Soldiers-all-to the end as Gen
eral Logan put it. 

Tha.t " ... no ravages of time"-would 
cause us to forget ". . . a.s a people-the 
cost of a free and individual republic." 

Yet a.t this very moment there are men 
of words-without responsibility-using this 
day-as an opportunity to degrade our fiag
and tear down the institutions-and instru
mentalities of Government that ha.ve per
mitted men of action to make us a great 
nation. 

So today-on Memorial Day 1969 we as
semble here to do honor to men of respon
sibility who have gone before us-men whose 
sense of responsibility have made our na.tion 
great--perhaps the most magnificent honor 
we act with responsibility where the welfare 
o! our land is at stake: 

The place to start is by showing us-for 
what it is-the irresponsibility of those who 
turn their back upon the principles on which 
this land was built. 

Today we are engaged in the longest war 
in which the United States has participated. 
Over 35,000 Americans have given their lives, 
facing their responsibility. They cry out to
day for other Americans to face theirs. 

Our Military Community-the Professional 
Soldier and the Citizen Soldier when called 
upon to bear arms have faced their respon
sibility magnificently. Yet some headline 
hunting public figures seek to take upon 
themselves the wisdom to direct military 
tactics and strategy. 

I can't believe that Winston Churchill's 
Yardstick for Greatness would dictate that 
we should have 100 U.S. Senators each run
ning our military operations. 

The best tribute these men can make to 
our hero dead-is to remember that our mili
tary leaders today-are sons-are fathers
are grandfathers-yes-are men-men of re
sponsibility to do their job. 

When a U.S. Senator publicly attacks spe
cific military operations he helps our enemy 
and harms our land. I will not trespass on 
your time to justify Hamburger Hill. Anyone 
who will take the time to inform himself 
will find no reason to challenge a military 
leader who found it necessary to eliminate a 
serious strategic threat to the overall safety 
of his men and their mission. 

Reckless military criticism is only one of 
the ways some of our citizens are showing 
their lack of greatness today. 

Lack of initiative in meeting problems on 
our campuses is one-failure to use discipline 
and firmness where violent confrontations 
occur is another. 

But let me make my point with just this 
one last observation. 

There is no sense of responsibility that I 
can find in those people today-who practice 
one thing-destruction. Yes I know before 
we build something new we must clear away 
the old. But if those who would tear down
have nothing constructive and good to offer 
in its place-then they do not understand 
Mr. Churchill's Yardstick for Greatness
they have no sense of responsibility. 

President Thieu of South Vietnam is at
tempting to form a coalition in his country. 
Little men in our country a.re clamouring 
that he has only 48 % of people in his coun
try in his coalition-so they say we should 
not support him. I was there and saw his 
government shape and come to power. It 
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offers the greatest stability h is land has ever 
known. Now-compare his support with that 
of others. 

The present British Government about 
47 %. 

Our own present administration, 43 % . 
Do those who would criticize and depose 

Thieu for having only 48 % do the same to 
our present leadership because it was elected 
with 43 % ? 

"The Price of Greatness Is Responsibility." 
On Memorial Day 1969 every American would 
do well to say to himself and to those who 
have given to us and helped to preserve free
dom-yes we are a great nation-and I will 
bear my responsibility to my land-by back
ing my words-with deeds that prove I know 
"the cost of a free and individual republic." 

DEMAND FOR PASSAGE OF CRAMER 
WATER POLLUTION CONTROL FI
NANCING BILL RENEWED AND 
PINELLAS COUNTY, FLA., SEWAGE 
TREATMENT PLAN EVIDENCES 
NEED FOR IT 
(Mr. CRAMER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute, to revise and extend his remarks 
and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
proud to bring to the attention of my col
leagues the highly successful sewage 
treatment program developed in Pinellas 
County, Fla. 

Development of this program demon
strates how a community, through 
proper planning, can overcome the prob
lems inherent in water pollution con
trol. 

Following is a synopsis of the Pinellas 
County development program which I 
believe will be of interest to my colleagues 
as well as to communities throughout 
the United States. 

This also demonstrates the need for 
legislation which I have introduced to 
provide for the long-range financing of 
sewage treatment plant facilities in order 
to carry out long-range programing over 
and above the funds made available by 
appropriations, which is contained in 
H .R. 13358 and H.R. 13562, and which 
legisla ~ion has been cosponsored by over 
48 other Members. 

One of the most serious problems in 
America today is the pollution of our 
lakes and streams and all communities 
should be encouraged to develop long
range programs similar to those being 
encouraged in my district. 

It is my hope that such long-range 
:financing, which in effect provides for 
the Federal Government to guarantee 
the Federal share for sewage treatment 
plant construction over the life of the 
bonds with proper bonuses going to the 
States to encourage them to provide 
State matching funds up to 25 percent 
or more, will be implemented in that I 
·believe this partnership program ap
proach is necessary; that is, local, State, 
and Federal, if stream pollution is to be 
eliminated · and clean water preserved. 

Of course, even this is just a start 
in that there are many other pollutors 
in addition to sewage treatment plants, 
including industrial, acid mine drainage, 
silt runoff, aquatic growth, and boat 
and ship spillage, including oil pollution. 
A united attack on all fronts is essential 

if future generations are to be assured 
of an adequate supply of clean water. 

Pinellas County, Fla., occupies a pe
ninsula which is formed by the western 
shores of Tampa and Old Tampa Bays 
and includes the off shore, barrier islands 
in the Gulf of Mexico, west of that pe
ninsula. The rapid development of un
incorporated areas in Pinellas County 
has persisted since the 1930's. As early 
as 1935 the county government, faced 
with the problem of providing safe, pota
ble water to residents of the offshore 
islands and to other developing unin
corporated areas, created the Pinellas 
County water system. Septic tanks and 
drain:fields provided sewage treatment 
and disposal in most of these areas un
til, during the early 1950's, it became 
apparent that the population densities 
in many areas had reached, or were rap
idly approaching the point, where septic 
tanks cou ld not provide adequate pro
tection for the public health. 

Realizing that only positive action on 
their part could prevent the development 
of health hazards in ~he unincorporated 
urbanized areas, the board of county 
commissioners, after consulting with the 
Pinellas County Health Department, the 
Florida State Board of Health, and with 
officials of interested ounicipalities, au
thorized Briley, Wild & Associates, con
sulting engineers, to conduct an engi
neering study of sanitary sewerage re
quirements on a countywide basis. The 
study was authorized April 10, 1956, and 
a report presenting the results of the 
study and entitled "A Countywide Sani
tary Sewerage Project for Pinellas 
County" was submitted to the county 
commission during the spring of 1957. 

The 1957 report found only 11 munici
pal sewer systems in operation. These 
systems in conjunction with a few pri
vately owned subdivision systems pro
vided adequate sewerage service to less 
than 20 percent of the area of the 
county. The 1957 study, serving as a cat
alyst, has been expanded into a series of 
feasibility studies and other engineer
ing work which have resulted in the for
mation of the following sanitary dis
tricts whose sewerage systems have been 
constructed and are in operation: 

South Cross Bayou Sanitary District 
created March 19, 1960; 

McKay Creek Sanitary District created 
November 8, 1960; 

Boca Ciega Sanitary District created 
May 2, 1961; 

Jungle Terrace Sanitary District 
created May 8, 1962; and 

Bear Creek Sanitary District created 
July 24, 1962. 

Numerous privately owned sewer sys
tems within the sanitary districts have 
been acquired by the districts, their 
treatment plants have been phased out 
of service and their sewers integrated 
into the district systems. Other private 
systems, not within districts, have been 
acquired directly by the county and are 
being operated by the county pollution 
control department until such time as 
they can feasibly be integrated into the 
large area sewerage systems. 

Capacity has been provided at the two 
large new county pollution control fa
cilities for the tr~atment of sewage flows 

from adjacent municipalities. Another 
facility, which is in the planning stage, 
will also be designed in accordance with 
this policy of assisting the municipalities. 
Several municipalities are already de
livering their sewage to the county for 
treatment and discussions are in progress 
with several others faced with the prob
lem of either upgrading and rebuilding 
obsolete facilities or arranging for the 
county to receive and treat their wastes. 

The board of county commissioners 
has placed the operation of all of the 
district and county systems under the 
control of a recently formed county pol
lution control department and has re
mained abreast of the ever continuing 
development with timely expansion and 
extension of the district sewerage sys
tems. 

Some of the early-pre-1960-subdivi
sions and all of the more recent ones 
which could not be served by existing san
itary districts were furnished with sani
tary sewerage systems and small sewage 
treatment plants by the developers. As in 
the case of septic tanks, increasing de
velopment pressure resulted in prolifera
tion of these small sewage plants until by 
1967 there were 47 such privately owned 
small treatment systems and it became 
apparent that not only would the cost of 
inspecting these private systems, as 
would be required if adequate standards 
of operation were to be maintained, be
came excessive but, also, that the multi
plicity of small plants could soon become 
completely unmanageable. Sanitary sew
erage facilities had progressed to a point 
where the recommendations of the 1957 
report and those of intervening studies 
based upon that report, required an in
tensive review-a review which would 
highlight the effects upon the county's 
sanitary sewerage requirements, of 
changing land use patterns, increasing 
development pressures and increasing 
emphasis on the need for a higher degree 
of sewage treatment prior to the disposal 
of effluent. The board of county commis
sioners on July 23, 1968, authorized an 
overall study and formulation of a mas
ter plan for sanitary sewerage systems. 
The plan and a plan report were sub
mitted on March 31, 1969. 

Many of the basic policy recommenda
tions of the master plan are restatements 
or modifications of those contained in the 
1957 and subsequent reports. The county 
commission has assumed responsibility 
for sanitary sewerage systems in the un
incorporated areas of the county; is pur
suing an alert policy for the timely ac
quisition of private systems and of con
solidating these systems as warranted by 
development progress; and is prepared to 
assist some of the municipalities by pro
viding treatment capacity at existlng or 
planned, large, conveniently located. 
county pollution control facilities, thus 
permitting overloaded and inadequate 
private and municipal plants to be 
phased out. These activities are all in 
keeping with the recommendations of the 
master plan. 

Timely action by the board of county 
commissioners has resulted in the expan
sion of sanitary sewers from the modest 
20-percent area coverage found in the 
1957 report to a point where sanitary 



October 8, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 29227 

sewers are available in substantially all 
of the develoPed areas in the midcounty 
and south county areas and plans which 
are now being prepared will, within 5 
years, extend coverage to a.ll of the de
velo,ped areas in the county. 

POLLUTION OF THE MERRIMACK 
RIVER 

<Mr. MORSE asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 min
ute and to revise and extend his remarks 
and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. Speaker, I am pre
senting here for the consideration of my 
colleagues the last of a series of articles 
on a study of the Merrimack River Basin 
pollution problem by Lowell Sun reporter, 
Franz Scholz. 

This final installment treats the prob
l~m in more t2chnical terms; that is, that 
rivers are systems, and as such are sus
ceptible to the new management tech
niques that have proved so successful in 
our aerospace and defense-related indus
tries. It is written by Dr. Bela Fabuss, 
director of the Lowell Technological In
stitute Research Foundation and author 
of a study on a comprehensive modern 
management pollution control program 
wh'ch is the basis for the demonstration 
systems-approach project I have pro
posed to clean up the Merrimack River 
Basin. 

Dr. Fabuss is highly qualified to speak 
on the problem. He joined Franz Scholz 
during the canoe trip on the Merrimack 
and his commentary, which follows, i~ 
very much worth a careful reading: 

POLLUTION OF THE MERRIMACK RIVER 

(By Bella M. Fabuss, of the Lowell Teohno
logical Institute Research Foundation) 
Water and air are man's most fundamental 

resources. Our water crisis is at the present 
time more serious than the average Ameri
can realizes and we must make everyone 
understand that this problem must become 
a high-priority matter on our agenda of un
finished business. 

To insist upon clean water is meaningless 
until we decide how much cleanliness we 
~ant and are willing to pay for. Cleaning up 
1s a program that will cost billions of dollars 
over the next ten years and each of us will 
pay his share of the expense-in addition.al 
city, state or federal taxes, higher water 
prices and higher prices for the products of 
industry. 

Let us look first at the cost question. A 
recent report of the Federial Water Pollution 
Control Administration estimated that in the 
years 1969 to 1973, almost $15 billion must 
be spent on water treatment facilities or 
about $3 billion annually, which is more 
than 0.35 per cent of the gross national prod
uct. What do these figures mean in practical 
ter:t?s? In the year of this study (1968), the 
entire industry of the United States (from 
automobiles to meat products and from fur
niture to cigarettes) spent about 23 billion 
dollars for new plants and equipment. Com
pared to thiis figure, the water treatmet in
dustry will spend more than 13 per cent for 
building new facilities. To put it even into 
simpler form, we will spend more on water 
treatment than we will spend on all washing 
m achines, dryers, air conditioners, dehumidi
fiers, fans, and air heaters. 

These numbers clearly show that water 
treatment is a most important p.t"oblem. We 
must talk and think in terms of a large 
scale water treatment industry rather than 
about a small treatment plant to be built 
at the end of our sewer line. The water 

treatment and supply industry will shortly 
represent more than ten per cent of the U.S. 
industrial capacity and must be discussed in 
these terms. 

PRINCIPLES OF TREATMENT 

With the development of urban areas, it 
became necessary to provide drainage or 
sewer systems t:> carry the wastes away. Nor
mally, the wastes were disposed of in the 
nearest watercourse. It soon became appar
ent that rivers and other water bodies could 
handle only a limited amount of waste 
without turning into open sewers. This led 
to the development of purification or treat
ment facilities in which chemists, biologists, 
and engineers have played an important role. 

Natural water bodies can oxidize organic 
matter without the development of nuisance 
conditions, but the organic loading must be 
kept within limits of the oxygen resources 
in the water. This means that certain levels 
of dissolved oxygen must be maintained at 
all times, not only to provide oxygen for the 
removal of organic waste but also to pre
serve aquatic life. The removal of excess 
organic matter, that cannot be disposed of 
safely in the water, is performed in the waste
water treatment plant. 

Figure 1 shows the opera ting scheme of 
a wastewater treatment plant. 

This plant operates using the "activated 
sludge process." It was found that a light, 
flocky sludge full of living bacteria develops 
when air is blown into a sewage tank. In the 
presence of air, the bacteria consume most 
of the organic material in the sewage as food . 
When the mixing and bubbling of air is 
stopped, the contents of the tank separate 
into purified water and settled sludge. To 
carry out this operation in a continuous 
manner and for fast removal of the organics 
from the sewage, plenty of bacteria must be 
present. Therefore, a part of the settled 
sludge containing these bacteria is returned 
to the tank and mixed with the fresh sewage. 
The products of this process are purified 
water and sludge. 

The figure shows the process carried out 
in a continuous manner. As currently prac
ticed, the sewage entering from the inter
ceptor sewer is screened and then passes in to 
a large settling tank. This is called primary 
treatment, which removes 25 to 40 % of the 
organic matter and 40 to 70 % of the sus
pended solids. At the same time, primary 
treatment removes 25 to 75 % of the bac
teria from the sewage. The water purified 
by primary treatment is usually not clean 
enough and must be further treated. The 
water flows into the aeration basins together 
with the activated return sludge. These aera
tion basins are normally 10 to 30 feet wide 
and 100 to 400 feet long. Air is introduced 
into these basins and the aeration period is 
usually 4 to 8 hours. From the aeration 
basins, the material passes into a second 
settling tank in which the sludge settles. 
Part of the sludge is returned to the aeration 
basins, the excess is disposed. This part of 
the process is called secondary treatment, 
and can remove 95 % of the organic matter, 
suspended. solids, and bacteria. The final 
product water is usually chlorinated and is 
discharged into a river. 

Primary treatment of all waste waters is a 
must and in most parts of the country, sec
ondary treatment must be carried out to re
duce waste loads. Even further treatment 
techniques, so-called tertiary treatment, 
must be applied in some critical locations. 

THE MERRIMACK RIVER 

A very important challenge in water pol
lution control is to define the real nature 
of pollution. Frequently, when an industrial 
plant asked a governing body to state the 
stream standards, the plant was told to de
fine its own waste water and then the 
governing body would tell the plant whether 
its waste water was aoceptable for discharge 
into the stream. The reasons for this game 

"if you don't tell me, I won't tell you" are 
that there are many unclear problems. For 
example, there is the question of the ca
pa-city of a stream to · keep itself clean. The 
river can assimilate a limited amount of 
waste, but full use of the capacity would 
limit community and industry growth and 
prevent the improvement or further devel
opment of water recreation areas. 

One of the best measures of river condi
tions is the dissolved oxygen content in the 
river. During the summer months, the river 
can dissolve about nine milligrams per liter 
oxygen. Five milligrams oxygen per liter are 
necessary for boating, fish habitat, and in
dustrial water supply but are not enough for 
swimming or drinking. In the summers of 
1964 and 1965, the dissolved oxygen was never 
over this value in the Merrimack on its en
tire length from New Hampshire to the 
ocean. The oxygen content was frequently 
less than two and even zero values were 
found on some occasions. 

This all means that the Merrimack River 
is highly polluted and effective actions must 
be taken immediately. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Since we are cons1dering the rapid develop
ment of one of the major industries in our 
country, we should apply all resources and 
know-how to reduce the cost and to increase 
the benefits. 

Some 20 state, federal, and regional agen
cies are today dealing with water pollution 
and water resources, such as the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Administration, 
Army Corps of Engineers, Geological Survey, 
Federal Power Commission, Fish and Wildlife 
Service, and many others. They all have their 
tasks, viewpoints and plans. When will the 
Merrimack River be cleaned up? 

Each city and town along the river is pre
paring its own plans for pollution abate
ment. A village of 500 people and a city of 
100,000 are equally eligible for Federal and 
State funding. At the same time, the build
ing cost is about $175 per capita in a com
munity of 500 people and about $40 per 
capita in a city of 100,000 people. Which one 
to clean up first? 

In the Rochester metropolitan area in New 
York State, there are 33 separate wastewater 
treatment plants serving 600,000 people. 
T~ese plants are operated by villages, dis
tricts, and the city. The result is polluted 
waters, an impossible job for the regulatory 
agency, and a manpower nightmare in try
ing to operate and staff the facilities. The 
comprehensive plan just adopted calls for 
consolidation and coordination into three 
large facilities which can develop profes
sional staffs and meet the objectives. Are we 
trying out the same round-about way? 

When do we finally realize that carrying 
out such a tremendous task as cleaning up 
an entire river basin, which affects the lives 
and future of more than a million people in 
the Merrimack River area, calls for a modern 
systems approach utilizing all the techniques 
that have resulted in the high productivity, 
efficiency, and organization of our industrial 
complex? 

AGRICULTURE APPROPRIATION 
BILL 

<Mr. ALBERT asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and . to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I take this 
time in order to advise Members that it 
is · my understanding that the distin
guished gentleman from Mississippi <Mr. 
WHITTEN), will seek unanimous consent 
tomorrow to send to conference the bill 
H.R. 11612, the Department of Agricul
ture and related agencies appropriation 
bill for fiscal year 1970. 
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REQUESTS FOR SPECIAL ORDERS 
Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that following 
legislative business and any special or
ders heretofore entered into the follow
ing Members may be permitted to ad
dress the House: 

Mr. ALBERT, today, for 10 minutes. 
Mr. GONZALEZ, today, for 10 minutes. 
Mr. CULVER, today, for 10 minutes. 
Mrs. SULLIVAN, today, for 15 minutes. 
Mr. CONYERS, today for 60 minutes. 
Mr. McCARTHY, October 9, for 60 min

utes. 
Mr. HANNA, on October 9, for 60 min

utes. 
Mr. LEGGETT, on October 14, for 60 

minutes. 
Mr. RYAN, on October 14, for 60 min

utes. 
Mr. HUNGATE, on October 14, for 60 

minutes. 
Mr. McCARTHY, on October 14, for 60 

minutes. 
Mr. OTTINGER, on October 14, for 60 

minutes. 
Mr. KocH, on October 14, for 60 min

utes. 
Mr. WALDIE, on October 14, for 60 

minutes. 
Mrs. CHISHOLM, on October 14, for 60 

minutes. 
Mr. MOORHEAD, on October 14, for 60 

minutes. 
Mr. TIERNAN, on October 14, for 60 

minutes. 
Mr. KASTENMEIER, on October 14, for 

45 minutes. 
Mr. FRASER, on October 14, for 60 min

utes. 
Mr. BINGHAM, on October 14, for 60 

minutes. 
Mr. HELSTOSKI, on October 14, for 60 

minutes: 
Mr. SCHEUER, on October 14, for 60 

minutes. 
Mr. BRADEMAs, on October 14, for 60 

minutes. 
Mr. CLAY, on October 14, for 60 min

utes. 
Mrs. GREEN of Oregon, on October 14, 

for 60 minutes. 
Mr. VANIK, on October 14, for 60 min

utes. 
Mr. CONYERS, on October 14, for 60 

minutes. 
Mr. STOKES, on October 14, for 60 min

utes. 
Mr. REuss, on October 14, for 60 min

utes. 
Mr. SIKES, on October 15, for 30 min

utes. 
Mr. PUCINSKI, on October 15, for 30 

minutes. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the several requests of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts? 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, reserving the 
right to object, does not the sum total 
of reservations requested under unani-
mous consent total more than 24 hours 
on October 14? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Would 
the gentleman from Massachusetts tell 
us the total amount of time requested? 

Mr. HARRINGTON. I would be happy 
to do so. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair did not keep track of the total 
time requested. 

Mr. HALL. The gentleman from Mis
souri could hardly be expected to keep 
track of that. 

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker, the 
total time requested on October 14 is 21 
hours and 45 minutes. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, further re
serving the right to object, would the 
distinguished majority leader tell us 
whether other regular business is ex
pected on that day to extend more than 
3 hours, which would total the 24? 

Mr. ALBERT. It is entirely possible, I 
would say to the gentleman. We have 
just agreed tentatively with the gentle
man from Arizona (Mr. UDALL) to pro
gram the Federal pay bill on Tuesday. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will note that there already have 
been four or five special orders granted 
for October 14. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, without ref
erence to individuals and without any 
lack of comity for our colleagues, and 
with full realization of their right to 
have special orders, but in utter lack of 
feasibility, and in view of the work of 
the House on that day, I will be con
strained to object unless some of those 
orders are withdrawn so that we can 
have a normal working day and then 
those who wish to stay for the remainder 
of the 16 or 24 hours may do so. 

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

Mr. HALL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, I will say 
to the gentleman from Missouri, it is my 
understanding the rules of the House 
will not permit special orders following 
legislative business of one day to en
croach on the legislative business of the 
following day, so that, in effect, if special 
orders should be requested by a sufficient 
number of Members to run through the 
night, they could not in any case en
croach on the legislative business of the 
following day. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, as the gen
tleman from Indiana well knows, I am 
thoroughly familiar with the rules of the 
House. I would certainly confirm the 
gentleman's statement. But that is not 
the point involved here. The point in
volved here is asking unanimous con
sent to do something that is utterly im
possible, without question and without 
reference to any one individual, so I re
peat, I will be constrained to object un
less some of those named are withdrawn. 

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

Mr. HALL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I would 
imagine the large number of requests for 
special orders on the 14th is because 
many of those Members will not be here 
on the 15th. They will be out there hold
ing candles on Moratorium Day. 

I would like to tell my colleague that 
some of us have taken speeial orders for 
the 15th to discuss the alternatives to 
the problem of Vietnam, alternatives that 
might be a little more meaningful than 
what some people plan around the coun
try for the 15th. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, all power to 
the gentleman from ffiinois and his col
leagues who have developed adverse col-

loquy-perhaps that is a good term-on 
the 15th, but I would be just as firm in 
my objection to lining up impossible 
hours, more hours than there are in 
the day, for the one side as I would for 
the other side. I want that clearly un
derstood. 

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. HALL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, I wonder 
if the gentleman from Missouri recalls 
the day last year when it occurred that 
we went all night long on the question 
of making an exception to the television 
rules and regulations in order that a tele
vision debate might take place on the 
presidential campaign. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, again I will 
tell the young man I have been respon
sible for prolonging the sessions of Con
gress myself in the days before the gen
tleman was a Member, and most of the 
Members know that. I am fully aware of 
all the tricks and rules and procedures 
of the House, and all the latitude that is 
allowed, as well as the protection the 
minority Members are given, but I think 
the gentleman's other question is not 
apropos. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re
quests? 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, further re
serving the right to object. 

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

Mr. HALL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, I will sim
ply say to the gentleman I recall once 
when Speaker Rayburn was in the chair 
and a Member objected to a unanimous
consent request for a special order, and 
the Chair observed that such an objec
tion could become contagious. Therefore, 
the gentleman from Indiana would have 
to be constrained to recall the objection 
to the legitimate right or the privilege 
that is traditional in this House to re
quest special orders and take that into 
consideration when others are requested 
in the future. 

It could be catching. 
Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate 

the admonition from the gentleman, 
which he obviously drags up from his
tory since the good former Speaker had 
long since been dead before the gentle
man came here. 

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, I happened 
to be present on that occasion. 

Mr. HALL. Be that as it may, I object 
to any over the first 12 hours of special 
orders that were written for the 14th, and 
if the request should be amended to in
clude only those for the first 12 hours, 
I shall be glad to withhold the objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objection 
is heard. 

Are there further requests from the 
gentleman from Massachusetts? 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, in view of 
the fact that there has been objection 
and that some of the special orders will 
be necessarily stricken and Members who 
are not here now are involved, I would 
request the gentleman from Massachu
setts not to make the request tonight, in 
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order that it might be made tomorrow 
when those concerned are present. 

NIXON'S POLICY OF GENEROUS 
UNEMPLOYMENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Oklahoma (Mr. ALBERT) is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, the ad
ministration, through some kind of 
double-think thought process only it un
derstands, is now attempting to convince 
the Nation that economic progress in the 
United States is directly equated to the 
rate at which unemployment increases. 
If we are to accept the administration 
line, we should all rejoice in the knowl
edge that joblessness in the country rose 
from 3.5 to 4 percent from August to 
September. Our faith in the administra
tion's ability to guide our economy, ac
cording to utterances from the White 
House, should be reinforced by the fact 
that there are nearly 3 million persons 
out of work and if our luck holds the 
figure may nearly double by this time 
next year. The goal seems to be to return 
to the employment levels that existed 
during the last Eisenhower administra
tion when joblessness was climbing to
ward 7 percent. 

Evidence of the administration's new 
policy is contained in the remarks of 
White Hosue spokesmen following an
nouncement of the latest increase in job
lessness. 

Assistant Treasury Secretary Murray 
Weidenbaum, a key economic policy
maker in the Government, was inspired 
to say that "we may be turning from an 
overheated, overemployed condition to 
more sustainable levels." There is no in
dication of what, in Mr. Weidenbaum's 
view, these levels might be. But there is 
every indication that Mr. Weidenbaum 
has absolutely no commitment to a full 
employment economy, witnessed by a 
further observation that no change in 
policies were contemplated. 

Presidential Press Secretary Ronald 
Ziegler allowed as how he did not think 
anybody was happy about the unem
ployment rate but he added that the in
crease in unemployment seems to be 
consistent with other evidence that the 
economy is beginning to cool. A fair 
translation of that remark means that 
increased unemployment is consistent 
with the administration's efforts to com
bat inflation. "There is a movement to
ward the beginning of a trend," Mr. 
Ziegler is quoted as saying. 

Indeed, Mr. Speaker, there is evidence 
of the trend established by administra
tion policies. Since the beginning of the 
year, some 350,000 people have been 
"trended" out of their jobs, and the in
crease in available jobs has dropped 
from 250,000 a month to 100,000 a 
month. Any more of this administration 
policy and the trend we are on will lead 
us right into the middle of a recession, at 
which point the cautious Mr. Ziegler will 
probably observe that the economy seems 
to have cooled off quite a bit. 

Mr. Speaker, the economic policies of 
this administration are placing an in
tolerable burden on the people of this 

Nation, particularly on our low- and 
moderate-income families. High in
terest-tight money conditions have vir
tually excluded all those with incomes 
of less than $15,000 a year from home
ownership, which is another way of say
ing that only those in the higher income 
brackets deserve the privilege of buy
ing a home of their own. 

Mr. Speaker, I call on the Nixon ad
ministration to reverse its economic 
policies which seems to be leading this 
Nation down the path to disaster. 

CULVER SPONSORS COALITION 
FARM BILL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Iowa (Mr. CULVER) is recog
nized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. CULVER. Mr. Speaker, I have in
troduced, with the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. PuRcELL), a oompanion measure to 
the coalition farm bill, which has been 
drafted with the cooperation of 22 na
tional farm and commodity organiza
tions. 

As a representative of one of the major 
farm producing States in the Nation, 
ranking second in terms of annual farm 
sales, I have long been concerned about 
the apparently competing voices we hear 
in Congress from national organizations 
representing various segments of our 
agricultural economy. 

This is one of the reasons why I take 
Congressmen from eastern urban areas 
to visit farms in my congressional dis
trict, to see the common problems Iowa 
and American farmers do face, and to 
emphasize the importance of sound agri
cultural legislation for our entire inter
dependent economy. 

However, if we ever hope to gaJn the 
majority support of the House of Repre
sentatives, where the farm bloc has de
clined to less than 50 seats, then the na
tional organizations must begin pulling 
together, or they will pull the farmer 
apart. 

That is why this farm bill is so sig
nificant, because it represents an historic 
coalition of 22 separate groups: 

The National Farmers Organization. 
The National Farmers Union. 
The National Grange. 
The National Corn Growers Associa

tion. 
The National Association of Wheat 

Growers. 
The Midcontinent Farmers Associa

tion. 
The United Grain Farmers of America. 
The National Milk Producers Federa

tion. 
The Pure Milk Products Cooperative. 
The North Carolina Peanut Growers 

Association. 
The National Rice Growers Associa

tion. 
The National Potato Council. 
The Virginia Council of Farmer Co

ops. 
The Farmers Cooperative Council of 

North Carolina. 
The Grain Sorghum Producers Asso

ciation. 
The Western Cotton Growers Associa

tion. 

The National Wool Growers Associa
tion. 

The Soybean Growers of America, Inc. 
The Virginia Peanut Growers Associa

tion. 
The Peanut Growers Cooperative Mar

keting Association. 
The American Rice Growers Co-op 

Association. 
The Webster County Farmers Organi

zation. 
The coalition bill is a package ap

proach to the problems of balancing sup
ply and demand and improving farm 
prices, through permanent extension of 
the commodity programs authorized by 
the 1965 Food and Agriculture Act, with 
improvements where the coalition feels 
they are necessary, based on experience 
since enactment of that legislation. 

In addition, it assumes responsibility 
for hunger and malnutrition in America 
through a provision directed toward an 
adequate national food stamp program. 

Mr. Speaker, our present farm pro
gram expires at the end of the 1970 crop 
year. To plan efficiently, farmers need 
some assurance now of the kind of pro
gram that will be available beyond that 
date. 

There may be some question about cer
tain provisions of this bill, and other 
proposals which should be heard as well, 
before the Congress finally acts on any 
one piece of legislation. However, this 
coalition bill represents the most con
certed voice of the American farmer 
which has ever been heard in the Halls 
of Congress, and deserves the closest 
consideration by the committee and the 
full House as such. 

I include at this point in the RECORD a 
statement by the coalition on the meas
ure, as well as the text of the bill itself: 

STATEMENT BY COALITION OF SPONSORING 
FARM ORGANIZATION 

Unity exists between general farm orga
nizations and major commodity groups. 
Farm commodities-each with its own grow
ing cycle and market system-are closely 
related. The resources and productive capac
ity of the nation's agriculture a.re essential to 
the security of the nation and the well-being 
of its people. Fa.rm income must be main
tained and improved in order to protect the 
social and economic structure of America.. 

Permanent extension of the 1965 Food and 
Agriculture Act is the first step in improv
ing it. We must not be forced to return a.gain 
and a.gain to pass legislation already ap
proved by Congress. Our purpose must be to 
improve it. Some improvements cannot wait, 
and we are proposing them this year. 

We reject a. massive cropland retirement 
program as a substitute for existing com
modity programs. Programs must be tailored 
to fit individual commodities. Cropland ad
justment should work in combination With 
commodity programs. The cotton, rice and 
wool programs must be continued. 

We have presented our views to Secretary 
of Agriculture Hardin. In addition to perma
nent extension of the 1965 Act, we urged the 
folloWing improvements: 

Establishment of Consumer Protection 
Reserves of wheat, feed grains, soybeans, and 
cotton. Consumers must be assured of stab1e 
supplies, despite crop failures. Reserves will 
make supply-management workable by re
moving the threat of shortages. Production 
can be planned more accurately to flt market 
needs. 

Export certificates for wheat comparable to 
domestic wheat certificates. 
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Increase in direct payments and price sup

port loans for corn, and equivalent increases 
in other feed grains. 

Soybean program to permit the Secretary 
of Agriculture to call for acreage reductions, 
and make diverted acreage payments. 

We urge the following improvements: 
amendments to the Agricultural Marketing 
Agreement Act to provide for improvements 
to the Class I Base Plan and to provide for 
authority for advertising, research, and pro
motion for milk and dairy products. 

Another amendment to the Agricultural 
Marketing Agreement Act to extend the pro
visions of the Act to all agricultural com
modities when and if farmers want them. 

A fully adequate food stamp program to 
effectively combat hunger and malnutrition 
in the nation with removal of the present 
limitation on expenditures . 

H.R. 14206 
A bill to improve farm income and insure 

adequate supplies of agricultural commod
ities by extending and improving certain 
commodity programs 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of Amer
ica in Congress assembled, That this Act may 
be cited a.s the "Agricultural Stabilization 
Act of 1969". 
TITLE I-DAIRY: CLASS I BASE PLAN 

SEC. 101. (a) The Agricultural Adjust
ment Aot, as reenacted and amended by the 
Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 
1937, as amended, is further amended by 
striking in subparagraph (B) of subsection 
8c (5) all that part of said subparagraph (B) 
which follows the comma at the end of clause 
(c) and inserting in lieu thereof the follow
ing: "(d) a further adjustment, equitably 
to apportion the total value of the milk pur
chased by any handler, or by all handlers, 
among producers and associations of pro
ducers on the basis of their marketing of milk 
during a representative period of time, which 
need not be limited to one year, and further 
adjustments to provide for the accumula
tion and disbursement of a fund to encour
age seasonal adjustments in the production 
of milk, and (e) a further adjustment, equi
tably to apportion the total value of the 
milk p111rcha.sed by any handler, or by all 
handlers, among producers and associations 
of producers, on the basis of their marketing 
of milk during a representative period of 
time, which need not be limited to one year 
and which may be either a fixed period of 
one or more yea.rs, or a moving average of 
one or more years, as provided in the order, 
and which may be adjusted, and readjUSlted 
from time to time, to reflect the utilization 
of producer milk by any handler or by all 
handlers in any use classiflc81tion or classi
fications. In the event a producer holding a 
base allocated under this clause (e) shall 
reduce his marketings, such reduction shall 
not adversely affect his history of production 
and marketing for the determination of fu
ture ba.ses, or future adjustment of bases, ex
cept that an order may provide that, if a 
producer reduces his marketing below his 
base allocation in any one or more use classi
fications designated in the order, the amount 
of any such reduction shall be taken into 
account in determining future bases or fu
ture adjustments of bases. Bases allocated to 
producers under this clause {e) may be 
transferable under an order on such terms 
and oonditions as may be prescribed in the 
order if the Secretary of Agriculture deter
Inines, in connection with such order, that 
transferability will be in the best interest 
of the public, existing producers, and pro
spective new producers. Provision shall be 
made in the order for the allocation of bases 
under this clause (e) to new producers and 
for the alleviation of hardship and inequity 
among producers, and prescribing terms and 
conditions under which new producers may 

obtain bases on an equitable basis with old 
producers. Producers holding bases so allo
cated or obtained shall thereafter participate 
pro rata in the market in the same manner 
as other producers. In the case of any pro
ducer who during any accounting period de
livers a portion of his milk to persons not 
fully regulated by the order, provision may 
be made for reducing the allocation of, or 
payments to be received by, any such pro
ducer under this clause ( e ) to compensate 
for any marketings of milk to such other 
persons for such period or periods as neces
sary to insure equitable participation in mar
ketings among all producers. Notwithstand
ing the provisions of sections 8c(12) and the 
last sentence of section 8c (19 ) of this Act, 
order provisions under this clause (e) shall 
not be effective in any marketing order unless 
separately approved by producers in a refer
endum in which each individual producer 
shall have one vote and may be terminated 
separately whenever the Secretary makes a 
determination with respect to such provi
sions as is provided for the terminat ion of an 
order in subparagraph 8c(16) (B). Disap
proval or termination of such order provi
sions shall not be considered disapproval of 
the order or other terms of the order.' ' 

(b) Such Act is further amended ( 1) by 
adding to subsection Be ( 5) the following new 
p ar agraph: 

" (H) Marketing orders applicable to milk 
and its products may be limited in applica
tion to milk used for manufacturing."; and 
(2) by amending subsection Be ( 18) by add
ing after the words "marketing area" wher
ever they occur the words "or, in the case of 
orders applying only to manufacturing milk, 
the production area. " 

(c) The legal status of producer handlers 
of milk under the provisions of the Agricul
tural Adjustment Act, as reenacted and 
amended by the Agricultural Marketing 
Agreement Act of 1937, as amended, shall be 
the same subsequent to the adoption of the 
amendments made by this Act as it was prior 
thereto. 

(d) The Agricultural Adjustment Act, as 
reenacted and amended by the Agricultural 
Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, as amend
ed, is further amended by adding at the end 
of subsection 8c(5) the following new sub
paragraph (I) : 

"(I) Establishing or providing for the es
tablishment of research and development 
projects, and advertising (excluding brand 
advertising), sales promotion, educational, 
and other programs, designed to improve or 
promote the domestic marketing and con
sumption of milk and its products, to be 
financed by producers in a manner and at a 
rate specified in the order, on all producer 
milk under the order. Producer contributions 
under this subparagraph may be deducted 
from funds due producers in computing total 
pool value or otherwise computing total 
funds due producers and such deductions 
shall be in addition to the adjustments au
thorized by subparagraph (B) of subsection 
Be ( 5) . Provisions may be made in the order 
to exempt, or allow suitable adjustments or 
credits in connection with, milk on which a 
mandatory checkoff for advertising or mar
keting research as require under the author
ity of any State law. Such funds shall be 
paid to an agency organized by milk pro
ducers and producers' cooperative associa
tions in such form and with such methods 
of operation as shall be specified in the 
order. Such agency may expend such funds 
for any of the purposes authorized by this 
subparagraph and may designate, employ, 
and allocate funds to persons and organiza
tions engaged in such programs which meet 
the standards and qualifications specified in 
the order. All funds collected under this sub
paragraph shall be separately accounted for 
and shall be used only for the purposes for 
which they were collected. Programs author
ized by this subparagraph may be either 

local or national in scope, or both, as pro
vided in the order, but shall not be int erna
tional. Order provisions under this subpara
graph shall not become effective in any mar
ket ing order unless such provisions are ap
proved by producers separately from other 
order provisions, in the same manner pro
vided for the approval of marketing orders. 
and may be determined separately whenever 
the Secretary makes a determination with 
respect to such provisions as is provided for 
the termination of an order in subsection 
8c(16) (B). Disapproval or termination of 
such order provisions shall not be considered 
disapproval of the order or of other t erms 
of the order." 

( e) The first sentence of section 201 of the 
Agricultural Act of 1949 , as amended (7 U.S.C. 
1446) , is amended by striking the words 
"milk, butterfat, and the products of milk 
and butterfat" and inserting in lieu thereof 
the words "and milk" . Paragraph (c) of sec
tion 201 of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as 
amended (7 U .S .C. 1446 (c)), is amended to 
read as follows: 

" ( c) The price of milk shall be supported 
at such level not in excess of 90 per centum 
nor less than 75 per centum of the parity 
price therefor as the Secretary det ermines 
necessary in order to assure an adequate 
supply. Such price support shall be provided 
through purchases of milk and the products 
of milk." 

The amendments made by this subsection 
shall become effective for the marketing year 
beginning April 1, 1970. 

TITLE II-WOOL 
SEC. 201. Section 703 of the National Wool 

Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 1782) is amended by 
striking out the second sentence thereof. 

TITLE III-CORN AND FEED GRAINS 
SEC. 301. (a) Section 105 (a) of the Agricul

tural Act of 1949, as amended, is amended to 
read as follows: 

"(a) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
section 101 of this Act, beginning with the 
1969 crop, price support shall be made avail
able to producers for each crop of corn at a 
national average rate of not less than 90 per 
centum of the parity price therefor, includ
ing any payment, with a loan rate of not less 
than $1.15 per bushel." 

(b) Section 105 (e) of such Act is amended 
by striking out "the 1966 through 1970 crops" 
each time it appears and inserting in lieu 
thereof "the 1966 and subsequent crops". 

( c) The seventh sentence of section 105 ( e) 
of such Act is amended by striking out "may" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "shall". 

( d) Section 105 ( e) of such Act is further 
amended by inserting after the fourth sec
tence thereof a new sentence as follows: "In 
no event shall the farm projected yield for 
any crop of feed grains for any year be re
duced by more than 5 per centum below 
what it wa.s for the immediately preceding 
orop if the actual yield from such farm was 
reduced as the result of drought, flood, or 
other natural disaster." 

SEC. 302. The fl.rat sentence of paragraph 
(1) of section 16(1) of the Soil Conservation 
and Domestic Allotment Act, as amended, is 
amended by striking out "the 1966 through 
1970 orops" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"the 1966 and subsequent crops". 

TITLE IV-COTTON 
SEC. 401. (a) The proviso at the end of 

section 344a(a) of the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act of 1938, as amended, is amended to 
read as follows: "Provided, That the au
thority granted under this section m.ay be 
exercised beginning with the calendar year 
1966, and all transfers hereunder shall be 
for such period of years as the parties there
to may agree". 

(b) The first sentence of section 346(e) of 
such Act is amended by striking out 
"through 1970" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"and subsequent". 
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( c) The first sentence of section 350 of 

such Act is amended by striking out ''through 
1970" and inserting in lieu thereof "and 
subsequent". 

SEC. 402. Paragraph (1) of section 103(d) 
of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, 
is amended by striking out "through 1970" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "and subse
quent". 

SEC. 403. Section 402 (d ) of the Food and 
Agricultural Act of 1965, as amended, is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(b) Section 408(b) of the Agricultural 
Act of 1949, as amended, is amended, effec
tive beginning with the 1966 crop, by chang
ing the period at the end of the first sen
tence thereof to a colon and adding the fol
lowing: 'Provided, That for upland cotton a 
cooperator shall be a producer on whose 
farm the acreage planted to such cotton does 
not exceed the cooperator percentage, which 
shall be in the case of the 1966 crop, 87.5 
per centum of such farm acreage allotment 
and, in the case of each subsequent crop, 
such percentage, not less than 87.5 or more 
than 100 per centum, of such farm acreage 
allotment as the Secretary may specify for 
such crops, except that in the case of small 
farms (that is farms on which the acreage 
allotment is ten acres or less, or on which 
the projected farm yield times the acreage 
allotment is three thousand six hundred 
pounds, or less, and the acreage allotment 
has not been reduced under section 344(m> 
the acreage of cotton on the farm shall not 
be required to be reduced below the farm 
acreage allotment.' " 

TITLE V-WHEAT 
SEC. 501. (a) Section 506 of the Food and 

Agriculture Aot of 1965 is amended by strik
ing out the language preceding the colon 
and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
"Section 107 of the Agricultural Act of 1949, 
as amended, is amended to read as follows". 

(b) Section 107 of the Agricultural Act 
of 1949, as amended by section 506 of the 
Food and Agriculture Act of 1965, is 
amended-

( 1) by striking out that portion which 
precedes paragraph (3) and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: 

"SEC. 107. Notwithstanding the provisions 
of section 101 of this Act, beginning with 
the 1969 crop-

" ( 1) (A) Price support for wheat accom
panied by domestic wheat certificates shal. 
be at 100 per centum of the parity price 
therefor; and (B) price support for wheat 
accompanied by export certificates shall be 
at tuch level not more than 90 per centum 
or less than 65 per centum of the parity 
therefor as the Secretary determines appro
priate taking into consideration the factors 
specified in se<!tion 401(b). 

"(2) Price support for wheat not accom
panied by marketing certificates shall be not 
less than $1.25 per bushel after subtracting 
national average storage and interest costs, 
as determined by the Secretary, in cates 
where wheat is placed under Government 
loan." 

(2) by adding at the end of such section a 
new paragraph as follows: 

" ( 5) For any crop of wheat harvested dur
ing the calendar year 1969 and any subse
quent calendar year, the Secretary shall pro
vide, in the case of each farm, for the pay
ment of a special export wheat payment of 
65 cents per bushel on a number of bushels 
determined by multiplying not less than 40 
per cen tum of the number of acres in the 
farm acreage allotment for wheat by the 
projected farm yield (as defined in section 
301(b) (13) (K) of the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act of 1938, as amended). Export pay
ments under this paragraph shall be in addi
tion to any price support payments other
wise provided and shall be available only to 
cooperators." 

SEC. 502. The Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938, as amended, is amended as follows: 

(1) Paragraph 13(K) of section 301(b) is 
amended by striking out the period and in
serting in lieu thereof a comma and the fol
lowing: "and in no event shall the projected 
farm yield for any crop of wheat for any 
farm be reduced by more than 5 per centum 
below what it was for the immediately pre
ceding crop if the actual yield from such 
farm was reduced as the result of drought, 
flood, or other natural disaster" . 

(2) Subsection (d) of section 332 is 
amended by striking out " in the calendar 
years 1966 through 1969" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "in the 1966 and subsequent 
crop years". 

(3) The first sentence of section 339(b) is 
amended by striking out "in the calendar 
years 1964 through 1970" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "in the 1966 and subsequent 
calendar years". 

(4) Section 379b, as amended by section 
502 of the Food and Agriculture Act of 1965, 
is amended by striking out "in the calendar 
years 1966 through 1969" in the first sen
tence, and inserting in lieu thereof "in 1966 
and subsequent calendar years". 

-( 5) Section 379c ( e) of such Act is further 
amended by adding at the end thereof a new 
sentence as follows: "A producer shall be en
titled, under such rules and regulations as 
may be prescribed by the Secretary, to re
ceive, at the time he agrees to participate in 
the wheat marketing allocation program, an 
amount in cash equal to not less than 50 per 
centum of the face value of the domestic and 
export marketing certificates to be issued to 
him." 

(6) The last sentence of section 379e is 
amended by striking out "for the marketing 
years for 1966 through the 1970 wheat crops" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "for the 1966 
and subsequent marketing years for wheat". 

SEC. 503. The Agricultural Act of 1964 is 
amended as follows : 

(1) Amendment (7) of section 202 is 
amended by striking out "effective only with 
respect to the crops planted for harvest in 
1965 through 1970" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "effective beginning with the crop 
planted for harvest in calendar year 1965". 

(2) Amendment (13) of section 202 is 
amended by striking out "effective only with 
respect to the crop planted for harvest in the 
calendar years 1965 through 1970" and in
serting in lieu thereof "effective beginning 
with the crop planted for harvest in calendar 
year 1965". 

(3) Section 204 is amended by striking out 
"effective only with respect to the marketing 
years beginning in the calendar years 1964 
through 1969" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"effective beginning with the marketing year 
which begins in the calendar year 1964". 

SEC. 504. Section 502 of the Food and Agri
culture Act of 1965 is amended by striking 
out the language preceding the colon and in
serting in lieu thereof the following: "Sec
tion 279b is amended to read as follows". 

TITLE VI-SOYBEANS AND FLAXSEED 

SEC. 601. The Agricultural Act of 1949, as 
amended, is amended by adding at the end 
of title I a new section as follows: 
"PRICE SUPPORT FOR SOYBEANS AND FLAXSEED 

"SEc. 108. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provisions of law, beginning with the 1969 
crop, price support shall be made available 
to producers for each crop of soybeans and 
flaxseed at such level of the parity price 
therefor as the Secretary determines is fair 
and reasonable taking into consideration 
such factors as he deems appropriate, in
cluding those in section 401 (b) of this Act. 
Notwithstanding the preceding sentence, in 
the case of any crop for which an acreage 
diversion program is in effect for soybeans 
and flaxseed, the level of price support for 
such commodities for such crop shall be at 
such level not less than 75 per centum of 
the parity price therefor as the Secretary 
determines necessary to ::i.chieve the acreage 

reduction goal established by him for such 
crop. 

"(b) The Secretary shall require, as a con
dition of eligibility for price support on any 
crop of soybeans and flaxseed which is in
cluded in any acreage diversion program 
formulated under section 16(j) of the Soil 
Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, 
as amended, that the producer shall partici
pate in the diversion program to the extent 
prescribed by the Secretary, and if no diver
sion program is in effect for any crop, he may 
require as a condition of eligibility for price 
support on such crop of soybeans and flax
seed that the producer shall not exceed his 
soybean-flaxseed base. Any acreage on any 
farm which is diverted from the produc
tion of soybeans or flaxseed pursuant to a 
contract entered into after the date of en
actment of this section under the cropland 
adjustment program shall be deemed to be 
acreage diverted from the production of soy
beans and flaxseed for purposes of meeting 
the foregoing requirements for eligibility for 
price support. 

" ( c) Such portion of the support price for 
soybeans and flaxseed acreage included in 

· the acreage diversion program as the Sec
retary determines desirable to assure that 
the benefits of the price-support and diver
sion programs inure primarily to those pro
ducers who cooperate in reducing their acre
age of soybeans and flaxseed shall be made 
available to producers through payments-in
kind of feed grains. Such payments-in-kind 
shall be made available on the maximum 
permitted acreage, or the Secretary may make 
the same total amount available on a small
er acreage or acreages at a higher rate or 
rates. The amount of the payment-in-kind 
in feed grains shall be determined by the 
Secretary, taking into consideration the feed
ing value of soybeans and flaxseed meal in 
relation to feed grains, the yield per acre, 
the equivalent dollar value of soybeans and 
flaxseed, as compared with feed grains, and 
such as other factors as the Secretary deems 
necessary to arrive at a fair and equitable 
payment. For purposes of such payments, 
producers on any farm who have planted 
not less than 90 per centum of the acreage 
of soybeans and flaxseed permitted to be 
planted shall be deemed to have planted the 
entire acreage permitted. 

" ( d) An acreage on the farm which the 
Secretary finds was not planted to soybeans 
or flaxseed because of drought, flood , or other 
natural disaster shall be deemed to be an 
actual acreage of such commodities planted 
for harvest for purposes of such payments 
provided such acreage is not subsequently 
planted to any other crop for which there are 
marketing quotas or voluntary adjustment 
programs in effect. 

" ( e) The Secretary shall make not to ex
ceed 50 per centum of any payments here
under to producers in advance of determi
nation of performance. 

"(f) Payments-in-kind shall be made 
through the issuance of negotiable certifi
cates which the Commodity Credit Corpo
ration shall redeem for feed grains (such 
feed grains to be valued by the Secretary at 
not less than the current support price made 
available through loans .and purchases, plus 
reasonable carrying charges) in accordance 
with regulations prescribed by the Secretary 
and notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Commodity Credit Corporation shall, 
in accordance with regulations prescribed by 
the Secretary, assist the producer in the 
marketing of such certificates. The Secretary 
shall provide for the sharing of such certifi
cates among producers on the farm on the 
basis of their res pee ti ve shares in the soy-
bean and fla~seed crop produced on the farm, 
or the proceeds theref.rom, except that in any 
case in which the Secretary determines that 
such basis would not be fair and equitable, 
the Secretary shall provide for suoh sharing 
on such other basis as he may determine to 
be fair and equitable. 
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"(g) If the operator of the farm elects to 
participate in the acreage diversion program, 
price support for soybeans and flaxseed in
cluded in the program shall be made avail
able to the producers on such farm only if 
such producers divert from the production 
of such commodities, in accordance with the 
provisions of such program, an acreage on 
the farm equal to the number of acres which 
such operator agrees to divert, and the agree
ment shall so provide, In any case in which 
the failure of a producer to comply fully 
with the terms and conditions of the pro
gram formulated under this section preclude 
the making of payments-in-kind, the Secre
tary may, nevertheless, make such payments
in-kind in such amounts as he determines to 
be equitable in relation to the seriousness of 
the default. 

"(h) The Secretary is authorized. to use the 
capital funds and other assets of the Com
modity Credit Corporation for the purpose 
of making payments under this section and 
to pay the administrative expenses necessary 
for carrying out this section." 

SEC. 602. Section 16 of the Soil Cons·erva
tion and Domestic Allotment Act, as 
amended, is amended by adding at the end 
thereof a new subsection a,g follows: 

"ACREAGE DIVERSION PROGRAM FOR SOYBEANS 
AND FLAXSEED 

"( j) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law-

.. ( 1) Whenever the Secretary determines 
that the total combined stocks of soybeans 
and flaxseed of the Commodity Credit Cor
poration (including such stocks under Gov
ernment loan) as af August 31 of any year 
(A) exceed one hundred and fifty million 
bushels (including the bushel equivalent 
of any soybean and flaxseed meal A.nd oil 
held by the Corporation), or (B) exceed by 
15 per centum or more the number of bushels 
or such commodities utilized ( domestic and 
export) in the immediately preceding years, 
he shall formulate and carry out during the 
next crop year an acreage division program 
for soybeans and flaxseed, without regard 
to provisions which would be applicable to 
the regular agricultural conservation pro
gram, under which, subject to such terms 
and conditions as the Secretary determines, 
conservation payments shall be made to pro
ducers who divert acreage from the produc
tion of soybeans and flaxseed to an approved 
conservation use and increase their average
acreage of cropland devoted in 1967 and 1968 
to designated soil-conserving crops or prac
tices including summer fallow and idle land 
by an equal amount. Payments shall be 
made at such rate or rates as the Secretary 
determines will provide producers with a 
fair and reasonable return for the acreage 
diverted, but not in excess of 50 per centum 
of the estimated basic county support rate, 
including the lowest rate of payment-in
kind, on the normal production of the acre
age diverted from the commodity on the 
farm based on the farm projected yield per 
acre. Notwithstanding the foregoing provi
sions, the Secretary may permit all or any 
part of such diverted acreage to be devoted 
to the production of guar, sesame, safflower, 
sunflower, castor beans, mustard seed, 
crambe, and plantago ovato, if he deter
mines that such production of the com
modity is needed to provide an adequate 
supply, is not likely to increase the cost of 
the price support program, and will not 
adversely affect farm income subject to the 
condition that payment with respect to 
diverted acreage devoted to any such crop 
shall be at a rate determined by the Secre
tary to be fair and reasonable, taking into 
consideration the use of such acreage for 
the production of such crops, but in no 
event shall the payment exceed one-half the 
rate which otherwise would be applicable 
if such acreage were devoted to conservation 
uses. Such soybean-flaxseed diversion pro-

gram shall require the producer to take such 
measures as the Secretary may deem ap
propriate to keep such diverted acreage free 
from erosion, insects, weeds, and rodents. 
The acreage eligible for participation in the 
program shall be such acreage (not to ex
ceed 50 per centum of the average acreage 
on the farm devoted to soybeans and flax
seed in the crop years 1967 and 1968 or 
twenty-five acres, whichever is greater) as 
the Secretary determines necessary to achieve 
the acreage reduction goal for the crop. 
Payments may be in kind from feed grain 
stocks in accordance with such rules and 
regulations as the Secretary may prescribe. 
In determining the amount of the payment
in-kind in feed grains to be made to any 
producer the Secretary shall consider the 
feeding value of soybeans and flaxseed meal 
in relation to feed grains, the yield per 
a.ere, the equivalent dollar value of soybeans 
and flaxseed as compared with feed grains, 
and such other factors as he deems neces
sary to arrive at a fair and reasonable pay
ment. The Secretary may make such adjust
ments in acreage as he determines necessary 
to correct for abnormal factors affecting 
production, and to give due consideration to 
tillable acreage, crop-rotation practices, types 
of soil, soil and water conservation measures, 
and topography. Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this paragraph, the Secretary 
may, upon unanimous request of the State 
committee established pursuant to section 
8 (b) of this A-ct, adjust the soybean-flaxseed 
bases for farms within any State or county 
to the extent he determines such adjust
ment to be necessary in order to establish 
fair and equitable soybean-flaxseed bases for 
farms within such State or county. The 
Secretary shall make not to exceed 50 per 
centum of any payments to producers in 
advance of determination of performance. 

"(2) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this sub.section, not to exceed 1 per 
centum of the estimated total soybean
flaxseed bases for all farms in a State for 
any year may be reserved from the soybean
flaxseed bases established for farms in the 
State for apportionment to farms on which 
there were no acreages devoted to soybeans 
or flaxseed in the crop years 1968 and 1969 
on the basis of the following factors: Suit
ability of the land for the production of soy
beans or flaxseed, the pa.st experience of the 
farm operator in the production of soybeans 
or flaxseed, the extent to which the farm 
operator ls dependent on income from farm
ing for his livelihood, the production of soy
beans or flaxseed on other farms owned, 
operated, or controlled by the farm operator, 
and such other factors as the Secretary de
termines should be considered for the pur
pose of establkshing fair and equitable 
soybean-flaxseed bases. An acreage equal to 
the soybean-flaxseed base so established for 
each farm shall be deemed to have been de
voted to soybeans and flaxseed on the farm 
in each of the crop years 1968 and 1969 for 
purposes of this subsection except that pro
ducers on such fa.rm shall not be eligible for 
conservation payments for the first year for 
which the soybean-flaxseed base is estab
lished. 

"(3) There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated such amounts as may be neces
sary to enable the Secretary to carry out this 
section. 

" ( 4) The Secretary shall provide by regu
lations for the sharing of paymen~ under 
this subseotLon among producers on the f.arm 
on a fair and equitable basis and in keeping 
with existing contracts. 

"(5) Paymen~ in kind of feed grains shall 
be made through the issuance of negotiable 
certificates which the Commodity Credit 
Corporation shall redeem for feed grains in 
accordance with regulations prescribed by 
the Secretary and, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the Commodity Credit 
Corporation shall, in accordance with regu-

lations prescribed by the Secretary, assist the 
producer in the marketing of such certifi
cates. Feed grains with which Commodity 
Credit Corporation redeems certificates pur
suant to this paragraph shall be valued at 
not less than the current support price made 
available through loans and purchases, plus 
reasonable carrying charges. 

"(6) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, the Secretary may, by mutual agree
ment with the producer, terminate or modify 
any agreement previously entered into pur
suant to this subsection if he determines 
such action necessary because of an emer
gency ·created by drought or other disaster, 
or in order to prevent or alleviate a shortage 
in the supply of soybeans or flaxseed." 

TITLE VII-CONSUMER PROTECTION 
RESERVE 

SEC. 701. It is the policy of the Congress 
to establish and maintain reserves of stor
able agricultural commodities adequate to 
meet any foreseeable food and fiber shortage 
which might arise in the Nation as a con
sequence of any natural disaster, adverse 
food production conditions for one or more 
years, military actions, or other causes and 
to assist other nations of the world in any 
food or fiber emergency. It is further the 
policy of Congress to establish such reserves 
in years of surplus production and to main
tain them to the maximum extent practi
cable in the control of procedures, to assure 
their segregation from the commercial mar
ket so that existence of the reserves will not 
adversely affect the level of market prices. 

SEC. 702. Whenever, during any marketing 
year the uncommitted stocks of wheat, feed 
grains, soybeans or cotton owned by the 
Commodity Credit Corporation fall below the 
reserve level for such commodity specified 
below, the Commodity Credit Corporation 
may purchase at prevailing market prices 
such quantities of the commodity at such 
times and places as will effect the orderly 
establishment and maintenance of the Com
modity Credit Corporation's stocks of the 
commodity at such reserve level. The reserve 
level of the commodity under this section 
for any marketing year shall be : 
For wheat ____________ bushels __ 200, 000, 000 
For feed grains __________ tons__ 15, 000, 000 
For soybeans _________ bushels__ 35, 000, 000 
For cotton _____________ bales__ 3, 000, 000 

In any marketing year for any crop for 
which the Secretary determines that the es
timated production from such crop will ex
ceed estimated domestic consumption a11d 
exports during such marketing year by more 
than 10 per centum, the reserve level under 
this section shall be increased by one hun
dred million bushels for wheat, seven and. 
five-tenths million tons for feed grains, :fif
teen milllion bushels for soybeans, and one 
m111ion bales for cotton. 

SEc. 703. (a) In order to assure that the 
Commodity Credit Corporation reserve stocks 
of wheat, feed grains, soybeans, and cotton 
will be insulated from the market, when
ever the Commodity Credit Corporation's 
stocks of any such commodity are below the 
level specified for such commodity in the 
schedule prescribed in subsection (b) of 
this section, the Commodity Credit Corpora
tion, notwithstanding the provisions of any 
other law, shall not sell for unrestricted do
mestic use or value for redemption of pay
ment-in-kind certificates such commodity at 
less than the price specified in such schedule. 

(b) The following stock levels and prices 
shall apply with respect to the Commodity 
Credit Corporation: 

( 1) For wheat, when the Commodity Credit 
Corporation's uncommitted stocks are not 
more than two hundred million bushels, the 
minimum price shall be 100 per centum of 
the current parity price, adjusted for class, 
grade, and location, less· than current cost 
of the marketing certificate charged to proc
essors. 
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(2) For f'eed grains, when the Commodity 

Credit Corporation's uncommited stocks are 
not more than fifteen million tons, the min
imum price shall be 100 per centum of the 
current parity price, adjusted for class, grade, 
and location, less· the current price support 
payment rate with respect to the maximum 
permitted acreage for the feed grain. 

(3) For soybeans, when the Commodity 
Credit Corporation's uncommitted stocks are 
not more than thirty-five million bushels, 
the minimum price shall be 100 per centum 
of the current parity price, adjusted for class, 
grade, and location. 

(4) For cotton, when the Commodity Cred
it Corporation's uncommitted stocks are not 
more than three million bales, the minimum 
price shall be 100 per centum of the current 
parity price, adjusted for class, grade, and 
location. 

SEC. 704. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of this or any other Act, for the pur
pose of efficient management of the reserve 
stocks, including rotation thereof, Com
modity Credit Corporation may sell any com
modity in its reserve at the domestic market 
price, but any such sale shall be offset by 
a prompt purchase of a substantially equiv
alent quantity of such commodity at the 
domestic market price. 

SEC. 705. (a) The Secretary shall make 
available a program for extending the ma
turity dates of price support loans for any 
crop of wheat, feed grains, soybeans, or cot
ton if he determines that the estimated pro
duction from such crop will exceed esti
mated domestic consumption and exports 
during the marketing year for such crop. 
The Secretary shall estimate the production 
from each crop and the domestic consump
tion and exports for the marketing year for 
such crop within thirty days after the be
ginning of such marketing year and at ani 
subsequent time during the marketing year 
when he finds that changed circumstances 
require a new estimate. I! in any marketing 
year when the Secretary has made such a 
determination, extended loans on wheat, feed 
grains, soybeans or cotton of any crop are 
called and the quantity of the commodity 
under such extended leans is not substan
tially offset by the quantity placed under 
the extended loan program from the current 
crop, the Commodity Credit Corporation 
shall purchase such additional quantity of 
the commodity at the prices specified in sec
tion 602 of this title as will substantially off
set the quantity of the commodity under ex
tended loans which are called. 

(b) The Secretary shall make extended 
loan programs available under subsection (a) 
or otherwise and exercise the right to call 
extended loans in a manner which will en
able producers to maintain at the end of 
each marketing year carryover stocks under 
such programs of approximately one hun
dred and fifty million bushels of wheat, seven 
and five-tenths million tons of feed grains, 
and twenty million bushels of soybeans. In 
the case of any marketing year for any crop 
for which the Secretary determines that 
the estimated production will exceed do
mestic consumption and exports during such 
marketing year by more than 10 per centum, 
the Secretary may conduct the program in a 
manner which will enable producers to 
maintain the end of suoh marketing year 
carryover stocks of up to two hundred mil
lion bushels of wheat, fifteen million tons 
of feed grains, and thirty-five million bushels 
of soybeans. 

(c) The Secretary shall offer to enter into 
agreements with producers under which the 
producers shall agree to keep such com
modity in storage under his oontrol for peri
ods of not to exceed three years, and the 
Secretary shall agree not to caill the loans in 
such cases unless the prevailing :marketing 
price for the commodity has reoohed the 
level at which the Commodity Credit Corpo-
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ration may sell such commodity for unre
stricted domestic use under the pricing 
schedule provided in section 603 of this title 
and the Secretary determines that the com
modity is needed to meet a shortage which 
has arisen as a consequence of a natural dis
aster, adverse food or fiber produ<::tion con
ditions for one or more years, military ac
tions, or other causes. Notwithstanding the 
foregoing restrictions, the Secretary may call 
the loans in the cast of commodities which 
have substantially deteriorated in quality or 
as to which there is a danger of loss or waste 
through deterioration or spoilage or for the 
purpose of establishing claims arising out of 
contract or aga.1.nst persons who have com
mitted fraud, misrepresentation, or other 
wrongful acts with respect to the commodity. 
The Secretary is authorized to provide in
centives necessary to encourage farmers to 
store under such agreements approximately 
one hundred and fifty million bushels of 
wheat, seven and five-tenths million tons 
of feed grains, and twenty million bushels of 
soybeans. To the extent that the quantity 
of any commodity stored by producers under 
this subsection falls below such level, the 
Commodity Credit Corporation may pur
chase an additional quantity of the com
modity to offset the deficiency. 

TITLE Vill-MARKETING ORDERS 
SEC. 801. The Agricultural Adjustment Act 

of 1933 as amended, and as reenacted and 
amended by the Agricultural Marketing 
Agreement Act of 1937, as amended, is further 
amended as follows: 

(1) Section 8c{2) is amended by inserting 
after the third sentence ending with the 
words "Southwest production area." the fol
lowing: "Notwithsrtanding any of the com
modity, product, area, or approval exceptions 
or limitations in the foregoing sentences 
hereof, any agricultural commowty or prod
uct thereof, or any regional or market classi
fication thereof, shall be eligible for an order, 
exempt from any special approval required 
by the preceding sentences hereof, if after 
referendum of the affected producers of such 
commodity the Secretary finds that a ma
jority of such producers voting in such ref
erendum favor making such commodity or 
product thereof or the regional or market 
classification thereof specified in the referen
dum, eligible for an order: Provided, however, 
That such referendum shall not be required 
for any commodity or product for which an 
order otherwise is authorized under the pre
ceding sentences of this subsection (2) and 
for which no special approval or area limi
tation is specified fillerein ." 

(2) Sections 8(c) (6) (A), (B), (C), (D). 
and (E) are amended by inserting ", species 
or other classification" af,ter the words 
"grade, size, or quality" wherever the latter 
words appear. 

(3) Section 8c(6), as amended, is further 
amended by adding the following at the end 
thereof: 

"(J) With respect to orders providing for 
minimum prices on a classified use basis (i) 
providing for the payment to all producers 
or associations of producers of uniform mini
mum prices for the commodity or product 
marketed by them (within their allotments, 
if any), irrespective of the use or disposition 
thereof, subject, however, to adjustments 
specified by the order, including but not 
limited to adjustments for place of produc
tion or delivery, grade, condition, size, 
weight, quality, or maturity, or any other 
adjustments found to be appropriate to pro
vide equity among producers, and (ii) pro
viding a method for making adjustments in 
payments as among handlers (including pro
ducers who are also handlers), to the end 
that the total sums paid by each handler 
shall equal the value of the commodity or 
product purchased or acquired by him at the 
classified use minimum prices fixed pursuant 
to such order." 

( 4) Section Be ( 6) , as amended, is further 
amended by adding the following at the end 
thereof: 

"(K) Notwithstanding any other provi
sions of this title-

"(i) allotting, or providing methods for al
lotting, the quantity of such commodity or 
product or any grade, size, or quality thereof, 
which each producer may be permitted to 
market or dispose of in any or all marketc, 
or use classifications during any specified 
period or periods on the basis of (a) the 
amount produced or marketed by such pro
ducer or produced on or marketeJ. from the 
farm on which he is a producer in such 
prior period as the Secretary of Agriculture 
determines to be representative, subject to 
such adjustment for abnormal conditions 
and other factors affecting production or 
marketing as the Secretary may determine, 
or (b) the current quantities available for 
marketing by such producer, or ( c) any com
bination of {a) and (b) to the end that the 
total allotment during any specified period 
or periods shall be apportioned equitably 
among producers. Allotments hereunder ma7 
be in terms of quantities or production from 
given acres or other production units. If t h" 
Secretary determines that such action will 
facilitate the administration of a marketing 
order hereunder and will not substantially 
impair the effective operation thereof he may 
fix , or provide a method for fixing, a mini
mum allotment applicable to producers and 
producers whose production does not excepn 
such minimum shall not be subject to the 
regulatory provisions of the order except as 
prescribed therein; 

"(ii) any producer for whom allotment 
is established or refused under the authority 
of this subsection may obtain a. review of 
the lawfulness of his allotment as prescribed 
by the order of the Secretary establishing 
the allotment and rules and regulations 
thereunder, which shall constitue the ex
clusive procedure for review thereof and 
section 8c(15) (A) of this title shall not 
apply thereto. Under such order, rules or 
regulations any officers or- employees of the 
Department or any committees or boards 
created or designated by the Secretary of 
Agriculture may be vested with authority to 
perform any or all functions in connection 
with such review proceedings including rul
ing thereon. Committees or boards created 
or designated for this purpose shall be 
deemed agencies of the Secretary within the 
meaning of subsection 8c(7) (C) and sec
tion 10 of this title. The ruling upon such 
review shall be final if in accordance with 
law. The producer may obtain a judicial re
view of such ruling in accordance with the 
prov!sions of section 8c(15) (B) of this title; 
and 

"(111) when allotments for producers are 
established under this subsection the order 
may contain provisions allotting or providing 
a method for allotting the quantity Which 
any handler may handle so that any and all 
handlers will be limited as to any producer 
to the allotment established for such pro
ducer, and such allotment shall constitute 
an allotment fixed for each handler within 
the meaning of section 8a(5) of this title." 

( 5) Amend section Be by add1ng at the 
end thereof a new paragraph (20) as follows: 

''PRODUCER ADVISORY COMMITTEES 
"(20) The Secretary of Agriculture may 

establish a producer advisory committee 
with respect to any commodity, or group of 
commodities, for which a marketing order 
is potentially authorized. Such committee 
shall be composed of producers of the com
modity or commodities for which the com
mittee is established. Such committees may 
be called on by the Secretary of Agriculture 
to provide advice and counsel with respect 
to the initiation of proceedings for the· 
promulgation of a marketing agreement or 
marketing order for such commodity or com-
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modities and may also formulate specific 
proposals for purposes of a public hearing 
concerning such a proposed marketing agree
ment or marketing order. The establishment 
of such a committee shall not, however, be 
deemed necessary to the initiation of any 
such proceeding to promulgate a marketing 
agreement or marketing order." 

(6) Amend section lO(b} (2) by adding at 
the end thereof a new subparagraph (iv) as 
follows: 

"(iv) If the order contains provisions au
thorized by section 8c(6} (K) it shall provide 
that the assessments payable by handlers 
under subsection (ii) shall initially be pay
able pro rata by the producers of the com
modity to such handlers thereof, who shall 
be responsible for the collection thereof from 
producers and payment to the authority or 
agency established under such order." 

SEC. 802. Nothing in this title shall super
sede the provisions of other statutes relating 
to marketing quotas, acreage allotments or 
limitations or price support, with respect to 
agricultural commodities and no action 
taken or provisions in an order issued under 
this title shall be inconsistent with the pro
visions of such other statutes or actions 
taken by the Secretary of Agriculture under 
such other statutes. 

TITLE IX-CROPLAND ADJUSTMENT 
SEC. 901. (a} The first sentence of section 

602(a) of the Food and Agriculture Act of 
1965 is amended by striking out "calendar 
years 1965 through 1970" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "1965 and subsequent calendar 
years". 

(b) Subsection (k} of section 602 of such 
Act is hereby repealed. 

TITLE X-RICE 
SEC. 1001. The first sentence of paragraph 

(7) of section 353(c) of the Agricultural Ad
justment Act of 1938, as amended, is 
amended by striking out "for 1966, 1967, 1968, 
1969, or 1970" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"for 1966 or any subsequent year". 

TOO MUCH, TOO LITTLE, OR NO 
INFORMATION ON THE CYCLA
MATES? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from Missouri (Mrs. SULLIVAN) 
is recognized for 15 minutes. 

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, after 
noting a news article this morning that 
Secretary Finch of the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare is upset 
over "varying assessments" by the Food 
and Drug Administration of the dangers, 
if any, from the cyclamate sweeteners, I 
tried to obtain a co'py of his remarks but 
was told there was no transcript avail
able of his comments to the press on this 
matter. The article in the Washington 
Post indicates, however, that Secretary 
Finch is unhappy because some experi
ments conducted by FDA scientists have 
been widely publicized. 

These experiments indicated-did not 
prove, but indicated-that birth defects 
could possibly result from the use by 
expectant mothers of foods containing 
artificial sweeteners. The experiments in
volved only chicken eggs and chicks, not 
humans. The Commission of Food and 
Drugs was then quoted as having said 
the findings are only tentative as to 
animals and may not mean a thing in 
the case of humans. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not see any 
"waffling" on this by FDA, to use the Sec-

retary's words. All we know for sure is 
that 15 percent of the chicks born from 
eggs which were injected with cycla
mates were defective. There is no reason 
in the world why this information should 
have been suppressed. It is legitimate in
formation for the public to have. 

SUPPRESSION OF SCIENTIFIC DATA? 

It certainly does not prove that cycla
mates added to soft drinks or other foods 
cause birth defects in humans. But I 
hope the Secretary is not now planning 
to suppress scientific information which, 
at the least, sounds a warning to pros
pective mothers about the unrestricted 
use of any food product. The implica
tions of the Secretary's statement as 
quoted in the Post this morning are very 
disturbing if they indicate a possible 
crackdown on carefully stated scientific 
information. The Food and Drug Admin
istration requires certain warnings now 
on the labels of soft drinks containing 
cyclamates. This has not seemed to re
duce their use. If there is any reason 
why expectant mothers should be par
ticularly cautious, we should know about 
it. 

Mr. Speaker, the article referred to 
is as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, Oct. 8, 1969] 
FINCH RAPS FDA ON SWEETENERS 

Secretary Robert H. Finch roundly criti
cized a unit of his own Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare yesterday for its 
handling of safety questions about the 
widely used artificial sweeteners that con
tain cyclamates. 

"I am not at all satisfied with the present 
situation there," Finch said. "I think it's 
just inevitable that we're going to have some 
rather substantial reorganization of proce
dures and personnel in the Food and Drug 
Administration." 

The secretary was particularly critical of 
what he termed varying FDA assessments 
of possible health hazards associated with 
cyclamate use. 

He singled out a recent FDA experiment, 
widely reported on national television, dem
onstrating a 15 per cent incidence of' birth 
defects after cyclamate injection into chick
en eggs. 

"We have appeared to waffle on it," Finch 
said in an interview. "Some have been over
zealous saying, 'Sure, this may not be final 
or conclusive' ... but we still ought to run 
up the flag and sound the bugle," he said. 
"And others• have gone too far the other 
way." 

Finch mentioned no names. But he ap
parently was referring to Dr. Jacqueline Ver
rett, the FDA scientist who conducted the 
chick experiment, and to FDA Commissioner 
Herbert L. Ley Jr. 

Dr. Verrett has been quoted as advising 
pregnant women to exercise care with cy
clamates unless and until all doubts are 
removed. 

[In an interview last week on NBC tele
vision, Dr. Verrett was asked, "What state
ment can you make?" She replied that 
cyclamates have "serious effects on chick 
embryos . . . work should be done on mam
mals to see if there is crossing of the pla
centa ... and any possible damage ... Next 
step is to find out if there are some effects 
in other animal species." As for pregnant 
women, she advised that they "avoid every
thing unnecessary unless okayed by an 
M.D."] 

Dr. Ley has emphasized that the findings 
are tentative from the cyclamate studies 
on animals. Also, he said, the effect of the 

drug on a lower animal is not always the 
same as on man. 
SHOULD BE USED ONLY BY PERSONS WHO MUST 

RESTRICT INTAKE OF ORDINARY SWEETS 

Mr. Speaker, if the Food and Drug Ad
ministration had definite evidence that 
the cyclamates were dangerous to use 
as food additives, it could prohibit their 
further use. Obviously, the agency does 
not have such proof. But it has been 
working on this matter for some time 
because of the fact that there are doubts. 
Consumers have been advised by the 
Government for some years that prod
ucts containing the artificial sweeteners 
"should be used only by persons who 
must restrict their intake of ordinary 
sweets." It always disturbs me to see 
healthy, active, and even underweight 
children drinking quantities of soft 
drinks bearing such a warning on the 
label but, as I said, there is no proof that 
they are being harmed. The quicker this 
issue is cleared up, the better we will all 
feel about it. 

But I would certainly hate to have the 
Secretary of Health, Eduction, and Wel
fare suppress scientific data dealing with 
possible harm from the use of this prod
uct merely because the information is 
not absolutely conclusive. If there should 
be conclusive information that the prod
uct is dangerous, the public would no 
longer have any need for the informa
tion because the product by then would 
have had to be removed from the mar
ket. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

SENATOR BIRCH BAYH TAKES A 
CLOSER LOOK AT JUDGE HAYNS
WORTH 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, BIRCH 
BAYH, the able junior Senator from In
diana, has performed, in my judgment, 
an invaluable service to those in the 
other body who need further factual in
formation with regard to the nomination 
of Judge Clement F. Haynsworth to be 
an Associate Justice of the Supreme 
Court. 

It is an examination that dispassion
ately speaks for itself and hopefully will 
be carefully studied by those who may be 
called upon to ratify the President's 
nomination. 

The statement is as follows: 
STATEMENT BY SENATOR BmcH BAYH, 

OCTOBER 8, 1969 
In recent years our judicial system has 

come under increasing attack, not only by 
the citizenry at large, but by lawyers and 
members of the legislative branch of both 
national and state governments. As our ideas, 
opinions and judgments of law and its appli
cation have changed over the past 180 years, 
so have changed the expectations of the 
American public of our public officials. Par
ticularly now, when public confidence in the 
integrity of the federal judiciary at the high
est level has so recently been severely shaken, 
it is of the utmost importance that only men 
who are truly distinguished and truly above 
reproach sit on the bench of our highest 
court. 
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Since the nomination of Judge Clement F. 

Haynsworth to be Associate Justice of the 
Supreme Court, numerous facts that raise a 
serious question as to the propriety of his 
conduct whLle a member of the Federal 
Judiciary have come to my attention. An 
intensive investigation aimed at uncovering 
the truth has resulted in the following bill 
of particulars which has convinced me that 
Judge Haynsworth falls short of the demand
ing ethical standards required of an Associate 
Justice of the Supreme Court. I issue the bill 
of particulars with no malice toward Judge 
Haynsworth but with some considerable 
regret. The question is not whether Judge 
Haynsworth is dishonest but whether he has 
shown the temperament necessary to sit in 
the highest judicial council. 

CAROLINA VEND-A-MATIC 
Judge Haynsworth was an organizer and 

founder of Carolina Vend-A-Matic in 1950, 
with an original investment of $2,400.00. 

He was Vice President and a director of 
Carolina. Vend-A-Matic until 1963. He stated 
that he orally resigned from the Vice Presi
dency in 1957, but the corporation records 
show he was listed as Vice President until 
1963 and indeed regularly attended meetings 
of the Board of Directors and voted for slates 
of officers through the years. He was in fact 
paid director's fees in amounts as high as 
$2,600.00 per year, and the records show his 
wife, Dorothy M. Haynsworth, served as Sec
retary of the corporation for two years while 
he was on the Federal bench. 

Although the Judge claims he was an in
active officer, the Illinutes of the corporation 
indicate that such was not the case. Directors 
were active in locating new business and 
Judge Haynsworth took an active part in 
director's meetings, often making motions 
himself. While he was director of Carolina 
Vend-A-Matic, he took part in decisions to 
buy and sell land to himself and other direc
tors and the profit sharing trust. 

Judge Haynsworth endorsed notes for the 
corporation in amounts as high as $501,-
987 .00. Some of these notes were endorsed 
after he assumed the bench. 

In 1963 more than three-fourths of CV AM's 
total business was with textile concerns. Thus 
any precedent setting decision affecting the 
textile industry would also affect CV AM 
through its customers. 

For some years there had been an exodus 
of textile concerns from the North to the 
South in an effort to take advantage of lower 
wages as a result of strong regional pressures 
against collective bargaining in the South. 
The Darlington Mfg. Co. v. NLRB case was a 
landmark case in the textile industry because 
it enabled textile concerns to close plants 
attempting to organize. Thus, it gave them 
an important weapon. 

The case of Darlington Mfg. Co. v. NLRB 
came before the Fourth Circuit Court of 
Judge Haynsworth in both 1961 and 1963, 
while CVAM had a vending contract with 
Deering Milliken Corp., Darlington's parent 
company, for $50,000 per year. While the lit
igation was still pending, CV AM signed a new 
contract with Deering Milliken Corp., in
creasing their vending business with that 
company to $100,000 per year. The Darlington 
case was eventually decided in favor of Dar
lington, with Judge Haynsworth casting the 
deciding vote and thus establishing an im
portant legal precedent for the textile in
dustry in a decision later substantially modi
fied by the Supreme Court. 

In 1957, after Judge Haynsworth assumed 
the bench, the gross sales of CVAM and its 
subsidiaries increased tremendously. Gross 
sales increased only slowly from $169,355 in 
1951 to $296,413 in 1956. But in 1957, the 
year Judge Haynsworth assumed the Federal 
bench, sales jumped to $435,110 and con
tinued a precipitous climb, reaching $3,-

160,665 in 1963, the last full year in which 
Judge Haynsworth owned a major share of 
the company. 

Between 1958 and 1963 Judge Haynsworth 
sat on at least six other oases involving 
customers of CV AM. 

1. Homelite v. Trywilk Realty .Co., Inc. 272 
F2d 688 (1959). Gross sales to Homelite by 
CVAM in 1959 totaled $15,957.22. 

2. Kent Mfg. Corp. v. Commissioner of In
ternal Revenue 288 F2d 812 (1961). CVAM 
gross sales to Runneymeade, a subsidiary of 
Kent Mfg. Corp., in 1961 totaled $21,323.63. 

3. Textile Workers Union of America v. 
Cone Mills Corporation 268 F2d 920 (1959). 
CVAM gross sales to Cone Mills and its sub
sidiaries Carlisle Mill and Union Bleachery in 
1959 totaled $97,367.12. 

4 . Leesona Corp. v. Cotwool Mfg. Corp., 
Deering Milliken Research Corp. and Whitin 
Machine Works 315 F2d 895 (1963). CVAM 
gross sales to Deering Milliken plants in 1963 
totaled $100,000.00. 

5. Leesona Corp. v. Cotwool Mfg. Corp., 
Deering Milliken Research Corp. and Whitin 
Machine Works 308 F2d 895 (1962). CVAM 
gross sales to Deel"ing Milliken in 1962 totaled 
$50,000.00. 

6. Textile Workers Union of America v. 
Cone Mills 290 F2d 921 (1961). CVAM gross 
sales to Cone Mills and its subsidiaries in 
1961 totaled $174,314.92. 

OTHER CASES INVOLVING CONFLICT OF 
INTEREST 

There are at least five cases in which 
Judge Haynsworth held a financial interest in 
one of the litigants substantial enough to 
require disqualification under 28 USC 455 
and to constitute impropriety under the 
Canons of judicial ethics. 

Brunswick Corp. v. Long 392 F2d 348 
(1967). 

Farrow v. Grace Lines Inc. 381 F2d 380 
(1967). 

Merck v. Olin Mathieson Chemical Corp. 
253 F2d 156 (1958). 

Darter v. Greenville Community Hotel Corp. 
301 F2d 70 (1962). 

Donohue v. Maryland Casualty Co. 363 
F2d 442 (1966). 

DEMONSTRATED LACK OF CANDOR 
I. Denial of active participation in the 

business of CV AM. 
In a letter to the Chairman of the Judi

ciary Committee dated September 6, 1969, 
Judge Haynsworth said: 

(Paragraph 12) "The specific locations of 
vending machines were simply not a matter 
of interest to me and, as stated before, I was 
never involved in any way in securing new 
vending machine locations." 

In testimony before the Judiciary Commit
tee on September 16, 1969, the following 
exchange occurred: 

"CHAIRMAN. Did you have anything to do 
with the preparing of bids or soliciting busi
ness for Carolina Vend-A-Ma.tic? 

"Judge HAYNSWORTH. Nothing whatsoever. 
"Senator TYDINGS. As a part of your work, 

or as a part of your association with Carolina 
Vend-A-Ma.tic, did you formally or informally 
seek to obtain business for Carolina Vend-A
Matic? 

"Judge HAYNSWORTH. Never. I did not." 
Fact: Judge Haynsworth was consistently 

and intimately involved with the operation 
of Carolina Vend-A-Matic from June 1957 
until October 1963 and regularly accepted 
funds from CVAM during that period subse
quent to a resolution by the Board of Di
rectors which appears in the minute books 
of the corporation and states that: "it was 
pointed out that the main sales and pro-
motional work of CV AM had been done by 
its directors who are also the officers of the 
corporation and that any new locations were 
the result of many conversations, trips and 
various forms of entertainment of potential 

customers by one or more of the directors 
or officers over an extended period of time. 
A review was had of the various locations 
that had been acquired during the past sev
eral years and new locations that were being 
considered and practically without exception, 
these were the result of the Board of 
Directors." 

II. Denial of having sat on any cases in 
which he had a substantial financial rela
tionship with one of the litigants. 

In a letter to the Chairman of the Judi
ciary Committee, dated September 6, 1969, 
Judge Haynsworth said: 

(Paragraph 13) "I have disqualified my
self in all cases in which my former law 
firm or any of its members were counsel, 
cases in which certain relatives were counsel, 
and all cases in which I had a stock interest 
in a party or in one which would be directly 
affected by the outcome of the litigation." 

And in testimony before the Judiciary 
Committee on September 17, 1969, Judge 
Haynsworth said: 

"And I suggest to you that I have not 
made or retained any investment in any con
cern which was likely to be involved with 
frequency in my court." 

Fact: Judge Haynsworth sat on at least 
five cases in which he had a substantial 
stock interest in litigants before him: 

Brunswick Corp. v. Long, 392 F2d 348 
(1967). 

Farrow v. Grace Lines Inc., 381 F2d 380 
(1967). 

Merck v. Olin Mathieson Chemical Corp., 
253 F2d 152 (1958). 

Darter v. Greenville Community Hotel 
Corp., 301 F2d 70 (1962). 

Donohue v. Maryland Casualty Co., 363 
F2d 442 (1966). 

III. Denial of having retained positions as 
a director and officer in Carolina Vend-A
Matic and the Main Oak Corporation. 

In testimony before the SubcomIOittee on 
Improvements in Judiciary Machinery on 
September 17, 1969, Judge Haynsworth said: 

"Of course, when I went on the bench I 
resigned from all such business associations 
I had, directorships and things of that sort. 
The only one I retained is the trusteeship 
of this small foundation which I mentioned 
in my main statement, and I think that per
haps the best rule for a judge to go by now 
is stop doing even that." 

Fact: Judge Haynsworth retained his posi
tion as director and officer of the Main Oak 
Corporation and CVAM when he went on 
the bench and until October, 1963. 

He also had remained as a trustee of the 
Furman Charitable Trust from the time he 
went on the bench until today. 

VIOLATION OF 29 use 301-308 

The Welfare and Pension Plan Disclosure 
Act provides that an administrator of a pen
sion fund must file with the Secretary of 
Labor an initial description of the plan and 
annual reports thereafter. Willful violation 
of the act can lead to six months imprison
ment or a fine of $1,000 or both. Judge 
Haynsworth was a trustee of the CV AM 
profit sharing and retirement plan from 1961 
until 1964 and qualified as an administrator 
with the Secretary of Labor. On September 
17, 1969, the director of the Office of Labor
Management and Welfare-Pension Reports of 
the U.S. Department of Labor advised my 
office by letter, "Our records do not show 
that any reports have been received under 
the name of Carolina Vend A Matic Com
pany, Inc., for a Profit Sharing and Retire
ment Plan." 
VIOLATIONS OF THE CANONS OF ETHICS OF THE 

ABA 
I. Canon 4 states: "Avoidance of Impro

priety. A judge's official conduct should be 
free from impropriety and the appearance 
of impropriety; he should avoid infractions 
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of law; and his personal behavior. not only 
upon the Bench and in his perfonnance of 
judicial duties, but also in his everyday life, 
should be beyond reproach." 

Judge Haynsworth has violated 29 USC 
301-308 by his failure to comply with the 
Welfare and Pension Plan Disclosure Act and 
has violated 28 USC 455 and the law of due 
process as interpreted by the U.S. Supreme 
Court in Tuney v. Ohio 273 US 510 (1927), In 
Re Murchi son 349 US 133 ( 1955) and Com
monwealth Coatings Corp. v. Continental 
Casualty Co. 393 us 145 (1968), no less than 
12 times by sitting on cases involving cus
tomers of CV AM and in cases in which he 
held stock interest in a litigant as cited 
above. 

II. Ca.non 13 states: "Kinship or Influence. 
A judge should not act in a controversy 
where a near relative is a party; he should 
not suffer his conduct to justify the impres
sion that any person can improperly influ
ence him or unduly enjoy his favor, or that 
he is affected by the kinship, rank, position 
or influence of any party or other person." 

By sitting on cases involving customers of 
CVAM and ruling in their favor at least five 
times in five years Judge Haynsworth con
ducted himself in such a manner as to "jus
tify the impression" that he may have been 
improperly influenced. 

m. Canon 24 states: "Inconsistent Obli
ga,tions. A judge should not accept incon
sistent duties nor incur obligations, pecuni
ary or otherwise, which will in any way 
interfere or appear to interfere with his de
votion to the expeditious and proper admin
istration of his official functions." 

By acting as a director and Vice President 
of CV AM, Judge Haynsworth clearly accepted 
duties likely "to interfere or appear to inter
fere" with the proper administration of his 
official functions. Shortly after investigating 
bribery charges in the 4th Circuit Court of 
Appeals in 1963-64, Judge Simon Sobeloff, 
in an article for the Federal Bar Journal 
observed: 

"One can readily see that if a judge serves 
as an officer or director of a commercial en
terprise, not only is he disqualified in cases 
involving tha,t enterprise, but his impartial
ity may also be consciously or unconsciously 
affected when persons having business rela
tions with his company come before him." 

IV. Canon 25 states: "Business Promotions 
and Solicitations for Charity. A judge should 
avoid giving ground for any reasonable sus
picion that he is utilizing the power or 
prestige of his office to persuade or coerce 
others to patronize or contribute, either to 
the success of private business ventures, or 
to charitable enterprises. He should, there
fore, not enter into such private business, or 
pursue such a course of conduct, as would 
justify such suspicion, nor use the power of 
his office or the influence of his name to 
promote the business interests of others; he 
should not solicit for charities, nor should 
he enter any business relations which, in the 
normal course of events reasonably to be ex
pected, might bring his personal interest into 
conflict with the impartial performance of 
his official duties." 

Judge Haynsworth's financial interest and 
active participation in the affairs of CVAM 
constituted a clear breach of this standard. 
The remarkable rise in gross sales of CV AM 
after he assumed the Federal Bench justified 
the suspicion that the prestige of his office 
was used to promote his own interests as 
well as those of his fellow stockholders. In 
addition, his practice of taking part in cases 
involving customers of CVAM furnishes fur
ther grounds for the belief that his office was 
used to promote patronization of a business 
in which he had substantial interest. 

V. Canon 26 states: "Personal Investments 
and Relations. A judge should abstain from 
making personal investments in enterprises 
which are apt to be involved in litigation in 

the court; and after his succession to the 
Bench, he should not retain such invest, 
ments previously made longer than a period 
sufficient to enable him to dispose of them 
without serious loss. It is desirable that he 
should, so far as reasonably possible, refrain 
from all relations which would normally 
tend to arouse the suspicion that such rela
tions warp or bias his judgment, or prevent 
his impartial attitude of mind in the ad
ministration of his judicial duties. 

"He should not utilize information coming 
to him in a judicial capacity for purposes of 
speculation; and it detracts from the pub
lic confidence in his integrity and the 
soundness of his judicial judgment for him 
at any time to become a speculative investor 
upon the hazard of a margin." 

Judge Haynsworth breached this Canon on 
at least six occasions. His largest investment 
has been Georgia Pacific Corp., which was 
the subject of a consent decree by the S.E.C. 
in 1966. The decree was entered in the Sec
ond Circuit, but fraudulent stock transfers 
could have led to litigation in the Fourth 
Circuit. In the Brunswick case, Judge Hayns
worth bought stock in Brunswick while a 
case involving that company was before his 
court. Other investments made by Judge 
Haynsworth can be considered investments 
which "are apt to be involved: in litigation in 
the court" since in fact W. R. Grace Co., 
Greenville Community Hotel Corporation, 
Maryland Casualty Ins., and Monsanto 
Chemical Corp. did appear before his court. 

VI. Canon 29 states: "Self-Interest. A judge 
should abstain from performing or taking 
part in any judicial act in which his per
sonal interests are involved. If he has per
sonal litigation in the court of which he is 
judge, he need not resign his judgeship on 
that account, but he should, of oourse, re
frain from any judicial act in such a contro
versy." 

By deciding cases involving customers of 
CV AM on at least seven occasions, he exer
cised judicial discretion which could have 
affected the business of CVAM and hence 
Judge Haynsworth, a clear breach of this 
canon. In interpreting Canon 29, Opinion 
# 170 of the Ethics Committee of the ABA 
clearly states that a judge shall exercise no 
act of judicial discretion in cases where he 
owns stock in a corporate litigant. In the 
Brunswick case, by participating in the de
cision and denying the motion for an ex
tension of time, Judge Haynsworth clearly 
violated Canon 29 as interpreted by the 
ABA. Similarly, by sitting in the W.R. Grace 
Co., Maryland Casualty Ins. Oo., Greenville 
Community Hotel Corp., and Olin Mathieson 
Chemical Corp. cases the Canon was 
breached. 

VII. Canon 33 states: "Social Relations. It 
is not necessary to the proper performance of 
judicial duty that a judge should live in 
retirement or seculsion; it is desirable that, 
so far as reasonable attention to the comple
tion of his work will permit, he continue to 
mingle in social intercourse, and that he 
should not discontinue his interest in or 
appearance at meetings of members of the 
Bar. He should, however, in pending or pro
spective litigation before him be particularly 
careful to avoid such action as may reason
ably tend to awaken the suspicion that his 
social or business relations or friendships 
constitute an element in influencing his 
judicial conduct." 

By sitting in cases involving important 
customers of CVAM Judge Haynsworth gave 
grounds for the suspcion that business rela
tions influenced his conduct. 

VIII. Canon 34 states: "A Summary of 
Judicial Obligation. In every particular his 
conduct should be above reproach. He should 
be conscientious, studious, thorough, cour
teous, patient, punctual, just, impartial, fear
less of public clamor, regardless of public 
praise, and influences; he should administer 

justice according to law, and deal with his 
appointments as a public trust; he should 
not allow other affairs or his private inter
ests to Interfere with the prompt and proper 
performance of his judicial duties, nor should 
he administer the office for the purpose of 
advancing his personal ambitions or increas
ing his popularity. 

Judge Haynsworth in view of the facts de
tailed above has obviously not conducted 
himself in such a manner that his conduct 
is above reproach "in every particular." 

I would like to point out in closing that 
this bill of particulars is less complete and 
comprehensive than I would like due to the 
extreme difficulty we have experienced in 
gaining access to all of the material we have 
requested. It is unfortunate that the Justice 
Department has not only been less than can
did with the Senate Judiciary Committee 
but appears to have embarked on a calcu
lated effort to sanitize the records upon 
which individual members of the Senate 
must decide this important question. Some 
records are incomplete and because of count
less delays we have had less time than we 
would like to assess the material that has 
recently become available. I consider this to 
be in the nature of a preliminary report 
which will be updated as we acquire more 
complete records and have the opportunity 
to study at greater length those we already 
have. 

COMPREHENSIVE AMENDMENTS TO 
THE SOCIAL SECURITY LAW 

(Mr. BUSH asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. Speaker, I am today 
introducing legislation providing com
prehensive amendments to the social se
curity law. My bill is in nearly all e&'5en
tials identical with the comprehensive 
proposal that President Nixon has made 
for fundamental improvements in our 
social security law. However, my bill pro
vides for a benefit increase effective on 
January 1 of next year and also includes 
a minor technical improvement in exist
ing law. 

The bill proposes a series of improve
ments that include: 

A 10 percent acros.'5-the-board benefit 
increase effective January 1, 1970, for all 
social security beneficiaries. 

An increase in the amount social se
cwity beneficiaries can earn without suf
fering diminution in benefits from $1,680 
to $1,800. An amendment would also be 
included insuring that no earnings would 
reduce benefits by more than $1 for every 
$2 earned. Earnings in excess of $2,880 
in a year reduce benefits under present 
law by $1 for every $1 earned. 

Increase the amount of benefits a 
widow would receive under present law 
from 82% percent of her husband's ben
efit to 100 percent. Combined with the 
across-the-board benefit increase, this 
would provide widows with approxi-
mately a 33-percent increase in bene
fits. 

Provide that benefits will be kept up 
to date through automatic increases 
commensurate with increases in the cost 
of living. This would afford social se
curity beneficiaries protection similar to 
that now enjoyed by civil service retirees, 
the military, and other individuals under 
some private pension plans. 
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Provide that the amount a social se

curity beneficiary may earn without in
curring a loss in benefits will be auto
matically adjusted in the future as earn
ings levels increase. 

Pro\T.ide that the wages of a worker 
that will be included in computing his 
benefits in the future will automatically 
be increased as earnings levels increase. 

Additionally, the bill includes a series 
of technical amendments that will sim
plify the law, improve administration, 
and improve equity in a number of very 
worthwhile cases. These technical im
provements reflect the President's em
phasis on improving the ''nuts and 
bolts" aspects of Government---the ad
ministration of basic programs that 
are important to all our people even 
though they may not be politically glam
orous. Among the amendments in this 
category, the bill includes propasals that 
would: 

Improve the formula on which a male 
worker's benefits are computed by ex
tending to them a more generous com
putation formula that is now only avail
able in the case of women. 

Provide parent's benefits in the case 
of retired or disabled workers. Under 
present law benefits are provided only 
for the parents of deceased workers. 

Provide disability benefits for a child 
who becomes disabled after 18 and before 
age 22. Present law provides disability 
benefits in these cases only where the 
disability occurs before age 18. 

Provide noncontributory wage credits 
for individuals who served on active duty 
in the military between 1957 and 1967. 
Under existing law there is a gap in the 
scope of protection that indi.viduals who 
served in this period enjoy. 

The President's proposal also coura
geously faces up to the need not only to 
adequately finance the huge deficit in 
the hospital insurance trust fund that 
was inherited from the previous admin
istration, but also completely finances 
the liberalization in benefits provided in 
his recommendation. In doing this it is 
important to point out that the admin
istration has actually reduced the rates 
below the level that are scheduled to 
prevail under existing law. One of the 
most impartant factors in providing this 
sound financing is the recommendation 
for automatically adjusting the taxable 
wage base in the future. In view of the 
escalation in payroll taxes as well as 
other taxes in our economy, the Presi
dent is to be commended for working out 
a package of meaningful improvements 
within a framework that will enable us 
to reduce taxes below the levels sched
uled in existing law. 

Many economists have contended that 
the increasing level of payroll taxes may 
reach a point of diminishing returns, 
having an adverse impact on employ
ment. Certainly we must all be con
cerned that the increa..sing level of these 
taxes may discourage the healthy growth 
we have experienced in private savings 
mechanisms and private pension pro
grams in recent years. The bill I have 
introduced today should go a long way 
toward alleviating the anxieties that 
many of us have experienced in this 
area. 

PROPOSED ESTABLISHMENT OF A 
SEPARATE DEPARTMENT OF 
HEALTH 
<Mr. BROWN of Ohio asked and was 

given permission to extend his remarks 
at this Point in the RECORD.) 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
as a member of both the Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce Committee, which 
has jurisdiction over most national 
health programs, and of the Govern
ment Operations Committee, which has 
jurisdiction over the organization and 
reorganization of the executive branch, 
including the creation of new Cabinet
level departments, I have for some time 
felt that the Department of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare needs a complete 
reorganization. Toward this end, and 
with a view toward stimulating public 
discussion and consideration of this 
problem, I am today introducing legisla
tion to establish a separate Department 
of Health. 

I think that it is intolerable to con
tinue all of the many vital social pro
grams enacted in the last two decades 
under one roof. The Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, while 
still a relatively young department, has 
the second largest budget, and its $50 
billion budget is many times the size of 
the third largest departmental budget-
Treasury at $17 billion. This budget, and 
its fantastic growth over the past few 
years, reflects a growing concentration 
on national social problems. It seems 
that most of our concerns--most of our 
Federal programs today-are adminis
tered by one Department---the Depart
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

The result of this phenomenal growth 
in only one Department has not been 
surprising-growth in bureaucracy and 
chaos, but little growth in policy and less 
in performance. I do not blame the of
ficials at the Department of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare-whether Democrats 
or Republicans. Rather I do not expect 
anyone to be able to successfully admin
ister the multitude of not only programs 
and people--but totally diverse areas of 
responsibility. Not only are these areas 
diverse and unrelated, but they are of 
enormous significance-so significant 
that besides the national security pro
tected by the Department of Defense, the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare commands the largest budget 
concerned with specialized domestic 
problems. 

I believe that this Department should 
be reorganized and divided into at least 
two separate departments so that the 
many vital special programs presently 
committed to it can be better admin
istered. 

Of its $50 billion budget, the Depart
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare 
spends nearly one-third of it on health 
programs-over $13 billion. Further, this 
impressive figure represents only 75 per
cent of the total Federal health expendi
tures, a total above $18 billion. I believe 
that as many of these programs as pos-
sible and appropriate should be trans
ferred to a new executive department and 
administered by a secretary solely re
sponsible for the health needs of our 

Nation. I know that many dedicated pub
lic servants at the top level of the De
partment of Health, Education, and Wel
fare are concerned with our health 
needs-but they must also be concerned 
with education and welfare and cannot 
devote the time and talent necessary to 
assure a sane, logical, and effective de
velopment of our national health needs. 

I hope that such a separate depart
ment could correct what appears to me 
to be the two most pressing deficiencies 
in our health field-the lack of any over
all health policy and the fragmentation 
of our health programs. Today, accord
ing to the American Medical Association, 
10 executive departments and at least as 
many agencies have programs related to 
health. Even worse, within the Depart
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare 
itself, the health and medical programs 
are not all under a single Assistant Sec
retary with primary responsibility for 
health care. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill I am introducing 
today does not pretend to have resolved 
all of the questions evoked by a Depart
ment of Health nor does it pretend to 
have thoroughly answered which agen
cies and programs ought to be admin
istered by a Secretary of Health. Rather, 
I am introducing a bill today which I 
hope will arouse the public discussion 
and participation by all of the parties 
concerned in the hope that I can refine 
this idea for reintroduction next session. 
I am open to all suggestions and com
ments from my colleagues, the executive 
department personnel concerned, and the 
many private organizations and individ
uals concerned with the health care of 
our citizens. I am not irrevocably com
mitted to any of the ideas presented in 
this legislation-perhaps we should make 
three separate departments out of the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare rather than two; but I do know 
that we must do something. 

I am pleased to say that it is the posi
tion of the American Medical Associa
tion to establish a separate Department 
of Health and that I have had their co
operation in my efforts so far. 

ROGERS INTRODUCES DEVELOP
MENTAL DISABILITIES SERVICES 
AND FACILITIES CONSTRUCTION 
ACT OF 1969 

(Mr. ROGERS of Florida asked and 
was given permission to extend his re
marks at this point in the RECORD and 
to include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I am today introducing the Develop
mental Disabilities Services and Facili
ties Construction Act of 1969 which 
would amend and extend for 3 years, the 
Mental Retardation Facilities and Com
munity Mental Health Centers Construc
tion Act of 1963. The present authoriza
tion expires on June 30, 1970. 

I am joined in introducing this legis
lation by my colleagues Mr. JARMAN, Mr. 
NELSEN, Mr. SKUBITZ, Mr. CARTER, Mr. 
KYROS, Mr. PREYER of North Carolina, 
Mr. RHODES, Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. VAN 
DEERLIN, Mr. BLANTON, Mr. PICKLE, Mr. 
MURPHY of New York, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. 
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STUCKEY, Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania, 
and Mr. SATTERFIELD. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill makes signifi
cant and progressive changes in the pres
ent law in an effort to broaden existing 
Federal grant programs by providing a 
new range of services and facilities for 
the mentally retarded and other persons 
affected by developmental disabilities. 

The term "developmental disability" is 
defined in the bill as : 

A disability attributable to mental re
tardation, cerebral palsy, epilepsy, or a neu
rological impairment of an individual which 
originates before such individual attains age 
eighteen, which has continued or can be ex
pected to continue indefinitely, and which 
constitutes a substantial handicap to such 
individual. 

Title I of the bill would assist the 
States in preparing and implementing 
comprehensive plans for the care and 
treatment of persons suffering from men
tal retardation or other serious chronic 
mental or physical disabilities originating 
in childhood. 

In addttion, title I of the bill would 
combine parts C and D of the existing act 
which authorizes funding of construction 
grants and grants for the staffing of com
munity mental retardation facilities. The 
combination of these separate parts into 
a single part which would authorize 
grants for planning, provision of services, 
and construction of facilities will enable 
us to reach more of the developmentally 
disabled through a more effective co
ordination of effort at the State level. 

Moreover, this bill would permit State 
agencies to combine grant funds with 
other program funds where proportion
ate benefit to the developmentally dis
abled will result. This is desirable be
cause under present practice, many State 
health departments do not have the pri
mary responsibility for mental retarda
tion and other developmental disabili
ties. Even in the States which include 
mental retardation within the scope of 
their mental health agencies, there is no 
assurance that the mentally retarded will 
receive their proportionate share of 
funds. In the Partnership for Health 
Act, Congress recognized that, more 
often than not, State health departments 
do not have the primary responsibility 
for mental health. Therefore, Congress 
sought to protect the existing programs 
for mental health services and facili
ties by requiring that at least 15 per
cent of the basic formula grant to each 
State for health services must be placed 
at the disposal of the State mental health 
authorities. No such protective provision 
was made available for the mental retar
dation program. 

This legislation would remedy that by 
providing specific Federal financial as
sistance to the States for mental re
tardation services and facilities and 
would permit each State to apportion its 
mental retardation grants among its var
ious governmental agencies in accord
ance with the particular State plan de
vised under the Partnership for Health 
Act, and to include persons with related 
disorders. 

I am proposing that $60 million be au
thorized for this combined grant effort in 
1971, $85 million for 1972 and $105 mil
lion for 1973. 

Title I would also establish a National 
Advisory Council on Services and Facili
ties for the Developmentally Disabled 
which would consist of 12 members to be 
appointed by the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare. The Council 
would first, advise the Secretary with 
respect to any regulations promulgated 
or proposed to be promulgated by him 
in the implementation of the title I; and 
second, study and evaluate programs au
thorized by this title with a view to 
determining their effectiveness in car
rying out the purposes for which they 
were established. 

The Secretary, moreover, must by 
March 1, 1970, after consultation with 
the Council, prescribe the kiinds of serv
ices which are needed to provide ade
quate programs for persons with devel
opmental disabilities; standards for the 
scope and quality of services; and the 
general manner in which a State shall 
determine priorities for services and fa
cilities. 

After such determination by the Secre
tary, grants to the States may be made 
for planning and compensation of per
sonnel to provide services. Such grants 
shall provide financial assistance to a 
State for 6 years and 3 months from the 
first day of the first month such grant is 
made and the grant will be made on the 
basis of diminishing Federal participa
tion: a maximum of 75 percent of the cost 
for the first 15 months; 60 percent for 
the first year thereafter; 45 percent for 
the second year thereafter; and 30 per
cent for the third, fourth and fifth years 
thereafter. 

I might add that the definition in the 
bill of "services for persons with develop
mental disabilities" means "specialized 
services or special adaptations of generic 
services directed toward the alleviation 
of a developmental disability or toward 
the social, personal, physical, or economic 
habilitation or rehabilitation of an indi
vidual affected by such a disability, and 
such term included diagnosis, evaluation, 
treatment, personal care, day care, 
special living arrangements, training, 
domiciliary care, education, sheltered em
ployment, recreation, counseling for the 
individual affected by such disability and 
of his family, protective and other social 
and socio-legal services, and information 
and referral services." 

Title II of the bill would extend part B 
of the act for 3 fiscal years, through 1973, 
and would expand the area of impact to 
provide construction, demonstration, and 
training grants for university-affiliated 
mental retardation facilities. 

I am proposing that $10 million be 
authorized for the fiscal year 1971, $12 
million for 1972, and $15 million for 1973. 

In addition, I am anxious to see the 
junior colleges participate more fully in 
the university-affiliated facilities pro
gram, and, consequently, I am proposing 
that the Secretary shall give priority to 
any application for a demonstration or 
training grant when such application 
shows that the applicant has made ar
rangements for a junior college to par
ticipate in the programs for which the 
application is made. 

There is an urgent need for training 
new types of personnel to meet the criti
cal shortage in our existing system of 
care for the mentally retarded. The key 

lies in the area of paramedical personnel 
and I believe there is an untapped re~ 
source of such potential personnel in our 
junior colleges. Young men and women 
in these institutions must be encouraged 
to enter the field of care for the develop
mentally disabled, and to pursue educa
tional careers in this area after their 
graduation from junior college. 

Mr. Speaker, we are making significant 
progress in helping the mentally retarded 
to realize self-sustaining and productive 
lives in society, and we have done most 
of this since 1963, when the Congress 
first enacted the Mental Retardation Fa
cilities Construction Act, as part I 
of a combined mental health-mental re
tardation bill-Public Law 88-164. 

In 1967, the basic act was amended to 
provide staffing grants to complement 
these community facilities construction 
grants. By July 1969, the month in which 
t~e grants were awarded, 285 applica
tions requesting $14.4 million in Federal 
funds had been received. Yet, only $8.3 
million had been appropriated. As of 
September 1, 1969, 237 staffing projects 
were operational, and all of the $8.3 mil
lion appropriated for fiscal year 1969 had 
been obligated. 

The university-affiliated facilities con
struction program has not received the 
consideration and support that it has 
needed and consequently, only 19 uni
versity training programs, out of some 
60 proposed, have been made possible. 

However, approximately 300 commu
nity mental retardation facilities have 
been assisted with Federal funds, at a 
total cost of only $56 million, less than 
one-third the total cost of these facilities. 

In its forthcoming report entitled "MR 
69," the President's Committee on Men
tal Retardation notes that some three
quarters of this Nation's retarded people 
could become self-supporting if given the 
right kind of training early enough; an
other 10 to 15 percent could become par
tially self-supporting. Some 5 million of 
the Nation's estimated 6 million mentally 
retarded are never reached by any kind 
of service developed specifically to meet 
the needs of the retarded. Many of the 
200,000 institutionalized mentally re
tarded persons continue warehoused in 
dehumanizing residential programs that 
make no serious attempt to rehabilitate 
residents. 

This report will tell us as a nation 
that we have much to do to improve the 
care and rehabilitation of the develop
mentally disabled. I believe that the leg
islation which I am introducing today 
will contribute to that effort, but State 
and local governments must do more 
and the private sector must take a mor~ 
active interest in this national problem 
if the battle is to be won. 

One group within the private sector 
that has for many years been a guiding 
force in obtaining better care and facili-
ties for the developmentally disabled is 
the National Association for Retarded 
Children. This voluntary organization of 
some 1,375 affiliated units work together 
to help the developmentally disabled help 
themselves. This association of 215,000 
parents and friends of the mentally re
tarded is presently holding its 20th an
nual convention in Miami Beach, Fla., 
and I commend that group for their un
tiring effort. 
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LAW AND ENVIRONMENT-PART II 

(Mr. SAYLOR asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, the sec
ond article in the Christian Science 
Monitor series on "law and environment" 
discusses some of the broad legal im
plications of the suits filed by citizens 
to protect the Nation's environment. It 
is pointed out that some advances have 
been made toward establishing working 
principles for bringing the suits but so 
far, the court victories have been mainly 
procedural. 

The conservationist's goal is to achieve 
a "landmark" decision dealing with the 
environment. That goal may seem a long 
way off but I am encouraged by the dedi
cation and perseverance of many indi
viduals and groups all over the country 
in pressing for a "law of the environ
ment." The path to such a concept is 
strewn with obstacles, not the least of 
which are the tremendous costs, but as 
the Monitor indicates, there is hope. 

The article fallows: 
LAW AND ENVIRONMENT-I!: BA'ITLE JUST 

STARTING To GUARD LAND AGAINST POLLU-
TION 

(By Robert Cahn) 
WASHINGTON.-At first glance, conserva

tion groups appear to have won some sig
nificant victories in recent court skirmishes 
against land-changing development activity 
by big business or big government. But the 
battle has only begun. 

Consolidated Edison has been blocked 
thus far in its efforts to build a power plant 
that would alter the scenic area near Storm 
King Mountain along the Hudson River. 

In another case, a United States district 
court upheld a conservation argument that 
federal government agencies had acted il
legally in issuing a land fill permit to build 
a six-lane Hudson River Valley expressway. 

Housing subdevelopers had their bulldoz
ers ready to bite the earth in a Colorado 
area being considered by Congress for a na
tional scenic monument when conservation
ists got a court injunction to stop the work 
temporarily. 

IMPLICATIONS DISCUSSED 
All of these were valuable conservation 

achievements as far as they went. The prob
blem is that they were either procedural 
victories or holding actions. So far, however, 
not a single case has resulted in a clear-cut 
Supreme Court decision on environmental 
conflict that could be as basic to the con
servationists as Brown v. Board of Educa
tion was in the field of civil rights. 

At the recent "law and the environment" 
conference in Warrenton, Va., a select group 
of lawyers discussed the implications of ma
jor cases already decided, or now in court. 
They looked for the possibility that in these 
cases, or in new methods yet untried in 
courts, they could establish national prece
dents. 

Most participants in the conference agreed 
that the scenic Hudson (Storm King) de
cision has been the most important case to 
date. Conservationists representing citizens 
in the area sought to block a bid by Consoli
dated Edison Company of New York for a 
Federal Power Commission license to con
struct a pumped storage hydroelectric proj
ect at Storm King Mountain along the 
Hudson River 50 ntlles north of New York 
City. 

The Federal Power Commission took the 
position that citizens could not obtain court 
review of the decision made by the FPC to 
grant the license because the citizens were 
not "aggrieved" parties. 

The federal court of appeals in December, 
1965, reversed the FPC decision and declared, 
"The Constitution does not require that an 
'aggrieved' or 'adversely affected' party have 
a personal econolllic interest" to bring a 
lawsuit. Thus the FPC had a duty to consider 
noneconomic concerns of citizens such as the 
environment. 

The FPC is now reconsidering the applica
tion and examining all environmental fac
tors. Consolidated Edison may still get its 
power plant. But a precedent has been estab
lished in at least one section of the country 
that citizens have standing to raise environ
mental issues and request review of govern
mental decisions. The scenic Hudson decision 
has been used ever since to support citizen 
efforts elsewhere around the country. Al
though the decision is not binding outside 
the Second Circuit, it is extremely influential. 

COST A KEY PROBLEM 
Discussion at the law and the environment 

conference extended beyond the issue of 
standing. David Sive, lawyer for the Sierra 
Club, which has intervened in the case that 
has not yet been decided, noted both the 
length (four years so far) and expense of 
such citizen action. The amount spent by 
the scenic Hudson people is "several hun
dred thousand dollars," and the major legal 
firm involved is charging only one-third of 
its usual rates. 

Another type of legal remedy discussed at 
the conference is the injunctive approach. 
Lawyer Victor J. Yannacone Jr. explained 
how the Defenders of Florissant, the group 
he represented, was able to get a temporary 
restraining order against a land company 
which was poised to start residential develop
ment on 1,800 acres within the proposed 
6,000-acre Florissant Fossile Bed National 
Monument near Colorado Springs. 

A bill to authorize establishment of the 
proposed national monument, which would 
preserve for posterity fossil beds 34 million 
years old, had passed the Senate and was 
being considered by the House Interior Com
mittee last July, when the land developers 
prepared to start bulldozing. 

Mr. Yannaoone's request to the United 
States district court for a temporary restrain
ing order was turned down. He immediately 
went to the three-man federal appeals court. 
Although Mr. Yannacone admitted that no 
specific statute would be violated by the 
planned real estate excavation, the argu
ments on the public interest persuaded the 
appelate court to issue a temporary restrain
ing order on the basis that the fossil beds 
"are a unique, natural resource" and that 
excavation would "result in serious, perma
nent, and irreparable damage." 

While the restraining order was still in 
effect, Congress passed the authorization act 
establishing the Florissant National Monu
ment. 

CITIZEN PRESSURE NEEDED 
The Florissant case was cited at the con

ference as an example of how courts can 
sometimes act quickly when no administra
tive remedies are available to citizens and 
when proceeding with development might 
result in irreversible environmental damage. 
It also showed the importance of legislative 
response to conservation pressure. If Con
gress had not acted quickly, the injunction 
might not have been upheld, and the citizens 
might eventually have lost the case. 

In another type of legal maneuver, an in
junction is being sought to prevent the Hoer
ner-Waldorf Paper Mill of Missoula, Mont., 
from polluting the air. 

As lawyer for the Environmental Defem,e 
Fund Mr. Yannacone is attempting in this 
case to establish the Ninth Amendment of 
the Constitution as a basis for environmen
tal litigation. The Ninth Amendment pro
vides that rights guaranteed by the Constitu
tion "shall not be construed to deny or dis
parage others retained by the people." 

Thus Mr. Yannacone contends that the 

people in the Missoula regional ecosystem 
have a constitutional right to a salubrious 
environment free of smog produced by a 
paper mill. He is arguing that it is technolog
ically feasible for the paper company to 
abate smog pollution, and that no other ad
ministrative remedies are immediately avail
able. The case is still before the United States 
District Court. 

CONSTITUTIONAL HELP DEBATED 
In discussing the merits of use of the 9th 

Amendment, a number of participants said 
that it is too vague and does not satisfactor
ily resolve conflicts posed by other individual 
rights. Among these would be property rights 
or even the public interest of the consumer. 
Such interest might, in some cases, favor de
velopment over some degrees of pollution 
abatement. 

Another approach to environmental litiga
tion is illustrated by the Hunting Creek 
case, where citizens near Washington, D.C., 
are seeking to prevent the granting by the 
State of Virginia of submerged lands in the 
Potomac River estuary to a developer for the 
construction of a high-rise complex. 

It is being argued that the state holds these 
submerged lands "in trust" for the people, a 
carryover of common law from olden times 
when the king owned all lands and held them 
for the people. The citizens argued that this 
land could not be given to a private person 
for private purposes. The case is still before 
the United States District Court. 

Expanding on this use of the "trust doc
trine," Anthony Roisman told the conference 
that the trust-doctrine theory could also be 
expanded to cover the use of privately owned 
property. The trust theory, however, was 
acknowledged to be a theory requiring addi
tional legal research and testing. 

Most participants seemed to feel that 
courts may not be comfortable at present 
with such sweeping theories as the 9th 
Amendment or the trust doctrine. Instead, 
many recommended approaches toward find
ing legal ways to shift the burden of proof 
away from the environmental plaintiff to 
the user or developer who is in tending to 
change the environment. 

GI BILL ACTION NEEDED NOW 

(Mr. SAYLOR asked and was given 
permission to ex-tend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, 2 months 
ago, the House passed and sent to the 
Senate H.R. 11959 which would increase 
GI education and training allowances by 
approximately 27 percent. 

It had been the hope of many of my 
colleagues that the Senate would act 
promptly so that the rate increases could 
have been effective with the beginning 
of the fall semester. Inasmuch as hear
ings began on similar proposals in the 
Senate in June I am very much disturbed 
that it does not expect to pass this much 
needed legislation until the end of 
October. 

Living and education costs have sky
rocketed since the last rate increase and 
it is particularly unfair to make these 
ex-GI's continue to bear this increased 
inflationary cost. 

Mr. Speaker, as part of my remarks I 
would like to insert an editorial which 
recently appeared in the Army Times 
and invite my colleagues to read it: 

[From the Army Times, Oct. 1, 1969] 
GI BILL DELAY 

Sen. Ralph Yarborough (D., Tex.) chair
man of the Senate Labor and Public Welfare 
Committee which has jurisdiction over GI 



29240 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE October 8, 1969 
Bill legislation, seems to be placing the blame 
at the wrong door for delay in advancing that 
program. 

And while he's doing so, the more than 
635,000 GI Bill beneficiaries who had planned 
on a. raise in educational allowances this fall 
aren't likely to get one now until next 
semester-thanks to foot-dragging by the 
Senate committee. 

The fault can be found closer to the old 
homestead. 

Some of the blame for delay in raising GI 
Bill allowances rests with Sen. Alan Crans
ton (D., Calif.), chairman of the Labor Com
mittee's subcommittee on veterans affairs. 

His group began hearings on the legisla
tion on June 24. Here we a.re, going into 
October a.nd the subcommittee still hasn't 
come up with a rate increase proposal to 
present to the full committee. 

The best guess is that 1f and when the 
smaller body does act its recommendations 
won't receive full committee consideration 
until some time after mid-October. 

In addition to its own recommendations, 
the subcommittee has before it legislation 
already approved by the House which would 
raise GI Bill allowances by 27 percent. Under 
the House-approved legislation, allowances 
for single veterans would go from $130 to 
$165 monthly; for married veterans from 
$155 to $197 monthly, and for men with two 
dependents from $175 to $222. 

Now it's up to the Senate Labor Commit
tee and to Senators Cranston and Yar
borough to get something started-and real 
soon--on their side of the national legisla
ture. 

Senator Yarborough also ought to put aside 
some of his politically-motivated and un
soundly-based charges against the Veterans' 
Administration and the Department of De
fense. In numerous speeches recently, he 
has accused these two government agencies 
of "deliberately" holding down GI Bill en
rollment, charging that they want to "spend 
money on a war in Sou th east Asia worse than 
they want to educate our young people." 

We feel that GI Bill enrollments aren't as 
woefully low as Senator Yarborough would 
like people to believe. The VA expects a 
22 percent gain in GI Bill enrollment this 
fall over last year, a record for the three
year-old program. This would bring enroll
ment up to 635,000 compared to 520,524 last 
fall and 380,037 in 1967. 

It is true that enrollment figures among 
the disadvantaged veteran aren't what they 
should be. Only one out of 10 veterans with
out high school diplomas have taken advan: 
ta.ge of GI Bill educational opportunities. 
The VA through its "outreach" program is 
ma.king a bigger effort to get more of these 
veterans into school. 

But unless Congress approves an increase 
in allowances, and soon, all of these efforts 
will be to small avail. Now is the time for 
action on a GI Bill rate increase. 

GILBERT GUDE: THE QUIET 
CONGRESSMAN 

(Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts 
asked and was given permission to ex
tend her remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and to include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, the Washington Post on Octo
ber 6, 1969, published a very fine profile 
of one of our colleagues, GILBERT GunE, 
the distinguished Republican Member 
from Maryland's Eighth Congressional 
District. 

It was an article worthy of attention 
as a justified tribute to a Member who, 
while accurately described as quiet, mod-

est, and one of the "forgotten Ameri
cans-the nice guys," has proven his 
passion for and deep commitment to 
many worthy causes and purposes. GIL 
GUDE is not the for gotten American in 
terms of accomplishments. 

As a member of the Maryland Legis
lature, Mr. GUDE did battle for improve
ments in the quality of our environment 
as well as conservation in general. He 
has carried the thrust of these concerns 
into the halls of Congress. His signal 
achievements in the Congress, despite 
the fact that this is only his second term, 
include his successful sponsorship of an 
air pollution control measure for the 
District of Columbia and his strong ef
forts to curb pollution of the Potomac 
River. His leadership in attempting to 
enhance the role of the District of Co
lumbia to give it power to really act on 
today's urban problems is much to be 
commended. 

All of us who live in the Washington 
area-who have suffered as a result of 
untended urban ailments and neglect
should be personally grateful for Mr. 
GuDE's dedication to the best interests 
of the area, including his constituents, 
and of the Nation as well. 

The text of the Washington Post arti
cle follows : 
REPRESENTATIVE GILBERT GUDE: QUIET, DILI

GENT, INTERESTED IN CONSERVATION, DIS
TRICT OF COLUMBIA 

(By Peter Osnos) 
"Now I want you to understand," Rep. 

Gilbert Gude (R-Md.) said to a visitor re
cently, describing his views on a conserva
tion bill, "I'm really very much in earnest 
about this." 

It was, say those who know him well, an 
apt self-characterization. The genial con
gressman from Maryland's Eighth District 
is known to be earnest about nearly every
thing. 

And by a.11 accounts it is a quality that has 
served him well. As Gude moves into the 
second half of his second term in office, he 
carries the considerable plus of a reputation 
for sincerity and good will. 

"Gilbert Gude will never bowl you over 
with dynamism," a congressional aide said 
last week, "but he's ha.rd to fault on the way 
he does his job." 

The congressman has garnered that sort of 
praise by diligent membership on the Dis
trict of Columbia committee--which he 
wants to revamp-and by pursuing a life
long interest in conservation. 

Notwithstanding a.n occasional dramatic 
tour of local sewers or a turn on an aging 
meriry-go-round, Gude goes about his busi
ness quietly while at the same time, two 
other area Republicans embroil themselves 
in one brouhaha after another. 

Reps. Joel T. Broyhill (R-Va.) and Law
rence J. Hogan (R-Md.) are both noted for 
their conservative views, although Hogan is 
considerably less rigid than Broyhill. Gude, 
on the other hand, has one of the highest 
ratings among Republican congressmen 
from the liberal Americans for Democratic 
Action. 

His 67 per cent voting record means that 
on selected issues the ADA agreed with 
Gude's votes a.bout two-thirds of the time. 
His rating from the conservative Americans 
for Constitutional Action is a meager 29 per 
cent. 

Among Gude's "liberal" votes in the 91st 
Congress have been those to seat Adam Clay
ton Powell and to tighten restrictions on 
cigarette advertising. 

The ADA disapproved of the congressman's 

stance for extending the income tax sur
charge and preventing picketing at the 
Pentagon and against permitting future 
"Resurrection City" type demonstrations on 
federal property. 

Gude belongs to a group of GOP congress
m~n who favor a closer look at military ex
penditures; he thinks President Nixon's deci
sion to go ahead with the supersonic trans
port was a mistake and he thinks Vietnam 
is an awful mess. 

Overall, Gude's attitude seems determined
ly moderate, much like his temperament, 
with just enough of a liberal streak to please 
the large middle ground of a generally white, 
well-to-do constituency like Montgomery 
County. There tlhe Democratic registration 
edge is 5--3. 

But it would be wrong to portray Gude as 
a man devoid of deep commitment. His pas
sion for preserving our natural resources is 
real, born from a.n association with the 
family's decades-old nursery and landscaping 
company. 

Gude has sponsored several conservation 
measures in the House and has been an ac
tive member of the Government Operations 
Committee's conservation and natural re
sources subcommittee. 

Introducing two bills in June aimed at 
protecting the Potomac Valley, Gude said in 
a statement on the floor of the House: 

"I wish to make it crystal clear that the 
important debate and choice ls not among 
these and other proposals but rather a choice 
between beginning action toward saving the 
valley environment as opposed to the deadly 
inertia of the past. 

"The choice is between a river comprised 
of wilderness, open space, developed recrea
tion areas and farmland, interspersed with 
towns and areas of commerce or a mammoth 
open storm drain running through a night
marish strip of oversized cities, suburbs and 
Coney Islands." 

The congressman was, obviously, in earnest. 
In our cynical age, the term is often slightly 
mocking, but Gude's concern for the en
dangered Potomac has won him the respect 
of both his constituents and his colleagues. 

Gude's concern for the quality of environ
ment extends to his work on the District of 
Columbia Committee where he successfully 
sponsored an air pollution control measure 
for the city. The act, the congressman pro
claimed in a 1968 campaign pamphlet, 
"stands as my major legislative accomplish
ment as a freshman member of a minority 
party." 

This congressional session, Gude's major 
effort has been a bill to completely overhaul 
the District Committee by transforming it 
into a 35-member committee on urban and 
Washington affairs. 

The burden of Gude's argument is that 
many members of the present District Com
mittee can't or won't devote as much time to 
the city's needs as is needed. And, since "the 
overwhelming number O'f Washington's prob
lems are the same as those of other cities," 
it seems logical to create a body that would 
have broad jurisdiction over urban areas. 

Gude claims support for his idea from two 
other members of the District Committee, 
Brock Adams (D-Wash.) and Andrew Ja
cobs (D-Ind.) . Seven other congressmen have 
also cosponsored the legislation. 

For the moment, however, the bill is bot
tled up in committee and shows little sign 
of movement. 

Gllbert Gude 1s basically a modest person 
say his friends, but he wouldn't be in poli
tics if he didn't have a zest for power. There
fore, few who know him rule out a bid some
day for higher office, the Senate perhaps. 

If and when Gude gets tapped, they say, it 
won't be because of the headlines he earned 
or the searing quality of his legislative pro
posals. Instead, their contention is, it will 
be a victory for one strain O'f the forgotten 
Americans-the nice guys. 
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FDA MUST ACT URGENTLY ON 

CYCLAMATES 
(Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts 

asked and was given permission to ex
tend her remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and to include extraneous mat
ter.) 

Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, the serious questions raised over 
an extended period of time by the news 
media and the scientific community on 
the possible health hazards involved in 
their use underscore the urgent need for 
the Food and Drug Administration to ac
celerate its current evaluation of per
tinent data on the effects of cyclamates 
and, in fact, to take immediate steps to 
warn the public against unrestricted use 
of cyclamates until a final determina
tion of the drug's hazards has been made. 

Unfortunately, the evidence indicates 
that the FDA has not been vigorous or 
decisive on the question of cyclamates. 
As the reputable Consumer Reports mag
azine observed in its May 1969, issue: 

The Food and Drug Administration cer
tainly seems to have had second thoughts
nearly 20 years after it gave cyclamates a 
clean bill of health. 

The article refers to FDA studies based 
primarily on animal experiments in 1955 
and 1965 after which, in each instance, 
the FDA concluded that cyclamates were 
safe. 

In 1967, said Consumer Reports, the 
issue was reopened when England's Food 
Additives and Contaminants Committee 
reported new evidence of harmful effects 
of cyclamates and called for further in
vestigation "a matter of urgency." Con
sumer Reports continued: 

By the summer of 1968, FDA had commis
sioned still another study by the National 
Academy of Sciences--National Research 
Council; an interim report of that study was 
released by FDA late last year. The interim 
report, like the previous ones FDA funded, 
was mainly a review of the available scien
tific literature, as well as of several unpub
lished studies. 

Last October 3, FDA Commissioner 
Herbert Ley ordered a similar study of 
more current findings, with a report due 
within 30 days, on the basis of which he 
said he "will decide the best method of 
restrict:Jing the use of cyclamates." It is 
to be devoutly hoped so, for that decision 
is long overdue. 

Last April, Dr. Ley proposed restric
tions-that is, labels on products stating 
cyclamate content in milligrams and 
warning adults and children against in
gesting more than specified amounts
but the new bottle of artificial sweetener 
in my office carries no such labels. 

Again, this is an action that is long 
overdue. Precautionary labeling is an es
sential first step-and a justifiable step
which should be taken at once for the 
public's protection. 

It seems to me that these facts are in
deed a sad commentary on the FDA ca
pacity to fill its watchdog assignment. 
It does little good to shuffle papers, or 
study a subject to death, when there are 
innumerable indications that cyclamates 
may indeed be as harmful to man as to 
the animals used in tests. 

Newsweek magazine of September 29 
CXV--1842-Part 21 

introduced an article called "Bitter 
Sweeteners?" with the following rele
vant summary: 

This year, weight-watching Americans will 
consume almost 20 million pounds of cycla
mates, the artificial sweeteners used in 
dietary soft drinks, and as liquid and solid 
sugar substitutes. A spectacular rise in con
sumption of these sweeteners in reoent years 
(the 1967 production was only 13 million 
pounds) has been accompanied by increas
ing doubts about their safety. The doubts 
concern not the cyclamates themselves, but 

. cyclohexylamine, a product created in the 
human body, probably by the interaction 
between the cyclamates and substances in 
the digestive system. This happens-for 
some reason-in at least one-third of the 
population. Moreover, in tests done with ani
mals, cyclohexylamine has been suspected of 
breaking down chromosomes and harming 
fetuses. 

Scientific researchers have reported 
experiments using varying doses of cy
clamates for injections which caused 
chromosome breaks in both bone-mar
row cells and reproductive cells of rats 
retardation of growth of rats and pigs: 
heart lesions in hamsters which resem
ble the human coronary attack, and so 
forth. The FDA's own chief researcher, 
Dr. Marvin Legator, was quoted in the 
Washington Post of September 13 as 
stating: 

Unless you can show differences between 
how animals handle a given material-,such 
as that used in these experiments--and how 
it would be handled in man, you must allow 
the animal results to stand unless and until 
refuted. 

There is real reason to consider the 
unrestricted use of cyclamates a matter 
of grave concern. It is a time for the 
FDA to demonstrate, through positive 
action, that it is wUling to fulfill its 
watchdog function as protector of the 
American public. 

Until labeling regulations and other 
warnings are put into effect, dieters, 
diabetics, and other unsuspecting Ameri
cans of all ages will continue their un
restricted consumption of products 
containing cyclamates. The real issue 
here may be the adequacy and efficacy 
of the FDA itself. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted as follows to: 
Mr. DENNEY of Nebraska (at the re

quest of Mr. GERALD R. FORD) for October 
8 and balance of week, on account of of
ficial business. 

Mr. GRIFFIN until October 21 on ac
count of official business. 

Mr. PEPPER of Florida (at the request 
of Mr. BOGGS), for today through Mon
day, October 13, on account of official 
business for the Committee on Crime. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

Mr. PucINSKI, for 60 minutes, on Octo
ber 14. 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. ALBERT) : ) 

Mr. McCARTHY, for 60 minutes, on 
October 9. 

Mr. HANNA, for 60 minutes, on Octo
ber 9. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

Mr. ASPINALL (at the request of Mr. 
RHODES) to follow the remarks of Mr . 
RHODES during general debate on H.R. 
14159. 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois to follow the re
marks of Mr. HOLIFIELD during general 
debate on H.R. 14159. 

Mrs. MAY to follow the remarks of Mr. 
PRICE of Illinois during general debate 
on H.R. 14159. 

Mr. OTTINGER immediately prior to th<:: 
vote on the amendment offered by Mr. 
ScHERLE in the Committee of the Whole 
today. 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. MCCLOSKEY)' and to in
clude extraneous matter:) 

Mr. DICKINSON. 
Mr. HOSMER in two instances. 
Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin in two in-

stances. 
Mr. BoB WILSON in four instances. 
Mr. HUTCHINSON. 
Mr. WYMAN in two instances. 
Mr. CARTER. 
Mr. HALL. 
Mr. LUJAN in two instances. 
Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. 
Mr. SCOTT. 
Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts in two 

instances. 
Mr. HUNT. 
Mr. SCHWENGEL in two instances. 
Mr. ESCH. 
Mr. ASHBROOK in three instances. 
Mr. DERWINSKI in two instances. 
Mr. BLACKBURN. 
Mr. COUGHLIN. 
Mr. MICHEL. 
Mr. PRICE of Texas in two instances. 
Mr. REID of New York. 
Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. HARRINGTON) and to include 
extraneous matter: ) 

Mr. RoDINO. 
Mr. STUCKEY. 
Mr. MINISH in two instances. 
Mr. WOLFF in two instances. 
Mr. DADDARIO in five instances. 
Mr. POWELL in six instances. 
Mr. TEAGUE of Texas in six instances. 
Mr. GONZALEZ. 
Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. OBEY in six instances. 
Mr. KocH in two instances. 
Mr. L<>NG of Maryland in two instances. 
Mr. FRASER in four instances. 
Mr. CELLER. 
Mr. HUNGATE. 
Mr. BINGHAM in two instances. 
Mr. GALLAGHER. 
Mr. STOKES in four instances. 
Mr. BIAGGI in two instances. 
Mr. HANNA in two instances. 
Mr. COLMER in two instances. 
Mr. RARICK in three instances. 
Mr. BLATNIK. 
Mr. HAGAN in two instances. 
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SENATE BILL REFERRED 

A bill of the Senate of the following 
title was taken from the Speaker's table 
and, under the rule, referred as fallows: 

S. 1718. An act to provide for the convey
ance to the city of Cheyenne, Wyo., of cer
tain real property of the United States here
tofore donated to the United States by such 
city; to the Committee on Government Oper
ations. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

Mr. FRIEDEL, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the 
following title, which was thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H.R. 9825. An act to amend subchapter m 
of chapter 83 of title 5, United States Code, 
relating to civil service retirement, and for 
other purposes. 

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

The SPEAKER announced his signa
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of the 
following titles: 

S. 265. An act for the relief of John (Gio
vanni) Denaro; 

s. 330. An act for the relief of Dr. Kon
stantinos Nicholaos Babaliaros; 

S. 620. An act for the relief of Richard 
Vigil; and 

S. 1110. An act for the relief of Nickolas 
George Polizos. 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 

Mr. FRIEDEL, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on the following days 
present to the President, for his approval, 
bills and a joint resolution of the House 
of the following titles: 

On October 7, 1968: 
H.J. Res. 851. Requesting the President of 

the United States to issue a proclamation 
calling for a "Day of Bread" and "Harvest 
Festival". 

On October 8, 1969 : 
H.R. 3165. For the relief of Martin H. 

Loeffler; 
H.R. 3560. For the relief of Arie Rudolf 

Busch ( also known as Harry Bush) ; 
H.R. 9825. To amend subchapter III of 

chapter 83 of title 5, United States Code, re
lating to civil service retirement, and for 
other purposes; and 

H.R. 11249. To amend the John F. Kennedy 
Center Act to authorize additional funds for 
such Center. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 7 o'clock and 7 minutes p.m.) the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Thurs
day, October 9, 1969, at 12 o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and ref erred as follows: 

1232. A letter from the Comptroller General 
of the United States, transmitting a report 

on the status of war reserve materiel in 
Europe, Departments of the Army, Navy, and 
Air Force; to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

1233. A letter from the Comptroller General 
of the United States, transmitting a report 
on the readiness posture of 7th Army units 
in Europe, Department of the Army; to the 
Committee on Government Operations. 

1234. A letter from the President, Panama 
Canal Company, transmitting a report of a 
violation of a fiscal year 1969 Panama Canal 
Company allotment under section 3679 of the 
Revised Statutes; to the Committee on Ap
propriations. 

1235. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Emergency Preparedness, Executive Office of 
the President, transmitting a report on bor
rowing authority for the period ended 
June 30, 1969, pursuant to the provisions of 
section 304(b) of the Defense Production 
Act of 1950, as amended; to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. 

1236. A letter from the acting executive 
director, Blinded Veterans Association; trans
mitting the audit of the association for the 
fiscal year ended June 30, 1969; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

1237. A letter from the executive director, 
Military Chaplains Association of the U.S.A., 
transmitting the audit of the association for 
the fiscal year ended December 31, 1968; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

1238. A letter from the Administrator of 
Veterans• Affairs, transmitting reports of 
Veterans' Administration activlties during 
fiscal year 1969 for sharing medical facilities 
and exchanging medical information, pur
suant to the provisions of 38 U.S.C. 5057; to 
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally ref erred as follows: 

By Mr. ROGERS of Florida (for him
self, Mr. JARMAN, Mr. NELSEN, Mr. 
SKUBITZ, Mr. CARTER, Mr. KYROS, 
Mr. PREYER of North Carolina, Mr. 
RHODES, Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. VAN DEER
LIN, Mr. BLANTON, Mr. PICKLE, Mr. 
MURPHY of New York, Mr. DINGELL, 
Mr. STUCKEY, Mr. ROONEY of Penn
SYLVANIA, and Mr. SATTERFIELD): 

H.R. 14237. A bill to amend the Mental Re
tardation Facilities and Community Mental 
Health Centers Construction Act of 1963 to 
assist the States in developing a plan for the 
provision of comprehensive services to per
sons affected by mental retardation and 
other developmental disab111ties originating 
in childhood, to assist the States in the pro
vision of such services in accordance with 
such plan, to assist in the construction of 
facilities to provide the services needed to 
carry out such plan, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. BROWN of Ohio: 
H.R. 14238. A bill to establish the Depart

ment of Health; to the Committee on Gov
ernment Operations. 

By Mr. BUSH (for himself, Mr. CON
ABLE, Mr. BEALL of Maryland, Mr. 
BLACKBURN, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. 
BUCHANAN, Mr. COWGER, Mr. CUN
NINGHAM, Mr. DENNY, Mr. DUNCAN, 
Mr. ERLENBORN, Mr. FISH, Mr. GROV
ER, Mr. GUDE, Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. Hos
MER, Mr. HOGAN, Mr. KING, Mr. 
KLEPPE, Mr. LLOYD, Mr. LUKENS, 
Mrs. MA y. Mr. MICHEL, Mr. MILLER 
of Ohio, and Mr. PELLY): 

H.R. 14239. A bill to amend the Social Se
curity Act to provide an increase in benefits 
under the old-age, survivors, and disability 
insurance prograzn, provide for automatic 

benefit increases thereafter in the event of 
future increases in the cost of living, provide 
for future automatic increases in the earn
ings and contribution base, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. BUSH (for himself, Mr. POL
LOCK, Mr. ScoTr, Mr. SEBELIUS, Mr. 
STEIGER of Wisconsin, Mr. TEAGUE of 
Californ:i.a, Mr. THOMPSON of Geor
gia, Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin, 
Mr. VANDER JAGT, Mr. WEICKER, Mr. 
WILLIAMS, Mr. WHITEHURST, Mr. 
WINN. and Mr. ZION) : 

H.R. 14240. A bill to amend the Social Se
curity Act to provide an increase in benefits 
under the old-age, survivors, and disability 
insurance program, provide for automatic 
benefit increases thereafter in the event of 
future increases in the cost of living, provide 
for future automatic increases in the earn
ings and contribution base, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania: 
H.R. 14241. A bill to amend the Federal 

Cigarette Labeling and Advertising Act to 
require cigarette packages to be.ar a state
ment of the fire hazards presented by smok
ing; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. CASEY: 
H.R. 14242. A bill to provide more efficient 

and convenient passport services to citizens 
of the United States of America; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. CLARK: 
H.R. 14243. A bill to encourage the growth 

of international trade on a fair and equitable 
basis; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CLEVELAND: 
H.R. 14244. A bill to amend the Communi

cations Act of 1934 to establish orderly pro
cedures for the consideration of applications 
for renewal of br08ldcast licenses; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

By Mrs. DWYER (for herself, Mr. 
REID of New York, Mr. HORTON, Mr. 
ERLENBORN, Mr. WYDLER, Mr. BROWN 
of Ohio, Mr. VANDER JAGT, Mr. 
MYERS, Mr. COWGER, Mr. GUDE, Mr. 
MCCLOSKEY, Mr. FINDLEY, Mr. 
BUCHANAN, Mr. WEICKER, and Mr. 
STEIGER of Arizona) : 

H.R. 14245. A bill to establish a Commis
sion on Population Growth and the Amer
ican Future; to the Committee on Govern
ment Operations. 

By Mr. FRASER: 
H.R. 14246. A bill to amend the District of 

Columbia Teachers' Salary Act of 1955, as 
amended; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

By Mr. FULTON of Tennessee: 
H.R. 14247. A biLl to extend certain ben

efits to the National Guard technicians, to 
correct certain inequities in the crediting of 
National Guard technician service in con
nection with civil service retirement, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

By Mr. GUBSER: 
H.R. 14248. A bill to provide for the termi

nation of programs of price support for 
agricultural commodities by December 31, 
1975; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. HANNA: 
H.R. 14249. A bill to amend section 4005 

of title 39, United States Code, to restore to 
such section the provisions requiring proof 
of 1.ntent to decel.ve 1.n connection with the 
use of the mails to obtain money or property 
by false pretenses, representations, or prom
ises; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

By Mr. MEEDS (for himself, Mr. 
HATHAWAY, Mr. CLAY, Mr. ADAMS, 
Mr. ANDERSON of California, Mr. 
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BURKE of. Florida, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. 
HANNA, Mr. HELSTOSKI, Mr. BING
HAM, Mr. WALDIE, Mr. SYMINGTON, 
Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN, Mr. Moss, Mr. 
FISHER, Mr. BROWN of California, 
Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr. MIKVA, Mr. 
ESCH, Mr. FISH, Mr. CONTE, Mr. 
BUCHANAN, Mr. GUDE, Mr. RIEGLE, 
and Mr. C6RDOVA): 

H.R. 14250. A bill to authorize the Secre
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare to 
make grants to conduct special educational 
programs and activities concerning the use 
of drugs and for other related educational 
purposes; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

By Mr. MEEDS (for himself, Mr. 
O'HARA, Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD, Mrs. 
HANSEN of Washington, Mr. FOLEY, 
Mr. HICKS, Mr. PRICE of Illinois, Mr. 
FULTON of Tennessee, Mr. HOWARD, 
Mr. BOLAND, Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON, 
Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr. PRYOR of Arkan
sas, Mr. GALLAGHER, Mr. CORMAN, Mr. 
KYROS, Mr. TuNNEY, Mr. PELLY, Mrs. 
MAY,Mr.KING,Mr.BROCK,Mr.BUR
TON of Utah, Mr. WYATT, Mr. HAR
VEY, and Mr. SCHERLE) : 

H.R. 14251. A bill to authorize the Secre
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare to 
make grants to conduct special educational 
programs and activities concerning the use 
of drugs and for other related educational 
purposes; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

By Mr. MEEDS (for himself, Mr. PER
KINS, Mrs. GREEN of Oregon, Mr. 
THOMPSON of New Jersey, Mr. DENT, 
Mr. PuCINSKI, Mr. DANIELS of New 
Jersey, Mr. BRADEMAS, Mr. CAREY, Mr. 
HAWKINS, Mrs. MINK, Mr. SCHEUER, 
Mr. GAYDOS, Mr. AYRES, Mr. ASH
BROOK, Mr. BELL of California, Mr. 
REID of New York, Mr. ERLENBORN, 
Mr. DELLENBACK, Mr. ESHLEMAN, 
Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin, Mr. COL
LINS, Mr. HANSEN of Idaho, Mr. 
RUTH, and Mr. BOGGS) : 

R.R. 14252. A bill to authorize the Secre
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare to 
make grants to conduct special educational 
programs and activities concerning the use 
of drugs and for other related educational 
purposes; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

By Mr. MELCHER: 
R.R. 14253. A bill to authorize the trans

fer of the Brown unit of the Fort Belknap 
Indian irrigation project on the Fort Belk
nap Indian Reservation, Mont., to the land
owners within the unit; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. QUILLEN: 
H.R. 14254. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that an 
individual may deduct amounts paid for his 
higher education, or for the higher education 
of any of his dependents; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SLACK: 
R.R. 14255. A bill to encourage the growth 

of international trade on a fair and equitable 
basis; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BROWN of Michigan: 
R.R. 14256. A bill to establish in the State 

of Michigan the Sleeping Bear Dunes Na
tional Lakeshore, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

By Mr. GARMATZ: 
R.R. 14257. A bill to amend section 11 (a) 

of the Merchant Ship Sales Act of 1946 to 
require the use by the United States of 
privately owned U.S.-flag vessels, when avail
able, to carry cargo; to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. GRIFFIN: 
H.R. 14258. A bill to prohibit the use of 

Federal funds for sex education in elemen-

tary and secondary schools; to the Commit
tee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. HANNA: 
R.R. 14259. A bill to provide for the more 

efficient development and improved manage
ment of national forest commercial timber
lands, to establish a high-timber yield fund, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

H.R. 14260. A bill to establish in the De
partment of the Interior and the Department 
of Agriculture and the Department of Labor 
a Youth Conservation Corps; to the Commit
tee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. MEEDS {for himself, Mr. BUR
TON of California, Mr. STOKES, Mr. 
REES, Mr. ROYBAL, Mr. ADDABBO, Mr. 
EDWARDS of California, Mr. HALPERN, 
and Mr. BUTTON) : 

H.R. 14261. A bill to authorize the Secre
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare to 
make grants to conduct special educational 
programs and activities concerning the use 
of drugs and for other related educational 
purposes; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

By Mr. SCHEUER: 
H.R. 14262. A bill to amend title II of the 

Social Security Act .to provide a 15-percent 
across-the-board increase in the monthly 
benefits payable thereunder, with a mini
mum primary benefit of $80 and subsequent 
cost-of-living benefit increases, to liberalize 
the retirement test to provide that the costs 
of these changes shall be paid from appro
priated funds; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. STUCKEY: 
R.R. 14263. A bill to amend title II of the 

Social Security Act to increase the amount 
of outside earnings permitted each year with
out any deductions from benefits thereunder; 
to the Committee on Ways and Mearns. 

By Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin: 
H.R. 14264. A bill to amend title II of the 

Social Security Act so as to liberalize the 
conditions govern.ling eligibilJity of blind per
sons to receive disability insurance benefits 
thereunder; to the Oommittee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. WHITEHURST: 
R.R. 14265. A bill to amend title XIX of 

the Social Security Act to require that rea
sonable arrangements be made under a 
State's medical assistance program to permit 
patients in skilled nursing homes to be tem
porarily absent for legitimate purposes with
out losing their rights to continued accom
modations in such homes; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. COHELAN {for himself, Mr. 
REES, Mr. POWELL, Mr. HAMMER
SCHMIDT, Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, and 
Mr. REIFEL) : 

H.J. Res. 937. Joint resolution to supple
ment the joint resolution making continuing 
appropriations for the fiscal year 1970 in 
order to provide for carrying out programs 
and projects, and for payments to State edu
cational agencies and local educational agen
cies, institutions of higher education and 
other educational agencies and organiza
tions, based upon appropriation levels as 
provided in R.R. 13111, which passed the 
House of Representatives July 31, 1969, and 
entitled "An act making appropriations for 
the Departments of Labor, and Health, Edu
cation and Welfare, and related agencies, for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, and for 
other purposes"; to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

By Mr. CRAMER: 
H.J. Res. 938. Joint resolution to authorize 

the President to proclaim the month of Jan
uary of each year as "National Blood Donor 
Month"; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FULTON of Tennessee: 
H.J. Res. 939. Joint resolution to supple

ment the joint resolution making continu-

ing appropriations for the fiscal year 1970 in 
order to provide for carrying out programs 
and projects, and for payments to State edu
cational agencies and local educational agen
cies, institutions of higher education, and 
other educational agencies and organiza
tions, based upon appropriation levels as 
provided in R.R. 13111 which passed the 
House of Representatives July 31, 1969, and 
entitled "An act making appropriations for 
the Departments of Labor, and Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare, and related agencies, for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, and for 
other purposes"; to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

By Mr. QUILLEN: 
H.J. Res. 940. Joint resolution to supple

ment the joint resolution making continuing 
appropriations for the fiscal year 1970 in 
order to provide for carrying out programs 
and projects, and for payments to State edu
cational agencies and local educational agen
cies, institutions of higher education and 
other educational agencies and organiza
tions, based upon appropriation levels as 
provided in H.R. 13111, which passed the 
House of Representatives July 31, 1969, and 
entitled "An act making appropriations for 
the Departments of Labor, and Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare, and related agencies, for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, and for 
other purposes"; to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

By Mr. RYAN: 
H .J. Res. 941. Joint resolution proposing an 

amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States relative to equal rights for men and 
women; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WHALEN: 
H.J. Res. 942. Joint resolution to designate 

Route 70 of the National System of Inter
state and Defense Highways as the Eisen
hower Memorial Highway; to the Committee 
on Public Works. 

By Mr. GRIFFIN: 
H. Con. Res. 400. Concurrent resolution 

urging the adoption of policies to offset the 
adverse effects of governmental monetary re
strictions upon the housing industry; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FINDLEY (for himself, Mr. 
BIESTER, Mr. COUGHLIN, and Mr. 
LEGGETT): 

H. Res. 573. Resolution relating to with
drawals from Vietnam; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule xxn, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally ref erred as follows: 

By Mr. BROWN of California: 
H.R. 14266. A bill for the relief of Daniel 

Chien-Sheng Lee; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr.FISH: 
R .R. 14267. A bill for the relief of Antoi

nette Bruck; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. FRASER: 
H.R. 14268. A blll for the relief of Joseph 

Waselak; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary. 

By Mr. FULTON of Tennessee: 
R.R. 14269. A bill for the relief of Dr. 

Julian Casimiro Gregorio; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MIKVA: 
H.R. 14270. A bill for the relief of Dusko 

Curcic; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. PETTIS: 

H.R. 14271. A bill for the relief of Jack A. 
Duggins; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr.RYAN: 
H.R. 14272. A bill for the relief of Halcie 

Welcome; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
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